
CHAPTER 2 

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

INTRODUCTION 

The development of the alternatives for the Cascade Resource Management 
Plan was guided by the regulations of the National Environmental Policy ~ct 
(NEPA), the BLM resource management planning regulations and the Idaho 
Guidebook for preparing the RMP. These guidances require that alternatives 
be developed that addressed each issue. Of the alternatives developed, one 
alternative is a no action alternative which means a continuation of present 
levels of resource use. This alternative satisfies the requirement of BLM 
planning regulations (43 CFR 1610.4-5). 

The basic goal for developing alternatives for the RMP was to prepare 
different combinations of resource use that addressed each issue and 
management concern. A range of resource utilization levels or intensities 
of management was developed for those resources that were issue related. 
Non-issue related resources only had minor or no differences in use levels 
or management intensity between the alternatives. 

Each alternative had to satisfy standards (criteria) as outlined in the 
"Idaho Guidebook." These standards stated that each alternative must be a 
complete resource management plan for the public lands within the planning 
area and must: 

be reasonable; 
include multiple use and transfer area designations, all the 
resource management guidelines and goals, resource management 
objectives and required actions; 
provide for a certain level of resource protection, management 
use and development; 
be responsive to the issues (each issue must be addressed in at 
least one alternative or subalternative); and 
meet BLM requirements (all required alternatives for range, 
wilderness, or other programs must be incorporated in at least 
one alternative or subalternative). 

ALTERNATIVES 

There are five alternatives developed in this document. Alternative E 
has been selected as the Preferred Alternative. All alternatives respond to 
the planning questions that have been asked about the respective issues. 
Each alternative has categorized the public lands into one of four multiple 
use and transfer classes. The classes are discussed below. 

Multiple Use and Transfer Classes 

Each alternative will have its public lands assigned to one of these 
three multiple use or transfer classes: moderate use class, intensive use 
class, limited use class, or transfer class. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Hultiple use and transfer classes serve two purposes in this plan. The 
first is to describe overall resource opportunities and constraints by 
indicating what level of resource production and use is appropriate, what 
intensity of management is needed, whether there are sensitive and 
significant resources which must be protected, and whether BLM would 
transfer public lands from its jurisdiction. The second is to provide a 
basis for developing specific resource management objectives and actions for 
each multiple use area with general purpose and policy statements. 

Prior to undertaking or approving any proposed resource management 
action on public lands in the Resource Area, BLM will ensure that such 
action is consistent with the purpose and policies of the multiple use or 
transfer class or classes involved and that adequate public involvement is 
obtained. 

Public lands are placed in the multiple use or transfer class that best 
reflects the specific resources and management priorities for the area. The 
purposes of these classes are described below and to a greater degree, in 
Part I page 18 of the Plan. 

Moderate Use Class 

Purpose - The purpose of a moderate use class is to delineate public 
lands which are suitable for a ~ide variety of existing and potential uses. 

Intensive Use/Development Class 

Purpose - The purpose of an intensive use/development class is to 
delineate areas suitable for large scale, intensive use and development such 
as developed recreation, communicati'on or power sites. 

Limited Use Class 

Purpose - The purpose of a limited use class is to delineate public 
lands where strict environmental controls are required to protect sensitive 
and significant resources. 

Transfer Class 

Purpose - The purpose of a transfer class is to delineate public lands 
which may be considered for transfer out of federal ownership. The transfer 
class is divided into five categories: Sale (Tl), Sale or Exchange (T2), 
Exchange (T3), Agricultural Entry (T4), and Special Exchange Lands (T5). 

ALTERNATIVES IN DETAIL 

The following section describes the formatting used to present all five 
alternatives developed for the Cascade RHP. The format for the presentation 
of the alternatives is as follows: goal, resource activity, management 
objectives, management actions and special considerations. The activities 
that relate to the issues are addressed in the following sequence: 

2-2 



Livestock Resources 
Watershed Resources 
Vegetative Resources relate to 
Wildlife Resources 
Riparian & Aquatic Resources 

Lands and Realty relate to 

Recreation Resources relate to 

Cultural & Paleontologic Resources 
Forest Resources relate to 
Mineral Resources 
Off-Road Vehicles 

Alternatives 

Issue: Rangeland 
Resource Management 

Issue: Land Tenure Adjustment 

Issue: Payette River Corridor 
Management 

Management Concerns 
and general 
management 

This format is used to assist the reviewer in comparing and tracking the 
differences between the alternatives and to see how the issues are handled. 
The Preferred Alternative appears in both Part I (The Plan) and Part II 
(FEIS). 

OBJECTIVES/ ACTIONS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

The following planning decisions from the approved Boise Front and Black 
Canyon management framework plans (MFPs) would apply to all alternatives: 

Boise Front MFP 

Recreation 

Vehicular use on public land would be restricted to designated roads 
and trails as identified on the MFP Step II overlay, Highland Valley 
Road and Shaw Mountain Road would be closed to vehicular travel from 
December 15 to April 1 for deer winter range protection. 

Black Canyon MFP 

Recreation Off-Road Vehicles 

Open ORV use areas identified on Map 2-4 are: 1) Little Gem Cycle 
Park, and 2) Parma and Dewey ORV parks. Limited ORV use would restrict 
motorized vehicles to existing roads and trails throughout the remainder 
of the planning unit. 

Wildlife 

A long-billed curlew habitat area has been identified in the Black 
Canyon Planning Unit with management guidelines that include retention 
of the area in federal ownership, ORV restrictions, litter control, 
maintenance of short grass types and development of the habitat 
management plan. 
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Description of Alternatives 

The following objectives and actions would apply to all alternatives: 

Watershed 

Objectives 

Improve or maintain the condition of annual and native ranges. 

Protect high erosion hazard (HEH) areas and the banks of streams, lakes 
and reservoirs. 

Actions 

Prevent or control surface disturbing activities on soils with high or 
very high soil erosion hazard ratings. 

Seed disturbed areas (burn or mechanical) with selected plant species. 

Limit ORV activity in most areas of High Erosion Hazard (HEH) potential 
to existing or designated roads and trails. 

Establish grazing management systems for critical HEH areas. 

Limit mechanical rangeland treatments in HEH areas. 

Wildlife 

Objectives 

Protect. crucial habitat of federal and state listed "endangered, 
threatened or sensitive" species. 

Protect crucial habitat of big game and upland game bird species. 

Actions 

Allow no disturbance during crucial time periods (see special 
stipulations). 

Initiate special management for crucial habitat areas. 

Riparian and Aquatic 

Objectives 

Protect stream, lake and reservoir banks from disturbance, erosion or 
pollution. 

Actions 

Provide buffer zones along stream banks and implement guidelines for 
activities occurring within this zone. 
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Alternatives 

Lands and Realty 

Objectives 

Optimize public use and management of the pub~ic lands under the 
principles of multiple use and sustained yield. 

Actions 

Remove unneeded withdrawals on public lands. 

Provide opportunities for utility rights-of-way. Encourage future 
rights-of-way to be located within or adjacent to existing rights-of-way. 
Restrict rights-of-way in areas with high resource values. 

Cultural Resources 

Objectives 

Protect cultural resources. 

Actions 

Design and locate projec~s to minimize impacts. 

Salvage those sites where avoidance is not practical. Consult with the 
SHPO on possibly significant sites. 

Paleontologic 

Objectives 

Protect paleontologic values found on public lands and ensure that they 
remain available for collection as appropriate. 

Actions 

Allow no mechanical disturbance (including 
scientifically significant paleontologic sites. 

fire equipment) on 

Collection of vertebrate fossils will be by permit only for professional 
use. 

Allow no surface occupancy (leasable minerals) on sites with known 
paleontologic values. 

Surface or subsurface ROWs will be designed and routed to avoid 
paleontologic sites. 

ORV activity will be limited to existing roads and trails on known 
paleontologic sites. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Recreation 

Objectives 

Provide for a variety of recreation opportunities. 

Action 

Continue management of intensive use areas for ORV activities, boat 
launching, and camping. 

Continue to make all lands available for casual, dispersed recreation 
use. 

Visual 

Objectives 

Protect the scenic values of public lands, particularly along the 
Payette River Scenic Route and along the South Fork of the Payette River. 

Manage 81,000 acres under Class II, 383,466 acres under Class III and 
23,000 acres under Class IV VRM guidelines. 

Actions 

All land manipulation (burns, seeding, timber harvest, etc.) 
development (fences, transmission towers, etc.) will be designed 
or minimal visual impacts (blend into setting) particularly 
Payette River (all forks). 

Fire 

Objectives 

or project 
to have no 
along the 

Protect the public resources from damages due to wildfire (natural or 
human caused). 

Use prescribed fire to help meet livestock and wildlife objectives. 

Reduce frequency of and potential for fire, especially human-caused 
uncontrolled wildfire. 

Rehabilitate all burned areas where feasible. 

Actions 

Take full suppression action on all fires. High intensity suppression 
actions will be taken where fire danger is rated as extreme, or when high 
resource values are threatened. Schedule prescribed fire to improve 
vegetative production or wildlife habitat. 

Pursue an aggressive prevention program. 
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Give full consideration to wildlife and 
rehabilitating burned areas. 

Alternatives 

livestock needs when 

Create buffer strips (greenstripping) utilizing vegetative species 
resistant to fire spread. Buffer strips would be established to reduce fire 
size and occurrence on large expanses of annual grasses. Strips would also 
be used to protect remaining valuable brush habitat. 

Minerals 

Objectives 

Insure that energy and nonenergy minerals development is encouraged in a 
manner that satisfies national and local needs and provides for economically 
and environmentally sound exploration, extraction, and reclamation practices. 

Actions 

Continue to allow energy and nonenergy mineral leasing and development. 

Work with mining 
environmental impacts. 

claimants to minimize or eliminate adverse 

Encourage the use of existing materials sites as needed and allow new 
sites to be developed in an'environmentally sound manner. 
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Description of Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE A 

This alternative reflects the continuation of present management 
practices and programs now occurring on the public lands in the resource 
area. Changes to present stocking levels, land sales or exchanges, etc. 
would be handled on a case by case basis as most of the objectives and 
actions of the current MFPs have been accomplished. This alternative is the 
"no action" alternative. 

The 487,466 acres of public lands ~ould be placed into one of four 
multiple use or transfer categories as follows: 

370,230 acres Moderate, 
111,715 acres Limited, 

Livestock Resources 

Objectives 

3,321 acres Intensive 
2,200 acres Transfer ---<----

Manage 461,686 acres of rangeland to provide forage for 1 i vestock and 
wild horses. 

Maintain current condition of rangeland vegetation. 

Livestock-AUMs: 72,571 Active Pref., 66,424 Licensen 
66,014 5 yr., 66,014 20 yr. 

Wild Horses-Numbers: 4 Mile 10 Initial, 10 
hi' est Crane Creek 12 Initial, 12 

Wild Horses-AUMs: 20 yrs.: 4 Mile 120 ; West Crane 

Actions 

20 yr. 
20 yr. 

Creek 144 

Stock Driveways: 
(acres) 

63,000 existing maintained, 
0 new added, 

0 existing eliminated 

---
Vegetative 

5 yrs 
Manipulation: 

20 yrs -

Projects: 

0 acres burn, 
-0- acres burn, 

12 mi. fence, 

63,000 total available 

spray and/or seed; 0 acres disc and seed 
spray and/or seed; -0- acres disc and seed 

4 water developments, 6 mi. pipelines ---
Activity Plans: 7 existing AMPs/CRMPs to be reviewed and updated. 

0 AMPs will be prepared. 

Livestock grazing will continue and may be adjusted on currently grazed 
public lands classified for transfer until these lands are transferred. 

Special Considerations 

Seed mixtures used to rehabilitate wildfires will include grass, forb 
and shrub species that will benefit both livestock and wildlife. 
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Alternative A 

Watershed Resources 

Objectives 

Provide special designation and management for the Boise Front area 
(12,000 acres). 

Actions 

Update the following activity plans - HMP, RAMP. 

Vegetative Resources 

Objectives 

Protect candidate and sensitive plants. 

Protect and manage 13 specific sites containing candidate, sensitive, or 
uncommon plants or valuable plant communities. 

Maintain the existing condition of rangeland vegetation. 

Actions 

Develop and implement management actions for areas found containing 
candidate or sensitive plants. Fence selected areas where harmful 
disturbance is likely. Monitor suspected areas. 

Adjust livestock grazing practices in allotments that could shift to a 
lower condition class if present practices were to continue. 

Protect candidate and sensitive plants in areas being managed for other 
uses that threaten the plants existence (i.e. mining) through mitigation. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Designate and/or manage 13 areas as follows: 

I 
I 
I 
I Special Management 
I Areas 
I 

De-
ROW 

Avoidance 

I 1. Lost Basin RNA 65 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 651 0 
I Grassland 1/ I I 
I 2. Rebecca Sandhill RNA 410 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4101 0 
I 1/ I 
I 3. Sand Hollow 2/- None 500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 5001 0 
I 4. Summer Creek-2/ None 240 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2401 0 
I 5. Peraphyllum Rock None 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 I 0 
I 6. Beacon Hill None 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 201 0 
I 7. Sagebrush Hill None 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 101 0 
I 8. Buckwheat Flats None 200 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2001 0 
I 9. 4th July Meadow None 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 100 I 0 
110. Sand Capped Knob None 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 401 0 
Ill. Goodrich Creek 1/ None 440 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4401 0 
112. Pearl Site None 400 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4001 0 
113. Prostrate None 80 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 801 0 
I Ceanothus I 

~------------------~---~---~----~~--~---~~--~~~~--
1/ Exclude or limit livestock grazing. 
Z/ No water or salt blocks in area or on ridgeline. 

Projects: 1 area to have plants removed for replanting (site 12 above) 
6 mi. fencing 
2 acres for interpretive signing 

Activity Plans: Incorporate management needs for candidate and sensitive 
plant species in all activity plans where plants are 
known. Prepare two Research Natural Area Management 
Plans. 

Wildlife Resources 

Objectives 

Manage 186,300 acres of elk habitat, 281,500 acres of deer habitat and 
4,400 acres of antelope crucial winter habitat and provide forage to support 
proposed populations. 

Manage 186,900 acres of sage grouse habitat to maintain existing 
brooding and nesting habitat. 

Provide special management to maintain 61,000 acres of curlew habitat 
through implementation of the HMP. Improve 4,200 acres of sharp-tailed 
grouse habitat by developing and implementing an HMP on the Sage Creek 
allotment. 
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Alternative A 

Maintain existing habitats for other wildlife species. 

Wildlife Unit Months: 
Expected Population: 

Actions 

5,516 Elk, 
143 yearlong Elk, 
950 winter Elk, 

29,420 Deer, 
694 yearlong Deer, 

5,890 winter Deer 

600 
50 

Vegetative Manipulation: 0 acres Shrub, Grass & Forb Seeding, 

Antelope 
yearlong 
Antelope 

0 acres Burn, Disc & Seed, 0 acres Interseed, 
-a- acres Special Project Seeding 

Activity Plans: HMP for Curlew, Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse; and deer 
(Boise Front). 

Special Considerations (rehabilitation, seed mixture, seasonal restrictions, 
ORV restrictions) 

Riparian and Aquatic Resources 

Objectives 

Improve the condition of 11 stream miles of riparian habitat. Continue 
present management on 106 stream miles of riparian habitat. 

Improve the condition of 14 miles of aquatic habitat and continue present 
management on 67 miles of aquatic habitat. 

Actions 

Incorporate riparian pastures and/or special measures in AMPs to improve 
all riparian and aquatic habitat. 

Projects: 14 mi. fencing, 11 mi. instream work -..,....,..-
18 mi. of stream bank planting _.....;;,._ 

Lands and Realty 

Objectives 

Identify for transfer from federal ownership 2,200 acres of public lands 
(243 acres through sale (Tl); 1,397 acres through sale or exchange (T2); 0 
acres through exchange; and classify 560 acres for potential DLE 
development). Retain 485,266 acres of public lands in federal ownership. 

Actions 

Initiate clearance actions (cultural, wildlife, paleontologic, 
lands to be transferred. Provide 2-year notifications to 
permittees once the final decision to transfer has been made. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Cultural Resources 

Objective 

Protect, through standard operating procedures, areas with significant 
cultural values. 

Actions 

Manage nine cultural sites as shown below: 

I I I Minerals (acres) ROW 
I I ILocatablesl Leasables Avoidance ORV Use 
I I I I I No ICacres) 1/ (acres) 4/ 
I Sites I Acres IWithdrawaliClosediSurfl 0 I L I 
I 
11. Placerville I I I I 
I Townsite 2/ 8 8 0 0 0 3/ I 3/ I 0 I 81 
12. Grays Creek 40 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 401 
13. Indian Creek 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 201 
14. Milk Creek 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 201 
Is. Cabin Creek 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 201 
16. Quartz burg 386 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13861 
17. Centerville 516 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15161 
18. Pioneerville 581 ' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 l58ll 
19. Mineral 429 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14291 
I I I 

1/ 0 = Overhead; S = Surface; Sub = Subsurface. 
2/ National Register of Historic Places (existing). 
3! Acreage to be determined by National Register determination process 

(reevaluation). 
4/ 0 = Open; L = Limited; C = Closed. 

Projects: 0 
Activity Plans: 

Recreation Resources 

Objectives 

mi. fencing 
0 

Provide or enhance recreation at 21 areas. 

Provide for ORV recreation activity on public lands. 

Actions 

c 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Designate ORV recreation activity as open on 362,892 acres, limited on 
123,989 acres and closed on 585 acres. ORV recreation activity will remain 
open on 680 acres, and limited on 2,000 acres proposed for transfer until 
lands are transferred. 
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Alternative A 

Designate and manage 21 areas as follows: 

I 
Special ROW 1 I I 

Avoidance I 

--~~~~--~~~~~~' Sites I ---=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~ I 
Ol Ol 0 1328,7901 1,2611 Ol 

I I I I I I 
ll ll 0 I Ol ll Ol 

1. Cascade lERMA l334,000I 
Uplands 31 I I I 

2. Weiser- !Boat I 11 

0 o I o I 
I I 

o I 1 I 0 
River I Launch I I I I I I I I I I 

3. Clay !Cycle I 9481 0 o I o I ol 94819481 4361 ol512l 
Peak I Park I I I I I 41 I I I I I 

4. Oxbow SIISRMA I 40,0001 0 o I o I Ol Ol 0 I 0139,7771 Ol 
~rownfee I I I I I I I I I I I 

21 21 0 I Ol Ol 21 
I I I I I I 

nl 111 o I ol ol nl 

I 5. Wild !Camp- I 21 
I Horse I ground I I 
I 6. Steck !camp- I 111 

o I 2 I 
I I 

o I 11 I 

0 

0 
I I I I I I 

o I zoo I o I 200 I o I o I 
I I ground I I 
I 7. Heiser !Play I 2001 

I I 
o I o I 0 

I I I I I I 
10 I 10 I o I o I 10 I o 

I Dunes I Area I I 
I 8. Snake !Boat I 101 

I I 
o I 10 I 0 

I River I Launch I I I I I I I I I 
I 9. Payette ISRMA I 19,0001 0 o I o I OI2,600I 0 116,3841 2,6001 0 

I I I I I 
I I I I I 

I River 611 I I 
I Corridor! I I 

I I 
I I 

101 101 o I o1 ol 10 
I I I I I 

ll ll 0 I Ol ll 0 
I I I I I 

31 31 0 I Ol Ol 3 

110. North !Camp- I 101 
I Fork I ground I -1 
Ill. Garden !Boat I 11 
I Valley I Launch I I 
112. South I Camp- I 31 

o I 10 I 
I I 

o I 1 I 
I I 

o I 3 I 

0 

0 

0 
I I I I I 

21 21 o I ol ol 2 
I Fork I ground I I 
113. Chief !Picnic I 21 

I I 
o I 2 I 0 

I I I I I 
o I o I o I o 111 , 9951 o I 

I Parish I Site I I 
114. Boise ISRMA I 12,0001 

I I 
o I o I 0 

I I I I I I 
ol sl o I ol ol sl 

I I I I I I 

I Front 7 I I I I 
115. Hulls- IInterprtl 51 
I Gulch I Trail I I 

I I 
o I s I 

I I 
0 

ol ol o 1 8,964l58,8S61 ol 
I I I I I I 

ol ol o I 2,1001 900I ol 
I I I I I I 

116. TreasureiERMA I 72,0001 
I Valley 811 I I 
117. Little- !Cycle I 3,0001 
I Gem I Park I I 

o I o I 
I I 

o I o I 
I I 

0 

0 

o I 30 I o I 30 I o I o I 
I I I I I I 

118. Dewey !Play I 301 
I I Area I I 

o I o I 
I I 

0 

ol 101 o I 101 ol ol 
I I I I I I 

119. Parma !Play I 101 
I I Area I I 

o I o I 
I I 

0 

o I 5oo I o I soo I o I o I 
I I I I I I 

120. Pickles !Play I 5001 
I Butte I Area I I 

o I o I 
I I 

0 

121. Birds ofiNatural I 6401 0 o I o I o I o I o I 640 I o I o I 
I Prey I Area I I I I I I I I I I 

1/ 0 = Overhead; Surf Surface; Sub Subsurface. 
~/ 0 = Open; L =Limited; C = Closed. 
3; Specific constraints covered under Weiser River and Clay Peak. 
4/ Except for Electrical Transmission towers within Existing ROW. 
S/ Covered under Snake River, Steck, Weiser Dunes and Wild Horse. 
6/ Specific constraints covered under North Fork, Garden Valley, South 

Fork and Chief Parish. 
7/ Specific constraints covered under Hulls Gulch. 
8/ Specific constraints covered under Little Gem, Dewey, Parma and Pickles 

Butte. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Projects: Water and/or Sanitary facilities ~' launch ramp 1, access 6 

Activity Plans: Interagency Cooperative Management Plan, RAMPs for 
Payette River Corridor, Boise Front, and Oxbow Brownlee 
SRMAs. 

Analyze the Box Creek WSA (110-91A) for wilderness suitability through a 
statewide EIS. Consider the USFS (Payette National Forest) recommendations 
for the adjacent roadless area called Lick Creek (WSA 4-455). 

Forest Resources 

Objectives 

Manage 26,686 acres of suitable commercial forest land for timber 
management and harvest. 

Allow firewood harvesting (commercial and noncommercial) on forest lands. 

Manage 5,209 acres of forest lands under CFL set asides. This includes 
5,139 acres for TPCC withdrawal and 70 acres for seed orchard withdrawal. 

Provide an annual harvest of approximately 1.0 MMBF. 

Obtain access to suitable 'commercial forest lands through acquisition 
when necessary for program management. 

Actions 

Projects: Build 40 mi. of forest access road (2 miles annually) 
Acquire access to one to two areas 

Activity Plans: Timber Management Plans 

Special Considerations 

Harvesting of 
selective cutting 
40 acres or less. 
annually. 

Mineral Resources 

Objectives 

suitable commercial forest land will generally be through 
practices. Any clearcutting will be limited to a size of 

Timber harvest would occur on approximately 100-400 acres 

Make 456,289 acres (94% of area) available for locatable exploration and 
development and 456,289 acres (94% of area) for leasable mineral exploration 
and development. 

Continue making available saleable minerals from three material sale 
sites and 16 free-use permit sites as needed. 

2-14 



Alternative A 

Actions 

I Leasables (acres) ILocatables (acres)! Salables (acres) I 
I Open I Closed INo Surface Occ. I Open I Withdrawn I Available I Unavailable f 
I I I I I I I I 
1456,2891 31,177 I 45 1456,281 I 31,185 I 95 I 0 I 
I I I I I I I I 
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Description of Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE B 

The emphasis in this alternative is on an intermediate level of 
development and a higher intensity of management than our current management 
level. 

The objective of the alternative would be to emphasize the use and 
development of public land resources, especially commodity resources such as 
livestock grazing, timber harvest, mineral and energy development, etc. 
Management would favor higher livestock levels, more range improvements, 
more timber and other forest product offerings, increased land disposal for 
agricultural development and increased transfer of isolated or difficult to 
manage parcels out of federal ownership. 

Management would comply 
environmental protection while 
multiple-use and sustained yield 

with minimal standards acceptable 
still operating within the framework 

(guidance common to all alternatives). 

for 
of 

Motorized vehicle access and related 
priority over primitive/dispersed recreation. 
placed on ORVs. 

recreation use would receive 
Minimal restriction would be 

The Payette River (8 miles-South Fork) would be recommended for National 
"\\fild and Scenic Rivers study as a recreation river. Opportunities for 
increased river use (float and power boating) would be encouraged and 
provided for. 

The Four Mile Wild Horse Herd Area would be the only herd area managed. 

Areas of speci~l interest or fragile environments would be given special 
designation such as Research Natural Area and ACEC. 

The 487,466 acres of public land would be placed into one of four 
multiple use or transfer categories as follows: 

312,211 
131,945 

Livestock Resources 

Objectives 

acres Moderate, 
acres Limited, 

2,821 
40,489 

acres Intensive 
acres Transfer 

Manage 425,144 acres of rangeland to pro-vide fot:"age for livestock and 
wild horses. 

Livestock A.UMs: 72,.571 Active Pre£., 66,424 Licensed 
61,872 5 yr.' 71,076 20 yr. 

Wild Horses-Numbers: I+ Mile 10 Initial, 20 20 yr. 
West Crane Creek 12 Initial, 0 20 yr:. 

Wild Horses-A.UMs: 20 yrs: 4 Mile 240 ; West Crane Creek 0 ---
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Alternative B 

Actions 

Stock Driveways: 
(acres) 

40,763 existing maintained, 22,237 existing eliminated 
627 new added, 41,390 total available ---

Vegetative Manipulation: 
5 yrs - 6,000 acres burn, spray and/or seed; 2,000 acres disc'd & seed 

20 yrs - 23,400 acres burn, spray and/or seed; 3,000 acres disc'd & seed 

Projects: 148 mi. fence, 20 water developments, 12 mi. pipelines 

Activity Plans: 7 existing AMPs/CRMPs to be reviewed and updated. ---18 AMPs will be prepared. ---
Livestock grazing will continue and may be adjusted on currently grazed 

public lands classified for transfer until these lands are transferred. 

Special Considerations 

Seed mixtures on vegetative manipulations will include grass, forb and 
shrub species that will benefit both livestock and wildlife. 

Watershed Resources 

Objectives 

Provide special designation and management for the Boise Front area 
(12,000 acres). 

Actions 

Designate 12,000 acres of the Boise Front as an ACEC and prepare/update 
the following activity plans - HMP, RAM~. 

Vegetative Resources 

Objectives 

Protect candidate and sensitive plants. 

Protect and manage 13 specific sites containing candidate, sensitive, or 
uncommon plants or valuable plant communities. 

Improve the general condition on 28% of all fair condition and 8% of all 
good condition rangeland. 

Change or improve condition on 25% of the poor condition rangeland and 
maintain existing condition on all other rangelands. 

Actions 

Develop and implement management actions for 
candidate or sensitive plants. Fence selected 
disturbance is likely. Monitor suspected areas. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Exclude surface and subsurface ROWs in those areas known to contain 
candidate or sensitive plants. 

Adjust livestock grazing practices in allotments that could shift to a 
lower condition class if present practices were to continue. 

Hechanically treat (through range and wildlife projects) areas of poor 
and fair condition rangeland that possess a high return potential. 

Designate and/or manage 13 areas as shown: 

I 
I 
I 
I Special Management 
I Area 
I 

I 
I I 
IDesi-l 

!Minerals 
ILocat-1 ROW 

Avoidance 

I 1. Lost Basin I RNA I 65 0 0 0 0 651 651 0 I 651 0 
I Grassland 1/ I I I I I I 
I 2. Rebecca Sandhill 1/l RNA I 410 0 0 0 0 41014101 0 14101 0 
I 3. Sand Hollow 2/ I Nonel 500 0 0 0 0 50015001 0 15001 0 
I 4. Summer Creek-2/ I RNA I 240 0 0 0 0 24012401 0 12401 0 
I 5. Peraphyllum Rock I Nonel 40 0 0 0 0 401 401 0 I 401 0 
I 6. Beacon Hill I Nonel 20 0 0 0 0 201 201 0 I 201 0 
I 7. Sagebrush Hill I None I ' 10 0 0 0 0 10 I 10 I 0 I 10 I 0 
I 8. Buckwheat Flats I RNA I 200 0 0 0 0 20012001 0 12001 0 
I 9. 4th July Meadow I Nonel 100 0 0 0 0 lOOilOOI 0 11001 0 
110. Sand Capped Knob I Nonel 40 0 0 0 0 401 401 0 I 401 0 
Ill. Goodrich Creek 1/ I RNA I 440 0 0 0 0 44014401 0 14401 0 
112. Pearl Site I Nonel 400 0 0 0 0 40014001 0 14001 0 
113. Prostrate Ceanothusl Nonel 80 0 0 0 0 801 801 0 I 801 0 
1 _______________ ~1 --~~~~----~~--~~--~~--~~~~--~~--

1/ Exclude or limit livestock grazing. 
2/ No water or salt blocks in area or on ridgeline. 
3/ 0 = Overhead; Surf Surface; Sub = Subsurface. 

Projects: 6 mi. fencing 
Activity Plans: Incorporate management needs for candidate and sensitive 

plant species in all activity plans where plants are known. 
Prepare five Research Natural Area Management Plans. 

Wildlife Resources 

Objectives 

Manage 181,640 acres of elk habitat, 274,810 acres of deer habitat and 
3,960 acres of antelope crucial winter habitat and provide forage to support 
proposed populations of these animals. 

Manage 183,020 acres of sage grouse habitat to improve brooding and 
nesting habitat. 
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Alternative B 

Improve 22,262 acres of wildlife habitat through new seeding and 
interseeding existing areas and shrub plantings. 

Provide special management on 61,000 acres of curlew and 32,960 acres of 
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitats to improve populations of these 
sensitive species. 

Maintain existing habitats for other wildlife species. 

Wildlife Unit Months: 7,256 Elk, 
Expected Population: 188 yrlong Elk, 

1,250 winter Elk, 

Actions 

41,956 Deer, 
913 yrlong Deer, 

-~~ 
7,750 winter Deer, 

1,800 Antelope 
100 yrlong 

Antelope 

Vegetative Hanipulation: 9, 764 acres Shrub, Grass & Forb Seeding 
7,672 acres Burn, Disc & Seed 
2,006 acres Interseed, 
2,820 acres Special Project Seeding 

Projects: 20 mi. fence, Guzzlers - 1 

Activity Plans: HMP for Curlew, Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse; and deer 
and elk (Boise Front). 

Designate 61,000 acres of curlew habitat and 4,200 acres of Columbian 
sharp-tailed grouse habitat as ACECs. 

Special Considerations (rehabilitation, seed mixture, seasonal restrictions, 
ORV restrictions) 

Riparian and Aquatic Resources 

Objectives 

Improve the condition of 9 stream miles of riparian habitat. Continue 
present management on 101 stream miles of riparian habitat. 

Improve the condition of 10 miles of aquatic habitat and continue present 
management on 58 miles of aquatic habitat. 

Actions 

Adjust livestock grazing practices on riparian areas in allotments where 
riparian/aquatic projects are proposed. 

Incorporate riparian pastures, grazing systems and/or special measures in 
AMPs to improve all riparian and aquatic habitats. 

Projects: 10 mi. fencing, 6 mi. instream work 
---:--

6 mi. of stream bank planting _ __;__ 
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Description of Alternatives 

Lands and Realty 

Objectives 

Identify for transfer from federal ownership 40,489 acres of public 
lands (563 acres through sale (Tl); 33,409 acres through sale or exchange 
(T2); 5,957 acres through exchange; and classify 560 acres for potential 
DLE/CA development (T4). Retain 446,977 acres of public lands in federal 
ownership. 

Actions 

Initiate clearance actions (cultural, wildlife, paleontologic, etc.) on 
lands to be transferred. Provide 2-year notifications to livestock 
permittees once the final decision to transfer has been made. 

Cultural Resources 

Objectives 

Protect, through special designation and management, areas with 
significant cultural values. 

Actions 

Nominate eight sites to the National Register of Historic Places and 
manage as shown below. 

Surface and subsurface ROWs will be routed to avoid cultural sites. 

I I :Minerals (acres) ROW I 
I I Locataoies I Leasables ORV Use I 
I I I I No I sf I 
I Sites IWithdrawaliClosediSurfl c I 
I I 
11. Placerville I I I I I I I 
I Townsite I 8 3/l 8 0 I 8 0 8 I 8 I 0 I 81 0 I 
12. (;rays Creek I 40 I 4/ 0 I 4/ 0 I 4/l 4/ I 0 I 401 0 I 
13. Indian Creek I 20 I 4/ 0 I 4/ 0 I 4/ I 4/1 0 I 201 0 I 
14. Milk Creek I 20 I 4/ 0 I 4/ 0 I 4/ I 4/1 0 I 201 0 I 
Is. Cabin. Creek I 20 I 4/ 0 I 4/ 0 I 4/ I 4/1 0 I 201 0 I 
16. Quartz burg 1386 I 7+1 0 I 4/ 0 I 4/ I 4/1 0 13861 0 I 
17. Centerville 1516 I 4/ 0 I 4/ 0 I 4/ I 4/1 0 15161 0 I 
18. Pioneerville 1581 I 4/ 0 I 4/ 0 I 4/ I 4/1 0 15811 0 I 
19. Mineral 1429 I 4/ 0 I 4/ 0 I 4/ I 4/1 0 14291 0 I 
I I I I I- I- I I I I 

1/ National Register of Historic Places. 
2/ 0 = Overhead; s = Surface; Sub = Subsurface. 
3! National Register of Historic Places (existing). 
4/ Acreage to be determined by National Register determination process. 
51 0 = Open; L = Limited; C = Closed. 
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Projects: 5 
Activity Plans: 

Recreation Resources 

Objectives 

mi. fencing 
CRMP (9) 

Provide or enhance recreation at 20 areas. 

Provide for ORV recreation activity on public lands. 

Alternative B 

Manage 2,600 acres of public lands along the Payette River as a Wild and 
Scenic River (recreation river category). 

Actions 

Designate ORV recreation activity as open on 339,552 acres, limited (to 
existing or designated roads and trails) on 147,329 acres and closed on 585 
acres. 

ORV recreation activity will remain open on the 31,695 acres and limited 
on 9,720 acres of lands proposed for transfer until lands are transferred. 

Recommend the study of 8 miles of Payette River (South Fork) for 
possible inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System as a 
recreation river. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Designate and manage 20 areas as follows: 

I !Minerals (acres) I 
I Special ILocat-1 Lease- I 
I Management lables I ables ROW 1/ I 
I Areas I With-IClo-1 No I Avoidance (acres) I I 

Sites I Type I Acres ldrawallsed !Surf. I I 
I 

1. Cascade lERMA 1334,0001 Ol 0 Ol Ol Ol Ol306,566l26,92ll Ol 
Uplands 3/l I I I I I I I I I I 

2. Weiser - I Boat I ll Ol 0 ll ll ll ol Ol ll Ol 
River I Launch I I I I I I I I I I 

3. Clay Peak !Cycle Park! 9481 Ol 0 9481 Ol 9481 9481 4361 015121 
I I I I I I 4/ I I I I I 

4. Oxbow 5/ISRMA I 40,0001 Ol 0 Ol Ol Ol Ol 0139' 7771 Ol 
Brownlee- I I I I I I I I I I I 

5. Wild Horselcampgroundl 21 Ol 0 21 21 21 Ol Ol Ol 21 
I 6/ I I I I I I I I I I 

6. Steck !Campground! lll Ol 0 lll 111 lll Ol Ol o I 111 
I 6/ I I I I I I I I I 

7. Weiser !Play-Area I 2001 Ol 0 2001 Ol 2001 Ol 2001 Ol 
Dunes I I I I I I I I I I 

8. Snake !Boat I 10 I Ol 0 101 101 101 ol Ol 101 
River I Launch I I I I I I I I I I 

9. Payette R.ISRMA/WSR 119,000/l 2,6001 0 I2,600I2,600I2,600I2,600I 16,3841 2,6001 
I Corridor 7/l IC8mi.)l I I I I I I I I 
110. North ForkiCampgroundl 101 Ol 0 I 101 101 101 Ol Ol Ol 
I I 6/ I I I I I I I I I I 
111. Garden !Boat - I 11 Ol 0 I ll ll ll Ol Ol ll 
I Valley I Launch I I I I I I I I I I 
112. South ForkiCampgroundl 31 Ol 0 I 31 31 31 Ol Ol Ol 
I I 6/ I I I I I I I I I I 
113. Chief !Picnic I 21 Ol 0 I 21 21 21 Ol Ol Ol 
I Parrish I Site I I I I I I I I I I 
114. Boise ISRMA/ACEC I 12,0001 Ol 0 I Ol Ol Ol Ol 0111,9951 
I Front 8/ I I I I I I I I I I I 
115. Hulls I Interpret. I sl Ol 0 I 51 Ol sl Ol Ol Ol 
I Gulch I Trail I I I I I I I I I I 
116. Treasure lERMA I 72,0001 Ol 0 I Ol Ol Ol Ol 0168,3201 
I Valley 9/ I I I I I I I I I I I 
117. Little GemiCycle Park! 3,0001 Ol 0 I Ol Ol 5001 Ol 2,1001 900 I 
118. Dewey !Play Area I 301 Ol 0 I 301 Ol 301 Ol 301 Ol 
119. Parma I Play Area I 101 Ol 0 I 101 Ol 101 Ol 101 Ol 
120. Birds of !Natural I 6401 Ol 0 I Ol Ol Ol Ol Ol 6401 
I Prey I Area I I I I I 

1/ 0 = Overhead·, Surf= Surface·, Sub = Subsurface. 
2/ 0 = Open; L = Limited; C = Closed. 

I I I I 

3! Specific constraints covered under Weiser River and Clay Peak. 
4/ Except for Electrical Transmission Towers in Existing ROW. 
S/ Specific constraints covered under Snake River, Steck, Weiser Dunes and 

Wild Horse. 
6/ Exclude or limit livestock grazing. 
1! Specific constraints covered under North Fork, Garden Valley, South Fork 

and Chief Parrish. 
8/ Specific constraints covered under Hulls Gulch. 
9/ Specific constraints covered under Little Gem, Dewey and Parma. 
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Projects: Water and/or Sanitary facilities 
Access 6 

Activity Plans: RAMPs for 3 SRMAs. 

Forest Resources 

Objectives 

Alternative B 

6 , launch ramp 3 _.;;..___ 

Manage 25,642 acres of suitable commercial forest land for timber 
management and harvest. 

Allow firewood harvesting (commercial and noncommercial) on forest lands. 

Manage 6,253 acres of forest lands under CFL set asides. This includes 
4,923 acres for TPCC withdrawal, 70 acres for seed orchard withdrawal, 1,240 
acres for National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and 20 acres for campground 
withdrawal. 

Provide an annual harvest of approximately 1.7 MMBF. 

Obtain access to suitable commercial forest lands through acquisition 
when necessary for program management. 

Actions 

Projects: Build 68 mi. of forest access road (3.4 miles annually) 
Acquire access on one to two areas 

Activity Plans: Timber Management Plans 

Special Considerations 

Harvesting of sui table commercial forest land will generally be through 
selective cutting practices. Any clearcutting will be limited to a size of 
40 acres or less. Timber harvest would occur on approximately 150-700 acres 
annually. 

Mineral Resources 

Objectives 

Make available 456,281 acres (94% 
exploration and development and 456,289 
mineral exploration and development. 

of area) available for locatable 
acre~ (94% of area) for leasable 

Continue making available salable minerals from three material sale 
sites and 16 free-use sites as needed. 
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Description of Environment 

Actions 

I I 
1456,2891 31,177 3,841 456,2811 31,185 95 o I 
I I I I 
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Alternative C 

ALTERNATIVE C 

The objective of this alternative is to emphasize the protection and 
enhancement of the natural environment. Preservation of natural systems and 
nonconsumptive resource uses would be favored by management actions. 

Commercial forest lands identified for exchange (T5) would only be 
considered for exchange with lands in Idaho that contain such nationally 
significant resource values as wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, historic, 
cultural, paleontologic, endangered species habitat or crucial wildlife 
habitat that can be managed by the BLM or other commercial forest land of 
equal value that would improve BLM management. 

Dispersed recreation activities would be encouraged instead of developed 
or motorized use. More restrictions would be placed on access to the public 
lands. 

The Box Creek Wilderness Study Area would be designated and managed as 
an outstanding natural area. 

The Payette River (14 miles) would be recommended for study as an 
addition to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System as a recreation 
river. Float boat activity-would be favored over power boat use, and access 
to the river would be limited. The maximum acreage authorized for 
protection under the National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act would be 
recommended for designation. 

Areas of special interest or fragile environments would be given special 
designation such as Research Natural Areas and ACEC. 

The 487,466 acres of public lands would be placed into one of four 
multiple use or transfer categories as follows: 

307,436 
159,385 

Livestock Resources 

Objectives 

acres Moderate, 
acres Limited, 

3,321 acres Intensive 
---:-""-:::---:---

17,324 acres Transfer --...<....----

Manage 459,824 acres of rangeland to provide forage for livestock and 
wild horses. 

Livestock-AUMs: 72,571 Active Pre£., 66,424 Licensed 
47,345 5 yr., 53,643 20 yr. 

Wild Horses-Numbers: 4 Mile 10 Initial, 20 20 yr. 
West Crane Creek 12 Initial, 30 20 yr. 

Wild Horses-AUMs: 20 yrs. -- 4 Mile 240 ; West Crane Creek 360 

2-25 



Description of Alternatives 

Actions 

Stock Driveways: 
(acres) 

0 existing maintained, 63,000 existing eliminated 
--~--0 new added, 0 total available ------

Vegetative Manipulation: 
5 yrs- 3,000 acres burn, spray and/or seed; 1,500 acres disc'd & seed 

20 yrs - 13,000 acres burn, spray and/or seed; 6,000 acres disc'd & seed 

Projects: 79 mi. fence, 9 water developments, 6 mi. pipelines 

Activity Plans: 
12 

7 existing AMPs/CRMPs to be reviewed and updated. 
AMPs will be prepared. 

Livestock grazing will continue and may be adjusted on currently grazed 
public lands classified for transfer until these lands are transferred. 

Special Considerations 

Seed mixtures on vegetative manipulations will include grass, forb and 
shrub species that will benefit both livestock and wildlife. 

Watershed Resources 

Objectives 

Provide special designation and management for the Boise Front area 
(12,000 acres). 

Actions 

Designate 12,000 acres of the Boise Front as an ACEC and prepare/update 
the following activity plans - HMP, RAMP. 

Vegetative Resources 

Objectives 

Protect candidate or sensitive plants. 

Protect and manage 13 specific sites containing candidate, sensitive, or 
uncommon plants or valuable plant communities. 

Improve general condition on 35% of all fair and 38% of all good 
condition rangeland. 

Change or improve condition on 16% of the poor condition rangeland and 
maintain condition on remaining. 

Actions 

Develop and implement management actions for areas found containing 
candidate or sensitive plants. Fence selected areas where harmful 
disturbance is likely. Monitor suspected areas. 
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Alternative C 

Exclude surface and subsurface ROWs in those areas known to contain 
candidate or sensitive plants. Include no surface occupancy stipulations in 
all mineral leases. 

Adjust livestock grazing practices and reduce livestock preferences in 
allotments in poor and fair condition. 

Mechanically treat (through range and wildlife projects) areas of poor 
and fair condition rangeland that possess a high return potential. 

Designate and/or manage 13 areas as follows: 

I I Minerals (acres) I I I 
I ILocat-1 I ROW I I 
I lables I Leasablesl Avoidance I ORV Use I 
I Special Management I (acres) 1/ I I 
I Area I Surf. I I Surf I Sub 1--;:;-~.;;-:-:~:--1 
I I 
I 1. Lost Basin RNA 65 65 0 65 0 65 651 0 I 0 651 
I Grassland 2/ I I I 
I 2. Rebecca sa;dhill RNA 410 410 0 410 0 410 410 I 0 I 0 410 I 
I 2/ I I I 
I 3. Sand Hollow 3/- None 500 0 0 500 0 500 5001 0 1500 01 
I 4. Summer Creek-3/ RNA 240 240 0 240 0 240 2401 0 I 0 2401 
I 5. Peraphyllum Rock None· 40 0 0 40 0 40 40 I 0 I 0 40 I 
I 6. Beacon Hill None 20 0 0 20 0 20 201 0 I 20 ol 
I 7. Sagebrush Hill None 10 0 0 10 0 10 101 0 I 0 101 
I 8. Buckwheat Flats RNA 200 200 0 200 0 200 2001 0 I 0 2001 
I 9. 4th July Meadow None 100 0 0 100 0 100 1001 0 I 0 1001 
110. Sand Capped Knob None 40 0 0 40 0 40 401 0 I 0 401 
Ill. Goodrich Creek 2/ RNA 440 440 0 440 0 440 4401 0 I 0 4401 
112. Pearl None 400 0 0 400 0 400 4001 0 1400 01 
113. Prostrate None 80 0 0 80 0 80 801 0 I 80 ol 
I Ceanothus I I I 
------~~----~--~--~--~--~--~~--~~~--~ 

1/ 0 = Overhead; Surf Surface; Sub Subsurface. 
2/ Exclude or limit livestock grazing. 
3! No water or salt blocks in area or on ridgeline. 

Projects: __ 6_ mi. fencing 
5 acres for interpretive signing 

Activity Plans: Incorporate management needs for candidate and sensitive 
plant species in all activity plans where plants are 
known. 
Prepare five Research Natural Area Management Plans. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Wildlife Resources 

Objectives 

Manage 185,080 acres of elk habitat, 276,890 acre~ of deer habitat and 
4,400 acres of antelope crucial winter habitat and provide forage to support 
proposed populations of these animals. 

Manage 186,900 acres of sage grouse habitat to improve brooding and 
nesting habitat. 

Improve 23,912 acres of wildlife habitat through new seeding and 
interseeding existing areas and shrub plantings. 

Provide special management on 61,000 acres of curlew and 32,960 acres of 
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitats to improve populations of these 
sensitive species. 

Maintain existing habitats for other wildlife species. 

Wildlife Unit Months: 7,836 Elk, 
Expected Population: 203 yrlong Elk, 

1,350 winter Elk, 

Actions 

Vegetative Manipulation: 10,387 acres 
8,295 acres 
2,230 acres 
3,cmo acres 

Projects: 10 mi. fence, 3 Guzzler ---

45,312 Deer, 
986 yrlong Deer, 

--=---=-= 8,370 winter Deer, 

Shrub, Grass & Forb 
Burn, Disc & Seed, 
Inter seed, 

2, 400 Antelope 
200 yrlong 

Antelope 

Seeding, 

Special Project Seecl.ing 

Activity Plans: HMP for Curlew, Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse; deer and 
elk on Boise Front and Oxbow Reservoir. 

Designate 61,000 acres of curlew habitat and 4,200 acres of sharp-tailed 
grouse habitat as ACECs. 

Special Considerations (rehabilitation, seed mixture, seasonal restrictions, 
ORV restrictions) 

Riparian and Aquatic Resources 

Objectives 

Improve the condition of 12 stream miles of riparian habitat. Continue 
present management on 107 stream miles of riparian habitat. 

Improve the condition of 23 miles of aquatic habitat and continue present 
management on 57 miles of aquatic habitat. 
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Alternative C 

Actions 

Adjust livestock grazing practices on riparian areas in allotments where 
riparian/aquatic projects are proposed. 

Incorporate riparian pastures, grazing systems, and/ or special measures 
in AMPs to improve all riparian and aquatic habitat. 

Projects: 13 mi. fencing, 9 mi. in stream work _ __;__ 

15 mi. of stream bank planting ---
Lands and Realty 

Objectives 

Identify for transfer from federal ownership 17,324 acres of public 
lands (243 acres through sale (Tl) and 5,775 acres through exchange (T3) anrl 
11,306 acres through special exchange (T5)). Retain 470,142 acres of public 
lands in federal ownership. 

Actions 

Initiate clearance actions (cultural, wildlife, paleontologic, etc.) on 
lands to be transferred. Provide 2-year notifications to livestock 
permittees once the final decision to transfer has been made. 

Lands identified T5 will only be available for exchange for lands 
determined to be of national significance, endangered or crucial wildlife 
habitat or commercial forest lands of equal or better value that would 
improve resources management of BLM lands. The total of 11,306 acres in 
this category includes 5,108 acres of commercial forest land. 

Cultural Resources 

Objectives 

Protect, through special designation and management, areas with 
significant cultural values. 

Actions 

Nominate eight sites to the National Register of Historic Places and 
manage as shown below. 

Surface and subsurface ROWs will be routed to avoid cultural sites. 

2-29 



Description of Alternatives 

I I I Minerals (acres) ROW I 
I I ILocatablesl Leasables Avoidance ORV Use I 
I INR 1/ I I I No 5/l 
I Sites I Acres IWithdrawaliClosediSurfl 0 c I 
I I I 
11. Placerville I I I I I 
I Townsite 2/ 8 8 I 0 8 0 I 8 I 8 0 I 81 0 I 
12. Grays Creek 40 3/ I 0 3/ 0 I 3/ I 3/l 0 I 401 0 I 
13. Indian Creek 20 3! I 0 3! 0 I 3/ I 3/1 0 I 201 0 I 
14. Milk Creek 20 3! I 0 3! 0 I 3/ I 3/1 0 I 20 I 0 I 
Is. Cabin Creek 20 3! I 0 3! 0 I 3/ I 3/1 0 I 201 0 I 
16. Quartz burg 386 3! I 0 3! 0 I 3/1 3/1 0 13861 0 I 
17. Centerville 516 3! I 0 3! 0 I 3/1 3/1 0 15161 0 I 
18. Pioneerville 581 3! I 0 3! 0 I 3/1 3/1 0 15811 0 I 
19. Mineral 429 3! I 0 3! 0 I 3/1 3/1 0 14291 0 I 
I I I- I- I I I I 

1/ National Register of Historic Places. 
2/ National Register of Historic Places (existing). 
3! Acreage to be determined by National Register nomination process. 
4/ 0 Overhead; S = Subsurface; Sub = Subsurface. 
5/ 0 = Open; L = Limited; C = Closed. 

Projects: 5 mi: fencing 
Activity Plans: CRMP (9) 

Recreation Resources 

Objectives 

Provide or enhance recreation at 22 areas. 

Provide for ORV recreation activity on public lands. 

Manage 4,500 acres of public lands along the Payette River as a Wild and 
Scenic River (recreation river category). 

Actions 

Designate ORV recreation activity as open on 3,276 acres, limited (to 
existing or designated roads and trails) on 481,620 acres and closed on 
2,570 acres. 

Manage 17,324 acres of public lands recommended for transfer as limited, 
to designated or existing roads and trails for ORV recreation, until lands 
are transferred. 

Recommend the study of 14 miles of Payette River (6 miles North Fork, 8 
miles South Fork) for possible inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System as a recreation river. 

2-30 



Alternative C 

Designate and manage 22 areas as follows: 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I __ ~S~it~e~s~~--~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~~~~~1 
I I 
I 1. Cascade lERMA I334,000I OJ OJ OJ OJ OJ OJ Ol330,490l OJ 
I Uplands 3/ I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 2. Weiser- !Boat I ll Oi Ol ll 11 11 OJ Ol 11 OJ 
I River I Launch I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 3. Clay Peak!Cycle Park! 9481 OJ OJ 9481 Oi 9481 9481 4361 015121 
I I I I I I I I 4/ I I I I I 
I 4. Oxbow 5/ I SRMA I 40,000 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 39,7771 0 I 
I Brownlee I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 5. Wild I campground I 2 I o I o I 2 I 2 I 21 o I o I o I 21 
I Horse I 6/ I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 6. Steck !Campground! 111 OJ Ol lll 111 lll Ol 01 01 lll 
I I 6/ I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 7. Weiser !Play-Area I 2001 Ol Ol 2001 Ol 2001 Ol 2001 01 01 
I Dunes I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 8. Snake I Boat I 10 I o I o I 10 I 10 I 10 I o I o I 10 I o I 
I River I Launch I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 9. Payette ISRMA/WSR 119,000/l 4,50014,5001 OI4,500I4,500I4,500I 01 19,0001 01 
I River 7/l IC4,500/I I I I I I I I I I 
I corridor I 114 mi.) I I I I I I I I I I 
110. Box IONA I 4401 '+401 Ol 4401 4401 4401 4401 Ol 014401 
I creek 8/ I I I I I I I I I I I I 
Ill. North I Campground I 10 I 0 I 0 I 10 I 10 I 10 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 10 I 
I Fork I 6/ I I , I I I I I I I I I 
ln. Garden !Boat I ll OJ OJ ll ll ll Ol Ol 11 Ol 
I valley I Launch I I I I I I I I I I I 
113. South ICampgroundl 31 Ol Ol 31 31 31 Ol 01 01 31 
I Fork I 6/ I I I I I I I I I I I 
114. Chief !Picnic I 21 Ol OJ 21 21 21 OJ OJ Ol 21 
I Parrish I Site I I I I I I I I I I I 
115. Boise ISRMA/ACEC I 12,0001 Ol OJ OJ Ol OJ Ol OJ ll,995l OJ 
I Front 9/ I I l I I I I I I I I I 
116. Hulls -!Interpret.! 51 Ol Ol 51 OJ 51 OJ OJ OJ 51 
I Gulch I Trail I I I I I I I I I I I 
117. Treasure lERMA I 72,0001 OJ Ol OJ OJ OJ OJ Ol 67,8201 Ol 
I Valley 10/ I I I I I I I I I I I I 
118. Little- !Cycle Parkl 3,0001 Ol OI1,000I OI3,000I 012,1001 9001 Ol 
I Gem I I I I I I I 4/ I I I I I 
119. Dewey I Play Area I 30 I o I o I 30 I o I -30 I o I 30 I o I o I 
120. Parma I Play Area I 10 I 0 I 0 I 10 I 0 I 10 I 0 I 10 I 0 I 0 I 
121. Pickles I Play Area I 500 I 0 I 0 I 500 I 0 I 500 I 0 I 500 I 0 I 0 I 
I Butte I I I I I I I I I I I I 
122. Birds of !Natural I 6401 Ol OJ Ol OJ OJ Ol Ol 6401 OJ 
I Prey I Area I I I I I I I I I I I 

1/ 
?.; 
3! 
4/ 
5/ 
6/ 
71 

0 = Overhead; Surf = Surface; Sub = Subsurface. 
0 = Open; L = Limited; C = Closed. 
Specific constraints covered under Weiser 
Except for Electrical Transmission Towers 
Specific constraints covered under Steck, 
Exclude or limit livestock grazing. 

River and Clay Peak. 
in Existing ROW. 
Weiser Dunes and Wild Horse. 

Specific constraints covered under Box Creek, Garden Valley, South 
Fork and Chief Parrish. 

8/ Allow no harvest of timber or wood products. Protect free flow of Box 
Creek. 

'}_/ Specific constraints covered under Hulls Gulch. 
10/ Specific constraints covered under Little Gem, Pickles Butte, Dewey 

and Parma. 
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Designation of Alternatives 

Projects: Water and/or sanitary facilities - 7, launch ramp- 3, 
access - 7 

A.ctivity Plans: RAMPs for Oxbow-Brownlee, Payette River Corridor, and 
Boise Front. 

Forest Resources 

Objectives 

Manage 20,026 acres of suitable commercial forest land for timber 
management and harvest. 

Allow firewood harvesting (commercial and noncommercial) on forest lands. 

Manage 11,869 acres of forest lands under CFL set asides. This includes 
4,628 acres for TPCC withdrawal, 70 acres for seed orchard withdrawal, 1,748 
acres for the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, 20 acres for 
campground withdrawal, 5,108 acres for special land exchange and 29 5 acres 
for outstanding natural area. 

Provide an annual harvest of approximately .5 MMBF. 

Obtain access to suitable commercial forest lands through acquisition 
when necessary for program management. 

Actions 

Projects: Build 20 mi. of forest access road (1 mile annually) 
Acquire access on one to two areas 

Activity Plans: Timber Management Plans 

Special Considerations 

Harvesting of 
selective cutting 
40 acres or less. 
annually. 

Mineral Resources 

Objectives 

sui table commercial forest land will generally be through 
practices. Any clearcutting will be limi.ted to a size of 

Timber harvest would occur on approximately 50-200 acres 

Make 452,677 acres (93% of area) available for locatable exploration and 
development and 454,389 acres (93% of area) for leasable mineral exploration 
and development. 

Continue making available salable minerals from three material sale 
sites and 16 free-use sites as needed. 
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Actions 

Leasables (acres) ILocatables (acres)! 
-~Op_e_n--.I=.,:.C.,;.l-os_e_d~I"':"!N:-'-o-S:::-u-r""""f~a-c-e--:::-Oc-c-. I Open I Withdrawn I 
I I I I I I 
1454,3891 33,077 I 7,726 I 452,5861 34,880 I 
I I I I I I 
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Description of Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE D 

This alternative is based on a high investment management option. 

The alternative would increase the intensity of management of both 
commodity and noncommodi ty resources. Grazing opportunities, timber 
production and developed recreation would receive major investment. Higher 
investments would also be made for the improvement of wildlife habitat 
(terrestrial and riparian) and recreation opportunities of dispersed nature. 

A major effort would be made to control the invasion of medusahead rye 
into native vegetative areas and to reclaim infested areas that have high 
productive capability. 

The annual harvest of timber will be increased to 2. 9 MMBF through the 
use of intensive management practices on all suitable commercial forest 
lands. 

The Box Creek Wilderness Study Area would be designated and managed as 
an outstanding natural area. 

The issues of land tenure and the Payette River as well as the other 
resource management programs ~ould be the same as identified in Alternative 
B. 

Additional recreation development would result from investment in 
recreation facilities for camping, boating and public access. 

Areas of special interest or fragile environments would be given special 
designation such as Research Natural Area and ACEC. 

The 487,466 acres of public lands would be placed into one of four 
multiple use or transfer categories as follows: 

316,473 acres Moderate, 
131,945 acres Limited, 

Livestock Resources 

Objectives 

3,321 acres Intensive 
-----:~'-:------

35,727 acres Transfer 
-----''----

Manage 427,176 acres of rangeland to provide forage for livestock and 
wild horses. 

Livestock-AUMs: 72,571 Active Pref., 66,424 Licensed 
63,942 5 yr., 7n,613 20 yr. 

Wild Horses-Numbers: 4 Mile 
West Crane Creek 

Hild Horses-AUMs: 20· yrs.: 

10 Initial, 20 20 yr. 
12 Initial, 0 20 yr. 

4 Mile 240 ; West Crane Creek 
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Alternative D 

Actions 

Stock Driveways: 
(acres) 

40,763 existing maintained, 22,237 existing eliminated 
627 new added, 41,390 total available ---

Vegetative Manipulation: 
5 yrs 8,000 acres burn, spray and/or seed; 3,000 acres disc & seed 
20 yrs- 31,000 acres burn, spray and/or seed; 6,000 acres disc & seed 

Projects: 191 mi. fence, 40 water developments, 36 mi. pipelines 

Activity Plans: 7 
23 

existing AMPs/CRMPs to be reviewed and updated. 
AMPs will be prepared. 

Livestock grazing will continue and may be adjusted on currently grazed 
public lands classified for transfer until these lands are transferred. 

Special Considerations 

Seed mixtures on vegetative manipulations will include grass, forb and 
shrub species that will benefit both livestock and wildlife. 

Watershed Resources 

Objectives 

Provide special designation and management for the Boise Front area 
(12,000 acres). 

Actions 

Designate 12,000 acres of the Boise Front as an ACEC and prepare/update 
the following activity plans- HMP, RAMP. 

Vegetative Resources 

Objectives 

Protect candidate and sensitive plants. 

Protect and manage 13 specific sites containing candidate, sensitive, or 
uncommon plants or valuable plant communities. 

Improve general condition on 21% of all fair and 3% of all good 
condition rangeland. 

Change or improve condition on 25% of the poor condition rangeland and 
maintain condition on remaining areas. 

Actions 

Develop and implement management actions for areas found containing 
candidate or sensitive plants. Fence selected areas where harmful 
disturbance is likely. Monitor suspected areas. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Exclude surface and subsurface ROWs in those areas known to contain 
candidate or sensitive plants. Include no surface occupancy stipulations in 
all mineral leases. 

Adjust livestock grazing practices in allotments in poor and fair 
condition. 

Mechanically treat (through range and wildlife projects) areas of poor 
and fair condition rangeland that possess a return potenti~l. 

Designate and/or manage 13 areas as follows: 

I (acres) I I 
I ROW I 
I De- Avoidance I 
I Special Management I 
I Area I 
I I 
I 1. Lost Basin I RNA 65 65 0 65 0 651 651 0 0 651 
I Grassland 1/ I I I I 
I 2. Rebecca Sandhill I RNA 410 410 0 410 0 41014101 0 0 4101 
I 1/l I I I 
I 3. Sand Hollow 2/ I None 500 0 0 500 0 50015001 0 1500 ol 
I 4. Summer Creek-2/ I RNA 240 240 0 240 0 24012401 0 o 240 I 
I 5. Peraphyllum Rock I None '40 0 0 40 0 401 401 0 0 ·40 I 
I 6. Beacon Hill I None 20 0 0 20 0 20 I 20 I 0 20 ol 
I 7. Sagebrush Hill I None 10 0 0 10 0 101 10 I 0 0 10 I 
I 8. Buckwheat Flats I RNA 200 200 0 200 0 20012001 0 o 200 I 
I 9. 4th July Meadow I None 100 0 0 100 0 lOOilOOI 0 0 1001 
110. Sand Capped Knob I None 40 0 0 40 0 401 401 0 0 40 I 
111. Goodrich Creek 1/l RNA 440 440 0 440 0 44014401 0 I 0 4401 
112. Pearl I None 400 0 0 400 0 40014001 0 1400 ol 
113. Prostrate I None 80 0 0 80 0 801 801 0 I 80 Ol 
I Ceanothus I I I I I 
I I I I I I 

1/ Exclude or limit livestock grazing. 
2/ No water or salt blocks in area or on ridge line. 

Projects: 6 mi. fencing --5 acres for interpretative signing 

Activity Plans: Incorporate management needs for candidate and sensitive 
plant species in all activity plans where plants are 
known. 
Prepare five Research Natural Area Management Plans. 

Wildlife Resources 

Objectives 

Manage 181,640 acres of elk habitat, 274,810 acres of deer habitat and 
3,960 acres of antelope crucial winter habitat and provide forage to support 
proposed populations. 
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Alternative D 

Manage 183,020 acres of sage grouse habitat to improve brooding and 
nesting habitat. 

Improve 23 '912 acres of wildlife habitat through new seeding and 
interseeding existing areas and shrub plantings. 

Provide special management on 61,000 acres of curlew and 32,960 acres of 
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitats to improve populations of these 
sensitive species. 

Maintain existing habitats for other wildlife species. 

Wildlife Unit Months: 
Expected Population: 

Actions 

6,960 Elk, 
180 yrlong Elk, 

1,200 winter Elk, 

40,272 Deer, 
876 yrlong Deer, 

--=""""'";"~ 7,440 winter Deer 

1,200 Antelope 
100 Antelope 

Vegetative Manipulation: 10,387 acres Shrub, Grass & Forb Seeding 
8,295 acres Burn, Disc & Seed 
2,230 acres Interseed, 
3,000 acres Special Project Seeding 

Projects: 30 mi. fence,_ _2_ Guzzlers 

Activity Plans: HMP for Curlew, Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse. 

Designate 61,000 acres of curlew habitat and 4,200 acres of sharp-tailed 
grouse habitat as ACECs. 

Special Considerations (rehabilitation, seed mixture, seasonal restrictions, 
ORV restrictions) 

Riparian and Aquatic Resources 

Objectives 

Improve the condition of 11 stream miles of riparian habitat. Continue 
present management on 94 stream miles of riparian habitat. 

Improve the condition of 10 miles of aquatic habitat and continue present 
management on 55 miles of aquatic habitat. 

Actions 

Adjust livestock grazing practices on riparian areas in allotments where 
riparian/aquatic projects are proposed. 

Incorporate riparian pastures and/or special measures in AMPs to improve 
all riparian and aquatic habitat. 

Projects: 14 mi. fencing, 8 mi. instream work 
17 mi. of stream bank planting 
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Description of Alternatives 

Lands and Realty 

Objectives 

Identify for transfer from federal ownership 35,727 acres of public 
lands (243 acres through sale (Tl); 28,750 acres through sale or exchange 
(T2); 6,174 acres through exchange (T3); and classify 560 acres for 
potential DLEICA development (T4)). Retain 451,739 acres of public lands tn 
federal ownership. 

Actions 

Initiate clearance actions (cultural, wildlife, paleontologic, etc.) on 
lands to be transferred. Provide 2-year notifications to livestock 
permittees once the final decision to transfer has been made. 

Cultural Resources 

Objectives 

Protect, through special designation and management, areas with 
significant cultural values. 

Actions 

Nominate eight sites to the National Register of Historic Places and 
manage as shown below. 

Surface and subsurface ROWs will be routed to avoid cultural sites. 

I I I Minerals (acres) ROW I I 
I I ILocatables I Leasables Avoidance I ORV Use I 
I INR ll I I I No I (acres) 211 311 
I Sites I Acres I Withdrawal! Closed I Surf I 0 I S I Sub 1~--r-~-i--c;.._l 
I I 
11. Placerville I I I I I I 
I Townsite I 8 41 I 8 o 8 o 8 I 8 I o I 81 o I 
12. Grays Creek I 40 I 51 0 51 0 I 511 Sll 0 I 401 0 I 
13. Indian creek I 20 I 51 o 51 o I 511 511 o I 201 o I 
14. Milk Creek I 20 I 51 0 51 0 I 511 511 0 I 201 0 I 
Is. cabin creek I 20 I 51 o 51 o I 511 511 o I 201 o I 
16. Quartzburg 1386 I 51 0 51 0 I 511 511 0 13861 0 I 
17. centerville 1516 I 51 o 51 o I 511 511 o 15161 o I 
18. Pioneerville 1581 I 51 0 51 0 I 511 511 0 15811 0 I 
19. Mineral 1429 I 51 o 51 o I 511 511 o 14291 o I 
'--------------~' --~'------~--~~--~'--~'--~'~1--~1 __ 1 

ll National Register of Historic Places. 
21 0 = Overhead; S = Surface; Sub = Subsurface. 
31 0 = Open; 1 = Limited; C =Closed. 
41 National Register of Historic Places (existing). 
51 Acreage to be determined by National Register determination process. 
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Projects: 5 
Activity Plans: 

Recreation Resources 

Objectives 

mi. fencing 
CRMP (9) 

Provide or enhance recreation at 23 areas. 

Provide for ORV recreation activity on public lands. 

Alternative D 

Manage 2,600 acres of public lands along the Payette River as a Wild and 
Scenic River (recreation river category). 

Actions 

Designate ORV recreation activity as open on 3,276 acres, limited (to 
existing or designated roads and trails) on 481,615 acres and closed on 
?.,575 acres. 

Manage 35,727 acres of public lands recommended for transfer as limited 
to designated or existing roads and trails for ORV recreation until lands 
are transferred. 

Recommend the study of 8 miles of Payette River (South Fork) for 
possible inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic River System as a 
recreation river. 

Obtain recreational access through easement and acquisition of lands. 

2-39 



Description of Alternatives 

I I 
I I 
I I 
I I 
I __ ~S~it~e~s~-+--~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~r-~--T-~1 
I I 
I 1. Cascade lERMA 1334,0001 Ol Ol Ol Ol Ol Ol 01330,4851 51 
I Uplanrls 31 I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 2. Weiser- !Boat I ll ol Ol ll ll ll Ol ol ll ol 
I R t ve r I Launch I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 3. Clay PeakiCycle Park! 9481 Ol Ol 9481 Ol 9481 9481 4361 015121 
I I I I I I I I 41 I I I I I 
I 4. Oxbow 51 I SRMA I 40,000 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 0 I 39, 7771 0 I 
I Brownlee I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 5. Wild !Campground! 21 Ol Ol 21 21 21 Ol Ol Ol 21 
I Horse I 6 I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 6. Steck !Campground! lll Ol Ol lll lll lll Ol Ol Ollll 
I I 61 I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 7. Weiser !Play-Area I 2001 Ol Ol 2001 Ol 2001 Ol 200 Ol Ol 
I Dunes I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 8. Snake I Boat I 10 I 0 I 0 I 10 I 10 I 10 I 0 I 0 10 I 0 I 
I River I r"aunch I I I I I I I I I I 
I 9. Payette ISRMAIWSR 119,00011 2,60012,6001 OI2,600I2,600I2,600I 0 19,0001 ol 
I River 7 I I I<?., 6001 I I I I I I I I I 
I corridor I I 8 mi.) I I I I I I I I I 
110. Box IONA I t,4ol 4401 01 4401 4401 4401 4401 0 014401 
I creek 81 I I I I I I I I I I I 
Ill. North !Campground! 101 Ol Ol 101 101 101 Ol 0 Ol 101 
I Fork I 61 I I I I I I I I I I 
112. Garden !Boat I ll Ol Ol ll ll ll Ol 0 ll Ol 
I Valley I Launch I I I I I I I I I I 
113. South !Campground! 31 Ol' Ol 31 31 31 01 0 Ol 31 
I Fork I 61 I I I I I I I I I I I 
114. Chief !Picnic I 21 ol Ol 21 21 21 ol Ol ol 21 
I Parrish I Site I I I I I I I I I I I 
115. Boise ISRMAIACEC I 12,0001 ol Ol ol Ol Ol ol Ol ll,995l ol 
I Front 9 I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
116. Hulls -!Interpret.! 51 Ol Ol 51 Ol 51 Ol Ol Ol 51 
I Gulch I Trail I I I I I I I I I I I 
117. Treasure lERMA I 72,0001 Ol Ol Ol Ol Ol Ol Ol 67,8201 Ol 
I valley 101 I I I I I I I I I I I I 
118. Little- !Cycle Park! 3,0001 Ol 013,0001 013,0001 01?.,1001 9001 Ol 
I Gem I I I I I I I 41 I I I I 
119. Dewey I Play Area I 30 I 0 I 0 I 30 I 0 I -30 I 0 30 I 0 I 0 I 
120. Parma I Play Area I 10 I 0 I 0 I 10 I 0 I 10 I 0 10 I 0 I 0 I 
121. Pickles !Play Area I 5001 ol Ol 5001 Ol 5001 0 5001 Ol ol 
I Butte I I I I I I I I I I I 
122. Paddock !Campground! 51 Ol Ol 51 51 51 Ol Ol Ol 51 
I Reservoir! I I I I I I I I I I I 
123. Birds of !Natural I 6401 Ol Ol Ol Ol Ol Ol Ol 6401 Ol 
I Prey I Area I I I I I I I I I I I 

1/ 
2.! 
3! 

4/ 
51 

0 = Overhead; Surf = Surface; Sub = Subsurface. 
0 = Open; L = Limited; C = Closed. 
Specific constraints covered under Weiser River, Clay Peak, and Paddock 
Reservoir. 
Except for Electrical Transmission Towers in Existing ROW. 
Specific constraints covered under Steck, Weiser Dunes, Wild Horse and 
Snake River. 

6/ Exclude or limit livestock grazing. 
7! Specific constraints covered under Box Creek, Garden Valley, South 

Fork and Chief Parrish. 
8/ Allow no harvest of timber or wood products. Protect free flow of Box 

Creek. 
~/ Specific constraints covered under Hulls Gulch. 
10/ Specific constraints covered under Little Gem, Pickles Butte, Dewey 

and Parma. 
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Alternative D 

Projects: Water and/or Sanitary facilities __ 8_, Launch Ramp __ 3_, 
Access 8 

Activity Plans: RAMPs for Oxbow-Brownlee, Box Creek, Payette River 
Corridor, and Boise Front. 

Forest Resources 

Objectives 

Manage 25,347 acres of suitable commercial forest land for timber 
management and harvest. 

Allow firewood harvesting (commercial and noncommercial) on forest lands. 

Manage 6,548 acres of forest lands under CFL set asides. This includes 
4,923 acres for TPCC withdrawal, 70 acres for seed orchard withdrawal, 1,240 
acres for the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System, 20 acres for 
campground withdrawal, and 295 acres for outstanding natural area. 

Provide an annual harvest of approximately 2.9 MMBF through the use of 
full intensive management practices on all suitable commercial forest land. 

Obtain access to suitab}-e commercial forest lands through acquisition 
when necessary for program management. 

Actions 

Projects: Build 116 mi. of forest access road (5.8 miles annually) 
Acquire access on one to three areas. 

Activity Plans: Timber Management Plans 

Special Considerations 

Harvesting of suitable commercial forest lands will be through selective 
and clearcutting practices. Any clearcutting will be limited to a size of 
40 acres or less. Timber harvest would occur on approximately 200-1,200 
acres annually. 

Mineral Resources 

Objectives 

Make available 454,666 acres (93% of area) available for locatable 
exploration and development and 456,289 acres (94% of area) for leasable 
mineral exploration and development. 

Continue making available salable minerals from three material sale 
sites and 16 free-use sites as needed. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Actions 

I Leasables (acres) ILocatables (acres)! Salables (acres) I 
I Open I No Surface Occ. I I Withdrawn I Available I Unavailable I 
I I 
1456,2891 31,177 7,731 454,4861 32,980 95 o I 
~----~~~--~--------~----~~----~~----~-------~ 
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Alternative E 

ALTERNATIVE E 

(PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

The objective of this alternative is to provide an optimum mixture of 
protection and enhancement of the natural environment with commodity 
resource utilization (renewable and nonrenewable). Preservation of 
significant natural resource features is provided for along with moderate 
increases in commodity resource use. This is the preferred alternative. 

A portion of the Payette River would be recommended for study for 
possible addition to the National Wild and Scenic River System. 

Areas of special interest or fragile environments would be given special 
designation such as Research Natural Areas and ACEC. 

The 487,466 acres of public lands would be placed into one of four 
multiple use or transfer categories as follows: 

328,453 
138,405 

Livestock Resources 

Objectives 

acres Moderate, 
acres Limited, 

3,004 acres Intensive 
.....,.~~-:---

17,604 acres Transfer 

Manage 449,059 acres of rangeland to provide forage for livestock and 
wild horses. 

Livestock-AUMs: 72,571 Active Pre£., 66,424 Licensed 
66,257 Initial, 68,000 5 yr., 70,536 20 yr. 

Wild Horses-Numbers: 4 Mile 
West Crane Creek 

Wild Horses-AUMs: 20 yrs.: 

Actions 

10 Initial, 20 20 yr • 
.....,...,,.,..1.,..2_ Initial, 0 20 yr:. 

4 Mile 240 ; West Crane 0 

Stock Driveways: 
(acres) 

40,763 existing maintained, 22,237 existing eliminated 
627 new added, 41,390 total available 

Vegetative Manipulation: 
5 yrs - 5,000 acres burn, spray and/or s~ed; 2,000 acres disc'd & seed 

20 yrs- 18,279 acres burn, spray and/or seed; 6,000 acres disc'd & seed 

Projects: 60 mi. fence, 66 water developments, 15 mi. pipelines 

Activity Plans: 
12 

7 existing AMPs/CRMPs to be reviewed and updated. 
AMPs will be prepared. 

Livestock grazing will continue and may be adjusted on currently grazed 
public lands classified for transfer until these lands are transferred. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Special Considerations 

Seed mixtures on vegetative manipulations will include grass, forb and 
shrub species that will benefit both livestock and wildlife. 

Note: For analysis purposes for livestock use levels (AUMs), it was assumed 
that only the current land transfer applications being processed would be 
completed within the next 5 years and that no other land transfers would 
occur within the next 5 years. Consequently the 5-year forage level for 
livestock in the preferred alternative is not comparable with the 5-year 
forage level for livestock in Alternatives A, B, C, and D since it was 
assumed that all land transfers in those alternatives would be completed at 
the end of 5 years. See Appendix G for further information. 

Watershed Resources 

Objectives 

Provide special designation and management for the Boise Front area 
(12,000 acres). 

Actions 

Designate 12,000 acres of the Boise Front as an ACEC and prepare/update 
the following activity plans - HMP, RAMP. 

Vegetative Resources 

Objectives 

Protect candidate or sensitive plants. 

Protect and manage 13 specific sites containing candidate, sensitive, or 
uncommon plants or valuable plant communities. 

Improve general condition on 32% of all fair and 11% of all good 
condition rangeland. 

Change or improve condition on 31% of the poor condition rangeland and 
maintain condition on remaining. 

Actions 

Develop and implement management actions for areas found containing 
candidate or sensitive plants. Fence selected areas where harmful 
disturbance is likely. Monitor suspected areas. 

Exclude surface and subsurface ROWs in those areas known to contain 
candidate or sensitive plants. Include no surface occupancy stipulations in 
all mineral leases. 

Adjust livestock grazing practices and reduce livestock preferences in 
allotments in poor and fair condition. 
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Alternative E 

Mechanically treat (through range and wildlife projects) areas of poor 
and fair condition rangeland that possess a high return potential. 

Designate and/or manage 13 areas as follows: 

I 
I 
I 

I Minerals (acres)! 
lLocat-1 I 

De- lables I Leasablesl 
ROW 

Avoidance 
lsigna-1 I With-lClo-1 No I 

!Acres l drawall sed I Surf .1---=-~=---'::-T~-=-
I Special Management 
I Area 
I 
I 1. Lost Basin RNA I 65 0 0 65 0 I 651 651 0 Ol 65 
I Grassland 3/ I I I I I 
I 2. Rebecca Sandhill RNA I 410 0 0 410 0 I 41014101 0 01410 
I 3/ I I I I I 
I 3. Sand Hollow 4/ - None I 500 0 0 500 0 I 5001500 I 0 500 I 0 
I 4. Summer Creek-4/ RNA I 240 0 0 240 0 I 24012401 0 01240 
I 5. Peraphyllum Rock None I 40 0 0 40 0 I 401 401 0 01 40 
I 6. Beacon Hill None I 20 0 0 20 0 I 201 201 0 201 0 
I 7. Sagebrush Hill None I 10 0 0 10 0 I 101 101 0 ol 10 
I 8. Buckwheat Flats RNA I 200 0 0 200 0 I 20012001 0 01200 

~--1 9. 4th July Meadow None I 100 0 0 100 0 I 1001100 I 0 01100 
110. Sand Capped Knob None I 40 0 0 40 0 I 401 401 0 01 40 
Ill. Goodrich Creek 3/ RNA I 440 0 0 440 0 I 44014401 0 Ol440 
112. Pearl None' I 400 0 0 400 0 I 400 1400 I 0 400 I 0 
113. Prostrate None I 80 0 0 80 0 I 801 801 0 80l 0 
I Ceanothus I I l I I 

~-------------~----~~--~--~--~--~~~--~~--~~ ~--~1-
1/ 0 = Overhead; Surf = Surface; Sub = Subsurface. 
2! 0 = Open; L =Limited; C = Closed. 
3! Exclude or limit livestock grazing. 
4/ No water or salt blocks in area or on ridgeline. 

Projects: __ 6 __ mi. fencing 
5 acres for interpretive signing 

Activity Plans: Incorporate management needs for candidate and sensitive 
plant species in all activity plans where plants are 
known. 
Prepare five Research Natural Area Management Plans. 

Wildlife Resources 

Objectives 

Manage 181,640 acres of elk habitat, 275,250 acres of deer habitat and 
4,400 acres of antelope crucial winter habitat and provide forage to support 
proposed populations of these animals. 

Manage 185,860 acres of sage grouse habitat to improve brooding and 
nesting habitat. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Improve 23,912 acres of wildlife habitat through new seeding and 
interseeding existing areas and shrub plantings. 

Provide special management on 61,000 
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitats 
sensitive species. 

acres of curlew and 32,960 acres of 
to improve populations of these 

Maintain existing habitats for other wildlife species. 

Wildlife Unit Months: 7,124 Elk, 
Expected Population: 191 yrlong Elk, 

1,208 winter Elk, 

Actions 

44,612 Deer, 
961 yrlong Deer, 

~s-,~2~7~0 winter Deer, 

1,800 Antelope 
175 yrlong 

Antelope 

Vegetative Manipulation: 10,387 acres Shrub, Grass & Forb Seeding, 
8,295 acres Burn, Disc & Seed, 
2,230 acres Interseed, 

3,000 acres Special Project Seeding 

Projects: 30 mi. fence, 2 Guzzler 

Activity Plans: HMP for Curlew, Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse; and deer 
(Boise Front). 

Designate 61,000 acres of curlew habitat and 4,200 acres of sharp-tailed 
grouse habitat as ACECs. 

Special Considerations (rehabilitation, seed mixture, seasonal restrictions, 
ORV restrictions) 

Riparian and Aquatic Resources 

Objectives 

Improve the condition of 16 stream miles of riparian habitat. Continue 
present management on 102 stream miles of riparian habitat. 

Improve the condition of 14 miles of aquatic habitat and continue present 
management on 66 miles of aquatic habitat. 

Actions 

Adjust livestock grazing practices on riparian areas in allotments where 
riparian/aquatic projects are proposed. 

Incorporate riparian pastures, grazing systems, and/or special measures 
in AMPs to improve all riparian and aquatic habitat. 

Projects: 11 mi. fencing, 11 mi. instream work 
~----

--~7-- mi. of stream bank planting 
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Alternative E 

Lands and Realty 

Objectives 

Identify for transfer from federal ownership 17,604 acres of public 
lands (563 acres through sale (Tl) and 10,107 acres through sale or exchange 
(T2) and 6,374 acres through exchange (T3), and 560 acres through DLE (T4)). 
Retain 469,862 acres of public lands in federal ownership. 

Actions 

Initiate clearance actions (cultural, wildlife, paleontologic, etc.) on 
lands to be transferred. Provide 2-year notifications to livestock 
permittees once the final decision to transfer has been made. 

Recreation Resources 

Objectives 

Provide or enhance recreation at 21 areas. 

Provide for ORV recreation activity on public lands. 

Manage 2,600 acres of public lands along the Payette River as a Wild and 
Scenic River (recreation river category). 

Actions 

Designate ORV recreation activity as open on 244,118 acres, limited (to 
existing or designated roads and trails) on 241,215 acres and closed on 
2,133 acres. 

Manage 11,084 acres of public lands recommended for transfer as limited 
to designated or existing roads and trails and 6,160 acres as open for ORV 
recreation, until lands are transferred. 

Recommend the study of 8 miles of Payette River (South Fork) for 
possible inclusion into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System as a 
recreation river. 

Obtain recreational access through easement and acquisition of lands. 
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Description of Alternatives 

Designate and manage 21 areas as follows: 

I I 
I Lease- I 
I Special I 
I De signa t ions .::..:..:....:..=...:::..:;..:..:.::..::...~.::..::....::..::..L ___.:::..:;-:-____;_::;:=...::.~!....._::;.'--=-1 
I __ ~S~i~t=es~--r-~Ty~p~e~-~~A~c=re~s~~~~~~~~r-~-r~~~~-r___.:~-+~~~~1 
I I 
I l. Cascade lERMA 1334,0001 0 I 0 I Ol ol Ol Ol241,498l88,039l 51 
I uplands 31 I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 2. Weiser - I Boat I ll 0 I 0 I ll ll ll 0 I 0 I ll 0 I 
I River I Launch I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 3. Clay Peak!Cycle Park! 9481 0 I 0 I 9481 Ol 9481 ol 4361 015121 
I 4. Oxbow 4IISRMA I 40,0001 0 I 0 I Ol Ol Ol Ol 0139,7791 Ol 
I Brownlee I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 5. Steck !campground! lll 0 I 0 I lll lll 111 ol ol Ol 111 
I I 51 I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 6. Heiser !Play-Area I 2001 0 I 0 I Ol Ol 2001 Ol 2001 Ol ol 
I Dunes I I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 7. Snake !Boat I 101 0 I 0 I 101 101 101 Ol ol 101 Ol 
I River I Launch I I I I I I I I I I I 
I 8. Payette lsRMAI\JSR ll9,000II 0 I o I Ol ol Ol ol 0118,9841 ol 
I River 611 (2,60011 I I I I I I I I I 
I corridor I 8 mi) I I I I I I I I I I 
I 9. North !Campground 101 0 I 0 I 101 101 101 ol Ol OllOI 
I Fork I 51 I I I I I I I I I I 
llO. Garden !Boat ll 0 I 0 I ll ll ll ol ol ll ol 
I valley I Launch I I I I I I I I I I 
Ill. South !Campground 31 0 I 0 I 31 31 31 Ol Ol Ol 31 
I Fork I 51 I I I I I I I I I I 
112. Chief !Picnic 21 0 I 0 I 21 21 21 Ol Ol Ol 21 
I Parrish I site I I I I I I I I I I 
113. Boise lsRMAIACEC 12,0001 0 I o I Ol ol Ol ol Olll,995l ol 
I Front 7 I I I I I I I I I I I I 
114. Hulls !Interpret. 51 0 I 0 I 51 Ol 51 ol Ol Ol 51 
I Gulch I Trail I I I I I I I I I I 
115. Treasure lERMA 72,0001 0 I 0 I Ol Ol Ol ol 0168,7801 Ol 
I valley 81 I I I I I I I I I I I I 
116. Little- !Cycle Park! 3,0001 0 I 0 I Ol OI3,000I ol 2,1001 9001 ol 
I Gem I I I I I I I 9 I I I I I I 
117. Dewey !Play Area I 301 0 I 0 I Ol Ol -301 ol 301 Ol ol 
118. Parma !Play Area I 101 0 I 0 I Ol Ol 101 ol 101 Ol ol 
119. Pickles !Play Area I 1801 0 I 0 I Ol ol 1801 ol 1801 Ol ol 
I Butte I I I I I I I I I I I I 
120. Paddock !Campground! 51 0 I 0 I 51 51 51 ol ol ol 51 
I Reservoir! 51 I I I I I I I I I I I 
121. Birds of !Natural I 6401 0 I 0 I Ol Ol Ol ol Ol 6401 Ol 
I Prey I Area I I I I I I I I I I I 

1/ 0 = Overhead; Surf = Surface; Sub = Subsurface. 
2! 0 = Open; L = Limited; C = Closed. 
3! Specific constraints covered under Weiser River, Clay Peak, and Paddock 

Reservoir. 
4/ Specific constraints covered under Steck, Weiser Dunes and Snake River. 
S/ Exclude or limit livestock grazing. 
6/ Specific constraints covered under North Fork, Garden Valley, South 

Fork and Chief Parrish. 
7/ Specific constraints covered under Hulls Gulch. 
S/ Specific constraints covered under Little Gem, Pickles Butte, Dewey and 

Parma. 
9/ Except for electrical transmission towers in existing right-of-way. 
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Alternative E 

Projects: Water and/or sanitary facilities - 8, launch ramp - 3, 
access - 8 

Activity Plans: RAMPs for Oxbow-Brownlee, Payette River Corridor, and 
Boise Front. 

Cultural Resources 

Objectives 

Protect, through special designation and management, areas with 
significant cultural values. 

Actions 

Nominate eight sites to the National Register of Historic Places and 
manage as shown below. 

Surface and subsurface ROWs will be routed to avoid cultural sites. 

I I Minerals ROW I 
I ILocatablesl Avoidance I ORV Use 
I (acres) 5/ I 
I Sites 0 I s lsubl 
I 
11. Placerville I I I I 
I Townsite 4/ 8 8 0 8 I 0 I 8 8 0 I 81 
12. Grays Creek 40 2/ 0 2/ I 0 I 21 I 2/ I 0 I 40 I 
13. Indian Creek 20 2/ 0 I 2/ I 0 I 2/1 2! I 0 I 201 
14. Milk Creek 20 "'II 0 I "'II I 0 I "'II I 2/ I 0 I 201 
Is. Cabin Creek 20 2! 0 I 2/ I 0 I 2/1 2! I 0 I 201 
16. Quartz burg 386 2./ 0 I 2./ I 0 I 2./1 2! I 0 13861 
17. Centerville 516 2/ 0 I 2/ I 0 I 2/1 2/ I 0 15161 
18. Pioneerville 581 2./ 0 I 2/ I 0 I 2/1 2/1 0 15811 
19. Mineral 429 2/ 0 I 2/ I 0 I 2/1 2/1 0 14291 
I I I I- I- I I I 

1/ National Register of Historic Places. 
2! Acreage to be determined by National Register nomination process. 
3! 
4/ 
5! 

0 = Open, L =Limited, C = Closed. 
National Register of Historic Places (existing). 
0 = Overhead; S = Surface; Sub = Subsurface. 

Projects: 5 
Activity Plans: 

mi. fencing 
CRMP (9) 

Forest Resources 

Objectives 

I 
I 

3/l 
c I 

I 
I 

0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 

I 

Manage 26,663 acres of suitable commercial forest land for timber 
management and harvest. 
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Allow firewood harvesting (commercial and noncommercial) on forest lands. 

Manage 5,232 acres of forest lands under CFL set asides. This includes 
5,139 acres for TPCC withdrawal, 70 acres for seed orchard withdrawal and 23 
acres for campground withdrawal. 

Provide an annual harvest of approximately 1.7 MMBF. 

Obtain access to sui table commercial forest lands through acquisition 
when necessary for program management. 

Actions 

Projects: Build 68 mi. of forest access road (3.4 miles annually) 
Acquire access on one to two areas 

Activity Plans: Timber Management Plans 

Special Considerations 

Harvesting of suitable commercial forest land will generally be through 
selective cutting practices. Any clearcutting will be limited to a size of 
40 acres or less. Timber harvest would occur on approximately 150-700 acres 
annually. 

Mineral Resources 

Objectives 

Make 456,281 acres (94% of area) available for locatable exploration and 
development and 456,289 acres (94% of area) for leasable mineral exploration 
and development. 

Continue making available salable minerals from three material sale 
sites and 16 free-use sites as needed. 

Actions 

I Leasables ~acres~ ILocatables ~acres~! Salables (acres) I 
I 0Een Closed !No Surface Occ.l O:een !Withdrawn I Availabie I Unavaiia'5Ie I 
I I I I I I I I 
1456,2891 31,177 I 3,549 I 456,2811 31,185 I 95 I 0 I 
I I I I I I I I 
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ACECs 

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

This plan recommends ACEC designation for three areas which met the 
criteria (of relevance and importance) to be considered for ACEC 
designations (Boise Front Area; Columbian Sharp-tail Grouse Habitat Area; 
and the Black Canyon Long-billed Curlew Management Area). The ACECs are 
shown on Map 2-3. The following summarizes the description and special 
requirements for the three ACECs recommended in the RMP. Additional 
information is available at the Boise District Office, BLM. 

Name: Boise Front Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

Purpose 

The purpose for designating 12,000 acres of the Boise Front as an ACEC 
is to focus attention and identify management direction on this important 
natural resource. Management objectives are to protect and enhance the 
watershed resource, quality of wildlife habitat, variety of recreation 
opportunities, and scenic values. 

Site Description 

The Boise Front ACEC would encompass 12,000 acres in the hills and 
mountains lying immediately north and east of Boise, Idaho. The 12,000 
acres are situated in a land ownership pattern with adjacent Forest Service, 
Idaho Fish and Game, State Department of Public Lands, and private lands. 
Elevations range from 3,200 feet at Lucky Peak reservoir to 5,680 feet near 
Lucky Peak. Topography is generally steep. A major portion of the land 
area contains slopes of 20 to 60 percent. 

Soils in the area are formed in deeply weathered granite of the Idaho 
Batholith and are highly erosive and easily disturbed when dry or saturated. 

Present vegetation includes cheatgrass and other annuals at the lower 
elevations, sagebrush and bitterbrush at mid elevations, and scattered 
stands of Douglas-fir and ponderosa pine at higher elevations. Five major 
drainages usually provide streamflows throughout the year. Other stream 
courses are generally dry during the summer months with spring snowmelt and 
rainstorms contributing to seasonal streamflows. The major drainages and 
many smaller ones support riparian vegetation. Livestock use includes 
approximately 325 cattle in a rest/rotation grazing system managed by the 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game. Several bands of sheep trail across the 
area in spring and fall. 

In 1959 after a fire eliminated much of the vegetative cover, two 
separate storms caused serious flooding and sediment damage to the northeast 
portion of the City of Boise. Following a costly cleanup, extensive 
watershed rehabilitation work was done by several agencies in a joint effort 
to stabilize the vulnerable resource. The terraces constructed as part of 
that effort are still visible from the City of Boise and vicinity as a 
re1ninder of the areas sensitivity to disturbance and forces of nature. 
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Resource Values 

The Boise Front functions as an important groundwater recharge area. 
Snow melt and rain waters enter the soil and percolate down through the 
granitic soils, faults and fractures and eventually create groundwater 
reservoirs. These subsurface reservoirs release water· at numerous springs 
and support the perennial streams and riparian vegetation. Much of the 
subsurface flows accumulate in groundwater reservoirs which are available 
for Boise Valley users. The City of Boise is a major user of this 
groundwater and operates several groundwater wells for municipal use 
including geothermal heating. 

The Boise Front is a crucial winter range for approximately 4,000 mule 
deer. The Highland Valley and Shaw Mountain roads are currently closed to 
vehicles from December 15 to April 1 to protect this herd. Upland game 
birds (quail, dove, chukar and Gray partridge), numerous small mammals, 
reptiles and- non game birds are also found in the area. Two candidate 
(Federal Category II) plants, Aaseae' s onion (Allium aaseae) and Mulford 
milkvetch (Astragalus mulfordea) have been identified in the area. 

Recreation use on the 
hiking, horseback riding, 
National Recreation Trail. 

Boise 
and 

Front includes ORV activities, hunting, 
interpretive uses along the Hulls Gulch 

The Boise Front is a scenic backdrop for the City of Boise and 
surrounding area. Although there are several powerlines traversing the 
area, they are generally not noticeable from a distance. More noticeable 
are the roads and trails, many of which have been established through 
unrestricted ORV use. It is currently managed as a Class II visual resource. 

Cause for Concern 

The combination of steep slopes and highly erodible granitic soils make 
the area extremely sensitive to changes in the vegetative community through 
surface disturbing activities. Disturbance of the vegetative community can 
lead to rill and gully erosion which are now evident on the Boise Front. 
Much of the serious rill and gully erosion has been attributed to 
disturbance caused by off road vehicle use. This erosion can reduce the 
function and value of the area as a watershed and groundwater recharge 
area. Springs and riparian vegetation may also be reduced. The current 
erosion problems are increasing and the ability of the area to fully 
function in its capacity as a watershed is threatened. 

Surface disturbing activities which can lead to undesireable vegetative 
changes and erosion include unrestricted motorized and nonmotorized vehicle 
use, road construction and maintenance, mineral excavation, certain 
rights-of-way, fire occurrence, and suppression activities. 

The scars from severe erosion can also reduce the attractiveness of the 
area as a scenic backdrop for viewers from the Boise vicinity and can reduce 
the quality of recreation activities. 
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Vehicle use and human disturbance during the winter months can reduce 
the effectiveness of winter habitat for deer populations by adding stress 
during a critical time. 

Management Guidelines 

Resource Use Limitations 

The following resource use limitations will apply to the Boise Front 
ACEC to protect resource values: 

1. Motorized and nonmotorized vehicle use will be limited to designated 
roads and trails. 

2. The Highland Valley and Shaw Mountain roads will be closed to motorized 
and nonmotorized vehicle use from December 15 to April 1. 

3. The upper portion of the 8th Street Road will be closed to 4-wheeled 
vehicles during the wet winter months. 

4. The area will be closed to disposal of mineral materials under the 
Materials Act of 1947, as amended (Alternative B only). 

5. The area will be managed to conform to Class II Visual Resource 
Management Guidelines. 

6. All lands within the ACEC will be retained in Federal ownership. 

Management Emphasis 

The following activities will receive management emphasis to further 
protect resource values: 

1. Closure and rehabilitation of certain roads and trails. 

2. Maintenance and reconstruction of existing roads and trails. 

3. Restriction of future rights-of-way to insure minimal erosion and visual 
intrusion. 

4. Full fire suppression • 

.5. Reha bi li ta tion of burned areas. 

6. Installation of water control structures to reduce erosion where needed. 

Name: Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse Habitat Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern 

Purpose 

The purpose for designating 4,200 acres as an ACEC is to intensify 
habitat management for one of the last remaining populations of Columbian 
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sharp-tailed grouse in western Idaho. 
be to improve, protect and enhance 
sensitive species. 

Site Description 

The basic management objectives will 
the quality of the habitat for this 

This ACEC would be located approximately 16 miles north of Weiser, Idaho 
on the south side of Hitt Mountain with USFS land, State land and private 
lands on the north, east and south. 

It is bordered on the west by Mann Creek while Sage Creek and Deer Creek 
transect the area. 

Topography is mostly rolling hills with some steep slopes adjacent to 
Mann and Sage Creeks. Elevation varies from 3, 200 feet to 4, 000 feet. 
Soils are mixed and it is not uncommon to find pockets of loamy soil 
interspersed in shallow rocky soils. 

The area presents a mosaic of vegetation types corresponding to the 
various soils. Vegetation associations include big sagebrush/grasses and 
mountain shrub patches with aspen, serviceberry, chokecherry, bi ttercherry 
and snowbrush shrubs, riparian zones with willow, rose and hawthorne shrubs 
with the northern areas of ponderosa pine with some Douglas-fir. 

Resource Values 

In addition to Columbian sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus phasianellus 
columbianus), the area contains important spring, fall and summer habitat 
for mule deer which are common in the area. Concentrations of migrating 
mule deer use the area during the spring and fall. It is also important 
spring and fall elk range. The area has a rich diversity of wildlife. It 
supports a variety of mammals from coyotes to deer mice. Approximately 180 
different species of birds have been observed on the area. 

Causes for Concern 

and widespread 
from most of its 

Nevada and reduced 

Columbian sharp-tailed grouse were once abundant 
throughout the northwest. This species has disappeared 
former range and is now extinct in California, Oregon and 
to remnant populations over the remainder of its range. 

Currently, remaining populations in Idaho are small and disjunct. In 
western Idaho, populations are extremely rare and are limited to Washington 
and Adams Counties. The largest known population in western Idaho is found 
in the vicinity of this ACEC. There are four known dancing grounds in the 
area and the fluctuating population numbers approximately 200 birds. 

The Columbian sharp-tailed grouse has been designated as a "Species of 
Special Concern" by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDF&G) and as a 
"Sensitive Species" by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM). BLM policy is to maintain or increase current population 
levels of sensitive species through habitat protection and enhancement. 
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Management Guidelines 

Resource Use Limitations 

1. Motorized vehicle use will be limited to designated roads and trails. 

2. Livestock grazing will be adjusted to allow the range to reach and 
maintain optimal habitat condition. 

3. Surface occupancy for all oil and gas, and geothermal leases will be 
determined on a site specific basis. 

4. Seasonal occupancy stipulations will be applied on all oil and gas and 
geothermal leases. 

5. Rights-of-ways construction activities for transmission lines, pipelines 
and other major projects will not be allowed during the nesting and 
brood-rearing periods. 

6. No permanent new roads will be allowed in the area. 

7. All lands within the ACEC will be retained in Federal ownership. 

Management Emphasis 

1. Develop a fully comprehensive habitat management plan for the area. 

2. Fire rehabilitation and vegetative manipulation will be conducted with 
native species emphasized. 

3. Maintenance of the bordering fences to manage livestock movement will be 
conducted annually. 

4. Pursue acquisition of key habitat areas on State and private lands. 

5. Place high fire suppression priority on the area. 

Name: Long-Billed Curlew Habitat Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

Purpose 

The purpose for designating approximately 61,000 acres as an ACEC is to 
identify the area as crucial nesting hab~tat for Long-Billed Curlew 
(Numenius americanus), a federally protected migratory species. The main 
management objective will be to maintain nesting habitat for the 1,000 
curlew pairs that nest and raise their young in the area. 

Site Description 

The area is a low, rolling upland lying between the Boise, Payette and 
Snake River valleys. The area is characterized by choppy rolling topography 
which supports a semi-desert type vegetative community. Average rainfall is 
approximately 11 inches per year with most of the moisture falling from 
November to June. 
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The native habitat has been highly modified over the years. 
Historically, the area was a sagebrush/bunchgrass vegetation community. 
Livestock grazing, frequent wildfire and the invasion of exotic annual 
grasses have largely eliminated the shrubs and reduced perennial grasses. 

In general, there are four cover types: 1) annual rangeland, 2) 
sagebrush, 3) crested wheatgrass, and 4) irrigated agriculture. The annual 
rangeland type is the key habitat for nesting curlews. 

Resource Values 

There are eight livestock operators that utilize the rangelands in the 
area. They graze both cattle and sheep on approximately 80,000 acres of 
state, private, and public lands. Grazing periods occur throughout the year 
with some operators grazing at various seasons of the year. 

Recreation use on the area is divided into four areas. The area east of 
Little Freezeout is used by horse enthusiasts. In the past, some endurance 
rides have been held in this area. The area is also used by upland bird 
hunters in the fall. Limited ORV use also takes place. The area from 
Little Freezeout west to Sand Hollow is used by ORV enthusiasts. The Dewey 
ORV Park is located in this area. There is also some use by equestrians and 
upland bird hunters in the fall. The area west of Sand Hollow is heavily 
used by upland game hunters. There has also been some dog trials held in 
this area. Equestrians use the' area while ORV use is heavy in the southwest 
corner of the area and a motorcross track is located in the northwest corner 
of the area. The areas north of the Black Canyon and west of the Sand 
Hollow freeway exits have dense populations of ground squirrels and are used 
by squirrel hunters in the spring. 

Cause for Concern 

Each year, Long-billed Curlew migrate into the area arriving about the 
third week in Harch. This large shore bird nests and raises its young in 
the annual grass habitat. The area supports about 1,000-nesting pairs, the 
largest nesting population in the western United States. Research on the 
population and habitat relationships was conducted in this area from 1977 to 
1979. This research provided the base line information to manage this 
significant population. 

A substantial decline in population and distribution of this species in 
the United States prompted its classification as a "Sensitive Species," by 
the BLM and a "Candidate Species," by the U.S. Fish and Hildlife Service. 
The Idaho Department of Fish and Game has designated this bird as a "Species 
of Special Concern." These classifications are an "early warning" that a 
species may be in trouble and if declines continue that official listing 
with maximum protection under the Endangered Species Act may be necessary. 
A habitat management plan was developed to assist in the conservation of 
crucial curlew habitat. 
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Management Guidelines 

Resource Use Limitations 

1. Motor vehicle use will be limited to designated roads and trails. 

2. Seasonal occupancy stipulations will apply on all oil and gas and 
geothermal leases. 

3. Rights-of-way construe tion activities for transmission lines, pipelines 
and other major projects will not be allowed during the nesting and 
brood-rearing periods. 

4. Road construction will be limited and evaluated on a site specific basis. 

5. All lands within the ACEC will be retained in Federal ownership. 

Management Emphasis 

1. Maintain sufficient good curlew habitat to support 1,000 nesting pairs 
during the breeding season. 

2. Pursue the acquisition of key habitat on state and private lands through 
land exchange. 

3. Enforce the ORV use limitations during the curlew nesting and 
brood-rearing periods. 

4. Encourage intensive grazing systems that would improve curlew habitat in 
areas where vegetation is too high and too dense. 

5. Use controlled burns as a management tool to maintain and improve curlew 
habitat. 

6. Give curlew habitat priority consideration in all range improvement 
projects. 

7. Encourage domestic sheep use on the area. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT DEVELOPED 

Four additional alternatives were considered by the RMP 
interdisciplinary team but were not developed or analyzed in the plan 
because they did not meet the criteria for selection. Alternatives not 
developed are as follows: 

Maximum Livestock Grazing 

This alternative would have developed livestock grazing to the maximum 
extent possible without consideration for other resource needs and/or 
demands. It included rehabilitating all lands infested with medusahead rye. 

This alternative was not developed further because: 
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1. Past, current and expected funding suggested that this alternative would 
not be economically feasible. It would require a high investment level 
to treat all lands invaded by medusahead rye (greater than $50.00 per 
acre on the best sites to $100.00 on poorer sites). A benefit/cost 
analysis using the current grazing fee charges would not prove 
beneficial. 

2. It would not meet the provisions of existing laws and regulations for 
providing for multiple use of the public lands. This alternative would 
have catastrophic impact on crucial wildlife habitat as available AUMs 
would be given to livestock. 

3. Existing social acceptance of providing for wildlife habitat on public 
lands for nature study, hunting and overall enjoyment by the areas 
population and the people of the State of Idaho would make the 
alternative unacceptable. Public comments received during the early 
stages of the planning process favored giving wildlife consideration in 
our plans. 

This alternative would not meet the public's interest. 

Maximum Wildlife Production 

This alternative would have emphasized converting land capabilities to 
wildlife habitat to the maximum extent possible without consideration for 
other resource needs and/or demands. 

This alternative was not further developed because: 

1. All the currently developed alternatives would meet the reasonable 
numbers for wildlife populations desired by the Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game. 

2. The development of maximum wildlife habitat on public lands would create 
major increases in wildlife numbers that would have significant impacts 
(adverse) on adjacent private lands because the private land contains a 
major amount of winter habitat (50%+) that would have to support the 
wintering wildlife. This would be in direct conflict with private 
landowners management of private wintering livestock ranges. 

Public comments received during early stages of the planning process 
identified that population explosions were a problem particularly in 
wintering areas. A maximum wildlife production alternative is counter to 
solving this concern and would not solve the issue. An alternative designed 
to increase wildlife populations and provide winter wildlife habitat needs 
will be developed. 

Maximum Environmental Protection 

This alternative would have limited any outside influence to the natural 
ecosystem of the area and would have prohibited the conversion of any lands 
to uses that would deplete resources or result in surface disturbing 
activities. 
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It was not developed because: 

1. Much of the vegetative resources have been disturbed and invaded by 
exotic vegetative species which do not contribute to the natural habitat 
of endemic species. The treatment of entire areas invaded by exotic 
species (medusahead rye) is currently not feasible in light of existing 
and expected funding levels over the duration of this planning and 
management cycle. 

2. Much of the land pattern is fragmented and affected by management 
activities (generally non natural) occurring on adjacent private lands. 

3. Based upon current and expected funding levels and past program funding 
levels this alternative would be unfeasible to implement. Excessive 
costs would be required beyond a reasonable level to provide boundary 
fencing and no benefiting program would have the funds for such costs. 

Public input received during early stages of planning process centered 
upon recognition of all uses at moderate management levels. As a result of 
this public input, the above would not be an acceptable alternative. 

No Livestock Grazing 

This alternative would have removed the grazing of livestock from the 
public lands in the resour<!e area. This alternative was eliminated from 
consideration early in the planning process. It was determined that it is 
both unreasonable and not feasible in light of local social, economic and 
environmental conditions. The rationale for not considering this 
alternative is: 

1. The resource area is made up of both blocked and fragmented public 
lands. About 336 of the allotments exist on this land base (487 ,500 
acres). Extensive fencing of the public land boundary would be required 
to keep livestock off of the public lands from adjacent private lands 
and U.S. Forest Service allotments. This fencing cost would be 
prohibitive and unreasonable and the enforcement of no grazing would be 
unrealistic as well as unmanageable. This fencing would also have an 
adverse impact on movement of wildlife particularly if fences had to be 
built to meet sheep specifications. 

2. Livestock grazing is an important industry in the eight county area that 
the resource area lies within. It contributes $43 million and 1, 553 
jobs to the regional economy of west-central Idaho. Given this economic 
significance and the general social acceptance of livestock grazing by 
the people in this area and the State of Idaho, there would be no 
realistic support for this alternative. 

3. i\lthough a no grazing alternative would, in part, satisfy a portion of 
the range management issue, it would not have resulted in major 
rangeland improvements. This is due to the magnitude of poor condition 
rangeland resulting from invasion of medusahead rye grass and not as a 
result of livestock on the rangeland. 
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4. Livestock grazing has long been recognized as a legitimate use of the 
public lands. The removal of this use from a multiple use resource 
area, where forage in fair or better condition exists, cannot be 
justified. 

5. Public input received during public meetings, suP.ported management 
actions that recognized all uses on public lands. No - "No Grazing" 
type management actions were proposed. 

RELATIONSHIP TO NEPA GOALS 

The alternatives described in this RMP/EIS all would achieve the 
requirements of sections 101 and 1023(1) of NEPA and other environmental 
laws and policies. Each of the alternatives is designed to use practicable 
means to create and maintain conditions under which humans and nature can 
exist in productive harmony, but the emphasis is different in each 
alternative. Alternative A would place little emphasis on preservation of 
natural aspects of our national heritage and enhancement of the quality of 
renewable resources. Alternatives A, B, C, D and E would limit the range of 
uses and the environment. Alternative E, the Preferred Alternative, would 
attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment while 
preserving important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national 
heritage. 

All actions taken to implement the Preferred Alternative (Alternative E) 
would be monitored as outlined in Appendix P. 

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY 

A comparison between alternatives is sho~~. on the following page. 
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COMPARATIVE SUMMARY 

I!======JR~e~s~ou~r~c~e======}:==~Ail~te~r~n~at~i~v~eJAc====+====JAil~te~r~n~a~tiGv~e=B~==~====JA~l~te~r~n~a~t~iv~e=C~====+===~AQ11t~er~n~a~ti~v~e=D~==~====~AQ1Ite~r~n~a~tiGv~e=E~===I 
I I 
I:~S~O~IL~S~-~E~r~o~si~o~n~R~a~t~e--~~~~~~~~~---+~~i~nc~r~e~as~e~.----------41~20~7.~de~c~r~ea~s~e~.----------~~~in~c~r~e~as~e~.---------41~2~%~i~n~c~re~a~se~.~---------~ 

I:!W~An~R~QU~A~L~ITI~--------~~~~~~~~----+IS~l~i~g~ht~d~ec~l~i~ne~·~------~~~Mo~d~e~ra~t~e~im~p~r~ov~e~m~e~nt~·~--~~~~~~~------~~~~~~~~-----1 

!VEGETATION- Rangeland !Decline on 3 to 5% of !Improvement on 18 to 237. !Improvement on 20 to 25% !Improvement on 14 to 19% !Improvement on 22 to 27% I 
I:----------~C~o~nd~i~t~io~n~~~t~h~e~a~r~e~a~·------------+lo~f~t~he~a~re~a~·----------41~of~t~he~a~re~a~·~---------+lo~f~t~he~a~r~ea~·~--------~12o~f~t~h~e~a~r~ea~.~---------~ 

!CANDIDATE AND SENSITIVE 12 Research Natural Areas-IS Research Natural Areas-IS Reserach Natural Areas -)5 Research Natural Areas-IS Research Natural Areas-1 
!PLANTS )475 acres. Slight 11,355 acres. Moderate 11,355 acres. Full protec-ll,3SS acres. Full pro- I1,3SS acres. Moderate I 
l:------------------~~p~r~o~te~c~t~io~n~·-----------+l~pr~o~t~ec~t~i~on~·~---------+l~ti~o~n~·----------------+l~te~c~t~io~n~.-------------4l~p~ro~t~e~c~ti~o~n~.-----------~ 

!RIPARIAN HABITAT- Hilesl106- maintain 1101-maintain 1107- maintain 194- maintain 1102- maintain I 
I changed - primary cause Ill - improve-AUH/projects 19 - improve-AUH/projects 112 - improve-AUH/projects Ill - improve-AUH/projects 116 - improve-AUH/projects I 
J IS - decrease-AUH 112 - decrease-AUH !3- decrease-AUH 117 - decrease-AUH 14 - decrease-AUH I 
: ~71 - improve-AMP ~176- improve-AMP \140- improve-AMP 1204 - improve-AMP :142 - improve-AMP 

]AQUATIC HABITAT- Hiles 167- maintain ISS- maintain I 57- maintain ISS -maintain 166- maintain 
I changed- primary causel14- improve-projects 110- improve-projects 123- improve-AUM/projects !10- improve-projects ]14- improve-projects 
I I 112 - decrease-AUM I 114 - decrease-AUM I 
~ 173 - improve-MlP 1178- improve-AMP 1142 -improve-AMP 1206 - improve-AMP 1142 -improve-AMP 

!WlLDLIFE Elk IS% decrease I2S% increase I3S% increase ]20% increase 122% increase 
!Population Mule Deer IS% decrease I2S% increase 135% increase 120% increase 133% increase 
J Changes Antelope !No change ISO animal increase llSO animal increase ISO animal increase ll2S animal increase 
I that Sage Grouse !Slight decrease !Slight increase !Moderate increase !Slight ibcrease !Slight increase 
I Habitat Sharp-tailed]Slight decrease !Slight increase !Moderate increase !Slight increase !Slight increase 
I '-'Ould Grouse I I I I I 
~~Su~p~p~o~rt~~C~u~r~le~w~---fiL~i~t~tl~e~ch~a~n~e~--------+IS~l~i~gh~t~d~ec~r~e~as~e~------+IL~i~t~t~le~~~----------~IL~i~t~t~le~c~h~an~g~e ________ -+I~L~it~t~l~e~c~h~an~g~e----------

~·~L~lV~E~S~T~OC~K~-~2~0=-~ye~a~r~A~U~M~------~6~6~,0~1~4~------+-------~7~1~,0~7~6~-----+------~~~--------+-------~76~,~6~13~------,_-------7~0~,~53~6~------

J WILD HORSES - 4-Hile J 

!Herd Size West Crane] 
10 
12 

20 
0 

20 
30 

20 20 
0 

~~2o~~·a~r~·~----------r~-------------------+-------------------+--------------------+-------------------,_ __________________ _ 

I LANDS Sale I 243 563 243 243 563 
I Sale/Exchange! 1,397 33,409 0 28,750 10,107 
I Exchange l 0 5,9S7 5,775 6,174 6,374 
I OLE I 560 560 0 560 560 
I Special Exc. l 0 0 11, 306 0 0 

~---------T~O~T~AL~-----r~------~2L2~0~0=-------+-------~4~0L4~Bz9 ______ -+-------1~7~3~24~-------r------~35~7~27~------+-------~1~7~60~4~------

JRIGHTS-OF-WAY- Acres l 4,333 I 6,SS6 I 10,326 l 10,331 I 6,696 
I restricted & !Cultural, recreation. !Candidate & sensitive !Candidate & sensitive [Candidate & sensitive !Candidate li sensitive 
I values I I plants, cultural, rec- J plants, cultural, rec- I plants, cultural, rec- I plants, cultural, rec-

1-------------------rl -------------------+lr~e~s~ti~o~n~·-------------+l~re~a~t~io~n~·--------------~~r~e~a~t~io~n~·-------------+l~re~a~t2i~on~·-------------
ICULTURAL- National !No new sites nominated. [S sites nominated. One [8 sites nominated. One IS sites nominated. One IS sites nominated. One 
l Register of Historic lone site reevaluated, Ieite reevaluated. I site reevaluated. I site reevaluated. lsi te reevaluated. 

1--"PlO"a=:ce.,;sc_ _____ ~l~--------~~~--------~~~---------+l----------}l ________ _ 

I WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS -I None. ]South Fork Payette - S !South Fork Payette - S !South Fork Payette - S I South Fork Payette - 8 
J Recommend for study I !miles. !miles. North Fork Payettelmiles. !miles. 

l---------~~~--------~~~--------~lr-~6~mi~l"'e~s.~-----+l----------}l-_______ _ 

!RECREATION- Off-road !Open- 7S% !Open- 70% [Open- Less than 1% !Open- Less than 1% !Open- 50% 
l vehicle designations !Limited - 2S% !Limited - 30% !Limited - 99% [Limited - 99% !Limited- 50% 

I:-------------------TIC~l~o~se~d~-~L~e'-"s~s~t~h~an~l~%---+IC~l~o"'s~ed~-~L~e'-"s~s~t~h~a~n~l~%~-+I~Cl~o"'s~ed~--L~e~s"'a~th~a~n_l~%'----+IC~l~o"'s~ed~-~Le~s~s~th"'a~n~l~%~_,~c~1o~s~e~d~-~Le.,s~s~th~a~n~l%~--

IMINERALS - Locatable! 
:Acreage open Leasable I 

I 
I FORESTRY - I 
J Commercial Forest Lands J 

I Annual Harvest I 
~ Roads needed annually ~ 

94% 
94% 

26,686 
1 million board feet 

2 miles 

94% 
94% 

25,642 
1. 7 million board feet 

3.4 miles 

93% 
93% 

20,026 
1/2 million board feet 

1 mile 

I FIRE - Annual I $109,300 $109,300 h15,000 

93% 
94% 

25,347 
2. 9 million board 

5.S miles 

$115,000 

feet 

94% 
94% 

26,663 
1. 7 million board 

3.4 miles 

h12,000 

feet 

l'----=-•~u~~re~s"'s~io~n~co~s~t~arl-------------------+-------------------+--------------------+-------------------4-------------------
l ECONOMICS -
!Direct Earnings 
I Crop Agriculture 
I Livestock (20-year) 
l Recreation (20-year) 
I Lumber/Wood 
I Total Earnings 
I Crop Agriculture 
I Livestock (20-year) 
I Recreation (20-year) 
l Lumber/Wood 
!Direct Employment 
I Crop Agriculture 
l Livestock (20-year) 
I Recreation (20-year) 
l Lumber/Wood 
!Total Employment 
l Crop Agriculture 
J Livestock (20-year) 
l Recreation (20-year) 
J Lumber/Wood 
IAUH/Capital Value 
l Low (20-year) 
I High ( 20-yea r) 
I Management Costs 

$ 207 ,BOO 
t 2, 700,000 
$ 4, 700,000 
t 215,000 

t 529,700 
$ 7,200,000 
$10,600,000 
t 515,000 

7 
96 

392 
10 

24 
333 
BB4 

26 

t 3,700,000 
h6,500,000 
t 442,000 

$ 207 ,BOO 
$ 2,900,000 
t 4, 700,000 
t 3B7 ,000 

t 529,700 
t 7,600,000 
$10,600,000 
t 926,900 

7 
103 
392 

lB 

24 
354 
BB4 

46 

t 4,000,000 
h7 ,BOO,OOO 
$ 1,900,000 

2-61 

2,200,000 
4, 700,000 

107,500 

$ 0 
t 5,BOO,OOO 
$10,600,000 
t 257,500 

0 
77 

392 
5 

0 
266 
BB4 

13 

$ 3,000,000 
$13.400. 000 
$ 1,600,000 

207 ,BOO 
3,100,000 
4, 700,000 

64S,OOO 

t 529,700 
t S,200,000 
h0,600,000 
t 1,500,000 

7 
111 
392 
30 

24 
3B2 
BB4 

77 

t 4,300,000 
h9 ,200,000 
t 2,500,000 

$ 207' 800 
$ 2,900,000 
t 4. 700,000 
t 3B7 ,000 

$ 529' 700 
$ 7. 700.000 
$10,600,000 
$ 926' 900 

7 
104 
392 

lB 

24 
357 
BB4 

46 

$ 3,900,000 
$17,600,000 
t 1,BOO,OOO 



CHAPTER 3 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the elements of the environment that could be 
significantly impacted by implementation of the alternatives under 
consideration. It describes the present environment and provides background 
data for the evaluation of environmental consequences presented in Chapter 
4. Only those elements expected to be impacted or that have been identified 
as issues or management concerns are discussed. 

RANGELAND RESOURCES 
Soils 

The soil resources in the Cascade RMP are extremely diverse. This 
diversity is a result of the variability in parent materials, slope, aspect, 
location on slope, elevation, climate, vegetative patterns, and time in 
place. 

The soils in the RMP area may be separated into three main groups based 
on source of parent material and geology. The most extensive group are the 
soils formed in basalt residuum and colluvi urn. Many of these soils have 
been influenced by loess in the upper section of the profile. These soils 
dominate the north half of the RMP area (Washington, Adams and northern Gem 
counties). They are very shallow to deep, gently sloping to steep, well 
drained- loam and clay loam soils. Many have greater than 35 percent rock 
fragments in the profile. They are typified by dark colored surface 
horizons and well developed subsurface horizons. They occur on old 
terraces, hills and mountains. 

The next largest group consists of soils formed in mixed alluvium and 
lake laid deposits of the Idaho and Payette formations. These soils occur 
in the Black Canyon area and the hills and terraces extending north of the 
Emmett valley into the lower portion of Washington and Gem Counties and 
portions of Boise County. The soils in the Black Canyon area are moderately 
deep to deep, very gently sloping to moderately sloping, well-drained silt 
loams. Many are underlain by a hardpan at depths of 20 to 40 inches. They 
are typified by light colored surface horizons and moderate to well developed 
subsurface horizons. These soils are mildly to strongly alkaline. They 
occur on dissected terraces. 

The soils north of the Emmett valley are moderately deep to deep, very 
gently sloping to steep, well-drained loams grading to coarse sandy loalJls. 
These soils are typified by light to dark surface horizons and subsurface 
horizons with weak to strong development. Alkalinity ranges from mild to 
strong. They occur on hilly dissected terraces. 
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The last major group consists of soils formed in residuum and colluvium 
derived from grani tics of the Idaho Batholith. These soils occur on the 
mountains and foothills of the Boise Front and areas of Boise County. They 
are moderately deep to very deep, sloping to very steep, well-drained coarse 
textured soils. They are typified by having light to dark colored surface 
horizons and weak or no development in the subsurface horizons. The soils 
in the mountain areas of Boise County (particularly the forested areas) have 
colder temperatures and receive more moisture than those on the Boise Front. 

Soils information for the RMP area was obtained from Soil Conservation 
Service (SCS) published soil surveys for Gem County Area (1965), Canyon 
County Area (1972), Payette County Area (1976), Ada County Area (1980), and 
the Valley Area (1981). Information for Washington and Adams County was 
obtained from an on-going survey by the SCS in those counties. Publication 
date for that survey is scheduled for 1989. Boise County soil information 
was obtained through field work conducted by the BLM in 1984. 

Additional soil information and detailed soil maps for the RMP area are 
on file with the Boise District Office or can be obtained from the SCS. 

Of the 487,466 acres in the ~~P area, 311,952 acres or 64 percent have 
been classified as having a high or very high erosion hazard rating!/ (see 
Appendix A for a breakdown by allotment). The analysis was done on a map 
unit bases with each map unit assigned an erosion hazard rating. If over 30 
percent of the map unit had a high or very high erosion hazard rating, the 
entire map unit was rated respectively. These ratings were based on the 
erosion susceptibility factor (k).Y and slope. Soils on slopes exceeding 
30 percent were considered to have a high erosion potential. Soils steeper 
t:1an 60 percent were rated very high. The rationale behind this is in the 
event the vegetative cover or soil surface is disturbed, these soils would 
be highly susceptible to water/wind erosion. Most areas designated with a 
high or very high erosion hazard are due primarily to the slope factor and 
not the (k) factor. 

Hind erosion is not significant in the RMP area. Some soils developed 
from sediments are in a moderate or high wind erodability group but these 
dreas are small in extent and are not subject to prolonged high velocity 
surface winds. 

The present erosion situation over the majority of the RMP area where 
gr-ound cover is sufficient is within the tolerance limits acceptable for 
rangeland. These are between 1 to 3 tons/ acre/year depending on soil 
characteristics and environmental conditions. The RMP area averages 
approximately two tons/acre/year soil loss. 'The current estimated soil loss 

1/ The erosion hazard r-ating is the susceptibility of a soil to erosion 
when bare of vegetation. 

2/ Soils with a (k) factor greater than .45 were considered to have a high 
erosion potential. 
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using the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) for the three main soil groups 
discussed in the physical profile are as follows: 

Soils on basalt - 1.5 to 2.0 tons/acre/year 
Soils on sediments - 2.0 to 2 • .5 tons/acre/year 
Soils on granitics - 2.0 to 2.5 tons/ acre/year: 
Average for entire RMP area - 2.0 tons/acre/year 

Erosion rates as calculated by the USLE are a function of many factors, 
most importantly, soil erodability (K factor), slope length and steepness, 
amount of cover, and rainfall intensity. It is important to note that the 
above figures are estimates and do not indicate absolute values. No actual 
measurements have been made and the calculations have been applied over a 
very broad and diverse landscape. It is also important to note that the 
USLE calculates long term average rainstorm caused erosion and will not 
necessarily reflect erosion caused by snowmelt runoff. Spring runoff may 
contribute significantly to the amount of soil erosion, especially at high•"!r 
elevations in the RMP area. The USLE is used to measure soil loss from both 
sheet and rill erosion and does not take into account gully erosion. 

Most of the current specific erosion problems are on soils derived from 
sedimentary and/or granitic parent materials. These are portions of the 
Boise Front, Black Canyon, and the southern portion of the Crane Creek 
planning unit. These soils are on steep, poorly vegetated slopes. Past 
damage has been caused by ·excessive livestock concentrations in certain 
areas, fire and fire suppression activities, vehicle use on unpaved roads, 
on two track trails, and ORV activity. Rill and gully erosion due to ORV 
use is a serious problem on the Boise Front area. 

Another area of concern is along the Snake River canyon and its 
associated drainages in Washington and Adams counties. These soils, formed 
in basalt, occur on steep and very steep slopes. Past grazing practices and 
wildfires have altered or reduced much of the native vegetation. The 
combination of steep slopes and poor vegetative condition has led to an 
increase in soil loss and decreased soil productivity. 

Many soils in the RMP area with a high or very high erosion hazard are 
associated with a poor ecological vegetative condition, approximately 65 
percent, particularly the sedimentary soils and the lower elevation gently 
sloping soils on basalt. These areas are characterized by an increase in 
annual grass species (cheatgrass and/ or medusahead wildrye_!/) and a 
decrease in perennial species. These areas also include sites that are 
sparsely vegetated compared to their potential due to some past actions or 
event. Areas that have a poor ecological vegetative condition have proven 
less effective in protecting the soil resource. Both plant composition and 
density are important in their effect on water infiltration rates. Plant 
density provides a protective vegetative and litter cover for the soil 

1/ This is most prominent on the sedimentary areas. Medusahead wildrye 
seems to prefer soils with heavy textured surface and/or subsurface 
layers. 
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surface. This cover intercepts rain drops and dissipates impact velocity. 
Rain drop impact has a two fold effect on soils. First it causes particle 
detachment and displacement, and second it causes compaction of the soil 
surface by sealing pores. Both these actions affect infiltration and runoff. 
Pearse and Wooley (1936) found that fibrous rooted species (grasses) had 
greater infiltration rates. than tap rooted species (shrubs and forbs). 
Perennial grass species are more effective than annual grass species. Annual 
species would provide basically the same surface protection, but are more 
susceptible to elimination by fire thereby exposing the soil. Perennial 
species have a much more substantial root system to bind the soil. Also 
perennial bunchgrasses catch more snow than annuals because of their upright 
nature, while annuals tend to lie flatter to the soil surface and bend over. 

When infiltration rates are decreased the result is an increase in 
runoff and subsequent soil loss. Eventually this detached soil material 
enters streams, rivers and other bodies of water degrading these systems. 

Also affecting infiltration is the amount of compaction and the resulting 
increase in bulk density of the soil surface. Trampling by livestock, ORV 
use, and road building are direct causes of compaction. Under moist soil 
conditions (spring and early summer) even light trampling can effectively 
compact the soils. This is especially critical on soils with heavy textured 
surface horizons. Soil compaction can also reduce vegetative productivity 
and vigor. 

These impacts may be mitigated through identification of compaction 
prone soils and by appropriate management techniques such as season of use 
and location of livestock concentration areas. Rauzi and Hansen (1966) 
observed that concentrations of livestock led to the overuse of vegetation 
and soil compaction in areas such as floodplains, streams ides, reservoirs, 
and water facilities. Livestock concentrations around water facilities can 
lead to long term disturbance of soils and removal of vegetative ground 
cover. This is already evident in the RMP area. 

Another form of erosion similar to water erosion in effect is trampling 
displacement. Like water erosion, trampling displacement is more evident as 
slopes increase. The RMP area is very prone to this form of erosion due to 
the many steep sideslopes utilized by livestock. This form occurs most 
readily when soils are very wet or very dry. 

Implementation of grazing systems may have long-term beneficial effects 
on soils. Grazing systems that incorporate rest are more effective than 
annual season long use in most cases. Rest from livestock grazing during 
critical growing periods would improve plant vigor, reproduction, and litter 
accumulation thereby increasing the effective ground cover and adding 
beneficial organic matter to the soil. This would reduce amounts of bare 
ground and cause beneficial changes in soil structure, permeability and 
productivity. Demand for vegetative production for livestock and wildlife 
objectives result in an increased emphasis on soil productivity. 

Me chanica 1 treatments and rangeland burning expose large areas of bare 
soil to erosion initially, but an increase in vegetative cover after the 
first year lowers the potential for runoff and erosion. 
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Fire control measures such as dozer built firelines create drainage ways 
that concentrate overland flow and increase the velocity of water, leading 
to an increase in erosion. Surface disturbance associated with fire control 
may be mitigated by such practices as water barring and reseeding. This is· 
especially important on the steep sedimentary and granitic soils. There 
generally will be a short-term soil loss before fire lines are revegetated~ 

Road construction can be a major source of erosion. Improper design, 
poor maintenance, soil compaction, road use, weather, and runoff can result 
at times in severe erosion problems. Sediment transported from these areas 
can impact the quality of streams and the associated aquatic community. 
Roads should be designed and constructed to prevent such damage. Areas with 
a high probability of road failure should be avoided. 

ORV closures and limited use designations protect the watershed by 
decreasing disturbance and maintaining soil stability. ORV use outside of 
limited areas results in areas of compacted and displaced soil along with 
unnatural drainage channels that lead to increased runoff and erosion. This 
problem is very evident on the Boise Front and in the sedimentary soils in 
Gem and Payette counties. ORV use of public lands would result in 
significant impacts to the soils and watershed. Adverse impacts that may 
occur are reduction of forage production and loss of the hydrological 
function of the soils. The most obvious accelerated erosion and topsoi 1 
losses are caused by this ,land use. ORV limitations over the entire RMP 
area have a high probability of reducing such damage. 

Activities that may cause an increase in runoff, soil compaction, and 
erosion or a decrease in water quality or soil productivity may be designed 
to avoid or mitigate long term impacts to an environmentally acceptable 
level. Soil resources are evaluated case-by-case as part of activity and 
project planning. See Appendices A and B and Map 3-3 for additional soils 
information. 

As a result of wildfires during the summer of 1986 and the subsequent 
alteration of vegetative cover, erosion rates for those areas affected will 
be increased. Due to quick regrowth in the months following the fires and 
emergency reseeding efforts on critical erosion areas these increases wi 11 
be on the order of 1 to 2 tons/acre/year above the normal average. The 
areas should stabilize in 2 to 3 years. 

Air Quality 

Under the Clean Air Act (as amended, 1977), BLM-administered lands were 
given Class II air quality classification, which allows moderate 
deterioration associated with moderate, well-controlled industrial and 
population growth. BLM will manage all public lands as Class II unless they 
are reclassified by the State as a result of the procedures prescribed in 
the Clean Air Act (as amended , 1977). Administrative actions on the publ i.e 
lands will comply with the air quality classifications for that specific 
area. 
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Water Quality 

Surface water quality of the perennial streams of the Cascade Resource 
Area fluctuates widely due to many natural and man caused factors. Because 
of the many factors involved such as snowmelt runoff, storm events, 
hydroelectric projects, irrigation returns, road building, mining and 
livestock grazing, water quality may vary from year to year. Two seasons of 
"point in time" sampling are only an indication of the low flow quality of 
these perennial streams on those dates sampled. All samples were taken on 
BLM land and due to the nature of land ownership patterns, upstream 
activities impacting water quality will be reflected in these results. 
Twenty-one perennial streams were sampled during the summer of 1983 and 1984 
during low streamflows. Sites and parameters sampled are available at the 
Boise District Office. 

Overall, water quality o£ these perennial streams sampled was good. 
However, values for ammonia (4 sites), mercury (2 sites), iron (2 sites), 
total inorganic nitrogen (12 sites), ortho-phosphate (4 sites), turbidity (2 
sites), total dissolved solids (1 site), and .fecal coliform bacteria (11 
sites) approached or exceeded standards used by the Idaho Department of 
Health and Welfare (1984). 

Sedimentation was unacceptable (more than 25% of stream bottom substrate 
covered by fine sediments) on, eight of the 21 sites evaluated. Streambed 
sedimentation was evaluated by an ocular method for substrate size 
percentage on the major perennial streams throughout the area. Most streams 
had sufficient gradient and flow volume to flush- sediment downstream and 
prevent the covering of gravel and rubble by fine particles. Low gradient 
areas of the North Fork Payette River and the Weiser River are covered by 
.fine sediments with the North Fork being almost totally a sand substrate. 
Agriculture is a major contributor to this problem. 

Elsewhere poor watershed conditions due to range fires and 
grazing, and eroding strea:nbanks caused by loss of vegetative 
riparian areas are the major causes o.f sedimentation. Best 
practices for riparian ecosystems described in the resource 
guidelines can substantially reduce sediment reaching streambeds. 

livestock 
cover in 

management 
management 

Activities associated with agriculture, grazing, mining, timber harvest, 
road construction, and ORV use and natural events such as snowmelt, storm 
events, and fire are factors that influence water quality regardless of land 
0\V"nership. When these factors occur on non-BLM lands upstream from BLM 
lands, '"ater quality parameters will continue t,o fluctuate and water quality 
will continue to change on BLM lands. 

The boundaries of the Cascade Resource Area encompasses 2. 77 million 
acres. The BLM manages 487,466 acres of public lands within this boundary 
which is 18% of the total land. Upstream land ownership and management 
entities outside of the Cascade Resource Area boundary include the U.S. 
Forest Service, State of Idaho, and the private :sector. Because of BLM's 
scattered land ownership pattern, limited percentage of land ownership, and 
lack of control on upstream land management practices and their subsequent 
influence on downstream water quality parameters, different BLM land use 
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plans and management practices are not likely to substantially affect 
specific water quality parameters in a predictable, consistent manner. 
Consequently, water quality impact predictions in Chapter 4 resulting from 
the various BLM land use plan alternatives and management practices are 
addressed in terms of qualitative changes in overall water quality rathe·c 
than in terms of site specific quantitative changes in specific water 
quality parameters. Regardless of which land use plan is implemented, t11.e 
BLM is committed to monitoring water quality parameters and adjusting 
management practices to work towards improving water quality. 

Vegetation 

A range survey (modified SCS condition class survey with estimated 
production levels by soil mapping unit) was conducted in 1985. LANDSAT 
Multi-spectral scanner Digital Image Analysis combined with field 
verification and SCS soil information was used to establish vegetational 
mapping units and condition class. 

Because time and funding restraints precluded the tabulation and 
assessment of slope and topography effects on total available forage an 
assumption will be made that the 5-year average demand is the same as the 
estimated current forage production. Monitoring studies will be used to 
verify the current carrying capacity and/ or to establish the need for a 
change in active demand. 

The various cover types inventoried were combined into the following 
types: 

1. mixed grass 
2. sagebrush/mixed grass 
3. mountain brush/perennial grass 
4. perennial grass/deciduous brush/or riparian 
5. conifer/forest brush/perennial grass 
6. conifer closed canopy 
7. mixed annual grass 
8. dense medusahead grass 
9. riparian grassland 

10. sparse sagebrush/medusahead grass 
11. sagebrush/perennial grass 

These 11 types were used to produce a present vegetation map for the 
entire resource area. See Maps 3-1 and 3-2 and Appendices C, D and E for 
further information. 

Of particular interest in this inventory is the ability to locate and 
distinguish non-native homogeneous stands of medusahead grass (Taeniatherum 
caputmedusae) and cheatgrass brome (Bromus tectorum) from native plant 
communities. This inventory has established baseline information for 
monitoring the changes in distribution of these two species. 

The vegetation zones along with the approximate area represented in the 
resource area include the following: 
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Sage/Grass Zone 75% 
Wheatgrass/Bluegrass Zone 5% 
Ponderosa Pine Zone 5% 
Douglas-Fir Zone 10% 
Spruce/Fir Zone 5% 

Current condition acres by allotment were derived by a range survey and 
Landsat. Trend information, however, is generally lacking on most of the 
resource area. Several isolated 3x3 foot trend plots have been established 
in various parts of the resource area, however, not enough are present in 
key use areas to make immediate use level adjustment decisions. The range 
survey will serve as baseline data for future allotment condition monitoring. 

Ecological condition classes for the Cascade Resource Area rangelands 
have been estimated from the survey data as follows: 

Excellent Good Fair Poor Burned Seeded Total 

Total Acres 1,922 33,301 210,315 196,329 2,234 9,730 453,731 
% 1/2 7 47 43 1/2 2 100 

Wildfires during the summer of 1986 were responsible for changes in the 
vegetative community on about 95,516 acres in the RMP area. The major 
change that resulted was the loss of the sagebrush/hi tterbrush component. 
Revegetation efforts are underway to reestablish these species. In 
addition, it is assumed that annual grass and/or forb species will invade or 
increase their extent. This would result in a decrease in ecological 
condition in some areas. The extent that this would occur is unknown at 
this time. The information contained on Maps 3-1 and 3-2 and in Appendix E 
reflect conditions prior to the 1986 fire season. 

Candidate and Sensitive Plant Species 

Sensitive plant species are designated by a committee of technical 
botanists from throughout the state. Sensitive species are those whose 
restricted range, habitat requirements, or low population numbers make them 
vulnerable to elimination. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service maintains the 
federal lists of threatened and endangered plants as well as the candidates 
to those lists. There are no federally listed threatened or endangered 
plants in the Cascade Resource Area. There are two category 2 candidate 
species which are plant species with insufficient biological information on 
hand to support listing at this time. These category 2 candidate species 
are Astragalus mulfordiae and Haplopappus radiatus. There is one category 1 
candidiate species which is a plant species with sufficient biological 
information on hand to list as either threatened or endangered. This 
category 1 species is Allium aaseae. 

Allium aaseae is threatened by surface mining and heavy ORV use. Allium 
aaseae is also present on private lands which have heavy ORV use and have 
been and are currently being destroyed by urbanization. Astragalus 
mulfordiae is likewise threatened by ORV use and by urbanization. 
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Sensitive plant species in the Cascade Resource Area on BLM lands 
include: Allium tolmiei (variety platyphyllum), Astragalus vallaris, 
Camassia cusickii, Ceanothus prostratus, Peraphyllum ramosissimum and Primula 
cusickiana. Camassia cusickii and Primula cusickiana are also category 3c 
species which are taxa that have proven to be more widespread or abundant 
than previously believed or not subject to any identifiable threat. In 
addition, several sensitive plants are known from nearby or adjacent private 
lands. These adjacent sensitive plants include: Bacopa rotundifolia, 
Epipactis gigantea, Lindernia dubia, and Mimulus ringens. Carex aboriginum 
is a category 2 species historically located on private lands. 

Uncommon plants found in the Cascade Resource Area include Rannuculus 
oresterus and Eriogonum thymoides. 

Candidate and Sensitive Plant Species in the Cascade Resource Area 

Latin Name Common Name Category 

Allium aaseae Aase's onion Cl 
Allium tolmiei Tolmiei's onion Sensitive 
Astragalus mulfordiae Mulford's milkvetch C2 
Haplopappus radiatus Snake River goldenweed C2 
Astragalus vallaris Snake River milkvetch Sensitive 
Camassia cusickii Cusick's camas Sensitive & 3c 
Ceanothus prostratus Prostrate ceanothus Sensitive 
Peraphyllum ramosissimum Squaw apple Sensitive 
Primula cusickiana Cusick's primrose Sensitive & 3c 

Following is a description of the areas containing known populations of 
these candidate and sensitive plant species. 

Hulls Gulch Nature Trail 

Allium aaseae occurs as several small populations along the trail on the 
Boise Front. 

Rebecca Sand Hill 

This is a hill with very deep sandy soil containing tree-like bitterbrush 
on the hill top and a vigorous needle and thread grassland on the south 
aspect. This hill supports the largest known population of Mulford's 
milk vetch, Astragalus mulfordiae. Apparently, this steep sandy hill has 
escaped heavy grazing. It is also crucial deer winter range in excellent 
range condition. 

Lost Basin Grassland 

An area in excellent range condition that is part National Forest and 
part BLM lands. It is the southern extent of the Pacific Northwest 
bunchgrass vegetation type, which lacks sagebrush. It is protected from 
grazing by cliffs and very steep side slopes. Allium tolmiei (variety 
platyphyllum), a sensitive species, is found here. 
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Goodrich Creek Mosaic 

An area of mixed bunch grassland Eriogonum, Lomatium, a shrub community 
type in good range condition. In addition, there is a good riparian zone 
along Goodrich Creek. This area was burned by wildfire during the 1986 fire 
season. It will be allowed to recover naturally from the fire. No land 
treatments or seedings will be allowed in this area. 

Beacon Hill 

A small population of Allium aaseae on a south 
has sui table sandy soils which lack Allium aaseae. 
have had A. aaseae bulbs transplanted in an effort 
new populations. 

Pearl Site 

slope. This area also 
These suitable sites 

to study and establish 

An area with sandy soils with scattered populations of Allium aaseae. 
This represents over half the known populations of this onion. This area is 
also within the Little Gem Cycle Park. Mining and ORV use along with 
overgrazing and the subsequent spread of annuals, such as medusahead and 
cheatgrass threaten the future existence of Allium aaseae. Several areas 
appear to have been prime Allium aaseae sites which are presently eroded and 
support thistles, Kochia, and other weeds. The area has also been burned 
several times, and the vegetation has not recovered. 

Buckwheat Flat 

An Eriogonum thymoides community exists in relatively good range 
condition. It is a community type that is easily disturbed, due to its 
shallow soils and lack of steep slopes. Eriogonum thymoides, at one time, 
was considered to be a threatened plant species but has been dropped to 
uncommon status. It is a long-lived woody low growth shrub and appears to 
have very slow regeneration after being disturbed. Allium tolmiei is also 
found here. 

Sand Capped Isolated Tract 

A 40-acre isolated tract with a population of Allium aaseae. It is 
surrounded by private land, the creek bottom below is a sprinkler-irrigated 
pasture, and the slope is unfenced. 

4th of July Meadow 

This area contains the Snake River goldenweed, Haplopappus radiatus, 
which is a sensitive plant species. The general area is highly impacted by 
numerous disturbances such as road building, grazing, and weed invasion. 
The goldenweed persist despite these disturbances. The goldenweed occurs in 
the areas where there is good range condition. 

Sagebrush Hill 

This area contains a small population of Astragalus mulfordiae. It is 
on a steep hill and appears to be protected by 1ts topographic position. 
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Sand Hollow 

This area contains the highly erosive sandy habitat of Aase' s Onion. 
The habitat in this area is currently being damaged by heavy dirt-bike use, 
and is entirely within the Little Gem Cycle Park. Suc.h disturbance of the 
very loose, coarse sandy soil of Aase's Onion habitat results in the 
exposure of the onion's roots. This causes the desiccation of the plant and 
its death - often prior to the plants completion of flowering and seed 
maturation. Motorcycle use will continually erode and destroy Allium aaseae 
and its habitat. 

The Sand Hollow mosaic consists of two areas. These two areas are both 
1-1/2 mile bands on BLM land on the north side of Sand Hollow. These areas 
contain ridgeline and upper slopes of coarse loamy sand which is the only 
type of soil in which Aase' s Onion has been found. An estimated 9,350 
Aase' s Onion plants are living in these two bands. This Sand Hollow 
population consists of nearly 40% of the entire Aase's Onion species. 

Summer Creek Mosaic 

This 200 acre conglomerate of seven sites contains Snake River milkvetch 
(Astragalus vallaris) and Cusick's Camas (Camassia cusickii). The milkvetch 
grows on ridge lines, and the camas is found in rugged, exposed stream 
bottoms. The distribution Qf both of these plants is restricted to rugged 
areas by heavy grazing. Both plants complete their life cycle by mid-June. 
This area also contains some large old growth mountain mahogany and 
bitterbrush. 

Peraphyllum Rock 

This rocky hill contains 21 Squaw Apple (Peraphyllum ramosissium) 
plants. There are no seedlings present. The area is heavily browsed. 

Prostrate Ceanothus 

This site is an isolated tract of land containing Ceanothus prostratus. 
This is the only known site within the State of Idaho containing this shrub 
which is disjunct from the Siskiyou Mountains of southwest Oregon. 

Riparian Habitat 

Riparian surveys were conducted in the Cascade 
approximately 124 drainage miles. This included 57 
streams and 67 miles of intermittent streams. 

Resource 
miles of 

Area on 
perennial 

Using the woody riparian survey method, vegetation condition ratings are 
as follows: 

Poor 2.3 miles 
Fair - 35.1 miles 
Good - 78.3 miles 
Excellent 4.7 miles 
Unsuitable - 1.6 miles 
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Since the survey method is designed to assess impacts to woody riparian 
vegetation from ungulate use, those areas identified as low fair to poor 
condition pertain only to ungulate use and not to site potential. Site 
potential is assessed at the time of survey. The field form contains 
existing canopy and potential canopy sections, where an estimate of 
potential canopy cover can be made. 

The small amount of miles rated as poor condition was due generally to 
the resource area's topography, land ownership, and livestock use patterns. 
BLM ownership is well scattered in upland high moisture areas where 
vegetative growth excels. Public land occurs only on short reaches of 
drainages. The majority of these reaches rated good to excellent. 

In lowland areas, with lowered soil moisture occurrence, BLM ownership 
is more blocked, but many drainages contain only herbaceous vegetation. 
lfuere woody riparian vegetation was present, condition classes ranged from 
fair to good with one drainage (Spring Creek) rating unsuitable due to more 
than 30% dead or decadent. The majority of lowland areas are in private 
ownership. It is in these areas where livestock concentrate and trail, and 
where much of the observed poor riparian condition exists. 

Many ephemeral drainages have scatterings of woody riparian vegetation. 
The success of these plants is dependent on site potential. Site potential 
includes the presence, absence, and timeliness of soil moisture. Reaches of 
drainages lacking in woody riparian vegetation were not surveyed. 

Upland perennial drainages typically start on Forest Service lands and 
cross BLM. These areas contain conifers, deciduous species, shrubs, and 
forbs. Lowland perennial/ ephemeral drainages are found at lower 
elevations. Woody vegetation may be present along with shrubs and forbs. 

Short steep ephemeral drainages are found on the west slopes of hills 
and mountains boarding the western edge of the Snake River. These drainages 
normally drain spring snow melt and have little to no value as fish 
habitat. Occurrence of woody riparian vegetation is scattered. 

Natural factors such as fire and climatic events can reduce or eliminate 
woody riparian vegetation. Livestock grazing can suppress the regeneration 
of woody riparian species following these situations. 

Aquatic/Fisheries Habitat 

Approximately 81 miles of perennial streams were surveyed in the Cascade 
Resource Area. Perennial streams and rivers with 0. 5 miles or more of 
continuous BLM ownership were evaluated and rated for the quality of six 
habitat features that are important components of a salmonid fishery. The 
Snake River and reservoir fisheries were compiled from literature reviews. 
There are no known federal threatened or endangered aquatic species in the 
resource area. 

There are 33 species of fish found within the Cascade Resource Area. 
Sixteen of these species have been introduced into Idaho with 13 of these 
being warmwater fish to add to the recreational fishery of lowland 
reservoirs and rivers. 
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Redband trout, a BLM "sensitive species" and an Idaho "species of 
special concern" is found throughout the resource area and is managed by the 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game to protect populations and genetic 
integrity. The white sturgeon, also a "sensitive species" and "species o£ 
special concern," inhabits the free-flowing Snake River above Brownlee 
Reservoir. Habitat within the area is marginal at best however individuals 
from good upriver populations may move into this area. 

The aquatic habitat and fishery resources of the CRA can be discussed in 
four parts corresponding to the Boise River, Payette River, Weiser River 
watersheds and the Snake River reservoirs below the town of Weiser. 

The Boise River watershed has 4 miles of BLM land fronting streams and 
reservoirs. Scattered parcels are located at Quartzburg and Placerville on 
Granite Creek; Pioneerville and Centerville on Grimes Creek; and at Idaho 
City near Mores Creek. Fisheries values vary in these creeks and are 
managed by IDF&G as a coldwater put-and-take fishery. Non-point source 
pollution resulting from road construction, silviculture, livestock grazing 
and mining on non-BLM lands has impacted these creeks by increased sediment 
loads. Little impact to water quality results from BLM management actions 
of these parcels. 

Two minor perennial streams with approximately 2 miles of BLM ownership 
each are located on the Boise front. Hulls Gulch and Cottonwood Creek have 
no fishery values, however are noteworthy from a water quality perspective. 
Livestock grazing, recreational vehicle use, road construction, range fires 
and mining activities which occur on public lands within these two drainages 
contribute to high sediment loads and bacteria levels. 

Lucky Peak Reservoir, seven miles east of Boise, is a 2,850 surface acre 
reservoir designed for flood control and irrigation storage. Approximately 
4 miles of shoreline is under BLM management. Livestock grazing is the 
dominate land use activity and has little impact on the fishery or water 
quality. Lucky Peak has warmwater and coldwater fishing opportunities. 

The Payette River watershed has approximately 46 miles of river and 
stream fisheries and approximately 2, 400 surface acres of reservoir 
fisheries within BLM ownership. Small, widely scattered parcels exist along 
25 different streams and rivers. Eight miles of shoreline at Black Canyon 
Reservoir and one mile of shoreline at Paddock Valley Reservoir are managed 
for livestock grazing. 

Fishery habitat in this watershed is quite varied and ranges from timber 
lined trout stream habitat of 6,000 feet elevation to the warmwater 
reservoir habitats of the lowlands. A good network of roads makes this 
diverse fishery accessible on a year-round basis. The relatively high 
elevation and greater precipitation in parts of the Payette River watershed 
where most stream segments are located results largely in good to excellent 
stream habitat conditions. Livestock use patterns and good livestock 
distribution has allowed for the development of a good streamside shrub 
component. Because of the good streamflows and high gradients some streams 
and their fisheries may be impacted by small hydroelectric generating 
facility development. Population increases will put additional pressures on 
the aquatic resources. 
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Recreational fishing is important to the economy of the area. In an 
effort to maintain or enhance fishing opportunities Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game stocks hatchery raised trout in many of the resource areas waters. 

The Weiser River watershed has about 28 miles of streams on BLM lands. 
Streams in the lower elevations do not provide good quality habitat. 
Irrigation diversions reduce natural streamflows. Water temperatures are 
elevated because of reduced flows and lack of shade. Water quality is 
degraded from livestock and agricultural uses. The upper Weiser River and 
the Little Weiser River support game fish species. Most of the other lower 
elevation streams support nongame fish or no fish. 

Streams in the higher elevations generally have good aquatic habitat and 
trout populations. The streams have moderate to high gradients and good 
instream cover. Livestock use, access roads, and upstream logging practices 
have all contributed to minor impacts. 

The Snake River watershed has about 10 stream miles on public lands. 
Aquatic habitat ranges from poor to excellent. The poor quality streams are 
degraded mainly by heavy livestock use and some mining activity. Most of 
the habitat supports trout populations. 
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FISH FOUND IN THE CASCADE RESOURCE AREA 

I Common Name 
I 
!White sturgeon 
!Coho salmon 
!Chinook salmon 
IKokanee 
!Mountain whitefish 
IRedband trout 
!Rainbow trout 
!Cutthroat trout 
I Brown trout 
I Brook trout 
!Bull trout 
I 
lchiselmouth 
I carp 
IPeamouth 
!Northern squawfish 
ILongnose dace 
I Speckled dace 
IRedside shiner 
I 
IBridgelip sucker 
!Largescale sucker 
I 
!Black bullhead 
!Brown bullhead 
I Channel catfish 
!Tadpole madtom 
!Flathead catfish 
I 
!Pumpkinseed 
lwarmouth 
!Bluegill 
lsmallmouth bass 
!Largemouth bass 
!Black crappie 
I 
!Yellow perch 
I 
!Mottled sculpin 
I 

Wildlife 

Scientific Name 

Acipenser transmontanus 
Oncorhynchus kisutch 
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
Oncorhynchus nerka 
Prosopium williamsoni 
Salmo sp. 
Salmo gairdneri 
saiiiiO clarki 
Salmo trutta 
salVelinus fontinalis 
Salvelinus confluentus 

Acrocheilus alutaceus 
Cyprinus carpio 
Mylocheilus caurinus 
Ptychocheilus oregonensis 
Rhinichthys cataractae 
Rhinichthys osculus 
Richardsonius balteatus 

Catostomus columbianus 
Catostomus macrocheilus 

Ictalurus melas 
Ictalurus neblllosus 
Ictalurus punctatus 
Noturus gyrinus 
Pylodictis olivaris 

Lepomis gibbosus 
Lepomis gulosus 
Lepomis macrochirus 
Micropterus dolomieui 
Micropterus salmoides 
Pomoxis migromaculatus 

Perea flavescens 

Cottus bairdi 

Rangeland Resources 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Origin 

native 
introduced 

native 
native 
native 
native 
native 
native 

introduced 
introduced 

native 

native 
introduced 

native 
native 
native 
native 
native 

native 
native 

introduced 
introduced 
introduced 
introduced 
introduced 

introduced 
introduced 
introduced 
introduced 
introduced 
introduced 

introduced 

native 

A list of all known or potential wildlife species that may occur in the 
resource area is available in the Boise District Office. Emphasis will be 
directed only to those species which could be substantially affected either 
adversely or beneficially, by one or more of the alternatives. 
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Approximately 95,000 acres of public lands north of Emmett, Idaho were 
burned by wildfires during the 1986 fire season. This area supported 
numerous populations of upland game and non-game wildlife species. It also 
includes approximately 66,000 acres of crucial mule deer and crucial elk 
winter range. Because of the fire that affected their traditional habitats, 
the wintering herds have moved into less traditional areas. A major shrub 
restoration program is now underway to help restore the severely reduced 
shrub component in the traditional wintering areas and to rehabilitate the 
range to pre-burn conditions. The graphics under the affected wildlife 
species in Chapter 4 displaying the acreages of wildlife habitat in various 
conditions reflects habitat conditions prior to the 1986 fire season. 

Elk 

The entire resource area including all land ownerships contains about 
582,000 acres of elk winter habitat and an estimated population of about 
3,500 animals. The herd composition is generally improving and the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game goal for these populations is a 20% increase in 
the next 20 years. 

Habitat use on BLM lands occurs mainly in the winter. Approximately 
1,000 elk winter on BLM lands and about 150 elk use BLM lands on a yearlong 
basis. The largest concentration of wintering elk occurs along the Snake 
River between Weiser and Hells Canyon Dam. These areas have the highest use 
during severe winter weather conditions. This area is considered crucial 
elk winter range. There are approximately 166,000 acres of crucial elk 
winter habitat identified in the resource area. Of this acreage, 74,000 
acres or 45% of the habitat is managed by BLM. Some early spring use does 
occur on BLM land. This use usually occurs before the snow has receded in 
the adjoining forested areas. 

Elk prefer coniferous habitat but can be found in the interface between 
forest and non-forest communities. Throughout the year, they utilize 
ponderosa pine, grassland-shrub and grassland habitat types. In some areas 
during severe winters, agricultural lands are very important for herd 
survival. Primarily, elk are grazing animals. In the spring and summer, 
grass and forbs make up their diet. In fall and winter, dry grasses and 
browse are utilized. Forage areas seem to be in good condition but thermal 
and hiding cover seem to be limited. 

Approximately 70% of the crucial winter habitat is currently in fair to 
good condition. About 55% of the winter habitat is in fair to good 
condition. 

Mule Deer 

Mule deer are the most abundant big game species in the RMP area. They 
are widely distributed and occupy a variety of habitat types. Approximately 
7,000 mule deer utilize BLM lands. Eleven percent utilize BLM lands on a 
yearlong basis while 89% only use the area during winter months. The Idaho 
Fish and Game goal for these populations is a 30% increase over the next 20 
years. 
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Winter habitat is the most critical factor for the deer population in 
the RMP area. There are approximately 697,000 acres of winter haM. tat in 
the resource area. Approximately 281,500 acres are lands administered by 
BLM. Approximately 53% of this winter habitat is considered crucial winter 
range. The Snake River breaks from Weiser north and areas along Four-Mile 
Creek and Little Willow Creek north of Emmett traditionally have large 
wintering herds of deer. 

Mule deer are closely tied to riparian habitats. In the summer, they 
provide hiding cover, shade, fawning cover and a food source. In winter, 
thermal cover, a food source and hiding cover are provided before deep snows 
occur. The condition of these riparian zones affects the carrying capacity 
of the land for deer. Like deer, livestock concentrate in these areas 
because of availability of succulent forage, shade and cover. Where these 
zones have been depleted by grazing rapid improvement can occur by reducing 
livestock pressure. 

Mule deer feed on what is available. In the spring, grasses are 
utilized until forbs are available. Browse and forbs are preferred in the 
summer with all resources being used in the winter. The limiting factor in 
most deer populations is winter browse. Major browse species available 
include sagebrush, bitterbrush, rabbitbrush, chokecherry, service berry, 
ponderosa pine and rose. Woody vegetation is also necessary to provide 
fawning areas, hiding, and thermal cover needed by healthy deer populations. 

In the past, frequent wildfires have eliminated or severely reduced 
shrub composition and weakened native perennial grasses and forbs. Over 
utilization by livestock in combination with the fires have reduced native 
species and have permitted the invasion of medusa and cheatgrass. 
Presently, extensive medusa ranges occupy areas which were traditionally 
native shrub grasslands. 

About 55% of crucial winter habitat and 70% of winter habitat is in fair 
to good condition. 

Antelope 

The antelope population in the resource area numbers approximately 50 
animals which roam over approximately 150,000 acres. The Idaho Department 
of Fish and Game have designated this area for transplants and the 
population should improve over the next 20 years. 

The current wintering areas are located just north of Highway 52 along 
Big Willow and Little Willow Creeks. The areas cover approximately 20, 550 
acres with 4,400 acres of BLM land and 16,150 acres of private land. 

The most commonly used habitats are grassland, grassland-shrub aud 
shrub. Sagebrush and rabbi tbrush are important components of the winter 
diet. Grass and forbs are the principle diet components in spring aad 
summer while forbs and browse are equal in importance for fall diets. Most 
of the antelope habitat is marginal which is demonstrated by lm¥ 
production. The cause of low production seems to be degradation of habitat 
due to overutilization by livestock and wildfires. Lack of suitable fawning 
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scarcity of 
contribute 

forbs in an area dominated by 
to low herd production. Suitable 

areas and the 
cheatgrass also 
thermal cover is lacking in winter ranges. 

About 96% of the winter range is in poor condition. 

Sage Grouse 

medusa and 
forage and 

Sage grouse are found throughout the area north of the Payette River. 
There are approximately 186,245 acres of sage grouse habitat in the RMP 
area. The sage grouse habitat has been subject to sheep and cattle grazing 
for many years. The lack of forbs may have an added effect on the quality 
of the habitat. In some areas the lack of mature sagebrush may also be a 
limiting factor for nesting areas and winter thermal cover. Overall, 40% of 
the habitat in the resource area is in poor condition. Nesting habitat is 
fair in most areas. There are approximately 50 active and historical 
strutting grounds (mating areas) located throughout the resource area. 

The population trend shows a steady decline. The main cause of this 
seems to be from a continual loss of habitat. This loss is due to sagebrush 
eradication, the overall conversion of native habitat to agriculture and 
most recently, to range fires. In recent years the population has 
experienced further declines due to adverse winter and spring weather 
conditions. 

Other Wildli Ee 

Other important wildlife species found in the area include black bear, 
mountain lion, blue grouse, Franklin grouse, ring-necked pheasant, Hungarian 
partridge, chukar partridge, wild turkeys, ducks and geese. Since these 
species would not be significantly impacted, they will not be discussed 
further. 

Populations of ruffed grouse, valley quail, and mourning dove are 
affected by conditions in riparian zones. Their requirements would be met 
in all alternatives and will not be discussed further. 

Various rapt or species are found throughout the resource are:-1. 
Approximately 640 acres of the Snake River Birds of Prey Natural Area are 
within the southern part of the Cascade Resource Area. 

Sensitive Animal Species 

Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse 

The Columbian sharp-tailed grouse is almost extinct in western Idaho. 
The remnant populations are small and scattered. The entire population is 
estimated at less than 300 birds. The largest known concentration is 
located 14 miles north of Heiser in the Sage Creek drainage. Four of the 
fbre known dancing grounds are located in this area. The fifth known 
dancing ground is located in the Rock Creek drainage, west of Sage Creek. 
Other small scattered populations are located around Council. The decline 
of this n:-1tive species is directly associated with loss of habitat. Two 
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primary reasons for this loss is overgrazing of native range and conversion 
of range to agricultural lands. 

There are approximately 119,260 acres of sharp-tailed grouse habitat 
identified in the resource area. Of this acreage, appro~imately 28% (37.,9(,0 
acres) is managed by the BLM. Currently 55% of the habitBt on BT"M land is 
in fair to good condition. 

Other Sensitive Species 

Other sensitive species found in the area include bobcat, river otter, 
osprey, burrowing owl, and mountain quail. Since these populBtions would 
not be impacted by any of the alternatives, they will not be discussed 
further. 

~ndangered and Candidate Species 

There are two species found in the 
threatened and endangered lists. These 
falcon which are listed as endangered. 

area \vhich 
are the bald 

occur on the T<'ederal 
eagle and peregrine 

Nesting bald eagles are found in the vicinity of Cascade Lake. They may 
also occur in the vicinity of Hells Canyon Dam. Wintering habitat for 
approximately 100 eagles is located primarily along the Snake, Boise, Weiser 
and Payette River systems.' Winter counts have varied over the years but 
seem to indicate a decrease in the use of available winter habitat. The 
Oxbow Dam stretch of the Snake River system is the most important habitat 
used by wintering bald eagles in the RMP area. The general habitat 
condition is only fair, due to the lack of roosting and perching trees. 

Peregrine falcons no longer occur naturally in the area but are 

sometimes seen during migration. Efforts have been made to establish a 
nesting pair of falcons near Cascade Lake. 

There are also four candidate species found 
Swainson's hawk, ferruginous hawk, long-billed 
squirrel. The raptor species nest throughout the 

in the area. 
curlew, and 

resource area. 

They are the 
Idaho ground 

Curlew populations in the RMP area are relatively high. There are 
approximately 1,500 to 2,000 breeding pairs utilizing the grasslands in the 
resource area. One thousand of these are found in the Black Canyon Curlew 
Area. This is one of the largest breeding populations in the United 
States. Optimum habitat for curlew is wide open areas with very short 
vegetation. In most cases, optimum habitat for curlew is the worst habitat 
for most species. The lower the vegetation structure the better the habitat 
for the curlew. 

The Idaho ground squirrel will be addressed when site specific proposals 

may have an impact on their habitat. 

Since neither of the endangered or any of the candidate species, \..ri th 
the exception of the long-billed curlew, would be affected by any of the 
alternatives, they will not be discussed further. The long-billed curlew is 
discussed throughout the document. 
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Livestock 

The Cascade Resource Area consists of 2, 771,188 acres of which 487,466 
acres are public lands. The grazing program in the area includes virtually 
all of the public land acreage, a majority of the 182,534 acres of state 
land and portions of 2,101,228 acres of private lands. 

There are 338 allotments in the area that have a current total active 
preference of 72,571 AUMs (Animal Unit Months) for livestock forage. The 
five year average use is for 66,424 AUMs which is 6,147 AUMs less than 
active preference. 

Tb.e 338 
permittees. 
4,253 AUMs. 

grazing allotments are utilized by 244 livestock ranching 
The grazing preference used by each ranges from 4 AUMs to over 

An allotment stratification by management intensity (MIC) has been 
completed. Results are as follows: 

Management Number of Percent of BLM Acres Percent of 
Cate~ory Allotments Allotments in Category Resource Area 

Maintain 52 15 46,647 9 
Improve 78 23 356,101 73 
Custodial 208 62 62,172 13 
Unallotted 22,546 5 

TOTALS 338 100 487,466 100 

There are currently 7 allotment management plans (AMPS) in the area. 
These AMPs were developed and began operation prior to 1975. Grazing 
systems were developed ranging from rest rotation to deferred use to season 
long use. 

There are several designated stock driveways within the area. 
used extensively by about 20,000 trailing sheep two times a year. 
presently approximately 63,000 acres in the stock driveways. See 
Appendices E, F, and G for further information. 

They are 
There are 
Map 7 and 

Most of the 95,516 acres of public land that were burned by wildfires 
during 1986 were grazed by livestock. The fire rehabilitation efforts which 
were subsequently initiated including seeding the more severely burned 
areas. Livestock non-use is seeded and adjacent areas, and deferred use, 
particularly on native ranges, were initiated to allow seeding establishment 
and native range regrowth. 

Wild Horses 

The Cascade Resource Area currently recognizes and manages two wild 
horse herds: The Four Mile Herd and the West Crane Herd. 
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The Four Mile wild horse herd fluctuates between 10 and 75 animals 
depending upon the ability of the BLM to gather and adopt them out. The 
horses graze on about 18,500 acres in common with 1 livestock permittee 
licensed for 4, 700 AUMs. To reduce the effects of increased wild horse 
numbers the permittee has taken voluntary non-use of 424 AUMs since 1977. 
This has in turn reduced depredation of private lands and critical mule deer 
winter range. In 1982 and 1984 horses were gathered in Four Mile and the 
present population is approximately 10-12 head. 

In January 1987, the Four Mile wild horse herd was removed. This entire 
herd of 16 horses was removed to prevent damage to the public rangeland and 
adjacent private land following the 1986 wildfires. Seeding a portion of 
the range used by the wild horses is included in fire rehabilitation 
efforts. Temporary livestock non-use was initiated to allow seeding 
establishment. The Four Mile wild horse herd is proposed to be 
reestablished once sufficient forage becomes available for their support. 

The West Crane wild horse herd currently extends its range over about 
10,280 acres. The herd generally has 10-25 animals. They compete with 
about 1,748 AUMs of livestock (cattle, sheep and horses) forage needs on the 
allotment utilized by 7 permittees. To facilitate the forage of wild 
horses, wildlife and livestock, the livestock carrying capacity was reduced 
24% in 1977. Pasture management has been unsuccessful in the past because 
of the wild horses. Fen.ces have been broken through and horses range 
throughout the allotment. Consequently range forage conditions have 
decreased in many of the pastures. Horses were gathered in 1977 and 1982 
and the present population numbers between 15 and 20 head. 

LANDS AND REALTY RESOURCES 
Lands 

The RA currently has 5 pending DLE applications and one allowed entry on 
file for a total of 560 acres. Of the total acreage, 120 acres is an 
allowed entry, 400 acres have been classified sui table for entry, and 40 
acres remain to be classified. The allowed entry was allowed in 1984 prior 
to the beginning of this RMP effort. Final proof has been held and the 
patent is pending. 

There are three exchange proposals currently pending in the RA. The 
first exchange is a State proposal to acquire 6,251 acres of public land for 
6,171 acres of State land. The exchange would consolidate State and public 
lands. The second exchange is a private proposal to acquire 120 acres of 
public land for 160 acres of private land. The offered private land is 
identified for acquisition in the Boise Front MFP to facilitate watershed 
and grazing management and the selected public land has been recommended for 
sale or exchange in accordance with the Black Canyon MFP. The third 
exchange is a private proposal to acquire 83 acres of public land for 14 
acres of private land. The selected public land has been recommended for 
sale or exchange in accordance with the Black Canyon MFP. The exchange 
would improve management by blocking public lands. 
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There are nine outstanding R&PP leases; five are for sanitary landfills, 
one sand and gravel storage site, one motorcycle park, one proposed school 
site, and one shooting range. 

Rights-of-lvays 

The RA is traversed by numerous man-made developments including at least 
eight utility transmission lines (69 KV and greater), two buried gas lines, 
the Union Pacific Railroad system, numerous paved highways and roads such as 
I-84, U.S. 95 and Highway 55, and several major irrigation structures such 
as the New York and Mora Canals, Black Canyon Irrigation Canal and the 
Farmers Union Canal. 

In addition to the linear developments there are also five authorized 
communication sites. These include sites on Squaw Butte and Crown Point and 
one site each northeast of Parma, south of Emmett and west of Crouch. 

The RA currently has one issued and two pending leases. All three are 
for occupancy. 

A significant number of permits have been issued. Currently 19 permits 
are existing and include a variety of users, including agriculture (7), 
anemometer site (1), occupancy (1), airstrip (2), apiary (7), and seismic 
data collection site (1). 

Withdrawals 

Approximately 31,000 acres of public land are withdrawn from disposal 
and are managed cooperatively or solely by other federal agencies such as 
the Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Geological 
Survey, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, and Department of Defense. As 
dicected by Section 204(1) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976, these withdrawals are being systematically reviewed to determine if 
they still serve their intended purpose. 

Section 204(a) of FLPMA also authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to 
make, modify, extend, or revoke withdrawals such as those establishing stock 
driveways. Currently, the RA has approximately 63,000 acres withdrawn from 
disposal for stock driveway purposes. 

The RA also has one pending withdrawal application filed by the U.S. 
Fish and Wi.ldlife service. The application was filed in 1972 with the 
iutent of closing an unspecified number of acres on the Payette River to 
mining. 

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES 

Cultural Resources 

The Cascade Resource Area has been inventoried for cultural resources at 
the Class II and III levels. Thirty-five prehistoric and five historic 
s i. tes were discovered during this inventory. Prehistoric sites included 
quarrys, workshops, habitation sites and undefined lithic scatters, typical 
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of late archaic sites of the northern Great Basin with possible paleo and 
Cascade components. Histot:"ic sites included rock structures (cairns) and 
scatters of historic debris associated with late 19th and early 20th century 
ranching activities. Sites discovered during the inventory have been 
evaluated to determine condition. The results of this .evaluation show that 
20% are in poor condition, 40% in fair condition and 30% in good condition. 
None of the cultural resource sites evaluated were in excellent condition 
and 10% had been destroyed. Agents of deterioration which are currently or 
have in the past caused impacts to sites are erosion (40%), livestock 
trampling (50%), road construction (27%) and reservoir construction (3%). 

Livestock trampling is impacting cultural resource sites located between 
3300' and 4500' elevations within 1/4 mile or adjacent to springs and 
perennial streams (high cultural resource site density areas) more heavily 
than elsewhere in the resource area. 

Erosion (wind and water) contributes to the deterioration of sites 
already impacted by livestock trampling and water erosion impacts sites 
located on the banks of drainages and in areas subjected to recurrent 
flooding. 

Important cultural resource sites in the Cascade Resource Area are 
identified below. 

There is one cultural resource site in the Cascade Resource Area on BLM 
administered public land which has been placed on the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). This is the Placerville Historical District 
consisting of historic structures within the townsite of Placerville 
representing late 19th and early 20th century mining activities in the Boise 
Basin. 

The Placerville Historic District was accepted to the NRHP based on the 
architectural features of existing historic structures. The archaeological 
potential of this district has not been determined. The BLM manages 
approximately 8 acres within the 100 acre Historic District. No other 
cultural sites in the Cascade Resource Area are currently receiving special 
protection. 

TI1e Greys Creek cultural resource site consists of a large lithic scatter. 
running along the bank of Grey's Creek for approximately 400 meters, and is 
40,000 square meters total area. An intermittent tributary of Grey's Creek 
runs through a portion of the site, exposing buried artifacts. The artif~ct 
assemblage includes large bifaces, blades and projectile points which 
indicate a late archaic period of occupation. A portion of the site is on 
private land on which a corral has been constructed and livestock graze the 
area on both private and BLM administered land. The Greys Creek site is 
deteriorating rapidly from the effects of livestock trampling and erosion. 

The Indian Creek cultural resource site is located on a terrace adjacent 
to an intermittent tributary to Indian Creek and consists of an abundance of 
secondary and final shaping flake debitage of black fine grained basalt and 
obsidian. One intact projectile point (Cascade) was collected. A circular 
grinding stone 11" in diameter with a worn circular depression in the center 
4" wide and 3" deep was observed on the site. The site is being seriously 
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damaged by the effects of livestock trampling and erosion. ·The Indian Creek 
site is deteriorating from the impacts of livestock trampling and erosion. 
This site may represent cultural influences different from the typical Great 
Basin culture normally associated with this area. 

The Milk Creek cultural resource site is an extensive lithic workshop/ 
campsite. Abundant secondary basalt flake debitage litters the ground and 
lesser amounts of primary debitage are also present. Some obsidian final 
shaping debitage has been observed. The site is adjacent to a manmade 
reservoir which impounds an intermittent spring flow. The reservoir is 
about 30 x 30 meters in area and probably sits on portions of the original 
site. The context of observed artifacts is questionable because the area of 
highest artifact concentration apparently lies in excavated materials in the 
area now occupied by the reservoir. The context and condition of the site 
have also been affected by the large numbers of cattle that have severely 
trampled the area around the reservoir. The Milk Creek site is in poor 
condition. 

The Cabin Creek cultural resource site is a large campsite on both sides 
of an intermittent drainage running into Cabin Creek. The site is heavily 
disturbed by livestock trampling and erosion. Lithic material includes 
fine-grained basalt, black ignimbrite, obsidian and multi-colored chert. 
Cores, primary, secondary and finishing flakes are present as well as 
finished tool forms. Many utilized flakes, an obsidian biface base, a 
spokeshave and an obsidian biface fragment were observed as well as an 
excellent groundstone mortar (left in place) and fire cracked rock. Flakes 
are eroding out of the streambank to a depth of about one meter. Historic 
artifacts are also present. The Cabin Creek site is deteriorating from the 
effects of livestock trampling and erosion. 

Pioneerville, Quartz burg, Centerville, and Mineral are historic 
townsi tes which represent early settlement and mining activity in Idaho. 
The BLM manages only portions of the sections in which townsites are located 
(Pioneerville: 581.8 acres; Quartzburg: 385.75 acres; Centerville: 515.79 
acres; Mineral: 428.97 acres). 

Paleontologic Resources 

The Cascade area has not been researched for paleontologic materials. 
All sedimentary formations are known to have produced specimens. Many 
localities are known to produce leaf specimens and/or petrified wood. 
Fossil vertebrate finds have been highly significant but locality data is 
limited. Other fossil materials include the invertebrates. At present, 
pelecypods and snails are the only invertebrates known from the Cascade 
Resource Area. 

A general interest in paleontology in the Cascade Resource Area 
continues. Hobby collecting of petrified wood is very popular with fossil 
leaf collecting of secondary interest. Vertebrate collecting is presently 
limited to professional research. 

There are no areas presently closed to collecting. Little information 
on localities and their significance is available as no paleo inventory has 
been completed on the area. 
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RECREATION RESOURCES 
Recreation 

Power and floatboating, fishing, and water play sports are all popular 
and occur on a variety of water bodies. Major rivers include the Payette, 
Snake, Boise and Weiser. Major lakes and reservoirs include Payette, 
Cascade, Paddock, Lowell, Black Canyon, Crane Creek, Oxbow, Brownlee and 
Lucky Peak. Numerous other smaller streams and ponds also of£er 
opportunities. Segments of the North and South Forks of the Payette River 
totaling 106 miles are under consideration for inclusion into the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System. They have both been recommended as having 
potential for inclusion in a State Natural and Recreation System through the 
National Park Service's evaluation of the remaining potential river 
additions. One segment of the North Fork is continuous Class V whitewater 
and has been judged by kayaker afficionados to be one of the most 
challenging, and accessible runs anywhere in the world. 

Hunting for big/small game, upland birds and waterfowl is a major use. 
Also popular is biking, horseback riding, camping, rock-collecting and 
sightseeing. Hanggliding is popular from Squaw Butte, Pickles Butte and the 
Boise Front. The state championships are held yearly from Squaw butte. 
Annual field dog trials and horse endurance rides have been held regularly 
in the resource area, and ,draw local and non-local participants. Off-road 
vehicle use is another major recreational use in the Cascade Resource Area. 
Aside from its dispersed use throughout the Area, concentrated use of "play 
areas" for ORVs have emerged in nine areas. These areas are located near 
the towns of Weiser, Payette, Parma, Emmett, Nampa, Eagle and Boise. 

Snow-based activities are limited due to the lower elevations of most 
BLM lands. Snowmobiling and cross-country skiing opportunities are 
available in the upper elevations of the Boise Front and in northern areas 
of the resource area. 

The Cascade Resource Area is divided into three Special Recreation 
Management areas (Boise Front, Oxbow-Brownlee and Payette River Corridors) 
and two Extensive Recreation Management areas (Treasure Valley and Cascade 
Uplands). In addition, one Wilderness Study Area has been identified north 
of McCall. 

Boise Front SRMA (12,000 acres) 

In Boise's "backyard" is one of the most popular and intensively used 
recreation areas in the state. BLM facilities include one interpretive 
National Recreation Trail (5 miles), approximately 20 miles of multi-purpose 
trails and an ORV parking area with loading ramp. An additional 40-50 miles 
of roads and trails are used for recreation but lie within the jurisdiction 
of local, state or other federal agencies. Popular recreational activities 
on the Boise Front include ORV use, hunting, horseback-riding, hanggliding, 
hiking, sightseeing and environmental education. Water sports, fishing and 
boating take place on Lucky Peak Reservoir. As the population of Boise and 
the Treasure Valley grows, so does the recreational pressure on the Boise 
Front. Historically, there has been a conflict with the various user 
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groups, specifically between the ORV enthusiasts and other users. One ski 
area operates in the area, and state operated water sports, picnic and boat 
ramp facilities are located in the extreme southern portion of the SRMA 
along Lucky Peak Reservoir. The 1983 SCORP population growth estimate for 
Ada County (1980-2000) is about 57%. 

Oxbow-Brownlee SRMA (40,000 acres) 

This SRMA is comprised of Oxbow and Brownlee Reservoirs on the Snake 
River. They form the boundary between Idaho and Oregon, and are popular for 
fishing, boating and water sports. The hills adjacent to the reservoir 
receive hunting, rockhounding, and ORV use. Also within the SRMA are 200 
acces of sand dunes at Olds Ferry, which receive ORV use. BLM facilities in 
the S~~ consist of one campground and picnic area with a boat dock and ramp 
on Brownlee Reservoir. Other facilities consist of two privately owned 
campgrounds with boat ramps. Several more campgrounds with boat ramps on 
Brownlee Reservoir are located on the Oregon side. Commercial carp fishing 
is occurring in the reservoirs but does not appear to conflict with the 
sport-fishing activities. ORV use in the sand dune area is apparently 
having little vegetative impact but increased use in the steep ridges and 
canyons adjacent to the water is manifesting itself in unplanned trails and 
hillclimbs with subsequent erosion problems and visual impacts. BLM's Steck 
Campground is heavily used by local and non-local visitors. This high use 
has necessitated more intens}ve management each year. The 1983 SCORP 
population growth estimate for the vicinity ( 1980-2000) is 16 to 25%. 

Payette River Corridors SRMA (19,000 acres) 

This area consists of the narrow river valleys containing segments of 
the North Fork, South Fork and main Payette River. Public land ownership 
along the north fork and mainstem is sparse and scattered, but more 
substantial along the south fork. The primary recreation uses are float 
boating, jet boating, fishing, other water sports and sightseeing. The 
segment of the north fork from Smiths Ferry to Banks is a world class Class 
V whitewater kayaking river, while other segments of the river offer a full 
range of kayaking, rafting, canoeing, and jet boating opportunities. 
Existing recreation facilities in this SRMA include five federal and one 
state campground and several unimproved public access points. There are no 
tmproved BLM facilities. Access to some of the isolated public lands is a 
problem, especially those large blocks lying on the south side of the South 
Fork of the Payette River. The 1983 SCORP population growth estimate for 
the vicinity (1980-2000)) is 7 to 34%. 

Cascade Uplands Extensive Recreation Management Area (334,000 acres) 

This is the largest of the fu~s within the Cascade Resource Area. It is 
priTIEri ly comprised of foothills and mountains. The historic townsites of 
Idaho City, Quartzburg, Centerville, Placerville and Pioneerville lie within 
this ERMA and receive varying degrees of tourist visits. Prominent water 
bodies for recregtional use include Paddock, Payette and Cascade Reservoirs, 
the Weiser River and a segment of the North Fork of the Payette River. 
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Existing recreational facilities within the area include four federal 
and nineteen private campgrounds, several federal, state and local picnic 
areas and two ski areas. There are no improved BLM facilities in the RI1A. 
Popular recreational uses in the area include boating, fishing and other 
water sports on the lakes, rivers and streams, all. types of hunting, 
horseback-riding, hanggliding from Squaw Butte, rockhounding, hiking, 
cross-country skiing and ORV use. Snowmobiling is concentrated in the 
northern and higher elevation regions of the area. One intensively used 
motorcycle area has been leased under an R&PP to the Payette County 
Recreational District. The area is now a cycle park and improvements 
consist of trails, parking, restrooms, loading ramp and a BMX bicycle race 
track. The major problem in the ERMA is the abundance of scattered tracts 
of public lands and subsequent access and management. The 1983 SCORP 
population growth estimate for the vicinity (1980-2000) is 16 to 25%. 

During the summer of 1986, 66,500 acres of public lands in the Cascade 
Uplands Extensive Recreation Management Area were burned by wildfires. The 
threat of erosion caused by off-road vehicle use necessitated an ORV closure 
in the area during the period of highest soil moisture (fall-winter-spring) 
while reseeding and rehabilitation efforts are in progress. The closure is 
expected to remain in effect until summer, 1987. 

Treasure Valley Extensive Recreation Management Area (72,000 acres) 

' 
The majority of the land within this area is privately owned agricultural 

land. The public lands are primarily low, rolling hills, some small buttes, 
and a section of foothills to the Boise Ridge. It is the most densely 
populated area of the state and contains the towns of Boise, Nampa, Caldwell 
and Emmett. Recreational highlights on public lands in the area include 
hanggliding from Pickles butte, fishing and boating in the Snake, Boise and 
Payette Rivers, Black Canyon Reservoir, and Lake Lowell, hunting, 
horseback-riding (especially north of Eagle and south of Emmett) and ORV 
use. Although ORV use is dispersed throughout the area, several intensive 
use areas exist including areas north of Parma, south of Emmett and south of 
Nampa at Pickles Butte. There is also the Little Gem Cycle Park several 
miles east of Emmett. There are no improved facilities in the park other 
than a parking area and trails. The cycle park is a combination of private 
and public lands. Recreational facilities within the ERMA include six 
private and two local jurisdiction campgrounds, seven picnic areas and four 
water sports areas. Numerous public access points exist along rivers, 
canals and Lake Lowell. Future population growth in this area can only 
increase recreational pressure, not only within this ERMA but in adjacent 
areas as well. The 1983 SCORP population growth estimate for the vicinity 
(1980-2000) is 34 to 57%. 

Box Creek Wilderness Study Area (110-91A) 

A Wilderness Study Area, Box Creek (#110-91A), is located in the northern 
part of the Cascade Uplands E~A. It is only 440 acres, but adjacent to the 
Lick Creek RARE II unit. The BLM area is similar to the Forest Service 
administered area in landform and vegetation, both consisting of rolling to 
extremely steep and broken terrain supporting mixed conifer forests of 
primarily Douglas-fir and subalpine fir; pine, spruce, larch and aspen. The 
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forest cover is broken frequently by large granite outcrops. 
drainage is Box Creek. 

Visual 

The major 

The public land has been inventoried to determine the quality of the 
visual resources in the Cascade Resource Area. Evaluation of the land was 
based on landform, vegetation, water, color, scarcity, influence of adjacent 
scenery and cultural modifications (intrusions) in accordance with the 
visual resource management (VRM) system presented in BLM Manual 8410. 

The VR.~ system provides for management of visual resources to prevent 
undue degradation. Management classes based on scenic quality, sensitivity 
level, and distance zone are established to provide appropriate objectives 
for management. Locations of the classes are shown on Map 3-8. The 
acreages of public land in each VR..M class would be the same in each 
alternative as they are now. The VRM classes and approximate acreages are: 
Class II - 81,000 acres; Class III - 383,466 acres; Class IV - 23,000 
acres. Refer to Appendix K for explanation of VRM classes. 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) 

The Cascade Resource Area has been classified as follows: 

Roaded Natural - 445,391 acres 
Semi-Primitive Motorized - 42,075 acres 

The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum is explained in Appendix L. It will 
not be discussed further in this document. 

Lea sables MINERAL RESOURCES 

Oil and Gas 

The Cascade Resource Area has had much interest and activity in oil and 
gas exploration since the turn of the century. Shows of oil and gas have 
been made and leasing activity has continued to the present time in the 
sedimentary units of the Cascade area. Shows of methane gas that have been 
detected in over 200 water wells throughout southwestern Idaho indicate 
presence of small accumulations of flammable gas possibly suitable for 
domestic energy needs of individual residences. 

Currently low prices of oil and gas have had the effect of greatly 
reduced petroleum exploration all over the U.S. Leasing and exploration in 
an extremely speculative area as the Cascade RA will most likely be minimal 
in the immediate future. Beyond the immediate future, exploration in the 
Cascade RA will probably be cyclical and vary with the economics of the oil 
and gas industry. There are currently few leases within the Cascade 
Resource Area. There is no geophysical or drilling activity occurring at 
this time. See Map 3-11 for areas of oil and gas potential. 
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There are no producing oil or gas wells in Idaho at this time. 

No major areas currently exist as completely closed to leasing. Much of 
the area is, however, seasonally restricted because of wildlife habitat 
requirements. See Map 9 for areas seasonally restricted. This has adversely 
affected one geophysical operation. It is assumed for analysis purposes that 
oil and gas activities will continue at about the current level. Small 
recreation sites totaling 45 acres are currently subject to no surface 
occupancy restrictions. 

Geothermal 

The Cascade Resource Area has not had any significant geothermal interest 
previous to the mid 1970's. Geothermal resources in the resource area have 
not been developed beyond limited low temperature uses such as space heating 
and bathing. Production wells are currently limited to the Boise Geothermal 
project. Exploration and research in the CRA has been insufficient to 
completely define the nature and extent of geothermal resources. However, 
surface temperatures of springs within the CRA are as high as 92°C (198°F) 
with many ells in the 20°-40°C (68°-l04°F) range. The primary known 
hydrothermal systems within the CRA occur at Crane Creek, Boise, and 
northwest of Weiser. See Map 3-12 for areas of geothermal potential. 

There are no active drilling or exploration projects in the resource area 
at this time. The current· availability of economic oil and gas energy 
sources has resulted in a low demand for alternative energy sources such as 
geothermal. While energy trends have proven difficult to project, it is 
believed that the demand for geothermal energy will remain low for the 
foreseeable future. A national shortage of oil and gas could result in 
increased demand with resultant increase in exploration for geothermal 
resources in the CRA. 

No major areas currently exist as completely closed to geothermal 
leasing. Much of the resource area is however seasonally restricted because 
of wildlife habitat requirements. See Map 9 for areas seasonally 
restricted. It is assumed for analysis purposes that geothermal activities 
will continue at about the current level. 

Other leasable minerals in the area include coal and hard rock leasing on 
acquired lands. The coal resource is a low grade uneconomic deposit Near 
Horseshoe Bend. Hard rock leasing activity has been limited to minor areas 
within the National Forest lands and has not lead to any mineral production. 
These other leasable minerals will not be addressed further. 

Locatables 

The Cascade Resource Area has had extensive mineral interest and activity 
for over 125 years. Twenty-one mining districts affect lands within or 
immediately adjacent to the resource area. Most of the districts were set up 
for placer gold. One was set up for coal and one for mercury. The others 
were lode deposits containing such minerals as gold, silver, lead and copper. 
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Other locatable minerals of interest in the area include zinc, molybdenum, 
manganese, iron, bismuth, monazite, gypsum, diatomite and others. None of 
these deposits are known to be economic under the existing market conditions. 

Mining exploration and production 
general interest has been consistent. 
affect or are within one mile of lands 
Resource Area. 

has been sporadic over time but a 
Over 2, 700 mining claims presently 

with minerals managed by the Cascade 

Current locatable minerals production in the resource area consists of 
"hobby minerals" (nodules, geodes, agate, opal, etc.), minor placer gold 
production, one active lode gold claim and significant silica sand production. 

Withdrawals currently affect 6% of the public lands within the resource 
area. This is not currently a significant impact as compared to the general 
economic situation for the minerals industry at this time. It is assumed for 
analysis purposes that locatable mineral activity will increase slightly. 

Salables 

The Cascade Resource Area has had highly significant production of 
mineral materials. Sand and gravel and quarry rock for road construction and 
maintenance, has been the major use of salable minerals found on public lands 
within the resource area. Cinders for road use, potting soil and decorative 
purposes and basalt drain rock have also been sold from the public lands 
within the Cascade Resource Area. 

Other salable minerals of interest in the area include clay, petrified 
wood, sand and building stone. None of these are currently being sold from 
public lands within this resource area. 

Exploration for and production of salable minerals is strongly tied to 
local market conditions. Production has been sporadic but has generally 
increased with increased population and improved economic conditions. There 
are currently 3 mineral material sale sites, 16 free use sites, and 2 
community pit sites in the Cascade Resource Area. 

Current salable mineral 
of sand, sand and gravel, 
production is free use to 
roads. 

material production in the resource area consists 
basalt quarry rock and cinders. Most of the 
local road districts for maintenance of county 

No areas that are managed by BLM within .the Cascade Resource Area are 
currently closed to mineral material production. It is assumed for analysis 
purposes that interest and need will continue at about the current level. 

FOREST RESOURCES 
Timber 

The Cascade Resource Area contains 31,895 acres of commercial forest 
lands capable of producing at least 20 cubic feet of wood per acre per year 
of commercial tree species. The commercial trees growing on these Commercial 
Forest Lands (CFL) are ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir, grand fir, lodgepole 
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pine, subalpine fir, and Engelmann spruce. The CFL was identified through a 
Timber Production Capability Classification (TPCC) process in two reports 
completed in 1977 and 1980 covering separate parts of the Cascade Resource 
Area. The classification criteria and acreage summations of these reports 
are considered superior to the acreage summations of the 1975 forest 
inventory and are used in this analysis. 

The TPCC determined that 26,686 acres or 84% of the total CFL is capable 
of sustaining long-term timber production. These lands are referred to as 
Suitable Commercial Forest Land. An additional 70 acres is being managed as 
a seed orchard. 

The remaining 5,139 acres or 16% of the total CFL were determined through 
TPCC to be incapable of sustained long-term timber production. These lands 
are referred to as Non-suitable Commercial Forest -.Land. They are mostly 
fragile lands or lands which cannot reforest adequately. 

The Cascade Resource Area contains 873 acres of woodland. Ttloodland is 
land producing trees that are not typically utilized as sawtimber. Woodland 
can include non-suitable commercial forest land but cannot include CFL in the 
allowable cut-base. Woodland includes the minor acreages of deciduous 
forests such as aspen, cottonwood, and cherry and lands that cannot be 
reforested within 15 years. 

According to the 1975 farest inventory, with multiple use restrictions on 
6,750 acres for topography, watershed and scenic corridors, the Resource Area 
can support a decadal cut of 17 million board feet without intensive 
management and 29 million board feet with intensive management. This 
eequates to an annual allowable cut of a_pproximately 1. 7 and 2. 9 million 
board feet respectively. 

During the past several years, based on funding and personnel, the 
decadal cut was 10 million board feet which equates to an annual allowable 
cut of approximately 1.0 million board feet. 

During the 1986 fire season approximately 69 acres of commercial forest 
lands were affected by wildfires. Salvage logging operations are planned on 
some of those affected acres. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Wildfires have burned approximately 132,204 acres in the fifteen-year 
period of 1970-1985 in the Cascade Resource Area. 

Analysis of available data indicate that the Cascade Resource Area has an 
average of 39.9 fires per year, based on the fifteen-year average. Forty-one 
percent of these fires occur during the month of July, followed by 30% of the 
fires occurring in the month of August. The months of June and September 
have a fire occurrence of 13% and 11%, respectively. 

Approximately 8,814 acres is the average acreage burned per year in the 
resource area. The 1985 wildfires consumed an above-average acreage of 
10,110 acres. The largest average acreage burned has been the month of 
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August with an average of 4,062 acres, followed closely by the month of July 
with an average of 3,653 acres. Burned acreages for June and September 
average about 519 acres and 542 acres, respectively. The average fire size 
is approximately 221 acres for the fifteen-year period. 

ln 1986, wildfires consumed approximately 220,961 acres within the 
Cascade Resource Area. Approximately 95,516 acres were public lands 
administered by BLM, 13,000 acres were State of Idaho lands and 112,445 acres 
were privately owned lands. The number of wildfires in 1986 approximated the 
previous 15-year annual average but the size of the fires was far greater. 
Available information suggests that this level of wildfire activity, mostly 
caused by lightning, may be a 20-year event. The 1986 fire season data have 
not been incorporated into the statistics for the previous 15-year period. 

During the fall of 1986 the Boise District prepared an Emergency Fire 
Rehabilitation Plan and Environmental Assessment. The Fire Rehabilitation 
Plan calls for seeding approximately 11,500 acres using both aerial and 
mechanical methods. Most of the grass/forb seedings are planned during 
1987. Additional shrub seedings and plantings are planned over a 5-year 
period. Fire rehabilitation efforts were initiated during the fall of 1986. 
Fire boundaries are shown on the following maps: 2, 7, 2-2, 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, 
and 3-5. 

-ECONOMICS 
Introduction 

The Cascade RMP area is a highly diverse area that encompasses all or 
parts of eight counties in southwestern Idaho. There are 29 incorporated 
cities in the area, with populations that range from under 25 to over 
100,000. Total population in the eight-county area is estimated at 326,000 
(Bureau of the Census 1985). Ada County accounts for 58% (189,300). Canyon 
County accounts for another 27% (87,800). Payette County, which is the next 
largest county, accounts for only 5%. 

Earnings 

Total earnings in the eight-county area in 1983 were $2.3 billion (Bureau 
of Economic Analysis 1985). This consisted of $2.7. billion in nonfarm 
earnings and $0.1 billion in farm earnings. Earnings distributed by industry 
is shown below. 
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1983 Earnings by Rank 

Industry Earnings (OOOs) Rank 

Services $422,316 1 
State and Local Government 276,615 2 
Retail Trade 262,219 3 
Durable Manufacturing 253,971 4 
Construction 219,045 5 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 151,986 6 
Nondurable Manufacturing 144,156 7 
Federal Government (Civilian) 112,541 8 
Farm 96,317 9 
Federal Government (Military) 8,836 10 
Other 1/ 388,751 

!1 Ag Services, Mining, Transportation and Public Utilities, Wholesale Trade 

Source: U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 1985. Earnings 
by Industry 1978-1983, Regional Economics Information System, April 
198.5. 

Within the eight-county area the services portion of the economy is the 
largest (in terms of earnings), followed by state and local government, 
retail trade, and durable manufacturing. 

This level of 1983 nonfarm earnings represents a 28% increase since 
1979. After adjusting for the effects of inflation (using the implicit GNP 
price deflator) this becomes a decline of 3% in real dollars. The 1983 farm 
earnings represent a 1% decline since 1979. This becomes a 25% decline after 
adjusting for inflation. 

Employment 

The data presented here is for wage and salary employment only. Data on 
proprietors (both farm and nonfarm) are not available. 

Total wage and salary employment in the eight-county area in 1983 was 
121,078 (Bureau of Economic Analysis 1985). This consisted of 3,450 farm 
jobs and 117,628 nonfarm jobs. Employment distribution by industry is shown 
below. 
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Employment By Rank 

Industry 

Services 
Retail Trade 
State and Local Government 
Hanufac turing 
Wholesale Trade 
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate 
Transportation & Public Utilities 
Construction 
Federal, Civilian Government 
Farm 
Federal, Military Government 
Other (Ag Services, Mining) 

Total 

Hage & Salary Employment 

23,648 
21,/.46 
18,843 
17,236 
7,675 
7,533 
7,530 
6,039 
4,570 
3,450 
1,545 
2,123 

121,078 

Rank 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

Source: U.S. Dept. of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis. 1985. 
Full-Time and Part-Time Employees by Major Industry 1978-1983, 
Regional Economics Information System, April 1985. 

Within the eight-county area the services portion of the economy is the 
largest (in terms of wage and salary employment), followed by retail trade, 
state and local government, and manufacturing. 

The level of 1983 farm employment represents a 9% increase since 1979. 
The 1983 nonfarm employment level represents a 5% decline since 1979. 

Hultipl iers 

When changes occur in one sector of a local economy, changes also occur 
in other sectors. This is due to the interrelated nature of the economy. 
These changes are measured through the use of multipliers. The multiplier 
is a single number that summarizes the total direct and indirect spending 
effects of a given change in the local economy. The U.S. \-later Resources 
Council published gross output multipliers for Bureau of Economic Analysis 
(BEA) economic areas in January of 1977. The economic area that includes 
the Cascade RMP area is Area 159. This includes all of southwest Idaho and 
parts of southeast Oregon. These multipliers (shown in Appendix N) indicate 
that the sectors in the local economy that would lead to the greatest 
c~1anges in other sectors would be the meat animals and meat products 
sectors. In addition to multipliers, output ~ust be converted to earnings 
in order to estimate economic impact. This is done through the use of 
earnings to gross output r~tios. These ratios have been calculated based on 
U.S. T.J'ater Resources Council procedures and are shown in Appendix 0. 

Crop Agriculture 

In 1983, cash receipts from agricultural marketings in the Ri'1P area 
totaled $467.3 million. Of this total, $179.4 million was from crop 
production (BEA. 1985). Based on this, it is estimated that 38.4% of total 
farm income and employment results from crop production. This would mean 
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that in 1983 crop agriculture earnings was $37.0 million while employment 
was 1,325. 

Livestock 

In 1983 the cash receipts from marketing of meat· animals (primarily 
cattle and calves, sheep and lambs) accounted for 45% of total farm cash 
receipts. This varied by county from a low of 34% in Gem County to a high 
of 89% in Valley County. Assuming that farm earnings are in the same 
proportion as cash receipts, total earnings from meat animals in the 
eight-county area would be 45% of total farm earnings, or $43.3 million. 

The 1982 Census of Agriculture indicated 
84,823 beef cattle and calves and 22,726 sheep 
RMP area. This would be 89,368 animal units. 
unit generates earnings of $485. 

that there are approximately 
and lambs in the eight-county 

This means that each animal 

The permittees in the Cascade RMP area have a total herd size of 51,581 
cattle and 5,650 sheep. This would be 52,711 animal units which would 
generate earnings of $25.6 million. This would be 59% of the total 
eight-county meat animal earnings and 27% of total farm earnings. 

Total current BLM AUMs in the eight-county area are 66,424. This would 
support 5,535 animal units which would generate earnings of $2.7 million. 
This would be 11% of permittee earnings, 6% of eight-county area meat animal 
earnings, and 3% of total farm earnings. Large reductions in available 
forage, as occurred with the wildfires in the summer/fall of 1986 would 
reduce these levels of earnings and force permittees to either reduce herd 
sizes or find alternative (and more expensive) feed sources. Occurrences 
such as this would be short term in nature, not generally extending over 
more than 1-2 years. 

It is also assumed that 45% of total farm employment in the RMP area is 
meat animal related (based on the relationship between receipts and earnings 
discussed above). This means that total meat animal employment would be 
1,553 (wage and salary only). Employment is assumed to be in the same 
percentages as earnings for permittees and BLM-AUM related employment. 

As early as 1925 it was recognized that the annual value of the federal 
grazing privilege was being capitalized into rancher property. "It is 
argued that long use of the range in connection with the early settlement o E 
agricultural lands has resulted in capitalizing the values of public 
pasturage as part of the value of the ranch ••• " (USDA 1925). 

A report published by the Utah State University Experiment Station 
stated: "There was nothing illegal or unethical in the fact that grazing 
permits took on value; ranchers just reacted to an economic situation that 
was created by government policy. Permit values rose because ranchers who 
have grazing permits were capturing economic rents in the form of low-cost 
grazing; i.e., the grazing fee and recognized non-fee costs did not equal 
the value of the grazing to ranches. Thus, the authorization to use the 
federal lands and the associated economic rents were capitalized into 
rancher-owned assets. This value could show up either as a permit value or 
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as an increased value of the commensurate property." (Nielson and Workman 
1971). 

The Bureau of Land Management's position on permit values is based on 
very explicit language in Section 3 of the Taylor Grazing Act of 1934 which 
states: "So far as consistent with the purposes and provisions of this Act, 
grazing privileges recognized and acknowledged shall be adequately 
safeguarded, but the creation of a grazing district or the issuance of a 
permit pursuant to the provisions of this Act shall not create any right, 
title, interest, or state on or to the lands." Thus, any capitalized value 
associated with grazing permits has no legal basis and as a result a rancher 
has no compensation for loss of this value. 

Magazine articles and research results have often been in conflict on 
the subject of permit values. Nevada rancher, Dean Rhoads, in an article in 
the New West Magazine stated that "the forage right for a single cow on the 
public range now sells for anywhere from $1500 to $3000 in the Elko area." 
(Boly 1980). A survey done in New Mexico of ranch appraisers and credit 
officers placed the value of Forest Service permits at between $944 and 
$1,163 per animal unit, depending on area, in New Mexico. Bureau of Land 
Management values varied from $667 to $888 (Fowler and Gray 1980). On the 
other hand, a study in eastern Oregon found "the inclusion of public grazing 
privileges were found to have no significant impact on the level of private 
grazing land sale prices." (Winter and Whittaker 1979). 

Based on the active preference in the RMP area, it is estimated the 
capital value of BLM AUMs would be between $4.1 and $18.2 million. 

Recreation 

I 
Expenditures in the recreational activities of the region primarily 

impact the retail trade and services sectors of the economy. The 1980 
Survey of Hunting and Fishing (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1980) data 
indicates that in destination-type expenditures (meals, lodging, 
transportation, ammunition, land use fees, etc.) the retail trade sector is 
affected the most. The direct impact of a dollar of recreation expenditure 
by type of activity is shown below. 

Distribution of Recreation Expenditures 

I I Big I Small Migratory I Other 
Sector I Fishing I Game I Game Birds I Hunting 

I I I I 
Transportation I $ .01 I $ .02 I $ .00 $ .oo I $ .00 
Retail Trade I .95 I .97 I .99 .99 I .99 
Services I .04 I .01 I .01 .01 I .01 

I I I I 

A wide variety of recreational activities take place on public lands in 
the RMP area. The level of recreation use on public lands has been 
estimated at 622,000 activity occasions. Data in the 1980 National Survey 
of Hunting and Fishing for Idaho identifies expenditures for hunting and 
fishing by type of expenditure. Destination-type expenditures were $9.43/ 
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day for fishing a $12.24/day for hunting. Additionally, non-consumptive use 
of wildlife had destination-type expenditures of $12.76/day. The average of 
these three, $11.50/day, was used to estimate total expenditures. The 
definitions for an "activity occasion" and a "day" in the reports by the 
Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service appear to be roughly the same. Thu·s, the values for expenditures 
per day have been directly applied to the number of activity occasions. 
Total expenditures would be $7.2 million. This level of expenditures 
converts to earnings of $2.8 million using the earnings to gross output 
ratio for the retail trade sector of the economy. 

Employment estimates were developed by comparing the 1983 retail trade 
earning in the RMP area with the wage and salary retail trade employment. 
This estimates earnings per job at about $12,000. This is somewhat inflated 
due to the lack of data on retail trade proprietors. The employment 
generated by the recreation activities on public lands in the RMP area would 
be 233 jobs. 

Lumber and \vood Products 

The Idaho Department of Employment estimated lumber wages and employment 
at $90.8 million and 4,228 jobs (Idaho Department of Employment 1984). Two 
of the counties in the RMP area, Ada and Canyon, are not considered timber 
producing counties by the Jdaho Forest Industry Council (I. F. I. C. 1984). 
These two counties account for 59% of employment and wages in the lumber 
industry. This is largely due to the location of the headquarters of Botse 
Cascade Corporation in Ada County (Boise). Excluding these two counties 
leaves employment and wages in the RMP area lumber industry of 1, 738 jobs 
and $37.3 million. In a study of the Idaho Forest Industry (Youngblood 
1983) it was found that there are 10.48 man years per million board feet of 
lumber processed. This would mean that 166 million board feet of lumber 
would have been processed to maintain the 1983 employment level in the wood 
products industry in the ~~P area (excluding Ada and Canyon Counties). 

The 1983 lumber earnings would represent 23% (all eight counties) of the 
total manufacturing sector of the IU1P area economy. Excluding Ada and 
Canyon Counties this would drop to 9%. 

The current allowable cut in the Cascade R..MP is approximately 1.0 
million board feet. This would generate roughly 10 jobs and earnings of 
$215,000. This would be less than 1% of the 1983 lumber earnings for the 
RMP area (excluding Ada and Canyon Counties). 
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CHAPTER 4 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter discusses the environmental consequences of selection and 
implementation of each of the alternatives described in Chapter 2. The 
discussion for each alternative identifies impacts on each resource 
component of the affected environment described in Chapter 3. All practical 
mitigation measures have been incorporated into the design and description 
of the alternatives. Therefore, impacts identified in this chapter are 
unavoidable and would occur if the alternatives were implemented. 

A 20 year time frame has been used for the assessment of environmental 
consequences for the long term unless otherwise stated. The following 
elements of the environment were analyzed but are not addressed since no 
significant impacts were identified: climate, topography, flood plains, 
prime or unique farmlands, and social condition~. 

ALTERNATIVE A 

RANGELAND RESOURCES 
Soils 

Broad based erosion rates would show little significant change from the 
current average of 2.0 tons/acre/year. Increases -of up to 0.20 tons/acre/ 
year (10 percent) are estimated over the long-term (20 year period) under 
current management. This increase is within the estimated average soil loss 
tolerance of 2 to 3 tons/acre/year. Certain uses and actions could result 
in high amounts of erosion on specific areas with both short and long term 
effects. These areas would be a small percent of the RMP area and would not 
have a pronounced effect on the overall average rate. 

One of the greatest impacts on soils would occur on limited and open ORV 
use areas. Areas most affected would be the Boise Front, Clay Peak and 
Little Gem cycle parks, Weiser Dunes, Pickles Butte, Parma, and Dewey play 
areas. Moderate to severe rill and gully erosion could be expected to occur._ 

A.gricultural use on 560 acres of transferred public lands could cause 
localized but significant long-term increases in soil loss. Off-site soil 
movement on farmed areas is expected to be at least 10 times higher than on 
rangeland (SCS 1984). Removal of vegetative -cover and surface disturbance 
11/'ould result in a significant increase in wind blown particulate matter 
which would decrease the air quality in communities in the vicinity of the 
development. An increase in off-site soil movement caused by water would be 
anticipated based on experience with previous agricultural developments. 

Construction and use of 2 miles/year of roads over a 20 year period for 
timber harvest would be on the highly erosive granitic soils. This would 
result in a short-term (one to three year) significant increase in soil loss 
and sediment yield to streams. Megahan and Kidd (1972) found that temporary 
logging roads on high erosion hazard granitic slopes in Idaho greatly 



Environmental Consequences 

accelerated on-site surface and mass erosion, causing downstream sediment 
yields to increase an average of over 45 times for a 6 year study period. 
Roads and skid trails are the major source of soil loss and sediment during 
and after timber harvest operations. Erosion and compaction would be 
minimized by ripping, water barring, reseeding, and closing roads and skid 
trails after harvest. If clearcutting is utilized, areas would be limited 
to 40 acres or less. Clearcutting would have the greatest adverse impact on 
soils because of the substantial decrease in groundcover which increases the 
potential for accelerated erosion. Selective cutting, where a substantial 
number of trees are left, can have the least impact on soils. Timber 
harvest would occur on 100-400 acres annually with an annual cut of 
approximately 1 million board feet. 

Broad based increases in soil erosion would be in part due to the 
continuing increase in poor range condition, particularly where perennial 
range species give way to annual species. See "Affected Environment" - Soil 
section for effects of composition and density on soil erosion. Areas which 
are highly subject to wildfires, principally the annual range areas, would 
show accelerated short-term (one to two year) erosion rates as fire removes 
vegetative cover and fire suppression activities disturb the soil surface. 
Long-term rates would return to prefire levels or better depending on 
rehabilitation efforts and success. The moderate to steeply sloping 
sedimentary and granitic soils of the Boise Front and Black Canyon area may 
pose serious erosion problems if wildfire removes vegetative cover. Erosion 
rates in excess of 5 tons/acre'are likely. 

Full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts would gradually reduce 
the total number of acres burned annually. This would reduce soil erosion 
attributed to wildfires. 

Livestock utilization at current levels (66,014 AUMs) over a 20 year 
period would cause only slight increases (less than 0.2 tons/acre/year) on 
the broad based erosion level. Livestock grazing would result in continued 
loss of vegetative cover and soil productivity. Soil compaction would 
continue to be a problem, especially around water facilities, streambanks, 
reservoirs, and other livestock concentration areas. The continued grazing 
practice on steep (slopes greater than 30%) high erosion hazard areas have a 
high probability of increasing erosion rates in these areas. The 6 miles of 
proposed pipelines for range improvement would cause short-term (1 year) 
soil and vegetation disturbances. These would consist of compaction, mixing 
of soil layers, and removal of vegetative cover. 

Right-of-ways (ROWs) would cause varying degrees of disturbance in the 
RMP area. No significant impact on soil is expected from construction of 
pipelines, powerlines and telephone lines after the construction is finished. 
Roads, especially unsurfaced roads, may cause both short and long-term 
erosion problems. The probability of this happening is very high. 

Hineral development and production may cause locally substantial soil 
erosion depending on the size of the project. Access road construction and 
other surface disturbing activities would be the primary causes. Overall 
impacts on soils attributed to mineral activities is not expected to be 
significant since mineral activity projected over the next 20 years is 
expected to remain at about the current levels. 
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Fencing 14 miles and streambank planting of 18 miles of riparian habitat 
would improve vegetative cover and reduce soil compaction and trampling 
damage to streambanks. Runoff and soil movement would also be reduced. For 
a comparison of actions affecting soils by alternative, see Appendix B. 

Air Quality 

There would be no long-term adverse effects to air quality under this 
alternative. A one to two day localized decrease in air quality would occur 
due to burning of slash piles after timber harvest. 

Lands transferred for agricultural production would result in an 
increase in wind blown particulate matter. Associated with crop production 
is the use of pesticides and fertilizers which would add pollutants to the 
air for short periods. 

\-later Quality 

Parameters such as ammonia, total inorganic nitrogen, and fecal coliform 
that are influenced by livestock grazing would slightly improve due to the 
proposed 14 stream miles of riparian exclosures and the inclusion of 73 
stream miles in revised allotment management plans. High fecal coliform 
count and sedimentation from streambank grazing activities would be 
eliminated from those stre~m reaches excluding livestock and reduced in 
those streams within revised AMPs. 

A short-term increase in sedimentation would likely occur on a range of 
4-16 miles of streams due to timber harvest activities. A slight increase 
in sedimentation would occur over the long term on the same 4-16 miles as 
above from the proposed 40 miles of road construction. 

Range fires contribute to high sediment loads in streams due to the loss 
of upland and riparian vegetative cover. This impact would be minimized by 
full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts. 

Sedimentation in streams would likely increase in moderate amounts in 
areas of open ORV use in high erosion hazard areas. Accelerated 
sedimentation would be a long term impact in those streams with inadequate 
flushing flows. A slight increase in sedimentation would likely occur in 
streams in areas of limited and closed ORV use. 

Resource management guidelines for the maintenance and protection of 
riparian and aquatic habitats would have long term positive benefits on the 
quality of water on public lands by improving management of riparian areas. 

Overall, water quality on public lands from this level of management 
would slightly improve. 

Vegetation 

The overall rangeland condition would show a decline on 3 to 5% of the 
RMP area over the projected 20 year period. The decline may not always 
reflect a total drop in condition class (ie. fair to poor). Many areas 
would experience a slight decline in rangeland condition but not enough to 
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change ratings. Approximate breakdown where decreases are projected are: 
good decreased - 2% (700 acres), fair decreased - 3% (6 ,246 acres), poor 
decreased- 3% (6,150 acres). See Appendix R for a comparison of vegetation 
condition changes by alternative. For current range condition by allotment 
see Appendix E and Map 3-2. Trend data are not available. 

The greatest decline in condition is expected on the 208,205 acres of 
fair condition rangeland (45% of the RMP area). This would be primarily due 
to an increase in annual species (cheatgrass and medusahead wildrye) and a 
decrease in perennial species (dominantly bunchgrasses) and shrubs (most 
importantly antelope bi tterbrush). Most areas of fair condition range are 
composed of perennial and annual grasses with or without a shrub/brush 
component. These are highly susceptible to wildfire, over grazing, and 
surface disturbing activities. By far wildfires pose the greatest threat. 
Post fire conditions on many areas favor the rapid increase of annual 
species and decrease of the less competitive perennial species. This would 
mainly affect the steep, rough and/ or shallow soil areas that would not be 
reseeded due to limitations. Areas suitable for reseeding following 
wild fire would be seeded with a non native seed mixture. Depending on 
success and management of seedings these areas should return to fair or 
better range condition. Full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts 
would gradually reduce the total number of acres burned annually. 

Little substantial decl in~ in range condition is projected within 20 
years from maintaining current grazing levels. Good and excellent condition 
areas are more inaccessible and would not receive additional use because of 
long distances from water and rough or steep terrain. Fair condition areas 
would show the most decline. Selective grazing by livestock of the most 
palatable, less plentiful perennial species causes a decrease in their vigor 
and number allowing annuals to increase. 

Off-road vehicle activity would adversely impact range condition on high 
use areas which tend to be small and scattered. Man caused wildfires and 
surface disturbance would be the major causes. Generally these areas are in 
poor condition. Off-road vehicle use in good range condition areas would 
disturb the soil and vegetation and allow annual species to become 
established. This would increase the fire danger in these areas. 

Most of the 211,639 acres of poor condition range (45% of the RMP area) 
are dominated by annual grass species. The decline in these areas would be 
primarily due to selective grazing and/or wildfire removing any remaining 
native plant species and further invasion of annuals. Exceptions are those 
areas that are rehabilitated after wildfire by seedings. The post 
rehabilitation condition would be subject to the success of the seeding and 
species seeded. Many of these areas are expected to show little success and 
continue to be dominated by annuals. 

The 61,000 acres designated as curlew habitat (Black Canyon area) will 
be managed to maintain the existing short vegetative cover. Rehabilitation 
efforts will be designed to meet management objectives. 

The 4,200 acres of Columbian sharp-tailed grouse 
in condition due to special management. Over 70% 
condition rangeland is expected to increase in class. 
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good condition would improve but to the extent of becoming excellent is 
undetermined. 

Candidate and Sensitive Plant Species 

Designation and management of 2 research natural areas totaling 475 
acres would provide protection and increased vigor of some candidate and 
sensitive plant populations and increase public awareness of these areas. 

Limiting ORV use and conducting site specific right-of-way clearances on 
2,545 acres. should provide for the continued existence of candidate, 
sensitive, or uncommon plant species. Some species may increase in numbers 
due to the protection provided while other plant species would be stabilized 
but would not have an opportunity to increase. Some species may decrease in 
numbers outside of these areas because small scattered populations and 
undiscovered populations would not be protected from grazing, ORV use, 
annual grass invasion or other hazards. 

Due to the lack of restrictions on mineral development on 2, 545 acres, 
some individual plants or small populations could be destroyed. Procedural 
compliance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 might keep these impacts 
below the level of significance to the species as a whole. 

Riparian Habitat 

The Resource Management Guidelines for the various programs should 
maintain overall existing riparian habitat quality- and minimize impacts of 
actions in riparian areas. 

Land transfer proposal in this alternative would not impact the base of 
122 miles of surveyed drainages. 

Habitat quality would be maintained on 106 miles of the 122 miles 
surveyed while 11.0 miles would improve to the next higher condition class 
due to a combination of reduced stocking levels and aquatic habitat 
improvement projects. Loss of habitat value due to increased stocking 
levels would occur on 5 miles of stream riparian habitat. 

Revision of 7 existing AMPs would result in some improvement of riparian 
habitat on 5 miles of perennial streams by including 1 ivestock grazing 
strategies that promote the vigor of streamside woody vegetation, an 
important component of streambank stability. This management strategy would 
also benefit 66 miles of surveyed and unsu~veyed intermittent riparian 
habitats. 

Proposed timber harvest level of approximately 1 MMBF and the associated 
40 miles of road construction would have minimum impact on riparian habitat 
along the 3-12 miles of potentially impacted perennial streams and 1-4 miles 
of intermittent drainages within the total harvest acreages. Resource 
management guidelines would protect riparian vegetation by providing a 
no-cut buffer strip along drainages and prohibiting road construction within 
riparian areas (except for crossing where absolutely necessary). 
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ORV use in the limited ORV use areas would occur on 25% of the area and 
would have a slight impact on riparian vegetation within these areas. 
Drainages are often used as travel corridors for wildlife and humans. 1.Yi th 
no restrictions on 7 5% of the area, riparian areas with this open use 
classification would likely be moderately impacted resulting in long term 
disturbance of vegetation and soils and short term disturbance of riparian 
associated wildlife. 

Full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts would have a long term 
beneficial impact because loss of riparian vegetation due to wildfires would 
be minimized and gradually reduced. 

Loss of riparian habitat attributed to a slight increase in mining 
activities would be minimal. 

Aquatic/Fisheries Habitat 

The surveyed aquatic/fisheries habitat base for this alternative is 81 
miles of perennial stream. To maintain the high degree of habitat quality 
on 67 miles of surveyed streams Resource Management Guidelines were 
developed to minimize impacts. Improvement of degraded habitat to good 
condition would occur on 14 miles of surveyed streams due to proposed 
aquatic habitat improvement projects. 

Revision of 7 existing AMPs would result in improvements of 
approximately 5 miles of perennial stream habitat by including livestock 
grazing strategies that promote the vigor of streamside woody vegetation, an 
important component of streambank stability. This management would also 
benefit 68 miles of surveyed and unsurveyed intermittent streamside habitats. 

Proposed timber harvest level of approximately 1 MMBF and the associated 
40 miles of road construction would impact 3-12 miles of the 39 miles of 
perennial streams within the total harvest acreages. Also impacted would be 
1-4 miles of intermittent drainages. Short term increased sedimentation 
levels associated with this level of timber harvest would be minimized by 
Resource Management Guidelines and the rehabilitation of major disturbed 
areas. A slight increase in stream sedimentation over the long term would 
result from road construction in high erosion hazard areas and adjacent to 
perennial drainages. All roads would be stabilized and closures would be 
considered on a case-by-case basis to further minimize sediment loads. 

Restrictions imposed on ORV use on 25% of the area by limited and closed 
use designations would minimize soil disturbance and associated stream 
sedimentation. Open use class on 75% of the area would result in a moderate 
increase in sediment loads in those streams in high erosion hazard use areas. 

Although mining activity can be very destructive to the riparian and 
aquatic community, future mining associated impacts would be minimized by 
following Resource Management Guidelines. 

Redband trout populations would increase over the long term on segments 
of 6 creeks due to livestock exclusion fencing. Habitat components 
important for salmonid spawning and rearing would likely improve as 
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livestock grazing pressure on 14 miles of riparian habitat is eliminated. 
Livestock grazing strategies that are incorporated into AMPs to promote the 
vigor of woody streamside vegetation would help maintain existing good 
riparian habitat and would be expected to improve existing poor and fair 
condition riparian habitat. A corresponding increase in redband trout 
populations in perennial streams within these AMP areas would likely occur. 

Impacts on redband trout populations over the long term due to timber 
harvest activities and ORV use would likely be slight. Resource Management 
Guidelines would minimize soil disturbance and sedimentation in streams. 
Flushing streamflows would likely be adequate to prevent fine sediment 
accumulation in spawning gravels. 

Warmwater and coldwater gamefish species confined to reservoir habitats 
would not be impacted by management actions in this alternative. 

Wildlife 

Elk 

Elk habitat has been analyzed in two categories: fall/winter habitat 
and crucial winter habitat. Crucial habitat are areas utilized in severe 
conditions and are the most important to herd survival. Under current 
management practices, a slight increase in the poor condition class would be 
expected over 20 years. This would occur due to invasion of medusahead 
wildrye following wildfire and over-utilization of the range by livestock. 

Livestock grazing at proposed levels of 66,655 AUMs would cause some 
loss of cover and forage. The most severely impacted would be winter 
habitat which is grazed in the fall. 

Commercial timber harvest is proposed on up to 8,000 acres of BLM lands 
over 20 years. Of these acres, approximately 7,180 acres would be located 
on deer and elk winter ranges. Approximately 2, 338 acres would be in elk 
fall/winter ranges and 3,657 acres in crucial areas of the winter range. A 
selective cut program would be used for timber harvest. Selective cutting 
could be beneficial to elk and deer habitat. Increased sunlight penetration 
in logged areas increases production of palatable forage. Elk use may be 
enhanced through selective cutting in certain forested habitat types. 
Minimal impacts are expected in elk crucial winter habitat areas because of 
selective cutting and other timber management practices. 

Under current management habitat condition would slowly decline over 20 
years. It is estimated that the habitat would only be able to support 1,093 
elk which is a 5% decrease over present populations. This would not meet 
the population goal of a 20% increase over 20 years set for the habitat by 
the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 
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Mule Deer 

Elk Fall/I.Jinter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Poor 
41956 

37% 

Elk Crucial Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Fair 
39401 

54% 

Fair 
36366 ac. 

48% 

As with elk habitat, the most important mule deer habitat has been 
analyzed in two categories: fall/winter habitat and crucial winter 
habitat. Under present management practices, an estimated 5% of the acres 
now in fair condition would be degraded to a poor condition class. 

The present stocking levels of 66,655 AUMs would cause loss of forage 
and cover on mule deer winter ranges. With no change in grazing practices 
crucial ranges such as the Four-Mile Creek and Willow Creek drainage would 
continue to be in poor condition. The degradation of the habitat would 
mainly be caused by the invasion of medusahead wildrye in severely 
over-utilized areas and burned areas. 

Riparian zones which are important habitat both in winter and summer 
would continue to be degraded in some areas by livestock use. The 30 miles 
of fencing and 28 miles of stream planting would improve fawning habitat in 
summer and thermal cover in winter. 

Approximately 7,180 acres of the proposed timber sale areas would be in. 
elk and mule deer winter range. Approximately 108 acres would be in mule 
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deer fall/winter ranges and 1,091 would be in crucial areas where deer 
concentrate during severe weather conditions. In most cases, deer and elk 
crucial winter ranges overlap. Selective cutting and other forest 
management practices should minimize the impacts on mule deer winter habitat 
and crucial winter habitat. Mule deer use on an area may increase due to 
increased shrub growth in cut areas. 

Under current management, habitat condition would slowly decline over 
the next 20 years. It is estimated that the habitat would only be able to 
support 6, 584 mule deer which is a 5% decrease over present populations. 
This would not meet population goals of a 30% increase over 20 years set for 
the habitat by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Mule Deer Fall/Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

--~~~--------Seeded 

Fair 
68813 

52% 

Poor 
46317 ac. 

35% 

Mule Deer Crucial Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 years 

1323 ac. 
1% . 

Good------~~-,--- ~~~~~------~Good 

17003 ac. 
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Antelope 

Crucial antelope winter habitat lies between the Little Willow Creek and 
Big Willow Creek drainages. Currently, 96% of this winter range is in poor 
condition. Habitat condition under current management practices is expected 
to decrease slightly over the next 20 years. This can be attributed to 
livestock grazing and continued infestation of medusahead wildrye. Poor 
range condition and severe climatic conditions could severely inhibit 
population growth of this herd. 

Current management would not meet the population goal of 150 animals set 
for the area by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Antelope 
Existing Situation 

Good--------~~~~, 
23 ac. 

1% 

Fair 
147 ac. 

3% 

Sage Grouse 

Poor 
4011 ac. 
96% 

End of 20 Years 
~~~--~-------Good 

Poor 
4055 ac. 
97% 

23 ac. 
1% 

Fair 
84 ac. 
2% 

Current grazing practices and wildfire would continue to degrade sage 
grouse habitat. The trend seems to indicate that habitat condition would 
continue to decline. The decline would be caused by invasion of medusahead 
wildrye and cheatgrass and loss of sagebrush cover. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and projected 20-year habitat 
conditions are shown below. 
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Sage Grouse 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Good ------~~-r---
14505 ac. 

8% 

Sensitive Animal Species 

Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse 

Alternative A 

Good 
14900 ac. 
8% 

The continuation of current grazing practices would slightly increase 
the poor condition class of sharp-tail habitat. Under present management 
the habitat condition is expected to continue to decline. As loss of 
crucial habitat continues, populations will also decline. 

The acreage and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 
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Long-billed Curlew 

A 61,000 acre long-billed curlew habitat area is located in the Black 
Canyon Planning Unit. Special management guidelines for the area include 
retention of the area in federal ownership, ORV restrictions, and maintenance 
of a short grass ecosystem. Curlew utilize areas that are in the poorest 
condition class. This alternative would not effect any curlew habitnt, 

Birds of Prey 

This alternative would not affect raptor habitat in the Birds of Prey 
area. 

Livestock 

The stocking level of 66,424 AUMs is the 5-year average use. This would 
be adjusted downward as the proposed land transfers occur. 

Transfer of 2,680 acres of federal range would result in a loss of 
approximately 248 AUMs (Appendix F). Three allotments would be adversely 
affected by sales, exchanges, and DLE's. 

Special designation areas would further reduce livestock grazing on 915 
acres of federal range with an additional 162 AUMs of forage lost. 

Wild Horses 

Wild horse herds will be maintained at current levels (Four Mile herd, 
ten horses/120 AUMs; West Crane herd, twelve horses/144 AUMs). 

Lands LANDS AND REAL TV RESOURCES 

Land transfer would consist of 243 acres for sale, 1,397 acres for sale 
or exchange, and 560 acres for Desert Land Entry for a total"of 2,200 acres. 

Of the lands identified for sale, 80 acres would be a sanitary landfill 
for Ada County and 160 acres already under R&PP lease to the Parma Rod and 
Gun Club would be patented. The remaining three acres are scattered 
occupancy and agricultural trespass parcels that have been surveyed and 
lotted. Transfer of land by sale would generate approximately $21,600 based 
on current appraisal for the 80 acres to be sold to Ada County, estimates of 
the value of the small parcels that total 3 acres, and the 160 acres for the 
Parma Rod and Gun Club. 

The lands proposed for transfer by sale or exchange are generally small 
isolated parcels that appear to meet the disposal criteria in Section 
203(a) (1) of FLPMA. Their disposal would reduce problem management areas 
and/or consolidate land ownership patterns, thereby improving management and 
reducing management costs. The larger parcels would be examined for 
exchange possibilities before sale is considered, although any parcel would 
be available for exchange. 
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Land transfer for agricultural use (Desert Land Entry) would result in a 
few additional trespass cases, but because of the limited number of acres to 
be transferred under this category, it would not be a significant increase. 
The average administrative cost for a trespass case is $1,250, resulting in 
increased costs of approximately $3,750 on an estimated three trespass cases. 

Rights-of-Ways 

Overhead, surface and/or subsurface rights-of-way would be restricted on 
4,333 acres of public land due to conflicts with significant cultural or 
recreation sites, and a portion of the Payette River Special Recreation 
Management Area (see respective Tables in Chapter 2). The areas precluded 
or restricted are generally small acreages and there would be few conflicts 
with major utility rights-of-way since rights-of-way could be rerouted 
slightly to avoid these areas. Hydroelectric development would be precluded 
on 14 miles of the Payette River within the Special Recreation Management 
Area. 

Withdrawals 

All lands presently withdrawn for livestock driveways (approximately 
63,000 acres) would remain in that status or be continued if due to expire 
within the term of this plan. There is one C&MU classification in the 
resource area encompassing 37.31 acres. This parcel was acquired under a 
Section 8 (Taylor Grazing Act) exchange. When the order opening the lands 
to the administration of the public land laws was published, a C&MU 
classification was placed on it at the same time, precluding disposal. This 
parcel contains no unique resources and revoking the classification would 
put it in the same status of general retention as the other public lands 
adjacent to it. 

Additional withdrawals may be forthcoming if Congress designates the 
Payette River as a Wild and Scenic River. The final acreage withdrawn may 
be more or less than that proposed in this plan. 

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES 
Cultural Resources 

Cultural resource sites in critical need of special management (Grey's 
Creek, Indian Creek, Milk Creek, Cabin Creek, Mineral, Quartzburg, 
Centerville and Pioneerville) would continue to be protected only by BLM 
standard operating procedures. The effects of vandalism, livestock 
trampling, erosion and other agents of deterioration would continue causing 
the loss of scientific information within a short time. Since no monitoring 
of these sites is performed, no information concerning the rate of 
deterioration is available. 

Additional inventory needed to determine the boundaries of these sites 
for National Register nomination would not be performed, and presently 
unknown cultural resource sites within these areas would not receive the 
additional protection afforded them by inclusion on the National Register. 
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Paleontologic Resources 

The Cascade Resource Area paleontologic inventory is not complete. A 
review of the data presently available indicates that, once the inventory is 
completed and site clearances become standard practice, the required 
protection of the resource would be sufficient to keep the impacts minimal. 
No direct negative impacts to the resource are presently known. The 
greatest impact would be the possible loss of paleontologic resources on 
2,680 acres proposed for transfer from federal ownership. Even with 
paleontologic clearances, unknown paleontologic resources could be lost, 
destroyed or closed off from scientific study. 

RECREATION RESOURCES 
Recreation 

Based on the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (1983) data, 
the overall demand for recreation opportunities in the Cascade Resource Area 
is expected to increase 54-78% by the year 2000. This would result in 
demand increasing from the current 622,000 activity occasions to 
approximately 1,034,000 activity occasions. These increases are expected to 
occur primarily due to increased population and leisure time and should 
occur regardless of the alternative chosen in the RMP process. The location 
and relative mix of recreational activities would vary somewhat between 
alternatives, but overall demand throughout the CRA would be unaffected by 
any of the alternatives. 

There would be 362,892 acres open to ORV use, 123,989 acres limited and 
585 acres closed. Included are 2,000 acres which would be limited and 680 
acres that would be open until the lands are transferred. The limited use 
areas would consist of the following acreages: Boise Front SRMA (11, 995), 
Idaho City mines (40), Oxbow-Brownlee SRMA (39,777), Payette River Corridor 
(2,600), boat launches (12), Black Canyon Planning Unit (65,000 - includes 
long billed curlew habitat area), identified cultural sites (2 ,020), and 
candidate and sensitive plant sites or RJ.~As (2,545 - includes 900 acres 
within Little Gem Cycle Park). The 585 acres closed to ORVs would be 
developed recreation sites (28), the Silica Sands mineral site (40), the 
Hulls Gulch Nature Trail (5), and the Clay Peak Cycle Park buffer zone (512). 

ORV use on the Boise Front SRMA is currently limited to designated roads 
and trails. Rehabilitation of the approximately 10 miles of closed roads 
and trails on the Boise Front might decrease unauthorized ORV use by as much 
as 15-20% (BLM lands only), with proportionate increases in the visual and 
aesthetic qualities and watershed integrity. An annual seasonal closure of 
approximately four miles of roads and trails for Boise Front winter deer 
habitat currently in effect would continue with minimal impact on 
recreational ORV use. 

Impacts on ORV recreation by limiting use in the Oxbow-Brownlee SRMA, 
Payette River Corridor, cultural sites and candidate and sensitive plant 
sites would be minimal since little use off trails and roads in these areas 
is occurring now or is expected to occur in the near future (snowmobiles 
excepted). 
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Limitations on 61,000 acres of public land in the Curlew Management Area 
(part of the 65,000 acre Black Canyon Planning Unit) currently in effect 
would continue with minimal impact on recreational ORV use. 

Minerals related surface occupancy in developed and intensively used 
recreation areas could adversely impact recreation use on 3,785 acres. 
Surface occupancy could reduce the quality and quantity of vehicle use 
opportunities on 3,740 acres provided for in 5 intensive ORV use areas. 
This impact would be slight to moderate depending on the degree of 
development and surface occupancy. Recreation opportunities on 45 acres of 
campgrounds, boat launches, and the Hulls Gulch Nature Trail would be 
substantially reduced in quality or even eliminated by surface occupancy. 

A projected increase in big game numbers through improved habitat is 
expected to increase big game hunting opportunity. Opportunities for 
non-consumptive uses would also increase. 

Granting the Pickles Butte DLE could decrease upland bird hunting 
opportunities by as much as 40% on the 1,440 acres of public lands in that 
area. 

Construction of 40 miles of timber harvest access roads (2 miles 
annually for 20 years) would increase recreational access into these areas 
on those roads that would r~main open for timber management purposes. 

Identification of special designation areas would cause a slight 
increase in hiking, sightseeing, and other casual visitor uses. 

Visual 

More intensive management of the Boise Front SRMA (12 ,000 acres) could 
enhance the quality of the visual resource of the area by as much as 10-15%. 

Improved riparian habitat on 82 miles of streams would improve the 
visual resource. 

Harvesting approximately 1 MMBF of timber and the resulting access roads 
may negatively impact the visual resource. Less obtrusive selective cutting 
would be the primary harvest method, although some clearcuts, not to exceed 
40 acres each, may be proposed. All timber sales would be guided by the 
appropriate VRM class guidelines. Impacts from timber harvest would be 
minimal. 

Transferring 2,680 acres of land from federal ownership could result in 
impacts on the visual resource. See discussion in Alternative B. 

I~easables 
MINERAL RESOURCES 

Oil and Gas 

Approximately 100,000 acres of BLM land within this resource area have 
been classified as prospectively valuable for oil and gas. Considering a 12 
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month availability 1,'200,000 acre/months of access exist. About 19,000 
acres would continue to be affected by crucial deer winter range 
stipulations (closed 12/1 to 4/30) and 5,000 acres would continue to be. 
closed from 2/15 to 6/30 to protect bird nesting and breeding areas. This 
would be a total protective closure of 117,500 acre months or approximately 
10% of the available access. Since weather and soil conditions normally do 
not allow off-road activities before 4/15 each year the impact from the 
stipulations would not be significant. 

The no surface occupancy restrictions on recreation sites totaling 45 
acres would not be a significant impact. 

Based on the lack of any commercial oil or gas wells in Idaho, the 35 
dry holes in the resource area, the low potential of the area, and the above 
analysis, the overall impacts of continued oil or gas leasing and 
development would be insignificant. 

Geothermal 

Approximately 94% of the resource area would remain open for leasing 
under this alternative. The areas closed to geothermal leasing would be tbe 
existing 31,17 7 acres of withdrawn lands. Impacts from time stipulations 
would not be significant because the periods of closure generally match the 
period that has poor weather aqd soil conditions which limit access. 

Although various lands within the resource area have been classified as 
prospectively valuable for geothermal resources, the only KGRA within the 
area has been declassified and there are no geothermal leases within the 
whole resource area. 

Based on the lack of any commercial geothermal electric projects in 
Idaho, the lack of any known large reservoirs in the area, the declining 
interest in geothermal resources and the above analysis, the overall impacts 
on the availability of geothermal leases and development would be 
insignificant. 

Locatables 

The resource area would have 94% of its lands open to m1n1ng activity. 
Those areas closed to mining would be the existing withdrawals of 31,177 
acres plus an addition.al 8 acres for cultural site protection. 

A total of 2,200 acres of land are proposed for transfer from federal 
ownership under this alternative. No lands having valid mining claims or 
mineral potential would be transferred from federal ownership unless they 
are patented under the mining laws, the mineral estate is paid for, or lands 
of equal overall values are obtained. The impact from land transfer on the 
availability of lands for mineral location and development would, therefore, 
be considered insignificant. 

An analysis of the location of and activity on the existing mining 
claims and areas of mineral interest compared to an analysis of the actions 
proposed under this alternative indicates that there would not be any 
significant impacts on the availability of locatable minerals. 
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Salables 

Mineral Haterials 

Mineral material needs within the resource area have not been very high 
except in the Weiser area. No increase in need or decrease in overall 
availability would result from the actions under this alternative. Some 
existing pits will, however, be depleted within the timespan of this plan. 

The impacts from this alternative on mineral material resources would be 
insignificant. 

FOREST RESOURCES 
Timber 

There are a total of 31,895 acres of commercial forest land. 
Approximately 16% or 5,139 acres have been determined through the Timber 
Production Capability Classification (TPCC) to be incapable of sustained 
long-term timber production. Included in those acres are lands that are 
classified as fragile or lands which cannot be reforested adequately. 
Seventy acres would continue to be used for a seed orchard. This leaves 
26,686 acres of suitable commercial forest land, which is capable of 
sustaining long-term timber production, to be used for timber management and 
harvest. These 26,686 acres would be selectively cut, over an area of 
100-400 acres to yield approximately one million board feet (1 MMBF) of 
timber annually. This would require construction- of 2 miles of roads per 
year to achieve the annual cut. Roads not needed for timber management 
would be closed following harvest. 

The timber yield over the next 20 years would be 20 MM Bdft. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Fire occurrence of 40 wildfires per year with a size of about 221 acres 
each for a total of 8,814 acres per year would be about average for this 
alternative. The total cost for full suppression in the resource area would 
be approximately $109,300 per year. There would be a gradual reduction in 
the annual acreages of wildfires burned, because of the effects of fuel 
breaks, and because of rehabilitation and greenstripping effects, including 
reseeding of fire resistant species, which would retard or reduce the larger 
fires. Refer to Resource Management Guidelines for Fire. 

Crop Agriculture ECONOMICS 

With this alternative there would be 560 acres of agricultural 
development. Based on past experiences, it is assumed that this development 
would occur in a gradual manner over 10 years. The BLM' s Agricultural 
Development Economic Computer model was used to estimate sales from crop 
production with this alternative. A crop rotation of Alfalfa establishment -
1%, Alfalfa - 5%, Barley - 17%, Winter Wheat - 17%, Potatoes - 22%, Sugar 
Beets - 17%, and Dry Edible Beans - 21% was useri in this analysis. This 
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resulted in an average per acre sales of $969 (see the appendix for a 
complete description of the process used to arrive at this amount). This 
means that the total annual crop sales from 560 acres would be $542,600. 

Utilizing the earnings to gross output ratio for crops, this level of 
annual sales would generate direct earnings of $207,800. This would 
represent 0.2% of the &~P area farm earnings. The total earnings that would 
be generated, including interindustry interactions and household spending 
(the multiplier effect) would be $529,700. This would be 0.02% of the total 
RMP area 1983 earnings. See the appendix for a description of how these 
calculations were made. 

Employment gains were estimated by comparing the 1983 farm earnings with 
the 1983 wage and salary employment to arrive at a earnings per job figure. 
The earnings per job in the farm sector of the economy would be $28,000. 
This is inflated to some degree due to the lack of data on the number of 
farm proprietors. The direct earnings would lead to a gain in farm 
employment of 7 jobs. This would be 0.2% of the 1983 farm wage and salary 
employment. The total (all industries) earnings per job figure is $19,000. 
Again, this is somewhat inflated due to the non-inclusion of data on 
proprietors. The total earnings gain would lead to an increase of 24 jobs. 
This would be 0.02% of the RMP area 1983 wage and salary employment. 

Livestock 

The 5-year and 20-year livestock forage level would be 66,014 AUMs. 
This would support 5,501 animal units which would generate earnings of $2.7 
million. This would be 11% of the total permittee earnings, 6% of the RMP 
area meat animal earnings, and 3% of total farm earnings. The total 
earnings (including the multiplier effect) would be $7.2 million. This 
would be 0.3% of total RMP area 1983 earnings. 

Based on farm earnings per job of $28,000 the direct earnings would 
generate 96 jobs. This would be 2. 8% of the 1983 farm wage and salary 
employment. The total earnings would generated 333 jobs. This would be 
0.3% of the RMP area 1983 wage and salary employment. 

This stocking level represents a capital value of between $3.7 and $16.5 
million. 

Recreation 

The current level of recreation use (622 ,000 activity occasions) leads 
to expenditures of $7.2 million. Utilizing the earnings to gross output 
ratio for retail trade this would convert to earnings of $2.8 million. This 
would be l.l% of the RMP area 1983 retail trade earnings. By the year 2000 
the number of activity occasions would be up to 1,034,000 generating 
expenditures of $11.9 million. This would be earnings of $4.7 million or 
1.8% of retail trade earnings. 

Initially total earnings (including the multiplier effect) would be $6.4 
million or 0.3% of the total RMP area 1983 earnings. By the year 2000 total 
earnings would be $10.6 million. This would be 0.5% of the total RMP area 
1983 earnings. 
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Employment gains were estimated by comparing the 1983 retail trade 
earnings with the 1983 retain trade wage and salary employment to arrive at 
a earnings per job figure. The earnings per job in the retail trade sector 
of the local economy would be $12,000. This is inflated to some degree due 
to the lack of data on the number of retail trade proprietors. Initially 
the direct employment resulting from recreation activity would be 235 jobs. 
This would be 1.1% of the 1983 retail trade wage and salary employment. By 
the year 2000 the direct employment would be 392 jobs or 1.8% of the 1983 
retail trade wage and salary employment. 

Initially, the total employment (including the multiplier effect) would 
be 425 jobs or 0. 4% of the RMP area, total wage and salary employment. By 
the year 2000 total recreation-related employment would be 884 jobs. This 
would be 0.7% of the 1983 wage and salary employment in the RMP area. 

Lumber and Wood Products 

Approximately 1.0 million board feet of wood products would be harvested 
annually with this alternative. This would generate earnings of $215,000. 
This would be 0.08% of the RMP area durable manufacturing 1983 earnings. 
The total earnings (including the multiplier effect) would be $515,000. 
This would be 0.02% of the total RMP 1983 earnings. 

The harvest level would lead to 10 jobs (Youngblood 1983). This would 
be 0.06% of the 1983 manufacturing wage and salary employment. Total 
employment (including the multiplier effect) would be 26. This would be 
0.02% of the total 1983 RMP area wage and salary employment. 

Management Costs 

Range and wildlife improvements associated with this alternative would 
cost approximately $442,000. 

Summary 

This alternative would have little impact on the local economy. Total 
crop agriculture earnings and employment would increase by $529,700 and 24 
jobs. These are both less than one-tenth of one percent of the 1983 RMP 
area earnings and employment. Earnings and employment in the livestock 
industry would be unchanged from the existing situation. The capital value 
of AUMs would be reduced by $0.4 to $1.5 mil~ion. There would be no change 
in the recreation-related earnings and employment. There would be no change 
from the existing situation in lumber and wood products earnings and 
employment. Project costs needed to implement this alternative would be 
$442,000. 
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ALTERNATIVE B 

RANGELAND RESOURCES 
Soils 

Broad based long-term erosion rates would show an average increase of 0.1 
tons/acre/year (5%) over current levels. This increase is within the 
estimated average soil loss tolerance of 2 to 3 tons/acre/year. The erosional 
processes described for land use actions in the Affected Enviromment and 
Alternative A would be the same for this alternative, but the area size and/or 
magnitude of the impact may vary considerably (Appendix B). Specific uses and 
actions would be responsible for significant short and/or long-term erosion 
on isolated areas. These would be ORV use, timber harvest, road building, 
agricultural development, range projects, and mineral exploration and/or 
development. 

Impacts from ORV use would be similar to those described for Alternative 
A. The extent of impacts woud differ (see Appendix B). 

Commercial timber harvest is proposed on 150-700 acres annually with 
allowable annual cuts of approximately 1. 7 million board feet. Selective 
cutting would generally be used with clearcutting as an option. To 
accomplish this harvest 3. 4 miles/ year of roads, over a 20 year period, 
would be built. Resulting impacts would be similar to those described in 
Alternative A and Affected Environment. The extent of impacts would be 
greater (see Appendix B). 

The transfer of public lands include 560 acres for agricultural 
development. The impacts associated with farming would be the same as those 
described in Alternative A. 

Impacts due to ROWs would be the same as Alternative A. 

Mineral exploration and development would be open on 456,281 acres for. 
locatables and 456,289 acres for leasables. Impacts would be the same as 
described in Alternative A. 

Range condition improvement is projected for 23% of the R..~P area. See 
Chapter 2 - Livestock, Vegetation, and Wildlife, Alternative B for details of 
improvements. Where range c9ndi tion is improved through enhancement of 
vegetative density and/or composition, erosion rates would be reduced. Rates 
would decrease from 0.1 to as much as 1 ton/ acre/year. The amount would 
depend on the degree of vegetative improvement, the success, and the following 
management of the area. Where annual range is converted to seedings the 
susceptibility to wildfires would be greatly reduced. 

Where burning, spraying, discing or any combination of the three are 
used, with or without seeding, a short-term (one to two year) increase in 
soil loss would result. This would be due to loss of vegetative cover and 
surface disturbance. But as vegetation becomes reestablished and density 
and/ or composition improved, long-term erosional decreases would be 
expected. Twelve miles of pipelines are proposed. 
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Livestock AUM increases of 7% are proposed over a 20 year period. By 
incorporating grazing systems and with the proposed range improvement 
projects this increase would result in a very slight increase in erosion 
rates (up to 0.05 tons/acre/year) on grazed lands. Erosion would show the 
largest increases around livestock concentration areas and on steep hillsides. 

Fencing 10 miles and streambank planting of 6 miles of riparian habitat 
would affect soils as described in Alternative A. 

Designation of the Boise Front ACEC and the Sage Creek ACEC would provide 
special management for these areas (see appropriate ACEC). This management 
,vould enhance vegetative condition, increase watershed proficiency, and 
reduce soil loss. 

Air Quality 

There would be no long-term adverse affects to air quality under this 
alternative. A one to two day localized decrease in air quality would occur 
due to prescribed burning for rangeland improvements and slash burning after 
timber harvest. 

Where spraying of herbicides is used to control brush and/or annual 
grasses a one to two hour reduction in air quality would result. 

Lands transferred for agricultural production would result in an increase 
in wind blown particulate matter. Associated with crop production is the use 
of pesticides and fertilizers which would add pollutants to the air for short 
periods. 

Water Quality 

Parameters such as ammonia, total inorganic nitrogen, and fecal coliform 
that are influenced by livestock grazing would slightly increase due to a 
decrease in habitat quality on 2 miles of streams. Water quality would be 
maintained or very slightly improved on 25 miles of perennial stream and 153 
miles of intermittent streams due to management in revised and new AMPs. 

A short-term increase in sedimentation would likely occur on a range of 
7-29 miles of streams due to timber harvest activities. A slight increase in 
sedimentation would occur over the long term on the same 7-29 miles as above 
from the proposed 68 miles of road construction. 

Range fires contribute to high sediment loads in streams due to the loss 
of upland and riparian vegetative cover. This impact would be minimized by 
full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts. 

Sediment in streams would likely increase moderately in 70% of the area 
due to the open ORV use classification in high erosion hazard areas. 
Accelerated sedimentation would be a long term impact in those streams with 
inadequate flushing flows. A slight increase in sedimentation would likely 
occur in streams in areas with limited and closed ORV classification. 

Resource management guidelines for the maintenance and · protection of 
riparian and aquatic habitats would have long term positive benefits on the 
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quality of water on public lands by improving management of riparian areas. 

Overall, water quality on public lands from this level of management 
would slightly decline. 

Vegetation 

The long-term vegetative condition would show an overall improvement on 
18 to 23% of the RMP area. This increase would not always reflect a total 
change in condition class. In many areas the general condition would improve 
but not enough to change classes. On approximately 14% of the poor condition 
range this change would reflect a seeding. Approximate breakdown where 
improvements are projected would be: poor changed or improved - 25% (45,000 
acres), fair improved - 28% (55,400 acres), good improved - 8% (2,700 
acres). See Appendix R for a comparison of vegetation condition changes by 
alternative. Trend data is not available. 

The encroachment of annual grasses (medusahead wild rye and cheatgrass) 
into fair and poor condition rangeland would continue. This would be most 
prominent on the sedimentary and lower elevation basalt soils. These areas 
tend to be very susceptible to invasion once disturbed (wildfires or heavy 
use by livestock). Full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts would 
gradually reduce the total number of acres burned annually. 

Increasing livestock AUMs by 7% over 20 years is proposed. By 
incorporating grazing systems along with range improvement projects this 
increase would not adversely affect the projected condition increase. The 
projected increases do however depend on the success of range improvement 
projects and how effectively grazing systems are utilized. These increases in 
condition would be most notable on the fair condition rangeland. A majority 
of the RMP area would show good response to management due to productive 
soils and having an average annual precipitation of greater than 13 inches. 

Rangeland and wildlife improvements would affect 10% of the RMP area. 
These and the acres affected are listed in Chapter 2 - Livestock, Vegetation, 
and Wildlife. The success of rangeland seedings where poor condition annual 
range is converted is questionable at this point in time. 

Impacts associated with ORV use would be the same as described in 
Alternative A. 

The curlew habitat area and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitat area 
would be affected as discussed in Alternative A. 

Candidate and Sensitive Plant Species 

The designation and management of 5 research natural areas totaling 1,355 
acres would provide protection and increased vigor for several candidate, 
sensitive, or uncommon plant populations. These areas may act as centers of 
dispersal for the plant species. Public awareness would also be increased in 
these areas. 

Limiting ORV use and excluding surface and subsurface rights-of-way on 
2,545 acres should provide for the continued existence of candidate, 
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sensitive, or uncommon plant species. Some species may increase in number 
due to the protection provided while other plant species would be stabilized 
but would not have an opportunity to increase. Some species may decrease in 
numbers outside of these areas because small scattered populations and 
undiscovered populations would not be protected from grazing, ORV use, annual 
grass invasion or other hazards. 

The increased grazing pressure would destroy some plant populations. 
This increased grazing would further the invasion of exotic weedy annuals by 
the selective grazing of the more palatable perennial species. Exotic weedy 
annuals compete with native flora, negatively impacting native plant 
populations. Annuals increase the probability of wild fires which cause a 
perpetuation of annual grass ranges and poor ecological conditions. Some 
plant species could be eliminated or reduced in areas recurrently burned. 

Due to the lack of restrictions on mineral development on 2,545 acres, 
some individual plants or small populations could be destroyed. Procedural 
compliance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 would keep these impacts 
below the level of significant to the species as whole. 

Riparian Habitat 

Resource management guidelines for various programs should maintain 
overall existing riparian habitat quality and minimize impacts of actions in 
riparian areas. 

Land transfer proposal would not impact the base of 122 miles of surveyed 
drainages. Two miles of unsurveyed perennial habitat would be transferred 
from public ownership. Habitat quality would be maintained on 101 miles of 
the 122 miles surveyed while 9 miles would improve to the next higher 
condition class due to a combination of reduced stocking levels and aquatic 
habitat improvement projects. Loss of habitat value due to increased 
stocking levels would occur on 12 miles of stream riparian habitat. 

Revision of 7 existing AMPs and the proposed 18 new AMPs would result in 
some improvement of riparian habitat on approximately 25 miles of perennial 
stream habitat by including livestock grazing strategies that promote the 
vigor of streamside woody vegetation which is an important component of 
streambank stability. This management would also benefit 151 miles of 
su·r veyed and unsurveyed intermittent riparian habitats. 

Proposed timber harvest level of approximately 1.7 MMBF and the associated 
68 miles of road construction would have a minimum impact on riparian habitat 
along 5-22 miles of the potentially impacted 39 miles of perennial streams 
and 2-7 miles of the 13 miles of intermittent drainages within the total 
harvest acreages. Resource management guidelines would protect riparian 
vegetation by providing a no-cut buffer strip along drainages and prohibiting 
road construction within riparian areas (except for crossings where 
absolutely necessary). 

ORV use in the limited areas would occur on 30% of the area and would have 
a slight impact on riparian vegetation within those areas. Drainages are 
often used as travel corridors by wildlife and humans. With no use 
restrictions on 70% of the area, riparian areas within these open use areas 
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would likely be moderately impacted resulting in long term disturbance to 
vegetation and soils and short term disturbance to riparian associated 
wildlife. 

Full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts would have a long term 
beneficial impact because loss of riparian vegetation due to wildfires would 
be minimized and gradually reduced. 

Loss of riparian habitat attributed to a slight increase in mining 
activities would be minimal. 

Aquatic/Fisheries Habitat 

Due to land transfer proposals in this alternative, 2 perennial stream 
miles would be eliminated from the 81 miles of the surveyed aquatic/ 
fisheries habitat base. Habitat quality would be maintained on 58 miles of 
the remaining 56 miles. 

Improvement of habitat condition to good would occur on 10 miles of 
surveyed miles due to proposed aquatic habitat improvement projects. The 
remaining 12 miles would show a loss of habitat condition to the next lower 
condition class due to increased stocking rates. 

Revision of 7 existing AMPs and the proposed 18 new AMPs would result in 
the improvement of approximately 25 miles of perennial stream habitat by 
including livestock grazing strategies that promote the vigor of streamside 
woody vegetation which is an important component of streambank stability. 
This management would also benefit 153 miles of surveyed and unsurveyed 
intermittent streamside habitats. 

Proposed timber harvest level of approximately 1.7 MMBF and the 
associated 68 miles of road construction would impact 5-22 miles of the 39 
miles of perennial streams within the total harvest acreage. Also impacted 
would be 2-7 miles of intermittent drainages. Short term increased 
sedimentation levels associated with this level of timber harvest would be 
minimized by Resource Management Guidelines and the rehabilitation of major 
disturbed areas. A moderate increase in stream sedimentation over the long 
term would result from road construction, particularly in high erosion hazard 
areas and adjacent to perennial drainages. All roads would be stabilized and 
closure considered on a case-by-case basis to further minimize impacts. 

ORV use on high erosional hazard areas would be in the limited use class 
on 28% of the area to minimize soil loss to drainages. The remaining 72% of 
the area would be in the open use class. A moderate amount of sediment could 
be expected to reach perennial streams with these levels of use. 

Redband trout populations would increase over the long term on segments 
of 3 creeks due to livestock exclusion fencing. Habitat components important 
for salmonid spawning and rearing would likely improve as livestock grazing 
pressure on 9 miles of riparian habitat is eliminated. Decreased habitat 
condition on 12 stream miles due to increased stocking levels would cause a 
slight decrease in redband trout populations in those stream reaches over the 
long term. Livestock grazing strategies that are incorporated into AMPs to 
promote the vigor of woody streamside vegetation would help maintain existing 
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good riparian habitat and would be expected to slightly improve existing poor 
and fair condition riparian habitat. A corresponding increase in redband 
trout populations in perennial streams within these AMP areas would likely 
occur. 

Impacts on redband trout populations over the long term due to timber 
harvest activities and ORV use would likely be moderate. Resource Management 
Guidelines would minimize soil disturbance and sedimentation in streams. 
Flushing streamflows would likely be adequate to prevent fine sediment 
accumulation in spawning gravels. 

~.J'armwater and coldwater gamefish species confined to reservoir habitats 
would not be impacted by management actions in this alternative. 

Wildlife 

Elk 

Both fall/winter ranges and crucial winter ranges would show a slight 
improvement in this alternative. This improvement would be located mostly in 
the northern portions of the ranges in the higher precipitation zones. 

In crucial winter ranges, there are 10,000 acres of range and wildlife 
seeding proposed. Approximately 1,100 acres of range program seedings are 
proposed in elk fall/winte-r ranges. There are also about 2, 800 acres of 
aerial seedings that are proposed for the Snake River Breaks. These seedings 
would improve the carrying capacity of the range for both wildlife and 
livestock. 

There are 2,293 acres of timber sales proposed in the fall/winter 
ranges. Impacts from these sales should be minimized by following the 
Resource Management Guidelines. 

In crucial winter ranges, 8,190 acres of timber sales are proposed. There 
are also 68 miles of roads proposed in deer and elk habitat to facilitate 
these sales. Negative impacts could occur from decreasing crucial habitat. 
Roads would make more areas accessible to the public during hunting season 
and put more pressure on the population. 

There are 4,660 acres of crucial habitat proposed to be offered for sale 
or exchange. This would have slightly negative impacts by decreasing habitat 
availability by 6%. 

The 7% increase in livestock AUMs over the 20 year period would have 
minimal impact on elk populations and its habitat. 

Overall there would be fences, water developments and pipelines identified 
in the livestock program, increased range and wildlife seedings beneficial to 
elk, improved livestock management, and 18 new &~Ps. These factors combined 
with the current situation of over 65% of the area in fair to good condition, 
would provide habitat which should be able to support a 25% increase over 
current populations. This would exceed population goals set for the habitat 
by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 
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The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Elk Fall/Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Elk Crucial Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Mule Deer 

Fall/winter and crucial winter deer ranges should show a slight 
improvement over current situation. This improvement would occur in the 
higher rainfall, northern ranges. This improvement would be due mainly to 
increased livestock management and use of grazing systems. 

There are 2,400 acres of range projects proposed in the fall/winter 
ranges and approximately 20,000 acres of both range and wildlife seedings 
proposed in the crucial winter range. These seedings are designed to 
improve the forage base and increase the carrying capacity of the range. 
The 2,800 acres of aerial seedings proposed for the Snake River Breaks would 
improve the forage base on these crucial ranges. 

There are approximately 665 acres of timber sales proposed in the 
fall/winter ranges and 1,092 acres on the crucial winter ranges. Impacts 
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should be minimized by following Resource Management Guidelines. Negative 
impacts on local populations could occur by decreasing the available crucial 
habitat. The roads would open more areas and increase hunting pressure on 
local populations. 

T~e proposed transfer through sale or exchange of 6,690 acres in crucial 
winter ranges would have negative impacts on local populations. This would 
decrease the available habitat over the resource area by 5%. 

The 12,000 acre Boise Front ACEC would be managed as crucial mule deer 
'.rinter range. Habitat improvement projects would help increase the carrying 
capacity of this crucial habit!lt. 

Overall, due to fences, water developments, and pipelines for the 
livestock program, increased use of grazing systems, improved livestock 
management and increased carrying capacity of the ranges due to seedings, 
the habitat is predicted to be able to support at 25% increase over current 
populations. This would not meet the goals set for the habitat by the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Mule peer Fall/winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

--1+==~~------seeded 

Fair 
79400ac 
60% 

Mule Deer Crucial Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 
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Antelope 

Crucial antelope winter ranges (4,400 acres) would not show any 
improvement in this alternative. Approximately 10% of this crucial habitat 
is proposed for sale or exchange. Negative impacts could occur due to thi.s 
loss of habitat. Approximately 13% of the range would be seeded, which would 
improve the forage base of the local range. The remaining range would not be 
seeded due to reinfestation of medusahead wildrye. Seedings will emphasize 
shrub species to improve winter forage for the population. 

Current population of the resource area is 50 animals. After improvements 
and livestock management including fences, water developments and pipelin~s, 

the habitat should support a population of 100 animals. This would not meet 
population goals set for the area by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Existing Situation 

Good------~~~---
84ac 

1% 

Fair -1-------t 
147ac 

2% 

Sage Grouse 

Poor 
4055ac 
97% 

Antelope 
End of 20 Years 

Poor 
3512ac 
84% 

The habitat under this alternative is predicted to improve slightly. This 
would be due to livestock management and the initiation of grazing systems. 

There are approximately 27,000 acres of range and wildlife seedings 
proposed. These seedings which would constitute 15% of the sage grouse 
habitat would improve nesting and brood-rearing habitat. Approximately 9,000 
acres are in the crucial zone or 2 miles from a strutting ground. 
Disturbance of the area may have negative impacts to the breeding area. 

There are 3, 900 acres that are proposed to be offered for sale or 
exchange. Negative impacts could occur if these lands are within the 2 mile 
crucial zone of a strutting ground. 
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Seedings which do not include sagebrush would have little value to sage 
grouse. lt would, however, relieve the pressure on local native ranges 
important to sage grouse. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Good 
14505ac 

8% 

Existing Situation 

Sensitive Animal Species 

Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse 

Sage Grouse 
End of 20 Years 

~:l~~c-----Seeded 
20487ac 
11% 

Under this alternative, the habitat would show a slight improvement. 
This would be due to improvement in the range condition due to livestock 
management. These improvements would occur in the northern portions of the 
habitat in the higher precipitation zone. 

Approximately 330 acres of seedings are proposed for this habitat. 
Native seed mixtures would improve the nesting and brood-rearing cover of. 
the area. 

The proposed land transfer of 960 acres could have negative impacts if a 
local population is using the area or a dancing _ground is located nearby. 

Approximately 4, 200 acres in the Sage Creek allotment would be 
designated and managed as an ACEC. The Sage Creek allotment would be 
inventoried for vegetative production and livestock use adjustments would be 
pursued and monitored to benefit sharp-tailed grouse. Livestock use 
adjustments would improve sharp-tailed grouse habitat and should stimulate 
population growth. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

4-29 



Environmental Consequences 

Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

--~==~~-----seeded 

Long-billed Curlew 

330ac 
1% 

The proposed seedings for' both range and wildlife would have negative 
impacts on all curlew habitat. Most species of grasses grow too high for 
the area to be used as nesting habitat. 

Approximately 3,750 acres of curlew habitat is proposed for sale or 
exchange. These areas would have to be reviewed on a case-by-case basis 
format to assess impacts to the habitat. 

The 61,000 acre Black Canyon Curlew Area would be designated and managed 
as an ACEC. The proposed management of the area would protect the habitat 
for nesting curlews. 

Birds of Prey 

This alternative would generally improve habitat conditions for raptors 
in the Birds of Prey area through ORV restrictions. 

Livestock 

Under this alternative livestock forage levels would decrease by 6, 216 
AUMs due to land transfers. In the short term ( 5 years) with 6, 000 acres 
seeded producing approximately 2,000 Aill1s of forage, the resulting available 
livestock forage (with above mentioned losses) would be 61,872 AUMs. This 
would be a 7% decrease from the present five year average license use of 
66,424 AUMs. 

Over the long term ( 20 years) additional seedings of 17,000 acres would 
produce 5,700 AUMs. New water developments, fencing and increased livestock 
management on approximately 55,000 acres of native range would increase 
forage production an additional 2,869 AUMs. 
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Total forage production would reach 71,076 AUMs. This would be a 7% 
increase from the present five year average license use. 

The largest single impact to the livestock program would be from land 
transfer out of federal ownership. In this alternative 38,548 allotted 
acres would be transferred by sale, exchange or desert land entry. 

Special designation, historic and cultural areas of 915 acres would 
remove an additional 162 AUMs from current, available forage. 

In both the short and long term analysis of range improvements and land 
treatment, AUMs lost to transfers and other special designation areas were 
considered removed prior to addition of new forage generated. 

Impacts are allotment specific and resulting AUM levels are shown in 
Appendix F. 

Trend information is not available at present. Monitoring studies will 
be used to adjust stocking levels on allotments. Data presented in Appendix 
E will be used as baseline information in prioritizing management and 
monitoring efforts to improve range condition where needed. 

Annual grass ranges (medusahead/ cheatgrass) would receive high priority 
land treatment efforts to re~tore perennial grasses. 

Stock driveways would be eliminated on 22,237 acres, continued on 40,763 
acres and added on 627 acres for a total of 41,390 acres available. 

'i-lild Horses 

Under this alternative the West Crane wild horse herd would be removed. 

The Four-Mile wild horse herd would be maintained at 10-25 head. 
Livestock voluntary non-use of 424 AUMs for maintenance of range condition 
which has occurred since 1977 would continue. 

Lands 
LANDS AND REALTY RESOURCES 

Land transfer would consist of 563 acres for sale, 33,409 acres for sale 
or exchange, 5, 957 acres for exchange, and 560 acres for Desert Land Entry 
for a total of 40,489 acres. 

Of the lands identified for sale, 80 acres would be a sanitary landfill 
for Ada County, 320 acres for a sanitary landfill site for Canyon County, 
and 160 acres already under R&PP lease to the Parma Rod and Gun Club would 
be patented. The rema1n1ng three acres are scattered occupancy and 
agricultural trespass parcels that have been surveyed and lotted. Transfer 
of land by sale would generate approximately $38,000 based on current 
appraisal for the 80 acres to be sold to Ada County, estimates of the value 
for the 320 acre parcel to Canyon County, the small parcels that total 3 
acres, and the 160 acres for the Parma Rod and Gun Club. 
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The lands proposed for transfer by sale or exchange are generally small 
isolated parcels that appear to meet the disposal criteria in Section 
203(a) (1) of FLPMA. Their disposal would reduce problem management areas 
and/or consolidate land ownership patterns, thereby improving management and 
reducing management costs. The larger parcels would be examined for 
exchange possibilities before sale is considered, although any parcel would 
be available for exchange. 

There are three exchange proposals pending in the resource area being 
considered by this plan. They are referred to as the Brownlee, Little and 
Henggeler exchanges. The Brownlee exchange is a State proposal to acquire 
6,251 acres of public land for 6,171 acres of State land, however, it is 
proposed to retain 497 acres of the selected public land for timber 
production. This would result in a corresponding decrease in the number of 
acres to be acquired from the State. The exchange would consolidate State 
and public lands and would improve management efficiency for both 
governments. 

The Little exchange is a private proposal to acquire 120 acres of public 
land for 160 acres of private land. The offered private land is identified 
for acquisition in the Boise Front MFP to facilitate watershed and grazing 
management. Action on this proposal has been initiated and will continue 
through development of this RMP. 

The Henggeler proposal is 'to exchange 14 acres of private land for 83 
acres of public land. The acquisition of the private land would provide 
access to the Snake River in an area with virt1..1ally no public access and 
would place the remainder of Crow Island in public ownersl~ip. 

Land transfer for agricultural use (Desert Land Entry) would result in a 
few additional trespass cases, but because of the limited number of acres to 
be transferred under this category, it would not be a significant increase. 
The average administrative cost for a trespass case is $1,250, resulting in 
increased costs of approximately $5,000 on an estimated four trespass cases. 

Rights-of-Ways 

Overhead, surface and/or subsurface rights-of-way would be restricted on 
6,886 acres of public land due to conflicts with candidate or sensitive 
plants, significant cultural or recreation sites, and on the portion of the 
Payette River recommended for Wild and Scenic River study - 8 miles of the 
South Fork Payette River. The areas precluded or restricted are generally 
small acreages and there would be few conflicts with major utility 
rights-of-way since rights-of-way could be rerouted slightly to avoid these 
areas. Hydroelectric development would be precluded on 8 miles of the South 
Fork Payette River. 

Withdrawals 

Of the lands presently withdrawn for livestock driveways (approximately 
63,000 acres), 22,237 acres would be revoked from the withdrawals, 40,763 
acres would continue, and 627 acres would be added. 
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There is only one C&MU classification in the resource area encompassing 
37.31 acres. This parcel was acquired under a Section 8 (Taylor Grazing 
Act) exchange. When the order opening the lands to the administration of 
the public land laws was published, a C&MU classification was placed on it 
at the same time, precluding disposal. This parcel contains no unique 
resources and revoking the classification would put it in the same status of 
general retention as the other public lands adjacent to it. 

Additional withdrawals may be forthcoming if Congress designates the 
Payette River as a Wild and Scenic River. The final acreage withdrawn may 
be more or less than that proposed in this plan. 

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES 
Cultural Resources 

Cultural resource sites in critical need of special management (Grey's 
Creek, Indian Creek, Mill Creek, Cabin Creek, Mineral, Quartzburg, 
Centerville and Placerville) would continue to be protected by BLM standard 
operating procedures and would receive additional protection through 
nomination and acceptance to the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). The effects of livestock trampling would be mitigated through the 
installation of protective fencing and the effects of erosion would be 
diminished by the removal of livestock from the immediate site area, and tl1e 
improvement of riparian habitat. 

Cultural Resource Management Plans (CRMP) prepared for these sites will 
detail additional inventory needs and monitoring schedules to determine the 
rate of deterioration, impacts of vandalism, etc. 

Paleontologic Resources 

The impacts from this alternative can not be fully analyzed since the 
paleontologic inventory for the resource area is not complete. The greatest 
possible impacts would be on the 41,415 acres proposed for transfer from 
federal ownership. Even with paleontologic clearances, unknown 
scientifically significant fossils could be lost or destroyed or closed off 
from scientific study. 

RECREATION RESOURCES 
Recreation 

There would be 339,552 acres open to ORV use, 147,329 acres limited and 
585 acres closed. 

Impacts from managing the Boise Front as .~n ACEC would be the same as 
those discussed under Alternative A for the Boise Front SRMA. 

An additional designation of 22,700 acres would seasonally limit ORV use 
to existing roads and trails in the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitat 
area and on 640 acres in the Birds of Prey Natural Area. The impacts of 
this restriction would not be significant due to the current and projected 
low use in this areA.. 
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A projected increase of 25% in big game numbers through improved habitat 
is expected to increase big game hunting opportunity by the same amount. 
Opportunities for non-consumptive uses would also increase as a result. 

The effects of the Pickles Butte DLE would be the same as discussed in 
Alternative A. The Canyon County Sanitary Landfill Site (Tl) would transfer 
320 acres from the ORV play area. ORV use would most likely continue on the 
Canyon County landfill area (320 acres) but not on the DLE transfer. 

Lands available for dispersed recreation would be reduced by the 41,404 
acres identified for disposal. 

Construction of 68 miles of timber harvest access roads (3.4 miles 
annually) would increase recreational access potential to a greater extent 
than Alternative A on roads which remain open after harvests are completed. 

Eight miles and a 2,600 acre corridor of BLM land along the South Fork of 
the Payette River will be proposed for National Wild and Scenic Rivers study. 

Visual 

The positive effects of intensively managing the Boise Front as an ACEC 
would be the same as discussed in Alternative A. 

Improved riparian habitat on 176 miles of rivers and streams would 
improve the visual resource in these locations. 

Harvesting approximately 1.7 million board feet of timber and the 
resulting access roads may negatively impact the visual resource. Less 
obtrusive selective cutting would be the primary harvest method, although 
some clearcuts, not to exceed 40 acres each, may be proposed. All timber 
sales would be guided by the appropriate VRM class guidelines. Impacts from 
timber activities would be minimal. 

Wildlife improvement projects such as fences, guzzlers and vegetation 
manipulation could negatively impact the visual resource. With the use of 
standard mitigation measures on these projects, no significant adverse 
impacts would be expected. 

Project development in the range program could negatively impact the 
visual resource. Pipelines could be constructed using a ripper to bury the 
pipe, thus minimizing the adverse impacts. Other range developments such as 
fences and reservoirs should not significantly impact scenic quality because 
the standard operating procedure for construction would mitigate potential 
impacts. Land treatments that are designed with feathered edges, multiple 
species seed mixtures and other mitigating measures should not cause 
significant adverse impacts. 

Transferring 41,404 acres of land from public ownership could result in 
impacts on the visual resource. Acres transferred from federal ownership by 
sale or exchange, would no longer be under BLM control and visual quality 
would depend upon the management implemented by the new owner. Example: 
agricultural development would transform the areas' scenic views from one of 
sagebrush/grass dominance to one dominated by cropland and farming. The 
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visual quality of transferred land that is maintained primarily for grazing 
purposes would not change significantly from present conditions. 

MINERAL RESOURCES 
Leasables 

Oil and Gas 

This alternative proposes a 2,600 acre no surface occupancy restriction 
for a section of the Payette River. The area involved is covered by 
existing power site and Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals and is not 
classified as prospectively valuable for oil and gas. This overlapping 
restriction is therefore considered to have no impact on the availability of 
lands for oil and gas exploration or development under this alternative. 

The remaining no surface occupancy stipulations under this alternative 
total 1,241 acres. The lands involved are generally small and outside of 
the lands identified as prospectively valuable for oil and gas. Impacts 
would, therefore, be insignificant. 

Time stipulations for the protection of 
throughout this plan and would be insignificant. 
analysis of their impacts. 

wildlife are consistent 
See Alternative A for the 

Since the lands identified for transfer would have oil and gas reserved 
in areas classified as prospectively valuable for oil and gas, the impact of 
land transfers would be insignificant. 

Based on the lack of any commercial oil or gas wells in Idaho, the 35 
dry holes in the resource area, the low potential of the area, and the above 
analysis, the overall impacts of this alternative on the availability of oil 
or gas leasing and development would be insignificant. 

Geothermal 

This alternative proposes a 2,600 acre no surface occupancy restriction 
for a section of the Payette River. The area involved is covered by 
existing power site and Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals. It is classified · 
as prospectively valuable for geothermal resources and has a hot spring 
producing 176° F water. As this proposed overlapping restriction does not 
add to the total acreage restricted, approximately 94% of the resource area 
would remain open for leasing under this alternative. The impacts would 
therefore not be significant. 

The remaining no surface occupancy stipulations under this alternative 
total 1,241 acres. The lands involved are generally small parcels and 
represent a very small percentage of the total prospectively valuable area. 
Impacts would, therefore, be insignificant. 

Time stipulations for the 
throughout this plan and would 
the analysis of their impacts. 

protection of wildlife are consistent 
not be significant. See Alternative A for 
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Since the lands identified for transfer would have the geothermal estate 
reserved in areas classified as prospectively valuable, the impact of land 
transfers would be considered insignificant. 

Although various lands within the resource area have been classified as 
prospectively valuable for geothermal resources, the only KGRA within the· 
area has been declassified and there are no geothermal leases within the 
whole resource area. 

Based on the lack of any commercial geothermal electric projects in 
Idaho, the lack of any known large reservoirs in the area, the declining 
interest in geothermal resources and the above analysis, the overall impacts 
of this alternative on the availability of geothermal leases and development 
would be considered insignificant. 

Locatables 

The resource area would have 94% of its lands open to mining activity. 
Those areas closed to mining are the existing withdrawals. A new withdrawal 
of 2,600 acres along the Payette River overlaps existing withdrawals. This 
overlapping withdrawal would not have any significant impact on the 
availability of lands for locatable mineral location and development. An 8 
acre withdrawal to protect the Placerville historic site would not be a 
significant impact. 

Although 40,489 acres of land are proposed for transfer from federal 
ownership, no lands having valid claims or mineral potential would be 
transferred from federal ownership unless they are patented under the mining 
laws, the mineral estate is paid for, or lands of equal overall values are 
obtained. The impact from land transfer on the availability of lands for 
mineral location and development is therefore considered insignificant. 

An analysis of the location of and activity on the existing mining 
claims and areas of mineral interest compared to an analysis of the actions 
proposed under this alternative indicates that there would not be any 
significant impacts on the availability of locatable minerals. 

Salables 

Mineral material needs are not expected to increase or decrease as a 
result of proposed actions under this alternative. Some existing sites 
would, however, be depleted within the time span of this plan and new sites 
would be needed. 

The 12,000 acre Boise Front ACEC would be closed to the sale or free use 
of mineral materials under the alternative. Road construction and other 
mineral materials would not be available for use in right-of-way 
construction and maintenance, road construction and maintenance, m1n1ng 
construction and maintenance, or any other use within or out of the area. 
This would be a significant impact on the availability of mineral materials 
from federal lands, particularly if an emergency situation requiring the use 
of these materials arises. 
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FOREST RESOURCES 

Timber 

The total acres of commercial forest land would be reduced by 1,044 CFL 
set aside acres. 

The impacts of losing this 1,044 acres of commercial forest land would 
be minimal. The annual allowable cut would increase to approximately 1. 7 
million board feet. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Agricultural developments, or transfer acreages, about 8-10% of the 
total acreages, would gradually increase the number of fires and the cost of 
fire suppression. Fire suppression costs would increase to approximately 
$115,000 per year, or 5% of the total costs per year. All other levels 
would remain the same as with Alternative A. 

ECONOMICS 

Crop Agriculture 

Impacts would be the same as for Alternative A. 

Livestock 

The 5-year livestock forage level would be 61,857 AUMs. This would 
support 5,155 animal units which would generate earnings of $2.5 million. 
This would be 10% of the total permittee earnings, 6% of the RMP area meat 
animal earnings, and 3% of total farm earnings. The total earnings 
(including the multiplier effect) would be $6.7 million. This would be 0.2% 
of total RMP area 1983 earnings. 

The direct earnings would generate 89 jobs. This would be 2.6% of the 
1983 farm wage and salary employment. The total earnings would generate 308 
jobs. This would be 0.3% of the RMP area 1983 wage and salary employment. 

This initial stocking level represents a capital value of between $3.4 
and $15.5 million. 

The 20-year 1 ivestock forage level would .be 71,076 AUMs. This would 
support 5,923 animal units which would generate earnings of $2.9 million. 
This would be 11% of total permittee earnings, 7% of the RMP area meat 
animal earnings, and 3% of total farm earnings. The total earnings 
(including the multiplier effect) would be $7.6 million. This would be 0.3% 
of total RMP area 1983 earnings. 

The direct earnings would generate 103 jobs. This would be 3% of the 
1983 farm wage and salary employment. The total earnings would generate 354 
jobs. This would be 0.3% of the RMP area 1983 wage and salary employment. 
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This 20-year stocking level represents a capital value of between $4.0 
and $17.8 million. 

Recreation 

Impacts would be the same as for Alternative A. 

Lumber and Wood Products 

Approximately 1.7 million board feet of wood products would be harvested 
annually with this alternative. This would generate earnings of $387,000. 
This would be 0.2% of the RMP area durable manufacturing 1983 earnings. The 
total earnings (including the multiplier effect) would be $926,900. This 
would be 0.04% of the total RMP 1983 earnings. 

The harvest level would lead to 18 jobs (Youngblood 1983). This would 
be 0.1% of the 1983 manufacturing wage and salary employment. Total 
employment (including the multiplier effect) would be 46. This would be 
0.04% of the total 1983 RMP area wage and salary employment. 

Management Costs 

Range and wildlife improvements associated with this alternative would 
cost approximately $1.9 million .. 

Summary 

Total crop agriculture earnings and employment would increase by 
$529,700 and 24 jobs. These are both less than one-tenth of one percent of 
the 1983 RMP area earnings and employment. The initial livestock stocking 
level would lead to earnings and employment (including the multiplier 
effect) of $6.7 million and 308 jobs. These are both less than one-half of 
one percent of the RMP earnings and employment. The 20-year stocking level 
would lead to total earnings of $7.6 million and employment of 354 jobs. 
This alternative would not lead to any change in the recreation-relaterl 
earnings and employment. The total (including the multiplier effect) lumber 
and wood products earnings and employment would be $926,900 and 46 jobs. 
These are both less than one-tenth of one percent of the 1983 RMP area 
earnings and employment. Project costs needed to implement this alternative 
would be $1.9 million. 
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ALTERNATIVE C 

RANGELAND RESOURCES 
Soils 

Broad based long-term erosion rates would show an average decrease of 0.4 
tons/acre/year (20%) from current levels. The erosional processes described 
for land use actions in the Affected Environment and Alternative A would be 
the same for this alternative, but the area size and/or magnitude of the 
impact may vary considerably (Appendix B). Specific uses and actions would 
be responsible for significant short and/ or long-term erosion on isolated 
areas. These would be ORV use, timber harvest, road building, range 
projects, and mineral exploration and/or development. 

Impacts from ORV use would be similar to those described in Alternative 
A. The extent of impacts would be less (see Appendix B). Closed ORV areas 
have a high probability of gaining long-term benefits to watershed and site 
productivity on an additional 1,985 acres. 

Commercial timber harvest is proposed on 50-200 acres annually with 
allowable annual cuts of approximately 0. 5 million board feet. Selective 
cutting would generally be used with clearcutting as an option. To accomplish 
this harvest 1 mile/ year of roads, over a 20 year period, would be built. 
Resulting impacts would be 'Similar to those described in Alternative A and 
Affected Environment. The extent of impacts would be less (see Appendix B). 

Under this alternative no lands would be disposed of for agricultural 
development. 

Impacts due to ROWs would be the same as Alternative A. 

Mineral exploration and development would be open on 452,586 acres for 
locatables and 454,389 acres for leasables. Impacts would be the same as 
described in Alternative A. 

Range condition improvement is projected for 25% of the RMP area. See 
Chapter 2 - Livestock, Vegetation, and Wildlife, Alternative C for details of 
improvements. Range condition improvements would benefit the soil resource 
as discussed in Alternative B. 

Range improvement activities (burning, spraying and discing) would impact 
the area as described in Alternative B. Six miles of pipeline are proposed. 

Livestock AUM decreases of 19% are proposed over a 20 year period. By 
incorporating grazing systems and with the addition of range improvement 
projects this decrease in AUMs would result in an average decrease in soil 
loss of about 0.2 tons/acre/year on grazed lands. Erosion would still be a 
problem around livestock concentration areas. 

Fencing 13 miles and streambank planting of 15 miles of riparian habitat 
would affect soils as described in Alternative A. 
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Designation of the Boise Front ACEC and the Sage Creek ACEC would provide 
special management for these areas (see appropriate ACEC). This management 
would enhance vegetative condition, increase watershed proficiency, and 
reduce soil loss. 

Air Quality 

There would be no long-term adverse affects to air quality under this 
alternative. A one to two day localized decrease in air quality would occur 
due to prescribed burning for rangeland improvements and slash burning after 
timber harvest. 

Where spraying of herbicides is used to control brush and/ or annual 
grasses a one to two hour reduction in air quality would result. 

Water Quality 

Parameters such as ammonia, total inorganic nitrogen, and fecal coliform 
that are influenced by livestock grazing would moderately improve due to the 
14 stream miles of riparian exclosures and the 10 miles of improved stream 
habitat due to reduced stocking rates. \-later quality would be maintained or 
very slightly improve on 18 miles of perennial streams and 124 miles of 
intermittent streams due to management in revised and new ~MPs. High fecal 
coliform levels and sedimentation from streambank grazing activities would be 
eliminated from those stream reaches excluding livestock and reduced in those 
streams with revised and new AMPs. 

A short-term increase in sedimentation would likely occur on a range of 
3-11 miles of streams due to timber harvest activities. A slight increase in 
sedimentation would occur over the long term on the same 3-11 miles as above 
from the proposed 20 miles of road construction. 

Range fires contribute to high sediment loads in streams due to the loss 
of upland and riparian vegetative cover. This impact would be minimized by 
full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts. 

Sedimentation due to ORV use would be negligible because 99% of the total 
area is classified as limited use. 

Resource management guidelines for the maintenance and protection of 
riparian and aquatic habitats would have long term positive benefits on the 
quality of water on public lands by improving management of riparian areas. 

Overall, water quality on public lands from this level of management 
would moderately improve. 

Vegetation 

The long-term vegetative condition would show an overall improvement on 
20 to 25% of the RMP area. Increases would dominantly be within the existing 
class, but many areas (fair condition mostly) would increase in condition to 
the next higher class. On approximately 9% of the poor condition range this 
change would reflect a seeding. Approximate breakdown where improvements are 
projected would be: poor changed or improved- 16% (33,000 acres), fair 
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improved - 35% (73,500 acres), good improved - 38% (13,000 acres). See 
Appendix R for a comparison of vegetation condition changes by alternative. 
Trend data is not available. 

This increase would mainly be due to the projected 19% reduction in 
livestock AUMs (over 20 years) and the incorporation of grazing systems along 
with rangeland improvement projects. Decreased livestock AUMs would promote 
more vigor and productivity increasing total vegetative cover. 

Livestock and wildlife improvement projects would occur on 10% of the RMP 
area. These and the areas affected are listed in Chapter 2 - Livestock, 
Vegetation, and Wildlife. The success of rangeland seedings where poor 
condition annual range is converted is questionable at this point in time. 

The gradual encroachment of annual grasses into poor and fair rangeland 
would continue (see Vegetation Alternatives A and B). 

Limited and closed ORV designation for most of the RMP area would protect 
and enhance the vegetative condition of areas that without this designation 
may have been adversely affected. 

The curlew habitat and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitat areas would 
be affected as discussed in Alternative A. 

Candidate and Sensitive Plan~ Species 

The designation and management of 5 research natural areas totaling 1,355 
acres would provide protection and increased vigor for several candidate, 
sensitive, or uncommon plant populations. These areas may act as centers of 
dispersal for the plant species. Public awareness would also be enhanced for 
these areas. 

Closing ORV use on 1,545 acres, limiting ORV use on 1,000 acres and 
excluding surface and subsurface rights-of-way on 2,545 acres should provide 
for the continued existence of candidate, sensitive, or uncommon plant 
species. Some species may increase in numbers due to the protection provided 
while other plant species would be stabilized. Some species may decrease in 
numbers outside of these protected areas because small scattered populations 
and undiscovered populations are not protected from grazing, ORV use, annual 
grass invasion or other hazards. 

Some plant populations which have been damaged under current management 
practices might increase in number of individuals, vigor, and even new 
populations may be colonized because of the reduced grazing levels. 

The exclusion of locatable mineral development on 1,355 acres would 
protect plant species within these areas. These restrictions would protect 
individual plants directly and indirectly by decreasing soil erosion and 
discouraging exotic weedy annuals, thereby decreasing the probability of 
wildfire. No surface occupancy restdctions would protect plants on 2,545 
acres from leasable mineral exploration and development. 
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Riparian Habitat 

Resource management guidelines for various programs shouln maintain 
overall existing riparian habitat quality and minimize impacts of actions in 
riparian areas. 

Land transfer proposal would not impact the base of 122 miles of surveyed 
drainages. One mile of unsurveyed perennial habitat would be transferred 
from public ownership. Habitat quality would be maintained on 107 miles of 
the 122 miles surveyed while 12 miles would improve to the next higher 
condition class due to a combination of reduced stocking levels and aquatic 
habitat improvement projects. Loss of habitat value due to increased 
stocking levels would occur on 3 miles of stream riparian habitat. 

Revision of 7 existing AMPs and the proposed 12 new AMPs would result in 
some improvement of riparian habitat on approximately 13 miles of perennial 
stream habitat by including livestock grazing strategies that promote the 
vigor of streamside woody vegetation which is an important component of 
streambank stability. This management would also benefit 122 miles of 
surveyed and unsurveyed intermittent riparian habitats. 

Proposed timber harvest level of approximately 0.5 MMBF and th~ 

associated 20 miles of road construction would have a minimum impact on 
riparian habitat along 2-8 miles of the potentially impacted 39 miles of 
perennial streams and 1-3 mites of the 13 miles of intermittent drainages 
within the total harvest acreages. Resource management guide lines would 
protect riparian vegetation by providing a no-cut buffer strip along 
drainages and prohibiting road construction within riparian areas (except for 
crossings where absolutely necessary). 

ORV impacts on 
use classification 
habitats are used 
vegetation would not 

riparian vegetation would be very slight due to limited 
along streams in high erosion hazard areas. Streamside 
occasionally by ORVs and established woody riparian 
be impacted. 

Full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts would have a long term 
beneficial impact because loss of riparian vegetation due to wild fires would 
be minimized and gradually reduced. 

Loss of riparian habitat attributed to a slight increase in mining 
activities wouJ.d be minimal. 

Aquatic/Fisheries Habitat 

Due to land transfer proposals in this alternative one mile of perennial 
stream would be eliminated from the 81 miles of the surveyed 
aquatic/fisheries habitat base. Habitat quality would be maintained on 57 
m.iles of the remaining 80 miles while 23 miles would improve to the next 
higher class in habitat quality due to a combination of reduced stocking 
levels and aquatic habitat improvement projects. 

Revision of 7 existing AMPs and the proposed 12 new AMPs would result in 
the improvement of approximately 18 miles of perennial stream habitat by 
including livestock grazing strategies that promote the vigor of streamside 
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woody vegetation which is an important component of stl."eambank stability. 
This management strategy would also benefit approximately 124 miles of 
surveyed and unsurveyed intermittent streamside habitats. 

Proposed timber harvest level of approximately 0.5 MMBF and the associated 
20 miles of road construction would impact 2-8 miles of the 39 miles of 
perennial streams within the total harvest acreage. Also impacted would be 
1-3 miles of intermittent drainages. Short term increased sedimentation 
levels associated with this level of timber harvest would be minimized by 
Resource Management Guidelines and the rehabilitation of major disturbed 
areas. A very slight increase in stream sedimentation over the long term 
would result from roads constructed in high erosion hazard areas and adjacent 
to perennial drainages. All roads would be stabilized and closures 
considered on a case-by-case basis to further minimize sediment loads. 

Sediment loads associated with ORV use would be negligible as 99% of the 
total area would be classified as limited use. This would protect high 
erosion hazard areas adjacent to drainages. 

Redband trout populations would increase over the long term on segments of 
6 creeks due to livestock exclusion fencing. Habitat components important for 
salmonid spawning and rearing would likely improve as livestock grazing 
pressure on 13 miles of riparian habitat is eliminated. Habitat condition 
improvement on 10 stream miles due to decreased stocking rates would result in 
a slight increase in redband, trout populations in those stream reaches over 
the long term. Livestock grazing strategies that are incorporated into AHPs 
to promote the vigor of woody streamside vegetation would help maintain 
existing good riparian habitat and would be expected to improve existing poor 
and fair condition riparian habitat. A corresponding increase in redband 
trout populations in perennial streams within these AMP areas would likely 
occur. 

Impacts on redband trout populations over the long term due to timber 
harvest activities and ORV use would likely be very slight. Resource 
Management Guidelines would minimize soil disturbance and sedimentation in 
streams. Flushing streamflows would likely be adequate to prevent fine 
sediment accumulation in spawning gravels. 

Harmwater and coldwater gamefish species confined to reservoir habitats 
would not be impacted by management actions in this alternative. 

Wildlife 

Elk 

Under this alternative both elk fall/winter ranges 
ranges would show a 7% increase in the number of acres 
This would be due to the 27% decrease in livestock AUMs. 
use of grazing systems and livestock management would 
improving the habitat condition. 

and crucial winter 
in good condition. 
An increase in the 

also contribute to 

Approximately 550 acres of fall/winter range would be seeded to grass and 
forbs. Range and wildlife seedings on 8,285 acres of crucial winter ranges, 
are proposed under this alternative. All these seedings would improve the 
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carrying capacity of the range. The 3,000 acres of aerial seeding proposed 
for the Snake River Breaks would also increase the shrub component on this 
crucial winter range. 

There are approximately 280 acres of timber sales proposed in elk fall/ 
winter ranges and 2, 936 acres proposed on crucial winter ranges. The 20 
miles of logging roads could put additional pressure on populations during 
hunting season. Resource Management Guideline adherence would keep impacts 
to a minimum. 

There are approximately 1, '220 acres of crucial habitat proposed to be 
sold or exchanged. This would have negative impacts unless the land were 
exchanged for habitat of better or equal value. 

Overall due to the 19% decrease in livestock Aill1s in 20 years, fences, 
water developments and piplines associated with the livestock program, the 
increased range and wildlife seedings, 12 new AMPs, and increased livestock 
management, the elk habitat is expected to be able to support a 35% increase 
in populations over current numbers. This would exceed population goals set 
for the habitat by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Elk Fall/Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 
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Elk Crucial Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Mule Deer 

--+-~~- Poor 
5892ac 
8% 

The number of acres of mule deer fall/winter and crucial winter ranges 
in poor ecological condition would decrease by 7%. This would occur mainly 
because of the 27% decrease in livestock AUMs. The range program would also 
increase use of g·razing systems and improve livestock management under this 
alternative. 

There are 1,200 acres of range projects in fall/winter ranges and 16,880 
acres of range and wildlife seeding projects in crucial winter ranges 
proposed under this alternative. These projects would increase the forage 
base and carrying capacity of the range. There are also 3,000 acres of deer 
and elk crucial habitat proposed to be aerial seeded along the Snake River 
Breaks. 

The 134 acres of timber sales in the fall/winter ranges should have 
minimal impacts on the habitat. The 332 acres of timber sales in the 
crucial winter ranges and the 20 miles of proposed roads could produce more 
pressure on the population dur:ing the hunting season. 

The 12,000 acre Boise Front ACEC would be managed for mule deer crucial' 
winter range. Improvements to vegetation on the area would improve the. 
carrying capacity of this crucial habitat. 

The 19% decrease in livestock AUMs over 20 years, the fences, water 
developments, and pipelines for livestock, improved livestock management and 
wildlife seedings are expected to improve the carrying capacity of th.e 
habitat to support an overall 35% increase in the deer population of the 
resource area. This would exceed the population goals set for the habitat 
by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing habitat and 20-year projected 
habitat conditions are shown below. 
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Antelope 

Mule Deer Fall/Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Mule Deer Crucial Winter 

Fair 
79400ac 
60% 

Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Seeded 
2647ac 
2% 

Crucial antelope winter ranges 
current conditions. Approximately 
improve the carrying capacity of the 

will show a slight improvement over 
12% of the range would be seeded to 
habitat. 

The 19% decrease in livestock AUHs, fences, water developments and 
pipelines for livestock, and improved livestock management and wildlife 
seedings would provide sufficient forage to support 200 animals. Seediags 
will emphasize the shrub component of the habitat. 

This would exceed population goals set for the area by the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 
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Good-------,~=+r---
23ac 

1% 

Fair 
147ac 

2% 

Sage Grouse 

Poor 
40llac 
97% 

Antelope 

Alternative C 

End of 20 Years 

1+--~~-----cood 

42ac 
1% 

~--~~-----rFair 

Poor 
3345ac 
80% 

25lac 
6% 

Overall, sage grouse habitat would show an improvement under this 
alternative. The 19,616 acres of range and wildlife seedings and the 19% 
reduction in available AUMs would improve the density of vegetation needed 
for nesting and brood-rearing habitat. 

Seedings which do not 'include sagebrush would not increase the forage 
factor for sage grouse. It would, however, relieve the pressure on local 
native ranges. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Sage Grouse 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 
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Sensitive Animal Species 

Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse 

Sharp-tailed grouse habitat would show a 7% improvement over current 
condition class. This would be due to the decrease in livestock Aill1s and 
improved livestock management. The 330 acres of proposed seedings would 
also help improve nesting and brood-rearing cove~. 

Approximately 4, 200 acres in the Sage Creek allotment would be 
designated and managed as an ACEC. The Sage Cr.eek allotment would be 
inventoried for vegetative production and livestock use adjustments would be 
pursued and monitored to benefit sharp-tailed grouse. Livestock use 
adjustments would improve sharp-tailed habitat and should stimulate 
population growth. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Long-billed Curlew 

Poor 
14832ac 
45% 

,-~~--~--------Seeded 

330ac 
1% 

The 61,000 acre Black Canyon Curlew Area would be designated and managed 
as an area of environmental concern (ACEC). The proposed management would 
protect the habitat to maintain the current population of 1,000 nesting 
pair'3. 

Range and wildlife seeding proposed under this alternative in the 
remaining areas would have negative impacts on nesting curlews. Most 
species of grasses are too tall to be used as nesting habitat. 

Birds of Prey 

This alternative would generally improve habitat conditions for raptors 
in the Birds of Prey area through ORV restrictions. 
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Livestock 

Under this alternative short and long term ( 5-year and 20-year) 
livestock forage levels would be reduced 27% for wildlife, watershed, and 
range condition improvement. This reduction would be a decrease of 
approximately 18,000 AUMs. 1~ith this planned reduction those native ranges 
that contain perennial/annual grass mixtures would show improvement, 
especially in density and vigor of perennials. Native shrubs would increase 
in size and occurrence. 

Ranges containing predominantly annual grasses (medusahead/ cheatgrass) 
may experience an increase in perennial grasses. In many areas however, the 
medusa "problem" would remain a problem. 

Reducing the amount of forage utilized by livestock in the fall on many 
allotments (spring/fall ranges) would result in increased available forage 
for wintering deer and elk. Priority would be given to allotments in which 
major mule deer and elk winter ranges occur. 

A loss of 9,200 acres of forest lands to exchange would further reduce 
livestock forage 277 AUMs. 

Special designation/historic and cultural withdrawals of 1,015 acres 
would remove 183 AUMs, and transfers of 5,962 acres out of federal ownership 
would remove an additional 900 AUMs from current available livestock 
forage. With planned seedings of 3,000 acres generating approximately 1,000 
AUMs, along with the above mentioned losses, AUM levels are projected in the 
short term (5 years) at 47,345 Affi1s. This would be a 29% reduction from the 
five year average license use. 

Over the long term ( 20 years) an additional 9, 600 acres of seedings 
would produce an additional 3,000 AUMs. Increased livestock management 
practices on 64,000 acres of native range would increase forage production 
3,287 AUMs. With these increases and the projected AU11 losses, the overall 
AUM level over the long term is projected at 53,643 AUMs, which would be a 
19% reduction from the five year average license use. 

Under this alternative all 63,000 acres of stock driveways would be 
eliminated. Ranchers would be required to truck their livestock. 

Wild Horses 

Under this alternative both the West Crane Creek and Four Hile wild 
horse herds would be maintained. 

Maximum numbers would be maintained in the West Crane Creek herd of 30 
head, while the Four Mile herd would be maintained at 20 hearl. 
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LANDS AND REAL TV RESOURCES 
Lands 

Land transfer would consist of 243 acres for sale, 5, 775 acres for 
exchange, and 11,306 acres for special exchange only f.or a total of 17,324 
acres. 

Of the lands identified for sale, 80 acres would be a sanitary landfill 
for Ada County, and 160 acres already under R&PP lease to the Parma Rod and 
Gun Club would be patented. The remaining three acres are scattered 
occupancy and agricultural trespass parcels that have been surveyed and 
lotted. Transfer of land by sale would generate approximately $21,600 based 
on current appraisal for the 80 acres to be sold to Ada County, estimates of 
the value of the small parcels that total 3 acres, and the 160 acres for the 
Parma Rod and Gun Club. 

There are three exchange proposals pending in the resource area being 
considered by this plan. They are referred to as the Brownlee, Little and 
Henggeler exchanges. The Brownlee exchange is a State proposal to acquire 
6,251 acres of public land for 6,171 acres of State land, however, it is 
proposed to retain 680 acres of the selected public land for timber 
production. This would result in a corresponding decrease in the number of 
acres to be acquired from th~ State. The exchange would consolidate State 
and public lands and would improve management efficiency for both 
governments. 

The lands proposed for transfer by sale or exchange are generally small 
isolated parcels that appear to meet the disposal criterial in Section 
203(a) (1) of FLPMA. Their disposal would reduce problem management areas 
and/or consolidate land ownership patterns, thereby improving management and 
reducing management costs. The larger parcels would be examined for 
exchange possibilities before sale is considered, although any parcel would 
be available for exchange. 

The Little exchange is a private proposal to acquire 120 acres of public 
land for 160 acres of private land. The offered private land is identified 
for acquisition in the Boise Front MFP to faci.litate watershed and grazing 
management. Action on this proposal has been inHiated and will continue 
through development of this RMP. 

The Henggeler proposal is to exchange 14 acres of private land for 83 
acres of public land. The acquisition of the private land would provide 
access to the Snake River in an area with virtually no public access and 
would place the remainder of Crow Island in public ownership. 

The 11,306 acres identified for special exchange would be used for 
exchanges with the State to acquire nationally significant lands, such as 
State inholdings in wilderness areas, wild and scenic river corridors, 
crucial wildlife habitat, threatened and endangered species habitat, or 
other commercial forest lands of equal or better value (blocking of 
ownership pattern). 
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Rights-of-~fays 

Overhead, surface and/or subsurface rights-of-way would be restricted on 
10,326 acres of public land due to conflicts with candidate or sensitive 
plants, significant cultural or recreation sites, and on the portion of the 
Payette River recommended for Wild and Scenic River study - 6 miles of the 
North Fork and 8 miles of the South Fork Payette River. The areas precluded 
or restricted are generally small acreages and there would be few conflicts 
with major utility rights-of-way, with perhaps the exception of the proposed 
expanded Payette River wild and scenic river designation. Rights-of-way 
could be rerouted slightly to avoid the smaller areas. 

Hydroelectric development would be precluded on Box Creek and on the 6 
mile and 8 mile segments of the North and South Fork Payette River. 

Withdrawals 

All of the lands presently withdrawn for livestock driveways 
(approximately 63,000 acres) would be revoked from the withdrawals. 

There is only one C&HU classification in the resource area encompassing 
37.31 acres. This parcel was acquired under a Section 8 (Taylor Grazing 
Act) exchange. 1.fuen the order opening the lands to the administration of 
the public land laws was published, a C&MU classification was placed on it 
at the same time, precluding disposal. This parcel contains no unique 
resources and revoking the classification would put it in the same status of 
general retention as the other public lands adjacent to it. 

Additional withdrawals may be forthcoming if Congress designates the 
Payette River as a Wild and Scenic River. The final acreage withdrawn may 
be more or less than that proposed in this plan. 

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES 
Cultural Resources 

Cultural resource sites in critical need of special management (Grey's 
Creel<, Indian Creek, Mill Creek, Cabin Creek, Mineral, Quartzburg, 
Centerville and Placerville) would continue to be protected by BLM standard 
operating procedures and would receive additional protection through 
nomination and acceptance to the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). The effects of livestock trampling would be mitigated through the 
installation of protective fencing and the effects of erosion would be 
diminished by the removal of livestock from the immediate site area, and the 
improvement of riparian habitat. 

Cultural Resource Management Plans (CRMP) prepared for these sites will 
detail additional inventory needs and monitoring schedules to determine the 
rate of deterioration, impacts of vandalism, etc. 
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Paleontologic Resources 

The impacts from this alternative can not be fully analyzed since the 
paleontologic inventory for the resource area is not complete. The greatest 
possible impacts would be on the 17,324 acres proposed for transfer from 
federal ownership. Even with paleontologic clearances, unknown 
scientifically significant fossils could be lost or destroyed or closed off 
from scientific study. 

RECREATION RESOURCES 

Recreation 

There would be 3,276 acres open to ORV use, 481,620 acres limited and 
2,570 acres closed. The additional closed acres include candidate and 
sensitive plant sites (1,545) and Box Canyon ONA (440). There would be 
little expected impacts on recreational ORV use. 

Impacts from managing the Boise Front as an ACEC would be the same as 
those discussed under Alternative A for the Boise Front SRMA. 

An additional designation of 22,700 acres would seasonally limit ORV use 
to existing roads and trails in the Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitat 
area and on 640 acres in the, Birds of Prey Natural Area. The impacts of 
this restriction would not be significant. 

A projected increase of 35% in big game numbers through improved habitat 
is expected to increase big game hunting opportunity by the same amount. 
Opportunities for non-consumptive uses would also increase as a result. 

The effects of the Pickles Butte DLE would be the same as discussed in 
Alternative A. 

Lands available for dispersed recreation would be reduced by the 17,323 
acres identified for disposal. 

Construction of 20 miles of timber harvest access roads (1 mile 
annually) would increase recreational access potential to the same degree as 
Alternative A, but generally less than in Alternative B. Some of these 
roads would be closed after harvesting is completed. 

Eight miles and a 2, 600 acre corridor of BLM land along the South Fork 
of the Payette River and six miles and 1,900 BLM acres along the North Fork 
of the Payette River would be proposed for Wild and Scenic Rivers study. 

Identification of special designation areas would cause a slight 
increase in hiking, sightseeing, and other casual visitor uses. 

Visual 

The positive effects of an intensively managed Boise Front ACEC would be 
the same as discussed in Alternative A. 
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Improved riparian habitat on 151 miles of rivers and streams would 
improve the visual resource in these locations. 

Harvesting approximately 0.5 million board feet of timber and the 
resulting access roads may negatively impact the visual resource. Less 
obtrusive selective cutting would be the primary harvest method, although 
some clearcuts, not to exceed 40 acres each, may be proposed. All timber 
sales would be guided by the appropriate VRM class guidelines. Impacts from 
timber harvests would be minimal. 

r,olildlife improvement projects such as fences, guzzlers and vegetation 
manipulation could negatively impact the visual resource. With the use of 
standard mitigation measures on these projects, no significant adverse 
impacts would be expected. 

Project development in the range program could negatively impact the 
visual resource. Fences, reservoirs, pipelines and vegetative manipulations 
are proposed, and have been discussed in Alternative A. Impacts would not 
be significant. 

Transferring 17,323 acres of land from public ownership could result in 
impacts on the visual resource. See discussion in Alternative B. 

' 

MINERAL RESOURCES 
Leasables 

Oil and Gas 

The proposed 4, 500 acre withdrawals along the Payette River include 
2,600 acres covered by existing power site and Bureau of Reclamation 
withdrawals and 1, 900 additional acres currently open. None of these areas 
are classified as prospectively valuable for oil and gas. The impacts of 
the withdrawal would be insignificant. About 93% of the area would remain 
open for oil and gas leasing. 

No surface occupancy stipulations under this alternative total 7, 726 
acres. The lands involved are generally small and are not identified as 
prospectively valuable for oil and gas. The 500 acre Pickles Butte Play 
Area and the 3,000 acre Little Gem Cycle Park area no surface occupancy 
restrictions may be a significant adverse impact on oil and gas exploration 
and development in the areas involved. 

The effects of time stipulations on oil and gas exploration are 
consistent throughout this plan. Those effects are considered insignificant. 
See Alternative A for the analysis of their impacts. 

Since the lands identified for transfer would have oil and gas reserved 
in areas classified as prospectively valuable for oil and gas, the impact of 
land transfers would be insignificant. 

"Based on the lack of any commercial oil or gas wells in Idaho, the 35 
dry holes in the resource area, the low potential of the area, and the above 
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analysis, the overall impacts of this alternative on the availability of oil 
or gas leasing and development would be insignificant. 

Geothermal 

The proposed 4, 500 acre withdrawals along the Payette River includes 
2,600 acres covered by existing power site and Bureau of Reclamation 
withdrawals and an additional 1,900 acres currently open. This means that 
93% of the area would remain open for geothermal leases. No other 
withdrawals are proposed. The impacts would be insignificant. 

No surface occupancy stipulations under this alternative total 7, 726 
acres. The lands involved are generally small parcels and represent a very 
small percentage of the total prospectively valuable area. The impacts 
would be considered insignificant. 

Time stipulations are the same as Alternative A and are considered 
insignificant. 

Since the lands identified for transfer would have the geothermal estate 
reserved in areas classified as prospectively valuable, the impact of land 
transfers would be insignificant. 

Based on the lack of any commercial geothermal electric projects in 
Idaho, the lack of any known large reservoirs in the area, the declining 
interest in geothermal resources and the above analysis, the overall impacts 
of this alternative on the availability of geothermal leases and development 
would be insignificant. 

Locatables 

A total of 17,324 acres of land are proposed to be transferred from 
federal ownership under this alternative. No lands having valid mining 
claims or mineral potential would be transferred from federal ownership 
unless they are patented under the mining laws, the mineral estate is paid 
for, or lands of equal overall values are obtained. The impact from land 
transfer on the availability of lands for mineral location and development 
would therefore be insignificant. 

The resource area would have 93% of its lands open to m1n1ng activity. 
Those areas closed to mining include 31,177 acres of existing withdrawals, a 
2,600 acre overlapping withdrawal and a new withdrawal of 1,900 acres along 
the Payette River, and various small protective withdrawals amounting to 
1,803 acres total. Because the 2,600 acre Payette River withdrawal overlaps 
existing withdrawals, it would not have any significant impacts on the 
availability of lands for locatable mineral discovery and development. The 
new 1,900 acre Payette River withdrawal would not be a significant impact. 

The largest of the other withdrawals are Rebecca Sandhill, Summer Creek, 
Goodrich Creek and Box Creek. None of these areas are within zones of 
current mineral interest and none of them have any record or history of 
mineral locations. The impacts from these withdrawals would, therefore, be 
insignificant. 
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An analysis of the location of and activity on the existing mining 
claims and areas of mineral interest compared to an analysis of the actions 
proposed under this alternative indicates that there would not be any 
significant impacts on the availability of locatable minerals. 

Salables 

The impacts of this alternative on mineral materials would be the same 
as that for Alternative A. Decisions on allowing or not allowing mineral 
material sales from any particular site would be made on a site specific 
basis. 

FOREST RESOURCES 

Timber 

Under this alternative the total acres of commercial forest land would 
be reduced by 7,241 CFL set aside acres. The impact of this reduction in 
the number of high productive and high volume per acre commercial forest 
land would result in the lowering of the allowable cut to approximately 0.5 
million board feet. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Same as Alternative A. 

ECONOMICS 

Crop Agriculture 

With this alternative there would be no new agricultural development. 

Livestock 

The 5-year livestock forage level would be 4 7, 233 AUMs. This would 
support 3, 936 animal units which would generate earnings of $1.9 million. 
This would be 7% of the total permittee earnings, 4% of the RMP area meat 
animal earnings, and 2% of total farm earnings. The total earnings 
(including the multiplier effect) would be $5.1 million. This would be 0.2% 
of total ~~p area 1983 earnings. 

The direct earnings would generate 68 jobs. This would be 2% of the 
1983 farm wage and salary employment. The total earnings would generate 235 
jobs. This would be 0.2% of the RMP area 1983 wage and salary employment. 

This initial stocking level represents a capital value of between $2.6 
and $11.8 million. 

The 20-year livestock forage level would be 53,543 AUMs. This would 
support 4,462 animal units which would generate earnings of $2.2 million. 
This would be 9% of total permittee earnings, 5% of the RMP area meat animal 
earnings, and 2% of total farm earnings. The total earnings (including the 
multiplier effect) would be $5.8 million. This would be 0.2% of total RMP 
area 1983 earnings. 
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The direct earnings would generate 77 jobs. This would be 2. 2% of the 
1983 farm wage and salary employment. The total earnings would generate 266 
jobs. This would be 0.2% of the RMP area 1983 wage and salary employment. 

This 20-year stocking level represents a capital value of between $3.0 
and $13.4 million. 

Recreation 

Impacts would be the same as for Alternative A. 

Lumber and Wood Products 

Approximately 0.5 million board feet of wood products would be harvested 
annually with this alternative. This would generate earnings of $107,500. 
This would be 0.04% of the RMP area durable manufacturing 1983 earnings. 
The total earnings (including the multiplier effect) would be $257,500. 
This would be 0.01% of the total RMP 1983 earnings. 

The harvest level would lead to 5 jobs (Youngblood 1983). This would be 
0.03% of the 1983 manufacturing wage and salary employment. Total 
employment (including the multiplier effect) would be 13. This would be 
0.01% of the total 1983 RMP area wage and salary employment. 

Management Costs 

Range and wildlife improvements associated with this alternative would 
cost approximately $1.6 million. 

Summary 

The initial livestock stocking level would lead to earnings and 
employment (including the multiplier effect) of $5.1 million and 235 jobs. 
These are both less than one-half of one percent of the RMP earnings and 
employment. The 20-year stocking level would lead to total earnings of $5.8 
million and employment of 266 jobs. This alternative would not lead to any 
change in the recreation-releated earnings and employment. The total 
(including the multiplier effect) lumber and wood products earnings and 
employment would be $257,500 and 13 jobs. These are both less than 
one-tenth of one percent of the 1983 RMP area earnings and employment. 
Project costs needed to implement this alternative would be $1.6 millio11. 
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ALTERNATIVE D 

RANGELAND RESOURCES 
Soils 

Broad based long-term erosion rates would show an average increase of 
0.2 tons/acre/year (10~0 over current levels. This increase is within the 
estimated average soil loss tolerance of 2 to 3 tons/acre/year. The 
erosional processes described for land use actions in the Affected 
Environment and Alternative A would be the same for this alternative, but 
the area size and/or magnitude of the impact may vary considerably (Appendix 
B). Specific uses and actions would be responsible for significant short 
and/or long-term erosion on isolated areas. These would be ORV use, timber 
harvest, road building, agricultural development, range projects, and 
mineral exploration and/or development. 

Impacts from ORV use would be similar to those described in Alternative 
A. The extent of impacts would be less (see Appendix B). Closed ORV areas 
have a high probability of gaining long-term benefits to watershed and site 
productivity on an additional 1,990 acres. 

Commercial timber harvest is proposed on 200-1,200 acres annually with 
allowable annual cuts of approximately 2. 9 million board feet. Selective 
and clearcutting would be trSed. To accomplish this harvest 5.8 miles/year 
of roads, over a 20 year period, would be built. Resulting impacts would be 
similar to those described in Alternative A and Affected Environment. The 
extent of impacts would be greater (see Appendix B). 

The transfer of public lands includes 560 acres for agricultural 
development. The impacts associated with farming would be the same as 
described in Alternative A. 

Impacts due to RO\vs would be the same as Alternative A. 

Mineral exploration and development would be open on 454,486 acres for 
locatable and 456,289 acres for leasables. Impacts would be the same as 
described in Alternative A. 

Range condition improvement is projected for 
Chapter 2 - Livestock, Vegetation, and Wildlife, 
of improvements. Range condition improvements 
resources as discussed in Alternative B. 

19% of the RMP area. See 
Alternative D for details 
would benefit the soil 

Range improvement 
impact the area as 
pipelines are proposed. 

activities 
described in 

(burning, spraying 
Alternative B. 

and discing) would 
Thirty-six miles of 

Livestock AUM increases of 15% are proposed over a 20 year period. With 
the addition of grazing systems and the proposed range improvement projects 
t~J.is increase would result in a slight increase in erosion rates (up to 0.1 
tons/ acre/year on grazed lands). Most studies have shown that runoff and 
erosion increase with grazing intensity (Lusby 1979a, Gifford and Hawkins 
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1978). Erosion would show the largest increases around livestock 
concentration areas and on steep hillsides. 

Fencing 14 miles and streambank planting of 17 miles of riparian habitat 
would affect soils as described in Alternative A. 

Designation of the Boise Front ACEC and the Sage Creek ACEC would provide 
special management for these areas (see appropriate ACEC). This management 
would enhance vegetative condition, increase watershed proficiency, and 
reduce soil loss. 

Air Quality 

Impacts to air quality would be the same as described under Alternative B. 

Water Quality 

Parameters such as ammonia, total inorganic nitrogen, and fecal coliform 
that are influenced by livestock grazing would increase slightly on four 
stream miles due to an increase in grazing. Water quality would be 
maintained or very slightly improve on 30 miles of perennial streams and 176 
miles of intermittent streams due to management in revised and new ru~Ps. 

A short-term increase in sedimentation would likely occur on a range of 
8-49 miles of streams due to timber harvest activities. A slight increase in 
sedimentation would occur over the long term on the same 8-49 miles as above 
from the proposed 116 miles of road construction. 

Range fires contribute to high sediment loads in streams due to the loss 
of upland and riparian vegetative cover. This impact would be minimized by 
full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts. 

Sedimentation due to ORV use would be negligible because 99% of the total 
area is classified as limited use. 

Resource management guidelines for the maintenance and protection of 
riparian and aquatic habitats would have long term positive benefits on the 
quality of water on public lands by improving management of riparian areas. 

Overall, water quality on public lands from this level of management 
would slightly decline. 

Vegetation 

The long-term vegetative condition would show an overall improvement on 
14 to 19% of the RMP area. This increase would not always reflect a total 
change in condition class. In many areas the general condition would improve 
but not enough to change classes. On approximately 19% of the poor condition 
range this change would reflect a seeding. Approximate breakdown where 
improvements are projected would be: poor changed or improved - 25% (46,000 
acres), fair improved - 21% (40,500 acres), good improved - 3% (1,000 
acres). See Appendix R for a comparison of vegetation condition changes by 
alternative. Trend data is not available. 
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Increasing livestock AUMs by 15% over 20 years is proposed. By 
incorporating grazing systems along with range improvement projects this 
increase would not adversely affect the projected condition increase. The 
projected increases do however depend on the success of range improvement 
projects and how effectively grazing systems are utilized. These increases 
in condition would be most notable on the fair condition rangeland. A 
majority of the RMP area would show good response to management due to 
productive soils and having an average annual precipitation of greater than 
1.'3 inches. See Livestock Management Alternative D for details. 

Rangeland and wildlife improvements would affect 12% of the RMP area. 
These and the acres affected are listed in Chapter 2 - Livestock, Vegetation, 
and Hildlife. The success of rangeland seedings where poor condition annual 
range is converted is questionable at this point in time. 

The gradual encroachment of annual grasses into poor and fair rangeland 
would continue (see Vegetation Alternatives A and B). 

Impacts associated with ORV use would be similar to those discussed in 
Alternative c. 

The curlew habitat and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitat areas would 
be affected as discussed in Alternative A. 

Candidate and Sensitive Plant gpecies 

The designation and management of 5 research natural areas totaling 1,355 
acres would provide protection and increased vigor for several candidate, 
sensitive, or uncommon plant populations. These areas may act as centers of 
dispersal for the plant species. Public awareness would also be enhanced for 
these areas. 

Closing ORV use on 1,545 acres, limiting ORV use on 1,000 acres and 
excluding surface and subsurface rights-of-way on 2,545 acres should provide 
for the continued existence of candidate, sensitive, or uncommon plant 
species. Some species may increase in numbers due to the protection provided 
while other plant species would be stabilized. Some species may decrease in 
numbers outside of these protected areas because small scattered populations 
and undiscovered populations would not be protected from grazing, ORV use, 
annual grass invasion or other hazards. 

The increased grazing pressure would destroy some plant populations. 
This increased grazing would further the invasion of exotic weedy annuals by 
the selective grazing of the more palatable perennial species. Exotic weedy 
annuals compete with native flora, negatively impacting native plant 
populations. Annuals increase the probability of wildfires which cause a 
perpetuation of annual grass ranges and poor ecological conditions. Some 
plant species could be eliminated or reduced in areas recurrently burned. 

The exclusion of locatable mineral development on 1,355 acres would 
protect plant species within these areas. These restrictions would protect 
individual plants directly and indirectly by decreasing soil erosion and 
discouraging exotic weedy annuals, thereby decreasing the probability of 
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wild fire. No surface occupancy restrictions would protect plants on 2, 545 
acres from leasable mineral exploration and development. 

Riparian Habitat 

Resource management guidelines for various programs should maintain 
overall existing riparian habitat quality and minimize impacts of actions in 
riparian areas. 

Land transfer proposal would not impact the base of 122 miles of 
surveyed drainages. Two miles of unsurveyed perennial habitat would be 
transferred from public ownership. Habitat quality would be maintained on 
94 miles of the 122 miles surveyed while 11 miles would improve to the next 
higher condition class due to a combination of reduced stocking levels and 
aquatic habitat improvement projects. Loss of habitat value due to 
increased stocking levels would occur on 17 miles of stream riparian habitat. 

Revision of 7 existing AMPs and the proposed 23 new AMPs would result in 
some improvement of riparian habitat on approximately 30 miles of perennial 
stream habitat by including livestock grazing strategies that promote the 
vtgor of streamside woody vegetation which is an important component of 
streambank stability. This management would also benefit 174 miles of 
sucveyed and unsurveyed intermittent riparian habitats. 

Proposed timber harvest- level of approximately 2.9 MMBF and the 
associated 116 miles of road construction would have a minimum impact on 
riparian habitat along 6-37 miles of the potentially impacted 39 miles of 
perennial streams and 2-12 miles of the 13 miles of intermittent drainages 
within the total harvest acreages. Resource management guidelines would 
protect riparian vegetation by providing a no-cut buffer strip along 
drainages and prohibiting road construction within riparian areas (except 
for crossings where absolutely necessary). 

ORV impacts on riparian vegetation would be very slight due to limited 
use classification along streams in high erosion hazard areas. Streamside 
habitats are used occasionally by ORVs and established woody riparian 
vegetation would not be impacted. 

Full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts would have a long term 
beneficial impact because loss of riparian vegetation due to wild fires 
would be minimized and gradually reduced. 

Loss of riparian habitat attributed to a slight increase in mining 
activities would be minimal. 

Aquatic/Fisheries Habitat 

Land transfer in this proposal would eliminate 2 miles of aquatic/ 
fisheries habitat from the 81 miles of the surveyed aquatic/fishe~ies 
habitat base. Habitat quality would be maintained on 55 miles of the 
remaining 79 miles and 10 miles would improve to the next higher condition 
class or greater due to aquatic habitat improvement projects. The remaining 
14 miles would show a loss of habitat condition to the next lower condition 
class from impacts related to increased stocking rates. 
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The rev1s1on of 7 existing AMPs and the proposed 23 new A1'1Ps would result 
i'l tmproved habitat quality on approximately 30 miles of perennial stream 
habitat by including livestock grazing strategies that promote the vigor of 
streamside woody vegetation which is an important component of streambank 
stability. This management strategy would also benefit approximately 176 
miles of surveyed and unsurveyed intermittent streamside habitats. 

Proposed timber harvest levels of approximately 2.9 MMBF and the 
associated 116 miles of road construction would impact approximately 6-37 
miles of the 39 miles of perennial streams within the total harvest 
acreage. Also impacted would be 2-12 miles of intermittent drainages. 
Short term increased sedimentation levels associated with this level of 
timber harvest would be minimized by Resource i'fanagement Guidelines and 
rehabilitation of major disturbed areas. A high increase in stream 
sedimentation over the long term would result from roads constructed in high 
erosion hazard areas and adjacent to perennial drainages. All roads would 
be reseeded and closures considered on a case-by-case basis to further 
minimize sediment loads. 

Sedimentation, an impact on streams associated with ORV use, would be 
negligible with this alternative because 99% of the total area available 
would be classified as limited use. This use class would give protection to 
high erosion hazard areas adjacent to and within stream drainages. 

Redband trout populations would increase over the long term on segments 
of 3 creeks due to livestock exclusion fencing. Habitat components 
important for salmonid spawning and rearing would likely improve as 
livestock grazing pressure on 10 miles of riparian habitat is eliminaten. 
Decreased habitat condition on llf stream miles due to increased stocking 
levels would cause a slight decrease in redband trout populations in those 
stream reaches over the long term. tivestock grazing strategies that are 
incorporated into AMPs to promote the vigor of woody streamside vegetation 
'wuld help maintain existing good riparian habitat and would be expected to 
slightly improve existing poor and fair condition riparian habitat. A 
corresponding increase in redband trout populations in perennial streams 
within these AMP areas would likely occur. 

Impacts on redband trout populations over the long term due to timber 
harvest activities would likely be high. Resource Management Guide lines 
would help minimize soil disturbance and sedimentation in streams. Flushing 
streamflows may not be adequate to prevent fine sediment accumulation in 
spawning gravels in some streams. 

~-J'armwater and coldwater gamefish species confined to reservoir habitats 
would not be impacted by management actions in this alternative. 

Wildlife 

Elk 

Elk fall/winter range would show a slight improvement. This would occur 
due to improved livestock management. Most improvement would be located in 
allotments in the northern portions of the resource area. These are areas 
that are in a high-poor condition and would improve to fa-ir. 
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Approximately 1,100 acres of fall/winter range would be seeded to grass 
and forbs. These range projects would help increase the carrying capacity 
of the areas being seeded. 

Approximately 3,977 acres of timber sales have been proposed in 
fall/winter range over the next 20 years. Impacts on the habitat would be 
minimal because of Resource Management Guidelines. 

Crucial elk winter range is predicted to improve slightly over the next 
20 years. This improvement would be due to increased use of grazing systems 
and livestock management. 

Approximately 14,203 acres of timber sales are proposed in crucial elk 
winter range. Resource Management Guideline adherence would minimize the 
impacts. The 116 miles of proposed logging roads would open up more country 
and put more pressure on population. 

There are approximately 10,400 acres of range and wildlife seeding 
proposed in this habitat. These seedings would be designed to protect the 
habitat and increase the carrying capacity of the area. Approximately 3,000 
acres of crucial mule deer/elk habitat would be aerial seeded along the 
Snake River Breaks. 

The 4,660 acres of proposed land actions in crucial areas would decrease 
habitat availability by 6%. If'these lands are exchanged for lands of equal 
or better value, there would be no negative impacts. 

The range program is proposing a 15% increase in livestock AUMs over 
present stocking rates in the next 20 years. At this stocking level, less 
forage would be available for wildlife use. In the shrub communities, this 
may become a significant factor. 

Overall, there would be increased range and wildlife seedings, fences, 
water developments and pipelines for livestock, increased use of grazing 
systems and 23 new A1'1Ps. Due to these factors and the fact that currently 
only 35% of elk habitat is in poor condition the elk habitat should be able 
to support a 20% increase over current populations. 

This would meet population goals set for the habitat by the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 
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Elk Fall/Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

It-----~~---- seeded 

Elk Crucial Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

1120ac 
1% 

Fall/winter ranges would show a slight increase from poor to fair. This 
increase would occur in the northern areas where higher rainfall occurs and 
would be due mainly to increased livestock management. 

Crucial mule deer winter ranges are predicted to improve slightly over 
the next 20 years. This improvement would occur in the high-poor areas that 
would improve to fair condition. The improvement would occur from livestock 
management and use of grazing systems. 

Approximately 2,400 acres of range projects are proposed in these ranges 
over the next 20 years. This would help increase the carrying capacity of 
the habitat. 

4-63 



Environmental Consequences 

Approximately 20,000 acres of both range and wildlife seedings are 
proposed in the next 20 years. These seedings would be designed to increase 
the carrying capacity of the range. Approximately 3, 000 acres of crucial 
elk/mule deer winter range would also be aerial seeded along the Snake River 
Breaks. 

The timber program has proposed approximately 1,136 acres of sales in 
deer fall/winter ranges. Minimal impacts are expected from these timber 
sales. 

Approximately 1,894 acres of timber sales are proposed in crucial mule 
deer winter range. Impacts are expected to be minimal. The 116 miles of 
logging roads could put additional hunting pressure on populations. 

Approximately 6,690 acres of crucial winter range is proposed for sale 
or exchange. This would decrease the available crucial habitat for the mule 
deer population by approximately 5%. If lands are exchanged for equal or 
better value, there would be no negative impacts. 

The 12,000 acre Boise Front ACEC would be managed as crucial mule deer 
winter range. Habitat improvement projects would help increase the carrying 
capacity of this crucial habitat. 

Impacts from the proposed, 15% livestock AUM increases, together with 
fences, water developments, and pipelines for livestock, are expected to 
provide less forage for mule deer populations. Overall, mule deer ranges in 
the resource area are expected to be able to support a 20% increase over the 
current population. This would not meet population goals set for the 
habitat by the Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Mule Deer Fall/Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Fair 
76528ac 
58% 
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Mule Deer Crucial Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Antelope 

Crucial antelope winter ranges would not show any improvement under this 
alternative. Approximately 13% of the range would be seeded. This would 
increase the forage base for the population. The remaining range would not 
be seeded due to the infestation of medusahead wildrye. 

Approximately 10% of this crucial habitat is proposed to be sold or 
exchanged. This loss of habitat could have negative impacts to the welfare 
of the herd. 

The current population is approximately 50 animals. Through improved 
livestock management, and the use of grazing systems, and fences, water 
developments and pipelines for livestock, the habitat is expected to be able 
to support a population of 100 animals. 

Seedings will emphasize shrub species to improve the winter forage 
factor. 

This would not meet the population goals set for the area by the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
condi. tions are shown below·. 
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Existing Situation 

Good------~~~r---
23ac 
1% 

Fair ---Jf-------'< 
147ac 
3% 

Sage Grouse 

Poor 
40llac 
96% 

Antelope 
End of 20 Years 

r-~~~~:-~-----Good 
42ac 
1% 

Fair 
~~~----\ 126ac 

Poor 
3470ac 
83% 

3% 

Currently 60% of sage grouse habitat is in fair to good condition. 
Under this alternative, a slight improvement is predict~d. 

The seedings for both livestock and big game would improve nesting and 
brood-rearing habitat. These seedings would constitute approximately 15% of 
available sage grouse habitat. Approximately 9,000 acres occur in the 
crucial zone or 2 miles from a strutting ground. Disturbance of this area 
could have negative impacts during the breeding season. 

Seedings without sagebrush would not improve the forage factor for this 
species. They will, however, relieve the grazing pressure on native ranges 
used by sage grouse. 

Approximately 
proposed for sale 
impacts to nesting 

3,900 acres of land located within a crucial 
or exchange. If these lands are disposed of, 

habitat could occur. 

zone is 
negative 

The proposed 15% increase in livestock AUMs should have minimal impacts 
to sage grouse habitat. Special management may be necessary in some areas 
during the mating season. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 
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Sage Grouse 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Good ----:10'~ 
14505ac 

8% 

Sensitive Animal Species 

Columbian Sharp-tailed Groupe 

----~--+--------~Good 

Fair 
98709ac 
53% 

14900ac 
8% 

Currently 55% of sharp-tail habitat is in fair to good condition. Under 
this alternative habitat would show a slight improvement. 

Approximately 330 acres of proposed wildlife seedings are expected to 
improve the nesting and brood-rearing habitat of the area. 

Due to the small population, the proposed 15% increase in livestock AUMs 
should have minimal impacts on the habitat and population. 

The proposed land transfer of 880 acres could have negative impacts if a 
local population is using the area or a dancing ground is located nearby. 

Approximately 4, 200 acres in the Sage Creek allotment would be 
designated and managed as an ACEC. The Sage Creek allotment would be 
inventoried for vegetative production and livestock use adjustments would be 
pursued and monitored to benefit sharp-tailed grouse. Livestock use 
adjustments would improve sharp-tailed grouse habitat and should stimulate 
population growth. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 
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Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Long-billed Curlew 

Poor 
14832ac 

1+--..;:::,"'<::""--- Seeded 
330ac 
1% 

Range and wildlife seedings proposed under this alternative that occur 
in areas used by curlew would have negative impacts on nesting habit.:~.t. 

Most species of grasses used in seedings are too high to be used by nesting 
females. 

Approximately 3, 7 50 acres of curlew habitat is proposed for sale or 
exchange. Negative impacts could occur if vegetative structure is changed 
and nesting habitat is decreased. 

The 61,000 acre Black Canyon Curlew Area would be designated and managed 
as an area of critical environmental concern (ACEC). The proposed 
management of the area would protect the habitat to maintain. the current 
population of 1,000 nesting pairs. 

Birds of Prey 

This alternative would generally improve habitat conditions for raptors 
in the Birds of Prey area through ORV restrictions. 

Livestock 

Under this alternative livestock forage levels would decrease by 5,407 
AUMs due to land transferred out of federal ownership. In the short term (5 
year protection) with 2,800 AUMs produced on 7,600 acres of seedings, the 
resulting available forage level of 63,942 AUMs would be a 4% decrease from 
the present five year average license use of 66,424 AUMs. 

Over the long term (20 year protection) additional seedings of 23,000 
acres would produce 8,700 AUMs. Installation of improvements (water 
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systems, fencing) along with increased livestock management practices on 
approximately 76,000 acres of native range would increase forage production 
an additional 3,900 Affi1s. 

Total forage production is expected to reach 76,613 AUMs over the long 
term. This would be a 15% increase from the present five year average 
license use. 

The greatest impact to the 1 ivestock program as in Alternative B would 
be the transfer of land out of federal ownership. In this alternative 
33,101 allotted acres are scheduled for sale, exchange or desert land 
entry. Special designation, historic and cultural areas of 915 acres 
account for an additional loss of 162 AUMs. 

In both the short and long term analysis of range improvements and lann 
treatment, AUMs lost to transfers and other special designation areas were 
considered removed prior to addition of new forage generated. 

Impacts are allotment specific and resulting AUM levels are shown in 
Appendix F. 

Trend information is not available at present. Monitoring studies will 
be used to adjust stocking levels on allotments. Data presented in Appendix 
E will be used as baseline information in prioritizing management and 
monitoring efforts to improve range condition where needen. Annual grass 
ranges (medusahead/ cheat grass) would receive high priority land treatment 
efforts to restore perennial grasses. 

Stock driveways would be eliminated on 22,237 acres, continued on 40,763 
acres, and added on 627 acres for a total of 41,390 acres available. 

~Uld Horses 

Under this alternative the Crane Creek herd would be removed. 

The Four-Mile herd would be maintained at 20 head. The livestock AUM 
reduction of 424 AUMs for maintenance of range condition which has been in 
effect since 1977 would continue. 

LANDS AND REAL TV RESOURCES 
Lanns 

Land transfer would consist of 243 acres for sale, 28,750 acres for sale 
or exchange, 6,174 acres for exchange and 560 acres for Desert Land Entry· 
for a total of 35,727 acres. 

Of the lands identified for sale, 80 acres would be a sanitary landfill 
for Ada County, and 160 acres already under R&PP lease to the Parma Rod and 
Gun Club would be patented. The remaining three acres are scattered 
occupancy and agricultural trespass parcels that have been surveyed and 
lotted. Transfer of land by sale would generate approximately $21,600 based 
on a current appraisal for the 80 acres to be sold to Ada County, estimates 
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of the value of the small parcels that total 3 acres, and the 160 acres for 
the Parma Rod and Gun Club. 

The lands proposed for transfer or sale or exchange are generally small 
isolated parcels that appear to meet the disposal ~riteria in Section 
203(a) (1) of FLPMA. Their disposal would reduce problem management areas 
and/or consolidate land ownership patterns, thereby improving management and 
reducing management costs. The larger parcels would be examined for 
exchange possibilities before sale is considered, although any parcel would 
be available for exchange. 

There are three exchange proposals pending in the resource area being 
considered in this plan. They are referred to as the Brownlee, Little, and 
Henggeler exchanges. The Brownlee exchange is a State proposal to acquire 
6,251 acres of public land for 6,171 acres of State land, however, it is 
proposed to retain 280 acres of the selected public land for timber 
production. This would result in a corresponding decrease in the numbe-c of 
acres to be acquired from the State. The exchange would consolidate State 
and public lands and would improve management efficiency for both 
governments. 

The Little exchange is a private proposal to acquire 120 acres of public 
_land for 160 acres of private land. The offered private land is identified 
for acquisition in the Boise, Front MFP to facilitate watershed and grazing 
management. Action on this proposal has been initiated and will continue 
through development of this RMP. 

The Henggeler proposal is to exchange 14 acres of private land for 83 
acres of public land. The acquisition of the private land would provide 
access to the Snake River in an area with virtually no public access and 
would place the remainder of Crow Island in public ownership. 

Land transfer for agricultural use (Desert Land Entry) would result in 
only one estimated trespass case, because of the limited number of acres to 
be transferred under this category. The average administrative cost for a 
trespass case is $1,250. 

Rights-of-Ways 

Overhead, surface and/or subsurface rights-of-way would be restricted on 
10,331 acres of public land due to conflicts with candidate or sensitive 
plants, significant cultural or recreation sites, and on the portion of the 
Payette River recommended for Wild and Scenic River study - 8 miles of the 
South Fork Payette River. The areas precluded or restricted are generally 
small acreages and there would be few conflicts with major utility 
rights-of-way since rights-of-way could be rerouted slightly to avoid the 
smaller areas. 

Hydroelectric development would be precluded on 8 miles of the South 
Fork Payette River. 
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Withdrawals 

Of the lands presently withdrawn for livestock driveways (approximately 
63,000 acres), 22,237 acres would be revoked from withdrawals, 40,763 would 
continue, and 627 acres would be added. 

There is only one C&MU classification in the resource area encompassing 
37.31 acres. This parcel was acquired under a Section 8 (Taylor Grazing 
Act) exchange. When the order opening the lands to the administration of 
the public land laws was published, a C&MU classification was placed on it 
at the same time, precluding disposal. This parcel contains no unique 
resources and revoking the classification would put it in the same status of 
general retention as the other public lands adjacent to it. 

Additional withdrawals may be forthcoming if Congress designates the 
Payette River as a Wild and Scenic River. The final acreage withdrawn may 
be more or less than that proposed in this plan. 

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES 
Cultural Resources 

Cultural resource sites in critical need of special management (Grey's 
Creek, Indian Creek, Milk Creek, Cabin Creek, Mineral, Quartzburg, 
Centerville and Placerville) 'would continue to be protected by BLM standard 
operating procedures and would receive additional protection through 
nomination and acceptance to the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). The effects of livestock trampling would be mitigated through the 
installation of protective fencing and the effects of erosion would be 
diminished by the removal of livestock from the immediate site area, and the 
improvement of riparian habitat. 

Cultural Resource Management Plans (CRMP) prepared for these sites will 
detail additional inventory needs and monitoring schedules to determine the 
rate of deterioration, impacts of vandalism, etc. 

Paleontologic Resources 

The impacts from this alternative can not be fully analyzed since the 
paleontologic inventory for the resource area is not complete. The greatest 
possible impacts would be on the 35,727 acres proposed for transfer from 
federal ownership. Even with paleontologic clearances, unknown 
scientifically significant fossils could be lost, destroyed, or closed off 
from scientific study. 

RECREATION RESOURCES 
Recreation 

There would be 3,276 acres open to ORV use, 481,615 acres limited and 
2,57 5 acres closed. These figures represent no change from Alternative C 
except that a 5 acre campsite would be closed instead of limited. The 
limited use areas would decrease by 35,727 acres as lands are transferred 
from federal ownership. Impacts would be minimal on recreational ORV use. 
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Impacts from managing the Boise Front as an ACEC would be the same as 
those discussed under Alternative A for the Boise Front SRMA. 

A projected increase of 30% in big game numbers through improved habitat 
is expected to increase big game hunting opportunity by the same amount. 
Opportunities for non-consumptive uses would also increase as a result. 

The effects of the Pickles Butte DLE would be the same as discussed in 
Alternative A. 

Lands available for dispersed recreation would be reduced by the 35,727 
acres identified for disposal. 

Construction of 116 miles of timber harvest access roads (5.8 miles 
annually) will greatly increase recreational access potential in these 
areas. Some of these roads would be closed after harvesting is complete. 

Eight miles and a 2,600 acre corridor of RLM land along the South Fork 
of the Payette River would be proposed for '-vild and Scenic Rivers study. 

Identification of special designation areas would cause a slight 
increase in hiking, sightseeing, and other casual visitor use. 

Visual 

The positive effects of an intensively managed Boise Front ACEC would be 
the same as discussed in Alternative A. 

Improved riparian habitat on 170 miles of rivers and streams would 
improve the visual resource in these locations. 

Harvesting approximately 2.9 million board feet of timber and the 
resulting access roads may negatively impact the visual resource. Less 
obtrusive selective cutting would be the primary harvest method, although 
some clearcuts, not to exceed 40 acres each, may be proposed. All timber 
sales would be guided by the appropriate VRM class guidelines. Impacts from 
timber harvest would be minimal. 

Wildlife improvement projects such as fences, guzzlers and vegetation 
manipulation could negatively impact the visual resource. With the use of 
standard mitigation measures on these projects, no significant adverse 
impacts would be expected. 

Project development in the range program could negatively impact the 
visual resource. Fences, reservoirs, pipelines and vegetative manipulations 
are proposed and have been discussed in Alternative A. Impacts would not be 
significant. 

Transferring 35,727 acres of land from public ownership could result in 
impacts on the visual resource. See discussion in Alternative B. 
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MINERAL RESOURCES 

Leasables 

Oil and Gas 

The effects of a 2,600 acre withdrawal along the Payette River under 
this alternative would not be significant since this area is already covered 
by existing power site and Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals and is not 
classified as prospectively valuable for oil and gas. 

No surface occupancy stipulations under this alternative total 7, 731 
acres. The lands involved are generally small and are not identified as 
prospectively valuable for oil and gas. The 500 acre Pickles Butte Play 
Area and the 3,000 acre Little Gem Cycle Park area "no surface occupancy" 
restrictions may be a significant adverse impact on oil and gas exploration 
and development in the areas involved. 

Since the lands identified for transfer would have oil and gas reserved 
in areas identified as prospectively valuable for oil and gas, the impact of 
land transfers would be insignificant. 

Based on the lack of any commercial oil or gas wells in Idaho, the 
thirty-five dry holes in thB resource area, the low potential of the area, 
and the above analysis, the overall impacts of this alternative on the 
availability of oil or gas leasing and development would be insignificant. 

Geothermal 

The 2,600 acre withdrawal along the Payette River would not be 
significant since the area is already covered by existing power site and 
Bureau of Reclamation withdrawals. 

"No surface occupancy" stipulations under this alternative total 7, 731 
acres. The lands involved are generally small parcels and represent a very 
small percentage of the total prospectively valuable area. The impacts 
would be considered insignificant. 

Time stipulations for the protection of 
throughout the plan and would be insignificant. 
analysis. 

wildlife are consistent. 
See Alternative A for the 

Since the lands identified for transfer would have the geothermal estate 
reserved in areas classified as prospectively valuable, the impact of land 
transfers would be insignificant. 

Based on the lack of any commercial geothermal electric projects in 
Idaho, the lack of any known large reservoirs in the area, the declining 
interest in geothermal resources and the above analysis, the overall impacts 
of this alternative on the availability of geothermal leases and development 
would be insignificant. 
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Locatables 

The resource area would have 93% of its lands open to mlnlng activity. 
Those areas closed to mining include 31,177 acres of existing withdrawals, 
an overlapping withdrawal of 2, 600 acres along the . Payette River, and 
various small protective withdrawals amounting to 1,803 acres total. The 
2,600 acre overlapping withdrawal would not be a significant impact. None 
of the 1,803 acres are within zones of current mineral interest and none 
have any record or history of mineral locations. Therefore, the impacts for 
these withdrawals would also not be significant. 

A total of 35,727 acres of land are proposed for transfer from federa 1 
ownership under this alternative. No lands having valid mining claims or 
mineral potential would be transferred from federal ownership unless they 
are patented under the mining laws, the mineral estate is purchased at fair 
market value, or lands of equal overall values are obtained. The impact 
from land transfer on the availability of lands for mineral location and 
development would, therefore, be considered insignificant. 

An analysis of the location of and activity on the existing 
claims and areas of mineral interest compared to an analysis of the 
proposed under this alternative indicates that there would not 
significant impacts on the availability of locatable minerals. 

Salables 

mining 
actions 
be any 

The impacts of this alternative on mineral materials would be the same 
as that for Alternative A. Decisions on allowing or not allowing mineral 
material sales from any particular site would be made on a site speci fie 
basis. 

FOREST RESOURCES 

Timber 

Under the high investment alternative the total acres of commercial 
forest land would be reduced by 1,339 CFL set aside acres. However the 
impacts of losing this 1, 339 acres of commercial forest land would be 
minimal and with the intensive management of the available CFL the cut would 
increase to approximately 2.9 million board feet. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT 

Fire occurrence and suppression costs adjacent to farming developments 
would remain at Alternative B levels. All other levels would remain the 
same as with Alternative A. 

ECONOMICS 
Crop Agriculture 

Impacts would be the same as for Alternative A. 
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Livestock 

The 5-year livestock forage level would be 63,966 AUMs. This would 
support 5, 331 animal units which would generate earnings of $2.6 million. 
This would be 10% of the total permittee earnings, 6% of the RMP area meat 
animal earnings, and 3% of total farm earnings. The total earnings 
(including the multiplier effect) would be $6.9 million. This would be 0.3% 
of total RMP area 1983 earnings. 

The direct earnings would generate 92 jobs. This would be 2. 7% of the 
1983 farm wage and salary employment. The total earnings would generate 318 
jobs. This would be 0.3% of the RMP area 1983 wage and salary employment. 

This initial stocking level represents a capital value of between $'3. 6 
and $16.0 million. 

The 20-year livestock forage level would be 76,613 AUMs. This would 
support 6,384 animal units which would generate earnings of $3.1 million. 
This would be 12% of total permittee earnings, 7% of the RMP area meat 
animal earnings, and 3% of total farm earnings. The total earnings 
(including the multiplier effect) would be $8.2 million. This would be 0.4% 
of total RMP area 1983 earnings. 

The direct earnings would generate 111 jobs. This would be 3.2% of the 
1983 farm wage and salary employment. The total earnings would generate 382 
jobs. This would be 0.3% of the RMP area 1983 wage and salary employment. 

This 20-year stocking level represents a capital value of between $4.3 
and $19.2 million. 

Recreation 

Impacts would be the same as for Alternative A. 

Lumber and Wood Products 

Approximately 2.9 million board feet of wood products would be harvested 
annually with this alternative. This would generate earnings of $645,000. 
This would be 0.2% of the RMP area durable manufacturing 1983 earnings. The 
total earnings (including the multiplier effect) would be $1.5 million. 
This would be 0.07% of the total RMP 1983 earnings. 

The harvest level would lead to 30 jobs (Youngblood 1983). This would 
be 0.2% of the 1983 manufacturing wage and salary employment. Total 
employment (including the multiplier effect) would be 77. This would be 
0.06% of the total 1983 RMP area wage and salary employment. 

Management Costs 

Range and wildlife improvements associated with this alternative would 
cost approximately $2.5 million. 
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Summary 

Total crop agricultural earnings and employment would increase by 
$529,700 and 24 jobs. These are both less than one-tenth of one percent of 
the 1983 RMP area earnings and employment. The initial livestock stocking 
level would lead to earnings and employment (including the multiplier 
effect) of $6.9 million and 318 jobs. These are both less than one-half of 
one percent of the RMP area earnings and employment. The 20-year stocking 
level would lead to total earnings of $8.2 million and employment of 382 
jobs. This alternative would not lead to any change in the recreation
related earnings and employment. The total (including the multiplier 
effect) lumber and wood product earnings and employment would be $1.5 
million and 77 jobs. These are both less than one-tenth of one percent of 
the 1983 RMP area earnings and employment. Project costs needed to 
implement this alternative would be $2.5 million. 
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ALTERNATIVE E (PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE) 

RANGELAND RESOURCES 
Soils 

Broad based long-term erosion rates would show an average increase of 
0.05 tons/acre/year (2%) over current levels. This increase is within the 
estimated average soil loss tolerance of 2 to 3 tons/acre/year. The erosional 
processes described for land use actions in the Affected Environment and 
Alternative A would be the same for this alternative, but the area size and/or 
magnitude of the impact may vary considerably (Appendix B). Specific uses and 
actions would be responsible for significant short and/or long-term erosion 
on isolated areas. These would be ORV use, timber harvest, road building, 
agricultural development, range projects, and mineral exploration and/or 
development. 

Impacts from ORV use would be similar to those described in Alternative 
A. The extent cf impacts would be less (see Appendix B). Closed ORV areas 
have a high probability of gaining long-term benefits to watershed and site 
productivity on an additional 1,548 acres. 

Commercial timber harvest is proposed on 150-700 acres annually with 
allowable annual cuts of approximately 1.7 million board feet. Selective 
cutting would generally bi used with clear cutting as an option. To 
accomplish this harvest 3.4 miles/year of roads, over a 20 year period, would 
be built. Resulting impacts would be similar to those described in 
Alternative A and Affected Environment. The extent of impacts would be 
greater (see Appendix B). 

The transfer of public lands 
development. The impacts associated 
described in Alternative A. 

include 560 acres 
with farming would 

Impacts due to ROWs would be the same as Alternative A. 

for 
be 

agricultural 
the same as 

Mineral exploration and development would be open on 454,486 acres for 
locatables and 456,289 acres for leasables. Impacts would be the same as 
described in Alternative A. 

Range condition improvement is projected for 27% of the RMP area. See 
Chapter 2 - Livestock, Vegetation, and Wildlife, Alternative E for details of 
improvements. Where range condition is improved through enhancement of 
vegetation density and/or composition, erosio; rates would be reduced. Rates 
w-ould decrease from 0.1 to as much as l ton/ acre/year. The amount would 
depend on the degree of vegetative improvement, the success, and the 
following management of the area. 1Nhere annual range is converted· to 
seedings the susceptibility to wildfires would be greatly reduced. 

\fuere burning, spraying, discing or any combination of the three are 
used, with or without seeding, a short-term (one to two year) increase in 
soil loss would result. This would be due to loss of vegetative cover and 
surface disturbance. But as vegetation becomes reestablished and density 
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and/ or composition improved, long-term erosional 
expected. Twelve miles of pipelines are proposed . 

decreases would be 

...... 
Livestock · A.UM increases of 5% are proposed over a 20 year period. By 

incorporating grazing systems and with the proposed range improvement 
projects this increase would result in a very slight ·increase in erosion 
rates (up to 0.05 tons/ acre/year) on grazed lands. Erosion would show the 
largest increases around livestock concentration areas and on steep hillsides. 

Fencing 10 miles and streambank planting of 7 miles of riparian habitat 
would affect soils as described in Alternative A. 

Designation of the Boise Front ACEC and the Sage Creek ACEC would provide 
special management for these areas (see appropriate ACEC). This management 
would enhance vegetative condition, increase watershed proficiency, and 
reduce soil loss. 

Air Quality 

Impacts on air quality would be the same as described under Alternative B. 

Water Quality 

Parameters such as ammonia, total inorganic nitrogen, and fecal coliform 
that are influenced by livestock grazing would slightly improve due to the 
proposed 11 stream miles of riparian exclosures. Water quality would be 
maintained or very slightly improved on 18 miles of perennial streams and 124 
miles of intermittent streams due to management in revised and new AMPs. 
High fecal coliform levels and sedimentation from streambank grazing 
activities would be eliminated from those stream reaches excluding livestock 
and reduced in those streams within revised and new AMPs. 

A short-term increase in sedimentation would likely occur on a range of 
7-29 miles of streams due to timber harvest activities. A slight increase in 
sedimentation would occur over the long term on the same 7-29 miles as above 
from the proposed 68 miles of road construction. 

Range fires contribute to high sediment loads in streams due to the loss 
of upland and riparian vegetative cover. This impact would be minimized by 
full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts. 

ORV use in the limited use areas would occur on 47% of the area. This 
would result in a very slight increase in sediment in streams in these 
areas. Open ORV use would occur on 53% of the area and would occur on those 
areas of basaltic parent materials. A slight increase in sediments would 
occur in streams within the open ORV use classification areas. 

Resource management guidelines for the maintenance and protection of 
riparian and aquatic habitats would have long term positive benefits on the 
quality of water on public lands by improving management of riparian areas. 

Overall, water quality on public lands from this level of management 
would slightly improve. 
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Vegetation 

The long-term vegetative condition would show an overall improvement on 
22 to 27% of the RMP area. This increase would not always reflect a total 
change in condition class (ie., fair to good). In many areas the general 
condition would improve but not enough to change classes. On approximately 
16% of the poor condition range this change would reflect a seeding. 
Approximate breakdown where improvements are projected would be: poor 
changed or improved- 28% (56,000 acres), fair improved- 32% (66,230 acres), 
good improved - 11% (3 ,680 acres). See Appendix R for a comparison of 
vegetation condition changes by alternative. Trend data is not available. 

The encroachment of annual grasses (medusahead wildrye and cheatgrass) 
into fair and poor condition rangeland would continue. This would be most 
prominent on the sedimentary and lower elevation basalt soils. These areas 
tend to be very susceptible to invasion once disturbed (wildfires or heavy 
use by livestock). Full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts would 
gradually reduce the total number of acres burned annually. 

Increasing livestock AUMs by 6% over 20 years is proposed. By 
incorporating grazing systems along with range improvement projects this 
i.ncrease would not adversely affect the projected condition increase. The 
projected increases do however depend on the success of range improvement 
projects and how effectively grazing systems are utilized. Those increases in 
condition would be most notable on the fair condition rangeland. A majority 
of the RMP area would show good response to management due to productive 
soils and having an average annual precipitation of greater than 13 inches. 

Rangeland and wildlife improvements would affect 10% of the RMP area. 
These improvements and the acres affected are listed in Chapter 2 - Livestock, 
Vegetation, and Wildlife. The success of rangeland seedings where poor 
condition annual range is converted is questionable at this point in time. 

Impacts associated with ORV use would be the same as described in 
Alternative A. 

The curlew habitat area and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitat area 
would be affected as discussed in Alternative A. 

Candidate and Sensitive Plant Species 

The designation and management of 5 research natural areas totaling 1,355 
acres would provide protection and increased vigor for several candidate, 
sensitive, or uncommon plant populations. These areas may act as centers of 
dispersal for the plant species. Public awareness would also be increased in 
these areas. 

Closing ORV use on 1,545 acres, limiting ORV use on 1,000 acres and 
excluding surface and subsurface rights-of-way on 2,545 acres should provide 
for the continued existence of candidate, sensitive, or uncommon plant 
species. Some species may increase in number due to the protection provided 
while other plant species would be stabilized but would not have an 
opportunity to increase. Some species may decrease in numbers outside of 
these areas because small scattered populations and undiscovered populations 
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would not be protected from grazing, ORV use, annual grass invasion or other 
hazards. 

The increased grazing pressure would destroy some plant populations. 
This increased grazing would further the invasion of exotic weedy annuals by 
the selective grazing of the more palatable perennial species. Exotic weedy 
annuals compete with native flora, negatively impacting native plant 
populations. Annuals increase the probability of wild fires which cause a 
perpetuation of annual grass ranges and poor ecological conditions. Some 
plant species could be eliminated or reduced in areas recurrently burned. 

Due to the lack of restrictions on locatable mineral development, some 
individual plants or small populations could be destroyed. Procedural 
compliance with the Endangered Species Act would keep these impacts below the 
level of significant to the species as whole. No surface occupancy 
restrictions would protect plants on 2,545 acres from leasable mineral 
exploration and development. 

Riparian Habitat 

Resource management guidelines for various programs should maintain 
overall existing riparian habitat quality and minimize impacts of actions 
within riparian areas. 

Land transfer proposals wouTd not impact the base of 122 miles of surveyed 
drainages. One mile of unsurveyed perennial habi.tat would be transferred 
from public ownership. Habitat quality would be maintained on 102 miles of 
the 122 miles surveyed while 16 miles would improve to the next higher 
condition class due to a combination of reduced stocking levels and aquatic 
habitat improvement projects. Reduced habitat value due to increased 
stocking levels would occur on 4 miles of stream riparian habitat. 

Revision of 7 existing AMPs and the proposed 12 new AMPs would result in 
some improvement of riparian habitat on approximately 18 miles of perennial 
stream habitat by including livestock grazing strategies that promote the 
vigor of streamside woody vegetation which is an important component of 
streambank stability. This management would also benefit 124 miles of 
surveyed and unsurveyed intermittent riparian habitats. 

Proposed timber harvest level of approximately 1.7 MMBF and the associated 
68 miles of road construction would have a minimum impact on riparian habitat 
along 5-22 miles of the potentially impacted 39 miles of perennial streams and 
2-7 miles of the 13 miles of intermittent drainages within the total harvest 
acreages. Resource management guidelines would protect riparian vegetation 
by providing a no-cut buffer strip along drainages and prohibiting road 
construction within riparian areas (except for crossings where absolutely 
necessary). 

ORV use in the limited use areas would occur on 47% of the area and would 
have a slight impact on riparian vegetation within those areas. Drainages 
are often used as travel corridors by wildlife and humans. With no use 
restrictions on 53% of the area, riparian areas within these open ORV use 
areas would likely be moderately impacted resulting in long term disturbances 
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to vegetation and soils and short term disturbance to associated riparian 
wildlife. 

Full fire suppression and rehabilitation efforts would have a long term 
beneficial impact because loss of riparian vegetation due to wildfires would 
be minimized and gradually reduced. 

Loss of riparian habitat attributed to a slight increase in mining 
activities would be minimal. 

Aquatic/Fisheries Habitat 

Land transfer proposals in this alternative would eliminate one mile of 
perennial stream from the 81 miles of the surveyed aquatic/fisheries habitat 
base. Habitat quality would be maintained on 66 miles of the remaining 80 
miles while 14 miles would improve to the next higher condition class or 
greater due to aquatic habitat improvement projects. 

Revision of 7 existing AMPs and the proposed 12 new AMPs would result in 
the improvement of approximately 18 miles of perennial stream habitat by 
including livestock grazing strategies that promote the vigor of streamside 
woody vegetation which is an important component of streambank stability. 
This management would also benefit 124 miles of surveyed and unsurveyed 
intermittent streamside habitats. 

Proposed timber harvest level of approximately 1.7 MMBF and the associated 
68 miles of road construction would impact 5-22 mi. les of the 39 miles of 
perennial streams within the total harvest acreage. Also impacted would be 
2-7 miles of intermittent 1rainages. Short term increased sedimentation 
levels associated with this level of timber harvest would be minimized by 
Resource Management Guidelines and the rehabilitation of major disturbed 
areas. A slight increase in stream sedimentation over the long term would 
result from road construction in high erosion hazard areas and adjacent to 
perennial drainages. All roads would be stabilized and closures considered 
on a site specific basis to further minimize sediment loads. 

Sediment load associated with ORV use would slightly increase within the 
open ORV use areas and result in a long term impact on low gradient streams 
unable to attain flushing flows. A slight increase in sediment would occur 
in streams within limited and closed ORV use areas. 

Red band trout populations would increase over the long term on segments 
of 4 creeks due to livestock exclusion fencing._ Habitat components important 
for salmonid spawning and rearing would likely improve as livestock grazing 
pressure on 11 miles of riparian habitat is eliminated. Livestock grazing 
strategies that are incorporated into i'u'1Ps to promote the vigor of woody 
streamside vegetation would help maintain existing good riparian habitat and 
would be expected to slightly improve existing poor and fair condition 
riparian habitat. A corresponding slight increase in redband trout 
populations in perennial streams within these AMP areas would likely occur. 

Impacts on redband trout populations over the long term due to timber 
harvest activities and ORV use would likely be slight. Resource Management 
Guidelines would minimize soil disturbance and sedimentation in streams. 
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Flushing streamflows would likely be adequate to prevent fine sediment 
accumulation in spawning gravels. 

Warmwater and coldwater gamefish species confined to reservoir habitats 
would not be impacted by management actions in this alternative. 

Hildlife 

Elk 

Both fall/winter and crucial winter ranges would show a slight improvement 
in this alternative. The improvement would be in northern regions in the 
higher precipitation zones. 

All seedings proposed in Alternative D are also proposed in this 
alternative. 

Approximately 68 miles of roads (3 .4 miles annually for 20 years) are 
proposed in deer and elk habitat to facilitate timber harvest. Approximately 
8,200 acres over the life of the plan are proposed for timber harvest in 
crucial elk winter ranges. Negative impacts to the elk populations would 
occur due to increased hunter access along the logging roads and decreased 
crucial winter range. 

There are 4,660 acres of crucial habitat proposed for exchange with the 
state. Impacts would be minimal because the exchange would be for land of 
equal or greater value for wildlife. 

Overall there would be increased range and wildlife seedings. These 
seedings, would be multi-purpose and the grass, forb and shrub mixture will 
consider the needs of both wildlife and livestock. Currently, 65% of the 
habitat is in fair to good condition. The cumulative improvements of range 
and wildlife seedings, fences, water developments and pipelines for 
livestock, increased use of grazing systems and more AUMs provided for elk 
would support the proposed 22% increase in the population. 

This would exceed population goals set for the habitat by the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 
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Elk Fall/Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Elk Crucial Winter 

Seeded 
1120ac 
1% 

Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Mule Deer 

Fall/winter and crucial winter deer ranges 
improvement over the current situation. These 
likely occur in the higher precipitation zones. 

should show a slight 
improvements would most 

All seedings proposen in Alternative D are also proposed in this 
alternative. 

Over the life of the plan, timber harvest is proposed on approximately 
1,100 acres in crucial mule deer winter range and 700 acres in fall/winter 
range areas. Negative impacts on the local mule deer populations would 
occur from reducing overall habitat and increased hunting pressure due to 
access along logging roads. Severe impacts should be minimized by following 
Resource Management Guidelines. 
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There are 6,690 acres of crucial winter habitat proposed for exchange 
with the state. Impacts would be minimal because the exchange would be for 
lands of equal or higher value for wildlife. 

The 12,000 acre Boise Front ACEC would be managed as crucial mule deer 
winter range. The Snake River Breaks, on the western border of the resource 
area, is another very important crucial deer and elk winter range. 
Intensive livestock management will have to be considered on this area (from 
Grouse Creek north to Indian Creek) to provide enough forage for wintering 
herds. 

Currently, 55% of the crucial winter range is in fair to good condition. 
In the fall/winter range, 70% is in the fair to good class. Considering the 
current condition, fences, water developments, and pipelines for livestock, 
proposed seedings and availability of AUMs for wildlife, the habitat wouln 
be able to support the proposed 33% increase in the population. 

This would exceed population goals set for the habitat by the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Mule Deer Fall/Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Poor 
31760ac 
24% 

Fair 
79400ac 
60% 

Mule Deer Crucial Winter 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Poor 
643 72ac 
45% 
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Antelope 

Crucial antelope winter ranges would show little improvement under this 
alternative. The ranges, however, are dominated by medusahead wildrye. 
Eradication techniques for medusahead ranges have not been fully developed 
and are not economical. 

The current population of the resource area is 50 animals. After 
improvements 13% of the range would be seeded, and with the increased use of 
grazing systems in the area, fences, water developments and pipelines for 
livestock, the habttat should support a population of 175 animals. 

This would exceed the population goals set for the area by the Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Antelope 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Good 
23ac 

1% 

Fair 
147ac 

3% 

Sage Grouse 

Poor 
3429ac 

82% --.::::::~=:::::::--J.. Good 
42ac 
1% 

Fair 
16 7 ac 
4% 

Currently, 60% of the sage grouse habitat !s in fair to good condition. 
A slight improvement in the habitat would occur due to livestock management. 

All seedings proposed in Alternative D are 
alternative. The seedings which would constitute 
improve nesting and brood-rearing habitat. 

also proposed in this 
15% of the habitat would 

Approximately 1,040 acres of habitat are proposed for sale or exchange. 
Each parcel would be evaluated as to its importance to the local sage grouse 
population. All habitat crucial to the sage grouse population \vill be 
retained in federal ownership. 
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The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

Sage Grouse 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

Good------~~--r-~ 

14505ac 
7% 

Sensitive Animal Species 

Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse 

Fair 
100572ac 
54% 

The slight improvement in this habitat would occur in the northern 
regions of the resource area. Currently, 45% of the habitat is in poor 
condition. This is due mainly because of medusahead wildrye invasion. Due 
to reduced grazing pressure these areas would improve. 

Approximately 330 acres of seedings are proposed in this habitat. The 
areas would have to be evaluated to assure that no seeding would destroy a 
dancing ground. The seedings should improve nesting and brood-rearing cover. 

The proposed land transfer of 360 acres could have negative impacts if a 
local population is using the area or a dancing ground is located nearby. 

Approximately 4,200 acres in the Sage Creek allotment would be 
designated and managed as an ACEC. The Sage Creek allotment would be 
inventoried for vegetative production and livestock use adjustments would be 
pursued and monitored to benefit sharp-tailed grouse. Livestock use 
adjustments would improve sharp-tailed habitat and should stimulate 
population growth. 

The acreages and percentages of existing and 20-year projected habitat 
conditions are shown below. 

4-86 



Alternative E 

Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse 
Existing Situation End of 20 Years 

--1+~~~------Seeded 

Long-billed Curlew 

330ac 
1% 

All proposed seedings in this alternative would have negative impacts on 
breeding curlews. The physical structure of most grass species is too high 
and dense to be used as nesting habitat. 

Approximately 760 acres of curlew habitat is proposed for sale or 
exchange. These areas would be reviewed to evaluate any impacts on local 
curlew populations. Crucial habitat will be retained in federal ownership. 

The proposed Long-billed Curlew ACEC would contain approximately 61,000 
acres of public land. These lands would continue to be managed to provide 
nesting and breeding habitat for 1,000 pairs of breeding curlews. 

Birds of Prey 

This alternative would generally improve habitat conditions for raptors 
in the Birds of Prey area through ORV restrictions. 

Livestock 

Under this alternative initial forage levels would start at 66,257 AUMs 
which is a small decrease from the present five year average license use of 
66,424 AUMs. This decrease is due to existing land transfers and desert 
land entry applications currently being processed. 

Over the long term (20 year projection) losses of 14,382 acres to land 
transfers out of federal ownership account for a reduction of 2, 531 AUMs. 
An additional 162 AUMs would be lost to special designation, historic, and 
cultural withdrawals of 915 acres. 
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Further reductions to. provide forage for big game winter and summer 
range account for an additional loss of 2, 729 AUMs over the long term. 1n 
total, 5,422 AUMs would be lost under this alternative. 

In the short term ( 5 years) with approximately 1, 700 AUMs produced on 
5,000 acres of seedings, the resulting available forage level would reach 
approximately 68,000 AUMs. This would be a 2% increase from the present 
five year average license use. 

Over the long term seedings of 18,279 acres are expected to produce 
6,097 AUMs. Installation of improvements (water systems, fencing) along 
with increased livestock management practices on approximately 66,800 acres 
of native range are expected to increase forage production an additional 
3,433 AUMs. Total forage production is expected to reach 70,536 AUMs over 
the long term. This represents a 6% increase over the present five year 
average license use. 

In the long term analysis of range improvements and land treatment, AUMs 
lost to transfers, special designation areas, and wilnlife forage were 
considered removed prior to addition of new forage generated. 

Impacts are allotment specific and resulting AUM levels are shown in 
Appendix F. 

Trend information is not available at present. Monitoring studies will 
be used to adjust stocking levels on allotments. Twelve new allotment 
management plans will be established along with revising existing plans 
(where necessary) to increase livestock management and improve range 
conditions. On other allotments data presented in Appendix E will be used 
as baseline information in prioritizing management and monitoring efforts to 
improve range condition. Annual grass ranges (medusahead/cheatgrass) will 
receive high priority land treatment and/or livestock management efforts to 
restore perennial grasses. 

Stock dr.iveways would be eliminated on 22,237 acres, continued on 40,763 
acres, and added on 627 acres for a total of 41,390 acres available. 

Wild Horses 

The West Crane 1·dld horse herd would be removed from the West Crane 
Allotment. 

The Four-Mile wild horse herd would be maintained at 20 head. The 
livestock AUM reduction of 424 AUMs for maintenance of range condition which 
has been in effect since 1977 would continue. 

LANDS AND REALTY RESOURCES 
Lands 

Land transfer would consist of 563 acres for sale, 10,107 acres for sale 
or exchange, 6,374 acres for exchange, and 560 acres for Desert Land Ent~y 
for a total of 17,604 acres. 
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Of the lands identified for sale, 80 acres would be a sanitary landfill 
for Ada County, 3.20 acres for a sanitary landfill site for Canyon County, 
and 160 acres already under R&PP lease to the Parma Rod and Gun Club would 
be patented. The remalnlng three acres are scattered occupancy and 
agricultural trespass parcels t"i1at have been surveyed and lotted. Transfer 
of land by sale would generate approximately $38,000 based on a current 
appraisal for the 80 acres to be sold to Ada County, estimates of the value 
for the 320 acre parcel to Canyon County, the small parcels that total 3 
acres, and the 160 acres for the Parma Rod and Gun Club. 

The lands proposed for transfer by sale or exchange are generally small 
isolated parcels that appear to meet the disposal criteria in Section 
203(a) (1) of FLPMA. Their disposal would reduce problem management areas 
and/ or consolidate land ownership patterns, thereby improving management and 
reducing management costs. The larger parcels would be examined for 
exchange possibilities before sale is considered, although any parcel would 
be available for exchange. 

There are three exchange proposals pending in the resource area being 
considered by this plan. They are referred to as the Brownlee, Little and 
Henggeler exchanges. The Brownlee exchange is a State proposal to acquire 
6, 251 acres of public land for 6,171 acres of State land. The exchange 
would consolidate State and public lands and would improve management 
efficiency for both governments. 

The Little exchange is a private proposal to acquire 120 acres of public 
land for 160 acres of private land. The offered private land is identified 
for acquisition in the Boise Front MFP to facilitate watershed and grazing 
management. Action on this proposal has been initiated and will continue 
through development of this RMP. 

The Henggeler proposal is to exchange 14 acres of private land for 83 
acres of public land. The 80 acre parcel selected is in the curlew area and 
will be retained. Another parcel may be selected from the proposed sale or 
exchange lands or from lands proposed for disposal under DLE that are 
relinquished or rejected. The acquisition of the private land would provide 
access to the Snake River in an area with virtually no public access and 
would place the remainder of Crow Island in public ownership. 

Land transfer for agricultural use (Desert Land Entry) would result in a 
few additional trespass cases, but because of the limited number of acres to 
be transferred under this category, it would not be a significant increase. 
The average administrative cost for a trespass case is $1,250, resulting in 
increased costs of approximately $2,500 on an estimated two trespass cases. 

Rights-of-Ways 

Overhead, surface and/ or subsurface rights-of-way would be restricted on 
1),696 acres of public land due to conflicts with candidate or sensitive 
plants, significant cultural or recreation sites. The areas precluded or 
restricted are generally small acreages and there would be few conflicts 
with major utility rights-of-way since rights-of-way could be rerouted 
slightly to avoid these areas. Hydroelectric development would be precluded 
on 8 miles of the South Fork Payette River. 
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Withdrawals 

Of the lands presently withdrawn for livestock driveways (approximately 
63,000 acres), 22,237 acres would be revoked from the withdrawals, 40,763 
would continue, and 627 acres would be added. 

There is only one C&MU classification in the resource area encompassing 
37.31 acres. This parcel was acquired under a Section 8 (Taylor Grazing 
Act) exchange. When the order opening the lands to the administration of 
the public land laws was published, a C&MU classification was placed on it 
at the same time, precluding disposal. This parcel contains no unique 
resources and revoking the classification would put it in the same status of 
general retention as the other public lands adjacent to it. 

Additional withdrawals may be forthcoming if Congress designates the 
Payette River as a Wild and Scenic River. The final acreage withdrawn may 
be more or less than that proposed in this plan. 

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES 
Cultural Resources 

Cultural resource sites in critical need of special management (Grey's 
Creek, Indian Creek, Milk Creek, Cabin Creek, Mineral, Quartzburg, 
Centerville and Placerville) would continue to be protected by BLM standard 
operating procedures and would receive additional protection through 
nomination and acceptance to the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). The effects of livestock trampling would be mitigated through the 
installation of protective fencing and the effects of erosion would be 
diminished by the removal of livestock from the immediate site area, and the 
improvement of riparian habitat. 

Cultural Resource Management Plans (CRMP) prepared for these sites will 
detail additional inventory needs and monitoring schedules to determine the 
rate of deterioration, impacts of vandalism, etc. 

Paleontologic Resources 

The impacts from this alternative can not be fully analyzed since the 
paleontologic inventory for the resource area is not complete. The greatest 
possible impacts would be on the 17,524 acres proposed for transfer from 
federal ownership. Even with paleontologic clearances, unknown 
scientifically significant fossils could be lost or destroyed or closed off 
from scientific study. 

RECREATION RESOURCES 
Recreation 

Based on the State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan (1983) data, 
the overall demand for recreation opportunities in the Cascade Resource Area 
is expected to increase 54-78% by the year 2000. This would result in 
demand increasing from the current 622,000 activity occasions to 
approximate~y 1,034,000 activity occasions. These increases are expected to 
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occur primarily due to increased population and leisure time and should 
occur regardless of the alternative chosen in the RMP process. The location 
and relative mix of recreational activities would vary somewhat between 
alternatives, but overall demand throughout the Cascade Resource Area would 
be unaffected by any of the alternatives. 

There would be 244,118 acres open to unrestricted ORV use (except 
competitive races) 241,215 acres limited and 2,133 acres closed to ORV use. 
Most of the limited use areas fall into the "high erosion hazard" ( HEH) 
category of soils and topography. The limited areas include the following 
acreages: Boise Front SRMA (11,995), Oxbow-Brownlee (39,779), Payette River 
Corridor (18,984), Black Canyon Planning Unit (65,000), Birds of Prey 
Natural Area (640), sharp-tailed grouse ACEC (4,200), identified cultural 
sites (2,020), developed recreation sites (12), and candidate and sensitive 
plant sites ( 1,000). The remaining limited acres fall into the "high 
erosion hazard" (HEH) category. 

The closed areas include the following acreages: research natural areas 
and/or candidate and sensitive plant sites (1,545), developed recreation 
sites (36), Silica Sands area (40), and the Clay Peak Motorcycle Park buffer 
zone (512). 

ORV use in the Boise Front SRMA is currently limited to designated roads 
and trails. Giving this area ACEC status would not effect this 
designation. Rehabilitation' of the approximately 10 miles of currently 
closed roads and trails on the Boise Front might be expected to decrease 
unauthorized ORV use by as much as 15-20% (BLM lands only), with 
proportionate improvements in the visual and aesthetic qualities and 
watershed integrity. 

Impacts on ORV recreation by limiting use in the Oxbow-Brownlee and 
Payette River Corridor SRMAs, cultural sites, recreation sites, the 
sharp-tailed grouse ACEC and most T&E sites are expected to be minimal as 
very little use off roads and trails in these areas is occurring now or is 
expected to occur in the near future (snowmobiles excepted). However, the 
transfer (Tl) of 320 acres in the Pickles Butte ORV play area would reduce 
the play area to 180 acres of public lands. ORV use would most likely 
continue on the transferred lands until the County started landfill 
activity. As the landfill areas become reclaimed, ORV activity would most 
likely be displaced. 

Limitations on 65,000 acres of public land in the Black Canyon Planning 
Unit are currently in effect with apparently minimal impact on recreational 
ORV use. 

Limiting 900 acres in the Little Gem Cycle Park can be accomplished by 
rerouting existing trails so that ORV use will not be impacted. 

An annual seasonal closure of approximately four miles of roads and 
trails for Boise Front winter deer habitat is currently in effect with 
apparently minimal impact to recreational ORV use. 

Impacts on ORV recreation by closing 2,133 acres of developed recreation 
sites, T&E sites, research natural areas and a buffer zone are expected to 
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be minimal as very little or no ORV use is occurring in these areas now or 
expected to occur in the near future. 

A projected increase in big game numbers (deer-33%, elk-22%) through· 
improved habitat is expected to increase big game hunting opportunity by the 
same amount. Opportunities for nonconsumptive uses would also increase. 

Construction of 68 miles of timber harvest access roads (3 .4 miles 
annually for 20 years) would increase recreational access into these areas 
on those roads that would remain open for timber management purposes. 

Lands available for dispersed recreation would be reduced by the 17,524 
acres identified for disposal. 

Eight miles and a 2,600 acre corridor of BLM land along the South Fork 
of the Payette River would be proposed for Wild and Scenic Rivers study. 

The Box Creek WSA (440 acres) will be managed under wilderness IMP 
guidelines pending Congressional action. Under IMP, ORV use in the area 
will be designated as "limited to existing roads and trails." As there are 
no existing roads and trails in the area, and minor recreational use 
occurring within the area, the effects of this action would be negligible. 
If Congress does not designate the WSA as wilderness, no other special 
designation of the area will be considered. 

Visual 

More intensive management of the Boise Front SRMA (12,000 acres) could 
result in positive effects in the visual resource of the area by as much as 
10-15%. 

Improved riparian habitat on 155 miles of rivers and streams would 
improve the visual resource in these locations. 

Harvesting approximately 1.7 MMBF of timber, and resulting access roads, 
may negatively impact the visual resource. Less obtrusive selective cutting 
will be the primary harvest method, although some clearcuts (not to exceed 
40 acres each) may be proposed. All timber sales will be examined for 
visual impacts on a case-by-case basis. 

Increased wildlife improvement projects could negatively 
visual resource. Thirty miles of new fences are planned, 
approximately 15,600 acres of shrub planting. With the use 
mitigation measures on these projects, no significant adverse 
expected. 

impact the 
as well as 
of standard 
impacts are 

Project development in the range program could negatively impact the 
visual resource. Pipelines will be constructed using a ripper to bury the 
pipe, thus minimizing the adverse impacts. Other range developments should 
not adversely impact visual quality because the standard operating 
procedures for construction are expected to effectively mitigate potential 
impacts. Land treatments that are designed with feathered edges, multiple 
species seed mixtures and other mitigation measures should not cause 
significant adverse impacts. 
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Transferring 17,524 acres of land from public ownership could result in 
impacts to the visual resource. Acres transferred from federal ownership by 
sale or exchange, would no longer be under BLM control and visual quality 
would depend upon the management implemented by the new owner. Example: 
agricultural development would transform the areas' scenic views from one of 
sagebrush/ grass dominance to one dominated by cropland and farming. The 
visual quality of transferred land that is maintained primarily for grazing 
purposes would not change significantly from present conditions. 

MINERAL RESOURCES 
Leasables 

Oil and Gas 

Approximately 100,000 acres of BLM land within this resource area have 
been classified as prospectively valuable for oil and gas. Considering a 12 
month availability 1,200,000 acre/months of access exist. About 19,000 
acres would continue to be affected by crucial deer winter range 
stipulations (closed 12/1 to 4/30) and 5,000 acres would continue to be 
closed from 2/15 to 6/30 to protect bird nesting and breeding areas. This 
would be a total protective closure of 117,500 acre months or approximately 
10% of the available access. Since weather and soil conditions normally do 
not allow off-road activities before 4/15 each year the impact from the 
stipulations would not be significant. 

The "no surface occupancy" stipulations under this alternative total 
3,549 acres. The lands involved are generally small and outside of the 
lands identified as prospectively valuable for oil and gas. The impacts on 
the availability of lands for oil or gas leasing and development is 
therefore insignificant. 

Since the lands identified for transfer would have oil and gas reserved 
in areas classified as prospectively valuable for oil and gas, the impact of 
land transfers would be insignificant. 

Based on the lack of any commercial oil or gas wells in Idaho, the 35 
dry holes in the resource area, the low potential of the area, and the above 
analysis, the overall impacts of oil or gas leasing and development would be 
insignificant. 

Geothermal 

Approximately 94% of the resource area would remain open for leasing 
under this alternative. The areas closed to geothermal leasing would be the 
existing 31,177 acres of withdrawn lands. Impacts from time stipulations 
would not be significant because the periods of closure generally match the 
period that has poor weather and soil conditions which limit access. 

The "no surface occupancy" stipulations under this alternative total 
3,549 acres. The lands involved are generally small parcels and represent a 
very small percentage of the total prospectively valuable area. 
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Although various lands within the resource area have been classified as 
prospectively valuable for geothermal resources, the only KGRA within the 
area has been declassified and there are no geothermal leases within the 
whole resource area. 

Based on the lack of any commercial geothermal ~lectric projects in 
Idaho, the lack of any known large reservoirs in the area, the declining 
interest in geothermal resources and the above analysis, the overall impacts 
on the availability of geothermal leases and development would be 
insignificant. 

Locatables 

The resource area would have 94% of its lands open to mining activity. 
Those areas closed to mining would be the existing withdrawals of 31,177 
acres plus an additional 8 acres for cultural site protection. 

A total of 17,604 acres of land are proposed for transfer from federal 
ownership under this alternative. No lands having valid mining claims or 
mineral potential would be transferred from federal ownership unless they 
are patented under the mining laws, the mineral estate is purchased at fair 
market value, or lands of equal overall values are obtained. The impact 
from land transfer on the availability of lands for mineral location and 
development would, therefore, ?e considered insignificant. 

An analysis of the location of and activity on the existing mining 
claims and areas of mineral interest compared to an analysis of the actions 
proposed under this alternative indicates that there would not be any 
significant impacts on the availability of locatable minerals. 

Salables 

Mineral Materials 

~ineral material needs within the resource area have not been very high 
except in the Weiser area. No increase in need or decrease in overall 
availability would result from the actions under this alternative. Some 
existing pits will, however, be depleted within the timespan of this plan. 

The impacts from this alternative on mineral material resources would be 
insignificant. 

FOREST RESOURCES 

Timber 

The total acres of commercial forest land would be reduced by 23 CFL set 
aside acres to 26,663 acres. 

The impacts of losing this 
would be minimal. The annual 
million board feet. 

23 acres of commercial forest land acres 
allowable cut would be approximately 1.7 
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FIRE MANAGEMENT 

The fire occurrence in the Cascade Resource Area is approximately 40 
fires per year with a size of about 221 acres per fire per year. 
Agricultural development, or transfer acreages, about 3-4% of the total 
acreages, would gradually increase the number of fires and the cost of fire 
suppression. Fire management costs would increase approximately 3% to 
$112,000 per year in this alternative. 

This would be a gradual reduction in the annual acreage of wildfires 
burned, because of the effects of fuel breaks, and because of rehabilitation 
and greenstripping effects, including reseeding of fire resistance species, 
which would retard or reduce the larger fires. Refer to Resource Management 
Guidelines for Fire. 

ECONOMICS 
Crop Agriculture 

With this alternative there would be 560 acres of agricultural 
development. The total annual crop sales would be $542,600. 

This level of annual sa~es would generate direct earnings of $207,800. 
This would represent 0.2% of the RMP area farm earnings. The total earnings 
that would be generated, including interindustry interactions and household 
spending (the multiplier effect) would be $529,700. This would be 0.02% of 
the total RMP area 1983 earnings. 

The direct earnings would lead to a gain in farm employment of 7 jobs. 
This would be 0. 2% of the 1983 farm wage and salary employment. The total 
earnings gain would lead to an increase of 24 jobs. This would be 0.02% of 
the RMP area 1983 wage and salary employment. 

Livestock 

The initial livestock forage level would be 66,307 AUMs. This would 
support 5, 526 animal units which would generate earnings of $2.7 million. 
This would be 11% of the total permittee earnings, 6% of the RMP area meat· 
animal earnings, and 3% of total farm earnings. The total earnings 
(including the multiplier effect) would be $7.2 million. This would be 0.3% 
of total RMP area 1983 earnings. 

The direct earnings would generate 96 jobs. This would be 2.8% of the 
1983 farm wage and salary employment. The total earnings would generate 333 
jobs. This would be 0.3% of the RMP area 1983 wage and salary employment. 

This initial stocking level represents a capital value of between $3. 7 
and $16.6 million. 

The 20-year livestock forage level would be 70,538 AUMs. This would 
support 5,878 animal units which would generate earnings of $2.9 million. 
This would be 11% of total permittee earnings, 7% of the RMP area meat 
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Environmental Consequences 

animal earnings, and 3% of total farm earnings. The total earnings 
(including the multiplier effect) would be $7.7 million. This would be 0.3% 
of total RMP area 1983 earnings. 

The direct earnings would generate 104 jobs. This would be 3% of the 
1983 farm wage and salary employment. The total earnings would generate 357 
jobs. This would be 0.3% of the RMP area 1983 wage and salary employment. 

This 20-year stocking level represents a capital value of between $3.9 
and $17.6 million. 

Recreation 

Impacts would be the same as for Alternative A. 

Lumber and Wood Products 

Approximately 1.7 million board feet of wood products would be harvested 
annually with this alternative. This would generate earnings of $387,000. 
This would be 0.2% of the RMP area durable manufacturing 1983 earnings. The 
total earnings (including the multiplier effect) would be $926,900. This 
would be 0.04% of the total RMP 1983 earnings. 

The harvest level would l~ad to 18 jobs (Youngblood 1983). This would 
be 0.1% of the 1983 manufacturing wage and salary employment. Total 
employment (including the multiplier effect) would be 46. This would be 
Q .• 04% of the total 1983 RMP area wage and salary employment. 

Management Costs 

Range and wildlife improvements associated with this alternative would 
cost approximately $1.8 million. 

Summary 

Total crop agriculture earnings and employment would increase by 
$529,700 and 24 jobs. These are both less than one-tenth of one percent of 
the 1983 RMP area earnings and employment. The initial livestock stocking 
level would lead to earnings and employment (including the multiplier 
effect) of $7.2 million and 333 jobs. These are both less than one-half of 
one percent of the RMP earnings and employment. The 20-year stocking level 
would lead to total earnings of $7.7 million and employment of 357 jobs. 
This alternative would not lead to any change in the recreation-related 
earnings and employment. The total (including the multiplier effect) lumber 
and wood products earnings and employment would be $926,900 and 46 jobs. 
These are both less than one-tenth of one percent of the 1983 RMP area 
earnings and employment. Project costs needed to implement this alternative 
would be $1.8 million. 
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Short/Long Term 

SHORT-TERM USE VERSUS LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

The short-term uses of man's environment are described for each 
alternative in Chapter 2. The relationship of these short-term uses to 
long-term productivity for various resources is discussed in Chapter 4. The 
environmental consequences presented in Chapter 4 show that a difference in 
long-term productivity would be expected from one alternative to another. A 
comparative summary of the environmental consequences for each alternative 
is presented in Chapter 2. 

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES 

Implementation of any of the alternatives would limit potential future 
uses of the land and resources to some extent. Irreversible and 
irretrievable commitments of resources occur when future options are 
foreclosed or resource values lost. 

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative E) would result in the following 
irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources: 

An irretrievable loss of soil would occur on 560 acres of lands put into 
agricultural production. 

~\Tildlife habitat could b,e modified on up to 17,604 acres of transferred 
lands converted to other uses. Species most affected include elk, mule 
deer, sage grouse, and long-billed curlew. These areas would be committed 
for the foreseeable future. 

Approximately 2,531 AUMs of grazing use lost from conversion of 
transferred lands to other uses would be lost for the foreseeable future. 
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CHAPTER 5 

CONS-ULTATION AND COORDINATION 

The Cascade Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement 
(RMP/EIS) was prepared by an interdisciplinary team with expertise in range 
management, wildlife, recreation, lands, economics, soils, forestry, 
watershed, cultural resources, minerals, and fire management. The list of 
preparers is at the end of this chapter. 

The planning process began in November 1983 with issue identification and 
the other steps of the planning process. Consultation and coordination with 
agencies, organizations, and individuals occurred in a variety of ways 
throughout the planning process. A special effort has been made to ensure 
that the alternatives are consistent with approved plans of local and state 
government. The following is a summary of the public participation and in
house coordination which occurred during preparation of the Cascade RMP/EIS. 

Issue Identification and Inventory Stage 

November 25, 1983 

January 26, 1984 

Notice of Intent to prepare Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) published in Federal Register. 

RMP ma~lout sent to 435 agencies, organizations, 
groups, and individuals announcing the beginning of the 
planning process and soliciting the identification of 
issues and planning criteria. Approximately 93 people 
responded by prioritizing and identifying issues. 

February 6-29, 1984 Held meetings in Cambridge, Emmett, Payette, Heiser, 
Boise and Caldwell for issue identification. 

March 12-23, 1984 

September 17, 1984 

November 26, 1985 

November 30, 1985 

District Office Staff meetings - analyzed results o£ 
issue and criteria identification process from mailouts 
and six public meetings. 

RMP mailout and news release issued to announce results 
of public input. 

State Director briefing on Alternatives. 

State Office Coordination meeting on update policy for 
RMP. 
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Name 

Delores Blom 

George Farrow 

Stan Frazier 

Richard Geier 

Ed Gheen 

Galen Green 

Bill Hagdorn 

Jim Jones 

Sam Mattise 

Fred Minckler 

Pat Olmstead 

Roger 
Rosentreter 

Bill Rush 

Paul Seronko 

Teresa Thomason 

Ted Weasma 

Jack Young 

Responsibility 

Lands 

Recreation, Visual 

Economics 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Project Leader/Cascade I 
Area Manager I 

I 
I 
I 

Livestock, Wild Horses I 

Fire Management 

Planning Coordinator 

Forestry 

Wildlife 

Team Leader 

Water Quality, Aquatic 
Habitat, Riparian 
Habitat 

Threatened and 
Endangered Plants 

ADP, Remote Sensing, 
Geographic Information 
Systems 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Soils, Air, Vegetation I 

Word Processing 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Mineral & Energy I 
Resources/Paleontologic! 
Resources 

Cultural Resources 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

LIST OF PREPARERS 
Education 

Business Major - Boise State I 
University I 

B.S. Resource Management -
Oregon State University 

Post Graduate - Idaho State 
University 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

B.S. Agricultural Economics- I 
Oregon State University I 

I 

Experience 

10 yr; Realty Specialist-ELM 

yr, Timber Management-USFS 
5 yr, Fire Management-ELM 
8 yr, Outdoor Recreation Planner-BLM 

12 yr, Economist-ELM 

B.S. Forestry - University of I 1 yr, Forester-BIA 
yr, Forester-BLM Maine I 8 

I 16 
I 4 

yr, Outdoor Recreation Planner-BLM 
yr, Area Manager-BLM 

B.S. Wildlife Management -
University of Idaho 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

B.S. Range & Forest Mgm't. - I 
Colorado State University I 

B.S. Natural Science, M.S. 
Resource Development -

I 
I 
I 

Michigan State University I 
Post Grad. Forestry & Environ-1 
mental Planning - Oregon Statel 
University I 

I 
I 

B.S.•Forest Management- I 
Washington State University I 

B.S. Wildlife Biology -
Panhandle State University 

I 
I 
I 

M.S. Wildlife Biology - I 
South Dakota State University! 

B.S. Fishery Management, B.S. 
Wildlife Management - Utah 
State University 

B.S. Fishery Biology
Michigan State University 

B.A. Botany - University of 
Montana 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I M.A. Biology - Clark Univ. 

Ph.D. Botanty - University 
Montana 

of I 

B.S. Wildland Recreation 
Management - University of 
Idaho 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

B.S. Soil Science - University! 
of Wisconsin 

Oregon State University, 
Kauai Community College, 
Boise State University 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

B.S. Geology - University of I 
Washington I 

I 
I 
I 

B.A. Inter-American Studies - I 
University of Texas-El Paso 

M.A. Anthropology - Catholic 
University of America 
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I 
I 
I 
I 

3 yr, Fisheries Technician-Alaska Dep't. 
of Fish & Game 

6 yr, 
6 yr, 
2 
4 
2 

yr, 
yr, 
yr, 

Range Conservationist-ELM 
District Wildlife Biologist-ELM 
Wildlife Biologist-ELM, S.D. 
Fisheries/Wildlife Biologist-ELM 
Range Conservationist-ELM 

9 yr, Forester-BLM 
4 yr, Fire Ecologist-ELM 

2 yr, Outdoor Rec. Planner/Community 
Planner-Minnesota Dep't. of Natural 
Resources/State Planning 

10 yr, Planning Bureau Chief-Idaho Parks & 
Recreation Department 

1 yr, Instructor-Oregon State University 
5 yr, Planning Coordinator-ELM 

17 yr, Forester-BLM 

9 yr, Wildlife Biologist-ELM 

yr, 
1 yr, 
4 yr, 

Recreation/Forestry Technician-ELM 
Soil Conservation Technician-SCS 
Fisheries Biologist-NMFS 
Fisheries Biologist-BLM 
Environmental Coordinator-ELM 

2 
7 

yr, 
yr, 

yr, Aquatic Habitat Biologist-ELM 
yr, Fisheries Biologist-BLM 

6 yr, Seasonal Range Technician-Bh~ 
2 yr, Botanist-BLM 

4 yr, Forestry Technician-USFS 
3 yr, Forester-BLM 
5 yr, Natural Resource Specialist-ELM 

2 yr, Soil Specialist-llyoming State 
7 yr, Soil Scientist-ELM 

8 yr, Editorial Assistant-BLM 

2 yr, Civil Engineering Technician-USFS 
1 yr, Cascade Testing Field Geologist 
1 yr, Drill Inspector-USFS 
6 yr, Geologist-Bh~ 

5 yr, Resource Inventory Team Archaeo
logist-ELM 
yr, Resource Area Archaeologist-ELM 



Mailing List 

The Draft RMP/EIS was sent to the following individuals and 
organizations. This list is representative but not inclusive. 

Elected Officials 

Federal: 
Senator James McClure 
Senator Steve Symms 
Congressman Larry Craig 
Congressman Richard Stallings 

State: 
Governor John Evans 
Senator James Risch 
Senator Walt Yarborough 
Representative Gerry Montgomery 
Representative Lyman Winchester 

Local: 
Affected Cities and Counties 

Federal Agencies 

Department of Agriculture: 
U.S. Forest Service 
U.S. Soil Conservation Service 

Department of Defense: 
U.S. Air Force 
Idaho National Guard 

Department of Energy: 
Bonneville Power Administration 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

Department of the Interior: 
National Park Service 
U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
U.S. Bureau of Mines 
U.S. Fish and IVildlife Service 
U.S. Geological Survey 

Department of Transportation: 
Federal Aviation Administration 

Environmental Protection Agency 
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State Agencies, Commissions or Boards 

Idaho Department of Agriculture 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
Idaho Department of Health, Welfare and Environmental Services 
Idaho Department of Lands 
Idaho Department of ParKs and Recreation 
Idaho Department of Water Resources 
Idaho Public Utilities Commission 
Idaho State Historic Preservation Office 
Idaho Outfitters and Guides Board 
Office of the Governor 

Advisory Councils 

Boise District Multiple Use Advisory Council 
Boise District Grazing Advisory Board 

Organizations 

Ada County Fish and Game League 
Appaloosa Horse Club 
American Fisheries Society 
American Wilderness Alliance 
Association of Idaho Cities 
Association of Western Native Plant Societies 
Audubon Society 
Boise Chamber of Commerce 
BSU Conservation Group 
Caldwell Chamber of Commerce 
Committee for Idaho's High Desert 
Desert Bighorn Sheep Council 
Desert Fishes Council 
Desert Raiders 
Desert Rats 
Desert Research Institute 
Desert Tortoise Council 
Eagle Valley Environmentalists, Inc. 
Earth First 
Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs 
Friends of the Earth 
Gem County Rock and Mineral Society 
Good Sam Club 
Idaho Archaeological Society 
Idaho Association of Counties 
Idaho Carey Act Association 
Idaho Cattlemen's Association 
Idaho Conservation League 
Idaho Environmental Council 
Idaho Historical Society 
Idaho Mining Association 
Idaho Museum of Natural History 
Idaho Native Plant Society 
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Idaho Natural Areas Coordinating Committee 
Idaho Outdoor Association 
Idaho Outfitters and Guides Association 
Idaho Petroleum Council 
Idaho Rare Birds Committee 
Idaho State Grange 
Idaho Trail Machine Association 
Idaho Whitewater Association 
Idaho Wildlife Federation 
Idaho Woolgrowers Association 
Institute for High Desert Studies 
League of Women Voters 
National Council of Public Land Users 
National Public Land Advisory Council 
National Public Lands Task Force 
National Rifle Association of America 
National Wildlife Federation 
Natural Resource Defense Council 
Nature Conservancy 
Northwest Mining Association 
Oregon Wilderness Coalition 
Owyhee Cattlemen's Association 
Pacific League Foundation 
Pacific Northwest 4-Wheel Drive Association 
Public Lands Council 
Sagebrush Rebellion, Inc. 
Sierra Club 
Snake River Audubon Society 
Snake River Gem Club 
Society for Range Management 
Treasure Valley Club 
Treasure Valley Rock and Gem Club 
United 4 Wheel Drive Association 
Wilderness Institute 
Wilderness Society 
Wildlife Management Institute 
Wildlife Society 
Wildlife Research Institute 

Concerned or Affected Individuals, Companies, Businesses, and Schools 

ARCO 
Noranda Exploration, Inc. 
Rivers Odysseys West 
Salmon River Kayaks 
Cascade Raft Company 
TEXACO 
Affected grazing permittees 
Other businesses and industries 
Colleges and universities 
Desert Land Entry applicants 
Other individuals 
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PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT 

During the period August 21, 1986 through November 28, 1986, the Cascade 
Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact .Statement (DRMP/EIS) 
was made available to the public for review and comment. The document was 
sent to nearly 1,000 individuals, organizations and agencies. The Boise 
District received 42 letters commenting on the proposals in the Draft 
RMP/EIS. Public hearings were not held. 

Of the 42 comment letters received, 13 were from government agencies/ 
institutions, 10 from Idaho individuals, 7 from industry, 7 from recreation/ 
conservation/environmental interest organizations, 2 from Cascade Resource 
Area livestock permittees, and 1 each from an elected official and an out of 
state individual. 

There was no overwhelming support for any one particular alternative. 
Twenty-four (24) letters made no mention of which alternative they supported 
although they gave specific comments and reasons for various aspects of the 
preferred alternative or for developing a new alternative. Eight (8) 
letters favored Alternative C, 5 letters favored Alternative E and 1 letter 
favored Alternative D. 

The areas receiving the most attention were the actions relating to ORV 
management, fire management, timber harvest, 
River recommendations and the adequacy of 
regulations. 

rangeland management, Payette 
the DRMP/EIS regarding NEPA 

The concerns about ORV management on public lands were reflected in a 
number of letters. The concerns related mainly to the protection of various 
resources (sensitive and candidate plants and watershed) and closure of 
additional public lands. 

The large amount of public lands in the Cascade Resource Area affected 
by fire during 1986 resulted in a number of comments relating to fire impacts 
and actions that BLM should take. Proposals ranged from recommending the 
burned areas for ACEC designation to a complete revision of the planning 
document. Several commentors were concerned with the rehabilitation of lands 
impacted by fire and that reseeding include mixtures of native £orbs ann 
grasses. 

The volume of timber harvest proposed generated several comments. 
Commentors suggested that the volume was too low in light of the production 
capability and the need to sustain the economic and social base of the 
communities within the resource area. 

The amount of the resource area's rangelands in poor ecological 
condition was also addressed. In particular, the land treatment proposals 
and a concern that the rangelands are not expected to improve very much. 
Doubt was expressed about BLM' s commitment to monitoring and to improving 
the public lands. 

5-6 



Support for having the Payette River included in the National Wild and 
Scenic River system was expressed by a number of commentors. Several 
comments suggested that the RMP was the vehicle to make a decision rather 
than a recommendation. Several other comments suggested the addition of the 
North Fork of the Payette River to the BLM recommendation. 

The final area receiving specific comments related to the adequacy of 
the document itself. These comments suggested the BLM had some procedural 
discrepancies, that the planning criteria were inadequate, and that 
anticipated budgets and proposals (monitoring) were unrealistic. 

The above summary of public comments contain the major thrust of the 
public concerns regarding the planning document ·proposals. The specific 
comments were analyzed by the interdisciplinary team. Changes made as a 
result of public comment are incorporated in the proposed plan (Alternative 
E) and the final EIS. Responses to specific substantive comments are 
contained in the following section. 

Log II 

1 
2 
3 

4* 

5* 
6 

7* 
8 

9 

10* 

11* 

12* 

13 
14 
15 
16* 
17* 

18 

19 

List of Comments Received on the Draft RMP/EIS 

Name 

George Baggley 
Mark Davis 
Ronald L. Stockhoff , 

Thomas J. Green 

D'Arcy P. Bannister 
Kenneth Thomasson 

Andrew G. Anderson 
William A. Akersten 

Ken Robison 

John P. Wolflin 

Richard L. Winters 

Charles A. Wellner 

Paul Poorman 
John R. Swanson 
John P. Butt 
Douglass A. North 
Alice Frell Benitez 

Frederick R. Ward & 
Janet D. Ward 

Dave Van De Graaff 

Location 

Boise, ID 
Boise, ID 
Klamath Falls, 

Boise, ID 

Spokane, WA 
Seattle, WA 

Boise, ID 
Pocatello, ID 

Boise, ID 

Boise, ID 

Seattle, WA 

Moscow, ID 

Meridian, ID 
Minneapolis, MN 
Ogden, UT 
Seattle, WA 
Denver, co 

Boise, ID 

Boise, ID 
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OR 

Self 
Self 

Representing 

Oregon Council of Rock & 
Mineral Clubs 

Idaho State Historical 
Society, State Historic 
Preservation Officer 

USDI, Bureau of Mines 
USDOT, Federal Aviation 

Administration 
Idaho Petroleum Council 
Idaho State University, 

Idaho Museum of Natural 
History 

State Representative, 
District 19 

USDI, Fish & Wildlife 
Service 

USDI, National Park 
Service 

Idaho Natural Areas 
Coordinating Committee 

Self 
Self 
USDA, Forest Service 
Friends of Whitewater 
Rocky Mountain Oil & Gas 

Association 
Self 

Self 



Log :/1 

20* 

21* 
22* 
23* 
24* 
25 
26 

27* 

28* 
29* 
30* 

31 
32* 

33* 
34* 
35* 
36 
37* 

38* 

39* 

40* 

41* 
42* 

List of Comments Received on the Draft RMP/EIS (continued) 

Name 

Edwin W. Stockly 

John P. Kwader 
John Bender 
Erik Fisher 
Russell W. Heughins 
Weldon Branch 
Grant Simonds 

E. Dean Tisdale 

Neil W. Allen 
James F. Devine 
Donald R. Stockton 

Robert T. Coats 
James S. Riley 

Edwina Allen 
Kay Hummel 
Jeffrey C. Fereday 
Lynn House 
Stacy Gebhards 

Robert S. Burd 

Stanley N. Hobson 

Brad Little 

Bob Moseley 
Sheldon Bluestein 

Location 

Boise, ID 

McCall, ID 
Horseshoe Bend, ID 
Boise, ID 
Meridian, ID 
Midvale, ID 
Boise, ID 

Boise, ID 

Denver, Co 
Reston, VA 
Boise, ID 

New Meadows, ID 
Couer d'Alene, ID 

Boise, ID 
Boise, ID 

• Boise, ID 
Cascade, ID 
Boise, ID 

Seattle, WA 

Boise, ID 

Emmett, ID 

Moscow, ID 
Boise, ID 

Representing 

Idaho Natural Resources 
Legal Foundation 

Boise Cascade 
Boise Cascade 
Self 
Idaho Wildlife Federation 
Branch Key Hole Ranch 
Idaho Outfitters & Guides 

Association 
State of Idaho, Dept. of 

Transportation 
Ar10CO Production Company 
USDI, Geological Survey 
State of Idaho, Dept. of 

Lands 
Evergreen Forest Products 
Intermountain Forest 

Industry Association 
Self 
Self 
Self 
Boise Cascade 
State of Idaho, Dept. of 

Fish & Game 
Environmental Protection 

Agency 
USDA, Soil Conservation 

Service 
Little Land & Livestock 

Company 
The Nature Conservancy 
Committee for Idaho's 

High Desert 

*Letters containing substantive comments that are responded to in this 
document. 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS RECEIVED 

Response 4.1 - We agree that the statement you refer to on page 56 of 
the draft document that "All significant cultural sites (as determined by 
the SHPO and National Advisory Council on Historic Preservation) will be 
retained in federal ownership" is overly restrictive, It was also 
inaccurate since it did not express our intentions. It has been revised and 
included in the final statement in this section. The preceeding statement 
regarding abandonment of projects affecting sign:l.ficant cultural sites has 
also been revised. 

Response 4. 2 - Regarding your concern for Class III inventories on BLM 
lands along the upper end of Brownlee Reservoir, Crane Creek, and the Boise 
Basin, present budgets preclude conducting large scale, intensive cultural 
resource inventories solely for the purpose of determining site condition 
and/or National Register eligibility. Such inventories are not precluded by 
this land use plan and will be considered in the future. We will respond to 
reports of vandalism and would appreciate any information you may have or 
obtain concerning these activities. 

Response 5.1 - We agree that the recommended data display of various 
levels of mineral favorability and a corresponding analysis of access 
limitations would be useful. However, since an intensive inventory of 
locatable or salable minerals has not been completed, we do not have the 
information needed to develop this type of analysis. 

Response 7.1 - The environmental analysis referred to is a review of 
existing information done to determine what general and specific 
stipulations will be applied to a lease. This process is normally completed 
under the Categorical Exclusion provisions of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and in accordance with 43 CFR 3109 and 43 CFR 3204. 
Information contained in the District Oil and Gas and Geothermal 
Environmental Assessments and in this land use plan will be the primary 
information sources used to determine the applicable stipulations. This 
Bureau-wide process has proven to be efficient in terms of time and money 
and effective in protecting public resources. 

Response 7.2 - Our information indicates that there are no locations 
within the Cascade Resource Area which contain significant potential for 
energy or mineral resources. Map 3-9 has been revised (Maps 3-9 through 
.3-12) to better illustrate the available information on energy and mineral 
resources. Map 9 has been prepared to indicate areas where special 
stipulations will be applied to leases. Since the number of leases pending 
or currently being held continually changes and are relatively few and is of 
l hnited value in this land use planning process, they have not been included 
in this document. 

Response 7. 3 - See Response 7 .1. We will consider all information 
available to us at the appropriate time during the process concerning the 
exploration and development of energy and mineral resources. 

Response 7.4 - Map 3-9 has been revised (Maps 3-9 through 3-12) to 
better illustrate the available information on energy and mineral 
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resources. Map 9 has been prepared to indicate areas where special 
stipulations would apply. Since the entire area classified as prospectively 
valuable is considered to have low potential for energy and mineral 
resources and the alternatives differ only slightly concerning energy and 
mineral development, we feel that a matrix is not essential in this land use 
planning process and has not been included. Areas curr:ently withdrawn are 
identified in Appendix S. 

Response 10.1 - The text has been revised to identify the Idaho ground 
squirrel and long-billed curlew as candidate species. The Idaho ground 
squirrel was mentioned and the long-billed curlew was addressed throughout 
the document but were identified as sensitive species. 

Response 10.2 - The text has been revised to reflect this information. 
Spelling errors have also been corrected. Carex aboriginum is not known to 
occur on BLM lands but was historically located on private lands. 

Response 10.3 - The level of mercury verified is the result of p'lst 
mining/processing activity done on patented land for which BLM has no 
control or authority. It is anticipated that mining activity will continue 
on the patented lands in the future. Although there is no current mining 
activity (exploration or development) on adjacent BLM land, some activity 
could occur in the future. The BLM cannot address the impacts of possible 
activities until a claim has been filed and a preliminary mining plan has 
been filed. At that time, the BLM would address potential impacts. The 
responsibility for monitoring downstream impacts or conducting studies rest 
with those state and federal agencies charged with those roles. 

Response 11.1 -We do not feel that our Cascade (RMP) land use planning 
process sufficiently fulfills the study requirements for recommendations to 
Congress that either the North Fork or the South Fork of the Payette River 
be designated as a component of the Wild and Scenic Rivers System. Our 
guidance for completing land use plans that involve rivers on the 
nation-wide inventory is to either recommend further study for possible 
congressional designation or to make no recommendation for further study. 

Administration and management of the Payette River and adjacent lands is 
a complex issue because of the various alternatives and interests (State of 
Idaho, Bureau of Reclamation, Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, U.S. 
Forest Service, and BLM). For this reason we believe that the river should 
receive further formal study by the appropriate State and Federal agencies 
and the preparation of a joint legislative study/EIS. 

If Congress authorizes a study of any segment of the Payette River, the 
study recommendations will be forwarded to Congress for their action. 

We will continue to manage public lands along both the North Fork and 
South Fork of the Payette River as though they were components of the Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System pending further congressional action. 

Response 12.1 - We have reevaluated the Paraphyllum Rock area as an RNA 
and agree that it rloes not meet the criteria. Since it does not meet the 
criteria, and protection of the sensitive species is a result of the 
management actions (use limitations) rather than the designation, we have 
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dropped the RNA designation for this area in all alternatives. 1i/e do, 
however, feel that special management is appropriate for this area to 
protect the sensitive species found here and have retained the use 
limitations in all alternatives, including the preferred alternative, as 
identified in the draft plan/EIS. 

Response 12.2 - The proposed Buckwheat Flats RNA has been expanded from 
60 to 200 acres to include the referenced Sage Creek area as an RNA. The 
expanded area now contains a better example of the Eriogonum thymoides plant 
community. 

Response 12.3 - The proposed Summer Creek RNA has been expanded from 200 
to 240 acres in response to this suggestion. 

Response 12.4 - The text has been revised to more accurately and clearly 
identify our objectives and rationale for managing these areas and the 
occurrence of plant species. 

Response 16.1 - See Response 11.1_. 

Response 17.1- See Response 7 .1. 

Response 17.2 - See Response 7.?.. 

Response 17.3 - See Response 7.3. 

Response 17.4 - See Response 7.4. 

Response 20.1 - The Environmental Protection Agency and our internal 
review of the document did not identify any deficiency relating to the 
cumulative impacts of proposed actions. Our analysis includes actions 
anticipated in the reasonably foreseeable future for the life of the plan. 
tve feel that our document does conform to the CEQ regulations for 
implementing the procedural provisions of NEPA. 

Response 20.2 - The text has been revised to indicate that the correct 
number of miles for the water pipelines proposed for livestock management is 
15. This total of 15 miles does not include the short sections of laterals 
which would be extended away from the mainlines. The exact location of. 
these laterals will be addressed in site specific analysis. 

Water would be taken from springs or wells and piped to areas currently 
void of water sources but that are used to some degree by livestock. Water 
developments would be designed to benefit both livestock and wildlife. The 
primary purpose for the water developments is to improve livestock 
distribution and reduce overutilization of range resources around existing 
water sources. The water developments are necessary to implement the rest 
rotation grazing systems in the affected allotments. Wildlife would also 
benefit by having additional water sources which would help expand the use 
of available habitat. The areas proposed for water developments would not 
necessarily be reseeded. The majority of the proposed pipelines are located 
in the area east of Crane Creek Reservoir. Refer to Map 7 for locations of 
proposed pipelines and land treatments. The cumulative impacts of the 
proposed livestock management program on wildlife, including water 
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developments and seedings, have been analyzed and the conclusions have been 
identified in Chapter 4 for the affected wildlife species. The text has 
been revised to clarify that water developments and other projects have been 
included in the analyses. 

Response 20.3- The impacts of land transfers are discussed in Chapter 4 
under each affected resource topic including soils, riparian habitat, 
aquatic/fisheries habitat, wildlife, livestock, recreation, minerals, and 
economics. 

Response 20.4 - Management actions for the control of noxious weeds 
would remain the same for all alternatives and are discussed in the Resource 
Management Guidelines section of the document. The burning, discing and 
spraying referred to are actions that would be taken in conjunction with 
land treatments to benefit livestock. Burning and discing are also 
identified as actions that would be taken in conjunction with land 
treatments to benefit wildlife. The effects of these actions have been 
analyzed and are incorporated in the various affected resource sections in 
Chapter 4. 

Response 20.5 - The planning criteria used during the various stages of 
the RMP planning process were developed with public input. The initial 
request soliciting public input on issues and outlining the public 
participation process (Notice of Intent to prepare an RMP/EIS) was published 
in the Federal Register on November 25, 1983. On January 26, 1984 mailouts 
were sent to over 400 entities announcing the six public meetings which were 
to be held in communities within the Cascade Resource Area during February, 
1984 and requesting public input on issues and criteria. Following these 
public meetings and review of public comments received on issues and 
criteria, the final package of issues, management concerns, guidance, and 
criteria was prepared and sent to over 900 entities on our Cascade mailing 
list on September 17, 1984. This more detailed information, including 
criteria, is available for review at the District Office. We believe that 
we have complied with our planning regulations found at 43 CFR Part 1600. 

Response 20.6 - We did consider future budget levels in developing both 
the proposed management actions and the proposed monitoring program. 
National and state level BLM reviews suggest that the anticipated budget 
levels needed to accomplish both the proposed management actions and 
proposed monitoring program are realistic. 

Response 20.7 -The document discusses the impact that the wildfires had 
on the various resources in Chapter 3. It also identifies temporary special 
management actions that have been taken as a result of the fire. We feel 
:that the objectives and proposed long-term land use decisions are still 
appropriate and anticipate only minor adjustments in site specific 
management actions needed to achieve short-term objectives. 

Response 20.8 - The referenced area was analyzed in February 1987 by an 
interdisciplinary team of resource specialists, ~vhose resources were 
affected by the 1986 wildfires, to determine if the area met the criteria 
required for ACEC designation. The conclusion of that analysis is that the 
area does not meet either of the two required criteria of relevance and 
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importance. Rehabilitation efforts have been initiated to stabilize the 
watershed resource and help speed the recovery of wildlife habitat. This 
area will receive special management attention during the life of the plan. 

Response 21.1 - The annual harvest level of approximately 1 million 
board feet should not be used to equate any kind of an annual growth rate. 
This level of cut was based primarily on the administrative capacity to 
offer timber sales. 

We agree that some of our lands, mainly those lands located in the 
McCall planning unit, are probably growing at a rate of 150 board feet/acre/ 
year. However, most of our land in the Crane Creek planning unit is 
producing below that level. 

According to our 1975 Forest Inventory, the Resource Area can support an 
annual allowable cut of approximately 1.7 million board feet without 
intensive management and approximately 2.9 million board feet with intensive 
management. We have revised our preferred alternative (Proposed Plan) to 
include an annual average harvest of 1.7 million board feet. 

Response 22.1- See Response 21.1. 

Response 23.1 - In 1986, as 
within the Cascade Resource Area 
Spectrum (ROS) system analysis. 
criteria: 

required in the RMP/EIS process, all lands 
were included in the Recreation Opportunity 

The ROS analysis considers the following 

1. Physical Setting - remoteness, size, and evidence of human use; 

2. Social Setting - level and type of contact between individuals or 
groups which can be expected; 

3. Managerial Setting level and type of management 
facilities provided to support recreation, and the 
placed on peoples actions by the administering agency. 

services and 
restrictions 

Based on the above criteria, the two areas you identified in your 
comment letter were placed into the category of "Roaded Natural." 

In response to your comments, the ROS categories for the two areas that 
you identified were reevaluated. Our findings maintain that the Dodson Pass 
area is best classified as a "Roaded Natural" area. However, we do agree 
that due to overlap of the category criteria in the ROS system, a 
designation of "Semi-Primitive, ·Motorized" could be applied to the area 
between Crane Creek Reservoir and the Weiser River. In light of an 
expressed public need to maintain a natural area primarily for hiking, we 
propose redesignating the area in the vicinity of Crane Creek Reservoir, 
totaling 13,240 acres, from the ORV category of "Open" to the category of 
"Limited to Designated Roads and Trails" and have included it in our 
Proposed Plan (Preferred Alternative E). 

The paucity of existing roads and trails in this area combined with 
steep, rocky terrain would be the primary limiting factors for increased 
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vehicular use. The majority of the ORV use that would likely occur in this 
area is that which is associated with livestock management conducted by 
permittees, which would be authorized as part of their grazing license, and 
ORV use for access by hunters during the hunting season. With the 
anticipated level of use from these activities, we feel that, in general, a 
semi-primitive experience would be available throughout· most of the year in 
this area. 

Response 24.1 - See Response 20.5. 

Response 24.2 - See Response 20.7. Most of the areas that were burned 
by the 1986 wildfires were not identified for majo~ projects or increases in 
AUMs for livestock. The major projects proposed were for wildlife habitat 
improvement. These projects are still proposed. The fire rehabilitation 
efforts include reseeding burned areas with shrub, grass, and forb mixtures 
that will help restore the crucial mule deer winter habitat that was 
burned. The fire rehabilitation efforts over the next five years to help 
restore that winter range for wildlife is in addition to the proposed land 
treatments identified in the proposed plan. All of these management actions 
will occur during the life of the plan. Wildlife use in the area will be 
related both to the success of the reseeding efforts and management of the 
wildlife population goals established and updated by the Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game. 

Response 24.3- See Response 20.1. 

Response 24.4 - See Response 20.2. 

Response 24.5 -See Response 20.3. 

Response 24.6- See Response 20.~. 

Response 27.1 - The proposed plan does not include a proposal for the 
future transportation route referenced since the location of that route was 
not specifically identified during discussions between our Boise District 
staff and the Idaho Transportation Department (lTD) staff. We have been 
aware of your long range proposal for a route between Emmett and Mesa and 
will continue to work with you as more specific plans are developed. The 
BLM planning process allows for amendments to approved land use plans as new 
information becomes available or as new proposals are made which do not 
conform to the approved land use plan. A proposal to locate a transportation 
route in an identified avoidance area would be processed in accordance with 
these land use plan amendment procedures. The amendment process would 
require either an environmental assessment or an environmental impact 
statement depending on the severity of expected impacts the proposal would 
have on resource values or land use decisions. 

Response 27.2 -Avoidance areas are areas where important and sensitive 
resource values have been identified. Additional areas may also be 
identified that contain important plant species or cultural or 
paleontological resource values. These areas would likely be small and 
would be identified through either inventories or site specific project 
clearances. The identified avoidance areas specifically preclude 
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rights-of-way for overhead, surface, or subsurface proposals. Map 6 
identifies all of the avoidance areas for these three categories. All of 
the identified avoidance areas on Map 6 would preclude surface rights-of-way. 

Response 27.3 - The avoidance areas contain important and sensitive 
resources that were identified during the planning process as needing 
protection from rights-of-way development. The identified avoidance areas 
are generally small and we feel that flexibility exists to locate 
rights-of-way around these areas. If there are no feasible alternatives for 
a right-of-way other than through an avoidance area, provisions exist for 
changing the plan through the plan amendment process. 

Response 27.4 - Avoidance areas are now defined in the Glossary. Map 6 
shows the identified avoidance areas which includes 14 developed recreation 
sites and 13 sensitive plant sites. A more detail map of these areas is 
available at the Boise District Office. 

Response 27.5 - Our regulations pertaining to rights-of-way are found at 
43 CFR Part 2800. Subpart 2806 addresses corridor designation. Although 
provisions exist to designate corridors in land use plans we have chosen to 
identify areas to be avoided rather than identify specific areas for 
transportation and utility locations. This option was chosen since it is a 
more realistic approach for the Cascade Resource Area because of the 
fragmented land ownership pattern and numerous existing rights-of-way. This 
approach provides more flexibility for locating rights-of-way since the 
majority of the BLM lands are available and the avoidance areas are quite 
small. 

Response 28.1- See Response 7.1. 

Response 29.1 -When a tract of land is identified for sale, it has been 
determined to meet the disposal criteria of Section 203 of FLPMA. The 
future uses of the land are not analyzed because there is no means by which 
all of the potential uses could be identified. In this particular case, the 
counties have identified these parcels of land for possible use as sanitary 
landfills. However, we do not make an analysis of the geology and hydrology 
of an area to be sold. The counties must obtain approval from the State 
Department of Health and Welfare before they can open a sanitary landfill. 
The State makes the analyses mentioned and approves or rejects the site as 
suitable for a sanitary landfill. We believe that the counties will have 
the necessary analyses and permits before they request us to make these 
sales. If they do not, and the state fails to approve their sites, those 
lands would have to be used for other purposes by the counties. 

Response 30.1 - The lands that we have identified for possible transfer 
from federal ownership went through several screenings using various 
criteria (FLPMA, R&PP, DLE and CA, and retention criteria for other resource 
values wildlife, recreation, etc.). The lands identified under 
Alternative B is the maximum amount of land that would be considered for 
transfer for the current Resource Management Planning process. Any public 
land not identified in Alternative B (as shown on Map 2-1 B) is outside the 
scope of this RMP and EIS and therefore would require a plan amendment with 
full public involvement. The proposed land transfer identified in the 
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Proposed Plan (draft Preferred Alternative E as modified) meets the criteria 
of the 1986 State/BLM Exchange Strategy Agreement. We were not aware of the 
land transfer proposal referenced in your comment letter during the 
preparation of this land use plan. We feel that it would be more efficient 
to address this proposal in our land use plan amendment process. 

Before the identified public lands could be transferred from federal 
ownership, a lands report would be prepared along with a site specific 
environmental assessment. In this process, clearances for cultural and 
paleontological resources would be completed as well as reviews for wildlife 
and Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive species values, etc. Lands that 
pass through these screens would be available for sale or exchange. 

Response 32.1 - Alternative D would manage 25,347 acres of 
commercial forest land (CFL) and would provide an annual harvest 
approximately 2. 9 million board feet through the use of full 
management practices. 

suit"lble 
level of 

intensive 

Our draft Alternative E would have managed 1,316 more acres of suitable 
CFL for a total of 26,663 acres of suitable CFL. The approximately 1 
million board foot annual harvest level was based primarily on the 
administrative capacity to offer timber sales. Our preferred alternative 
(Proposed Plan) now includes an annual average harvest of 1.7 million board 
feet. 

Response 33.1 - See Response 23.1. The Cascade Proposed Plan (Preferred 
Alternative E) includes a float boat put-in/take-out site to be developed on 
public lands on the Heiser River in Township 11 North, Range 4 West. 

We feel that to accommodate the existing and anticipated public neerls 
the recreational facilities on Paddock Reservoir need to be improved and 
have included a camping facility to be developed in the Proposed Plan 
(Preferred Alternative E). 

The level of historical recreational use around Crane Creek Reservoir 
has not been great enough to warrant the development of recreation 
facilities there. However, if use continues to increase as the trend over 
the past several years indicates, we will consider developing recreation 
facilities on Crane Creek Reservoir through the land use plan amendment 
process. The Washington County Waterways Board has installed boat ramps on 
the east and west ends of Crane Creek Reservoir on private lands. Additional 
facilities such as toilets and parking may be needed to accommodate use 
generated by these boat ramps and should meet the public need, 

Response 34.1 - During the fall of 1986, the BLM established the Squaw 
Butte Shrub Restoration Committee ( 10 member group of agency, livestock, 
conservation, sportsman, research and citizen representatives) to help BLM 
develop a long-range restoration program. The recommendations of the group 
are being implemented and the long-range aspects of their recommendations 
have been integrated into the proposed RMP/FEIS. 

Response 34.2 - The RMP is meant to be a general long range planning 
document to guide the BLMs various programs. Detail plans, such as 
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rehabilitation and activity plans, are considered the second level plans 
where specifics such as seed mixtures, etc. are developed. The fire 
rehabilitation plan, which included recommendations made by the Squaw Butte 
Shrub Restoration Committee does contain references to seed mixtures, 
application rates, and locations for reseeding. 

Response 35.1 - Refer to Appendix R for a display by alternative of the 
vegetation condition changes and amount of nonnative seedings proposed. 

Hith the methods available we cannot give an accurate estimate of how 
much land would be moved from one condition class to another. Most 
predicted improvements would be within a class (i.e., from fair to high 
fair). Some land in the upper end of its condition class would move to the 
next higher class (i.e., high fair to good). 

We feel that the RMP does answer the issue questions and actions 
addressed in the DRMP pp. 4-5. We feel that the effects described in 
Chapter 4 provide sufficient information when compared with the various maps 
showing where the vegetation exists (Map 3-1), what the current condition is 
(Hap 3-2), what the proposed land treatments (Map 7) by allotment are. 
Appendix F illustrates the AUM changes that will result after the projects/ 
land treatments are completed. Appendix E shows the current condition by 
acres. 

Response 35.2 - Alternative C proposes a 19% decrease in AUMs. The 
economic effects of this alternative are discussed in Chapter 4. The range 
improvement projects are funded from grazing fee receipts that are returned 
to the states/districts. These monies are used for rangeland improvement 
projects for livestock and wildlife. These projects are not funded from 
general account monies. 

Response 35.3 - The approximate location of the proposed riparian/aquatic 
improvement projects are shown on Map 8 and would only occur on public 
lands. The specific locations are identified in Appendix H. The condition 
of the riparian/aquatic areas are described in Appendices I and J. See also 
Maps 3-6 and 3-7. 

Response 35.4 - See Response 11.1. 

Response 35.5 - A fire rehabilitation plan has been prepared for areas 
burned in the Squaw Butte area during 1986. The Squaw Butte Shrub 
Restoration Committee has helped develop our rehabilitation program. The 
Proposed Plan/Final EIS describes the fire effects on the various resources 
and what measures have been taken in Chapter 3. Future fire actions and 
rehabilitation will adhere to the resource management guidelines identified 
for fire management. Environmental Assessments (EAs) will be prepared for 
all rehabilitation projects. Interested publics will have an opportunity to 
provide input into those EAs. 

Response 37.1 The safeguards will be the incorporation of rest 
rotation grazing systems in AMPs. We will incorporate rest rotation in 
lower elevation areas also, but the emphasis is to start in higher elevations 
because of the good perennial base currently existing. 
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Response 37.2 - Interseeding and reseeding projects to benefit wildlife 
will use shrub species that are adapted to the elevation and soil type of 
the area. We will also seed as many native grass species as are available. 
We will attempt to plan seedings far enough in advance to assure that 
adequate seed is available. 

Response 37.3 - Depending on seed availability, the emphasis will be to 
plant forbs on important brood ranges. 

Response 37.4 - Approximately one mile of Dukes Creek and one mile of 
Little Pine Creek are the creeks identified for transfer. These creeks are 
unsurveyed for riparian values, but were surveyed for fisheries values and 
appear in the table in Appendix J. Neither is identified for transfer in 
Alternative A and the correction is made on page 4-5. Where Dukes Creek is 
identified for transfer it would be exchanged with the State of Idaho. 
Where Little Pine Creek is identified for transfer it would either be 
through sale or exchange. Little Pine Creek is on an isolated parcel 
surrounded by private land with no access presenting a difficult management 
situation. The proposed exchange is part of an exchange proposed by a State 
agency and meets the criteria of FLPMA. The proposal was analyzed under the 
various alternatives and the decision to make it available for transfer was 
incorporated in the Proposed Plan (Preferred Alternative E) because the 
transfer would have minimal effects on the environment and would satisfy the 
intent of Section 206(a) of FLPMA. 

Also see Response 30.1. 

Response 37.5 -Map 3 identifies the approximate location of those lands 
proposed for transfer from federal ownership. Detailed large scale maps are 
available for review at the Boise District Office. The legal description of 
the proposed transfer lands are now included in Appendix V. 

Response 37.6 
information. 

The text has been revised to incorporate this 

Response 37.7- The text has been revised to clarify this sentence( ••• 
maximum opportunity for survival of local wildlife populations.). 

Response 37.8 The sage grouse habitat will be improved through 
livestock management, use of grazing systems, and implementing AMPs. Grass 
and forb species will be selected based on key wildlife species, present 
vegetation and ecological site potential. Shrub interseeding will be 
selected based on key wildlife species and ecological site potential (soils 
and elevation). 

Response 37.9 - There are currently no commercial varieties of crested 
wheatgrass available that have growth characteristics that are compatible 
with long-billed curlew. They will be considered as they become available. 

Response 37.10 
candidate species. 
when site specific 

- The Idaho ground squirrel is identified in 
The needs of the Idaho ground squirrel will 

proposal may affect their habitat. 
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Response 37.11 - This information has been noted and the text has been 
revised accordingly. 

Response 37.12 The issue questions are answered throughout the 
document in various sections. The proportions are shown in AUMs in each 
alternative under livestock and wildlife objectives. The other questions 
are answered in similar format and in the management guidelines sections of 
the plan. Activity plans and Environmental Assessments will be the 
mechanisms used to provide specific details on methods used for land 
treatments. The effects of the proposed actions and their success in 
addressing the issue questions are covered in Chapter 4 in the Vegetation, 
Soils, and Wildlife sections. This planning format was developed to conform 
with the Idaho RMP Guide Book and is used by all Idaho BLM districts 
preparing RMPs. 

> 

Response 37.13 - The indication from the Idaho State BLM office and the 
Washington Office is that monitoring will be funded. The 1987 Annual Work 
Plan Directives specifically emphasized monitoring as a priority. The Boise 
District has established and filled a Monitoring Coordinator position. 

No alternative plans have been developed should monitoring funds be 
discontinued. Those alternative plans/actions would be developed at that 
time if needed. 

Response 37.14 - See Response 20.8. 

Response 37.15 - The criteria used to select public lands available for 
transfer from federal ownership are found in Sections 203, 206, and 212 of 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976. The application of this 
criteria provided lands identified for transfer under Alternative B. 
Selected forested lands, isolated lands on streams and in crucial wildlife 
areas were removed from T2 designation (sale or exchange). Lands with 
specific exchange proposals were retained. All lands identified for 
transfer in the Proposed Plan would still need additional review (also see 
Response 30.1). 

The location of the recommended transfer lands for each alternative are 
shown on Maps 3, 2-1, and 2-2. The legal descriptions are found in Appendix 
v. Larger scaled maps are available for review at the Boise District Office •. 

Response 38.1 - Refer to the Soils sect ion in Chapter 3 for existing 
erosion criteria. This section addresses area-wide average estimated soil 
loss and the range in acceptable soil loss tolerances on rangeland. Site 
specific erosion may be many times this average but the size of the affected 
areas are small in comparison to the total acreage. 

The instream sediment component of stream habitat rates as poor (not 
acceptable) when fine sediments (_2 millimeters) cover the stream substrate 
on more than 25% of the stream channel. This condition was observed on 
eight of the 21 sites evaluated. The primary source of this sediment is 
believed to originate from upstream land management practices on non-BLM 
lands. The \vater Quality section in Chapter 3 has been revised to reflect 
this information. 
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Response 38.2 - The text has been revised for Alternative C to indicate 
that preservation of natural systems and nonconsumptive resources uses would 
be favored by management actions. 

Response 38.3 - The management objective for an Outstanding Natural Area 
is to manage for the maximum recreation use possible without damage to the 
natural features that qualify the area as outstanding. Management guidance 
would follow the direction in 43 CFR 8352 and our Bureau Manual 1623.3. 
This management objective would not be applied to the lands adjacent to the 
440 acre Box Creek area since those adjacent lands are administered by the 
U.S. Forest Service and the State of Idaho Department of Lands. The 
management guidelines that would apply under an Outstanding Natural Area 
designation for this area would be: 1) no timber harvest, 2) closed to 
off-road vehicle use, 3) withdrawn from mineral entry, 4) no surface 
occupancy for leasable minerals, and 5) no actions that would impair its 
natural values such as water diversions from the existing stream would be 
permitted. The Box Creek area is not proposed for Outstanding Natural Area 
designation in the preferred alternative (Alternative E). 

Response 38.4 - The 12 miles of riparian habitat and 23 miles of aquatic 
habitat improvements in Alternative C are achieved through direct 
manipulation of habitat components. The EIS Summary on page v describes 140 
and 142 miles of riparian and aquatic habitat improvements through increased 
emphasis on riparian habitat management in the new and revised AMPs. These 
140 and 142 miles are additional miles of benefits derived from specific 
riparian/aquatic habitat objectives in these new and revised AMPs. 

Response 38.5 - The difference between miles of habitat benefits between 
Alternative C and Alternatives B and D through new and revised AMPs result 
from both Alternatives B and D having more proposed AMPs, and therefore more 
miles of streams directly benefiting from specific riparian/aquatic habitat 
objectives. 

Response 38.6 - For the purposes of this EIS the "benefits" to riparian/ 
aquatic habitat are defined as measured increases in the woody shrub species 
resulting in greater biomass or diversity that positively affect the 
riparian/aquatic habitat components used in the qualitative evaluations. 
These benefits need not raise habitat condition ratings to the next higher 
condition class to be considered benefits. 

Response 38.7 The few miles predicted to experience a decrease in 
habitat condition quality have low potential, are remotely located, and will 
be considered for improvements on a case-by-case basis if monitoring 
indicates an unacceptable loss in habitat value. 

Response 38.8 - The identification of site specific measures is beyond 
the scope of this RMP/EIS. An activity plan for the Boise Front area will 
discuss and identify these measures, the types of structures used, and where 
they are to be installed. Initial site assessment is to begin in the summer 
of 1987. 

Response 38.9 - The proposed actions under the various alternatives 
(prescribed and slash burning) would cause some short-term (commonly less 
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than 24 hours) air quality deterioration. However, national and state 
ambient air quality standards would still be met. 

Prescribed and slash burning would be conducted in such a way (size 
limitations, climatic conditions, time of year, and in coordination with 
other agency programs) that air quality impacts would not exceed the 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) increments for class II areas. 

Response 38.10 - The survey method used to evaluate riparian habitat 
within the Cascade Resource Area was adopted from that developed in 1976 at 
the BLM Dillon Resource Area, Dillon, Montana. This method is quite 
extensive and was found to apply to almost all foothills habitats in 
southwestern Montana. We believe that it is also suited to perennial and 
ephemeral flow streams in the Cascade Resource Area which support deciduous 
woody species along the banks. This survey does not apply to closed canopy 
conifer sites and may be of doubtful value in stands dominated by mature 
aspen where canopy density impairs reproduction. 

The survey area consists of the stream bank within a uniform woody 
species habitat type. The surveyor walks along the bank area within the 
identified stream reach, and, at the predetermined step interval, selects 
and evaluates the highly palatable woody plant nearest the step interval. 
This process is repeated until a minimum of 100 sample plants are evaluated 
in the stream reach being surveyed. Palatable species in this survey 
include willow, aspen, dogwoed, maple, alder, birch, and cottonwood. Once a 
plant is selected it is evaluated according to form class, size class, and 
coverage class. The stream reach is evaluated for the amount of stream bank 
erosion. A habitat rating is then determined for the surveyed stream reach 
by combining the observed values for the stream bank erosion and vegetation 
parameters. A complete survey methodology can be obtained from the Boise 
District. See Appendix T for classification criteria. 

Response 38.11 - The text has been revised to include the existing 
habitat conditions within the Payette River watershed. 

Response 38.12 Erosion as the result of ORV activity is site 
specific. Although the severity of erosion may be great, usually the area 
of impact is small (exceptions are the Boise Front and designated open cycle 
parks). Most areas classified as limited in the various alternatives are 
situated away from the mainstream of usual ORV activity and are not expected· 
to be impacted to any great extent. 

The statement in Alternative C (and other 
impacts of ORVs and timber harvesting compared 
changed to more accurately reflect the extent of 
identifies the number of acres by alternative 
affected by ORV activities. 

alternatives) concerning 
to Alternative A has been 
these impacts. Appendix B 
that would potentially be 

Response 38.13 - Impacts on riparian habitat, aquatic/fisheries habitat, 
and water quality due to timber harvest activities are discussed under these 
topic headings by alternative in Chapter 4. The types of impacts would be 
similar among the different alternatives but would differ in the number of 
stream miles affected. 
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Response 38.14 - Future AMPs and management agreements will incorporate 
rest rotation grazing systems for livestock management, pasture fencing and 
fencing of streams and important riparian areas, water developments, use 
adjustments, vegetation manipulation and seedings - as appropriate. New and 
revised AMPs will be prepared as agreements are reached with permittees and 
as funding and staffing permit. Changes or adjustments in grazing management 
such as rest rotation and fencing will be a high priority since many 
permittees are favorable to the idea or are requesting it. New and revised 
AMPs will be prepared and implemented over the next 10-15 years. 

Response 38.15 - Overall management objectives would be to try and avoid 
road construction on high erosion hazard lands. If it becomes necessary to 
cross these lands then additional measures would be incorporated. These 
measures would be identified in an activity plan and could include such 
measures as ditch construction with culvert installations. References such 
as the State of Idaho - Best Management Practices for Road Construction will 
be used as technical guides. 

Response 38.16 - The Stream Survey Form and the Stream Habitat Inventory 
Form have been included in Appendix U. These forms were used to evaluate the 
aquatic habitat of streams. The habitat rating was conducted during the 
summer of 1985 by ocular determination only and by biologists experienced in 
on-the-ground stream habitat feature measurements on southwest Idaho streams. 
Staffing levels and time were extremely limited for this survey. However, we 
feel that the information is accurate and meets the needs of this land use 
planning effort. 

Response 38.17 - This appendix has been revised to reflect the correct 
information. 

Response 38.18- The table in Appendix H identifies aquatic habitat 
improvement projects and conditions which corresponds with Map 8 and Map 3-7. 
Appendix I identifies riparian habitat conditions and corresponds with Map 
3-6. The information in Appendix H and I and on Maps 8, 3-6 and 3-7 is 
correct. 

Streams were chosen for improvements on the basis of several factors. 
The more important factors were existence of a perennial water source, public 
visibility, potential for improvement, ease of access, and manageability. 

Response 38.19 - Appendix P has been revised to incorporate more de~ailed 
information regarding water quality and riparian monitoring. Current 
guidance on all programs including riparian area management and monitoring 
has been incorporated in this final document. Additional and more detailed 
guidance and state-of-the-art technology will be incorporated in activity 
plan efforts. 

Response 38.20 - Your agency will have an opportunity to review our draft 
monitoring plans as they are developed. You will receive a copy of the 
Record of Decision when it is released to the public. 

Response 38.21 Monitoring plans will be developed 
implementation of those decisions that require monitoring. 
normally be developed at the activity level planning stage. 
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Response 38.22 Monitoring programs will be coordinated among the 
various programs whenever practicable. 

Response 38.23 - Funding for implementation of the RMP decisions rests 
with the annual priori ties established by the national BLM office and the 
Congress. Over the past two years, monitoring has been a high priority and 
in all current budgetary/program assessments it appears to be a priority for 
the next few years. In the Boise District monitoring is considered a top 
priority. 

Response 38.24 The Resource Management Guidelines, Public Land 
Management section has been revised to reflect this comment. 

Response 38.25 - In areas designated as limited ORV use, ORV use would be 
restricted either seasonally or to existing or designated roads and trails. 
Indiscriminate off-road (cross-country) use would be prohibited. The use of 
ORVs on the designated or existing roads and trails would not have adverse 
impacts on the sensitive or significant resources. The Boise District will 
use a combination of public information brochures, public announcements, and 
meetings, to educate the public concerning areas with limited (and closed) 
restrictions. In addition, selected areas may be signed to indicate the ORV 
use restriction. Law enforcement capabilities are also available if needed. 
The limited use area referenced in your comment pertains to land management 
intensity and not ORV use. ORV use may be designated as open in some limited 
use areas. 

Response 38.26 - The text 
-'---'--'------'---

improve all riparian habitats 
prepared. 

has been revised to 

that occur in areas 

clarify the intent to 

where AMPs are being 

Response 38.27- The management guidelines for the Boise Front include 

use limitations and management emphasis which should provide adequate 
protection for the resource values identified. In addition, at the end of 20 
years, livestock use on nearly 6,000 acres would be reduced 23% from the 
5-year average license use. Livestock use on approximately 5,000 acres would 
be allowed to increase 5%. No additional soil disturbing activities 
requiring use limitations to protect resource values have been identified. 

Response 38.28 - The text has been revised to include fish and wildlife 
habitat and water quality as important wetland functions to be considered by 
future management actions. Specific measures to protect, preserve, or 
restore wetland functions will be addressed during development of activity 
plans and project specific proposals. 

Response 38.29 - The text has been revised to clarify this guideline. 
The high priority habitats will be identified in activity plans with the aid 
of this land use plan. 

Response 39.1 - The fenced areas along streams will not be available for 

livestock grazing. Water gaps will be incorporated into the fences to provide 
adequate water availability for livestock in pastures and allotments. 
Management on adjacent lands is expected to remain the same in most cases. 
Maintenance and costs will be addressed in site specific analyses. Time 
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controlled grazing and water developments will also be addressed in site 
specific analyses (AMP-EA). Time controlled grazing (rest rotation), an 
alternative to fencing, requires enough pastures to allow this system to work. 

Response 39.2 - Two of the existing AMPs are also CRMPs. Not all AMPs 
lend themselves to CRMP formats since other entities (U.S. Forest Service, 
State agencies) may not be involved or a coordinated plan may not be 
necessary. Any CRMPs considered in the future will be coordinated with your 
agency. 

Response 39.3 - Long-billed curlew winter in coastal areas and nest and 
brood inland. Historically, pairs would nest in the valleys but due to 
increased agriculture, their habitat decreased. Historically, this area was 
covered with sagebrush and bitterbrush stands. Year after year, wildfires 
would burn a part of this area. These fires and overutilization of the range 
have reduced the shrub component. The invasion of annual grasses has allowed 
this area to develop into a major nesting area. Overall, the long-billed 
curlew population in the United States has decreased substantially and there 
is evidence that they are still declining in parts of their range. The 
proposed ACEC area supports the largest nesting population in western United 
States. 

Response 39.4 - See Response 38.10. 

Response 40.1 - Ecological, site condition change is the change in kind, 
amount, and proportion of the vegetative community. 

Response 40.2 A proposed cooperative agreement in 1976 stated 
"Motorcycle use will not be allowed to occur on lands adjacent to the Park 
boundaries." The cooperating parties in this agreement were to be Idaho 
Department of Parks and Recreation, Gem County, Little Gem Motorcycle Park 
Council, Mr. David Little, and BLM. That agreement was never made final or 
signed by any of the cooperators. We have no record of any other agreement 
entered into by Little Cattle Company and BLM in this matter. Following 
completion and approval of the Cascade Resource Management Plan, site specific 
activity plans will be developed. During the preparation of an ORV plan for 
the Little Gem Cycle Park we will consider the need for restrictions on lands 
adjacent to the park. Any restrictions would be based on established 
objectives for the park and adjacent areas. These objectives will be 
developed v1ith input from the entities that participated in the original 
agreement effort and other interested parties. 

Response 40.3 - The 3,000 acres of BLM lands within the boundaries of the 
area called Little Gem Cycle Park contains two areas (Sand Hollow - 500 acres 
and Pearl - 400 acres) that contain sensitive plant species. These two areas 
contain over 90% of the known populations of wild onion (Allium aaseae), a 
candidate plant species of federal and state concern. These are the areas of 
special designation referenced in your comment letter. 

Response 40.4 - We feel that excluding salt and water from the ridgelines 
would reduce concentrated livestock use in these areas and would better 
protect the category 2 candidate plant species found there. The 6 miles of 
fence is the total among the Rebecca Sandhill, Peraphyllum Rock, and 
Buckwheat Flats special management areas. 
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Response 40.5 The text has been revised to incorporate this 
information and more clearly reflect the existing situation. 

Response 40.6 - Any type of vegetative cover (grass, £orbs, or shrubs) 
helps to protect soil from the impact of rain drops, the overland flow of 
water, and wind. Shrubs also act as snow catch areas allowing slow release 
of this stored moisture. The referenced section of the document contains 
the resource management guidelines that are applicable for managing the soil 
resource. The use of shrubs in conjunction with wildlife management is 
discussed in the Wildlife Resources section of the Resource Management 
Guidelines. 

Response 40.7 - The term "60/40 ratio of forage area to cover area" 
means that 60% of a given area contains plant species used for foraging 
(forage area) and 40% contains plant species used for thermal protection and 
hiding (cover area). 

Response 41.1- See Response 12.1. 

Response 41.2 - See Response 12.2. 

Response 41.3- See Response 12.3. 

Response 41.4 This site of 80 acres has been included in all 
alternatives, including the preferred alternative, and contains the 
sensitive plant species Ceaenothus prostratus. 

Response 41.5 - We have been consulting with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service on this matter and will continue to do so in the future. Further 
studies and inventories concerning this species are planned. We would 
appreciate any assistance that The Nature Conservancy could provide. 

Response 41.6 - See Response 12.4. 

Response 41.7 - The text has been revised to reflect the correct 
information. 

Response 41.8 - Allium aaseae has been collected and still occurs along 
the Hulls Gulch trail. Refer to the College of Idaho (Carol Prentice's. 
collection) for documentation. 

Response 41.9 
information. 

The text has been revised to reflect the correct 

Response 41.10- See Response 12.4. 

Response 41.11 - The text has been revised to reflect the correct 
information. 

Response 41.12- See Response 12.4. 

Response 41.13 - The maps have been revised to reflect the correct 
information. 
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Response 42.1 -See Response 11.1. 

Response 42.2- See Response 33.1. 

Response 42.3 - BLM currently administers lands bo.rdering Crane Creek 
Reservoir. These lands provide public access from the south side of the 
reservoir. The Boise District has, in years past, approached private land 
owners around Paddock Reservoir to try to obtain access to the reservoirs. 
To date, the land owners have not been receptive with the exception of the 
current developments which are maintained by the Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game. The BLM lands that exist around the reservoir are either non 
waterfront or to steep to be developed for recreation facilities. The Boise 
District is interested in obtaining access on the east or north side of the 
reservoir for the development of recreation facilities. The plan does not 
identify specific land parcels but does identify the need to seek 
acquisition. 

Response 42.4 - See Response 23.1. The two areas you identified, one 
area south of Dodson Pass and the other area between Crane Creek Reservoir 
and the Weiser River, were inventoried for Wilderness Study Area 
characteristics in 1978. The recommendation following that inventory was 
that both units be carried forward from the Initial Inventory to the 
Intensive Inventory. The units were subsequently eliminated from further 
consideration for wilderness study in light of the following factors: poor 
configuration, presence of roclds and/ or ways, range developments, impaired 
naturalness, and topographic and vegetative screening which does not provide 
opportunities for solitude and recreation that are considered outstanding. 

COPIES OF COMMENTS RECEIVED 

All letters received were considered in the preparation of this proposed 
RMP/Final EIS. Although all public input will be considered when management 
decisions for the Cascade Area are made, only substantive comments that 
presented new data, questioned the adequacy of the impact analysis or raised 
questions or issues bearing directly upon the Draft RMP/EIS have been 
responded to in this document. All letters received are reprinted on the 
following pages. The letters are numbered chronologically in the order in 
which they were received during the public comment period. Each substantive 
comment contained in the letters is also numbered. The BLM response to each 
specific substantive comment is located in the previous section (pages S-9 
through 5-26) and is numbered to correspond with the appropriate comment 
found in the letter. 
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Richard A. Geier 
Cnscndc Aren Mnnngcr 
Bureau of Land Management 
Boise District Office 
3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, ID 83705 

Dear Mr. Geier: 

1 
17 Mesn Vista Drive 
Boise, Idaho 83705 

August 26, 1986 

Thanks for sending me n copy of the "Cuscndc Resource Munngemcnt Plan". 
This document represents u great den! of time, effort nnd thoughtfulness. 
It is a bit more "Govcrnmcntcse" thnn I would like to see but in the mnin 
tracks the various resources problem ruther well. 

I do believe AVR 1s should be more restricted in where they can go and 
whnt they can do. They nrc very destructive us you know. 

I feel runchcrs grazing on public land should pny a higher grazing fcc. I 
believe also you are acutely optimistic on runge rchnbitntion. Unless stock 
numbers nrc reduced I cunnot sec much chance of you accomplishing very 
much in runge improvement. 

Your general policy docs not stress strongly enough the bnsic purpose and 
objective of Public Lund Mnnngement, i.e., to "preserve nnd improve public 
lands" over und above any other objectives, 

I hope in the future some wuy cnn be found to reduce the size nnd repeti
tive characteristics of these reports. They ore just too long nnd compli
cntcd for most people to rend, much less comment on. 

Thank you nnd I should like to see the final when it comes out. 

s'J;;~ ;/S~?j 
George Buggley t 
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Cascade Resource Mana.go:nent 

Ro; EIS Letter 
Dtds Au.g 21, 86 

Mr. Richard A. Geier 
Cascade Area Manager 
Boise 

26 September 1986 

3 

Pl.easu note the change of address for tho Oregon Council of Rock and 
Mineral Clubs Inc ••.. , 

Ronald L Stockhoff, President 
Oregon Council of Rock &: Mineral Clubs Inc. 
1624 Manzanl ta 
Klamath Falls, OR 97601 

Mr. Harold Dunn, has reti.red from our organization as 
of June 1986. As wo are currently under reorganization, and are short four 
officers untU the cocing elections in June 1987, I will cover the input for 
the lnf'ormation Officer. Please be advised of the new Public Lands Advisory 
Committee (PLAC) formed by our Regional affiliation - Northwest Federation 
of Mineralogical Societlos, which we aro work1.ng with. They ha.ve tho States 
of Montana, Washington, Oregon, Alaska, Idaho and the northern portion of 
Utah to ad.l:linlster. We would ontortain that they be included in your malllng 
list: 

Dick Rantz, Chain:tan 
N'FMS Public Lands Advisory Co=ltteo 
184 Sudden Valley 
Bel.lingha..:~., it'A 98226 

In your planning deciaions - Non Issue/Ma.nage:Dent Concern Programs -
~. are of a concern in a non-commercial attitude. The hobby raining 
and accesu, to those considered non-couercial/lea.se minerals Ie1 Jasper, 
Agate, Geod.es, Crystals, Rhyolite, Feldspars, Fosulls, Petrified iiood Etc •• 
are a very important consideration. 

The Oregon Council, is in the opinion that these rocks and minerals 
should be identified and control eel through existing regulations., Ie1 Public 
Laws 167 and 94-579, U.S. Code JO, Sections 2),28,)5,)6 and 1744., as woll 
an 4) CFR, sections )621,)622 and JBOO. The tenants found in )622 should be 
applied to all hobby minerals, unless the operator:s are col:l.:!lercial, and then 
they should show proof of market, and loasing, By placing 11l:tlta.tions on 
removal of rocks and minerals, it would stop hobby / recreational miners 
from wholesale can!pula.tion of species. 

The Orogon,Prinevllle, DEIS approaches these hooby/recreational miners 
a..s a lease/contract option. We would like to see Club Cla.!~s and. individual 
hobby claims remain a..s non :fee public use, w-ith limits on ro::~oval of material. 
The Oregon Councll, previously had its first input on this issuo at the 
Ochoco National Forest - Crooked River National Grasslands SIS. It was a 
start am. does not approach in a..s much detail as paragraph 2. But, if our 
hobby is to survive and leave soce for the generations to fallolf - we must 
practice restraint and conservation. 

Rockhounding brings tourism and recreational dollars into small coCUllun! ties, 
providing sorvices to support the hobbyists in their pursuit. The concern of' 

3 
Clany of our older citizens ,is that lands closed to vehicular access, will 
denia. them tho pleasure of' tho Natlonal Forest and Public Land.u. They are 
people because of diminished capabilities, from disease and a&O that cannot 
participate w-ithout use of motorized conveyance. Our feellngs on this is a 
permit access for use of orv/atv transport of these porsons, with limit of 
only use by thoo in a party. Assurances of materlal transport only - for the 
pen~~it users., For use by certified. disabled persons, this access :should be 
free - for others it should be on a noro~inal. payment basis., None - tho - less 
it would give our disabled population recreational accoss t9 our Public Land. 

The Council has also discussed the fact that payod users, have more say 
in the Public Land Issues, tha.n what the non-paying public has had. It is 
felt that a reasonable fee systec is not out of' order, W'o also realize that 
surlace e~a.nagement and resources are in the hands of the Forest Service and 
that the Bureau of Land Manage~:.ent has juridiction of the surface/sub-surface 
mineral ma.l'k~ecent. Tho regulations found in 36 ern and 4) ern are sometimes 
conflicting and act in cross purposes. This makes 1t very hard for the hobby/ 
recreational miners tc stay knowledgeable of the rules. We lfould like to seo 
one or the other agencies ha..ndle this issue - the resulting reduction of 
duplication would save sorr~e money in its management. 

We support your preferred alternative Plan 6, with the addition of 
hobby/recreational rock and mineral criteria. Wholesale/co=ercial miners 
should have to acquire leases ani cor.~ply with salable mineral regulations. 

~~~ 
Ronald L Stockhoff, President 
DC of R&MC Inc. 
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IDAHO STATE HISTORICAL SOCIETY 

610 NORTH JULIA DAV1S DRIVE 801SE. 83702 4 
September 30, 1986 

Mr. Ri"chard A. Geier 
Cascade Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Boise District Office 
3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, Idaho 83705 

Dear Hr. Geier: 

We recently reviewed the draft Cascade Resource Mangement Plan/ 
Environmental Impact Statement. Our concern is with the protec
tion of archaeological and historic properties in the area. 
Our comments are as follows: 

4.2 

!. The document indicates that 17,521~ acres will be trans
ferred from federal ownership. Federal regulations require 
(36 CFRBOO) inventory and evaluation of archaeological and 
historic properties before transfer. Properties that are 
determined eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places can be transferred out of federal ownership when 
proper protection measures are designed. Your statement 
on Pa~e 56 indicating that the BUl will retain all eligi
ble sttes restricts your management options and probably 
should be modified. 

2. We agree the eight sites proposed for nomination are 
eligible for the National Register and should be nominated. 

3. The following areas in the Cascade Resource Area need 
Intensive Class Ill Inventories: all BLM lands along the 
upper end of Brownlee Reservoir; Crane Creek; all BUI lands 
in the Boise Basin. 

All of these areas contain significant archaeological sites 
and all are being intensively collected or vandalized, if 
the reports and rumors are correct. Surveys in these areas 
should be done as soon as possible so we can determine which 
sites are significant and devise ways to protect them. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

TJG: rm 

Memorandum 

sinf!Jrely, 7 
~~a_,~?.~(
THOHAS J. GREEN 
Deputy State Historic 
Preservation Officer 

United States Department of the Interior 
BUREAU OF MINES 

Yi[SlF.RN f"IH Il OPUI.ATIONS CF.NTF.R 
F.AST l60 3RD AV[.~l"E 

~POKAt"L WASIIINGTON 99"l02 

October 2, 1986 
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To: Richard A. Geier, Cascade Area Manager--Boise District Office, 
Bureau of Land Management, Boise, Idaho 

From: Supervisor--Minerals Involvement Section, Branch of Engineering 
Studies 

Subject: Review of Draft Cascade Resource Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement 

A review of the subject document reveals a good analysis regarding the impact 
of preferred alternative management practices on mineral resources. All of 
the alternatives were analyzed with regard to their potential impact on the 
mineral resource base of the study area. Also, a good overview of the mineral 
base was given on pages 3-26 to 3-28. However, as not all Federal land has 
equal potential for mineral discovery, the statistics on page 31, 2-13, 2-15, 

l
and 2-61 are relatively meaningless. \./hat is needed is an analysis of the 
various levels of mineral favorability with corresponding analysis of access 
Timitations. It is necessary to develop tile acreage cnarts to show total 
acres of each potential available and tile percentage of each which will be 
affected under each alternative. 

Example: 

Potential 
Category* 

I 
II 

Ill 
IV 
v 

ota o 
forest 

I 

Acreage 
I 

Alternative 1 ~lternatives 
% acres affected 2, 3, 4, etc. 

by access cateQorv** 
A B C il"i 

I I I I 
* Same as page J-10, appendices, \olallowa~\olhitman National Forest DEIS 

(enclosed). 
**Same as Beaverhead National Forest, Montana, Revised DEIS 

(enclosed). 
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This fonnat will provide needed detail and a more relevant method of comparison 
for alternatives with regard to mineral resources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to corm1ent on this document. 

2 Enclosures 

6 
U.S. Deportment 
of Tran~otion 

FederaiAwtatlon 
Adminldrafton 

Northwesl Mountain Region 17900 Paof..: H~hwa'J' Sc>.A.'I 
Colorado.l~~MOI"IIarol. C·68966 
Otcoon. Ul3h.. WasltnjltOI"\ Sca!!le. W.,.!J"onglon 9816<1 
Wyom"' 

OCT 1 0 1986 

Mr. Richard A. Geier, Cascade Area ~nagar 
Bureau of land Management 
3948 Dovel opment Avenue 
Bol se, Idaho 83705 

Dear Mr. Geier: 

We have reviewed your draft Cascade Resource Management Plan and 

Environmental Impact Statement and d9 not foresee any Impact on aviation a

Its activities. 

Thank you for the opportun tty to c01m1ent on your proposal. 

Sincerely, 

~dL---
Kenneth Thanasson 
Polley and Planning Officer 



IDAHO PETROlEUM COUNCil 7 Roclcy Molllltcin Oil c111d Go• Auoci<ltion 

AN()n(WGAN0£11!'.0"' 
£A~Cu!wE Oo<\lClO~ MAII>~6:~~:~!~ 

Oo!,.ll3701 

October 14, 1986 

Mr. Richard A. Geier 
Area Hanager 
Cascade Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
Boise District Office 
3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, Idaho 83705 

Dear Hr. Geier: 

On behalf of the Idaho Petroleum Council, I would like to make the 
following points in commenting on the Cascade Resource Hanagement Plan: 

* We support the BLM' s Preferred Alternative which would leave 94 
percent of the Resource Area open to oil and gas leasing. It is 
important that access for energy and mineral activities be main
tained with a minimum of constraints. However, there are some 
major flaws contained in the planning documents regarding the 
attention mineral resources have been afforded during the planning 
process. 

'lOn Page 57 of the Plan, you state that energy and mineral leasing 
is a discretionary action and that approval of an application for 
a lease is subject to an environmental analysis to determine 

1 • 1 ;~:~~~~e=~y ~~~c!:!m s~~P~!a i!~~~i~~\~~fu!~~~r!~ep~~~~~~n~:~~!iivc 
analyses will be prepared on individual leases as they are applied 
for by inrlustry. It is our underst<~.nOing that this ap!Jroach is 
not in compliance with Bureau policy in Washington. Director 
Burford has testified on several occasions before Congress, on oil 
and gas leasing legislation, that this approach would be costly, 
time-consuming and impractical. The land management planning 
process should contain sufficient direction in order to make all 
leasing decisions within the Resource Area. 

We believe that the minerals section of the plan should provide 
explicit direction as to how energy and mineral resources will 

7•2 ~~t~~~r!fe e~l=~~~~c i~n~~~m~i~~r a:n~~g~h=n~o~~~!~~l o~e~!~~~!!~ant l
be managed during the life of the plan. The Cascade RMP fails 

Nor is there a map which provides information as to whEre you 
anticipate attaching special stipulations to leases. You should 
also provide information regarding the number of leases currently 
held in the RA as well as a discussion of any pending leases. 
This type of information is essential for companies when they 

ROCKY MOUNT ..UN STATES- ENERGY RESOURCES FOR TODAY AND TOMORROW 

7 
Mr. Geier 

7.3 

trying to determine how their present. or future operations may 
be affected by the proposed ~lan. Such information also provides 
the general public with an idea as to where these activities may 
take place and under what conditions. 

* Even if more specific information is contained in the regional 
Oil and Gas Environmental Assessment, the planning documents 
should include, at minimum, the basic information required to 
evaluate how the plan impacts industry operations. \'le, therefore, 
encourage you to more fully integrate the Oil and Gas EA into 
the proposed planning documents. 

* We are concerned that the Cascade RNP mn.v not orovide adeC]uate 
direction for the management of energy and mineral resources. 
For instance, we are concerned that there may be delays in the 
future when lease applications are filed because additional 
environmental documentation may be needed before an application 
is approved. It is possible that situations may arise where 
there is a conflict between surface and subsurface resources. 
You have stated that there are approximately 100,000 acres which 
have potential for oil and gas reserves. l'le are unsure as 
to whether you will consider the fact that in some cases energy 
and mineral resources may warrant priority consideration over 
surface resources in some situations. 

* In conclusion, we recommend you revise your final EIS to comply 

or high potential for oil and gas. A matrix would then be 7.4 l
with the draft planning guidance for fluid minerals. For example, 
portions of the RA would be categorized as having low, moderate, 

prepared which would indicate how many acres arc subject to 
withdrawals, no surface occupancy stipulations, seasonal or other 
special stipulations, and standard stipulations •. These areas would 
then be identified on a map and included in the nlan. These 
guidelines should be identified in the plan with an explanation 
that they will be utilized when conflict resolutions are made. 

Thank you tor this opportunit'/ t.o nres.:::i1t our ideas on Lhe CascaUe 
Resource Management Plan. 

AGA:jbt 

ANDREW G. ANDERSON 
Executive Director 
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~) 8 6J ~~ IDAHO MUSEUM Of NATURAL HISTORY .,,.,c 

~~ldahoSt<ttcUnivcrsity 
Campu~ Bo:o: 8096 Tc!cphonc(208)236-3168 
Pocatello, Idaho 83209-0009 

Richard A. Geier 
Cascade Area Manager 
Oureau of Land Management 
Boise District Office 
3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, 10 83705 

Dear Mr. Geier: 

November l 0, 1986 

The following c01m1ents and recomendations apply to the paleontologic resources 
sections of the "Cascade Draft Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental 
Statement''. They are based on the fact that the paleontologic resources of the area 
are essentially unknown. 

1. Unfortunately, it is common practice throughout the United States for in
dividuals and companies to not report, to destroy, and/or to bury paleontologic 
(and cultural) resources encountered during excavation activities. The primary 
reasons for this stem from fears that reporting of such resources will lead to work 
disruptions, excessive costs, and personnel layoffs. Such fears have been occasional
lY justified in the past, primarily with cultural resource finds. With this in mind, 
I recommend that all use permits which involve disturbance to soils, sediments, or 
rocks should include provisions which will encourage pennittees to report paleonto
logic resources and which include major penalties {revocation of pennit?) for 
knowingly destroying, reburying, or not reporting the discovery of such resources. 
For proJects contracted out by the 8LM, delays resulting from the reporting and 
evaluation of paleontologic materials could be treated as change orders so that they 
would not result in financial loss to the contractor or his employees. 

2. For purposes of resource management, the primary points to be considered 
are that the paleontologic resources of the Cascade area are poorly known: that lack 
of documentation of paleontologic resources within any area cannot, in itself, be 
construed as evidence for a lack of such resources; that paleontologic resources 
are often undetectable in ground surveys; and that the only way to be certain of 
the presence or absence of scientifically significant paleontologic resources 
within any given area is intensive and expensive study. However, unlike cultural 
resources, the occurrance of paleontologic resources is constrained by mappable 
bodies of sediment or rock and the overall paleontologic potential of any given 
area can often be reasonably estimated from existing geologic naps and reference to 
pertinent literature. Thus, I reconvnend a management plan which I developed for 
private project EIR work in California. 
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Richard A. Geier November 10, 1986 

The first step is to develop a set of designations which describe the estimated 
probability that given rock units contain significant paleontologic resources. For 
example, granitic terrane would be designated as having no probability of containing 
fo~sils (but areas of sediment within granitic terrane would have a higher probability). 
Un1ts such as the richly fossiliferous Hagerman beds would be ranked as almost cer
tainly containing fossils, even in areas which have not yet been explored for fossils. 
These designations would then be applied to avai !able geologic maps of the area 
and could be modified and refined as additional information becomes available. A 
separate designation would apply to areas of unknown geology. 

. Pe":lit conditions and mitigation requirements would be tied to the probability 
des1gnat1ons. For example, permits for work in all areas having a map designation 
of no probability of encountering significant paleontologic resources would have 
only_ the mini~um condition described in #I above (reporting of encountered specimens). 
~ennt ~s ~p~lytng to ground disturbance in areas with higher probabi 1 i ties of encounter
Ing Slgmflcant paleontologic resources would require additional measures. Permits 
for the most sensitive units may require preliminary field survey and monitoring by 
a qualified paleontologist. 

In my opinion this approach will provide the maximum protection for fossils 
while min~mizing costs to governmental agencies and to permittees. If you wish to 
explore thls approach further, I will be pleased to provide assistance. 

Sincerely, 

!.:(:7.~ _ / _l[<-z~C--
wuuam A. Akersten 
Curator, Vertebrate Paleontology 

WAA/ss 
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Novcrrber 14, 1986 

Richard A. Geier, C1.scade Area M:mager, Bureau of Land ~agcrrent, 
Boise District, Boise, Idaho 

FFO.i: John Wolflin, Field Supervisor, f''B, Boise Field Office, Boise, Idaho 

SUBJECT: Draft Cascade Resource ~&..nagcrrent Plan/Environrrental Irrpact Statcrrent 

We have revicv."Cd the draft Cascade Resource Managment Plan (Plan) and have 
1 imi ted our caments to federally lis ted candidate and endangered species, 

Genera I Cam-ents 

The docurent adequately addresses habitat requircrrents and rmintenance for t'Ml 
federally listed species, the bald eagle and peregrine falcon. However, the 
docurent identifies only 'h>.u candidate species, the sY.-ainson's hav;k and ferru-

1 
ginous h;;rn.k. 'IV.u other vertebrate species should be included in the doc:liTCnt 
as candidate species, the Idaho ground squirrel and long-billed curlew {Federal 
Register, Dcc:crrbcr 30, 1982, p. 58458). 

Sped fir: Caurents 

The plan provides exc-ellent guidelines and habitat for rronaging the long-billed 
curlew. !-ICI'.'.'Cver, 'M:! c-ould not find rmnagcrrents rccamendations for the Idaho 
ground squirrel. We recamcnd that you contact Dr. Eric Yenscn, College of 
Idaho, G:dd.>..'Cll, Idaho, for this infonmtion. As to c:arrrents and corrections 
on plant spedes, v.-c rcvicv.oed the table found on page 3-8 of the draft Environ
rrcntal Irrpact Statcrrent. We recarrrend that the following table replace the one 
on page 3-8. 

All itrn aascac 
Astragalus nul fordiae 
Haplopappus radlatus 
Car ex abor igimm 
Carmssia rusic:ki i 
Pnrrula cusickiana 

Category 1 
Category 2 
Category 2 
Category 2 
Category 3C 
Category 3C 

We also found that Prirrula cuskkii \\'aS identified in the report. i'ic have no 
record of this species and assure it is Pdnula cusickiana. 

C.uex aboriginun is included in the report. It belongs as a Federal candidate 
species to category 2•. The 2* suggests the possible extinction of the taxa. 

10.2 
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I We have also identified tv.u species, Carmssia cusickii and Prirrula cusickiana, 

as category 3G plants and of s~ F'ederal concerncven though they arc no longer 
being considered for listing as threatened or endangered species. Should further 
research ol' changes in land usc indicate significant decline in either of these 
taxa, they rmy be reevaluated for JXlSSible inclusion in category 1 or 2. 

There are three other JXlints that we wish to draw to your attention. rirst, ~ 
c:onc:ur with the observation that reduced grazing enhances the gra.vth and develop
rrent of native plant species. Abuse of land by overgrazing results in the inva
sion of exotic species. This is usually foll~ by expenditures for noxious ~ed 
control, .... hich could have been prevented if reasonable grazing practices had been 
used fran the beginning. 

Second, the BI..M should recalculate the wildlife habitat allocation in the subject 
docln'ent and assess the nurhers of acres of deer habitat that were destroyed by 
the fires this past St.mll!r. We understand that as nuch as 50 percent of the win
ter dee-r habitat rrny have been destroyed. An addition to the wildlife habitat 
allocation in consideration of habitat lost to fire is recarrrended. 

Third, studies by the Walla Walla District of Corps of Engineers, the Idaho 
Department of Water Resources, and the College of Idaho under contract frcm 
the O'M'ler of Alrrnden Mine, have verified an elevated level of rrercury in the 
Bear Creek watershed, a tributary to the Weiser River. Tailings fran the 
Alrmden rrercury mine erode into Bear Creek. The mine area and Bear Creek 
watershed are adrtinistered by the BL\t We arc concerned that migratory birds 
nesting in the ~tland and riparian areas downstream fran the tailings rmy be 
exposed to rrercury poisoning. No studies have been done on possible mercury 
contamination of migratory birds using the watershed. The rmnagcrrent plan and 
EIS should address this issue and propose rrerc~oring studies of migra-

tory bird• ~ing the area. ~A:J$-v 

if!o: P--l~lflin 
cc: FW3, F.S/BEC, Washington, D.C. 

~ • United States Department of the Interior 

L7619(PNR-RE) 
DES 86/35 

NOV 14 1986 
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

P;tcincNorrhwesl Region 
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To: 

From: 

Cascade Area Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Boise, Idaho 

Associate Regional Director, Recreation Resources and 
Professional Services, Pacific Northwest Region 

Subject: Review of Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and corrment on the draft RMP and EIS. 
Our review has surfaced one concern regarding your recomnendation that the 
South Fork Payette River be nominated for study as a recreational component of 
the Wild ,.and Scenic Rivers System. It appears that the necessary studies have 
been completed to recorrmend to Congress that the river be designated as a 
component of the Wild and Scenic Hivers System. Your studies indicate that 
the river is both eligible and suitable and should be classified as 
recreational. We agree and believe that the requirements of the "Final 
Revised Guidelines for Eligibility, Classification and 11anagement of River 
Areas," as published in the Federal Register, Vol. 47, No. 173, Tuesday, 
September 7, 1982), have been satisfied. Therefore, congressional designation 
should be recorrmended and no additional studies are necessary. 

These corrments are provided in accord with this Service's responsibility as 
custodian of the Nationwide River Inventory, which was prepared under 
authority of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. The South Fork. Payette is 
included in the Inventory. 

If you have any questions or wish to discuss this matter further, please 
contact Ron Hyra at FTS 3g9-5366. 

;t;kt/~ 
Richard L. Winters 
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1-::r-. Richard A. :}cler 
Cascade Area Ean~--;er 

Bureao. of Land l·ian~emen t 
Boise ~l1str1ct Office 
)948 Development ,\venue 
Boise, Idaho 8)70 5 

Uear !<,r. Geier: 

12 
4)9 St.yner Avenue 
Lo::;cow, Idaho 8)84) 
~:ovcmbe~ 14, 1986 

It was a plea.r;urc to review the Draft Hesource ~.ana"";ement Plan and Draft 
I:.'nvironmen+~l Impact Statement for the Cascade Ile.source Area. ':"he report 
documenb; a trcn:endous a..r.:ount of lnforr..a t1or. a.nd 1 t.::; Lyr: lbc.si:::: and analr-1: , 
It ls a crcat step fol"''lard in :nand.i:ell'.cnt of lublic :.a.nds of the ile~ourcc hrca. 

1-.y particular interest is research natural areas. I have confined the 
follo~rint rcMrks to covcr<L£c and trcatmer:t of thecc aren~, 

.le were plea.:.:ed to .see the 1nclc!.,;10n of .six proposed research natural area£: 
in the Draft Plan and .:::1.:>. Loseley's and rny letter to you of Jcpternber 10, 
1985 proposed desie,nation of fot:r of these areas and another, .Suruaer Creek, 
was di~cussed in my letter to you of January 2, 1986. ;.re stroncly support 
desie:nation of five of the six proposed RNA's. lie do not support desic;nation 
of Peraphyllum Rock as a research natu::rnl area, a.nd we cugr;est that location 
and boundaries .of two others, 3umr.ter Creek a11d Buckwheat Flat, could be 
improved. In addition, we sue;[est that rare plants should not be used as 
justification for Buckwheat Flat;., Lost Basin :;razsland, and ;;ood.rich Creek. 
To our knowled£e these areas do not contain rare plants, Followine are 
comments concerning individual proposed aNA's. 

Peraphyllum Rock 

We do not believe that this area meets RUA criteria. .!:'lea£;e sec the 1977 
publication, "A Directory of Research Natural Are~ on Federal I..ands of the 
United States of America", by the Federal Collllllittee on E:cological Rescnres. 
P~es 5-8 and 266-275 of that publication provide a eood. review of purpoc;es, 
standards, and policy euidelinos for research natural areas. Paraphyllur.~ 
Rocks is a small area, badly disturbed by 5razi1l£, and with a ground cover of 
1-iedusahead. Thoueh it po~;sibly contains squaw apple (we didn't find any 
squaw apple on a quick visit on September 18, 1986), we do not believe that 
this qualifies it for RHA dos!enation. 

I 
Buckwheat Flats 

11.2 The area shown on l'.ap 4 was suegested by Roe:er Roeentretter prior to an 
examination of the eeneral area by Robert l·:oseley and me on Aucust ~0, 1985. 
Usinc maps and notes supplied by Rosentretter, we located the 3aee Creek area 
proposed as a RflA in our letter to you of Septej.lber 10, 1985. 'ole believe 
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U\at the Sage Creek area is a better candidate RNA for the following 
reasons: ( 1) It contains greater diversity. Not only does the 3n.ge Creek 
area contain undisturbed stands of Brlo...,.onurn thvmoidea but it also has slopes 
of bluebunch whea.te;:rass.and areas of so.c:eb:rosh and bitterbrush. (2) It 
probably is lesa subject to disturbance by livestock and man. Although 
the surrounding country in heavily r,razed, the area we proposed receives 
little livestock use because of the steep slopes where the bluebunch 
wheatgrass occurs and a very rocky surface on the rid£e where buckwheat 
is found. It is away from the highway and probably less subject to 
ORV and other human uses. (J) Although the proposed Ja.ge Creek area is 
sClall (about 90 acres), 1t is larger than Buckwheat Flats and a bit clm:;er 
to meeting RNA cri toria. 

Su.t:ll:ler Creek 

'll'e suggest that you also reconsider the location and boundaries of thit. 
area. tly letter of JOlrel!rryr21·;19Bt'i!i~"ba.sed on i3la1ne hooers recommendations, 
suggested an area that would include not only the two rare plants of Summer 
Creek. but also vecetation types dominated by stiff sac;ebrush, mountain 
.tl.'!.hog-any, bitterbrush, bluebl.!n.ch llhea.tgra.s::;, and lo.tl.ll.till.Cl. ile believe that 
plant diversity would be (;reater and that protection from livestock use 
would be eazier. 

Rare Plants in Proposed RNA's 

We do not believe that occurrence of rare plant..s should be used a::. justification 
for the proposed Lost Basin C.:rassland, .:;oodrlch Creek, or Buckwheat !o'lat..s 
(pages 12, 25, 2-9, 2-17, 2-26, 2-)5 1 2-44, J-9, 4-5, 4-22, 4--41, 4-59. 4. 79). 
To our knowledge none of these three area.r. contain rare plants. They do 
contain plant associations needed in a research natuml area :;yste;n to senre 
re:::;earch and educational purposes and a.::; baseline reference area::; to determlne 
effects of manaeement practices in similar veeetation type::;. 

ile are pleased Kith your restrictions of activities in RNA':;, and with the 
fire policy with respect to these are;:u,, Exclusion of [,raZiilf., URV use, 
timber cut tin[, po;rerline new's is .oecessary so that these areas will be 
reprcsenta tive of undisturbed conditions, 

There aro other pla11t col:l.llluni ties and situations in the Ca::;cade !l.e:>ource 
Area that should be included in recearch natu:rnl n.reaz. tieeded are areas 
if Xericensis naeebrush, and mountain shrubln.nds on the southeast slope::; 
of the Hitt Nountains, ile hope that we can cooperate with your people to 
find suitable areas that include these and other situations. 

I appreciate the opportunity to review and corr-nent on the Draft Plan· 1 and 
I!:I3. 

Sincerely 

.u ..• ,..t .... a. cJ..d.tn...-
Charles A. llellner, Ghai:rma.n 

Idaho t;atural Area:o, C:oord.inatinr Committee 
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UMedStates 
I Department of 

Agncutture 

Forest 
ServiCe 

Hr. J. David Brunner 
District Hanagor 
Boise District 
Bureau of Land Management 

L 3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, ID 83 705 

Dear Hr. Brunner: 

15 
Intermountain 
Region 

324 25th Street 
Ogden, UT 84401 

1950 

We have reviewed the Cascade Resource Hanage!:lent Plan for coordination 
concerns relative to cutnngement of the Boiae National Forest. 

Particular attention vao given to proposed direction for lands iiiiiiiediately 
adjocent to National Forest lands. We found the direction to be consistent 
with what will be proposed in tho Forest Larod Management Plan. This 
includes the Bureau of Land Management's proposal for studying the South 
Fork:. Payette River fro~:~ Garden Valley to Banks for Wild and Scenic River 
designation. Also, provisions for managing ORV travel are consistent with 
adjacent Forest direction, 

We appreciate the opportunity to roview the plan, and we look. forward 
working with the Bureau an we implement plana on the ndjncent nrcao. 

,4~~ 

\e~ds Or 

,~~ 
~.~ 

l)ltewater 

16.1 

Richard Geier 
Caacadlll' Arlll'a Managli'r 
BI.M Boise District 
:J9qs Develcpmt!'nt Ave, 
Boise, ID 8370:5 

DE"ar Mr, Oeier 

Nove-mber 17, 1986 

Thll' Cascad& Area Rl!l'source Manag&ment Plan is to be 
comm•nd•d +or it'S! recommendation of Wild & Scenic 

I 
conutdill'r.iltion for the Payette rivlll'r and it'S South Fori(, Th" 
draft plan and EIS err, hoHe-ver, in recommending further 
study for thli'sD rive-r segmlil'nt& instead of r•commending thQ>m 
to the Prli'aidll'nt and Congrei5B for dtplgnaticn. The Rescurcu
Management Planning prc:::ess Is ths: study en the el13ib1lity 
and suitability of thes~ ri\.'ers fer ~lld !.<Scenic. 
dru11gn<Jttcn. 

1 havP attached corre•osp:cndvnce- in which the Regiclodl 
F::Jre-eter of Re<JiC., Si:>e of the Fore-at Service agrli'O!:l that tn ... 
Fcre!lt Pla,.,~lng prcci.'SS ccnstitutl!!s the l.Jild t.- Scenic studt 
of rivers and thE' Forest Service ~~~ 11 mal<eo reocomr.lenda.lici•S. 
fer c!esignati::tn, rath6'r th~n fo.:rther study. Ur.le~s. thfi" 
BLM's planning rrnCP5!'1 Is o;cml?l-tow less capable or thorough 
thar tho Fcr'!·!'.>t Service's, It should slmilarl/ be rr.akin"':l 
r.,.:-~IT'nC'Ild,..~ ion!' for deUI'Jnaticn ralh&r th;..m further sl ... tl:;-. 

'Jery Tr!..l!}' Y~urs, 

'-.;·, / ( ;-. . Y/ 
··u:.,;/1/vtt!.! •· . ;I .r: 
I"o~g.!,kss A. North 

ro Bax 88 5eoWe. WllSII/n<Jton 9811/-088 

Mr. Richard A. Geier 
Area Manager 
Cascade Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
3g49 Development Avenue 
Boise, IO 83705 

Dear Mr. Geier: 
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186D lincoln Street. Suite 404 • Denver, Colorado 80295 
303/860-0099 

November 1g, lg86 

On behalf of the Rocky Mountain Oil and Gas Association (RMOGA) I am writing 
to offer our corrrnents on the Draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) and 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Cascade Resource Area (RA). RMOGA 
is a trade association representing hundreds of members who account for more 
than go% of the oi 1 and gas exploration, production, and transportation activi
ties in the Rocky Mountain West. 

RMOGA supports the BLM's Preferred Alternative which proposes to make g4% of 
the Cascade RA ava i 1 ab 1 e for o 11 and gas 1 easing. It is important that access 
for energy and mineral activities be maintained with minimum constraints, even 
in periods of low activity. We believe, however, that the treatment of minerals 
in the planning documents has some flaws which require correction or modifica
tion. 

For example, on Page 57 of the RMP, the BLM states that energy and mineral 
leasing is a discretionary action and that approval of an application for a 
lease is subject to an environmental analysis to determine whether any special 
stipulations are required to protect sensitive resources. We believe this type 
of analysis should be included in the RMP; otherwise there would be no need to 
discuss minerals in the planning process. However, the BLM seems to be implying 
that separate environmental analyses will be prepared on individual leases as 

November 1g, 1g86 

Mr. Richard A. Geier 
Area Manager 
Cascade Resource Area 
Bureau of land Management 

page two 

-I-
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11.1 1 they are applied for by industry. This approach is not in' compliance with 
Bureau policy in Washington. Director Burford has testified on several occa
sions before Congress on oil and gas leasing legislation and has directly 

17.2 

17.3 

5-32 

addressed this issue. It is our understanding that, according to Director 
Burford, the land management planning process should provide sufficient direc
tion in order to make all leasing decisions within the Resource Area. We fully 
support this position. 

We believe that the minerals section of the plan should provide explicit 

I 
direction as to hol<i energy and mineral resources will be managed during the life 
of the plan. The Cascade RMP fails to provide specific information as to the 
location of significant potential for energy and mineral resources. Nor is 
there a map which provides information as to where the BLM anticipates attaching 
special stipulations to leases. The BLM also failed to provide information 
regarding the number of leases currently held in the RA, as well as a discussion 
of any pending leases. This type of information is essential to companies in 
their efforts to determine how their present or future operations may be 
affected by the proposed plan. Such information also provides the general pub
lic loiith an idea as to 1-ihere mineral activities may take place and under what 
conditions. 

The BLM has indicated that an Oi 1 and Gas Environmental Assessment (EA) on 
leasing was previously prepared which 1ncludes the Cascade Resource Area. Even 
if more specific information is contained in this EA, the planning documents. 
should include the basic information and guide 1 i nes the BLM uti 1 ized in making 
planning decisio.ns. We therefore encourage the BLM to more fully integrate the 
oil and gas leasing EA into the proposed planning documents if that document was. 
the basis for the decisions contained in the proposed plan. 

We are concerned that the Cascade RMP does not provide adequate direction 
for the management of energy and mineral resources. For instance, we are con
cerned that there may be future delays when lease applications are filed because 
additional environmental documentation may be needed before an application can 
be approved. It is possible that conflict situations may arise between surface 
and subsurface resources that the RMP has failed to address, Therefore, we rec
o!Mlend that the BLM revise the mineral portion of the plan to include a more 
indepth analysis of the possible trade-offs involved between surface and subsur
face resources. This analysis is important area-wide, but is of particular 
importance for the 100,000 acres identified by the BLM as having significant 
potential for oil and gas. During preparation of such an analysis, the BLM 
must recognize that in some situations energy and mineral resources may warrant 
priority consideration over surface resources. We believe these objectives can 
be met by utilizing the draft RMP Guidance for Fluid Minerals currently under 
BLM consideration. 



November 19, 1986 

Mr. Richard A. Geier 
Area Manager 
Cascade Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 

page thre~ 
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In conclusion, l<{hile we endorse the leasing availability recom'nendations 
contained in Alternative E, we recomnend that the BLM revise its final EIS to 
comply l<{ith the BLM's draft planning guidance for fluid minerals. These guide
lines require specific disclosure of how minerals are considered and related 

17 .4 =~~l~ri~~f~ai'~t~~;i~!n;o;,~:~ :~: ;~~jectA t:at;;\xhdwr0a~~dls~h~~ ~~r~:~~a~~~u;~~~~ I 
decisions made. For example, the RA would be categorized as having low, moder-

stipulations, seasonal or other special stipulations, and standard stipulations. 
These areas would then be identified on a map and included in the plan. This 
type of information aids public reviel<{ efforts because rationale for decisions 
is more easily identified. 

We appreciate this opportunity to provide you with our views. If you have 
any questions regarding our COITITlents, please contact me. 

AFB:cw 

Richard A. Goior 
Cascade Aroa Mann{~EH 

Bureau of Land Mnnar;ornen t 
Boise district Office 
3948 Development Avenue 
Bo.1Se. Idaho 8370& 

Ounr Mr. Go lor, 

_];:rui€ t~~{f 
Alice Frell Benitez 
Public Lands Director 
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t'JlO Man\tou 
Boi..sl""!. Idaho 83/06 
November ZO, 198£ 

'lio appreciate tho conserv:ntvn and realistic approac:h reflnctod in 
the draft. CascafJO Resource Manar:emont Plnn. Thi~ land use plan to 
be truely based on onvironmental considotations. 

Tho plan doesn't include ax tens 1 vc and axpons i. vc rane-e 
mnnlpulAtlons. This is n sound approach consldcrlnrr tho Federal 
doflcit, avallablo funding, nnd environmental constraints of slope nnd 
solls. Yot most of the area J.s ln poor ecoJoP.'icnl conr1ltlon (Map J 2 ln 
the appendix) rof Joctlng n lonJ:" history of abuse. Therefor!~ the 
proposal making r;razlnr,: increases dopendun t on monl tor ing studles 
Jndlcatlnl!' ranr:o improvement ls absolutely necessary. 

The plan needs to be amended to indlcuto trw extent of the damage 
to ranr:e and wlldllfo habitat done by tno w1de·spread wildfires in the 
summer of l986. Tho proposals of the Range Restoration and 
Rohabllltatlon Committ~o nf}Od to be tncluded. At tho mcot.tnr; Nov. t2. 
you indicated affected allotm".lnts would hnvo _._overal seasons of non-use 
and thnt AUM's on other nilotmP.nts would not be lncreasm1 to compensate 
for those losses. This shou.!.d also bo included. 

Tho 1986 fire damage to 80% of tho mule door winUH range ls 
tragic. The 20 ynar wildlife proj(Jctions obviously need to be adjusted. 
The ros£mding nffe>rts with n mlxturo of grasses. forbs, and shruhs ls u 
firlO appronch--far bor.ter than the prnvalent soedlng with a crosted
wheatgrass monocul turn. 

Especially admirable is tho plnn's r-Jcognltlon of wlldlife needs. 
We were pleased to read of the habl tat management for s;J.gfJ grouso (pa~o 
~1) for this species is enti.rnly dependent on ... ago. There is a flnn 
proposal for 6 research natural aro:1s to protect Federal category II 
and sensitive plants. The J Areas of Critical f:nvlronmental Concern are 
es.sentlal for protection of tho Columbian sharp-taUed ~rouse, tho long 
billed curlow, and tho wntershed on the Uoiso Front. Recognition of the 
Boise Front as a criUcal watershed is !onr. ov"!rduo. The BLM seems 
committed to the!'O proposals: we were encoura1~ed to read that tho 
Hongge lor land exchange (page 4- 8!1) for SO acre.s in long· billed cur lew 
habitat was rnJectod. 

However, we recommend more conctlrn fOr the rP.o- banded trout. Tho 
olan includes fencing on segments of >1 streams (page 4-81 ). 'fie prefer 
the propos:ll ln Alternative C (par.-e 4-4J) which includ(lS foncinr: on 6 
streams. 
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Pte recruation pUm nccommodates ORV users in play area and cycle 

parks. Hikers r,ot little, which Is unfortunatFJ for there is a roal noed 
for hiklnr; trails near tho population center of the state. The Hull's 
Gulch trail Is well dovolopod and gots a lot of uso. Wo h.lke it 3-~ 

times a yoar. More trails should bo devoloppd, ospeclally on the Boise 
Front, Squaw Butte, and dodson Pass. Perhaps tho BLM could take t.he 
lead and c.:n-ordlnate with tho Forest Service and Idaho Fish and Game to 
ostabl.ish a t.ralls Colllmlttoe to promote hikl.ng trnlls on tho Boise 
!-'rant. 

8()X Creek should be managed as an outstanding natural aroa as 
proposed ln Altornntlve c. 

The unsatlfact.ory cnmpinrr situation at Paddock Reservoir needs 
some solution. The BLM should take the tend ln this, porhnps oven 
tradlnrr some land to ncqulrn the camping aroa which could thon bo 
developl~d for camping. 

Thnnk you for the opportunity to express our vlows. 

Richord A Ge1er 
Ccsccde Arec Moncger 
Bureo 1J of Lond M!ln~oerreflt 
Bo1se Dtstnct Off1c~ 
3948 Development Avenue 
Botse. ldoho 83705 

Sincerely, 

Frodcr lck R. Ward 

~~._,._)-, .:~ ~o...""W 

Ja~et. D. Word 

19 Dove Yon De Gro.off 
43 1 0 N 1'1ople Grove Rd. 
Bo!se. I dono 83704 
~ove~Y~~€'r 26,1986 

Hev1ng r-eviewea the "Dreft. Resource Pion ond Dreft Env1ronmento1 
lmpoct Stotement· for t.~e Coscode t"1onogement Areo, 1 would l1ke 
to subrn't the followmg comments os mput mto the plonmng 
~rocess 

I - Tr.e pion os presented hos mtmrno! onolys1s of the 1mpect 8LM 
tlrnner hos on the economy of loco! communrties Severo! mills ore 
offected by timber ovoilobiltty. 1n tt"le Southwest rdeho oreo ell mills 
ore dependent upon e · wood-bosk.et· for row moteriols. Th1s common 
source of t1rnber mcludes t.he Forest Serv'ce, Stele of IOohO Pnvote 
ond BLM , , 

1') the oost. BLM timber h'=!s not. been o moJor souce of row n'lOtenol. 
However, the 1mpoct of BLM offenngs w11l be more cn~icol to the 
l.lrrber Industry es t''rle goes on The reasons for thiS rs os follows: 

A- T1mber ovo,!ob!lll.y f.-orr"' ~ne Forest Serv1ce 1s declmtng 
:.-,olcetHJr"ls ore f.hot the Poyette ~otton.'ll Forest""''" hOld the1r !"l!lrvest 
level to oDout h1stonc ie11els. Jri'.Jel contoc~ w1th the Bo1se NotHJr>Ol 
F<Jrest. Pion 'ndl':'')tes ~redUCtiOn''"' cut fran" 92 6 MMBF to eboul. 74 
t·:n:+F 

B- 5•.-ete 01 1doTJo t'mtler 'S proJected to rerno1n obout constont 

_ ,: - Dunng the penod from 1979 to ;9e5. the umoer 'noustry •ro 
"=·9Utner-n •QOho:- '"llOVeO heavily tC' pr•v~!E' llmtJer for- re.....,. 'rJete-ntll. If"! is 

wes -:!<:><"IE' 1.0 5fJr'VIV€' tJE'(I"e7seo ft!rn(l€'r" [orl(e"? M•.ICn of tre on ... ote 

'· ........ ~~,. ....... ~~ ~ 1 "':'~~·; 'J"""'?r:l !~ •ow S'. 1Jrrrpoge •ms trerd •s ftO':'t' over 
'r<cre')sec hentest ':In w··v~ne :e,...as r.es depleted muc..., of tn•s source for 

~ne ···e"t aeo:~de ;:-:>,.t•Jn':!tety, ~~rr"'Der <::lerr"'er"la l")es Jncr"?ese~, ~el<,,g 
~·~·<·o:_>rnrnenf wood rr"'or.r:- -':!l.frljctlllf' 
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For ttle ob0ve reasons tMre IS a senous shortoge of tlm':'e'" f')..- '."t> "e'!,... 
terrr TI1 1S wlil mo::reose de111end If tile neeC>?d r~w rr>~'.er•~ 1 fryr" 

c•Jrrert focJIJlJes •n !."is oreo 1s to be pro•,nded, 1311 sou•'"Ces Qf met'J'"e 
motenol rnus!. be mede ave,leDie 11. IS des1raoie 1.0 r'HPr'.otn cur-re"'. 
C'Oer~'-''~9 !eueJs to 

A- Provide employment Hl loco! comrnurntJes Hns 15 esoeci~:~~ 

tmportont in Ylew of the l':lck of ot.her '!'m':'IO:O'J..,..e"'· ':'':'C'-:",...'.')"'•1.! '"' '.':'"""~ 

suctl os Horsesnoe Bend, Coscode, New Meed~~s .. Co•Jno;:•:. !'!nd Emrne~~ 

B- Uttl12e growth of e neturel r-esource prov1Qmg fuPd~ t0 l0co1 
stele, ond the Federol government. ThiS '5 cnticol et e t 1 r"~e of oudget 
constreint et ell levels 

The BLJ'1 plen hes looked ot fwe elternetive 'eve Is ot umber 
menegement The Preferred Alterrv.:!t'lr'e (E) recommends 1 M~1BF of 
timber to be offered onnuelly In lr'lew of the abolr'e 11scuss•cn_! fee 1 

that the horlr'est lelr'el should be set between the 1.7 MMB~ '" eiternot•ve 
B, ond the 2.9 MMBF in oltemotilr'e D. 

2- I om lr'ery Pleosed thet the BLM intends to continue select we loggmg. 
This system remolr'es olr'er-moture, high nsk trees decreosl'l9 loss froM 
mortality while prolr'Jdmg rew motenol of a s1ze wh1ch Industry cen use 
In odd! lion, selective Jogg1ng prolr'ldes colr'er for gome ommols 

3- At th1s time liOU helr'e not addressed the wilderness issue. I opoose 
the inclusion of Ony londs into wllderness wh1ch cen prov,de livestocK 
foroge, tJmber, or minerals. ldoho hos oil the smgle use Jonds 11. con 
stond. I would recommend mult1ole use on elr'ery ocre Olr'Olloble. 

Thonk you for the opportumt!:j to prolr'ide my personal mout into your 
plonmng process. 

Smcerely, 

Dolr'e Von De Greoff 

I,?~~~~~~L RESOURCES ~E~~~ ~~~~?,;;no~;,,~~~; D 
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Ru..,lh"\'l!hln< 

!\r<TO!;\I)"Tr..,.<~t<r 

Rldwd!ol<;(]<"'k<"l" 
~lomn ~!.,dlc 

D!olo<h."'l!lat1<>n 

November 25, 1986 

~d-o-In W ~l<><kl)" 
L.>r-)""rrMd 

Richard A. Geier, Cascade Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

CIU<I ~><"(utl\"1"01!1<...- Boise District Office 
3948 Development Ave. 
Boise, ID 83705 

Dear Sir: 

Re: Cascade Draft RMP and 
DEIS 

Here is Idaho Natural Resources Legal Foundation's 
comments on the Cascade Draft Resource Hanagement Plan and 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The Legal Foundation 
appreciates the opportunity to submit these comments for 
your consideration. 

El'lS/ng 
Enclosure 

uruly yours, 

-Grh-St~k~~~ 

20.1 

20.2 

20.2 
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Comments of Idaho Natural Resources Legal Foundation on the 
Cascade Draft Resource Management Plan and Draft Environ
mental Impact Statement. 

1. The plan does n?t conform to the CEQ Regulations 

under NEPA. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 defines "cumulative impact" 

the impact on the environment which results 
from the incremental impact of the action 
when added to other past, present and rea
sonably foreseeable future actions regardless 
of what agency (federal or non-federal) or 
person undertakes such actions. cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor 
but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. 

40 c.F.R. § 1508.25(a) (2) requires "(2) Cumulative actions, 

which when viewed with other proposed actions have cumula-

tively significant impacts ••. be discussed in the same 

~mpact statement." 

An example of the failure to live up to the standards 

of these regulations, and thus NEPA, is the discussion {or 

more accurately, the complete lack of discussion) of the 

cumulative effects of pipelines. The DEIS, on page 2-43, 

and the proposed plan, on page 24, both say 15 miles of 

pipelines will be put in during the planning period. The 

DEIS, on page 4-77, says 12 miles of pipelines are proposed. 

That completes the discussions of pipelines. 

For the purposes of these comments, it is assumed that 

the pipelines are going to be installed to take water from 

- 1 -
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one spot, such as a river, stream or well, and apply it to 

an area which now is used only by wildlife. When water is 

applied, the area will be reseeded and cattle will be turned 

out on it. If the pipelines in fact are intended to be 

transportation for oil, natural gas or slurry, this discus-

sian will need revision. 

The effect of the these actions on the wildlife must be 

considered. We are not dealing in terms of numbers here, 

are dealing in terms of areas used by wildlife (one of the 

approved multiple uses) that is going to be turned into 

cattle grazing area. Can the wildlife compete with the 

cattle? l'lill the range be planted with seeds that produce a 

crop the wildlife presently using the area will be able to 

use? Will the wildlife habitat be preserved or destroyed in 

the transformation? What sort of an area are we talking 

about? Are the 12 or 15 miles the mainstems or do they 

include all laterals? The Legal Foundation recognizes that 

the proposed plan and the DEIS are not the appropriate 

places for site specific analyses. They are, however, the 

required place (40 C.F.R. § 1501.2) to discuss the environ-

mental impacts of the proposed actions. 

I 
Pipelines arc just one example. Land transfers, for 

20.3 instance, are another example. Other range improvements 

such as are mentioned in the plan, are another example. The 

l plan 

20.4 
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speaks of "burning., discing and spraying" (e.g. page 

- 2 -



20.4 

20.5 

20.7 

20.8 

20 
24). The danger of noxious weed infestations from land 

disturbing activities are not discussed. The Legal Founda-

tion assumes that any spraying to control noxious weeds or 

othet pests will be in accordance with an approved weed or 

pest control plan. It is doubtful that any such plan would 

permit indiscriminate spraying. So the indiscriminate ""'ark 

will be the burning and the discing. The effects of such 

work on wildlife, water quality, and other natural resources 

should be discussed. 

2. The planning criteria on page 8 of the RMP are 

totally inadequate. These are not the planning criteria 

called for by 43 C.P.R. § 1610.4-2, which call for criteria 

"to guide development of the resource management plan". The 

criteria on page 8 couldn't guide anything. The BLH Regula-

tions require public input into the planning criteria. The 

regulations require the planning criteria be developed 

before the development of the plan and the DEIS. If the 

regulations have any meaning, they require the Cascade 

Resource Area to start anew, develop adequate planning 

criteria, with good public input, and then -- based on the 

criteria decided upon -- develop the proposed plan and DEIS 

anew. The Legal Foundation considers the development of 

adequate planning criteria, with appropriate public input, 

to be essential to the development of an adequate plan. The 

- 3 -
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Legal Foundation intends to make sure that the BLM Regula-

tions, 43 c.F.R., part 1600, are complied \Vith. 

3. The Legal Foundation questions whether the plan 

contemplates realistic budget levels. On page 46 an exten-

sive monitoring program is called for:. Does the Bureau have 

the money now for such monitoring? Is it now being per-

formed? Does the Bureau contemplate such funds? 

4. The plan should be revised so that it accurately 

reflects the conditions following the 1968 fires. At a 

public meeting the Director of the Resource Area indicated 

that it is not intended to revise the plan. This is a 

mistake. Significant elements of the Area's resources have 

been changed to such an extent that the plan no longer 

represents reality. 

5. The entire burned wildlife habitat north of Emmett 

should be an ACEC. 43 u.s.c. § 1702{a), and 43 u.s.c. § 

l712{c) (3) are clearly applicable to this situation. An 

extensive wildlife population and habitat is at extreme 

risk. This is what the concept of the area of critical 

environmental concern was developed for. It should be used. 

Failure to do so would appear to be a failure to comply with 

the law and regulations. 

- 4 -
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P.O. Box 339 
f>lcCall, Idaho 
83638 

November 25, 1986 

Hr. Richard A. Geier 
Cascade Area Hanagcr 
Bureau of Land Hanagemcnt 
Boise District Office 
39<18 Development Ave. 
Boise, Idaho 83705 

Dear Hr. Geier: 

21 

After reviewing your cascade Resource Management Plan for 
<187,466 acres of BL!-1 administered public lands in the Cascade 
Resource r\rea, I wish to make several comments concerning 
the plan. 

l. Hare importance should be on Multi Use Hanagcment, with 
emphasis on those uses that complement each other. An 
example would be using logging to enhance big game winter 
range and improve wildlife habitat. 

Your preferred alternative indicates 26,663 acres of 
timber management acres with an annual harvest of only 
one million board foot of timber. The one million board 
foot harvest equates to an annual growth of only 37ls 
board foot per acre per year. Even under average growing 
conditions one can expect 150 board foot/acre/year on the 
26,663 acres of timberland resulting in an annual harvest 
of approximately four million board foot. As a pro
fessional Fares ter working out of the Cascade, Idaho area, 
I am familiar with some of your timber lands, l.Jany of 
these timbered acres contain an abundance of high risk 
timber which should be harvested. 

3. Federal grazing fees should be raised to reflect a fair 
market value, at least $3,25/animal unit month. All area 
of public lands that arc grazed by domestic livestock 
should be grazed under some type of grazing management 
plan, preferably a three pasture rest rotation system. 

4. The so called wild horses should be greatly reduced or 
better yet eliminated. The wild horses are not wild but 
descendants of domestic horses. They are damaging to the 
range, have no natural enemies, and your present control 

21 
methods arc quite expensive. The horses compete for 
habitat that should be occupied by deer, elk, big horn 
sheep, antelope, etc. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Cascade Re
source Hanagemen t Plan, 

Sincerely, 

John P. Kwader 



Timber and Wood Products Group Boise Cascade 

Southern Idaho Region 
P.O. Box 156 

. Horseshoe Bend. Idaho 83629 
2081793-2241 

November 26, 1986 

Richard A. Geier 
Cascade Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Boise District Office 
3948 Development Ave. 
Boise, Idaho 83705 

Dear Mr. Geier; 

Boise Cascade has reviewed the "Draft Resource Management 
Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement" for the Cascade 
Resource Management District and the following convnents are our 
~nput into the planning process. 

The timber sales level on the BLM, Cascade District, should 
be set at between 3 !'otMBF and 5 MMBF annually. This level is 
sustainable and is necessary to maintain current employment 
levels in small, dependent convnunities. 

The reasons are as follows: 

I. Concerning forest mangement alternatives and potential. 

22.1 

A - The document considers five alternatives, managing 
a range of acres and intensities. Harvest levels 
range from . 5 MMBF to 2. 9 r1MBF annually on lands 

e~~~e~~m~~~ o~;p:~r~~ ~~~ ;~~!8~r:~r~~~ws o~I~:~e~~~~~~ 
to be between 150/250 bd.ft./acre per year, on 
unmanaged stands, and 200/500 bd.ft./acres under 
intensive management. Assuming the worst case, 150 
bd.ft./acre per year on 20,026 acres, the sustained 
yield harvest should be 3.0 MMBF. 

200 bd.ft./acre per year average should be easily 
attainable. Assuming the 26,663 acres in the 
preferred alternative, this would allow a sustained 
yield of 5. 3 MNBF annually. Considering growth 
potential of timbered acres, a harvest of 1 MMBF per 
year is cons~dered too low. 

22 
B - You mention in the plan that selective harvest 
systems are prefer):'ed. Boise Cascade agrees with this 
philosophy for the following reasons; 

1 - Selective harvest normally takes out larger, 
high risk trees. This reduces losses due to mor
tality, increases growth by leaving smaller, more 
thrifty trees, and is more economical for the 
purchasers. Larger trees cost less to harvest, 
reduces milling expense, and yield higher value 
products. 

2 - Silvicultural systems which leave a continuous 
stand of timber depend on natural regeneration, 
saving the expense of planting. 

3 - Selective cutting provides cover for game 
animals. 

II. Concerning industries needs. 

A - On page 16 of the nDraft Plan", it is stated that 
"the proposed annual harvest of 1 MMBF has been deter
mined on the basis of demand for saw timber and the 
administrative capability to offer timber salesn. 
This indicates a lack of demand for timber in the 
Southwest Idaho area. This is not the case. We view 
the timber supply as follows; 

1 - Operators in the Southwest Idaho area (from 
Mountain Home on the Southeast to New Meadows on 
the Northwest) draw timber from a convnon raw 
material base. This limited source is made up of 
the Boise National Forest, the Payette National 
Forest, the BLM, the State of Idaho, and private 
landowners. The area of commercial timber land 
is fixed, distance prohibits operators from 
"reaching out" and expanding the operating base. 

2 The Payette National Forest has been 
operating on an allowable harvest of 74 MMBF. 
The Draft Plan for this forest indicates future 
harvest of 78 MMBF, including salvage. 

3 - The Boise National Forest has been operating 
at a 92.6 r1MBF allowable harvest level. 
Indications are that this level will be reduced 
to about 75 MMBF under the new plan. 
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4 ~ The State of Idaho sells 20 MMBF annually. 
This volume is expected to remain constant. 

5 - Harvest of private lands was increased during 
the period from 1980 to 1985, primarily due to 
the less expensive stumpage from this source 
during a period of depressed lumber prices. 
Harvest levels from private sources will be 
reduced in the future. 

The net result of the above listed facts is a 
reduction in available timber of 13 to 25 MMBF 
annually to operators in Southwest Idaho. 

B - Timber manufacturers in the Southwest Idaho area 
are not currently operating at full capacity. To be 
efficient, a sawmill should operate on at least a two 
shift basis. Several facilities in this area are pre
sently operating only one shift, primarily due to lack 
of raw materials. 

c To operate efficiently, a standing timber 
inventory equalling 2~ to 3 years of production is 
needed. This allows time for road construction, 
contracting, etc. At Boise Cascade, the level of 
timber under contract has been going down steadily 
since 1975. There is no "backlog" of timber to make up 
for future sale shortages. 

D - Reduction in production is not a straight line 
relationship with reduction in timber supply. When 
adequate timber is not available, a full shift is re
moved from a large mill, or a small mill goes out of 
business. 

III. Concerning effects on employment. 

IV. 

A - The timber shortage which industry is facing will 
result in either a small mill going down, or a large 
mill reducing at least one shift. This equates to the 
loss of approximately 65 direct jobs. 

B - Job loss would occur in a small, dependant 
community, such as Horseshoe Bend, Council, or New 
Meadows. These areas have little or no employment 
opportunity for displaced workers. 

22 
Effects of convnuni ty stability. 

A - !<!ill facilities in Southwest Idaho are located in 
small communities. A reduction in timber availability 
would reduce $1,475,000 in direct payroll in the town 
where a shutdown occurs. This, coupled with a reduction 
in taxes at all levels, would have serious adverse affects. 

Thank you for considering our concerns and comments. 

Sincerely, 

BOISE CASCADE CORPORATION 

::t::n~~ 
Idaho Region Manager 
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'1 ichard ,\. Gl·i~r 
":ascade Are<.~. ··anaecr 
Bureau of j and "anager.wnt 
10J~e •-1.5trlct ('ff1cc 
)928 ;c•Jclopncnt Avenue 
')olse, "daho 8)705 
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: •at.tcmlcd the r:an1.0ade ~·';' ~,'orkshop on l'OV. 12 and read thrc1.Jt;h a 

copy of the plan , focuzing pri::larily on the prcrferrcd al ternatlvc and 

Alternative c. 

1. ny opln1non would favor Alternative'.:· ;'his oplntnon is 'Jolstercd by 

tl-.e uncprta1nc1es surroundit;r:; adeq:Jate monltorir{': (bcc<l.u~e of 1nsufflcknt 

funding) in the preferred alternaliVf•. 

2. 1..£ sufficient funds and the :n~·chanisrn::; of nonttorl.n& arc attalmble, 

the the preferred alternative appears to be a:1 acceptable second choice. 

). "T'hc flrc reslor.ttlon efforts are encourat~l.ng, and I have little to 

add ln cor.unent on the::~. 

4.T do want to go on record as being very stroi161Y ln support of the 

So'..llh !;'ork payette Recreational River recommendation; of the proposed A.CP.f: 's; 

and of the P.HA 's. 

5. 4'hat I would llke to concentrate on in more d~tall arc the following 

two tssues: 

(a) The ir.tportancc of good riparian manaeemenl -- for w1ldllfe, 

fish and people : :>vergrazed otrearn banks arc disastrous for plants and 

animals -- protnbly one of the most o'adous reasons many people think that 

there should be decreases in Att~.~'s. At least major tributaries like crane creek 

deserve careful manage~:~ent. Along the!le lines, setting minimum flow criteria 

for streams like r.rane creek is also sowething that should be included in the 

final RMP. 

(b) The issue of regulation of ORV 's. ! entirely suppo!:"i. \.he closure 

of RNA's to onv's and the ll;:~ltatlons of CRY use in the ACEC's and other selected 

areas. HowDver, T have extensively hiked in the Boise Front and frequently 

encounter trall bikes in areas that arc supposed to be closed; last spril'l(-; I 

even mel a trail bike on the Hulls Gulch Trail. Tl 1s clearly true that a sig

nificant number of ORY operators neglect the sL:lplest rules of erosion control -

the thrill of tracking the untracked is ultimately highly destructive to steep 
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erosive slopes. Thus lt b not just a matter of a corllllct of uses -- although 

1t is that, and a hiker- trail bike encounter interferes r.t'..lch more with the en

joyment of the hiker than 1t docs the biker -- 1t is also a r.~atler of a conflict 

of one usc with the ecological integrity of. the land used. ~t b analQ3"0US in 
f{.•~'~ •l 

a(~~~{. 5~o bird-hunting vs bird-watching: the farner io more consumptive than the 

latter. clearly oov's are here to stay --but just like wlth hunting, 1t needs to 

be regulated. Thus T would like to propose that the final ll:'P include :;orne pro

vision for rconltoring of CRY use, particularly in the areas that are sensitive 

to erosion and in the areas ~o~hcre use is to be limited to tralls only; and that 

the R''P include som.e criteria for when an area would become one of United ln

stcad of unrestricted use or be closed altogether -- these erlterla betr>..g ones 

that arc before desl!1..1ction to the oxtent ::>cen in the 3oise ~rant. 

T would like to further propo:se that a few sclecte·d SP">allish areas be 

set aside as entirely closed to ORV 's to provide havens for wlldllfe and for 

hikers free of conflict ~o~ith 0!W 's. The two pro;:osal::; put forth by sheldon 

Bluestein seem to be approp:date: the 7500 acre:; between crane r.rcek and the 

l.'e>iser n1ve;::- and the 8000 acres south of rodson ra~:::;. Tht> total acre:.; are not 

excessively large here: 1t can not be held to be discrininat.il"'_g to CP'/ 'ers to 

designate an area outside ar· !UiA as open to non-motorized recreatlor:. only,when 

the total number of unrestricted acres and available trail!> is so over...-helmingly 

large. ~t would seem to ne that such an area is fully cOfTlpat.ible with the principle 

of multiple usc in that multiple usc is a conci!pt applied to a re1:;1on -- like 

the cascade area -- such that specific are.:u; ~ have restricted .. wcs. 

A last thought along these lines ~o~ould be to ~o~onder if the cascade 

l.'anagcnent Area could coordinate ~;ith the l]olse nadonal ~crest to extend the 

Hulls Gulch trail further in to the forest above it::; current cmdine;. 

6. Iast~ly, .,. ~o~o.Jlri like ~o i:-dic2.~.r: th..'l.~-;- ~o:.:!~ be .:!.1111...:; !.o "pend. a 

Saturday cone Sprine workinr. in the 3ol.se ?ron!. or another area tr..a.t needs it 

helping replace sigrl!; and fences that have been i:nockcd cown or have !'<:!len !::to 

disrepair. Alternatively, if there ~o~as SOOf! trail work that was takl!'.g place ~ 

~o~o;.lld be willing to help out there too. 

0 bcercly your-..i, 

l-< ·-'-·'""'
~rik ?'bher 
18211 Ede-ecll!'i '.:'::?rmce 
)oisr.:, Tdaho Fl)702 
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J. David Brunner 
Boise District t-lanager 
Bureau of Land H . .oma~ement 
3948 Development Ave. 
Boice, JD 83705 

Dear l1r. Brunner: 

700 S .. Foirview Ave .. :)p 68 
Meridiun, ID 83642 
November 28, 1986 

The Idaho ··:ildlife Federationi'."1F) appreciates the op
portunity to comment on the Ca"' ade Hesou ce l·l na em t P n 
;md !:nvir nmental Im act .Sto.t 'mcnt Draft • Our ore;ani:z.ation 
views thi.::: land use plan an especially important one bccaur;e 
of the rlestructive fires in the Re::;ourcc Jiree~. Protection 
und rehubili t'-ltion \'!ill cior.;inate the management direction 
durin~ the life of the land usc plan, especially throughout 
the first five years of the plan. Becouse of these conditions 
the F.!•' recommends the ~lqU<1W But te/'.":illow Ridge complex be 
designated an Area of Critical E.nvironmental ·.;oncern(ACEC). 
The critical mule deer winter range, upland wildlife and 
riparian zoneG will require special management attention 
throughout the life of the plan. 

The I'.:F recommends changing the RNP to reflect the altered 
ranee and vd.ldlife conditions in the resource area. \"ihile we 
appreciate the confidence of your stuff to carry out the man
aeement objectives of the proposed plan despite the obst<1.cles, 
we believe the damage modified conditions that require a re
assessment of the manngemcnt prescriptionG proposed under 
all the alternatives. '"ii thou t such reconsideration and ad
justment the public is handicapped in evaluating the plan. 

:;ignificant inadequaciec occur throughout the plan be
cause it does not conform to the CF.~ Regulations under NEP{I. 
Fedcr\11 Rc~lation, 40CFR 1508.7, definer: 11 cumul<Jtive impact" 

the imtact on the -1nvironment which results 
from the incremental impact of the action when 
odded to other past, present ond reasonably 
forseeable future actions regardless of what 
agency{ federal or non- federol) or person under
taker: .such actions. Cumulative impocts can 
result from individually minor but collectively 
significant <)ctions taking place over a period 
of time. 

40C}'R ~508.2r~a)(2) reouires "(2) cumulative actions, Ylhich 
w~en. v~ewed :nth other proposed action.:; have cumulatively 
s~gm.hcrtnt ~mpacts • • • be discussed in the same imnact 
statement." A 

A{flllated with the Nallonal Wlldll{e Federation 

Cascade Draft RNP/~·:Is 
Uovember ?8, 1986 
roge 2 
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Jin example of the inadequacies is the discussion(or 

lack of discussion) of the cumulative effects of the fifteen 
(15) miles of stock \"Jatcring pipeline(pG 24). Through ex
perience we diccovercd pinelines usually result in the de
velopment of laterals and extensions. Because the plan ex
tends through a. h .. enty year period we feel it is rensonable 
to anticipate such actions durine the life of the plan. 
The effect of uinelines on wildlife must be considered. •::e 
feel it is not ·a ca8e of nuobf~rs but one of nreC~.s used "by 
wildlife. '.'/hile the proposed plan and DEIS are not the ap
propriate places for site specific analyses. they are hoc·:
ever, the required place(4DCFR 1501.2) to discuss the en
vironmental impacts of the proposed actions. 

I 
!mother example of \':here the proposed plan is deficient 

is the discussion of the land transfer, particularly the 

24.5 ~t~~~!:~~a~fc~~~~~u~~~~~ng~~ n;~ ~f~c~~;;d:hcTh~t~~fi~;e c~~ 
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explain the results of the proposed exchange is one more ex
ample of the inadequacies permeating the Droft RHP/DEIS. 

The Federation approves of the establishment of an ACEC 
for Columbian sharp tail grouse and for the lon~billed curlew. 

Funding emerges as a major questionable ingredient of 
the plan. Huch of the success of the plan hinges on carrying 
out the prescriptions stated in the RHP, but in Appendix P 
the familar phrase "depending on the availability of funding 
ond mo..npower" imposes a limitation on the ability of the 
Bureau to meet their commi tmen t.s. The likelihood of reduced 
fundine and manpower in the remainder of this decade and 
into the next decade ir; a likely conGtrC~int. However, the 
seauence to the environment if the Bureau is unable to im
plement an aggressive and effective monitoring plan is not 
discu.ssed. ':'fe viev: this oversight as a serious flaw in the 
plan because monitoring constitutes a major step in deter
mining management decisions. 

'rhe Idaho ·::ildlife Federation believes the Cascade 
Re~ource t·lana~ement Plan and :.:nvironrnental Impact Statement 
(Draft) serioucly fla•·oed, and ,.,e recommend that a rev:ri te 
is necessary to bring it in complaince with the requirements 
of !l~fl;', e-nd the federal regul<Jtions.. Any rewrite must in
clude the conditions and situations created by the past surn
mer1 s fires. 

Cordially, 

~R 11··· ~l.~h/ Gh·. 
usse .• 1 eu~:ins~Cha;rman 

!!at ural Resources Commi ttce 
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Idaho Outfitters' & Guides' Association, Inc. "";! , .. : .> · 

P.O. BOX 95 BOISE, IDAHO Bl701 {208)342.1438 ~"C <,\ 

13UREAU OF LAND HANAGENENT ~ 
3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, ID 83705 

Gentlemen, 

November 26, 1986 

The Idaho Outfitters and Guides Association supports Alternative C of 
the Cas cadc rJ•lP. 

In the area of recreation we support: 

l) full 4500 acre recreational river r.tanagement along 
six miles of the North Fork, and eight miles along 
the Hain Payette 

2) the exchange or purchase of land for a Niddlc \·Ieiser 
River canoe/float launch site and take out site 

3) development of a recreation parking area for a take 
out site for river rccrcationists on the Cabarton 
stretch of the Payette 

4) wild and scenic status for the South Fork of the 
Payette 

5) withdraw 500 foot corridor along Hull's Gulch Nature 
Trail from overhead, surface, or subsurface ric;hts of 
way, from mineral location and leasing, and from QE!.Y. 
domestic grazing 

\1e support A.CEC's for the long-billed curlew and the Columbian sharp
tailed grouse. 

Additionally, we are concerned that the plan adequately addresses the 
need for range rehabilitation north of Emmett in the burn area. \'linter 
range for wildlife is critical for the herds. 

STATE OF IDAHO 

JOH,'!,.~,~~,ANS 
EOAHO TIIANSPORrATION OO~RO 
JOKNioiOK ... Mi-<••"•" 
U010FOARI!OH-.,:,,.,,,,. 
.. AI!IONOAVIOSOH-•o•o<• 

E O(~~"~)~DAl( 

November 26, 1986 

Mr. ,J. David Brunner 
BLM nistrict Manager 
3948 Development A.ve. 
Boise, ID 83705 

Dear Mr. Brunner, 

Sincerely, 

;btcud: Qu-.,._ o-n d..c, 
Grant Simonds.c9:9-. 
Executive Director 
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TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 

!iO'SE,I~HO SJ707 

The Idaho TransPortation Deoart11ent has two major concerns with 
the "Cascade T)r~ft Resource~ Management ?lan and Environmental 
Impact Statement." The concerns are related, .-md could severely 
limit our ability in the future to accomplish transportation 
objectives, including a mdjor state goal of improving North/'5outh 
travel. 

The first concern is that the Resource Man"lgement Plan (RMP) does 
not acknowledge our future plans or needs for improving state a.nd 
federal transporteltion routes within your resource area. For 
example, several Idaho Transportation Dep"l.rt.ment studies have 
addressc:l t.hc need to ext~nd <;tate Hi']hway 16 between Emmett and 

2 7 • 1 ~=~~ 9 t~~~~g~0~~~i;~~!c~n w~~~ l~~u;r~~~nc~u~n d~~::t;;~~c~~~ c~=u~~p, 
without reference, appears to eliminate this pr.oject from consid
eration. t'ie have two illternative corridors, both of which 
appr.trent ly invOlve !tM? identified "I\ voidance Areas." The RMP 
states on page 43, un<ier "Lanrl tlse 1\uthorizations," that rights
of-way will be considererl except where specifically ic:lentified in 

I 
the R.MP for avoidance. 'I'he second, and relatecl, concern regards 
cli'lrity of definition for t.he term "/\voidance A.rea." R~l1? map 6 

2 7 • 2 ~~~~~~:~~bl~d~~~~ f~~~s~i~~~:~!~~:y a~~~~n.~~~~t~~~:~, o~u~a~!f~:rs 

27.31 

5-38 

under "Land ":'ransfcr und Utility Rows." 

our recommend<~tion regarr1ing the Draft R~>!P is that: 

o ':'he L<.~nd use "l.uthorization section (page 43} be reworderl to 
reflect that right-of-way will be considered in all Cilses; 
except those identified as sensitive areas should be 
avoided to the extent possible when practical and feilsible 
alternatives exist to satisfy a demonstrated nt.:!ed. 



STATE OF IDAHO- TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT 

J • Dl\VID BRUNNER 
NOVE~DF.:R 26, 198fi 
PA.GE 2 

27 

27.4 J 

27.51 

0 A.voirlance are<1.s be defined in the definition section, 'lnd 
a'reas within this definition, identified (General 
Boundaries) on a specific map. In any case, the conflict 
of definition between ~1ap 6 and page 64 should be 
clarified. 

0 ':'hat you i•1entify the potent.ial for a rr~ajor transportation 
corridor in your RMl? as set out. in your BLM Organic >\ct 
Directive (OA.O) 79-::W and its subsequent changes. 

Your consideration and inclusion of our concerns and recommenda
tions in your final RMD and F.:IS would be appreciilted. 

Sincerely, 

E. DEA.N '!'ISDA.LE 
Director 

EDT:CMR:sl<:. 

NeiiW Allen 

~!~~iv"ri~~'U~',f,7~.6;t~"~oor 
November 24, 1986 

Richard A. Geier, Area Manager 
Cascade Resource Area 
Bureau of Land Management 
Boise District Office 
3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, Idaho 83705 

File: NWA-575-031 
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Amoco Production Company 
Den¥CrReog,on 
Hl708te.x:Jw,w 
PO !Jo~ 800 
O..nvv.•,Colo•OOo80201 
303-8J0.4D<:O 

Cascade Draft Resource Management Plan 
and Draft Envirorunental Impact Statement 

Amoco Production Company is a wholly owned subsidiary of 
Amoco Corporation, and is incorporated for the purpose of 
exploring for and developing oil and gas resources. The 
company is involved in the exploration of the federal 
mineral land base, and, as a result has great interest in 
the BLM planning process associated with public lands. 

We support the preferred alternative which would leave 
94 percent of the resource area open to oil and gas 
leasing. It is important that access for energy and 
mineral activities be maintained with a minimum amount of 
constraints. However, there are some problems in the 
planning documents regarding the analysis mineral 
resources has received during the planning process. 

One example of a concern can be found on Page 57 of the 
plan. Here the document states that energy and mineral 
leasing is a discretionary action and that approval of an 
application for a lease is subject to an environmental 
analysis to determine whether any special stipulations are 
required to protect other resources. Does this mean that 
separate envirorunental analysis will be prepared on indi
vidual leases before they are issued? The Washington D.c. 
office of the BLM has on numerous occasions indicated that 
this process is very time consuming and costly. In a 1982 
General Accounting Office report entitled "Are Leaseholders 
Adequately Exploring for Oil and Gas on Federal Lands?" 
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Richard A. Geier 
November 24, 1986 
Page 2 

demonstrated by--statistical sample that out of 73,626 
noncompetitive and competitive leases issued for the 
states of Utah, Wyoming, New Mexico and Colorado, only 
5,984 or 8.14 percent were actually drilled. This statis
tic demonstrates the impractical nature of attempting to 
complete environmental analysis before issuing leases 
since most leases will never be drilled thus wasting 
valuable agency time and efforts. 

Another area of concern deals with Table 1 (page 49) listinq 
the no occupancy time periods for wildlife habitat. While 
we recognize the need for some restrictions, a similar need 
exists for providing exceptions to no occupancy when the 
situation presents itself. Many times individual species 
may not be occupying critical range. If an operator desires 
to conduct operations in a given area, flexibility should 
be allowed to waive the restriction when justification can 
be given. We recommend that the restrictions presented 
on Table 1 contain a reference that modification to these 
restrictions for any period may be approved in writing by 
the authorized officer such as a Resource Area Manager. 

In conclusion, we recommend that BLM revise its position 
relative to envirorunental documentation at the leasing 
stage and allow for flexibility in managing wildlife areas. 

Thank you for considering our conunents. 

LTR718 

29 
United States Department of the Interior 

In Reply Refer To: 
WGSHMail Stop 423 

Memorandum 

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
RESTON, VA. 12091 

To: Cascade Area Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 
Boise, Idaho 

Fr001: Assistant Director for Engineering Geology 

Subject: Review of draft Cascade Resource Management/environmental 
statement for the Cascade Resource Area, Idaho 

We have reviewed the statement as requested in your letter of August 21 
included with the statement. 

Page 4H88 of the draft statement indicates that 400 acres of Cascade Resource 
Area lands are to be sold for use as ~anitary landfills: 80 acres in Ada 
County, 320 acres in Canyon County, This portion of the plan should be 
evaluated in more detail. Examination of map 2 and of maps of groundHwater 
occurrence (e.g., Kinnison, P.T., 1gss, A survey of the ground water of the 
State of Idaho: Idaho Bureau of Mines and Geology Pamphlet No. 103) suggest 
that the lands to be sold may be in groundHwater recharge areas. The draft 
statement should indicate the location of the lands, discuss the geology 
and hydrology of the areas involved, assess the potential for impacts on 
ground water, and discuss mitigation possibilities. 

; .. 1 James F. Devine 

Copy to: District Chief, \o/RD, Boise, Idaho 
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Dick Gte>ic•t 
Pour t•ctl.l {ll L<md Hotfld<lL'IIIl'f!l 

(: .• ·,.r .td•.· n· .. ~~nt1r·r~e r.r '-'d 
:i'I<IU llt.'V\'Il>Prnt•rtl i\vt•. 

Ho l ·~·-·. r D r::.\/0~· 

Dl.'•tt Dick: 
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f<ef\".'tT•ncr• out tPIPphont• cortV\-'f"5dltun r·pq,n dinq t.hl' ~~tdlP Ell t1 
t •. md exchotnqc• pruntdll! .tnd dt.tft frl<lrt•tt.R•m•·r<l 
pJ,:tn. 

You ment l<Jr!L'd the (;d'._a • .:tdl• ll1~--lr jt t l·tould rtt•t be .-tblr> to du 
drtYlhinq on ldnd exchdnqp unt i 1 th•~ rt!'~tHJt Lf' Uktrtd<.ll'fll!5tt pl.•n 
L~dS i1PPtOVl'd. lo o.tVOid thi•". dul<~y tn OUt" l<;tnd PXfhdrtqp 

~wo9r<1m •. tnd t!.' cttrnp!y toJith tht• tl't.L'ntly t•xt•cut.r-d st.ttt•/Bl H 
f xc:h~mqp 3tr,ttt•qy Aqr••ernent, t•te ~_;uqq(·~·-t tht· Sto_ttt· .tnd BL H 
tr·~· to n.>.tch a~~rL•c•ment un t.>xch._tn'l•-· h.w HI(• r:.~~-.c.td~> Disu- i~ L 

which cuuld then bP H!l:l..lt·por·.ttc·d into tl"w G.c~:,c •. tdP ll~·~.nut~ ~> 
Hctnc.tqPIIlfHI l P 1.-tn. 

I hcwe dt Lctt .. hed <1 HldP shm<~inq thL• BLH lo~nd•-, tJ11• St.ti.P 1~; 

t~ (.~~:~~~~~~~. in I ~tL ~~ i: t~;~o~~:;;<t ihl"l'~ft'h~;~~~d~~ot~h~:/; ~;·~~~~~~Pi ~~d~:,~}; l ri 1 ~;•l1 
identifil.·d thr;> BLH rni.IY Hb;h L-n <.~cquin• ut l<~nd•_.:; ~-;hu~om Lr1 

which you <tt"l• not inlPn·~~tl'd in exc~~<tnqinr:t. Wt• dld not t i~-l 
t'dt.h ~~Ubdivi•.;;ion otfld dCtf'.tCH.'. !hi.• l-ol..d l'XCi"hHI!Jt' d! tt'<llH' <l~~ 
shotoJn t.Jrt t.h1~ m.tp ;Jntount.._, to dbuul ~ll.IHJD 11f ''•t< h 
moJnersh lp. 

lhe St.<~te/fH.H c-xch<Jfi9C' ~:tr·c~tPqy dtJt el'rnt!nl ':-:U~lqe•;t.~; th<tl 
field offict~s develop ~~xrh<tn<~l! pr·opos<Jl·~ <tnd ·;ubmit lo 
heodqu.:st·t.ers no l~ttPr thdn .ldri!J<It"Y :51. fn tltdt•r· to f!l\.'f}l 

thi'-.; dote>, we sugr;mst you r·evi!.'w our· propus<JL <.~nd Lf!l:;' rnPet 
some timP irt DP.t..t?lllbL't" ,_tnd <;.f}f:' if ~J!' t.dfl ,io1ntly de-vt>lop a 
proposal to bP subrnitlk•d by Lhi ... .l<..trll.~<..ttY d<.~tr_•_ 

Ldnd exchort<:_~e between our· dqPnc i~,~-; h<~··~ <1 Pil~~t hi~-l-ur y t1f 
movin9 ,-,Jthr:!t slowly. I see no rt>..t-o:on \<It} co..~nnot LoJork 
l-oqether· t.o impr·ove the pr·ocess •. 1r1d ~1L•t uur· pxc.h • .trt9L' pr uqr din 
compLL•l-ed in <1 r·toloJl-ivt_•ly shor·t time lrnnJt.'. 

30 
The Cast::;:JdE' Distr· ic t ovr>r·lops two Stilt~.:• Super·vi~.ory At t:'21S. 
For· the most par·t., •. my qu~_·~:>.tions on thi._; pr·opoS<-Jl nurth tlf 
Township 10 Nor·th should bC' addr·cssed to Bill f'L•l-t.dk, Ated 
Supr.;!rvisur, HcC,jll., 634-lt:-~s. South of this Township lint>, 
questions should be addrnssed to mr ... J~54-:.>4U8. 

Dick, should you hdve ,:tnY qw'!stions or 1 t \oJf.' can br> of 
assist~mce, fl:.'el fn:.•e to contact Bill Pel-:.:<:tk or· myst:•lf. 

DRS/slp 

Hlll Petntk 
Jay Bilodeau, C,BL 

})~R~ 
IJONALD H. STIJCKlON 
AnJo Supr~r·vi·AH 
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November 16, 1986 

Hr. Richard A. Geier 
Cascade Area Hanager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Boise District 
3948 Development Ave. 
Boise, Idaho 83705 

Dear Hr. Geier: 

31 

I am writing in regard to your proposed preferred altet"native E ~o~hich 
proposes a allowable cut of ll!ll:l bd. foot. 

We feel that the proposal is too low and would urge you to set a 
allowable sale volume of at least 1.9 mrn. bd. foot which is option 0. 

We feo.l that you have the acres of timber and growth to allow fot" the 
level of harvest which is needed to help support industries needs in 
this region. This level would not be a detriment to the other uses 
on BLM lands. Thank you. 

Yours truly, 

Robet"t T. Coats 
Forester 

RTC/pm 

Mr. Richard A. Geier 
Cascade Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Boise District Office 
3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, Idaho 93705 

Dear Mr. Geier: 

November 26, 1996 

I appreciate the opportunity to review the draft Cascade 
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, and 
offer the following comments for your consideration. 

In general, I found the plan's presentation of the resource 
management opportunities on the Cascade Resource Area to be 
concise, clear, and comprehensive. You are commended for an 
excellent job in this regard. 

Since the members of the Intermountain Fore3t Industry 
Association are primarily engaged in the forest products 
industry, I will direct our comments to your management proposals 
for the timber resource. To put our remarks in perspective, I 
note that our association has been actively involved in 
development of Forest Service land management plans for the 
National Forests in southwestern Idaho. As an integral part of 
this effort, we have compiled timber supply and demand data for 
the southwestern Idaho market area. A summary of our analysis is 
enclosed for your consideration. 

The southwestern Idaho timber market is characterized by 
several sources of timber supply, generally referenced as 1) 
Forest Service, 2) Private industrial, 3) Private non
industrial, and 4) Other public. Demand centers are the sawmills 
located in the numerous small communities of Boise, Gem, Adams 
and Valley counties. A critical examination of the timber supply 
and demand interactions in this market area indicates an alarming 
timber supply shortage. This situation is particularly 
exacerbated by the proposed managef!lent plans for the Boise and 
Payette National Forests. 

Thus, we are most concerned that the proposed plan for the 
BU1's Cascade Resource Area does not provide for more active 
management of the available timber resource. Notably, the 
proposed plan does authorize timber management on 26,663 acres of 
the 31,895 acre commercial forest base. Howt!ver, the rate of 

703 Lakeside Avenue • Coew d'Alene, Idaho 83814 • (208) 667-4641 
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harvest and intensity of management appears to be severely 
limited. The High Investment Management Alternative (Alternative 

~~a :~;h~~~::s t ~ ;:~e~h~a~~~~:~n ~a~~e!~w:~ ~~~es~r:pu~5 :~o~f~~~ 
Presumably, the acres assigned to timber management under 
Alternative D are the same acres assigned to timber management in 
the preferred Alternative D. Thus, we are puzzled by why the 
prefer;red alternative limits the Agency's flexibility to manage 
the timber resource on these lands in the same manner envisioned 
under Alternative D. 

I am sure you are aware that the Secretary of Agriculture 
has recently asked the Forest Service to complete a timber supply 
and demand analysis for Idaho, including an assessment of the 
social and economic impact of proposed Forest Service plans on 
local dependent industries cmd communities. We believe that this 
study will substantiate the conclusions we have drawn from the 
Association's study of this situation as referenced above. Since 
the Forest Service study is expected to be released shortly, we 
would hope that the BUt will also consider the study results in 
the development of their plans and the selection of the final 
management proposal. Specifically, we suggest that the BLM plan 
for the Cascade Resource Area be modified to allow the 
opportunity to increase timber management levels on the 26,663 
acres assignedtatTinber management. Although the timber 
resource inventory on the Cascade Resource Unit is admittedly 
quite small when compared to other inventories in the market 
area, we believe that it will be necessary to take full advantage 
of all management opportunities to avoid a major supply/demand 
imbalance in southwestern Idaho. 

We sincerely appreciate this opportunity to comment and will 
be happy to meet with you as you consider preparing a final plan 
for the Cascade Resource Area, if it would be helpful to clarify 
our comments. 

Sincerely, 

~:.-~Riley 
JE;~~utive Vice President 
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CASCAD£ RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN Coti'IENTS 

1408 '""""' street 
Bo1se,1clm 83706 
N<Mrnbor 28, 1985 

Dlck~1er 
3948 DIM!qwnmt W01 
Bol!le, 1clm 83705 

Beca.eeaf It! an:ern fer the protfdllllllldenhararnent of tte 1'21ture~l envlrmment,J endl"'se 
Alts-r.,tlve C. It b e:spe.::talty impcrllllt th8t Alternctlve C'31~ in tmprtl't"'O rlpcrllrl m:1 
flsherl891"d:lltet bearrtoowt. Aloo, we need to seek minimum sti"EUTl flaws. Nws of Crltlcel 
EnvlrmmeotBI Qn:ern must bee'Jlltlllsta:l fer the lro;rbii!OO curlew lnl fer the OJlumblm 
sherp-t8Ued~J"t)U3e. I soppcrt e~ll six~ M'tur815'6!!13. Tt'eelreOSsl"o.Jld beclasedlo 
IT'Zlrg, CRY ootivity, In! In! minero1 mtry. 

The BLH is to be !I'P1-..Bj fer nmnmendlrg raictlcm in ~r"Zirg tie crn Greet-Wei"' 
River roolless""" fer A11otmmls 304 .m 361. We mus1 rxrtlet tie fires of lost summer be 
U3ai!l5 M ~ tu I~ !TC!Zingm BlM lii'Xb. 

unlltemMyoftleBlMI!Ildsin1clm,tle~Districtisr<J<Ililya:cess81lletomll:llolrur 
:!tate's ~ulotkn Reatwrtioo 19 thersfcreespa:llllly impcrllllt fer this<nl0.1suppcrt tie full 
4500..,.. Reatwrtla>ol Rlv!r mOflll\l!ffiml ei<P,~ six miles of the l«rth Ferk .m fer eiglt miles 
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Mkliole....._1....,yrutoocquirelondferthispurposethrot.911N!!I3erpurcMie. llkewi,.,, I 
oflheP~taR!ver. Thera lse~rmJfer e~t:tr~Ce lux:t! sltafertheMid11eWelser River In the 

• ~ln!PIItb:k......-voi.-.llOfJ!tohiMllondocquiralln!IIM!l~esi>Jllpsltes. WellOfJI 
Si!lml-prlmlttve noo-materlmf' recrtlatlm In our 1'11!11 il!:sert envlroomenl The 7500-~ 

eree between crn Greet Resawir In! Welsar River shruld be<llsi~os o Spe:;ie1 
R""""lon M.._...tAreo, ckml to rooter vrllicles, In! hffl ~·- publk: o:cess. 

FIMlly, tte Hull's Q.Jldl Nature Trell, wltl'l Hsexleoslve public 1..13:1, shoold serve es o shining 
oxsnple of jJXX! BLM .....-eotioooiilnl m-1 prootla!s. A 500 f<ol ccrri<lr oiq H 
sl"o.Jld bewltlxrewn frtm surf~DJer subsurface rl!11t of~. frtm mlnerol explor«rtlm er 
llli>Sin<J,InlfrunMy-icllV!lSta:kln!irg. FermMyll'!qlie,thisistleoolycl05l!lookot 
oor~t ltn:b; weWlllt tten to see the lm:llrtll3u~lledb!m. 

Tift. 'f'll.l fer this ~p:rtunlty to amm111l 

Sinar-sly, 

EdwlneAllen 
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Hr. larry Woodard 
Associate State Director 
Burea of Land Hanayement 
Boise Oi strict 
3948 Oeve 1 opment Avenue 
Boise, Idaho 83705 
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November 27, 1986 

1914 North 20th 
Boise, Idaho 83702 

Re: Cascade Draft Resource Management Plan & DEIS 

Dear Mr. Woodward: 

Please enter these comments into the record on the BLM's proposed Cascade 
Draft Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(hereafter the "Plan") for the Boise District. 

Preferred Alternative 

I support Alternative Cas a preferred alternative, principally because it 
will reduce grazing allotments and best protect important soil and watershed 
resources on the Cascade Resource Area. I do not agree with your rationale 
that Alternative E can increase grazing use 6% and still "meet the rangeland 
resource management objectives of maintaining or improving the soil, esthetic, 
wildlife, vegetation and warershed resources" (Plan, p.9). 

While it is true that livestocK production is part of the local economy~ 
it is not the only component and the interests of these resource users are 
given unfair advantage in the Plan. I do not support continued gross public 
subsidy for ·vocal miniority users and the simultaneous destruction of 
rangeland and watershed resources. Your Alterntive E depends on livestock 
management and range improvements that in turn depend on federal funding year 
after year. Given the current trends in federal funding, there is no 
assurance you can or will carry out the improvements or that all of them will 
have the intended beneficial effects on range resources. The predicted 
increase in forage to support 6% more AUMs simply is not guaranteed. The 
range already is in terrible shape--the Plan itself shows only 35,123 acres 
in either excellent or good condition while 406,644 acres are classified in 
fair or poor condition. Therefore the wisest course of management with our 
current funding climate is reduced grazing on the Cascade Resource Area. 

Recreation 

My particular concerns are with the recreational and ra11geland resource 
mismanagement currently occuring on the Boise Front. I definitely support a 
12,0DO acre special management area on the Boise Front and urge improved 
management, including 110 transitory grazing, in the Hull's Gulch Nature Trail. 
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Countless times I have seen ORV and motorcycle damage on and near Hull's 
Gulch. The disregard for a special area you have put much effort into is 
disgraceful; we must redouble efforts to continue this well~used recreational 
resource and teach the public about its special ness. This would include 
withdrawing it from mineral leasing and overhead and subsurface right of ways. 
The rest of the Boise Front needs similar attention to ORV and trai 1 bike 
abuse. Runoff problems due to man-caused recreational erosion are increasing 
annually. LiKewise, wildlife and plant abuse is abundant on the Boise Front 
and the BLH needs to take stronger action to channel the ORV users to 
appropriate and limited areas while restoring the rest of the front's soil 
waterholding capacity. Non-motorized recreation on the Boise Front is 
increasing and requires fuller support in the Plan. 

Another area of special recreational concern are the Cascade Resource 
Area's river resources. You should establish a full 4500 acrea Payette River 
Management Unit on the main and north forks of the Payette River. I would 
also like to see land exchange activities carried out for the Hiddle Weiser 
River to support increased boating use in the Midvale area. There is also a 
prime opportunity to build camp sites at Crane and Paddock Reservoirs. The 
plan should aggressively acquire lands, not just study the idea, to carry out 
such needed recreational improvements. 

Riparian and Natural Areas 

Hinimum stream flows should be obtained by the BLH for Crane Creek below 
the resevoir. Alternative C's management objectives for fisheries and 
riparian habitat should be followed in the final Plan. I support your ACECs 
for the Columbian Sharp-Tailed Grouse Habitat Area. the Black Canyon 
long-Billed Curlew Habitat Area and the Boise Front. In all three of these 
areas, severe restrictions on grazing and motorized activities must be 
implemented along with preventing future right of way grants to ensure the 
long term habitat in these special resource areas. The six Research Natural 
Areas need additional protection as well by eliminating grazing, ORV use and 
mineral entry on these units. 

Fire Rehabilitation 

I realize that the Plan was largely drafted before the 1986 fires 
destroyed rangeland and winter deer habitat in Willow Creek a11d Squaw Butte« 
Nonetheless. the final Plan should include sound range and habitat recovery 
steps and follow them with adequate monitoring for the next 20 years. 
Grazing definitely should be deferred for no less than two years on the burned 
range and reseeding should include a natural mix of forbes, sagebrush and fire 
resistant plants, not just crested wheatgrass. THe soil needs immediate 
stabilization to prevent erosion and water quality problems. Upland game 
habitat and the winter mule deer habitat requires special attention and 
vigilance to bring the animal levels back just to the pre burn levels. let 
alone attain the increases the Plan had originally projected. Incorporating 
sound rehabilitation measures of the Emergency Fire Rehab Plan into the final 
Cascade RHP should be mandatory and should include explicit maps of what types 
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of seed will be planted and exactly where the seeding will occur. 

Wilderness' Area 

I support final wilderness recommendation for Box Creek area studied in 
the Plan. Please be sure that this area is not omitted and that management 
practices in the coming months or years do not preclude or interfere with the 
raodless status of !lox Creek. The remarks of Mr. Burford during his recent 
Boise visit about future BLH wilderness in Idaho were shocking and to say the 
least, inappropriate for the head of the agency which has the FLPMA 
congressional mandate to study rather than prejudicially speak out against 
wilderness. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Cascade Plan and encourage 
significant changes in the Final Plan to adequately manage the public's 
resources in this portion of the Boise District. 

Honorable Cecil D. Andrus 
Congessman Larry Craig 
Senator James McClure 

Mr. Larry L. woodard 
Associate state Director 
Bureau of Land Management 
Boise District 
3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, ID 83705 

November 2a, 19a6 

RE: Draft RMP and DEIS for the 
cascade Resource Area 

Dear Mr. \>loodard: 
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I have the following comments on the draft cascade Resource 
Management Plan and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: 

.b.!'t~!P.i?~_g_r:~z_!'!9.· The DEIS fails to display adequately 
the effects of the proposed increase in livestock grazing. The 
few sentences devoted to a description of these effects on pages 
4-78 and 4-79 do not contain the information necessary for the 
public to make an informed judgment about \Jhat exactly is 
proposed in the livestock grazing program and what the affects 
of the program will be. The information on these subjects 
should be expanded to show, in specific terms, how much seeding 
will be involved in the program, how much land will be moved 
f.""Uiil en.::: vc:.·ge-totive condition clas~ to unolhe,., J...:hr.t type cf 
"improvements" are projected and what their effects will be. 
Also, you should more clearly describe the Present overall range 
condition and compare that with the expected overall condition 
that will result from your proposed program. Your goals for the 
range do not appear to compot·t with the requirementc; of federal 
law respecting the maintenance and improvement of the condition 
of the public rangelands. 

Neither the draft Rf.IP nor thf! DEIS contains an adequate 
description of the monito1•ing techniques that you may be 
considering. Maintaining a vigorous and realistic monitoring 
program, and the flexibility to ch;:~nge grazing practices when 
the monitoring uncovers problem5, is critical to the entire 
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Mr. Larry L. \>/oodard 
November 2a, 1986 
Page 2 35 
livestock grazing program. The final plan and EIS should 
describe the monitoring program in detail. 

In addition, it appears that it would be more cost 
effective to approach range improvement through the technique of 
reducing AUf.1s rather than sPending moneY on as yet undefined 
rehabilitation and monitoring efforts. The draft plan and the 
DEIS both should be redrafted to describe an alternative that 
proposes significant reductions in AUMs and compares the costs 
and benefits of doing so \.lith those expected from monitoring and 
conducting rangeland improvement projects at public expense. 

~i~_;~'l!:,ian~~~~~.§.. The draft plan and DEIS give far too 
little consideration to the specifics of riparian habitat 
protection and improvement. The DEIS does not adequately 
explain \Jhich riparian areas are to be improved or how this is 
to be done. Nor is there an adequate explanation of the present 
locations of abused riparian areas. The EIS process demands 
that the public be given better information. stream bank 
grazing activities should be eliminated. 

g_!Ls_e_~!!!g..!. The draft plan and the DEIS both fail to 
describe adequately the agency's reseeding Plans in the Resource 
Area. However, it appears that most reseeding will be carried 
out for the benefit of livestock. You should specify more 
clearly the goals of your reseeding program. In my view, 
reseeding should be aimed primarily nt restoring and improving 
wildlife habitat and restoring d~maged watersheds while reducing 
the encroachment of annual grasses. Reseeding chiefly for 
cattle grazing, \Jhich appears to be your goal, likely does not 
fulfill your mandate to promote multiple use. 

Off-road ve_hic_les. The draft Plan • s proposal to allow 
ORV uS"e""irl"Some'Of th-e research natural areas should be 
changed. ORV use is not acceptable in such areas unless 
~~=:ecii'ic:::~ll:;: ac!dressed and justified. Likf!wisc, tiH! draft Plan 
and DEIS should describe each habitat containing rare, 
endangered or sensitive plants. It appears that the draft plan 
proposes to allo\.1 ORV use in some of these areas. If so, such 
use should be eliminated here as well. At the very least, the 
plan and EIS should describe whether such use is to be allowed, 
where it is to be allowed, and why. 

Perhaps most fundamentally, the draft plan and DEIS should 
describe and justify an overall DRV program for the Resource 
Area which addresses the problems of erosion, damage to wildlife 
habitat, sensitive plant communities and recreation. In areas 
such as the Boise Front, ORV use should be significantly 
restricted or elimin<=~ted entirely. The DEIS should display 
alternative Prohibiting or near-total ORV use, except on 

Mr. Larry L. woodard 
November 28, 19a6 
Page 3 35 
established roads, on the Boise Front and other areas which have 
been particularlY abused or Which are especiallY vulnerable. 

The Boise Front. Neither the plan nor the DEIS 
adequately- 8ddr:ess-es the Boise Front, an area which has suffered 
some of the most glaring land abuses in the entire Resource 
Area. Large portions of the public lands on the Boise Front 
continue to decline in quality and contribute to increased 
erosion and the public costs that go along with it, including 
sedimentation of streams, loss of wildlife habitat and the 
spread of annual grasses. The Resource Management Plan should 
include a more extensive progC'am to revegetate and Protect the 
Boise Front. of particular importance is the need to restore 
year-round flows in those streams from the Boise Front which 
have been rendered intermittent by poor land management 
practices. While I applaud the efforts the BLM has undertaken 
in the Hull's Gulch area, these efforts should be extended. The 
agency should make a greater effort to educate the public about 
the Hull's Gulch restoration project and the importance of 
keeping ORVs out of the area. 

Wild and scenic rivers. The draft plan and DEIS give no 
justifiCatiQilfO;;.·--;;;ereiY~recommending certain rivers for further 
study to determine whether they should be recommended as wild, 
scenic or recreational rivers. The draft plan is the study. 
The South• Fork of the Payette River should be proposed to 
Congress for scenic or recreational status. 

Wildl,.ife habitat. The draft plan proposes that wildlife 
habitat'Wiil experier1"ce onlY a negligible improvement over the 
planning cycle. This approach does not appear to comport with 
your statutory duty to manage the public lands for multiple use 
or to improve the productivity of the public lands in the 
Resource Area for wildlife and related purposes. The draft plan 
and DEIS demonstrate an imbalance in favor of livestock grazing 
and F.lgAinst lHldlife. The plan should be redrafted to place 
wildlife and other multiple uses on at least an equal footing 
with livestock grazing. 

fire r:-ehabilit_ation. The draft plan and DEIS should be 
redrafted---:__ or a SU~pPJ.emental DEIS should be issued -- on the 
BLM's fire rehabilitation plan for the Squaw Butte region which 
burned last summer. The fires have significantly affected both 
the RMP's grazing and wildlife programs. The public should have 
an opportunity to comment on how the BLM intends to restore 
these areas, ho\.1 you plan to keep livestock off reseeded areas 
for a proper period of time, what type of seed will be used in 
any follow-up seeding next year, and so forth. 
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Research Natural Areas. I applaud your proposed 
desi9rlitiorl "Ofresearchnatural areas in the Resource Area. 
However, as pointed out above~ theY should be given more 
protection from ORV use and other activities that could destroy 
their value 1'or such designation. 

.JCF:tg 

Timber and Wood Prod ucla Group 

Forestry and logging 
P.O. Box 652 
Cascade, Idaho 83611 
208/382~4888 

November 26, 1986 

Nr. Richard A. Geier 
Cascade Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Hanagement 
Boise District Office 
3948 Development Ave. 
Boise, Idaho 83705 

Dear Richard: 

Very truly Yours, 

~rt-7-c-....c~ 

Jeffrey c. Fereday 

Boise Cascade 

I prefer Alternative 'D' (High Investment), as the best 
management approach on BLH Lands in the Cascade Resourt':e 
Area. A higher level of timber management activity en
hances many of the other multiple uses besides providing 
a return to the treasury. 

The main reason I support a higher harvest level on BLN 
Lands is because of a major reduction in the USFS Cascade 
Ranger Dist. allowable cut to B.O:Ol"lBF per year. The 
Cascade Ranger District historically has produced 15-20 
MHBF per year and because of the withdraw! from the south 
Fork Salmon River timber activities, the void in volume 
has left the cascade mill in a precarious position. 
Timber volume coming from BLN Lands in this area would 
be a welcome augmentation to what we arc presently getting. 

Nany of the BLN Lands are adjacent to Boise Cascade lands 
which arc already being managed intensively for timber 
production as well as the other multiple usc activities. 

Thank you for the opportunity to input. 

Slcerely,, 

c:&-IJ. 
· ~ Lfn~lousecz,.._..;__Q.__ 

Dist. Logging !·lgr. 

LH/bc 
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November 28, 1986 

Mr. Richard A. Geier 
Cascade Area Manager, BLt-1 
Boise District Office 
39-48 Development Avenue 
Boise, ID 83705 

37 Rc,~o::ton:; 
10')\X' +hhSr 

Boi\~'. IJ.oho H'ill·\ 
Telephone (208) ~q.:;/25 

Re: Draft Cascade Resource Management Plan/EIS 

Dear Mr. Geier: 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game personnel have reviewed the 
Cascade Draft Resource Management Plan and Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement. We offer the following recommendations, 
comments and questions for your consideration. 

Comments are separated into two categories, general and 
specific. Similar concerns and questions from various parts of 
the documents are consolidated to aid you in developing your 
responses, 

Specific Comments 

1. Page 9 - 3rd and 5th Paragraphs - If there is "Limited 
Potential" to improve range conditions due to the reasons listed 
in Paragraph 3 and the intention is to shift intensive 
management to higher precipitation zones (Paragraph 5), what 
safeguards are planned to maintain condition class in these 
restricted areas of good range condition? 

2. Page 47 - 4th Paragraph - What plant species are proposed to 
be seeded for wildlife? Are sources available for the "shrub, 
forb and grass seed mixture that are normally found in that type 
of ecological zone/type"? 

3. Page 51 - Sage Grouse - What plant species are planned for 
seedings designed to improve sage grouse brooding ranges? 

Mr. Richard Geier 
November 28, 1986 
Page 2 
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5, Pages 4-5, 4-23, 4-42, 4-60 and 4-80 - It is not possible to 
determine from the maps or information supplied, where the 1-2 

3 7.4 miles of "unsurveyed perennial habitat" are located or why this 
valuable public land is proposed for transfer to private 
ownership. 

37.5 
1

6. Page 4-97 - Paragraph 5 - The Depar~ment would like to see a 
listing of which 17,524 acres of wildlife habitat would be 
modified to the extent that they are listed under Irreversible 
and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources. 

37.61 
37.71 

7, Part 2- Pages ii, iv, vi, vii and ix- The Department sees 
no reason why the entire 14 mile reach of the Payette River 
listed in Alternative C cannot be recommended for Wild and 
Scenic Recreation River Study in all of the proposed 
alternatives, 

B. Page 33 - 1st Paragraph -Hungarian partridge is no longer 
the accepted name for this species -- Gray partridge is 
preferred. 

9. Page 65 - 2nd Paragraph - It is unclear what "ma'Ximurn 
opportunity for survival to occur" means. 

10. Part 2 -Pages iii, iv, vi, vii and ix - It does not appear 
reasonable to expect recreation-related earnings and employment 
to be the same under all alternatives, 

Ill. Page 2-45 - Wildlife Resource Objectives - An explanation 
37.8 of how 185,650 acres of sage grouse brooding and nesting habitat 

will be improv.ed is needed. What plant species will be seeded 
to improve the 23,912 acres of wildlife habitat as planned? 

37.91 

5-43 

12. Page 4-81 -Paragraph 4 -Wildlife concerns (hunter access, 
elk calving, etc.) should also be considered as reasons for 
post-logging road closures. 

13. Page 4-87 - Paragraph 1 - We suggest that commercial 
varieties of crested wheat grass, etc. which have growth 
characteristics that are not detrimental to long-billed curlew 
be used in all seedings in the Black Canyon SRMA. 
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14. We found no mention of the Idaho Ground Squirrel in these 
documents. Ne suggest that the final report by Eric Yensen on 
the Taxonomy, Distribution, and Population Status of the Idaho 
Ground Squirrel as prepared for the Nongame Species Program, 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game, 30 January 1985 be used to 
manage this species, Given its status as a Species of Special 
Concern, its needs should be addressed, 

1
15. Page 3-12 - Aquatic Environment - Paragraph 3 - White 
sturgeon do exist in the free-flowing reaches of the Snake River 
above Brownlee Reservoir. This habitat is of unknown quality, 
but sturgeon are known to be present. 

1

16. Page 3 - Several Issue Questions such as 1, 2, 5, 6, 7 and 
9 do not appear to be answered or are not sufficiently answered 
in the plan. The RMP action contemplated section apparently is 
your approach to answering these questions. Can a realistic 
plan be developed at this stage without this information? This 
section is confusing as to what has been and what will be done. 

General 

3 7 • 1 3 =~:t a}~n~~~;n~~~~l~~s m~~;t~~~~f~r i~~~efs 0~ t y~~~s~~~~f!e~~e e~~!~t 

1

1. The implementation of the grazing portion of the RMP and 
meeting the goals of the wildlife, fisheries and riparian plans 

that sufficient funding will be available for monitoring, and if 
not are alternative management plans developed that do not rely 
on monitoring? 

2. How will the fires that burned during August of 1986 affect 
the plan? How will the necessary changes in the plan be made 
available for public review? Will management emphasis be 
changed from unburned to burned areas? Will wildlife and 
livestock. monitoring be shifted to the burned areas? Will you 
be able to meet the wildlife habitat improvement goals and still 
rehabilitate the burned areas? 

The recent fires open innumerable questions as to the Cascade 
Resource Management Plan and we suggest that the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement and Management Plan cover the 

I 
changes in depth. The wildlife habitat losses were of such 
magnitude and importance that we strongly recommend that the 

37.14 Squaw Butte area be listed as an Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern. 

37.151 
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3. We are extremely concerned with the proposal to exchange or 
sell 17,524 acres of land. Especially since 4,660 acres are 
listed as crucial elk. habitat and 6,690 acres are listed as 
crucial mule deer winter range and an unknown number of acres 
supply habitat for other game and nongame species. What were 
the criteria for selecting these acres? Where are they located? 

The Department views isolated BLM lands near Pickles Butte, Map 
Rock. Road, Walters Ferry and elsewhere as important wildlife 
habitat because of the upland game winter habitat they provide. 
Their value as winter habitat for upland birds is much greater 
than their size would indicate. 

Page 4-82 Wildlife-Elk and 4-83 Wildlife-Mule Deer - In both 
sections the statement is made that the exchange will be for 
lands of "equal or greater wildlife value". Since the locations 
of State and private lands to be exchanged are not delineated 
there is no basis for that statement. In addition, the 
management direction of the BLM and the State of Idaho 
Department of Lands is vastly different. While BLM lands are 
required to be managed under multiple use criteria, the 
direction for State lands is to manage its lands for the 
greatest return to the school fund. We suspect that the State 
lands being considered for exchange are State school sections 
currently within BLH lands and are being managed under multiple 
use criteria. We believe such an exchange of crucial wildlife 
habitat will be detrimental to wildlife populations and to the 
Department meeting its goals for wildlife management. 

If this document is to be used as a "decision document" to 
decide the fate of the lands as listed on Map E Alternative E 
(Preferred), then we suggest that the RMP and EIS are deficient 
in listing the environmental effects of such exchanges or sales. 

The Department is opposed to the transfer of crucial or critical 
wildlife habitats from public ownership. 

Thank. you for the opportunity to comment. 

SG:WB:l 

Sincerely, 

)~/:!~ 
Stacy Gebhards 
Regional Supervisor 
Region 3/Boise 
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Hr. Richard A. Geier 
Cascade Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Boise District Office 
3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, Idaho 8J705 

Dear Hr. Geier: 

REGION 10 
1200 SIXTH AVENUE 

SEATTLE. WASHitlGTON 98101 

HOV 2 ~ 19S6 

38 

Tfle Environmental Protection Agency {EPA} has reviewed the draft Cascade 
Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement (RtlP/ElS) prepared by 
your office. The RMP/EIS evaluates five alternatives for management of 
487,466 acres of BLM-adm1nistered lands in the Cascade Resource Area of 
west-central Idaho. fJur review 11as conducted in accordance 'olith the National 
Environmental Policy Act, and our responsibilities under Section J09 of the 
Clean Air Act. 

We h.He rated the draft RMP/EIS as E0-2 {Environmental 
Objections-Insufficient Information}. An explanation of the EPA rating system 
for draft EISs is enclosed for your reference. This rating and a summary of 
our comments will be published in the Federal Register, 

Our primary concern is the potential for impacts to occur to water 
quality and beneficial uses under the BLH~preferred Alternative E. A variety 
of water quality problems exist in portions of the Cascade Resource Area. In 
particular, significant sedimentation of instream habitat has occurred as a 
result of livestock grazing, forest practices, and ORV use. The draft EIS 
predicts a 2 percent further increase in the rate of erosion Area-wide under 
Alternative E. Although this may seem to be a small percentage, the draft EIS 
notes that over one-third of the streams recently surveyed (B of 21} exhibited 
"excessive" sedimentation. Furt!"ler increases will exacerbate cumulative 
effects in this area of highly intermingled ownership, and do not appear to be 
justifiable, 

After careful consideration, we recom;;end redesignation of Alternative C 
as preferred in the Final EIS. Honpoint source pollution, with subsequent 
degradation of water quality and beneficial uses, is the primary concern 
leading to this recommendation. Alternative C is the only alternative that 
would result in an overall reduction in erosion and instream sedimentation 
rates while also reducing other types of water quality problems. 

In addition, we are interested that the monitoring plans to be developed 
will be clearly capable of detecting adverse impacts before they become 
significant. 1-le have recently been 1iscussing monitoring needs with the BLM 
Idaho State Office in this regard, Consistent with these discussions, we 
~~~l~e!~f;~~~~te the opportunity to review the draft monitoring plans as they 
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Our nonpolnt source and monitoring concerns are discussed more 

specifically In the enclosed detailed corrrnents. Other comments are also 
provided with the Intent of assisting you In finalizing the RMP/EIS. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the dr"aft RMP/EIS. Once you have 
had the chance to consider these comments, we will be contacting your staff to 
offer our assistance during the finalization process. In the meantime, tf 
there are any questions, please contact Hr. Brian Ross of our EIS and Energy 
Revie'ol Section at {206> 442-8516 <FTS 399-8516). 

Sincerely, 

(' .J.~,J/) J.Lj 
Robert S. Burd 
Director, Water Division 

Enclosures 

BLM {Idaho and Oregon/Washington State Directors> 
USFS (R-4, Payette NF, Boise HF> 
USFHS 
NMFS 
lDHW 
IDFG 

'"s sc 
IELC 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Detailed Comments: 

Cascade Area Draft Resource Management Plan 
Envl ronmenta I Impact Statement, Idaho 

These detailed comments are divided Into two parts. Comments specific to 
the draft EIS appear first. followed by RMP comments beginning on page 8. 

EIS, page 2-4 

38.1 1 '" ,,~,~:·I 
EIS, 

38.31 

page 2-28 

I 38.4 

38.51 

38.5j 

38.61 

38.71 

Deta II ed Comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

<Objectives/Actions Common to all Alternatives>. The 
objectives listed for Watershed and for Riparian and 
Aquatic are appropriate. The general actions seem to be 
appropriate as well, with the exception that limiting ORV 
activity to existing designated roads and tra! Is might at 
best prevent eKistlng erosion problems from worsening. 
The draft EIS does not establish that existing erosion and 
lnstream sedimentation Is acceptable. To the contrary, 
Improvements appear to be necessary. 

(Alternative C). Under this alternative, "(m)anagement 
would comply with the more stringent environmental 
protect I on standards." Hha t standards does thIs refer to. 
specifically? The Resource Management Guidelines 
described beginning on page 38 of the draft RMP are said 
to be those which are applicable regardless of which 
alternative Is selected. The more stringent standards 
shou I d also appear In the documents. 

Hhat management guidelines would apply to the Box Creelr.. 
area under Outs tandl ng Natura 1 Area des I gnat \on? Hha t 
uses would be compatible and Incompatible? Hhat Is the 
major objective of Outstanding Natural Area management? 

<Riparian and Aquatic Resources). Under Alternative C, 
present management would continue on 107 stream miles of 
riparian habl tat and 57 miles of aquatic habitat, while 12 
and 23 miles of these habitats, respectively, would 
receive direct Improvement. This direction appears to be 
Inconsistent with the EIS Summary (page v) which describes 
benefits to 140 and 142 miles of riparian and aquatic 
habitat <through AMP revisions) under this Alternative. 
Also, we are confused about the basis for determining the 
miles of Improvements or other benefits. Hhy would AMP 
revisions and reduced grazing under Alternative C not be 
capab 1 e of benefltt I ng more miles of habItat than 
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Alternatives 8 and D, which each have more grazing? This 
Is especially confusing given the predicted 20 percent 
Area-wide decrease In erosion rates under Alternative C. 
How Is "benefit" defined for the draft EIS?. Finally, for 
the few miles predicted to e~perlence decreases In 
riparian habitat value under any alternative C3 miles 
under Alternative D. why are no further measures proposed 
for mitigation? <E.g., fencing would appear to be 
economically feasible.} 

EIS, page 2-53 <Areas of Critical Environmental Concern>. The EIS does a 
good job of describing the resource values, causes for 
concern, and purpose relative to proposed ACECs. 
Regarding the Bot se Front, the management guidelines 
described do not specify whether the proposed measures 
would result In a significant decrease In ORV-related 
erosion, or simply In maintenance of current erosion. It 
seems that continuing significant ORV use Is expected. 

I 
Element No. 6 under Management Emphasis <Installation of 

. water control structures) may therefore be the key to 
38.8 reducing ·Impacts from continuing erosion. The final 

document should therefore describe the measures BLM will 
employ to determine when structures are needed. 

38.9 
EIS, page 3-5 I 

Also, given clear statements on pages 3-3 and 3-5 that ORV 
use Is resulting In "very evident" and "serious" erosion 
problems, the final documents should describe the measures 
BLM will use to enforce ORV limitations Cl.e., regarding 
use on only designated roads and trails>. The likely 
effectiveness of enforcement should be evaluated, and 
possible changes In ORV management (If enforcement Is not 
highly effective) should be described. 

<Air Quality>. This section should describe e~lstlng air 
quality conditions In the area. It should also note that 
while some air quality deterioration can occur, standards 
and Increments must still be met. Chapter 4 should then 
evaluate whether proposed burning In conjunction with 
actlvl ties on adjacent properties (Including lands managed 
by the U.S. Forest Service) would contribute to 
significant air quality degradation. for suspended 
particulates, the allowable Increase over baseline In 
Class II areas Is 37 micrograms per cubic meter 
<twenty-four hour ma~lmum). This degree of Increase could 
not occur If baseline for the Cascade Resource Area Is 
such that the 24 hour ambient standard of 150 micrograms 
per cubic meter would be exceeded. The attached E~hlblt 
provides a suggested outline for evaluating potential air 
quality Impacts. Our staff can provide assistance in 
carrying out such an analysis if this would be useful to 
you. 

5-45 
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EIS, pages 3-5,6 He agree with the statement that soil disturbing 

activities can be designed so that long term Impacts can 

EIS, page 3-12 

38.11 
EIS, page 4-1 

38.12 

be reduced to environmentally acceptable levels. The key 
to achieving this Is a clear definition of what . 
"acceptable levels" are. For erosion, not only loss of 
productivity, but also lnstream values and Impacts must be 
cons Ide red. Fish "species of special concern" occur 
throughout the Area. These are beneficial uses which 
should receive more than "usual" levels of management 
emphasis on protection of their habitat. 

Of the streams surveyed {by ocular measurements), a large 
percentage have already e~per I enced excessIve 
sedimentation. Even If these streams have the ability 
{gradient and flow characteristics) to flush themselves of 
sediment, continuing Impacts will result from continued. 
erosion. Also. impacts due to sedimentation will be long 
term In the lower gradient areas that cannot regularly 
flush sediments. Including the North Fork. Payette and 
Helser Rivers. Even where erosion from 8LM land Is not 
the primary cause of these Impacts (due to intermingled 
ownership), already-serious cumulative effects can be 
worsened. To the edent that additional erosion from BLM 
land Is avoidable, It should not occur. 

h'e were pleased to see that a management scheme which 
would significantly reduce erosion <Alternative C> was 
among the alternatives that could be implemented. He were 
further pleased to note that the local economies 
potentially affected by this management scheme represent 
less than one-half of one percent of the Income and 
employment In this relatively populous area of the state. 
Clearly, the costs of adequately protecting water quality 
and beneficial uses In the Area are not e~cesslve. 

<Aquatic/fisheries Habitat). This section generally does 
a good job of outlining the resources In the Area. and 
some of the places where habitat degradation has 
occurred. It would be useful to e~pand the discussion 
somewhat to Include the habl tat requirements of the noted 
"species of special concern." This would serve to better 
highlight both the potential types of Impacts that may 
occur and the sorts of ml tlgation that may be most 
effective. 
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Hhat habitat conditions e)(\St on BLM lands within the 
Payette R\v;;or Watershed? 

It Is stated that soils Impacts would occur on both 
"limited" and "open" classifications of ORV use areas. 
However, page 4-40 states that In "limited" classification 
areas, only,negllgible sedimentation would result. Given 
numerous references throughout the EIS to significant 
erosion problems due to ORV use, we expect the former 
statement to be more correct. In any case, the apparently 
Inconsistent statement on page 4-40 leads us to Question 
whether erosion would be reduced as s\g:1ificantly as 
predicted under Alternative C. Our concern here Is 
further heightened by the statement on page 4-39 that ORV 
use under Alternative C would result In the same Impacts 
as under Alternative A <where 751. of the Area would be 
classified as "open" to ORVs>. Please roore fully describe 
the effective reductions In erosion expected to occur 
under "limited" use as compared to "open" use, and the 
method <Including assumptions) used In estimating this. 
This will help us to better determine whether Impact 
predictions and the Resource Management Guidelines, <even 
for Alternative C> adequately reflect uncertainties 
Inherent In the analyses. 

EIS, page· 4-)g I The above comment a I so app 11 es to lmpac ts due to tImber 
harvesting activities. He would expect reduced road 

3 8 • 1 3 ~~~~ f~u~ ~ ~~~d~~~d t~T~:~ I :~r~~!!: n~l ~~d~~b~ ~!~~n:~~ "'!a i e ;a 
quality Impacts. Instead, this page states that Impacts 
would be the same as described In Alternative A. 

EIS, page 4-40 

38.141 

EIS, P'~8~'1sl 

EIS, r·';~'.-~sl 

Predictions of overall riparian and aquatic Impacts are 
based In large part on management practices that w\11 be 
specified In new and revised AMPs. The final EIS should 
outline the types of measures that are likely to be 
specified In future AMPs so that we can determine whether 
the EIS appropriately evaluates Impacts. Also, when would 
AMP revisions or preparation of new AHPs be In\ tlated? h'e 
would appreciate the opportunity to review the draft AMPs 
and CRMPs for the Area. 

Hould special {more stringent> SOPs be utilized during 
road construction on high erosion hazard lands <under all 
alternatives>? If so, please describe them. 

<Glossary). The use of the Stream Habitat Condition 
Rating should be more fully described, either here or in 
the text. Specifically, what Is the quality and 



38.161 

EIS, 

":~:: 171 
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comprehensiveness of the database on stream habitats over 
the Area? Are there only ocular estimates available for 
the six factors evaluated? How are the cutoffs between 
the ratings classifications defined? 

<Appendix B>. The acreages for the various ORV use 
classifications under Alternative A appeu to be 
incorrect. Elsewhere In the documents, the following 
acreages <and percentages of the Area) are given: 

Open: 257,623 
Lim\ ted: 227,895 

(53 percent> 
(47 percent> 

EIS, page H-1 <Appendix Hl This table appears to be Inconsistent with 

38.18 

EIS, page P-1 to 3 

38.19 

Map 3-6 in terms of the ratings of existing habitat 
condition. On Map 3-6, the following ratings appear: 

Harris Creek 
Shafer Cree~, 
Big Hlllow Creek 
Ll ttle Helser River 
Manns Creek 
Dennett Creek 
Rock Creek 

"Good" 
''Good" 
"Good" 
"Good" 
"Fair" 
"Fair" to "Good" 
"Fair'' to "Good" 

{Also, specific areas of North Fork Payette River, Deer 
Creek, Little Pine Creek, and Grouse Creek that would 
experience Improvement projects under some alternatives 
are not obvious on Map 3-6). 

Which rating Is correct for these areas? Also, how were 
areas chosen for Improvement? <Some additional areas 
noted on Map 3-6 as being In "poor" condition are not 
proposed for Improvement. Several other areas are also 
shown on Map 3-6 as being In worse condition than the 
areas proposed for Improvements In this appendix.) 

<Appendix P: Monitoring and Evaluation Plan). An 
adequate monitoring program Is the key to our ability to 
determine that undue degradation wl J 1 not occur, and that 
adverse Impacts will not penlst, under any of the 
alternatives. He have recently been discussing monitoring 
program needs with BLM Idaho State Office personnel. From 
these meetings, we understand that additional guidance on 
water quality and riparian monitoring will soon be 
available from the State Office to the Districts. <He are 
reviewing a draft of the guidance now.) Also, a variety 
of BLM national level draft guidance relating to riparian 
area management and monitoring Is currently under review 
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38.20 I and should be available In the near future. To the extent 

that these materials are available by the time the final 
RHP/EIS Is prepared, they should be reflected. 

l-Ie would appreciate the opportunity to review the draft 
monitoring plans as they are developed. He would also 
appreciate receiving a copy of the Record of Decision for 
the RMP ("Plan Decision Document"). 

Regarding the general monitoring program outline In 
Appendix P, Its Intent _Is appropriate. l-Ie have a few 
specific comments meant to help ensure that the intent Is 
realized. 

I 
1-lhen will monitoring plans for the Individual programs be 

3 8. 2 1 ~~~~ 1 ~~~di mp ?~;!~~~ ~r ~n ~n ~~~r !~~m~~~~l ~ t b~~~~ 1 ~o~~~rrent 

38.22 

38.23 

entirely walt for new AMPs to be developed. 

The monitoring plans for the various programs should be 
coordinated where appropriate. For example, Range program 
monitoring should Include collection of Information 
necessary for the Fisheries and Hatershed programs. (This 
would Include Information on water quality, bank 
stability, riparian condition (Including stream shading), 
lnstream habitat condition (including sedimentation>, 
etc.). 

All monitoring plans should Include a description of 
approprl ate measures that cou 1 d be taken If monitoring 
determines that objectives are not being met. Of course, 
clear statements of the objectives are necessary In order 
to design the monitoring to adequately address the 
objectives. These should Include specific "triggers" for 
further management action (I.e., definl tlons of 
significance). 

The description of Minimum Data Elements to be Monitored 
Is too general for us to determine whether minimum 
monitoring standards will be sufficient In the Cascade 
Area. Given the extreme erosion potential on the majority 
of the Area's lands, and existing erosion-related water 
quality problems, we anticipate that more Intensive 
monitoring will be necessary even for Alternative C. 

I 
Related to this, we are concerned with the statement that 
more Intensive monitoring, If needed, would occur If 
funding Is available. He believe that suff\ clent funds 
for monitoring (and mitigation> must be a firm commitment 
of any al ternatlve. Such funds are part of the cost of 

5-46 

38.23 
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doing business and should appear as a non-optional part of 
Hanagement Costs (for Instance, In the Comparative Summary 
on page 2-61 of the EISJ. This Is a primary basis for our 
uneasiness over preparation of specific monitoring 
programs ~Plan Implementation. Significant adverse 
Impacts may go undetected If the monitoring funds, 
allocated before needs are determined, are later found to 
be Insufficient. Certainly, Identified needs that are 
truly "special" may requ\1·e additional funds. However, 
routine needs In highly erosive areas. such as the Cascade 
Area for example, need to be recognized and fu11ded up 
front. 

EIS, Haps He noted some Inconsistencies regarding the text and 
Hap 3-6. Beyond this, we found that the maps Included 
pertinent Information and "o!'ere of excellent quality. 
Public understanding would be enhanced lf all other 
agencies that prepare land management plans produced this 
qualIty of maps. 

Detailed Comments on the 
Draft Resource Management Plan 

38 

As noted earlier, EPA supports redeslgnatlon of Alternative C for 
Implementation on the Cascade Area. This would require substantially revising 
the draft RMP. Our comments on this document, which Is based on 
Alternative E, are thus less extensive than on the draft EIS. 

38.24 

RMP, page 12 I Under Soil and Hater Quality, It Is stated that "Standard 
operating procedures would be followed to ensure 
management proposals are In compliance with soil and water 
quality standards." The final documents should reflect 
the fact that while SOPs are a major tool for minimizing 
water quality Impacts. their application does not 
automatically equate with standards compliance. 
Protection of beneficial uses Is their goal. Beneficial 
uses themselves must therefore be regularly monitored so 
that the need for revisions to SOPs can be identified. 

RMP, 
page 21 I 

38.25 

For "limited" use ORV areas, the general policy Is "to 
fully protect and enhance sens I tlve and significant 
resources." It Is unclear In the draft RHP and EIS the 
degree to which ORV use In "limited" areas will reduce 
Impacts and be consistent with this guidance. Please 
refer to our comments on the EIS, pages 2-4, 2-53, and 4-1. 

RMP, page Z7 <Riparian and Aquatic Resources>. Under Actlo11s, the 
guideline to "adopt special measures to Improve riparian 
and aquatic areas In all AHPs containing these areas" 
<emphasis added) Is unclear. Does this referto all 
riparian and aquatic habitats existing In all allotments 
having an AMP. or does It refer only to the 16 miles of 
riparian and 14 miles of aquatic habitats slated for 
improvement under "Objectives?" 

RMP, 

38.26 

pages 33, 341 Management guidelines for the Boise Front ACEC do not 
Include stipulations on other soil disturbing activities 

38.27 such as ~lvestock grazing. Hhy are no special 
restrict1ons/practlces considered necessary for such uses 
In this fragile area? 

RMP, pdq~ 45 

I 
It Is stated that measures would be taken to protect the 
natura 1 water storage and groundwater recharge functIons 

38.28 
of wetlands. This section should specifically Include 
measures to preserve, protect or restore, other Important 
functions of wetlands Including for fish and wildlife 
habitat, water quality, nutrient cycling, etc. Hetlands, 
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like riparian areas, are crl tical resources which have 
experienced severe cumulative degradation. Hetland 
protection Is one of EPA's top priorities nationally. He 
have developed a Mitigation Polley relating to wetlands In 
Region 10. This pol icy Is enclosed for your reference. 

RMP, page 53 This statement appears, "In those areas where 
fish/riparian values are Identified as high priority, all 
other management practices will be designed to accomodate 
those priority needs." We agree wl th the sentiment of 

I 
this statement. However, definitions of "high priority" 
and "accomodate" need to be ptovlded. <For example, we 
believe sensl tlve beneficial uses such as hab\ tat for 

38.29 designated fish "species of special concern" should 
qualify as high priority.) Also, how will the 
Identification occur (e.g., In activity p1a.nsl? 

Richard A, Geier 

"'"' Conscrvahon 
&!MCQ 

Cascade Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
Bohe. District Office 
3948 Development Avenue 
Boise, Idaho 83705 

Dear Hr. Geier: 

39 
Roor.~ 345, 304 North 8th Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 

Decer.:~ber l, 1986 

Thank. you for the opportunity to revic.., and com.r:~ent on the Draft Resource 
Hanageccnt Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Cascade 
Resource Area. Follo'ol'ing are our co=cnts: 

Page 10, 3rd pat:agrapb: , , .perhaps you should not reduce gradng on the 
poor condition rangeland but pur!!ue exercising more tir.lc control over the 
grazing, i.e. graze the annual ranges at periods to favor cstabUshr.~ent 
and improvement of vigor on the perennial species, if that is your 
objective. 

Page 11, Rlparl.an/Aqa.atic Resources: llill the fenced areas along the 
stream be reQoved fror.:~ livestock grazing? Ho'ol' docs this affect managcr.:~ent 
of adjacent land? If livestock. aTe fenced out, has the ~:~aintcnance 
llabilitics/rcaponslbilltles, tioe and cost been cv.:~luatcd? Could tice
controllcd grazing, ..,atcr development, etc., reduce the need for fencing 
and the resultant high 101aintenance coat which goes along ..,lth the fencing 

of streacs7 

l 
Page 24, Actions - ActlTity Plana. Mention is made of 7 AHPs/CRHPs to be 

3 9. 2 ~~;i~~;d 9~::/~i~ll. :~d ~h:n~2 1; 1~::s t~i~!c b~h~r~~~~e:~ t~: ~~~r:n~ ~~~~!:!1-
avoid duplication of effort? 

··-·I 

Page 36-37. State~:~ent is made that the 61,000 acres as an ACEC have 
generally been ~:~odlficd over the years, changing it from its potential 
natural vegetation to one of exotic species. Also, the statcr.~cnt is made 
that the long-billed curlc\l population and distribution is or has 
declined. \./here 'oi'SS these birds' habitat prior to r.~anipulation of the 
vegetation? Have ..,e perhaps, through management, caused the decline 
because the birds are no.., coming to an area not~ a habitat favorable 
to the distribution and population of the species? Perhaps 'oi'C are main
taining a habitat for the species ..,hich, if a full life cycle of the bird 
\ISS fully evaluated, the habitat in Idaho should not be maint.aincd? Have 

you fully evaluated this? 

40.1 

Richard A, Geier 
Pcccr.1bcr 1, 19136 
Page 2 

39 

Page 3-11 Riparf.so llablt.at. Generally when condition Is rated, one hn!les 
it against potentl.al! tlhile Y,?U stated that this did not occur on the 
woody riparian survey • by using the terms poor, fair, etc., one is led to 
believe that this IHlS occurred. I£ it \lO.S just ungulate usc inventoried, 
perhaps terr.~s such as heavy use, ooderate use, light use, etc., would be 
more appropriate, Also we are not certain what woody riparian survey 
method 'ol'aS used, Could you identify or did we just r.:~.bs it in the Plan'l 

Sincerely, 

}nL._ ~~!r -.lcl,r:c
1
, 

STANLEY N. I!OBSON 
State Conservationist 

Little Land & Livestock Co. 

Hr. Richarc! A. Geier 
Cascade Area Manaoer 
Bureuu of Land Har=.aoement 
Boise District Offi~e 
J9<18 Deve 1 opment Avenue 
Boise. Idaho 83705 

Dear Dick, 

Box 205 
Emmett. Idaho 83617 

December I • 1986 

40 

I have a var 1 etv of concerns and questions about the draft RMP. J wi 1 1 
address the concerns bv refer·ing to the page number and the subject area. 

Page 9: Stock Or i vewavs: 
c Josed. 

t would like to know w~1ich driveways wi 11 be 

Gra:z i ng Levp Is: 67. increase Proposed. L itt 1 e Catt 1 e Company has 
expenrJed substunt i a I resources in improv i n9 r·ange 1 and and j f not rewarded 

; : ~~i ~~~=~~eel car rv i ng capacity the incentIve to improve the range is 

Land 1 reatment: Our res to ration svstem has shown a marked 
improvement in ran9e trend ( i e: annua Is to native perenn i a 1 s) this trend is 
evic!ent on most of our· allotment. What is "ecological site change"? 

Parw ll: I feel that cur· Jew habitat maintenance should be accomplished 
through an ecnnorni c ana I vs is. ( i e: if $! . 00 spent outside cur 1 ew management 
arpa vields mor·e hflbitat t~wn S!.')O inside the curle'-1 manaoement area then 
that st1ould be nn~·direction.) -

Paae 1?: I would like a map of areas identified for sale and/or trade. 

I f.'a~w 14: Little Cattle Companv designated a specfic area for ORV activitv, 
40.2 Little Gem Cvcle Park, part. of our agreernent with the ORV and BLH people ~as 

thc1t t-ne r·ec;t of our allotment '.louie! be closed to ORV activity. According 
to the RMP that is not the cuse. wnv? 

l What arco ttle "area·~ of special designation" in the Little Gem 40.3 Cyc 1 e f.'<lrk and whv! 

5-47 

Page 2 I : I have no prob I ern with Protecting cur 1 e~-J hi!b i tat, but ! doubt that 
t.~re <'!rea is of "critir.al" concer·n. Cr·iticdl meanina that action is 
ab~.o 1 utr;> 1 v ner:e~.~.arv, Otrv i O!JS 1 v cur 1 (•ws are not ra;e nnd endangered. 

A I so lhe t1ann i n9 ot 1rt i I i tv f.\OW seems 1 ike a verv 1 a rae impact for 
minimdl hdbrtat (Jic,.rupt ion. · · 

Pa<:Jt' Z<J: The stutempnt ol .. "reduC"ing I ivestock preferences in allotments in 
poor· <Jnri fair conditron" does not t)Ode well for the management practices of 
ttH:' ~\.~. Goocl ranq~;;• management is prpdicated on ran9e TREND and not runge 
conc.lrtron. I ~-Jonder· if a 9ood rn.<3na~rer removes I ivestock from poor ranoe in 
an UOI-J<HrJ trend or does hf' r-pmove I ivestock fron1 goocl rangp in a downw~rd 
trpnrl? 
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40.51 

40.6J 

40 
Poge ?.6 ~ Why can't we put sa 1 t and water on the r i d9e 1 i nes In Sand Ho 1 1 ow? 
A pract1ce encourged bv the.BLM ~or veurs. WherE~ are the 6 mi Jes of f~nce 
to be located'! Whv no util1tv Ruw·~. allnwec!i' 

Page 37: fhe descrIptIon of- the cur I ew area have sever a 1 1 naccurac! es. 
I. perennial have been reduced, not eliminated. 
;;::. horse enthusiasts don't u~e area heavi lv. 
3. upland bird hunters seldom use area. 

It almost Impossible to put In stock water pipe! lnes any time other 
thF.Jn spring due to the hardness of the ground. To put In am! le of water 
1 ine in the spring disrupts only a minor amount of soil and usually takes 
only 1 day. 

If we are forced to put in the pipe! ine in the fall a back hoe rather 
than a trencher is necessarv and much more soi I disruption. time and cost is 
involved. 

Page d4: Under "sol Is", do shrubs help stanal ize soi Is or are shrubs for 
wildlIfe rather than sol 1? 

Page 48: To a I I ow an entire year for Fish 8. Game comment before land 
d i sposa 1 and vegetatIve man I pu I at ion can be Imp I emented, is a cumbersome 
restriction which severely I imits a range managers abi 1 ity to effectively 
manage the I and. 

Page 49: I would I ike a map of all arei)s listed on page 49 which restrict 
construction. It virtually eliminates many of the multiple use's of a large 
part of the Cascade Resource Area. 

40.71 Page 50: What is a 60/40 ration of forage area to ground cover? 

Page 51: What areas have had wintering populations of sage grouse in the 
past 1 o years. 

Page 52: DefIne: de-waterIng. riparIan area and rIparIan zone. 
If stock driveways are eliminated from riparian areas It wi II stop 

economic.~ I grazing of I i vestock therefore imp I ement i ng sIngle use rather 
than multiple use. 

Page 53: Define practical application of: 
--provIding water for 1 i vestock away from reserve Irs 

(and who pavs for ) • 
--utI I I zing manua 1 for management and protection of 

western stream eco-system. 

Page 55: What is the necessity for 2 years of rest after a fire? 
--How can 8LM delegate 8100 funds for wi ldl lfe and 

watershed projects. 

Page 60: "Economic Considerations". 
Cost effectIveness shou I d be de term I ned by "genera I I y 
accepted economic principles" and not by any method 
deemed appropr late. 

Page 3 40 
I am concerned that weed contra I and I I vestock management be 

subject to benefIt/cost ana 1 ys Is yet wl ldll fe recreatIon and fIre management 
not be subjected to the same ana I ys Is. 

0 I ck, I wou 1 d be very apprecIatIve If your staff wou 1 d keep me Informed 
as changes In the RMP evolve, since my llvelyhood Is dependent on future 
management of the Cascade Resource Area. 

5 I ncere 1 y. 

~~~-
Brad Little 
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The Nature Conservancy 

Mr·. Richard A. Geier 
Cas(:ade Area Man~ger 
Bur·eau of Land Man.:1gement 
Boise District Office 
3940 Q,~v·~lopment Av•~nu·~ 

Boise, Idaho 8:3705 

De;J.r Mr. G~-:-ier: 

Thank you for the opportunity t:o review the Draft. Resourc(~ 
M: .. md!l,'ement F'l~u1 and EIS for tb•) Cas.-:3d•~ f<es•)urce Aro::lo.. The 
Nuture ConscrvrJ.nc:y's goul ls the pres...:rvuLion uf a full at·ray oi 
biotic diversity antl it is toward this that the following
l.'Olnment.s arc dir~:.:c:ted. Mon.· spct.:ifl....,ally, l am \:ommt::nt.ing on bv.J 
the plau addresses to,.,ro major an~as: rar8 plant t;'l.X8 and R0S•:'!n.rch 
Nut.u1·al Areas. 

EC.S.!.'Ell:Qh_t::!.l.lt~!l:.l.ll_L\J.:!;;;-'.\:2. A Memorandum of !Joder~;t.anding bet.wccn 
Tht.· Nnture Conscrvaney and your St.rJ.t.e OffiCf': w<~s finalized .in 
April, 1GB6. The MOIJ enumerat•3S common int•:r•::sts and PI'ovid..:s 
for eooperution bet:.ween our two organiza.t.ions in several ar>.::o.S 
including Pl'•Jtec-tion of biologically signific~nt. :-J.reus via ACEC 
and/or RNA designcttions. In addition, t.he ConservmlCY coopt_·r<tt . .:••i 
wi tb the Idaho Natural Ar8as Coord in;J.ting Commi tt•~<:! d!1d BLM iu 
rer:ommending five of the six RNti's propo~t.•d in the HMF-'. 

The Natut·e Conset"V..ln•~Y support:. the designuti•Jn •:of fiv·~ •.::of the 
RNA's pt•oposed in the plan (the <:::xcept.ion, f't'I'aphyl11 .. lm h:o)•:i~. i~; 

discussed below). Pr•Jposetl prot•)Cticm m..:us•Jrcs fvr the::; e.; 
valuable area~ ell so appear~ <.~.d('lJUat.E:'. Tbc~o small ar•.~ns wi 11 tr•.J 
a long way towo.rd completi•Jil of u stut.ewide RNA ~::;y:;t.•o-m that ..,·ill 
include much of Idaho's biotiv div(•!'Sity. Tbel't~ an•, buwt;:~VL.'t', 
problems with three of the pr·opvsed areas: 

1. P..!;.}l:UEh:Z:ll\.l.W_lh.l:~Js_EtlA This area dCles not me._•t HNA cr i t.cl'io. 
agn;-cd upon by t.he Federal Commi t~:ce L)l) EL:olot-rical Ro:.•serve:.:;. 
Pleas~) !'~)fer to th ... ~ Committee's 1877 r>:~P•JI't ti .. L.J.it.:~O:.!<.QI:Y._Qf 
R~;:.~ur.!:.b J1~t.Yr.~L .. 6t:!i'l.S._Qu_E~ct~t:i.\l_L<."\urJ..~_Qf._t.hQ:_Uuit~ .. LS.!<i.\t.~s._Qf 
t.rn~ .. r.ic:Q, for RNA P'Jl'Poses and mn.nag.~ment guitlelint~s. Pcraphyllum 
RoGk, while possibly containing a rar..:: plant, is not. repreS>' .. mt.a·· 
tive of a.n ecosyst•~m with minimal hum::m influence, having had a 
long hist.ory of domestic livestock gra<::inl{. 

Cas•)tld•) RMF Comrnen ts 
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2. [!y~}s~O.Qt\i_E:l~:t:_fitl8 Boundaries for Buc-kwheat. !'lat. in Map 4 
do not 0oincide with t.hosc pr·opos>:'d by us in 188~1. f'Jt..!a:~e refer 
to the letter from C.A.I-Iellner Lind mys.~lf, dat•Jd Septcmbet· 10, 
198~J. for our proposed Lound<1ries. While conLo.lning gooLl stands 
of Eri•.:u!'..lOI.Alli types, your o.1·eo. is small and n:datively ind..-.)fens
ible, being close t.u much activity centered t\round Midvnle 
Summit, inr::luding a rock crusher, gravel pit, rifle range, etc. 
The areu we pt·opose includes IS'Clod examples of both E;r.iQe:QU!J.rn 
types plus a steep c~myon side wi tb remnant bunc:bgrass communi t.
ies in good c:ondition. This un~a would also ma}:e a more defens·· 
ible unit anLl, although ·~attle gra~e the periph.:JrY, it is UW.lY 
from much of t.he human dist,urbanGe and would bt• 8a!:>ier to m~1n_nge. 

3. S.Ymru~r_G.r~!:k Boundaries of the proposed Summer Creek RNA 
also need to be n:assesscd in light of the erit.cria set forth in 
th·~ 1977 Dir-..:ctory. Plco.se t··~fct· t•) o. letter from C. A. \'lcllncr, 
dated Nov8mber 10, 1985, cnncerning boundariE!S o.nLl further 
3.ttributes of the Summer Creek/Sheep Peak area. 

Add i t.ion.,lly, t.here nre othei- communities found on t.lw Cnsco.dc 
H~~source Area that are currently missing from ;:my proposed •:.t· 
est..:J.blish•:.d RNA. FL)remost o.mong them is an anJ.l t-hat. eontainc; 
6.t:!.;,~miiiii:.!. tt:.id~Ukilti..\ ssp. Yli.il~llUil form "'~-:_riQ~Uill~ .. bubi tat 
types. This form of m•)untain big S3.gebrush is •)nd.:mi·~ to the 
CnscilclE' Resr.1urc•..:- ll.ren and may prov(~ valuaLl•"! in rebabilit..at.ini 
the large areas burnt:d by wildfire last. >3Ummer. 

E~rQ_I::l;;mt_I9.£>D - For this information I rely 011 the ldaho 
Nattu'al llcrit.agc Frogram. The !ierit.age Program is ~\ •...!omprehen 
:o;ivc bi•)lotSic.:tl inventot·y undct·t.ak•~n in ;:;, coop•)ra.tiv·~ wa.y b8tl·h~Gn 
Ti1e Nnt.urt~ Cuns'-"t'Vaney and Idaho Department. of Fi:o:ll nnli Gamt·. 
The I'esulting dat;u base serves as a cl .. ~o..ringhousc for information 
on rar(~ species and ccos;;st.cms in t.he stat.c of ldabu t.hut. 
crmtinuously being upduto:;-d o.nd r•~fined, making iL id•o:ally 
~;uit.t~d f• .. Jr ftesoun:t• Area planning. 

Tn:•utment; nf r<:~re plants in the RMP anti EIS is H"ood. Tb•.: strl)n~ 
pr~;>t.f..."•.·tiun nw:J.surcs for r-ou·t~ plants and t.lH: inGOI'l-'Or;j,tiou of 
manag~..:-rnent n•)eds f•:.r cC~ndidatt:J and ~]t3nsitiv•.? ).llanl.~ in all 
net.1vit.y plans is comm• .. mdable. lncvrporat.ivn IJf the follow.in~t 
:;uggestion:>, b0wcv•~r. would gr··~at~ly enhanco:;- the plant. 
l-•ort,inn of the ItMl' '-lnd EU:. 

l. The isolut.cd t.rac:t. uf BLM lanJ near Coum:il t.haf.... r:<..•!lLl io:; 
Id:.lb•J':-; •mly known poJpulut.ion of G'..'>).QQ.t(b.t.!:.I Jd.l.'.!..'!l!.:l:~'!..t·.!Jii should b·~ 
in<~l•Jd8d on th•J- list of rart' plant. sites r~:'!quirinc; sp•:ci:.1l 
at.t.•.•nt.i•m. li llll.lnit.orin!{ progt·am should a.l~;c• b~ •.>st .. :tbli:~bcd t.<:• 
st-udy tilt:' •-•f ft~c ts •:o t' 1 i vesto·~k g ra;;: i ng on th•J ~~~~~'?.~:~2lJ~. 
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2. A plant that is a concern of many lwt.anists in Idaho, is 
l\lli\..lm illli~.B~:a<;::. Th~ DLM needs to fully address how they int•Jnd tu 
m<1nage those areas on which 8. u.I..\S.f;;;:il~ is known t0 oc-cur in urd•~r 
to prevent this speci.::s from being llst..ed as Threut.ened by t!1e 
USFWS due to the docum•~nted and continuing impao~L::; of minit1g, 
ORV's, housing developnlent., mass-·t.ranBpl;::mt expt~rimenl-s, et.c. 
Mass-transplant cul ti vat ion of /J,. ilii:i~.il~ is an unproveu o..:0nscrvL1 
tion measure fot· rare •Jnions and mo.y jt.'!opardize the survivcll of 
large numbers of plants. Additionally, thi~ <H.:Lit>n mc,y L . ..
outside the intent of Th·~ Endang•Jred Speo)i.-~s Act, th.lt is, 
it. is a recovery action taking place prh1r to official list.ing 
and Recovery Plan development. Fl~rtbermore, the transpL:mt 
gardens would be considered cxp~..:rimE:nt.nl populnt.i<..m[; und would 
not fulfill the BLM's obligation toward t·ecov•JrY if Ai.ise'~:: <Jlll<-•n 
is listed as Threatened. Consultut..iun wit.h USFI'lS 011 t.h•..:s•.· 
experimeots is imperative. 

A more prudent and effective course of action fur Uw <.on::;~~rvn 

tion of this r<J.re plant would be to conduct intensive surv,?:f:::; L."'~1 

BLM tracts within the onion's known range in conjunction with t.he 
Heritage Program. Steve Caicco of the Heritage Program hus spent. 
two years on a thorough search of <.~djucent. privute, $t.at.u, und 
municip<J.l lands. Following this surv~~y. and in r~ooperL~.tion with 
the USFWS, Heritage Program, and The No.tUl'c Conso:::·vancy, a 
conservation plan should be drawn up for th•.) speclt::!:> th~t W<)uld 
entail t·igorous protection of the best 6llilJW .QI;l~~:f\~ ~upul~1tion~~ 
as preserves. When the survival of this plant app•~o.r:::; s...:cun~ in 
these preserves und Federal listing unnecessary, experiuu.:nt.s 
involving the mov•::ment. of entir•:! populations to pt··~v·~nt.. lo:;:; frum 
mining would be a worthwhile cnde<.~vor. 

Following are specific comment.s on the EIS amd RMf"': 

All five alternatives have as an objective under Veget..ltiV•) 
Resources to "protect ond mo.no.ge 12 specific sites contE'liuing 
candidate and sensitive plants·· (t:1xeept in Alternative D, page 
2-35, where only 11 ure considered). The list includes six 
RNA's, three of which, Goodrich Creek, Buckwheat. Flat:;, und Lost 
Basin Grassland, contain no known populations of BLM list.ed 
plants. 

A. 8lli!.!.m a.as.f<:llf< is incorrectly identifi(:d as u Cat.egury 2 
candidate on page 3 ·0, paragraph one and list. at bot. tom of p.:t~lt·~. 
It is a Category 1 candidate. 
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B. In the third paragraph, page 3-8, !::aX:fi::l!: ~bs.!x:iEtiU\Jru is listvd 
as a sensitive species. It is a Category 2 candidate. 

C. On page 3·-9, the following four areas are incorrectly 
identified as having known populations of candidate und s•~nsitive 
species: 

1) Hulls Gulch Nature Trail - Accord.in.r, t.o lk:rit.a£:e h·'-'t-ll'aln 
survey informution for t.lliY..m flilii~!l~ on th•"J Bois·~ Front, Uvo· 
lower limit of the proposed Hulls Gulch N<J.ture Trail i:; 
higher than any known occurrence of the species. Jt t.he 
onion occurs along the trail, it needs to be documented. 

2) Lost Basin Grassland RNA - contains no knuwu populatiun<; 
of plants listed on page 3-8. It does, however, c:ont:.\1-i.n 
lUliY.m tQlm.e:i var. Blut.YBbYlllJm, a plant. cotl!'id·~·red s•.~ll:Si 
tive by the Rare and EndanH"ered I'lant.t~ Technieal Cummit.t.r~•..: 
("Redbook Committee"') and tracked by th·~ H0ritage Pl-,Jgrum 
data base. 

3) Goodrich Creek RNA - likewise, cont.ain~ nQ known 
populations of BLM listed plants. 

4) Buckwheat Flat HNA - also does 1wt conta.i11 >U<Y li~;t.•.:J 
plants, but does contain a poplllation of Alli\.lm .tQlW!.!.i var. 
2lat.YJ2h.<l1ym. 

It appears that certain RNA's are being crroneou:;;ly just.ified ;:,s 
rare plant sites. They ar·~ equally valuable withol.lC rar•] plunts 
and are justified for a myriad of otlwr s~·t· t.!J>.: l~.l'f'/ 
fedet·ul report on RNA's cited above. 

D. Spell inEt f:rrors: 

1) Page 3-8, paragraph t:hrce, 1-i"H~ spelling '-1! t.h•· :.;p•·••tf .. <.· 

epiChet of Miml.!lY;;;. r.iUS.~Ull is inc:orr·~ct .. 

2) Page 3-10, heading for last. pnrag't'<'~Ph, f'~l"<J.F>hyJl,un i:.: 
spel h~d incorrectly. 

3) Page 3··8, list of I""!Ommon names, hot.h 1'-:iulf•.•nl <tlld c,,,.,,,.k 
ar•; propoer names and should begin witb UPP•:!t' ···.1s··· l•::'t.t:,.;t·..;. 

41.11 
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4) Three times on page 3-8 and once on page 3··10, 6s.:t<x:ag:: 
~\ll.lS. Vl!..!.l.f.Q.C<iia~ is spelled incorrectly. Over the past 
couple of year·s, there has been widespread coufusion as t.o 
th~~ correct spelling of "mulfordiae. ·· M.E. Jones publi~h
ed t.he nume without. t.be "i" in 1913, prior to formo.lizati('tl 
of t.he International Code of Botanico.l Nomenclatur•~. 
According to the code, t.his is an ort.hogruphic et-ror t.hat 
can b~ {and was) changed in la.tet· treatment:; uf the tax•.:.tL 
All culmll~·mot·ut.:iv~_· :.;pucifh: •..:pit.b .. ·t.~.; <J.~;(:d u.:; nuuu~ inc:lude an 
··i" If it is used to comrnemol'•J.te a f·~mul·~. o.s in t.;;;.t,r.ag·: 
alv.'i'.i mYlf.Qr.di!l'!. "ue" is added. 

As llh3ntioned ubove, each ;llternativ•:l includes th~) de~:;ignation of 
ccrtai n ltNA' s t.o prot.ect candidate and !;Cn~; i ti Vf: SJ->F:(: ius t.hat. do 
not ~.~ontain 'lny. 

I·'ug~ 1:::! - It. is good t.o see that. all0wanc~"lS arc nmdc for. new 
knowledge •)f rare plant. distributions and thf:l.t the BLM Wlll 
protect new populations that. are identified t.lwoue:h sitE.· eval~a· 
tions and other inventot·ies. This indicates;). long-term ·~ommlt
ment t.o t·are plant o..:.~om:;ervntion th~lt is rarely seen in land 
management plans. 

You again inc(Jrrectly mention the designation of six RNA's t.o 
pt·otect known candidate and BLM sensitive species. 

EME::.Er.!l.C..c:r.x:.c.r.L6l.i.e.x:n.ati~!:: 

41.121 Page 25 - The 12 sites do not o.ll cont.ain candidate a11d sens;it.ive 
species. 
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Page 63 - We strongly agree wit.h the need for t.lw highest level 
of wildfit·•J supression on RNA's to protect these significant ~ 
resources. 

.Summel' CrePk is not identified o.s a RNA. 

Goodrich Creek and Buckwheat Flat RNA's are not closed to 
ORV use, as recommended on page 26. 

Cascade RMP Comments 
Page 6 
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The proposed vegeto.tive treatment in allotment 179 lies within 
the proposed Rebecca Sand Hill RNA. This would be inconsistent 
with RNA designation. 

lf you have any quest-ions concerning these comments please feel 
free to c')nt;.l.ct me. Thanks again for the opportunity to comment 
on the Draft RMP und EIS and I look forward to working with the 
Cascade Resource Area in the future. 

Sincerely, 

Bob Moseley 
Idaho l'ubl ic Lands Coordinator 

CC: Roger Rosentrr;:ter, lSO 
CI"aig Groves, Idaho Natural Heritage Program 
Guy Bunnivi•n, Idaho Field Offil:~e. TNC 
C.A. Wellner, Idaho Natural Areas Coordinat.ing Commit.tee 
Robert Parenti, B<)ise Field Offict3, USFHS 
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Dick Geier 
Cascade Resource Area l·lan!lGer 
BLI·l Boise District 

Dear D-:ick, 
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Thanks for the opportunity to cor.Jtnent on your Cascade R.lLP. 
We really have a chance to do good thinc;s in this area and make 
it a multiple use showc!lse. 

We strongly endorse Alternative C, which emphasizes the 
11 protection and enhancement of the natural environment 11 , ·...tith 
some r:Jodifications. Given the poor baseline data you have 
available on the Resource Area's vegetation, and the continuing 
lack of funds for effective nonitoring, this alternntive offers a 
usable, conserve. ti ve oanagenen t strategy. 

lhny of our proposed modifications concern recreation. 'tie 
recognize that soiJe of these concerns were not fully expressed in 
the issues identification stage of the planninr; process. You 
stated at our meeting that none of our newly voiced concerns 
could have any iopact on the R.l·!.P., and that you would disrer;ard 
then as stated. Given the flaws in the Plan, this left us very 
disheartened. 

'tie will therefore attempt to shape them into the relevant 
issues as presented in the Draft R.~!.P.--Payette River Corridor 
J.lanagernent Issue, Land Tenure Adjustment Issue, and your 
Rangeland Resource Hanagernent Issue; as well as your Access 
Hanagement Concern, your Off-Road Vehicles l~anagement Concern, 
your Fire Hanagement Hanagernent Concern, and your Special' 
Designations Hanagernent Concern. Further, we request your 
willingness to consider new issues/concerns/policy requirenents 
as stated on page 6 of the draft (Identification of Future 
Issues). 

We support full 4500 acre Recreationnl River manageoent 
along 6 miles of North Fork, and 8 miles of main Payette River. 
These are world-class kayaking and floating rivers, with heavy 
public use. They deserve and need protection and manager.:ent. 'de 
urge that you revie;.r your statutory and regulatory position, and 
pursue full recomoendations, not must urge further study for 
these rivers. 

'tie urge that you broaden your limited issue of Payette River 
munagement to consider the l.Jiddle Weiser River's recreational 
potentiul, which your plan seems to ignore. Use land tenure 
adjustment here as a creative management tool to purchnse or 
acquire through exchange canoe/flout launch sites, especially in 
Midvale area. This also applies to your Access management 
concern--the public needs access to these lands. 

The Crane Creek and Paddock Reservoir areas desperately need 
developed recreation sites. This brings together three i~ues 
and concerns in the plan, and one r.mjor problem we see with the 
R.~l.P. as written. You ignored the problems at these sites 

42 because your failed to consider the potentiul for using an 
aggressive land transfer or purchase program (Land Tenure 
Adjustments Issu<J) to acquire title to lands at the reservoirs 
suitable for campgrounds. Building campgrounds, and banning 
camping outside the car::Jpsites, is a good way to reduce wildfire 
hazards (Fire l·lanugeoent Concern). Also, the public is in danger 
of being denied access (Access Concern) to these reservoirs 
because of the private land surrounding them. 

The major prcblem ;.re see with the plan is its incredible 
bias in favor of ORV's (Off-Road Vehicle l·lanagement Concern) and 
against any other form of recr<Jation. The current SCORP calls 
for numerous campsites to be built in these counties. Why can't 
the Cascade Resource Area help? The public expresses an 
increasing interest in hiking in the desert, in an environment 
resembling Recreational Opportunity Spectrum's Primitive and 
Semi-Primitive Non-Motorized categories. Hhy can't the Cascade 
Resource Area help? Too much attention is paid to motorcycles, 
and not enough to developed and undeveloped recreation needs. 
This desperately needs to be changed in the final plan. 

With these concerns in mind, we support placing a larger 
portion of the Resource Area into the closed to Off-Road Vehicles 
category (page 6). Our proposed closed areas definitely merit 
Special Recreation Management Areas status. We recommend: 1) a 
7500-acre urea between Crane Creek Reservoir and the Weiser 
River, an area which needs deeded public access; and 2) an 8000-
acre area south of .Dodson Pass (Sheep and Hog Creek drainages), 
which needs access from Dodson Pass, Please regard these 
comoents as relative to your Special Designations management 
concern, us well as your ORV concern. We regard these areas as 
meeting all FLP!·lA definitions as Wilderness Study Areas. We 1 re 
not sure why BLN never inventoried them as such, but we see such 
potential in them to justify placing thern in our Idaho BLl1 
Wilderness Proposal. 

The Hulls Gulch Nature Trail, one of BLI·lf s premiere nature 
trnils, needs additional protection. This could be accoiJplished 
by withdrawing a full 500 foot corridor along Hull's Gulch Nature 
Trail from overhead, surface or subsurface right of ways, froo 
mineral location and leasing, and from~ dome:;tic grazing, even 
transitory. Please consider these comments under your Special 
Designntions management concern. 

One of the RHP t s best fen tures is its oro vision for Natural 
Areas. We support Areas of Critical Enviro~mental Concern 
(ACEC's) for long-billed curlew, and Columbian sharp-tailed 
grouse. We also support the six Research Uatural Areas, an_ 
request additional protection through 'rfithdrawal from mineral 
entry, elimination of grazing, and closure to ORVs. 

We feel more could be done for riparian areas in the 
Resource Area. We support Alternative C's increases in improved 
riparian and fisheries habitat. We ndditionally support 
improvement in Crane Creek below Crane Creek Reservoir to Good or 
excellent condition, and request that the BL~l seek t:linirnuo stream 
flows 

On grazing, we support Alternative C's reductions in grazing 
in the Crane Creek-Weiser River roadless area for Allotments 304 
and 361; given present conditions in these allotments, there 
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seems ~;ood cause for reductions. 'de oppose increased gruzine; 
pressure on 311·1 lands to tJake up for fire losses on BLN and 
private lands. 

Last, we wish to make one point perfectly clear. He support 
high populations of wildlife--gaoe and non-game. 'tihatevcr course 
fire rehabilitation takes, we urge you to decide the tough 
decisions in fuvor of deer, elk, antelope, upland birds, and non
eame species. This nation has a surplus of beef and a shortaee 
of ..,.ildlife. 

Thanks again for the opportunity to comment. I hope' you arc 
'rfillinr; to take our sur;gestions and put theo to usc to irllprove 
this plan. 

Sheldon Bluestein 
Secretary 
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GLOSSARY 

ACRONYMS 

ACEC - Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
AMP - Allotment Management Plans 
AUM - Animal Unit Month 
BLM - Bureau of Land Management 
CFL - Commercial Forest Land 
CRA - Cascade Resource Area 
CRMP - Coordinated Resource Management Plan 
CRMP - Cultural Resource Management Plan 
DEIS - Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
DLE - Desert Land Entry 
EA - Environmental Assessment 
ERMA - Extensive Recreation Management Area 
FLPMA - Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
GEM - Geology, Energy, and Minerals 
IMP - Interim Management Plan 
KGRA - Known Geothermal Resource Area 
MIC - Maintain, Improve, Custodial 
MFP - Management Framework Plan 
MMBF - million board feet 
MUA - Multiple Use Area 
NEPA - National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
ONA - Outstanding Natural Area 
ORV - Off Road Vehicle 
RA - Resource Area 
RAMP - Recreation Area Management Plan 
~~p - Resource Management Plan 
RNA - Research Natural Area 
ROS - Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
ROWs - Rights-of-Ways 
RPP - Recreation and Public Purpose Act 
SCORP - State Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan 
SHPO - State Historic Preservation Officer 
SOP - Standard Operating Procedures 
SRMA - Special Recreation Management Area 
TMP - Timber Management Plan 
TPCC - Timber Production Capability Classification 
USFS - United States Forest Service 
VRM - Visual Resource Management 
WHMP - Wild Horse Management Plan 
WSA - Wilderness Study Area 

ACTIVE GRAZING PREFERENCE. That portion of the grazing preference that 
could be licensed and used should the livestock operator desire. 

ACTIVITY OCCASION. A standard unit of recreation use consisting of one 
individual participating in one recreation activity during any reasonable 
portion, or all, of any one day. 
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ACTUAL LIVESTOCK USE. The use (in AUMs) made of forage on an area without 
reference to permitted or recommended use. 

ALLOTMENT. An area designated for use by a prescribed number of livestock. 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN (AMP). A documented program which applies to 
livestock operations on the public lands and which is prepared in careful 
and considered consultation, cooperation, and coordination with the 
permittee(s) or lessee(s) and others involved. It prescribes the manner 
in and extent to which livestock operations will be conducted in order to 
meet the multiple use and sustained yield objectives as determined in the 
resource management plan. 

ANIMAL UNIT MONTH (AUM). The amount of forage (800 lb. dry weight) required 
to sustain the equivalent of 1 cow, 1 horse, 5 sheep, 5. 3 deer, or 9. 4 
antelope for one month. 

AVERAGE LICENSED GRAZING USE (five year average use). The arithmetic mean 
(average of authorized (or licensed) grazing in AUMs) over a particular 
time period. 

AVOIDANCE AREA. Areas containing sensitive resource values which preclude 
overhead, surface, or subsurface rights-of-way. 

BEA. Bureau of Economic Analys~s, U.S. Department of Commerce. 

BU. Bushel, a unit of dry measure. 

CANDIDATE SPECIES. Species with insufficient biological information on hand 
to support listing by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as either 
threatened or endangered. 

CAPITAL VALUE. The value at which assets (grazing privileges) can be sold. 
Market value. 

CARRYING CAPACITY. The maximum use rate possible without inducing damage to 
vegetation or related resources. Carrying capacity relates to livestock 
numbers, wildlife numbers, recreational use, etc. 

CLASS II CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY. A sample-oriented field inventory 
designed to locate and record, from surface and exposed profile 
indications, all cultural resource sites within a portion of a defined 
area in a manner which will allow an objective estimate of the nature and 
distribution of cultural resources in the entire defined area. 

CLASS III CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY. A complete inspection of all areas of 
potential impact from project implementation. 

CLEAN AIR ACT. A series of Congressional acts and amendments requiring the 
establishment of air quality standards and national standards for air 
pollution control. The general intent is to "protect and enhance the 
quality of the Nation's air resource." 
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CLIMAX PLANT COMMUNITY. The culminating stage in plant succession after a 
series of successive vegetation stages and has reached a highly stable 
condition. 

C&MU. The Classification and Multiple Use Act of 1964 which specified that 
public lands would not be available for entry under various land laws 
(DLE/CA) within a certain legally described area. 

CONDITION. 

- Ecological Condition. The present state of the vegetation on a range site 
in relation to the climax (natural potential) plant community for that 
site. 

-Range Condition. Synonomous with ecological condition. 

- Seeding Condition. The amount and productivity of seeded species measured 
in terms of maximizing production of forage for livestock. Considers the 
amount of reinvading shrub species in the treatment area. 

COORDINATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (CRMP). A plan developed cooperatively 
by appropriate State and Federal agencies to formulate a resource 
management program that integrates and makes provision for all resource 
values and uses within the selected geographical area. 

CRUCIAL HABITAT. Habitat which is absolutely basic to maintaining viable 
populations of fish, wildlife, or plants during certain seasons of the 
year or specific reproduction periods. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE CLEARANCE. A statement by a competent professional 
historian or archaeologist as to whether or not any known cultural 
resources will be adversely affected by an undertaking and requires that 
such a statement be based on the results of an appropriate investigation 
directed at determining if and where cultural resources exist in the 
vicinity of an undertaking. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE SITE. A physical location of past human activities or 
events. Cultural resource sites are extremely variable in size and range 
from the location of a single cultural resource object to a cluster of 
cultural resource structures with associated objects and features~ 
Prehistoric and historic sites which are recorded as cultural resources 
have sociocultural or scientific values and meet the general criterion of 
being more than 50 years old. 

CWT. Hundred weight, a unit of weight measure equal to 100 pounds. 

DESERT LAND ACT/ENTRY. Passed in 1877 and subsequently amended, this Act 
allows a state resident to file a patent application on up to 320 acres of 
public land with the intent of developing said land for cultivated 
agriculture. 

DEVELOPED RECREATION SITE. See Recreation. 
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DISPERSED RECREATION. See Recreation. 

DISTANCE ZONE. The area that can be seen from a travel route as foreground
middleground (up to 15 miles), and areas which are seldom seen. 

ECOLOGICAL CONDITION. See Condition. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES. Any animal/plant species in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of this range. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT (EA). A concise public document prepared to provide 
sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an 
environmental impact statement or a finding of no significant impact. It 
includes a brief discussion of the need for the proposal, alternatives 
considered, environmental impact of the proposed action and alternatives, 
and a list of agencies and persons consulted. 

ERODIBILITY. Susceptibility of soil to erosion. 

FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT (FLPMA). Public Law 94-579 signed by 
the President on October 21, 1976. Establishes public land policy for 
management of lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management. FLPMA 
specifies several key directions for the Bureau, notably that: management 
be on the basis of multiple use and sustained yield; land use plans be 
prepared to guide management actions; public lands be managed for the 
protection, development, and enhancement of resources; public lands be 
retained in Federal ownership; and public participation be utilized in 
reaching management decisions. 

FIRE MANAGEMENT. The protection and enhancement of the resources of the 
public lands through use of fire as a management tool. 

- Full Suppression. Immediate aggressive action is taken on all new fires 
on or threatening public lands. 

- Limited Suppression. A policy that considers areas where fire control is 
extremely difficult or where the values threatened do not warrant the 
expenses associated with maximum suppression procedures. 

- Prescribed or Prescription Burning. Fires burning under conditions that 
have previously been determined to be beneficial and that meet land 
management objectives. 

43 CFR 3809. Regulations which provide for mineral entry, exploration, 
location, operations, and purchase pursuant to the mining laws and in a 
manner that will assume that unnecessary and undue degradation do not 
occur and that protection is afforded nonmineral resources. It also 
provides for reclamation of disturbed areas. These regulations pertain to 
locatable minerals only. 

FULL SUPPRESSION. See Fire Management. 
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GRAZING PREFERENCE. The total number of animal unit months of livestock on 
public lands apportioned and attached to base property owned or controlled 
by a permittee or lessee. 

GRAZING SYSTEMS. Systematic sequences of grazing use and non-use of an 
allotment to reach or maintain identified multiple-use goals or objectives 
by improving or maintaining the quality and quantity of the vegetation. 

HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN (HMP). A written and approved activity plan for a 
geographical area of public lands which identifies wildlife habitat 
management actions to be implemented in achieving specific objectives 
related to RMP/MFP planning document decisions. 

INFILTRATION RATE. The rate at which water enters the surface soil. 

INTRUSION. A feature (land and water form, vegetation, or structure) which 
is generally considered out of context because of excessive contrast and 
disharmony with the characteristic landscape. 

~~OWN GEOTHERMAL RESOURCE AREA (KGRA). An area in which the geology, nearby 
discoveries, competitive interests and other indicia would in the opinion 
of the Secretary (of the Interior) have high prospects for extraction of 
geothermal steam or associated geothermal resources. 

LAND REPORT. A written report that documents the physical, environmental, 
social, and economic factors used in making land use decisions on all 
lands or rights-of-way actions. 

LEASABLE MINERALS. See Minerals. 

LIMITED SUPPRESSION. See Fire Management. 

LOCATABLE MINERALS. See Minerals. 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN (MFP). A planning decision document prepared before 
the effective date of the regulations implementing the land use planning 
provisions of the FLPMA, which establishes, for a given area of land, 
land-use allocations, coordination guidelines for multiple-use, and 
objectives to be achieved for each class of land-use or protection. Until 
replaced by RMP's, MFP's, including those completed in the transition 
period, are used as a basis for management action as provided for in 43 
CFR 1610.8. 

MINERALS. 

- Leasables. Types of minerals, such as coal, oil, oil shale, gas, 
phosphate, sodium, potash, and geothermal resources, whose prospecting and 
development on public lands under permit or lease was authorized by the 
Minerals Leasing Act of 1920, as amended and supplemented. 

- Locatables. Precious or semi-precious minerals that are not considered to 
be common variety minerals. Locatable mineral deposits can be claimed and 
the mining claim patented, thus converting it to private ownership. These 
minerals are covered by the Mining Law of 1872. 
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- Salables. Mineral materials such as common varieties of sand, stone, 
gravel, cinders, pumice, pumicite, and clay that may be acquired under the 
Materials Act of 1947, as amenderl. 

MINING LAW OF 1872. An act which authorized placer and l~de mining claims, 
mill sites, and tunnel sites of specific dimensions. Requires $100 worth 
of work be done on each claim every year. 

MITIGATING MEASURES. Actions to avoid, minimize, reduce, eliminate, or 
rectify the impact of a management practice. 

MONITORING. The collection and analysis of data to evaluate rangeland 
resources on specific areas to determine the effectiveness of actions in 
meeting management objectives. 

MULTIPLE USE. The management of all the resources of the public lands so 
that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the needs of 
the American people. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969. A Congressional Act which 
establishes a national environmental policy. The goal of the act is to 
improve the quality of the human environment by procedurally requiring all 
Federal agencies to give equal and complete consideration to environmental 
values in all their decision,making activities. 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES. The official list, established by the 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, of the Nation's cultural resources 
worthy of preservation. The Register lists archaeological, historic, and 
architectural properties (i.e. , districts, sites, buildings, structures, 
and objects) nominated for their local, State, or national significance hy 
State and/ or Federal agencies and approved by the National Register 
staff. The Register in maintained by the National Park Service. 

NESTING/BROOD-REARING AREAS (HABITAT). Localized areas used by some species 
of the grouse family for nesting and raising of young chicks (broods). 

NORMALIZED CROP PRICE. A five-year weighted average of crop prices. Used 
in economic analysis of farm projects to account for the wide variation in 
prices that are common to agricultural products. 

NOTICE. Required under 43 CFR<3809. When surface disturbance of five acres 
or less per year at a mining operation will occur, a written notice must 
be sent to BLM 15 days prior to starting the operation. The notice 
describes the operation and its location and must contain a statement that 
the lands will be reclaimed to the standards spelled out in the 
regulations. 

ORDER 3 SOIL SURVEY. A low intensity or scale of soil mapping. In mapping 
soil landscapes, soil mapping unit lines are drawn as nearly as possible 
to the natural landscape. Resulting soil mapping units are, therefore, 
relatively large (generally 40 plus acres) and made up of various soil 
series, associations, and complexes. 
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OUTSTM~DING NATURAL AREA (ONA). Areas of outstanding scenic quality, natural 
wonder, or scientific importance that merit special attention and care in 
management to insure their preservation in their natural condition. 

PLAN OF OPERATION. Required by 43 CFR 3809 for mining operations where 
surface disturbance will exceed five acres per year or where operations 
are proposed in specially designated areas (wild and scenic rivers, ACECs, 
wilderness areas, areas closed to ORV use). The plan must describe the 
entire operation including equipment, location of access, support 
facilities, drill sites, measures to prevent unnecessary or undue 
degradation, and reclamation plans. The plan of operation must be 
approved by the BLM authorized officer. 

PLANT SUCCESSION. The process of vegetational development whereby an area 
becomes successively occupied by different plant communi ties of higher 
ecological order. 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE. The plant alternative which management has initially 
selected as offering the most acceptable resolution of the planning issues 
and management concerns. 

PRESCRIBED OR PRESCRIPTION BURNING. See Fire Management. 

RANCH CONSOLIDATION. The me!ger of two or more ranching operations. 

RANGE CONDITION. See Condition. 

RECLAMATION STIPULATIONS. Special conditions included in mineral leases, 
permits, plans of operations, etc., which require that reasonable measures 
be taken to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of the public lands, 
including resloping land disturbed by operation to an appropriate contour 
and, where necessary, revegetating disturbed areas. 

RECREATION. 

- Developed Recreation Sites. Distinctly defined area where facilities are 
provided for concentrated public use, e.g., campgrounds, picnic areas, and 
boat launches. 

Dispersed Recreation. Recreation of various kinds that occurs generally 
throughout a large area and is not confined to a specific place, e.g., 
hunting, hiking, ORV use, and horseback riding. 

RECREATION AND PUBLIC PURPOSES ACT. A Congressional act which authorizes the 
Secretary of the Interior, under specific conditions, to sell or lease 
public domain lands to State and local governments for recreation and 
other public purposes and to qualified non-profit organizations for public 
and quasi-public purposes, including recreation, education, and health. 

RECREATION AREA MANAGEMENT PLAN (RAMP). A written and approved activity plan 
for a geographical area of public lands which identifies recreation 
management actions to be implemented in achieving specific objectives 
related to RMP/MFP planning document decision. An RAMP is requ:i,red for 
each area designated a Special Recreation Management Area. 
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RECREATION DAY. Any part of a day spent participating in a given activity. 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM (ROS). 
inventory, planning and management 
perspective. 

A conceptual framework designed for 
of public lands from a recreation 

RENEWABLE RESOURCES. Resources whose supply regenerate themselves over 
time. Use of these resources can continue indefinitely provided they are 
managed under a sustained yield philosophy. Living organisms and others 
such as soil and water which are closely associated with and affected by 
living organisms. 

RESEARCH NATURAL AREA (RNA). A naturally occurring physical or biological 
unit where natural conditions are maintained insofar as possible. 
Further, the natural features are preserved for research and education 
purposes. The features to be preserved may be important or unique 
ecosystems, habitats, organisms, and may be terrestrial, fresh water or 
marine. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (RMP). A land use plan as prescribed by the Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act which establishes allowable resource uses 
and related levels of production or use to be maintained within the 
concepts of multiple use and sustained yield. 

SALABLE MINERALS. See Minerals: 

SCENIC AREA. An area that provides exceptional scenic quality and/or scenic 
vistas that merit special management attention to insure their protection 
from visual intrusions. 

SEEDING CONDITION. See Condition. 

SENSITIVE SPECIES. Species whose ranges are so limited that any reduction 
in numbers, habitat availability, or habitat condition could result in 
their being placed on the endangered list. 

SENSITIVITY LEVEL. As applied to visual resource management, that degree of 
concern expressed by the user toward scenic quality and existing or 
proposed visual change in a particular characteristic landscape. 

SOIL COMPACTION. The process by which soil is packed tightly, losing its 
porosity. 

SOIL PRODUCTIVITY. Capacity of a soil to produce vegetation. The amount 
produced will vary according to plant species and management practices. 

SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA (SRMA). An area where congressionally 
recognized recreation values exist or where significant public recreation 
issues or management concerns occur. Special or more intensive management 
is typically needed. Detailed recreation planning is required in these 
areas and greater managerial investment is likely. 
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STRATIFICATION. Layering of artifacts within a cultural resource site. If 
the site is undisturbed, the oldest artifacts are the deepest in the soil 
strata with the most recent artifacts nearest the surface. 

STREAM HABITAT CONDITION RATINGS. A method used to evaluate the condition of 
the aquatic habitat of streams. Six factors are evaluated - stream shade, 
condition of streambank vegetation, streambank stability - stream channel 
stability, sedimentation of streambed, and instream cover - resulting in 
an overall rating of the habitat between poor and excellent. 

STRUTTING GROUNDS. Localized areas used by some species of the grouse family 
to display their courtship rituals. 

TAYLOR GRAZING ACT OF 1934. Implemented to stop injury to the public grazing 
lands by preventing overgrazing and soil deterioration. It authorized the 
Secretary of Interior to manage the public rangelands. 

THERMAL COVER. Vegetation used by deer for shelter. It may include 
saplings, shrubs, or trees at least 5 feet tall with up to 7 5 percent 
crown cover. 

THREATENED OR ENDANGERED SPECIES. Endangered species are any species which 
are in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its 
range other than a species,of the Class Insecta determined to constitute a 
pest. Threatened species are any species likely to become an endangered 
species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range. 

TIMBER PRODUCTION CAPABILITY CLASSIFICATION (TPCC). The process of separating 
land within the forest zone into major classes indicating relative 
suitability to produce timber on a sustained yield basis. 

TREND (Range) - The direction of change in ecological condition. 

UNIVERSAL SOIL LOSS EQUATION (USLE). An erosion model designed to compute 
average soil losses from sheet and rill erosion under specified conditions. 

UTILIZATION. The proportion of current year's forage production that was 
consumed or destroyed by grazing animals, usually expressed as a · 
percentage. 

WILDLIFE LEAVE AREAS. Areas within land treatments which are not treated, 
providing wildlife cover and increasing the d~versity of habitat types. 
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Air Quality: 3-5, 4-3, 4-21, 4-40, 4-58, 4-78 
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4-79 
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Cultural Resources: 17, 30, 55, 2-12, 2-20, 2-29, 2-38, 2-49, 3-22, 4-13, 
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Earnings: 3-32 

Economics: 3-30, 4-17, 4-37, 4-55, 4-74, 4-95 

Elk: 3-16, 4-7, 4-25, 4-43, 4-61, 4-82 

Employment: 3-33 

Endangered and Candidate Animal Species: 3-19 

Fire Management: 17, 53, 3-31, 4-17, 4-37, 4-55, 4-74, 4-95 

Forest Resources: 16, 30, 59, 2-14, 2-23, 2-32, 2-41, 2-49, 3-30, 4-17, 
4-37, 4-55, 4-74, 4-94 

Implementation: 64 

Issues: 1 

Lands and Realty: 13, 28, 39, 2-11, 2-20, 2-29, 2-38, 2-47, 3-21, 4-12, 
4-31, 4-50, 4-69, 4-88 

Leasable Minerals: 16, 31, 56, 3-28, 4-15, 4-35, 4-53, 4-73, 4-93 
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Livestock: 9, 24, 46, 2-8, 2-16, 2-25, 2-34, 2-43, 3-20, 3-35, 4-12, 4-18, 
4-30, 4-37, 4-49, 4-55, 4-68, 4-75, 4-87, 4-95 

Locatable Minerals: 16, 31, 56, 3-29, 4-16, 4-36, 4-54, 4-74, 4-94 

Long-billed Curlew: 3-19, 4-12, 4-30, 4-48, 4-68, 4-87 

Lumber and Wood Products: 3-37, 4-19, 4-38, 4-56, 4-75, 4-96 

Management Concerns: 6 

Mineral Resources: 16, 31, 2-14, 2-23, 2-32, 2-41, 2-50, 3-28, 4-15, 4-35, 
4-53, 4-73, 4-93 

Hule Deer: 3-16, 4-8, 4-26, 4-45, 4-63, 4-83 

Hultiple Use and Transfer Classes: 18, 2-1 

Multipliers: 3-34 

Off-Road Vehicles: 14, 28, 58, 2-12, 2-21, 2-30, 2-39, 2-47 

Paleontologic Resources: . 17, 3-24, 4-14, 4-33, 4-52, 4-71, 4-90 

Planning Criteria: 8 

Preferred Alternative: 9, 24 

Rangeland Resources: 45, 3-1, 4-1, 4-20, 4-39, 4-57, 4-77 

Recreation Resources: 13, 28, 2-12, 2-21, 2-30, 2-39, 2-47, 3-25, 3-36, 
4-14, 4-18, 4-33, 4-38, 4-52, 4-56, 4-71, 4-75, 4-90, 4-96 

Research Natural Areas: 18, 26, 2-10, 2-18, 2-27, 2-36, 2-45 

Resource Management Guidelines: 38 

Rights-of-Way: 13, 63, 64, 3-22, 4-13, 4-32, 4-51, 4-70, 4-89 

Riparian and Aquatic Resources: 11, 27, 52, 2-11, 2-19, 2-28, 2-37, 2-46 

Riparian Habitat: 11, 27, 52, 3-11, 4-5, 4-23, 4-42, 4-60, 4-80 

Sage Grouse: 3-18, 4-10, 4-28, 4-47, 4-66, 4-85 

Salable Minerals: 17, 56, 3-30, 4-17, 4-36, 4-55, 4-74, 4-94 

Sensitive Animal Species: 3-18, 4-11, 4-29, 4-48, 4-67, 4-86 

Soils: 12, 3-1, 4-1, 4-20, 4-39, 4-57, 4-77 

Special Designations: 18, 63 

Support Requirements: 62 
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Vegetation: 3-7, 4-3, 4-22, 4-40, 4-58, 4-79 

Vegetative Resource; 25, 2-9, 2-17, 2-26, 2-35, 2-44 

Visual Resource: 15, 3-28, 4-15, 4-34, 4-52, 4-72, 4-92 

Water Quality: 12, 3-6, 4-3, 4-21, 4-40, 4-58, 4-78 

Watershed: 25, 2-9, 2-17, 2-26, 2-35, 2-44 

Wild and Scenic Rivers: 13, 28, 58, 2-21, 2-30, 2-39, 2-47 

Wilderness: 15, 57 

Wild Horses: 10, 48, 64, 3-20, 4-12, 4-31, 4-49, 4-69, 4-88 

Wildlife: 11, 26, 48, 2-10, 2-18, 2-28, 2-36, 2-45, 3-15, 4-7, 4-25, 4-43, 
4-61, 4-82 

Withdrawals: 39, 3-22, 4-13, 4-32, 4-50, 4-71, 4-90 
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