
 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

APPENDIX U 

COMMENTS RECEIVED ON POCATELLO DRAFT RMP/EIS 

This appendix includes all written submissions received on the Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
(October 2006) and the BLM’s response to specific comments. The BLM’s response to the 
public comments may reference management direction as identified in either the Draft RMP/EIS 
or the Proposed Plan/Final EIS. The reader is directed to Table 2-1 (Volume I, Chapter 2) for a 
comparison table of management direction that demonstrates the difference between the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative B) and the Proposed Plan. Section 5.6.2 provides a summary 
of comments received on the Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS.  

Table S-1 lists references/literature citation-related comments (identified by letter number and 
comment number) received in response to the Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS (October 2006) and 
which did not receive a written formal response. These reference/literature citations suggest 
further sources of information for the BLM to consider during the land use planning effort. 

Table S-1: Reference/Literature Citation Comments Identified by Letter and 
Comment Number. 

2-8  
2-10 
2-32 
2-19 
2-38 
2-7  
2-15 
2-28 
2-33 
2-58 
2-21 
2-23 
2-25 
2-27 
3-18 
3-13 
3-67 

3-68 
3-69 
3-70 
3-71 
3-72 
3-75 
3-43 
3-74 
3-76 
3-77 
3-73 
4-8  
4-9  
4-10 
4-12 
4-19 
4-22 

4-26 
4-33 
4-37 
4-38 
4-41 
4-45 
4-46 
4-49 
4-52 
4-57 
4-64 
4-70 
4-75 
4-79 
4-89 
4-93 
4-96 

4-98 
4-102 
4-104a  
4-105 
4-108 
4-111 
4-113 
4-116 
4-16 
5-21 
5-64 

5-139 
5-151 
5-156 
6-26 
6-30 
6-46 

6-47 
6-56 
6-75 
6-3  
6-23 
6-36 
6-38 
6-39 
6-7a  
6-16 
6-19 
6-44 
6-69 
6-54 
6-61 

6-104 
6-50 

6-51 
6-71 
6-72 
6-42 

6-130 
7-12 
7-24 
7-28 
7-30 
7-32a  
7-39 
7-43 
7-45 
7-47 
7-49 
7-51 
7-52 

7-53 
7-31 
7-34 
7-88 
7-93 

7-120 
7-161 
7-167 
7-4  

7-165 
8-5  
8-6  
8-8  
8-7  
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l-A-l 

I-A-2 

l-A-3 I 

Comments 

Fcbntar;' 26. ~007 

Bureau of L~md Management 
Ann: 

Yo Whom II ';lay Concern: 

The City ofPocatello':s Planning and De.v('.ltJpnlcnt Scrvi<fcs S{,dYhavc fcvi:t:.wcd th¢ 
Drat1 RMPlEIS.. We .tpp~aud you for your hard wnrk ~n preparing such il detailcd·und 
precise ~:()mprl;hensive plan Cur thi-s r~g[on. StaffHnds AJtcfflativc B (the, prclcrred 
option) tn b..~' acccptabk. 

The most imrn)rt<-lnt facd llf our departl'ne.nfs CO,)fdlnat~on \\"itt1 thr.: BLM \.voulJ be. 
eUt:ctivdy 1L(lImnlinkating when a pan::d "s use may chang..:: ur ma~: become ;,natlabh; f{}f 
acquis~llon hy the City or m10{ht.~1i entity in or tlL.!Jr pnca~d1'";<' cit}. limits. We would iikt: 
to ~t.'e this rr..~ques.t implementL':d into the R~1:P if pos:sihl 3' 'h of Qur <tg<:"DC.1cS nave felt 

"m"rgin~d~n""'d> ~:Hl'didatcs the new amI cOllstantly f'.'f ""blie h n;;, til", BLM and 
prep~res 10 d~SPl}SC of land th~ Lity would hke to reCt~IYC nnmcdrat..: fllJHhC<1hon so that 
W~ ma) consider pos..,iblc u:s..~s that an: in_ tht.· best ~ntercst Qflhc- puhHc. 

Thank you f~)f alJowinh us Ih~ oppnrttmity to ht' trnvolv-cd in this pNlC~SS and Wi:' 

appn..'·cia(i," your ttmt.::'. Please feel fr\;~ t01..'nnW\!t mc ,It 23·~-6161 if you lmvc any 
qlK~-sti()t1s, 

Anne l,utlcr 
Assistant Planncl 

c'::.: 	 Rt)tb.."rt Chmnb~rs. Dln:::ch"tr Phmning & Dcydoptn'-~fH Servtcc:'
~'falt!J-c\'.- (3, Le\\!s, Planr1ing DtVl5;JOn 

PI,ttl l<€''I.'il·~li o".!1:;!1l1H~rhm:>(! {\, 

t'faJlllill~ S~'nl:('t'~ t,-m:!HUlmll"l. ";,'r\jf~"~ 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

l-A-I: Thank you for your comment. 

l-A-2: Generally, sales or exchanges are prompted by a proposal 
from outside the BLM. The plan does not identify specific par
cels to dispose of but uses a zone concept to achieve goals. Re
fer to Figure 2- J S for zones proposed in Alternative B, which 
has been carried forward as the Proposed RMP. Parcels in Zone 
4 are available for potential disposal through sale or exchange. 
See Action PP-LR-S.1.3 and Action PP-LR-S .2.1 for disposal 
screening, criteria and consideration factors. 

l-A-3: Refer to comment response for Comment l-A-2. 

This notification requirement is already in place. Section 210 of 
FLPMA requires such notification to any political subdivision 
of the State having zoning or oth~r land use regulatory jurisdic
tion in the geographical area the disposal lands are located. 

We will add the Pocatello Planning and Development Services 
department to the interested public mailing list for land tenure 
adjustments. 
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C. L. o.I;'8.ut('b" Otter 
governor 

R"b.rt L. Meine. 
director 

Dean San.gre~·. Administrator 
openttions:- dl'v.sion 

David Ricks, AdDlinistrator 
ffl!'!Jlagem.ent 'SeF\'ices di'l.tision 

IDAHO PARK AND 
RECREAnON BOARD 

SI~wKlatt 
regio-n one 

Randol F. Ric. 
reg~Qn two 

Erue.t J. Lomb.rd 
regi-011 three 

Lalham WilliaDl' 
reglon fO~If" 

J.an S. MeUo"ilt 
region (i\!e 

O<>"gl•• A. U."..),
region six 

IDAHQ DEI'AJUMENT OF 
PARKS AND RECREATION 

p.,,: b<>~ S372Q 
bo;,e. i<l.1ho 83720·Q065 

(20S) .134-4199 

tax (208) 334-3141 

tdd 1·800·377-3529 

street addres,-'-,; 
565"' \Vann Splings Avenue 

Comments 

March 26.2007 

Terry Lee Smith, RMP Project Manager 
Pocatello ResoufceArea, BLM 
4350 Cliffs Dr. 
Pocatello, ID 83204-2105 

RE: Pocatello Resource Managemel1l Plan and DEiS 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

General Commcolli 

The Idaho Deparbnenl of Parks and Recreation (lDPR) stalI're"iewed the 
draft Pocatello Resource Management Plan (Ri'VIJ:') am! DEIS. The 
proposed RJ\,fl' provides a comprehensive land use plan that wilt guide 
8LM activities nver the nexl 20 to 25 years. 

The Idiilio Department of Parks and R~creation is responsible, for the 
Statewide Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP). The legal anthority for the 
development of the SCORP hos hoen empowered to the Idaho Park.nd 
Recreat'anBoard. through Idaho Code 67-4223 (f). The powers ofU,e 
Park nnd Recreation Board indude "prepare. maimai<l and keep up-to
dale, a comprehensive plan for Ihe deve,lopment of the outdoor recreation 
resotl:rces of the state; to develop, operate nod maintain outdoor rec-reation 
areas and facilities ofllle state; an,1 to acquire lands, waters and 'll[.,re.1S 
in land, and waters for such areas 31ld facilities." With lhis authority, the 
IDPR is interested ill pal1icipating ill RMP process. 

Our staff IS fam,illar with BL\1's &\fP revision, process,. \,~le have' been 
involved in the Craters of the Moon. Challis, Smneau. Snlike River Birds 
of Prey, Cotlonwood, nnG Coeur d' Alene FieJd Office RMP revisions. 

During the scoping phJse of this project, we provided commen.1S \0 the 
BLM (Julie 30. 200:\(. We requested that BLM work with US in tile 
development "fthis RMP. We never received a response from tile 
planning team during the development of this RMP. 

2-A-l 

Recreation and olHlighway vehicle (OHVl nlaJlagemctl' a.--e the biggest 
issues brought up in the develQpment oftbe plan. The variOU' alternatives 
describe how lhese issues would be .fieeted, but the DElS is missing 
specHk infomlalion on how recreation and OHV mauagclll.ent would he 
~ffeeted. 

2-A-2 

For example, the DElS li",its cross-country travel 1(1 designated IOutes 

under an action alternatives. Alternative C would nat fcu'ovide as many 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-A-l: All comments received from IDPR were considered and/ 
or incorporated in the development of the RMP. 

2-A-2: Effects on recreation management from other resources 
and resources uses are discussed under Chapter 4, (Section 
4.3.5). 
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Comments 

Pocatello Resourcl! Management Plan and DElS 
March 26, 2007 
Pagel 

designated fOu!es as Ailernative B or D. The DEIS docs not qUlmtify how mlllly routes would 01' would 
no! be designated m,der alromalivc C. 

2-A-3 	

The FEIS needs 10 explain In greater detail on what the affects Ihal the various altematives will have on 
OHV routes;The RMP and FEIS should not specifIcally designate mutes, but should givenn indicali.on 
of how many fOutes would be available (100%. 90%. 70%) when compared to the existing situation. 

2-A-4 

The dmft RMP would develop a Travel Management Plan wi~Jin 5 ye·Ms of being finalized. In (he 
interim. OHV would be restricted to existing routes. We encourage the fiLM to star! the route 
desiguatiOllprocess immediately after the Rt"IP is approved. The ELM sbould 1101 wait 8 to 9 years to 
develop a Travel Plan. The longer the plan is ptlt off, the more difficult it can be to complete. 

2-A-5 

The Pocatello Field Office has made significant progress in the development of/he fu\1.P. Our specific 
comments should help Ihe ELM to make a betlcr Ri,,!? and FEfS. 

2-A-6 	

Specific Comment, 

The draft RMP closes Wild.cmess Study Areas (WSA), Areas ofCririca! Environmental Concern 
(ACEe). and Resource Natuml ..\rea5 (RNAs) under all alternatives to snowmobiie use. 1.11 a couple of 
cases. these designations make Hille sense becatlsc the Cmibou National Forest (adjacent landowner) 
does allow snowmobiie use. 

The Wom1 Creek WSA is ouly 40 acres mId is stlt'l'Ouudcd ou three sides by private land" This parcel of 
land is contiguolls with the USFS Worm Creek Road'es. Arca. The revised Caribou National Foresl 
Plan docs not recommend this area for Wildemess. In addition, the Idaho Roadless Petition suggests that 
this area be managed fOI' Backcountry Restomtioll. BollI the Caribou Natiotlal Forest Plan alld the Idaho 
Roadless Petition generally allows snowmobi.te use in Backcountry Restoration areas. The 'Nonn Creek 
WSA should remain open to sllo,,"nobilc use. 

2-A-7 	

The GeoffHoga.nderlSrump Creek ACEC is in Ille Stump Creek draina.ge. This ACEC is being 
designated to protce! elk Will!er range The ACEC adjoins Caribou National Forest land. The CIDTent 
Caribou Travel Plan has this .rea open to snowmobile use. The inconsistency in management between 
the BLM and USFS, combined with the bard 10 recognize boundaries, will make enforcemcllt Qfthis 
clostlI'~ difficult. The Geoff Hoga,1derlSlump Creek ACEe should remain open to SllO\\;IDObile use On a 
designated route. 

2-A-8 

Thc dmft RMP closes Wilderness Study Areas (WSA), Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC), and Resource Natural !\reas (RNAs) tUlder all alternatives to off~highway vehicle (O}!V) usc. 
The 12,700 acres should be examitle<t on" cas"'hy~"ase hIlsis for the clos",,,. In. few instances, such as 
Ihe Robbers Roost ACEC, a designated route shollid be provided. 

I

2-A-9 	

A!l.emalives B alld D provid~ for intensive OHV use (rock crawling, hill climbing. motocross) by 
establishing cc!1ain areas nOllO exceed 80 acres Of 320 acres. The BLM lacks the staffing and reSources 
to ~1211age for an intensive OHV usc' area. 

2-A-I0 

Responses 

2-A-3: Route inventories and designations will be completed during 
the travel management planning process, which will follow this 
planning effort. 

2-A-4: Designating specific routes within travel management areas 
is beyond the scope of this planning effort. BLM will develop a 
separate Travel Management Plan following the completion of 
the RMP/EIS. 

2-A-5: BLM's baseline inventory is not complete. It is, therefore, 
difficult to compare percentages without a complete inventory. 
The inventory will be completed as part ofthe travel manage
ment planning process. Upon completion, a range of alterna
tives for route designations will be presented in the develop
ment of travel management plans. 

2-A-6: Thank you for your comment. 

2-A-7: Worm Creek has been identified as "closed" in BLM's State
wide EIS for Small Wilderness Study Areas (1987). Manage
ment direction for WSA's is being carried forward in accor
dance with this EIS. 

The Worm Creek WSA is fairly inaccessible due to creek cross
ing, trees, fences, and access through private land. Changing 
the management direction to allow snowmobiling on this parcel 
would provide very little benefit to snowmobilers. 

2-A-8: Snowmobiling is restricted on Forest Service lands imme
diately adjacent to the ACEC. However, snowmobiling is not 
restricted on a large block of Forest Service lands which is ac
cessed by utilizing an existing county road that passes through 
the ACEC. Management direction in the Proposed RMP has 
been modified to allow snowmobile use on the county road to 
access Forest Service lands. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-A-9: Action B-4.1.1 (page 2-86) designates WSA's and RNA's as "closed" to OHV's. ACEC's are designated as "limited" for OHV's, restricting travel 
to designated routes, with the exception that snowmobiling would not be allowed. 

OHV designations within WSA's, RNA's, and ACEC's were considered on a case-by-case basis. 

Action B-RE-4. L 11 identifies a designated route through Robbers Roost to provide access (on an existing route) to Forest Service lands and designates 
the access road and parking area that exist within the Formation Cave RNA to accommodate passenger vehicles. These are examples that the planning 
team generated when looking at the special designation areas on a case-by-case basis. 

2-A-IO: Thank you for your comment. 
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Comments 

March 26. 2007 
Page 3 

Rather lllan specify how big the footpri~}should be, Ihe a!tematives should allow for 3. certain nmnber 
of intensive OHV areas to be developcrrfor example one in Altemative B and three in Allenllltive D}. 
Intensive ORY areas call,.4lreatly vary in size. Some areas call be as smail as 15 acres w!tile others Can be 
as large as 20,()OO aCl"e'(These areas should be leased 10 ~ciIY, county. recreation district or other local 
entity through Recreation and Public Purpose Act leasesjA welJ·manllgcd intensive OIlV use area is nOl 
an OHV sacrifice area. 

2-A-ll I 
2-A- 12 1 

Cbapter 2 Comments 

Table 2-1 gives mall.agemeut guidance comm.on t.o aU alternatives, Under Objective CA·FW -1.1, the 
draft RMP prop.oses to maintain and improve big game seasonall habitats in order t.o support Idaho 
Deparlment of Fish and Game (lDFG) management obje<;tives. We agree that IDFG management 
objectives are an importam consideration fbr managing public lands, but BLM als.o has an .obligati.on t.o 
manage habitat f.or non-game species as well. Habitat that is good for mule deer might not be as ideal tor 
J;J.!;:. The BLM should consider changing this objective t.o read "Maintain and improve wildlife habitat to 
SUppOlt IUFO managemenl .ohjectives. 

2-A-13 

On Acti.on CA-FW-1 .. 1.1. the <irall RMP states "DUling \ravei management planning consider reducing 
U,C number .of designated r.outes/roads within deericlk winter range to avoid adverse impacts." / 
Designated rontes in winter range frequently playa critical role allowing puhlic access t.o rugJ{er 
elevations. The BL.M shollldu't lise dlis statement to rednce routes that prevent access t.o ski area", 
plowed parking lots. play areas, and groomed trails. 

2-A-14/ 

Action CA-FW-I. 1.5 states, "During travel management planning reducing the ul.IIIlber ofdesignated 
roulestroads would be considered in big game habitats (calviJlg/fawlling arCliS, winter range) to avoid 
adverse impacts." Going to a designated route system reduces the number of existing route.s 'l'd OHV 
oPP.orlullitie.o;. Critical cavillglfawlling areas can also he seasonally closed 10 protect wildlifo/lhe BLl,,! 
shouldfonsider seasonal closures in some cases rather thall route reduction to protect calving/fawn.ing 
areasjA seasonal closure can also henefit the road and trllil system by reducing mtting hy vehicles in 
the spring or fall. 

2-A-lS! 

Table 2-3 gives mmlugemcnt guidlmce c.ommon action alternative (Altem.lives B, C, and D). Action 
AA-LR-S.I.lO - Public access to puhlic lands would be retained when lands are trans limed out of 
federal .ownership, TIllS action item is critical to maintain access to public l!l1d national forest lands. 
Access rate. consis.len!ly as one of the top two recreation issues in our Outdoor Recreation Surveys as a 
part of the Statewide Comprehensive Omdo.or Recreati.on Plan (SCORP). 

2-A-16 

Figure 2-15.. it..l map that ide!!!ifies which lands would be retai"ed and which lWlds would be aVail.abl" 
fur disposacljlhe Cedar Mountain parcel in Township 10 South Range 35 East and Range 34 East, Boise 
Meridian, IS identified for disposal. TillS parcel c.olltains a porti.oll oHhe Oregon Trail. The BLlI.I should 
not dispose this parcel because of!hc large land alock (2,360 acres) and cultum] values. n,e lDPR 
recommends that this parcel .o.fIand he placed ill relention. 

2-A-17 

Figure 2-15 also identifies BLM lands along the Snake River as land available for disposal. Access to 
water bodies is it crttical issue in Idaho. TI.le BLM should retain or trade with another agency~, 'Ownership 
ofthese landl;. 

2-A-lS\ 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-A-II: The number of intensive use motorized areas would be lim
ited in size (not to exceed a "footprint" larger than SO acres). 
Additionally, areas would be limited by the criteria listed under 
Action B-RE-4.1.7. As proposals are submitted for intensive use 
motorized areas, the areas would be modified as needed to spe
cifically address resource issues and protection needs of that 
area. Such modifications will be analyzed through the NEP A 
process on a case-by-case basis as proposals are submitted. 

2-A-12: R&PP Leases would be a valid option for intensive use ar
eas. Management direction would allow for this to take place. 

2-A-13: In the Proposed RMP, Objective CA-FW-l.l has been re
written to address wildlife habitat as suggested by the comment. 
Objective CA-FW-2.1 of the Draft RMPIEIS, also carried for
warded into the Proposed RMP, addresses the issue ofBLM's 
"obligation to manage habitat for non-game species." Figures 2 
-1 and 3-S identify big game special emphasis areas and impor
tant ranges (winter/summer) for deer, elk, and antelope. 

2-A-14: The direction (CA-FW 1.1.) in the Proposed RMP does not 
preclude access to these areas (ski areas, parking lots, play ar
eas, and groomed trails) but allows decisions to be made about 
"avoiding impacts" while allowing access. 

2-A-IS: In the Proposed RJ.VlP seasonal closures (Action B-RE
4.2.S) are an option under travel management plans. 

2-A-16: Thank you for your comment. 
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Responses 

2-A-17: See Chapter 2, Action AA-LR-S.1.3 and Action B-LR-S.l.l, B-LR-S.1.2., and B-LR-S.1.3 for the land tenure adjustment and screening process, 
criteria and consideration factors. The zone concept is not intended to classify each parcel's disposability. Each zone will have some parcels contain
ing values unlike its zone description. Land tenure adjustments will not be done based on zone alone. The RMP provides a screening process to evalu
ate the land tenure adjustment proposals BLM receives. After a proposal has been screened, BLM must complete a NEP A analysis and determine if 
the action would be in the public interest before completing the land tenure adjustment. 

2-A-18: Refer to comment response for Comment 2-A-17. 
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I

Comments 
Pocatello Resource Management Phlll and DEIS 
March 16, 20tH 
Page 4 

I 

Goal RE-4 states "Establish a comprehensive approach to lrave! pJarllling and management." This is· a 
great goal and should be carried fOlWal'd in the fiuul RMP. 

2-A-19 

Act;.on AA-RE-'U.5 rails to mention an important travel management consideration, The recreation 
experiellce is important in providing quality Illotorized and non-motorized recreation Oppoffilllities. 

2-A-20 

SectiQIl 2.9 covers management guidance lor Alternative B m lhe draft RMP. Altemative B is basically a 
mix of resource protection illld reSOUl'ee use. 

One aspect ofAllema!;Ve B restrictS monl1lai.l1 bike use to designated routes, This resniction might he 
al~propriale for Specilll Recreation M:magement Areas (SRMAs), but not for EX.tetisive Re<.-reatioll 
Management Areas, Mountain bikers roreiy travel offofexisting roUles. When and if they do, generally 
tlle resource dam.ge is greaterthall tbot traffic. but less than livestock traffic. 

2-A-21 

A.ctioll B-RE·1.1.1 stales "Coorrul1111e with Idaho Statewide Compreheal£ive Outdoor 
RecreatioIl and Tourism Plan, other ageucics, and tl:!e lribes with regard to recreatiomu use of public 
land a!ld for developing new recre.ation opportunities." The purpose anile Idaho Statewide 
Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation and TOUlism Plan {SCORT?) is to provide a contemporary 
assessment ofoutdoor recreation and tourism ill Idaho. SCORTP goals and assessment is broad. It 
shonld he used as a reference for the use ofpublic lands and for developing new recrearion 
opportunities. 

2-A-22 	

I The SRM.As proposed for Altemative B have good guidance descrihing social and enylronmclllaI
conditiolls ofthe various SRiMAs. We encourage ihe BLM to adopt this gl1idancc Ibr each SRMA, 2-A-23 

Action B-RE-4,!.6 would tIse the 2004 National Agricultural Imagery Prognlm {NAIP) digital color 
aerial photos as an infoOllation source on route designation. Aerial Imagery is constantly bcing updated. 
'Inc BLM silould also consider using olller alld most recent aerial imagery for route designation, 

2-A-24 

Action B-RE-4.1,6 (5) describes route limitations for vehicles. 'These rotlte limitations lbllow the tJSFS 
rouie lirrnlations. We encourage the BLM to use tbese limitations to bring consistency On travel 
management between USFS and BLlIl! lands. 

2-A -25 

Chapter 3 Comments 

On Page 3-151, the DEIS states "The Idaho BLM's water rights policy hilS bcen changing and continues 
to change with [he ongoi'lg process of [he SRBA effort" Many readers might not understand what 
SRBA means outside of I&JlO. The FEIS should spell out Snake River Basin Adjudication. 

2-A-26 

I

 I	On Page 3-84. the existing RMP and MFP allow for developed recreatioll sites tn be exchaJlged for other 
",.eas "oth higher resOllrce values. With Idaho's increasing popUlation, the BLM needs to retain its 
existing recreation sites. At a minillllllTI before trading these sites away, the BL.II;1 should offer the 
pru-cels up to other recreation providing agencies like. c{)untics~ cities, and recreation dist.ricts. 

2-A-27

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-A-19: Goal RE-4 will be carried forward to the Proposed RMP. 

2-A-20: Objective AA-RE-4. 1 states "Provide on-the-ground travel 
management operations and maintenance programs to sustain 
and enhance recreation opportunities and experiences, visitor 
access and safety, and resource conservation." 

See Objective B-RE-4.2 and Action 4.2.6 #4 (C) for types of 
desired use. 

2-A-21: The Proposed RMP has been modified so the mechanized 
travel restriction is limited to SRMAs only. 

2-A-22: Thank you for your comment. 

2-A-23: Thank you for your comment 

2-A-24: Baseline data needs to be a snapshot in time rather than a 
data set that changes with time. In this case, newer NAIP pho
tos could help demonstrate that newly pioneered routes have 
been developed and refer back to the 2004 photos to demon
strate that they were not in existence when this plan was devel
oped. 

2-A-25: Thank you for your comment. 

2-A-26: SRBA has been added to the list of acronyms. 

2-A-27: Recreational values are considered in the NEPA 

analysis that is required for all land tenure actions. The 

RMP guidance given in B-LR-S.1.3 lists the improve

ment of recreational opportunities and/or experiences 

as a factor to consider.. 
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Page 5 

Comments 

In the Recre.1tion Section on Page 3-1[3, the DEWS cites a source trom the 2003 Outdoor Recreation 
Association slIIdy. The 1003 Outdoor Recreation Survey did not sltrvey lor off-highway vehicle activity. 
The study was "lso a na.tional study and did nol as extellsively slJI'vey ill ldah" as the 2004 Idaho 
Outdoor Recreation Survey di<i. The 2004 [dal1o Outdoor Recreation Survey also pl'Ovided regional 
participation rates. 

2-A-28 

The DEIS states Oil Page 3-116, "Tbe "limited to existing roads and trails" designation has proven to he 
a failllre in the PFO m:ea." Lack of area management. not designation of an area leads to failure. Route 
proliferatioll in the Pocatello SRMA is caused by a lack ofmaps, signing. and enforcement. Unless these 
efforts arc stepped "p, "ven route designation and area closure can still lead to route proliferation. 

2-A-29I 

We appreciate tile time and effort that tlle ro Tcum tool: in writing the analysis in the Recreation 
Section. 

Chapter 4 Comments 

Tile analysis in tilis chapter is hroad and oot very specific to how tile various aItematlves will affect the 
resources and uses of the Pocatello Field Office. 

For example on Page 4-11 the DEIS Slates, "Oti,eronlloing activities in the planning area that have the 
potential to substantially affect air quati!y include mflnagemcm direction in Recreation (ORV use), 
Forestry (tempomry rOlLd cons!l1lcliOlJ and heavy equipment use}." ORV use has a very minor impact on 
air quality in the PFO Mea. Industrial pollutants and wood burning stoves have a much greater impact 
on !lir quality in lhe PFO area thlln ORV use. 

2-A-30 I 

Tlte DEIS irrc01Tectfyassumes that eliminating cross-country ORV use will improve air quality (page 4
17). OHV impacts 011 air quality depend on thcnumberofOHVs operating ill the PFO at allY one time. 
Designating roules does not have an iml)act Oll the tmml:>ers ofORV operating in the PFO area. If ORV 
.ecreationllse is going 10 grow at the ~c mle across the range ofahemativcs, the impacts will be tbe 
same aeross the range of altemativey Air quality will not be affected by recreation (ORV) use 

2-A-31 1 

2-A-32I 

The Recreation Analysis is on Pages 4-.-362 through 4-376. For th" most part. the .nalysis is cOlTeel, but 
there is some information Ihalnecds to be llpda!ed. 

Under Tmveil\·lauagemellt ofPage 3-362. the DEIS cites SOme iulonnalion tram our Registration 
Illfonnation System on ORY Registfations. This infomlation is from 1973 thrOLlgh 20()3. We now have 
2005 information posted on our website: 

I'"calello Resource Management Plan and DEIS 
March 26. 2007 

(http://www"lli!J:is;,Qn!!'S;'I!;lI.l!.!lj1,!ili\ho.gowdatacenlcr/recrea!ion staLislics.asl1x). 
2-A-33 I 

We are also indudillg a gl'l1ph tor your use (!'~,closlll'e). 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-A-28: Reference noted. 

2-A-29: Action B-RE-4.2.7 provides direction on travel manage
ment products such as maps and brochures. 

2-A-30: Impacts on air quality (Section 4.2.1) have been revised 
accordingly. 

2-A-31: The text reads, "Impacts on air quality due to OHV use may 
decrease due to the designation of all public lands as limited 
(approximately 601,100 acres) or closed (approximately 12,700 
acres) ..." The assumption is that increased restrictions on mo
torized travel would likely reduce the amount of motorized use; 
and therefore, impact on resources including air quality. 

2-A-32: See response to Comment 2-A-31. 

2-A-33: Reference noted. 

U-10 
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Responses 

Pocatello Resouroe Management Plan and OELS 

October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Page 6 

Comments 

Marcll 26, 2007 

COnciusiGn 

We appreciate the time and effort the ID team has taken in developing this draft plan. FO\' the most part, 
Ihe DEIS is correct, but minor updates are lleeded.. III the future. whell travel planning is dc,,·cl()ped. tile 
IDPR e)(pects to he invited to he a cooperating agency in the planning process. jfyou have any 
questinlls about OUr comments, please I.et me know at (208} 514-2483. 

Sincerety, 

ieffCook, Outdoor Recreation Analyst 
Comprehensive !'Imming, Research, and Review 

Enclosure 

U-11 
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Comments 
Bear River Resource Conservation & DevelopmentCobiicil 

1860 North 100 Eas! 

North Logan, UT 84341-1184 

(435) 753-3871 
(435) 755-2117 Fax 
www.bearriverrcd.org 

March21,20D7 

Bureau of Land Management 
ATlN: Project Manager 

Subject: Draft Resouree Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 

Beru- River RC&D represents three tlorthem Utah cOlmties and rmIT southeastel'll Idaho counties. 
We would like to submit comments on the Resource Management Plan. 

We, in general, agree with the proposed draft plan. We would like to empimsi7.c the followjng 
]ssucs: 

I)RecreatiOll!!lliLQi8jighway Vehicl~. We would like to see limited and controlled off
highway vehicle use designed to protect our lands from erosion or unnecessary lrails and 
callds. We believe that public recreation is desirable and should be encouraged ",nerever it 
will no! interfere with natural habitat or winter and summer mnges. 

3-A-l 

2)Sag,ebrush Management. We sti'ongly support the sagebrush management plan. 3-A-2 I 
3)I,!!!Jds alld Realty (!'ublic Access). We support aeeess ofpublic lands as long as such policy 

does not interfere with or jeopardize personal property rights. Example: In mallY insIMces, 
individuals have tried to force acce:;s to s1llall.liUldl""ked parcels of public Jands through 
personal property. Further, we would strongly support selling Or trading such small 
landlocked parcels ofBLM property.. Another CC"'iO" for disposing ofsuch properties is the 
burdcll of BLM managing stich properties, such as weed control, fire control, etc. In general, 
managing these parcels becomes a burdcn on the BLM, the cOlU,ti.es, and tbe adjoining 
pe.rsonal property owners. Tbey beoome a burden and a !lability rather than an al!SCC 

3-A-3 

4)Mining. We support mining in areas thaI would be productive and reasonable and does not 
interfere with personal property rights, We do not support individu.'tI miners digging holes 
allover in bopes ofbecoming rich. 

3-A-4 

5)Fire Mm,IJ!&~..ll!!!. We support comrolLed bums to reduce bazardous fuels and help prevent 
wildfires. 3-A-S 

6)Livestock Oraz.i!J.g. We support livestock grazing. It is a good source of helpful revenue; it 
helps keep the lands healthy and elloolll'llges the local economy. We encouroge management 
3., a protection of special areas. 3-A-6 

Sincerely 

:::'-;;/di£,./!;~
.,~,~'~ 

Dallan NaJder, Bc"r River RC&O Chainrmn 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-A-l: Travel management plans denoting route designations will 
be developed following the RMP planning effort. 

3-A-2: Thank you for your comment. 

3-A-3: Thank you for your comment. 

3-A-4: Thank you for your comment. 

3-A-S: Thank you for your comment. 

3-A-6: Thank you for your comment. 
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Comments 

TO: 	 Bureau of Land Management 
Attn: Project Manager 

Subject: Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement 

I would like to submit comments on the Resource Management Plan. In general, I 
agree with the proposed draft plan. However, I would like to emphasi1:e a tew 
issues. 

ReCIefttion and Off Highway Vehicle. I would like to see limited and controlled off 
highway vehicle use, designed to protect our lands from erosion or unnecessary 
trails and reads. Public recreation is desirable and should be encouraged wherever 
it will not interfere with natural habitat or winter and summer ranges. 

4-A-l 

Sagebrush Managemeg!. I strongly support the sagebrush management plan. 4-A -2 I 
Lands and Realty (PubliC Access). I agree to access of public lands as long as such 
policy does not interfere with and jeopardize personal property rights. Many 
Individuals have tried to force access to small/and locked parcels of public lands 
through personal property. Further, I would strongly support selling or trading such 
small landlocked parcels of BLM property. Other reasons of disposing of such 
properties are: the burdens on BLM in managing such properties, weed control, fire 
control, etc.. In general, managing these parcels become a. burden on the atM, the 
counties, and adjoining personal property owners. They become a burden and a 
liability rather than an asset. 

4-A-3 

!l!!.!!ll!!g. I support mining in areas that would be productive and reasonable and 
does not intertere with personal property rights. I don't support Individual miners 
digging holes all over in hopes of becoming rich. 

4-A-4 I

Fire Management. I support controlled burns to reduce ha1:ardous fuels and help 
 prevent wildfires. 4-A-51

I !l1!e§tQck Gr~ing. I support livestock grazing. It is a good source of helpful 
4-A-6 revenue, it helps keep the lands healthy and encourages the local eco;nomy. 

Encourage management as a protection of special areas. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

4-A-l: Thank you for your comment. 

4-A-2: Thank you for your comment. 

4-A-3: Thank you for your comment. 

4-A-4: Thank you for your comment. 

4-A-5: Thank you for your comment. 

4-A-6: Thank you for your comment. 
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To <ID]ocatello_RMP@blm.gov> 

cc <MefisSln.Gibbs@de.qJdaho,go\P', 

(Ch'istll1e.Wctite@d,,~.idoho.90v> 

bee 

October 2008 	 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

Comments 
<Christine. Wai'e@deq.lduh 

o.gov> 

04/021200701;16. PM 

Subject Comments for !M.M PocateUo Resource Marta9ement Plan 
and Environml<11fallmpoct Statement (1610 (ID320») 

To whom it may concern: 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

The Department of Environmental Quality has completed its review of the DRAFT 
Pocatello Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (J 6 I 0 
(1D320). Both the air quality and water quality sections ofDEQ reviewed the document, 
comments follow. 

AIR QUALITY COMMENTS 
L Chapter 2 page 2-13 Air Quality Action. CA-AQ-1.2.Z - Planned activities 
would be conducted in accordance with the Idaho State Implementation Plan of 
the Clean Air Act (upon completion). It is not known what is meant by the lext 
within the parentheses .... upon completion. The activities should be in 
accordance with the Stale of Idaho SIP. This is a statewide SIP which 
encompasses ali of the rules, etc; this plan is not specific to a NAA. The Plan is 
complete and appmved by EPA. To fix this DEQ recOImnends removing the text 
within the parentheses. 

5-A-l 

2. Chapter 3 page 3-3, .2.1.2 Air Quality Standards Second paragraph last 
sentence: The lDEQ has induded an additional standard for fluoride. While the 
state standards associated with fluoride are listed as ambient air quality standards, 
they apply only to vegetatioll grown for forage (protecting livestock). DEQ 
recommends removing the last sentence from the paragraph as the fluoride 
standard will no! apply to fire related activity. 

5-A-2 	

3. Chapter 3 page 3-4 :3.2.1.3 Current Ail' Qualitv Last SClltence in the first 
pamgraph: Localized sources (primarily large Industrial sources in Pocatelio 
and Soda Springs) ofNO, and SO, are also a COucem (tDEQ 2001). TI1is sentence 

does not full explain the concern with Ihe abovc listed pollutants. Would 
recommend the sentence read: Localized sources (primarily large industrial 
sources ill Pocatello and Soda Springs) ofNO, and SO, are also a eoncern due to 

their role ill secondary aerosol formation. (This would help to clarify for the 
reader why NO, and SO, are important to atmospheric chemistry). 

5-A-3 

4. Chapter 3 page 3-4 3.2.1.3 Currelll Ai,. Quali~}' Third paragraph: 

U-15 

Responses 

5-A-l: Action CA-AQ-1.2.2 has been updated in the Proposed 
RMPIFEIS to correctly reflect the Idaho State Implementation 
Plan. 

5-A-2: Changes made in the Proposed RMP as recommended. 

5-A-3: Changes made in the Proposed RMP as recommended. 
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Comments 

Recommend the paragn\ph to read ......One PM,. NAA is designated ill the PFO 

area, the Federal Fort Hall PM" NAA (Figure 3-1). The Fort Hall PM,. NAA lies 

\vithin the Fort Hall Indian Reservation and is managed by the Shoshone-Bannock 
Tribes, with environmental program direction provided by the EPA. Tne POIineuf 
Valley was redesignated to altaiwnent for the PM"National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NMQS) Oil August 14,2006 (71 FR 39574). EPA bas detennined 
that the area is attaining and maintaining the PM" standards. The PortneufValley 

is Ullder the jurisdiction ofthe Idaho Department of Enviromnental Quality. 

5-A-4 

I5. Chapter 3 page 3·4 3.2.1.4 Sensitive Areas First paragraph: NAAQA, 
should read NMQS 5-A-5 

6. Chapter 3 page 3-4 3.2.1.4 Sensitive Areas Second pamgraph: Need to 
remove the first two sentences in the paragraph since the PVNM no longer exists 
in its previous capacity as a sensitive area: the plan bas been approved and the 
area redesignated. Recommend the paragraph 10 read ....... The Federal Fort Hall 
PM" NAA, is underthe jurisdiction ofthe Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. An EPA - . 

Federal Impiementatioll Plan for the area was completed in August 2000 (EPA 
2000). A primary source tor PM" emissions in the Fort Hall was identified as the 

AsIans, LLP (fonnerly FMC) elemental phosphorous plant, located west ofthe 
NAA. The AsIans plant closed in December 2001. Ogden City in Weber County, 
Utah, has also bcen identified as a CO and PM" NAA within the 62·mile area. ,)f 
t-'Onsideration. 

5-A-6 

7, Note on Future Sensitive l\reas: It is likely the Cache Valley (Logan, Utah 
along with Franklin and. Preston, Idaho) will become a NAA for PM" (particulate

matter Jess and 2.5 micron ill diamelel'). Designatiolls are due to EPA December 
2007. 

5-A-7 

it Chapter 4 page 4-10 Air Quality 4.2.1.1, Summary First p~a!l!aph second 
scntencc: Recommend to read; Locations within the planning area and a 62-mile 
(lOO~kilometer) radius ofconsideration that have been identified. as sensitive to air 
quality include the ForI Han PM,. Nonattainment area, the Portneuf Valley 

maintenance area (redesih'l1ated as attainment for PM,,), impact zones ........... , ... . 

5-A-8 

9. Chaptcr4 pages 4-12 and 4-13, Air Quality 4.2.1.3 Impacts Common to All 
Alternatives, Second paragraph Second sentence: Recommend sentence to read; 
\\'hen evaluating the impacts of management din:etioll, such as from Wildland 
Fire Management and Minerals and Energy, the stream valleys may carry 
emissions (smoke or dust) toward sensitive receptors, such as Pocatello, Fort Hall 
PM" NAA, Idaho Falls, or Grand Teton National Park, when winds blow from the 

south. 

5-A-9 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

5-A-4: Changes made in the Proposed RMP as recommended. 

5-A-5: Changes made in the Proposed RMP as recommended. 

5-A-6: Changes made in the Proposed RMP as recommended. 

5-A-7: This data has been reviewed and revised accordingly. 

5-A-8: Changes made in the Proposed RMP as recommended. 

5-A-9: Changes made in the Proposed RMP as recommended. 
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Comments 

10. Chapter 4 page 4-! 6 Air Quality 4.2.1.4 AHemative A Second paragraph 
Pourth Sentence: Recommend to read: Increased pollutant concentrations and 
impacts 011 the NAi\ and other sensitive areas could increase as a. result of these 
fires. 

5-A-1O 

i I. Index page Index-1 Air Quality; Ail' quality infonnatiol1 can also be found 
on the following pages: 2-12,1-13,2-151,1-181. 

5-A-lll 

WATER QUALITY COMMENTS 

Chapter 3. Tablc3-16. Listed 303(d) Water Bodies on Public Lands within the Planning 
Area. 
Page 3-69 
Source: IDEQ 2001; not referenced correctly. The current link wi!! take you to the most 
updated Surface Water Integrated (303(d)/305(b» Report 
http://WW\lr.dcg.idaho.. gov!water/data reports/surface w¥erimonilorin!!lintegrated report 
2002.JillaJ intro..pdf 

5-A-12 	

Chapter 4. 	 Page 4-234 Methods and Assumptions.
The fIrst bullet reads ""Implementation of IDEQ Restoration Plans and establishment of 
TMDLS are expected to improve water quality." lDEQ does not have Restoration Plans, 
but we combine all stakeholder's Implementation Plan. together to form an 
Implementation Plan for the TMDL. 

5-A-13 	

Chapter 4. Page 4-236 Impacts from Lands and Realty Direction 
Please consider implementing and maintaining the BMP's prior, during and after 
construction of road or ROWs for pipeline, eonmmnication sites, and other facilities to 
reduce short- and long-term run "off from erosion and the removal of vegetative cover into 
surface waterhodi.es. 

5-A-14 

IDEQ encourages BLM to choose a management plan thaI will result in the most timely 
recovery of Beneficial Uses ofaquatic resources. lDEQ recognizes the importance of 
continuing the upward trend of non-functioning and functioning at risk riparian areas and 
the maintenance of the 36 miles of riparian areas cum:ntly at PPC. 

5-A- 15 

5-A-161 

1 

BLM shol!ld consider not grazing, or an alternative grazing treatment that allows fot rest, 
on small acreages ofriparian habitat on isolated parcels of public land. TIlls should be 
especia)lyimportant on 303(d) listed water quality limited segments such. as Arkansas 
Creekl BLM should encourage a holistic approach to vegetation management and adapt 
grazing practices along all surface water resources; streams, marshes, wetlands, seeps and 
springs, and intermittent drainages. 

5-A-17! 

5-A-lSI 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

5-A-1O: Changes made in the Proposed RMP as recommended. 

5-A-ll: Thank you for your comment. 

5-A-12: The Proposed RMP has been updated accordingly. 

5-A-13: The Proposed RMP has been updated accordingly. 

5-A-14: The Impacts from Lands and Realty Direction section in 
the Proposed RMP has been revised to address your concern. 

5-A-15: Thank you for your comment. 

5-A-16: Thank you for your comment. 

5-A-17: Grazing management options would be considered on a 
site specific basis during implementation of this plan. Refer to 
B-LG-l.2.2. 

5-A-lS: A holistic approach to vegetation management and adap
tive grazing practices may be considered on a case by case 
basis during the implementation of this plan. The over arching 
goal is to meet or move towards meeting the Idaho Standards 
for Rangeland Health. 
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Comments 
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impacted surface waters to the extent that a number ofstreams are listed for exceedences 
ofthe State ofldaho water quality criterion for selenium concentration. Blackfuot River 
is included ill this (303d) list due to a number of ils tributaries being impacted. Blackfoot 
River also has a number oftributaries and groundwater inflows that arc not impacted by 
selenium- those serve to dilute and maintain mainstem copcentrations at their CUITC.III 

level (still !,'Tcater than the state water quality criterion). 

5-A-19 	

future phosphate mining 
opcmtiolls need to fully collsider the potential impacts to already Ii!ted mainslem 
Blackfoot River and non-listed tributaries 10 the Blackfoot River. 

5-A-20 I 
fumulative impacts of

thesefuturc projects need to be fully analyzed. 
5-A-21 1 

If you have any additional questions or require further darification on the comments 
provided, please do not hesitate to contact DEQ (208-236-6160); air quality issues 
Melissa Gibbs (melissa.gibbs@deq-idaho.gov), and water quality issues Christine Waite 
(christine_waitc@deq.idaho.gov). 

Thank you for the opportunity to C01lU11cnt. 

Melissa Gibbs 

Airshed Coordinator 

Idaho Department of Enyironmental Quality 

444 Hospital Way #300 

Pocatello, Id 83201 

(208)236-6160 phone 

(208)236-6168 fax 


Christine Waite 

Water Quality Scieutist 

Idaho Depaltlnent ofEllyiromnemal Quality 

444 Hospital Way #300 

Pocatello, Id 8320 I 

(208)236-6160 phone 

(208)236-6168 fax 


Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

5-A-19: Impacts to water quality on the Blackfoot River or other 
streams from phosphate mining remain a concern to BLM, es
pecially where streams or stream segments are listed as im
paired under section 303( d) of the Clean Water Act Under 
NEP A, BLM assesses both phosphate leasing and applications 

. for mine development and reclamation plans for anticipated 
environmental impacts. We then require that appropriate miti
gation measures are applied to the point that applicable water 
quality standards are expected to be met (including cumulative 
impacts), beneficialuses are not impaired, and unnecessary/ 
undue degradation does not occur. 

Under our inspection and enforcement program, if environ
mental monitoring at existing mines indicates that impacts to 
beneficial uses may be ·occurring, BLM requires that the opera
tor make appropriate changes to the mine and reclamation plan 
to address these impacts. 

BLM is a cooperating agency in the interagency CERCLA 
remediation projects at historic phosphate mines that may be 
contributing to selenium loads to the Blackfoot River. If neces
sary, additional actions may be taken under CERCLA, or in 
coordination with other State and Federal agencies and their 
authorities to address unacceptable impacts to water quality. 

5-A-20: Pertinent issues related to water quality, such as the Black
foot River, will be addressed as appropriate in NEPA docu
ments prepared at the point of implementation, e.g. to assess 
future mining operations. 
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Responses 

5-A-21: Issuing phosphate leases is a discretionary BLM action. Consideration of new leases and the approval of phosphate mine and reclamation plans are 
considered at the implementation level. Considerable new BMPs have been and are being developed to address selenium impacts associated with phos
phate mining in southeast Idaho. BMP effectiveness monitoring is also being conducted. It is anticipated that cumulative impacts from historic phos
phate mines will be reduced as a result of the ongoing CERLCA investigation and remediation activities. It would not be possible to accurately assess 
the residual impacts from future leasing and mining in this document. Cumulative impacts to water and other resources that remain after application of 
these BMPs and CERCLA remediation will be assessed in the NEPA document prepared for each new request for a phosphate lease or mine and recla
mation plan approval. 
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Comments 

United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND \"V1LDLlFE SERVICE 

(;;;u.1::.,n {&iI'll) rldd om~ 
oI:42,~ nude)"' Dr.• Snite A 
Oluu'tmck. !d$-.;) 8321.U 


Yckplmoo (Zotj !:r;-6'tn 

h!ltll,l!ttf..:l\UJr:SJW!(.~w 

Apdl 4, 2007 

Memorandu'n 

To: Field Office lvlanage" Pocatello Field Office, Bureau of Land Management, 
Pocatello, Idaho 
Attn: Ten), Lee Smith, Projc'C( Manager 

From; Sandi Arena, Eastern Idaho held Office, Fosh and Wildlife Service. Chubbuck, 
Idaho 

Subject; Draft Pocatello Rcsoucce Management P1M and Environmental Impact Statement 
File 111004.2000 TAILS If 07-FA-002l5 

The Fisb and Wildlife Service (Service) has COI1d"eted a cursory review ofllle Bureau of Land 
Management (Bureau) Dral1. PocalellQ Resource M3nl\gemetll Plan and Environmental Impact 
Sta!ement (plan). The following comments are provided for ynur use and consideration ill order 
to assist ule. Bureau in meeting its requirements under the National Enviromncntal Policy Act 
(N EJ>A). If you bave any questions regarding the belo'''' Service co:nmel1l:;. please c(m!act Sandi 
Arenll U! 20g·237-6975 x 34. 

Section 2 .. 6, page 2-1 S. As discussed with Bure.u pc",,,,met during a meeting held on January 
23,2007. conservation measures developed bc't\\-e.cn the Service and Bureau "..,ere lO be 
incorporated into the Plml. Cpon Scrvie.e re\'iew, it "P[Jellrs tilose consen'ation measUJes have 
been included, for the most part, though some were missing; particularly those thaI relate to 
livestock grazing and Ulah val vatn snails. COllservatkm measurcs spccitic to Ulah valva!a and 
gml-ing incl ude: 

As needed, modifY livestock grazing in terms of "easo!1-ot~"se, livestock 
numhers. or grazing locations to' pront()te suitable Utah valvata snttHs' conditions 
in occupied habitat and in upstream watersheds. Modii)' b:ailing pennits to avoid 
or mitigate a<iverse effect> on Utah valvllta snails' baht!a! and direct mortalities 
from trampling wheFe possible. Impk'1neno these actions within I"he framework of 
t"eUtah valvat" snails' ,ccovery mcas'"es identifieo by the USl'WS for the I3L!\.j 
(see Utah ,'alva!!, sMils' conservation =-ommem:taHons listed under the heading 
Special Status Animal and Plant Management), Explore livestock management 
alternatives that would cOlltinue tn provide grazing opportunities, but which 
prohibit or lim.!t grazing in arcas heavily eroded Or particulady susceptible to 
crosioll and thus sediment delivery to the Snake River. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

6-A-l 

Responses 

6-A-l: Conservation measures regarding the Utah valavata snail 
and livestock grazing have been incorporated into the Pro
posed RMP. 
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Comments 
Table 2·1.1. pttge 2·153, special status species: fauna. As migratory l:>irds are protected under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, it would seem reasonable that management actiollS for migratory 
birds should he applied across all Altmnatives, nol jns! Alternative C. 

6-A-2 

Section 3.2.7, page 3-41, special status species. The Service did no! identify any section within 
the Plan that discusses the effort bel\vccn the Service and Bureau to develoD conservation 
mea$ures for HSled tmd sensitive species that are to be incorporated into BIl~eau pianning efforts. 
This section seems like a good section to discuss briefly the effort, and to reference where in the 
Plan the conservation measures are included. 

6-A-3 	

Section 3.2.7. I, page 3-42, gray wolf. The Plan state.~ that "none of the PFO area provides
habitat suitabie fhr wolves because the number 0 f mad, and the amOUll! of livestock grazing that 
are found v;.;thin its boundaries would make large-scale conflict inevitable. The Service 
,iewpoil1! is that there may be suitable habitat. with the PFO area, but ongoing Bureau acth~ties 
(such as livestock grazing) may preclude the use of those habitats by wolves. 

6-A-4 	

Section 3.3.4, page 3-90, minerals and ent.'fgy. No mention is made in this section, or any other 
$cction in. the document dealing with energy, on the potential for wind ener!,,), development. 

Di.scussion should be included throughout the Plan describing the pro<;,,~s (including permittin.g, 

right-or-way issuance, etc.) should wind energy development be proposed on Bureau lands. The 

affected environment and environmental consequence of such development should be discussed 

for each Altt."fTlative. 


6-A-S 

Section 3..3.4.1, page 3··98, site-spedfic investigations. The schedule for sile~specftic 


investigations provided in the Plan is oUf·of-datc. The most recent schedule for site-specific 

investigations currently on-going and proposed for the CERCLA actions on the four active and 
II inactive phosphate mines should be Ul)dalcd and provided. 

6-A-<i 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

6-A-2: Action C-SS-L2.8 has been included in the Proposed RMP 
to address management of migratory birds. 

6-A-3: The Proposed RMP (Section 3.2.7.1 in Draft RMP/EIS) has 
been updated to explain the Section 7 consultation process and 
conservation agreement for updating existing land use plans 
with applicable conservation measures. Conservation meas
ures specific to the Bald eagle, Gray wolf and Utah Valvata 
snail are described in Objective CA-SS-L2 of the Draft RMPI 
EIS. 

6-A-4: Chapter 3 has been updated to clarify the possibility of suit
able habitat. 

6-A-S: Wind energy a "renewable resource" is addressed under 
Rights-of-Way, in Section 3.3.2 Lands & Realty. Objective B
LR-6.! provides management direction for land use authoriza
tions (e.g., rights-of-way). 

Site-specific wind energy applications would be analyzed 
through the NEPA process. 

6-A-6: Section 3.3.4.1 has been updated. 
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October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

Comments 

C 

I leaf Terry, 

Idabo Department of Fish llnd Gam;; ODI'0), acting under the supcn1siml of lit: Idaho 
 
Fbh aJ](i Gam~ ComIIli~"iioJl is \~harged \\Fllh carr;.ing out the stalu~OI)' policy to IJres~rvec protcd.,

perpetuale, ami manage all lish and wildlife ,md will advooate 'Ish mId wildlife reeelve equal 
twatme.n~ wit]l nIl other rc:;ourc~s ttl land tlnd \vater manag-cment decisions. Td!'lho Code 36*
t031") T" llli, end, regional l"",<llmei h;.ve reviewed tile DRAFT Poc3r~l\" RC;;OllTCC 

~'htnag,cm;;nl. Phm and Euvirumnl."nhll bllPi1'-~l Stnicm-:nt. \,', ur.; \~Cly ~11~'m.lIt1gt;."'d lllliJ the Bureau 
of Lmld .Managernenh; laking an ac1ivt:!- role: in eVi.:Juating cune:nl hmd usc practi(:e' on thB hmds 
administt:!red by 1he PocHteHo Ficid Oilice. 'These- comments are in addition to thl);'i,e provided in 
0m previous Jello, "f July 18,1003, 

IUFG is concerned at the lack or gt"\:als and JllC'a$Hmb(C Dbjl?ctives proposed file DF.JS ~~s \-vdJ as. 
timditl25 as..<:;o·ciatc(j with achiuving gOflls/ohj~ctjvc~ nr implementing actions; u:) [8J}f~:)cnted in 
AltCrJ13!ivc B {Prdcrrcd Alternative), 

\Vith lli0 inl.."';rcas~,d In.ss ,-~f habitat due to development and l"'I-lht:r rt1,,~.tors, 11 is imperative that 
relllainirlg public gr"lmU$ be managed tor eVen higher qmtlity fiJr fish "nd ,,~ldli[e than betbre, 
Thi5. .m~,tUl$ addressing lssuc:s that we kn:ow eJIect mule dee'f~ ~agc grouse. ~tlld sh¥p-tailed gIOW;.t:i. 
TheB.e issues inch\de Livestock Grazillg, I.,mci, a"il Reality, Vegetation Management, Wildland Fire 
jvfanftgcmcnt, Fnr~~f11"< Sp~cia~ Dcsignatl0ns~ R1!creatjo'll, Ajr Ql.lillity} Spi~dal Status Spetili2S; Soils~ 
and Mitl~f'.1h;. ~it1d. En~ 

IDFv P"M' the '[ll",(j(lJl!" Ihd gun,"" "r L.and Management; we bdi"ve Ihe c"Hcept oClll1llttple 
use shQuld be applie<l s" 1M! eVery ,uk is nol "':imBed 10 be "su.itauJe" ror "wry 'tISe", IVltile the 
I3L.M h numdated \0 nmmtge f(~' v;ulou:; public ''''eS" ure they truly managing/or wildlife, soils, 
v~g~tat!on. d,c. by alIOv,rlJlg these llse6? Sl' the rl~a.) question is., are they' c·ompat.ihh;, uses'? (tfazing 
anri OIlV \Ise are not tilings" soii scielltb1 would recQnJnl<!nd fnr 1,1", hest I~),~sihle ,oi[,. At wbat 
p('Jint doos the degrud.ation l"l,f ftne i'cs{'tnrcc C0fl.:,;titUtC th~ reduction or c1iminati(ln ofa IL'tC? \Vc 
hope- that PI,"('I.tc:ctlOl1 of j',~h fine] \viki1iJc rCSOU.fCC"5i. tviti rctciv'~ lncf'C"ilscd attentlon fda.1iv..: to other 
H~8. 

7-A-1 

i\Jtern;'!t]\;c C should he chosen ta hene-tIt tlsh., \vild)it~~ lan~ nativc vcgdalion and water qnantity 
 
1and qllalit).' till-" the C~'tt1ZeR' ofrhL'. U!llted Stak::-, RC:WUfCI2 8:\1ff-r:ction:, tncluding mining, li\'cStfck 
 7-A-2 I; 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

7-A-l: All alternatives recognize the need to provide for wildlife 
habitat through identification of management direction to pro
mote wildlife and special status species habitats, In tact, direc
tion includes restrictions (seasonal closures) or exclusion of 
activities in specific areas. Management action CA-FW -L L 11 
identifies areas in which greater emphasis is placed on wildlife 
habitat management but not to the exclusion of other resources 
or uses, 

7-A-2: Thank you for your comment 
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Comments 

gralillg. and til11lx:1' harvest should hi: done lightly with C']'I,id.:nui'llll'Q,r imt1a~t'(1) nallll,ll 
rc-sourl.,\:s. 

Soils 

firazing caLL",es thl.! gr0att:'st coneem for soils in the PFO ar~,L hnproper stocking; [)f inadequat~ 
hc-roing s.(!cms. to caus~ pm1icular problems in the S:;uuari'J a.tu.t Pk-as.antview are~!S._ ~nlfS is not a 
111!\\' Ct.mcc,rn. Assuming At TM aiJowaw,,;I\;.'$. an; ~pprl)pria_k_; pl,;"nnilt~;,::s apP;lrclltl:,' (to not hav'e Ihe 
in~¢n(iv~ or ability tl..1 ,ld~\luatcly h~7d liv¢-stock in tht:'s~ ar~as. Si.gnifk~~mt redu~ti0i1$ ill :-\'U~·fs 

may lx-the he:-;t solution 10 oYergra:dng and impact" to !oit"Jns as wen as vt!gctal:iv1! cctmtnunities and 
uitimutdv Ihh and wildlil;; habitat. 

S,,;I disturbance .l' il rcsult of minerai c:-',racliol1 "ud Ih" resulting impacts on p"knlia' t,) Stlpport
nahw plant "",nmullilics is of pa.1icul:lr COllccm, Stockpiling llnd redistributing top soils is 
('tJmrtl~lldabk~ but the disnlptlon ',Jf s.oil profil~s~ topography and associat~d \vater labjt.}s ,\'i11 make 
il. ditlkult to duplkate well adapted naliw OOlnll""';lios. Whc.cwr possible, signifk,mt "r"iL' 
"ithin un opcrali,}fI slwuld be kft undi,mrbed 10 prese."" aU t"'alUres and ullim;lrdy the plant. 
communities on th\:.~ :surf~lce. Partk"Ular ~-ll1phas.is should b~ pl3C~d on drainag~ \-vays OF natural \\/~t 
ar~-as, 

7-A-4 	 

Designated rood., ur trails shuuld. be designed and maintained [0 supportl!!" eXp"cled levels 01'''3'' 
3re without lead.ing to soil erosion prohlcms_ If funds lacking to fn~tk('; nec(!;s~ary impro\/(>mcnts. 

then Ihose Irai1, ,hollld be retircxl 'l1ld ,.cdaimcd. '1111' is pal1icularly true I')f the S()da Springs Jlills 
\Janagcm~nf Area. Two-traL:K type traits f ..Jf 4-whedcd v~.hides iocrcast.J impacts noE ou[y from lh~ 
total s.urface area d.ir~dh· d[sttlr~d. hut also rdatjv~ to im.::r(:as\!tl leyds. of USc as.sociated \\'ith 
increased phYSolcal case :)fth~ tH()d" \)ftrilvd. Some de~igni.ltcd routes slwul,d h~ limited lQ slugle 
track to rimit v~gct:lljv~ impacts. :-.Je~ded (:ufon:emf.!nt to r~$trkl use to \vell dcsi&rftcd and 
ma[ntaFn~d roadsitrails f~)r soil ~nnserv.ation .could be' anoth..:;r ar-g.Unl0nt for devdt'}pment. of ::Ul 
"IOU to "lIow mFO ~l1forc~mell! oflr;lvd regulations 

7-A-5 	 

Vcgctlltio n 

Vegetation manag~mellt should maximize I~HC to shrub steppe and a.~pen ~()mmuniti~$, ;.\lL 1-3 
"eems th~ besll*'p,,,al for hnprQdng ,hn')' slepp.: e.);ccp! that IQ'" level shmb haiJil:1t is alread\' 
over .mp~lc-kd hy wildfire ~t) t1Kl! .sage grou~c hahitat is s.ignific3nHy reduced, Alt C fc~tOfcS; mnrc 
a.'ipIi!U at.:'reag~ and ofr~rs net.::',ded prQIection from, aU tire in the lo\\· level shruh c01.nmlmiti~'s. 
Restoration a~tjvity to restore p~n:mninl gruss-'s.cedjngs and chl.!atgxa~s sh~)uJd b~ etnp1oY'cd to bring 
i'!dditimUll acreS inlo LHC-A ,itS with _AlL B. Arcas, should not he trt.!'~rtl.:."d until s-hn~h t..'ml:opy cover 
ex~e(.~ds: 2.5(,t'(~1 unless: the dOlninant vegdalioll is llnel1ara~tt~r-r~tk and poses a threat of Jn~n.~.::ts.cd tire 
fretlu~"t}(;y (Alt B). ArC"as. ofjunip~r t!ncroachmcnt ~hould b-\! £Jc.at('d \\:I.th leave areas ieft in mos,aic 
paU<ms to allow for thermal and security L'Oyer for winkring big game (AlL C). The, 1'1'0 should 
be· ac-tivdy 'O!ngag..:d in lh~ Ea.st kh'ho ;,\.sp~n ';!,/urk.ing Group to shar1O." cxpc-rtis\;,' and benefit from 
('oUabornlj'O'n wllh other agcnci~s and ~GOs to fadlit~l{C the d\!=ve:lopm~.nt a.nd monitoring of any 
proposr;,:d tr.-.:ahu-.;nts or \VFl. '. 

7-A-6 	 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments 

gralillg. and til11lx:1' harvest should hi: done lightly with C']'I,id.:nui'llll'Q,r imt1a~t'(1) nallll,ll 
rc-sourl.,\:s. 

Soils 

firazing caLL",es thl.! gr0att:'st coneem for soils in the PFO ar~,L hnproper stocking; [)f inadequat~ 
hc-roing s.(!cms. to caus~ pm1icular problems in the S:;uuari'J a.tu.t Pk-as.antview are~!S._ ~nlfS is not a 
111!\\' Ct.mcc,rn. Assuming At TM aiJowaw,,;I\;.'$. an; ~pprl)pria_k_; pl,;"nnilt~;,::s apP;lrclltl:,' (to not hav'e Ihe 
in~¢n(iv~ or ability tl..1 ,ld~\luatcly h~7d liv¢-stock in tht:'s~ ar~as. Si.gnifk~~mt redu~ti0i1$ ill :-\'U~·fs 

may lx-the he:-;t solution 10 oYergra:dng and impact" to !oit"Jns as wen as vt!gctal:iv1! cctmtnunities and 
uitimutdv Ihh and wildlil;; habitat. 

S,,;I disturbance .l' il rcsult of minerai c:-',racliol1 "ud Ih" resulting impacts on p"knlia' t,) Stlpport
7-A-4 	 nahw plant "",nmullilics is of pa.1icul:lr COllccm, Stockpiling llnd redistributing top soils is 

('tJmrtl~lldabk~ but the disnlptlon ',Jf s.oil profil~s~ topography and associat~d \vater labjt.}s ,\'i11 make 
il. ditlkult to duplkate well adapted naliw OOlnll""';lios. Whc.cwr possible, signifk,mt "r"iL' 
"ithin un opcrali,}fI slwuld be kft undi,mrbed 10 prese."" aU t"'alUres and ullim;lrdy the plant. 
communities on th\:.~ :surf~lce. Partk"Ular ~-ll1phas.is should b~ pl3C~d on drainag~ \-vays OF natural \\/~t 
ar~-as, 

Designated rood., ur trails shuuld. be designed and maintained [0 supportl!!" eXp"cled levels 01'''3'' 
7-A-5 	 without lead.ing to soil erosion prohlcms_ If funds 3re lacking to fn~tk('; nec(!;s~ary impro\/(>mcnts. 

then Ihose Irai1, ,hollld be retircxl 'l1ld ,.cdaimcd. '1111' is pal1icularly true I')f the S()da Springs Jlills 
\Janagcm~nf Area. Two-traL:K type traits f ..Jf 4-whedcd v~.hides iocrcast.J impacts noE ou[y from lh~ 
total s.urface area d.ir~dh· d[sttlr~d. hut also rdatjv~ to im.::r(:as\!tl leyds. of USc as.sociated \\'ith 
increased phYSolcal case :)fth~ tH()d" \)ftrilvd. Some de~igni.ltcd routes slwul,d h~ limited lQ slugle 
track to rimit v~gct:lljv~ impacts. :-.Je~ded (:ufon:emf.!nt to r~$trkl use to \vell dcsi&rftcd and 
ma[ntaFn~d roadsitrails f~)r soil ~nnserv.ation .could be' anoth..:;r ar-g.Unl0nt for devdt'}pment. of ::Ul 
"IOU to "lIow mFO ~l1forc~mell! oflr;lvd regulations 

Vcgctlltio n 

Vegetation manag~mellt should maximize I~HC to shrub steppe and a.~pen ~()mmuniti~$, ;.\lL 1-3 
7-A-6 	 "eems th~ besll*'p,,,al for hnprQdng ,hn')' slepp.: e.);ccp! that IQ'" level shmb haiJil:1t is alread\' 

over .mp~lc-kd hy wildfire ~t) t1Kl! .sage grou~c hahitat is s.ignific3nHy reduced, Alt C fc~tOfcS; mnrc 
a.'ipIi!U at.:'reag~ and ofr~rs net.::',ded prQIection from, aU tire in the lo\\· level shruh c01.nmlmiti~'s. 
Restoration a~tjvity to restore p~n:mninl gruss-'s.cedjngs and chl.!atgxa~s sh~)uJd b~ etnp1oY'cd to bring 
i'!dditimUll acreS inlo LHC-A ,itS with _AlL B. Arcas, should not he trt.!'~rtl.:."d until s-hn~h t..'ml:opy cover 
ex~e(.~ds: 2.5(,t'(~1 unless: the dOlninant vegdalioll is llnel1ara~tt~r-r~tk and poses a threat of Jn~n.~.::ts.cd tire 
fretlu~"t}(;y (Alt B). ArC"as. ofjunip~r t!ncroachmcnt ~hould b-\! £Jc.at('d \\:I.th leave areas ieft in mos,aic 
paU<ms to allow for thermal and security L'Oyer for winkring big game (AlL C). The, 1'1'0 should 
be· ac-tivdy 'O!ngag..:d in lh~ Ea.st kh'ho ;,\.sp~n ';!,/urk.ing Group to shar1O." cxpc-rtis\;,' and benefit from 
('oUabornlj'O'n wllh other agcnci~s and ~GOs to fadlit~l{C the d\!=ve:lopm~.nt a.nd monitoring of any 
proposr;,:d tr.-.:ahu-.;nts or \VFl. '. 

Responses 

7-A-3: Refer to response to comment 7-A-ll. 

7-A-4: BLM agrees. See response to comment 7-A-S. Action AA
ME-2.2.2, Operation Standard #9, requires native vegetation 
and soils to be retained undisturbed when disturbance of the 
site is not necessary for minerals development or safety. 

7-A-5: Refer to Action B-RE-4.2.6 (Draft RMPiEIS) for criteria to 
be considered in the development of travel management plans. 

Refer to Action B-RE-4.l.l1 (Draft RMP/EIS) for proposed 
designated routes in the Soda Springs Hills Management Area. 

Enforcement is recognized as a need, but is outside the scope 
ofthis document. 

7-A-6: OUf vegetative goal includes managing for an ecologically 
healthy ecosystem (refer to B-VE-6). Treatments needed to 
achieve this in the shrub steppe habitat, would be considered 
on a site specific basis. Treatments may include numerous 
things such as planting sagebrush, not just burning. 

Based on your comment regarding restoring aspen acreage in 
Alternative C, and further review by the planning team, Alter
native C-VE -6.2 will be incorporated into the Proposed RMP. 

Leave areas associated with Juniper removal would be ad
dressed during project level implementation. 

http:B-RE-4.l.l1
http:d\!=ve:lopm~.nt
http:Jn~n.~.::ts.cd
http:ll1phas.is
http:B-RE-4.l.l1
http:d\!=ve:lopm~.nt
http:Jn~n.~.::ts.cd
http:ll1phas.is
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Comments 	

Ltv~stock i~ a k~y con';;cf11 for maintailling Q'I" illlprovit,'!'g v~g'l!tai.ivC' condition. Strat~gies to 
impro\-c distrihution of gnlZing pr('s~un: IJft(::J1 i"~lH ()f result. in di.spla..>cml.~nt or the inlrodud_i()l\ 7-A-7 	 or 
n~w impacts. S.ubsJantktUy d~watering riparian areas to- J;rlO!at~ Vf;.ttcring Sil~ on lh~ upland:-: Co.'1n 
res-,Ilt in reduced conditk"n and funl.1.it,)tl of the ripilfian. in addition to creating uc,"" pn)hkms ~)n 
upland areas. h,mcing cre.nes hazards or additional. barriel"$- tor wildlife d~p,.;-nd~t1l on natural 
riparian $ctttngs ft.ll' life stages, If monitoring dml1()nstmles strJtcgics at~ illdlCClivc for wh.atever 
rea!'-oll.. overall rl;!-du"::lit:rll in AC1\ls should b~ ct}n~iderfd a viable kmg k'fll'l: !'Solution for achiev.ing 
dcsir~J LHe. The :.:ta(e~n\o!l1t that Hv~'Stock grazing ~-so.tnctimes maintainn or creates. habitat for 
desirable plant specks" is a bit "I' a roach ill Imv prcdpilaliolllll'land comlllllllitks (Wo call·1 
pi(,~lHrc a siluafton \-"he.re th",fc is eVIdence- unkss you hUj( In1.o the idea that grazing n.~dnc:""'s fud 
loading C\/o(.:'l1 witl1 that.., in the long tClTIl grazing may be one ofthi,! fCU;,OllS we end up ,,"'Ith 
lnw~fed l~r~ fh2quency and inCreaf"0d coarse fud loading). and th~re is plenty of evid~nc~ lhat Ih~ 
CQnVli!'rs~ is tnli.! ....Jjycstock gn.z,ing -.:ould rcdu~C' 'h",,~ occurnmc~ of s:onl~ pJanl$ as a r\!'suh of 
trampling. an<l ~ons.umption,·" fn m~~l1y si:1uHtions current stocking If¢v~J:s, lead to soil c~)mpa(,:tion and 
th~ dcp~~tion of highly palawb]t," s.pc~-ks ~~tl",i!i,vc to r~Vt.~aled grazing. A~p\!f1 trl.!'allncllts meant to 
reston! and n;'gcn~ra1e- asp<n :<;l;mds sh0uld ha\'ti! adequate rest IrOl11 grazing_ to a$s1tr~ aspen Slh.::klZfS 

and olh~r ~"mp"n"nl~ "rille planl ~om't1unity (mli\'c gmsse, and forb,) 'Ire w"l! c,slablis!lcd (allow 
aspcr1 su..:ker$ to aUain L 5m hti,,';tght), 

,\s st~lilcd nml,cr S~)ifts. mineral extnk~lion impad:-; have significant lmpui.!t on sub$.¢qucr~t plant
comnluuilics. "111c stak'-11lCnt kthe long [enn ~frlZct. of n:damation on public lands has. b;:cn that sites 
p.:rmittcd hy tnloi PFO hav~ $U~\:c'Ssfl.tny rcston:d pr~-pn:~.i~ct ~Omp(~ili()n. C'o'VC{,_ SlJ1.1"tur~. ~md 
\·igor of disturhll.~1 \"cgctatitl1'1. . " . "1?~ln~ wi~hf1.tl at h~s;l Rt:shJratjon of uali\''; mounta.lll shruh Of 
f:hr¢&t ':t1mmlll1itl":s is U..)I \.'t~U d(\~'um(:nt~d, \Vhc.rl;;v«:r pos,.:;ibl..:. significant ttre\'t!j, of nntivc soil~ 
;)ud phUlI cOJ11.nluniti~s' S.h(lUI.d h.e: pr¢s~r\\:d ~\'~n \\'ilhiu mining operations. but IXl.rtk~uJarly w1th-in 
dra.inag~ wa~'s. or natural wet arc:..1S. Con.n(!cli\~lly hiZt\\ii;;:Cn disturbed .:lfC,a.,-.: should be considl!'r'i!d and 
:tdl,.,'quntc travd '~l)rrid()rs, prl.~",er\'cd. Opt.':H pits mH.I high waH.s. cannot b..: [('\'C'gcta['l!d in any practical 
time_ rmll1~ and should Ht)t I~ .lLCCph::d ttl n::d:unat.i(.. n plans. 

7-A-8 

(~urr'i,!:nt Ic\'L'1s {)f(>[TV U$~, aud trailitlg s_ho_lld he n.~duc~d. As. propos.:;,"d in 11l0!;.t alt¢rnaliv,,":,:,~ aU 
travel should he restricted to d("signal.ed n)ut~J{. T\\"o-tracK t~'pe traHs for 4-whccJ,,~d n~hiciC'S 
inc-fi,;?as~ impacts not (lnly frmn the tot.. l surface area dir(·...·tly distUl'hed. hut als.o rd.a1lyc to incfcas..::d 
h,'vds ofu~c aSSt).\..:lat~d with illLT~as~d rh)'sic~,i i;.~aSC of the mooe oftra.vd, Snow: d...:'$iguated ,"HUrL'S 

~hould bl.! limit.ed to Single: trtli.."k to limit v~gcl:lljye impacts_ :\C'cded enforc\.!'ment to r~stril,.~l U~C to 

well d¢sig.n-cd and J.Ha.intaincd' (oa;ds/{raiIs for v~gdalh,m ohjedi\'cs, ~oul.d be ~rH)t1wr a,rglUncnl fl)r 
d~.'yd()pnl~nt ()f an :VIOl) to allow I.DFG enforcement ,)f trav~1 ~gulatjQn~. 

7-A-9 	

Fish lIntl Wildlife 

·nl!.!" R\fP a~HQll should r~sult in no nl;,~t 10:-:" of tHule deer \,,-int~r rang\!. f\cr(!~ of \yinter range 
idcntifiii!.d :1$ eligible fi)f disPQ~a.l ~h()tdd he traded or sold mlly to otht;r t:t)n$~rvation ag\!ucics or 
(H·ganizations. that will he- bOlmd t.hrough I)ur~ha."~ agreements to preted IhQS",:' acreS t1'om 
d~\\;~-Iopment or other iU(,:l;)mpatiiJlc Uses. In perpc:tuity. 

7-A-1O 	

The 3ssumption Ihat the overaU livcst{)('k stoddng.ratc, will remain stable IS, notaccep1abk. In 
situations whcr~ LHe-A. l)FC o.r I)FC !::« not. being, atrained '\"\:£1hlo ~t sd timc- frarne. permanent 
reductions. should b~ ~l)n~id~rcd a ,"iahk maHagem~nt direction. Similarly if hlQ.:ks of habitat have 

7-A-ll 

Responses 

7 -A -7: Decisions regarding livestock distribution, water develop
ments/range improvements, AUM reductions, and minimum 
or maximum use levels on vegetation are site specific and 
would be addressed upon implementation of this LUP. Ad
justing stocking levels is a tool that may be used to address 
resource issues. Refer to B-LG-l.2.2. 

7-A-8: The description oflong term effects of reclamation in the 
soils section has been reworded to better describe the resid
ual impacts of mining. However, general guidance that al
lows operators to formulate acceptable development of min
erals is given in Objective AA-ME-2.2. 

AA-ME-2.2.2 Operational Standard for Mining #9 requires 
consideration for leaving some sites undisturbed within min
ing areas. This would allow for native seed sources that may 
provide better recruitment and succession for native plants 
into reclaimed mineral development areas. We will add 
"soil" to the standard. 

We also agree that habitat connectivity is an important issne 
for wildlife and sensitive species. See comment response 5
G-128. The land ownership pattern in the PFO planning 
area of private, state and federal lands contributes to habitat 
fragmentation and connectivity. For the PFO, with many 
scattered tracts this makes habitat connectivity and fragmen
tation more challenging. Habitat connectivity and fragmen
tation are addressed in land tenure adjustment management 
actions AA-LR-5.1.5 and B-LR-5.1.3, Special Status Spe
cies, B-SS-l.2.12 and Fish and Wildlife, CA-FW -2.1.3. 
This direction is applicable to our evaluation of site specific 
mineral operation plan proposals. 

Many open mine pits are backfilled and reclaimed, however 
it is often not feasible or practical to reclaim highwalls or 
some open pits such as quarries. 
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Responses 

7-A-8 Continued: These unreclaimed areas typically constitute a very small portion of the lands impacted by mining within the PFO. However, we have 
added a guideline for backfilling mine pits in Action AA-ME-2.2.2: 

7 -A-9: Alternatives B, C, and D show a drastic reduction in the acres of public land that are open or undesignated for OHV's, eliminating cross-country travel 
on over 400,000 acres under each alternative. 

A summary ofOHV designations by alternative can be found in Chapter 4 (Table 4.3.5-1). 

Specific route designations and restrictions will be addressed in travel management plans. 


Development of an MOU to allow IDFG to enforce travel regulations is outside of the scope of this document. Weare open to discussions to address 

cooperative management of public lands. 


7-A-1O: See the last paragraph under Management Action B-LR-S.1.l. "NOTE: Within Zones :3 and 4, specific parcels may contain potentially high values 
for resources and land uses such as minerals, recreation, special status species, range, riparian, cultural resources, and wildlife habitat. These high value 
parcels may not be suitable for disposal, except through exchange for equal or higher resource value lands." 

7-A-ll: Adjustments to livestock grazing may be considered after assessing rangeland health on a site specific basis. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Comments 

heel! idcnlitkd a, key wildlif" ,II'''"•. ,uch as th" $<ld:l Spring' Hms ;vl;lllagem"llt Arc", ,'"firemen! 
of Hvestock allotments ~hould: occur 1'0 max:ttllize' LHC immediately and ;}vuid other ncgatLvc 
impacts slich 'L~ iendng. 111c sl..lemenl "arcas cun-cnlly being grazed Sh()llid improw" (1". 4- 171) i. 
an ~)y..:.r Silllplif1I".~31i'f'ln_ It overlook." the tact that the valley hottoms in til..: SOlia Spring~ Hills, nc~d 
consid~mhlc rt.!"stomtion to -i:h:hicve a plant cCHmntll1itv 1110."1:1 bti."11dicial to wildlife alld that incrcasl.'(f 
grazing prC!{SUfc on adja4.~enl hilt s-id~s (th~ af~,as most available to dl!'er during sever,,: ('onditions) 
will (tcplcte critical flJrage. /\.ny "vakr developments to facilitate tillS gnt7ing. m~mag-elllefit s,chem£" 
v./Ould further a~ra.vate th~ sttuatjon hy allowing. Jj\'~~l.nt:k and wildWi! to utilizt! forage that would 
b.: 1:h::ttt~r rcserved.l~)J· \\ttntt:'!"iug \yildllfe, Fencing nr.::cd~d to k~cp liv~stQck tJon Hnly portkms of the 
area \v\)uld crcal~ h~z;lInis ;ind. mo\'~m~ut h~trri.::r~ ft)[ hig garn~ mtd other wildlife lhr~)ughout t.b..: 
Y~"lf'. Anolhc:1' example t)f a nc~d t.~')f' stocking reduction is in th~ Samaria x"toulltatt);S, it is 
app::U'¢lnty ditTicuh to, time gra;.o:ing at ("xlsting Mocking kvd& S~) aspen !-;uckcrlHg imra~t~ are 
rt'tinimi7cd (pr"0sU1nahly carly ~caSCln graZing). and at lhe SillllC tirn~ hnprove utld~,rstory dens.ity to 
accommodate ground n~sting that occurs carl)." in the gr;:lLing seZL'S:01.l. in fa\.'t ndtht;f a~rll,!n 
r",g~n~mt~~)n nor understory condi.tlon:s arc cUlTently adequat~. If asprCtl reg~'n~nHi()n to trnprovr..:: 
condilil1n~ for big gam~ smnmertng is a gOlll (p. 4-153). lh(:'11 sfo~~king f\!t.1Ui:tions should b,;: 
li!'mploy~d in order for $UCkefing to ~JC~U[ \vithout n~gali","ly impa<,'hng stands in adja..:~nt 
aHotnl~nt$, 

l! j& d(>C!Jm~"\"d (t\!IIlC_ l'J8L Freddy cL 'II.. 1986: Mackie 'Ind Pac. 191m: MO"II. 1976:. Pal'kei' ,,(.
at 1%4: Parker 'm.ti Owdy. I976)that Jl1t'tQrized r,)ads.lmi!, disph'"'' ~nd disn'pt wildlife tlse hv 
incr.:asillQ It..~\'~b ofdi!;,lurblln~~ both hv individtJaJ t!I1C()Untc:rs, ~U1d th..:: ri,.~utting ltlcre;;"...~,d \'\}lunt~ 
ordi$turh~llcc (S"" Soils' \'"getation "imw). M,)\orizcd usc slwuld h" restdelc.d to weil thought ,)It.! 
tl\!~jb""l;nc(l rout~~ that ;lvnrd kc~" wHdIlt'O !lrc'lS; such a~ repnrduction or \\-"intering aJ'li!rl\';. Ali \\intt:r 

7-A-12 	

nUl~S~ S,lKh ;is the Soda Springs Hi'Us 11amt:gcment :\(ca shuuld he" dO!'l~d to nver snow vehick,s. 
~!.otoriL~d l1S<: should b~ rCMrickd 10 designal~d route!; that arc do,,,,d SCllS()llally (cwn if
dct..:nllln¢d h) b.;: R,S, 2477). if ncc.:s.~ary:. ao. protc~t ntht:r key hilbitat induding nesting. ~lt\Hlil1~ 
,-",,<lIving., ~pa\\,lling. or tlligratlO1.1 arens.. ,,;v[illll c(~'Tidnr.s uf roads fi.houlti i:h: thl! only U1{rh}riz~& foutCf.; 
dudng ~'riod!!. ofhigh sensitivi1y or m,tiC"ipat..ed hi!avy usc~ induding huntlng scm.:;ons. ~e~Jc-d 
..;nf()f('GtU~llt to r~slrh"1 Lt~¢ 10 designed and mall1taincJ fl}ads.'traiis thr thh :mu v.'ildlif~ t)bjc~I.i\'~~ 

.."ou1d he ;,1notl:t~r al'guIl,1ent for d~vl..~lopment nLm ;\10t" to aBow IDF(renl~)rL'cmc'l1t oftravd 
rcguiatioalls. 

7-A-13 

n," Soda Springs Hilb ,\tallage",,,,,1 Arc" and other aI''''''; ide"lilled as highly important for wildlife 
should be d~$ignatcd as ACECs in addition h) those already' dcs.ignak~d, Ifnot p()s!-:ihl~ at this lime. 
a li,( or desirable c:m<iidales should be devdoped and maintained It)f future con,ideration. 

7-A-14l 

It "'''''IS that AI! A C. or D wc,uld provide the b",1 impnl\'"mellt Ie> Low Elevatioll shrub if BpS C 
&~ thl.! O...:-:st condition for ne:-;.ting ~ag\! gn>u."ic. lk)\\,ev..:r.. nOHt." uftho:-l;.! ati:,cnlativc!5 is ~up~rior to A,It 
nif it a..>.ru~il1y ~an~ for r~dudng ~ignHkant ac"t";.?S nf shrub c{w~·r it) the_ sh()rt knn, giv~'n rc(':,nl t:1f'~ 
impa.:ts. The ccm,"cp! of tHe VersUS 'BpS i~ dinl~ult Iv lJl1doJn-.i~Utd~ and {h~ :-U';!,~!oi~mcnt ()of nJlUre

h~ lnisil'.;lding,. 'llli~ hroader L't)SlS as.sociatl.':d with treatm~nlS th~ 	 impacb tllay to achieve mort.! 07-A-15~ 
Sl)~ci:fjlJ go"ab f~)r a pmkular indicator sope.,,;;i.:-s a$'c, not r~adily apparent or cxpfafncd. R~storation of 
aSl'X!H Gt)H)mlUltttc$ sil<..-mld b~ t'fll1;xlmi7cd a~ In AIL C. 'nljs i\JreSI community type would provid..? 
fnajor bendi.l.s {~)r big gam~. uphtnd g.i.UHc and a vari~ty of lh)ug..aml! spc:dt~s. ll1 ~H.tditl0n to 
huproving wat~'r~h~d condir,ions th:11 would hell~fit stream hahital "md 1i~hr:rio;!s, ;.\11 options f~")r 
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Responses 

7-A-12: Reference noted. 

7-A-13: Action B-RE-4.1.1 would designate WSA's and RNA's 
(12,700 acres) as "closed" to OHV use and all remaining public 
lands (approximately 601,100 acres) would be designated as 
"limited" for OHV use. 

Designating specific routes will occur in the development of 
travel management plans. 

Action B-RE-4.2.5 allows for the identification of seasonal re
strictions, which is consistent with 43CFR 8364.1 - Closure and 
Restriction Orders. 

Action B-RE-4.1.1 0 identifies the Soda Springs Hills Manage
ment Area as an area where snowmobiling would not be al
lowed. 

The Proposed RMP will carry forward management direction 
from Alt C-RE-4.1.1 0 to limit snowmobile use to designated 
routes in big game winter range. Action B-4.1.1O identifies spe
cific areas where snowmobiling would not be allowed . 

Development of an MOU to allow IDFG to enforce travel regu
lations is outside of the scope of this document. Weare open to 
discussions to address cooperative management of public lands. 

7-A-14: An area must have an 'imminent or immediate threat' to be 
considered for an ACEC designation. There is no known imme
diate threat to this area and therefore does not warrant designa
tion as an ACEC. 

7-A-15: Land Health Condition (LHC) and Biophysical Settings 
(BpS) are described in detail in Appendix 1. LHC describes the 
current and future desired conditions of the various vegetation 
types. BpS descriptions are used in determining a landscapes 
natural tire regime and fire regime condition class. 
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Comments 

1i\!l<:!stOCK managcn'hml must be a\,a,Hah.f.~: including reduced stocking nltcf', in order to funy r~ali7e 
improvemlo,mts to tht:' aspen and (}s~ociatC',d understory commuui£jc~. 

/\lknl~llh'e C calls 1t)f t(,l the stn"t adhcr¢nt>~ r("comm~md\:'d sage grO\ls.~ and sharp~t~llkd grous¢ 
tlHUlag.:mcnt guid~line!;, \\'here~l~ t:h,: prcfclTed AI1. ~aUs tor lise of guidelines where "approprirlte"
(pES-23).Ihc prdcncd ;\11. B must incorporate the p<lIti.m, of All. C that call lor Il1,,;ntaining. 
pn)le.:ting~ and cXI);;mding ~ag~ grnus_c sour..x", hahitats. And to m~lin1ain & impro\'(: sage grouse 
rcstOTlltiOl1l1lld k"y habitat, (c- \....·1-'-4.3). 

7-A-17 

Sag~ Grouse i:-; Ji~ted t~y tht: Slate of fdahQ 01$ a $p~cics {)f great~st Ct'Hls;;"Tvalion IH.:'~d, 'nli~

d~s.igllaji{\J1 stt!tnS from th..:.: reduction in hist('r!ri:t.: sage gr(HL~G lHlmh('-Ts, Sugge$l.inns (hr sage grott:.;(· 
m~tni.lgcmellt inI.Tfud,.;': 

1. 	 Strwtly adb,'N It, Sage Grot"e l>[allilg~mcnt guid"lillC' sugg~st"d by C(ll1,,~lIy (2()()O), 
indtlding gra" h"ighL whid, <lid not appoar in til" Rl>II', apply Ih""" guiddines ill all 
km,wll Kc" habilats. Stronghold habitats, 'U1d Isobted habitats. 

2. 	 Strongly r..:onsider ~jtering any rnanag~menl practili.."-IJ-s thal would cause sage groHs-I<!" hahitat 
to dc,din\!' in habtt;lt quality ~'r not m~er. sag~ grollsJ.! guiddin~,s 

J. 	 Also- consider special dt!signaliolls fi,')[ key and stronghold g,lgc grouse habitats. (i.e. ACEC's 
and R!'iA's) 

4. 	 Tho;! It\1l' mention!i numcrou~ potential d~ldertow.. cff"e.cts on :.:agc grou~c~ kno\\'ing this and 
that sag~· gr()u!':c a ..~ dassili(.~d by the, lItafe ofIdaho as a. s~d~s of greatest I..~fcm~ervaljon 
nt.~I;;;d. it \'\ollid be apprt)prj~lf,c at :l. mininlum to r~ducc gy;u-:tng on 1,n ofth~ a£()rlo!" luentiolll!tt 
s.age gr(Jus\! habitat,s. if not. disCi),ntinut,; grazing on these Imhitats 

5. 	 Strongly ~o"si<kr th~ pOkl1tial impacls "rOIiV "'~ Oil and n¢ar kk arcas 

7-A-18 

Shm1J~t~1i1 g.rous," arc afst.) ~Qn5Id~n."i.i a spl!(.~ics ofgn:-atlO!sl. cons~nratioll nc~d. \Vhlle sharp~ta.ilcdt	gtvusc do occupy some uf t'he ,"';lIne habitat,. a$ sage gr~)tlSc4 l.h~y rcquin: uif1'i;r~nl.lmbitat and 
popUlation guiddin~' a, laid oul in Gio,,,n and Conndlv 9')')3). Adhere 1<) lhese hahilal 

7-A-19 

nUU1agem~t11 guidd.incs in aU kno\\:'n sharp... laH h~lbi{ats. /Again consider OHV use and it 'So 

proximity h1 lt~k.s," Additionany~ any ktlt}\\'ll s1u.U'p-tail winkring ar;!as should be considered tt.lr~ special dcsignalil1lls (ACrT. RNA). 7-A-20 

'11,,, Idaho Department of Fish and Game began Ihe Mule l)"cr Initial;,·" (.or ~'IDl) in 201}4 to make 
a ~()ncentralC'd cfYm'f k) r~vcrse lh~ d('cHn~ In mule: de~r p(}pulati-On." in IdahO'. CurfC'ntiy f()cusing 
on SE Idah..). the South..::aslem Region compris~s. th~ m:~iority of larld :a..rea Within the f~)cus ar~a. 
IDFer has in.,;n.!'as~d dl'''Jrts to pl~nt' winl~T range brush (i.~. hlit~r hnlsh and sag~ hrush) and. forb 
£cedings. to collaborate with til..:: public f\!gnrdiug hunting s~.a::;ons,", hm$. initiated .1.111, Aspen \Vorking 
Oroup in c0op~rati()n whll the F'o£'~st SCr'I,!lcC. and continu<cs to partk-ipate- in aU rdev,ant XEPA, 
planning and ..:it)· and \.~ounty planning ;.md loning issues. 
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Re~ponses 

7-A-16: Livestock management may be adjusted if Standards for 
Rangeland Health are not being met. Refer to B-LG-1l.2.2 and 
1.2.3. Adjustments may include reducing stocking rates. 

7-A-17: The guidelines described in B-SS-1.2.3 provide management 
direction to lessen impacts on sage and sharp-tailed grouse habitat 
while allowing for other uses on public land. 

7-A-18: See response to comment 7-A-33. 

The planning team considered special designations for key and 
stronghold sage grouse habitats. However, it was felt that suffi
cient management direction and guidelines for sage grouse exists 
in CA-SS-1.3 and B-SS-1.2.3 to effectively manage grouse habi
tat. 

Grazing issues would be addressed on a site specific basis during 
project level implementation. 

OHV impacts would be addressed during travel management plan
ning. 

Land tenure adjustments would consider habitat on a site specific 
basis as well. 

7-A-19: The plan direction was developed using the sharp··tail guide
lines. (Geisen and Connelly 1993) Refer to B-SS-1.2.5. 

7-A-20: An area must have an 'imminent or immediate threat' 

to be considered for an A CEC designation. There is no 

known immediate threat to this area and therefore does 

not warrant designation as an ACEC. 
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Comments 	

Despite little to no antlet"less (doe) hunting within the Southeastern Region over the past 15 yean, 
mule deer productivity (fawns per 100 does) has been poor. Currently fa""11: doe ratios are between 
50..60 !awns per I00 does. For II growing population ofmule there needs to be closer to 8Q fawns to 
100 does. These ratios are observed prior to any significant winter mortality. All average winter iu 
this planning area usually has 50% fawn mortality. 111e productivity of Ihe local deer population is 
a direct reflection ofhabitat quality and quantity. Currently, SE regional mule deer objectiVeS are 
not being met. The Idaho Fish and Game Departmllnt controls less than l%o(ll1e land witlliu the 
SE region. Therefore. a majority of land management for wildlife lies on Federal. State. and private 
lands. fu order for the Mule Deer fuitiative to be successful large land management agencies such 
as the Bllreau of Land Management need to become partners with IDFG to achieve matlagenlenl 
goals ofthe Mille Deer fuitiative. 

Habitat measures for mule deer that could be taken on the Pocatello PFO are: 

I. 	 Manage for more LHC..A stands ofquaking aspen and allow treated stands to rest from 
grazing post ..treatment for a minimum of 5 years. Also consider feneing oll'large aspen 
stands 10 prevent I ivestock use, since presence of canle can cbange habitat use by doer atld 
also reduces valuable forbs, a major reason why deer select these areas for fawning (that and 
cover) 

2. 	 Manage tbr as ITllUlY acres ofLHC..A class low and mid elevation brush conmtlUlities as 
possible. Deer are mid..seral stag" animals atld require signifICant sources ofbrowse, and 
forbs 

3. 	 Reduce current AUM's allocated across BLM Pocatello pro, particularly duriug drought 
period~. To my knowledge there is no redllCtion in grazing based on drought conditions 

4. 	 Strongly consider removing livestock from winter range areas entirely 

5. 	 Greatl~1 reduce or elintinate livestock numbers in known deer fawning and calving areas 
IIntil al least July 1 

6. 	 Exercise true rest periods in grazed areas, notjusl defemtent 

1. 	 Allow no net loss ofdeer winter range, currently all alternatives suggest disposal of known 
deer winter range 

S. 	 Designate all kllo\v mule deer winter ranges as RNA's or ACEC' S-. This will prevent over 
utilization by cattle and elintinate potential mineral and energy activity. Prevent disposal of 
land. The BLM has maps which delineate the major deer winter rang<!S 

9. 	 Provide at leasl80% ofannual growth for wildlife on deer winter ranges as suggested (p 2, 
21). How will BLM measure this when we know they no lollger monitor winter range? 

10. Minimize motori~ed acli.vity in k;nown deer wintering areas and fawuing and calving areas. 

17-A-21 

Re~onses 

7-A-21: Several of the recommendations identified in the comment 
have been incorporated in to the Proposed RMP (e.g., see Aspen 
management, Objective C-VE-6.2) and Low- and Mid-Elevation 
Shrub (Objective B-VE-6.1) while other recommendations would 
be considered on a site specific basis during land use plan imple
mentation. Several recommendations are tools used to meet land 
use plan goals and would be implemented on a case by case basis 
through the NEPA process. 

Livestock adjustments would be based on results of monitoring 
and the rangeland health evaluation process for an allotment(s) or 
watershed(s). Based upon such evaluations terms and conditions 
would be modified as necessary on a permit by permit basis. 

Land tenure adjustment zones are designations that allow the 
BLM to consider disposal ofpublic lands should an opportunity 
arise wherein a transaction would be in the public interest. 
Management direction in the Proposed RMP (Action AA-LR
5.1.3) identifies the screening process to be used for land disposal 
proposals. Step 5 specifically identifies opportunities for in
volvement of interested parties. All proposals would be analyzed 
through the NEPA process and would include as appropriate ef
fects to mule deer, wildlife habitat and habitat connectivity needs. 
Land tenure adjustments are considered from local, state, and 
other federal agency applicants as well as private individuals or 
corporate entities. 

As identified in the Proposed RMP (Action B-LR-5. 1. I - Zones 3 
and 4) specific parcels may contain potentially high values for 
resources and land uses such as minerals, recreation, special 
status species, range, riparian, cultural resources, and wildlife 
habitat. These high value parcels may not be suitable for land 
tenure adjustment except through exchange for lands with equal 
or higher resource values. 

---.----~-----------------------------------------------, 

Bqll'al ~~ Iilfrpit;,.v .1mt.:.J~...J7I)J _11m: J08--lJZ.$4J(i_ldt.htJ ~'(TDJ>,'j StNk'"r 1-!W(I...~7'!~);J9 .htlp.:fifi~,~~/ 
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Responses 

r' 
7-A-21 Continued: In the Proposed RMP (Action CA-FW-2.1.3) opportunities would be considered to improve habitat connectivity and reduce fragmentation 


through land actions (exchanges, acquisitions and easements), partnerships, habitat improvement projects and wildland fire ES&R and restoration pro

jects. 


An area must have an 'imminent or immediate threat' to be considered for an ACEC designation. There is no known immediate threat 
to this area and therefore does not warrant designation as an ACEC. 

The Proposed RMP designates all public lands as "Limited" for OHV use to existing roads and trails (Action B-RE-4.1.1) as well as identifies seasonal 
closures to protect wildlife habitat (Action B-RE-4.1.5). 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Comments 

Special Status Species 


We recommend BLM expand their Sensitive Species List to recognize and incorponlte the State of
Idaho's list of Species ofC'.rreatest Conservation Need (IDFG 2005) and use th.is list to direct 
management actions. TIle intent ofthis list to direet conservation actions to those species which are 
at most risk of being listed, thus reducing the probability of listing. By using this list to direct 
management, BLM would improve tllea ability to achieve (loa! 88-1. When IDFG evaluates BLM 
projeet proposals, including land exchanges and sales, we will rely 011 this state list for our 
evaluations, 

I 
7-A-22 

Special Status Species is listed as "need for change item" in DEIS, yet the five objectives in each of 
L the action alternatives are the same as the 110 action alternative. Managemenlactions differ 10 some 

degree between alternatives, however the preferred alternative (8) list ofSS for which there are 
management actions is the same as the no action alternative list. TIle Alternative C list differs only 
by the inclusion of springsnails and migratory birds. The action associated witll migratory bird~ (C
SS· 1.2.8) specifies that the proposed guidelines would be implemented during restoration and 
rehabilitation projects. It seems that to truly meet the stated objective these guidel~s should be 
implemented across Ibe PFO not just during restoration and rebabilitation projects/Management 

7-A-23 

actions to meet Ihis objective should follow guidelines from Birds In a sagebnuh sea (Paige alld 
Riu..."J' (999). TIle list of Sensitive Sp<lCies addressed with managenwnt actions in the OBIS is not 
the complete list ofBLM Senllitifj' Species and is far fcwer than the state ofldabo's Species of 
Greatest Conservation Need list. 

7-A -24 	

IT concern is that ifall speciil status species are 001 specifically 
a.'lSigned managernentactions til species will not be adeqnately managed Of protected over the 
life ofthe EfS even ifpopulation oollcems increase. 

•7-A-25 f

,,\$ with our comments on the Fish and Wildlife section. we question BLM's ability to achieve their 
Special Status Species habitat improvement or maintenance goals with the preferred iltemati\'e, By 
not including actions to change grazing management and by proposing to dispose of 28,150 acres of 
land much ofwhich is undoubtedly habitat for Special Status Species, particularly when evaluations 
are based on the state's Species ofGreatest Conservation Need list. 

7-A -26 

 We question the decision to exclude candidate species tTOm~bjctiw SS - \.1 and 1.2 and request 
 species with the ~ignation be included ill the EIS objectives. 

17-A -27 ~
• 	 ~ e also specifically question the 

exclusion ofyellow-hilled cuckoo from the objective and m ement actions. Given the 
documented occurrence ofthe species along the Snake River between American Falls Reservoir and 
Blackfoot and tile GAP analysis of the predicted !'lIlIge ofthe species which sbows its possible 

 occurrence on tbe PFO (Scott et aI 2002) it seems appropriate to include management actions to 

protect and improw habitat for tllis species. TIle pro should include the conservation mea.~ures 

and implementation measures agr«d upon between the BLM and the USFWS. 


WitHe habitat in southeast Idaho is not considered suitable for lynx. southeast Idab" i.~ considered 
linlmge habitat. BLM property adjacent to or in proximity to Na.tional Forest lands in tbe Soda 
Springs and l\·lontpelier District onbe Caribou-Targbee National F<nest should be managed as 
linkage habitat for IYllx. 

7 A 28 ~
- -

Re~o2ses 

7-A-22: A Memorandum of Understanding between BLM Idaho 
and IDFG delineates species on the sensitive species list on a 
statewide basis. These species would be considered on a site 
specific basis during project level implementation. 

7-A-23: The Proposed RMP has been updated to incorporate mi
gratory bird management direction. 

7-A-24: Reference noted. 

7-A-25: High priority/common species in the PFO are addressed in 
the RMP Goal (SS-I), Objectives CA-SS-l.1 and Management 
Action 1.1.3 as re-written in the Proposed RMP protect and 
manage Special Status Species in general and would be guided 
by the most current policies and actions as identified in re
sponse to comment IO-A-20 as new species become known . 

7-A-26: See response to comment 7-A-21 regarding changes in 
grazing management and land tenure adjustments. 

7-A-27: At this time there are no candidate species in the PFO as 
identified by the USFWS. In the future should "candidate" 
species be identified, such species would be managed as a 
BLM Special Status Species. 

BLM policy is to use the "Canada Lynx Conservation Assess
ment and Strategy" to manage Lynx habitat. As identified in 
that document, sagebrush habitat should be managed to allow 
lynx to travel. Objective B-VE-6.1 works towards accom
plishing that goal. 

7-A-28: Reference noted. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments 

Th~ manag.:nl\!nt action for pygmy rabbits is to managt.! kno",'n hablhti a.s suitable for pygmy 
rabbi!" yctill~r.: is no indication "flile g\liddil1~' BL\! "ill f'lUOW!ll implem"lIl tbis adio". 7-A-29[ 
\VatlJrhury (lOOG) fimnd sagcbru."h cov~r at 7'5-°'9 ofaclive burrow }olt~s ranging from 26---75~,j) \\"ith 

;l 'j 
most silcs in Iho 51·75% mllg~ GfOOI1 and Flillder; (1980) report sagebmsh ,'o\'er aI46"'o for 
burrow sit~s in Idaho. 

7-A-30 

On~ oftht3 manage-ment ~H.:ti(lns t~}I' bon:;:tl tfNld and nOJ1he-nl leopard frog is to mallagl..~ Lan(:s and
Landt.'1> l':re~ks a~ priority arc:;~~ ),'d. rh~re is no ¢xplanation of the guidelines \vhich \\"tll b..: used iTI 7-A-311 
t.hi~ :K~tinn to ~l"hie,v~ the shttcd "bj~-L:lhc. !\-laxdl (2000) r~comm~l1datiotlS tt1T lnclud~ r~m~:,yiug 
Jive-stock from b{)n::al toad br~cd'ing sit~s during hre~ding and met.tlrnorphosi$ to prevent m:ortality
by trampUng. Furth~r 1\!COnm1~ndati4)n$ include restricting th~ application ofpcslkidcs \\i,thin nlO 
m.ders orwater bndi<r.!s or w~t.1and,< f;;,r boreal 'loads and [It)rth-cnl leop.ard frog. 

\Vhil~ we applaud lhe Intenl to nu.mag~ areas as "'prk'l-rily area",," for SpedaJ Statu~ Hpeci~s. W~ 
qu\!stion the idea that ill these areas only' I fJ of area witl b~ manag.:d ~\s ·~~ldequah;::·~ habitat l~)r 111~ 
s~I~l!t..:d \,..ildliic sp~ci~s. \\\: would ,argll~ that gi,.'~n tha: muEtipl.: us~ directive of thto: BL~,-L i1 
sillJuld he 1ll.anaging f")f ad\!(luatt! \vildHf~, habitat in all JrC~lS annually. Further- we. qUC5:tion whether 
the manageml!nt aClions propos~d will truly lmp-ru\'t." hahi[~lt for the s-pecics· inlended" rrthcr~ ,are 
porliolLs of the pFO are not grazed each year. yd there tS no ;:t~[ion i.n this. altml,athe to adjust 
livesl\'ck ill '~18, We af': conc"nled th,,! imp'l.:t, 10 other Arca~ will be il1CfC;lScd rC8ltUillg in h"hital 
d,~gnldati,)ft Qll thc~f;,f areas. Tile f)otcllt1tll jmpa~ts~ ~jthe:r positjv\.' I.)t' negatjv~~ of I,his rn:anagem~nl 
tlL'tion are not adequatd-y assess~,d. 

7-A-32 

::\Ianagcmcnt actions f~)r :sag.:: grouse: arc inadcquah,~ in aU att\..'Hl<ll.ivc$. because an impt)rt.ult ~\SJJc:d 
ofConndly ..:t.al (2000.) guidelines lS not addres$e.~ Gras~/forh height must he 18 em in breeding 
habi~,at to compiclc the fI;,·\.'ornm~nded guiddlne~ and ,~~ bcJicve to it,.;hievl;! lh~ -slated olliecti\'~. 

Sl~c'if1~ R~COll1mendations: 

L 	 ~nlt:' priority for protcc-fion of 'Sag.!.! grotL..;:.~ habitat i:l.ils to Include: hKey·'· arc-i:H\. 
u. Priority should bl:!: K.cy - Sour~~ --------;. Restoration ,.....,. Llnkag~ ar~,I$-
h, Pri.)ri!' f.". habit"t CIII"'IIC('lllelll should b", 

i. 	 R."tomtion I 
ii. 	 Restoration 2 

n,) nN '~':l1hanc¢"' Key and Sotirce area!> i!\.·nham..:~mr.;ul I11l.!'atls tretllm~nt ofth~ ar~;t If.' 
~nhan~emcnt l11..:ans grl!cn !i:lrIPP!I.1g. or other irnprov~ment'" to ~urrollnding ar~a~ that redu('.~ 
nrc tllf..:'at \\'iLhout treating [h~' actual ar~a~ then that \\<,")uid he .a<.:~~ptahl~. 

J 	 Tr-.!at ing cr~sh."ii s~edings hy U~ll1g 2Y~'tl c.anopy -con~:rag~ ...l.."'- Ihc triggr.:r is, UQt apPf(')priat(' in 
sag~ gruuse wint~ring :areas. Canopy CL)v~r i:s r~commended to h~ up 10 ]O''-·~] in the 
COHn~11y guid~lin~s. 

" Objectiw B-SS-2.1 
Ali gUidelines [()f <:ir.eatcr s:rtgc~grQU~e h~lhit.at$ \-\-t)~.dd j).;; jm,pknl~nted as ~ub_pkd fhUll 

CClOnel!" d ill (lOOO) spccil1eally, 

7-A-33 

Responses 

7-A-29: Managing vegetation for ecologically healthy ecosystems 
which includes pygmy rabbit habitat and making progress 
towards Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health, Standard 8 
(Threatened and Endangered Plants and Animals) (Objective 
PP-GE-3.1.) will provide for pygmy rabbit needs and habitat 
enabling expansion of pygmy rabbit populations. (Action B
SS- 1.2.1). Areas for priority treatment and restoration in
clude habitats for the conservation and restoration of Special 
Status Species such as pygmy rabbits (Action B-VE-6.1.2, 
#2). 

7-A-30: Reference noted. 

7-A-31: Action B-SS-1.2.2 identifies managing riparian areas to 
maintain or achieve PFC, increase pool habitat, and mitigate or 
adjust activities having adverse affects on toads. These guide
lines would also be applied to the priority areas, Lander and 
Lanes Creek. As needed, adjustments in livestock grazing may 
be accomplished under this action. Use of pesticides is re
stricted near riparian areas (Appendix D) and by label instruc
tions. 

7-A-32a: Reference noted. 

7-A-32b: The Proposed RMP has direction to manage habitat for 
sensitive species (Objective B-SS-l.2 and associated actions). 
The management of "priority areas" does not preclude other 
uses. Adjustments to livestock grazing would be considered 
during the NEP A process during project level implementation. 
Under Alternative B, Management Action B-LG-1.2.4 ad
dresses resting areas from livestock grazing until vegetative 
objectives potentially impacted by livestock grazing are met. 
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Comments 
= habitats ana 'a. ·-l'rotectand'nUurltam~;ultable mo.mectsep;lflitea'popUlaiwns~b:lsed~ 

upon the following priorities: 
i. Source habi.lats 
ii. Key habitats 

iii. Restoration habitats 
iv. Areas that link isolated populations 

b. Manage key habitat for asagebnlsh canopy coverofl5-25% (notan 
average); at lea.ort 15% gra.o;.~ cover at least 18 em 
in height; 100", foro cover. 

S. 	 Objective B-VE-6.! 
Action B-VE-6.1.2 Prioritize areas for treatment and restoration: 

a. ('rreater sage-grouse Source and Key habitat: 
i. Treat areas that pose a fire risk to source habitats 

ii. Treat areas that pose a fire risk to key habitats 
b. 	 Areas adversely impacted/degraded by uses or activities (e.g. recreation, OHV, 

grnzing, mining) 
c. Juniper encroached areas. 
 
Eliminate all other action.~ since they are treatments within Key or Source habitats. 
 

Additionally, Connelly gives specific guidelines that define when a treatment should be considered 
in the different sage-grotlSe habitats and how much ofeach area should be treated. These guideline: 
should be followed. 

As with fauna Special Status Species, flora Special StatllS Species management actions for priority 
areas could result in habitat degradation whieh \vould negatively impact the Special Status Species 
plant populations. Concentrating the same number ofAVMs on fewer acres will potentially result 
in negative impacts to Special StatllS Species plant populations. 

Lands and Reality 

. BLM's ability achieve the proposed wildlife objective to maintain and improve habitat and 
: connectivity ofhabitat may be compromised fronl the proposed actiOI1$ to dispose ofmany onhe 
acreage.~ in Alternatives B,C, and D. lhis is particularly trooblesonie given it is wlclear whether 
there will be a futute opportunity for agllocy aod public input iolO tbese disposals. Lands with bigh 
value to wildlife and wildlife recreatioo should be retained. IDFG input should 00 sought before 
lands are eXChanged or sold. 

, llle RMP action should result in no net loss of mule deer winter range. Acres ofwinlerraoge or 
areas Ihat facilitate connectivity to wU11er range and identified as eligible for disposal, should be 

. 	 Irad.ld or sold only to other conservation agencies or organization.~ that win be bm.md through 
purchase agreements to protect those acres from development or other incompatible uses in 
perpetuity. The meaning of the terminology '"public land" is not clear, but aU winter range shoold 
be included in Zones 1 or 2 with the intent to ha.ve BLM public lands with potential as winter range 
retained or protected in perpetuity by a land use agreement with a public or private conservation 

7 A 34 
- -

Re~onses 

7-A-33: Stubble heights, as well as all of the guidelines shown 
under B-SS-1.2.3, are tools that may be used on a site specific 
basis. If breeding habitat is currently meeting requirements, 
applying a stubble height limit is not necessary. The Proposed 
RMP has direction to manage sage grouse habitat (PP-SS
1.3.5) and has been updated to include Key habitat in the prior
ity for habitat management. 

Treatments or "enhancing" of areas may include numerous 
things depending on the site specific objectives. The concerns 
raised would be addressed during project implementation. 

Connelly et al (2000) guidelines would be considered when 
developing strategies to address habitats not meeting the Idaho 
Standards for Rangeland Health. Refer to Appendix A. 

Priorities for treatment and restoration within the Low-and 
Mid-Elevation types are described in B-VE-6.1.2. 

Management Action B-LG-1.2.4 addresses resting areas from 
livestock grazing until vegetative objectives impacted by live
stock grazing are met. 

7-A-34: The land tenure adjustment zones do not propose to dis
pose of the public lands. The designation only allows BLM to 
consider disposal should an opportunity arise wherein a trans
action would be in the public interest. 

Management direction in Action AA-LR-5.1.3 identifies the 
screening process to be used for land disposal proposals. Step 
5 identifies opportunities for involvement of interested parties. 
All proposals would be analyzed through the NEP A process 
and would include affects to wildlife habitat and connectivity 
needs. Proposals for land sales and exchanges come from lo
cal, state, and other federal agencies not just private or corpo
rate entities. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMPJEIS 

organization. Significant blocks lItat are currently in Zone 4 (disposal) bave potential to serve as 
important big gam., winter rang.,. Th<:se inc\uoo: 

• 	 Tracts on the ea.'<t and west sioos oflhe Arbon VaU"y 
• 	 Tracts in th<' northwtlSt Subl"tre Mountains 
• 	 Tracts in the Hawkins area 
• 	 'fmcts in til" sOutil",.,.t portion illth<' Portll<'lUfRange (east ofSwan Lake. east of Downey. 

"'"st of Lava Hot SPI"ings) 
• 	 Tracts east ofPreston 
• Tracts east ofGoshen 
• Tracts eallt ofCro", Creek 

Important wildlife ar"as such as big game winter ranges, greater sage-grous., habitat, and wildlife 
migration corridors are nO!. adequately Pl"oteet"d from ROWs, utility corridors and ait<'lrllate energ}' 
development, particularly wind farms (Goal LR-6). Wind development is a concern tOr resident 
and migrating birds and bats. tberefore important bird nesting and bat roost/foraging habitat as weI 
liS migration corridors should be identifted. Important wildlife habitat sholdd be manag..>d as 
exclusion areas for oovelopment of public lands. The DEIS proposes managing lItese important

if, 
~ 

27-A-35 	

wildl.if" habitat """as as op<ln to development, yet it doe.~.nol aooquately anaIy-"ed tlw impacts of 
this action. 

~ 	
'"7-A-36 	
I t 

o o 7A 37I 
The preferred alternative B and the wildlife All C both call for 15,700 acres of ooer winter range t, 
be placed in the disposal category. OiV<'lll the importance ofwinter range and its dramatic reWctio 
due to development, it makes sense to have no nelioss in deer winter range. 15,700 acres is 
unacceptable. There should be no sale of mule ooer winter range. That is 4 times greater than w h. 
would be sold under lite current management regime. (ES-46). With the emphasis on mule deer I 
managcment and MOl, it makes no sense for Ille BLM to sell otT this unique and diminishing land 
ype. Alternative C should be ChOSCtl to benefit fish. wildlife. land. native vegetation and waler 

quantity and quality for the Citizens oftlte United States. ReSOllfCC <l1..1rac:tioll, including mining, 
livestock grazing, and timber harvo:Sl sboldd be done lightly with consideration for impacL~ to 
natural resources. 

70 Ao 38! 
t

Livestock Grazing 

Populations ofsage-grouse (IDFG 2003). and mule deer (IDFG 2003) have ooclined in lite PFO 
over the last two decades. The landscape scale loss. degradation. and fragmo:ntation ofnativo: plan! 
communities and wildlife habitat due 10 prescnlled fire, wildt1re, exoli.: perennial grass seedings. 
exotic lUIIlual grass invasions, and noxiou.. weed infestations h.ave contribut.ed 10 these populalion 
decl ines. This landscape scale degradation (which has occurred throughout the portions ofthe 
Great Basin) bas alsQ adversely all'ected populations ofseveral nongame wildlife species (e.g., 
pygmy rabbits, several ground squirrels. and a variety ofbirds) in sOllllternldaho (Paige and Ritter 
1999, Yensen 2001, Roberts 2003). Although th<'re is Iitlle information on such nongame sp"cies 
specific to tlte PFO. it is expected that similar declines have occum:4 tllerc. 

7-A-39 

The a1lernatives do 1101 provide a ,ange ofmanagement options for grazing which actually bave th' 
potential to change grazing impacts 011 lands a"''lIilabie for grazing. TIte diffenmces in alternatives 

Re~ponses 

7-A-34 (continued): The last paragraph under Management Action 
B-LR-5.1.1, "NOTE: Within Zones 3 and 4, specific parcels 
may contain potentially high values for resources and land uses 
such as minerals, recreation, special status species, range, ri
parian, cultural resources, and wildlife habitat. These high 
value parcels may not be suitable for disposal, except through 
exchange for equal or higher resource value lands." 

Also, Action CA-FW-2.1.3 states, "Opportunities would be 
considered to improve habitat connectivity and reduce frag
mentation through land actions (exchanges, acquisitions, and 
easements), partnerships, habitat improvement projects and 
wildland fire ES&R and restoration projects." 

7-A-35: Consideration to all wildlife is given at the implementation 
level of planning. See Management Action B-LR-6.1.9 that 
sets out the open, avoidance, and exclusion areas for rights-of
way, wherein it states that proposals in open areas may require 
restrictions to protect resources values such as wildlife. Also, 
Appendices C and D provide general guidelines and specific 
wildlife restrictions to be applied to for the protection ofwild
life and habitat for ROW management. 

All ROW applications, whether for wind energy or other uses, 
are subject to environmental review as required by NEP A, 
ESA, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA), NHPA, 
and other appropriate laws. 

Bird habitat, migration and other environmental concerns are 
identified and evaluated on a case by case basis when an appli
cation is received. Keep in mind that ROW applications 
would be denied, even in an "open" area, if the NEPA analysis 
determines the proposed project not to be in the public interest. 

7-A-36: See response to comment 7-A-35 
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Responses 

7-A-37: Refer to comment response for Comment 7-A-34. 

7-A-38: Thank you for your comment. 

7-A-39: Reference noted. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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(AUMs available) r~flect mosdy proposed changes in landownership. "The exception is the removal 
ofthe Blackfoot Stock Driveway which is an action thelDFQ supports. We question how the BLM 
will be able to achieve the goals presented in this DBIS tOr improving importaut fish and wildlife 
babitat. including special status species habitat, ,vitboul addre$sing the impacls of livestock grazing 
in sagebrush, aspen, and riparian commUllities. One of the six issues identified by the BLM to 
consider in their planning and analysis was sagebrusb ecosystems. lhe DEtS 00<:8 not adequately 
analyze the impacls ofessentially no change ill livestock gra<:ing management. specificaUy AUMs, 
on sagebnlsh ecosystems and tbelT associated sagebnlSh-obligate species. 

Given the precipitous decline in the availability ofsuitable sagebrush habitat witb;n tbe planning 
area, tbe IDFG has developed a series ofproposals that balances the ne~d for livestock grdZing. a 
means to equitably aUooate forage, and provide year-round habitat for wildlife. The ",,'Sumplion that 
the overall livestock stocking rate will remain stable i.~ not acceptable. Under the wildlife 
habitatllivestock grazing proposal, each pasture in the allotments would be 11lll11aged as native, 
seeded, ~ded with suitable sagebrusb cover, or riparian, in accordance with specific management 
guidelines. To I1lltintain and/or impro\o<! wildlife habitat conditions on allotments, we offer tbe 
following conditions fOr your consideration: ~7-A-4l 

Management Guidelines 

Upland Vegetation Management 

I. 	 Native Pa.~tures. Upland utilization 011 native bWlChgrass plant communiti~s (pasture 2:. 35% 
native by cover) will not exceed 30% ofthe current year's growth in areas wbere bluebuttch 
wheatgrass is the dominant grass 10 provide suitable herbaceous nesting cover for sage
grouse (Colmelly et aI. 2000. BLM 2003, Hagwood and KIou 2003). Utilization in areas 
dominated by Sandberg bluegrass, Thurber needlegrass. or Idaho fescue would be limited to 
::s 20% to provide suitable herbaceous n<l1!ting cover for sago-grouse (Connelly et al. 2000, 
BLM 2003, Hagwood and Klott 2003). Utilization would be conducted based upon the 
Height-Weight metbodology described in Interagency Technical Reference (TR) 1734-3. 
Utilization Studies and Residual Measurements. 

2. 	 Seeded Pastures. Seeded pastures (pllsture > 65% seeded exotic species) witb greater than 
10% shrub COVer would be limited to 35% utilization to provide suilabl~ herbaceous n<:sting 
covel' fOT sage-grouse (Connelly el aI. 2000, BLM 2003, Hagwood and Klott 2003). 
Utilization would be conducted based upon the Height.Weight methodology described in 
Interagency Technical Refurence erR) 1734-3. Utilization Studies and Residual 
Aleasurements. 

3. 	 Seeded Pastures. Seeded pastures (pasture ~, 65% seeded exotic species) widlles$ thall 10% 
shrub cover would be limited to 50"4> utilization. Utiliz.a1ion would be condueted based 
upon tbe Height-Weight metbodology des<---ribed in Interagency Technical Reference (TR) 
1734-3, Utilization SlIIdies and Residual Measurements. 

7-A-40: Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health B-LG-1.2.3 (Draft 
RMPIEIS) are used as the basis for providing on-going monitor
ing and assessment of grazing activities. By monitoring actual 
site conditions, adjustments can be made in response to dy
namic variables (e.g., weather patterns, wildlife population 
trends, actual utilization, etc.) that influence forage availability. 

7-A-4l: This would be detennined on a case by case basis depend
ing on rangeland health condition of the allotment at time of 
evaluation and analyzed through the NEP A process. 
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Several allotments include aspen and tnOlmtain shrub communities that provide important seasonal 
and year-round habitat for a variety ofcavity nesting birds, native £!"OUSe, and big game. Aspen is 
an important deciduous component within sage-steppe habitats and generally increases plant and 
animal species diversity. To proted aspen and mountain shruh communities, we rooonmt.ond the 
following: 

Limit livestock utilization to 25% nipping on current annual growth ofaspen suckers and key 
shnlbs (e.g. chokecherty and serviceberry) in aspen stands and mountain shrub habitats. 
Herbaceous understory cover will, be maintained at 2: 90~". 

7-A-43 

Streams/Riparian Vegetation Management 

All ofthe follr RMP alternatives plan to manage (he Wildlife habitats so vegetation composillon 
structltre assures the canlinlled presence offish and wildlifo as part ofan ecologically healthy 
system. However, it is 1101 clear what t1..~ qllanlitative goal i, for improvement of riparillll habitat. 
The RMP states that currently only 26% the 139 miles ofstreams in the Resollfce Area are in 
PrOper FUnctiOlling Condition, with the remaining stream miles Functioning but at Risk or Non 
Functional This seem.~ inadequate. BLM biologists bave documented riparian conditions and 
should pream'b" resource management measures, such as rcd\lction in livestock AUMs ot' IiV¢l>"iock 
herding to reduce impacts to riparian vegetatioolll1d strean1 banks. The goal should be for 100'!4> 
streams in the Resource Area to be in PFC or better condition. Even PFC can be far from pristine. 
Reduced impacts to riparian areas will b<mefit fISheries by allowing recovery of unden:ut hanks, 
protective vegetative growth 10 protect hanks from soil erosion, restoration oJ' native riparian plant 
communities, reduction ofsediment within stream substrate, and increa.~e in stre,am channel 
shading. This will improve spawning and rearing habitat tor native fish species including the 
Bonneville and Yellowstone cutthroat trout. which are considered species ofconcern by the State of 
Idaho, Healthy riparian are also required by most species of terrestrial wildlife living within the 
Resource Arell. Studies done in Oregon, WY01l1ing, Arizona and New Mexico have demonstrated 
trull 75% 10 80% terrestrial wildlire species are dependent upon or lise riparian habitats (Chlll1cy et 
al 1993). Land management that a1lmvs riparian area~ 10 produce robust aquatic and terrestrial 
native plant and animal populations should be a priority for the U.S Bureau of Land Management. 

of 

and 

Allotments contain important riparian and associated wet meadow habitats. These small "islands" 
of habitat are seasonally critical for brood rearing sage and fOfest grouse, mule deer, and a variety of 
songbirds, small mammals, and reptiles, Artificial watering devices can be hll7.4rdous for a variety 
ofwildlire species irnot properly designed or maintained. We rec01l1mend the PFO implement 
management guidelines that protect riparian and wetland habitats and address tbe biological needs 
of wildlife species. To promote the vegetation growth and production and protection of 
springs/streams/wet meadows, we recommend the following: 

I. 	 Properly functioning Condition or Funotional-at-riskiUpward Trend. Stream reaches 
assessed at properly fllnctioning condition Where herbaceous vegetation is the primary 
SOIlTee ofbank stabilization will be subject to herbaceous utilization levels of< 30% and 
maintain herbaceous stubble heights of at least 6 inches (Clary and Webster 1990. Myers 

~ 

7-A-44 , 

S ~ 27-A-45 ~ 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

7-A-42: Livestock management is based on monitoring and the 
Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health evaluation process on 
an allotment or watershed basis. Action B-LG-I.2.2, ad
dresses the proper use levels of key vegetation that would be 
applied to management of livestock in mountain shrub and 
aspen vegetation types. 

7-A-43: Reference noted. 

7-A-44: This would be determined on a case by case basis de
pending on rangeland health condition of the allotment at 
time of evaluation and analyzed through the NEP A process. 

7-A-45: Reference noted. 
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1989, Idaho Partners in Flight \998). 8treatu reaches asses.'ied at properly functioning 

condition where woody vegetation is the primary souree ofbank stabilization will be subject 
to riparian shrub utilization levels of< 10"10. 


2. 	 Flmctional-at-risklNo Apparent Of Dowllward Trend Stream reaches assessed at fwctional

at-risk widl no apparent trend., a downward trend., or non-functional will be rested (Clary and 

Webster \989) through It combination of temporary fencing widt \\<llter gaps, active herding, 
and!or off-site water development until monitoring indicates an upward trend. 


7-A-46 t

3. 	 Wet Meadow Management. Manage livestock !J1lI7jng to maintain a nlinimum 6 inches of 

herbaceous vegetation height and no more dtat120"", hooftrampling. 


7-A-47! 

Fish Habitat Management 

I. Fish Bearing Streams. On known a/' suspected sensitive fish bearing streams, livestock
would be managed so that a combination ofnatural and livestock trampling alteration of 

slreambanks does not exceed 10% ofthe streambank in d.:signated monitoring areas as 

described by Cowley (2002). For streams that are known 01' :nupected to be 1lOn1ish 

bearing streams, 

7-A-48 

livestock would be managed so that a combinatioo ofnatural and livestock . 

trampling alteration of streambanks does not exceed 20% ofthe streambank in designated 

monitoring areas as described by Cowley (2002). 7-A-49 

2. Fish Bearing Streams. Known or slk~pected fish hearing streams with excessive width depth
rati05. millimallarge woody debris. high cobble embeddedness. shallow pools, and low pool
frequencies will he rested through a combination of temporary fencing with water gaps, 

active herding. and!or off-site wat.:r development until monitoring demonstrates in-stream 

chalmel recovery. 


I 
7-A-50 

I 

Big Game Habitat Management 

As Nported by Loft (200 I) "In the absence ofgrazing. meadow-riparian habitat comprised a greater 

I'roportiOll of deer home ranges than during grazing. During moderate and heavy grazing. a greater 

proportion of montane shrub habitat was included widtin deer home ranges dtan wben Imgrazed 
Wid,in home rat\ge~ deer preferred meadow-riparian habitat at all grazing levels. whereas aspen 
(Populus lremuloides) habitat was preferred only during no grazing. Deer preference for melldow
riparian habitat declined over d,e swnmer, more so with cattle grazing. CaW.e also preferred 
meadow-riparian and aspen habitats. The greatest effect of cattle on habitat selection by female 
mule deer occllfred during late summer with heavy grazing when forage and cover were at a 
mininlUm in preferred habitats. Female mule deer shifted habitat use by reducing dteir lISe of 
habitats preferred by caUle and increasing their use ofhabitats avoided by cattle. These results were 
consistent with exp.:ctations of competition lIIId habitat selection dteory.~ It is becoming 

increasingly evident that big game winter survival is largely dependent on body condition coming 

oil'ofsummer/fall range. 

7-A-46: See response to comment 7-A-7. 


7-A-47: Reference noted. 

7-A-48: See response to comment 7-A-7. 


7-A-49: Reference noted. 

7-A-50: See response to comment 7-A-7. 

7-A-51: Reference noted. 
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Comments 
Big game shotlld not have 10 compete with livestock for limite<! forage, cover, and space resources 
on designated winter ranges. Stewart el al. (2002) demonstrated strong partitioning ofresources 
among mule deer, elk:, and cattle, and provided evidence tbat competition can result in spatial 
displacement ofbig game by cattle. The displacement ofbig game by cattle from preferred 
babitats, particularly during winter. could impact big game slIf\Iival and production. We 
recommend the PFO implement management guidelines that address the biological needs of 
wintering big game on designated winter range (Smith 1I1ld DoeD 1968, Jensen el aI. 1972, Jensen 
and Urness 1976, Austin 2000). The guidelines shollid incorporate grazing management strategies 
that emUTe the key componoots of winter big game habitat (browse/forage production, hiding and 
tbennal cover, space, minimal disturbance, etc) are available 00. an annual basis. Examples illclude 
reducing utilization levels, minimizing livestock lise ofshrubs" rest·rotation gnWng, lencing critical 
riparian areas, and winter closures. We recommend 80% of browse is lett lor wildlife,. some 
percentage oftolal available forage (that available without negatively impacting plants), including 
herbaceous spp., should be reserved for wildlife 

1. 	 Critical Big Game Wimer Habitat. In portious of the plannillg area designated as Critical 
big game (mule deer and elk) livestock utilization of shrubs will be probibited To the 
elttent possible, wimer range will not be grazed by livestock from early July through 
March 30 to emllfe sufficient browse for wintering big game (Austin 2000). Adherence 
to tltis guideline will require "real lime" monitoring by BLM 10 ensure the availability of 
sufficient browse for wintering big game. (The IDFG will continue surveys to identify 
Critical big game winter habitat. J 

2, 	 Critical Big Game Winler Habitat Livestock grazing ofCritical winter babitat during 
critical periods will be prohibited (Austin 2000, Stewart el ai, 2002). The critical period 
is defined as December 1 to March 30. To the extent possible, winter rnnge will not be 
grazed by livestock trorn olarly July through March 30 to ensure sufficient browse for 
wintering big game. (Thol IDFG will continue surveys to identity big game winter 
habitat] 

3. 	 Big Game Winter Habitat. In portions oethe planning area designaled as big game 
(mule deer) winler habitat, livestock utiliution ofsltrubs will be limited 10 S 10% of the 
current year leaders on key shrubs. Key shrubs would be delennined all sile. To lbe 
ex1ent possiblil, winter range will not be grazed by livestock from early July through 
March 30 to eusure sufficient browse for wintering big game. Adherellce 10 this 
guideline will require "real lime" monitoring by BLM to ensure the availability of 
sufficient browse for wintering big grune. 11le InFG will continue surveys to identify 
Critical big game winter babitat. 

4. 	 Specific Geographic Areas. Appropriate monitorillg should be fullde<!10 assure that the 
Blaekfoot Stock Driveway is no! trespassed grazed by adjacent allolrnents. In situatiolls 
where UIC-A, PPC or DFC is not beillg attained within a set time frame. pemlanent 
reductions should be considel'lld a viable management direction. Similarly ifblocks of 
habitat have been klentified as key wildlife areas, such as tlte Soda Springs HJIIs 
MaJlagement Area. retirement of livestock allotments should occur to maximize IRe 
immediately and avoid other negative impacts such as fencing. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

7-A-52: Reference noted. 
 

7-A-53: Reference noted. 
 

7-A-54: See response to comment 7-A-7. 
 

7-A-55: See response to comment 7-A-7. 
 

Funding for monitoring or compliance is outside the scope of 
thisLUP. 
 

Refer to B-LG-l.2.5 for voluntary relinquishment (retirement) 
 
of grazing preference. 
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Comments 
Ait. 8 would actually increase rlre available grazing acres from 556,32G to 56G,OOO acres. As 
discussed previQusly, for lIIany reasons, an overall reduction in grazing and available AUM's would 
be more appropriate than an illCf\\'ase. Grazing could prevent habitat &om attaining LHC-A status, 
which is a goal in the nlatl8gcmellt plan. rDFG reCOIllD1Cllds that the 8LM PFO adopt the total 
acreage available to grazing in alternative C or D. this would be more appropriate for wildlife 
management. 


! 

There is no range ofaltematives for managing wildlife habitats. All alternatives (A,B,C, and D)

have the same goals, objectives, and actions. While there are actions such as 'management

guidance for big game snmmerfwinter ranges areas is to enhance andior prevent loss "fhabitat', tbe 
DEIS preferred alternative (8) allows for such things as unrestricted over snow travel in winter 
ranges, which is directly in conflict with this proposed a~1jon. Further, this is contrary to the intent 
o!the preferred alternative's land disposal program which would result in an estimated loss of 
l5,700 acres ofbig game winter nmge (ES.46). Another example is the inclusion ofthe action to 
'consider oppormnities to improve habitat cOI1I1ectivity and reduce fragmentation througb land 
action. Again this is ~'Ontrary 10 the preferred alternatives aclionlo dispose of2&,15O acres much of 
which might be considered important wildlife habitat. 

I 
7-A-S7

I 

Inappropriate livestock grazing of lands in the pro is an inarguable negative impact to wildlife 
habitat for many species. Without addressing specific actions associaJed witb reducing AUMs 
available Jor livestock grazing across the landscape and specifically in critical wildlife habitat such 
as riparian areas and big game winter ranges we question the ability ofBLl;llo achieve the two 
wildlife goals they have proposed in this DEIS. 

7-A-58

Minerals and Energy 

Due to the problematic nature reclamation potential of mining and energy e,,"traction procedures, the 
proposed 582,400 acres (94'1<. of the planning area) open to mineral and energy extraction is 
excessive. Grazing docs not haw the impact of mineraI and energy extraction. and it is allowed in 
fewer acres in th" pro. We suggest a significant reduction in allowable acres available to mineral 
lind energy extraction, for example 50% of the tolal acreage, and no mineral or energy ..,,"traction in; 7-A-S9 

I. Mule deer winter range 
2. Sage grouse key. stronghold, isolated, and restoration habitats 
3. Slllup·tailed grouse habitat 

Sdenittnt 

As stated in previous IDFG documents concerning selenium contamination: 

The ",,'lent 10 which selenium in water, soils, and plants may affect wildlife in the mine area 
continu,", to be an areaofconcem. As the agency tasked with protection of the State's wildlife 
resourc,", we request tire oollaboraliOll ofall interested parties in adopting standard protocols and 
criteria tor collection and analysis ofwildlife and fish collected fonn the area. It is oUl" hope that 
with such a document in place disagreements over results &om diftenng collection procedures and 

U-39 

7-A-S6: Reducing acres available for livestock grazing with no di
rect reason would be equivalent to a reallocation with no reason. 
The Land Use Planning Handbook (H-160 I-I) states, " ... 
identifY on an area wide basis ... (expressed in animal unit 
months) the future anticipated amount of forage available for 
livestock..." which is identified in Objective LG-1.2 for each 
alternative. Modifications to livestock management (e.g. live
stock forage amounts [AUMs]) including stocking rates are 
based on monitoring, rangeland health standards evaluation on 
an allotment or watershed basis as identified in the Land Use 
Planning Handbook (H-1601-1). 

7-A-S7: The Proposed RMP will adopt direction from Alternative C 
that restricts snowmobile traffic to designated routes in big 
gamewinter ranges. 

Land tenure adjustment proposals would be analyzed through 
the NEP A process and would include as appropriate effects to 
mule deer, wildlife habitat and habitat connectivity needs. 

As identified in the Proposed RMP (Action B-LR-S.l.1 - Zones 
3 and 4) specific parcels may contain potentially high values for 
resources and land uses such as special status species, riparian 
and wildlife habitat. These high value parcels may not be suit 
able for land tenure adjustment except through exchange for 
lands with equal or higher resource values. 

In the Proposed RMP (Action CA-FW-2.1.3) opportunities 
would be considered to improve habitat connectivity and reduce 
fragmentation through land actions (exchanges, acquisitions and 
easements), partnerships, habitat improvement projects and 
wildland fire ES&R and restoration projects. 



October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

7-A-58: Livestock grazing management direction is consistent with the decisions to be made as identified in the BLM H-1601-1 Planning Handbook. 
are adjusted during implementation based upon monitoring and assessment information as well as constraints and needs related to other resources (e.g., 
Wildlife) and meeting or making significant progress towards achieving Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health. 

7-A-59: The Proposed RMP closes approximately 11,200 acres to fluid mineral exploration and extraction. Another 258,100 acres within the Curlew area is 
administratively unavailable for leasing. An additional 226,000 acres can be leased for exploration and extraction with NSOs. The NSO allows no sur
face occupancy during exploration and extraction of oil and gas or geothermal energy. Approximately 81 percent of the PFO would have no surface dis
turbance associated with fluid mineral development. 

If an area is not closed, administratively unavailable, or leased with an NSO stipulation, it might have a seasonal restriction for exploration activities (see 
Tables 4.3.4-2 and 4.3.4-2) 

The Curlew area, which is administratively unavailable for fluid mineral leasing, includes approximately 62,200 acres ofbig game winter range, 223,000 
acres of sage grouse habitat, and 250,000 acres of Columbian· sharp-tailed grouse habitat. 

NSOs in the Soda Hills Management Area directly protect and the Bear Lake Plateau (existing NSOs to protect highly erodible soils and steep slopes) 
indirectly protect an additional 57,400 acres of big game winter range and about 39,300 acres of greater sage-grouse habitat. 

7-A-60: Thank you for your comment. 

U-40 
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!!

analysis would be avoided. !hereby allowing for timely manago:ment ""liolls taken to ensure IIlat 
wildlif<l resources arc proto!Cted 

"Specific QClion.~ to be Implemented rmder the dJrectloil "Jihe land lise plan would be analyzed thrm'gh 
the Nali.".a/ Env/rl;>nlllemai Policy Act of1%9 (NEPA) process. except Jor the tS$I/(1JICe oflet11les for Fluid 
Minerals Sllch as ot!. gas. and geothermal resources. The POC4!elio RMPiElS comMutes NEPA evo[ualion 
oflea.ring Fluid Minerals WIthin the planning Area. "(DEIs' Appendix H. pg. H-/) 

IDFG has cOllcerns if indeed as stated above oil and gas leasillg will proc.1ed wi!hout further NEI' A 
feview. Experiences wi!h such activates from surrounding stat"" make such further review very necessary 
to avoid significant and permanent imp""ls to fish and wildlife resources. We would sIronglyencourage 
the PFO to undertake such p">o»ing action; IDFG person"". would welcome inclusion as 10 Te_ 
members. 

7-A -61 	

We included an 'nitial review of impacts to underscQre th~ n""d for additional review. 
7-A-62 

Direct and Indirect impacts would occur with the type ofdevelopment de~"bed in these sorts of 
activates. 

• 	 DiNc! impaclS include babilllIloss. death from vehicle rollisiollS. and "Ired. associated with 
gteahlr IImnan access into previQusly untraveled area•. 

• 	 Indirect impact, on wildlife include disturbance and displacement., SIrCS-'<, power lines, 
noxious weed illvasion. user created roads, habitlll ITagmentatiOll, water quality degradation 
from road nlnolf, and incN_'<Iliwslock grazing. 

I 

• Additional twes »[impacts include los.s ofhigb value habitats such as prairi." dog tOWIIS, 


sage grouse lek.~. and hig game winter range.• Loss ofsprings and intemtiltent streams and 

associated wildlife habitat because of groundwater withdrawal. 


No Surf.u:e Occupancy stipulllIiotls for Fluid Miner.d leasing (Fig 2-18) don'I show 321,400 acres. 
This makes evaluating the NSO stiPUlatiOIlS. very difficull Table 4.4.4-1 shows that no NSOi. on 
Ill. Bear Lakoc Plate .. u. Previous O&G ac'{hity indicat",,!he Plateau L. of interest to O&'G 
companiilS and it has a wry higb "alue as big game winter range. Not protecting the Platau with 

~ome NSO slipulations seelllS to be a serious oversigbl. 


7-A-63 	

I
Additionally, ifwildlife is deserving ofprol""!ions during "'q)lora!ory activities, it would seem 
logical that it would n""d those .IIme protections during development and op ..... tions instead of 
being ",,,empt (pg. 4-331, paragnlph 1) 

7-A -64 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

7 -A -61: Oil and gas leasing would only be allowed under the RMP 
if a subsequent determination ofNEP A adequacy is made that 
indicates all pertinent issues have been addressed in the fluid 
minerals leasing Programmatic EIS associated with this RMP. 
Otherwise, a separate NEP A analysis will be required. A sepa
rate analysis would be required within the identified 
"administratively unavailable" areas. 

Also, no activities would be allowed under the lease 
without further NEP A analysis for the site specific exploration 
or development proposal. Coordination with Idaho Fish and 
Game will be solicited at that time. Involvement may include 
providing planning team assistance. 

7-A-62: Impacts from minerals direction are discussed in sections 
4.2.6 (Fish & Wildlife) and 4.2.7 (Special Status Species). 
Both direct and indirect impacts to wildlife are discussed in the 
plan. Impacts from fluid minerals include discussion of long 
and short term habitat loss as well as the possibility of degrada
tion ofhabitat caused by increased weeds. Habitat fragmenta
tion, increased access, and human disturbance is also dis
cussed. Protection of grouse leks (greater sage-grouse and Co
lumbian sharp-tailed grouse) and big game winter ranges were 
addressed with closures, administratively unavailable to leas
ing, NSOs, and seasonal restrictions. Impacts on water re
sources during phosphate mining would be addressed during 
implementation. 

7-A-63: Figure 2-18 does not depict the full extent ofthe proposed 
NSO considerations as areas comprising steep slopes and 
highly erodible soils are missing. A map showing the full ex
tent of all NSO considerations is included with the Proposed 
RMPlFinal EIS. Alternative C proposes an NSO stipulation on 
any fluid minerals leases issued in the Bear Lake Plateau. The 
Proposed RMP has been revised to include lands within the 
Curlew area as administratively unavailable to fluid mineral 
leasing as discussed in comment 2-G-4. 
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Responses 

7-A-64: Seasonal operating restrictions that may benefit wildlife would be impractical for development and operation of fluid mineral production activities. 

Other site specific wildlife mitigation measures would be considered and applied to these operations as needed and determined by future NEP A review 

of proposed operations. (See page 4-331 of the Draft RMP). 


There could be some residual impacts on wildlife from fluid mineral development and production activities. 


U-42 
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Recreation 

IDFG applauds the BLM PFO in their application ofmotorized travel restrictions. While the 
~ferred alternative closes roads unless designated, alternative C provides less winter range 
disturbance from mo.torized travel by excluding snow machine travel on 286,500 acres. Ihe 
preferred alternative B does not limit snQW machines at all. 

17-A-65 

lDFG does not support the proposed action in alternative B to. maintain existing OHV routes in the 
travel plan. 11 is unclear ifthe defmition ofan e>.'isting route one that is established at the time the t 
EIS is adopted or at the time the travel plan is established. Existing rouleS shQuld be evaluated 
relative to each odler, resource valueS and other land uses. Routes are being pioneered and 

7-A-66 

expanded regularly and will continue to. be until the travel plan. is adopled and beyond. We beH.we 
the travel plan proColS.~ sheuld includ.! an opportunity to look at OHV use in a much mere 
conlPrehensive way. It d.!feats the purpese oftile trawl planning process to net allow d;)..'ision.~ to 
be mad.! abeut the appropriateness or need for travel in specific areas or on specific routes. 

:7-A-67 !
EvaluatiQns which should be considered before route designalions are applied includ<l but are nol t limited to: disturbance to big game, disturbance to Iek sites, road mortality impacts on reptile and 
amphibian population, weed di..persal. SQII disturbance. 

7-A-68 

Designated roads Qr trmls should be designlld and mmntained to support tlte expected levels ofuse 
without leading to SQil erosion, vegetatiQn, or wildlife disturbllllcc problems. Iffuuds are lacking to 
make necessary improvements then those trails should be retired and reclaimed. This is particularly 
Ime for the Soda Spring<; Hills Management Area. TWo-t£"dcic type trails for 4-wheeled vehicles 
increase intpacts nQt Qnly from the total surface area directly disturbed, but also. relative to increased 
levels Qfuse associated with increased physical ea.~e ofth" mQd.! oftravel. Some designated routes 

7-A-69 	 

should be limited to single track to lin,i. vegetative inlPacts. Molor;"..,d u.~e generaUy should be 
restricted to des,guated routes that are closed seasonally, ifnecessary. to protect other key habitat 
including nesting, fawning, calving, spawning, Qr migration areas, Main corridors or roads should 
be tile ouly motorized routes during periQds Qfbigh sensitivity or anticipated beavy use, including 
hunting seasons. Wildlife related recreationisls should haw epportunity to e>.-periencc all types of 
wildlands such as those mllllaged within the PfO area, free ofdisturbance and clevated use 
associated with motorized recreation. All winter range areas should be prQtected from ever snQW 
motorized use. The Sublette-Juniper and Rockland Valley areas are somelhat seem inadequately 
protected wlten wintering big game are particularly vulnerable. Needed enforcement to restrict use 
to well designed and maintained roadsitrails for soil COIIservatiou could be another argument for 
development of IIll MOU to allow IDFO enforcement oftravel regulations. 

7-A-70 	

Currently, the IDFG is struggling with I.w.' deer productivity and buck 10 doe ratins. One thing we 
hear time and lime again is hunters WQuld like to have maximum hooting opportunity witll bigh 
buck doe ratios, One strategy that would help with !hili would be to place seasonal closures during 
dIe big game seasQns, thus reducing lmck vulnerability while providing high levels of QPportunity. 
See below for citatiQns regarding elk and deer vulnerability to harvest. 

7-A-7l 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

7-A-65: Recreation management direction in the Proposed RMP has 
been modified to restrict snowmobiles to designated routes in big 
game winter range areas. 

7-A-66: BLM's baseline information for travel plans will utilize trail 
inventory data collected through on-the-ground data collection, 
trails in existence on the 2004 NAIP photos or USGS topog
raphical maps as of January 1,2005. Trails that have been pio
neered since these photos/maps were created will not be consid
ered a route. 

7-A-67: Designating specific routes within travel management areas 
is beyond the scope ofthis planning effort. BLM will develop a 
separate Travel Management Plan following the completion of 
the RMPIEIS. 

7-A-68: Travel management plans denoting route designations will be 
developed following the RMP planning effort. Refer to Action 
B-RE-4.2.6 for criteria to be considered in the development of 
travel management plans. 

7-A-69: Refer to Action B-RE-4.2.6 for criteria to be considered in 
the development of travel management plans. 

Refer to Action B-RE-4. 1. 1 1 to proposed designated routed in 
the Soda Springs Hills Management Area. 

7-A-70: Designating specific route will occur in the development of 
travel management plans. At that time, BLM will give consid
eration to limiting use to single track vehicles on certain desig
nated routes. Action B-RE-4.2.6 identifies criteria that would be 
considered in travel management plans. 

Development of an MOU to allow IDFG to enforce travel regula
tions is outside ofthe scope of this document. Weare open to 
discussions to address cooperative management of public lands. 
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Responses 

7-A-71: Action B-RE-4.1.5  recognizes existing seasonal closures and Action B-RE-4.2.5 allows for the identification  of seasonal  restrictions, which is consis-
tent with  43CFR 8364.1  – Closure and Restriction Orders  . 



Mi'l,m!~ U{d~;{ rf!kf1ffi' H~'ttld}f.* 

Responses 
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Comments 

Thcr~ an: J1mncrouS studi.:s that suggest ulOlorilca lravd impacts \vildlir~. her~ .In:. 3 f\.'w selections 
~p"dfically d~aling with ,ker and elk, 

7-A Rocky Mountain Elk 

11 is well documented that rocky mountain elk (Cer",., e/apilm tle/som) arc impllckd by mottll'll"d 
use, Phillips (199&} Mmol1strated that repeated di,plac'CIl1Ctlt during tlw calving scason ",:sulted in 
major d..;"ciitl1?s in sUI'Ytytll of ~lk c,at\'~s 

Wisdom (2004) found Ihal (lfl'road recrc'l(itmal ael;,c;ti"s stich as hiking. ATV·,. mOll11!ain biking 
and horseback hllve an dfect 011 elk bdunior, 'Ille Iwo Ill("l prollollllced wctC ATY's 1md 
mountain bikes, Wisdom /t)und Ihilt elk night n:sl'ol1sC ditl"r.:d alllong 011' road recreational types: 
llight r"spous.,,; of hikers wag found to b~ SSG yards (_31 miles), ho,."eh.ck rid.:rs 820 yards (.47 
mik,), and AT,\", 1.640 yard, (,93 miks). -n1is ,ngg"'!s tl",t \\h,l~ "II. ()ffroad re~r~"ti"" Iypes 
impact. dk~ )..TV's have a s.ignEl1~~ant dlc.d i)U elk tlight distances, Bnth mo\'cm~nt nt0S and 
probahilitics uftlighl r~sponsc~ \\,·cn: higher t'O·r ATV and Hlountaill hike dding than fiJf horseback 
riding 1md hiking, 

Ikyond hahit~'l displacement. itl~rcu~cd mO\.\!Jl1ent' nu~; IHts all asst)Ciatcd physi~~logical dl~CL 
.hAins-nn (2004) found that in('ft.:as~d m()V¢lnen( nll...: during hUllting sc-·nson .,;~U1 rl,;.'-$.ult in a to()'Q 
reduction in hod\' fa! {ilr a lactating ""w in the fall.. 'n,i, figure is cOl1,crvlIli,'c for the Carihou ,:\F 
hecaw;c it was b~,ed on the "sslll11pticll1 of l1allerrain, Cook d aL (2004) suggesl lila! elk 
reprodudion m,ay be an~ct~d wh~n body fat nlU~ bel_ow 9 p~n..'~nt and marginally an:~ctai ilt l~vd~ 
9-1 J r>erc~nl. Johnson (2004) also suggc~ts the .:nergdi~ costs- LU ~luding hunters may b~ substantial 
undt:r ~l coolbination of high hnnkr densiti¢Si mld tong hunting st:a:SOI1S, Johnson (2004) also 
sugg~$t~ that it is possible (0 r~:strict human 'h:ces~, p~u1icularJy motorized H.eccs,s, as; a pan of 
hunting seasons~ and s1i.~1 a~~ommodatt: high~r hUf'l~t..;r detlslty with<)~1.1 negmive energdic C(}$1S on 
llon~ht1rv"skd animals. This do..:s not apply to fandSl.:apcs that provide ea~c ofmoY"menl~ i.c. tlal 
krraiu. 

Tl"ame or lIsag" of roads and Irans has also b""" ,hownl" impact elk. Wisdom (2004) fOlmd lilal 
dk sd1!clcd [or areas: with rO~lds that had little lO tW tranic. and ':l\'oidcd h~avny us(;d roadr; and 
nh)t~)rized traits_ Cole o!t al (1997) studi0d RQo~~veIt Elk priOl"to and' during implementation of 
road m,lnag'l!ment ~lr~a..'-); tR::\Ll).. R:\V\'~ w...:r.: ilITe"s ofr;:.duced lrafft.;;~ where lr,;,tllh" \\'~S Iimit~d to 
USFS :uJmini.slrari,,·c U~e (fir~. r~$.:nrdl. fnl'S::l'it managemenL elc.,t "!lley lhund thal.;ow cdl\. s.urvival 
increased significantly \\'ith the impkm~ntation of R\IA·s, Onley attrihute much ofthis.1n a 
r.:duction ill poa~hing. poaching tll0l1ality silc-s are dosloZ'r to- open roads than legal mortality' sites 
(Smith 0' al 1994), Cole d aL 1997 conduded thai iu g~n"raL limited ace,,;;, manag"l11enlll1ay 
iw:.rct}sc sUlviYal and reproouction of clk pop-ular1()n$. 

Il-illis. (1991) dt."scrihcd that minwmm ~izi!d M,,!'i\ providing dl ~c~Hrify as. a nonlinear \..'ovcr P~'h:h 
gr"ilkr than 250 a,"res in ;;i/'; <lnd 11I<'r" 111m, .5 l1liles frol1l an open road, Ililli' :,ls() cautioned th,,! 
sro::curity c·over cannot he ddin~f,.i 11Y" it '\;oo-kbook~' f~cipc" but lTIusl h~ Jdemlin~d .and mapped by 
'lu"lifi~d IOClll hiologists ill c(m,id.:r:lI'Oll of an po!enlilli ""r;"bl"s, W.:bcr (1,996) concluded thaI 
Co,\rcr pa1(:h~:;; d;,;-scribed hy Hmj~ (I ')91) might b,-" inade~ttlat.~., iUld that :;~curhy ~n::~:L" significantly 
gr~atcr than 250 acres Inight he needed If <llnoderat~ ie\-d (lf~un ~alTyov("r is. dl!~ired. Ager (2004; 
suggcMs tlHlt conn(:ctiyity of h;thitat lypc~ IS important They state that it is tikdy the elk dcns~.t): 1..0 
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Comments 

a. givJ.:11 tDnlging habitat was d~pcndc.nl on their ability lo ':011111,:...1 to s.uitabl~ SC'-~\1rify' aF~as. 
ill!1lt~tl"ed by Ih~ 'pali,1I .lrrangcmem ofhabh;lis on Ih" iand$i,apc and Ihe pf"scne,: of ,u;lable 
movement corridors 10 link. diul1laI .and noctull1ai hahitat<;:_ 

Lyon (1983) 8[[15g",I< thaI road density can reduc" habitat ,,,e slIootanliaily. 'lll"Y {(,und that with 
only hVt), mi:k::; of road~ open t,() \'chi~uhtr traffic per squrlfc mltc~ th~ al~ei1 atl:e,~t~d Ca.1l ~as.ily <!,,\,('~,,,d 

halfoI' the ,wailabl" elk habitat. '111is resca,.::h is prior 10 the OHV recreaJi.onal hootr1- t 'ns"01111 
(1998) recommend~ a larger' ponton of nHtI1ag~d aror:.as mainL:dncd in covli!r and more re~tri(.~l.i\"~ 
acc~s.!iI m~nUlge1l1cJ1{ than is cUlTcnfiy praclicF;!d on mOi\1 national farestt'. 'nll~ ar.ca sttHi~' was 

lo""ted in Ckarwakr National Foresl 1,,""1«1 in Northern [d"ho. 

,,\11£/" D""r 
"nt..: irJll,."ractron of mlll~ dC'I.!r (Oducoi/ens hemionus) .and OH\" ll';;O i~ not a:s \\ eli docum~nt~d a~ is 
dk ..ml Oil\' ,,,e. H,nveveL lil. p"ul'ity ,,['muk decr and Ot/V m;,' dil,a does Il(>! mean Il1al.II1"(l' 

21re not intera.::t"ions or jnlpaCls.. Future rc~ca.rt..'h \-\'m hetter address. the relationship ht.!"tWt!!i!il 

motorlz~d ft:".:rcatiun and mule de",r. rh~ follo\ving is.a ('.ompiiation ofwhnt exist CUffel.Hly', 

R.;:-~rc.;.lt.imul u!-;~ by htun;:ms on t"t.)l)t and l.nt)t{)rjl~d \,lZ"hidc";$ !-)Hch ,a, mOlt,'i-fcy·c.ks, fOUl' Vdl~d ..."'1·:K, and 
~no\\'mobiks: ~an result. in behavioral,chiUlg.r.!S~ and in some cases_ do-cnm'l?ntcd rcducltOU~ in 
ropmdlletive slice." in mule deer (Yallllo\oy 1988), Wisdom (2004)li",,,d that mule de"" did nol 
n..,h as j'ar or ~ho" the magnitude of "Yoid,Ulc" bchllVi<>f that elk did, rather the\' sought "ut d"",,' 
COVeL \Visdoll1 (2004) :;.ugg.~st~ thal tillS extra lim~ sp~nl in d~nse ~ovcr n.l.:t:,"' r~suh in r~dm.:ed 
f(}[aging (;PP(ldunit ics~ ~U1d a ~ub!-';;quenl reduction in t)pportunitlcs tn put on ntt res-¢n.·'..,:-s in tFti,!' 

$-pringtsuruml.!'r whkh are ,"nl,"'lal to o\'~r \\ inh'r sun:jvaL 

Additionally, Wi,dom (2IlD4) fbulld thaI .I"",. "cr" li>lltld to ,dec! I110re ti.,. hc"vier tL,,, tQads wilh 
higher lmHic. Cse p..:akl!d in thcl'~ art!,lS at nigbt when foao.;l-:;; It'HI the It..~'l';;-l amount ()ftraffi~·. DIZ~'f 

s.d.i':cHon ("().. the:.:;e arcns c~u, l1i! ;:utrlhut~d to elk .ay(}jd;mc~ bd,H1Viot'. ,,)f th).temiaHy u :;e{~.ctitHl tor 
habitat nll:l:nag~ment proximate to road\!d ardas.:, \Visd.om (2004) st...l,l~S ;,. TIms. thr.: 111.051 plausHl~~_ 

logkaI explanation f(w lh~s-c distrihuti.on.t1 shifts 1S; that elk arc s~t1sh.iv~ to tndfic hut tHor..., SL':nSlliv~ 
h) hunting prl,;,-'S:S:Ufc, and that mule dlO!(!f' are- :;"t."I"m;.itlvc to t.h~ pr~sentl:e of elk.-' 

Comments specl/i(; to BLA! man(tgcd lands ilJlhe Samal'lus, the }fanset.'J.. and {he FtleaseFl'lv;ev,,: 
Jiounrams, 

The r;:ll!'k l)f a .ravel tnHnagtclm1;."t1t plan on th~s,.; lanu.\ ha:-; led 10 matI): pionet.:'fcd traiJ~ throughout the 
:trea. cr~3tiug. CroS·lt)l1. hahit~it fhlgnl~.nhtb()n, and Sl.:'CUrlt)/ \"-()Vcr is:su~s fix l11ulr.; d;:1,,':f t!spl.,~t;i.any 
during lh;.!' hunting ~":ll.';ol·! i1!-i well as t)l} winter runge- vdth antler hunteJ'x. primi.ltily. OHV 
t:lllhu::;las:L:s in (he- spring at..: am)th~r p.fobh:m. 

AIt~matlv~ C's emphasis is to manage lands for a variety of non-motorizcd.~ mechanize.d. and 
Illotorizcd \')ppt)rlunili'c~ with ~Ul ~mphaR.is on n()tl~mQ·t0r17Cd aud m-cchanized opportltniti\o!s-. Tn 
addr-c:..-s the;";" iSSlh,':S; W~ provide th~ t(~nowing r~cmml1~ndations: 

1. 	 Ali OUl1..TOSS-counlry: travd sh'l.:mld he prohibited and a (ravel managemt':nl pl'an similar to 
t.he l:SFS's rO~ld management pkm with a map WQuld be J step in tbi! right diH"l:lloll, 'l11is 

7-A-72 

Responses 

7-A-72: Management direction throughout action items under 
Objective B-RE-4, 1 reinforce that cross-country travel will 
not be allowed, 

Action 8-RE-4.2,7 identifies products such as maps and 
brochures that will be developed and made available through 
a variety of media sources, 
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Comments 

would allow IDF<i to betlcr "nfora our OilV hunting rule.. \s il slands now_ it is v;'111ally 
lmpos$ible to I.!nrorCe on BL.\,lland b~..::aus~ a IX~I.)n ~:.m go anY1,,,here. Closing many of 
these pioneered tmils penllanellt!y would really hull' reduce the vulnerabililY "I' l1\ule decr 
bucks during th~, hunting 5~ason~ less.:n habItat rragmenlatiot1~ and n:-secding ofthes:..... illegal 
traits. would reduce erosion. 

2. 	 Lack "r Enfor,enh:lu seemed 1<, be a C0I1",'111 inl!!e pim!. Olle WllY 10 address this wI.wld be 
li)r fDFG tv £"\ "II ~IO[J with the BLM like we have with the Forest Service I,) ail,)w tHII" 

pCffl{)mlt~1 to !l;}nforc~ lllcir road CrOSUf'o~~. 

~ 7-A-73 

3. 	 I\.-1ost I'ccn:~itional adivi1y on BL~'( O~CUJ'S during the hunting season and during the l"pring 
with anik~r pickup and r~,r.;r~.ttionisls iil\.~hing lo giJ( out of the hous-e on their OHV's._ A If;lVd
managcml.!"lH plan designating fhU-.s.iz~d n~hjd~ roads. anti /\TV uails. IS pr(lhably sufficient 
for the hunting scaSOll_ '\ slt!asonat motorized do:surc in certain arll!as say from Dc-cctnhl.!f ] 
through }'hy 15th (walk in and'or horse back only) (or ,,'mcthing like than may lessen 
t.iislurhanl.'c jmp~lcl:,;, to \\,int~ring bi.g garnc~ and prc\:ent erosion. etc during the ~pring muddy 
seas·on. 

7-A-74 

nlC US shonld IIlduM a lillie Imc for tile et'1I11)kwll1 ,\rth~ pr<>poiicd Ira\<l1 p],lll. IDl'G <UPJwrts 
Ihe NstrH.:lr,'l1 ofoVer sl1c1\\ ,chid", 011 big g,mlC "1ll1er range area'. as pr<)poscd III \ltcmall\-C C.7 -A-75 f 
and 1(1 1,,,'1 hdic\ C litiS is l1eccssalJ in ",der 10 acllk\e the \\ ildlife goals prop,)Sed the DElS. U)FU 
d('l~5: I1t)t SUppO;11h¢ pn)poR~d ~H:tlon 111 alt('n1nU\ 1C B to mamtam -0:\lstmg 01 n ~ routo.::-s ttl tho;! trn\.d 
p!a!l It" und""r If the defini1iOll ,,/ an e~"tlltg muk one thaI I' e,tabhshed at Ihe tlllle the EIS IS I
adopled or ,II the lime the traver plan" estahhshed 1-,xIslmg rlmt"" should be c\aluakd rel"!,,e to

7 _A_76 

I,each oth~r, r~'S,Olln.::1i! valUe!; and other land uses. ({outes are being ph)JlC'~I~cd and i.~xpandcd rcg.ulady 

:; and "iii cominue i<) he ulltilthe travel plan is adopwd and heyond. We bdie"" the travd plan 
 
process should include an ')PIl<lrtunity to look ill OIl\' lise inll much more comprehensive way 
 

7 -A-77 

I: dereats the !,ull',)se of th" tfllwl plauningpl'oc,,,"s to lint allow decisions 10 llIade ahout Ih" 
 
~ nppf()pr1.aten.:s~ oX' n.:~d fbr travel in ~pl.!".;,:ifk arcuS or on .spccifil2' rHuk~. 


7 A 78 
- -

S,)ccial Designations 

EVt:'tl though A.dminjsll'ali\'t~ l~:sigll.atiol1s wcr..?: identified as 11 n~cd for change there appears to hi! 
V\l,Y link di1TeroI1cc bdwccl1lh~ ait¢!1l:ltiw.s, Alt~I1Iali\'e, A. B. C. and D have the sultle 
management actions fbr (he ACECs and RN:\~. hnpucL"l. to wildlife an.' amllyz~d to hi! thlt sam~ for 
all altemal;,·" ('"eepl as they pertain Lt.' tile I}COp"""! to add" 4()O acre RN;'L 

7-A-79 	

i'eltic"", Peak arca ;, ctUNntly ulHkr a WSA dcsigmu;otl. The Ut},·! [(nmd il unsuitahle \') be a 
wildcme", area. Ill"ref')fe, ;fCongrcss Nv·;ews it and lind, it tll1suilabk too, it will re,a[ back I() 
ulldesignalcd lal1lb. ·11.10 propm;cd 40() a(~'C RNA will !lot make up 1<11' the loss of o\'er J 1,000 ",res 
of l}1'cviollsly de,igll"kd wilderness study me" (WSA). 'Illis will open lip this large primitive dmnl 
ofland to things like di!-iposaL iH{)re gr~~zing, inerc~l$~d OB V lISC, and incrca~cd mineral and energy 
exploration. 

7-A-80 	

Ihc propr!osed Petticoat Pr0ak RN.'"\ ~houfd b~, induded ttl aU adlo11 ait'IJrnalh:r.:~ .and the acreage 

increased to mcludc an th~ \VS~\ .il-cn:s,, nll.~ ar¢~l has.hlgh. value lor \"illdht..: habitat and wddlrk 
7-A-8J rl 

Re~ponses 

7-A-73: Enforcement issues are beyond the scope of this RMP, 
Initiating MOUs is an administrative activity, which can be 
completed independent of this planning effort. 

7-A-75: Management direction from Alternative C will be carried 
forward into the Proposed RMP to restrict snowmobile use to 
designated routes only in big game winter range areas. 

7-A-74: Route designation and identification of seasonal closures 
will be addressed during the travel management process. 

7-A-76: Roads are to be considered existing if they can be found on 
the 2004 NAIP Photos, DOQs as of2004, most current USGS 
topographical maps as of January 1,2005, or were ground
truthed during route inventory process. Refer to Action 8-RE
4.1.6, 

7-A-77: See response to comment 7-A-76, 

7-A-78: This comment is consistent with Objective B-RE-4.2, 
which states "Implement comprehensive travel management 
planning utilizing strategies for motorized, mechanized and 
non-motorized recreation," 

7-A-79: Administrative Designations were identified as a need for 
change in order to propose designation of the Petticoat Peak 
RNA. 

7-A-80: Should Congress find this area unsuitable as Wilderness 
any future federal actions would be assessed under the NEP A 
process. With regards to land tenure adjustments, this area is 
identified within a Zone 1, Retention Area. 
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Responses 

7-A-81: The proposed Petticoat Peak RNA is described under Alternative B, which will be carried forward into the Proposed RMP (Action PP-AD-l.l.l). 

The Petticoat Peak WSA was recommended based upon roadless areas. The proposed Petticoat Peak RNA has been proposed to protect unique and un
disturbed vegetative communities (Objective B-AD-l.l). Therefore, the proposed RNA would be designated to protect these values as a result of this 
RMP even if congress acts on the WSA recommendation and determines the WSA non-suitable for wilderness. 
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Comments 	
r...:lated rccn:ation and lh¢~io!: valu~ need \0 b~ prQ(cct;.;d when l,;-,ongr\::ss a-cts on tho;:: r~t:Qnlm.:ndnti('lU 
that the area i~ 0(11 sui1ahk for \\rild('nl~SS dcsignatJ<'tl, 'TIw impacts oflos,ing th~ \VSA de~igtlutt()n 
and not retaini.ng any rcstriclivc/prole-clivc ~lClion;'oi should l}e, analyzed. 

7-A-82 

IDFO re~'omrnl.'"nds thai the culirt! Petticont Pc-ak \VSA be dC!'tignated as; .. RNA. ratlh."T than just a 
400 acre pared, 7-A-83 ~ 
~"nlcre arc no manag~m~nl aclion~ that af(' incompatiht~ \\'it11 the nl~j~-ct.i\'cs Qr management 
pr~s~riptions for sp ..·d,al dcslgnatjon~ {p. .J~] 9 Sr'. "Ill'!:! is an inkres-ting ~tatement !,ccausl! (m page 
4-:1&2 '1~le, "Impnch Ii'om livestock usc in RNA's could r",ull in Ihe 1.>C!1lwn.;mlnss orvatti~. it" 
which Ih~ RKAs \\'d'(: de:signitt~,d:' 'nItS i~ v(:11~ contrndktory 1.0 the previous sttltclltcul. \Vhy Ii-; 
grazing l\ilt)\\'ed at all on [r~,A's or ;\CEC·s.~ wh¢ll it ~()llid impa~t the v~ry r;;;a,ons it wa$ giv(:'11 ;1 
sp~dal deSignation? 

A-7-84 

If tloll'"ssihk al Ihis time, a list of .Jeska!>lc ACEC cOlltiidates ,hnuld \)" developed and mainL1,,,,,t! 
for futur~ C'onsic.kratioll.. S('Hl1~ sugg,~sliml$ dUe to thdr import(UlI.7"~. as muk- d\!~r winter nmg..:-s 
wOll.ldhc: 

7-A-85 

L 	 Soda Springs Hilb :vr.:magcm~nt ar~;;l 
2. Blackrock Canyon area 

], 1'."" Bear l,:lkd Plateau 
 

4 WCSI Sid~ of Ro~khUld Vall,,!, 

5. 	 \I~"d(}w Creek Area 
6. 	 I'h" ),I"lad f "ce 
7. 	 All BUt land nnlhe Easl side ofhwy 34 from Soda Springs to Montpelier below 75no Icet 

in elt;:vatitm 

'111<1.nk yml for' <I.Howing lit' 10- !.);)mn'~nt on (his dt)CumcnL \\-',.; It)ok t~)f\vard tt') \\''tlrking \vith Y(lU in 
the fi,lu"". PI"",,, red th,,, 10 contacll'ncatello rcgic'nal stall' al (20S) 2J2·,nm. 

Sin(:~rcly, 

;"Iark Gatll!>li", 
Regional SupeTvisor 

cc: Rt.!gion 5 Statr 
"RBI' 

Responses 

7-A-82: Congress has not made a decision as to whether any WSAs 
in the PFO planning area will be designated as Wilderness Ar
eas or released. As such, impacts from these reasonably foresee
able actions are assessed under the Cumulative Impacts section 
(Future Actions), 

7-A-83: The Petticoat Peak WSA has been identified to Congress as 
not suitable for Wilderness Area status, However, the 400 acres 
proposed as the Petticoat Peak RNA does have unique vegeta
tion and with an RNA designation, this area would be managed 
to maintain those unique resources, 

7-A-84: Grazing is not allowed in some of the RNAs and ACECs, 
Please refer to action items found under Objective B-AD-l, 1 & 
B-AD-I.2· 

RNAs located within allotments where grazing is allowed, have 
generally not been grazed due to terrain and/or lack of water. If 
necessary, livestock grazing would be adjusted to maintain the 
values of the RNA or ACEC. 

7-A-85: An area must have an 'imminent or immediate threat' to be 
considered for an ACEC designation. There is no known imme
diate threat to this area and therefore does not warrant designa
tion as an ACEC 

Also, management direction from Alternative C will be carried 
forward into the Proposed RMP to restrict snowmobile use to 
designated routes only in big game winter range areas. 
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Comments 

Litc.r.ltllrc Citcd 

.\gClr. A. A. 11 l\. Preisler. B. h. Johns"Il, and 1. G. "-ie. 20(J4. ).·Ioyemenls ,md Habit'll US" 01 
R,)ck" Moum'li" Elk a"d. ~,11l1" Deer. Tran,acliotls "fthe :'-:orlh American Wildlife and 
Nalm:al R~soLlrc~' CunfercHc<J 69: in press, 

'\UJlrJ. K. t. 198 ~. IJHpact t)f ,"vinter rr.!crcationists on wildJiti.: in it put110n of Yellow'slone :\ationaJ 
Park Wyoming. lh"sis. "lonlana Sta'" Un;\,.. Hozel11an.. 'vlolliana. CSA 

Aus:lin. D.O. 2000. ~r.maging livestock grazing fbr muk d.eer (Chl(JcOlleu~~ hemionus) 011 \vinkr 
,ang" in the Greal B,,,;n. We,t",." ]>;"nh Amerkan "aluralist 60: 198-203. 

Ch:;.m~y~ \V, Eimon: and \V, Ph,lUs. 199)" Livc~h~k grazing on \h~;s.tenl rirHlrian zirca..... t:.S. 
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United States Department ofthe:b~te~i()r 

u. S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

ReSiGn. VA 201 ~1 

APR,O 52007 in Reply Reier To: 
Mail Stop 423 

Terry Lee Smith, Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
43:50 Cliffs Drive 
 

Pocatello, Idaho 83204 
 


Subject: Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Jmpact Statement fnr the 
Pocatello Field Office 

As requested by tbe Bureau of Land Management in con'espondence dated February 2, 2001, tbe 
U.S. Geological S)lrvey (USGS) has reviewed the subject draft resource management 
plan/environmental impact statement (RMPfEIS) and offers the following comments. 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

Section 4.2.3 Soils, page 4-48 

The draft RMP/EIS addresses the issue ofselenium release from ongoing Of future phospbate 
mining operations. The USGS has conducted research pertaining to the potential toxicity of 
selenium to fish, wildlife, and their habitats as it relates to selenium contamination associated 
with phosphate mining in southeast Idabo. Pertiuent references include Piper and others (2000) 
and Hamilton and Buhl (2003). nlese research results are available on the Internet at 
!.illn;J1www.ce~c.lIsgs.govlFRS.Webl!.C!:.alllilQwl.eseru:ch.htm. 

8-A-l 

Section 4.2.9.3 Impacts Common to All Alternatives, Impacts !roln Minerals and Energy 
Direction, pages 4-Z36 to 4-238 

The section describes potential water-quality effects but is quite vague, including phrases like "It 
is difficult to estimate the final chemistry ofwater discharged...": 'The effects ofthL~e reactions 
are difficult to accurately estimate. ,." The purpose ofan EIS is to communicate to decision 
makers and the public the potential environmental consequences ora proposed action and 
possible alternatives. When information is lackil1g, supplemental studies are conducted to 
SUppOlt environmental assessments. The USGS Idaho Water Science Center has undeJtaken 
studies that may be relevant to this assessment and infblmation about the findings from these 
studies can be obtained from Mark Hardy, !lIe Center's Water Quality Specialist at (208) 387
l.352. 

8-A-2 

Responses 

8-A-l: Thank you for the additional information. BLM is aware 
of much of this information. It is very pertinent and informa
tive and will be utilized as appropriate in future NEPA analy
sis related to implementation considerations for specific phos
phate leasing and mining proposals. 

8-A-2: Environmental assessment at the planning level is under
taken in a more general fashion. More specific impacts from 
phosphate mining will be assessed in detail at the project im
plementation level. 

NEP A documents for implementation level projects such as 
new phosphate leases or proposed mine and reclamation 
plans, will incorporate more detailed information such as that 
available from the USGS Science Center and other sources as 
applicable. 
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Stdlon4.2.9, Impaots COllllP.on to All AU""",.tives, Impacts f .. o." Minerals and Ene.-gy 
Diredlon, page 4-237, ""rond {sU paragrnph, fawil. senteRfe 

This sen\"nce implies that water falling on the disturbed areas is withdrawn from the conlnOuling
watershed of the Streams. This oversimplifies the potential situation and contmdicis the fonrth 
jJI1l11IgTaph, The second paragraph should continue the analysis to de.enoe the ultimate fille at 
the preeipitation • any wat",· thai does not evaporate couk! migrate through the ground-water 
system and ullimately reclmrge the stream significantly later and further downstream from the 
pits and storage .1'eas, and with Wlknown water quality, 

8-A-3 

SeetioIl4.2.9.3 Impacts Common to AU Alternatives, Impods from !'tIm.ralg and Energy 
Direct/on, page 4·238, tap of page 

This section contains tbe assortion 'These strategies and BMPs have not yet been monitored over 
allY extended period oftime, so their effectiveness is cJtpecled through general expetience to be 
sufficient at this lim",'" It would benefn the public if the docwnenl included ,orne support for 
Ihis conclusion con.id.,ing the Jack ofiong,tclm monitoring dala to verifY the effectivelless of 
pmposed mitigative actions in tills type ofhydrologic setting. 

8-A-4 	

REFERENCES 

l'IamUto1!. SJ, and Buht, K.J. 2003. Selenium and othertra<:e elements ill waxer, sediment,
aquaxic plan1S, aquatic invertebrates, and fisb from streams in southeastern Idaho near 
phosphote mining opern1ions: May 2001, The USGS Final Report as part of the USGS 
W,,-,[em U.s. PhOJlphate Project, 65 pages 

8-A-5 	

Piper, n,Z.. Skoupa, J.P" Presser, T,S" Hardy, M.A, HatrultOll, S,J., Huebner, M" and
GuLbrandsen, R.k 2000, TIle Phosphoria Formation at the Ho! Springs Mine in Southeast 
ldaho: A source of selenium and other trace elements to surface water, ground water. 
vegetation, alld biota, Tlte USGS Open File Report 00·050, 77 pages. 

8-A-6 	

Thank you for the <>pportwrily to levie", and comment on this draft RMPIEIS. If you have any 
q"~.stions concerning our comments. please contact Lloyd Woosley, Chief ofthe USGS 
Environmentul Affairs Program, at (703) 648-5028 or.' Iwoosl!Q1<iiusgs.gov 

Sincerely, 

for Science Applications 

Responses 

8-A-3: Section 4.2,9 has been revised based upon this comment. 

8-A-4: Environmental assessment at the planning level is undertaken 
in a more general fashion. The plan is not incorporating any 
programmatic or specific phosphate leasing or mining approvals 
that require development of specialized BMPs. Example BMPs 
are offered in Appendix C and elsewhere in the RMPIEIS docu
ment, however, it is outside the scope of this planning effort to 
develop BMPs for phosphate mining, 111ese BMPs are more 
appropriately developed for specific leasing or mining propos
als. BLM is deferring development of those types ofBMPs to 
implementation of phosphate development proposals. 

8-A-5: Reference noted. 

8-A-6: Reference noted, 
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April 4, 20m 

Bureau or Land Management 
ATTN: TC'TY Smith, Pro,iect Mallager 

4350 Cliffs Drive 
 

Pocatello, [D 83204 


Dear Terry: 

The Idaho State Department of Agriculture (lSDA) appreciates the opportunity to comment On 

the Draft Poc.,'tteUo Resource .iV1anagernenl Plan and EnvirontHental Imp.ac~ Statement, hereafter 
shown as the DEIS. We hope that our comments wilt be beneficial in finalizing a resouece 
management plan (RMP) that will guide nClivil;cs for many years to come 011 the public lands 
managed by the Burea" of L1nd Marlageme"! (BLM). 

The DEIS states in all altentativl!$ that over 80+% of the }al:d under your administration is going
to continue to be alttllorized for livestock grazing. In chapter 2 sections 2.7, 2.2, 2.9, 2.10 and 
2.1 t h.:tvc no specific management guidance tor aU tile aHelJ,lativcs that address the sustainabiIity 
of lives lock grazing as a key comp-oncnt. TSDA is concem,cd that livestock grazing not. oeing 
addressed as a key component in your altemat~ves_ makes it 2 lower priority to the k,ey 
component, that you have address~'<i ;n the four altematives (special statu. species, land (crIme 
adjustments, mineral and energy rcsources,.. OHV lTIi:H1agCll1em and nre tnanagement). ISDA 
would like to see livestock grnzing U.s a key component 

9-A-I 

The dl,.1clunenl rccogn~:zes "given thal private, state", and other federal lands are· interspersed with 
public lands, these lands could bc influenced 0 .. be ,ndirectly .Heeled by BLM management 
actions." This is very true in all area such as that encompassed by the Pocu!eflo Field Office 
(PFO) bo,mcmies, and we COlma! sny ifimpacts to adjoining landowners have been cons;elt:,red 
in all inst,mces. [SDA encourages aT! ongoing dialogue. especially where speciallalld 
management designations may be proposed, 

9-A-2 

One ofrhe m •.llagcnlent needs brought forlh in the DES ;s that orldelltifying guidance for 
relrabilitatillg public lands after wildll.re (Page ES-5 ofthe Executive Sutnmnry). Ttlo minimum
h,,·o growJng, season rest period stmem.enl On page 2-28 is too. j'estricltve and docs not comply 
with 13LM Hnndbaok 1742-1 guidance which a.lrow, for a shoHer period if objectives call be 
achieved sooner. The. two growing season restriction is also mentioned throughout the document 
for many other vegetative projects. We llelicve that the new .hmdard o[managing for reasonable 
and obtainable objectives silot).ld be the criteria to follow in detenllining when to allow livestook 
to graze an area. We have been working with yom office, as weU as olber BLM offices ill 
sOUlhcm Idaho 10 pl'Oj}erly address when liveslock grazing can resume, whether afier seeding or 
through natural recovery of a sile. We appreciate tbe coopcrntioll .x(ended by BLM in this 
maHer since it can have a serious impact on individual graziug operations. 

9-A-3 

Responses 

9-A-l: Refer to Section 2.4, which addresses livestock grazing in 
relation to the various alternatives. 

9-A-2: Thank you for your comment. 

9-A-3: The issue identified in your comment has been addressed. 
Refer to responses to comments 7-G-94 and 23-1-4. 
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Comments 	

Section 2.9 pg 2-58, under management action B-SS-1.2.3, states thaI the guidelines for greater
sage-grouse habitats would be implemented as adapted from COllnelly e! al (2(00); and pg 2-59, 
aclioll 8-55-1.2.4 slales that the guidelines for Collll1lbilUl sharp-tailed grouse habitats would be 
implemeoted as adapted ITom Giesell and COlluelly(1993). ISDA is concerned that yotlr 
document is referencing guidelines for the management of special sratus species at the land tlse 
plan level rather than at the sitc specific pl'Oject level. ,Ve believe guidelines arc developed for 
and are adjustable to the sped lie site needs. 

9-A-4 

The DEIS talks about following the gllideiilles in protecting leks from disturbances fr0111 
permitted activities for 0.6 mi.le from Marcil I to May 31. Neither this statement nor these dates 
are shown in the guideline dOCLlment, but a statement is made that "liming ofenergy exploration, 
developmcnt, and construction activity" should be adjusted to minimize disturbance of sagc
grouse breeding activities. ISDA requests that no adjustment be made to existing livestock 
operations due to this perceiVed contlie!. Doing so would create an economic hardship on 
gr:u.ing permittees, would not allow for flexible ullotment management, and would not be 
necessary since livestock grazing and sage~gt'ollse activity on leks has been ongoing concum:ntly 
for over one htmdred years. 

9-A-5 	

On page 3·53. second I}aragraph, YOll talk about predation of the greater sage grouse. To gel 
	 'updated informati.ol1 on this subject, w.e recolllmc.nd that you contact Pete Coates, graduate 

student at Idaho 5late University 011 the research that he has done 011 the predators ofsage· 
grouse. He clln be contacted at coalpcle@istl.cdu. 

9-A-6 '.. 

As a side-llO!C, on the management of sage-grouse habitat (0 avoid lisring oflhis species under 
the Endangered. Species Act (ESA), we encourage the BLM [0 be a main party in the recently
initiated .effot't to produce a. conservation plan through \Vork of rile Easlcm ldltho Uplands Sage
grouse Local Working Group (J...WG), and to continue to be pallY to the efforts oftlle Greater 
Cmlew VaHey LWG. 

9-A-7 

rcgards.(o Sh<lrp-rai!cd.gl'OlISC and sage-gro.use, l.l.age 4-311 slates that "adequate nesting. In 
: habitat requires one lull year of undisturbed growth." This is nollrue since regrowth of 
· herbaceous vegetation foilowillg gn.zing may also be sufficient 10 meet guidelines. 

9-A-S 

[SDA has a c.onccm tor how grazing management is being outlined in the area along the 
Blackfoot river. Throughout the document and discllssion of impacts ofalternatives, closure of 
aflOll1lCmS Or reductions in gndng usc is tied. to (I) statements that the driveway did not allow 
for the creation ofallolments, and (2) the need {Of improved riparian management. Since the 
Blackfoot Stock Driveway was created prior to the Taylor Grazing Act, tlle statements made 
throughout the document that grazing allotments were not palt orthe designation is irrelevant. 
Allotment cQ~si.deraliQn did not exist prior to enactment oftllc Taylor Gra7;ing Act. Also, if 
riparian management is a c.oncem along ce.tain stretches of the river, that issue should be 

, addressed through the Standards and Guidelines allotment assessment ilnd determination process 
and not tied to a perceived conflict with trail herds. This is pmticlliarly true since there arc few 

. places where trailed herds can access the river. 

9-A-9 	

· On page 4-160 in the paragraph "Impacts from Livestock Grazing Direction" the statement is 
r..:.. made that the acquired lands in the Soda Springs Hills Management Arca would no! he available 
. for livestock grazing. We recommend that you leave some flexibility to authorize livestock as a 

9-A-10 

Responses 

9-A-4: The direction for sage- and sharp-tailed grouse has been re
vised in the Proposed RMP; see PP-SS-L3.5, The guidelines, 
as appropriate, would be used on a case by case basis. 

9-A-5: The distances for leks and brood rearing/nesting have been 
updated in the Proposed RMP. Guidelines for protecting leks 
(.3 miles) from permitted activities would only be applied if a 
problem is detennined to exist with current grazing manage
ment from March 1 to May 31 (B-SS-l.2.3, #8) as determined 
through rangeland health assessments on an allotment or water
shed basis. 

9-A-6: The infonnation (page 3-53) in the DEIS agrees with Pete 
Coats'infonnation. His study was done in Nevada and identi
fied ravens as the primary nest robbing predator. However, the 
impact of ravens on sage grouse populations varies based on 
numerous factors such as presence of ravens, vegetative cover 
and age of the hen. 

9-A-7: Thank you for your comment. 

9-A-S: Yes, depending on site potential and precipitation, regrowth 
sufficient for nesting habitat may occur without a full year of 
rest. 

This management direction would ensure the maximum nesting 
cover quality that one full season of undisturbed growth could 
provide in these areas. 

Text in Section 4.3.3.6 has been clarified in the Proposed RMP. 
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Responses 

9-A-9: Yes, the BSD was created prior to the Taylor Grazing Act (1934) and did not allocate areas for livestock grazing. In the Proposed RMP Objective B
LG-1.3 has been revised to exclude "grazing allotments." 

In addition, respective management actions have been revised to reflect that the allotments currently being grazed may continue to be grazed if they are 
meeting or making significant progress towards meeting the Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health. Otherwise the allotment, or portions ofthe allot
ment, not meeting Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health would be closed or the allotment would be totally removed from grazing depending on the ex
tent that the allotment is not meeting Standards. 

9-A-IO: Livestock grazing would be allowed on a temporary non-renewable basis. Refer to response I-T-26. 
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management tool to nHlllagc the deer winter runge and to reduce fine fhel (page 4-194) on alt as 
nC<.>dcd basis. There arc Illany locations in the west were livestock have oeel1l'cl11oved and tb,e 
deer winter forage has become inaccessible. Livestock re·authorization bas then been made 
periodically 10 maintain the vegetation height for deer usc. 

There seems to be a paUern throughout the DEJS ofgrazing being seen only as having negative 
effects to soil and vegetation, This continues in the impacts to fish and wildlife section on page 
4-157. CO!lCemS with competition between livestock and wildlife for habitat, fellccs limiting 
wildlife. movement, and competition for forage during critica.l times (I1m'hillg, calving) an, the 
on Iy things mentioned, Dr. Phil Urness, a pro/essor of range ecology al Utah State University, 
has suggested Ihal there are four ways in which lives(oc.i<; grazing can improve forage for wild 
ungulates; alter the composition of the vegetation, increase the production ofselected species, 
increase the diversity ofhubitat by altering stnlclure, and i.ncrease the nutritive value oftbe 
lomge. 

9-A-ll 	

The livestock impacts (0 vegetation seclion {page 4-85) faiis to mention that individual plums 
will be stimulated through proper grazing, Ihus resulting in increased vigo,r and production. 

9-A-12 r 
" 

Page 4-45 shows impacts from livestock grazing 011 soils, om the discussion faits to mention 
beneficial impacts stich as trampling ofvcgetalive residue into the soil which wlil add to the 
organic component·" Ihus resulting in better soil stmeturc, and the addition of nutrients through 
feces and urine -thus resulting in OeHer soil productivity. The following page mentiollS 
something, similar to this, but the discussion is !11the "Irilpacts from Mincmls and Energy 

n Direction section. 

9-A-J3

On page 4<299 under the sublitle "Methods and Assumptions", the statement "One AUM 
reqllires six acres \0 pl'Oduce 800 pounds of forage (or suffi.cient [mage for a cow-calfpair}" is 
only an estimate for certain sites. Wc recommend that this figure not be used (or seen to be 
accurate by the public) 0)1 a gcncrnl hasis for authorizi.ng livestock ill future pennitlIc<lse 
rcnewals or for an application for a grazing pcnnitlle,ase. 

The creation or continued management ofspecial designated areas is portrayed in (he document 
(altemative C) as a situation which would necessitate closures to live.~lock grazing. fSDA asks 
that this not be seen as all automatic step but, rather, something 10 be done only where grozing 
cannot be adjusted ,md still meet lhe jlurpose orille designation. 

9-A-15 

On page 4-300, in the paragraph "Impact from Fish and Wildlife Direction" it is staled: 
Adjustment in livestock grazing management would occur if necessary 10 Ctlsure that 80% of the 
annual growth ofbrowse remains availahle 10 wildlife. We find 110 reference men!lollcd here nor 
on page 2-21 for the seemingly arbitrary figure of leaving 80% annual growtll ofsluubs for 
wildlife winter mnge. Since adjustments to livestock kind, stocking rate and seaSfiU ofUSe arc 
mentioned as steps which WOllld be taken [fthis figure is not reached, we are concerned that 
impacts to grazing operations could he suhstantial. We would like to see the rationale for the 
80% and then thaI it only be seen to address forage for an existing population,. and not to pMain 
10 all area that hus no wildlife popUlation, or a very Slllali population thaI is horng limited by 
other catlses. 

9-A-J6

!
 

9-A-Il: The RMP identifies the use of Idaho Standards for Rangeland 
Health to provide for on-going monitoring and assessment of 
livestock grazing activities. 

9-A-12: The section Impacts from Livestock Grazing Direction on 
Vegetation (page 4-895) does address the manipulation and im
provement of plant community composition, seed production and 
plant vigor. 

9-A-13: The beneficial impacts associated with proper grazing have 
been addressed in Section 4.2.3.3. 

9-A-14: This was an assumption for analysis purposes only. 

9-A-15: ACECs and RNAs are the only special designations that 
speak to livesto~k grazing. Alternative B is our preferred alterna
tive, which recommends carrying forward existing management 
direction for established ACEC's and RNAs. Existing manage
ment direction was established on a case-by-case basis, based on 
meeting the purpose of the designation. Several of the special 
designations manage livestock in a manner that allows for adjust
ments, if necessary, to maintain the values for which the area was 
designated. 

9-A-16: On typical deer winter range, all of the available forage 
(shrubs) could be consumed by deer. Realizing that livestock 
consume some shrubs (especially late in the summer) 20% use by 
livestock would be allowed. 

Based on soil type infonnation for public lands and estimating 
pounds of annual production of shrubs used by deer and live
stock, deer alone could consume all ofthe annual production at 
their current numbers. The 20% use by livestock allows some of 
the annual growth of shrubs to be used by livestock. The intent is 
to have livestock forage on grasses and make more of the annual 
shrub production (80%) available for deer on winter ranges. 
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Comments 

Page 2·27 (management guidance common to all altematives) says that no more than 20% ofany 
individual big game will!er l'ange wouid be treated during any 20 year period_ This figure is too 
restrictive ifproper resource management for a variety ofpurposes is to be attained_ 

	 
RccreaH.onal activities will continue 10 increase throughout the PFO. We encourage BLM to 
recognizc particular locatiollS where this is a COlleem in relation 10 pennitted grazing. Any new
fences should have cllttlcguards installed instead of gates only. Many individuals have no regard 
for slnlcttlres and other h'wilities, Or even for closing gilles, and steps which ClIll alleviate direct 
impact on grazing or other activities should be taken il1lo consi,deratioll. 

9-A-l'!

On page 4-311, under subtitle "Impacts fm Special Status Species Direction" the last paragraph
that addresses a y" "mile buffer surrounding sCJlsitive plant species would limit salting and range 
improvement constnIction and maintenance, In the statement oflimiLing COllstructlon and 
maintenance, does that mean Ihat no cOlls!mction or maintenance can be done, or that at certain 
times it can occur? Iflhis limitation is to not allow Jlny maintenance to an improvement, bow 
will this improvemenl be rtddress.ed? Will i( be removed or just abandoned? Wbat is the 
rationale for a Y.' mile bUITer when addressing the conslmclion and maintenance of range 
improvement? Range improvements like pipelines and fences do not need a :t. mile butTer 6-om 
known populations of seJlsitive plants. 

9-A-19 

We agree with the possible management action under alternative A (page 2-37) which stales that 
applications for grazing on parcels which have no! had grazing autll0rized in the past wil! at least 
be considered_ Unders!andabfy, this would require analysis tlu'ough the NEPA process. There 
may be pllblic land areas adjoining a parcel ofprivate land which is presently being grazed, and 
the public land parcel could bc incorporated and made part oftlle pasture, or a public land paree! 
may be of sufficient size to create an entirely sepamtely fenced pasture for a grazing operation. 

9-A-20 	 	

Continuing this same thought, we suggest that the BLM reconsider the statement on page 2-68 
110( 			 concerning cutTcntly ungrazed riparian areas being considered for a new permit. Landscape 

management on a larger scale (incorporating lands or olher ownership) may best be addressed by 
allowing proper graz.ing of these riparian areas, 

9-A-21 ~ 

Throughout your dOCllment, livestock grazing is generally addressed as having negative impacts 
to othcr resources with lilt.!c aeknowledgement ofbencfits_ There is very little credit given to 
livestock grazing for the reduction of fine fuel that in many cases lowers the probability of large 
catastrophic wildfires. The reduction of fine fuels in the sagebrush stepp" may help save some 
of the remaining sagebrush stands from elimination through wildfire. 

We note, through the tables al1d narrative, that none of the alternatives identify wildland nrc use
(WFlJ) as a proposal in the wet/cold cOlli fer type. and snggest that there afC certain situations 
(e,g. disease or insect damaged areas) when \VFU could be used, if proper site preparation has 
taken place and if a proper bum prescription is in place_ This will help 10 avoid catastrophic fire 
in later years which would reslllt in major resource imp.act. 

9-A-23 

Table 4.2_7-8 could be improved by il1cOI'jlOrating the last two sentences ortne accompanying 
narrative section 011 the following page. 11,e table would tl,cn show that there are livestock 
management actions which "would result in improvements to. and maintenance of, special slatus 
plant habitat" 

9-A-24I 

Responses 

9-A-17: See comment 26-I-14, 

The direction under CA -WF --1.2.1, vegetation treatment re
strictions for Fish and Wildlife, Item #2, has been re-written to 
clarify the type of treatments that would be restricted in order 
to maintain the desired shrub component 

9-A-18: New fences and cattleguards are considered and installed 
on a case-by-case basis and are beyond the scope of this plan
ning effort 

9-A-19: Any activity which is determined to be impacting sensitive 
species would not be allowed within a y,. mile radius around a 
sensitive plant species, 

9-A-20: Thank you for your comment 

9-A-2l: The small size of the parcels does not justifY the invest
ment of time and resources necessary to manage these areas, 
especially with riparian areas which require close monitoring. 

9-A-22: The section, Impacts from Livestock Grazing Direction on 
Wildland Fire Management Vegetation (page 4-253) does ad
dress the how grazing could reduce fine fuels and decrease the 
capacity for the spread ofwild and fires, 

9-A-24: Thank you for your comment, 

9-A-23: Objective C-WF-4,5 identifies wildland fire use (WFU) 
can be used in the Wet/Cold Conifer type, 
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Comments 

[n our discllssion with one oflile sheep permittees aflectcd by the selenium issue, we found that 
waler runoff frolll mine tailings is also affecting plivale lands as well as the public lat1ds 
mentioned. ISDA encourages the ELM to address this issue appropriately. 

9-A-25 ~ 
On page 3-89, the lirst complcte paragraph, second sentence should slate: The assessment leads 
to un evaluation of"meeting'" "nol meeting", or "'not meeting but making significant progress 
towards meeting" the IdaiJo Rangeland Heallh Standards and the determinal.ion identifying the 
cause; in tllis case, if it is due to livestock or 1101. 

9-A-26I 

As a concluding comment, wc recognize the value and appropriateness of Standards and 
Guidelines (S&G) in allllSpects of grazing management. but suggest that wording be such that 
the prillciples or comp0!U!lI/S are cmphasized rather (hall tying everything to the exact Standards 
and Guidel.incs document as presently COIls1illlled. This may help avoid the need for a RMP 
amendment if and when the presently outlined S&G course, ofaction is no longer rotlowed. 

9-A-27!
General Editing: 

The "Summary ofComparison of Alternat.ives" table in volume [ is missing I (i pages when 
compared to the same table in the Executive Summary (ES). (1) 	

For the ES t.able, we suggest that it show Goa! VE·S (maximizing forage Oil rangeland seedings) 
as pertaining to AHema!!ve D, as wel! as Altemative A. (2) 

In the soil and water section aftlle table, the statement is made that "Management actions would 
result in • likely increase i., total riparian-stream miles over alternative A." Suggested wording 
is"..... increase in lotal ripariall"stream miles ill properjimcfiol!ing condition over alternative 
A." 

(3) 	

The vegetation section of the table should be expanded to include the impacts from other 
activities and uscs (minerals II."Ulagemenl, wildlife and domestic livestock, la.nd tenure
adjustment, etc.) as discussed in the volume [] narrative. The [able focuses only on vegetation 
trcatments. 

(4 

A typographical elmr was found on page 2-11. Section 2.5..4 should read "No Issuance ofNew
Phosphate Leases," 

(5 

Thank you for the opportunity LO comment We hope our suggestions and concerns have been 
constmctive and pCltinen!, and look forward to a continuing involvement with your office once 
the RMP becomes romtl. 

Sillcercly, 

C:1<~t;\-k~1 
ROll Kay 
Range Program ~Ianagel" 
Idalia State Department ofAgricul1u[e 

Res,ponses 

9-A-25: All private, state, and federal, lands known or suspected to 
be impacted by selenium contamination are being addressed (or 
are scheduled to be assessed) and remediated under the inter
agency CERCLA investigation of phosphate mines that is cur
rently ongoing. Contamination issues will be addressed in the 
CERCLA forum which is outside the scope of this RMP. 

9-A-26: Chapter 3 has been updated. 

9-A-27: The concern of a change from using Standards and Guide
lines was considered. However, the wording provided in the 
document is general enough that the guidance would still be 
applicable regardless of a change. 

9-A-28: (1) Can not identify location of missing pages. 

(2) Goal VE-5 is only identified as a goal under current man
agement (Alternative A); not intended to be carried forward 
under action alternatives. 

(3) Text updated as suggested in comment. 

(4) The summary table is intended to only provide a summary 
of key impacts. Please refer to Chapter 4 for a complete descrip
tion of impacts on each resource. 

(5) FElS updated to address typographical error. 

9-A-28 
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Comments 
UNITED STAlES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTEC110N AGENC\' 
 

REGION 10 
 
t 200 Sixth A'Icnu() 
 
883me. VVA 9BH)1 
 

April 6, 2007 

lO-A 	 r<x'ply (0 

Aun Of, ETI)A·Il~~ OJ-082-BLM 

M,. Wendy Reyno!d" i\cling Held Ollke Manager 
 
Pocarcllo Field OtTic,' 
 
Bureau of Land Managemcl\l 
 
4350 ClitIs Drive 
 
Pocaldl(" Idaho gJ204 
 

Dear :vls. Reynolds: 

rhe U.S. En..-ir'HlllWlllai Protection Agency has re\·iewed tile nraft Pocatello Resource 
1\inll:lgt'lIlcnt 1'la1l and Envin:lI1menlallmllaet Statement !,IJmtt RrVlPiEIS) 
(CE() ~00605411. We arc submitting !;ommen!s in accord,mcc with 0111' "",ponsi!>i!ilics IInder 
til" Nation:lll:n..-iromllcnl'li Policy Act (NEPAl and Sectloll -'Of) oftlle Cle,m Ai,. Act. Thank 
yt~U for accepting our comments at this lime. 

·ll1e Dran R'\'lpiElS addresses management "I' approximately 613,800 ,lel',-,'; or 11% "I' 
tile p[""nm!,: area encompassed by the houndary "fthe BLM Poc,ltcllo Fidd Office. The 
p~Jnnhlg "lfca cont3in~ a mixture orland 0\\ nc-rships, mdudrng f~mds aJmini~tercd hy other 
!Cderal agene;e, (l1.5. Forest Service, U.S. Fi,h and W·ildl![i: Sen ice), the For! fbll Indian 
Resern,tinn. 5tHtc "I' Idaho land" and pr,'ate property. The RMP applies only to BLM· 
managed lands within tils' pJal1mng nrc", and 10 federal m!lleral cs\al<' under llLM ,IurisdktiOll 
that may lie hcneath oliler surthcc (",ncn;hip. 

The ({MP b needed 1.0 \lpdate and cl)mbine the lvlalad ManagcfnCtlt Frame'work "hm 
(19XI) and the Pocaldlo RMP (1988) mto nile eomprehensiw plan. FOllr alkrnm"es <lrc 
proposed thaI provide land management din:cHo.!1 I()r seV(:ll '<Need li)r Change Topics'. These 
tnpics im.:1udc: \.egt.'tatiun.. special status spt'cj~s. fire nnm~lg;ement~ rec,rcatifU1, lands and realty, 
minerals, ami ::-.pcci-al designations rcg3rding an /\rca ofCritrcaf Euvi,ronmeI1tai: Concern ~ACEC) 
anti \\.:ild and Scenic Rl\.'er s~gments. l'llfOUgh tile ~copillg proL~css on the'S..::' tOpl'C~. s.ix major 
phmnlng Issues slJrl~ct?d: 

L 	 On~-highway ,chide 1011V) mll!lagcmcm: 
 
Phosphatt: mining and scl~nium rcllCasc: 
 
Publi( :l(CC.SS ,- 'Jl:quiring.iTl13fntaining~ 


.,j., 	 Recreation management: 
5, 	 Sagchrush -l'CO~) stl'ms; and 
6. 	 SQctOci;onomics. 

The ft)uf management alternatives pre-sent ditTerent r.:omhinations nfresource uses ttl 
~H..idre~:.;;, thes.C' lSSU(!S and lO resolve c(lnnkt~ amont! tl!'.C~. Alternative A (No Action) \\'outd 
~ontinu~ rnanagcmcnl using eXlstin); gui(l(ln~c_ Ahcfnath:(! B (Preferred /\hcrnatin;) \voufd 
focus on a bafanced combination of res()Urcc protection and liS...:" for the hro~h.I~s.t range of public 
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US\:'S. Alternative' C \\,O-uld emphasize tile !ia£uml~ cliHural~ scenic \\'ikieru('ss, and r~cn;.alional 
rcsnurcr;;~s. Alternative D \\ould t:mpha~i1c produ-ctron I..)f n;soun.;cs and w..mld have !hl.:' least 
reSOUf(,,::~ prntecliou. 

Th~ Dml( RMl'l'IS Il~cds, planning enkri", ami ,,,crall vision ,(,!(,:ments ill\lsll":ne the 
multiple ""d otkn conflicting u,e~ that are to be acc<1mmoJaled in tile' revised RMP. Based <m 
"llO" review, \W SUPPN\ the ,dectinn or Altemalive B bUi recIlmm,'nd modillcations w strengthen 
protection and managt:ment titfl!cl!t)n f')r milling, partkutady pho~phute mining ~lI:Hl oil and gas 
kasing do-sur~s and slipulations; sagebrush ccosys:tl"I1ts.: spt"cial shttus plant anu anima~ species. 
im.:iuding grealer sag'" grom;~ and oLht:f sagebrush oh-Egalcs: \\,tldfif\:, hahi.tat amI ccolugtl'at 
<':l.Inncctivity: fire mmH'gCnlCtlt: recreation, particularly ntT-l1ighwuy vchide (OHV) lnanagcmcl1l: 
grazing; and hmd dt?1rHl:~aL Thcn.:~ is also need for further analysis. ;.md plannrng with respect to 
climate dlange/{iisruplion 3mi trihal [rust responsibilities, We would also support sdeClie'n of 
Alternatiw C 

Accordingly, \Ie 1';11" the RMf'/OEIS as EC-2,. Fnvi['l}l1ll1enl;l1 Concerns, Insufficlcn( 
InR'rmal'O[l. An explanation "rHus ralHlg is ~ncloscd, If you have queslions or \\()uld like 1(' 

dISCUSS these CmnmClUs., p~("ase fcc! trt'i: W cnmact Er'ail1{.~ Somers. ofll1Y stafTat (2001553-2966. 
Ihank you I()r the opportunity to ,ommen!. 

Chrisline B. RerchgnlL 1\4anagcr 
NEPA Review Unit 

Encl()surl~'s 
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Comments 

I.r.S. En~'il'onmel1tal Protection Agency 
 
Urafl PoeMelio RMP lmd DEIS 
 

Ilctlliled Cmnment~ 

Allernnth'cs 
The Draft RMI>iEIS needs. planning eriteria. and overail vision statements dlustrale the 

mulliple and ot\~n wnflicting lIses that are!() be accnmmmfatcct in the, rcvisc,d RMP:A:las"d on 
IO-A-l 	 otll revic". \\'t' support the sekelion or Altcmativ',; B as Ihe pretCrred alternative 

nwditkminm In filflhcr strengthen reSOllrce proleetions. We would ,lIso SlIPp,'rt Alt"mallve Cas 
the prcicrn:d ail,cmalivc. Alternati\e f\, Nn i\"ti!.>n. ""wId nol addres:> the identine!! needs and 
i""e,. All oftlle action llltel1lalives (B, C, and D) provide needed illlpmvements 1<' land 

bu(r~c(>mmend 

fllasHlgcmcJlt pr~~('.riplion:s to prop~rly manage human uses and. prot~cf nmural ccosysh.::ms, \V(' 
would not SUpplHl Altcrn;;nlve D as the prefelTed ah{.!rnati\·c a::. it ('mphasizcs I"t:'sourcc- usc and 
cxlra,li(ln and has the lowesl level "fresource protection, thereby threatening water quality. 
H:rrestriai and LH.lmllic ecosyslen1S. and \VjkHift>-'~in~luding l.1abjmt f()[ spl'cia! status $pccics. 

IO-A-2 	 

1'" adelju,ltdy maintain and res!prc· ecosystem hcal.t11 II' support the !J1,ljOrity of identi lied 
m..'("(h/use~ while th(> demand fll[ all usC's, continuC's to incrc1Is-c, \l,it: be1it";',~ it is nt::c-:sS-af)' [0 

intensify efforts- to prote~t and restore the n~llural ecosyst.em, cOlnponents. of these rublic lands. 
\Ve therefore rccnmm('nd mociificati('l1S: dtS-CLtS5Cd bch.w,:, 

:\lining 
Solid Leasable Min("nds - Phosphai~ i1l~ning EPA has ~ubstanlial interest in and 

concern, with the mailer "rpi1o'phmc mineral teasing on Ihe ['(K'atdlo Fidd On,ec (pFO) arc'a 
I<)r several reasons, Under the Clean Water A.ct EPA and State, a,e charged with implementing 
programs 10 prntccl and reston.: the Nation"s \\aten;, Thus, \\'~ ha\-c an interesl in t!i1suring (hat 
fbtllrc mining uctlyil)-" not CUlSC or contrihu1C W c.xIsttng prohlc-m,s. EPA):>: also re,:.;;po,nsiblc for 
p-crrnining di:.>chargcs- ofw(tsll'wakr from mining f~H:i1itics tt) waters ofth1..'. t.;.S.~ and is 
l;ommiucd to working c(wperati'\-"1;![Y and pn.l(lctiv..;;-l)-: \\'~t.h project propollcms to 1~~UC pennlls itl 
a timely Hi~hiol1. FlmlHy, EPA's Supertlmd progranl. [llong with nth~r agc'nc~J;:!Sc~ is, working h} 
ad(:u-css seriou~ environmental prooielltS 3ss~lcialed with pho.sph:Jk' mining. This work is 
c"'-pectcd tu tuke- man) years and cost many tens. of mil !iUllS of tit)'l hws. C\l-nsc(jlH,:;111Ij< Wo;: hav\.:' 
the i:{)lIowing rc('omrnelldatto!)s reg:3rding. the R~vfP/'1)EIS: 

The RI\.fP.:EIS should 11111y disd()se that phosphat.; mining may result ,n significant 
impacts W buman health and the em"jnmmcnt. Sud~l{'e water~ ground\vatcr. \'eg~talion~ 
~nil\ and other rl1ctiia have b('cn degraded ft"om past mining acti.\ i(i~s, and in many ('as\:'~ 
d(, nnt SI'PPOr! bcn.:tkial uses,1 here hal.e been signdicam impact, associated with 
cur~nl minlng t)p.:ratioJ1~. dcspik app~icmton of modern mitigation practices intended to 
control the rdease of sdenium, 

lO-A-3 	 

In the RMP. [IS, BLM ,hOllld not ,,,sullle that technically tCasibk and cost cflCctilc 
BM P:-; and l11il,igation pl~J(:-liccs ar~ curr~ntl)'~ available to avoid unacceptable impa<:is (0 

human huahh and thl" environment. At a number ufnl~n('s in soutn(,;~ast Jdaho. lflOtlC-m 
mllig~tion practices and B\1Ps arl,.~ heing applied and thdr ~ncctivcncs$ as.s~'ss;~d. 
I fowc\"c-r. It i~ \00 c~u:-fy to -condudc whether these meaSOf,,'S wm h~ t..""neelive in the long 

lO-A-4 	 

Responses 

lO-A-l: Thank you for your comment. 

lO-A-2: Thank you for your comment. 

lO-A-3: These impacts have been disclosed in a general fashion in the 
RMP/EIS in various places including section 3.3.4, and Appen
dix 1. The RMP does not propose programmatic leasing for 
phosphate. Alternatives for land management within the RMP 
designate areas open for consideration (emphasis added) of solid 
mineral leasing, including phosphate. Specific impacts to human 
health and the environment will be disclosed in appropriate 
NEP A documents at the time leasing or mining are considered. 

lO-A-4: Development and assessment of technically feasible and cost 
effective BMPs and mitigation practices for phosphate mining is 
outside the scope of this RMP effort. . 

Without additional information containing specific examples, 
BLM is unable to respond in detail to your assertions. Not all 
phosphate mining sites in southeast Idaho are under BLM per
mittingjurisdiction or have been assessed and approved using an 
in-depth EIS. Since the late 1990's when selenium contamina
tion was understood to be an issue, BLM has required substantial 
environmental assessment and application of BMPs to address 
selenium and other contamination at phosphate mines. BLM 
requires extensive environmental monitoring programs at all 
active phosphate mining sites to ascertain the effectiveness of 
BMPs and mining methods. We continue to assess the environ
mental monitoring data to detennine if BMPs and mining prac
tices need to be changed, modified, or otherwise adjusted to as
sure that impacts to ground and surface water do not exceed or 
appear likely to exceed established standards. 

BLM will continue to work with EPA and other agencies such as 
IDEQ with authority over surface and ground water quality to 
address these issues at past, current and future mining sites. 
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Comments 

1erm. ~n fi:u'::L it appears that modern mfnl:S, permitted in tht' past severai years \\ lth 
alll!mpt> III mitigate ti)1' known prohlems associated wilil retea,.;; ofsckl1ium ami other 
C()l1stilucnt" h~vc in some cases lililed to protect the ';;Ilvironmcnt in Ihe ,l1ort term and 
hav\! rC~ilttcd in degradation ofsurface \'Hl1er ,tnd ground\vater resources, In add~t~(tn~ it 
b uncertain ,,\1ell,cl' tacilities with planned wastewater (including s(orm watcr) 
dlsdlarg,~~ \1,:iU he ante to 1l1C'C'1 discharge pemlit rcquircm'cnls .. conskkdng le(.~hl1ic.;'al 
challenges a~sociatcd \vith sclenimn removal from \\~lstewatcf and the ~Ond&lion of 
fccci\ ing str~anl~. 

10-A-4 

The RiVfP should antiLfpatc possibh:. \-iolatlons nr~rwjronmt:ntal standards during 
operation and have mCCilatlisms, such as !1loditkuriolls to mine plans. in place to correct 
prohk'ms immcdi.lt.dy. The RMP should indudc managcm<;'llt dircc!loll to emphasize 
that. significant changt:s 10 min~ plans \vill he allaIyz~d and impkrnelllcd using m~n(' 
adminlSll'atiofl authorities and NEPA as approprimc, thereby avoiding the need to usc 
CEHCI.A dean up ,!lIthO]";l), III the future. 

lO-A-S 

file RI\IP.'EIS SfH.lUld acknowledge that not. all pllO:,pilalc resource> arc suilabk Illl' 
m,neral extraction, such as rhose in dose proximity tll waters "flhe C.S, or ot.lter 
scnsjtivL~ cnvlrunmenh. \Ve l"c("ogni.1-(" thaI thl."sC Stlrts of d~J..:lsion~ must consider Ulany 
si(c"spccitk Iltctors. 

IO-A-6 

file RMP should slaW that future leasing lond mining 1l0! impede or int""t~re wilh 011

",o-111g, and fUHlfC "kanup acti,)[]s at nearby Superfund sites, or undermint' our em,r!s to 
ae-hic\'c eleanor n~j(,cli\ cs- ttl lil{' art..~a. 

The RMf' shollid aCKll""ledge thc nc.:d for adequate financial "'surance fi:lr future 
 
mining on pubifc land tn l~n~un:, tluft ruining sites. arc reclaimed and maintained in i;l 
 

rmmnt.>r th;Jt achiev~s reclamation goals (Iud pos.l-mh)in~ l~ind use objc-ttivt!s. Th~ R,rvfP 
SllOUld acknowledge the need Ibr disclosure and publit' im.)hcmenl in establishing 
rc,'iamution ensl estlillales. '1111s. direction is neceSSUr)i to ensure that th.c' public and 
de('i~ion-makt;r$ are fl)i ly inft)rmcd of the financial ri~k to lh~ puhl Ie post!d hy c.ondjtion~ 
at mining sites. 

1O-A-8 
 

EPA would likc 1.0 be inl'''tllcd of new mining development or expansion, of existing 
v"h'pm~nts ~arly in the planning process. 'I he RMP!EI.S ,11(\uld diseuf;, the curren!. i:md 
.:hangt: with Simplot and any other reasonabiy li)rcseeahk land exchanges or ch •.mges of land 
:; dl;..~sig.na['ion that \\\)uld arfC"l:l any lype of mining m:ll'vities. \eVe abo ~u~ongly support 

10-A-9[' 

~!(,·topillg individuai';llvironnlicnta! jmpi~cl (Hlaly.':;es and NFP.A dOCl:.HTH~,nts j~)r ufl rropo~l!d 
ning ,)1" ,.,Iid, Iluid, joe,rlab!.;;, and salable minerai reS(lUrcc.'. 

~ 
IO-A-I 0I 

tivif)' rc~trietions, l"aSl' stipulations 
We support cillsurcs tn solid and t111itlmincml leases in sped'li designated are;IS. such as, 

,Idem.:;ss Study Areas. designalcd or potent;al Wild and Scenic River arcas, Special Recreation 
A 

10- -
111". 

Hlagcl'l:1t.:nt An.."1ls, Areas of Critical En\rjronrncnlaJ Conccrn~ and R~scarch Natural Areas. \Vc 
n supp<>rt and rccllmmen,t closures ur NSO rcstrietio!1s in areas and habitats, ,tlch as: 10-A- 121

Responses 

lO-A-S: The commenter's suggestion is already a component of 
BLM's standard mine administration procedures and does not 
need to be made part of the RMP. All of the mining opera
tions overseen by BLM are required to meet environmental 
standards, Any violation ofthese standards means that the 
mining operation is required to adjust activities to obtain 
compliance with the standards. It may mean that the best 
management practices used by the mine will need adjustment. 
New BMP's may need to be applied. This can be accom
plished under the requirements of the existing mine and recla
mation plans and related established requirements. 

Activities that require significant changes in the mine and 
reclamation plan to obtain compliance with the environmental 
standards may need to be assessed underNEPk BLM's 
standard operating practice is to coordinate with any agency 
authorized to enforce environmental standards to ensure that 
mining operators adjust their operations to meet the applica
ble standards. 

10-A-6: Phosphate leasing is discretionary for BLM. Before leas
ing any tracts, BLM would prepare a NEP A document to de
termine if leasing the tract is suitable. 

If leasing is approved in areas with sensitive environments or 
waters of the US, specific planning direction related to water 
quality (see objectives CA-VE-l.l - maintain riparian areas, 
CA-SW-2,1 - improve water quality) would apply, Addi
tional restrictions protecting water resources from mining 
phosphate would be considered and applied at the time leas
ing or operating plan applications are considered and ap
proved. The BLM will coordinate with agencies having juris
diction over waters of the US at that time. 
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Responses 

10-A-7: It is acknowledged that without good coordination, future leasing or mining could impede or interfere with on-going and future cleanup actions at 
nearby Superfund sites. However, future mining may also provide opportunities to enhance clean-up actions at superfund sites by providing geologic 
materials for building remediation caps, etc. These coordination activities are considered to be implementation projects. 

BLM is an official cooperating agency in the interagency investigation and clean-up activities conducted at the existing phosphate mining CERCLA 
sites. As an involved agency, we will continue to coordinate with interagency efforts to remediate past sites along with assessing new mine proposals. 

BLM will continue to monitor and assess potential problems or opportunities at proposed mine sites and remediation sites to take advantage of opportu
nities presented and prevent future problems to the extent possible. 

IO-A-8: Action AA-ME-2.2.2 #10 states: "Mineral operations performance bonds would include an amount that reflects the actual cost to BLM (including 
current administration and overhead costs) to reclaim facilities and related surface disturbance." 

Information and assumptions used to calculate the amount of these bonds is available as public information. 

10-A-9: BLM will continue to work cooperatively with EPA to ensure adequate coordination on environmental issues related to land and resource manage
ment. 

Discussion of the current Simplot land exchange is outside the scope of this RMP/EIS planning effort. A separate, project level environmental assess
ment is being prepared for the Simplot land exchange proposal. 

1O-A-I 0: Your comment is noted. This is generally the case for all minerals, except fluid minerals which would be handled as described in response to com
ment 7-A-61. 

1 O-A-Il: WSAs are cUlTently closed to leasing of minerals by BLM policy. 

In the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, 258, I 00 acres of land have been listed administratively unavailable for fluid mineral leasing within the Curlew area. 
Also, although some closures would be made to protect resources that cannot be protected adequately or mitigated in another way, most lands will re
main open to consideration of mineral leasing, subject to adequate restrictions to protect the lands and resources that you listed. This approach is consis
tent with the mandates of multiple use and sustained yield contained in FLPMA. 
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Responses 

1 O-A-ll Continued: 
a. With the enactment ofFLPMA, Congress has directed that BLM manage the public lands according to a multiple use mandate. This includes coordi
 
nated and balanced management of resource uses to ensure the long term needs for future generations for renewable and non-renewable resources. In 
 
addition to FLPMA, BLM must ensure that management of public lands is conducted according to diverse and sometimes contrasting direction that re
 
quire mineral deVelopment (e.g. the Domestic Minerals Program Act, the Mining and Minerals Policy Act, the Energy Policy Act) as well as environ

mental protection (e.g., ESA, CW A, CAA). In accordance with these requirements and to provide flexibility in managing all resources and uses, BLM 
 
policy (BLM Planning Handbook- H01601-1; and Energy and Non-Energy Mineral Policy, 2006) states that the RMP direction should use the least 
 
restrictive measures to ensure resource protection objectives. 
 

b. In addition to protecting sensitive areas and resources like those listed by the commenter, the RMP must also allow for consideration of future min
 
erai exploration and development at rare and mostly unknown locations within the PFO where economically valuable minerals may occur. Closures 
 
have been considered and some have been proposed in the RMP. Approximately 258,100 acres in the Curlew area are proposed to be administratively 
 
unavailable for fluid mineral leasing. These and other restrictions have been made to accommodate wildlife and other resource impacts and concerns 
 
while at the same time allowing for mineral exploration and development. BLM can typically ensure adequate protection oflands and resources if we 
 
use a variety of restrictions and mitigation measures (contained throughout the RMP) instead of a mineral closure. 
 

c. The no surface occupancy (NSO) stipulation referenced by the commenter applies only to fluid mineral leasing activities. Each RMP alternative 
 
addresses specific areas where the NSO stipulation would be applied (e.g., B-ME-2.1.3) and is inclusive of those areas/habitats identified in the com
 
ment. Appendix D identifies seasonal and spatial buffer restrictions that afford identified species/habitat protection. 
 

d. For those lands and habitats identified, specific direction is identified in the action alternatives. In addition, site specific projects proposed within or 
 
adjacent to these areas would be analyzed through the NEP A process that may result in the denial or approval with appropriate mitigation measures to 
 
protect habitat and or respective species. 
 

e. An NSO requirement ensures that impacts to sensitive lands and surface resources do not occur as does a mineral leasing closure. However, leasing 
 
with an NSO can be used to prevent mineral trespass and assure that the United States will be able to collect royalties on behalf of the public in situa

tions where private leases adjacent to federal mineral estate begin to produce and drain fluid mineral resources off of the public domain. 
 
Leasing with an NSO allows off-site fluid mineral production as well as protection of sensitive resources such as natural features, wildlife, plants, and 
 
soils. 
 

f. Under the Proposed RMP/Final ElS, 258,100 acres within the Curlew area would be made administratively unavailable to fluid mineral leasing. This 
 
means that these lands would not be approved for programmatic fluid mineral leasing as part of the RMP. An administrative decision would be made in 
 
the plan to indefinitely postpone offering BLM-administered public lands in this area for fluid minerals leasing subject to further NEPA analysis that 
 
demonstrates that the objectives for initially holding these public lands from lease offering can be alternatively met or no longer apply. Objectives for 
 
the Curlew area are to maintain and/or protect important sagebrush ecosystem resources and species, as well as the globally important ferruginous hawk 
 
population/habitat. 
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Responses 

1O-A-12: With the enactment ofFLPMA, Congress has directed that BLM manage the public lands according to a multiple use mandate. This includes co
ordinated and balanced management of resource uses to ensure the long term needs for future generations for renewable and non-renewable resources. 

In addition to FLPMA, BLM must ensure that management of public lands is conducted according to diverse and sometimes contrasting 
direction that require mineral development (e.g. the Domestic Minerals Program Act, the Mining and Minerals Policy Act, the Energy Policy Act) as 
well as environmental protection (e.g., ESA, Clean Water Act, CAA). In accordance with these requirements and to provide flexibility in managing all 
resources and uses, BLM policy (BLM Planning Handbook- HO 160 I-I; and Energy and Non-Energy Mineral Policy, 2006) states that the RMP direc
tion should use the least restrictive measures to ensure resource protection objectives. 

In addition to protecting sensitive areas and resources like those listed by the com menter, the RMP must also allow for consideration of future mineral 
exploration and development at rare and mostly unknown locations within the PFO where economically valuable minerals may occur. Although clo
sures have been considered and some have been proposed, BLM can ensure adequate protection of critical lands and resources if we use a variety of 
restrictions and mitigation measures instead of a mineral closure. Under the Proposed RMPlFinal EIS, approximately 42% of the public lands within the 
PFO would be "administratively unavailable" for fluid mineral leasing. No leasing would be allowed under the RMP programmatic fluid mineral leasing 
program. 

The NSO stipulation referenced by the commenter applies only to fluid mineral leasing activities. Each RMP alternative addresses specific areas where 
the NSO stipulation would be applied (e.g., Action B-J\;IE-2.1.3) and is inclusive of those areas/habitats identified in the comment. Appendix D identi
fies seasonal and spatial buffer restrictions that afford identified species/habitat protection. 

For those habitats identified, specific direction is identified in the action alternatives. In addition, site specific projects proposed within or adjacent to 
these areas would be analyzed through the NEP A process that may result in the denial or approval with appropriate mitigation measures to protect habi
tat and or respective species. 

Leasing with an NSO stipulation ensures that impacts on lands and surface resources do not occur as is also the case with a mineral leasing closure. 
However, leasing with an NSO can be used to prevent mineral trespass and assure that the United States will be able to collect royalties on behalf of the 
public in situations where private leases adjacent to federal mineral estate begin to produce and drain fluid mineral resources off of the public domain. 
Leasing with an NSO allows off-site fluid mineral production as well as protection of sensitive resources such as natural features, wildlife, plants, and 
soils. When no other options exist to adequately protect important resources, BLM may utilize closures. However, our analysis shows that the proposed 
management actions like those listed above would provide adequate protection or mitigation to important lands and resources .. 
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Comments 	 

drinki~ng \Yat.er fioun.:e ar~as: 
\\:ater bodie-s: 
riparian ar~as~ \V~tlands.~ ~prlug:s: 


gn:akr sage', grou:s~ and sh.arp~taikd grnu..')c hahitats (k~ks, bn.)t.::xiin!:V'rcaring, \I\·-jnier range., ~()urc.c 
arcas~ hahitat hnkagc. ar.c:as, and YrJ.ar round habitat): 
gray wolf dClluing and ren~kzvl)uf.i sites: 
 
rapt",r tl(:sting,. r~aring: 
big game winter rang~. ';J.h~ing'fawning areas: 
 
l'tah Y"l\'lItll Snail suilahl-: habilat: 
area$ of high btodiycrsity and ~(,,:-{)I()gkal in1-~grily: 


~p~:'i.,,~ir:::o:.. tnt,}\"cm~nt corridQrs,' ~()mh~dj h~, hahitat~ 


aU (h';i.'UpI(:d or potent.ial hahitat. Ib)" Srh:da1 Status piant and anilnai Spcci~$: and 
 
lmn;;,., 1.)1' all ()rth~ allow. 

10-A-12 

;lJ2l~llilix D, It is unclear what acti\'ili,~, (Oll\' tiS". mining. grazing. fogging. etc.) ar~ 
,,(wered hy {lle ,c"sonalt\:strictions in ,'\PP"ndix D. We recc>nml<!ld that App'cndix D b.: labekd 
to itkntjf~< actlviti.:s t0r whtch th~sl,,': sCO:I.!-:onal restrictIon;; apply .. as well as n:fer~,(J~;':$ for the 
orig.in of e.a~h of th~se' r~slridi{,.)ns and "i brJc.:-f ~cicl11jfic fation,tle fix the.If .adeqtl~lc::. 

I 0-A-13,

For .:sarnph::. it is, und~ar \"'h~lh-r..'r 01' not the h~l..:d restrictions an; a(l..:quatc to protect 
sage grouse. sharp-tailed grolis~~ and Qther sagebn~~h ohhgal~, $pede~. List.ed rc~triC'ljol1s ar~ 
,adapted Ih,)n.1: Connelly d_ aL (2000). hO\\O::VI:!L then.::. is no disJ...':u:'>-sIilll l)fth~ .::1daplali~')n. \\:r.,:; 
n;(:mnll1~'nd that th..:- R~'IP'ElS tlisdosi.!' \\'h~tht::r thes..: r~slri,:tion areas and s~a~ons an: \!4lla.i tfl. 

more prot~clin-', or k" pr<)tech,,: than thnse rcc!)1]llllCnded h~c Ct1nndly d "I. (2000), In 
 
accord.nce with III .~rs .:lTNtS!O pre'·",,1 the "ecd for tiJhm.: Endangered Species Act (FS.\) 
 
Ijs,ling:-,;, we r~'-'Olnmcnd l.hat th~ r('strictions in Ar)op~ndix D be- iJt]uaJ to or more prot~c-th;:c- than 
 
(h~ hcs.t ~lv.aibhlrC sci....-nL~ f¢L':ommetH.hIlioll, in onkr to pnH-idc a margin of safety- f(}f cuo-r. 
 

1 O ... A -14 	 

Bllscd dB t:)Uf 1..·Ollv...·r:-;.ation \\'ith :',our Otllc~ C\prd 3~ 2()Oi}~ it is OHr uudcrstantiing that 
the scasollal rcstrkti"I1S in\ppcndj~ D and Ihe stipUlation;; listed on the k"", t{)(111 in Appendix 
Hill'" stipur"li,ms Iha! c·,mld be applkd 10 kases lInder the programmatic lease hx "'hkh the 
NF.P\ process is intended to he satisfkd Y,a lhi, ll:,\1 P (which would include only Ouid mineral 

110-A- 1	
kaSL;!'. for oiL g.as~ and gcothcnu{ll), t;'or potential oiL ga~. and gcolht;nn~tf 1e;]~l;.~~ that Jn~ly 
rcqurl"i" furth~r prtl1~di\'e !ucaJo'.un:s. .lOti f()f \\'hiL'h a programmatk h:as.~ nwy th)t b..:- apP'1"opriats;:, 
additional indil'idtc,! "EPA pro~",,~, ''<mId he condth:lcd and additional 
slipuhti'\ll,,.,,slridioll' ,,<)uld be added. \Ve recommend Iha! th" Filial I<'\'I l' 'I' IS indude tllis 
cxphm'lIion. and label and ,'r<lss-rckn::llc, the' .\ppendi,;c, accordingly. 

".~ also ft:~o-nuncnd ihl.! Colknvlng additions ·{nodifi.;;ati{)l1~ lo the prograrnrnalic 
 
stipulation, in ~\ppcll(hcc, D allt! H: 
 

In additiun it) seasonal adivity reslri..::ttons and spatial bntr~rs~ w..: r,.;'(:('unnh.,:ud that all of 

Ill" habitat, id~ll!iti~d also h,,\~ year f<ll1/ld "" Su.-facc O"c~ll'an..;y (NSO) stipulatiQIl' 
:S~as(tnal roe:'{lrJcli<1H:$ aion~ would not h..:" ad~qu-i.lt~ to prevent in1pads tForn c_xp[oratio·n 
 
activiti('s b~c.all:-''i2' surface disturhance 3Jld placi.:'.m~:mI C!f Sin.H..:tl:.lf(!!'> \H.mld m::\....llL A.}so. 
 

a....'con:Hng tt) Ihe d~finition (p. H~25). scasoo~d rt::stridjons do not apply: to lht;,~ ()p..:ration -L

lO-A-1 ..,.. 

____________________________________________ ________________________________________~

Responses 

1O-A-13: Appendix D has been revised to clarify the activities to 
which the seasonal restrictions apply. 

10-A-14: Management direction for sage-grouse in the Proposed 
Plan was updated consistent with the Conservation Plan for 
 
Greater Sage-grouse in Idaho (2006) (PP-SS-1.3.5). The level 
 
of restriction placed on a permitted/ authorized activity would 
depend on a site specific analysis during project implementa
tion. 
 

10-A-15: Additional infonnation has been added to Appendix H for
clarification. 
 

1 0-A-16: Under ELM's multiple use mandate, it is not our intention 
to eliminate all impacts on surface resources on public land 
from fluid minerals activity, but rather to provide sufficient re
striction or mitigation measures to those activities that protect 
important surface resources such as wildlife and soils and at the 
same time, provide opportunities for development of fluid min
erals. 
 

October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 	 U-69 

http:ad~qu-i.lt


October 2008 	 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFina/ EIS 

Comments 

and ma.lnlemuH.'C' nf production f~ICi!it!~s unless {Iu.' findings or analysts denlonstral~ the 
 

~()ntinucd need for sucllmi!igati<lI1 and tll"t le,;s stringent. pmiechpecilic lI1iligalion 
 
measures would be insullil,.~icnt. Thus, s'-.'nsi,li\-e spcde~ and habitats would (·xpt'rk·nce 
 
yeur round d;,turban"c 01.lI.'.(' facilities- wen: lnstall,'d t~nd production activities 
 
cl,Jmmenced. 

lO-A-16 	 

Include NSO and seasonal. rcslri{:tio!1sistipuiations Iha! provide for ecological 
connl:ctivHy' for Spt:l'-I..:"S and habitats. Huhhms. including \vimcr rang~. nrc fragmented. 
11 is impmiall! tl,al h"bil<lt cormccti" ity be rc-cslablisilcd in order to prevent fU11i1cr 
population declines and fi,wrc Ibtings under the ESA, The restrictiol1s lisled In 
Appendix D pmvrdc activity buffers. but activilies allowed outside these bullers c(mid 
furtiler COllslfain and diminish ltv ailable habitat. For example. vV(' recommcnd thl're he 
)'c~u rmInd NSO stipulations tor greater sage grouse habitats (kk~. brooding/rearing, 
willl.cr range, <;01'" amlS. elc.). 1\1,- burrel'S lO these habitats. and n.lr a network of 
movcm';'"llt cnrridors/Unkagc areas between hahhats. 

~O-A-17 		

The riparian area stipulation, in Appelldix D. Aprclldi.~ H. and Appendix [, eMmri;; of 
Cuuhn,al Trout Ohicclive, for Ydlow"ol1" and B'.ll1l1c\ilk Trout) need II) be cla,inca..
reeond!cd and combill~d 10 silo,," when. where. and for which R\H' activities each of the 
\.ar·tous rt::~lrictluns aprl);. Appendix D huffers afe siandanji7.ed for lntermint':.nt {50 fiJ. 
non· fish b<:arjng. (100 ft). and /ish bearing. streams (150 Ii); Appcndi~ E includes Riparian 
Conservation Area hufkr \vidths designed WI avoid sediment delivery to ~tn:ams 
according [0 slop" gradient: and Appendix JI includes AppendiX n restrictiuns ;I\ld 
Bureau of Reclamation NSO stipulcni()l1S for ,Ireams, lake'S. pOllds. and resen<)irs. \li" 
support using th(:' mo:o;t restrictive stipulations for programmatic lcasc~~ \vhidl appears to 
be the Bure,m 'Jf Reclamatioll restr,e!ion wren within son feel "r!he ""rIlla! high 
\\al"rt;nc I. 

lO-A-lS 

Scnsitf\'e plant s.pt.'.cac:'l, areas ofhig.h hiodiH~rsi['y~ and are~s of high cco!og((:at int~gfily 
should also bavc :-.lSO slipulmions I'M th~ core habitat. buffers. and COllI","l;v" corridor
hahitat. 

lO-A-19f 

• 

1 Sil1titar slipuhltion:-; and restrictions should apply for oth~'r sensi.tive :o;p:cl:les and habitats 

that arise '"'cr lim<', Since the stipulations lisled in the RMPiDEIS sene as Ih~ suite of' ~'ot"ntiaJ 
programmatic lease rcstrfc,tions. it is important that they be c.xpan{icd to include lhese additional 
nccd~ now. and indudc the f1c:xlhfltty to provide t'.11" llnt4Jn:secn nt'~ds as t.bt.'Y hccom~ known. 

lO-A-2 

If possihle in raimlar ('orma!. \\C ".ould appreciate darilkation on the clo,ures tt,,. Iluid 
~wd soli.d mah:riais mining itl Spt:'ci~.l Designated .t\rea~ for all altenlati\"cs, The tahle 
should i.n·dude wbclhli..~r these dosure~ an: dis....:n::t.ionary or already enfon::cablc. and 

Whell]"r th"y I'd"'1' 10 i111iJ 01' solid minerals ,,!, both. 

lO-A-2 

.. 	 Ptca~t' clarify til",>, decision making authority and enforcement fbr mining closures, 
il1dudiug tt~c sp~cinc nwnagl.:m¢lll guidance and cri.teria for determining do~urcs ~)r 

Responses 

lO-A-17: See response to 7-A-59, which provides a summary of 
Closed and administratively unavailable areas and areas to be 
leased/developed with NSOs (fluid minerals). These closures, 
administratively unavailable areas, and NSOs will provide pro
tection for big game winter ranges and greater sage-grouse habi
tats. 

Connectivity will be provided on lands managed by the 
BLM. Connectivity of all winter ranges and greater sage grouse 
habitats will require coordination with adjacent landowners 
(Sate ofIdaho, Forest Service, and private landowners). 

IO-A-lS: A footnote has been added to Appendix D of the Proposed 
RMP to clarify how the "different riparian buffers" apply to 
various programs. 

10-A-19: Sensitive plant species can be sufficiently protected with 
the guidelines provided for in B-SS-1.2.S. Areas of high biodi
versity/ecological integrity have a special designation (RNA) 
and are protected from surface occupancy as shown in B-ME
2.1.3. 

1O-A-20: Management direction for sensitive species in the Pro
posed RMP has been re-written to provide for flexibility and 
unforeseen needs as species become known. See management 
action CA-SS-1.1.3. Tn addition, Appendix H, Stipulation 4 has 
been revised to accommodate for the unforeseen needs as spe
cies become known. 

1O-A-2l: Areas closed, open, and restricted are clearly listed by al
ternative in the minerals section of Chapter 2. 

(, 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

U-70 

http:lntermint':.nt
http:siandanji7.ed
http:willl.cr


October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

---1_________________________________---1: 

Comments 

Spc{:iai D~signatcd Ar~as. Pk~~1-se explain if a Special Dt:signaled Area \VtHdd not always 
be dosed and what the dcdsio[l making pn",.::,s is if it is not do,cd. 

10-A-22t 

Pkasc ddinc the ditkrcl1! Iyp'" oricase,: compC'ti!iw. preli::reJ\cc' tight, and fringe 
acreage (p. 3-(4). 10-A-2~ 
Please clarify whether lining of lai!in:;!s disposal areas is par! "I' the reclamatiOIl 
requirements. 10-A-2

Please discuss whether or n,,[ [he 9() active placer mining claims in [he 1'1'0 arca arc 
p~rmill'~d. \\'hat Ihe ~chedul~ is flJf upijating pt:rmits~ monitoring results. and any 
m~lilagem~nt changes thilt have resulted from momtoring. Som~ typ~!'I of placer 
operations tsuc'h as suction dredge ()pcrations) require a NPDES pertni[ that would he 
[,sucd by I:PA. 

to-A-'t 
'Vater resOurcl.?'S 

~S£.walers Chapter 3 "rIlle RMl'iDElS i!1di~aICs ihnlthe Pocatdlo Field Olliec
(PFO I comains abolH 139 miles c,(',treams and riwrs ""rub!ic lands "'Ihin the hasins of[hrcc 
major ri,ers: the Bla,·kfoo!. l'ortneuL and Bear Rivers. The Clean \Vma Act Section 303(<1) li,t 
cCJlltalns 84:2 mites ofimrain:d rin~r scgrnel1ls in ~hc p're) an:;J (pp. J~(l9"_ 4-23)). scvcrat of 
which have EPA appro,cd TMDL implementation plan' (Bhckfhot. Lake Walcot!, PonncuC and 
Palisades watershcds). Nutricms am! sediment arc the mosl commonly Ihacd rollutants of 
~onccrn, Ollwrs include: nO\\ ahcratinn~ tcmpcraturc~ htlctcd~l. dissotvcd ox}:gen, oil and 
grc~'1sc~ and unknown sourc~s. There arc. also nearly 30iJ springs on puhJ:i.c lands \vithin (h...· PFO 
tm:ti lhat arc locnHy imp()rtnnt for \\~~tl.and \'cgctation~ \\ ildtifc. and livestol,,;k watt,;,~ring, 

IO-A-2 

4 

We apprc~i"lt' the mars and ligures rw\'idcd m Volume ill of the RMPdlEIS. Howe\Cr. 
Ihere is no m~p illu.S\rtlling thc local ions ('fimpalred "ater b,'dics and the n"tuft." oflhos.::
impain11~nls. B~tausc it w(,lIld b(' helpful· to ~ho\\' sud~tCC wa.ter r('s.m.Jro.::c;.; and ~ondit.ions with 
respect to prnpl)s~d managt.:mcnl a('Lion~. we recomnwnd InduJing, a~ additional figures in 
Volume III. maps showing the .'03(d) listed waterb"dics and the parame!t."l's c\(ceding "'al"r 
quality ~tandarJs,. the locafflHls nfs.prings. and the kH~.<Hi:nn and extent nfaH SdUfCC waters fClf 

public drinking wal~r supplies within 11K' PFO arca. 

10-A-25 

According ,,) t.hc RMP![)EIS (I'. 3-6ill, tile 131..;",1 tllllnClgc's only one municipal ""!ersilcd 
th;n pro,ides dnnking "aler t'or the community "I'D,jwncy, Idal1\!. in l5annock COllnty. 
However, if BLM lands lie within and contribute' to other import3n! SOtireT waler areas. tllese 
should be disei.Jscd. and it is imporwnt that Ill":;,, arcas reeci,,", sp"clal management 
(:lmsld~~r.alio-n and protcc-(;on. \Vc ha\'~~ ~ndoscd soun::,c water protection intormallon to ,J,'}Sba 
with rrokdinn ~}r source water areas (cndosurc). 

10-A-26 

Lpland land us~s aJfeCi.ing h\..·adwater areas and small. tributaric:; arc j.mpnrtanllo 

\vh("re designated land U$l:-S are rmen$lv('. \Vc rct::ommcnd that BL~:1 raJ' dnse at.tc-ntioll to these 
, __ C_"_Il_Si_d_cr_li)_r_t_hC_'i_r_C_Il_c_ct_'_'_m_il_'smaH ·~tCcder" s.trcams. n.:g,-]rdkss. 'l_U_J_ti_'_h_"_h_it_ll_IS_'nfsizc. and _\\_'''_[C_''_'(he cumulative '_l'_'U_h_'ty_,._"_"_ti_,_,_al_c_r_q_u_,,_nt_ft_)_,,_P_"_rt_k_'U_h_l'_I}_'cOecl5 ofhumatl adrvitks whJ.:n __

'l'ondui:ting \vatcrshcd bascJ a'.'i'>l'~s-ments~ designating I:and usc~, Jnd devc1uring prOlL'd lye 
'.1 O-A-27 

Responses 

lO-A-22: 
1. Terms identified in the comment have been defined in the 
glossary. 

2. BLM administers mineral leasing, pennitting, operations, and 
reclamation under several authorities such as the 1872 General 
Mining Law and the 1920 Mineral Leasing act as amended. 
Regulations promulgated under these laws grant decision mak
ing authority to BLM to review, modify, and approve mineral 
related activities on public lands. Enforcement of established 
requirements and activities approved in plans is also within the 
provisions of these laws and related regulations. 

The 1976 Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
directs BLM to conduct land use planning to allocate resources 
and uses and assign Special Designations (e.g., ACEC, RNA, 
WSR and WSA). 

lfthe land use plan allows, mining activities may be approved 
or denied. Any mining proposed in these areas would be as
sessed by BLM in a NEPA document. Any mining allowed in 
these areas would need to be conducted in a manner that recog
nizes the areas special characteristics. 

3. Project specific mitigation measures or design features are 
appropriately considered at the implementation leveL These 
items would be assessed using future NEP A analysis for indi
vidual projects and are considered to be outside the scope of this 
RMP effort. 

lO-A-23: The concerns identified in this comment deal with inspec
tion, enforcement and administration of these types of opera
tions which are handled at the implementation level and are 
outside the scope of this planning document. j 
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Responses 

10-A-24: The information presented in this comment is consistent with the data as presented in Section 3.2.9.2 and Table 3-16. An additional figure (Figure 
3-10) has been added to the Proposed RMP showing the location of known springs. 

1O-A-25: An additional figure (Figure 3-10) has been added to Chapter 3 showing the source water areas and 303d water 
bodies. A table is included in the Proposed RMP discussing the parameters for impairment. 

10-A-26: An additional figure (Figure 3-10) has been added to Chapter 3 showing the source water areas and 303d water bodies. The BLM coordinates 
management activities with local communities. The Proposed RMP provides flexibility to change management actions if they are shown to impact any 
source water areas. 

lO-A-27: These types of streams are assessed and included in implementation level plans and monitoring. Likewise, these streams would be considered 
during travel management planning and route designation. 
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Comments 

measure,. We cxpect tl1l~se small str"'lItlS w(Juld he' particularly vulnerable to and ill need of 
protection fi'om OIIV use and tiv('slock gr:lzil1g. 

1O-A-21
l'k'LSC yerify thaI the yuiues in the, ,,,hie "hurt"'"" water quality ~t'lmlmds in Chapter 2

(pHgt.: 2-5S} ar~ COITt.3d.: we note thal lh~ valuc t~Jr Cr is i.ncorrc<.~l. AJso rle;;:t:sl,;,~ cite the appljc~1hlc 
Slaw rt:gulalio·n!-i. 

lO-A-28! 

\V.e realize lhaL duC' to the rr;lgn1t:nh:.~d nmure Ofihc BU\-1 h:H1ds~ it f'io nl~!l'e:';$.ary to 
"oordinate and "orR collaboratlvdy with other puhlic and pri\"ate lalld "'vilers to manage aquatic 
rcsoun;e, and improve water quality. In addition to applYlflg needed prntcclion and restoration 
measures "" BLM lunds. and managing multiple uscs m a manner that pro!eds ~lld restores 
3qu • .nic rC-SOlln...·CS... we rtcommcnd and urg.e tbnt BLi\1 participate in H(,:ol1~istent.,. ongoing mannt:r 
with the i(},-~al wa[ersh~d coum:ib: and advisory group~ to evaluatt· the condition of aqumi<: 
resoun.:es-, develop and impkmenl P\lDLs lmd oIh£!r restoratit.H1 str~l~gie$. and 1l1onilor and 
adjust land management and lan-d USc practices.a~ lleetled... \Ve strongJy el11pha~ize po(]ulion 

prcventi(1I1 in <111 practices. with special empha,,> on protecting luincrdblc lIHlund \V"lcr supplies 
(see comments "dow), such as from the LIse llfpesticides in control.ling imasive weeds, and in 
dC\ich'ping the prc"cript]()lh for a!lmining acti\itks, 

10-A-2 	 

I-toads Sedimentation i'n,llTI gnxmd dis[urhing acttvities is a key contrihulor to water 
quaii't,Y imp::J&rmelH and n:lad.~ are a major cuntributor of sedrmenL The RMP includes BiV1Ps ror 
grlJlll1d di,turhing. activities. including roads. hut docs nOl appear to diseu,s mad ,knsi!ies. !hl.' 
prohf~ratj'on of roads with ongoing and increa~ing larid uses, -4.md the cumulative en::ect~ l)f 

t:ontinur.:J road. huitding. \Ve r~coml1le:nJ addressing ro-ads- and road de-cornmissioning in the 
RMP. \vhicb would be h.:lprlll to impHl\e ""kr '1uality a, well a, ["decrea,,, habitat 
Ihlgmcntaliol1 and "iidlir.: disturbance. ' 

Grmme! water Ch"plcr 3 "I' the R,\lPiDEIS Slates lhallh" PrO is underlain hy the 
Eastern Snake Ri, Cf Plain Aqui kr. and other shallow ground water Ilnw systems in the "".!ie),s 
thmughout lh" 1'1'0 area. Howe",r. the condition o!,ground waler supplies i" not de",ribed. To 
improve the l.,kscriptioll of the afrcdeu environment. lhis portion of the EIS ~11{mtd disdnsc 
int()nmltron abnUl ground wat.er qmlti.ty~ inc.luding tht.~ typt:~ extent location. and s()un.:(',s q( 

gnHwd \\,a{~r corHaminatl011, \Vt,; n:comllltmJ ~ndud,ng this infi)rmlltit111l.ngether Wilh maps 
slio\-ving the (ypc. ~ocmion. and t.~xtenl nfkno\vn groundwater conlaminattotl. ('lHd a map ofaH 
ground walet' wdls ,!Ill! springs usc,d as public drinking '''lief supplies wilhin the PFO 'Ircu. 

lO-A-31 	 

Wildlife, Vegetation 
Alrenmtive B w<lulll concc:nlratc vegetative treatments in the highly Illincrahk Low

Elevation Shrub typ-t\ \vhieh is important to the grcatcT sage-grouse. \Ve are concerned thai 
cxwnsi\'~ vegetation tr,-~atmcnts. such as pres,crihcJ firc, \\ Ithin thifl hahitat typt: \vould pose a 
scrjoLl~ ri~k to grelit~r sage grot/st.:' and l)ther obligate ~agcbrush species. This risk \VOtlld be 
inll..;nsift('u dut: to the dimintshing hahitat af(.~a, incn:.-asrng humml us~, prc:ssLln:s.. and increasing 
fragmcntatitm of fI..'mainEng habhat. 

1O-A-32 

To improvc habitat "vcr timc while minimizing risks 10 dependent speclcs. we 
recommend managcmcl1l such as that descrihed in Alternative C /\Hemativc C would treal 

Responses 

lO-A-28: Changes have been made to to the Action Level tables con

tained in Action AA-ME-2.3.8 to reflect current standards. 


IO-A-29: The BLM has been and continues to be an active participant 
with local watershed councils and will continue to do so in the 
future. 

1 O-A-30: The planning team discussed the concept of establishing 

road/trail densities at length. Given the fragmented ownership 

pattern of public lands in the PFO and variety of resource issues, 

the BLM felt that establishing criteria was more appropriate than 

establishing density levels. Density levels may be appropriate 

when the travel management planning process is initiated. 


IO-A-31: Baseline information appropriate for assessment ofthis 

programmatic EIS is presented in Chapter 3. The level of base

line information cited as needed is appropriate for making deci

sions during implementation of the land use plan direction, 


IO-A-32: The intent is to create more sagebrush habitat, with differ
ent age classes, in the long term and to prevent loss of habitat 
from wildfire. If no treatments are done, and wildfire occurs, the 
end result is further loss of sagebrush habitat and that which re
mains would be of a monotypic age class. The type of treatments 
applied may include prescribed fire in the low elevation sites but 
would not exclude mechanical or chemical treatments. 

In addition, these are potential acres to be treated. Site specific 
analysis would detennine the types of treatments used. Treat
ments are tools to accomplish objectives. In addition, sagebrush 
may not be the targeted species treated, 

Your comment also resulted in reviewing the objectives and 
management actions in Wildland Fire. It was determined that it 
would be appropriate to include the following into the Vegetation 
section of Alternative B (VE-6): C-WF-4.2 and C-WF-4.3. 
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Comments 

fahnut I't,(, ofvcgctation in the j,:u,lul!l"uble Low-Ek-vattt)n Shrub type cOn1par~d to ahout 46 !:c:,. in
Altema!lvc B (p_ 4-56)_ Alternative C \\"lluld emphasize nrc suppression and pr~-and posHir" 
Ircatm~nl methods in Source Hahitats for >!rcalcr S.ll!!.C-l!rousc (Low and Mid Elevation Shruh and 
Mountl1in Shruh). \Vildland nrc liS" 'mlJl~r be lIsed',n ;agc grouse habitats to benclit rile hahitat 
only aller site specitic project level coordination wilh IDFG. W,' believ" the managemell! 
ou!lincd in Alternative C IS necessary and appropriate ti)f this imperiled species. EIl.:wts to 
protccllhc greater s ••ge grouse and its habitats will also henefit other sagebmsh obligHte species. 

lO-A-3 

Gnuing 
We ,uppoot the usc oflhe Idaho Standardl·./;,r R""gehmd Nealih <llId Guideli"e"l'." 

Lil'cswck Gm;illg Managemenl wherl' grazing is appropriate. We also apprcciate. [hal under 
AlicrIllltivc B, 13 allotments would be closed (51 or eliminated (8). and six allotlllcilts totaling 
320 acres would not be leased in order to protect riparian areas (p. 4-240). lIowC\'er. under 
Ahemal,vc B. allprl)ximalcly 560.000 acres (9 J%, of the planniflg area) arc ~'roposcd !O he 
.,,[[.Iahle [lll' li",slock ",""zing (p. 4-1(6). Thus. we arc concerned thaI vi,t,,,,!!y atl habililt tor 
sag~' grnlls~~ and sagehrush obhgott.2 spcdc~ \vtmld b't!" op~n to Hvestnck gru;.rjng. This would. pos¢ 
an unnt!cesstlry risk to sage grouse leks and broodinglrearing areas and \\,(wld diminl:5h forage 
important in winter habItat and source areas. \Ve recnnlmcnd that these and nthcr \-,'ulnerable 
nsh t wildlif~\ and SCI1siti\-'\.~ and s,p~(;ia) status plant habiltlh 0(: protected [[tJIll: ih"~stock grazing. 
such as. through 5~aSOTHll cio.s.urcsll'($triclions, through the use of fencing ~Xc10SU1"CS~ and/or by< 
diminMing grazing. 

IO-A-33 

Recrealion 
 QHV use. Vie h(lvc COIKcms regarding Ih" OtlV uses prc,cribed in Alternative 8_ The 

lI"t pert.~ins to the unrestricted use \\f snl\\vmobiles Oil 539.000 acre,_ Due to tbe wimenill1c 
distllrbance dl,"cts 011 wildl il<, which depkte their encrgy r""n·.,s needed for SLIn ivaI. we think 
the prnvis.io!ls ill Altemat;ve C (sllowmtlbik, unrestricted ,m 252.500 acres: ,1\<",moh;lcs 
I imil.:d to d,~sigl1al~d mule, on 286.500 a~r"s) pl'<:s~nt a more balanced appmach. ami we 
recommend their adoptioll_ 

.1 O-A-34

rile sl;!'cond concern Jnvolvt~s [h(" in£ctlsi:\'c usc- areas up h) 80 acres in sizc-,. \Vc' agree. that 
OHV users need locations ti.r intcn,,;\'(: usc and competilive C\CIlts- !-lmve\cr, the RMl'iEIS 
should provide more guidal1c~ n~ganJing the acceptable numh,cr and (:{rC;atitHls' ot' these intens.ive 
us~ siles. \\/c recommend thm they he lOCJl~d in ar~as that an.' alreadj/ highly dislurbr.:d and 
rdati\dy n..'siiient. such as uld grave! mint' sit~.'\. and that \\loulU: not (lnse a significant 
dislurbal1':c 10 sens;ti"" wildlile. 

Our (hiI'd cOl1cCI11 iflvol vcs the dlCcts of land disptlsal on recreation opportunities. For 
this. ptcas~ sec our comment hi.~lo\'.· rcgnnJing land:-. and rt~alty. 

Lallds and Realt~· 
!_and ["mIT>' ad.ll~\!X!£l1IS. We recognize the need t"r management dlkicncy thr'llIgh tile' 

elimination ofisohl!cd tracts and cOl1stllidaliol1 ofpubJie lands. However. we arc concerned that 
disposal "I' BLl\l lands l(lI' this purp"," would rcsllit in a nc! denc"sc in public lallds available 
Ii)r multiple lISCS, particularly wildltfc habitat and rccrention. As sialed 'n the Dra.1I RMi'iI.'JS 

lO-A-36 

Responses 

lO-A-33: Management direction CA-SS-1.2 and B-CA-FW-l.l en
sures that wildlife habitat, especially sensitive status species 
habitat, is protected and appropriately managed. 

lO-A-34: The Recreation section in the Proposed RMP has been 
modified to address your concerns regarding restrictions for 
snowmobiles. 

IO-A-3S: Intensive use areas must meet criteria described in Action 
B-RE-4.1.7, which would limit areas available for such inten
sIve uses. 

lO-A-36: See Objective B-LR-S.l, which states the land tenure ad
justment program's intent is to, "Maintain the overall public 
land base." 
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Comments 

\1'. 1"7), nUI,1 is encouraged "to "perute li'om a Irame ()f reference Iha! demand ,,!H !l.row 
intinilc1y yelthc land \\ ill always rem'lin finil,-:" Disposal ol'puhlic lands inva~idal<'~ even this 
tI'1lme of rekrence. and would replace il with onc in which wildlife hahitat continues to decrease, 
ultimately resulting In more listed species, ;Jlld recreation denmnd incre,lses infinitely, whil<' tile 
land hase IlJr this use decreases. 

lO-A-36 	 

To aHlid ckpklillg the pllnlic lands base in the lac~ of increasing needs fil" rublk open
space. Wt' r"commend lhat any land tenure adju;;tmiOl1t> b~ conducted in a manner thut results in 
no net 1o" of rublkly..owncd lands in federal (prd,:mbly), stal<:. or local ownership. The net 
quality as wdl ,t, the quantity (lfpublie hlilds fi)]" recrc<llioll uses, wildlif~' habitat, maimenance of 
hindivl'rsity, and other ecological servke> shOUld dther be held eOllslnli! or he improved over 
whm is currently :Jvail'lbk. ThiS could be accomplished through land cxdlangcs, or through 
Cl.luh alent sak~s, and purchases_ In s.urn~ W~ slrnngly recommend timt ..my land disposa 1~Ictjons 
be matched hy equivalent or hcuef land acquisitions. 

IO-A-37 

SpCcilll status plants 
\Ve arl' c{)ncenl,~d thai scnsit;w and Sp..,cial S1t!tlls Plant specics arc not 'ldcqllatclJ' 

protected ITom surface disillrb[ng activities lInder the preferred ;ll.ternmivc B. Altemal;ve C 
11'.4-1 7lS) would be more prolcc!iw of Srecial Status Plant Habitat. bIll impacts would still 
r(~n1ain primari(y 1iom grazing and milll,ng. \Ve re(:ommcnd cOf1:-.idcratiol1 oCaddhionut c!u:"ures 
th.1I11 tile!'),e octtivlLic'S tn areas stH'tt~-gic to the et.:ology ofthes-c t;(Jlnmlmitie~ to prot¢\.':l these ptants. 
and to CfH1!-i>cTYC' biodiversity_ 

. ;1O-A-38 

Ai.. quali!y 

1	 LuJ,;ilh:<:....c!\!~L£~IJm:\:.h On page -1·1-1 orthc RMP.'DLlS, it is staked tbat dlemical du.st 
suppressants "ollM pOlo:mially b" used (() control mad dusl during min,'rab and energy 
development conslruction .. operations. aml maitlteilallC~ acth ilies. TIl<" RMP!EIS should dbdnsc 
what dlcmical(s) \\!)"Id be used to suppress dust. and the assodated risks to human health and 
the cl1viromncnt from tlte L.'SO of these chcmkols. To a",id pllkntiaHy introdUCing new 
en\'~ronmenl31 lmp~lcts in an eFfort 10 tll1tigalc road lima, \V12 recommend that. \.utter he ll~ed 
together wirh pusted speed lim~ls_ 

3lO-A-

.~.!l.!ll~YmD!.\).lJ"'\, The RMI',DEIS. p. 4-1 b. statcs that wInlcr tailp'pe em,s>;!)ns from 
sllO\'L11obtics CO. NOx. SO~. and VOCs. and that up""..d trends In pupulations ,ond 
rccrcmiona! usc in the planning area could creale the pOlentiall!)r tJ1(lre IreqllcllI short-term. 
localized cmissit}ns~ !_h(,.~ iJit,ens~ty and dJlral!on \\'ould depend on the lev-c-I ofincfe-<.tsed 
rccre:Hiona~ trank and weather condilions. On page 3-! 17, the RMI'!DEIS stale, that 

Hregistration of OHVs ill; the nine planning area counties has increased nn~r ,)7 "h, hetween i 999 
and 2003. \Ve agree thal this incrt.'ilSc is suhstantlni and recommend (hal there be additional 
research and monitllring to descri.be the pot<.:nlial air quality efr~t:ts. For t"xumple, ana,tjisCS done 
t()r snowmobik~ us.(; in other areas, such as. (11 Ydlowston'~ Natiotiu] Park, muy he hdpfullO 
hetlcr charw.:tefize these impacts. 

1O-A-4 

Climate ,hange
We think it is 11llportam 10 con,ider lh" p()l<:nti~1 efie"t, of climate change within thi, 20 

year planning !loriz,lOn. W..: recommend lhal the Final RM PiEiS he allgmented tIl consider lhe,,, 
lO-A-4l[ 

Responses 

lO-A-37: This is the intent ofland tenure adjustments (See Chapter 2, 
Action AA-LR-5.1.3, Action B-LR-5.1.2 and B-LR- 5.1.3). 

IO-A-38: EPA's preference for sensitive plant management consid
erations under Alternative C is noted. However, there are many 
provisions made in management direction for Alternative B that 
are protective of sensitive plant species (Action B-SS-l.2.8, .11) 
without closing the areas to livestock grazing or mineral leasing 
or permitting. 

BLM would develop additional, site appropriate mitigation 
measures for sensitive and Special Status plants during future 
project level NEP A analysis when surface disturbing activities 
are proposed. 

See response to comment IO-A-ll. 

IO-A-39: Concerns identified in this comment would be properly 
addressed at the implementation level. All of the mines are cur
rently approved to use additives in water for dust suppression. 
Typically the only additive is salt - magnesium chloride. The 
appropriateness and effects of these additives would be assessed 
in site specific mine and exploration plan proposals, not in the 
RMP. 

1O-A-40: As described under sections 4.2.1.3 - 4.2.1.7, upward trends 
in OHV use would continue to impact air quality, but under Al
ternatives B, C, and D these impacts would be reduced by elimi
nating the amount of undesignated acreage, and limiting the 
amount of acreage designated as open to OHV s. This would 
likely reduce the net emissions from these sources compared to 
the No Action Alternative. Additional research and monitoring 
for impacts on air quality, as proposed in this comment, are be
yond the scope of this planning effort. 
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effects 011 all resources. induding Wale!". vegetation. and wildlife. We recommend, too. tilal 
planning include margins of ,;afety and other provisiolls [() acc()1l1rtlOdall' anticipated change,. 
such as. species millratl()n corrido.rs.t COl1scn"vaticH1 of habitats to ~uppor{ spc\."ies 
movement/migration: water quantity ailt}catiot1s that a~coun{ f(}r iI1cr~,-lscd dflclUghl and \\ ildrircs. 
and so Oil. 

4lO-A- 1 
Implementation, mOllit.oring 

W" commend and suppOTllhc inclusion "fthe Mailo Standards 1(" Rangeland Health and 
(jl,i\kJincs for LiwSlock (;razing whmngcmcllt {Appcndi\ AI: the Glliddincs. TCi.:hniqucs. and 
Practices (BMl's) provided in Appendix C: the reSlrictions and st;pulatiom; I<)r mining and other 
aClivilics; and tlie IVlmr;\ ofCuuhrmn Trout Objcctiws for Yellowstone ami Bonneville Trou!. 
H{l\\'c\(~r. CtHl::-idering the number nfhumnn acti\·itil....$ he[l1g conduct(':d~ ;Jw va~l and di~pers-{"d 
acreage to he: rmmagl:ti, lUlli the mlllr<:rl!I'S ami detailed tlirc ...!' I'es, standards. ami. reslricliofiS ltI 
enforce, we h,JVC ~on~crns about jmplcm~ntatlon and monitoring, 

The RMI'/DEIS analysi~ of "neds Irom [he variou, ailemal,ves is based on a number or 
analytic.ull1ssumptions (p. 4· 1.4·2). 111" tirsl is that slltlj"cnt funding ami pcrs,'nnd .would be 
availabk 'i'l" implelllellling the tlmll decision, We are concerned wi[h this ",.sumption since, 
currently. not all PFf) area lands art;: e\·alu.ah:.~d as [0 thdr condition. there are many dncumcntt:d 
alld u",,,sol\·,,d unaUlhorized u,,, and/ur OCCUp""l")' cases in the I'FO area. and BLM expecls 
th('r~ are large l111mhcrs of trespass cases that have not yl..."t b·ccn discovereJ o-r docUmCnlCtl. 
Workload l'ri()rili~, and limited :;lalrmg ~au,,' these unauthorized lISes to go tlnresolved (p. 3· 
86)' 

10-A-4 

Consequemly, we question whether thi> assumption of adequate starnng and funding to 
m;ulUge PFO ar,'a lands is realistic and Llppmprimc i"or usc in pr"dicting the cll\·ironmental 
c()nscc..juC!KO;:S of the prorosed actions. Consequently, \1."':- rl;l;(Jmm~nd (hat th~ FinaJ R1\rlP/EiS 
include.u w(lrkpian or .stnacgy with apprnximah: timdint.:s and personnel appnrtion~d into tht" 
futUfl\ f()[ how thesC' prcscriptions~ standards and guiddlncs. constraints", Ltt.,. wi[i he 
implemcnted. monilored. anti cnlilfccd. This would hdp III validate the assumption of a(kquatc 
staffing and ItHlding. Ai1cmalivciy, BLM could modifY the analysis of ct1vironmcmal 
C()n~l'qlle[l('eS by. perhaps. including an alternative scenario wherdn soml' mca,me or funding 
and stnll resources would !lO! be aVailable. or 'llmlit\, tile predicted outcome:s wilh an appropriatc 
lever of llnccrlainly iYJscd Oil the c~isling and reasonably liJl'csccabk level of staffing mId 
r~soul"cc:s. 

lO-A-4 	 

Responses 

I 0-A-41: Guidance presented in the range of alternatives provides 
the framework with which the BLM can deal with environ
mental change such as climate change and or global warming. 
Section 2,6, Management Guidance Common to All Alterna
tives, Goal GE-l and Objective CA-GE-l.l addresses how on 
-going resource inventories, surveys and or monitoring pro
grams would be used to make management decisions in re
sponse to changing conditions on-the-ground. In the Pro
posed RMP/Final EIS a section addressing Climate Change 
has been included in Chapter 3 (Section 3.2.1.4) and Chapter 
4 (Section 4.2.1.10). 

lO-A-42: See comment response 3-G-45. All parcels are thor
oughly evaluated during the sale or exchange process. Any 
unauthorized use would need to be resolved prior to convey
ance. 

10-A-43: The consideration of future funding and staff resources 
is beyond the scope of this planning document. The BLM 
Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1) addresses imple
mentation strategies that enable the BLM to prioritize the 
preparation of implementation decisions. 

Land use plans are developed to be broad in scope, wide rang
ing for all resources and resources uses. As funding is appro
priated by Congress, on the ground management continues 
without disruption or the constant need to amend the plan 
because it did not provide for overall management guidance 
and direction because of a perceived lack of funding or staff
ing. 
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Comments 

Source Water PI'otection I nformatioll 

Source \~/aLer is untrot3ll.:d \\":.JtCf frum slrcams~ ri\"ers, take!;. springs,!" and aqui-tcrs that. is 

used as a ~u.pply oCdxinking water. SOUfl:C '/Ilater Areas arc the sourc~s of drinking water 
delineated ~md rnapp'ltd by the states tllr each fcdcraliy-rcguhHcd pubJic watl::r system. A 
fi:dcraHy-rcgulated publ-ic \vater sys.tcm provides water for human ~onsumpti,{m through pipes or 
,other (.:onst:ruct~J conveyances. to;at least IS scrvk.1i! connections. or serves an average or at l~as! 
25 peoph.~ t(U- at h:a ..a 60 day~ a year. 

\Vc offer ttl!.;' foll()wing stc-ps t(1- ~ak~~ 10 if1~i..)rpofatc ~OtlrCil,,': \\/,ltC( prnlCction it1h) f,h..: P'K"i.tlt:lIo 
RMI'; 

L 	 JJ('nl~ty Sllurc\:, \Vah:.~r Areas. \\;'llhin your hmd managcmt~i1{ an:;] 

Look allh~ aqdiabk data: 

Siaies haw mapp~J Souree Water Arens !{lr kdcrally.rcguialcd public 'HIler ,;yslems. 
.. Sourc0 \-\inter Areas present Of] your land may be- a.s:o.:oc3ated \,vlth public water s.ystems that 
your ag~ncy O\\Tls/opcrates~ or (hey may be, ror public water syslc:ms o\\·n.:{l 'tlpcrat.t.·u, hy nthcr 
enriti(;s. Sourcl..: \Vater Areas that overlap with your land mi1lli1:g\..~mem an.~:J may be ~Iss~)dalcd 
\\illl publ ie water SY"ICIll, wells ," surfne.: water intake, that arc physically located bc)'ouJ the 
bordl..~r~ of :your land area. All St)urcc \\/atC'f An:as must be rrotcclcd, n:::gardkss or who 
{)wl1s/operales. the \.\'atcr $}'stem or the physical incatiol1 of the waler s)'!"km welt t)f !lltakC'. 

Data from the slalcs: 

A St.Jurc...~ \'·hHcr As:'.es~m(;nt. i:-; availahle on tlw Idaho Dl,:parlment of FnvirOJllllcntal Quality 
\\ C'OSQ[e (hur:i').Y.:l:V," .dr.::~!&tc. id.us.I\valerAlnta reports'\mufce_ ,\,:ah.·[iR'P<H1s.cfil]). 

COl1tat.:l th(' Stah." Source \\/atcr Proted!on Pro~ram to dch..~rmin~ whl"thcr 'lOU have ~dl 
current II1tormatlnn available at th .... time ofyOt~r pJ.anning/analysis proccs~. 

• 	 ID: Dnnd Ri,ky, Idaho Dep"rtm~n! ofEIl,;ronmenta! Quality. 208-.l73-02i4, 
!Jli~L~yi!rJ~qiq2b£Rq~ 
Ask the Stal(' ~mHact 'br lnf()rmt'lliol'l ahout state-rcgulalcd drinking water systt:ms, rhcsc 
sy,l.cms are smaller than liluse (hat fall under federal drinking wmcr regulation" bUl human 

hea!ill Wf1l'ern, ,n'" """y noul and their "lltree or drinking w;'I~r also should he <:(>I1skkn:d 
when planning Laud m~e at~ljvitk~" 

JfSotlrct" \VaE~r An.;'as-_m'c pre'scm in YOllr hmd aI\!~lS: 


R~\-i-t."w tilt:- ~nllrcc w,lt~r (lS$-essrnent COlllpieted by the St.ate. 
 
lnn:n(ory potcn(,iaf cClrlfaminam sour('~s within the Source \V~H~r ,\reaT 
 

kkm[t~' bnd 11lanngen1Cnt at.:'liviti~s that might impact dririk~ng waler. 
 
COtH.h:.~t the pubh~; water system opcn.\t(1f. 
 
lndudt!> the J1amt..~ and C(Jntal~( intt")fmation fbr ~he \\',ller system (lp~.Tdtnr In your plan/an~iysls. 


\\If)rk with tIH.: \\;JTCr system operator' 1.0 dCh;rmjil~ \VilCn to noti6' the \-\~Hcr syst,crn about 
 
activities lhal will be conducted ()ll fedeml hmds, 
 
DCICI111ioo: th<: type, ,,[ aclivities they want w bc nOliticJ about. 
 

ne.tcrrnjm.~ Jll appropriate schedule' ft)r notification. 
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iJelel111in.: other intbrmatlon sbaring that should take pbee_ 

Scb:t appropriate BMi's to address decreasing the risk fj-om all idcntiilcd potential 
 
contaminant sources under your control. (Sec 13MI' enclosure.) 
 

4. 	 Imolyc the public 
• 	 Work with conHllunilics to ensure that lhe community is inf()l'1ncd of rimmed projeds. 

Follow all approprialc NEPA pmtocols felr informing the public_ 
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zrr-0797 

f70RT HALL BUStNESS: COUNCIL 
PO. BOX 300 

FonT HALL. IDAHO 8320.3 

Comments 

r l'.Jl'y Smith. Project Manger 
BLM ~, PocateHo t.:rclt{ Office 
4-350 Cliffs; Drive 
Poe,,(cHo CD 8,204 

~.f:: SboS"hone-B~UUluck Tribes O;uuments to- tbe ilL;\{ Po{"atello Resource 
1\13llill,gement Dr-aft F.:lS/Plan 

The Sh.;)$~)onc~B~tmock Tribes (Tril>cs) wOlrJd like. to th.mk P'ocatello F"icld Office ofthe 
Bur~~u -ot Land M~m:g~met~t (BLM) for seeking Tribat iMput on ;h15 proposed resource 
malmg~ment !)l~ WVf.510<l. nle Shoshone-Bannock Trio(:s tc.chnicat stafTlms revie<-»cd 
the J,va,llabic ~[Homlatk!1l a~d 4"ubmits. the fullnwing wm.ments. AHhough the Tribe::; do 
~~I belH;:'~ th;t tit: alrernatl've s~tecuon I'S :mflldemly protective of the natural rtsollfC.fS 
l.. ofthe l,rt':.i},y f.hgfns orifie Tnbe~.) Ahemativc- C, as the mosl pfO'tecli'lt"C of the 
;~~~~~Cl-'S IS the :l.iternatl\.'l!. ;!ilong \\.11h the recomrnClltt~'I.['jOJ1$ above.• as preferred by the 

I-T-l 	 

Tn~ nee-~ 10 protect treaty rights <UKi a:c.ce-$S in all t~· .(hsros.w'ac(!ujsjt.ion/exch<Jn~e 
.ac~l~ns mu.s-t ~~ ~~t~~ucleroo. T~l.C B~<M rm.lS1 dernonstmtc. dcferc:uce to Treaty rig1;~:';i .r:nd 
~,~l~t ~~~?(}nslbl!I~Y ~bcn !uakmg 2l1ng-tcrm land man.agemcnt decisions; esp~cial1y 
\ (,en dCL.;.i~lOll$ are made ai~CCtlng. ce-d~d rands. Mitigation rands ;)ltd tile potenhal 
0:.p~~1~um11~ to pttr:me !lO~I.?k 2C4U!Sltioll, lamio:; ft~r the: Sj)ccific benefit of fish nne! 
''''.lld:Jt.c: LlllO~r O~hCT .a~qmSHtOt1 op}l'oti:Ll:nrhts, needs to renmin;in op-en and vtabl{' 
pos,slb!illy [OJ' ~hls DElSlPlan. 

I-T-2 

'~l1e fiLM s;t~ff I,!,-lmc to' r-Ort HaH tt) mee.t with tne Fort HaH Business Council til" 
g~~'C!J~lUS body QfH~t."; Snt)shonc·,Bannock Tribes. That meeting may be (;onsi-t1et~:d ,tsa 
pm! o~' titr;· (:Of~suh.atlOn proc¢$S, a~ au l.nfOrn)oiHiCinal meeting. Prior to th~t the BLM s~aff 
CO,OidU:il,:-d With tlt:"f~bal resource- staff, cmd the Tribes ur~e ilie ;'l.gcrlci.es to comirmc 
thJ[ tcenmcnj <:oordl'~1;'11l011 througbolJ\ the Nf.-PA pro('~$:. 

The ~S6~ F()~ Bridger TFcaty reserves the- right to MntlnUI! traditIon;)l w:'"tivltie.s on atl 
UI1t)~";IJPled lHJid.s. Ondcrstan:dnl.g that the ELM i.s LInder i1 Multi·use M:mdatc, the Tribes 
reml"n~ and eJ.npnnslzC' ;:~1a.t t1.~e ~L.M ~r~t has a fedcr,ulll"USI responsibility 11) the- TribC's to 
:(t!;;ln.lge lands· undcrtheff )1!.rI.sdlchon Ul.1 manner [Q pfC$e~vc ;md pr('ltcc,l those trust 

rt:$l)l.lrce..~, on behaif of the Tribes. The TTiJ.les reque-:st the AU...I include a statcmcr:U 
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1-T -1: Thank you for your comment. 

1-T-2: Objective LR-5.1 addresses land tenure adjustments which 
enhance multiple use, protect significant resource values (e.g., 
water resources, special status species habitat, crucial wildlife 
habitat). Criteria for land tenure adjustments/changes in public 
land acreages consider tribal treaty rights and interests in the 
Action Alternatives (B-, C-, and D-LR-5 .1.2). Factors consid
ered in the acquisition or disposal of lands are identified in each 
of the Action Alternatives (LR-5.1.3). With this management 
direction the potential to pursue opportunities to acquire lands 
for the specific benefit of fish and wildlife under other acquisi
tion opportunities (e.g., BPAILWCF) would be fulfilled. 
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acknowledging Ihat federal tillS! respollsibility to Olilllage and protect Indian Trust 
Assets/Treaty Resources, and that the BLM will work to ellsure all proposed projects will 
be developed and analyzed with this responsibility paramount. 

1-T-3 

Please include in your list of required laws, statutes and executives orders the fc<lcraf 
agencies must follow, the 1868 ForI Bridget" Treaty (15 Stat. 673), a.< well as the official 
govel1unent-lo-govemmenl consultution requirements to the Shoshone-Bannock Trib_,s. 

J-T-4 	 

The Shoshone-Bannock Trihes are not members oCllle genera! puhlic; the Tribes arc a 
sovereigl1natiol1, with its own governing system ,md canoot be equated with local state, 
municipalities or county governments. Do not include Tribes as a general stakeholder. 
Please conduct a global search for the correct spellings oflhe Tr,hes, and oflltc Fort Han 
Business Council. 

1-T-5 

The Shoshone-Bannock Trihes submitted comments to the BLM as a Dart or the Wild & 
Scenic studies; at dUll time, it was understood that any comments ont;ide of the scope of 
the Wild and Scen,c studies would be carried into the RMP process" Pt"case Incorporate 
thO'se "Sl')ocific COlnments l11to the document 

I-T-6 	 

Sectio" 1.8, TRIBAL RELATlONSHIPS AND TRIBAL RIGHTS AND INTERESTS: 
Please revise the s<"Colla paragraph to re.d as foHows: 
wl1,e Shoshone-BalUlOck Tribes has a unique legal relationship wilh the United Stales 
Govemment. Various federal statutes, policies and executive orders protect the Tribes 
!lattn,,1 and cultural interests, and historic and contemporary uses. 111e fedenll trust 
responsibility doctrine requires federal agencies to COllSUlt with recognized tribal 
govemments. Govemm.;n!-lO-!lOvCmment consultation with the Fort. Hall Business 
Coullcil, the gove111ing hody ortlle Shoshone-B~llnock Tribes, ;s requin,d all (letlons that 
would Impact treaty rights and cultural res{)urces on land management activities that 
could affect these rights and resources." 

1-T-7 

GLOBAL CHECKS: The Ttibes provide co-managcmell! authority o!llalIds, water ,ond 
wildlife resources, so please conduct a g:lobal che<:k 10 ensure thai allY vlace thai the
BLM will coorctinate with IDFG shall include Trihal coordination" Tile Fort Bridger 
Treaty d,d \lot "grant" hunting "nO fishing dJ;hts, the treaty reserved those rights. The 
Tribes has always had those rights as a Vart of inherent sovereignty. Review the entire 
document and make appropriate chlUlges to refleC! tb's. 

1-T-8 

THE POLICY OF THE SHOSHONE-BANNOCK TRIBES FOR MANAGEMENT OF 
SNAKE RlVER BASIN RESOURES: Triha! members continue to exercise treaty Ijghts 
off-Rese.rvation by hunting, fishing and gathering and other traditionaL uses of the 
resources. III accordllllce with the Shosl!ollc-Bal1llOCk Tribes Snake River Policy, Ihe 
Tribes would encourage the ELM to utilize this Policy to conserve, protect and enhance 
natura' alld cultural re-sources. AU(tcf1ed is a COP)' ofthai lhbtd poilcy 

1-T-9 

Paoe 2 0117 
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I-T-3: The Proposed RMP/Final EIS addresses Tribal Treaty Rights 
and Interests with the identification of a Goal/Objective and 
Management Actions (see TR-l and PP-TR-l.l). 

1-T-4: Appendix B has been updated to include the Fort Bridger 
Treaty (15 Stat. 673). 

1-T-5: Thank you for your comment. 

1-T-6: The Tribes' responses to the Wild and Scenic Studies were 
reviewed. Nearly all comments that were outside of the scope 
of the eligibility study were deferred to and incorporated in the 
Blackfoot River and Bear River Wild and Scenic Suitability 
Study, which contributed to the non-suitable recommendation. 

Additional comments were considered in the development of 
theRMP. 

I-T-7: Section 1.8 Tribal Relationships and Tribal Rights and Inter
ests has been revised. 

I-T-8: See response to comment I-T-3. Per the management direc
tion in the cited Goal/Objective the BLM would consult with 
the Tribes on actions within the ceded lands and those actions 
that could affect treaty rights. 

I-T-9: The purpose of the RMP (Chapter I, Section 1.2) is to pro
vide a comprehensive land use plan that will guide multiple use 
management to maintain, improve, or restore resource condi
tions and provide for the economic needs of local communities. 
This purpose is in hannony with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
position to promote the conservation, protection, restoration, 
and enhancement of natural resources within the Snake River 
Basin. 
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Apnl,/OOl' 

P!eOlle analyze the impacts that this proposed project WOldd bave upon the Tribes
reserved treaty rights. Sp,ecific treaty resources include: cultural resources, fish, wildlife. 
plants and vegetation, water resources and the traditional cultural aclivitie.$, 

I-T-JO I 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS TO THE DRAI7 r EIS!PI~AN: 

Section 1 A2, NEED FOR CHANGE TOPIC: 11,. Tribes agree with the purpose and
need for tbis plan revision to improve, or restore resource cQnditiolls for the next 10 to 15 
years. Currently there is no directi()n given by BLM management for impacts to treaty 
resources. The RMP must reflect O'3! the BLM will provide specific management 
direction tQ ensure that Tribal trust assets, Treaty rights and resources are constdcred~ 
protected, enhanced alld managed to benofit the Tribes, both 011 reservation and o fl'. 

I-T-l1 

SectioJl 1.5, PLANNING GOALS: The Trihal requests that the BLl'v! include specific 
goals/objectives 10 ensure that Tribal interests and rights are protected, enhanced and 
 

managed to the benefit oflile Tdoes while noung the public responsibility in a separate 
 
objective. As a boltom line, the Tribes seeks "110 <let loss" of any natural and cullural 
 
resources to ensure protection oftreaty r.gllis ami resources, specifically benefiting fish, 
 
wildlife and their habitats) culturaL resources~, \vhicb iucludes (he oral traditions and 
 
aClivilies practiced by Tribal members. 
 

J-T-12 	 

Insert llCW General ob.jcctives: The Tribes ''''luesl. that lleW objectives be developed th.t 
;s inclusive for afl resources, thai provides for fulfillment of Indirul Trost 
Responsibilities, both on reservation and oureservation. The only specific objective 
provided to the Tribes mentioned in the DEIS is for Mining and Energy, 1>leasc create 
new obje..:!i"es which recognized Ihis Trust Responsibility under all goals mentioned in 
this DEIS. This should not be limited to 0"- Reservation only. Acknowledgement of and 
consideration by ELM for the Tribes Treaty rights w;U occur throughout the ElS!Plan (<1. 
opposed to being in one >pecific section.) 

1-T-13 	 

Table 1-3, Planning Criteria Summary: The section Oil Land Tenure Adjustments mu.,t 
also include the following: Fully consider the impacts to the Tribes rights, and err Oil Ule
side of conservation, thus protecting the lands, waters and resources J>resenl on any 
disposal and acquisition lands proposed. Tllis shalf be a mandatory actioll. If the Tnoes 
disapprov. of the proposal and mitigation, the ELM shall remove that land from further 
consideration due \0 the adverse impacts 10 the Tribes. The BLM will make this decision 
based IIpon impacts 10 the land parcel identified for disposal, and the land parcel to be 
3cquired~ and not merely focusing on the lands to l)e acquired. 

I-T-14 

Flfrthcnnorc, Table 1-3, section on Trcaty Rights is incomplete. All il docs is simply 
recognize Treaty rights. The BLM mllst take management efforts to comply with the
T"hcs' Snake River Policy, and implement projects at1d actiYities that would protect 
Tribal "gilts and resources, not simply reoognizing treaty rights. (This is akir, to 
fe-cognizing th.c Clean V\later Ad, but l!O( hliplememing the law). The Tribes have 
provided guidance in tbe form of tile Tribes' Snake River Policy a"d other position 
statements, (See Clilachmelllsj. 

I-T-15 
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1-T -10: Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences, Tribal interests 
are addressed at the end of each Resource and Resource Use 
section. (e.g., Section 4.2.1.9, 4.2.2.9,4.3.1.9,4.3.2.9) In addi
tion, Tribal interests are also addressed under Special Designa
tions and Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice sections. 

1-T-II: See response to comment 1-T -3. 

1-T-12: See response to comment 1-T-3. 

I-T-13: See response to comment I-T-3. 

I-T-I4: Consultation with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes would oc
cur when the BLM considers land tenure adjustments on public 
lands involving Tribal-reserved treaty rights. (AA-LR-5.1.11) 

See response to comment J-T-3. 

1-T-15: See response to comment 1-T-9. 
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.~~~:~~!::~r(C"A{~t1,:~l"'f"."it FMn/{e".rfI/:)r~".__~_~__,___,,_~.___.__~.,___

Comments 

____ 
 

Section 1, I 0 Related Plans: The BLM must include the Tribe, Fire Mllllagemem Plall, 
tl,e Forest Management Plan, the Tribes Water Master Plan. and the Northwest Power 
and COliserv,tlioll COUliCil'S Upper Suake River Subbasin Plan, 

I-T-161 

Sectioo lA, TRIBAL RELATIONSHIPS AND TRIBAL RIGHTS AND INTERESTS: 
Plcase make the following revisions: "[1,e BLM inaccurately desclibes the 186$ Fort 
Bridger Treaty as establislling tile Fort Hall Indian Reservation. In facl, the 1867 
Execmive Order provided for the establishment orlhe Reservalion. The FOr! Bridger 
Treaty affimled the Reservation as a homeland for the Shoshone-Ballllock Tribes. Add 
to the elld "Hlle 2"d paragraph in this section. "Ali irnp,acts to Tribal rights, resources and 
interests shat! be fully mitigated, with the assistance ofTribal .lafCand final approval by 
the Fort HaH Business Cou"ciL The BLM shall cudeavor to implement the Tribes 
poHdcs and position starements, and UUH1..,.t. a hNoKnet-loss" with regard to land 
managemenl actlon on BLf'.l lands." 

I-T-17 

Section 2.6, Management Gttidance Common To Action A!!emativcs, WILDLAND 
FI.RE MA,'lAGEMENT: PIease insert the !ollowing: The BLM silall coordinate with the
Tribes Emergency Re-,ponse agene;"" when suppressing wildland fires, which occur on 
the Fort Hallindiall Reservation, with the primary goal ofprolecting human life and 
property amlthcn protecting natural and cultural resources On the Reservation, The 
Reservation Fire Managemellt Plan will be implemented tor on ,,~a[iOll wil(Hand fire" 

I-T-18 

Chapter L ~h,nagemenl Guidance for AlternatiVe C, Section 2, I 0 Table 2-5, Action C
VE-6.1.2 -9.d: This action stales "Inter-seed desirable species thut add diversity while 
nol displacing crested whea!g,ass." The Tribes question why would the ELM NOT Wall! 
to displace crested whcatgr"ss? It has very little wildlife habitat value, The low and mid 
elevation shrub and Mountain Shrub types are the primary habitat fol' While-tailed. 
Jackrabbits, which arc species of cultural significance to tile Shoshone-Bannock Tribes. 

1-T-19 

Section I. I J, POLICY: The first paragraph needs 10 indude the Cllrrent contemporary 
practices ofTribal metnhers! n()tjust the h~storic use. P!ease demonstrate how an tlte 
allematives consider contemporary practices, since [he,e arc minimal goals and 
objectives, developed to address U,esc rights. The ELM mllst continue to work W;Ullo.e 
Tribes 10 develop these goals ,md objectives appropriately. throughout tile planning 
process for !he Fin.1 Plan. Furthel1nore, the BLM ",,,st consider the Tribes as ,t co
manager, and stlUe it in lhis ErS/pla". 

I-T-20 	 

Section 1.12 OVERALL VISION: Include the followil,g two slatemellts: "The BLM 
shall work to 'm:orporate the Trihes Snake Rive,' Poliey as a par! of their management 
toals. Please include the Policy Statement in Ule Appendix. Ail cooperating agendes 
wilt be expected to utilize all oval1ablc Illeans, cOllsistent with their respective tmst 
responsibility mandates, to pmtect Trealy rights and Tribal interests consistc>!t with the 
Suake River Policy," 

1-T-21 
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I-T-16: These plans have been included in Section 1.10 . 

\-T -17: This comment to change text in Section 1.8 has been consid
ered in formulating additional management direction 
(Objective PP-TR-1.1). Management actions have been in
cluded that address treaty rights and consultation with tribal 
governments that address the concerns identify in the comment 

Section 1.8 has been updated to include text regarding the 
Tribes' policy statements concerning management of the Snake 
River Basin resources, the disposition, sale or transfer of federal 
lands, and development of campgrounds on federal lands. 

The purpose of the RMP (Chapter I, Section 1.2) is to provide 
a comprehensive land use plan that guides multiple use manage
ment to maintain, improve, or restore resource conditions and 
provide for the economic needs of local communities. This 
purpose meets the intent of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes posi
tion statements regarding the Snake River, campgrounds and 
federal land transfers to promote the conservation, protection, 
restoration, and enhancement of natural resources within the 
Snake River Basin. 

1-T-18: Management direction as identified in the draft RMPIEIS 
(2006) applies only to BLM-administered public lands, Inter
agency fire suppression on the Fort hall Indian Reservation will 
continue to be coordinated with the Tribes, however for the 
purposes of this RMP, this subject is outside the scope of this 
planning document 

1-T-19: Conversion of crested wheatgrass seedings to native vegeta
tion was considered and eliminated from consideration as ex
plained in Section 2,5.3. Section 3.2,5.5 explains the impor
tance of crested wheatgrass seedings and why they would be 
maintained. Crested wheatgrass and intermediate wheatgrass 
were initially seeded in areas previously fanned, They are im
portant for stabilizing the disturbed soil and providing spring 
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1-T -19 Continued: and fall forage for livestock and winter forage for wildlife. 
 

I-T-20: See response to comment 1-T-3. 
 

J-T-21: See response to comment I-T-9. 
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::~l'''..f ,_~~~m;:~\'oJibo&;r(elf.1.·1,''kYlr;'fflt)-U l:"'Jn._,I(~i).'0c..'"__~_.____________ 
 

TRIBAL HISTORY: P!ease illclude a general history of the Tribal uses in Ihe planning 
urea. The location of~le proposed project area is important to the Tribes, as it has 
lmp011al11 historical usage and continues to retain cultural vallles, as legends and other 
Tribal histories have illcluded that area. The Tribes request that ill'y potential adverse 
impacts that this project may have upon Tribal trad.itional values needs to be prevented, 
ond encourage the ELM to promote projcC\S to enhance cult"Ta! values and rights. 

I-T-22 

Cultural values aftne planning area; the federal agendes are requesting specific site 
inlbrmat](>ll to help identify constraints in specific locations ofresollrees impol1ant to the 
Tribes; however, il is the Tribes position that the entire area contains cultural significance 
to !he Tribes. Site specifiC recommendations are difficult to make without extensive 
visits to these areas by our Tribal members and Tribal resource staff. Ifthc BLM can 
offer financial assistance, via Assistance Agreements, to provide the funding to the 
Tribes, U,en more detailed pmticipalion call be l)ossibie from Ihe Tribes side. The Tribe" 
expect the agencies to manage 10 protect, alTd when possible enhance all of these 
rcsourc,es. 

I-T-23 	 

Significant historical events include the signing aHile Soda Springs Trealy, the BeaT 
ltiver Massacre and Executive Order establishing the Fort nan Indian Reservation alld
the signing oftlle Fort Bridger Treaty. Not only is this area known for hunting and 
gathering. but also numerous stories and legends revolve armmd the Inomltains and 
valleys of this region. Tribal people value the 1110lmlain peaks and high points and this 
planning effort must cons1dcr imp,~cts on those values" SIloshouc and Bannock peoples 
have Iribalilames for these mountains and areas, and !he Tribes urge !he BLM to 
undertake an ethnographic study, to help identify and utilize these [(aclition,,! nameS. 
This would assist the BLM 10 bettcr manage lands within their jurisdiction, and benefit 
the Tribes. 

I-T-24 

Sel'eral years ago, the Tribes submitted a letter to Ille BLM on the Wild and Scenic 
Eligibility Study process, for the Blackfoot River cOllidm' and requested that the issues 
raised ill the process be carried inlo tbe RMP planning process. l'lea.se incorporate those 
conllnenlS in rhe EISlplatt and provide a \'witten respCtl1se,. as well as the issues raised !n 
this comment letter. 

I-T-25 	 

Section 4.2.68 ONGOING PROJECTS IN j!".REA: The Tribes Fish & Wildlife 
Department has ongoing projects in the planning area, and urge the BLM to protect those 
Ilatmal resources, and allow habitat restoration aad other fish and wildlife related work to 
continue withOlll impacts from this planning dfOlt. This includes management activities 
from the Tribes SouthOn> ldaho Wildlife Mitigation Program. tile Wildlife, Big Game .nd 
fisheries programs. 

I-T-26 	 

CULTURAL RESOURCeS: 

As identified ill the DElS/Plan, apl>foximately 6 percent oHlle total laml within the 
planning area have been subjected to a. Class III archaeological survey; all identified site 
doctlmclltea are tile prodllct of past project's compliance witl1 Section 106. The 

J-T-27 

PageSor17 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

I-T-22: The Proposed RMPlFinal ElS, Section 3.2.2.4 Tribal 
Treaty Rights and Interests has been added which discusses 
treaty rights and historical and current tribal uses/interests 
within the planning area. 

I-T-23: Management direction for Cultural Resources is addressed 
in Objectives CA-CR-l.l and 1.2. See response to comment 1
T-3 regarding land management actions and allocations that 
could affect treaty rights and cultural values. 

I-T-24: Completing an ethnographic study is beyond the scope of 
this planning effort; however, BLM agrees that perhaps this 
type of study could be completed as part of implementation 
planning. 

1-T -25: See response to Comment 1-T -6. 

I-T-26: The interests of the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes were consid
ered in Action B-LG-1.2.6. Livestock grazing would occur 
within the acquired lands on a temporary non-renewable basis 
within the Soda Hills Management area only if it maintains or 
benefits wildlife habitat. Their interests were also considered 
when determining discretionary closures (for locatable miner
als), non-discretionary closures (for leasable and salable miner
als), and NSO's (for fluid minerals) on acquired lands in the 
Soda Hills Management Area. 

I-T-27: See response to comment l-T-29. 
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DElSlPlan ideo!; fic:; 14 Research Natura! Areas which are significant cultural resources 
10 the Shoshon.,.,Bannock Tribes. Sensitive areas not identified in the IU"fP are the basalt 
diffs, especially the Bear River, tlle Bcar River Massacre Site and the Oneida N.,,1UWS 

arca,. There is a high probability that a significant quantity of cultural resources is 
located withio the Po<:atelio Fjeld Office Area. For tllese reasons implementation ofa 
S~'Ctjon 110 and Section 106 programs is needed to provide haseline inftlmlation for 
adequate assessment of impact(s) of proposed project on cultural resources. 

I-T-27 	 

The DEISiPlan tiJiled to address the ethnographic history ofllle Shoshone and Bannock 
 peoples. Te> improve the BLM's decision-making, the Tribes request lila! a full 

ethnographic study be implemented throughout the enlire Pocatello Field Office areas. 
This shal.] be dOlle with the assistance of the Tribes, and in cooperation wilh all pllases of 
the research. 

I-T-28 	

Art Altematives must. reguire tila! prior to allY ground disturbing activit)" an assessmellt 
ofclIltural resources would bc performed. This 'ndudes lopical treatment to vegetation,
prescribed bunting, recreation, energy development/exploration and land 
disposals/\l:allsfersisales. Th.e Pocatello Field Office (prO) shaH be responsible for 
ensuring that cultuml clear,;nees arc completed and documented, Wi~l appropriate 
consultation with the Tribes. Ifth" PFO cannot fund a cultural resource survey then the 
propollEmt would incur costs. 

I-T-29 

Ollr priority is to present accurate infonnalion concerning our tribal people, traditioua! 
life ways and our ancestors. The DEISlPlan provides for rcse.arch opportunities for 
cultl"al resources, the Tribes emphasizes that the BLM must work with the Trihes in 
dctemJill,ng what type of research is conducted to assessing Ihe qualification of 
researcher, and determine how this research will be used. 1'he Tribes participation in the 
decision-making process is vital as the research; resulls and conclusions call. directly 
impact the TIibes. 

l-T-30 

For the lutme projects tllat the BLM will be. undertaking, please e"sure tlm! a SlOp work 
order is in place, if (my cultural artifact is discovered, the BLM will notify the SI105ho11e
Banno~k Tribes. Prior to any work pro,ceeding~ clearance mus.t be obtained rro.nl the 
Tribes, Slate Historic Preservation Office and the BLM. 

l-T-31 	 

2.6 MANAGEMENT GUIDAJ'ICE COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES: 
Page 2·13 Actioll CA-CR-l.l.4: Include ",lIthe bas.lt cliffS in special management
measuICS and )" the cultural resource management plan (eMt!'); diffs may 1m sensitive 
areas. It is Ullclear whm the cultural resource management plan states, as the DEiSlPlan 
rders to it several rimes, but the Trihes have 110t reviewed that pl.an. 

I-T-32 

Page 2-13 Action CA-CR-LL8: Sciemiiic use ofcllitural resources would require 
conSltllation between Pocatello Field Office and appropriate Tnoal staffUle 1'011 Hall
Business CounciL This consultation will provide an opportunity for TIibal input in the 
research and ho\'" research reSUlts are utilized. 

I-T-33I 
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I-T-28: Land use plans and planning decisions are broad in scale 
and are not site specific. Thus an ethnographic study as de
scribed in this comment is beyond the scope of this planning 
document The BLM through consultation is open to opportuni
ties to conduct ethnographic studies within the field office in 
cooperation with tribal governments. 

1-T-29: Assessments of cultural resources are conducted prior to any 
ground disturbing activities. See Objectives CA-CR-U and CA 
-CR-L2 and respective actions that identifY consultation with 
the tribes and complying with Section 106 of the National His
toric Preservation Act 

1-T -30: Tribal consultation would occur regarding the management 
of cultural resources (see CA -CR-l. 1.1) which includes scien
tific use (research). 

1-T-3I: Regarding "stop work orders" additional direction has been 
incorporated into PP-CR- L.2. 1 of the Proposed PlanlFinal EIS. 

1-T-32: The Indian Rocks Cultural Resource Management Plan was 
signed in 1997 and applies only to the Indian Rocks ACEC It 
does not specifically address the basalt cliffs. Basalt cliffs 
would not be included under special management measures at 
this planning level, but could be considered on a case by case 
basis if projects affecting basalt cliffs are proposed. 

Information regarding the importance of basalt cliffs has 

been added to Section 3.2.2.3. 

Tribal comments for the Indian Rocks Cultural Resource 

Management Plan were received from Diane Yupe on 
July 11, 1997 and incorporated into the ACEC final plan. BLM 
responded to these comments in a letter dated August 4, t997. 

1-T-33: CA-CR- L U states that tribal consultation would occur 
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I-T-33 Continued: scientific uses. 
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Page 2- 14 Action Ct\-CR- U .9: The BLM shall fomlaHy consult with the Tribes 
concerning how the cultuml resomces will be used for public purposes. This shall 
include developing interpretative sites, sig)lage. long-term preservation and other 
educationai and lnformation acth'ities. 

I-T-34 

Pag.e 2-14 Action CA-CR~L2A: It is unclear what criterion is necessary to detcnnine ira 
researcher is qualified. Please clarify. I-T-35I 

Page 2-25 Action CA-WF·!.I.J: The Tribes are concemed that the management 
guidance does not provide adequate protection for cnltma] resources. The known sites 
areas must be clearly demarcated to avoid or to create bulTer zones for the protection af 
tilese known sites, frOlll heavy equipment damage. After mop-up activities are 
completed, the BLM shall immediately remove all demarcations from tltese known sites. 

I-T-36 

Page 2-27 Action CA·WP-l. 1.1: Cultural Resources and Historic Trails, 114 
The Tribes Heritage T,ibal Office must be notified and invited to participate itl 
mOltitorillg when vegetation treatment actions may impact Or have the potel1ti.l to effec·( 
cultural resources. The Tribes request lhat final reports b~ received rmd discuss with our 
st.ff. 

I-T-37 

Page 2-31 Action CA-AD-U.l: Many afthese historic trails originate from Indian trails 
and allowing the contiuuatiol1 ofmotorized public usc oUllese bistoric trails may impact
(heil" integrity. Are these proposed acl1vitics in conformance with the rnllnagenlent plans 
ami policies developed for these national trails'? 

I-T-38I 

Page 1-56 Action AA-RE-4: The Tribes require that culluml resources IIlUS! be included
as ~l critcIion for travel management decisions. J-T-39I 

Page 3~8 Resource Distribution: The southeast Idaho· regiOl'l has numerous basalt cliffs. 
\vhich the Tribcs rcg.o:ud as a sens,itive area for cultuml and religious reasonS.I-T-40 I 
Page 4~S Section 4.1.4: "No t-ncOluplctc or unavailable infonnation \vas deemed essC!ntial 
to a reasoncd choice among the alternatives analyzed ill this E!S." The Tribes adamantly 
disagree with this statement. ·n," absence of information is a poor rcasoll lor excluding 
cultural and paleontologica! resources and the impacts. A major goal or objective must 
be to' gain additiol1al ,,,fannaholl for both resources to providing that baseline 
illfomlution. in. the future. This would assist the ELM ill providing informed decisions 011 

projects. 

1-T-41 	 

Page 4-29, Impacts for the RFDS of Flnid Minerals Direction: states, "Ifstandard cultural 
resollTceproteetive procedures and practices are followed". Specify that Section 106 w.;u
be (mplcmented prior to issuance ofa permit and remove the word UiP}. It is the 

I-T-42I 
rcsponsibility of the PFO 10 fullow "ull1:1rat resource management !.ws_ This shalt include 
fonual consultation with !he Shoshone-EmU1ock Tribes. Appendix Q should be 

 referenced instead ofAppendix P for the Reasonably Fo,eseeable Developmenl Scen.I!o. I-T-43I 	
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1-T-34: CA-CR-1.1.1 states that tribal consultation would occur 
regarding the management of cultural resources which includes 
public use (on-site interpretation). 

1-T-35: Qualifications can be found in 43 CFR Part 7. 

1-T -36: The second bullet under Cultural Resources and Historic 
Trails (Action PP-WF -1.1.1) has been re-written to clarifY the 
purpose and intent. 

1-T-37: CA-CR-1.1.2 provides for consultation regarding "the ef
fects of all actions or undertakings (as defined in the National 
Historic Preservation Act) on cultural resources" which would 
include vegetation treatment actions. Additional management 
has been added to Cultural Resources and Historic Trails, CA
WF-l.l.l which addresses consultation with Federally recog
nized tribes. 

1-T-38: The referenced action seeks to provide a use in context with 
historical characteristics. At the implementation level, the BLM 
will consider cultural resources as a criterion to consider during 
the development of travel management plans. 

1-T-39: Cultural resources has been added as a criterion for travel 
management decisions as identified under Alternative B-RE
4.2.6 in the Proposed Plan/Final EIS (Action PP-RE-4.3.6). 

1-T-40: This additional information has been incorporated into Sec
tion 3.2.2.3. 

1-T -41: Action CA-CR-1.2.2 identifies priority areas for cultural 
resources that would be identified and inventoried based upon a 
probability of unrecOrded resources being identified. This in
formation would be used in making informed decisions for site 
specific related projects. 
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J -T-42: Action CA-CR-l.l.2 describes implementation of Section 106 requirements. 

1-T-43: The reference to the Appendix has been updated. 
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Page 4-33 4th paragraph: When the proposed disposal lands contaills significant cultural 
resources, the lMd. shall remain .meier federa, ownership, and shall be removed from 
11.111her consideralio~ for land disposal, exchange or u·ansfer. 

I-T-44I 

Page 4-34 Impacts from Speci<lj StaIns Species Direction: The BLM should coordinate 
sessonal closures with consideration to Tribal members excising Tribal Treaty rights, 
including hUl'Iling, fishing, and gathering, Often federal agencies sel seasonal closure 
dates based on Slate hunting seasons, and do !IO! consider Tribal seasons. This may 
result in limited access by Tribal members. (Also applies to Fish & Wildlife seasonal 
dosures, as identified in objective CA-FW-1.1l

I-T-45 

SectiOll 3,2,2 Cultural Resources, & the Appendix M: Please make it clear that the 
 
infnrmntion presented in Appendix M is 110t limited (0 those species listed above, 
 I-T-46 1 

Section 4.1.3 Projects that contribute to the cumulative im[)acl.$ scenario: Please include 
111 the i;,t of Pas! Ac.tions the following: Reduction of puhlic lands through exchmlge.
sale or encroachmentllresp"s,; reduction ofutloccupied hmas avaHable upon which 
Triha1,mernbers cnn exercise tfe-aty rights; sporadic consultation between the Tribes and 
the Bureau of Indian Afiilirs (BIA), ' 

 I-T-47

Appendix C Guidelines, 1 edmiques, and Practices Scct.ion: The actions developed in the 
section for cllftural resources are- extrelTIcly limited to arcneological records, without any
consideration ofTrihal oral ethnogral'b.ic tradil:tolls and practices. The SLM shall 
endeavor to gain a region-wide ethnographic study 10 gain additIOnal ethnographic 
infonnaliol1 to 1:>3se their londs u,,~ decisions, Please include this in tne Guidelines. 
Techniques, and practiGes seclion, 

I-T-48 

Section 4.2,2,2 METHODS AND ASSUlVlPTIONS: Please add the foflowiug 
.ssumption; "important historical events have OCCUlTCd within the plallning arca such as
the Soda Springs Treaty, Bear River Massacre and the diminishment orlhe Fort Hall 
hldian Reservation. 

I-T-49I 

Section 4.2.2.3 fMPACTS COMMON TO ALL: The BLM must inclttde a brief 
discussionlhal data recovery is 110t always supported hy the Tribes, as well as,. cmalion at 
repositories. Tile BLM must consider Triba! values and consult with Tribes to identify 
~ppropl'iate mitigation measures_ 

l-T-50 I 
Page 4-281j>"tPACT FROM MINER."'.LS AND ENERGY nfRECTION: Tile Tribes 
point out that as a result ofrnltling activities Gultuml resource sites can be entirely
destroyed and re:m.oved from the landscape, Tile BLM failed to identify this impact in the 
discussion ill this section, 

I-T-51 1 

LAND ACQUlSTIONSfEXCI-lANGESlDlSPOSAI,S: Tbe Tribes oppose any federal 
land disposiiion, sales or transfers to privm." entities or state and local govemments based
on two fundamental reasons, First, the United States govet11ll1ent entered into a solemn 

I-T-52I 
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1-T -44: See Action CA-CR-l.l.2. Section 106 of the NHP A gives 
the BLM guidance for any action that may affect cultural re
sources. 

Also reference objectives LR-5.1, LR-5.1.2.and LR-5.1.3. 

I-T-45: Most vehicle restrictions are to protect wildlife during times 
of special requirements, such as reproduction or winter stress. 
Tribal members would continue to have non-motorized access 
for hunting, fishing and gathering. 

I-T-46: The narrative in Section 3.2.2 referencing Appendix M has 
been clarified. 

1-T-47: Text has been added to Section 4.13, Past, Present and Fu
ture Actions regarding land tenure adjustments. . 

I-T-48: Appendix C is a summary of management guidelines, tech
niques, and practices, considered as tools, to achieve desired 
outcomes/conditions while reducing adverse environmental 
effects. Wildland Fire Management and Lands and Realty iden
tify practices to be considered in regards to cultural resources. 
The consideration of ethnographic information in making land 
use decisions is included in Action CA-CR-l.l.12. 

1-T -49: The Bear River Massacre is mentioned under Section 
3.2.2.3, Bear River Corridor. 

The Fort Bridger Treaty and the diminishment of the Fort Hall 
Indian Reservation are mentioned in Section 1.8, Tribal Rela
tionships and Tribal Rights and Interests. 

Also see response to comment, 1-T -22. 

U-89 

http:CA-CR-l.l.12
http:MINER."'.LS
http:ethnogral'b.ic
http:CA-FW-1.1l


October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

I-T-50: Consultation is emphasized throughout the RMP. The following text has been added to CA-CR-l.l.l; "Federally recognized tribes (e.g. Shoshone
Bannock Tribes) would be consulted with on the evaluation, impact assessment, development of mitigation measures and management of cultural re
sources and traditional cultural properties." 

1-T -51: Additional analysis has been added to Chapter 4 to clarify effects on cultural resources from mining activities. 

1-T-52: See response to comment 1-T-3. Land management decisions affecting public lands would be made in consideration of the 1868 Fort Bridger Treaty 
which reserves off reservation treaty rights to Tribal members and practicing tribal cultural activities on unoccupied lands. 
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Comments 

treaty with the Shoshone and BallllO<:k tribal peoples in which the Tribes reserved c<:r!ail1
off-reservation hmlling, fisbing and gathering rights, which they continue to exercise on 
unoccupied lands orlile United States. Subsequcnt to the 1868 Treaty, the Tribes ceded 
cet~ain lands to the United States and reserved in the CesSiOIl agreements certain 
communal rights for gmzing "nd use of the public lands. Second, the United Stales, 
including its federal agencies, have a trust respOl,sibility as established in the Fort Bridger 
Treaty and olher federal laws, policies and executive orders to protect and preserve the 
rights of Indian tribes, alld (0 consu/! with the Tribes prior to such laml sales or transters" 
(Aaac),ed is" copy ofthai 1"rll1,,1 policy), 

I-T-S2 

Cmnmon to all managenlent action: 'The. need. to protect treaty rights a.nd access in an fee 
disposal/acquisition/exchange actions must be considered_ The BLM mllst demonstrate 
defere"ce to Treaty rights and l'mst Responsibility when making long~("rm land 
management decisions; especially when d.ecisions are made affecting ceded lands. 
Mitigation lands and the potential opportlmities to pursue possible acquisition lands for 
tim specific benefit of fish and wildlife, under other acquisition op!,orttillities, nceds to 
remain an open and viable poss,bility for this DEISIPIIIIl. 

1-T-S3 	 

The Tribe.> request a fe-evaluation of an exi.ning lands cUlTently identified and available 
 for disposai in the existing planning documents, identified on Figure 2·5 to 

evaluate compliance with the Federal land Policy and Management Act, Tlibal policy 
and guidan.cc documents. Any fulllre !aml exchanges/disposals or Iroasfers, especially In 
ceded lands area, .mlS! have the explicit approval of the Fort Hall Business Council, aftcr 
having undergone the fomlal govemrnem·to-govemment consultation_ 

I-T-S4 	

elm-eutly, the Tribes are working in conjullction with the BLM and other lIgcncies, and 
have identified project area_ for acquisttiou for the bcnelitofwHdlife within the PFO 
planning area and consider tilese as high priorilies for protection and enhancement. 

I-T-SSI 

WfLDLIF'E CONCERNS: 
The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes SO!l!i1em Idaho Wildlilc Mitigation (SIWM) is a wildlife 
habitat prot~'Ction ,md lmUlagcmel1! program administered by the Tribes Fish and Wildlife 
DcpartmCtlt. It is part of the larger So\'thern Idaho Wildlife MHigation Program 
comprised oftbe Sho,shone-Bal1l1ock tribes (SET), Shoshone-PaiuteTribes (SPT), Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game (JDF&G), and BOlllleville Power Administration (BPA)
SIWM uses funds provided by BPA to protect and enhance through l1laaaging a'ese 
properties loc the benefit ofwildlife in order to mitigate for wildlife habitat losses caused 
by Snake River hydropower development. 

I-T-S6 	 

The SIWM program cun'enUy manages two mitigation properties in the Pocatello Field 
 Office Plam"tlg Area, Both properties are under tne primary management responsibility 

of the Tribe.> and are in fee-title ofthe BLM and the Tribes. Land management by BLM 
and the Tribes significantly impacts SfWM mitigation properties. We have worked 
closely with the BU..of PFO stall-on issues involving these properties and the Trihes look 
fOr\varo 10 a productive, mmua.!Iy benelkilll relationship in ~1e future. 

I-T-S7 	

P!lge9QUl _. ____________________....L__________________________________ 
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Responses 

1-T-S3: See response to comment 1-T-3. See Action B-LR-S.1.2. 
The Proposed RMP addresses the need to protect tribal treaty 
rights and access rights in all land tenure adjustments. The Sho
shone-Bannock Tribes would be consulted on a government-to
government basis regarding land tenure adjustments affecting 
tribal treaty rights. See PP-TR-1.1.2 in Table 2-1 ofthe Pro
posed RMP/Final EIS. 

I-T-S4: Table 2-S identifies specific parcels ofpublic land available 
for land tenure adjustments under Alternative A (No Action) 
which represents the current management direction in the 1988 
Pocatello RMP. Actions AA-LR-S.1.6 and S.1.11, carried for
ward to the Proposed RMP, address coordination with the 
Tribes. 

1-T-S S: Thank you for your comment. 

I-T -S 6: Thank you for your comment. 

I-T-S7: Thank you for your comment. 
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The Rudeen RancW Indian Springs Mitigation Area is localed in Cold Creek and Bowen 
Canyons south ofAmerican Falls. The property was purchased primarHy to protect 
wintering hald eagle habitat and abuts Ihe BLM Bowen Canyon Bald Eagle Sanctuary 
Arc" of Critical Environmental Concern. Tbe long-tern; management plan for area c311$ 
for forest alld shrub-land protection and enhancement to improve Bald Eagle and Mule 
Deer habitat. To accomplish Ihis goal, hmd managers have decided 10 remove cattle 
grazing fro111 the area to allow for increased vegetation regeneration and succession 
toward climax vegetation. The SIWM also currently holds tile I'emlit for theBLM's 
Indian SpriItgs Allotment The Tribes have not grazed cattle on this "liOlmen! and have 
no plans to do so III the fuI111"C. The Tribes requests that the grazing allotment be retired. 
If it is not clo~ed it is possible for another party to request to graze the allOlment, which 
woltld be counterproductive for tbe management ofllw mitigation area For another 
pennitee to graze the BLM lands would require extensive fencing ,utO new waler 
improvements. The grazing permfl ends in Feb 200S, this is a perfect time 10 end grazing 
ill this area. 

1-T-58 	

The Soda Hills mitigation properti.e.s wow "joint purchase ofrhe Tribes ami IDF&G, of 
private in-holdings withillthe Soda Springs Hills Specml Emphasis Wildlife Area to 
protect critical mule deer winier range. the purchased proper!ies were placed under 
BLM fcc-6t1e to ensure for the exercise ofTribal lrealy rigbts and [0 assist in the 
development of a project area 

I-T-59 	

The Tribes would Hkc to express support for the trave! lllanngcmCllt plan for the Soda 
Hills outlined in the preton·cd alternative. The Tribes has worked closely wi.th BLM on 
travel management in the Soda Hills to insure access and quality hunting opportullities 
for the general public and Tri.bal members while protecting wintering mule deer 
populations. The Tribes hopes that this type ofco!1ab'Jrat,on will be a model for future 
travel management planning in the planrJng areli and looks forward in assisting in 
balancing access \vith resource- protection. The Tribes have been WOrki(g in <:ooperation 

J-T-60 	

with the lDFG to ensllre protection of wildlife and habitat for this area. Additionally, the 
Tribes request that callIe grazing be removed from the Soda Hills for rr. ltiple re-asons,
including: The area is important mule deer and elk winter range, the best cattle grazing 
lands (The CRP and lowlands) are already scheduled to be cl.osed as they are the BPA 
and LWC lands. The lands left open to grazing ate Ihe nppe-r etevatim,", forested stopes, 
and south facing slol>es where deer and elk winter, and to allow grazing to continne 
would require extensive fencing and nc\v water improvements_ 

1-T-61 

As with Rudeen Rancl,llndian Springs, the Tribes have concernS with the continuation of 
livestock grazing in the Soda Hills Special Wildlife Emptlasis Area. As an important
wintering area for mule deer it is important that there be a sufficient forage base going 
illto the winter months. To aC<)Qmplish this we believe it is best to close the area to 
domestic livestock grazing. Tne lands purchasod with SlWM funds are to be. closed to 
gr.·ling in the pre±,med alternative. Removing these lands fr0111 the livestock gmZit1& 
ullotment will forcing cattle onto Ule upper elevations, forested slopes, and south racing 
slopes reducing winter forage in the areas where deer and elk winter. Therefore, It is in 
the best interest ofwildJife that this allotment be retired from livestock grazjng. The 

J-T-62 
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Responses 

1-T-58: Relinquishment criteria as described in Action B-LG- 1.2.5 
would be used to determine whether it is appropriate to discon
tinue grazing. 

1-T-59: Thank you for your comment 

1-T-60: Thank you for your comment 

1-T -61: Acquired lands would be available for grazing on a tempo
rary non-renewable basis only if it maintains or benefits wild 
life habitat (B-LG-1.2.6). 

Livestock use ofthe public lands' adjacent to the acquired lands 
in Soda Hills will be adjusted if rangeland health standards are 
not being met due to livestock. Any range improvement pro
jects would be analyzed through the NEPA process to determine 
impacts and any necessary mitigation. 

1-T-62: The BLM is mandated to manage public land under for mul
tiple uses according to FLPMA. Any adjustments to livestock 
grazing would be based on a site specific analysis, specifically 
whether the Standards for Rangeland Health are being met or 
moving towards being met. Refer to response to comment 7-G
25. 
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grazing penni! for this allotment ends in February 2008, wltich pro\~des 3 perfect time to 
close the allotment. l-T-62I 

The fol!owing comments are sl,edfic !() Alterative B, made by Aren Eddingsaas; Tribal 
Wildlile Biologist 

General Conunen!s: 
OHV managcmcni- The DElS/Plan prohibits all overland travel by OHV's 01.1 BLM

lands except designated routes as outlined in future plmlmng provides [or protectiol1llI1d 
enhancement of valuable wildl; fe habitat The Tribes wil! actively be involved in the 
Travell1lanagell1cn! planning process to ensure access for Tribal members for exercise of 
Trcat]' rights. The Tribes are supportive ofprotecting wintering are.s for wildlife and 
consider snowmobiling inthese arcas as detrimentaL 

1-T-63 

2. Vege!Jlion- The RMP proposes extensive vegetation enbancem~l1t, The Tribes
Sllpport. vegetation enhancement for the benefit. of"~ldlife. I-T-641 

Grazing: 
The DBISlPlan does ,iot clearly address changing grazillg frequency or intensity for other
land uses, such as recreation, or tourism" Nor doe-s it mention Tribal bYfazing and l-T-65 
pasruring rights in the oed"d area ofthe reservation. Moreover, tbe Tribe.. queslion wby 1-T-66 	
Ihere are no common to all altem.lives grazing management standards identified; and, 
why nO common graz.ing adjustment are identified to achieve water quality objectives and 

I-T-67 

laws. Furtilermore, tlte Tribes question why there are nO closed grazing allotments. 
identified in Altenlatives B and C for known areas ofcontamination associated wilh 
mining activities:. 

1-T-68 	

MINING ISSlJES: 

GENERAL MINING COMMENTS: 
After mirlmg activities ceases, do nOlll.·mi! the end-use 1.0. s.imPiYgraZing.~,0 her Tdbal 
uses oflhe lands also existed prior to the development ofmining activity. he Tribc$ 1-T-691 
reqnest that the BLM encourage the mining proponents to mcorporate iIi 0 their new 
proposals actions that can .address advetse envjronmental conditions arising from legacy 
mining, (i.e" backfilling old opell pits located on federallancls) and reclaimed as n part of 
their neW mining proposal. The preferred rO\lle of mitigation for the Tribes is in-kind, in 
place; however,. the BLM must be open to all fomls ofmitiglltlon (which are: in-kind, in 
place; ill-kind, out afplaca, ou!-of'kind, out afplaca) to offset the mining activities and 
impacts to the Tribes. 

I-T-70 

STRUCTURES: Besides the cnvinmmental ConCernS of allY proposed aClion, the TnlJes 
do not. support the installation of additional Slntctures on federal lands. The Tribes 
strongly mge tbe agencies to discourage any additional stnlcmres [rom being placed, 
regardless ofeconomical resources that the proponent may have to expend. For mining 
activities, please require any snppOlt facilities and stnlctures 10 be remove'\! completely 
upon completion ofmilling ildivity, 

1-T -71 	

October 2008 	

Responses 

1-T-63: Thank you for your comment 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

1-T-64: Thank you for your comment 

I-T-65: The land use plan is required to identify the acres available 
and unavailable to grazing when considering the other uses. 
Refer to B-LG-i.l and Chapter 4. Frequency or intensity of 
grazing would be analyzed on a site specific basis upon imple
mentation of this plan. 

1-T-66: See comment response for Comment 1-'1'-22. 

1-T-67: Management direction for livestock grazing has been in
cluded in the alternatives rather than common to all. Any graz
ing adjustments would be addressed on a site specific basis dur
ing implementation of this plan. . 

1-T-68: The only identified contamination area affecting livestock 
involves selenium and is addressed in Actions B-LG-I.2.8 and 
C-LG-I.2.8. 

1-T-69: The BLM will continue to consult with Tribes on land man
agement actions and allocations that could affect treaty rights as 
identified in Action TR-l. 1.2. 

I-T-70: Mitigation of individual mining proposals is outside the 
scope of this analysis, Mitigation would be formulated at the 
project level along with preparation of individual NEP A assess
ment documents. 
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Responses 

1-T-71: BL  M considered  placing direction in the plan to require rem  oval of all structures upon  reclamation.  It seems impractical for BLM to implement 
some of our congressionall  y mandated programmatic direction in all occasions if  we prohibit installation of   any new struct  ures on public lands.  

 
 There are many project/site related issues that BLM needs to consider when managing structures and reclamation of structures.  We have decided to ad-

dress structures on a case-by-case basis.   
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Page 2.53 ActiLln /lA-ME 2.1.5 TIle Tlibes must be include in the loss-of-land-use bond,
as a res(llt ofmining activities. l;·lining activities ,,'ay resnlt in Ill" Tribes being unable to 
exereise reserved treaty rights, and should be afforded a loss-of-land-Il.se type bond, even 
lor. short time. It should be a manda/or)' action for the BLM, that prior 10 any bonds 
being developed. ana issued; fonn.l consullation must he cOID],leted with the fort Hall 
Business -Council; and mltigarion measures: (\vhich may indude both monetary and n.on~ 
monetary ccnnpensation) identified to .ddress impacts to the trust assets and Tribal treaty 
rights. 

I-T-72 	

Page 2-53, Minerals & Energy. The Tribes recommend that an action item be developed 
to address the Tribes concerns with tile processing ofore derived from federal lands, 
which may have direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to cultural, n.:lUral resources and 
Tribal tmot assets located on adj.acent stale, fedcml, private, and Tribal lands. 

J-T-73 	

Objective AA-ME·Z.3. Regulating lVlil1eral Development: The Tribes rcquest that an 
additional action be developed that provides for full and complete disclosure of 
reasonably foreseeable impacts to natura! and c.,[tural resources, and Tribal trust assets. 
The Draft EIS is weak on addressing processing, trallspor1ation and storage ofmining 
related materials., including miling, bypro ducts, (i ..o., gypsum stacks, tailings, wastewater 
ponds). The final Plan must add,r~s and provide adequate conditions and mitigation for 
those reasonably forese""ble impacts that may occUr on federal. state, private and tribal 
la!lds. Public disclosure of ali impacts must be completed, regardless of latld ownership. 

I-T-74 	

In the past, the ELM has prlJpos.ed to tllke a passive role as a negotiator between l1,e 
Tribes ano the mining company. Allhough, the BLM cannot deny mining, it can and
must tllke a strollger "'WirOlmlentally proactive role as land manager ano trustee to Ihe 
Tribes. The Tribes believe Ill.t the BLM compromise.'; thei,. Lrust responsibility to the 
Tribes delrimell! by this passive role. TI,e BLM must provide a strong environmentally 
stringent mitigation requirements, compliance. and enforcement throughout the entire 
mining activity. Without strong mitigation requirements there is no incentive for the 
mining company to negotIate any remedies for impacts to the Tribes, as well as to the 
gencral pUblic. 

I-T-75 

Appendix C-1J, GuidelineslTechniqueslPracticcs Section: The following is c.omments 
specific to Mining 0111he Fori Hall RC$ervation. 
'·Overburden Fill Grading": Over burden stock piling SllOUld be avoided, and overburden 
shollld be placed back in the pits. Any overburden Iha! can not he placed baek in;J. pi! 
could be used as cap material. All seleniferous material should firs! be placed hack in the 
pit and a cal' oflow or non-seleniferous material should be placed on top. This is 
discussed in "Characterization and selective handling of seleniferous overburden" which 
mahs staff leery of why they nee<l the first sectioll. It is ullclea.. whether to stock pile 
and reshape overburden or does it need to go back in (he pit? 

	I-T-76 

I1Perenninl and Ephemeral Drainage Channels": NO overburden mateli.a~ shall he placed 
ill any drainage. Ifa dnlinage croSSlttg is needed for tnine act;vities to be condllcted, 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Responses 

1-T-72: In some instances, BLM is authorized to require a mining 
bond to ensure compensation for loss of grazing revenue (Ioss-of
land-use) and damages to "crops or tangible improvements" on 
split estate lands. The Tribes are eligible to be included on split 
estate lands where the Tribes own the surface. 

Government-to-Government consultation with the Fort Hall Busi
ness Council regarding mining and related mitigation measures 
will be conducted according to existing BLM policy, agreements, 
and within the framework ofthe 1868 Fort Bridger Treaty. 

1-T-73: In most cases, ore processed from Federal leases or mining 
claims on public land is considered private property. Ore process
ing and the effects of processing are regulated under other Federal 
or State authorities that are outside the scope of BLM. 

1-T -7 4: Disclosures such as those suggested in your comment are ad
dressed in site specific plans and are beyond the scope of the 
RMP. 

1-T -75: It is the responsibility of BLM to ensure consideration of all 
issues related to mining activities conducted on public lands and 
how those activities may affect tribal treaty rights and interests. 
The BLM must meet all of our legal mandates which include land 
management requirements, leasing contracts, as well as tribal 
treaty rights and interests. BLM must ensure that mitigation meas
ures incorporated into mining plan approvals meet BLM's obliga
tions to lessees, tribes and laws and regulations. 

BLM takes a direct role in addressing tribal treaty rights issues 
between the Tribes and mining companies operating on public 
lands. Some issues are effectively addressed directly between min
ing companies and the Tribes if it is unclear whether or not an 
issue is included within the spectmm of tribal treaty rights and 
interests. 
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those crossing will be constructed ofrlon-scleniferous material. a.nd completely rClnoved 
and the drainage reestablishe!l as soon as they are no longer needed (either the mine 
closes or they move to a different panel/pit). Previous mines have contributed to 
problems with railed culverts tha! remain in place, leading to additional erosion and other 
environmentaf is,.~ucs_ 

"Control ofGroundwater Impacts": thirtl bullet last sentence, lhere is a typo "and to 
protect Ihetn these piles fwm crosion ... " delete the word "(hem". 

"Management of Haz.ardous Materi"ls'" Please include the Shoshone-Bannock 
Tribes Waste Management Act, under which (he Gay Mine will be applicable. 

I-T-76 	

Phosphllte Mining Impacts-

III Chapter I, Issue :2 • the DElS/Pian st"les: 

"The BL~1 is mandated to promote ordt."rly and efficient mining operabons 
which maximize its mineral resources. for the ec{)nomtc benetH ofthe 
public. while avoiding or minimizing environmental damage. Phospliate 
minhlg and processing are key components of southeast Jdaho and Star 
Valley, Wyoming economies. Operators are required to ..etum disturbed 
lands back to beneficial use at the completion {,)f a mining operation., 
wbich is ensured through 1l1onitortng, reclarnation~ and reclamation 
bonds." 

Comment: This statem.en! appears in crror, as photographs and other evidence of 
abandoned phosphate mines show a Ileal" complete lack of restoration and retum to their 
beneficia! use. The poorly reclaimed phosphate mines, including the Gay Mine on the 
Fort Hall Indian Reservation, are contributing to poor water quality and the re~ 
distributiOli!0' selenium (tnd other contaminants of concern iii the adjacent soils and 

l-T-77 I 
wfltcrsheds. he DEIS/Plan needs 10 address the issue by including realistic steps to 
require tha, the mine- owners reclaim and re..~tore and return lhc 1111ne areas to their pre~
mining condition, with adetluate ero-slon control l and native re-vegetation programs. 

Bat the DEISlPlan needs to address phosphate processing areas, as well as the mine sites. 
An area owned by tile BLM that is adjacent to the Eastern Michaud Flats (EMF) 
CERCLA site may have had resource damages from air deposil1on of fluorides· and heavy 
metals. This area ranked very high in the Nalional Priority List (NPL) whell deslgnated 
"fier the revision oft!:c RMP in 1938. BLM sta[fhas acknowl.edgcd the damages 
sustained to BLM I.nds west ofPocatello and are proposing to use this damage as a 
rationale to trallsfer or trade ELM land in these areas (categolized as "dimwit to 
manage"). The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes recommend that B1M assess all their lands 
adjacent, or C:osely down-wind frorn CERCLA sites \0 detcnnille natural resource 
damages, before aHowing tmnsfer or trade of such landS. 

I-T-78 
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Responses 

1-T-76: Backfilling pits, fill grading, reclamation caps, are some of 
the BMPs listed in Appendix C that serve as examples of meas
ures that can or have been taken to reduce environmental im
pacts where surface disturbance activities pose an environ
mental risk. 

Operational Standards and Guidelines contained in Action AA
ME-2.2.2 in the RMP would be applicable to all mining opera
tions, including the Fort Hall Reservation. 

In addition, BMPs customized for individual mining projects, 
including any projects proposed for the Fort Hall Reservation, 
would be developed scientifically, through the NEPA process. 
These site appropriate BMPs would serve to ensure that 
"unnecessary or undue degradation" would not occur and would 
be applied as "conditions of approval" to the mine and reclama
tion plan. Development and application ofBMPs such as your 
suggestions will be fully coordinated with the tribes as required 
in Action CA-ME-l.l. 

Application of the Tribal "Waste Management Act" to the Gay 
Mine site is outside the scope ofthis RMP. 

1-T -77: Mine reclamation is required in all cases; see Objective AA 
-GE- 3.1. However, as mining causes drastic land changes, it is 
typically impractical or impossible to return mined lands to their 
original pre-mining condition. The Proposed RMP incorporates 
Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health (Appendix A) to ensure 
that mine land reclamation meets the objectives you listed and 
many others. 

I-T-78: See response to comment lO-A-9. 
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ELM has an obligation to eosure that BLM l.nds are not adversely affected by phosphate
mining and pr<:>eessing hefore tral1sfer, disllo,sal or sale o[public lands. To do otherwise, 
implies ml arbitrary and capriciolls reawning for the BLM to transrer Jill their mine
affected lands that i~ damaged hy mining activity, il\stead of adequately protecting these 
re,'QUrces in the first plilce. Tt makes 110 sellse for BLM to allow damage to their lands by 
phosphate mining and processing, and thon usc the fact thaI lands arc damaged. 
categorizing them as "dime-ull to lUaJlllge", as an reason for transferring them. This is 
mismanagement by the BLl"! and needs to be addressed in the DEISlPlan. 

I-T-78 

The BLM provides, in the DEiS/Plan, lha! the Cle." Air ...,,1 and Clean WaleI' Act and 
other Slate regulations will prote;:! mine-impacted lands AAd over-grazed lands. 
Unfortunately, the rccord clearly shows that these laws and regulations arc insufficient by 
themselves to protect mille-impacted lands. A case in point, is that these Acts 11110 
regulations wetc in place when the lands '>,ere damaged witl, Selenium, heavy metals, 
over the years resulting in several Superfund sites, and degraded water quality, none of 
which have been cleaned. up. Clearly, additional preventative measures must be adopted 

I-T-79 

in this DEISlPlanning process in order to protecllhese laJlds. 13LM must carry out 
monitoring and analytical lab 31s~essmen(.s- and~ ifdamages: are occurri~g. need to 
implement «)!Techve steps to protect til,ese Federa! Lands, To ensure that the BLM 
retains management conlrol oftheir lll!1ds, the Tribes recommend tlla! tilere be aI moratorium placed on aU land sales and land Iffil1sfers until all aflhe phosphate mining 
resource dam.ages are assessed, properly cleaned-up and restored. 

I-T-80 

Issuance of New Phosphate Leases 

The draft RMP!EIS makes tlte, following statement: 

Mining and reci<lmation pians are 110t approved for any lease until it can 
be demonstrated that measures would be taken to ensure Ulat 
environmental impacts ,ne, predicted at levels below those levels set in the 
Clean Water Act Clean Air Act, and other established requirements. 

Com.ment: The above-cited measures are not enQugh to protect lhe lands. Phosphate 
mines may have followed the abovc-refe,·,"ced environmental acls and requirements, but 
nevertheless the mines have damaged the ELM land resourceS with selenium, heavy 
Uletals, and increased erosion that conllibuted to p<Jor water quatity and soil 
contamination. TIle. Tribes maintain that Ille BLM must carry out independent 
monitoring stud.ics oil mining impacts, regardless ortlle mines apparent compliance with 
environment.! laws. Several Superfund sites have had 10 be iniHated to begin clean-up of 
the mine sites that were in ~,<)rnpliAAce witll all the regulatory laws. 1111S is evidence Ihal 
the regulatory laws ate insllfficient to pro ted BLM resources. 

1-T-Sl 	

New leases wlll likely go thrOllgh the 5amc sequence as the existing superfund Superftll1d 
clean-up sites sUlTollllding mining areas: The mine owners tnay compLy with existing 
laws and ye.t more ecological damage will be identified, and mOre mine sites will need to 
he cleaned up under CERCL>\ and RCRA laws. TIle DEIS/Plan needs to assess the costs 

I-T-S21 
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Responses 

1-T -79: Measures designed to reduce or eliminate future release of 
contaminants at mineral development sites is required in the 
RMP, see Objective AA-ME 2.3. 

Additional site and project appropriate mitigation measures for 
contaminant prevention and control are developed at the imple
mentation level when mine or drilling plans are submitted to 
BLM for review. Development and application of site specific 
measures is outside the scope of the RMP preparation. 

Past contamination is being addressed using a combination of 
BLM and interagency CERCLA and Mineral Leasing Act au
thorities. 

I-T-SO: Land considered in sales and exchanges are not always in
volved with phosphates or mining activities. Any sale or ex
change proposal would be screened as described in Chapter 2, 
Action AA-LR-S.l.3.and evaluated through the NEPA process. 

1-T-Sl: Formulation of project/site specific mitigation measures is 
conducted at the implementation stage. BLM requires environ
mental monitoring at mine sites to determine if project impacts 
are in line with expectations and applicable law. Monitoring 
data assessments also determine if any modification to approved 
activities needs to be made. 

I-T-S2: Assessing the costs to federal, tribal, and state governments 
when new leases are found to require CERCLA clean-up is be
yond the scope of this planning effort. 
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to the federal, tribal and state governments when the new leases are found to require
CERCLA clean-up. BLM must recognize this pattern and incorporate effective 
protective practices, ones that are more effective than those listed in the DBlSlPlan. 

I-T-82 

The DElSIPIan should, in a realistic manner a.ssess the cumulative effects ofthe mining 
practices in the RMP area. Phosphate mining is causing cumulative damage to the natural
resources on BLM lands. The BLM, as required under 40 CPR 1508.7 must look at these 
cumulative and indirect affects. 

I-T-83I 

What are the cumulative affecls of leaving the phosphaie mine pits un-reclaimed; what 
are the causes ofthe selenium <Xlntaminanon and the methods needed to prevent further 
selenium contamination; and, what are the total costs ofmine contamination, when you 
analyze the resources necessary to clean up these RCRA and CBRCIA? (It may be less 
than ifpreventative messures, including ecological assessments, and soil and wster 
quality assessments are in-piace from the onset). Selenium and other heal')' metals are 
entering th.e soils, flora and fauna, hecause ofpoor existing mining practices. These are 

1-T-84 	

ptllctices that are not going to improve ifregulations are the sole driver and BLM must 
take the step necessary to monitor, clean-up,. and restore these lands. Over-grazing; is 
causing the <Xlnversion ofnatUra! vegetation to exotic vegetation Ilia! is designed to
supp<lrt livestock grazing, not preservation ofthe natural ec~tem. The over-grazing 
has resulting in poor water quality in the water-sheds in southeastern Idaho which, in 
turn, is reducing the quality and quantity oflmm fisheries in the Blackfoot, Portneuf, and 
Bear Rjver systems, among others. 

I-T-85 

Recently BLM released a pre-decisional Environmental Assessment (EA) for a proposed 
trade for land between the JR Simplot Company and the B1M. The BIM's EA reported 
that the land they own south of the Simplo! processing plant, is already contaminated 
from phosphate mining/processing and that consequently it should be traded. This land is 
adjacent to a CERCLA site whose air emissions may have exceeded air quality standards. 
The land may need to be restored through the Natural Resource Damage Assessment 
provisions ofCERCLA. Simplot reports that they need the BLM land to expand the 
waste tailings (gypsum) from the processing plant, which will he needed in 
approximately thirty years. The BLM's current policy provides for land exchanges to 
occur to escape liabUity from the contamination on federal lands. However. the Tribes do 
no! support this policy and were not <Xlnsulted in the development of this policy 
language. This project is at best controversial, and qnite possibly will call$(; significant 
indirect adverse impacts to the natural resources in the area and the cultural resources 
identified. 

The cumulative affect ofthe land trade is likely to harm the public and Tribal interest. 
Becanse Simplot anticipates that their existing gypsum stack will he adequate for their 
needs for another t11irty years, there is no need to expedite the land transfer proposal 
Consequently, the Tribes propose that the EA for the land transfer be delayed until after 
the new DEISIPlan is finali2ed 

I-T-86 	

Page ISol'I7 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

1-T -83: Cumulative effects from mining practices on natural re
sources in the PFO area are discussed under Chapter 4. Each 
resource section addresses cumulative impacts on that resource 
from all other resources and resource uses managed by BLM. 

I-T-84: Cumulative effect from mineral exploration and develop
ment are contained in section 4.3.4.8. 

BLM agrees that these issues are important and need to be con
sidered and addressed using an appropriate venue. 

The RMP assesses these impacts from a broad approach in 
Chapter 4. 

Phosphate mines operating on Federal mineral leases are not left 
unreclaimed, but are reclaimed as required in lease terms, 43 
CFR 3590 and other regulations, and a mine specific 
"reclamation plan". Some portions of the mines such as steep 
highwalls on a mountain side, portions of some road cuts, and 
portions of pits that cannot be practically backfilled are not re
claimable. These portions are typically less than 5% of the 
overall mine disturbance. The cumulative effect of these resid
ual impacts are assessed in site specific NEP A documents pre
pared for mining proposals. For a general discussion, please 
reference 4.3.2.8 Cumulative Impacts. 

The impacts from selenium and other contaminants you refer to 
are currently being assessed and addressed at the historic phos
phate mining sites in southeast Idaho using CERCLA. 

Impacts from proposed mining will be assessed and addressed 
using project specific NEPA analysis and incorporation ofmiti
gation measures at the beginning of mining. 
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1-T-84 Continued  : The land  use plan makes programmatic provisions for controlling impacts from selenium at phosphate mining sites (see management direc-
tion  under Objective AA-ME 2.3. – Regulate mineral development activities to  prevent or control sediment and the release of contaminants such as sele-
nium and metals into the environment).  This is just a starting point.  More detailed and thorough site specific considerations are made when we assess 
individual mine and reclamation plan  s. 

Appropriate measures will be formulated to address the issues that you mention plus others at the time operations are proposed.  Environmental monitor-
ing will be required and modifications to operations will be required if monitoring data shows that unnecessary or undue degradation from selenium and 
other heavy metals is probable or occurring. 

1-T-85: Thank you for your comment.  

1-T-86: The proposed land transfer between the JR Simplot Company and the BLM is beyond the scope of this RMP. 
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Additionul Altcrn"th'~s 

Comment The Tribes supp0l1S nllematives that reVetse BLM's systemaue seeding of
BLJl.I lands wilh crested wheatgrass, for the benefit ofcattle, and to the detriment oflhe 
nntive grasse.s, vegetation that support wild game. This practice ofsupporting the single
lIse of livestock grazing by seeding and re-seeding with crestcd wheat, actuaJly conniet. 
with the "multiple,use" goals of BLM. All lands previously ,,,cded with crested wheat, 

I-T-87 

now owned by BLM should he assessed for restoring the lands 10 their native slate. To 
SlIpport the retum 10 tlle natural state the Tt%es recommend a peri.oct ofretirement from 
grazing, ana Iile restoration of the lauds to their I71ltive state_ 

I-T-88\ 	

The Tribes respectfully request the inclusion of an altemative that addre.sed ti,e 
fQllowing needs: 

Maintain juniper and other woody species within their historic range ofnahlrai 
variability. 

Restore natural. disturba!lce regimes such as natural fire, and use prescrihed fire 
and mechanicallreatmcnls as uccessary to accomplish biodiversity objectives. 

Sustain :he integrity of the sagebrush ecosystem fJ) maintain viahle populations of 
gr~aler age-grouse and other sagebrush obligate species. 

Although the Tribes do not believe thaI the ultenlahve selection is sufficiently protective 
of the llamral m,ources Or of the T,e"ty Rights oftMe Tribes, Alternative C, as the most 
plotective ofthe resources is the alternative, along with Ibe recommendations above, as 
prefen-ed by the Tribe. 

I-T-89 

Socioeconomit-s; 

Please include For! Hall Indian Reservation demographics m1d recognize the subsistence 
hunting, fish, gathering, and livestock pasturing and grazing that occur inlhe planning 
area, which provide for socioeconomic viability ofthc Tribes. Tribal memh,,[ 
elflployment rates fluctuate seasonally and unemployment can be as high as 70%, which 
ll1Creases individual subsistence and rel.iance upon treaty rights for sustenance. There arC 
approximately 5,000 enrolled Tribal members halfof which reside 011 the rese,valion, 
which afiords them the opportunity to ex.mise off-reservation treaty rights. Due (0 the 
limited land base and increasing enrollment ofTribal members housing has emerged as a 
limiting [."lctor to residing on the reservation, 

I-T-90 	

Sumnuu)' 

In summary, the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes encourage Hlc BLM to shift management 
emphasis fi'om exploitation, deve!opmem ilnd production (timber harvest, grazing AUlvls, 
road building lind mining) (0 h"bitat restoration and prote"tioll (including soil, water, 
plants and airj, fish and wildlife cOllServatiol1, and restoration, In Artic!e rv aftile Fort 
Bridger Treaty of 1868, the Tribes reserved th" right to hunt on unoccupied lands ofthe 
United States ofwhkh, includes all lands within the PFO planning aTea. Please review 
and revise this NEPA documen,t to address the concerns raised in these comments. 
Again, tbe Tribes need to be involved to review and enstlre that the NEPAdocumcnt 
adequately addresses the Tribal comments. TIle BLM planning staffmust have 

?~ge 16 of 17 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

1-T-87: See response to comment 12-1-14. 

1-T-88: Because of the predominantly harsh, dry and erosive sites; 
any effort to eliminate crested wheat grass would risk introduc
ing invasive species/ noxious weeds. In addition, the seedings 
are important for providing spring and fall forage for livestock 
and winter forage to wildlife. For these reasons, it was deter
mined that interseeding crested wheatgrass seedings with forbs 
to create diversity would be the best option. Refer to 3.2.5.5. 

1-T -89: The Action Alternatives address these areas through specific 
Vegetation and Wildland Fire Management objectives (Chapter 
2). These objectives describe the desired future LHC and/or 
FRCe. Alternative B identifies management actions and a de
sired range ofLHC classes (VE-6.l, VE-6.4, WF-4.1, WF-4.2, 
and WF-4.4) which promotes maintaining natural juniper, re
storing natural disturbance regimes such as tire and considers 
management of the sagebrush ecosystem to maintain/improve 
greater sage-grouse and other obligate species habitat. Achieve
ment of the desired future LHC enables a balanced approach to 
the use of and conservation of natural resources while maintain
ing tribal treaty rights and interests. 

l-T-90: Chapter 3, Section 3.5.2.3 of the Proposed RMPlFinal EIS 
has been updated to include a subsection on the Fort Hall Indian 
Reservation. Discussion includes demographics and importance 
of subsistence. 
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mments Received on Pocatel

Responses Comments 

additional discussions with Tribal slaffto further refine and develop solutions. Do not 
assume lhat these Tribal conmlcnls are full (llld complete at this point in the plamling 
pmcess. 

Again, the Tribes expect the ELM to uphold tilelr trust responsibility, and utilize a high,,!" 
standard in detennlnjng what arc acceptable levels ofthut WQuld result rrorn activi.ties. 
The Tribes look (orward to cOlltimling to work with YOllr slaff regard ing the planning 
process, If you I,ave any further technical question" pie,ase call Yvette TacH at 208-238
3290 or email her at ytueWcRshoshoneballnocktribes,com. For policy level questions, 
please coutact Claudeo Broncho, Fish & Wildlife Policy Reprcsenalive, at 239.4563, or at 
liQ[.!?llcho(g)shoshone.l!.!!!!l19cktrlbes.com. 

, ]~1~,' 
Fo 

C 1;a~ 

11 Busmess Co nell ' 


Shoshone,B:mnock T~ 


Altachme1.1ts: 
SBT Snake River Policy 
SET Position StMement on Federal Laml Transfers 

CC: 
Fort Hall B;;siness Council (7) 
Clandeo Broncho, Fish &: Wildlife Policy Representative 
Land Use Policy Commission 
Chad Coller, Fish & WildlHe Director 
Yvette Tuell, Environmental Program 
Carolyn Smith, CullUral Resources 
/I.rnaId Al'pcney, Land Uso 
Elcse Teton, Water Resources 
Bin Bacon, Altomey's Office 
File 
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Comments 

I THE POLICY OF THE SHOSHONE-BANNOCK TRIBES 
FOR MANAGEMENT OF SNAKE RIVER BASIN RESOURCES 

Novemhcr !994 

Resoluiion If Gl\ME-94-1049 


ISSUE DEFINITION 

Beginning in 1989 and cDll!inuing through 2008, mallY non-Federal hydrocie<;tnc 
projects (Projects) within tbe Snake River Basin (Basin) will be reviewed under the Federa! 
Energy Regulatory Commission reiicensing process. In additlon, subsequent to tile listing of 
various salmon and snail species under the Endarigered Species Act as w'en as the initiation of 
other conservation effoi1s,. the Basin is being vi(-..':\v~'d, as never before" as a valuahle resource, 
contributing to the ovenlll Pacific Northwest regional conservation framework. The SI10s11ono
BalUlQck Tribes support efforts to COllserve, protect, emu enhance natural and cullUml resources 
within the Basin and therefore establish this policy to re-emphasize previolls policy statements 
and provide new direction with regards to recently initiated Rusin aclions. 

BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION 

Since time immemorial, the Snake River Basin has provided substantia! resOllrc~s tilat 
sus,nm Ille diverse uses of the native [mlian Tribes including the Shoshone-Bmmock. 
siglliticance of these uses is parllally rellccted in the contemp0rl"y values assoclated wilh the 
mallY culturally sensitive species and geographic areas within the Basin. Various land 
management practices, such as the consllllclioll and operation of hydroc\ectric projC'cts have 
contributed extensively 10 the loss of these crucial resomces ~nd reduced the productive 
capabilities. of rn.,my resnurce syste.ms. These losses have never been comprehe.nslvely idcntHied 
or addressed as is the desire of the Shosholle-Bannock Tribes. 

The Shosbone-Bannock Tribes reserved guaranteed continuous lise Rights to uti lizc 
resources within tlle region tbat encompusscs and inci[[des lands of the Snake River basin. The 
Fort Hail Business Council has recognized the contemporary importance of these Righls and 
resources by advocating cCltato resource protection und restoration programs and by preserving" 
halves! opportunity on culturally signitlcant resonrces neces&1J)' to fuam inherent, contemporary 
and traditional Treaty Rights. However, certain resource utilization activities induding the 
operation of f<1dcral and non-federal hydroelectric projects etTeet these resources 

consequently, T!ib~l rcs<:rved Rights. 

II has always been the intent .nd action of tile Shoshone-bannock Tribes to promote the 
conservatlon~ protectiol1 t restoration, an.d enhancement of natural resources during the processes 
that consider the operation and management of Federal projects and dtlring the land management 
actlvi.ties of other entities. 

Tilis policy ro·cmplHlSIzes the Tribes previous JlolIcies with regard. 10 these processes 
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Comments 

~nd activities. However, the fonTI"i rdiccllsing process for non-federal projects (Projects) as 
well as other peeenl undertakings thll! will cons,der Il,,, overall management of tile Basin 
represent previoLlsly tUmvailabfe opportunities to comprehensively icielliify and address impacts 
to and losses of, resources affected by these Projects, 

Tile imporlance of considering Trib,tl goals and objectives lor effected resources is 
specifically recogl1ized in the regulations ontlinillg the federal [elicensing process, Tbe Fort Hall 
Business Council has established the following policy for the Basin in order to provide guidance 
in determining these goals and objectives. This direction is intended to be con.sistent WIth 
existing Tribal policy for partjcipating in processes d.ealing with ollIeI' land and water 
management activities. 

STATEJVIENT OF POLICY 

The Shoshone Bannock Tribes (Tribes) will pu,sne, promote, and where necessary. 
imti,ate efforts to restore the Snake River systems and aflected unoccupied lands to a nanmd 
condition, This includes the mstoratiol1 of component resourCeS lQ conditions which most 
erosely represents the ecological features associated with a natura] riverine eCQsystem. In 
addition, the Tribes will, work to enSUre the prottctioll, preservation. and where appropriate-the 
enhancement of Rights reserved by the Tribes under the Fo,' Bridger Treaty of 1868 (Treaty) 
and ~111.y inherent aboriginal r1g.hts~ 

CONCLUSION 

In additi.Oll to the ongoing efforts of the Tribes and its cooperating agellcies, the 
rericensing process as well as recently inltLaled Basin recovery effOlts provide' a 11ml basis for 
striving to meet Tribal needs regarding resource COnSCf1JRtlOll.,. protectioll1 and enhanc'en~cnl. 

This polley will provide direction to Tliba! staff for pru1icil'ating in regional processes as well as 
for the future deveiopment of resource and process spec-ific Tribal plans and guidelines. 

Tribal participation in the Project ..elicensing C[fOlis will be t~sed to ldentify the direct. 
indirect. and cumulative effects attributable !o the construction, operation, and any proposed 
modiHcatiol1s of Project facilities. Tribes expcCl. the lIcense applicaJ1l(s) and tile Fedefa' 
Energy Regulatory Commlssion, in COl'l.Su1t~ltion \\'i'th the Tribes and agencies during. the 
mlicenSir;g pwc¢ss~ to identify ,altel.11ative rnanagernel1l strategies and develop mitig.o-tion 
measlIres to reduce or cllminate the identitled tmpacts consistent wi~h this Policy. 

in combination with exisling po~icy and direction. other natural and cultural resource 
management activities (typicaJly those undertaken by the Tribes cooperating ag<'_ndes) wiH be 
utilized to icientify addilionalland management imp"cts within the Snake Rivcr Basin ."d Will 

srmllarty identify altemative numageJ~1e-nt strategies and apply mitigation meaS,~lrcs consistent 
with this Policy, 

Ail cQopemling agencies \vill be expected to ttttlize aIr avaHable means, consiSlcnt with 
their respective tmst responsibility mandates. to protect Treaty rights and Tribal interests 
consistent with this ro!icy. 
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The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes' Position Regarding the 
Transfer of Federal Lands 

July20ClS 
Introduction 

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes set fQl1h the following position concerning any 
deposition, sale or transfer of federal lands, use rights or other rights in lands that may affect the 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes' treaty rights as guaranteed by the Fort Bridger Treaty of July 3, 1868 
and subsequent cession agreements. The Tribes oppose any federa.lland disposition, sales or 
transfers to private entities or state and local governments based on two fundamental reasons. 
First, the United States government entered into a solemn treaty with the Shoshone and Bannock 
tribal peoples in which the Tribes reserved certain off-reservation hUllting, fishing and gathering 
rights which they continue to exercise on unoccupied lands of the. United States. Subsequent to 
the 1808 Treaty, the Tribes ceded certain lands to the United Slates and reserved in the cession 
agreements certain communal rights for grazing and use of the public lands. Second, the United 
States, including its federal agencies, have a trust responsibility as establ.ished in the Fort Bridger 
Treaty and other federal laws, policies and executive orders to protect and preserve the rights of 
Indian tribes, and to consult with the Tribes prior to such land sales or tral1sfers. 

Treaty Guaran teed Rights 

The Shosho!1e~Balmock Tribes ('Tribes") have reserved rights based on their Treaty of 
Fon Bridger of July 3, 1868. 111 the treaty ncgotialiollS, !be Triballeader.s made it dear that they 
wished to continue to fish for salmon, hunt buffalo and elk, gather the plants and medicines and 
other cultural resources 111 their aboriginai areaS within the United States, incltlding but not 
limited to L':te present Slates of Idaho, Utah, Wyoming, Nevada and Montana. The Trii)(:s ceded 
millions ofacres of their aboI1ginaI homelands in return for a much smaller reservation known as 
tile Fort Hal! Reserntion. Accordingly, the Tribes in the Treaty reserved certain off-reservation 
hunting, fislling and gathering rights which they continue to exercise on unoccupied lauds. 
These reserved treaty ri.ghls have beell recognized. and can finned by the Idaho Supreme CourI. 

Following the Treaty of 1868, the United Slates sought further land cessions from the 
Tribes in the late 1880's. Under these cession agreements the Tribes reserved grazing and 
gathering rights on publlc Or unoccupied bnds. Today, Tribal members continue to graze their 
livestock on federal1ands, and gather firewood, posts, poles, food and medicinal plants for 
traditional practices. 

The disposition, sale or transfer of federal lands to a private entity or state and local 
governments adversely impacts the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes' guaranteed off'reservatiofl treaty 
rights by diminishing the locations and access to areas where Tribal members exercise treaty 
rights. Tribal. members, whose ancestors hunted, fished or gathered on aboriginal lands for 
thousands of years, arc forced to relocate to other areas or cease the exercise ofsuch treaty 
guaranteed rights. Tribal members grazing areas arc also reduced by land transfers, depositions 
or sales and access for gathering may be severely limited. TIle transfer, patent or otllright 
pltrchase 0 f federal lands, and the extension of leases for mining on federal lands by private 
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businesses enable them to control access and use, which jeopardize access to certain Shoshone
Bannock traditional fishing, hunting and gathering areas, and grazing and plan! material use. 

F'ederai Trust Responsibility 

It is well established lhat the United States has a solemn rrust obligation to the Shoshone
Bannock Trihes. Ullder this obligation the United States has a special liduchuy reSponsibility to 
consider the best interests offne Shoshone-Bannock Tribes pursuant to the Fort Bridger Treaty. 
The United Slates assumed this responsihility when it elllered into the Treaty with the Tribes, 
Today, most fUndamentally, the modem torm aftlle !rust obligation is the federal government's 
duty to protect tribal lands and treaty resources, including the off-reservation tights the Tribes 
reserved. This duty to protect treaty resources includes preserving the integrit}' of lands upon 
which the resources are located. 

The CUltural resources located on many off-Reservation lands are essential to the culture 
and traditions oftne Tribes, Importantly, these resources provide subsistence to a majority of 
Tribal families residing on the Fort Hall Reservation, Loss of the ahoriginallancis because of 
federal land depositions, sale or transfers to private businesses and non-federal governmental 
agencies may be devastating to Ihe Tribes and learlto irreversible cultural extinction of 
traditional practices. Loss ofTribal culture and traditions occur because 'Tribal identity depends 
heavily UPOll the socio-'Cultural ties that lirlk individuals, families and groups to specific 
traditional and aboriginal tenitories and lands. The reservation of these aboriginal areas for 
hunting, gathering and fishing were contemplated by the Tribal leaders and reserved in !l,e Fort 
Bridger Treaty, Accordingly, elimination ofthe federal lands through transfers severel:; impacts 
~he subsistence food sources for Triba! members, severS the family and cu!tural ties to certain 
traditional lands, and restricts the llse of cultural resources which are not found on the Fort Hall 
Resef\'ation. 

The federal t:nrst obligations require a federal agency to carefully consider and investigate 
the effects of its actions On lriba! interests and assess its obligation to tribes. The Tribes must not 
be treated like merely citizens. Instead, the federal land mll,;agemenl agencies owe a duty to 
preserve and protect the Tribal resources by diligently discussing and considering the Shoshone
Bannock Tribal interests through consutlation with the Tribes concerning any consideration of a 
transfer oflands located within the Tribes' aboriginal areas, Proposed land depositions, sales or 
transfers must consider appropriate mitigations to address reserved treaty rights, cul.mral resource 
Jaws and Tribal policy. Consultation is required by nUmerOUS federal bws, including Executive 
Orders [2875, 13007. 13084 and I3175. 

The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes oppose any federal land depositions, sales or transfers that 
may adversely impacts natural and cultural resources andior our reserved treaty rights of hunting, 
fishing and gathering on unoccupied lands ofthe United States. We certainly welcome the 
opportunity to work. with any f~deml agency in transferring any federa! lands \() the Shoshone· 
Barmock Tribes to insure the Tribes' treaty rights are secured for tillure generations, Ifany 
federal agency or employee has any questions regarding the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes' position, 
please contact the Chairperson at 478-3700. 
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I-G-J 

I-G-2 
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I-G-l: The acronym LUA refers to land use authorization and is 
specific to the Lands and Realty program for such actions as 
issuing rights-of-way, communication sites, etc. The Proposed 
Plan/Final EIS has been updated to include the acronym and 
defined in the glossary. 

-G-2: At any time during the BLM's planning effort, public com
ments have been accepted. Comments can be sent via email, 
facsimile, or mailed directly to the Pocatello Field Office, 4350 
Cliffs Drive, Pocatello, In 83204. 

I-G-3: The Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for 
Livestock Grazing Management was developed by the 45 mem
bers of the 3 Resource Advisory Councils (RACs) in Idaho. The 
RACs went out to the public for comments and received 22 let
ters. The BLM used the recommendations of the RACs, with 
input from the Washington Office and Department ofInterior, to 
develop the finahtandards and guidelines. Subsequently, a 
comprehensive review of all the existing land use plans in Idaho 
was conducted and found that the final standards and guidelines 
conformed with them. An Administrative Determination of 
NEP A adequacy was prepared to satisfy the NEP A require
ments. Refer to Appendix A. 
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I-G-4: Seasonal road closures refer to specific periods oftime dur
ing the calendar year when a particular designated trail/road 
would be closed to any type of use. The extent of closures will 
be addressed when travel management planning takes place 
after completion of the Record of Decision for this planning 
effort. 

I-G-5: Project specific NEP A analysis is required on all actions 
involving land tenure adjustments. An EIS would be prepared 
only if significant effects would result from the action. See 
Objective B-LR-5.1.1. Zone 1, wherein the plan provides that 
public lands with significant resource values would be retained 
in public ownership, which includes wilderness study areas. 
Any proposal for these lands would be denied based on the 
management outlined in the land use plan. 

Also, see responses to comments 3-G-45 and 7-A-34. 

I-G-6: Where the acronym NC is used in respective tables (e.g., 
Table 4.2.6-4) it is clearly explained in the table footnotes. 

I -G-7: Adaptive m~agement is a systematic process as described 
in Chapter 2. The key components are: develop objectives, 
monitor progress, evaluate data, and make decision/ 
adjustments in objectives based upon evaluation of data by 
determining if any adjustments in management are needed or 
new objectives need to be developed. 
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I-G-8: Chapter 5 provides a description of consultation and coordina
tion efforts that have occurred, and will continue to occur, 
throughout this planning effort. 
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I-G-12 . 
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I-G-9: An area must have an 'imminent or immediate threat' to be 
considered as an ACECIRNA designation. Currently, the 
entire Chinese Peak/Blackrock area is managed under the 
restrictions as described in the Chinese/B1ackrock Activity 
Plan (1995). Once the RMP is completed, the activity plan 
will be updated, consistent with the management direction 
included for the Pocatello SRMA - Blackrock Recreation 
Management Zone found in Chapter 2, Table 2-4g. The pro
tection under the SRMA designation should be adequate to 
protect valued resources and therefore and RNA is not war
ranted. 

I-G-I0: The information in this comment is not clear as to the 
trail location and how the trail was illegally closed. 

Securing access is consistent with Action B-LR-S.l.3, which 
considers improving or maintaining when considering the 
acquisition or disposal of lands. 

I-G-ll: This is outside the scope of this planning effort. The RMP 
does not propose phosphate leasing or mine plan approvals. 
The RMP serves to provide direction as to which lands may 
be considered for leasing. Impacts from selenium contamina
tion would be considered in the cumulative effects section of 
a leasing or mine plan approval NEP A document - at the im
plementation level. 

I-G-12: Impacts on resources and resources uses from OHV use 
are described in Chapter 4. For each resource/resource lise, 
refer to "Impacts from Recreation Direction" for a description 
of the analysis. 
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Comments 

I-G-13 

I-G-14 

Responses 

I) 

I-G-14 

October 2008 

Appendix U Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

I-G-13: This comment as written is unclear. 

I-G-14: Impacts on water quality through the implementation of a 
land tenure adjustment program are discussed in Chapter 4, Sec
tion 4.2.9. 
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I-G-15 

I-G-16 

I-G-17 

 
1 , , 

l I 

1-0-18 ~ 

Re~ponses 

,

October 2008 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Re~ponses 

\-G-15: The National Vegetation Treatments Final Programmatic ElS, 
June, 2007 addresses the chemicals allowed to be used by the BLM 
along with an effects analysis for resources and uses. 

I-G-16: Objective CA-VE-l.l does not rule out management of stream 
channels that includes "access to flood plain, sinuosity, gravels, 
even age class riparian (willows, etc.)." 

I-G-17: Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health (LG-l.2.3) provides the 
basis for on-going monitoring and assessment of grazing activities. 
Specifically see Standard 7 (Water Quality) in Appendix A of the 
Draft RMPIEIS. 

I-G-\8: Under Alternative B and the Proposed RMP, any land tenure 
adjustments would be subject to evaluation criteria. These criteria 
(Action B-LR-5 .1.3 in Draft RMPIEIS) include riparian/wetland 
values, special species habitat, and habitat connectivity. If a parcel 
has important water resource value for wildlife, this criteria would 
not allow it to be transferred. 
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October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinaf EfS 

Comments 

1-0-19  

>1-0-20 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

ResponsesResponses 

1-0-19: Water rights are considered and addressed in all land ten
ure adjustment actions as part of the NEPA analysis and public 
interest detennination. 

1-0-20: This suggestion is outside the scope of the RMP. Well 
drilling is considered to be implementation of the plan and 
would not be conducted or approved without preparation of a 
project specific NEPA document. If drilling has the potential 
for significant effects an environmental impact statement 
would be prepared. 

\-0-21: The term project should be "management action." This 
has been revised. The scope is discussed at the beginning of 
the Cumulative Impacts section. 
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Comments 

J-G-22 

I-G-23 

I-G-24 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

I-G-22: Thank you for you comment. 

I-G-23: Appendix J describes BpS and how it was used in Land 
Health Condition (LHC) and Fire Regime Condition Class 
analysis (FRCC). In addition the six BpS models/ 
descriptions used are included in Appendix J with each hav
ing numerous references for additional information. 

I-G-24: Specific projects such as road construction would be ad
dressed in a site specific analysis. 

Table 4.2.6.5 addresses vegetation types sInce it is not possi
ble to analyze specific species at this scale. This table depicts 
proposed wildland fire treatment acreage and predicted 
change in FRCC class in 30 years by aiternative;not vegeta
tion loss. 
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Comments 

11-G-25 

'1-G-26 

'. ,.!/...t.>},)·"t;:~/ 
1-G-28 

I-G-29! { 

'-G-30 

Responses 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

I-G-25: Thank you for you comment. 

1-G-26: Action AA-WF-3.1.I has been re-worded to recognize ap
propriate mechanical treatments include chipping. 

1-G-27: See response to comment 1O-A-41. 

I-G-28: Generally juniper is not valued as construction lumber. Its 
historic uses have focused more on firewood, fence posts and 
carving. 

I-G-29: Species of Concem is a ranking protocol used for plants and 
provides a framework for identifying species that are at risk of 
extinction over all or a significant pOliion of their range that 
occur on BLM-administered public lands in Idaho. Appendix 0 
describes ldaho BLM Special Status Species Ranking Protocols. 
Section 3.2.7.2 of the Draft RMP/EIS describes those plant spe
cies which have been identified as sensitive plant species within 
the PFO planning area. Table 3-11 identifies those species 
known to occur or suspected to occur in the planning area by 
vegetation type and BLM statns. In Chapter 4, Section 4.2.7 the 
effects of management direction by altematives on sensitive 
plant species is discussed relative to impacts from wildland fire, 
livestock grazing and oil and gas leasing/development, etc. 

1-G-30: The point of this comment is unclear. 
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Comments 

1-0-31 

Responses 

1-0-31: Addressing impacts on riparian areas would be addressed 
during implementation and would be site specific. 

Management direction for livestock grazing following vegeta
tion treatments was address in the DEIS (B-LO-l.2.4 ) and has 
been updated in the Proposed ~lP. 

October 2008 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

1-0-31: Addressing impacts on riparian areas would be addressed 
during implementation and would be site specific. 

Management direction for livestock grazing following vegeta
tion treatments was address in the DEIS (B-LO-l.2.4 ) and has 
been updated in the Proposed ~lP. 
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r .1.: /_' t 

1-0-32 

1-0-33 

1-0-34 I 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

1-0-35 

Responses 

1-0-32: Section 4.2.3 Soils, and specifically page 4-51 discusses 
erosion (wind and water) impacts from OHV and provides an 
analysis of acres subject to different use restrictions. 

1-0-33: Thank you for your comment. 

1-0-34: BLM utilizes the best management practices as outlined in 
Appendix C for the rehabilitation of ground disturbance activi
ties. 

1-0-35: The context of this comment is unclear. A review of the 
Water Resources, Section 4.2.9 (and Chapter 4 in its entirety) 
did not result in finding applicable text pertaining to the state
ments "Short term impacts of sediment introduction to 
streams" or "will eventually be remediated" as identified in 
this comment. 
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Comments 

,;(Ii 

J-G-36 

J-G-37 

(~ ( 

/' 

/01 I 

I-G-38 

Responses 

I-G-36: Correct, livestock numbers are not identified for those 
public lands available for livestock grazing. Livestock grazing 
is allocated based upon the number of animal unit months 
(AUMs) referred to as the grazing preference (active and sus
pended preference). For livestock grazing, each altemative 
(Objective LG-1.2) identifies a total preference (AUMs) that 
would be authorized within the planning area. Appendix P 
identifies by allotment the active (permitted) AUMs and sea
son of use. 

I-G-37: Section 4.3.3, Tables 4.3.3-1 and 4.3.3-2 identify the num
ber of AUMs placed indefinitely in suspended preference and 
the public land acres affected due to the effects of selenium. 

J-G-38: Thank you for your comment. 

October 2008 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

I-G-36: Correct, livestock numbers are not identified for those 
public lands available for livestock grazing. Livestock grazing 
is allocated based upon the number of animal unit months 
(AUMs) referred to as the grazing preference (active and sus
pended preference). For livestock grazing, each altemative 
(Objective LG-1.2) identifies a total preference (AUMs) that 
would be authorized within the planning area. Appendix P 
identifies by allotment the active (permitted) AUMs and sea
son of use. 

I-G-37: Section 4.3.3, Tables 4.3.3-1 and 4.3.3-2 identify the num
ber of AUMs placed indefinitely in suspended preference and 
the public land acres affected due to the effects of selenium. 

J-G-38: Thank you for your comment. 
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Comments 

l-G-39 . 

Responses 

I-G-39: Not all cultural sites within the planning area have been 
documented as described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2. If 
old structures exist in the Chinese Peak area they would be 
documented and considered when a project has the poten
tial to affect them (Action CA-CR-l. J.2 and CA-CR-l.2.!). 
These structures could also be identified and documented 
when there is no project in the area. Once identified they 
would be allocated to a cultural resource use (Action CA
CR-1.1.8) and subject to a use (Action CA-CR-l.l.9). 

October 2008 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

I-G-39: Not all cultural sites within the planning area have been 
documented as described in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.2.2. If 
old structures exist in the Chinese Peak area they would be 
documented and considered when a project has the poten
tial to affect them (Action CA-CR-l. J.2 and CA-CR-l.2.!). 
These structures could also be identified and documented 
when there is no project in the area. Once identified they 
would be allocated to a cultural resource use (Action CA
CR-1.1.8) and subject to a use (Action CA-CR-l.l.9). 
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Comments 

1-G-40 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

I-G-41 

Responses 

I-G-40: Section 3.2.6 describes the Fish and Wildlife species 
found throughout the PFO, which also includes Section 
3.2.6.3 on fur-bearers. While information is limited regard
ing the abundance and distribution of non-game species, fur 
-bearers, and predators, management direction proposed 
under the four alternatives in the DRMP does not preclude 
considering beaver management to benefit watershed health 
if appropriate. BLM is responsible for managing fish and 
wildlife habitat whereas the Idaho Fish & Game is respon
sible for managing individual species/populations (e.g., 
deer, elk, moose and beaver). Based upon future desired 
watershed health conditions, the appropriateness of using 
beavers as a management tool would be coordinated with 
Idaho Fish & Game. This was addressed in the DRMP 
under Action CA-FW-1.1.8 and is also addressed in the 
Proposed RMP (PP-FW-1.1.7). 

I-G-41: See response to comment 2-G-30. 
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Comments 

1-0-42 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

1-0-42: Page 4-43 discusses erosion from fire management direction 
and acknowledges increased erosion. Text has been added to 
further clarify that this would be from both wind and water ero
sion. 
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~n&.J.:rm 

Comments 

f'.o.",.."val;"" league 

THE WILDERNE..SS SOCIETY 

3/30/07 

Terry Lee Smith 
RMP Project Coorilill[,(Of 

P"Gildl" Field Ofiice 

1;~tlreilU ()f i.and \:f;l'lnag:'cnTent 

435() CHis Drive 
PocaleHo, JD 83204 

RE: Pocatello }'leld Office Draft RMPiEJS 

Please ~1Cccpt the ft)il4..' \ving cornmtnb {"In hehi",lfoflht: \\'ildcrn.::ss Sc:.ciety ('T\VS} ,1Jld 
Jcktbo COnSr2fV31ion League (let) 

The WlldNllBSS S,x'iety h[l$ b,~en involl'ed uli.and managem~ntsince 1935, and llilS" 

vesled illt~r,"1 in the Pc'<',,(ello Field Office. ,Vith ,'ver 250.000 member;;; Hll(i,m·wi,J", 
T\VS r:;preStmts a divt;.P.je range ()f (:itizens. OUT goal til T\VS is to ensure that la:nd 
management plat tices, are sListHi.rmhk and bused on sound scit!llce to ensure 11t<.lt the 
ecological inl~grily of the land is mainlilincd. 

Thank you for considering our conunents on tilis projcc't F<"f thirty-year" the Idaho 
ConsclVali<1ll League has work,'d 1<' protect Idaho', cleml wakr, wilderness. ,mel qUllli(y 
of 1il~ through citiz..;n ar..~ti...nL, public .-;ducutioH, aIlt! professioIwl adVL'lCUc::/_ For Hll're 
intbnnallPrI or hecome i:i mernber, \,j~l! ~~~~:.~ld]d.l!bU~~E- As IdHho'~ hHgr;;~t stnle~ t('1 

hil~ed con.)r,:;fviltioIl nrganlzahotJ We r~pr:escnt oVer 9,O(}O memht:!fs: ma.ny ofwhom hav.:!" 
"deep pcrsomd ,nleres, in prNeciillg our waleI'. wildlallCl" ami wil,Uife . 

.l. Dfd~ion Making Con1ext 

OvcmlL there (He' ~c\'cml agp,;cts of the Rl\lP thllt we bdlc~'e to Ix headed in the right 
direcrj(JIl. Some oUhc man;,r.gt:!TnenJ J:!p~1Is ~md objc(:Liv~s thai are laid out in th~ R~~]P~ 
e~pt!cjaliy I.ho:';e pcrlaiutng to :;'cnsl!lvt! specie:::. and recr~;,tht)n:> will provide a ;-:;olid 
rllallagecuerlt: fr.:tmework to \\!ork thml. \V C" abo re.C:DgniZe ~11ld appreciate that you are 
has.ing ynur recommendations fl.)}" sage grolls·e on ["t.'commcnd:~tinns made by" fc(:;();gnizc'd 
and r~pm~lbl~ $d~ntists. such as Conneny~ ~Hld \\['B w(,,!uld ~ncoun'lge you to make :::;Ufe that 

2-G-l 	

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EiS 

Responses 

2-G-J: Thank you for your comment. 
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Comments 

an d~l.~i~ions ill~OrpQrah;- th~ lakst and most up to date sci~'l1tifi(' int(}[lllation r{.~lcyant to 
thi:' de·dsions hoing mad..:-. 

2-G-2 	

\\te rc("ogniz...:' [hat nlJ.lmglt7menl o1'1h.: PUl..-:-atdl,0 fO(h~rcJn ailer rl;!,l~ncd to ,lS th..: FO} 
pres-enl:s $it.',\:ra) manHg~melli chalk:ngcs. hC'c;;UI~{, or the frugnh::nled n;ltufc of lh~ land." 
:l<lmilli,!~r"d hy the BL\! in the 1'0. Land tCl1l1N adjustments in the Poca!ello 1'0 can 
help [0 incr~as(: t.ile adtninjslr.al(v...~ capacity of the BL1J llnd incf(,3sC' the- ~i7.c OfS.OIHc of 
lhc larger po.1iolls of land managed by the lit!>.!. Althollgh making land knllfC 

adjtt'..trn~nts i~ a ddicate job~ Wi,? r..;:cog:niz~ th'l.;" n~ed for lhi;:.; in SOrll10 f()cal.ion~, and under 
c-ro:lt.tin CtrCuU1stmK(:f>: do not oppose-land t~l1UI~ ~ldjustm~niS i r it is in th~ b~st inkr~st of
Ih~ puhlk. 

2-G-3 

limn-wI", Uwn at·., still s",·eml sedions ofthe J)",,1l RMP that should M addl·(·ss(·d. 
Sp{'dti(,iflll~'" our (."ouc('."ns :In'' ovcr I1lint'rals ,Iud ('n(,T~" (f.cY{·lopnu:-nt, (·spl"{:iaJ!l.y as it 
rt'\ates to oijllnd gas d ...v"topment, a"d the BLMs ..bUg"tio" undt'.. FL\Il'A 'Illd 
:\EI'A to <level'lll a fllil muge ofaltcl'llaliws atld llulIIagc the "lIld fOJ' 'I '·'lIictJ of 
uses; the t ..nb::ti'vcJ](;'ss and :sdentitlt" basis for SOllie offhe rc('omrnendations on sagt' 
gr'oust'; olf·road H'hid." "lid II"I\e! planning; alld St'HI'lIlr'c"out'<'c issues ,'el"ted to 
\\'~lfe... quality_ grtlt.ing and soils. 

1[, \Ullemls alltl En.'.'!!, 

On~ of the higg~:'.t ar~as of '-·()J1!.:~nl HJof us is the t~td that an ()f~hc ait.cm:tti\'es. Inl t11I,.' 
Dmfl [()"II' r(:~omm"nd lIml '.l8'~i,ofth(: 1'0 remain Op"ll to oil ami g'" leasing. As Wi'-' 
dlse.lsscd in the mecting that T\VS had w,th lh~ Po.;atdlo ['0 s!ail~ it """m" '" lilQugh 
thCfli! \-vas no ..·ons;iderati~_m in the all~maliYeS: or during lhe R\!P pro.;;cs,s to anything 
Oth1.'.'f tha.n 98~\) of the field oOk~ open to teasing. If olhcr altcnlarivcs for the Wcf(: 

considc,·cd, lh~y (;e11ainly arc not rdkckd ill the D,an R)"f1'. 

This situation is prohlt:Hnati.:.' fnr [hr~~ rC'<ls,(;,n~: i) the BL\-t h:as a multiple us~ m,lIldati(' 
and must man,~g~ its lands r{~r a \"aricly of LiSC-,S. llot primarily' t~}r nil and g3S 
develQpmCl1t. 43 I ;.s,c. ~ 1712(c)«1 I: 2) all of the altern"!;",,, "ons;,kr only one p""ibk, 
:-;ituation for oil and gas_ in t.h~ I:(). whi,,~h is that no ks:-;, than 98'\) of the FO \viH

orIh.;:: xr remain op'.m [0 oil and gas \vhi~h \"iolates ~EP/\·s-re'qUIrenl~nt BI__ t.o 
develop and cvaluat< a rang" "faU"rnaliv,os. 40 eLK § 1502.1·~: 3.) by 
)~avil1:? the \'ast majority ;Jr ih~ FO op~n fD oil ~Uld. g3S devdopmlJ'nt th~ 8L\1 j~ 
precluding th~ en(odiY("ncs~, ~)r long t.\1nn yiabitity of <1ny conservation mCi:"L-<)ur..:-s hccaus:c 
then: is alway:,; th~ pntcnthll I,hai those con~er\'atiOlt m~i.u,alfl!S .could T:M j~opardtz~d by oil 
and ga~ dcvdopmcllL regardless IOChow lo.w lh..:-- pot~11liaf for de\'doprn~nt i~ currently . 

nOlh A. 

2-G-4 

.\s ,,,oil. lile Dmfl IUW ,·;olaks FLI':vtA and NEE'

The FJ!.J! has a use mandtlfe and mu.st 
and ,;::as den:::lopmenr ·

manage irs lan-dsfhr {I ;'oriefy,?F 
13 {.',.\,C. '-l2{c)(/,J, 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-2: Thank you for your comment. 

2-G-3: Thank you for your comment. 

2-G-4: Upon considering your comment and further assessment to 
protect sagebrush habitat necessary for sensitive species such as 
the greater sage-grouse, about 258,100 acres in the Curlew area 
are proposed as administratively unavailable for fluid mineral 
leasing. Curlew is a stronghold for these species making this 
area unavailable at this time would eliminate disturbances from 
fluid mineral exploration and development that might occur in 
the future. The Proposed RMPlFinal EIS has been revised ac
cordingly. 

In addition, there are various wildlife protection measures such 
as timing restrictions to protect wildlife. These planning consid
erations and measures should ensure effectiveness and viability 
of habitat and wildlife populations. 
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Comments 

Th~ [:edeml Lcmd P"jiCY and ~ lanagcmem :\0:1 obligakK the BL\<! t() "hide hv Ihe 
prill:cipl~s ofmuhipJc u~e and $u."ta;n~tl yidd, c:~p~ciaHy during the land u~c' 11Janning 
pro,,,",, Specifically, rllll!tipk-\l,' is ,Milled ll;:: 

thLZ us~ or som.: land tor less tha]l atl ofth¢ rc-snUfC¢S: a c-{)mbinatit)It of 
balanced. and di\'tTS"; n;;:s.ourc.: us';;:'; thm takex into accm,n111ht:: kmg-'km.l I1~C'ds of 
Ihlurc g.::ncratiolls ft)1" 1"!;,'l1io,j',\abk and n(ln-r~n0\·\.'ahle rl:$OUfCcS~ tududing. hut n~)[ 
lanikd to. f(:{:rl::utIO[l. nU1gt.~. timh~r. minr.2'rai;-;:. '\YHkrs.hed_ wildlife and Ih;;h. and 
nawral scenir.:. s~io;;ntiJ1C' ~;nd histork~al vaiu..:-s: ,md harmonious. :md (,:oordinat~d: 
tn~Ula.g0m~lll of the various !'I,:,'sour~e.s vdthout ])..;-mlanl;':l'it impainu""ot \)fthl.;!; 
pnxluC'ti,,"hy 0flhL~ laud and tht: ql1nlity l}rthe en\,ir0mU~ni \vlth ,,",ousidcration 
b('ing givclI tet thl.: reiati\'(> va.iut.~.s or the r.e.t.;c1Uf(:CS and not Ilt."~~s:,;atily tu the 
combination of uses. that wll1 give the gr;;at;;,st economic r~hlnl or the grJ.!<:ltcst 
lin;! "u[puL 43 I ;}U:. ~ 1702(,,, 

Tbe dd1nilioll "rmullipk us¢ make, it denr thallh" nL,1 iii ohlig;tl<d to mann!)" tho 
land for a numher ~)f rcSOlln.:.'~~ oth~r than oi I and g~ls leasing. and stah:'s $p~dfIc;'lny that 
lhc- BL\I :-o.houfd manag~ some iEmd. r~)f less than all \)flh0 r~snun:-es and should n~)t 
~llways. be- conct:rn~d \\"itn managing 1,11':- land in order to. re\,.:r;.~i v~ thJ;j gTeat.:.st ...'conornk 
~lUnl. vl,'hi.ch is 'Wh\ltlh~ Po.::aldl·o FO app(;ars. h', h('" d~)ing. "lll(,: dcfintlioIl ofmuit.ipk
use make-s it simply ptl.rlll:lilar ,,:xlst,,-d.::~lJ' th~l1 bCl:aus~ it jil.'SOUr01i:; UO';f:,. not ll1ri!:;ln lhat th~ 

j BLl\f lh:.,:C',ds. t.o b~ able to I.!X1.nh~t .. pn)tit. In the FO where the ~Iut j"csOtl.r~t:: for Po~atdi(l 

re-aIistil.' rulUf~ lOr ~m -ecunomically ~xtractabl~ supply of oii and gas is c:\lrl.!'mely lo\v. 
~spe..:ially in H10 \H!'s.knl pnrlion oflh.: FO, II is ab!'>t)iut01y \\"ithin the realm ()fnut1tipi~M 
liS(: to not ha\"c a significant P011ioll ofthL:: l'l) open to ,)il and gas leas:ing..\t:~as where 
fh~pc ar~ spt::cjfil.~ n;s.i)Un.),.~ o.:N1I.:.:rn... or that an: i,d..:ntllb,-,"d H!o:> important hahital :-;hoHld be 
t.:()nsid~rl,,'d [~)r t)t.h~r us.¢s hl."Sidc~ l'liJ and ga~ kasi.ng. and by having 9g o0 0nh~ FO op~n 
It) \,)11 ::lnd ga~ kasing tht.~ BL:\l j:-; violating its undlipk usc mandate. 

2-G-5 	

We r"alile Ihallh~ POe'aldl" 1'0 ila, rcccHllln"nticd 1m "SO 'lipulalioll on roughly half "f 
th..:- FO in order to dc(.'r.:ase then impacl that oJi and glls I(!'as.ing. ...·ould lut\'~ \)n rcsoun.-~ 
\'.du....~s. and while \\',,; applaud ih!!'; en~)11. NSO :;tipuI••troTls do nnt n~~,':!;sariry ro;,,'¢-;L,)lv~ t.b~ 

,2-G-6 "v~ldlirt and oth-<.:.'f J;;~otLrt;c Cl)l1~~nl~ asso(.'lakd \I"ilh oil and ga~ k-asing. 111c'r¢ ar~ 
ad\'cr.~c enn~~qlh:!l~'L"S to wildht'¢ ~l~:;;ol.,.'iah.!-d \\ it.h oil and g:l$ d~vdcl'pm¢Ilt, r-cg,anlks..-; of 

whether or not ah.:re i~r.;.,ill ~::-;o stipulation ~m lh~ leas>."!'. /\n example oflhis. nnh!'d by 
Clait FJ;raull (2006) in A iifrwpnNt/ur S·age-gr(J1!se Conte/Tunon and I?'ecovety. a ~'opy of 
\\.'htch ha~ bc~n provided ~'l.long. wit11 th~s¢ ct)mm,r.:;nts, is th~lt "'oil and ga.!'\ ckvdnpm(;nl 
illnUCHC~d the rat\:' of n~st initiation qf s.agc-grnus,L'" in c":\(.'.:ss, of.., k.m of construction 
activities. Ck~lrly~ lh(! amount and (likdy) frequli.')lcy nfnois..:: as~o('iakd with 
dl;.... \:1.."lopml;.~nt has. n"ll"tior I1t.'gativc .:t1:cct:s (In gn.'ater s.ag~~gr{)u$~,·-

2-G-7 

Further. as nOl~d in dlsi,.~usse'd in App.;ndi~ 11. Ihcr~ ~lrc muhjpl~ Oppt.H1unitl.("s fl,)[ 

op~ra.lt)rs h.'l' s("~k .and for the BL\! tn grant cx,,:cplion:s. m'lltiific-atj'Jtlf.l. ()f willvers from th~ 
application ofthes~ !-;Iipulatiotls. H~l\'lng ,:\S() ~lipulatl()n:.: on a majority Oflh~ ro is' 
he'Her than aHo\ving. surl11cc- ~)-ccupancy in l~rm:,:, ofwildHf(~ and rc~~)UfCu L'\)n~-r.:'rn$~ hut 
Ibnt dol,,'s not ~uppbnt th.: BL\r~ obhgalii)!1 to manag¢ t~)r a variety of n:~{)tm,:eS~ of 
whil~h oil and g~l$ i1) ol1,i~'" on~, In CS~¢tlC~. k~l\'ing lH.·~l.rl), th¢ ¢nlin..~ FO open 10 \)[1 and 
gas. ka:sing. ~ud Ul;,jng ~SO sli puhd inns; ~lS a rational\! for n;5l)lln,.'~ prokdit)il is 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-5: Please refer to responses lO-A-17, and 6-G-45, 

The Proposed RMP/Final EIS has been revised to include NSOs 
and closures as discussed in comment response 2-G-4, 

2-G-6: See response to comment 3-G-33, 

2-G-7: Reference noted, 
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4 

insuflkicnt umkr 1.11<' 131,,,1', mullipl~ us~ malld:tt¢, 'Ill" BLM !leed, 10 rec<)l1~id"r the 
,:cofw,mjl,!;lIly CXlt'i,li:labl.: supply of (}ir ~tnd ga.~ in th~ Po·(,;';.tldl0 FO and r~~~\;\':lluHt.~ i:ts 
rl.:~quif"'lnents und~r Fl-.<p~rA IO rn::mage ft)f a variet)' OfHS~S., 

I" the Dfan ElS;R:o..lP for the I'o;,;atdl" F(). all «HO' "flhe alternat;""' pr0posc to kmc 
rh} kSi:! than 981)'i, orth~- FO opt:.:H l~) oil and gas k,a~ing. \,.,hidi Vl0hlk$ thl! BLJ\J:>t; 
obligation und~r NEPA iL) exph)rc- and rigurously ,C'valuatc Ii rang,.;o: ofal1ernati\"es. 

2-G-8 	 Th~, rangt;,;' ofall,cntaliyc.s is. ··th~ heart oCtile ~nvirO)nm~nl::il in1pal..-~t statement:' 40 C.r-.R. 
§ 1502,14.. \1[1',\ fequires llL~1 It} "rigorously exp!ore, and objc"tlwl\' 
of alternatives 10 propo,,,d federal aclio"s. Se," 40 CF.R. §§ 1502.14(3)
'~.-\.n agcn~y must j~)()k at ...·\-!..:-r~v r~as{)nabie ah~~nltltin~. with tll,,: rang..:- di by 
!lattl'" a.nd s~ore "rlh~ rrop()s~d actIOn. xonhwo,t Ell "I I Del"'",,, C,,"kr \" Bonn",'; Ik 
P"w~r Adm,n" 117 F.3d J520, 15.J.S (<)110 Cif., 1997). :\n agellcy "iolatos '\EP..\ by failing 
to ~'rigorOll::dy ~xplnn.~ and ohj.:ctiv0!y I<!vai,lIate all rea~()nable altt:nlali\'~s~' to fh~ 

proposed action. C;tv ofT'''''lk"e Springs Y. Clough. 915 F.2d nOx. I.11 () (9 'h eiL 1<)90) 
(quoting 40 C. F, R. § t502,. l:,~). '1'h11o;, cvaluntit)t1: ~;"'1£"nd.~ w cotlRid-.!ring mor.:: 
..mvinmtl10Iltaif..... pro-tc".:tiv0 ':1h,-~rn"Jti\'J.:·s and mitigation m0;;1SUfIJS. See, e.g_ 

e\'aluate~" 

 and 
"t~lt~d th~ 

,Trib£.of Idaho,.~, 'ellenli!!l. J IJ F.3d Jfl9-4. 1122"':. lin (9 1; eil'. 20(2) (and cases 
therein), For thIS Dntll Rl\[P, Ihe c<lJ1siclenlliOtl ,,(more ~n\'ironmentall~' jlf<lt<L1iv,; 

aUcrnalivc~ Is. consistent \vith th~ r,.;'qltirr;:;'m~nt of FLP'\L \ to o'minim,i.lc <ld\'~rs(': irnpacts
'l.Hl the naHlral. ~n\'ironmcn1.l1t s:C'i~nlinc, r.:'l1itnr-aL and Dlh('t' r-CSOllfL:cS and ·valu.:-~ 
(including nsh amI "ildlil;' hahitalJ "f'lh" public' lanu, ;nn)l,,"d, 4.~ eSc. 
~17J2(d)(2)("), 

2-G-9 

\iEP:\ re·quin::s th,lt an aduaJ "r~lJlg~~" \}ralt0nH"h\'~s is. ct)Jl$ider.::d. ~ltcb lhallh~ :\('t win 
"·t1fl'dud.: <:lgcllCt('S from (k'fl111ng th~ t)bj~cti'F~S: orfh~ir actions in knns ~(j unreasonably
Om,\)\\' lhat th~y- "~Hl b~ \i,ci.'~Jmplished by only t)n~ altcniativc (L~ tile appJic~U1t"S 
Pf()p"s~d proi~ct)," Co[or;ld() Environm~Ollal Coalit")11 \, Dumbed" ISS 1".3<1 1162, lJ74 
(lO'h eif, 199',). citing Simmons v, ITnir.;d Slak, COIll' c1f Engin".;r,;. 120 F,Jd ~64. 669 

fh (7 CiL Th.i~ rctjuir¢menl pn:vcnts lh,,-~ EIS fnHH b~>.::uming ~'a forconluino:d 
h)mwJity. '" 715 F,ld 732, 7~3 (2",1 Cir, 
1983), Sc,,, ,,/su, 	 20(J2), 

2-G-10 

The BLM ~s !\~\,VS I~d~::.s~ ."C'~ms 10 r~.:ognize mld ~mbrH';": th~~~ ohligmit)ns. d aiming: 
'~Th~ drat! R\fP four ~!tf;;.·ntati\'~s covering a broad Spl.!ctnull ofmanagt.'fIlcnt 
options:" YcL !h~rl." 110 ~'';'ipcd.ruln·· rdHt~d. (0 opc,ning th~!"c land;-;. to (}il and g~s 
d~vdopment 	By onl~" ~onsid~ring ~)n.: possihk- ~·our!i"; of action in 1h~ Draft R\IP.'EIS. 
ttl..:' Po..:atdlo FO IS I;'-s$~ntjan): ...:htiming tIml there is onl~' on~ r¢a:S{)l1~lbl..; ah~nmlj\"~~ th;;; 
Hi ,1\,1" 5 pl"ct~rrcd alknmtJve. Oi\-t?n that thl! B1,\1 has an ohl igation to rigorously ~xphm.! 
and cvaluat~: j rang\' t)f alt~n1ativl!s. it is diflkuU. to s~.>~ huw thl.: BL1\J has ";tJInpli..:d '\\' i1h 
this 111and.t:ll~ wh~n ]h~r..-: is 1H): consideration or di:O>ClIs.sioll Hi Ill\! Draft R\lP;l~IS nf 
having k~.s 9go;\ of the 1"0 open to ","Ill and gas fC.J.sillg. lh~U1 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-8: In accordance with NEPA, the BLM has analyzed a reason
able range of alternatives to address the needs and issues de
scribed, 

In the PFO planning area, oil and gas leasing is currently con
ducted programmatically within the boundaries of the fomler 
Pocatello Resource Area under a 1988 Decision Record, Ac
tions under Objective A-ME-2.1 reflect the Decision Record 
mandates, Oil and gas leasing within the former Deep Creek 
Resource Area and geothermal leasing within the entire PFO 
planning area is not conducted on a programmatic bases, but is 
conducted on a site specific, case by case basis using appropri
ate individual NEP A analyses and decisions. Actions under Ob
jective A-ME-2, 1 would be the typical project restrictions con
sidered in developing leasing stipulations aimed at providing the 
framework of environmental mitigation measures, Action items 
under this Objective were standardized to reflect the existing 
approach for oil and gas leasing within the PFO planning area 
within the former Pocatello Resource Area and the general ap
proach for fluid minerals leasing elsewhere, This allows for 
easier comparison between the alternatives on a relative basis, 
Acreage amounts shown under Alternative A reflect the areas 
currently restricted programmatically or likely to be restricted in 
individual fluid mineral lease applications. See Objective A-ME 
-2.1 in chapter two, 

The Proposed RMPlFinal EIS has been fonnulated using a 
"need for change" approach (see chapter one), Other changes 
have been incorporated to reflect current laws, policy, and direc
tion, BLM's planning policy directs that planning efforts will 
identiJY lands open, closed, or otherwise restricted to fluid min
erals leasing. Current policy also requires a programmatic as
sessment of fluid minerals leasing within the RMP and associ
ated EIS, 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-0-8 Continued: A reasonable range of alternatives are presented in the EIS. The alternatives vary in areas identified as closed, open, and restricted (i.e., 
NSO, administratively unavailable, timing restrictions, etc.). 

2-0-9: See response to comment 6-0-45. 

2-0-10: In accordance with NEP A, the BLM has analyzed a reasonable rangc of alternatives to address the needs and issues described. 
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wc r~alix" !Iw( the BL'>! has proposed ,,",ying ievds of "fSO slipuiati"l1s in the 
aH~111ati\'~$. hut a,... \VGlS dj~~'uss~d ~arli~L using '!'SO stipulation,,, \vhik~ s1.W Jlh,wdng 
dc\'dopmenl ()r9g(~·o "nIle 1'0 d"", not mean !lml Ih" BLM ha, llld their ,'bligaliOi\ to 

()f ;..'onsid¢t" and ...~vaju;!k a r;::l,:\onabl-t:.: rN.ng~ alh.'mati\'~s, Cnllsidcr,ltioH of lll"~,aSdnabh: 
rang~ jJf' alkrna.lln:~ would r~qiiir~ lh~ BL'7vL at a lUinimum~ to C'v~dllatr;: Ih\"~ 
that a s.ubstanfial' portion of lh~ firdd onic(\: \\\)ld-d not he- fipen to ,,)ii and gag 

.~j the vas! nN~lO}",'{J' ()(lhr.: PO ()p'~::n to t/rtf BLll 
,,,,!ch',d,,,,,rht? term vi"Jinfuv con,\'el'V(JlIOH tmJ.tJ.yw"es 

(UJI."-'(JUSt':: lhere 1.) that th',J.w CO;l,'tf.-'i"I-YJ!IOt1 fHtYiSW-{}"" couhl be 
jlfopordr::ed hy od and gos deFC/opnu.m', reg<wdless o( h(iH' the po'enfi{~l}()}' 
tieve/opme.m if" 

In. the Draft R\lP, I~JS, the rn .\1 has (H\lP"O~~.d "cv('rai (~nLl~Hragit1g COnSl.3:fvatl(Hl ~lnd 

habitat restoration sh'atcgic.s and goals for a \'<iriet;'i of sped~s. including eag.les, jnd S,:l.g~ 
grous~. Howcye-r, th.~ iong Mrm -viahility of th01\(' S1l'ah:gi\.'~ ilnd'go.al." is tmcI{"ar because 
oil and gas k~lsing is klh)\\l1 10 i:Hu.;.;.e a varidy ofproblrcms; lha-t ar"':: tktril11¢nt~d' to 
\\'iidhfc. and b~ leaving rl~arly th~ ~nlir~ FO l)p~n h) l~asing.. th¢ BL~,f is undcrnrining 
any ("'ons.:cT\'ation dT'orts or goals it idi;'nlHk~ in the R:\-1P b~t,;ausc thl,;' pOl-:ntial ft')f oil and 
gas d0v("topmcnllhfc;ltclls thos~ Jllea:-;.un:};_ 

For c:\:ampk. th~ pr~,rC1Ted altctThHi\'~ in rhIJ Ri\·IP (2-Sg) ick>ntfflt:-> w'guidelin~~ for 
Grt.:.;ikr $ag!!~grou$¢ h~lbit;tt" lr'rduding go~ds t~)f protl!ttion ~)t' s,l,ge brUs.rl c-ilnopy ~0V('r'. 
rcconncding si,!'paJ.",.ttcd popufatiom: and H"Slorati(ll1 .. of :..;hruh~ ... t..:pp~ habihit All ~}nhcs.: 
objet:ri\'~~, \\hit.: bud.ab~~. an: pfHentially 111 \'~in be'l:1lus'l.! they could b~ mltdcrrtlin~u hy 
011 and gas (k'vdopm~nL whi(~h is known H) calise scvcrd:' adversc- con!i("qu.;.~nce:,. on sag~ 
gn.ms~ through habitat !i-agmentation. Clail Braun .. a leading r,;$,carchlJr on sag..;;' gro-u:'>,c in 
the \y~:->t~ has stri!.."s~d t.h~ impa..-:t-o.;. {hal oil and gas dc\!dnpmo::tlt ..:an iH\\'I.:~ (m Sl.lig~ grow:,;~

p'lJlmfations. .. 

Ro-ad hui Iding, \ydl pad cons:tnl(:li,m~ and noise dbhH'hancc assoctat..:d with oil 
and gas dl.!!vdopmcnl c.:an fmgm-cltt ~n.';,.::c-tiv.: sag~ grlHL..."l; Imbit~'tt and t.:ompf(~nifSI.,'" 
fiie 'IUaltty oi'i">casonal m;t.' ar\';a~, In i.H!...-iiti(yu. hy -.:rcating mor..:: iit1~a.r ~r~as and 
SIll<lJh.T hahhat patch,,;:,>, ~n('rg)" dcn~loprn~nt can b-005.! pr(:(blkm rrHr.::>; 011 

gr(}u~-c. So_ fl)r a \'aric-ty of reasonK n1AiQr oil and g~lS dc:vd(}pmL'Ul reduces; 
area us..r.:abl~ by sag\3' grolls('" \rhicii ott..;n kads to gr;;;atc( isdation t.)f p0fJu!ation::. 
and a ft;.'dll-C'l.id abilil\' to handle dnmghts. s(..;'vcr\.' \\'inkrs. (}t oth~r mt1ural 
dlsturban•.>.;.'s I· 

,2-G-ll 

-f11~ hOlhm.l iln~ is that y'OU cannot ha\-\." ('cnJogkal1::- ,~n~"tjvG :-.agc- g;rOu.so(' hahitat- or auy 
otht.!f t:'l'h! of impnl1allt wilcUif~ habitat and unlimil~d oil and gas dJJ\'dopmcnt in th(; 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-ll: See response to comment 2-G-14. 
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same ar;;!il You can hav..... Olh\ hut not lhe oth~r. ~nk~ sage grOLH';'0 ~on:S-I.!Tnliion rnto!'asUr~'s. 

laid Oul in the Draft R\H' ;lrG only dtcc1iw until such puint tllal the right tcchw,logv 
antFnf pri~.e of()jl and ga.o;. r..::ach~:; a point that ~I prcvieusly nml-econolui;;.3Ily ~xtraclahl¢ 
supply b<1I..:'l)mli:~s t~"onml1i~aHy extractahle. or until a pr\."viollsly unknown supply no( 
thnught h~ (:"xi,:.;l is discoV";fcd, St), iftht: Poca1ello FO dC"l-·ircs to have hc;dthy sag~ gr'ousc 
popuh1ti.on~~ thc-n it n~'~d~ cn$ur~ th~;lt tilQSI! a.r~a~ that are identified ~w. imporwnt 1(, 

habit.at ar~ nnt i~tI open to· viI and gas d(':\'elopm~nL AJso, thl.:: environmental 
('tm;s~qucncc.s s~cti.(\n should indud« a dj~clls:sion ofth~ po!Cntlalirnpnds to \vildJife 
silould th¢ ar~:1 op~n to oH and g,lS dcw!opmcn( b,'collle den:hlp.;d, tkl ma!t,,!, how I(}" 
th.: I..:'urrent outlook on that pot-entiai IS. 

2-G-12! 

H.c('onnncndution: 

In ,micr Ie,,. the 13r.~110 cmnp!y with FLI'~vL\ and NEPA th.;y ,lwuld.:lt a minimum, 
.:on!-iid~r and "rigorously 0xrjor~'" tile- poss.thWt.y th~t a ~ignificanl ptH1ion ofth~ FO not 
he open 10 oil and gas leasing in Ih~ 11:),11'. See 411'.S.C. § 1712(0)(1) ,md 40 C.F.R. 1!§ 
1502.14(a) and 150S-2S(e). Sin.;e th.; BL\1 docs flol heliey.; thaI I,he pOlcmial for oil and 
gas development is vcry like I),. cspcci,lIly in the """,tem f1<,rtioll of the tkld "Ilk". we 

2-G- \3 t 

re~ommcnd~ at ;), minimum~ that the a.rl.~a identifi.::d as having J ''"}t1'"'' 011 and gas pOl(;ntial 
be r(:mo\'(~d Ih)Jll con~idcration for It.:as.ing. rr is OUI' underst:-tnding {h~lt 1hc~'(" a{'t:'Hs. \'i,'hik 
liming Ihe lo\\'esl pCllcntiill for oil and gas d"vdopm~lll ill the !idd office. also contain 
som" ofth¢ largest hl"<.:h "I' colltiglWU' BLM "nut ;mel conscqlJ~l1t1y some "fth" best 
habll3t for sag~ grDust." and oth~r sage: bruf>h oblTgatl! speciiJs. \'oi, allowing oil and gas 
l~asing III this area would hdp Ih0 HI .\1 mo\'~ towards nl~eling its goa! of 111anaging the 
fClkrallan(h within itsjt'risdil'ti<m fill' ,t "arkty of II'''S. no! primarily fbI' oil and gas 
Ica:.;ing. 

\V'" }1rL~ also ~0nc¢n10d wl1111h(: approach to manng0-IHctlt l)fhig garne habatat ;1;<" 

c\ide'Ked h\' B-~·JE 2.1.4 (page 2·70). This $C~liol1 explains Ihal "puhlic: lands w<.>llid be 
leas~.d \\'ith a ~~~L"'()nal occupancy stjpulalion li.' prot.e",:t big. garnc winh:r range...;ah'lng~ 
f;lwuing and,'o!' nesting nctlvlti(':s." ;\:=.; ,viIi 11,; dbcussed i.n Ilwrc detail tal~r~ the·r.: is -no 
sCloC'ntifh: cvidcn(:'~ that w.:!: arc aware ("r to suggC?it that ~~asonal o'l."'Cupancy on oi rand gtlS 

I~asc$ j~ b~ncn~~iaf f()r wild1ifc~ tlr lha! simply impo~ing SoJ:;;L~(maJ lise stiputati{)n~ is 
suHi"knt l\l pc1'tnit. wildlik \;) thrive mnid'i oil ami ga~ d~\'d()pm~nt. To Ih.: ""l1lrary. 

2-G-14 [ 

oil ,HId gns h!3Sing and dcYdHpm~nt (as \v..:11 a$ the ;1Ssodat~d impact:;. from 
infr.astfltClnre, rnad~~ noise, ~1ir polluiton., ~.tc.) is known to han.~ s~Y~rdy adyeD>": 
cnll:;¢qllCnc~s to wildlife and Ih.;ir bahi!.a!. <md ~imply imposing interim "Il<llts" in oil and 

1)1' gas produd.ion ;lctiYih~s doL'S WJI mitigate rev<!n-;c the L'tfc~ts on v.,Hdhtc. lhat ha.~ 
already: Ol:nIJTC'd .as a rl;!suh oil and giJS l~asing (pl~as~ n::~ri;..~r to thl.~ report lJf 

accllmpanymg otlr COIl1m~nls litkd.l\jJillif~'11.i15,J:!;t~Sf(1.\lIi'S..!.i.!l9!1:V D~.l:,J.QJ.t!1l~Jl!i!l 
\VI...'S{t.:nl \Vvoming). Th~se stlpuia1i-l).n.s c.<m aiso he subj~~t 1t) v;miv.:'L ~xc..:pt!on ,and 
m()dification~ per .,:,\pp~l1dix H~ so there is Ill) guarantee- thal1he:y will ht.: uniron11i~' 
applied or "nt()l'c~d, Funher. as noted in B-:-'IE 2, IA. Ih~ stipulations would 11'>1 applyl" 
prodUCliotl activltits~ sO wildlite would still he atJ~ct~d during thlS'sC scns.itiv~ tim~ 
periods. 

2-G-15 t 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-12: Impacts on fish and wildlife resulting from proposed min
eral and energy direction is described on page 4-161 (Draft 
RMPIEIS). 

2-G-13: See response to comment 3-G-33. 

FLPMA directs multiple use and sustained yield of public lands 
and establishes provisions for land use planning, ensuring lati
tude for periodic adjustment in use to conform to changing 
needs and conditions. FLPMA directs that the BLM provide for 
long term needs for future generations for renewable and non
renewable resources and a combination of balanced and diverse 
resource uses. The commenter's suggestion does not appear to 
meet this mandate. 

2-G-14: As identified in the Draft RMP/Draft EIS (Action B-ME
2.1.3) and the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, (PP-ME-2.4.3) no new 
NSOs are proposed but approximately 19,400 acres within the 
Bear Lake Plateau/Sheep Creek Hills area would be managed 
with a NSO stipulation to maintain/protect wildlife habitat, 
steep slopes, highly erodible soils, etc. This direction is the 
same under all alternatives as carried forward from the existing 
condition (Alternative A). 

In addition, 258,100 acres would be administratively unavail
able to fluid mineral leasing at this time to protect Special 
Status Species and wildlife habitat in the Curlew closure area. 

2-G-J5: Reference noted. 
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Th.: d~H1H),gc \)t hoilS ;alf~Hdy bei:H done to \vildiife ()n('~ kasing devd{)prn~rH occurs in i-lll 

art:a: and s-(;a...-;onal n::slJ'1ctions to prote':'~l willIeI' habitat are uhimatdy illen~ClfV~ a$ a 
slandaionc nh.';a.sllrt': tl) prol~(·t big game~ hcL':alls~ tilt! imrads {i-'om. Oit;61d gm: 
infr;1:->lrw.::turc- on thd'~ hahhat and from produ~tltm adlvitit..'S rt3mailyBt':c~m~c s~asol.la(
r~!:>lri~t.ions al{)n~ are mdT~ctivl:.!'. thi.s s'~!..~lion I.::;]nnot h~ r.:ficd upon to mitIgatlO! th~ \.~fr..:t;ts 
of oil and gas d~ydopm.,\:mt and production on big gan)(';~ this approach is rni~l('adlng_ fl 
I!'>. critt\..'al th<lt the R\lP dosJ.: to oil and gas. Leasillg $utll-clcnt ;inca.... t,,) tJIlSUf;,! that hig 
gmllc t'<Hl thriv00- an(l impose uon,~waivabk prot";dion~ in t)th.:r arc:i-~, 

2-G-16 	

Oni! lifrhe m""I.viglliji<:(ml implicl1fi(tfl.\· '?flf,e P()('(1fe/l" !?JIP ",illl"" ils itt1J>rIct ,m 
stijfehru....Jr ,'(/(.·ppe ha/;itat. 111]f.; hahit;11 type is incr~asiJlgly ~1 r1.<.;.k due. to V.lr10US !~")11tl'.s of 
d,:,'\"dopm~l1l on hoth puhhc .nnd priyatc land,. H\)\veve.r. the h",~st OPP,(utulliti":8 t(lor 
('ofts...;n:ing and WlHl'f\)\"ing ~ag~brw;.h .'~krpl! hahlUI ~1~ n'n public land:'. a.~ the puhlic 
dmnaltl is l(~ss.lildy 10 he c:nnnntUed to urban fonns or d~vdorm~I1!, Ih011 an: irr~\;er~~hi~. 

Additionally. ;.:ag.,?brus.h skpp~ hahitat. is. g~n~rally ili doser pn_~~rmilY to hUH'liln adiYlti.;.·~ 
1.11,10 fOft.'st habitat types. As a result the, sag~~hrl1sh~s.t~pp~ lauds..:ape is under a~s,ault hy 
nt\\"l\')US \\~\.!'d:< inv;1sivt: pl-anl!-;. hUllHUl·.:aus,c-d tlr\'!~, l)fTgn..Hld 'v;:h~des~ ~lJ1d ;I, muit,itudt: of 
othl.!r 1~1clors. that ru-~ ~$.s.~ntial1y leading 10' Iht:'! !.1\)ltnps;c ().flhi~ ~C(H,yst~nllypo2' a'1;rmi$ tht: 
\Vc$..tcm Unitojd Stales, 

As sl.H.:h, wo: CHmlO~ s~rc:s:s ~nough, ho\\' imporktllt it is t,:rf I,hii.!' Prx:atdh) FidJ Ofri~(:_ and 
the olhl!r land managemenl agL;nci~5 ((.ir thal matt.er. to manag.: for ttl..;- ..:nns~.ryation and 
r~1'-(ora110n of the s.agdw1..IRh s1epp~ .:.;:()syst~J.n. 

2-G-17 ~ 

PcrhapK lh~ best appro,;,iGh thaI has b(:~n slIg.gL.::.s.kd is. tt,l geIlli;mHy managlC i.i1.;; ~agcbru.,lta 
skppl..': ~('os::sh:m for :SHg~.>.. grous(;. In it t'c\"IC\\' of lit..:-ra.1ut'1.: on tik' lllatlag~1.H~ttt of ;;;,agl.> 
gn)tI!:'o¢. Cnt\\·f()rd (2004) cOl1clnd~J that hy managing r~,)r ~agc-groust.~. land mafl;ag'l."rn~nt

2-G-18 

ag.:::'ncic$ wi.mld ~ss..:-ntially b.: rmuw.ging t.,)f a Ih)~l fifs,;tgeonlsh obligilt...'. spc.c-i.:s. 1 This 
(;ondusion \vas, ha~ed 011 d1C t:Ic1 that sagehrush Qblig.at~ spre'l'ie$ e"sst!Hli:aHy rdy upon {he 
same- \'<!gdati\'~ spL'de.s rind Imbita~ hecause url,h.: rdatl\'d,y Im.t· hiological diversity of 
SlKh an add land~c'ipC, 

I 
2-G-19 	 .

HOW~V~L aldlOugh thl.!' hiologl('al dh'er~il); of ~agcbnl!'h S[~ppc: habitat is. low r~J:i.ltiv~, (I) 
forl!st..:d ~i,!:I:)sy~t.;.~ms~ the sag..:brush st..:'ppr: ~C(x>;;ysi'1,,':m is sign11h.:.~U1tly Illdre div~rs.C" lhan 
!h~ inv,udv(': m0noculHm,;,,::; of allnu,~1 gra~s.0s and noxiou.s. weeds thai iue rapidl:y repJa;;.:ing 

\\,iilHlUt stoppillg th~ inV:L'W,Hl of"thc'SI;;' 4;:;(011"':- spe'l.:'.1l!'S,. r~dtldng the irnpuJ<:'1s nrr~.sOl.m.::,-~ 
d~v",:'lopmcnt aud r..:storlng s,ag~hru:!'h skPp~ h;~lbiuL th\.~ spc~i~s ()f ptants. f1~h. and 
wi!dhfc that an: nalivr.!' 10 th,,~ s;qg..::bnE..h skppc ..:..:(}~yst"::IU arc on Ihe Ycrg.: of cxtifJ.l(ttion 
on a lurgc :';.~al'li'". 

~ 01Hvfllrd d al. 20U4 Ei::c'!c;gy and nlllm.lgeJ1h:nt nf sage-grou;;e :md :'iagi!-grnu:':;(' h"ntt:H. Jowna} o/Rm'lS.,;> 
,\lalJ;;(c.~·menr :;7: 2·[9 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-16: Seasonal restrictions (i.e. timing and spatial) provide pro
tections during critical periods for big game from authorized 
activities on public lands. In the Proposed RMPlFinal EIS, ap
proximately 42% ofBLM-administered public lands have been 
identified as administratively unavailable to fluid mineral leas
ing which includes sagebmsh steppe, greater sage-and sharp
tailed grouse habitat, and big game ranges in the Curlew area. In 
addition approximately 37% ofBLM-administered public lands 
have been identified as having an NSO stipulation regarding 
fluid mineral leasing and development. Areas where the NSO 
stipulation would apply include the Soda Springs Hills, RNAs, 
areas with steep slopes, and erosive soils which are also impor
tant big game ranges. 

2-G-17: Objectives for Low- and Mid- Elevation Shmb and Moun
tain Shmb were developed with sensitive species such as sage 
grouse in mind. Refer to B-VE-6.1.2. The Proposed RMP in
cludes Objectives C-WF 4.2 and C-4.3, which deal directly with 
sage-grouse and sagebmsh steppe management which would 
move towards restoring the sagebrush steppe ecosystem. 

2-G-18: Objectives for Low- and Mid- Elevation Shmb and Moun
tain Shrub were developed with sensitive species such as sage 
grouse in mind. Please note B-VE-6.1 and B-VE-6.1.2 regard
ing percent of sagebrush canopy cover and diversity of native 
desirable woody and herbaceous species. Also refer to B-SS
1.2.3. The Proposed RMP includes Objectives C-WF 4.2 and C 
-4.3 which deal directly with sage-grouse and sagebmsh steppe 
management. 

2-G-19: Reference noted. 

2-G-20: Thank you for your comment. 
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Comments 

hi;:;; cn...:()ur.agillg (hat th¢ POl".ll,dlo Dr-IH R,\1P nwkc~ fd\:fi'n~l' to tlw ir'lt..:rim ~ag(~
g,rotls.~ habitat managl..'ll)(!'IH guid~'iintl'~, '11113 DraI11~MP dt~s flfC"ommc-nd;.H:ions found in 
Cn-nndly 2-1 aL (20UO) and 2-G-21 I pn)po!'ll.Js to prot":::\,~t o"':l'upi~d leks from 
distul'hanc('; adh"iti",'~ wi.thin 0.6 miles of the kk from j"Jar-ch to \'fay 31"1 HOW("V~L 
\\t;: ar0 >\.:onJ1J~cd when: Cn'HllcU\" 0000 i r"i.~omml;;'ml$ f(Jf a ('1.6 Inik bun~r ZtHlC around 
leks frorn :\faI~h 1~ to :\Iay .1 h.i. Scv{.";,d ~ag~-gr{)us~ rcst:archcrs_ in;,.~hu.iing Comh.:lly~ 
sugg..:-st a lnor..; ...~omprchcnsiv.: appro-a;;h h,'t sagl..'-gToU:....,~ m;;imlg'ml~nt 2-G-22 I 
FI.)f ex::tml}l~. \Vddl (2005) suggests lhat m~mag~rn~nt and disturhan-cc n;.~'!ivili~s hI) 
pn:chukd within a 2. mik radius orot:cupicd kl~.'~ In al'loth~r ,t:xilauslive (iktatur..: 
or~ag.::-gr(HJsi;? ~llHlies, Conndly ~1 at (20UO), which \\·c hdi~H: h,) be thl! s~mh::: study lh0 

r'::\'I"\\ 
2-G-23~ 

~ 

R\1'P sil(s I\~r its guidd.irj;c~' jbr sag~~gn"lu:.;i;.'; habitat. ,sugg~~ls that \\'hcre Tl't)n~mrgtatt)0' 
lwpul.alion:-; ()f f".lg("-gro~Hi~ a£'~ pn::scnt~ disturban~'~ <lctiviti0S should not OC(:Uf \\,t1I1in 5 
hn (approxitnatdy 3.4 mit~s) of 012LUpi~d leks. \Vhcr~' migratof\' pOpUl'ltions arc pr....-:scnL 
Cn'HOl:Hy d aL sugge:.;t:.; idcllt.ifying and ptOk.:;ting hre~dlng h.;;tbitnL;;; within t'R fh.m Clf 

t tH;(:upted l..;:'ks.· In order ChI' tilt: Poc;;ltdio FO to adopl it mort.' c{)mpn;:hc'llsiv~ S3g~-grollSC' 
";OI1S~T"vation stralcgy. it is importm1t to under.:;;tand tbil! key threats- to the s.pcl.~ire-s, 

2-G-24 

Orcater s~lglo;.~~grou~c sutTer from dWlndHng habitat across lhe """cst du~ it) dderitxallol1. 
fragIHt:ut:.Hi.oll and dirltt.'t loss ofhahit.at (nnmn 1995. Co-nndly Hnd Braun 1997. Braun 
199K Schroc,d..::r d at 2004). Thjs IOSf{ of -sagebrush stt.'ppl:' h~lhitat has- h~;Jn d(};.';mn.:111~d 

iH:ro~,:-; thloZ west (\VIo.':}:.t 2000. Knick 20(3) and may now only cov",~r 50-601:J"o or its t)riginal 
g~tJgntphii".· c'xt'i!n~ ~ \V c~i 20(0). The Anl.;ri~~lll: Bird Cont.<!r\·"m~)· (2006 or 2007?) hs.is. 

hrush hahitat <Ui th,.;- most thr~atr.:n..:d bird habitat in til.: conlln.:ntat t'nih:d Slat~~. 
ilL\,! has ao:knowkdgc-d the thn. .'at t~j ti10J s.p~l".·i\.'s ~:md d~\'cloped a X(!lJ'o)wl 5'age· 

('iU!lL%'. JlalHta( C(mSefTalion .""'trawgy (Bl _\r 2004h). 

R..:s.,;.~u..:h i.ndi~,:tk~ th~l1 road... can call,:>': Jc:ejill';~ in populalioll~ m..:luuil1g 
OlOltai'ity fn)m ci)jh:siot~!:I (Unum 2(06), f0ductkms ttl \'allK" ofpotcnthlllH'~('(,iit1g 
hahits (Connelly "l31. 20(4) and ]"k ahandonment (IlnluJI 19(>(6). Land,cap'" with Ie" 
habitat fragl.1lenlation~ hcttt.'f s.hrub stT1lL'tur~" and a di \r(:r~L': Llm.h..~f:'.lnry of gfas~c~ :md 
forb:;. arc nwr~ ~(;":lIr..: for prc-y animals su~h a~ ~ag~-grou",c (Braun. 20(2). "111~ 

cotl:{tnld,ion of fen~;,;s" po,'w~r \.~n~:s, and other infras.tructur;,; ~lS W-.!jJ aH. th..: aioi~olJ'iah..d 
d("cr.;'as~s in pah,-h s.iz't"s and djv..:-rsily h~ni.?fit sagl.':-grl)USfo' pr..:-d.ators (Braun, 20(2). 

\\\)t1\ by Ly\,)1\ {20nO) indic;H':s that trank disturbmlCL" h•.i." a tong-Iel'lll nc-galiv(': ilHpa'"1 
on br<teding hens an area l,)fnil and gas dcvdopmelli III \Vy~}mlng. "I11C nest~jnitiatiHn 
f:tk ~)\'t:r.il 'lW()~y'('m' period \\ ~l'" 55 p('n.:;r.:n1 fhr hens th:'I111 the lhrc-L' kk-s iu d{~s\'" proximity 

2-G-25 

\ rX:;;l rfa£mcnt~d inti} lak~'s, t'Xmd~. :M1J (len T(~(h 

S Lkp1utmcrrt of Agm:uhurr.'" Forcs1 :~{)cky 
:),[,1i1i~)n 

(\'<lm.:.'U,.'., J"X, Schroc-d..:>F, ,;:,[;0 eE, Braun ~(Jlli)_ C;'md",,'lm.:!!I. tD m;m~lg~ :';~1.g:':-.8rou.;;;e 

r\'>rul.i1~l\)~:) ,1ftd thCkf h,j:biT~tl::; .Wi·le,,· 1,"'1""" ~~~4:1, ~')67~')~5 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-21: Reference noted. 

2-G-22: The intent of the direction for sage grouse is comprehen
sive. 

In addition to the protection of leks, other guidelines such as 
sagebrush canopy cover of 15 -25%, 15% grass cover and 10% 
cover offorbs and reducing fragmentation of habitat are all con
siderations when evaluating habitat (B-SS-l.2.3). 

In addition, Objective B-VE-6.1.2 addresses sage- and sharp
tailed grouse habitat. 

Action B-LG-1.2.3 requires livestock grazing to meet or move 
towards meeting Idaho Standards·for Rangeland Health 
(Appendix A) which address riparian, native, non-native and 
Special Status Species habitat. 

2-G-23: Reference noted. 

2-G-24: Management action, B-SS-1.2.3 for greater sage-grouse has 
been updated in the Proposed RMP, PP-SS-J.3 .5, in recognition 
of threats to the species. The Conservation Plan for the Greater 
Sage-grouse in Idaho (2006) recognizes both temporary human 
disturbances and permanent surface occupancy (infrastructure) 
threats to active and occupied leks respectively. The revised 
management action, PP-SS-l.3.5 reflects the minimum buffer 
distances identified for potential infrastructure threats near oc
cupied leks and temporary human disturbance threats near ac
tive leks in the Conservation Plan for the Greater Sage-grouse 
in Idaho (2006). Buffer distances could be increased if deemed 
appropriate and would be based on site specific NEP A analysis 
during project level implementation. 

2-G-25: Reference noted. 
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h). a road (.tlv-.:r;lgc dj~tanc.: \:,f2 ..i82 Iced to a road}. lkns tl'l.~lil·t.h..: three ii.':ks nU1h.:.:r
I'cl1HlV('d from road,s (average distarloCe i)f 7.742 ted). had ;J, tlt2'Rt-initi;niotl rate or R'2 
p~n::'ent ~l\'~r Ih~ sam~ ptri{;d. rollowirl:g Ill.: sam\!' h~ns thrQugh ~ar1.y brood rcaring" 
J,}'on d.:-tcnnin(:d. tll;)( lh~ hens that Went HH.lSl :o:;ucecssfui at rai~Lng chil.:.~l$, tl(:'sted f:u1h~,t 
from roads (an an:rag~ of 3.714 fe~1) tllan hens. wlw.s~ brood.s did not !HlrYlv.;- tilt: first 
tin~~ \'Vc~ks alkr hat<,'hing. l'!1slH;('\!"ssful .. brood-fcanng ground}; ~l\:C'ra.g~d i09 !(:d fmm 
Ih.;; n.:ar~sl road, 

2-G-25 

Holloran (2iJ05) "Is<> found that in ar",,' highly disturbed hy <,il and S''' d~yd"pm""t the 
annual survival ofadlltt n~stil1g r~mal'i!':;; (l..:!'c'llncd 20A p~r.;ellt ~Uld th~ annual SUrV1Y<11 of 
nesting yc-arltng femali:'~ dc'cHn~t.f 6.4 pC'_fc~nt. S~milarly., r.yon~ and And~rsQn (20{J3) 
found tha1 femah.. n~st initiatJon mt~s dedilled 24£~;j ill tlh;ttLrhed areas. Ptdiminary 
r~~u!t:s uLan cmgoing !jtudy ufsagt:*gn.Hlsl! in \!onlana (,o~il~-hcd natural gas (CBNG) 
dr:vdopm~nl showed an a.~tl\'C Jek had olle Ihird tho•.:' ciL::n;;ity o:f\v~fls within two miles- ort th~ kk compar"d \vith an lna-i:1,in.: kk. and that. '~actl\".;:' lei",,,, ;md fck:'> with nHH.krat,1.! to 
large numhen: nf 1t1.jit!cs. W'.:T"': nft~n found ~H.ijac¢nt tI) CB't\G fidd:s but ntj'\::(Y \\ithin 
CaNe;" C:-: ""glc"1 'Ii.. lOIl6). 

2-G-26 

\\·'Y\)Jning O.al1h! and Fish De,p~Ulml{!:nt (1004) r.:~'()mm..:nds that Whl.:fC sag\.'~gfOU$i.· 
h;lbitat has alr\!ady h'i.:~Jl fragment;;d~ fuhiJ'¢ ticvl.!lopml.':nt '''Shl)ttlJ (,'\,'Huplctcly aH~id 
rel'l1ain-iog habitat~. ", TIM .llgcth.:-y proposes a "s~rl;;:-s of gujddir)~s and r~~lr'ictinns nw 
d.;vd<)pllk~nt \vithi:n 2 mjh.~s of"1 kk or lies:tiug .and r~,iriT'tg hnhit:il.i. and F\."L:;''1nlm.:nds: 110 
roads or otho;;.;T il1rra!"trudu['~ within (,,56 f~~t ('If id~nliflcd wint..:-r hahi~l!. 'Tt) protect 
hr",~.dil1g ar~a$. a numher l)f Juthc)fS (Braun 2001, Conndly ct .at. 2000, Braun d ~1I. 1977) 
hav..::- suggc~t~d that areas. \\-·if-hin .3 Haile.!'; of h!ks should b!..' ll"Cc of road dislurbanL.:i: during. 
bl'~¢Jiug ;tnd hro0d fl.::aril1g. 

)"fost rt:'c.:ntly. Brault (2(H'6) n ..~':():Tmll¢nds th:Jt ~~;;\~onal i'lo:sun:s (J ~hlrdt t<'f 20 Jun..:) :md 
no tl,;W road L'.;:mstrllction \'i'lthin 3.4 m,ilc-s ".:'1<1' adfn.~ l~k~, In the 2006 study l;:mnpl-Gt~.d by 
Braun. ht!' :..tlggl..'sls that: 

!.mvt:!'S1.' 

,lnd H~\·,,·g.~:lrdnn 

Dr. Braun 's rCI"."Qmml,;':tldatj.ons~ nUh:h J.ik~ 1ho:-;.¢ ofC'onndl",_ [~coml1l..:nJ for a s~.as()md 
L'los.un: Hwt r.!xt~nd;s to .htlh..~ lotl; as \:\'c:H a~ .:l 5 k.m t;u1Tr.:f 1<lI1C aroHlld kk!\ during \\.'inkr 
and hrl..'¢ding pl.!'riods, 

Bas~d on t.he !it~1".aturt: fe,vIews illl1"1t.~Sc studic~. not. fl-oly !'S the 0_6 mill<': radiw\ pmJh)sed 
in tht.: Draft R0AP ~bthril.ral'~', but it i:-; hardly surfici~~'I\t to ml':d Itt\!' hnv ~nll ofth~ rang.~ 
s.uR~c:".tC'J in the applh,.'abk literature. 

2-G-27 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-25: Reference noted. 

2-G-26: Thank you for your comment. 

2-G-27: Reference noted. 
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l~ewmlJl('lld"tioll; 

(liv£'u thl2 dirt: s.iate of many sagebrli~h st0PPC h;)l-,Itat.s<, indudtng ::;:0111..:": kH..'attons on th,.: 
P(}c;:}k,U~) F."dd on'i..;e. a more COI1s-(,fvativc tll)pro<lch slhmld b~ tatt.':t1 to rrcY~nI th~ 
d~~hn\'~ oth..:r ~agcbrush -obligates. and hcn.,:c sagehrush s,t..;pp~ habit~tt If 
tho\!' P('cak,Ho is tw.i\:¢d iHt~n.!s.kd in m<:ulUging sag...:-groUSl! in sw.:-h a \\-'ay that \·....ill 
~l1sur~ their SUfv;,·,,1 inlQ Ill.: rUl!lr~, we r","'mrl1~nd Iha! til.: f'"c'o!,,!!!) FO adol't the 
fotlmvrng re~ornlno:;nda{ion'!': 

1) 	 D..-:vdl)P a 1.4 mil~ buff~r around ~~ks with sC::lsl)ual dosnrcs. on aH mOlorized 
rou1cs frotH :\tarchl~JHni: 20 and during wlnt.;,.~1' rnontft':-i, as per Conndly and 
Braun 's. rccomnl"'ndation~: 

2} 	 )'1ak.:-. ~'()ns-':l'\'ali()n of sage-~gn)US0 on.:: ofth¢ priQritic~ dlu1ng !h,,-~ tnH·~'l 
managemcm proL..~S};,: 

Xl Con~id~r p~lln~U1l:!lll do~urcs ,1,)[ ail molori):t:"u routes "within nuportatlt $ag't~
grotl.Sc habitat. and nHlk~ con: ar.e-a S17f..! for sag~-grou$,,-~ a top pfi~}fit:y fur 
managcrn..:.~nt of the Rp~ci("f.;. 

By adopting th~,c mallagcmL'l"tl guidelines the Pocat.ello FO wi1l. fllrth~J' stnmgth~n and 
r.:infon:c I,h.: proadi\'1.Z <L:ons¢f\-'ati0u nbj"'1,..'ti\,-~s ~~t. fl)rth ill ih" Dratl RhlP. 

2-G-28 

IV. inland N"ti...., FM. 

AH aldaon allenlati\'C";s should contain an a..:-rton to impIcmellllh~ Inland ~ati\'c Fts.h 
Slr~kgv ([",FISH) (Jl1 th~ ro~"ldll) Fidd omcc. Alth()ugh [",FISH NIl!"i"e" m1('nll, 
$lnndHn.i-; .Hid guiddin~s ~limt;d ;nt pr{}l~Cling ,H'ld f(;st()ring fish habitat nl()nJtoring~ of 
I>:FISH irnpkmc-nfa1ion h~t:':> :';;'0\\11 to h.: ~tlcL~%llti ~11 ohtaining ripari.a:1l rnana_sem.:nt 
(}bJ'<!"tin:~ \\h~'n follQ\v..-d hy land m.anagcln~ltt ~lgcnci~!-;. ~othiug DU:!'£.i Ih:- BL~1 from 

.2-G-29 

l..'ol1linll~d i.mplementat Ion ()f t?\FfSH or C'vcn approving llpon the- .sumdards and 
guiddil1o$ in l;'\F1SH. Th~ BLill should incnrl'orale INF!SII in ,)rdcr\Q maIntain <'r 
rli.:~tor~ riparian and .aqu.atic habItat \\'hcr~ n':;';~3sary to pr..::ycnt \7xlirpatiol1 or listing of 
s~·tlsiti \-'': fish spcLi~s that r.:~id(: \vi'thin th .... filZ."Jd oHtel: . 

.\dditionati\', who.re ,lro"I11 cros,ings are "re,cll! on tile lidd oHicc, tile !3L~,( shotlld 
ill.;;llld~ an act'l{)!l 10 impro\'.;: fish pa~sag~ ltL'nrs=- thL:· fi"ld l)ffi:c-t.:. Probla;-l11:aljl,,~ ~lLlvt:rts 
shuuld bt.': r.,;,p!m,;.;;d \yith bridg~s- or arched ~ulverts {hat contain ~l mltural :s.trt:am: hothHl1 
and a(,coH1mi.J.d~t~ IOO-}-"c-ar ilo()d ;.:o.n:mts. \\11~n rQa.d::; <l!(: 00 long~r nec..;'s~afy ttlf 

manage-m.c-nt or acceSS, Sl[c..am (Tossing~ -should be removed ~ntirdy and r~v\2g.ctal~d_ 

2-G-30 

Where slre,un cf()"'ngs remain, t.he field <)nice ,l\,)(lld 'lpply gra\'d to the roau ,url;)cc 
within INFISH bl1n~r.s to .anl1or th¢ road ~ud;·\~'I! and r.:Jw;:¢ ...:roslnn and sedlJUl!llt 
ddiver)'. Evcll ifthls \I/h~r¢ to (l-~Cur O\'I.,.~r th¢ tlfc oft.ht;.· RMP. this .t..:'tion ;lion..:; would 
makl.! great stride.s loward illliprovlng \v<n~r (lH~dity. ,.:oming into-l.!(}mplianc-c-- \\--!.th th0 
Ctc,ll11 "'/akr Ad \vher~ str~mn~ ;lrC" H~t~d pUf!-'ul1m to sc-.:.:tlon 303(d)_ ,,, ..')uld improve 

aqua(i,~ habitat and \\'l.:mtd enhance nr r~st.ore flsh p-QPulaHons, 

2-G-31 t 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Resl?onses 

2-G-28: Action B-RE-4.2.6 allows for consideration of these recom
mendations during development of future travel management 
plans. 

2-G-29: Appendix E incorporates many facets of "The Aquatic and 
Riparian Habitat Component of the Interior Columbia Basin 
Strategy" to maintain and improve habitat for cutthroat trout. 

2-G-30: In the Proposed RMP, action CA-SW-2.1.4 regarding 
stream crossings has been revised to incorporate text to provide 
for improving fish passage. New culverts and replacement of 
existing ones would be addressed as needed during implementa
tion of the land use plan on a case by case basis. Design fea
tures as addressed in the comment would be analyzed through 
the NEP A process to minimize impacts to fish passage, riparian 
areas and stream morphology. 

2-G-31: This action (graveling roads) would be part of minimizing 
adverse impacts on soils, water quality, and riparian vegetation 
as addressed in the Proposed RMP under Action CA-SW-2.1.4. 
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,miNnar,'.,'"1(:"! 


Comments 

il 

V. Snugs.'l< Lun!" maI11Ci(,I' Trees 

.\iuch oflhc current f~s.:;art'h on snags dnd ~tmg retention (.::,_g. Hu1tn~ 20(6) points: to tht!
inad~qllacy of J.;urrcnf snag. manag,~m~nt gHiddines. ]\10:.;t snag management gniddiu1,;Os 

2-G-32 t 
hayc c-i)!1vo.:'rgotd on 6~7 sn<lg;;;duL H()we\''i..~r. applymg IUnHl:wrn .snag r ..... tl'nltOn a(;fl);sS a 
vari,lblc l.and'S~apc is Ili}l appropriak l~)r \vildlif;';'; sp~,,;.1t.'.S.{· ~I1H:' habilat nt:cds; t~)r th~s-c 
sp,t:~ics ":~UUhJt be rnel"ln a Jtmhl,.~r phmlation with unifbnn :::IT<:lg. holt.:. ,and CrOwn sp<\~ing. 

.:\.~L"l)fdingly. snag dr.;nsili~s shoutd r~n,-~ct th~ variahiltty <lli..':fOSS til..: Iands...:ape Ihat is 
illustr<\tcd by the Jifh.:rL'nt ror~-sl and v.:'gdation typ~s ou (laG fldd ofTke. Snilg 
I..kllslti-c~ should \'ur~"~ roughly ::1.c'L:ordiug 1t) ,11 Jlt'mnai distribution. "Ill\! 

1.'1' snag. dcn::;ilics, a~t\iS-$ the projc.:-t ar~'a !jhould fall within (-2 :'>iandatd d~viali~)ns; 
rn.;::an s,n;;}£. d,~nl.~lt~rJs r":'ljlUfi',d fix tht:' snag~depl.!l1d(,'nl :;;;p..:dCH as r:nund ill current r~S:0arch. 
If thcl".e l~ a hfLk ()f ~!l~lgS in ~! particulllr project are-a, the need is. highlighlt.2d to re~ruit 
.addiHorwl s,nags: over time. 

Brt:uktllg lip til.: ('onlinuil-y of fltds i.n a mosah: paUern~ as oprkif..-cd h) unifol111 spacing~ 
will s.till a"h.i.cve ~he obj.-.::t.::hv,,: of r-t:ducing crown fir'\! pot~ntiaL Pf() .... id~d that tht:r~ an: 
·~thHl1p,,,·+.at I,h~ very k;!~t. br~aking up the (,.'ontinuity {)f fuds '4Aili a-ccomph~h !h~ same 
obje-cti'iiC' lhrnugh dianleter limits that uniioml ~rown ~pa~il1g would achi~vt:, Th~ 
difl0-n:ncc 1':>. ',hat a more nahtraHy appearing. and {t-ccommo·dating 'Jamlst,a:pe will bl2' letl 
hL'hind that better ;-;UPP(H1:'> thlZ' n~:~ds: natural ~cos;.'~tcmg and \\'ildllf..::. ()f 

RC"(.IIII\tcnt!ath)ll: 

The BL,.\-l ShOldJ r~mnvt.:' th~' unifonn s,nag~manag~mcnt guiddinc$ contained in th~ 
R\.n·', and r":I.1la~,¢ them \\'ith ;\~ti~)ns-lt) malllt;.ltn or r~tnij.t snag,''; (:on&1$1-;.;'01 with lh..:
n\!~ds' l)fv<U'ictllS smlg~d~p~I1{I~nt spltci..::s $uch as: 

1_ 	 R(',ct1Jil, and m;:~inlilin :':.11ag d('-n~itj,es thaI rdl,,:c-l tho1->...• rctcr":JlGcd in the best 
a\'atlabl~ s..:k'nce ;md ar~ ~p-cdfic to IhiJ? mtliyc s.n;1g-d~pcndi.::mt spcde~ f()und on 
theFO: 

2. 	 \hli.nt"in ad.....\jUiilh: MMg lknsitics wilhin J to 2- $landard dl..'viations (lfthe ;:rvcragr;; 
8pc\..~j..::,s-~r~dfic ~nag (k~m.:.iti.:'~ r~f0renc..:d in tht: b.:!st aVJ.ilabk S...::lt.':llec f\)r optimal 
habital: and 

,3, 	 l;tilizc presl.:rib~'d {'ire wh.:,n pra~'llc~lbk to n ... cntit udditionaJ s.nags \'l,.-h'l;'[-r.' snag 
densi.ri~s. ar~ in~dcquak': 

2-G-33 	

V I .. Soil :1l1d Watel' R~sou,.("c. 

\\'¢ .ar(' cn~our:agt!'d In ~It': th~lt one ofth..~ ;1dioH!'-. is Itl "'pn,)Jlll)t-.;'; dc-ii~li!,g ()fsjr~ams 
liskd punmant to section JOJ(d) ()fthl2' Ck:an \Vater ACL HnW('\,cL s.imply "promoting'" 
l~'l·~ii:-.thlg of these ~trr.:~illls sugg(·~ts, L1mt th~ BL1\.1 will r¢dth:~ ¢n)~ion and impro\'..: wakr 

LHun",_ ::i.106. TOW~'lrd l'Ih'!~t11nl!ful 
..\mr.:rk-<II1 't:r11kr h:'r<.~sb, ~ 


Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-32: Reference noted. 

2-G-33: Guidelines identified in the Draft RMP/EIS (CA-FW
2.1.2) are developed and to be applied for the variety of snag 
dependent species within the PFO area versus providing spe
cific guidelines for individual species. These guideline are 
based upon information obtained from Birds of North America 
Online (http://bna.birds.comell.eduIBNA) 2 Nov 07 . 
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Comments 

qllHlily' \vh~n it is C'oJlvenic:nt nU.h~r dHUl following th~ (~tl'o!f ofth~ t-Ol\\-', 111C R~fP :::.hi)ui,d 
('{)ntain an a(:l.i~)l1 -W "altain ", de-ii:;.tjng. ofwaicr quality hmih.'d streams. 

T{) attain dc-listing ofstfl:!ams. addilifl'n:d :lC!tOflS- wHl al~o have to' he inb"Orporakd imo 
the R \11'" For ""ampk the BL,J should limit the amount "f detrimental di,turhallce, 
(DI.)) wi~hin \... a1~rshcJs. ide.ally at the 5~w, nee scak:., Dep~nding upon thD Si.)ii types, 'he 
top-ogrnpl1i.cal rdict: the Yl.!getati'l,:c ~()\"~r, and the vuln~rabiiit.y ofth.: wat~rsh~d to I1H\SS 
failur~s, nl) is. limit..:d in !lUmy land us...: and rt!'sl)Un:..... manag~nll.'nt pl:ms k\ IOIl'fi, 

2-G-35 

At the- individual proj...:ct ~cak, mall)i r~s(}urc .... pi-ans alsn limit the (ot,a! soil, r.:-s.oun:e 
comn1'jtm~nl (rSRC) to 20,jit or f~ss. 'tllt.:S;;! t\\.\)- ~[andards aHo\\' t'\.)1' SCHUt.': dcg:r(~e or 
tl~xibiHty at tho: individual pJ'4:)j~d ~¢ak. hut maintain ldc.;ll s~}il C'mldill~.m~ af tht: 
\\'t-ucrshcd sl:aic, 

It i~ eJ-Hr :ls$ . .:;r1iol1 th~u additional F;nil and \I,;ak.. rt.'S:~)llr~c, ~)bi;:~rivcs and adil;)Jls need to be 
incorporated inh) lh,-' Ri\,lP as many uflhc r~SOtlfCc ..:mlt~;.::n~s o,,-~cLLrJ"-[ng across I}l~ Hdd 
nffic.:: nre relakd 10 slJii and l.vatt;rr.:s(mrl:":s. Improving this rm1 of the R~lP will hdp 10 

addr..:s:<; rnany ~"if1hosl: conccl1ls and attain d...~~H.s1ing of:i,O.1(d) li:':h::d streams across Ih(':' 

lidd of1k" , 

2-G-36 

n.c-C'omnu'ud l.ttiun: 

Thi.'..' Pocaldto Fkld onl,L.c should impk'Jl1cnt lh~ t;)Htwvtng /\i...1icrtls toO improv~ :Ind 
mainl~ltn SOli and wat.::r quaiity: 

L 	 R,,;dUi..:~ net ('ro~iol1 <md sedim~nt dc!l\',:f\' in 51h HCC \'\"ah:rs.hed~ conlaini'ng 
stream;.;> ii~t~d pursuant to S<2ctron 30J.(d;l of the ('Ie-all \Valer Act for sl.!dlm~ll 
\.c\.'JtCIl impk~[n(:ntillg hmd management d.;;dsions: 

2. Limit lhe ddrimcnh.i disturhance (DI)) to <10". "I' an\' Stll JIl 'C w'l':f,I",d: 
th 3, Linlit til.... hltal ~oil r.;,;':s:,ottt'l:~ C(mmlitm-=nl i[~any 5 I-H"C wnkrs.h..:;:d. to .~20q,;): :lnd 

4. 	 ,\ void rn;]n;:1g(:-m~nt activlti~g on ~Iop~s rat~d fi)(' mod.:ratc OJ" high H\a.';:;:: 1'ail1l1'..:." 
potemlal. 

2-G-37 

vn. 

~nl"; ("n~ct~ of live.slot.:k grazing in a numh;;:-f of habitat ty·pcs ha:s- hl:c.n thoroughl:.' 
n... s~archcd ~Ind des~rib~\l In \\' (;;'sCcm North. Alncrica~ grazing has r..::-suhed in a to!'.s of 
biodtv~rslty. dCJ.:"r~,a~-cd populations densitit's for a tlumb-c:r of sp.:d~s-. changed 
community ~t)mrosilit)n ~nld .'i,trudUfC. ini1.uclJl,;cd nutricnl..::ont:...;-n1ratlons and cycling. 
and h~ls Ch.;Hlg~(.t physical .:hat;'ldt!ri:;'li~s in both aquatic and t..:rrcsttlaf C(;()s,~'5tt:"m~.? Sinc~ 
tiY~)oito..;h h:nd I,() t;ongrcgal\.~ itl rip~trian .,ir~~l~. j;mpads in riparirm nf";;il5 dut! to h\,~;slo'ck 
grazing ~tf~ olh.'n ;-unp)iJ'i:ed cft-ntpar-.;d it) thos.¢ itl upland 1{)c:;11 ions, J.; HI,)\\'';v,::,r. r..:gardki<O$ 
orth~ im.pa-cts in ~a(~h ~(':nsysf\!m type. chang12:-: in lI\-'csto;.;-k g.mzing manag~tn('nt at~ 

Gr'o:.ztng 

2-G-38I 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-34: As noted under Actions Common to All Alternatives, Ob
jective CA-SW -2.1 recognizes the need to protect and improve 
water quality in the spirit of working with adjacent landowners, 
state agencies, Tribes, communities, and municipalities, in the 
watersheds to attain de-listing. 

2-G-35: The management objectives and actions strive to minimize 
and in some areas restore soil conditions. Instead of issuing a 
blanket limit, the approach is to evaluate the uses based on the 
specific site conditions. As noted, there are many factors that 
can int1uence the suitability of an area for particular uses. Ad
ditionally, as noted for mineral development, all alternatives, 
there are optional guidelines specific to slope and soil condi
tions. 

2-G-36: Thank you for your comment. 

2-G-37: As discussed in Actions Common to All Alternatives, the 
goals and objectives for soils focus on protecting the resource 
and water quality. Additionally, other programs (e.g., Minerals) 
offer specific conditions to protect soil resources. All alterna
tives contain specific avoidance guidance for developments and 
ROW on slopes. 

2-G-38: Reference noted. 
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Can 

Comments 

tv::trranted in many loc3.tion.~·' in ()rd~r to impro'\'e eot:ologi(.;al conditions. (\msidcnuiolls in 

grazing malH)g\!m~nt at'¢" def;crih~d bdow. 

Vcgelat.l.\'c utiljzntinn should be k~\\ .:tlough to. insure lhnl $unld~nt phr~tos.ynthctic ti~:)u~
remaInS tt)f produ~tlon oi\.-:arbohydrnks. to mcd growth and r~spir:Jll0n demands t.Jf th..: 
'vcgt.":tal.1:on, If gn~z1ng rCHH)YCs teo lTIuch ph;,)'I,{):';Y'!lth~lk tissue. growth fatC& wiU h~ 
,I<'w"d mllkrblly, and addili<llhll reserv~s may be ..equired !hr rcgro"tl\, R.)ot gnm'th 
usually is atJeckd hy heayy dcroliatiol1~ which makes v~g~taht)H r..;.,ss i,.;ompdilj\'\! ~lnd 
rn()n,~ vuln..:-rable to drt')ught h~c.ausc foots may not r~nC'tr;H~ to depths ,..\'hcr~ adc-quate 
moi~lur~ r.:xists. 

2-G-39 

\'cgClntiVl!' regn)\\,th cnn h~ signific*lf1lly aff;~~t¢d by livcs.toc~ grazing_ during th;.:
growing sl(ason. Regrowth is r~du.,;('d considerably wi1¢n moisture is, no longer it;; 
~n'aiiable ami !cmpc:ralures ar-0 too high or too low for rapid gn:wdh. In a('CtJft.imlCi:' \-"itlt 
pri,ncipics of adaptlv~ manag~m('nt" grazing should be di~~t)tdinucd t)f reduced drastically 
at such point in time. Tfvc:gd<lti\-'c utilization continues. insun1cient ph(Jtn~~nth~tic tissue 
rnay r<.!maln throughout lh~ gn . .l\'dng S~aSl)1L and plants could enler domnmcy 'v\,-ith r~ss 
,.'igor :lnd lov~>cr r~selTC~> Cnns.equcntly. gro\\'th \,'ould be s~v~rdy stunted 1'h(' t~)n()wing 

y.:ar. 

2-G-40 

\{ost vl2'gdatlon ~an withstand gr~alt!r urililalion during 041rl\ and rapid 
tllan It c:m tater in the growing s~ason \\ h~n the opportunity for rcgrnwlh ['f:.mls 
produc~- mOfl! k'avcs thnn gl~rns in the s.pr1ng, L~a\\:::-; contain abundant supplies of 
v:n~l'g.:y. protdn and other nuh'i.....~lltS n(';C'('ssary to rncd nH)st gro7..tng-aninlat rcqu1r.:m.:nt.;,;, 

be tls~d !lh)dcrat~ly during Ihi--s period, but should b~ d:i!-J,cont.inu~d or 
aJlt)\V I'~dth;~d III tim~ to for rcgro\\,th J;,)f 1cavc1-l photosynthesis and 

, proctth,:lit,m. carbohydrate
2-G-41 

GnlLing "hould he less i.ntens,e during the r.::pr<lductivc stages of plants compared to 
periods of high spring gn)\\th. Litlk 0PPolluni'ty fbI" regrowth ~xists during nlid io lat~ 
sunun~L so suflh::ient leafy material :s.hould remain alter gn17ing 1.0 rnaintain ""urbohydnltc 
kvds within th" \'cg~tatj()n. 

Fait 'lilt! winl",. grazing b ka~1 detrimental aft",. phn! ,gl'Owrh is complde and plan!s ar" 
donnanL Although this oId-.:r and t.l~ad mat('rial is 1.0'1,.\' in S()nl': eSf'...mtial nlltri.trlts. 

p<.U1kuiarly protcin~ ctlC'rgy C()lHent r~matf1$ m,)dcralL' to high. R("l1'l.ova( df dead feaf 
l1ut~rial and st..:-ms. dudug d~)nna.ncy hilS {jule direct ~1lc-cl on f)hmts. 

Trampling can ai!;Oo incu.. signi.ficant vi!gcta1.iv1.! datnagt. Tr;1mpling in ripafi;m areas 
should b~ Ulinirnizcd 1,0 ~5°;{} surface area_ I~cm{)val of tnulch and litter may t.',aus:e greal~r 
lcmperj,llll\~ c\;trcme~ n.~ar lh~ $c)i1 ;:;;urfaci:. 'Hwis may advr;rsdy afl1;~t gr<}wth th~ 
I;,lh)willg year. ,\lthough rail '\l1d winl", grazing has Ih~ ,,,~,! detrimental ctT<~! 01\ 
grasscs_ ther..: rnay still he s.nm~ neg.ative impact jf gnlZing is too heiny_ 

2-G-42! 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-39: Thank you for your comment. 

2-G-40: Thank you for your comment. 

2-G-41: Thank you for your comment. 

2-G-42: Adjustments to livestock management will be based on 
monitoring and Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health evalua
tion process on an allotment or watershed basis, Terms and 
conditions will be on a permit by permit basis, 

The specific terms you suggest are tools we use to meet the 
goals of the land use plan, Using such tools is determined on a 
case by case basis and analyzed through the NEP A process. 
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Comments 

14 

T kaY:, utihz.HiQ}l during th~ gn)\\<ing ;sc.H:,(ltl :.;h()uld he i.woid.;.-ct . \ l1.()tillcnt il'iHllagcJ1i¢nl 

plan:.:. s'hould inC(}rpor~lh..~ r~-s.l pcri~)d}; and mov~mcnt of animal:s rhrough din~rcnt p.a.;;;:tmx.l's 
fur V~gdlativ~ growth and should anJid s~ason~hmg grazing. 

'2-0-41 I 
Each allolm'i!nt ~hould all(n\ \"egdatiyl,.· [\;;51 or dd~nncnt an.:[ grazIng, '1111$ is n(:(~essar} 
for n.:grnwth and to maimain s-uftki..::nt photOSY'Hlhctic tis~u(: t1)f gnHvth and maintenanl.'c. 
"(be· For~~1 S~rvicc should ha:v~ Ih~ .:mlhority to adjust grazing roll'Hiol1:o;. and routes 1(1 

<tvoi ...1known IO~:ltion$ of \\"olv-l..'); and th""tr d-!ll~ ano grizxly bear habitH. 'J'lk'_ 'Forc$t 
S~rvlc<:' sth)tdd work with the pel1nifl~~$ to Jevdop a \\,j(k Hmg;: ~)rnOll~ldhal deten-0nls 
if ...:onnicts aris...: hctwc·t.!'11 [H'i..,"dah't), ,,,:i!d!;!\: $p!.;'ci~s. and liVi2sto-ck 

La,I}.{ly_ the POi..'alclJo I'idd OffJ-e..? ~,bo·uIJ nut n.I[e out the rh)ssibility of rei iring allotmcnl.~ 
\\'ht.~r(: candidak_ thr~a.k··n~d_ or,,;:-'Odangcrcd spc.:i(':s hahital is. pr~s.:nt: whef'c \vat..::r 
quaUl)' standards ;rr~ not b.etl1g m('t: ~)r wh~r'\.l other high!;.!!" fcSOUfi:e vaiu(:s ~U"(' present or 
in l.':onnh.:l with liv~stt)...'k grazmg, 

2-0-44[ 

As prc\'i\)usl~' fl1t;ntiQn.:d. grazing impacts in riparian ar~as im: oft.:n mor~ pronOUlh;\;d In 
rlpariun Ilr~;lS than in upland Mca:';. du~ W the tct1d~ni,.'~ {,r li\\,!,f;tO";-K ll} C()l1gn:g~dC: ih-cn"~. 
Ripurbn arellS ~hou!d I'l.!cd\'e $pcdal i,..'on$td~rtition bc~au$"; theY contain tit.::: most 
hid~~gicaUv rich llabjt;,d$ in Ih¢· arid ~lUd ~~'l1lf~arid f\!gions orth~ \\'(_q~:j As Pl:lu$ 
:s~mm1~ul/'cS_ li\'C'~LO;:::k graTing in riparian ~1Teas, changL~s strc-am dHlt}n~1 morpholugy, 
jn"Tt:;;I,!\,~S ..vaier h::mperatur<.?,. incrca$(':'i- nutrient J;on('~nlnltions. lead", 1u ~r-(l'5'.iQn and 
$-o:diml.:·nt ddiv~ry, ~nd promotes high hat,.~tt.;riaI repn)du>L'tJol1_ 11) 

Fished..:$. arl:; j,1~(} hC-<lvHy impa("ted hy poorl'y managed g,ra:r.ing. Th~fe are nUlncfOUf' 

.o;;hJdks, lO illustrak Hli~ (H)in{, On.: ~uch s1tldy' nftht: Rock Cr~ck l)rajna!~t: in ~donfana 
compar..::d gralcJ and tu~graztd p-ortions ot'd~al wakrsi1('d. Dcnsih:s o-fhHw.n trout in 
ROI,.~k Cr~~k when.: .12.)')'6 highc-r (in pounds per acrt.':) in ungnu\!'d rea<.:hl;!'s oft11~ S'tr~am 

f ),o than tho,,(' that \\'cl'~ graz~d. SimilarJx. sln:arn~idc COVel', bnls:h~ ~U1d dd))"!s \vas 76.4
higher in fhe lmg.ra7:~d r~,lche~ of I<t..)~k Cr~eh:.u Although lh~r~ aro;: i..'~rtainly a fang~, or 
imp'<ll:to;; ~)r gnlzing on fij.\h('ti~A. thl.' prcs.:n.,:-~ or$afmonids warrants additional caution in 
gr~villg manag~m-c-nt \.~on~xnllin.g dparian ar~a.s_ 

\Vh\!re s~ns-i1i\,.'-:. t.,'~UJdidale~ thr":-3t'cn.;:d, (If endangered fish population:-; C·Xi):>;L grazing 
should hto! ~:\dU(kd from riparian an:mi \\'ith (cncing ~md:'-or adiv.;:· h..-,;:rding of Ji\,..;stnck 
~I\\:IY from riparian ar¢a~. Butfers of .300 fC~l for pi,;r¢nni:~r ri;sh~he~.ring, $rr~mn~ and 150 
f.;:d for int~nllit1!jnt slro;;-allls l'\hould hI! applied to prok~i fish-<!ri-:s habitat ami \\i~lh:r 
'I"ali!y. 

2-0-45

j~h h:1bib't1 Hi 'V':'l.".st~rn 
acific ~-<0rthw-e-..,t 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-0-43: See response to comment 7-A-7 and refer to B-LO-1.2.2. 

2-0-44: Refer to relinquishment criteria B-LO-l.2.5. 

2-0-45: This is an option that would be considered on a site spe
cific basis and based on rangeland health. 
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Comments 

E:'\.duding Iiv.:sto\:l. grazing from rip~lrian ar\!jL" I.:an ,ldualiy h~ll~fH ti\'e!'i-lt.)~k a~ wdL 
Hir~lriHn hllhiktt.s 1-111d support a ridmcss 01';.1\-'1:10 spco.:ic~ v.'iii reduct: tlii2's <uld (ldh.:r 
ill~~(,l"" [i1at r':-prOath:': in lb.!! pr~s.dlC:i!" of li\,..ts,to..::k dung or P¢Skt h\--1.:!S:h)\.'k 

2-G-46 

rn gCIlli!ral 1":-D11S ofriparian. composition and structure, an aVl.!rag..:: of90"',{1 ur mor~ i)f 
rip,~rian :m':i,i:j :-<h",·uld bOl.: in hUe ~cr,;il :".13tus and str ..:arn h"n,k;-;; shl..)utd havc ::t hatik ~tuhihty 
of90j~-ii or tHorc-. 

Any wakr l:~h)tly, sheal'n. 1.)1' tfl hut ary thaI is Ii!{lCd pursuant to section 30J{d) of the Clean 
\Vater A .... t j.:'or n~)~ m':tJlrng hcn~f1\.~i':ll u.":;l;,,~-S ~u~h ;:~ lcmp·';~T3tUFt:~ s~d9-ll~n.L nulli ....nt~,. ,·old 

2-G-47I

\yatc-r hiotu, fishcri~·s. d,c. :\hould hI..' cx('ludc-d from catrl'i! gruztng/rhi~ 1$- th~.~")>0Ssary to 
thos~ \\·akr noodlcS. inlo complianc(' \, ith the Ck'an \Vat.::r /\ct. and thl~ir rl2'sp~ctiv~ 

 

. 
\\'h(';!'\; T\,iDLt.: hav..: not h('c-n compktlJ"d t)'ii tIl(' Sutc uf IdahO' and ht:'ndtciaius.cs. 'H\.~ not 
ht.:'il1g m~l. Th~ Fl)r~s,t Service mu...;,;! l'Olnp!y \.'Io!ilh the non~d~,gTadatron stnrldard of1h(', 
Ck~tn \"'at.:r Act. COfupllan~t: wllh this Sl<llldard ma~trcquir\.' slg,nifkil.rtl change:';. in 
riparian grazing managtmc:nl h) rm.:;Y..:nt n(m~dcgr~ld~tti'l)tt. 

.Homfonng 

r 	 \lnnitorlng. and d~mOns.lr.aliotl s.it~~ s;ho\I!J ats~) be ~st'lblish(·.d il.1 ..:~ch atIOinll.!11L Th~:o:;,.... 
~il~~ s.hould cons!!'-I of patl""'A or adja..::.::nl pli)1.s. wh~r~ HV1.!sto'l..'h. gniZing is. aHn"w~.d at dl..e 
p..::nniucd k\'d~ and \t,.·!Wft: gr:lzing ha!) bol;\~n ~x ...·httk·d with tClicing {ahmtl 50 ha t.It ,siZt;). 
\.lonitoring Ih~"S·.:'. neighboring plot~ wit! iIJustrat'C' thl."' d<a-grc-:" (0. \vhkh th..: p12n:nitted. 
Ii.,"~~wck llS~ i:-:. aJrl..'l'.llng the n:-'gdation and th~ \!';".:osysMnl, if adapt.i\.'>: l'tlrulagifmcnt is to 
hl;' ;'lppll~d as aJ) dl'..;~ti\'t,~ [0·0) for minimizing th~ nt:gati\'~ Imp~tCrs of gr-rv:ing. monitoring 
is a ne~cs..fj,ity to nm.he .:omparist)t)s bd\\~en grazed and exclt.lt..1(,d rtot~ h) chang.: grazing 
pr~-:-;(;rlplio'ns ,\h~n n..;cdt:d< 

2-G-48 

llO\h.'vcr~ diff..:rcllces hdWcl:1l grazt!d and (:xdlld~d plot:. should be considered mtilfmaJ
diH(;!"ences a.t be.... t Yi,,~a-vis any Jiffcl"C'Hcc-S hetw...:cn n plot that if.";. grazed .and histori~al 
cnnditions. prior w dQm.;:stk ti\'~.... to.;;k introduditHL A:; Fh!"t.'ilchn~r poinls ouL mm1} 
l!.\dns.ur~s h~IVc be~n gmzC'd ptiot to livestock thtL natural r02(~~}v..:r~/ oft..:n 
docs. ntH I.,)CcUf cxpcdi~ntly or witilou. i' ...."Slor:Hion dlbrt:'.. 'n1cfCfotc l1t1tge- tHanag.~r:-; 

slwuld ~ts~um..: thal grall:d plO't:-) ar~ aClUaJiy !Unr" impai;h:d than an (,.'xch'.-am.:' plot migbt 
i!llto:;tratc. 

2-G-49~ 	

Suffk·j~nt pairs of plots ~hould be placed throughQut e,a~h aUQltll¢nt 10. insun:.' that 
ad..;tluah: pint... an: pn.""S~llt t'O monitt"r >.::{)ndiliml~ in bCl<lh upbnd and riparian t>ct'}Sy:-:ot\!'ms 
~ls wdl as ~~~rt):'i:S tilt.; aik)ln1..::rH.. 'nt>ti"rt: ph)!!'; ~hl.)Ldd he m~)U1h)rc.J hcfhr~ aud ~lftt.!r lhc 

~

2-G-SOl

11 Fk!:i\.~hneL E·t:(~k~':!l';ll CCtS(:-; (,.( h,\~;jt'.xk g.wzln:; in Wl.:"~h~m ;":~~nh ]\m~~rh::J.. {',.)nSlflT(lliOf/ 

nl,.!i"r.'8Y I.Y2S'..lj.:.j,..t 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-46: Livestock management will be based on Idaho Rangeland 
Health Standards and provide for PFC for the riparian areas. 
See CA-VE 1.1 

2-G-47: Adjustments to livestock management will be based on the 
results of monitoring and the Idaho Standards for Rangeland 
Health evaluation process, on an allotment or watershed basis. 
Tenns and conditions will be determined on a permit by permit 
basis. 

The specific terms you suggest are tools that can be used to 
meet the goals of the land use plan. Using such tools is deter
mined on a case by case basis and analyzed through the NEPA 
process. 

2-G-48: Monitoring/demonstration sites are site specific actions and 
would be considered during implementation. 

2-G-49: See response to comment 2-G-48 . 

2-G-SO: See resgonse to comment 2-G-48. 
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p~nHjtt('d gr-uling 1);;r1od in o.;!;lch a,!lo-tnl~nL Plots shoHld abO' ht: nlollit.nr~d Juring fC"sl ~)r 

dd~~lln~nL Funh0nnor..::, monitoring data ;:.;holiid h~ k~pt on record. mad~ ,-lvailabll2' i0 lh~ 

public upon ft',quesl, and should he in..."orporlll..;-d imo lh~' analyses for th~ fl!:luthori.;.atIol1 
{)fpennih. 

16 

Rec-ommend'lItion: 

f.imit lil..: advt:rsc impat:r~ \)1' grazing by impkmcnting til.: f(111o\\'lng A,ctions 1n tb~ R~tP: 

!" 	 J.nnillrampling ill riparian J .. ca~ (wililin .100 Ii of pcn,,,,,ial ,11'0",11> and ISO II of 
(':rhcmc:r~lt s.treams) if" ~5~,J"o ~U],(::i~~ ar(':a: 

2. 	 \Vh~n: trmnpliJ1g in. tiparlun arc.t.o..; ha:s r~~uh.t,;;d in -:. 5~'(1 (11" lh~ ~lufa...:,.; arC';1 bt,;lng 
trampled. t!'xdud~ gmzi'llg with fencing or ~ictivC': h~l'djng ofhvc-sfol..':,k .il\\';iY from 
the riparian ar..:as.: 

1. 	 Gnl1illg m,lwlgclllt:nt should ,contrihute to, fillhr;;r tban hind~r L':omplian...-..: u:ith tll..:
Ckan Waler AN; 

4. 	 L~tihl.c re~t l)r dd~rmc'nt l~) alkw,- for rangd::md r.:,"()"ery and pn::-dttdr.;~ 
cstilhlis.hln~lll ofnOXlt)US \'r~~ds: 

), 	 \\"'h~fe s~ns.iH\'..:.·" ..::andidalc. t.hreatcn.;,~d. or ..:n'liangl.!'red fis.h populalion;:;. ~:d!-'L 
grazing :.;lhluld h~ ¢xdur.kd from rlpari~,m arl!':u,; ....\-',ith nm.:irlg .and,of <lchvc IH:-rding 

t)f b.Yi\;~lol..'k away fhnn riparian art.;!a~: 
6. 	 An ,ay..;ragc of90o;J or mon..... of riparian aNa:',: should h~ in tali..:: s-er::li s!,a1tt:-; and 

stt'~"HD banks. should lli:l\"C a h,mk stahility of 90(1'0 or mor1.!: ~lnd 
Estahlish mnmlortllg and d~nwnslration plot~ in ~a(;h aUntmcnt in halh riparian 
and upJa.nd location;.;. of appri)Xinlald~' 0.5 ha in sizT.! to eflc4;th"dy impl~ml.!nl 
adaptiv~ managem':l}t_ 

2-G-52 

VIII. ReneaU."1 and Trawl Phumillg 

In g\:..':n~l'al, \\'1;" $UPP()I't lh~ rre:f:cn".:::u ~tlt~m_utjy~ for tr~lV¢l plafHling with;'t f\.,'w :ti.t..:.r;Hit>l1s. 
\r (; arc ~ni..'tHlrag~d to :"(:0 that the B1,;v1 h'::liS inciud(!d -spcd:fk critcj'i~l thnt will hi' 
cun~,.:td;:r~d in the J~s-ignatlun 0froads ;md If~til;:;: f~'I<r mororiJ.t:d us;; un the P'o(:atdlo Fi\!J.d 
O.tlu,,"·~ as list-xi (j)r AI~cOlative B. Thc;s~ c-rit~fri1 :H'\: gCIll:l'aliy con::.istcnt \\'llh the 
~xccutlVe Qnh::Th gov\::ming mntoriz~d rl;.'!.:rcallull and Bl .. ~.Js implementing rli.."gulatl{ln~. 13 
\V~ believe. howc:v~1' .. tha.t Iher.,:.' are additional m~a&Ur(:.R lhat ~hould h.:: taken during th~ 
RMP ft:\"lsion procc~~ that \vill pn'oVlde turther guidam,,~~ 10 th~ travel. planning pro;.~lO!s~. 

\Ve understand Ih3:1 the PGcatdlo FO does. not l1a\',: the to undc:rgo mule 
dt.:signation during the R~lP re\'isi~m pr,,)cl..',s:s~ but We hchl;":\,<': it i:'\ in the b,:sl intcr~si 

(~fthc ag~n..;;y tn make aio; muny ~k~j.'5ioljs as pOt':'>ihk during th¢ R~lP pr().~:\!SS in ord..::r h) 

~l[l;;amjint:: til..: nmh: dc-5ignatil)tl prOI.:ICs:-;, It is our uw:krslanding that the Pt't-(,:atd.in FO 
il1l1:-nd~ ~m dividing th(.~ FO into Irn\'d 1l1a:nag~mcJlllOnlts ~tl1d pt"iorltizi'n.g arota;.; {(iT' f'1)uk 
d(!signation. \\'~ h('H~\"e fhb- tt) h~ ;:} good g.oaL ai.'l.d \\"ould ~conlm~nd that tho:,,\!" z~mC's 
h~ id...:nhtkd in I,he R\,(P alld that f(i.Uk dL"nsi!~' rhriZ'sholds h¢ ."i-¢i for p;u1ieubtr (ravd 

2-G-53 

SI2,,' Ex¢cutH'1! (JrJ..:'l' 1 (;lS mnended b~' EXl':.::_ut!li..:' (}rd.:r Nfl 1 !')S:~,I (['.lIT)) :mu t.he l{f_\[',. 
impkmcnling rcgul,iltil-m.s (..0 § SJ,;f.:> I) 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-51: See response to comment 2-G-48. 

Monitoring data is kept and available to the public. 

2-G-52: These options may be considered during implementation on 
a site specific basis based on rangeland health. 

Adjustments to livestock management will be based on the re
sults of monitoring and the Idaho Standards for Rangeland 
Health evaluation process, on an allotment or watershed basis. 
Terms and conditions will be on a permit by permit basis. 

The specific terms you suggest are tools we use to meet the goals 
of the land use plan. Using such tools is determined on a case by 
case basis and analyzed through the NEP A process. 

2-G-53: The planning team discuss.ed the concept of establishing 
road/trail densities at length. Given the fragmented ownership 
pattern of public lands in the PFO, the BLM felt that establishing 
criteria was more appropriate than establishing density levels. 
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m~ln ..lgemcnll'i)nl2!~ ('-t)11Hlwnsliratc \V;lh ih....~ \:vildlifc HhlnagcillL"lll goaLs of I-h,lt pat1k'uiar 

aTe-a. 


2-G-53I> 	

Sp~\"'ifh,~ rntlt~ density tbrt:'sholds 5ilnutd b.:-lislrJd in tht:' R1-IP to otilsun.?_ that all rnuU~ 
dt.~signation dcd~sion!'i made during travd planning arc consistent \\ith v,:ikUi,l(; and habitat 
manag~mcnt goalri sd t()rth in th..: Rl\1P. A.. good ~xampJc of a scientificaily bas,cd route 

2-G-54 [ 	

d~nsily llm:shold i, Ihat illlh~ DilkHl FO R~II', which sd, an "1''''' ron!~ d<llSily for th~ 
FO ni)t to 1..!"Xl.:~I,;.'d I mjlt: per '!-iquar¢ mil~.!! \Vc rcc~)nHnr.!nd th~ Po(',~Hdlo FO consider 
omething ,jmibr 1\" Ih" d,,11 R~H>. 2-G-551 s

in to (}f .'\di(m B~RE~T;'2,2 provid..:s g()L)d list of crit('ria h(" Lon$id\..~r~d I{)f priof"ltt.l,arion 
tra\'d rtHl.n£:lgem~nt at~a3i, \\' t; \v()l,ih1::;;ugg{;~1 <l ,.~w udditi,}fl:-:: t()· the lis! of o:rit.¢ria. 
sp~,;::jncllHy" Ih~ Poc;ltdlo FO .!;jhm.tld pri{)fitiz.: ?nJ1':-:-;· (If :J:fta.'" for P)I,.rt.'I..~ di..~ignation bns..::d 
Hptm I,) ~U"~ilS. that have_ important ,,,'Hd.hfe habHaL f.;w,:b as important \V'nt~ring hahh.H' f(:w 
lmgu1ak~ Or -sagl2~gr~)u!'.:: or in'l[H'JE'tarn h1'ccding habilllL and 2) ,H'¢a~ \\'h.:r~ shnlh 
conmlUnlli~~ ar~ rdari\:dy in tact and hav...· not yd been hi.ghly fragmc-ntcd by moln-ril~}d 
routes.. 

2-G-56 t 	

11 is our UndtlfSl.mding that the l"ot.':'aldlo FO wilt not he-gin ·th~ rollt~ designati.on prOC~!{f> 
l~J'r ~()m;.: timl.:, and \\'hik 'We lmd'.''f~t~md·thc ....~{)rnp-lt:'iti.:s inw)l\-cd vvilh ("(Hllpktit1-g 

de~ignation:s during th.;; J{)'-lP· proccss~ we do bdic\'~ t.he F() s:i1nutd .md C;U1 adopt il1h:rim 
dnsurcs and.:ur se3:.... 011 re,.;;;tric11ol1S, 1"01" \\' inkrtng hahitat ;md ti.)r ii11port~H1t habitat I'dI' 
sag:~~grouse a~ de.<;crd)¢d in prevIous. s.:ctions. Tho;.: ~nt~run s.cas.()fH~i fc!\lridlOt1 authority 
gi\'en to the 1'3J ,\-! aUo" S tlh.-: ag~ncy to ':"Ios~ ar.;~t" to nt(l'k)riz..:!d us~ to stop damaglJlg 
e-Ill.:ct~ 10 f~.sour~~$ ork'l pr~\,~Hlt lhosc .:flt:ds fhJnl n;,;curring untillh~ field ()I-nc~ i;-; ahltl!' 

~ to undergo rl.~lIlr dc-signation. 43 C.F.R. § Srt!I..~. X364. L Th00 langu..ag~ frorn th~ rt::£;lIlation
i~o,; as folkn-\ s: 

2-G-58 

(<1) To pn)kd p~rsnn!j" prop':rT;:, and puhli~ lands alH.1 J"cs\mr(:.:::~. th~ anthot'lz..-d 
on-h:.'~r Tllity i~s-ll': an Qrder h) ...:k~~1! or n.'s1ri...:t US~ ()f d~s.lgnated puhlic hIa1J.S.. 
(b) Each ord~r shall: 

(1) IdtmtH\: the puhlit: hU1d~L roads.c tra.ils or \\-'akn'~ly$ that J.r~ dl)S~d 10 

cllll'\-; or r~Slriet('d a.... to U!i":: 

(2) Spec-it\, the U$~~ fh~l ar~ rC~Hrickd: 


0) Spl,.'dty ih~· peri.od of lime during \vhi~,.'h the o::,io·sut"-c or restriction ~h;:lii 


appl\': 

(4) Id..::mify those persons wlR''1 an.! ~xcrnp' from the "losur~ t)f Nstrichons: 
(5) Be posted fn th~ !oc~d Burl';:lu of Land ),{anag~rnent Onl.;:~ having 
jurisdi •.:liun O\'~r the lamb; (0 ,,-hidl the order appHt:-s: 
(6) Ik p·o:-;t..:d at rhl:<.'~s. nCar <dnd:'~)r within the ati.!U h) whi(:h the d,\)SllJ't,; Dr 
restrTl.'l'ion appl'i~s, in $uo;..':h mann~r and 1:o';(l1.[on as. b r"".asonabk to bring 
rrohibitio'1l~ (\) th-0 att,mlion t)ruscrs: 
(7) Include a statement on 1he rcason:;; for- thi..~ cl(}!>ur~~ and 

(c) In i~!juing ordl!'r& pur.swHlt It) thi~ ~~{.·lilJon~ thi." au.thori/~{1 ollk(;f shrill pH_blhh 
them in thC'- F~dcral R~gisteL 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-54: The planning team discussed the concept of establishing 
road/trail densities at length. Given the fragmented ownership 
pattern of public lands in the PFO, the BLM felt that establish
ing criteria was more appropriate than establishing density lev
els. 

2-G-55: The planning team discussed the concept of establishing 
road/trail densities at length. Given the fragmented ownership 
pattern of public lands in the PFO, the BLM felt that establish
ing criteria was more appropriate than establishing density lev
els. 

2-G-56: The list of criteria has been modified in the Proposed RMP 
to address your concerns. 

2-G-57: The PFO will move into the travel management process 
once the RMP has been completed. However, the PFO will be 
divided into multiple planning units for the purpose of travel 
management planning, so it will take some time to complete 
Travel Management Plans in some areas. 

Interim management direction is included in Action B-RE
4.1.5. 

2-G-58: Reference noted. 
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(d) _-\n~'! pcrson who i:lth to comply \\'1.th a do:mre or !'('slriction ordc1' is,sued 
under this suhpa.1 may h~ suhj"cllo !h~ p0tlalti", pnwided ill S"c, 836(l.[)·7 or 
this !ilk 

The Pocatello FO ::-;lH.I\l,td ~'t)nslder using lhi:'j lnh:rim ;luHlOri(y' in ~m.::as ,,,,,hen:, H~;;T (:realt.:d 
rouks are c-ausing hann h) iJnpcI,rtant r":soHrc'l!;S. S~\'erar lidd 1{)111r.:1.!'$ haw!! (:x:",""r(.~is\!d 1hi;.;; 
authorily~ in('luding thro: RoyaJ Gorge FOI~ in ColDrado and the \lissoula FO];!! In 
\[onlan;L Using this ;;ltlthorily is likely not approprtat~ in a.H locations of the P(Xatc:lh1
FO. but 5incc pro1iJ~nlti(H1 t)fus~r cr(>~ltcd l'ouh;:s at'~ ,in i,:!\"cl' incrcasing thri:!Hl to pub-lie 
lands. and bC-C~IUS(, the Pocatel!o FO \\-in not ~onuuct route (it:signattof) f()rsom~ tim~ 
afkr th~ impkm~ntat;t'):n offhL" R)'fP, ar~;]S shmdd I~ id~ntH1td"'t~mporafY crosllr~ in lh~ 
R\<IP, ..:spl.!dally during spring and wintf.!r months, 

2-G-59 t 

Th~ Tnwd !\.{~m~lg...;m't.'nl Plan ~houid cO'mp1y with E:\~('uti\'<.!' Ord~r 13112 by- identifYing 
lhe threats to fhe bndsc3p~ from r.ct...i·cation~r('1atcd inV,l!~iv~ ~p~Li1:..~s ,.;;prcad:, by adopting 
tnan;:lgenh=nl .adiollS thai wiil rcduc~ the likdihood ofsprc,ad. and by instlfuting 
monitoring rraetk~s. along Lie:,;i gnat~d roulc5; to ta~ch invii1.s-1;Jns ~ariy, 

2-G-60 l 

Jdcntit~- actions. that. ma;..' ajf~ct tl1.:- SlaHIS of invasiY0 spl.!,;.:ic-s,: 
4. 	 t ~:o..~ rdcnml pn>gnUlls and auth-odti.z~ to: pr;c-vent th~ inlrotil.h..'tion llf inva.s._hr'l." 

sp~ci<.!s: and 

3, 	 :-\ot all[hor!z~. fllnd~ or ":Hny out ar.::-tions that i1 hd'~..:::v,,,:-s ar~ Iikdy [0 C;llIS;! ~),r 

promol.e Ih'i>! introdul.:'l1t.lll (\'r srr~ad t)rinvasiv~ gpe,,"~i~-S in tho;; Ln!l..::d Stales ()f 
d~t.~\\-'hi.;:r.: unkss. purstmnt to guidcli"I:;~.s that it h~t<.;. prL!s(':rlh~4.t the agctK'y has, 
cktcnnini'd :md mad~ public It':'i t:h:tcnnlfHltion th~lt the hencfits of such acHons. 
ckarly m.J1\";-~igh the pOh~nti~t1 hann c<lUs,e,d b) inva::.;ivc sp¢ci~$.: .utd that all 
r~\~:sjl)k and rrud~nt ltle.a~ur.;..'S to \tlinimil~ dsk of huntl \vill b~ taken tTl 
.:onjun"'~tlon with the adion$, 

\V ~ r0cogniz..:: the ne~d 10 d,.:sign3!~ appropriate ar.:as f~,)r motorized liS': and to m_anag~ 
ahem I<lr the hendit of m.l1orized lIsers, II0wo\,.,I', th" Pocatello Field om"" should make 
it d~~H· in tht:', tra\'d plan lha1 llll)tortzcd and !n~cha21ized f.r<l\"d is fh!rmiHc:d onty on 

rx)ut~s marK.;:d ~1.'l, {)pcn~ '[11is Indmks 1h.: i..k\'~lopnh!nt of ~a::;y to rc;;!d t1:\aps that. .;h:arly 

2-G-61 

mark lraib 0-1'<;.':11 or doscd to mott.'rized U.'.... ' and pb~es til" rcspon~ibiljty on ih~ us..:-r t\) 
hl1t.)\.\' which an..'a:.; art; availabk It:' tht:m and their nH1J.:hi.n>('~. Such n '-dosed unkss 
marked (Jp~n" policy r:k'iiitalcs r.:~nfi.)I'o;:"'m("nt and reciu,-.:ol'-s o.mtllsit',n on rhe part of the user 
its_ h) v.h~l'-e mottul7..cd U.'lC Lan and c~umot lake pbc>2', It also eliminate.:;; the in.centive for 
irresl10nsibk u~er;:;; to viindaliZl! ;JoslUr~ sign:i. 

:\j)\'t;~t11h~r !;.:;, 1(KJ4, <\'~~ll!l1h· to, N1-II).lb~~r :::'2,::,j I>;;('J!J~~":".~ J [P-;1.iJ,c (,-76U-3] 
.. \rn! 15> 1~\'·'CIlum.: 64. ~<tH11b..:r 72Yn~,rot!C't'sj 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-59: Thank you for your comment 

2-G-60: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Objective CA-VE
2.1. 

2-G-61: The intent of restricting travel to designated routes has 
been clarified in the Proposed RMP, 
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 ;\ I\~y ";'~Olnp{)n¢ll!' nf a SUCC,\!:8sf'ul ;·,~I(l,,,,~d t.lnh,~s mark~d op~tf~ poli(''j'' is wide ~~\'aihlbihlY 
ofcusy it) read maps" \,'c advot..:uk for maps that arc avaiJablt! Clcdr()ni~~tHy. ~Hid \:~tn be 
a(:'c~sscd and llS-io!U b:v other ag\,\IlI,,.ics. such as Idaho Dcparhncnt of Parks and r~~r,,)",llinn 
and Idaho Fi~h ami (lame, who ,wt as partl1cfS in th~ manag.:tncllt of puhlic l,md.'IlN 
mor,; r..:udil) ~t..k'r}cratitlig ~tg¢lh':'il,.'s ..;an iICC1..'SS ;H.lddlstribul¢ th.: inll)rnHHiun. tho! nh)rt: 
lik~ly Ihi: puhlic is to rc~tJi\rc- tl1l2 InfomlaltOn. 

2-G-62 l

L"Slly. the IlL: ...l nc~d, hI b~ ""1'\ dcar ahoutlhe inkl1l and nawr" oflhc de'ignation "f 
int<t!usiyc moh)rizcd USc areas. rntensiv~ usC: area£.: should hi.:!: desigmu.cd sparingly and 
Wht:'H." natural features \\"mIlJ contain su..:h usc, s.uLh a:::t a gravd pit. 'Ill.: BL;\-f \\'iII nri.~ed 

r 

h) monitor such sites rcgultttly to cosun: that ofl;"ro~ld vchick users an: Lomplying \vith 
the rnk·s and pri\'iieg~s of us~_ Signage and lnfonnation should ,he provided t:in-sik_ 
\\'hich m~lkes ~h.:ar Ihut ;.;uch us~ on puhfk Jand5. j,s a pri\'ik-:g~~ ~uhjcct to dO><iurc du~ to 
~thtL"": or1h~lt pfidkg~., B~c;:tUs.e intctlsiv¢ Usli; 4U'C;tS MC in stiit~d for wildlife ,)r any 

2-G-64 

re~reali()11 Plill}(1"~ OU'e" Iha" m()!oriz"d u,,,_ the BlAt sh<)llid limit. in the Ri\II', Ih" 
!HJmb..::r t)f inknsi\'~ U~C areas to a Inaxi!]lUm of \)ne or lv.'o. SinGe th~: BL~vl IR. idr::ntif\ing
in the RMI' that lilerc will be intcnsi\'e usc a"~;I.'. the BLM ~I",uld ;lis" ideo!;!,' ar"as 
where motorized US'IJ is fH1t approprial,.,;:. ;\r~w:. 1~Jr nOll-nlo1urllii!U r~(,fe'alion should bt.~ 
id"ntiil~d as well. 

2-G-65 

Rl""ConlmcnduHon: 

·nJC BLill should jmpl~ll1onllhc foll()lling actions ami recommendations with regard to 
traYd man;;lgcm..::n(' 

I. 	 ESlablish conk densi!)- thrl'~holds in the R\!l' for each pm1.kular tnn-d 
managr('rncnt zone L~omlnenz.;urat.c \\'ith th.:.~ wildlife- managcm~ll1 goats of that 
p;Jrticulm' :11'0<1; 

2. 	 \\'her..: II111'ol1::UH sag.i.~~grollsc habitat is prest..'l1t Or ('fHllrguous blu(:k of :sagchrush~ 
};tcppc habitat ~xi$ts, road dcnshies l~)r thos~ lOIl\1S shntlid ni.)t excc~d 1 miil: per 
fHl\UIJ~ rnik. ;l-ud the maximum dpcn rout..:.' dcn~ity f~.)f th\' FO tf-i tH}t 10 ~:s-cccd t 
mile plo!r sqlU-lfC mite: 

3 	 No nc'\v road or trail .:'z)I1struction should O-CCUI' within 3.4 mile' of any known lL':ic 
-1. 	 Apply. \\'Iwrc tk~r.::t:Ss.ary. area dURUfeR for Inoto-fi/.cd u:s(: to tinlll tho(: damaging 

dle:cls 10 r~soun;cs or to prcvr;!'nt thnsro;" eflb:ts from, Qc~uITing until the fidd offk~ 
is abh:: to und~rgo route dl?slgnalion: 

5_ 	 Specitil,.~an)·_ ali winter. breeding and important sag~, gnm$.t:' habitat ~hOldd h~ 
dos'C:d to mot.urized us~ during. winter months and from the peri~)d of:\i:uch 1 
Ihrough June- 20: 

1>_ 	 Comply wilh E,,,clItiw Order 11112 by identifying the Ih..eals ttl the lalldscap" 
from n:~r~ation~rdat""d invasivl! ~pecic:s sprJ!ad'j by adopting m~lIH1geluent action:;.; 
that ,viH n:du>.:"1J' the likdjhood of spr~ad_ ami by lmaituting tnnnitorlng pra":ljl;;~:-;; 
along design:ll>l!d ruutes to catch inv;:ls;iQI1~ early: 

7" 	 Designak. :':iparingly. {)-lil~"' on..: or 1.\\'0 ~"'illtt.!tlsiv~ ust! ar.;as·~ for motonz\."d 
1\;~'~Ntlhon in Inol,;'ation~ ,viler\! natural or physci.. l fealur ..'s ,nlltain sUt..'h lI!'ie an.d 
allow l'Of pnH.:;ti(~ai onfort;~ln~nl capahility; and 

2-G-66 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-62: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Action 8-RE-4.2.7. 
Once travel management plans are complete, we intend to pro
vide travel management infonnation, including travel maps, and 
travel information on the internet. 

2-G-63: Each proposal for an intensive use area must meet the crite
ria described in Action 8-RE-4, 1.7 The areas would be modi
fied as needed to specifically address resource issues and pro
tection needs of that area. Such modifications will be analyzed 
through the NEPA process on a case-by-case basis as proposals 
are submitted, thus limiting the number of intensive use areas. 

2-G-64: Thank you for your comment. Refer to Action 8-RE-4.1.5 
for interim travel management direction prior to completion of 
travel management plans. 

2-G-65: The planning team has discussed at length the concept of 
limiting the number of intensive use areas. However, each pro
posal the BLM receives must meet the criteria described in Ac
tion 8-RE-4.1.7 which will be modified to include NEPA analy
sis, which should limit the number of intensive use areas. 

2-G-66: Response to 1 & 2: The planning team discussed the con
cept of establishing road/trail densities at length. Given the frag
mented ownership pattem of public lands in the PFO and the 
variety of resource issues, BLM felt that establishing criteria 
was more appropriate than establishing density levels. 

Response to 3, 4 & 5: Action 8-RE-4.2.6 identifies environ
mental conditions including soil stability, wildlife habitat, spe
cial status species habitat, etc. as criteria to be considered in 
Travel Management Plans, 

Response to 6: Eliminating cross-country motorized travel 
should reduce the spread of invasive weeds. 
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S. Apply ~m :\m~rit:'an Fl~lg to ead1 sign that mark~ road~ or trails a5i open nr closed
It)· Itlotnrlzt:d use to r~duc~ \'andaiisnl ~U1.d sign rt~nlo\'aL 

2-G-66 r 

Thank you for your tin10 and ~t)nsid~I..,\hon. \Ve ask that you car,,;fuHy ~(H1sId~r our 
C0111nh:nts and l~;:-omrnJ.:ndations and \\i~ vI/ill h)t)K l~)J"\v;.lrd tu seeing 110\\' (lar ideas itt..... 

in_'orpOntkd ill!o Ihe R:\IP, 

Sincerely, 

llradl~y Brook!; 
Ih:: WildeI1lC" Sn(',;et" 
150 N. 9'h St, Sui,..: 30'2. 
Boi,,,, ID 83702 

Ilradky Smith 
I.daht) Consc-fvatinn t.,~~lguC 
1',0, Bo.' 8M 
Boise, ID 8370! 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-G-66 (continued): Response to 7: The planning team has dis
cussed the concept of limiting the number of intensive use ar
eas, but has not been able to come up with a defensible num
ber. However, each proposal we receive would need to meet 
the criteria described in Action B-RE-4,1, 7 which will be 
modified to include NEPA analysis, which should limit the 
number of intensive use areas, 

Response to 8: Thank you for your comment. 

U-144 



Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses Comments 

April 4, 2007 

3-G 
Ptx;ittdlo R1\1 P Pl.annin~t 'f ~Hrn 
Pocatdh) riotd on,," "' 
nur~atl of J ..i-1nd. 'taHag"':l11(:nt 
,135() ('lim Driv< 
I'o,:llello, In :'(3204, 

To \Vhom It .\Jay COill2crn: 

Tilt:: following -comml;.~llt& ar~ suhmitting on hchaH' oftbc Gr..:-atcr ),"..:-fhn\:-;.tone Coalition 
~(}'fC) on the- abo\'~ rdi;rell(:cd projc(':t in addjtil)n~ GYC incotlh,"tl'8h:::~ hy ref("r-enc~ into 
as part or tmT 'Olnm~nts. ih;; ~ommcnl:, or \\\:s.1~m \rat~rsh~d:'ii Projl;,"J:t 

GYC is -i.l non~prO'nl conscrYalioH nrganizatl<;)n ba.~~d in Boz..:matl. \IT \"itl1 orri.::es ill 
JacKson. .md L"'U1i;l~L \VY. a$; \,vell a~ ld\1ih(\ FaHs~ H)' (J"'(C':'5 11liS~t{)1; is to prole.,:. ~nd 
Ct~n';t.:r\'.; th¢ (lr.:~th.'r Y..:-HO\\'Slo:ne b:ns\'~tt:.·m r-(i-YE"). th~ tan....~st nt;~~rlv intact ct:'t)SV!<it~m iT11h~ 
h}wer 48 statf,,):$. OYC r,.::-pr..::scut:" appm:imatd~' 11_000 mCHlb;rn. nin~ty mc-mber ol'ganizatI"'nls. 
UJl(.1100 t:t)Q)1.)r.;,ttc ll,nd bll'·;iu;.;-ss rnt.!rnoers.. \fnny r!'l'our ItJ..:mbCf$, s.pccifi¢~!liy tht)$\! HYing in 
ldaho~ \\'"y~)ming and t?tah, han,: <l pani~utar int..::r~l-il in thr.:: public huuis ,1111.1 r~~OUf\;-~'S managed 
hy: the BLi\.1\; Po-t:atdk) Fidd 0t11t:'~. The fish, wikmf~. and natllf'lll~IIl{Is.~:~pe \-~~Iu<cs a.'isociatt:d 
\'\'ith Ih~~t,; rubti~ lands .lt~ a.n th;tcgral part of' the fiYE and it~ ahltjty to support dt,,{;n;~_ high.. 
quality habil~L<::. 

Gye h,a.,. . s..::vt!ml g..::ncral cml"::'i..~rn:-:: Ihal \\~ art:." a~king till.' BLI\f h) LnI1:"id~L and to mak.: tilt.' 
chal'1g('s, ,'Vc suggest h~r()n: i:-.suing the Fin;)1 E,nvir<ml'n~ntal hllpad St.at(::fI,..,'nl a,nd Ri'S(HlfC..." 
\1anagc111t.lnt Plan r~'i:f$lO'L 

Gent~I'nl Comments 

Th<:- FI,~dl2'r:ll Land P~l.1fCy Xlanagc-nk'nt \d (Fl .).-11>,,\) and rdatc-d BL\J r~g:uiations rcquin: BL'\1 
to mamlge th~ puhlic land~ ~md rh.::ir r~-!,\Our"::-C:5 pUr:'m~ltlt to ml R~fP.. \11 futur..:: a..::tion:-;. must 
t,;onfl)nn to til... tcnH~ ;,md -';·{)I.H.iitions ;;;'$t~tbttsh~d in tho: R!\'IP. (iiv;.:n thi~ {)v~nar~hing impl)rt.an¢~~ 
BL\l nms,t "';-1')sure c,arcful adh(:fct1Cc 10 the kg~,J r..;qulJ'o.:.-Hlcnts 1tpp-lkahl..;:, to an R~dP c.sl:1blish..:.d 
hy; FLP~l:\_ and 1h~ reqllircm~nts ftJr preparing. an EIS \."stahHsh~J hy the Xational 
E,."·irmllll'1l1<l11',,licy .\CI (NEPA). To hdp <11>Urc lh'"'' "''1uirel1\ent, arc md, tbe BJ.\! "lIould 
...:t'Hl~id~r our f{}Jfo"'ing l'omrn~nts. 
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Comments 

Tho.:- HI)d ~Jh)uld h('ar in mind t.lut lh~ i'primary JHIl"PO!-o.:·' of an EIS is to '"insure that the 
~lnd gtlaLs ddincd in 1'\fEPi\] arL infu:).~d iut() the tli1goillg prognHn~ and a\.:ti~)n;\ (,fiJi\.': 
(i<J\'crllm~111. "j '111.: p"lici", and goal' Ill' >;1':1';\ include, 

En('ouraging il -"productfve and 4,,'11})::~,hla: lwrnlQ-uy h.r:t\ve-:n nt.m and his 
.:nv1fonm';-llC", 

Pmmotin~~ -<,,!l:orts \\hkh \vill pn:\'t;m or ..:lfminatc d.JUlHlgC. to the: cllvironml!nl ;:md 
htij:spller('~'. 

t 'Sin1?; "all P.f:u..:tlcablc- nieal1s :md !ll;::.'aSlIri:S .. 1ft l;'featc fmd 111,lintain condit lOllS 
 

unde; whi1.-'ll nnm imd lHlturl." ~,H1 t:xist in pr{)ducti\-~ Ilannon)' . , 
 
FuHHling {'the f~:spons.lhilith.·}{ nf ~.aA.ih g':fh;.:ration <1." trust~(' 0f'th.: c1'1viroIHnt:J1t f()]' 
 

SUC('6..-ding gcn~ratiol't~'·_ 


:\s.s.uring "'<.In .Am';fi'i,.~~lnS x;lfc~ h~afthft.iL produ~fivo;.': and L'sthdicaHy and ~~ulturaHy 


pkasing sttrrmmdings.". 
 
AU-tnving bClll.!"ft..'Jal usc ()fth~ ,.mvinm,ml!nt '-\-\,jlh0ut d~grl1dati()t1. or other 
 
Hnd~sinlhlc \.)f uninlL'mkd. C\mscql,l¢n..:~y.;"-, 


Prc~0rviT'g "import<lllt hi::>tmi.:. ";:,nlturai and natural a:\pects or Ollt nationalI1~ritag~-

Ai,;hicying J "b~l1-anc'\! bo.:-twe~n pOpuhlflon ~'lnd r{;s.~)un':-I! US~. . and 
Enhandng ",·11(' qU~lli~y' Orn;]}~\,:ahk'; r.e'Souf'...~e:;" and ma_ximizi.ng r'l!'.:yding of 
dcplctahl~ rcs;ou:n:~s-,.W 

'nil1S~ l.h~ is::-uc's that BL\'1 ml~t idetll,I(Y for ~mafy};is in its EfS, indudc the ;lhvv~ ant! 
p(,licie~~ ;md w..: ask BL~,-1IL) ·'-in."mf~·" that th..:sc C()11:-::-id~ntti\ms ~m: <"tnfu:-;..;otr- in~o 

devdopmenl ac1il'ilks considered ill the EIS amllJlllhorized by the R~JJ'. 

,\~EP.'\ n.'4uir..:::;.; BL)'-llo llWkc a nurnhcr 01' ~un!-;id-0n.nit)ns \\ hkh app..?at to r,avl(.,'- ht.·'-~til ()v....rlt)okoJ"cJ 
in th.: nElS. NEPA fCtluirl!s tho: J!T ·1\1 h) ·~insur..: that rrcs:entl~ unquantt.n~d cndro'nm~nlar 
~mh,,~ni[~~:o;. and 'valu\!s" af\,' giv..:n consid'l.!-ratlon.. "r~~ognjz\!: til", \n)rld'\\id~ ,lnd [ong-mng,~ 
~ha"<l-:tcr of cI1\'lron11lclltni problcm;; and thus support int-.:mational d,l~)fts C,O pr...~-v.;:nt d¢clin\,'s (11 
Ih~ \\·orld ~n\"ir-onmenl." and ""initiate and utlliz.t:' ~,cofogical infonll<,Hon in th~ pl:"llll1ing and 
I,.kl...,,~I{)Ij-H1l;nl of r'0,sou:r';:l:~oficnt0d Pl\~j~cts. ,,\ 'nUl);, in f"L'\Oising th~:-. R\-1f\ Bth!' ~h()uld hav~ 
cOl1:si(li:rcd, anal),z..:d. and whc,I\:;:ve-r appropriati;.· ra~ili(al~tl intc-m-alion:al cl"'ll;)I1:-; {o pr~v~nt 
cnvirn-nml.!'ntal d~cJjn(.". Thl!S~ include a m.lmh-~r ofinlcrnari('I11al agrl!t:mcnt~ and tf~ali-c~ fi'lf 
n::S-01[r~'I; pTnk'i...~tion. $uch as. rnil~d \.ations hjosphcf~ r¢S¢f\\.;~. migrator:, lnrd tn:aftt.~, IhL.:: 
CllnvJ;;:ntion on Inl",mal1.Dnal Tmdv in Endangl(!rcd Spt~l;t-C:;:. and intcrnati''}fH:tl dT<Jrts- rdat.;;:d to 
htoit)gkal diversity pf('scr\'a.ljon~ .;lT1!long othcrs:,. 'nh.~ DEIS ..;;hould also have ,.;:\:plkit)y addus:s.cd 
utlqu.aanifi...:-d ..:nvin..mmcnlal valll(:$ aud ,,;1.,'itIfc th\!y i'Lfo;; given equal rdaltVc tH 

~.;;onomk analy;:..,,:,>. and ~ns-ur ... up-lo~d.ate inthrmat(oll i::;. in J~\'doping the 
FIS and R~I j', Fmlll ,)lJj' re"jew tit" DElS Illl' I.n ,I() this, 

3-G-l 	 

~ 
BU'd H(ll~db-,)nk H- [191,"1- 1 \' 
 

S?c !1i::;~) HL\{ H:lriJhxl-h: 
 
3-G-67 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-I: The DEIS addresses the appropriate environmental laws 
applicable to the scope of the project (Appendix B), Best available 
ecological data for the planning area was used in the preparation of 
the RMP, Additional text has been added to the socioeconomic sec
tion acknowledging non-market values. 

3-G-67: Reference noted, 
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s. 
e opproprialc. 

Comments 

'nlC BL\J ~EPA H.undbook requires BLM 10 idcl1tiiY the purpose and Ih't:ti of th~ proj~ct heillg 
anal;zcd." While the 1'''11)0'''' ami need, lor the R~II' m'" bmadly defined by the FLI',\IA and 
1J1h~r law., the BL~I si10uld hayc given s.p,.;-dft\,~ aU~l1tion to' HIe- purposC"s and nC'I!d::. for nil and 
ga, rel,,[ed adlviti", that am a""lv/cd ill the E.lS. 111" BL\I notes Iha( this DEIS I"" wmplied 
with ~EPA in lt~ proposal 11:) leas~ virliU~IUy all-ofthe lands. :;HJmjnis:h:r~d by the POl.:ale1lt) Field 

,3-G-2 

OJlice (PF(). "FlUid minel'{jl allocdfif.lJ1 (/eclstm;s are made. at the p/mlm'n,1? stage_ The 
[,lS assvciared wrHl rh£! ,joc(lrcflo 1S .in/ended to meet 'he SFJ-,>."t requiremen/s m support (~/ 
leasatg decisions . .'1 ;:-t.;~!i)nninoJum o(w)e(JfilwT 0/ the <VEP.-t documenl is reqwred (or ull h~'he 

Iln!parOflon C{tU10fhf:-,t .,Y/:.."'PA docwnenf. amendJJwn{ or o(hhflona! f/l7IlVil)' 

oil and gas or (.l geo~hermallcl1se, 

6"YCept 0:.\' Ho\vc\,~l2'I" from our that does nn! :seenl to be ll1t' ..:a:'\>e. 'lh0 
onl~- ;;~Imrp(}sc" or '''n~~tl·, we t:,Ul find in tll\! DEIS as f~.r as ~)il and gas 1.;a~jllg IS i.~()llc¢nl~d is.1I1~ 

foJiowlng, "J'he En the PCh,'(;Jff!llo !?:HP H'(lS prepared io at.Y)O}'i.karC'c 

wuh E.Yt1£'U.tiF6' Order 18, lOOn. Il'hich stales, ai~encjey ,liw/! e.'cpedue their 
reVW\1' or take other (,'ctlon." to tJ'cc-elel"utt! the (;ompfetion

prqieC!s} mmnJo1JUng srllet}'. puNic and dl1VfrOnmenlal protection
shad utke ,Hu:..'h actions to the extent penniu<i!-d by lti\!' and ,-md wher
This J"OS!lot appear to b" ,,,Hki",,! ill lighl of III ,~r" handbo()k, 

Th;,; 131.\1 should have ",ddre:-;scd' in ~ktllil \Vhal the purpusJ..' offutun: k~t-~ing b,) rather lil;nl 

simply' ~,lat~ illdkat..:- Ihat oit and gas le~lsil1g would O\;':ur. 11 should aJdn.:.?ii" l\'hat the purpose Dr
nnt!r~ pokHti(l;i r.::xplonnion and th:vcl()prt1(,l1t ~lClivitili:S: \\-'oul-d b...'. ·I.1K~~ ,-'-on~jd~~nit10ns -shtmld 
have b-c~n made \v~th .:.xplkit recognition t)f the relative \'alu~ (.~fth~ R\JP :arc·a f(}f ntc(·ting local, 
rl-~gion,al, and national C"ll..:rgy no:('"d:s and wll.:.tt ahe:.lll,atlv;.--s t:xist fl)r mcdjng Il1o'$~ nc-cd~ locally. 
r~gion:nlIy and narkm,aHy. ,,\ltcrnatJve fonn~ of 1..,~.1crgy sut..:h, ot..;;. \\'ind PO\\"iCf mm;.t be' cons.idcrcd 
wh~n d(.'tt:nnining the purp()s.e and n.¢~d ttlf oil and g~\S ll¢ydopm-..::nt alollg \\ rlJi. th... rdativ...:; 

3-G-3 

conlrihutl0ns ,)f altcmativ~s ,md fossil fll.ds.l() din-13k ch.ange. 'll"!c rd.l.1tivc vaiue 'IJfthe arC-H for 
rn~~ting energy nc-o;.'ds \"~n.;us supplying ~n\'ItYHl'm~nt.aJ ~unenitks,'n~cds sillJuici havL"; ~-en 

L:t1tlsidcrcd in idcntil~'ing til.: purpos,..:(s) and nccd(s) of ~,il and gas tkvdopm4..'nL SimilarlY. 
id~~nliljcation t)t' ,\'her~ sp(N.:ifk-atiy oEl and gas lc(u;.ing~ exploration. and d,.;-vdopm..:nt is
appn.lpriak and inappr<)prial~ in til..: R!vlP are:a. and \\-'11)" should have hc~n ,1,ddr;;:s:st:-d in the EIS 
,lS part of tb-: tlefilliti(Jt'l of tl.1:..: Pi.-ltflos,¢ ;:wd nt!:~d for lhe R\lP. 

3-G-4 

BI.~:I 's Llild 's.c Planning H~UHII)l)ok n:quirc~ BLJJ 10 (,h::-;lri.~d nuh:.'()-Jnr.::-s. Of dt:'slred 
tillorc «mdilions rts"lting lrom 11l1piCIl1CIllaliml c,fthcl{\IP. BL~! ,houlJ haw dc!cnninc what '3-G-5 	
th;; dcsiJ\:d l)lth'::~)Ii.l~(s) from ~'i1. and gtl::;; I~:i!-iing, -0:\plnratlon. and de\-\... tt,pmc-nf actkjh,,;.'s arc. 
partkulariy with rcfc:r~rh)':- to th.c dcslr.cd (}utcnrnc(s.) for .:nd ..:mg...::rcd Sp~l:,IC-S. protection,
pre\"(~ntion of habitat rragtl1('ntati~)TL proli.,;(:ling lIlt:" naturalnl:ss ofhlHd-sl'Jl:p~S ~U'lU their <t¢s.tlwlic 
appeal, th~ prevention ofmmccL::-s,:-:tar:,." l'f undue degmdattol'l of puhlk lands_ tht pr~nmtion of illf 

and \VahiT pollllllon, and the prot.,;-~t.lon of xurf·~ti.'e oW]lc-r right:'S on :tplit-~slak hmds, 
!\".I~(·hani~m5 for rCh:olving i.~1.)Jlnk:ls hl,.'-l\\'\~(!n the- d,.;-~ir.:d Olih:-0m~" for oil ~md gas d~vdopmcnt 
rt21attYe h) oth~r r~~mll"C~:-; s.hould 11a,,<.: l)r,!en i-d~ntifl:~d in the DEIS bdor<;!' adopting thern in Ill,.;' 

,3-G-6 

-t 	 BL\1 f.l~mJbo'8k H~ 17"'.),(" 1. V_B_c 

DE[S..'\rp.::ndix II. r~g H· r


/j ]hi{t \-G-6R f 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-2: It is BLM's policy to incorporate oil and gas leasing as a 
programmatic component during the planning process (See Ap
pendix C of Land Use Planning Handbook H-J60 I-I). 

Although BLM has designated most lands as open for consid
eration of restricted oil and gas leasing to allow for flexibility 
by lessees to explore for and locate these fluid minerals, BLM 
does not anticipate leasing virtually all lands under its jurisdic
tion. Under the revised Alternative B, the Proposed Rt\!fP, BLM 
would close I J,200 acres and make 258,100 acres administra
tively unavailable to fluid mineral leasing consideration. Leas
ing does not result in any direct impacts. It is the exploration 
and development ofleases that creates impacts. Most leases 
issued to date on public lands administered by PFO have not 
resulted in any operations activity. However, we anticipate that 
oil and gas leasing conducted under our Proposed RMP could 
result in approximately 185 acres of shOli tenn surface distur
bance from exploration and development, most or all of which 
would be reclaimed over the long tenn. BLM judged this small 
amount of potential disturbance - less than 0.03% of public 
lands within the field office - to not warrant additional leasing 
closures that may not be in compliance with FLPMA. 

3-G-3: The land and resource considerations and allocations that are 
made in the RMP and alternatives are anticipated to allow for 
implementation of congressional energy policies. 

Provisions made in the RMP are also anticipated to contribute 
to the needs of US consumers, markets, and energy producers 
while at the same time mitigating effects of related activities on 
wildlife and the environment. 

3-G-4: Areas appropriate and inappropriate for consideration of en
ergy mineral leasing and development have been assessed under 
each alternative in the RMP 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-5: Desired outcomes from oil and gas leasing, exploration, and development activities are identified in Objectives A-, B-, Co, and D-ME-2.1. Desired 
outcomes are described in terms of acres Closed or administratively unavailable to fluid mineral leasing, acres managed with an NSO stipulation to pro
tect resources (e.g. soils, wildlife habitat) and acres managed with seasonal closures to protect bird nesting activities and big game habitat. 

3-G-6: Desired outcomes and future conditions for the resources you list are stated in the planning objectives listed throughout the RMP (see Chapter 2). 
Objectives are formulated to be measurable through monitoring. Please see: 

Endangered Species Objective B-SS-I.I. 
Landscapes - Objective CA-YR-l.I 
Prevention of Un necessaryl Undue degradation - Objective AA-ME-2.2) 
Prevention of pollution Objective CA-AQ-1.2, Objective CA-SW-2.l and others. 
Split Estate lands - Objective AA-ME-2.1. 
Habitat fragmentation - see AA-LR-5.1.5 and 8-LR-5. 1.3, Special Status Species, 8-SS-1.2.12 and Fish and Wildlife, CA-FW-2.1.3 

.. 

.. 

.. 

.. 
• 
• 

Future land management decisions would be formulated and implemented to address sound management of these resources. 

3-G-68: Reference noted. 
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Comments 

R~rp_ 'T11t: r~qHircm('nt for BL!\:1 to pn:vcnl unn~(:cs!':'ary \"'~r undue (kgradati~'Ion ~}f lhC' publh: 
land:; should he p..iramountin !'l.t!ch balancing. Furtht~rmorc_ sonl~ s-tatUl>es, such a.s. ~ht: 
EmhUlger~d Sp~cies Ad. r~quir~ that \,¥'hcrc 111,,1'...: arl.!' ~'Qnnids b~h\'..:"n what is desired 1'(.)r oil 
and gas-fda-ted aL~ti\'iti(,i\- n~r.su;o:.; olh~r f~S'l)tH\_~cS_ th~ o~j\Jchv~s -!~)r oil and gils dcvdnptncI11 llUI:'>! 
r~('ed~. -Ih~ R!\,lP should a.:knowkdg1.' lhis and mak~ proyisions. rix m~c1ing this r.:quir~m~nt 

3-G-7 

1"01" ,.;:xampft::, 1..;iosul'~ of' ianJs: to' ('o;.':rulin resources U$<I.."S_ s;u(~h a!-\ oil and gas d~vdopmc11:L is 
sp'i;'I.'itlcaliy prDVIded for it.q ':f. means to ach~~vc desired olih.:-om"'s,~ ~'1~asurc-g fbr prot.:~ting th~ 
hHHJ to aChJ~vL' dcstn:d oUk(l-m;;.~s should he d~\\~h)p¢d :tl .111 Hppropriatc s...'ak, with .) lHnds~:tp¢ 
or bior~giomd s.eal.;: being th~ appropn(.lh: s~ak f~)r rnany action ..,. . partilw~ularly .endanger~d s.p~cie$ 
PD"t)tl...'clion,!1 

3-G-8 

'[\·fonitoring of R:dP impknh:aHation and (h~ impa.I;ls n:sulting [n:,,}} plan impkm~mati(H\ an: 
L'rth::iaL ."\ mlm~r nf)~g.al flh':quir("]'ucnlg. apply t;.) phm monilo"ng. ~nd th~y sho·uld h::J\'c h~'cn 
car~ruHy adh~r~d lo. H,· f.jk~wh~~ the R.1\IP ::.hould mak~ pnwi~ion for lh~ ·efTI.~div~ l.'nH:m.:em~nt 
Oi'il$ pn}'i,.'islons" It IS. wonh nntlng thai the stimdards and r1.."'ljllin:mcnts d('v...~loPLJd in an R~fP are 
mandatory and must he impiemcnletL. and not just when sitl.!'-~pcdfic pn)j~i...:ts arl1' pursued., H 

3-G-9 1 

X'h",phllie Mining 

In the four \'t:Ht'!o; sine..:: th..:: BL\1 firsl announ-e..:d its inh:nlio-H to n ..!\'lst.: th'i,; Ri\ tP f()l" 1hi:!: POL~ald!o 
hdd 011ic~ much ha;;; b~ell l.~amcd ,'dl\)ut th~ past ;md ongoing inlpac!S Qfplwsphate miniug in 
50urhl.!'ast id~lho. p~,rt.kltbrb' ~hG irl'lp'h::l.s. fn)IH the rdr..:ns¢ .)f ~dcni.um illt(lo th.: !.!!ivtn)nm(;l1\. 
l'nfl1,l1lUmlclv Ih< DEIS r"i1, 1(; pmvid" ,,,flkictlt disclosllre oflllc"''' known impacl~ lind it 1:'Iil> 
h) ft(h,:'(.lwndy analYI.·l.,.'d them. 

TIl", DEIS for the R1[P rcvisi,m ackno\\'kdgt:s lh~il ··.Hon,]g~mutnl dU-r?:Ctf0J11S needed to adr.lress 
qlminmg and reclamatJ.on to enSlIre COmDltWU3nt and cONtrol ofha:or'dous 

""",'.HU"'C'C'> such as selenium aml other t'l(Jteniwi !..YJnlammants to ma,hl nwnng land use 
J;ll~lre ~Fell-sJUteJ resources, !/:;.t!.'s The DEIS th~~l 

id~nlitk:s ··SIX j'SSUe;)~' tq be (l(j.tlr~s:-i.;d in th~ R!\f-P revision, Plwsphatc mini;ng 
and ~dct1ium rdl>i.a.':ll,! i~ Ih~ !-3";"c('1nd major i:ssue noted in the [t;\"lsiQn. L\; Gh"cn HI¢ :-.ig.n.iJkant 
'lIdv..:r~(,:' imp.:l..:ls. t::ttl$;cd by ph("~T)i'Htk min1ng (past l:Uldi pn:.·~~nl) and the DE1S· id<:ntitlc~~ti{m l)f 

phosphate 'mining <'md :::.d~nium rcil."!"L"-eS Inti.:' 1be t;1.wironmcnt.us a ~ie.rni{kanl iS~tl<';;l the DElS 
f~lib tv pro"ide the nc~~·:S.sary m~1Uag~m~nt direction to prO:Yt:nt future- c-nvironmc:ntal t'kgradat.ion 
tll,ll wjll r~std! from futufe pho!olphutc ruining. Ind";t;:d, th~ DEIS paint=:< tiN ro':'>[\.!'si of pll.?(un;-s 
"FilCH il. cum.;:s t{) the irnpa.;:{s of pa~L prc-s~nl: and future phosphat,: ruining. t~nfOr1unaf(.'ly th~ 

fads. hdi~ that ros~' picturl2. 

1-( §§ 16h.1A.9.1(i,](~.:S~.; .. BL;"'-11-1undb"""Jkn·lr.l(Jl~1.!\·VU 
II Sec Svt~(.~I,.·n' 'Uhlh \V iMC'rn~;5'-; .\Ih,m\.'~ I; \'ort-o'fl. In 1 V.~J !: 17 nn\t' ell '::U(J2) 
" DEI3 pg 1,';3 

[hid 

3-G-69 

Appendix U Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-7: All activities must comply with the Endangered Species Act. 

3-G-8: Management direction was based on applicable conservation 
agreements and strategy plans, For an example, see Section 1.10. 

Objective CA-SS-I.2 identifies conservation measures for the 
Bald eagle, Gray wolf, and Utah valvata snail requiring opera
tional and exploratory activities not interfere with species habitat 
conservation and recovery efforts, Consultation with the USFWS 
would be conducted for any activity that may affect Listed spe
cies. 

3-G-9: Thank you for your comment 

3-G-69: Reference noted, 
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October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

Comments 

Tn IX'gin \~ ith. the DEIS pcrpctmih:s ttl;.,> n.lsc claim tlmt thl: mining comrani~s. and the: bnd 
managcm~m Hnd f~gu1ah)l}; agcndcs have: rq')\.~atc,d. tlm(' and .again Hlai ther~ was no 
knowkdgc- of the pOkntial hanl1 t{) the- \v~t.:rs~ !.ish. \vddiifc, anclliYesioi..'k dut:' h) tho;! f<.:<ka."ie of 
sekninm into [11-: c:nsirnnm0nt of$ourhc-;1st Id';'lho by pho·sphat~ lllining untit btl2 1996_ H r111is 
fal'i.r;.;' claim is si.milar to tohac-l.'(} !"":o1l1pani.:s damling lht2.y n..:v~r kn0\\: smoking \\'as. h~mufuL .-\5 
noted ,.:lsewhC'Te in ~.h('sc l"nn1ll1cnts. th~ history of <I connection hd\\(::(,1l :.;ck:nlulll and phosphate 
m,ining is \vell dt)'Cum,.;-ntc& :7_ And by lh~ tim~ !;cknium was r~cogniz~d as a ~ontamin.11e of 
p-oh:n1inI c()I)r;;0nl in the pho,sphatc ruining tm::a ors1....Htlhca~t ldah~), it's d~kh.:,ri('H1S IJ1l(-Gt:-; on 
wlldlitc and li"~s\o..~k hOld bC:r.,'!'Jl \\,..;11 (kH:um~nl~d for d>,;!I.,,'3':"h."S. Denial by tilt;! agenci~8 ~lnd the 
~t'tl1p.rm10s i~ an !lttcll1pl lot,) ~\,;ldt;.· their f¢sptmsibility to ",k;m up· th.:: vl!ry hamlrU~ probkm til.::' 
hu\,c cl'I;;-atcd, 

:::\llcmat.i\'(",-;. 

oHh.:-onic or forcl'los-;:; ct:rtaiu alt:crnati\\~)::1 at t_ll..:- ()[lts~t cnlCft~r()rl!. in the cOllkxfof oil and gas 
dcvdopm..:nt BLXf must us.; tht: $"oping PH}I;I.!S:s. to deydop alt~nlaliv~~ that emphasiz,.; n~~ded 
~nvlrnn:rn~ntal pro1¢''ttliHl: ~\'~n. ifsudt att.:tni.\ti\"~s limll, and'~)rs,tnmgly r..:guhtk ~"iI and 
dcvd,opmcnt llIHI nol dismis~ $;uch options without a t,hOflillgh and careflll analysb: in the 
f':km\.~Ht:s ()f an altt!nuu-iv;:.:.' th.at ;'l.chh:,\'L,'s- n~t.::d..:d ~n\'ir(mnll;.·nla.1 prokcl,ions arc pr¢s.~(lI,>!d in tilL' 

condudtllg section of thc's,(, -commcnts.. 

Council nH E!lYlronm("_ntaJ Quartty (CE.Q) r~gulathJns f..:::quirc a rci:lsonahlc rang\.." of alt.;-rnativ~s 
tl) h~ prcs('nl.xl ~U1d anaty;,cd. in rill...--' E,[S St, t~la~ ~SS:lk'S an: ··:$harply dl'fil)L'd" find dl~ ErS prndd("~ 
<'::I ...:Icar 'ha~is for ~,hoic.;:: ,un-ong \)ptions, . . ,,"i4 CEQ regulations and court \h:.".c:isions make dear 
thaI the dis~u-ssi()Jl oLdt~l1MtiveS is "Lh~ hearf' ofthc: \'EPA pro\:css. Envlronm~nt;1i ~maly5is 

mH~1 "(rjigurNl,,,ly ~xplorlZ' and nbjccrlvdy 1.!'vaiu111t;! aU rcasonahl~ alt~ftlatjn.'s.'" Slh.:h obje-ttivlo! 
l.;'Yaluatlon j~ gran:ly cl,)mpromlsed \.vhcl1 agency officials hind (hemsdn~.s to a pankular 

All action allel'nativ~s hI [hi:' DEIS (.---\tt~rnati\'iJ;'; I:L C, and D) trIC'a( rl'lo~phatc mining th<C' sarn..:, 

Slml"lly PUL aU action alt~math'cs would Jcad to :-;J.11.1I;:: acrcag0~ a\'adahte for 
ka..<.;i.ng, dl,,:vchJpllll.:'nt :ll1d the s'am~ di..'!vdopmcnt the sccnario~ li.n mint:: dl;;'vdopnl~IlL;' ~ (iranh:-ti 
DEIS did ~xpl(}r~ a -~no ne'w phosphute-1eusing (4'!t\,:yrw[fve"' f~}rth,,;- E[S .- a.nd rcj~('tcd it. that is 
not thr: .smu~ ~l~ cnl1u"tillgdiflcrc-nt kn::is Qfphnsphat¢ k~HSil1g. induding no nltur~ kasing ~)r 
huyi-Tlg ba(,~k ~xis:ting j<:iIS~S. jn on~ or "non: ofthl! altl(:"nHiti\'-t,~~ d1,."'r,.:~l("r¢d.l!( B} not dL"\:dj,)ping 
~ml\! or more ;u::tit.)!l ail"rnativ('s that !::'(J("cifit.'ally analyz:..:d ditlcrt!nt k~\'t;;b o-ffuturr.: phosphat.: 
min~ killsing and ltcvdopment. the BLM I~tik'd h) adequately ~tnalyr:c ;md pn:s,t:-ut to the public 
and th,,: d~(.:i;ji'lm nl<lk.~r a rl.!alisli~ ls~;"s:sm'-n( oftlK dirc.;f., 111di.r~'t. or .;umuiative ~rrt,;(;b of 
ftltllf'~ phl)Sph~ul: mint:" kasing .and d~\'dopnl:C'nt" 

For eXHmpk·. in the rati...m~tl~ Hx rcj~cting ~Ul .a.h.:mativ..:. or any rt,~~~l disl:ussion'analys.ik in 
which 110 new plmspha1~ lcas0~ would he is.sucJ t)l,l: pub!ic lanus. ~'ation.ill Forest Sy~,tcm lands OT 

and (,tb<.:'r COrL'";.tllU..:·nts ,,)f pa-rtu..:uk.r cC'n~m 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-0-10: Programmatic phosphate leasing and development is out
side the scope of this RMP effort. Appropriate analysis under 
NEP A will be conducted in the future in response to requests 
for new phosphate leases and mine development. 

It is estimated that half of the approximately one billion ton 
southeast Idaho phosphate reserves are currently under lease to 
private parties (Chapter 3). Mining could continue at current 
rates for well over 50 years and possibly for 100 years with no 
future leasing by BLM. As substantial leases are already is
sued, market demands and the industry development response 
will dictate future development rates, not BLM. 
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Comments 

{aho::t lanoo \\.'ithi.1l the rhrming ~,r..;:a. tho: DEIS mjsdl~"J'~H:',knze:s and tll¢ $;.;",tlousliess 
nlth~ ('xt~ns-ivt, wiucspread envirolllllcntal d..::grooatio-n and cont.:llllin;:l11:on and ou~gt)ing 
phosphat(! mining. As i'xa.lnpl'i!~ tile DEIS st;\tc~~ .. .fXtSl leases in 
southea:;t ldl..iho '1dllch haw:..' resulted i.n the ri.?iease a/sonlt! C(}fUllmUUll1lS u,,(lcc.:(fng 5,'JO/~1(:e 
wafer, groundwtJ'u:r. ,,,'od, nnd vBgewUOlt III ~wnle C(lSLW, ~.::vntaminants SUi.,.)] (te'!, selemum hove 
e'_n:et!ded l'!1{fXWW.m afiowohle level..;,' (~mphu*,is addc-d)",l:) 

tn tnlth~ in ~vl;;:ry caSL; of L)p,.,;-n~pii phosphat~ mining operatJon$~ past {lnd ..~urren1~ has k:d W 

:-;:d~l1ium contam inmion ofsoiis._ vcgcla[ion~ surfll\,":c \vater, and groundwcdcr. ihr..:..uening nah\'..: 
lIsh. "jldiik. d{)Ul""i it hn's\().:k and own human h,,"lth~ 

111 o(hor words 11," DEIS t"ikd III ¢valuate dilleron! 1<\'01, ofdC\·"]0I'Ulcnl in any "Hemal!v". and 
\hcy failed devdoll an allcJ1laliw. such liS C. ri1:l\ would prohibit !lew leasing as 0,([ or ii' 
components (.Iin~n that yil1.nully every large op~n~rh phosphate mint'. dcvdop~d horn the 

middle "ftll" last ""ntllry thmut:h Ih.: mo.<. tccen\ I)' (kvdol)cd mines in this century lire 
l.'Iasslfi~d a.';: Superfund f;.it~$~ th~ Bt],:! w.a~ obligated. k'l {.'onsidct no thtHl'c·l~af;ing for t1hosphat/J 
mining 111 at leas-I. on0 of the .ac110n ait('mativ(}s. 3-G-11 r 
IlHERA 
Th..; authnrs oralI..:- DEJS Imv~ rdlcd 011 J q~J.;:.sho-nabk dQ~UllNnt in detcnnining th.u few ,fany
impad,s or rigk~ to human health .. or (0 tlsh and wildlit~ popUlations front pa""L, pr.;-scni (.r fuhlr~ 
pho!-1phak mining.: I The hasis of that as.~umption. hUWCV',-T, is s.:riuusl!· tla\\:'cd ;\.r.:a~\vidr.: 
Human Ikaltll and blVironlllenlld Risk ,1,."e5'lllcn! (IHIER;\). f.kCutL'" (,rtll" "i,k 
tlSSt;~SntcnC:-; s~ri.ous ina(Jcqu..a~ic;;;. the DElS t;an only tJnd':r\:'s-timatea th¢ S~\!-crity t)fpho:s-phn1-c 
mlning":-;: Itn:;':'t;lS (~n hlU11jii;'! h..;.~alth (11" 1h¢ (,)nvir()llm~'l1t, 

3-G-12 

Th-0n:: an:- ind·c..:d ft.m:}: in {bt: lH JF. R,<\. , F()f 0x,ampk:. Uf)L' of fhl.~ fon:mt,\<;:l mnJwritlcs on th~
C'1l'dronmeIl1al ri;-;,ks a.....:s·I,)(':iakd 'with s..:."kniurn c()nlaminatiol1 . Tcf.::~a vva.." highly 
critical ()f1il.: mdhodl)logies usr;-d and cono;.~llIslon rca~h~d in the HHERA Sheryl Hill. an 
aqllatk~ ecos.ystems biologisf W!'ttl rnuitiple Y(,<l.r:o; of cxp.;ril.:~tl;.:c ifL aqu.:.ltli".' tu-xicology. wa~ also 
cdti'.:al in the I:!x1ensiyc ..."onml~nts on th.:- HHERA that sh-: proyid~d £0 IDEQ on hdutlf oflh~ 
Gn:ak-r zYdh.l\v:-;t()n~ CO.fiHtloJl. -;; Hill ~olldud~d: 

j B~~au:-;eJ (no: basi'l,! as,::-umptions U$~d to condud t.h..:- (Irc<l~wldc huntan h\:'ailh and 
ecologi·cal dsk ass:,.;-~snlcnls Wt,;:f~ fundaml;;1111-aHy n:i\v.:d~ the dOI.:um~nt ~allnot and should 
not be w.;cd hy IDEQ u.s a basis fDr risk managen1t.rlt d':lo.."isions.•md the ;':ollciusio'J1.o;;. 
r~ganjing, nnlikely ell'eC-ts to iaunan hCi.drh HmJ populationw!c\'d ~..:nlogic'il l1sls ~hould 
be Nlmckd bv IDE<.,). l' 

3-G-13 

Risk 3-G-70 ~ 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-l1: The RMP does not contain a proposal to conduct program
matic phosphate leasing, rather it identifies areas that BLM 
would consider leasing. Please refer to section 2.5.4 for a discus- A 

sion of the "no future phosphate leasing" alternative. 

3-G-12: Although the commenter may feel that the AAHHER is seri
ously flawed, the document was prepared using best available 
data by the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality. The 
document is currently accepted and utilized by the EPA, USFS, 
BLM, and other agencies charged with overseeing the CERCLA 
investigation and remediation of environmental contamination 
associated with phosphate mining in southeast Idaho. 

3-G-13: It is outside the scope of this planning effort to address ade
quacy of the Final Area Wide HHERA that was approved by 
state and federal agencies. 

3-G-70: Reference noted. 
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October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

Comments 

\iOfc r...::c~mh·_ Oft-. Paui F. R~\sC'nf1.?ld and Jmu.cs J, J Clark of the Soil \V.aler .\ir Protection 
Enk,pri~l;.~ (S\V APE) rcvi~\v("d th~' HUERA in c:onjum:tlon \\ rth their rcvI(:w t"lflh(' DEIS I;)f th.::

Smoky Canyon Mine P~mc1~ F and G Ex~)ansion. \Vhik th~ir antIlysis \\'~.s of inl;}rt1Hllll)n 
",,"ontulnl!d rn ~l diH~nmt DEIS ~ltlC oflheir i.,'nndu~ions is rd,.;-vant h~rr;;'. Bas~d upon thdr r-GYi~\\' 
and an:tl~':-;i~ th..:y i.xmdudcd: 

"111c authors (lrlh~ SJuok) Cml~;oil DEIS rdi~d on Ihi~ risk asSt:.ssmcm {tilt: l,fHI-JL\l in 
predicting impact.... of tho(.'" pn>po:->,t'd min{; ~xpan:-;ion, n~cau:s(: of the risk .1S:'t~SST'r1~nj, \; 
!'-crious inadcyuHIJIt.>S, Ih ..' nElS likely lmt.l~r(".siim~:Hcd (he- :-:;cvcrity tht:.~ mine 
cx:pan~il'ln's hwnan h~a(lh impacts. 

Dr. Si,...~v..-. Hamilton im~ also idi..,tltitkd allothc:rsignitkanl f1a\N of1h(.~ HHE-R,,\ 1hts nth.' 

ItH't.)iving irs fi..'porting ofhhackgrmmd c{)n~.:nlratlnll~·~ ofsd.:'.'IlinB1 found In !hh in. th~ 
Bhl.d,d~)()t flnd Salt riv~r drainages, Ill;;; flaw h~ It)und ;lnd d~~;Kflbes i~ il1lJ~trati\'..:- oft.hl! 
qu.:.stionablc validity of ,..:Qnclu;jol1'.S. t;:lllnd. in 1h~ iUTER.'\.' and ~}f any pr~dictjons of etl~~[5 
mado::..~ ~.ls,,--'wh~I'e_ bas('d on tho~o;; 'l_):)n ...~lus~on~. Hamilton';,;; thorough reVt~W ~H1d "~fi.tiqu~ ofh()\\: 
the: H1!Flt,\ an"! \-eu al th.,; S...i mg kg dr~r \\'C'ight figure ~I:S the ''''inlCkground l:(H1.... enlratit)],-·l~)f 
f1-!'h t.:ondudc,:-; linn lilt: rtgllf"";- 'wm' d¢fl\.-;:d throiJugh lIUCSli"-~~labk rncthodo!ogy::; To :'lumm;.ui;:~ 
his rcvi~,,\--: 

Tne -KJ mg,'k,g dry \-vdghr value wa.",> d~riv~d as ttl!,,': !h~an ofju-st l~)ur fish samples 
co!I~ct..:d ii'om Ihr~e :'>It"~ams {rl;.":f~r~ncing 'I'abi8 1(-16, pag..;, 2 01'2 in TtE~lI 20(2), 
t :~in~,~ just four vHllI":S t{l d~r[\."-c a ba-ckt~rl)lmd sdl(!'nit,lnl.;:on~...:ntra'ioll in an Ar-c-a \Vhk 
RtSik '>~s-SeSs.nh.'nt "'is inappropriate a ;nUl ..~h rmm: niid~'Sprl!,ad s.amphng ..:rl'orl ,should 
h,1\'~ t~cn. tllKi~rtaken in ord...:r to d':rlv>c a rnor.: d.;,k-ns.ihk- b~H.:,kg,r()und ..;ow,_~nl.r;]tj ..)n, 
Oll\..' ofthC' I;)ttl' \'::llucs (l7.~ mg--kg) is.rtlor(" dosdy ii.'s.o~lat~d \ritll sd~niutn 
(;Ut1:':'t'lltrations in i'jsh L.~olk:-d1.':d from irnp.:l1..'h:.~d stf(:am .areas_ "hie-,h nmge from 11.& to 33
nl~}kg. 
A. n:\,ic\\; ,)f tlk' timikd d~Ha values us~d should have l1aggJ;;'d lhc- 17J'~ nig,'kg value H.\ a 
potcnti:at llUni...~r, ami it s,il{}uhl nol hay~ b.:.;n uSed in the- derivation ofth,,-' hackgn)lUld 

cpn~cnlrali()n ~)f ~dcnil.lm in fl~h, 
fmpach:d !"tr...~mn n:'il.;h00~ .. w~n:: defined a~ tho;..(' \vith w.all!1" cnncentnliions grcat..:'f than th~ 
s(at~ and EP.-\ sta.ndard of 5pg,-'htl'!' wat~L Ln-imp;:l{;l....~J f:,tr~am I\.·.l-Ch~s '\\~r(" tlh)g~ that 

tlid not e-x.;~~d Ilun slmldant 
Sl.!vcral in\"es.tig.ations l')fsd";!"11ium~il11ra~t.:J waters. h.a\'~ c("ndudt,.':~i th3i s.:k-nlutll 
bi()-~k'('LLmutakd fn";,m lo\v wakl' ('(jI1;;~lllr;ilhms of 2~5 .llg·l1tCf i(} toxk r....:'on-0clHratinns in 

'3-G-13 

$('dimC"nt~. aquHtic pbnl:<;. aquatic in\\:.'rt~bralc~ ,and rc~ull\1d in ad\'cr."i12' cnc'l~l:;-. nn 11:;.;.11_ 

U-152 

http:11:;.;.11
http:dcnil.lm
http:lumm;.ui


October 2008 	 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

Comments 

Combining the lhr~~ \alu~s r.;maining from II!.: Ill/ERA (,rfkr eliminating the oUllkr
described abow), four \~alue, Ii-om Hamilton jnd Buhl .~ 2()OCla,li' and 1()lIr v"lucs from 

JHamilton and Buill 2()()3b 'J r""ulll, in an average background sdcnium cOl1ccntmfion of 
4.6 mg:kg. This value j, mme dd;'nsihlc than 8~] mgkg. 

Dr. Pat Twit<=[ is LXiua!lv crilical "rlh" daIa contained in the HHERA based on an anaivsis 
independent (,f:md ,ep'~'ltc rmmllamil!on·~,.;l lk points out. forexampk thaI 11 IlIm;ber ofillc 
fish tesled to. establish hat:kground sd\!nlmll levels in the Salt River l\'at~rshc:d came from an 

32 emin:]), dilrercn! \\aI0rsI10d Trotter ,,:olldudcs IhaI Ihe HHERA ;s $0 na\V~d~ it ,11<)IIld no! 
h>lve been used at all in the DEIS. 

IS).incc Subsccti,)n 3.8.5 lof the DEIS! c<;tablishcs th~ haseline against whkh 
Environmental COnS\!qll~JK'~~ and C-urnurativ~ hnpacts of d~va.tcd Se i¢\'ej}. from tilt: 
pr('p(')scd action ~nd a1ternali'v~s llre evaluated.. it ~hould be rewritten to expunge ~Ul~ 
tindings ba,ed on this JIhe B!IERAJ umdinhk report" 

3-G-13 

Rdimwc Oil l)ntri"d ,md t:npnm:n 15MI',
At evcry opportllnil~'lh" DEiS dO\\llplays Ihe ,,"[ent and severity of'seienimu contamination 
from past tUH..1 l)]l~g.oirtg mining activili..:s. It Hills to pro,vid~ a me':Ulingful dlscussi~)n. disdosun;~ 
am! analysis ,,1' the impacts or the. "x,sling seWlllcen SUper{imd ,ireS. "111C DElS further 1:111, to 
dcst'1'ibe the CtulHtiatlvt:' ef1~,',cls ~)f cun-~nt and future phosphat..! mining and its accompanying. 
,cknillm contaminatioll "ill he whell combined with the existing \\idcsprcad rckascs of 
sdcnium n-OJH thos..:: Supl:!'rfund sites ~ particul.arfy iftll': untried/unproven B~lP-s,']{-e,;;:h,unation 
pnlcticcs don't work~ And tll.:rc is even' 

~ 

reason to bdicvc thcv . will no! worL 

3-G-14 

While n'>.,u's can be important during mining ,md reclamation Ihose ciIed ill Ih" DDS ar~ wriU"n 
rather g.~nertllly and contjjn I,UtU1)! cquivo-cating phrdS\!S su..:h as '~a:-; .$oon u:; (,os-sib!..::, 't ~10 the 
extent practi....:abk:." ~·to the (':XhmL reas~)nahle:~ .. to lh..: ~Xknl pos,Hibl.c.,'- and --at{ soon a"

pmdicabic." Til,,"..: do not i Ilstill <,onlld"'I1"',; that Bl\Jj',~ ,1<) mlllkr h"" good they might s"uml 
oth~f\.visc. w1l1 he applied \.vith any gr¢at dlljg~n~'i! or t!ntbusiasm. Oin;n that th~ rl!fcrcncl"."'<i 
l3\Il's have Jlot yd be(:lI monitored Owr <Illy eXleml<:d puriml of lime Hl':';r dl"dj".:n"" is 
simply assumed rather than knowll. ·l11e"..: B)"I!'" must b..: evaluated thrm,gh comprehcnsive
monitnring and rigqrous evaluation hefor'lt a decisiQn is made ahout thdr ~-n~ctj\"cness and 

hdure: they are- assumed to work 


3-G-lS[: 	

t-'} lImltttton.. ~L:;._ and KL Buill. 20'H32_ Se,kt1Hm~ and ()'!.her lri.K~ d,,;om":nI;<1. il"l'.l{;)tt'L ~(jtm~,nt~ iKluat"ic 
pl;;;m~.~_ aquu11c rt1v~n~hralc~, and fIsh from "ir~i1m:->. in southeH",,::um Ida]1{i ru::llf 11-hi).s;phTlr.:- mimng 0p"~r~tinns 
SC'pl~mb\"'T 2(r(W) Finlll Rel'X)rt as PH,rt of the rS(;S W~skm l' S Ph.(~$phat.: Proj~ct t}. S Ge(\!o;Jic~i 

y ~nk'(~ln. Sl) f;"~ 

J :!j)(rJb SdcJ1tom ~md 0th~~r trac>c e-k'm,:nrs In w;ikr. ~('djmo;:nL aqu8Hc 
in\·"':1'1~hmte~_ and fish from str~ams in soui.h(·.ast~rn Idah(f 

1';11;31 R~:pmt as p.IFt of the CS(iS \Ves!~m C}i- Phosph,ltc Pf~-':f~.:;t 
~lJ uJ pagc'S 

Patricio: 1[11IL("r. Ccumn<ent:-> ..)J1 Srrwky Canyon \{tn~ Panel'S F and (, Draft E1S (h:iJrllary 27.2(:11)6). 

Sl.!~· abo [ll-il:R;\. T~~iraTedt E::-vIL ];1'11)::, Tabl~' 6-1 J lW$I!:'i 


J} iblJ. pg. 5. 


Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-14: BLM agrees that selenium contamination associated with 
historic phosphate mining is widespread and in some cases and 
locations has caused significant environmental impacts. Be
cause of this, control of selenium and other contaminants was 
included as an issue to be addressed in the RMP. Management 
direction has been proposed for all alternatives to set standards 
for maximum concentrations in water and vegetation~ Require
ments are also set in Objective AA-ME 2.3. 

Setting these media standards in the land use plan serve as im
portant planning tools for mining operators in conducting min
ing and reclamation activities. The standards assist BLM in 
making a partial detennination as to when reclamation objec
tives have been met. They will also allow BLM to assess BMPs 
and operational practices proposed for future mines when we 
prepare NEP A documents for phosphate mine aild reclamation 
plan proposals. 

The broad, general discussion of the selenium impacts from 
mining included in Chapter 3, and Appendix I is sufficient to 
identifY selenium contamination from phosphate mining as an 
important issue to address with management direction in the 
RMP. A more detailed description of the cumulative effects of 
current and future mining is appropriate in the NEP A document 
to be prepared for each future phosphate leasing or mine plan 
proposal. 

Best Management Practices to control or eliminate the release 
of selenium or other contaminants continue to be developed and 
applied at phosphate mining sites within the PFO. Because of 
this, it is difficult to accurately describe and predict the cumula
tive effects of future phosphate mining. However, each NEP A 
document for each new lease or mining proposal in the future 
will further consider the cumulative effects you mention. BLM 
considerations to lease or approve a mining plan can then be 
based on the current extent of cumulative impacts and the an
ticipated increase of impacts that could occur from the proposal. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-15: The BMP's listed in Appendix C of the RMP are to be used only for illustrative purposes. 

Site specific BMP's would be developed with an appropriate NEP A document at the implementation stage and would be custom designed for individual 
proposals. The appropriateness and effectiveness ofBMPs would be ,assessed through the NEPA process and project specific monitoring at that time. 

Also see response to comment 12-1-15. 
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LabNa{cn<:':l, In...;. Rl'PC'IL \fny 30. ~()(i6 
and SHill ':1')£1(", 

H,,1W,.:i113H<'v<1 

Comments 

Gi"..... n th.:..~ spoHy nalUr~ {)f the CW:Nnt IHouitorhtg I'egtm~ for phogphnt-c minl.!'s in s'Ol.uhe,a,..;;t Id,dh). 
and lh~ I,.!:VI!J1 wors¢ history of an etTct;:tivc ft:t:dback h)op b",lS~d on lnoniloring al phosphate 
minL!s. fh~ BL~J Sht11lld he more dn.~Ull1Srcd in its cmbrn...::c ortht!'Se unproven meaSUf\!S. For 
csmnpk 1i1~ 19&2 FEIS !(If Simplofs Suwky Canyon Mille included a modil,ed wal~r quality
monitoring reginll.! bas~d onlcachah: l~sts frOJll the Conda minI.'" in 1980. 'Ill~' monitoring pJ-an 
il1cimkd the s1.rcmm, alJec\cd by the prop"""d mine. ami r"quired thaI "d,,"iulll be Ic,h,d for 
from th()~\., streams, C:Ieariy. it. \Vas kUO\Yll as lI!arly a~ 1982 th~ll )ol,cl~nimn (~ould he a probIcn:L),J 
That slks.picioll was ~onJinTI~d h~ginnil1g. in 1993 and h;>'ond altbe Smoky CanyOJl \1tne~ yet 
land nl;,ulag~nl~IH and regulatll)f)' agenc·ii.,"~ did nothing." 

'<' Specifically tlw EIS sbould l'nwid", sufficient d¢t~il al;o\11 the BM Ps lhat "slimaks and 
projeclion~ ~an b~ madt! a<.;; h)t lhe odds that t11~Y w~)Uld m::waHy 1work as daimed_ This 

 dis~lI."il'n should include esampks or ":IS" siudies oflhc applicalion ofintii'lti!I:lI BMPs in 
similar mining openui~m~, 

[ 
.

·nl~ DEiS' tlI1r~,aJislii.:/~)v.,:fi.y I)ptilulstic <l;o;:su11.lpliun that Ihl! agi:n.:i.;:-; and ~I,)mpanies hav~ 
figured om hm\' to mine \l,dthout ttn1.h~r Se (.~ontatni.llatloB sIn""" 2000 is L~leariy \l,,:lrhou[ m'l.':riL 
)'I,'man!o slIppo""dlv incolvorakd many oflhosc 13M]>, :II tll"ir South Rasllluss~" Ridge 1Iline_ 
yet we know that selenium contam.inalcd surl.at:oe' wat">!f and ground"\,'akr have cntcrlo:!d Sheep 
Cre·ek fhun that mint:: oVer the pa:liot three }.',,::ars (lh~ EPA ha~ is.sued a( ka:~1 two notices of 
violati.on ~~)r smnl!' ()f'thO$~ rd~a.,,,~s) and just [ilis past year th..! ld.aho D~partmen1 of 
Fnyironll101ltal Quality for th..: firnt. time r~conh:d ~ckniuU1 "onL'~nl'ratiQn!i; in Sheep- Creek that 
c~,,,,,,d Siale ";\ter '!u;,hIY s'lI1Hlanl,o.1' Fw1h..:mh)"". prdimin"ry data (r!)m fish in Smoky Crock 
lnd.ic3.t.:-s that s..:kuJUIll ~onc~ntrarions are inr.:.T-e.asing sin.c(." mining of Panels Band C ~t the 
Snwky Canyou \linc ';'.lnlmc!1.;"d. milling thai included Ih" incorporaliolll1flhc many ofth.; 
n.:\\' rho~phak mining Bl\rp~. Finall~., the di:-;~u$$.it)n dCnlOnitoring in referlZn~~ h) B~jP!-' is lrlt~ 
	and (JYcrly optimi~tiL 'nll.! DEIS falls to slate ho\\; it. wilt boe' done. or that it 'wi11 'l..:ontain triggers 
or re(luirt.,.~ rcmi.':dyjng the prohlctns idelltit1cd hy monitoring (sc~ our comm..;nts nh-lwe about 
monit(}ring in Pok Canyon Crc~k)" 

3-G-171 

L~'T ~UH.I S..;I¢niy'g~ 


\Vhiic 'h~ BL.\1 has rdicd on a significa.ntly naw~d dOCLmk~nt ill re~1.chlng its l.."f)J1;.:ius.l(.'ms in 

r~sp~l.·t tQ th.:. impuct~ of phosphatr: Jlliuing/$;.;h:mium ~ont".ll1jnation on Jhh~ wihJ.hI~. iiv~stock~ 


an~ h.lml~ls. G:-"C and other ?,JGOs l'Ktve b~~n ,lr~in~;Q find an~we~ ~to th~ ql.te:"tions ab~mt l.bt 

cLlects oJ :s~knwnl r~l~a::.;cs tram phosphat~ U1mmg.. 'lAs Dr. \ an KIrk has pmnt~u OUI n1 l~

m~)sl r.:.:cnt rcs.earch. ~·rQlur mudd ~how~ that seh:uEum con...·cntrallons in tht: Billt.:kJoOl .:md Salt 
Rin:"f watersh('ds ar;;; high enough to c:aus~ (,.hscf-vabk declines in C"unhrnat In.)ul popubtion:{ in 
some ~'lf~anlS_ Sei~nimn conc~nl.r3tion has ~$s.entiany dimJnaled trout from East \JiH Cr.e:.:)k._ 

3-G-18! 

.'i.-k.cl-cl·mg preJiebi tn,!-u~ l'1"~'rulatil}n rC'spon.",l,! h) ~di.';n-ill!)l b,'1scd l.)T1i 

R.;'fi.":n ("(If G.r~at~r ):eJ1ow~l"l~h,~ C')0IilH-H) D~pa;1Jn¢i't1 t)f 
][1 

Responses 

3-G-16: See response to comment 3-G-15. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

3-G-17: Development of mine monitoring plans are considered to be 
implementation activities and outside the scope of this RMP. 
Project specific monitoring plans will be required by BLM de
pending on the issues that need to be addressed and otherwise 
measured at mine sites. 

3-G-18: Reference noted. 
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3-G-71 

Comments 

and other pt}pu'iations \\'~ havl.! not I11lmilof00d may hav~ atl'~ady df.X;lined. Dr. Van Kiri..'s 
r'i2'scarch., \\-'hich ha.,~ he~n submiuIJd for p't~cr revi~w~ is in sharp contrast to the di~cus-si{)u '1.)11 the
dlr:;l:t., of seh.,:nhuu on cutthroat Irnut in tJl~ DEI~L "nll!" DEIS di$('lI~sit)jl of sdenhun ~n"ccts on 
..::tttlhroat tr'out is both limjt~d and overly optintistk in t~nm; of SdenliH11 contm111natjol1 (rOnl 
phoSrhalc mining. 

'3-G-19 t 

Furthcnllor¢. ,hould th" IlL\! «,twllly apply th.;: manag~IIl"llt C()lllp,)Il~llt' j',r ctlllhn);.! trout 
habitat within the I'<h:atdlo Fidd Olllec arca (we ",sume this would (lpply 1101 only [0 'lr.:mm 
and stream segments 011 BI.\1 m.magcd lands. bul also [() stream" a/ledcd by IlL".l phn$phak 
mine. ksslng and pen-nits i~sucd t~"n' phos.phate mining) as: outhned in .-'\pv¢ndi.x E then ~k'lfly h: 
tho~c criteri,,: there ;·\re muncfOUS ~trcmns that an~ '"Functioning at Risk'~ or (.II Ull

Cnoccepwbte NI:,;k'"-' due to sdenium rd~a~t.~s c,aus~d hy phosphate mining. Yd Ih~ DEIS falls 
tt) adctiuatc1y descrih~ and analyzt:' the direcL hHjir~ct, and cUU1uiallYe irnp,~c!s ft)f any of the 
.aitl2'rnattv~s. 

3-G-l9 

Failuf<! to Dis-'I..'lost! the Dir~·,.;t Impa..:ts of Pho$phak ~,-jining 
·I11~ DEIS t~likd to inc! ud~ ~0mdderation nf di.r~·cl and indirc.:[ inlpacls rlh}.sphat~ mining rdahe-( 
d~wlopm(!l1t n~livilk' Irom current phosphale mining opemli')Ils "' rcqllircd."tt 'Ill" DElS 
should have '1.:1<110\\ ktlgcd lhat open-I'il phosphate mining in s()ulheasl Idaho II"" r~sull"d in 17 
Superfunrf sil~s \",''hvn: selenium JS thl;! primary<hut 110t only. J,;.'Ontmniu.U1t. N(')l\\-ithstallding Ih\: 
::-hort nal'ratj\,~ on pag~s 3-97 and 3*98, l.h~ DEI,S fails to a.llalyz¢ or {)thCf\VlSe ac..:.'ount l~)r th¢ 
impa~1:$ ofth-csl! SUjX'rfund sit..::,; ir1 a.o;slZss.ing th¢ climnuI.;)tlv~ e.n~'-X'h.' (If 3Uy of th~ ~K1 ion 
.dtcnMtjv~s in respect to any is~m~ Orre~'I)un.~. 'nib is a ~ignifk'lI11. ifn01 nttal flaw of the 
DEIS, c\'s Dr. Dermis Leonlv pul it ill addressing Ih" imp""ls fml11 past pho'phate mining in 
south""s! Idaho "[tlh,$ eC{}s:>,stem ,s a linde,' box" and allnwing additional sdeuiwll discharges 
\\ ill hkdy start a L'ascadL' -or irrm'usible pv~nt~, ,-:ulmlnaltng in s'evli.~re toxic impacts to fish and 
aquatic lit~ for funny )'.::"IU'S ti) come... ,,,:,1..: 

Furthcrm,,,,,:. lh.; DEI'> fails to ,,~,;tlmldy portray th" lhr.;al of phospllak !lIiJlingi,d~"iul1l 
contamination to hvcstol.:k_ wlldlif~~ and human~. It fails to adulOwtoedge that hundreds of sheq 
h.ave iliir.::d from s.elenium rd~;ll;.~d by phosilhak m:iniJ1g~ or that hor:.<cs have hl.!o)ll sid~(,1li?d tn lh~ 
point wh~r~ the:"" had to b~ culhalli7.~d. or that lhcrl! hay~ heen (Xlnilnu(:d wildHt:e di~ ...offs, or 
that :r:;.dt.::nium r...:lc3..",cd from phosphate mining na!'1 n:sul1ed in iUl ..:Ik li',....:r .cUll:-,;umption advI!'iory 
li"o", th,; Idaho Dept. ,,['Health and Well,,,",,," And Ihe only ad"'0"kdg~m"nl "nhe East ~'Iill 
Creek thh COllSllrnpti,," adYisnry i, on.: ,horl SC!lkl1~C burkd "11 l);lgC 3-'>1 and ,'-98 orthe 
DEIS, The dO,"sllhc DEIS "')!l1C, to admitting the ,,,,,,rill' of lhe probkm em; be (()und in the 

"3-G-20 	

Department uf Agrictlhur\..\ h.lrr:st :5·(-fVICC. ::)omh,.:m R("S1.1Ir(.'h Stntio;_m. 
~ 1. 	 :U(:":l I~tkr - RE 11ruft Em' i,r'L..~tlJ1:1-t.~nlal Impa)~,t Stakl11ent l~)r Snwky 
'"T() \linc DHfS. ::;/{) Th~ Ship!!!}' Gmup. P,O BI,)x 
p_ 4, ;\!) ..~()!1imi~nt$ POtrll<.ll..J,L hi,': h1i~ be,,~n 

TI.."s;c..uch (m ;~qu:i.(il.~ :;{'h~nimn p\.;.Hulion Llf m'-i[C y~ars and has been i-n-",'uivl!J :'>.m-r_~ I{)f)::-i 
r\.'1(,llt('J. scknmnl Issues, mclu~lmg w;th phnsphall,." In Idaho 
.1.1 'h',m Sh;;mahf~n IhJm~rs _R~nljndl..'tl to Limit f,tlft,!'r l)j i'\nimnrs H'm'e-$:.ti'J ;";c3r 
Phct5phalc \Hnc-s, idaho 1.k'1'1. df [h.'iilth anJ 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-19: The Draft RMP/EIS does not address site specific strategies 
but, Objective AA-ME 2.3 would regulate mineral development 
(of operating and new mines) to prevent or control sediment 
and the release of contaminants such as selenium and metals 
into the environment. 

3-G-20: See response to comment 3-G-14. 

3-G-71: Reference noted. 
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Comments 

short passage "Sheep COf?swmng vegeta.tion anc{or drlllking, water with de Fated .miemwn levels
have di~!d in recent yellrs. f/or.;,'e5 are arfected hy selcniwil but are not aufhon::ed 10 gra:(~ 
011 publ!c land wI/11m the {f/Yec{c:d GI'"",. In the case oj's"J.,nilltn dT~ct, O" "ildlil~ the DEIS 
sinlpiy' stak.s. "·Curn:n!iy. flu] nslts 10 wildl{fe m rhe pho:~pha(e mining area are being 
assessed. ~-1~ 

Th~ fhet is til;'!t th\!re i~;. mountain of uvallahk N::s.l!arci1 .. irh;hH.Jh~g nUlu"rous. pe~,r-r¢\·i~\\l;,.1-(i 
~tUlJi~$, 'which dCtI.:url1t}Jlt tilt;; n~ga.tiv~ ~tl;';;~ts of})dw:nium On wildlil\:. Th~ real issue h¢r~ i$ til(H 
Ihe bnd management and regulatory agencies, including the BLM, ar" and haw be.cn ('ompk!dy 
r~mis:s in d..::t-ennining whal the cffects ,~)f ph():sphl:lte mining .and its accompanying rdea.... ¢:-;. of 
selenium and heavy mdaJs into the cTlVirOnm0nt. i~ having nn wj)dllfl!. 

3-G-20 

r..HJlllik~ire Efr~'9~ 
Cumuiat]>,.:C' actions arc actions that iucrementaUy, hayc cumulatively significant impacts: \.:!\'CI1 

if the individual impa-:t'S J1"1.': minOT. Thus.. lhe Bl... !\;j Was obligated to Include amllysis of lh\!" 
("tU.ludativ.,;o ~fr~cts ofac:ti{)ns'pfoje~ls that !H1Y~ Impru;[s in ~mnmol1 with those resulting from 
actiuns r~:-;ulting, frmn lmplcmenting th.e RMP for\vhich thl!>' nElS W::L'" prepart!ti. impacts and 
IIclj()I1' lhal ,hould I.~ add...:""d in a ClImuh.livo f11,hioll illdude. hut afo nol limited 1.0: mad 
constrw.:l10n dl;;\,.'t~. ac'livili~~ k~HJing 10 soil and v.;g~tali\}t1 dlsturbatl"~~ acti\'~tit,.':s kading to 
chUllgcd Imbit.H ,~trUd1.lfI:1 ~tcti~'ili<:s llo!~lding to h:abilnl fragmentation, and <;tdivitics \.':ausing ,lir ur 
\vah::r pollution_. "n,~SC clItnuhttiv;;;- impa~t;s r~suh i)'om a, munhcr of cumulative aClions~ 
including all phosphate devdopmcm a'livi!;';s, and thus lh"y lllllSI h" addressed in a 
..::ornpr~hen.-;;i\'·\! nHlJln~r. 

The DE IS. [ails to a.dequnldy consider '~c~mn~ckd ,actions" ,- '\:um.ulati\'\! aL:l1-on:::;,'" and ~~similar
adi(ms:~~ti Comh::ct.~d actions- ar-c- actions that <lr~ '''dos,dy rd,at~d"" to the R\J P. Closely r~'/atl2'd 
adjon~ indudc any rea.<.;,ouahly fqr~s~~abk dGvdopmc:nt pfqted~, "fhm:,. tlw DEIS ShQldd 
addr-~s~ ~at;h of1hJo:$': t)l'h:~ of c,mn~ct,;d ;'Lcti~)ns:,pn).icds in ~kt~ljL Sirnilar al~ti.:m::;, ind~h,i¢ 

3-G-21 

authorizations, (t:.)f ~11t phnsph.;'l;k dcvdopm¢nt rclatt:d activifle.s,. oj} ~Uld g;,'J;.,'i dc\'d(.)pm~nt 
actj\'iti~;<;. grazing, limbt:rJng. onv U~~~ and so nX1.h. orCl.1tTlng on t)th~r adjaccl1l BL\-[ Field 
Ollie", Di,trict., managed land,. Forest Se.Ticemallagacllallds.~lateland.andpriYatel.uld.in 

3-G-22 r: 
or a4iac-cnt to thC" gcographk ~tr~,a orth~ R~IP_ "D1C BL~I has failed its dUly to indud~ a detaited 
analysis ofthL's~ similar adilJHS so as to f()si,Cr inf'Om1C{i pubhc participation in [he R~dP revision
and illilmned Jed,ioll'making hy BLM, 

3-G-23 t 
Simply pIli. the ,ecliollS of the DEIS Ih,,' ,k"cribe and mwl,u Ihe dIcets "fpast. elllT~IlL 'l\1d 
rutur~ ph.)spilak leasing, exp)"nlli<)!1, ,md mille dcvd"pmclllllulSI be K,dralkd W reflect 11w 
re~t1ity Qfwhat rn:1y wdl be p~f1nancnL signiHcant impacts. 10 th-e i.mds, 'v"lt~r$~ \vHdHf~ of 
s,mlhcllslldail", By failing It) do so the BL~'l wilt h,,,·,, failed '0 provide the public ,"d lh" 
d~\..·isi(}n mako;;r Ull.accufnh: a:O::.;;;¢$stno2"nt of magnHud~ ...)fth~s..: i"mp~10ts. and how th¢ ~ldions 
authoriZl.)d in the EIS fl:)f (110.;' Rl\.:1P r~vi~lon \\·111 ~xaccfbittc- lhos\!' 

3-G-24 	

imp~ld-s. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-21: The plan does not commit resources to leasing or develop
ment, it only makes them available for consideration ofleasing, 
sale, etc. under certain circumstances. No commitment of re
sources (e.g. mining or other development of phosphate) is 
made at this time. As such, these are not connected actions, 

Cumulative effects analysis is contained in Chapter 4 of the 
RMP EIS. 

3-G-22: Incomplete comment. 

3-G-23: In Chapter 4, the cumulative impact section describes im
pacts on resources and resource uses within the planning area 
and includes impacts resulting from actions located on Forest 
Service, Tribal and BIA, State ofIdaho and private land. 

3-G-24: See response to comment IO-A-3 and pertinent portions of 1 
-T-84, 

II 
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Comments 

Fntun: ?\'EPA Review <)fPh<l~phl1le Min.; Pennil AIlJ)!ic:ni<)lls 
Th" ElS and R'IIP should i"dude "commitment tlial all future NEPA allalys;s fur s;k spc.:;!k 
phosphak mine development. beginning with e!l.1,lonH'<)1l all<~;<)"e drilling. will be based on Ihe 
new as,,,ssmcnl pro\tlC(}1 <k\"doped by Dr. ."'I•. Dellnis Lewly. As nOled by Dr. Lemly. "11]1>" 
pn.)i.\.:dUfC \vas dcvc!op-':ti. to prQ\'id~ , .. a proaJ.:'li\'...; c~lpabjlit:-' ll)f det~nnining Ill.: risk I..-)f 

~~knittm pollution whl..':n il N\'i~wg 1l1:inc penni! tlppiication:s in a~~'{}rdan~i;!' \vith th~ i\:ltioual 
Environmental P()I;ey Act ("EPA). 

3-G-25 

The FLP~clA establish", a general Nqllircment that llS~ phmning nnd the r~~ulting plan 
pro\'idc Ii)1" compli:lIlce \\ .th ''ilOlllltion control 1;1\\"5. Compliance with 111~ Clean Wat~r ..\ct 
(C\VA) is an imp<>r[:ml dement Oflilis requirement. 

Th" CWA estahl;sh", many requirements thai BLXII1Hm atlh"r0 to in Ih~ InU) It is imperative 
that BL\l insure that lVaters ')Il ils lands comply witll State "'Iter quality slalldllrds. l! is "rili"al 
to f('(;()gnize that State wal~r quality standard~ ~~s,erk'e the pUlllOs,el"" ofth~ C\VA~ which. among 
oth~r tilings, is to and maintain th~ chenllcat physicaL mni hiologk~al integrity of the 
~ation ~s w;1tcrs, That is.~, a PU1-P(}Se of wntcr qU3Jity standnrds is to pn)i¢('{ aquatic 

, 1f..£9iiI.stems, and BL!I.,·[ Inus! cnstlrl! this compreheusi ve obj4.':dlyC is 1l1'et by" ensuring water 
(iUality standards ~trJJ- CQulpii¢d wilh. \Vatcr- quaJit!:· standards ar..: typically compQ~~d 'nt' m.•m~ric 
st::tndard~, uan'a1rve- st.andards, dcsignah...'tj tlS.~S, and an antidcgr.adatien polley, A.II too ()Hcn, 
hCl'w~v(:r. only nUIll¢.ric st.uH.1ards arc vl0w.,;:d as """vat..!!' 4uaht,y standards, "I11at nanow vIl.."\V j::;, 

ilh."mTcd. 'ntL': Su.pr~m~ Court hdd in pcn No. ) of Jefferson Count\' v. \Va:ihBL~D..;p"t of 
tc"g!~. 5] r l :.S. 70() (1994). lhat ill. ~omp()Il""ls "fmller quality standards am ""("1""""1:>1,, 
limits. Cons~qllclllh.lhc R.l\(P must ensure all cotll)l'llllcnb ofSt,lIc water quality standllt"ds llrc 
moet. no1 just numeric standards. 

Adopting tll1S l.:galiy smlction~d VtcW 1)1' wa1;:r qUtllily standards is im,port~U1L For exampl~, n 
typical d~:siguatcd nsc fbr a stream 1l1lgitt 's.latc that the str~ml'l is prot~ctcd for c()ld-\vnt~r bjl~hL 
sahuonid spawning and' SQ forth., D~SjglHlt~d use~ of this :-H)rt encompass a Eu more ho}1$.tic. 
~ct)s.yS'h!-1tl~has~d \'i~w {,h.Ul f~usillg on. say., l.h~ -t;~)ni..'~ntralion of s.:knilllri in the: ~tr'l!am (a 
Illlm~rk standard). COllsc<lwntly, the R?l1I' should Ilr<)vid" that desigll:ttcd uses be fullv 
th,·hicved. and if the:; arc !lot, require pn..mlpt management ;.::hangt."$ even ifnmll~ri.:: standards are  	
Qthen"i!-;~ b~ing mel. Simiiad~" nanattvc standards can on~n ~mhody a better ecological 
synthesis than llullle.. 'c st"tld","ds. Hnd Illu, BL"-I should ensure thHt Ih,,~' 100 arc :\chic\"ed. Iflile 

3-G-26 r
Slate \\'akr quality st,mdards applicahI0 to the- ]{\lP ar~a have mad,,-' lliln·ativ.,;. pri)vi~.... jons a 
(:{)mpOn~lH of 'water quaJity :shnd-<lrds~, the RlvlP should conlluit to ~ns:uring th~-H.\.~ narrativ..:,' 
standards ;:ITc funy uld, and modify manage.tn~tH wh~r~ U1C) ar~ not. 

in additkHl to til;,: a.ntl~d~gnldation polic).'·"-s Pfot-.:~tions for \ValltfS that lin;. m!l!ding w.akr quall!::"-' 
s1andards~ when: Stat\! \-vallJf tlualily standards havl.! no~ been ach.i~H~d dc,spltei:mpl\!"m~nlalion of 

3-G-72 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-25: Thank you for your suggestion. It may be inappropriate to 
only consider one protocol, however. Dr. Lemly is only one of 
many sources of selenium assessment information that is available 
to BLM as we assess potential impacts from site specific develop
ment of phosphate resources. 

3-G-26: Thank you for your comment. 

3-G-72: Reference noted. 
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Comments 

pOInt :;~mrt:'.~ poHutjon t.:'ont.n,is. ;';'cclion 303{d) of the elVA r~.qtlirc.."i i1 State to dcydop a jj~l of 
those stifI-impail'ed \valcl's. willI a pl-iorily ranking. and to $(!'t.lotai m.aX~ll1um daily load~ 
({,MDL,) of pollutants I')f the slre'am "al a kvd necessary '0 implement !he applicabk ",,,ie, 

1 quality stand'lrd" .... ,,<1 Consequently. to lI,e ",,1.:nl ""tcrs within til" BL\!' , jurisdktiou have 
" h~o;,!:n fd~nti1ic-d as watt~r quahty impaired seglncnls~ or ~'onlribuk stre.a,m now ttl stich ~~gln-ent.~, 

the R!'vll' should indude atIinllativ" sh:ps toward redu.;ing that impaired slaULS. 

3-G-27 [' 

The R\II' shollid ':OM't.:: flll! compliance \\ itn ,eclio", 401 ,md 404 I}f!h.:: CW."\.. S",tion 40! 
requi ..", Slate ec,tilicaliol1 of compliance with Stale water qual;!y standard, prior 103-G-28 
aUlhorilalion "I' certain actions Oil BUI! lands.'! 'lllC R1.U' should filII", implement thi, 
r~'lUiremcnl. Section 40·1, requirc, pem1;1, bd'orc disdMrgcs of dredged Of fm rnalcr;nl can be 
llIade into navigable walers, ,md BUvL throllgh lh" R\IP. should lc"ist the EPA ,mt! Anny Corps 
nr Engineen- with impldH..-"ntatlon and enl1.ln..'c-ment of this. l'eq.uir~mcnL \\'hich~ nf touno\? is a 
pnvl-"t."rful means tor th~ protcc-lion or"..:cti<.ll1c.i:-j,.::2 

An important step low~mj complying '-\'ith the C\VA ..:an b..: m.ade by ~nsuring th..:- R.\lP adht:r.... s 
wand incorporales demems "flhe Ckall Water Action Plan. 111e Cleall Water Action Pia" 
lnak~~ m.H1Y pro\'isioJl~~ but srtvlJ"r~li at'" p:trlicuhirly n.:k\'allt to publk land$ innm),g..:mt!I1L 
Ckan \J\:at.;r A~ti(m Phm r~quir~:-, "managing nutural r~~OUr~~~ on ~l wat~rshed ba$1-s " 
F\~d~nlI ag~n~'ics must adopl a rolicy that ~-\\'in Cil'SUfC J waicrsbed approach to tcr.knH land and 
n.::f;;OUJ\,::<L' m:lilag..2tn..:t\t that ~mphasiz~~ ~{;o.;,ReR.sing the function and condi:t.i'o{1 Of\v'Jh~1"Shed5. 
inc""rponning \\.ah:fShcd goals. in planning. 'Cnhnncing pollution pr~vcn1-i(}n~ monitoring ;:Uld 
restm'lug \\·at~rsht!ds) n.;cognizjng IA"aters of c\'e~pttotlal \'alu~, ~l1ld ¢xpanding ~(}nab4,~ralion with 
01h~r <~g;;;-tH::i0~. stat•.~·'S_ lribe0. and communities-. ,,'",,1 "nlC BL~"J is spedfk:al.ly requir~d to pl'ovtde 
for "~nhanccd \\at~I'!5h~d restoration dTorts_ induding 1h(' integration ofwatefshcd r~~loration as 
a key pm1 of h~~ld management planning and prngr-anl strakgies." among many i.)thcr 
r~quifCm1Z'nt". s_ 'I'lle 13l'\1 ",,,ill iIK'r"::il<.;<e mairltenaru,;o?: of n)ads and trail::;; al1d aggrcssivdy 
f\!'h)("'at~ probkm road);: and trails k .. bdt~r k~..::nliuns. \\'ht!r~ luweedcd road~ po:<;~ th:Nats to \V~~t~, 
qual.ilY Ih~y will be I)hlit~ratcd tHld lhe land r~st<)fl,d. ,,;4 Iml}I;,,;1 illlh;, l\,qllir~m"l1t is tr 
prohihition OJ) .....r~,ating. or r~rmiUil1g. additional roads thall..~ould hl.?comc prohkm roads. 
~sp~l..~iaHy wlle-re theft.::: iF. no realistiC InLl.;,lfi giY~n nudge! and personnel ~l.mstraints to hdkv(!' they 
can ilC ad.(.~quatdy m,aintninr;:tL i{ciativC' to riparian areas. the Cican \Vatr.:;-f Actil11l Phm requires 
th~l1 BL!,>,t "wili enhance tilt: quaWy' of sin:::ams and ripari.::m zont::S and ac..:e-leralc fI.!storatlOlL,·5; 

3-G-29 

J()3(d) Lis,"d Slrellll1S 

Th(' DE.IS· discussion Or',\-at~r quality fail~ to adcquat.dy (l(Wres.s- the .:ortt,;:1111imttion ofstn:utus 
n·ol.11 ,denillm rckllsed from ph("phat~ mincs" Tabk 3~16 oflhe DElS. ""Listed 3OJ(d) Waler 
Bodies on I>ublk J .all{h;. \\':ilhin th~' Planning Ar¢a'" contains 1\0 rcfer~nc.; to str~ilms on th~ tdnho 
303(ti) lisl impaired hy ,elenium, Yel the 1"~1 1m pag" 3·97 and 3·98 indical'" lh"re are in filet 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-27: Objective CA-SW-2.1 addresses long term improvement of 
surface and ground water quality. Action CA-SW-2.l.1 ad
dresses applying appropriate management techniques and 
guidelines (Appendix C) to reduce impaired status of water bod
ies. As described in Appendix C, Soil & Water Resources, in 
Idaho the BLM is required to comply with State and Federal 
water quality regulations (CFR40.130.12, E.O. 12088, MOU ID 
-291 and appendices, and Idaho Standards for Rangeland 
Health, Standard 7 - Water Quality)." 

3-G-28: Objective CA-SW-2.l addresses long ienn improvement of 
surface and ground water quality. Action CA-SW -2.1.1 ad
dresses applying appropriate management techniques and 
guidelines (Appendix C) to reduce impaired status of water bod
ies. As described in Appendix C, Soil & Water Resources, in 
Idaho the BLM is required to comply with State and Federal ' 
water quality regulations (CFR40.130.12, E.O. 12088, MOU ID 
-291 and appendices, and Idaho Standards for Rangeland 
Health, Standard 7 - Water Quality)." 

3-G-29: Management direction for resources and uses emphasizes an 
interdisciplinary approach based upon a landscape scale. Ob
jective CA-SW -2.1 and respective management actions address 
complying with the Clean Water Act/Clean Water Action Plan 
goals for both upland watersheds and stream corridors to im
prove surface and ground water quality over the long tenn. As 
identified in Appendix C, Soil & Water Resources, the BLM in 
Idaho is required to comply with State and Federal water quality 
regulations (CFR40.130.12, E.O. 12088, MOU ID-291 and ap
pendices, and Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health, Standard 
7 - Water Quality). Standard 7 and respective guidelines ad
dress state water quality requirements and desired changes in 
watershed cover, soil loss, and surface runoff. 

U-159 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-0-29 Continued: Management Action B-RE-4.2.5 addresses routes needing to be re-designed, repaired, maintained, re-Iocated, or closed and Action B-RE 
-4.2.6 includes criteria (e.g., Environmental Conditions (a.) soil stability, (d) proximity to riparian areas/303 (d) streams) to be considered when devel
oping and prioritizing areas for travel management planning. developing and prioritizing areas for travel management planning. 

3-0-73: Reference noted. 

U-160 
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Comments 

streams iJ1lpair~d by seleniulll. "111e [DEQ has liskd six stream segm~ms within th" pn>.i"ct area 
as impaired wilh high selenium ~o!l~entnlti()ns lInder ",""lion 303(d) ol"lh" Cka.n Wata Act"' 
"llle'" streams should he identified ,n the EIS, '''' wdl as all "thers thaI are impaired d"" \() 
S':]~lliunl conl.mnination, 

3-G-30 r 

would he 
im,'t!sllJ;(Jlion 


.tfanagcO'lenf {'lun (fI-")AfP) {200.J,). 


.. Prated soulhe:asr Jdaho '~)' swfhce 11'ol,-'}" resources, 

'" Protecl wildii/f: hL'lb:l{tt t':l'nd ecological resources in :wnt.hea."·{ Jdaho, 

• ;\lai;ltwn anti proteel multlple beneficial lise,", t~rlf1(!' s(.Jwheasl1d{liro phos[,;hate 
Ullning rf3.SO!i.rce area. 

a PrOleel w)Hrhea,'f( Idaho ':; gr01tnd H,'(Jfer r(!f,;(mrces. 


Unfortullah:ly paM mld (m-,golng pht)s.phtlt~ mining is l'~!lhng to me~l the $tat~(J goal$. and ,it has 
:-;.:t 10 be dI;;!Inl\nstr~~ted thal future pi1()Spilate, Blining can h00 a.;~(}mplished and stiiJ me~llh~ 
stat.:d goals, ~nll;1 DEIS f~\ils to <II.'curatdy ac...~ouna n'f lhi~, 

3-G-31 t

011 & Gas LeaSing 

MCriOt1S ro be implemented under rhe direcfion ,-~(rhc hmd l(se plan would be anclly::ed 
the .,Vational El1vironlHenta./ Poliq' _,Jet tAL/JA,) proce,)'s, lhe j'S.')'tl(inCC 

(?(leaw.t'i, for F'luid Afinerats such as (Hi. ,i!c.1S, 1'(!,'o·Ources. 
COi'l.,-lllu.tes "\'!~l)A evaluation o.(leasing Fllud .lhnen..lis lVithin the lJ{ann{ng Area. 

F.I!~,.gy d.:wlopm"nl is a po!ctlbally Iy,mlrul a"ti\'it~" lhal 11m,! be mON Ihoroughly addrc,~"d ill
the DE IS and regulated by th~ RMP /yd Ihe scoping doculllent for the revision hardy allude, 10 

oil nnd gas Ic;;l$i.n g <:t'> ~m issu~ to he- a.nalyz~d in the EIS. 'nl~ .~R.,~'IP l,;:\'<!-'l~tkrO" mai!(:d 10 the 
public !nlhe 'prlllg ()f 2004 docsn'! ",:en Illention "il &: gas leasing/Oi""n that wildlij" hahitat 

3-G-32 [ 

 

c~m h¢ frRgln~n1~d. $~cnic vi~las man~d <md obstfU.:tcd. air quali1y d..::grad~d. v~g':;lalion crwo:lwd 
and .altered. and water g,our~s. drain~d ~U1d!l)r poJtUh.'d as a r\!sult of 1'')11 and g:i:lo!, I~a~ing and 
dcvi\iopll1~l1t. Priftlitivc areas eM'! be CI)JlVcrt,,;d into iI\dustriall'()rtcs~ and wildt:l1to;;~S nnd 
v. ild~nh:$$ quality rands can he tnmnneh;.'d and degraded by oil and ga~ rdated a,",·tlvitie~. SimpJy 
pul..a~ \.\>e no1~ b.,:·low In lh.:se- ,;:ol.1lm~nrs. there ar~ many ~Irli,,'!'as that are, simply lHlsuilahk for 
leas.ing" tlnt~)J1I.Ulatdy, th~~ public was luHed into helieving that oil and gas. leasing was not a 
r~al ptlS,!hilit~. 

Obvioltsly that "'" 1101 the casco 'llle DEIS and dmtl R;"IP. under "II action alkm'ltiv"s will 
permit !luid min¢mllcasing on Ih~ ""$\ maioritv or BL;"llallds ,:<}wrcd by th" prop",,,d R;"II' 
aPflf<Jximatdy 602.600 acres,'" The ollly diU"rcncc between al11mmtiv.:s is h"'" man\" aCfe, will 
have ""'in Surface Occupancy" (1"\SO) slipulal.ions . .115.4IlO "SO ullder "lkmal.ive 0 to 347.()OO 
NSO under nltl.?rna1ive c. Cnfol1UJlilldy, cxp~rkn~c in !oitalLS \\·fter~ oil and g~)$ teasing is 

<;:., 'DEl:'i AppendL"- [~pg. E·~ 


~'i rbid. p~., 4~2 

.f,.', fhid.. pg. ':::_yl. ::~ 7(J {Ale rp 


Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-30: Impaired streams are presented in Table 3-16 of the Draft 
RMPIEIS. Selenium and impacts from phosphate mining are 
generally listed as contributing to sedimentation or nutrient 
loading. 

3-G-31: Oil and Gas and Geothermal planning and leasing is fully 
addressed throughout the RMP/EIS. Impacts from a reasonable, 
foreseeable development scenario are also assessed. Implemen
tation of any surface disturbing activities related to energy de
velopment would be assessed again, but in more detail in a site 
specific analysis under NEP A at the time in the future when 
surface disturbing activities are proposed under any lease that 
may be issued subsequently to the final approval of the PFO 
RMP. 

3-G-32: Thank you for you~ comment. 

U-161 
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Comments 

already Qcc~lrring., i.e. \Vy~)mjng CQh)ra{h;)~ N~\v M,C:""j(1)) and {:tah most ~tipulatim)$. including 
NSOs. haw "~cn nmlindy wniwd by the m .\1 when !hilling begins. ·tl1e linal EIS and RMP
should plac~ a Varll,.~I)" ofllrll!a;;; o11'hmits k' ka~ing for oil and ga~ de\'dopnl~nI~ indttding hut not 
limited l(). expnn~iw ripa.-ian bulkr;; !,,"~cd ()II surfa,.: 'lnd gmunclwaler Ilydrology. ",,,1Ial1<l 
h-uJr¢n5~ important wildlit~ hahitat (big game \-vinkr range. sagl! grouse hahitat sharptaii gf(m~" 
habit,ll. clc.). and ,IIi municipal walcl,:,hcds. We address stipulations in !l1<)re detail hdow. 

3-G-33 

."-~ noted abQvc. FLP\lA require!". J.:'on.'i\:iueration orthc rdaHv.e ~carcit;.t ofth~ values i'~volved_ 
and thr.: avatlabtlit:." of allcntalive silL'S t~)r producing tho~c \'"liues nlust h~' 1.'-u!1-.;;.idercd.(~1 ()Hen~
Ihe most appH)priah::: op'portunitics f(}r 011 and gas dCV..:-topU1\?:l1r from both an econmnk 
persp~C1.iv(: and IZcoiogical p~rspe~tlve arc, \\'ithin known and operating oil. and gas fidds. whit..; 
the dwindling \\,lfdlife: scenic7 ,\tilderuL!:".Si and uther r~sourcG values throughout th~ rest oflhr..! 
arca arc incp-!~~~lIble ami 'h<mld he protected, '111<, DEIS raikd 10 c'lI1'id~r thi.s issue in ;my 
altcnl~divc. ".,HI aflttrfldfj\:es include leasurgj7wd minerals li-rrh sumdard leaSt;: terms and 

condllw/!s ond opp/icahle sp,?(""I/ Jriplllaflon; as outline,! ill .·jl'l'l!1/lfL~ {ff/F r:);I~!'lhe 
anticipared direct and indired /;~{r~~C{S q(llwd nline.ro! leasing are (JSSt~%e.d in tfns E1S. 

3-G-34 	

B1!\'IJnd th~ R~a~ollahh'-...EQ[~~~;iliJ~ lRv-cioPJll.~~H Sc.;mu-io (RFIYl 
"Jmp(l('l.' from the l~e">'''''{1h{j' FlIrl!seenbie lJel'ellll>1nellt SCe1rarilis ofFluitt Mill/m.t, 
Directio,,: 1::'~\Tlorallon :tu,;.'{n,'Ules ,1<.w are anlicip{7Wd to 'include dnfiolxfi've 
e.xp/onJlioN well:s toea/ion.).' wUhin Ihe area (Figllre'3-15). Roods 
approxlNutt(3ly 4 /n hmgth constructed to (tcce.~.~' each ~~rlhe.\'f!, S!lr:.1S. rO/~d 

dHturhance \'Follfd be nhout J25 acre), 

·1mpltclSfrtltll tite /?F[)S qlFlllid MitWritA Direction: IlI1pacts are slIIlilm" to those Impacts 
{rom other minerals and energy nu.lnageme~1(. The i?FDS (~l1~luid ,\{inerals could have il1dir~ct 
sh()-rf~term and long~lcrm unpads on ,'.'mls re.sources. The RFDS predicts appr()XnHa{e~r .f...f6 
acres (~ctjvi(h·~s, some or1,\·'luch may ocy,'ur on wind· OJ' \I'a(er~t;;rodihte 
sods. 

Gi.v~n the t;;-X.tfl.:md) cons'l.:tvativr( pr..:didion~ orth~ rr.;'i!:'onab~y' f(~rcslo!'cabk d~vd()pl11e.nt. 
sC~llari() (RVD) as described "blwe, Ihe DElS should ~xpli,'illv pmhibil oil a"d g"~ lcasing 
whJ;!n;iflh..: RFD i:,; cxct.':cd.ed. ~sp'cciaHy ifthi~ dotvdopmcnt t!" iJCCumng du~ to ne\\ 
tedmologit..':ni il1lHlYalions that have not ht."t:n -subject h' .:Hil>!quak- environmental reView. 

3-G-35 I,.' 	

pB.L!\I·s reg.,,,l."!iO'" r.C!l.arding <'.1. virOlIDlclllai prole."'. Ii"..". alt. mel1[ t.. he 
, 
·.·. Ildd d."wto ami "ell drilling s;ta_g~ art:.' g~ner'3j and non~spedfic.(): Cqns,cquC'nt(;.,'. tht: final EIS .;cmt.!. IUdI' should adopt sp~dfic 
,c ddiniEiol1$ of what J..!:ons.tjtute~ --dul! "':::U'(!, and diligcl1c-e. ,. "'undue dam,ag~ to s:u-rf';tcc or subsurfa,,'e 
r~~nur..:~s'· ;;wd \\'hat ~pCcinC;';lIJy must he a.chicvcd to- '~f~dairn the di!.'lUrb~d !'I.urfaLi..~ , ..." At a 
minimum. lh¢ r":'luirem.;nls of Onshore Oil <1nd Gas Order No. I, cspcc1"lIy relatiw to 
n.:cbmatitm p,}ans~ H1l.L.;;;t h(' strictly cornplied \\1th_ Just u)'; hnpol-lant. it IS oenl.c-ial th..u, IhoC R\IP 

3-G-36 

-lil. Ft.P!'.{'\ ~ j((';Cc') 

CJl DEJS_ . 2~1 . 


Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-33: Our analysis shows and we agree that the resources you 
listed need adequate protection or that impacts need to be miti
gated from oil and gas development activities. Provisions have 
been made throughout the plan (see specific management direc
tion) in the form of full and partial closures, surface occupancy 
restrictions, and special lease stipulations (Appendix H), Other 
restrictions and mitigation measures would be developed and 
applied as appropriate to any operations proposed to be con
ducted under the oil and gas leases that may be issued using 
future site specific NEP A analysis, Upon further assessment to 
protect sagebrush habitat necessary for sensitive species such as 
the greater sage-grouse, 258,100 acres are identified as adminis
tratively unavailable for fluid mineral leasing in the Curlew 
area. Curlew is a stronghold for these species and this measure 
would require site specific NEP A environmental analysis and a 
demonstration that sagebrush habitat values would not be af
fected from any fluid mineral leasing that might be considered. 
This should assist in precluding disturbances from fluid mineral 
exploration and development that might be inappropriate in this 
area in the future, Alternative B, in the Proposed RMP/Final 
EIS was revised to include this proposaL See comment response 
lO-A-l L 

3-G-34: The Proposed RMP allows for limited and restricted explo
ration and development by federal lessees to replace resources 
that will be depleted from known and operating oil and gas 
fields in the future. Considerations have been given for protect
ing or mitigating impacts from oil and gas activities. This is in 
compliance with FLPMA and other laws such as Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act of 2000 and the Energy Policy Act of 
2005, 

We believe your comment has merit. The Proposed RMP/Final 
EIS include NSOs and been revised to identified administra
tively unavailable areas as discussed in response to comment 2
G-4, 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-35: As required by NEP A, the oil and gas leasing program within the PFO would be reassessed if substantial changes occur that are relevant to environ
mental concerns (40 CFR 1502.9(c)). This includes the extent of the activities estimated in the RFDS. 

3-G-36: The BLM regulations governing onshore oil and gas operations at 43 CFR Part 3160 (Onshore Oil and Gas Operations) require that lessees comply 
with applicable laws and regulations, the lease terms, and Onshore Oil and Gas Orders. This includes Order No.1. 

As contained in Objective AA-GE-3.1 Appendix A, The proposed RMP exceeds reclamation requirements required in 43 CFR 3809.0-5: The citation 
also defines "unnecessary and undue degradation". 

October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS U-163 
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October 2008 	 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

Comments 
and any suhsidjar:v illstrum~nls (h:~a,,~c~~ Al)n~~ surface USc plans. de_) pru\'id\? a~surance~ bas~d 
on a r~alistlt.: a,~s~ssment nf past . .:un"cnt ftlui pr()j~cled budgets ~Uld ailo~ation~ ~)r p~.rS\)lmcl. of 
adequat~ Inspect.ion and ~nforc~ll1ent a~ a pr~"'o-nditinn to h::lse issuance :and op~rations. 
~.-l{mi ..oring und ¢nforl.:cln~nl n,;:~ds ar¢ 4:lddr\!:ss\!d ihrther. bckw\', 

3-G-37 	

I'!.ru!~lliiL~~~ill!lQ911~~.m4J~eliall~c on StiR!!,l!ti~mli 
it is ~l1lci"llh'll k".<c slipulntions Ihat ellsure Ilecessarv protection OfPllhlic luuds he cicvdol'cd 
lind indudcd in tho final EIS and IO,'lP for altachmclll'to ;!ll 1~"SCg.h. Lnfortllnaldy. thaI is not 
Illc case In this OElS: 

3-G-38 

'~Thf?,\'e s.,tlpulalh:ms Incltlde a 'Wi7h'er or (J..'\'C't':j."Itu,:m OW! can he conSidered h ..t' . the 

ilrl1flOr/;cd (~tfJcer ~r!lw sopuiotion 1'S iater nec(':s.w;ay to accomplish the 
de:!.iired re,youree proJectton. It i;<,' fhe need eNid ~1.1i.!:cfiveness (?f ,~<ripH/{J£i'OU 
restrictioHS placed rr1 lhiid mineral leases con be reassessdd at '-he: time Chal operatums 

lare proposed on the ietlsf.• Sflpu/alums lhat are nor accomplisl-ung the desired re.)'O/iyce 

pro(et:(i'.on would he cfu ...mged to ae/neve fhe des/'red i'eSt'.Hlvce protection. Ns.rn,g tire 

,"",",.''''"''. waiver. or Fnod~tic{1Uan Cr"Irdna. ("Iar~/j'tng he mwie to the 
.W.UII,IU{,W".' (lS long as ihero.? IS no ,,,ubswnrwl u,fhe protection 

Jmitlgalion. "this reasses:~wsenl would be i.:lccomplis-hed usmg XE7 jl The 
e.n:eptiot?, lfdil~er, or mod~ii(.'afion crireru.J are.e:rphnned ~ekHr. 

"Slipulalfon r.>(ceptlun. l-f"atHty, "\/()d~ficatiotJ c"titeJ'ta - Leu,w:, stipnh.n/ons are 
dew.!loped, considering {ht! \~alue.,' afother r(-!;SOW'Cf?S and n;:sourc.f:~ U.I,Y/.1. ((J prOlect rhese 
resource valnes and resource usesfl'om cOf?thcfS wlth.tlNid mlru:.Tais expioralion. 
'I.ievelor~mem" and prodw.:'{fOfl (J'c{i\,·iues, to the I,.:/egree po,rsihh:. 1ru.:'y (JVC n.ot inu.mcled to 
ei'wUI'Jdle aU potentw! conlbcis. 

-~An e:{CepliOrt waiver, or mod~lico(lOn to le..ase SfipHhu/ons lf1'(IY b-e Sltd

,rpe(.'Uh.-· prf;JPosal. based on un ana(psls ofthe proposal ami the 
Slipu.!afion to he ~JPp!ied 1'0 the !H'OF'OS(xl ac[ivif),- A lease stipufdfl0n uytiver is (J 

pernu.ment €,jtempnon 10 (1 leose stipulation, A' Jecn:e slq:mlarton eol"CepOOn /.'; d wtt!-lime 
c;a,·emplio/1i() a lcose stipNlafi-rm: i,,/,.'(ceptJr.Hls (Ire detennhwd on a c(1:{e~by-C(Jse basis. A 
II:H1,5£ SlipuitHion mo,d,~{ican()n is iJ ('hange to the pr(WiSIOit5 q{a It.!-ase :wjJufation either 
lempOFCU'i(v orJor fhi:! [erm (?(riJe leasf::!. The recon1 llWSI show lhtJ,{ Clf"L"Um..f{C1nCe:.; or 

rei'at/'l,'e resolirce n-ilnes have changed or rhe lessee must df!JlWnslr-ale the ope.rof1onv cnn 
be conducted IrUhouI caUSing ul1{Jcct!ptahle Impacts, und theN less' re.striclirc ,\'uj,mliluon,i' 
lnfl protect {he public mfereSl, L":xceprions, wtfivers. or mod~licaftGnS to :tfifJlilofions that 
do nOII.::umply \fllft the I?J.fP I'liUS; be (/isoflolre.d Altern(Jlive~r. BLH u'c)u'ldhani.' to 
amend the [(i\:!P.. ~(lhe awhort::ed (~~ncer d.:.uennmes. prior to leose i:':SltfllU:e., (har (1 

s"qmlation im:olve-s an i.,?-sue ()fntaJt.Jf' conCetJl, 1110d(!lcatlon or 1.IYliver allhe S(ipU/(Jll(N1 

1/i suhjeel to puhlic revicw, 

~"The level und d{/{:wHenttJliol1 assoclat{jd With the (JP1Jfovaf a/an e~y{:eptlOJ'l 

may !YIlT. an (:'JtCepllon wouhl he {-Ipprowfd {( if can be demonstrated (hof 'he 
:mpncts f4" propo.'fed {(cliOtJ can ,he- a(,'ceptab~r mitrg-t..'lte:d such thai the resoun;;e vtlb~es 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-37: The BLM regulations governing onshore oil and gas opera
tions at 43 CFR Part 3160 (Onshore Oil and Gas Operations) 
require that lessees comply with applicable laws and regula
tions, the lease terms, and Onshore Oil and Gas Orders. This 
includes Order No. 1. 

As contained in Objective AA-GE-3.1 Appendix A, The pro
posed RMP exceeds reclamation requirements required in 43 
CFR 3809.0-5: The citation also defines "unnecessary and un
due degradation". 

3-G-38: Lease stipulations necessary for providing the framework 
for protection of public lands and resources are presented in 
Appendix H. 

It is the BLI\1's policy to encourage th~ evaluation, develop
ment, and utilization of fluid mineral resources in an environ
mentally acceptable manner. The lease stipulations presented in 
the RMP (Appendix H), in addition to the standard lease terms 
and conditions, provide a reasonable framework for designing 
and conducting future exploration and development activities to 
reduce or eliminate impacts to important resources such as wild
life and soil. Additional mitigation measures would be required 
and developed on a site specific basis appropriate for any pro
posed operational activities that would also give due considera
tion to protection of public lands and resources. 
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DElS. ;,-\ppt:ndixR pr, Hl~thr·-,yugh H·-7 
M;Olhl-'"r::.hm1-~~.'H'l1in~;-;. in t.h~." EF'!_·_'A :,lUt,:l\' ml,,,;ludoC' \\:hllo;,~ critlcj7i~'lg 'the U!':ti:_ i;'lt ~co'wn1!caHr 

c\.1ndl~icns .. the. s~udy proC'rtc,dcti under Itr-caw~rllhllC n.,:sotrrc;;;,t1u,;: k) " 
nUl1.1btl' <If \)th....r ,",_"':;;.unlptj011~ that ~1nd gI,1~ l!~ c',')n;.&t::ltmjy 

l1..'ase- ~l~pulalll1nii ch:.'mgc wlth t~mc. and 
ThllS, \;jm3hiulty and Gh.an.¥;(, s!ancimg 31t.1n(.':. pKWI(i'e 110 fQr 

Lro["n an c():,mml1lc pe-.r~p::ctivc Fvrth('mHJP..... lh\.'. EPCA smdy rn~senk''{J lhlt 
rn~~n~ ,:m :::II) lHPds, tn s.ev..:;n1[ h:;!~in~;" yet on!y .m~lfiyz~J lb...:: an,~n~~i\t of Qil a,,'1d gas on 

pt(~p(nlKm ()f uti and gHs ~hllt 
potcnti;'1H)' 

w;l fl::> tI 

at! ~)fwhj(::h mn~l-e the arn"-'llHt or ~,tl 
l'.kHIk Sh~~'NCd th~u 11'1..' \'a~ Uhllont\" of FCJ.:\.:wi 

~ -the' ~udy $ho~\·c.J th~lt mO$t unHmg \..~"m 'Still 
o..:(~ur from 6...9 m(lntrn dtu'ing the- yem. Thc EPCA .. stl.lJy 'V~,d iI:~ <'l staHlng P()1J1t but ,Jut! to rts 
,nc'rtc.,m I."".' It shoukl n.:i! be us\Ou kif .:I.<!:C-IS-!-OD-makmg wnhout .'luppkrnentnI inf{)m~~ltion 

the ;-,;tiptd:;nif.."ms -and oth~T I)mtl\?(·ti'\.m~ may b~ full~' wart-al1t.~d {(~r f.e;'quil'ot.J) J~"':'pjh.~ any e.tl'';!:Ct 
they tTl::JY ha",·c on cn.crgy supply_ lIfld the BL\:l. ~hi..H~ld ad:nowk'dgc (hi,') 
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Comments 

or the oJ/pacts woulr.l be simJ!ar whether or not alt excep-llOll 

If a lease is iss lied with a '·110 ,urI'".:.: o~~llpal1cy" (NSO) stipulation 'lpplicd \0 all or part oflhc 
k"s~, t.1l.::", al" minimum [he NSO slipulalion(s) 40"ld he non-wah'able,NSO ,tipulat'on' do 
nol provide ad("qual~ pn:,1k~(i{.m for i.m.porlant w-ildlife habitat or u:s~ ar~al:L ,vater re.wun..'~,s. 
rc'crl:!";'ldofl; arl!as. et12,~ pajtku~_arJy if sil~-Spcdnc hnpa~t~ an: un.known or poody the known when 

3-0-39 1 

land is considered for ~.:a<,;.ing. NQ riparian and \\'1;,~tJa.nd ar~a:s. ~hould bl.! lea-sed. Furtht:1l11or.:~ th...:: 
RMP should "d()p! • prohibition against lea,ing in all\' ""ea important u, ,.,ifdJiI::: habitat <)f use, 
water soun'::(';<i and wati3T\\'ay!'>~ rccr~ation .;:m~::as Scenic or Recreational dvcr c:orridors~ or pnlenti.al 
c'onidnrs. (no! j ll~t Wild river corridors), and ACECs should lWl ho 'lIbj~cl to ka<ing, An 
ar('h~(,)logicat. rakontoh:)!gic~tL and histork-al r~SQur....:cs must he ,adequat.ely protlZ"-L'tc:-d. nl:c onl: 
way to prok;ct them i~ b~ not alhnving k'~'L""ing in the arca~ of thos.: r~SOUf;.;(~$, 

3-0-40 

::I!)JQ'l,b~' 0I1,,QjJ.i!!l4Dg,~11,yclSlL'JIll'1!U'!Y" !oJi!ir!j,!l.i!l!!l!!~ 
'111" BLM. musl objectively analyz" any purported "lim;ts" 011 oil and gas dew!opmcnl in Ille 
I<M1' process, For examp!.:. 111.",1 "flh" discus,i()!1 til the DEIS lI'om page 4-J21lhmugh 4-361 
I'"volws arnund how protecting virtually "wry (}titcr res\Jllrce em. BL!\I managed hU1lL, will 
"impact" nuid mincrall,,"sing, '111e !lnal EIS shmdd foclIs 'malysis oftb" purpor!0d "adwrse 
d:l'ccls" of kasc stipulations l)t) ~n\Jrgy ~lIppl ies ()n r~aHstlc ~·~tlmale~ of ~eunQnlicaJly 
rcc(»\'crabk I"(:SOllfU'S: not just ·~t~dmlcallv n.:covt!r;;thk~~ resourCe!L The r~cet1ilv released. stud)
dotie purguant 1<) Ill.' E.Nrgy Poli~y and C:msc!'vlllioll Act (EPCA) ri,ikd to do lilis.'" If oil anti 
gas is. not C'conomical to C'xtr~cL th~rlt will b~ 110 ;tu.h"crse i!'npal:'t~ on supply frotn stipulations. 
de~igned to rrot~cl ,,\"ikmt~. an:h~~ol6gical sit-es~ re.:n:ation s,itl;!s and other public assltt~_ or by 
~imply not s;llhj~dillg 1'Q iC:1s1ng ar~~t~ wh~r~ fh~~e re.s\.mr~cs occur. ·n1~ H_nal LIS sJltwl.d conhlfn 
wdl-suppOrl~d high and low rang¢ i.:st~~11ah!S of ga.;: and oil pricl<!s in any: analysis of lht! 3m.ounl~ 
ofoil ~md gas afrel..:t~d by stipulations!»)' 

3-0-41 

Splil·E~lates 

October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

3-G-74 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-0-39: See response to comment I-F-2, 

3-0-40: Protection of special resource areas, such as those identified 
in the comment, is achieved with an NSO, seasonal use, (B-ME
2.1,3) or other lease stipulations (Appendix H) 

See response to comments 1O-A-12 and 10-A-l L 

3-0-41: The objective of the impact analysis is to understand the rele
vant magnitude of impacts from energy development By using 
technically recoverable scenarios the plan acknowledges the 
likely maximum of energy development which would represent 
the greatest potential impact The Pocatello area has very limited 
oil and gas production so an economic assessment on national 
supply would have little value. 

3-G-74: Reference noted. 
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IX 

October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPlFinaf EfS 

Comments 

On -~s.plit-cstat.es~' thl.! righL~, imd l.iVCg~ ofprivalc surfa..::c O\V110fS can he ~~vcfd!,' imp.adcd. 
I )ufortuililtdy,. in lh~ cas,~' of ~pHt C$tat~s the DEIS ~imply llckoo\\,'kdg,('s that ~pHl ~staks L're-ate 
ditliculti~8 wilhoullrying to 1'"'01\'" the issue 01' tilirly ",.;"unl tllr Ihe cn~cts nuid min"ral k""cs 
will cr.e.aie for priv,ak fandtJwn~~Ts_ "These "spIlt-estate" lands and lunds H?/1ere the .'mrfhce IS 

~v anol/Jerfederal ,qg~rJcy prt.t'Sent minen.:rts l1umageW{]f11 ;;,:/1a!!eHges [hilt reqwre close 
cO[lI'''lw,:llum and cooperation /meragcn,[],. trrbal..'J'I'are andprHtate COOlJ(;u'afi';Jn b' integn:il HI 

developing minerai re!J.'Ollrces and in protectmg other re·.'wu.l'ce \yllnes and use.":' on these 
hmds. ,,":() 

Prival..:; landowllc-r.S who lis~ on hsplit. t!,~ta.te:s;·~ an.: (}tl~n s~\'·~r~ly aiT~Ii.·h~d by' BIJvf"~ oil and 
l~a~lng dedskms. BL,,~JI has often ignnr~d or giv~n little attention to the I~gitlrna.te COl1Cenl$ 

Sllrfac-.! t)\\11.C'J':'; and their communitit:!-;. BL)'!}, must minimize i.:onnlds bd\\'~cn su.rl1H.~~ OV'in\.'f}; 

and cQmp~mjes de~;doping sUhSUr1~lcc min~rals: by proaclivdy $e~king and addfl2's~'lng their 3-G-42 r 
(If \.:oHl;~rn!-> in th~ dcsrgn .and rcvic\\' proj~-ds., In~h.H.iing l~asing ft~dJ: Th~ R~JP should provide 

t<lf Ihis. BL~'I should l1l"k~ f'ullus,' of Jlrov;,ioll' in Ih~ Surfac~ ~linil1g Control and
 R"clamaticil Act that apply In all mineral d~,dopm~l1t. not jllS\. "'''11. /I.r~as used primarilY for 

residentiid 1,)[ rda(;;!d purpos\z'R can he deemed tm::milabir.! for mineral d<2!vdoJlnh:nt and \\'ithdrawn 

3-G-43I,

from kasing. or h~lV~- dl!\"i;Iopmcnl.adr.vltics conditi~)J1¢d ~.ppr\)ptial~ly.'? BLiti[ abo h~s g~n..:rai 
wilhdrawal aulhor;I\' pursuant h) 43 V.S.C. § 1714. BL!<! should make u>;c oftl\c,e provisions. 
as wdl a~ its gcn~r.aJ. authority t,o condition de.vdopmcnL [() prole...::f private S·urt:1(:'~ l)Wners \vh\_~
could b~ ~tdv<ers.cty afr~cted by nil and gas dcvdopiltent. 

3-G-44 l 

.\11 ah-cnmti\'es.: 1.!11\"il'.lon the di~pos~'iI of thousand of acres ofpublic' I..tLtld. TI1..: acreage ranges 
tr.o1ll49.I)()O acres (Allelll:!liv.: C) \0 12JAO(J ;leN' (Altcmalh"c D). While theN are isolated 
and;or dis~rs.ed pared:;; tJ]ey nften have imp(Jrtant fish. wildlife. rec[f,;"atiOlml and ac,,"'css (to 
other pub-lic lands or walen.\'''l~ts) valu~-s. F,)r c.!'xanllpl..::., it apr,,~ars lh(:re are a, nmnb~r nfparcds 
along lh~ Be-ar I~iv~r arc n:comnll::udeJ fiJI' disposal a:-o wdl as nunh.:onms parcds adjaL:cnt to 
For~S'( Sl.:.'fvicc m~magc;!d lando; :Ind s.lat~ lands. 

3-G-45. 

:\U BL\J adlnrnisterc-d land.~7 regardfLlss ofs.ize- (in acres.} \vlthin ~trC'am corridor:>:,.,. adj.at:'l2nt to
stal12 or other red-cIa! tmld$~ or \\,ilich provide 111lptJrtanl \\."iIdliJc habitat must b~ retained under 
all altl!nlatIV1!S. 

As nllulllJy pr""cl1h:d ;l1lh" DElS, there i, \00 mud. di,,,reli,m given\<) t.he BLM 10 dispose of 
lall(!>. The final FIS and R\II' sholl)d dearly describe the process thr land dis!,o,,,1. Only "ner a 
lht)'\l,ugh and lrallsparc'nt ",,,,,ssm,,"!. whidt must ',wolve the puhlic "",llhe Idaho Department 
of Fisll & (bmlC, dt.H..~um~nts that ther..:: .un: no public va1u,--'"S a$!-;(1i,.'.i~11.:d with trul~' is'l)b1~d pan.:ds 
should th.:y be wl1si<kred t"r disposal. Th~ tlllal EIS '"1<1 RMP should ai,,, unequivocally stalc 
th~t all par\:ch ddl-'11uinL'd to hi! dittihk for dit'posal win only h¢ d.isposi.!"d of through ~x...:hanges 
or Trades. 

3-G-46 

"'Tj ])Ei~.

'!::Wl' §12SI 3-G-751 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-42: Under all action alternatives, Objective AA-ME-2.1 applies: 
"Coordinate with private surface owners on minerals develop
ment proposals related to federal mineral estates." 

3-G-43: Reference noted. 

3-G-44: In accordance with Bureau Energy and Non-Energy Mineral 
Policy #1, lands will be open and available for mineral explora
tion and development unless withdrawal is clearly justified in the 
national interest That said, the BLM understands the impacts 
that could occur on private lands from mineral development on 
split-estate lands. Management direction is provided in the plan 
that requires stipulations, mitigation and reclamation require
ments for mineral development operations on split-estate lands at 
the same levels required on similar federal lands and/or equiva
lent state standards (AA-ME-2.L4). Plan direction also calls for 
coordination with private surface owners to mitigate potential 
mineral impacts as practical (AA-ME-2.1). Action AA-ME-2. 1.4 
and 2.1.5 require reclamation on split estate lands to meet re
quirements on public lands and a bond to cover damages to crops 
and surface improvements (ifno other acceptable arrangements 
have been made between the surface owner and mineral estate 
developer). 

3-G-45: The land tenure adjustment zones do not propose to dispose 
of the public lands. The designation only allows BLM to con
sider disposal should an opportunity arise wherein a transaction 
would be in the public interest. Public lands can be sold or ex
changed with state, local and other federal agencies as well as 
private individuals. Management direction in Action PP-LR-5.L3 
and Action B-LR-5.2.1 identify the screening process, criteria 
and consideration factors to be used for land tenure adjustment 
proposals. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-45 Continued: Objective AA-LR-3.1 addresses maintaining existing access and acquiring public and administrative access to BLM-administered public 
lands. Action AA-LR-S.1.10 assures access to BLM-administered public lands would be retained should public lands be transferred out of federal owner
ship. 

3-G-46: See response to Comment 3- G-45. 

3-G-75: Reference noted. 
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Comments 

I :\n addil,onal f"illlr~ Oflh~ DEIS thr the RMP in r~'pccllo proposed !;\tld disposal, i, Ihal it 
doc,,; 110\ add'e" ~," ctlll1Ul~liv" "n,,"I, ofBL)'! land disposals AND proposed F()rc>l Service 
hllld disposals. 

3-0-47 • 

on\' " .., llud R"'''''''ltion 

\:Vhile the thl'~~ action alternati,ves arl:! st..!~n~,,\:hal din~r~nl. allernalivt': C j~ thl!' only alt~nlalivc 
t.hat dot;!:!u ~t hUll the ~~n!ir~ r...:s.oun.;e .area over h) Iln'lodz.cd u:s~ induding "~/ef:itiI1Ull{! ittte1is:iw..~ 
us<,s .ttlcli as Flick (Tawling. motol'!'fI•• riding, or (IIII' other l,tt[M lfI(JJorhed 
actil'ities'"(cmphasis added).ll Altemalives Band I)'both open up Iraib and nHuh Oil 539,000 
~lc-res to nlotoriu,~d u.~e, Alternat.ivtZ C IhullS motoriz¢d uSe (111 ro,ld~ ~lJ1d trails 'It) 252.500 ;;lcrcs 
b"$e(l "11 the imp;;,!s It) siOnsiliw SPecies hahi~at. w!llle,. rang.:, and .,:"lvingi t'lwnil1g ",·"a.'. Oil,' 
oflilt.:' biggt.'-Sl issur.::s is thnl all aih.1t11atl\'l,;';s rdy on t.he d~vdnpm~nt of a ;..travel plan" smndiulc 
in the Ihlur". L'nlil Ihel1 all mads alldtl",ils al"e upon f"r Allem:!!;"", H & I). Iflilllding is,,', 
av·.ailabl" f(lf the Iravel plan Ihe" II"der AI.L alternatives all roads and trails are open 10 

nlNOrTz..:d us!;:. First of aU tber\'! should b¢ a hahulL.':~ in ,,'C~CsS f,)t any ~,Il~nlati\'(' sckctcd~ y~t 
the pr~fC;tTe,d alknla(rve provides no balanc~ ndwcel1 motorll'.ed ..md non-nlOlorized r~~r~alion_ 3-0-48 t	
S~COtHt lhere ne...::d" to be ~Qme COnU1111nlcnt to f1.mding for travel pi.::mning. a('-c~ss.,'recreaiion ar 
in t:"lct th~ same ~ln to,ads and trails \\·iU r;:;lH<lin 01'':::0 to mQtoriz~d lL<';C.

3-0-49 I 
Fllturc TrlIwl Phumiru: 
Too often w¢ have ,,"II R\H's prol11ise t'l dG\"~l()p travd plans later. but they n"vel" SC-"I11 to 
rnah.~riaiize a.~ olh~r post-pla.nning prioritil,;.~s take o\'~r.. !\'lor~oY~r, th~~ s.topgap mdhod ()f 
.allowing OR\.' us,; 011 H..::xist.ing~' trails. pen.ding c~)I'n.pktion of the trait d~signHti()n pr()>cc~s 
~qll~'lles 10 an Op.efl designation as ORVs (;r-eat'l.! lh!\V flack." t.:V":f): &eaS()B. 'nl~ "existing trails:" 
d~s.ignation ahu) cfcai,eg an euforcelllt.m,t llightmare. \\-ltb: BL~-I nmgcl'1'- unable to ~anclh)n anyoll 
whosi! \\'h¢d~ ,ar~' on ~. track. ~Ycn if that trar;.'K \"',as. made the previous \VCI;,'-k~IH.-L 

III gCtlCI~lJ. BL,,1 sl1<>uld evaluak the road "~"Rkm in the Rl\[P arc" and determine th" rninilmull 
Systelll <)1' rouks lIec.:""ry. Based 'HI that '11alysis. BL)'[ should do,e r"uunulInl '"'>lites: r()ad, 
"vilh n~) ,kstll1.attoJl t}f ptlrpOS'lO!; ilkgat. '~gho:st:' or ·~wildl2.af- routes; and roads in scnsitiv~ afcttS 
The R\fP SIH)ldd UMke lh~se dos,ures immcdiatdy drL"Clivc~ proyide for the redmnation of 
dos'I!d rou('cs. and ensure ~unlci~nt run cling for rc-danlatil,.)n~ HH)nitoring. and ~nfon.;cmcnL 
'111o:s';: provistons ~u~ cons'1~t':-1l1 \\-(t11 and r~quin:d by Lho! C.k~m \Vatcr Act Pbn (Sl,.":\!" abovoi:) and 
other Ia\\'. 

3-0-50 

1I1t~r;m Till,'eI by OIlVs 
011' Uighwuy Vehick (OHY) lISe is add"-'$SCcl b~' Excculiw Orde,.,; 1164-1 (1972) amI I J989 
(1977). and by ro!guiuliom; al43 cr.lI.. § 8340 el seq. S~cti<)l1 8342 .. ! provid,,, IhaL 

.r\n!~l'i and traib; shuH hi' Incaled to rninimize d..,magc to. s.oiL \vatershcd ... \\::gdation. 
or nther resources of the I'llhl Ii,.' land;.;~ ~UH.ll() prli':v~nt impH.inn~nt of wild~rn~s:s 

,;uitahility; 

[lEIS. pg 2-1~' 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-0-47: Cumulative impacts ofland tenure adjustments are dis
cussed in Section 4.3.2.8 and identify both current and future 
actions by the Forest Service and Idaho Department of Lands. 

The DEIS is not proposing to dispose of public land. FLPMA 
requires BLM and FS to identify land that may be considered 
for disposal to enable the implementation of the resource man
agement goals and objectives of the plan. 

3-0-48: Cumulative impacts of land tenure adjustments are dis
cussed in Section 4.3.2.8 and identify both current and future 
actions by the Forest Service and Idaho Department of Lands. 

The DElS is not proposing to dispose of public land. FLPMA 
requires BLM and FS to identify land that may be considered 
for disposal to enable the implementation of the resource man
agement goals and objectives of the plan. 

3-0-49: Thank you for your comment. 

3-0-50: These concerns are consistent with the criteria included in 
Action B-RE-4.2.6, which has been carried forward into the 
Proposed RMP. 
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Comments 

(0) Ar~as and trails shall b~ locate" to minimize lmr:lssment 'If wildliti1 or signilie'll1l 
 
()f disruptions wildlife habitats. Spedal ,luention win b~ given k't prolecl ~ndang~r~d or 
 

threa!ened spccies and lheir hahit"l~: 


te) Areas ,md lraib shall be IQ,',itcd to minimize conl1kls he"",cn on:mad vchide usc 
 
:md ()lhl.:r ~xisling or proposed r~~Nali()mll uses of lilt.!' s:.mlc Uf neighboring puhlic IiUld~. 



and 10 C-HS-Uf", the conlpatibiiity of such I,H';,cS wiih existing condition$ in pOPllh\t\!d ar~ ..-.s~ 



t;aking into account 111')ISC and other 1~ldt)rs: 



(d) Areas and tr,d!., shailu()\ h.:: ["':,lIed III ,>f!ki;IUy desig,wted wildem"", areas Of 

prirni!iv~ ar;;!,a~" .'\r~a:,; ,md trails ~han he h)l.:'aicd in natural areas only if the uUlhoriz\!d 
offh:,er d¢t~rmine,q that otr-ft)ad vehicle uSe in :'>uch loe-alions \'\;in not ad.vt!rsc1~1 afr~,ct 
th.::lr natural. C"slh~tk'~ 'Scenj~ or other values f{)f\\'hich s;uch areas i.'U·C c$tahlish~t.L 

B;:I,'l~d Qn thi:.:; hmguagi>. and on 1:1"1:';. ~nornl0US p~)t~n{ia! tbr dalnag~ posed by lh~ us~ ofOI-JV$~ 
and to pn"'ide an in~enli"e for the ilL!'.! to "dually develop a Trawll'I,,". Ih" BLM should ror>;l,

pn)vide " Ill!)r" th.)rough :lI1alysi_~ .)fOHY IIsc'lUd impact.> lI'om lll1abatcd and ,,"!il1lil~d 01-1\
u,e. Second. until a "Tntwl Plan-' IS developed and impknl,mtcd the final EIS and RMP ,110·,,1<1 

, include th..:. !blIo\\ing tt) insure 1H) additional d.::gradatitHl Qfr..::.sourc~~ nccur: 

3-G-51 

Th" R~IP should designate specific lrails opell thfOR\, t",e: 
 
Trails designated al'. npen should bti dl;!rtriy mark~d so that at!. llSIi.!,fS will hli.~ aW(lri;? ofwht::r~' 


OR\, t"" js, al1d is not allowed (til is will "Iw assist in ~n;,diye law enJorcemcntJ: 
 

 'if" Th" Rlo.lP shmlld prohihit OR Y usc unk" rouks spcdtkalfy marked mid designated :l~ 
availah!" le'r that usc (i.e.. BCd should ad"p! a -'d",ed unI,,", pos(ed open" poli.ey): 
 
E\"Crl \vh.:rc a nHtt~ is rt.:cogniz.::d~ .;onstl'w;l~d. and. rnaintain.;d:~ BL\1' :Ktil1 bw"i a r~-sp(''fU.sibihty 


10 determine whether r"crcatiol1al OR\' I1S" is appropriate (\11 that f<llIk. Similarly, where 
 
r,m\0s are "pc" I,)!, .dministratiw pl1rposos (including ~llthorilild lIS<''' by pilrmilkes), 131.\1 
 
~hOltld ~1ili ¢Hsurc the authorization is t.ailort:d ;l!o;. n~lrr()wly .;1.," n'l,~dcd h) ensure rCSOUI'Cc 
 

prokctlon while a.llo,.. fng for the- valid adm[uistralive a~~es.s. ~lh;~- It\fP should. nUlk~ 


provisions that r~ned these- requircmentF. 
 
The R?\lP shuuld lnlpkmcnt en~~tiv~'. fr~qu;,;nt ~lH,mih)('ing ~)fOR\: inlpads.•·md !;,-;;.~t ckal' 
 
benchmarks \\:hi,ch~ if I.!xc~ed~d~ trigger dosurl.," ofan ~lr~~~ to OR\\;;, rrmol1rtoring aud 
 
~nron:~nl~l1t ","annol be \!n-':di\"ely accomlllish.:d du~ to lack of p-ers()nnei {J[ r~suurc,c~: [11..: 
 
R"lP should 1101 alk)" tho lL';O_ 
 

The !(),'IP ~h""ld prohibit OR\, u", in "riti~al wildlife habit;lt. "lnler range. area' crilical li;[ 
 
t1(!sting. breeding or oth1o!r r~ro(hlcthC' behaviors, and hall-ftal fDf thrcaten~(L endangl>!'red or 
 
s~n8iti\'-e sp~ci~~. 


Ripan.ul areas ~lnd wdlands <-If": of crltical in1IJurt;H1l.'C to l'h'ii:: biologicaf tlmtJroning ofthe 
R~lP ar~a, and an.: -';-.'r:l.'",edttl:gly r:1.re, ORVs. cxt:.,;pt on d~s.igJ1alCd trari~~ ar~ nt)( appropriate 
in these- fhlgllc ccosystem:':\~ and th~ J{,iv1 P s:lhHlld s,o provide. 
Pursuant to 43 C .F.R. § 8J42.2(a). OR\' w-::.e impacts mu~;;t b~ evaiuat~d '4on all rc~oun.:es and 
us\!'s in th~ planning area:' 'Ilms, tbe ElS mw;t cV<lIu.,a,t.e Ihe impacts of OR V USc on 'til\." full 
range ofresnurces pre-sent in lh(" art!'.L Inr...:!uolng wildenless quality lands. non-nH:H()rrJl.ed 

r~cn:ati(}n. grazing, wakr qU~lhty~ w·ildlil't-.:: Imhitat. sC~.l1i~ quality and nfhl.!f U~iZS, 

 	 

I~~n' ,houlll pr<'l1i.hh unr~s!riclcd. ~ro,,-coulltry OR\, Usc in lh¢ R:\IP arca_ Puhh..: land, 
U5~1'S ~hould unt b~ p.:rmith::'d tn -a.CC\!~S pllblk fcSQtU"C'eS ~lI1d d~s[rl1y or damag.:: thern (or 

3-G-52

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-51: Impacts on resources and resources uses from unlimited 
OHV use are described in Chapter 4. For each resource/resource 
use, refer to Alternative A: "Impacts from Recreation Direction" 
for a description of the analysis. 

3-G-52: One of the end products of the travel management planning 
process will be a travel map that specifically identifies desig
nated routes. BLM is currently in the process of completing a 
route inventory for the PFO, which will be used to help develop a 
system of designating routes. Action B-RE-4.2.6 lists criteria that 
would be considered for designating routes in the travel manage
ment plans. 
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Comments 
recfca.ti.;.:>nal for ~conomic) purp0.s.~s without b~ing held r~splm~ibk for rnitigafion l.'i-r (:()."lts 

associat.;d v;,ith ~my d1mage. ORV us.; should nul b~ nn ;,;xG~plit)n to th~lt roI~. 

Re...'realion rc~otln:r;::-s (In public lands. ~'lrC' b~cotning i,ncrea~ingiy valuable: more peopf'~ \\'~mt to 
recreale 011 a !1nik arltollnl ofpuhlk land, Ull.fot1unatdy. tll" majority "fth" DEIS di'cu",on or 
·'~rc~r~~~ttion·· i.lddr~ss~~ tll~ topic. in tenns of moloril~d r~t.:rc~'tiort. Vlrnl;tHy l'aHing to address the. 
ilh.:r~as.iJlg ll~¢d for llun..ntolorizt;':d r~~rcation. It Jill ls (0 addn:~s. or provide for r~cr~ationlsts \\'ill:) 

dc~ire ~olitllde. d0~U1 air. dean \\·'ater. vast undeveloped laJldscap~s" and a place 10 ",itne."')~ 

h~'llthy nntural "y'l~m' thriving with naliw plant, and wildlife, '111c final EIS and R).,II' musl 
~lccomtllodat~ tih.)se d~:,:tr¢s~ 

3-G-52 

'/ 

~ 

In order to il!mmr~, th~ continued yiahilhy oflhcsc d~sired expcrien.GeS. the B1.\·1 must tnanagc 
puhlic land:;; ulHlcr a '<recreation opport.unity ~pcdnu1l." '" ~Jr ROS. lncrea:,ing r~cr'i!ati~)n preSSUf'l.! 
dicl<llcs the need \<) include more hllld, w,!hin ROS dasses that pmtccl the land', undeveloped. 
,viid du~nt(..~t~r~ j,.C. primiliv~ and s~mi~primiliv~ nvn~l1totor!.L~d r~.:r~ation I..~Jas.s~$, Tb~~~ 
d~!.;jgt1rdjon~ ailo\.\ ll)r nlltltipJ~ .n~tivitiJts ofth~ ~~)l1S most desin:d by th~ pub1i~: ":tullping. 
pi~nicking. hikIng., di.mbing~ enjoying Sl,.·~n~ry. wi.1dlit~ or natural f~atur~s viewin& nature study~ 
phi)tognlphy~ ~pdunkil1g., hunting (blg gam~. s,rnaU gamr;~ upland hir(h:;~ watcrfovd). sk~ h)uring 
~md snowshodHg~ swimmin& fishing~ canodng, ~ai1ing~ and non-U1t)todz~d dn?,f nmll~ng_ 

f 1nfortunalely the on f:; di~cuss:i()n: of ROS tS f.:onta.in~d on pages 3-111 and 3- t 12 of tile DElS. 
and lhat dis(.~us:-;ion provides no analysis~ nor d\)lJ'S any 113rt ofChapl\!f 4 >nli~ is ~I s.ignil1cant 
flaw in the nElS. 

3-G-53 ~ 

I J"estock GntziO,g 

Th" BL\! mmJago, 261 millio" a~r'" nfpubli.: lands in th" 1.1nilod States, !<ougilly 160 
million of thos~ a(;re~ i.n th..: \:veskrn "tatcs are managed pdmafi1~f f~)!' dOrHcsli ...: livestuck 
gr:lZillg. Tlt,se land, arc !wllle to li,1I alltl wil<flit;; lint! man" endangered spede,. 'Ill"Y 
are a lrc.(L..:;ur~ trove (If hislorit:: and IGldtural sit~s_ and a predous r~servtlir for Waier and 
wat(:r..dep~ndent r.:s.OW'Ct:5 in thl! arid \V~st En:-ry y~ar miHiolls Qf pe()pl.~, illduding 
members ofOYC. \"isi! th"se lands to fi~h, hun! and hike. contributing significa1ltly to 
iocal and ft:!gional ~COlh)lnieS 

UnJ(lIillnaldy. unsmlain;lbk. grazing l'ra':li~,~s pennill"d by lh" BLM 011 !h"se lands have 
impJ,)rik:.d \\Hdtif~ and thh. $crinu.',dy d.:gr-adlZd water qu"I1ity ;:Hld quantity., <:md ~r:v~rd,! 
i.1:a,rm~d un~ountli::d archeological. histori..:; iU1d \:ative A.mcri~l.ln trl:'asur~s_ As the r~suh uf 
such rnh.~1jccs. e;"'1~1'1:s.i.v~ are~lS of our Lands aJ'¢ in an unh~illthy t,;t)11(titi.o.u~ suffering frntn 
sClil loss, d~grad~d waterways. and hlUd~lmGnt~ll aile,ration in plant. comnluni1k-s. 
Li\''i,:slock gnuing i.:an h~,vc prOI()lmd impa~.. t$ on wil,dlii!.; and H1C public lands.;J 

r.rs.c" §§ ]901~~::(Kt) (J~t('nilinl1lg th~lt '··V-<Lst ~egmcnls'" of the publi
up.,a(,,,foc!,,n: t;ondt1!tln). 1751 (t--'l( J) (find~ng that much lccieraI mng-.:ia.nd 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-52: One of the end products of the travel management plan
ning process will be a travel map that specifically identifies 
designated routes. BLM is currently in the process of complet
ing a route inventory for the PFO, which will be used to help 
develop a system of designating routes. Action B-RE-42,6 
lists criteria that would be considered for designating routes in 
the travel management plans. 

3-G-53: ROS is a concept from which allocations and management 
direction are developed. As such, the analysis that pertains to 
ROS is not specifically identified as ROS-impacts, but rather 
folded into all other discussions pertaining to recreation man
agement areas (specifically impacts from management of 
SRMAs and RMZs) throughout the PFO area, 
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Comments 
]n the l'as~ oflbi, DEIS. U,e BLM simply pUllls wh.:n it comes to li,-"s[ock grazing b:
prop()f.lng '"husiness a~ u~uar~ rntho;;r than cqming to grips \vith :;;ign1t'icant imp,{ii;lS 
g,mzing has cau$.t,;!d. .md. wiil conlUlue to Caus\! on i,nfo thli! fUlur.e. "l.lkeWl,.,'e. while 
hvt2sto(':k gnr::ing li'(i.)' nul' lnifianv lden(~ti'ed as a Seedj<lr Chan;;;e J~}pic. /it't?sl()ck 

,~/'{Clng management direction vanes by alternative in order to add!"!/.~·s resource 
concern.') and spe.c~,tic lJumageme-nl dfrection (~rolher reS()IJ.rccs. The DEIS falls to 
prt,,-joc ;l meaningfulllllalysi, of current gnlZillg impacts tlllO flliure implIct-; of' grazing. 
11,., prd~n-~d "Itemati\,c in the DEIS violates NEPA. FLP~IA Ml ,SYA and other ]""$ and 
regulation!; appli~~lhlc to ptlbJi~ land grazing and ri!$our~c pn)tl.!>:tion. 

3-G-54[ 	

nl~rc arc Iwo r~f~r~llc~~ 1.0 E:xccuhw On!.:r B 11.2 in tll~ DElS, Ex~cllliw Onk.. 1.3 .112 
I.!slabn~ho,;!d requircme'llts and pnK'edures F~dC'ral ag~nci~s :lfc [0 adh~re to rd~itivc to 
itlYt'tslve spe,cics. Se~tion 2 ~,f tll~ Exccuti,,-~ Order reqllir~s BLivI to id~ntir:: actions thai 
may alJ~ct 1h(': sutu~ ()f invas'in~ species and t{) then: 

esc rdc"am programs and authorities Ill: (1) prc\'<:llt Ihe inlroduction of 
in\'a!'l.i\'t~ srcdcs~ (ii) d~t~-ct and respond rapidty k} and ('ontrol populations 
of such s.p~de~ in a c()$'~dl¢cti\'.:: and cnviromncntaJly sound tlHUlner: (Hi) 
nwnilor jnva~i\'e s.p~de~ popui,alions a..:;cunlldy and l'dinbly: (iv) pro\"idl! 
f'()r f(;!stonuit)Il ofnati\'~ ~pcd~~~ and habil':lt conditions in ccosy~t~m.s thal 
ha\'C' hec:'I1 invaded: (v) ...;onduct rescan..,:h on invasiY~ species and devdop 
technologies to pr..:-\'~nl. introduction and providt.!! i'or eHviromul;!l1taHy 
sound <control of inv;:t...iv(', specie$;: :md (,-'i). pruuwte puhlic ~ducatiou ()U 

inva.... ivc spedcs :rmd the rUl!'ans to addr-~ss them .. 

Just as important. the Ex-cGutive Order n.~quirc~ B-L~l to -~IH)l authtxiziJ, l1tnd_ or ~arry out 
aclitl'llS that i1 bclicvr;!'s ar(~ lik.:-Iy to CallSC'. or prornotc the in.troduction or spr~ad of 
invasive- SI"h:clCS in file Lnikt.t SI~Hc:'i or d,sc\\·hcrc ulllcss~ pursuant tt.1 guiddines that ;1 has 
rr~s...:ribcd. the ;;..g~ncy htl!'; dd~nl'ljn~d and Jnad~ pubUic its d{.;~h;.~nninatjon tha11hc b.:n~Jlts 
ofsnch adions de~u-ly .rmlweigh lilt! potential harm caus.."C{ hy lnva....i"c- SPeCie-3~ and that 
all f~as~blc and prtldt:nl mca~ur..:s 1<1 mjnimiz~ ri~k {)fharm wi!} b~ labm in ctm,iunction 
\\jlh the actiolls:- Raliwr thall simply referencing the EO. the !inal EIS should fully 
analyze the t::xt~nt o.fth~ inva!"h:~ sp.::dcs prohl~m in thi:s.arca, th~ Clmscs, and options for 
both n:s.toration and pr~vcnti-on in the tlrture. As cun"~ntly prcsctl:kd th~ ()cc.a~ion.a_1 
n:f.:r\!nclt to nnxiou..... 'v~~ds s.;'atter-cd about. in thi;' DEIS p:foYid1js 110 nml. discussion t.'1f 

allaj~-sis of prevcnti-oH of futurt: infestations or r':sloralion t.)f a.;-un""IH jufes-lations. 

3-G-55 	

We bdkw BL1I.1 sh'>lIlJ consider whether it j, m,'rc dlectivc alld dlkknt CCt,logicalh: 
nnd ~,conomkany. to simply ~yoid c~rtai.n gfQund~dislributing actiYltkf> so ~\S 1:\) '¢Jl:sur~ 

t.h¢ requir~m~nt$ orthl.! Exc~Ulivc Ordl.ir arc ~-ornplj~d \Vitll. FtJI'" ~xamplt~. not building 

c~11ain road~ or authorlzing cc;11ain adl'iill~s Illay h~ a v~ry cost dIl.~liy(\ .-;is wdl a.'S 


el..~ologiJ.;any drectJv.:-, m~am;. to prevent the- s.pr~'ad of invasin'! !iped~:K. and th~ R\-IP 

should I!stablish guidalh;~ ~H to wh¢n avoidanc~ of grol1nd~dj~turbing activitiet-; is 


3-G-56 	

" [JUS, pg 1·3 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-54: Analysis of current grazing impacts and future grazing im
pacts is conducted on a site specific basis. 

3-G-55: The impact of invasive species/noxious weeds is acknowl
edged and discussed in Chapter 3 and 4 for the resources and uses 
described with regards to how management direction (Chapter 2) 
mayor may not affect the control or spread of such species under 
various management scenarios. 

3-G-56: Land use plans and planning decisions are broad in scale and 
are not site specific. They provide the basis for every on the 
ground action the BLM undertakes as required in 43 CFR 1601. 
This would be addressed at project level planning. 

Establishing standards to determine when activities may be inap
propriate due to invasive species would be determined during 
implementation on a case by case basis. 

U-171 
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Comments 

prd"IT"d and appropriat-:. Similarly, th~ en"cl or gmllll<l disturbance resulting fi'cm,
rangeland nl,U1~lg~m('nt a("tions" indud,lng grazing itsd[ 011 inv:tsive S;PC(~j~s status shnuld 
be {lIlly c()l1sj,kred, and again the R:>'lP should estahlish s':t11d:mJs as (<) whcn Ihese 
activities Illily he inappropriate dut.~ to invasjv~ .spedes- r,2"onsiticral'tons.. 

3-G-56 

"Jlllt nip side {)f pr~\.'crHing inv;;t$iv~ sp~de,s froHl h~~'Jming lts,Ulblish.:d i$ prt)te~t1ng 
n.ativ~ plan1 $pt!ci~s and ..:onllntmil~~s. espt.x:iaHy rar~· and special statu~ ~pc-~i~s. 'The. 
B!..\! ,lmuld ,·,mtluc! gmTcy, to dctcnnillc the locatiotl and chamctcrislics of natlYc pjall! 
..:Otlununitic~_" not just rafC' Qr sp0ciai !"i.."ltus species. The sun'cy fC'sutts should be 
pr~'~n!ed in thelinal lOIS. and the RMP ~h()llid establish standards for I'roleding nat;v.;: 
pla:nt communitics. ;H1d rare Llr spt::dat status spcci~s_ BL\rs grazing regulations. ~slablish 
th~d nativ.:, ~p\!.:ic$ and plant cOl11Ultmilie!" ar!! to h~ gi\'~'l1 prcfcr~l'lc'!! Oh:r non-nati\-<~ 
~p('cic:s and ..:mllnUlnlties (w'hethcr ltn,'ash"0 or inl-e-ntionaHy t:rcatcd)., so th~ R,\U) shmJ.1d 
establish stal1dard~ to c:usurc l,h~$1! ft2'tfUln:n:1tCn1s an: mel. TQ pn:vt;.'nt in\'ash;~ sp'l'.!:d~~ 
dominan...:I2'.: ~md 10 f~.lw)r naliv.c .specks and planE ~onHllUllilili!:S o\'~r nOn-tlHlt\.·'es., w~ 1'11Iake 
the follo\\'lng specific r~qu~sl~: 

3-G-57 

The R!l.Il' must insure that nn r.:ro~s<-countf)" vddcular (nl,.)loriz0d and bit;yde)
travel is allow.od in known habimt or locati<lI1' "I' sctl,itiw plan! spccies. 

*' 	

Vi 	

• 	

., 	

The R?\-{P must W,)t allo\\- ~Ud~lCC disturhing adivifles. in thrC'atcned, 0nd:lngL':r~d or 
sensitive pIanl SP\!~j.-:s habitat. 
Th~ R;o\tfP must largel area~ with thr~at~n~tt ~ndang.:;n:d~ or s~ns'itiv~ phml" for 
noxious we..::d control ~lCth"iti..:s a...~ a find priority. 
'The R\tl' must .:!xdude ~reas With threatc.lk'"<l. ~ndangered. or sli'nsitive· phmts. 
I1'on1 fut:l\\'ood ~uUing an;(L~. 
BL]\f must revkw grazi ng aHotm~nts ruH.:t addr~ss the- protc.:tion ()f areas \1·.lth 
threat,.;nr.:d, ~Ildangcr>.!d. or scnsiliv~ plants $por:cic.s. 
Th~ RMP must l1e>! pennil communication sites. oil mlu gas drilling P<ltI,;. Hlil,ty 
righls-or-,,\.:ay~ and road rightS-l)f-wU)i in kuo,\,n areas. With Y'pedal s.1atus spcd-e~ 
p"pul<lliollS. 
I1L:\1 mtlst ilugm.ent l.:tw 1.!nforc.cmc:nl pct"Sonnd and fidd stall". and instn.td the,m 
to C(Hl..:."cntral~ ",fforts in areas with special- statu!';, !jped~ habitat in order to' curb 
non\,;qmphanc~ a(,,:tidtics zmd prot..:-ct .s~n.sili\'.;: ~pCCi~5 froJl1, iIT~\'crsibh; inrp~u;... t!o;. 

Th\"~ R!\H' must not ;lHow rcse~ding or surf~lc~>disturhing f~st()r~ltkm atkr fif~S in 
ar1.1a:s with SpCL.::iHI statu~ piant SP'CL:]c$~ as, lhe nafural. div~Jsity and "''\.!'gd.alion 
~trudm·c. I11l1Rt hr;.!' aHowcd to pn)vide regi!ncration. 

Bt.. )'I must surYr0Y th~ p!arming area to documl:.'nt an "'tet.i(:C Of tmd,.isturb...·d, plant 
\"'{)nmluniti~~", ar~us- that has\! p~rsiS;led dc~pilC th~ warming and drY1,ug of the 
inte-rior wc-st ()V~r lh.,;, last sevlZ:rallhou:sund y~al'~. ()f have- not b~cn ini1u~l1cQd b)" 
scHkment and, po:->t~s~ukm~.nt activities (livesto.:k grazing. roads. t..'fl.;·rgy 
dt!'vd{)pm~nt). Thcs~ art:: lIniqu~ areas. that -Lan he used as a ba~r.:-,Hne for gaughlg 
imp~)('ts o~Lurring ds.ewhe..~ in lhc planning an;.'~'. The R~lP shnuld pn)vlde that 
rdil"t :md l.U1dis1urh~d plant communit.ies must he managed for the.ir protr.:.-ction: no 
a~ti\'i[i~s that could ncgal!'V'f.!ly afl'¢ct these \!ouu'l1unith:s should hI.! aIlow\!d . 
Proh:diPIl t)fril)adan phult commun.itics shuufd r~ce.iv~ ~pl.!,·inJ ath.'Tllliolk in the 
RXIP (sec- section on rip~lri<l.n habitat managemcnL bdow)~ and mtliv'C colton\voQd 

3-G-58 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-57: The vegetation types used as the basis for vegetation analy
sis are described in Table 3-2. 

Vegetation surveys may be considered on a site specific basis. 

The goal is to manage vegetative types to provide for their con
tinued presence as part of an ecologically healthy system. Na
tive species is the priority. VE-6, and CA-WF-1.2.1. 

3-G-58: Guidance for permitted activities within SS species habitat 
is provided for in B-SS-1.2. Weed spraying and other surface 
disturbing activities in SS plant species habitat are identified in 
BS-SS-1.2.8. 

Livestock grazing within SS plant species habitat is addressed 

. in LG-l.2.3 which requires meeting or moving towards meeting 

Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health, specifically Standard 8. 


Law enforcement augmentation is outside the scope of the 
RMP. 

"Relict" areas or undisturbed plant communities requiring 
special management can be designated as Research Natural Ar
eas during the planning process. Existing RNA's are described 
in Table 3-29. 

Riparian areas are being managed for PFC. Refer to CA-VE
l.l, LG-1.2.3, Idaho Rangeland Health Standard #2, Appendix 
A. 
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Comments 
and willow c(1mmuniti~s along ripari:lIl area.' should be l"rgd~d for protection and 
r<:csh,bli5ilnwn! where Ihey haw heen diminl1led 'If degraded. 3-G-581' 

Ther-.!' arc ~1 vari..:ty of v~gela{jou restoration methods that cnn b~ used 1.0 rcstor~ and 
promote, a natur.d r..mge ornati\'~ plant conulumilies in the planning ar~.a_ BLM IHusl 
prnhibit methods and projects that do not achi~v~ the objediyt} of r~sloril1g and promoting 
a nalUral rang" "fl1illiw plan! communilies. Cnn"~q""'11I1y. we belicw linal lOIS and 
!{"IP should esl"bli,h the fo!lowing standards in the RMP: 

Chaining~ f(JJ1er- ..~hopping., or sinl!ilar mdhods of vegetation tlHmipufalion lnus! b~ 

prohibitl.!d du~ t.o the \'dd~spr~ad digturhan..:e thc)t ;;.;-;;lu."-c. 
Livestock mu:-;;;t be I?xdudcd from a t\:slofation'-:r~\-\?:getntion site f()r C"llollgh time- 10 

docurncnl {hat th.: r~5h)ratjon IS sllcc(:'s:sfuL 
Althl.Jugh control oi'noxinus. tveed spl.!cies IS a priority, chcmicallr!;;;>-atment" ~)f 
tlllXtOtlS \vc\!:d sp~cjl:!"~ sh~lUtd Ix: lL'4~d 9.!1.ll ifdanlagc to other r~sou.n,::c~ in the an::a 
is ~igninI,,'311t. immin~nt. mul c~rtajJ1~ and ifdmnage to ot.h~r rC$OUrc~s (e.g.., th.: 
datnagc to ml1iv~ sp\!dc~.) is ddcnnined to t"" of less ::;ignifkanc.; than the nnXiOll\i 
,\'~ed problem. Other m~an.'i of noxious we-cd ~ontrol should be' gi \'en first 
priority. 
131..;"1 IUlist l'rioriliz~ :If"" f'll' which fire could improve Ihe'wgelalioll 
communiti\!s and rh~n aUov. natunll fires to burIl it11h~se ar\!as. 

• 	 HLM I11"8( eSiablish l11()nitol'ing plots to determine the dlect;vclless of the 
trl;.~tlm..::nt.s used fbr invasive piant control Clnd to prQ\.'id~ basdino:.:.' data of ov~rall 
chang\! in com.fiLionS'. 
Fud\\,'Oi)(;i h:lrv(:sthlg UHlS! be, ,~arefuHy rcgulaled~ and shnuld hI! cOH~~nlrated tn 
<m~as. that have. alr-c'ady hc:en disturh~d. 

3-G-5 

EconOlnics 

Th..:- DEIS \-irtuali: ignores, the ~conomj\.: cxrenlalitie~ to the Iveal C'~onomy <1..." a ,\·hol~ in
rt.!,spr:ct. to, the- .;o'Uoml01ls. .:uyiromn.::ntal risks a~soc-i.1t~d wifh aU or the action ahenlative's. 
partkularl~' in rCspcf..~l to phos.phatc mining_ ,)i1 and gas k~~t,:,ing: OH\< USc_ and grazing as 
ellvisioned ill Ih~ DElS. 

J·G·60 ~ 

The e~~nl0mj~ anai'ysis contail1t"d in lh~ DE~S prescl1!s a nlid:V haf~bones ~md ~onstraincd piClur~ 
ofth..:: ~{)uthca."i1 ldaho t.',conolUY and Cl.ils to take inlo account major -oconomh:: n."~tructliring, In 
the' area and region. ~tt!adfly n~(h!l.~iug the ar~a 7S IliUTOW dependence (Jil JTilning, and migration 
and d~mographic shifb. that arc !1O\\: driving much ()f1.h~ .:,conmui~ ('hang~ In th¢ rcghJIL Such 

3-G-61 	

~hange is h~a,Vtt}i innU(~n,.;'i~d by 111-.;- (~Hality of area arnl.!:niti~~ldllding thOS1;! c,}nta.lnt!d on 
important public lan(i-L .A1111.:.''Bily-hased ~(.;'ont)mi('s havc: (.inl~rg\.':d .hroughout Ihe Interior \\:\;st 
and. comnlunith::s in these area..';;' have a gn.,)'\,,-lng t.mdcrst;.mding and ap-pn:ciation of ",rilat makes 
th~m altractivt!' pIac,;:s, to Ih;c., Land fl1i.1Jwgemcnt agli.!"n~ill.!s of the t~dt."1"~ll goycrnmcnt. iu making 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-59: Land use plans and planning decisions are broad in scale and 
are not site specific. They provide the basis for every on the 
ground action the BLM undertakes as required in 43 CFR 160l. 
This would be addressed at project level planning. 

Standards for the following: chaining, roller-chopping, etc, weed 
treatment, monitoring, vegetation treatment methods, and fuel 
wood harvesting, would be considered at time of project imple
mentation during the NEP A process. 

Exclusion of livestock from restorationlrevegetation sites is ad
dressed in B-LG-I.2.4. 

3-G-60: Extemalities are difficult to quantify at the planning level. 
The Proposed RJVIP is designed to address multiple use while 
providing environmental stewardship, including stipulations and 
other tools to prevent and minimize any resource degradation. 

3-G-61: Sections 3.5.12 (populations) and 3.5.1.9 (social characteris
tics) discuss the general trends of the region which becomes more 
of a destination region focused on natural landscapes and recrea
tion over extractive uses. 
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dcdsiLms regarding th~ e-xpansiol1 of 1l1lnfng.. \\ill he weli ser\'~~d to pay nlU~,:h grcat~r h~~ed to 
thes~ new rr;:!alitk~s_ Howevl:r~ this It'll '1' r..:\"t,~;l1~d in the anaJysis .;;nn1ain~d in n'lll! DEIS. -<;; 

Th(:' (~conomk analysis. in the DElS fails to IncOrp()ral~~ iu Hh....t harely al.~knowkdg~s~ any
:and aU data ,,)tl tll~ rapidly cbanging demographic~ and ..:~onOtni.es ofth~ r~-git)tl, -11:t,~ 

arr;:!'as \:\'hl.Zre popul.atlQn growth is h~PJ1cn~ng ar~ the ar~as that hay\:!: des-inbk 
":l1yinmm~nta:.i mn'iol'nitk:s. Recent growth is greate~1 in ~U'ca::;; in dose pfQximit;., to I<lrg~ 

3-G-62 	

""PUtl'''' orr"daai publi" lands N,dionni P,trks .. national lilf""'s. and BL~j lands wilh 
th~~ir for~sL str~an1S. mQuntains. nillun'1.1andscapl;i!s~ and QP1:ll\ ~pacc. -;" This is genenllt) 
true fi)f s.outh(a~(~rn Id~lh(). \Vhctl people t1:1()\,\! to phK~~S tikI? ~,olJ;th\!;ast JdahQ hmlsing 
....'()nstru~tion int;rea$~s.~ l)t()tX"rry \'ahi'::~ gr"n.v, in~onl\!, incre,as~s. m\d ¢lupi()vm~nt 
tncrcas~ and dl\'erslfi\!s in CO~lpOSDt10n. ~i '111e5~ changc:s ;:u't:. in turn~ r~;,;,p:1nf;lbl~ f~}r 
divC'n-:;iflcalton and l'estn.I'l~tuTil1g of the economies of the- are~., i~ 

As tllL) cc{)nom~~s of ~outlwa:'o;t idaho .md :southwt.?st \Vyoming have di\:('rsifiL'd~ mining. 
h)gging. grazing und other .;;xtnH:til,.'¢ pradlt..'t:s, have h~";l;)nl1! ks~ m\d h;!'is of ~._ cOlltribull..lf 
to the Ilvcrall "~\)no)ll!i;; vitality ",'the rogiOlL" Other "c!i\'iti~, Ihal aT'; tied 10 the. ;I!ca's 
al1radivt:ness arc increasingl;-.:"'drlYing"' cc-onotnil" growth and change- in lh~ flr~a,$i) (fa 
It)(:al g()\\!nHH~nt or ~onl:Inunjty \\',0101:-; to- div,-w;.'c' itself fi"o-m this pro~;,;;s"'{ of change .,mel 
rcmovl:.! il:sclf' From the palh of et:ol1omil".~ gT\)'\vdl and di\'t.~rsification~ it lllZ!'.:d only go akmg 
\\, ith th~ st~.at1y-' d~grad;;ltit)H -oflh~~ v'I,.';ry resources that make th'l:! an!·a an aft racliVI.! ph-lett to 
hv~ for nIOrc and I1lnr~ people: nanld:y. the arc-a~$ most apl1c'<lting. distinct.i,\"e~ and Jar&dy 
irrepla(~c-ahk ~n\"lrnmn,.jntal alllCJlitico-s sw.::h as lhos~ pr{)t(!ct~'d I..m neadlY pubjjc [and:">,,:S:'l 

3-G-63 

It is beyond lJucstinl11hat 1fl\:' v,l:->1 nn~io-rity ofpeop[1! moving tn the interlQr \Vest are not
\.·;Jming h~rc h) tak~ johs in the miuirlg and manufacturing S~l,,:tl)n;, hut f<')f the b~auly uf 
"1",,.:, lik~ the Salt River Range. the Caribou ~!I}ulllaills. the BlnckJr)<l\ R;,'cr. the Snake 
RjV(,f <llld the Salt River. and th~ high ([uality outdoor r~.:;rcali()nal oppt)rWni1i~s und 
activities pn)\',idl..'d by tht:sl! public f''.!"st)vn,'es. Liuk of the populuti.on and ~;;;:ont)mic 
gp)\l1h ~JIl h~ dire;;dy liuk~d to !reIHl, in area millingS? ·111is innux ofpcopk JI<lng with 
lh~ jobs~ ithX)ntt:. and dj\'~r:sity lh~y bring with lh~,m~ is. in tunl dri\ilug th~ C'i,.'ooomy ()f' 

south~asl Idaho. As nt)'t<:d abo\-'~·. on~ way i('Io kill this. 1~'W I!..;:onomy is to ,:ontinlh." to 
dt!gradc- tli\: lHHuml bt.;~Utty and r¢~ourCt;~ (lfthc ;tr~n" 

3-G-64 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-62: Sections 3.5.12 (populations) and 3.5.1.9 (social character
istics) discuss the general trends of the region which becomes 
more of a destination region focused on natural landscapes and 
recreation over e~tractive uses. 

3-G-63: Thank you for your comment. 

3-G-64: Thank you for your comment 

3-G-76: Reference noted. 
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Comments 

Cnf<)rtunaldy. the DEIS faikd 10 p,.."s~nt a !ru~ ,md aCClirate dcscl"tpliml and ",,,,lysis of 
the CC'0I10nlV t'}fth~ rt::'gi~')n (\f itl ~out.h~~l.qt Idalh). lnstend~ th~ OJ:':fS t()~U$;C$ on th~ old 
Wc'st <oc<Jno;nv of'ext'1,ctiv" elldc~vors giving Ill.: imprC5;Si(m thaI the Bt:>! See, 11<) 
.;!conoluh.:- value outsid..:: the value of luining~ oil & ga.;; devdopnl:cnL titnher. and grazlng. 

3-G-65 	

'nlis can only be '''''II "-' shortsighted and narrow in perspective, given th~ 
hroadl!r changes in lh~ economy of th~ area and region WhlZl"C am...'111ttt.!s_ 
are' b~'conlling or h~tYC alT~ad,- b~;>l.:'ome th~ ~hief 1;,h.;oHonlk a::,sct of tlil'::Ul,· 

l~l$.t-gro\\ini Hr~as of the Inl~rior \V~st. It i~ hrghly likdy given th~s.e " 
trends ,uld tae!"..s thaI ~,'ulhc"Rl1d'lh') ,\Ild wcskrn WY<}n1ing ,,,mid h,)th 
casilv have d..:dining population;; loday iflhey were merely depending 
upon longstanding indu.stf"l.(.'$ 1ik~ phusphat..: rnlning tbr fhdr ..!cpn{):Jui~ 
well being. However. fortunately fOf them, they an: !lot. T() protect 
future gro\\,-th opportunili.;:s tied 10 ar~a arncnitjc:s~ proposals for f'utlU'i~ 
expansion of mining ont.o high qllal ill" lands sh<}uld he e;m;fuf:ll" 
scnltiniz\;~d an.d alt~nlativi.:' tocatit)T1t~ for sth.:h I'!'xilansion c-an>ihUy 
":::\'alu~lled in order nlinimize cunt.inu'I;!d loss of lands. \\-'ith high quatity 
na1ural run-cnitics. 

['"fortunately. the DEIS' ec,)Ilomic ,malysis is so t1armwly cOl)strllin~d that it fails It) 
ac..:uraldy pOl1ray Ih.:: CUITc.nl economic realities at .:ilhcr the \0,",,,1 or regional kwl. 

Th" Lc>cal EClmolllic Benefits or eER CL·\ Ch,mlllp 
()n~ large eCOt1Q1,lllc inlpact lh~ DE.lS has l~)H~d to dbdo~c snd a-naly%¢ is 1'11': ct;'ouQlnic 
impact rcJalcd to the local ~conomic inl'om~ that the I,.~ieanup p.rl'lCCSS at' the, s-~\'~ntli:~11 
Superlillld sil"s will gGnenltc. As \w'w nnkd """"where in til""" e0I11111<'II(' lhe DElS 
hardy acknQ,.,vkdg~'t' th()s~ Sup(:rfhnd sites_ 111C DEIS ShJ:)ldd hav.z provided, a thorough. 
dj~cussion.s of the ccotH)tl1ic nend1l:-- rdate(l to the succcssfuf reck-unation of those 
s.o.!'\.'cnk'-..::n sites..:\s an ~xampte, thlt price- tag on work al1.iIc Smoky Canyon .~Jin'i".---
rn.ngl2R In £h~ millions to t~ns oIJftnillion~ ofdolbrs. It wi.n also "Ct..IHir~ ye.m's o.:rfwork 
and provide many high paying johs. wilh Ih.: add~d a,lvantag" or pres~l'vjl1g tile e~onomi" 
i.h:nl2ll:its ora 1andscapc r-il.~h in \vildlH"c.! and r~L·.rcati'l.:nlal values. Ba.;;;ed . (Hl years -of 
~xp~ri~l1ce. including, thr;!' d,mnup at K~s:tl.i.:"rsQn, Edgar hnhoff0bgcn/es. <'"J1lcS('! 
rt::m~(fialion cos.ts nlav ironi.:aU..{ beeQme si:gnifi.cattl inc()m~ Cor the locat e'cnnonlY'. 
And there is no douhi tll.:r.: wili he relllediation al thes.: Superfund sireS. )"lnst ,.r~ 
""IT"nliy under CERCL\ cleanup orde,.,; as noled ill this DEIS. 

[1\ not addn...'Ssing the c(:onolni-c boon of deanup of the CERCL.,l" stt~s. by lkfaulL the 
H!"\1 is in the irnpl.<.msihle position of p~"i.siting tha.t, lhe CCOHOllllC beJ1l!fil to the h).~al tlnd 

r~gk111~1~ ~'~tJr101l.'y t.)f i.n"{Htl~ carn~d tt)r d~J.rning up th¢ c{}ntallli1tlat:~d min¢ s.it~ is 

Ibld 
l<j 	EE:C/\. f;:.')T Smoky C.arty-..)l1. 

Edg~l.r A Emhofi". Statement on :"finmg and Red,amat!(m '1t Smoky C.~-lny()n Minc' (\.f<arch t·:t ~O(l~)_ P' 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

3-G-65: Refer to Chapter 3, Socioeconomic Resources and Environ
mental Justice for a complete description of the economy of the 
PFO area. Specifically, Sections 3.5.1.6 and 3.5.1.7 describe 
benefits on local economies from public land management, in
cluding visitor expenditures, processing and harvesting of natural 
resources and revenues collected from recreational and commer
cial activities. 

For additional economic information for the area, as part of the 
RMP planning process, the PFO prepared an Economics Report 
Table 2-9 of that report describes total federal collections from 
Idaho BLM administered public lands and minerals for 2002, 
including recreation and use fees, grazing, timber and mining 
activities. 

3-G-66: Planning direction in the RMP does riot address the contami
nation investigation and the remediation activities being con
ducted at historic phosphate mines under CERCLA. This is out
side of the scope ofthe RMP. Therefore, any associated eco
nomic impacts of clean-up activities area also outside the scope 
of this RMP assessment. 

3-G-77: Reference noted. 

U-175 
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Comments 	 

immah:r;;d. it se~n~"i possible that the ~vcnt.ual dc"illlUp bill t{)r Carihou County ~ouh.l 
~x""..:d S50{) lIlilli<llL 
 

Th" BL:\1 \V'IS (\h!igat~d to u~e tll..: b~st available infonnatiofl in pr..:paring thi, DEIS. 
Ther~ is gond infornlation avaifable. tty detCll'lline the economic henefits to Jor.:at 
ec~momi~s based on r~mediation/r~d~U113tlon~{; of the mine site~ yet the DEIS is 
noticeably ,iI~ntllll th,,'~ i)cn.:1ils. It "pp,ar.; that the BLM did not want to !'Uveal 10 tile 
puhlic tll...: pvssibi1it\' that 111t;.~ri;!- \-viil b\;,' an ...·conoJ11i;; b~)0m has~d on the required dean up 
01"1110 bnds poisOIled by phosl'hnk mining. Clearly the DETS failed "EI'.\", fcqllitl,mcnls 
to [ak~ a ~·ha.rd look'" and to ltS~ of tiw hest avai1abie data in dc,n~loping the ~con0lnlc 
seclions of the DEIS. 

3-G-78 	 

Sinccrdy. 

\h1n ![o)1 
 
Idaho Direct')f 
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Responses 

3-G-78: See response to comment: 3-G-66. 
 

U-176 



October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS       

  

 

   
 

   
 

    
 

 

Comments Responses 

4-G 

4-G-1 

4-G-2 

4-G-1: See response to comment 5-G-14. 

4-G-2: The Draft RMP/EIS is a broad programmatic document that 
identifies management direction for resources and uses on BLM 
-administered public lands consistent with the decisions to be 
made as identified in the BLM H-1601-1 Planning Handbook. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Comments Responses 
4-G-3: The Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health provide the re-

source measures and guidance needed to ensure healthy, func-
4-G-3 tional rangelands.  They have been developed with the specific 

intent of providing for the multiple use of public lands.  Achiev-
ing these standards provides for proper nutrient cycling, hydro-
logic cycling, and energy flow.  The effects positive or negative  
of management direction at  this programmatic level is de-
scribed in Chapter 4. 

4-G-4: The suggested level of analysis is beyond the scope of this 
planning effort.  Chapter 3 describes current conditions, trends, 
opportunities and risks associated with each of the resources 
and uses within the planning area. 

4-G-4 
4-G-5: Livestock grazing was not identified as a need for change 

because adjustments in livestock grazing are being considered 
through evaluating compliance with Idaho Standards for Range-

4-G-5 land Health during the permit renewal process. 

4-G-6: Goals/objectives and management actions identified in the 
Draft RMP/EIS are consistent with the BLM Land Use Planning 
Handbook (H-1601-1).  Chapter 4 analyzes the effects of the 
management direction by resource and use. 

4-G-6 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-7 

4-G-8 

4-G-9 

4-G-10 

4-G-7: The Draft RMP/EIS is a broad programmatic document that 
identifies management direction for resources and uses on BLM 
-administered public lands consistent with the decisions to be 
made as identified in the BLM H-1601-1 Planning Handbook. 

4-G-8:  Reference noted. 

4-G-9:  Reference noted. 

4-G-10:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-11 

4-G-12 

4-G-11: Adjustments in livestock grazing would be addressed on an 
allotment specific basis using site specific monitoring data. 
This data would reflect any issues associated with slope, dis-
tance to water, production, etc.  

4-G-12:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-13 

4-G-14 

4-G-15 

4-G-16 

4-G-13:  See response to comment 4-G-11. 

4-G-14:  See response to comments 4-G-11 and to B-LG-1.2.2. 

4-G-15:  Drought would be addressed on a site specific basis.  

4-G-16:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-17 

4-G-18 

4-G-19 

4-G-17:  Plant requirements would be considered on a site specific 
basis during allotment evaluations which would include analyz-
ing site specific data.. Refer to B-LG-1.2.2. 

4-G-18:  This level of analysis would be considered on a site spe-
cific basis during implementation of this plan.  

4-G-19:  Reference noted. 
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Comments Responses 

4-G-20 

4-G-21 

4-G-22 

4-G-20:  See response to comment 4-G-28. 

4-G-21:  See response to comment 4-G-28. 

4-G-22:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-23 

4-G-24 

4-G-25 

4-G-26 

4-G-23:  Thank you for your comment 

4-G-24:  Thank you for your comment 

4-G-25:  Thank you for your comment 

4-G-26:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-26 4-G-26:  Reference noted. 

4-G-27:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-28:  Refer to NRCS Range and Pasture Handbook (2006 re-
vised) for the calculation of an AUM as used by the BLM. 

4-G-29:  Per the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1) 
allocation of forage for wildlife is not a decision to be made in 
the land use plan. Allocation of forage for livestock is to be 

4-G-27 made on an areawide basis not on an allotment by allotment 
basis (refer to Objective B-LG-1.2 for those areas identified as 
available for grazing). The Draft RMP/EIS and Proposed RMP 
does identify desired outcomes for wildlife habitat as reflected 
in the vegetation objectives consistent with BLM policy, state 
agency strategic plans (e.g., White-Tailed Deer, Mule Deer, and 
Elk Management Plan - Status and Objectives of Idaho’s White-
Tailed Deer, Mule Deer, and Elk Resources (IDFG 1999), Con-
servation Plan for the greater sage-grouse in Idaho (July 2006)) 
and other similar sources. While the Proposed RMP does not 
establish population numbers (numbers are established by the 

4-G-28 State) numerous management actions for Fish and Wildlife, Fire 
Management and Special Status species do address working in 
close coordination with the Idaho Fish and Game. Actions and 
use restrictions (e.g., Appendix D) are identified to achieve de-
sired habitat conditions while maintaining a thriving natural 
ecological balance and multiple-use relationships. 

4-G-29 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-30 4-G-30:  See response to comment 4-G -29. Per the BLM Land Use 
Planning Handbook (H-1601-1) allocation of forage for wildlife 
is not a decision to be made in the land use plan.  Numerous 
actions for Fish and Wildlife and Special Status Species habitat 
were designed to benefit wildlife.  Chapter 3, Sections 3.2.6 and 
3.2.7 address the current conditions, trends and risks for Fish 

4-G-31 and Wildlife and Special Status Species establishing the base-
line for future management direction.  

4-G-31:  The RMP uses Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health as a 
basis for providing on-going monitoring and assessment of 
grazing activities.  By monitoring actual site conditions, adjust-
ments can be made in response to dynamic variables (e.g., 
weather patterns, wildlife population trends, actual utilization, 

4-G-32 etc.) that influence forage availability.   

4-G-32: Impacts on fish and wildlife species are discussed in Sec-
tion 4.2.6 Fish and Wildlife.  Impacts from grazing are dis-
cussed throughout the section, including on pages 4-152, 4-153, 
and 4-156 through 4-157. 

4-G-33:  Reference noted. 

4-G-33 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
4-G-34: Impacts of proposed management are addressed in Chapter 

Four. Impacts were based on the changes to habitat over the life 
of the plan. 

4-G-34 
Objective CA-GE-1.1 provides direction for “inventories and 
surveys to document resource condition”. Further direction spe-
cific to special status species is contained in Objective CA-SS-

4-G-35 1.1, which provides direction to “conserve, inventory and moni-
tor special status species”. 

4-G-35:  Refer to B-VE-6.1 for the objective for sagebrush types. 

Refer to B-WF-4.1and 4.2 for the Objectives for sagebrush 
types under wildfire.  Please note that the associated manage-
ment actions are included to reseed and restore the sagebrush 
steppe. 

4-G-36:  Thank you for your comment. 

4-G-37:  Reference noted. 

4-G-36 

4-G-37 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-38 

4-G-39 

4-G-40 

4-G-41 

4-G-38:  Reference  noted. 

4-G-39:  Thank you for your comment. 

4-G-40:  Thank you for your comment. 

4-G-41:  Reference  noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-41 4-G-41:  Reference noted. 

4-G-42:  Thank you for your comment 

4-G-42 4-G-43:  The RMP/EIS supports treatments of both shrubs and herba-
ceous vegetation to provide suitable sage grouse habitat.  Ojec-
tive B-VE-6.1 provides for a “landscape composed of a diversity 
of desireable/native herbaceous species”.  Action B-VE-6.1.2, 
(bullet 4) directs treatment of areas infested with invasive/ 
noxious weeds. Action B-SS-1.2.3 also provides direction for 
managing sage-grouse habitat. 

4-G-44:  Land use plans and planning decisions are broad scale in 
nature and are not site specific. They provide the basis for every 
on-the-ground decision the BLM undertakes as required in 43 
CFR 1601.  These recommendations would be considered during 
project implementation on a site specific basis.  

The plan does not advocate sagebrush eradication.  Refer to B-
VE-6.1.2. 

4-G-43 Action CA-WF-1.2.1 “Vegetation” directs that native species be 
predominately used in rehabilitation or restoration activities. 

Grazing use on riparian areas and wildlife habitat would be man-
aged to meet or make significant progress towards meeting Idaho 
Standards for Rangeland Health.  Refer to B-LG-1.2.3. 

4-G-44 
4-G-45:  Reference  noted. 

4-G-45 
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L- --------------------J should be avoided in xeric Wyoming big sagebrush habitats). Only small bums to 
create mosa.ics in mountain big sagebrus h should be contemplated aJld these arc 
considered experimental. 

Rehabilitation following wildfire or oth er disrurbances should focus on re
establishing sagebrush and native herbaceous plants. Annual grass establishment 
following fire is detrimental. Grazlng should not be allowed on seeded areas until 
plant recruitment ha.CJ occurred. 

Range seedings should focus on establis hing forbs, native grasses and 
sagebrush. Monoculture seedings of crested wheatgrass and other non-natives arc 
discouraged. 
• Applying insecticides to summer habitat is not recommended. 

Livestock use around water sources a.nd wet meadows in brood rearing areas 
s hould be regulated through fencing or other man9Fment to restrict overuse. 
• Grazing practices should be adjusted to maintain residual grass growth 
essential for nest concealment and then delay grazing the same area' until after 
nesting. 

Plot sage grouse use areas including leks, nesting areas. wintering s ites, 
meadows and summer range or brooding areas on m aps. 
• No sagebrush will be treated or removed until a comprehensive plan has been 
formulated for management of the area. 
• Sagebrush control projects will include provisions for long~cerm quantitative 
measurement of vegetation before and after to determin e effects on habitat and 
whether objectives were m elt. 
• No sagebrush control projects will be done on area' where live cover is less than 
20o/O;. on steep slopes or upper s lopes with skeletal soils where big sagebrush is less 
tha.n 30 em. 
• No sagebrush control should occur along streams, m eadows or in cermittent 
drainages. A 100 mecer strip of live sagebrush should be left on each edge of 
meadows and drainages. 

When sagebrush oontro! is found to be unavoidable, treatment measures 
should be a pplied in irregular patterns using topography and other eoologicaJ 
considerations. Widths of treated and untreated areas CaJl vary except treated 
areas will not be wider than: 30 meters a.nd untreated areas will be at least as wide. 

Manage breeding habitats to support IS - 25%canopy oover of big sagebrush, 
perennial herbaceous cover ::!:18 em in height with~ 15%canopy cover of grasses 
and ~ 1 QUA canopy cover of {orbs . 

Most recently, Braun, Cotmelly and Shroeder (2005)~ have published more 
s pecific information defining seasonal habicat needs of sage grouse and Clait Braun 
has published detailed manasem ent recommendations including livestock grazing 
u tilitation levels and managementj&. 

37 Braun, Clait &., John W. Connelly, and Michael A. ShtOeder. 2005. Seasonal Habitat 
Requirement.s ror Sage Crouse. Summer, Fall and Winter-. USDA RMRS·P~38. 
~ Braun, Clait E. 2006. A Blueprint for Sage Crouse Conservation and Rccovl!".y. Orouse, 
Inc. May, 2006. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
4-G-46:  Reference  noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-47 

4-G-48 

4-G-49 

4-G-47:  The Proposed RMP contains direction to manage sagebrush 
habitats as you are recommending.  Refer to Action B-SS-1.2.3, 
B-VE-6 and B-LG-1.2.3.  Specific stipulations such as fence con-
struction and grass height requirements, would be addressed dur-
ing project level implementation. 

4-G-48:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-49:  Reference  noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-50 

4-G-51 

4-G-52 

4-G-50:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-51:  At the implementation level, the BLM will use Idaho Stan-
dards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Graz-
ing Management to make any necessary changes in the livestock 
grazing program.  Standard 4 addresses native animal habitat and 
Standard 8 covers sensitive species. 

4-G-52:  Reference  noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
4-G-53: Action C-SS-1.2.8 has been incorporated into the Proposed 

4-G-52 RMP/Final EIS to provide direction for management of migra-
tory birds.  

4-G-54: Action B-SS-1.2.1 provides direction for management of 
pygmy rabbits.  The habitat is to be managed to maintain and 
expand populations.  

4-G-55:  Thank you for your comment.  
4-G-53 

4-G-56:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-57:  Reference  noted. 

4-G-54 

4-G-55 

4-G-56 

4-G-57 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
4-G-58: Action B-SS-1.2.1 provides direction for management of 

pygmy rabbits. The habitat is to be managed to maintain and ex-
pand populations.  

4-G-58 4-G-60: Northern Goshawks would be managed in accordance with 
Goal SS-1, “Mange special status species and their habitats to 
provide for their continued presence and conservation as part of 
an ecologically healthy system”. Objective CA-VE-3.1, “would 
maintain or contribute towards the restoration of old growth 
structure” which would provide Northern Goshawk habitat. Ac-
tion CA-FO-1.1.3 “would provide natural patch sizes, shapes, 

4-G-60 
connectivity, and species composition and age-class diversity” in 
forested landscapes to improve Northern Goshawk habitat. 

4-G-61a:  The goshawk is not common in the PFO area. Any manage-
ment concerns would be addressed using BLM policy for sensi-
tive species. Management direction for sensitive species in the 

4-G-61a Proposed RMP has been re-written to provide for flexibility and 
unforeseen needs as species become known. See management 
action CA-SS-1.1.3. 

4-G-61.b:  The evaluation process of grazing systems, stocking rates 
etc. would be done on a site specific basis. Refer to response to 
comment to 7-G-25 and to B-LG-1.2.2. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
4-G-61.b:  The evaluation process of grazing systems, stocking rates 

4-G-61b etc. would be done on a site specific basis. Refer to response to 
comment to 7-G-25 and to B-LG-1.2.2. 

4-G-62:  Adjustments to livestock management will be based on the 
results of monitoring, rangeland health evaluations on an allot-

4-G-62 ment or watershed basis.  Terms and conditions will be on a 
permit by permit basis. 

The specific terms you suggest are tools used to meet the goals 
4-G-63 of the land use plan and use them on a case by case basis and 

analyzed through the NEPA process.  

4-G-63:  Adjustments to livestock management will be based on the 
results of monitoring, rangeland health evaluations on an allot-
ment or watershed basis.  Terms and conditions will be on a 
permit by permit basis. 

4-G-64:  Reference noted. 

4-G-64 

 U-195 



October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS       

  

 

  
 

 
  

 
  

 
 

 
 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-65 

4-G-66 

4-G-67 

4-G-65:  We agree that adequate monitoring is necessary (refer to 
action B-LG-1.2.1) and if not already in place, would be imple-
mented when needed on a priority basis. This would be consid-
ered on a site specific basis upon implementation of this plan. 

4-G-66:  Past management relative to the current condition would be 
addressed during site specific assessments.  

4-G-67:  Rangeland health assessments would include quantitative 
monitoring before any decision to change management would 
occur; this would be site specific.  
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
4-G-68:  Rangeland health assessments are not considered monitor-

ing or a control.  It is a method of analysis included with moni-
toring data that helps determine whether we are moving towards 

4-G-68 or meeting rangeland health standards.  This assessment, along 
with monitoring data, may also determine the cause of a stan-
dard not being met. Once a determination is made, any neces-
sary changes to grazing management can be made.   

Using Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health as a goal for other 
programs is appropriate.  For example, Standard 4 would be 
desirable for mining reclamation. (Refer to Appendix A). 

4-G-69:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-70:  Reference noted. 

4-G-69 

4-G-70 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
4-G-71:  Section 3.2.6 Fish and Wildlife discusses fish and known 

habitat conditions/trends (e.g., page 3-40 Draft RMP/EIS). Sec-
tion 3.2.9 discusses conditions of water bodies in the planning 
area. 

4-G-71 
4-G-72: Appendix E contains objectives to manage habitat for cut-

4-G-72 throat trout.  It includes most of the indicators mentioned as 
well as additional indicators. 

4-G-73 
4-G-73:  PFC is the minimum requirement for riparian areas.  Ap-

pendix E is a matrix developed to improve and maintain habitat 
for Bonneville and Yellowstone cutthroat trout. 

4-G-74:  A PFC assessment is very site specific and should be ad-
dressed as such.  Issues such as this are appropriately addressed 

4-G-74 during an allotment evaluation and not during a planning effort 
at this scale. 

4-G-75:  Reference noted. 

4-G-75 
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Figure 1. Showing the succenlonal a.tages of stream recove-ry. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
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Figure 2. Serat States for Stream CrosSrsections.. Tcsken from BLM 
Technical ManuaL PFC position actded to original figure. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
4-G-76: Water developments for livestock grazing were a common 

practice in the past.  Springs and seeps are managed to attain 
PFC and may include fencing or resting riparian areas. Future 

4-G-76 developments would be required to follow existing policy such 
as such fencing the spring and leaving adequate water at the 
source. 

The need to restore developed water sources would be deter-
mined during implementation and would be on a case-by-case 
basis. 

4-G-77:  This is addressed through the Idaho Standards of Rangeland 
Health evaluation process and is addressed by Objective CA-SW 
-2.1, Acton B-LG-1.2.3 and Objective CA-VE-1.1. 

4-G-78: These are tools that would be considered on a site specific 
basis during implementation of this plan. Refer to B-LG-1.2.1 
and LG-1.2.2. 

4-G-77 
4-G-79:  Reference noted. 

4-G-78 

4-G-79 
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Comments Responses 
4-G-80:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-81: Adjustments to livestock management are based on the re-
sults of monitoring, standards for rangeland health evaluations on 

4-G-80 an allotment or watershed basis.  Terms and conditions will be 
on a permit by permit basis.  

See Appendix C, page C-2. 

4-G-82: (See Appendix C, page C-2.) 

The BLM recognizes that removal of livestock is an effective 
4-G-81 means of improving stream habitat. In addition to cool season 

grazing, rest, and herding can be effective. The type of manage-
ment also is dependant on the type of riparian area, for example 
rocky vs loamy type substrate.  Methods used would be deter-
mined during implementation and analyzed through the NEPA 
process.  

4-G-82 4-G-83:  Reference noted. 

4-G-83 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
4-G-84:  Thank you for your comment 

4-G-86:  Chapter 4, Section 4.2.5 Vegetation, describes the impacts 
of identified levels of fire and non-fire vegetation treatment 
management direction.  Specifically Tables 4.2.5-3, -4, -5, -8, -9 

4-G-84 and -11 identify by vegetation type by alternative how well the 
desired future condition (LHC-A) is achieved following treat-
ments in the first 10 years and then succession for 20 additional 

4-G-86 
years.  Of six vegetation types, only two at 30 years did not 
achieve the desired future condition of LHC-A.  The four re-
maining vegetation types achieved LHC-A at various levels 
with some alternatives being better than the preferred alterna-
tive.  As described in Appendix J, General Assumptions, model-
ing of vegetation treatments over the entire 30 years was based 

4-G-87 upon treatment levels and succession.  

4-G-87:  Thank you for your comment. 

4-G-88:  Eliminating grazing is outside the scope of this land use 
plan. Allotments in “I” condition does not necessarily translate 
to poor range condition.  The “M, I, and C” rating was a method 

4-G-88 of budgeting range improvement funding.  Allotments under the 
“I” category had a higher return from the investment of range 
improvement funds. 

4-G-89:  Reference noted. 

4-G-89 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-90 
4-G-90:  Refer to comment response 7-G-25. 

Issues as you described in your Appendix 5 would be addressed 
on a site specific basis. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-91 

4-G-92 

4-G-93 

4-G-94 

4-G-91:  Thank you for your comment. 

4-G-92:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-93:  Thank you for your comment. 

4-G-94:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-95 

4-G-96 

4-G-95:   Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-96:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-97 

4-G-98 

4-G-97:  The programmatic analysis of impacts (Chapter 4) from 
management direction as described for each alternative in the 
DEIS/RMP (Chapter 2) address the comments concern. 

4-G-98:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
4-G-99:  The health of plant communities would be determined on a 

4-G-99 site specific basis and addressed accordingly when prescribing 
management.  

4-G-100a:  The Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLMPA) di-
rects multiple use and sustained yield of public lands and estab-
lishes provisions for land use planning, ensuring latitude for peri-
odic adjustment in use to conform to changing needs and condi-
tions. 

4-G- BLM recognizes the increasing trends in OHV sales and registra-
100a tions, resulting in the need to modify our OHV management direc-

tion.  Alternatives B, C, and D show a drastic reduction in the 
acres of public land that are open or undesignated for OHV’s, 
eliminating cross-country travel on over 400,000 acres in each of 
the alternatives.  

A summary of OHV designations by alternative can be found in 
Chapter 4 (Table 4.3.5-1). 

4-G-
100b 4-G-100b:  In accordance with Goal RE-4 that states, “Establish a com-

prehensive approach to travel planning and management,” 
management actions for motorized recreation (including snowmo-
biles) are described for each alternative in Chapter 2 (Recreation). 

4-G-101:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-102:  Reference noted. 
4-G-101 

4-G-102 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-103 

4-G-
104a 

4-G-103:  In accordance with Goal RE-1, “Manage lands for dis-
persed recreation;” Goal RE-3, “Provide for a variety of recrea-
tional opportunities and experiences, and Goal RE-4, “Establish 
a comprehensive approach to travel planning and management,” 
BLM is proposing management actions to support all-inclusive 
uses on BLM-administered public lands for a variety of users. 
Proposed management direction for recreation is described for 
each alternative in Chapter 2 (Recreation). 

4-G-104a:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-103 

4-G-
104b 

4-G-105 

4-G-104b:  Thank you for your comment. 

4-G-105:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-106 

4-G-107 

4-G-108 

4-G-106:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-107:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-108:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-109 

4-G-110 

4-G-111 

4-G-109: See page 4-158, Impacts from Recreation Direction sec-
tion, which describes impacts similar to those listed in this com-
ment. 

4-G-110:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-111:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-112 

4-G-113 

4-G-112: See page 4-123, Impacts from Recreation Direction sec-
tion, which describes impacts similar to those listed in this com-
ment. 

Road densities will be considered in the development of the 
travel management plans, which will begin after the ROD is 
signed by the Idaho BLM State Director approving the Final 
RMP. 

4-G-113:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-114 

4-G-115 

4-G-116 

4-G-114:  Management direction does not allow OHV cross-country 
travel on any public lands in the PFO. 

4-G-115:  Section 4.5.1 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 
acknowledges that there are non-market values, such as “serene” 
conditions that are valued by visitors to public lands. Likewise, it 
is noted that recent studies that show primitive recreational values 
are favored by the greatest percentage of visitors.  These are ex-
amples of non-extractive, new-West values that planned for in the 
RMP. 

4-G-116:  Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-117 

4-G-118 

4-G-117:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-G-118:  Appendix C of the Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-
1) identifies the types of decisions to be made at the land use plan 
level.  The level of economic analysis identified by this comment 
is beyond the scope of the type of decisions to be made during this 
planning process.  
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
4-G-119:  RNAs are identified as unavailable to grazing under Alter-

native C. Under Alternatives B, C, and D RNAs and WSAs are 
closed to OHV wherein cross country travel is prohibited in 
ACECs.  Following the completion of the RMP, travel manage-
ment plans would be developed that designate specific routes 

4-G-119 within the planning area as “Limited.” 

See Alternative B-RE-4.1.1, which will be carried forward into 
the Proposed RMP.  Section 4.4.1.5 Alternative B,  Impacts from 
Recreation Direction discusses the unique values for which spe-
cial designations were established would be protected and main-
tained.  

4-G-120 See relinquishment direction in Action B-LG-1.2.5. 

Continued monitoring will determine what changes in manage-
ment are needed to meet desired conditions. 

4-G-120:  The Open Range issue is outside the scope of this plan. 

4-G-121:  Effects on mule deer winter range and sage grouse from 
land tenure adjustments, including land disposals, is described 
under Chapter 4 (Section 4.2.6: Impacts from Lands and Realty 

4-G-121 Direction). 

4-G-122: The land use plan does not plan for unauthorized grazing 
use and planning for these types of activities is outside the scope 
of the document.  Permitted use will fall under the current proc-

4-G-122 ess:  Modifications to livestock management are based on moni-
toring, evaluating compliance with rangeland health standards 
and guidelines and other resource objectives on an allotment or 
watershed basis.  Terms and conditions will be on a permit by 
permit basis. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

4-G-123 4-G-123:  Thank you for your comment.  
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October 2008 	 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

Comments 

APlil 3, 2007 

Ml". T~r1Y L~ Smith, Project Mgr. 
J3LM Pocatello Field Olli",,, 

1350 ClifTs Ulive 

l'ocatdlo, IU b'32IYI-2105 

rr",,, are additional C()!IUUent;:; of \Vtl'llem \Valen;lwds Project 011 the PO~<ttello Draft 
RlvfP, BLM het;:; lulded portion.; of il~ flawed Uppe, Snilke Rivel' District Fire, Fuel;; and 

5-G-1 Rdatcd J\;lanagcmcnt Plan Amendment into tbis EIS without conducting 110cccssary 
environmental analysis. We incDl'pomte by referel1c~ \\rwp comment~ (Draft ane! 
Smping for IJSRD) on this DETS process \Ve are als,' suhmitting l1rlrlilionru comment", 

Springs 

BLM mlJ.~t provide Illllch more detnils on sprinJl:s, surface waters, and aquifers, BLlv! 
plOvideJ! (M<lp 3-16) goolhennal springs, but Ilolmappill..!!; of ll(he.r spring., .llld no c\c<l.J' 
c."plmKlliolll'l' itkntili<.:atioIl of aquilien;, aquir~r connectivity ",hallge~ in How rate~ of 
s.ur/ace walcls, or changes in aquifer charactelistics including 110ws and water volume. 
over time, Please also provide data and nnalysis "I' all water rights held on any \vatero; 011 

BLl\,lland.~ in the project area,. and ,111 smdies that prol'irle compamrive information 

5-G-2 

Dclailed information on the area! extc'l1t, intercOlU1cctivity, depiction, and alloc.atiOl1 of 
any grOlUld or Sll1i'ace wah.'1~ IS also neccs~aty to l1l1dellltand the full dIrect, indirect and 

cllmul f11i\'e impacts (',f all)" .mergy, fluid mineral.s, phosphate or other development or 

pollution. II i~ also necesS<!l'}i to understand dT~cls of an agricultwat or other, water 

diversion;) and U~C$. 


5-G-3 	

BJ. M only mentiong that there Me 30n gprings, and mo,~t are not in good shape. ]v!llch 
more detailed data, infOlmflliol1 and .11lnly;;i.s mnst be provided, including coml,lete
mformation on allliveotock liK,ilih~, <!lId their polential role ill degradation or.lo~s of 
surface nO\\'3, areal. cxtcnt ofwetted areas, impacts to riparian and mcsi.c vegetation, and 
other effects, Please also prndrle full details on all stallda1"d.~ orre'luirement;; ofli\"t'!stock 
lise that are currently applied to ,piing" meadows and ripmian an>.lli;, Please assess how 
dI'ecliV~ varying ~taiidard~ may be ill pmle.clioll of n;"'Ollrc~'l5. Please dev~l(}p a v alid <II1d 
scielle,c-based range of a1t<'lUativc actiom that 'would scrve to limit and llliiigate livestock 

5-G-4 

Responses 

5-G- J: Wildland fire management direction is described in Chapter 
2. The effects of that management direction is analyzed for 
each resource and use (Chapter 4). Section 4.2.10 describes the 
effects of management direction of resources and uses on wild
land fire management. 

5-G-2: The level of analysis identified by this comment would be 
conducted for site specific projects that may affect aquifers, 
connectivity, etc. 

5-G-3: Baseline information appropriate for assessment in this pro
grammatic EIS is presented in Chapter 3. The level of baseline 
information cited as needed is appropriate for making decisions 
at the activity plan level. 

5-G-4: The level of detail on springs, standards, requirements, range 
improvements, etc referred to in this comment would occur dur
ing a site specific analysis. This is also true for standards and 
requirements applied to manage grazing on riparian areas. 
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October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS U-219 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments 

damage 10 Ihese criticall'iparian sites, as well as the wat"rshcds 10 which thcy arc linked, 
of gl'~at COllcert) is the i<}ss of perennial surface now, and areal c).iimt of springbrook> 
associated with mallY 'lwing sites, Illm has SUlcI tfHcked changes Of al1eratious in Hows 
over lim<:'l PJeuse <lISt) provide ([It a minimum in Appendix fonn) dala and analysis from 
all [enlle and loti.: sur.ey' pcr!'ol11.ed aemss the PFO, with geographic locators so lhal a 
proper inventory can be compikd ad presented 10 tile pUblic, 

,5-G-4 

flow many spring areas have b~Cll '"dcvdoped" (dug illlO and e<mvcrted into ponds. water 
piped oul to troughs or pipelines, or otherwise altered?). How many have heel] tlxclosed 
in some pal1 tvpically small or minimal exdosures, and what bave becn the dl'ects') 
Su(;h tk\"l,!lopnl.~llLs m,ay end up aduaHy degrading habitats ('or s':'lge grou:se~ migrah)ry 
birds. alld other specics that rdy on wd meadow or spring areas, 

5-(i-5 ~ 

Fences (assoeiat.:d with ,,)mc· water devciopments and oflellllscd broadly across the 
]andscap~ to aHem,pt to' ~'fix~~ grazing) Inay fo'rm ban-iers to sag~ grouse: t110Vclnent and/or 
big game USc, ~auSc mortality when grouse" owls, hawks or oth~r hirds fly into thenl~ 
provide "k,'ated perch", jill' preili1tors of sage grouse (Conndly t'l at 20(4), and perches 
tilt nest and egg pr"d"tors and brood,parasites ofmigratory birds. Fllrthcr. ncarly all "rem; 
oUlsid., e.xclo;;ure.;; lhllt may haw contain"d I1wsic or riparian areas suiTer tremendous 
impacts toml concentrated grazing, and trampling lise '1$ IiveS1<K,k converge on wdled <)1" 

n1eslc ~lreas" The~c unfenced ~ir~~lS b~coml! greatly dmuaged, desiccat~d~ suffer h~ad
cutting and eros;on and face inc'reusing dcscI1itlcatiOIJ and 10,,' over time, This is on top 
of the ]OS$ of surf""c nows limn typical dc-watenng ()r now reduct;o". 

5-G-6 

As patl of all ahernali""" plc"se dc\'dop a Ihll rang" of management and mitigation 
actioll$ that wi 11 "How recovery of developed. d.:-watcred. or h.:avily impacted riparian 
areas. Such actions include rest from gnlzing. <llkmtion of periods of tiS'; coupled "ilh 
conservative gr.JziJ1g us~ with i.rigg~rs for livestock retl1<)vat ~onscrvati\'c grazing., 
trampling nud brows.; u~e. ,.';<jllirem.:nls for active and diligent herding. actions to rcstnrc 
110ws 10 de-watered spring he1lds, springbrook>. or illtennitlcnt sc'c!im1s of (lraillagcs. 

5-G-7 

Springs, springbrooks. wet nJc"dow areas and riparian are,",; that are !Jot in steep mgged 
canyons ar~ critical habitats for sag!.! grt)us.~ brO(H;.i rearing. so restoration of-ccoli.)glcaJ 
integrity and fim.:tiolling condition of these siks should be a V~'1'Y high priority under all 
a'itcrnatives examined. 

5-G-' f 

Plcas~ priontiz-e and :'let lim.:. fnUl1cs I{)[ restoration actions to ot:cur On aU spring:";, sC'cp;.'1-. 
,vet m~ado\vs~ riparian areas and. int.;nnittcnt drainages., Plcas1;!- also provide a list and 
specific SdlCduk ofmonitoring adions thai will occur on both an llumwl und periodic 
basis, to measure improved ccologk'<ll health ami attainment of goals and objectiVe'S 1 ..,1' 

1111 riparian areas. Ph;)ase provide a specific sc-t ()f actions to b~ triggered if ecological 
lJeahh is 1101 ana3ned~ or goals are not b~ing nwL 

5-G-9 

Given that there are rampant water quality (,md also water quantity) problems acr~",s the 
PFO, such actiolls should 00 one of BUd's highest priorities. Sedimentation and runoff 
Ii'om roads (what is tile road density in all watersheds "fthe P1'O induding data n'om 

5-G-IOl 

M 

Responses 

5-G-5: There are approximately 300 springs (Section 3,2,9.1) located 
throughout the PFO area with approximately 147 of these springs 
having been developed. The effects of developing springs are 
analyzed on a case by case basis through the NEPA process for 
site specific projects as the land use plan is implemented. 

5-G-6: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-7: A variety of management actions would be considered on a 
site specific basis after the allotment evaluation process deter
mines the need for changes. 

5-G-8: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-9: Actions under Objective CA-SW-2.! address priorities for the 
iong term improvement of surface and ground water. . 

5-G-1O: See Action B-RE-4.2.6 which lists criteria that would be 
considered in travel management plans. 

This action includes environmental conditions, such as soil sta
bility, wildlife habitat, special status species habitat, proximity to 
riparian areas and/or 303( d) streams, and visual resources. 

J 
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Comments 
Forest and other lands as wdl}. 'Uld where are roads significant contributors to W'llcr 

~ quality probkms?) Surlace (and increasingly ground) walers face bllcterial. antibiotic. , honmlllal and olher contamination from Iivcslo.;k grazing on public :md private tand~, 

5-G-1O 

Pcs!lcidcs al'" widdy llsed by APHIS in portions orlhe PFO to try to "conlml" / 
grasshoppers and Mommll crickels on livestod,-degraded wild public lands. lkrbicldcs 
are used to control hwstock, road-rdated ,md other \Veed infestations, On top Mlbis is 
the large-scale lise of herhicides 'lIld also pesticides in various agricultural crops. 
induding in dl')·land wheat famling that may be intcnnillg!ed with very impOI11lJll sharp
laikd grouse and olhe" habitats. Such chemicals may not on1v infiltrate, surf"c" and 
gl'OlUld waters, and alst) ·'drift·- when applied 0" be tmnsported on wind-blown soil 
particles inlo BLM or other lands (in.:luding waters) not targeted for application. Plus. the 
revers" may happen especially as BL11 pillns lIl'~ior wgetation manipulation 
dislmbance 10 II')' to achieve 11 l\iodded and contrived arlincial "DFC" and Fuels 
condition. 'nlt' potential - especially under the major wg manipulation of all actinl1 
allemalives ;nlh" EIS for a repeal of the IlIAI OlIS! debacle of a r;:w years ago i,~ 

Ire\11elldoIl5. Soils from a BLM post-tir..: herbicide application were transpot1cd onto 
adjaccnt crop lands causing millions of dollars of damage. 

5-G-ll 

\Vate,s abo falOe contamination and pollut; on fi'om phosphak. and other mining 
activiti~s. Oil and gas exploration, Ic,tsing and devel.opment may include 
In paralld 10 potential pollution of waters is pokntial pollution/impacts to air quality. 
soils. vegetation /i'om drift of variou:; chemicals tl11m BLM llUlds. or onto lll,,:<'! lands. in 
the complex·ownership paUcnt lands oflhe pro. 

5-G-12 

Given all these impacts to. and problems t~\Cillg, suriilce and groand waters as wd.l as 
other compon.;nts oflh" environment, BLM must milch more card'ully analyze th" 
~n"'cls of tho major vegetation manipulation. ncar-maximum .lvlining-OG disturbane,,, to 
be imposed. as well as the e'1relllely high stocking ralesdivestock levels to be imposed. 

5-G-13 

BLM must also develop a much broader range of A.lknUllives aimed al llsing 
precautionary principles to manage these lands based Oil minimizing disturbance 
activit ie, and thllS minimizil1g p()t~ntial pollution and contamination from BLlI'! 
aGti vlties. 5-G-14 r 

11'Ionitoring must illc1udc: Sampling I()I' colit<)l111 aud other backrial Of p,()ilmion both 
bel',)re, dtlring and aner grazing tlse on all allllual basis; monitoring of now rates, 
comparative data Oll change'S in flow rates over time (please provide all tlow.'water 
qmmtitv) data as part <)(. the RXIP Ilnd if nonc is avai!abh: pkas.: establish a basclill~, 
BLM conducted \Vllkl' rights im',,'lltories ,1cmss Idaho in the 19908, so Ihi., data must be 
<\vailabk In SOlUe exten1. Such infonllation is especiallv critical in light or a [cccllt Idilho 
Suprem" court decision on 'Io~.k waler rights, Plc<Lse provide a ddailetl explanation and 
analysis of how Ihis d"ci~ion may impair <tnd h'lI1ll ~nol1s 10 manage walers and 
water~heds and 10 maintain or improve water qn'lIltity and quality, 111 light of this 

5-G-15 

decision, which is signitlcantlhOw inf0l11llltioll and that strips some control of waters from 
the federal gm'cmlllcnt, we believ.,; that BUd must devdop 11 raugc of conservative and 
<'compensatory altcl1lnli\'<'s rdated to livestock. mining. and olher land uses lilal may 
an',,"l waters. This also demonslrates the "e"d for preparation of a Supplemental EIS, ami 

5-G-161 

Responses 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

5-G-l1: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-12: Thank you for your comment 

5-0-13: Environmental effects of implementation of the RMP and 
alternatives are contained in Chapter 4. 

5-G-14: This planning effort is based upon the identification of: need 
for change topics, identified by the planning team through an ex
tensive review of the Malad MFP (1981) and Pocatello RMP 
(1988). Public comments received during the scoping period on 
the need for change topics were reviewed, categorized and ana
lyzed to identify specific issues and concerns to be addressed in 
this land use plan. This process resulted in the identification of 
land management direction for resources and uses, carried for
~ard from current plans andmanagement direction to be incorpo
rated into the new plan to address: I) new laws, regulations and 
policies, 2) changed conditions on the public lands, and 3) new 
and emerging demands on the public land. 

5-G-15: Monitoring protocols and requirements are developed for 
activity plan documents which implement land use plan manage
ment direction. Water quality data is presented at a level com
mensurate with a planning level scope of analysis, with an em
phasis on water bodies that have quality concerns. 

As noted in Section 3.2.9.4 of the Draft RMP/EIS; "The PFO has 
more than 350 water right claims in the Idaho Snake River Basin 
Adjudication (SRBA) for livestock and wildlife." The RMP pro
vides analysis of potential impacts on water quality based on the 
decisions being made in the RMP. 

5-G-16: The BLM has described a reasonable range of alternatives 
and analysis of effects of those alternatives as described by 
NEPA. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments 


In~w analyses, full examination of a Tange of esp,mJed altema!;",," that serve to much
better protect ""Ikr resources, ami a thowugl1 and detailed examination of all direct. 

~ indjr~d ;:md cmnulative inlpacts of the \vater issue_ 

5-G-16 
': 


Spccit1c trigger;; 1,)1" l~cst. \""11lnatioJl of grazing liS". ,md other liWSlO"k or other 
 disturbance actions (including such tilings as prohibition oCmilling. 00. roading 

dcv-'Iopmcnt in sensitive watersheds and/or where use may degraded and diminish 

waters) Specific monitoring lIUL,\ he applied, and triggers established ifwakf 4ual.ity 

sianclards arc violated, if significant How reductions or losses occur as tlw r~sult of 

particular events, ifeeological conditions deteriorale. ifflou's dimini,h over lime, or if 

"th~f problcll1~ aris<'\, 


5-G-17,

BUvf oversight of any modification of water sources must occur under all ,,!tenl<l!iv,"s, 
lrreparahle ha1l11 alay occur in digging into or around water s()urccs~ as day layers that 
provide for surf"ee ""pression of n""s may be punctured and altered by digging, riparian 
area.' often contain important cultural sites or materials. al,d habitat values arc very high, 

5-G-18 

 BUl,l mllst filctor into II Supplemelllal EIS ,maly"i" Ihe an!icipakd clli:cts of Global 

Warming on water quantity and nows in Ihe arid PFO lands, With deseltiflcation 

processes r~'Sulling from livestock grazing djsturhanc~ already well underway on PFO 

1ands. and glohal warming processes now rccogniz\!d by ~a:ien~c to be o~cU1Ting~ '\,:c can 

, expect increased losses of water fj·om wild land systems as a result of dimale cJuU1ge. In 
order to ellsure sllflkient water 1;11' wildlili:, aquatic species, riparian vegetation 
communities, waters crili.:al to human uses stich as public wakr supplies, proper nquite.r 
s[()rage and slow rdens\'" BLM mllS.! devdop a Land esc P];m that deals with the 
disturbance fadors that :.IT(: causing UIll1:e:CC'ssru.): and hannnli los$e~ of surfac~ waters and 

, that m'e affi:cting watershed processes, 'Il1e DEiS is utterly ddlcient in developing 
reasonable alternati\'~s and rn~a.sur~s to d~al with the:-:e serl()u8 and pressing issu~s_ 

5-G-1 9'

It even lach presentation and analysis of readily a\'ailabk necessary baseline information 
' on livestock lheilities lhat impact. degrade. divel1 or otherwise ,i1ter, degrad" or diminish 
waters in what is ~llpposed to be a CUI1'ent pJanJling lrwentory. We refery<)u to 13LM'8 
O",'yl1e" P~l\fP Summmy Tables, available to you on-line at the Idaho BU".[ Websik 
These provide, for example. an inventory of eXIsting liwslock t:~cilities in the FO, and 
projects the number of foreseeable projects over the !Hi: oCthe plan. as is necessary in a 
valid Lmd C,e Plan, \Vc can lind no corresponding document in the PRMI) 111al pran 
was t1nalized in 1999, Since tllen. the significant and deleterious effects of many 

5-G-20 

structural facilities and treatmcnts on sage grouse and olll"r native biota has hccom" even 
greater (Connelly d aL 20()4, Dohkin and Sauder 2(04). Plus, the knowledge and 
understanding orlha ctTccts ofroading (ol1en linked to racilj!ic~) and habitat 
li'agmcntatioll stemming trom l:1Cililics, mading and related disturbance has signi!icamly 

 increased, See Wisdom eI al. 2002, Knick et al. Z003,. COllnelly et al. 2004. Dobkin and
• Saucier 2(J(J4, Holloran el aL 200:'), 
(

5-G-21 
'

 

 Thus. it is imperative that a 2007 RMP provide ncccssarv goals and objectives 10 identifv 
facilities and their adverse impacts. relaid disturbance factors stich as unplanned roading 5-G-22 ' 

~

f

Responses 

5-G-17: Setting triggers and site specific monitoring may be consid
ered on a site specific basis upon implementation, 

5-G-18: These concerns are handled during implementation for site 
specific projects 

5-G-19: See response to comments 10-A-41 and 6-G-2, 

5-G-20: Baseline infonnation as identified in this comment is pre
sented in various sections of Chapter 3, (e,g" Sections 3.2,5, 
3,2.10,3.25.12 and Tables 3-3, 3-18) at a level appropriate for 
assessment in this programmatic EIS. 

The level of information identified as needed in this comment is 
better suited for more detailed implementation level planning 
such as an activity plan. 

5-G-21: Reference Noted 

5-G-22: Analysis of current facilities is outside the scope of this plan, 
in accordance with the BLM's Planning Handbook H-160 I-I, 
Any future facilities or restoration efforts would be analyzed on a 
site specific basis. 

v v 
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Comments 
ill as~ociation with 1~1cililies, that may he causing significant adverse impacts, and act to 
rmno\,,,, minimize and adequately mitigate impacl~ ofiacilities, and provid" a time-fnmle 
lind monitoring to accompli~h this. A range of altematives that examines removal. 
modification, or other adiom to address adverse facility impacts must be a~scssed. ,'\ 
nmg\:: of actions based {)n passi\'~ re:stOl"iltiOl1 ie(:hniques in waten;hcds Inust also b~ 
examined. 

5-G-22 	

Please also provide a dd.,iIcd disclLssion and analvs;s of al! existing surfiKe or grOlUld 
\vater or significant soH contamination associated with any ('xis11ng inining~ oil and gas~,
phosphate, hazm'dous or toxic' waste, or other site on BL?I..f or neighhorl1lg lands. Pl~ase 


pnwidc ddaikt! analyses of the ~xpec!cd incr.e~ses und",r the limited range of .extractivll 

aftemalive" of the DElS, and !lnd"r an ""panded, rang" of "Itcmalives in "Supplemental 

ElS. 

5-G-23 

, 

Stlikin2 Simihu'ities between Alternatiws 

BLi\lIHL~ not provided it reasonable range of altcmalivcs. lnskad, the public is prcsellkd
with n document that paws the way tQt'extremc extraction and degradatioll of r,:soul'ecs 
hy grazing. mining and ""ploratiOtL ()i I and gas, energy development, and other aJ.vet-,;e 
uses. N!,my ofthe components of an: nearly identical across all altemal;ws. Examples: 
Gr"':;l1g lands and AUMsiallncations, lands availahle for minerals, rights-of:wa\" large 
land disposals/trades are wry similar across altemativ.:s. 

The only p,)sitive aspect of the R?I.!l' is the "ITort al Travel Planning_ 'nl" rest ofth~ 
document is a gl,ml step backw;mls. or lhat would allow the aITay of harms - w<lcds, 
wakr pollution. nmaway roading and habilat loss and fragmentation to .:ontinue 
unabated. or accekrate. 

II appears that BLM;consullanls mscn.xl alkrnatiw provisiolls thaI provide slight 
varilltioliS in some altemaliws,juSllO try to make the PRMP looK lih il exmllin<;,d 
sorncwhat of a rang..; of alteI11ath,\~s, 

5-G-24 	

UBI'S Duty end"" FLPMA 

BLM is r"qllircd under FLP\IA to consider present and pOlenlial lIses or the pllblic Imuls, 
and the scarGily ofval""s involved. 

Given the important wild land valll~S of the Pocatello BL!>-1lands, the rragmented land 
own"r and habitat pattcms, the number of rare and declining $pccies that inhabit these 
land~., and the growing puhlic appreciation and recrcatiqnal uses Ofl.hese-Iands -- as \vell 
as the serions damage thai is occun~ng f!'Om phosphate mining and olh".. adivity BLM 
should not hav'c undertaken a typical commodity-driven. livestock and industry-centered 
R\H' planning. Accommodating public lands grazing and extractive uscs should not have 
been a driving tcorcc in this clrot1. Regrettably, BLM has placed o\"e.nvhdming emphasis 
on Inaxinli_:(.ing grazing, c~}.:tra('ti\'c uses, and other tuan), other hannful activities on public 
lands. The end result will be aeecI.:rat0d degradatioll and Joss of biodiversity if ANY of 
the aftemalivcs ofthis Plan m'c implemented. 

; 

5-G-25 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

5-G-22: Analysis of current facilities is outside the scope of this plan, 
in accordance with the BLM's Planning Handbook H-1601- 1. 
Any future facilities or restoration efforts would be analyzed on a 
site specific basis. 

5-G-23: The RMP/EIS assesses general impacts from the Proposed 
RMP direction and alternatives. Site specific impacts like those 
you listed will be assessed at project implementation including 
leasing consideration or operations plan application. 

For example, BLM directs you to the interagency CERCLA proc
ess that is currently investigating and overseeing remediation of 
selenium contamination related to historic phosphate mining in 
southeast Idaho. 

Also, BLM has also recently released a state-of-the-art e~viron
mental impact statement that assesses in great detail the potential 
impacts and appropriate mitigation for potential selenium and 
other contamination associated with phosphate mining at the 
Smoky Canyon mine in southeast Idaho. 

5-G-24: See response to comment 6-G-2. 

5-G-25: Thank you for your comment 
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Comments 

BLi\! faikd to act in the public inter,,",s!needs in the RMP pf()~CSS 10 prole,,:t a host of
import;mt values big sagebrush con1ll1unities, old gro\\lh juniper, native fish. wild (U1d 
untrammeled vi>:\(l.s, - and that protection and enhancement of these value>: will drive Ill.: 
RM P effort and rnanagemellt dc.:isio(ls. 

BLM must prepare a Supplemental EIS, 

5-G-25 

Comp,u'ison of Altf'rnilti-vt's 

"111e tremendous similarity between altematiws. ilnd Sh0l1COITl ings of altemali .. es.is
shown in Tahle ES-8 "Summary CQmpari~on of Allematives" 

Air Quali!v. No dilkrence among altemllti"es 
Cultural. No ditlcrcllcc among alternativcs .. 
Fish and \,\"ildlite.No ditTerel1cc among altcmaliws 
Soil and Water. No difference among altematiws .. . 
Paleontological.. ;\() difr~,rel1ce mnong all~nlativcs .. . 
Special StaltLs Species. Go(il SS-l. No ditlerence among alkmutil'cs. 

Special Stalus Species. Faulla. MinimulIl ,'arialtOns among altel11ativcs, and m~arly all 
"manag~menl actions" referred to in Chapter 2 fhrthcse lisls of species are routine. or 
required, 01' BlI-'IPs under common setl~e and HLlvI's existing guidance for impOltanl and 
s~l1sili vc species. 

The onh' real dilTerenc'e here is that ullder AJlemalive C. Cttrlew "aUey. Bear Lake 
I'lakatt'Sheep Creek Hills, Ple'L~anliew··Sarm.na. Lower Blackfoot and D"ep Cre"k 
would r~C'ci\'e ltlUnagenlenL guidnnce to i.oenhanc~~' andior prevent loss ()f ::;pecial status. 
species habitat. The ·'or-- ",cans that the currenl dcgr"ded (;onditiol1s cOlild conlinue AND 
all thc extensiVe disturbance ami cllmulative impads of the largc.scale treatment, 
development and other aetions could largely continue on top of the eum:nl livestock 
d..:gradation, 

Tlu, \'Iolat", BL!l.f. specilll status sp\ldes policy. Given th.: fragmented. often degraded. 
hahitats, I\)!' importam and sen~itive specics ill this ar.:a, at a minimulll, a goal, or 
management action, should be 10 both C(l!lSerVe and enhance habilat~ and populations. 
and many ofthes.: lands ar.: not in ..:omplhUlce with th..: FRH for these specks habitats at 
prt::s~nt, 

It is nccessm-v for BL;..! 1<) tmderstand the CUITent status of habit,lIs and populations to 

Piau. B1 .. "1 should apply manag.cmcnt to cnhancc/and prevcnt los>: for ALL sensitive 

species habitats across the FO under a mllch broad,,]' rangc of ecological-science based 
alternativcs and altcmative 'lllocati"ns, and restoration actions in a much modified range 
or :\ltcmativ,;s inn Supp/cm..:ntal. EIS. 

.5-G-26 
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Comments 

Plus, here, Alternali,·., A is dearly pre/'.,rabl,\ as il provides I,}r 131.\[ to "maintain :Iud
enhance" existing habitats. Plus. it do.;;" 1101 ficck to impose "ceilings" Qfsagcbrush OJ' 

otha CO\'cr and soCt the stage for massive manipulation ofhllbitats, as would occur under 
the other alternatives. 

5-G-27 

The limited lInd meager management provi~ions that arc blld out here should be d<)'N as 
PaIt of Ihis Rl\IP, nol postponed to sOllle indefInite flllnrc. For eX:Ullpk identify areas 
wilere applicatioll of pesticides may aJJcd grouse broods ... NOW! BLM should readily 
be able to do this as part of the Inu', and identify areas in this do"uUlent. APIHS has a 
long history of a LOT of application ofpesticides in PRlI.IP lands, and it nee(ls to he 
anal\'z~d here·and 110t just Ibr ,,!leets on sag~ grollse but Oil migratory birds, ,lqualic 
syskms. jJollinators of 1Iath;" and I'are plants, de. "No sprav" zones should be established 
as part of lhc R!\IP. Plus, as there is a consistellt link bdw,'cn wild hmd degradatioll (bv 
livestock, livestock and fire or olher disturbance) and infestation>, serious efforts 10 

reslore degraded lands should be part offhis process. 

5-G-28 	

\:Vhy in the world 1101 protect ALL leks now. as well as all lands within 5 miles nrleb ill
this highly broken landscape, 1'31.1\1 also t:'1;ls 10 dela.il the type of sage grouse 5-G-29~ 
popul,itiollS, and th~ dilli:relll populalioils here. Arc Ihey resident or migratory" What is 
the nlnge of each population? How will mining. Oil and Gas, energy including potential 
wind, and other <k\'dopments all;'ct these population.s,? 5-G-30t 
We grcntly supp0l1 acquiring lands for impOltant habitats, :lud this .shouk! be pmt of all 
action alternatives in thri:: fragr110nt.:d landscape p<l1tcrH h~rc~ lmt ar~ very cotlL'~nled that 
und"r the Lands Realty section. the public will b~ IlI.eed with signillcanl Net 1.<)S$ of 
pllblic lands· and serious adwrse dlccts will result. BL\J, it appears. plans to trade 
away lands to achieve ,my cOllllectivity on s<Jme habitat>. BL!l.J should make IlITorts to 
increase public l'Ulds, in sIIppol1 of this g.oal, over the lif~ of the Plan, Plus it is very 
diflicult to undersiand exactly how any land actiollS will OCClll". 111" analysis must be 

5-G-31 	

greatly cxpandcod and a range ofnl\lch actions focllsed on expanding public hmd 
ownership here thmugh Land and 'Vater COllservation Fumh or other a",!ions must b", 
",,,,ssed. BLM Land Disposal actiolls would alIec! "crY important Open Space for 
expanding public recreational uses. 

~5-G-32 

\\'l1ile BLM states it will monitor progress and make adjustments, there is no lime fnune, 
spccific milestones, or specific COllcrNc protocols laid OUl for this .. '[11CI"C is also no 
specific s"t of actions to be undertaken or triggered, if progress is not made. lllis is ()f 

great c{)llcem, as the RMP relies on adapti"e mmmgem.:nl. which is open-endcd alld 
fraught with llllcertaintv. ConcenL~ over tlse of Adaptive management are magnified 
under the large-scale graling, Irealment and e\.iractive disturbances 10 be imposed under 
the EIS. 

5-G-33 	

As Alt. As was the management sciletue that ELM W<lS suppOSed to be operating under 
during the liti: of the exi~tillg plans, the RMP must pf<)yidc data mId analysis that 
examines ehul1g~s in habitl1ts, populatiolls. habitat loss, fragmentation, !llld other changes 
()vel- the life of the Plan. Then~ you can liSt.! this as the ha... is for det,enllining the ~:xtcnl of 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

5-G-27: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-28: The Proposed RMP contains direction for pesticide appli
cations in listed species habitat (B-SS-l.1.1). The plan also 
contains direction for protecting riparian areas by use of buff
ers (Appendix D). The plan directs the BLM to adhere to label 
instructions when applying herbicides (B-SS-I.l.l). 

5-G-29: In the Draft RMP document, a 0.6 mile buffer was identi
tied in management action B-ss-1.2.3 to protect leks. This 
direction has been clarified in the Proposed Rt\1P consistent 
with the Conservation Plan for the Greater Sage-grouse in 
Idaho (2006) which recognizes both temporary human distur
bances and permanent surface occupancy (infrastructure) 
threats to active and occupied leks respectively. This revised 
management action, PP-SS-l.3,5 reflects the minimum buffer 
distances identified for potential infrastructure threats near 
occupied leks and temporary human disturbance threats near 
active leks. Buffer distances could be increase if deemed ap
propriate and would be based on site specific NEP A analysis 
during project level implementation, 

5-G-30: Impacts from energy and minerals development are dis
cussed in terms of habitat. Both direct and indirect impacts on 
habitat are expected from developments. If the quantity or 
quality of habitat is reduced, wildlife population size would be 
reduced. The minerals and energy program uses closures, 
NSO's, seasonal and other restrictions to protect wildlife habi
tat, 

5-G-31: See Objective B-LR-S.L 

			

5-G-34~ 5-G-34~ 
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Responses 

5-G-32: See Chapter 2, Action B-LR-S.1.3 that lists factors of consideration for land transfer including recreational opportunities. All types of recreation in
cluding those needing open space would be considered in the NEP A process for any disposal or acquisition action. 

5-G-33: Adaptive management is described in Section 2.4 of the Draft RMPiEIS. Failure to make progress towards or achieve a land use plan objective would 
$ require examining the current direction and making a determination if the management direction or objective is still valid. Section V of the BLM Land Use 

Planning Handbook (H-160 1-1) addresses Monitoring, Evaluation and Adaptive management as it relates to land use planning. 

5-G-34: Please refer to Chapter 3 for a description of the existing biological, physical, and socioeconomic characteristics, including current trends, opportuni

ties, and risks as determined based upon the continued monitoring and evaluation of resources and uses as managed through implementation of the 1981 

and 1988 land use plans. 


Objective CA-GE-l.l is to improve monitoring and collection of data to better assess trends and respond to changes when needed. 
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Comments 	

change, the current sl<ltus ~")mpared \0 al the time oflhe old LUPs, and dewlop a solid 
and real set of focused fc·storatioll allcmativc actions and specific measures. Basically, 
what is the scope ,md severity of changes that may have occm1'cd in habitats (<:cological 
condition, fragmentation, loss'development (mining, disposal. fooding, liv<:stoCK 

facilities, etc). 


5-G-34 

BL?>.! slales it will restore shmb-stepp" hahitats in source areas, restoralit>1l areas. liakage
areas hetween populations. In the PI{ "IP arell, this is simply not sufficient ill the already 
highly fragment.ed landscape. "here species habitat IQsses have heen so great. -n,;S 

minimal commitment violat.:s BLi\.f"s policies of important and sensitive species. Pkase 

provide d",tailcd data and analysis oflmw such areas have been dd.ennined as part oflhis 
R\·IP Process. 


5-G-35 

The sharp-tailed grollse actions, in parallel with sage grouse. arc basically what BLM

sholiid be doing anyway lInd"l' all altematives as pml of its basic policy to protect 
s"nsitive species. These minimal commitments do not provide a sound basis for 
mamlg~menl for the next 20 years under a Land lJse Plan. The BOUotn line oillhe filllnn 
section: 13L:v1 is not rC'111y doing anything it is nol clIffel1lly doing, anyway lIIuler its 
sellsitive species policies. 

5-G-36 

We are similarly dismayed that BLM has not devdoped a mueh broader nUlge ofhabilal
protections t'll' ALL sensitive specics. BUill proddt's aJlcmatin:s 13 and C heing near
identical (and minimal) and A and D being near-identical (and minimal). There iii no 

valid range of attentat-lYe'S ht,!;\~" "nnl~~ tll~r~ can he no real exanltnation of a range of 

dl~cts and a range of ilnpa~ts. 

5-G-37 

Flom. The provisions of Band C ,Ire o/len just provisions of A :md D wrilwl a din"renl 
way, and are realfy just what Bl .. M do~s anyway as a routine basis lInder its sensilive 

species policies and olher Standard Operating Procedures and I3MP,. BLM seellls to have 

tried \0 make SOPs and BMP;; be "ahcmativcs" cmnpollcnls. For example, ,\.It A and D 

'-avoid actions that canse disturbance" is very similar 10 "limiting \\aler dc.,;.;:!opmcnts 

and mineral supplements ncar special st"ltts plant populations". ,VHY, too. is this not 

being proposed lor sage grouse, sharp-tailed grouse. pygmy nlblliL important sagebrlLsh

steppe migratory bird and ()tiler c,ritical habitats as well? 


5-G-38 

PIllS, provisions of Band C could even be \Veaka than :\ and J). '111<' wording of Band C 

is arlainly looser. F')f .example. BL?>.! instead ofsp~"ifyillg ,\ distance (14 milc) in Band

C uses the word "'neaT'-' what in the world. is "ncar'''! This seems complctdy 

unenforceable and subjed 10 greatlv varying interpretations. 


S-G-39! 

Car" in US" of herbie'ides should be applied til all remaining native vegelatioll 
Cl)fllillunitics -- as there may he serious adwm;e impacts from herbicide Of pesticide lIS~ <lr 
 
·dritY' c'sp~cially in ,,-indy conditions. rugged ten'ain~ etc. 


5-G-40
Vegetation. Goal VE. like nearly all oflhc "Goals" here ar.;: merdy whHl m,\l is 
re(luired to dll 'Ulde, its Fundmllcnlals ofrmlgdand Health policy ·______________or reall\..'. even LESS_____________________________________

f  % 5 - G- 41 ID'

Responses 

5-G-35: The source areas, restoration areas and linkage areas were 
extracted from the Conservation Plan for the greater sage-grouse 

in Idaho, July 2006. 


5-G-36: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-37: Thank you for your comment 


5-G-38: Avoidance of special status species habitat may be an alter
native considered during site specific analysis during project 
level implementation 


5-G-39: The mitigation/guidelines for B-SS-l.2.8, #2, second bullet 
states: Limiting water developments and mineral supplements 
near special status plant populations sufficient to protect these 
species. This allows the flexibility to expand the distance if nec
essary.

5-G-40: Thank you for your comment. 

5-G-41: Thank you for your comment. 
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Comments 

than BL!\·! is required to so. It should uN be elevated to the J,ovd of a great and wonderful 
Goalr'Provision of a I ,and Usc Plan. Plus, 

The lack of Vegetation Goals that include standards of livestock lise that will provide l")f 
impot1ant and sensitive wildlife spc<:ic~ habitats and healthy native wgchllion 
communities is a serious conCCIll, in light of all the vegetation disturbance to be imposed. 

5-G-41 

The action to be taken under Goal VE-2. is e},1n;mely limikd. and is not sufficient for a 
strategy of lnkgmtcd Wed or Pest Management'Control actions on public lands. BL'vl 
must greatly expand a range ofaltemalives related to ilWilSivc sp~cies,and the rok of 
livesto~k and other di!-)lurbatl~~ In invasive· sp~ci~s prcsenBe, spr~ad or "risk'~' of 
(}CCUITCnl;t;. 

Goal VE<l, \\ illl 110 difference <unong altematives, is near-meaningkss.

Goal \'1':-4 is alarming in that it would impose the wilok Artitkiall\Codd in !v!orass of 
Appendix J ,\nd nth,,!' pm'!s ()f Volume 2 on wildland systiCms. 

5-G-43 

We arc conlhs.od why BL!v1. in discussing v.og (ES-25) start;; using different Illllubcrs 
94.1 vs. 6,1 () for some of the components, 5-G-44 •.'. ~ 

PIcase see discussion ill other WWP COI1Ullents of Appendix J and Vol. 2 rchltcd to the 
serious flaws of imposing \leg l\fodds based on little to no CU!'\Ol1t data on ecological 
conditions 3t..:fOSS the FO., and based on tnodcls deri v~d for rores.t~d higher devation 
systems and not arid sagebrush wild lands. HLM also uses assumption~ about the b~ndib; 
of fire disturbance on syst~nls stress~d and hr~u.king aparl und~r invaSIve species 
cXP:lIlSiOll, p:uticularly in the \\ak" of continued !ivclstock and othclr disturbanccl. and 
combined or cumulative impacts of livestock, fire and other disturbance. 

5-G-45 

BL:\I must examine a range of alternatives IhM pmlcd remaining native vegetation 
communities !i'om purposeful alteration and disturbance due to risk of weed spread. 
Th.: age classcs thaI you would artificially impose (as in aspcniconif"r) will resulting 
signilkant losses f()r naliw migratory bird ,U1d olher species dependent 011 older or 
mature communities drastically "Itered under the R \IP Disturbance Ahematives. 

There is !\·IINI\IAL ditfcrenc~ between AIls. B,C. D across the Board, including ill 
Energy. Oil and Gas, Minerals. Realty and othe" provisions 

5-G-46 	

The RMP must f"CUS on protection of ,\1.,1, remaining native planl cOll1lllunitks and 
unfiagmenkd cor" habitat f,)r sage grouse, pygmy rabbit, antelope. sage·steppe ohligate 
migratory birds, as well as gmy flycatcher m1d other juniper d"pendent species. BLl\! 
must hIke strong decisive action to protect native biola and rare and endemic planl 
commlltlities, cultural sites. palconlol.ogka\ sites. "te. Juniper b';ITics mlly also provide 
imporumt winter tood for Townscml"s solitaire mld other wintering bink 

5-G-47 	

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

5-G-41: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-42: Management actions described under Goal VE-2 illustrates 
the priority weed treatments areas, stipulations for prevention 
and treatment, types of treatment, coordination with counties, 
and types of herbicide. Refer to CA-VE-2.Ll, 2.1.2, 2.1.3, 
2.1 A, 2.1.5 and 2.1.6. 

Livestock grazing in relation to weeds is addressed in the Idaho 
Standards for Rangeland Health. Refer to Appendix A. 

5-G-43: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-44: Each goal/objective for a resource/use is numbered sequen
tially throughout the Draft RMP/EIS. Table ES-8 - Summary 
Comparison of Alternatives, aligned by alternative similar goals 
and objectives for cross reference and comparison. 

5-G-45: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-46: Action CA-VE-2. 1.3 provides direction for preventing nox
ious weed spread for authorized activities. 

Less than 15% of aspen/conifer and dry conifer acres would be 
treated during the life of the plan (Action B-WF-4,5.1), The 
remaining acres would be aging to provide mature communities 
for migratory birds and other species dependant on them. 

This planning effort is based upon the identification of, need for 
change topics, identified by the planning team through an exten
sive review of the existing Malad MFP (J 981) and Pocatello 
RMP (1988). Public comments received during the scoping 
period on the need for change topics were reviewed, categorized 
and analyzed to identify specific issues and concerns to be ad
dressed in this land use plan. This proQess resulted in the identi
fication of land management direction for resources and uses, 
carried forward from current plans and management direction to 
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Responses 

5-G-46 Continued: identity specific issues and concerns to be addressed in this land use plan. This process resulted in the identification of land management 
direction for resources and uses, carried forward from current plans and management direction to be incorporated into the new plan to address: I) new laws, 
regulations and policies, 2) changed conditions on the public lands, and 3) new and emerging demands on the public land. 

5-G-47: The Proposed RMP/Final EIS addresses native plant communities, special status species habitat, and fragmentation in several sections. Habitat connec
tivity and fragmentation are addressed in land tenure adjustment management actions AA-LR-5.l.5 and B-LR-5 .1.3, Special Status Species, B-SS-l.2.12 
and Fish and Wildlife, CA-FW -2.1.3. Goal VE-2 would maintain habitat by preventing the establishment of invasive and/or noxious weeds. 

Minerals direction uses NSOs, discretionary and nondiscretionary closures, seasonal and other restrictions to address concerns about native plant communi
ties, special status species habitat, and fragmentation (see Minerals and Energy section of Proposed RMP/Final EIS). Action B-RE-4.2.6 establishes wild
life habitat and special status species habitat as criteria to be used when designing travel plans. 
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Comments 

BLil.1 lUllst recognize the cutTen! and potential value of certain lands as refereJ1Ce sites for 
s(.,lcntific research, and ¢cosy~t~ms r()r species restorati()n and long-kml pupulatioll 
viability. In th" increasingly dc"dop"d CS, the wild lands of the Pocatello BU.I ,"'Te as 
an endave of solitude and open space. 

.5-G-48 

While recognizing, protecting and enhancing these values, Bl.M nlllst als() grapple with 
explOlling weed and exolic spc..:i", problems - ImlIlY lied diredly to livestock disturbance; 
appalling ongoing livestock destruction of vcry scarce springs. seeps and Streams: 
rernoval of llnnccciisary or harrnfili livestock facilities and unnecessary road~~ escalating 
OR\, usc and other serious problems. 

5-G-49 

\\li': support expand<ld \\ildi':mess and rOlidless area protection. and desi!,'lJatioll of Areas 
of Critical Ellviromn"ntal COllccm (ACECs) of;mffidcnl size to truly prolccllandseapc 
level yalue-s. As an ()utL~()[n~ or this planning prot::~s-5~ th..::re should be no opportunity l'i.)[ 
any net loss of puhl ic lands. It is imperative that BLM in this planning process ad 10 

adcqualdy protect these il'repJacc;lbk attributes and v,llucs. 

5-G-50 

In this lOIS, BLM mllst alMJyzc a broad array OLlcriolLS that aft".;! a vast acreage of 
Pllh]j~ lallds~ \vith a ,,,"ide variety ofthr~ats_ All din~(.'t" indirect and clunuhttive im:pact~ 
rnust b~ assl.!s-scd. 

m 5-G-51 

BLM mllst collect new, cum;n\ and dctailed information 011 the soils. wakrshcds, native 
 vegetation c01nlnunitie,s~ wildlife habitat$~ sp~cial :.;tatus sr,.;cil!s.~ popt1lations~ r~creati()n<ll 

u.s.::s~ weeds and other inlpOrlant v.alu~,s oflh~ ,alf..::cted lands. Ba.·"ic inlonn:ation on 
ecological composition/scml status of vegetation mtlS\ be colkctcd, Such infollMrion h 
!1'-'CCSsal'Y 10 ensure science·hased knowledgeable protection of values Ilmkr all 
altcmatiws. 

l 
5-G-52 .

The only "col1crde" or ll1casurabl" provision 0['1he whole R\IP is: "Common to All 
Alls" 2·21 Fish and Wildlife :\clioll CA-FW- 1.]. t Li\'e~t(}ck mgml of shrubs in big game 
w;nb:r range: Providl' 80% of ,uumal growth (01' wlldUfl'. 

5-G-53 1 

hupos-lng th~ highly UllCerta1tl and op'ell-~tl{kd '~(ldaptive nliln,lgem_cnf~ sch~tn~ on top of 
thi)'S unCertain and lmsp~cjfic EIS Inean:;; there is absolutely" no way to unde.rstand the, 
~l1vironmC1l1al "Heets of the management actions thaI will occur. 

5-0-54 1 

Onder Ih" minimal discllssion of LVST All. A 2-3710 38. there is no discussion of <111)' 

exisling llse stmld,trds lh'll may be lIppiicd. Arc there st<llldards 011 permits? If so. what 
ar~ they? \Vhat has L:or1l1pJ iance monitoring sl1()'\,vn ? Please pn)vid..:: a suuuTIar)' Appendix 
of all monitoring hy pasture tor all allotments over the period oflhe preceding Land l'se 
Plall~, '-1,'-; wdt as th0 estahlished crllerhl to h~ tnonitor~d_ \Vhat requireUlent:;;; for use~ 
utilization, brow~i', stuhble height. de. ure found in the separate older loCI's? 

5-0-55 

l'nder "Coll1mon to AIlS B. C DO BLl\f absurdly limits on sbn.h canopy density 
(example: 2·58: "manage key habitat for 11 range ofsagebrush canopy cover (ll to 31 
inch.-" in hI); at least 15 percent l?F"S Poa bulbosa (we presume"'??) ... and 10 pereenl 
c(wer (,f ,I diwr.<ity ofl\)!'bs. 

5-G-5·t 

Responses 

5-G-48: Areas of special designations, such as ACECfRNA's are man
aged to provide benefits as identified in your comment. 

5-G-49: See response to comment 6-0-32. 

5-G-50: These concems are addressed in various resource sections, 
e,g" Special Designations ACEC's and Land Tenure adjustments. 

5-G-51: Chapter 4 addresses the direct, indirect, and cumulative im
pacts for the management direction identified in the Draft RMP/ 
EIS (2006). 

5-G-52: Thank you for your comment. 

5··G-53: Thank you for your comment. 

5-G-54: All federal actions are subject to various levels of public in
volvement through the NEP A process. Management actions pro
posed even in an adaptive management context would be subject to 
the NEP A process, 

5-G-55: Use criteria on specific plants are tools that may be applied on 
a site specific basis, They have been used in the past and exist on 
some permits, Monitoring data is site specific and outside the 
scope of this plan, 

5-G-56: The habitat characteristic the commenter refers to are guide
lines for managing sage-grouse habitat adapted from Connelly et al 
(2000). 
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Comments 

2-61 - BLM is goiug to waste lax dollars "groom" the crested whcatgrass se"dings for 
the livestock induslry_ 

maimailling 
AlL B Lvs( Grzg_ 2-68 to 2-70, ELi',l provides no livestOCK USc standards or any kiml 
PLCS the language ofOhjec!ive B-LG- 1.2 is _-\L"\R,,,,lfNG' "COI1SiStclll with 
a thriving ecological balance and multiple use rdatiOl1ships provide annually a \o!:ll 
preference (active suspended) of approximately 87,800 A\)Ms"- -nml means all th" 
vcgdalion manipul:1tion wiU he ilimed nol just as sllstaining the active permitted use 
(which 1\"e h.m: come im:rcasingly to SliSpect is signitkantly ABOVE the actual use that 
Ot'curs), BUd may make dlbrts to stock up 10 tht, paper .c\UMs, J'IT abow thos~ iletually 
grazahlc under any cirounlstances. 

5-G-57 	

 

[ 

 

AI!. C Lv,( Grzg_ 2- 108 to 2-109. 1\'0 standards of any kind. l AIL D. l.vs! (Jrzg_ 2-133 to 134_ No standards of any kind_ 
5-G-58

D1~IS ]-88 and }-89 discusses "Summary ofcompaf'isOll of Ell\11 Consequenccs (11' 

! .ivcstock grazing. This is e)itrcIllei y limitoo. Also, what i~ mcant by "s~a~on of us,;: 
\\'ithin .il grazing distrlcf!? 5-G-59

This is ,1 bi1.an-e EIS that rails 10 meet 6ell [h" most minimal of CEQ NEPA 
r~quircl11el1ts I()l" a Lllld \":Stl Plan, and especially /')l" a I_and esc I'lall prepnr<"d astl 
cum:nt invelllory ofthe environment. and accurate depiction orthc ,;:nvironmenlal 
setting, under FLPM/I" 

Appendix l' Grazing_ provides only aHotment nam", and Al 'cds_ Please contrast (his to 
the Owyhee HlvlI'. where for each fJement oflhc Environmcut, BL!'v! provided a 
discussion OfllOW all the other dements oflhe CI1,1 wOllld he .tlfectcd hy Goa):;;!vlgml 
actions under the Ahernalive_ '111IS n~,ll1y is I]()l all Impact Slatement. It is 11 catak'gue of 
things in the fiJcs. 'Uld some B!<rp~, and SOPs_ Nothing is being evaluated based ""en on 
HrangeH science .., I~t ah)nc current c>cological ~cience. 

5-G-60

'Ve $[mngly oppose th" usc of "'ldapl.;vc Imm•.gcrnenf'. U is .imply an cxcus" for not laking the 
t.im" 10 deVelop n"cess,,,,), (JiJjedives. and I'wvid,,, little if any managemt'Ill guidance, to the hmg
!~"m de1riment of the affected lan(b. 

'Withdrawnls, NSO 

Large mineral. Oil J!ld g3S, gcotbcnnai Jnd wind energy siting witl.drawals mIL<! be made as pari 
of this planning prOCt"Ss. 'Illese aclivilies shoul,i he precluded by withdrawals in all biofogieall)' 
"ensitive, wadle" or other irnpm1:mt lands. Fon,,;,,mpk all identified "'go grous" habitat should 
be withdrawn /I'om ALL mineral. oil and gas_ gcotl\tlI11lal. wind "nergy and biomass \.~lC'-gy 
:lclivity- including both exploration and dcvdoilinent due to the cxtclISive habitat fi-aglllCtltatioll 
that the;;e adivities would cause, 

5-G-61 	

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

5-G-57: Action B-LG-l_2_1 identifies that the appropriate number of 
livestock AUMs (active + suspended) would be permitted/leased 
based on the most current monitoring data and the Idaho Standards 
for Rangeland Health. 

AUM adjustments occur during implementation ofthe land use 
plan based upon evaluating monitoring and assessment informa
tion as well as constraints and needs related to other resources 
(e.g., Wildlife) and meeting or making significant progress to
wards achieving Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health. 

5-G-58: This comment as written is unclear. 

5-G-59: Pages 3-88/89 of the DElS discuss the current conditions of 
livestock grazing. Both the Executive Summary and at the end of 
Chapter 2 is a summary comparison of environmental conse
quences for livestock grazing_ More information on impacts from 
livestock grazing by alternative is described in Chapter 4. 

The Proposed RMP has been updated to explain what is meant by 
"season of use within a grazing district" 

5-G-60: Chapter 4 presents the likeJy direct, indirect, and cumulative 
impacts on the human and natural environment in terms of envi
ronmental, social, and economic consequences that are projected to 
occur from implementing the management direction for each re
source and use described for each of the four alternatives presented 
in Chapter 2. For each resource or use (e.g., Air Quality, Forestry) 
the impacts of the management direction from the other resources 
or uses is described by alternative. 

b. Closing all areas is not feasible. See response to comment 10
A-l2. 
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Responses 

5-G-60 Continued: c. Alternative B (the Preferred Alternative) includes closing or restricting mineral development in those areas the BLM believes may not be 
fully protected by existing laws, regulations and practices. 

d. A proposal for withdrawal is prepared once the RMP is approved identifying the recommendations for withdrawal. This application/proposal must 
convince the Secretary of Interior, the BLM Director and members of the public as to " ...why existing laws, regulations, and management practices will 
not adequately protect the resources or capital improvement?" It must also present extensive documentation to meet other requirements and show compel
ling evidence in order to gain the Secretary's approval of the withdrawal. 

5-G-61: See Chapter 2 for respective direction. 

a. Your suggestion was considered, but for reasons listed in Section 2.5.1 was dismissed. The Proposed RMP/Final ElS has been revised to include NSOs 
and areas administratively unavailable to leasing as discussed in comment 2-G-4. 

b. Closing all areas is not feasible. See comment response 10-A-12. 

c. Alternative B (the Preferred Alternative) includes closing or restricting mineral development in those areas the BLM believes may not be fully protected 
by existing laws, regulations and practices. 

d. A proposal for withdrawal is prepared once the RMP is approved identifying the recommendations for withdrawal. This application/proposal must con
vince the Secretary of Interior, the BLM Director and members of the public as to " ...why existing laws, regulations, and management practices will not 
adequately protect the resources or capital improvement?" It must also present extensive documentation to meet other requirements and show compelling 
evidence in order to gain the Secretary's approval of the withdrawal. 

e. Management direction developed in this RMP is anticipated to adequately protect and manage the lands and resources you listed and still allow BLM to 
achieve our multiple use, sustained yield mandate. 
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Comments 

Roadless Wild Lands/Wilderness 

BLlvf must u~" this plan";'l!) process to e'1",nd its "yaluatioll ofwild<''fIlcss-suitablc lands well. 
beyond that ofthe oul-dated,. d<x--piy Ilawed alld politically biased wiidemcs, inventory process of 
ovcr 20 y~rs ••go. The ecological importanc-c' of Jarge areas of interconncetcd mlroa.d(::d wild 
lands in the Pocatello country bccmn"" gTcat"I wilh each passing day. BLC\1 has an opportunity W 
signifICantly "xpand the officially recognized wild"111CSS-suitablc J'lUds. BLI...l must ,."mluet a 
new in,""ntory (lfPocaldlo lands. and evaluate lheir Wildern,,-ss characteristics umkT «JUr 
criteria: Natu'l'alncss_ snlitude~ primitive and unc{Juiined recreation, ~1tId ~pecial features. Special 
features can indude presence of significant wildlite species. vegetatiou with minimal exotic 
invasion. unfragmcntcd sngd~fush~ dc. 

5-G-62 

Vol. 2 Gl'n('J'al Mllps - Some COllutll'nts 

),Iuch mono detailed maps aroe ne(;"~s,,ry."" Ih" PFO involw~ highly ~ompkx land 

ownership, leasing areas. For example. ~!ap 3-15. Plila.~e provide much Ill()r~ detai! on 
the configuration ofland owncr.;hip. Vegetation comnnmiti.:s. wat.:r.; (h(jlh surtilce and 
aquifers), ill1p,;rlant and special status species ot:curr.:uce related to Phosphate 1\Iilus ami 
hnown Phosphate Le't~ing Areas. It is impossible to really tell what is going on from Ihis 
very limiled map. How likdy is there tliat daims will b.: staked. and proposals exisi. far 
outside the small area portrayed her.:'.' 

5-G-63 


Wbal are the Impacts on the I\h.:al inlhlslmclure. local wliterbodies. imp<lrll1l!1 ,Old
scnsiti\"~ gpeci~s", ~tC'_ that nlay b~ atTected h~r~? 5-G-64 r 

We are Simek hy the lack of mapping that shows potential wind energy sites, even though 
,cv·eral ofthe provisions of this R!\ll' seem structured to llave the way formass!v.: und 
iarg.:-scak wind encrgy dcvclopm~nl in the pro. We arc abo vcry ~ollccmed thai maps 
of utili tv cOlTidm·s (Figure J- 10) dc) not prtlvide necessary darity as to the Iype of 
cOll'idor, the footprint that it has or lIlay be authorized to have. Whell and how any 
cOlTidor was authorizetl. the process that establi:;hed it. the levd ofdeve!opluen! (or lilck 
ordevdoplll"nt) that has OCCUlTed. and there are really nell a necessary array of 
altcnl1!livcs or infontlatioJl provided that ",(mId aUow an understanding of agency 
actions, or h<lw these falii!ilies Illay all"c! importanl and sensil;'·" specks habit;lls, 
recreational and other Ilses, or how they may interconnect with phosphate. wind, 
g,:olhennal Of other dcvdopmenl tUldclWHY 01' foreseeable. AI'': !hem any areas where 
they are redundant, and bundling could occnr? A fang" or altematives thaI eX'1l!lines SlKh 
actions mllst he d.:velt)p"d. l'lcu~c ajH<l identify areas where il would be lIece~sary to bu')' 

allY pD\lcrlinc in order 10 minimize impacts on sage gro\L~e. sharp-tailed grouse, and 
other importlm! and sensitive species h<lre. and estahlish a tiIlle frame to do so. 

5-G-65 	

f'RCC, DFC And Oth,'I' Contrin,d AnalYSt'S Are Fnn'alislk, l\ludl"l-B'ISt'll and 
Largely Fantas~'-Hl1scd Schemes j:h"t A,·., :">ot <.,·oundetl in 1'1<'0 nata an.! Current 
I~t'ologkal Scient''' 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

5-G-62: An evaluation ofBLM-administered public lands for wil
derness characteristics within the PFO area has been conducted 
in conjunction with this planning effort. This review and evalua
tion included those public lands previously inventoried in 
1978/79 per the FLPMA, lands acquired since that initial inven
tory was completed, and review of public lands found adjacent 
to Caribou-Targhee National Forest recommended wilderness 
areas. These public lands were evaluated for wilderness charac
teristics based upon "Wilderness" as defined in the Wilderness 
Act (1964), codified in 16 U.S.c. 1131 (c) and direction in the 
BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1, revised 2005). 
Public lands with the PFO area other than the Petticoat Peak and 
Worm Creek WSAs were not found to exhibit wilderness char
acteristics because they have been influenced overtime by the 
presence and existence of man's work,resulting in no opportu
nity for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recrea
tion. Chapter 2, Section 2.2 provides additional information. 

5-G-63: The proposed RMP and alternatives identify areas within 
the PFO where phosphate leasing would be considered. Figure 
3-16 shows the locations where potentially minable phosphate 
outcrops and resources are known to exist. All phosphate leas
ing and development that has occurred during the past fifty 
years has been in or adjacent to these KPLAs. Although the 
RMP designates much of the PFO as "open" for consideration 
of phosphate leasing, it is unlikely that there would be any leas
ing and development outside ofthe KPLAs or immediate vicin
ity. 

Future leasing or proposed development activities would be 
assessed with an appropriate NEP A document that would in
clude the detailed maps necessary to properly assess impacts to 
vegetation communities, waters, wildlife, and the other re
sources that you mentioned. 

5-G-64: Impacts are discussed in Chapter 4 of the EIS. 
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Responses 

5-G-65: The Presidents National Energy Policy encourages the development of renewable energy resources, including wind energy, as part of an overall strat
egy to develop a diverse portfolio of domestic energy supplies for our future. The Proposed RMP does not specifY where wind energy can locate, but 
where it can not (see Action B-LR-6.1.1 0). Applications for wind energy site monitoring and testing and development would not be accepted in areas des
ignated as part of the National Landscape Conservation System (e.g., WSAs, WSRs, National Historic and Scenic Trails) and ACECs. Maps depicting po
tential wind energy development can be found at http://www.windeis.anl.govSection 503 ofFLPMA requires the planning and use of rights-of-way in cor
ridors to minimize adverse environmental impacts and proliferation of separate rights-of-way. Section 504 sets out that each ROW be limited to the ground 
which is necessary. These sections oflaw are reflected in regulations found at 43 CFR 2805.15(b) 2805.1 1 (a)(l)-(5). In the RMP, Figure 3-11 represents 
the existing corridors. Regulations at 43 CFR 2802.11 describe corridor designation procedures. Chapter 2, Action B-LR-6.1.8, states "ROW applicants 
would be encouraged to the extent possible, to use the existing corridors. The Pocatello RMPIEIS would adopt designated corridors upon completion of the 
West-wide Energy Corridor PElS." Also refer to Appendix C, pages 13 - 21. Analysis of effects of siting specific facilities will be done at the implementa
tion level (when an application is received). that each ROW be limited to the ground which is necessary. These sections of law are reflected in regulations 
found at 43 CFR 2805.15(b) 2805.11(a)(l)-(5). 

In the RMP, Figure 3-11 represents the existing corridors. Regulations at 43 CFR 2802. J 1 describe cOiTidor designation procedures. Chapter 2, Action B
LR-6.1.8, states "ROW applicants would be encouraged to the extent possible, to use the existing corridors. The Pocatello RMP/ElS would adopt desig
nated corridors upon completion of the West-wide Energy Corridor PElS." Also refer to Appendix C, pages 13 - 21. Analysis of effects of siting specific 
facilities will be done at the implementation level (when an application is received). 
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Comments 
\Ve are very ,:otl"emed that the di$Cll~sio!l of FRCC Class'!s docs not accurately r<>lkel 
the ecologIc/I! reality 011 thc ground, following 160 years of human di~ilU·bancc. It 
cerlainly doe~ not usc Bcst Available science and incorporalc the curren! slate of 
knowledge aixmt the seriollsness oft!!c impacts of the DlS'nrRBANCE that BLM would 
impose on cheal grass and invasive specics on wild land ecosystems. 11 pm1iculariy 
ignores Ihe impacts of DlSnlRBANCE mch as livestock gmzing and tmmpiing. in 
alkralion of fundamental ecosystem proces~es, ,uld tIN increased vulnerability t(nisk of 
invasivc species proliferation that is evident acro,s the PFO (example: Pkasaniview, 
Soda Springs Hills, r~c"nl BU'vl "f\!cb" tr"lIlment dislllrham;e lIrea.<; !lear Pocatello). 

5-G-66 

The various grazing, vegetation and fuels treatments that you would imp,)s.;,. cam' with
them great risk of eheatgrass and other weed pml iteralion and spread, increased hahitat 
fragmentation for impor(,Ult and sensitive species. and loss of habitats and populations. It 
also does not rdleet the trem"ndous adverse ecological impacts that the I1ln amok energy. 
mineral developmen1, rights-or-way, 0(; and phosphate leasing, and large-,cale land 
disposaiR that YOII would impos.: under the limitcd range of alt.:mativcs here - will havll 
011 wild lands, vegcllition COllllUllllilics. ~cosystel1l proccssc~, watcrsh~ds processes, and 
important and sensitive species and their habitats and population. The huge-scale 
dislurban.:e wlder the eXlra.:tive itltematives wil! make these lands much more at risk 
of/vuinllrable to weed invasion with these and additive, synergistic and cUnlulath'e 
disturbances and their effects. 

5-G-67 

Tbe FRCC ,'nd DFC eompon.:n\s ofthe Rl\U' are purdy a f'lIltasyland .:xereise, btl.,cd on 
artificial attempts t.o impos"" model-derived conditions ,md cmtcomes on lands that luwc 
undergone tremendous d,U11ag<! and loss. Their use is especially fhlwed h.:re. it, Ihe 
components of the modding sdwmcs were primarily devdoped for moister and higher 
<'ieyaliolltorcslcd systems. 

PIc"sc see lltlll1CJX)lis diseussions of grazing dkcls (historical. continuing, chronic) in 
WWI' comments. Hr.)'1 has 011 it, hands an aIt·cad;.' radically alh:red ecosystem where 
BLl\! should be taking alt necessary sleps 10 Pfot~"-'I the remaining native vegetation that 
exists and not imposing new disltlrhancc on public wild land,. 

Much of the land area is ~igni.fkal1tly fragmented, ,md 1I patchwork of land ()wn"t~~hip. 
EVen in ar~as \Vher~ it is not. Jiv~st()ck grazing, livest<}ck n,eilities, and past, proposed 
and ongoing BUd treatments have radimlly altered, and arc continuing to aller and 
disrupt ecosystem processes. 

linder this extreme extraction and industry use of all adioll ahema!i"", of til..: DElS. 
large-seal" new roading, new deVelopment facilitatctl by land disposals, devdopment for 
minerals. OG. wind or other energy or livestock faeililje)) would be Imposed. All orthis 
would further jj'agment degrade and alter wild ecosystems. making them LESS liktlly to 
ever flmctiotl ill a "historic" fire or any other manner. 'I1ULS, it is even more f,mtasticlll 
that you llse this forest-hased Modeling and also seek to impose even more large-seal.: 
dislllrballce and fragmentation while retaining nearly the slime .-- or even more --- AJJ\,l 
and extractive activity disturbance under all alternatives. 

5-G-71 	

Responses 
5:b-66: FRCCl'l1easures the deg~~e ~f departure f~om reference condi

tions, possibly resulting in changes to key ecosystem components, 
such as vegetation characteristics. Several possible causes exist 
including livestock grazing. Refer to Appendix J, Section U- Fire 
Regime Condition Class. 

5-G-67: The programmatic analysis of impacts (Chapter 4) from man
agement direction as described for each alternative in the DEIS/ 
RMP (Chapter 2) address the comments concern. 

5-G-68: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-69: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-70: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-71: The treatment levels identifY the magnitude of work and are 
not considered targets to be accomplished during the life orthe 
land use plan. Actual treatments, if deemed necessary based upon 
site specific evaluations, would be implemented to simulate the 
effect of historical fire on vegetation structure and composition. 
Site specific evaluations would consider current conditions in de
termining the extent and type of treatment and need for restoration 
to achieve desired vegetation structure and composition. 
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Comments 

I.' BLM can.nOI repla.:e [he tremendolls los: of top soil.. for ex:unpJe, dllll ha~ oC0urreJ with 
~ livestock grazmg and other disturbance, So how can II hop" to attam Ihe hre Hmtory that 
, w,)Hid have \)0elll1"O:<1 Oil intact soils with different vcgel:ltivc' potentials? 

5-G-72

nle BLM has developed and classified livestocktrealmentiminingidevc!opment-altered
vegetation communities into condition classes that do 110t accurately correspond to the 
current environmental cirClImsta!1CCs, do not adequately reflect the impacts and ell;;:cl$ of 
grazing ()f other disturlnu1I.'cs or treatment. 

5-G-73 

· The associ>tte.d and inter-linked direct, indi,,:c( and cumLllativ~ impacts of >til the 
disturbance and additional ri'agmcntation of habitats that would occur on this landscap..: 
(and tllOSC thaI have already ooclIIT(:d) is simply not rdl..:ctcd in the fRee and npe 
Illodd~, AU.:mpls to impose all artificial Fin:: Clas~ or V cgclation Class on greatly altercd 
wild lands through imposition of more radical disturbance contains a tremendous risk 
111OS<' risks an~ certainly not adequately analyzed in the cursory EIS disclission, We 
remind yon that HI,],>l NEVER finaJi)'cd its Fuels EIS, so ~'ou cannot lier to, or rely on the 
deeply nawc(i, aniticiai modeling schcmcs upon which il was bascd in thc Pocatello 
RMP, 

5-G-7 4 	

For c:smllpk.DEIS at 3-72 to 3-74, and mOf\! broadly ,~-71 to 76 "nempls to plac'c varioHs 
\'cgd'ltion .:ommuuiti<ls in neat little boxes, Yet, nowhere, fe)r example. in the EIS, in 
rdation 10 the "Luw elevation shrub" 144,&00 aeres is there any information pmvided 011 

the cnmml cheatgrass, buibOlLS hluegrass or other alien species composition of 
understories or health of microbiotic CfilStS on th<lsC lands, including blll11cd areas 
dominated by ehcalgrass or ,)Iller exotics, treated'manipulated areas dominated by 
cheat grass or other exotics including purposefully seeded exotics. lands likely to become 
~Jleatgnlss. or \vhcrc chcatgrass c()nlprisl!~ a Siigni ficant pen:entagc of the: und~rstory 
veget,llioll hac. 'I1J" EIS must provid" detailed information 011 current cXI~nl and 
oecllI.cnce of chealgra~~, ,md all land itI'"a~ and vegetation c<)llll1lunilies "al risk" of 
jn~J'ei\sed chcatgr;lss occummeC or dominance under the various alternatives. How has 
the areal c.\tent. and percent of chcatgrass and other exotiC's (indU(iing those purposd'ully 
sceded), changed in allland~ and all vegelalion comnmnities over Ihe li!dilllC of the 
existing Plal1~') 

5-G-75 	

..... PI.us. BLM h:!s be...CI1. mat1i. ., g', Plllalill VC?dat!.on conn.n.I.UliliC'~ sillce :1:" 1950s.. in til..: Hame
' o[ hwsl<lCk 10ragc, and these days "'.Fuds . ;lnd hvestock forage. I he RlvIP. III
; understanding :UI~' "modeling" efTorts and assessment of ,my altcl11ativcs baSed on large


scale manipUlation. must first examille tile curr..:nt conditiolls and oHlcOlllCS of those past 

treatmellls:manipuiationsidisturbanc"s across the pro. 


5-G-76 

"What is r"ally out of kilter here is that, although the DElS, lL' at. 3-74 discusses "Olle., 


••.. C;l"":,W.aSS dOl1linak.'" a 5i:.", th", fjr~.> r."..,gim~ i.s alter"d to l110re ff.CLJlI""t stund replacing 
t'lin:." . the Ill1pll~atlons 01 tillS tor the maS$tve dISturbance regml'" to be Imposed undel' 

· :til Hllemlltiws. are forgollcl1 or largely ignored in impacts analyses throughout the 

· maximize disturb:U1ce, pro-indl~'lry ElK 


5-G-77 
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Responses 

5-G-72: Guidance presented in Chapter 2 provides the framework with 
which the BLM can deal with changing conditions on the ground 
as described in Section 2.6, Management Guidance Common to 
All Alternatives, Goal GE-l and Objective CA-GE-Ll, Continued 
monitoring and evaluation would enable objectives (management 
decisions) to be developed that would maintain current conditions 
or move towards a desired future condition while considering site 
potential. 

5-G-73: The condition classes referred to by this comment are ad
dressed in Appendix J. Reference conditions are defined as the 
composition of landscape vegetation and disturbance attributes 
that, to the best of collective expert knowledge, can sustain current 
native ecological systems and reduce future hazards to native di
versity - reference conditions should reflect characteristics that can 
be restored. These conditions are the baseline for determining 
departure from the natural or historical range. Reference condi
tions are detennined by experts through synthesis of expert knowl
edge, published literature, and historical information using stan
dardized computer modeling tools and processes, 

5-G-74: Appendix J identities the assumptions used in modeling the 
effects of treatments and subsequent succession at 10 and 30 years. 
Treatment levels are not targets, but describe the magnitude of 
work and are for analysis purposes. Site specific evaluations 
would be conducted to detelmine if in fact, treatments would be 
necessary to move the vegetation type towards LHC-A or FRCC 1. 

The Draft RMP/EIS analyzes fire management direction in relation 
to the other resources/uses management direction which is inde
pendent of any analysis conducted in the referred to "Fuels EIS". 

N
N
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Responses 

5-G-75: Section 3.2.5.1 Low-Elevation Shmb addresses risks to this vegetation type which includes the "expected" increase of invasive species and noxious 
weeds. In addition this section speaks to bulbous bluegrass and cheatgrass as being an increased risk. Section 3.2.5 describes how Gap Analysis Program 
(GAP) data for southern Idaho was used to identity the 11 vegetation types for the planning area resulting from the aggregation of 51 GAP cover types. 
Based upon the GAP data, aggregation of cover types and the professional judgment of the planning team, areas in which annual grasses (e.g., cheatgrass 
and bulbous bluegrass) could clearly be distinguished (e.g. 100% of species) accounted for approximately 50 acres. Consequently these acres were in
cluded with the OtherlVegetated Lava vegetation type (Section 3.2.5.11). 

Table 3-2 identifies the number of acres of Low-Elevation Shrub, Perennial Grass and Seedings (Crested wheatgrass) vegetation types. As described in 
Sections 3.2.5.4 and 3.2.5.5, Perennial Grass and Seedings are described as being considered as either and intermediate stage (Perennial Grass) or unchar
acteristic component (Seedings) of the Low-Elevation Shrub vegetation type. As identified in Section 3.2.5.12, cheatgrass and bulbous bluegrass can be 
found in all vegetation types but specific acres of are unknown. 

5-G-76: Table 3-3 provides the current condition of the specific vegetation types at a planning level scale as a result of past and present bnd uses as well as 
wildland fire activities. However, one goal of the Proposed RMP is to manage vegetation to provide for their continued presence as part of an ecologically 
healthy system with objectives and actions to move vegetation to improved conditions. Prior and post treatment monitoring would be conducted to deter
mine obtainment of objectives. 

5-G-77: Section 4.2.5 Vegetation discusses the implications associated with identified treatment levels for uncharacteristic vegetation (e.g. cheatgreass) by al
ternative. 
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Comments 

Further, Oil this sam.: page, BUvl places veg..:t(ltioll c()!IlllUmiti,es wher..: .Ill al)Ul1d;lIJc~ of
()f dlealgra8s oth.:r exoti..:s M..: pn:s~l1t or where manipulation disturb:mce wi II lead \Q 

thdr pNsence, inlo FRee slot~ that do not coO":spond to the reality of the ecological 
impllets of cheatgrass, other invasives. and livcSh)ck and other disturbance dIce1$. For 
example. in ncarlv allthc low elevation cOI1lJlmnitie~ (144J)OO acres). liN no longer 
FRee 2 ''the risk of losing CCOSYSI<ltn Clll11POIK'tlts had incr.:ased 10 moderate" they in 
reality are FRCC 3: "lire regimes signifkantly llltered; lisk oflosing ecosystem 
components is ,HIGH". FReC ) should also be applied to mid elevation and junip~r 
cOl1lmuniti~s. 3$ well Ch.:atgrass and other weeds nourish in 1'1'0 lands in hurned or 
ntherwise altered juniper community lIndeNlories (1) many soil types especially with 
collllnued chronic livestock, OH\' or other disturbance. First. we do no! agree wilh Ihe 
s"i~nlifh: YlllidilY 01'111" FRee chL~sitkalion applied 10 th"se lands, as this modding 
SdlCllle was dcrived Ii'om analysis app] jed tel nmistcr and fOf<'slcd lands. BuL as BLM ha, 
used it here, wc will step into the Hmlasyland cXc'l"cisc. and point om how far remoY<:d 
lrom the curren! ecological reality on the ground in the PFO lhat it is. 

5-0-78 

Large-St-ale Flaws of the Vegetution, FlWis, DFC Analj'St'S and Modeling PI"O('esses 

BUv! musl provide curren! lU1d COITec! dllssiliealiolls of land ,-'Qudilioll and health. ami 
th~ vegelation community composition. The consulting eompani~s lhat did this old 
lllodeling It)r you did not con'~clly classify these complex and often highly dcgraded 
c,}!umtUlilies al til" time (3 or so years "So). 'n,ey simply made th"m fit into th" Models 
ignoring degradation or alteration lmd the rcal risks of disturbance. WWP attended public 
meeting,. and submitted eOmm~'11tson the scientific and ration,ll (thi" modeling docs not 
c'ompare to ",halth" poor land conditions really arc when you gel out in th" gro'lnd), and 
deep [laws in th" FRC'e. DFC' modds thaI was based on that now lutV0 been folded into 
th" RMI'- .:Vell thollgh the l.!odd and the limited infonnation it was based on are 0ven 
more out-dated. 

5-0-79 	

;-":ow, new data and on-thiC-gl'Otlnd evidence is mOllnting every day Oil the lands ofthe 
PFO that serious cileatgrass, knapwecd and other invasive spedes problems exist in the 
llfknnath of disturbam;e - livestock or Btl,! treatment. or bUnl0d junip.:r c()mmlmiti~, 
and other an:-as. 

I BU\! fails to assess tlw ,eliolLs impacts of eheatgrass and other invasive, paving the way
t\1r subs.::yucnt invasion hy noxious wc.::d,. 

;'5-0-81  
Does BL::VI in Appendix Tables das~iry creOled wileatgm'>s as ilt low risk of tln:? 'ThaI is 
not the ease, though. iu miUlY areas of ~ot1them Id"ho. In t1lct in Ih.: Jarbidge SU.-t hmds, 
it is the crested w!lclltgn\SS lands, with and without chcatgrass in the interspaces, often 
planted unnaturally densely with this coarse unpalatabk alien grass. that arc cao'ying 
huge tin~s. stich as the 2005 Clover Fir.:. and milch ofthc area Immcd in the 2006 Saylor 
Cap lIre. 

. 5-0-82 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

5-0-78: Thank you for you comment. 

5-G-79: Thank you for you comment. 

5-0-80: Both Wildland Fire Management and Vegetation resources 
have objectives and actions to specifically provide for seeding af
ter disturbances with the goal of controlling invasive/noxious weed 
species. 

5-G-81: The impact of cheatgrass and effects of treatments on cheat
grass are assessed in Chapter 4. As noted in Chapter 2, objectives 
focus on controlling and reducing invasive species, such as cheat
grass. 

5-0-82: No, Crested wheatgrass is not classified in any manner in this 
planning document as to "risk of fire". ' 
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Comments 
BLl\I's deeply flawed fire rehah and grazing policies 11av" re$ldted in plantings of 
halardolls, c\1.rcmdy dense, over-sized and ullpalatnhk crested whcalgrass ill many 
areas. This is ofkn llsed llS the basis for heavy stoeking. and subsequent degmdm.iol1 of 
interspaces that become dominated by cheatgrass and other weeds with th.: end result 
that the overly dense planting of a highly unpalatable alien grass has INCRASED fire 
risk_ and further altered tir conditions. 

5-G-83 	

FRCC I ha;; llS its hasis "fire regimes within or near historkal rangc~ 
FRCe "risk "rlosing key (Components is low". In nearly all "flhese very arid lands 
undergoing cOlllinued dcscrtitlcation and depletion (as discllssed throughout \VWP 
comments). key ~cosystcm components have already been loS! - snch as eroded topsoil 
and loss of soil horizons: or native vegetation greatly ,aItercd in conlposition~ fbnctlon 
.lIld structure by grazing and olhe'[ disturbances. Due to histonc and ongoing chronic 
ti\'estock grazing distul'hance, Bl.:V!'s own past "treatments", mining, and other human 
alkration or disturbal1'.'c, "hisloric" Ifre regimes do not exist, and attempts to impose 

, 

them may have ,erions advlln,c ecological consequcnces , "Historic" Fire rdurn intervals 
can :'\,cn be llsed a5 drivers for analysis and management of wild lands lhal have 
lllld~rgollc massive livestock grazing. manipnlation, Ii:agmentatioll of wild land 
processes; Hu.1 are complexly interspersed in many are"s with olher lands (especially 
state, and ag field, h0\L~ing or devdoped private lands) where these 1\Jodd Fire,'Fueis 
"CI:lsses" simply do nOlapply. BU,,[ basically imposes a limillsy land model that does 
not reflect the Clll1'ellt ecological conditions or even the conditions at the time oflhe 
preecding LV}'s, 

'5-G-84 

7 [t is telling of how alkred many of these ilrcas really are and how inappropriate the 
.;"pensive Contmctof Modeling is for these lands, that virtually NO l~ltlds in Ih.: PFO~ 

...•. 	 lhat ill'e in FR.CC Class L with fire regil11~s withill or near hig(Qric r<lnge, \\'her~ the risk 
of losing key eco~~:stetn conlponents l~ 10\';':, etc_ 

5-G-85 

Nearly all lands in the PFO should hc categorized a, in FRCC Clas, 3, 1101 Class 2. BLM 
greatly em' in trying to apply its :Vlodd', FRCC 2 to lands Ihat are in reality in FRCe J,
FHCC Cla~s 2 h'L~ fim regimes moderately altered, risk of lo,ing key components is 
moderate, altered lire frequencies, and vog atlrilmles greatly departed from histork but 
sli II tlmelioning. 

5-G-86 

B1.\J has not pro\'ided r,mgdnl1d health and other assessmel11 analysis that adequatdy 
; inionns the reader as to Ihe health ofupland communities across these lands, and just 

 hml' functioning lllese lands may be. 
5 G 87[

- - ..

' Them is no indication thai 'i'unctioni11g" ill the \Iodd i~ based on the same criteria that 

[... 	 ddenn.i!.lcS Ilm.cli~nality ~r [~;lds.undCI: BUI1's nmgcla.nd he"al.lh analyses. BL:\:.has not. 
('ategory of 'stll1 h.lllclIonmg , I)ocs tlus translate mto "holdmg on fOl' dear hie'! \V11at IS 

the ddinition. and threshold here. 1'01' plaeing lands in the 3 Class,;s? 

5-G-88 

	 Fire regimes haw dcpal1ed greatly from historical frequencies, V,;getal!v,; al1ributes are 
NOT similar to historic (species composition, age, and struelure) and not are intad and 

5-G-89 1. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

5-G-83: Actions CA-WF-1.2.1, A-WF-2.2.2 and B-WF-4.1.3 empha
size the use of native species in fire and non-fire vegetation treat
ments. In various situations, non-native species may be used to 
structurally mimic the native plant community, provide ground 
cover to prevent soil loss and lessen the potential of invasive spe
cies and noxious weeds from becoming established until such time 
when restoration efforts using native species can be planned. 

5-G-84: Thank you for you comment. 

5-G-85: Thank you for you comment. 

5-G-86: Thank you for you comment. 

5-G-87: Chapter 3 mentions 254 allotments have been assessed .. The 
analysis is available at the PFO. 

5-G-88: This comment as written is unclear. 

5-G-89: Appendix J, Section II describes the methodology and infor
mation used in determining current and future fire regime condi
tion classes based upon modeling footprint treatment levels and 
succession for the II vegetation types described in Section 3.2,5. 
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Comments 
IOmdioning. For BLM to b~ ab!~ to have ~ateg"riz.!d lands into FRCe as it has obviollsly 
dOIl~ her;;. it must hav,;; intllnnatillll cllmpil~d 011 the ag~ sttucturc of cOlUmulli.ti . ..,s. 
When: is this inro? Where ar.: all old growth I)r 11l11tur.: black sagebrush. Wyoming big 
slIgehmsh. B:t,in hig sagebrush. mountain big sagdmlsh. big sag.:brush-billerbrush. Clah 
juniper. and olher vegelalion,:ol1lmullities? Where is the iruol11wtioll and analysis that 
sll<)ws the .:urrelll sp.:eies comp<)sitioll - p'1rticulllrty of lUlderstories. of all vegetati(>ll 
communities h"re~ BLlI.-f does nOl provide Il"cessary illfbmUllion even ror the overly 
broad and limited range of communities it lL~cS in analyses. 

5-G-89 ·

·

 

 

The great majority ofth.: ULl\f land, (and also neighboring BUd. state and private lands 
in the PO) arc really hesl described as; FRee Class 3. Y d, Table 3·18 only pla<:es 
aspen1aspen-dry eonifer in this category. This is 1lbsnl'd. All ortlle "low elevation shrub", 
Illll\;h of lh~ devation Sllrub (except some "rlhe juniper wrongly lumped in her). and 
mllch of tile mOlllllain shrub, is in reality, ifBLlIf were to properly and accuratdy apply 
this Model. in fRCe 3 -. Fire ...~gimes siwoificant.ly altered f.-om histork:d, risk of 
lOSing e,~osysteIll components is high, subject now to drlllnatic changes in fire size~ 
frequ{'lIcy, s{'writ)' alld intensity 11lld l11ndscape pattel'lls; and vegetative attlilmtes 
have significantlJ departt"d li'om histOlical and may not bt" functioning propel·ly. 

5-G-90 	

BLM has gr~atly CITed in eataloguingjuniper plant communities perhaps groRsly 
lumping Ihel11 on. purpose SO that il can radically aher them to try 10 !,'TOW Illore 1i,·eslOc:K. 
forage. BOTh Utah and Rocky lI.lolllllain}unipcr occur Oll PFO lands. they haw, heen 
lumped, and then thrIller merged into an even mol'': Ilebulo\L~ and ill-defined veg 
collegory. Ewn if",c wcu to hdieve BUv!'s DFCC .ModeL mid apply it to tile (albeit 
deeply Hawed and IiII' too broad) vegetation tOlrununilics in Table 3·18. the FReC Class 
- und<OJ' BL\f's own definition and based Oil BL!vI's irrational anti-juniper biases would 

, haw to apply FRCC :> to the mid d","ation shrub ["cl1<;roacilcd" juniper) communities. 
And it certainly applies to A.LL sagehmsh COl11mlllliti~" except Oll a v~ry sitcs. ,L' welL 

5-G-91 	

Trying to make degraded. greatly all..:red wild lands that are still being subjected 1(> 

 chrollic li.wstock dcgnldalioll fit into FReC classes tim wee designed j()[ 11igh.:r elevation 
forests and that fail to inelude or assess the role ofiiwstock lIlld other disturbance and 
fragmentatioll oflhe landscape (historic and chronicfongoillg degmdationialtcratio!l of 
processes) is simply not valid. 

5-G-92·

· The absurd nature orlhc whole situation is tllrlhcr :>hO\, 11 by claims (as ill DEIS at 3·75)
that ALL of the mid-dcvation shrub and JUllip~r (":atuwl and encroached) should have 
bUJ11ed at !cast Ollee during that 32-year period! 

5-G-93 

Th" situation is mad~ even mOT'" ah~urd by claims (recent years in the P 1'0. and in the 
DEIS _. also in BL!lfs Programmatic \\:gi\V(.'<!d DEIS) that it has to manipulate I1mssi\'..: 
al'ea& ofwild lal1Cl~ -claiming that a quarter or so of the PH) is a "WU]" and where Btl\! 
has aggrcssivdy suppressed tires, 

5-G-94

IWhat REALLY needs to bc controlled here is BLlvl's Fire-Industrial Complex ami 

livestock g"a%ing and industry distllTbanc~'ll. and not Ihe vegetation. A full analysis of' 


 

5-G-95 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 
5-G-90: Thank you for you comment. 


5-G-91: Thank you for you comment. 


5-G-92: See comment response 5-G-73. 


,'«<'" ,'«<'" 

5-G-93: The section, Mid-Elevation Shrub and Juniper, page 3-75, has 

been edited to clarify that the fire return interval is not within the 
historical range. 

5-G-94: This comment as written is unclear. 

5-G-95: Thank you for you comment. 

.,.\ .,.\ 
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...Comments 
wide range (If COnsen"a1ive and prt?cHutionary tll.ulage-nlent acti-ol1S Dlusl be dr<::vdoped
and applied, and BL:vl abandon this mod.:ling effort. " '5-G-95 	

While wailil1g and bemoaning the need to treat land, in a vast and ,u1iti.;i,]1 "wur- (mm 
ofthe lands in the Wlil are irrigated ag, beal-(o-dealh private pasture. bare dil1 graiu or 
fallow fields, CRP lands. etc., BL~[ is at the same time imposing the FReC Class on its 
inler-mixed bu(t", and claiming th,,! lands that hav" not humed in th" past 32 wars are 
w()eflllly out ()fbalance, 

This rdkcts how out ot"touch the agency Fire Industrial Complex and expensive
c.onsult,ml<; m'e, in seeking to interje,ct massive and artificial ''treatment'' disturbance on 
vast p0l1ions ofthc project ,lIen, 111;S a.ll hoil, down to BLM seeking to impose a 
completely artiJlcial, "fanned" fuels-hased I;!ml~cape (}l1 public wild lands maintained 
by a mas,jv" input of rederal tax dol1ms. and wl10r" every manner of harmful or 
,",,,!racliYe usc is "Ilowed to continue oneil al INCREASED levels - under the LUP thaI 
would result from thi~ DEI:>. 

5-G-97 

I:lLM nms! usc a full mng.: of Ctll1"l.Jllt ecological ,ciellcc 10 dcvdop a more accurate 
framework fbI" ex;uuinatioll ofIand health. 

It appears to liS thaI the int(H111ation in Table 3-18 is l1luch outdated. How many of the 
areas classified as ':illllipcr natural occnn'ing or mid-elevation (inclusive of encroacilN 
j\llljp~rr' are now either bunted Of ~he'ltgra-ss? 

BL:vlmusl provide detailed analysis ofho\\ many acres, including how the acres WoITe
ddennincd. that are placed in the entcgory or"encroachcdjunipcr acres" lumpcd into a 
167,700 ace lotal "bknded" commllllih, and artificial lumping here. IfYOll are going to 
claim "encroached". it is necessary 10 understand how you ddinc encroached. and how 
yon s}'>tcmatically deknuined "cm'roachmcnt" ,K'ross ali j unipe,. communities of the 
PFO. 

5-G-100 

It is our e:<p"rien.oe that BL~'I gro,sly iunales auy juuiper "prob"'ms". and fai.!s to base i 
,,;oJUnUlnity classil1caliom on the reality on the grOlllld, 

" 

'6-G-1O 11; 	

l'kase provide detailed current si!e-sp".:; lie infomJa!ion on AI J, the v"gdation
communilY attl'ihutcs including composition, fune'lion and S!nlcturc. 5-G-I02t 

! 

How have you del1ned "mountain shrub",? Docs this indudc lllountain big sagdJrm;h, as 
well as slmlb fields of largel~' deciduous shrubs like chokecherry ami serVlcebcny? Hov
havt! you arriv'~d at this analysis and cnndusI0Hs? 

15-G-I03f 

Please provide maps with suffident detail and that bmak these overly broad cOlTlmuniti..
dow1I into components that ,mllndcrstamlillg of what is occurring hen.: can be had, 5-G-1O~ 
How many acres ofthc low elevation slmlb lands arc now (2007) compris~d ora 
signi.fi,-~;:mt componeut {)f chealgnlss:, hutbous blucgnl~s~ other weeds? Crested \Vhe~ltgra~5-G-1O!

.-

Re~ponses 
5-G-95: Thank you for you comment. 

5-G-96: Thank you for you comment. 

5-G-97: Thank you for you comment. 

5-G-98: Thank you for you comment. 

5-G-99: Table 3-18 is based on current information using vegetation 
types at the planning level scale. 

As noted in Section 3.2.10.3 from 1970 through 200 I, approxi
mately 17,500 acres (~ 10%) ofthe Mid-Elevation Shrub and Juni
per type has burned. 

Vegetation type is used as a planning level scale. Large-scale, acre 
-specific surveys of the entire planning area have not been con
ducted for this planning effort. As being in Fire Regime Condition 
Class n, it is known that the Mid-Elevation Shrub attributes have 
departed from historical conditions, including the presence of 
cheatgrass and other invasive species as a result of past and present 
land uses and wildland fire activity. As treatments are applied, 
data will be collected to determine attainment of objectives. Goals 
and objectives of the Proposed RMP include treating and control
ling invasive species, managing vegetation to provide for their 
continued presence as part of an ecologically healthy system, and 
maintain or increase the acres of Mid-Elevation Shrub in LHC-A 
and B. 

,. ,. 
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Responses 

5-G-100: Juniper is considered to be encroaching when the percentage ofjuniper exceeds what is expected for a particular range site. Several ecological range 
sites occur throughout the PFO area where natural occurring Juniper is not considered to be encroaching. Refer to Table 3-2 and Section 3.5.2.6. 

5-G-1O 1: The identification and distinction of naturally occurring juniper and encroached juniper is based upon ecological range sites as identified in Chapter 3. 

5-G-I02: This level of detail is outside the scope of this land use plan. 

5-G-I03: Mountain Shrub is described in Section 3.2.5.3 and Table 3-2. Section 3.2.5 describes how Gap Analysis Program (GAP) data for southern Idaho was 
used to identifY the 11 vegetation types for the planning area resulting from the aggregation of 5J GAP cover types. 

5-G-I04: This level of detail is outside the scope of this land use plan 

5-G-105: Table 3-2 identifies the number of acres of Low-Elevation Shrub, Perennial Grass and Seedings (Crested wheatgrass) vegetation types. As described 
in Sections 3.2.5.4 and 3.2.5.5, Perennial Grass and Seedings are described as being considered as either and intermediate stage (Perennial Grass) or un
characteristic component (Seedings) of the Low-Elevation Shrub vegetation type. As identified in Section 3.2.5.12, cheatgrass and bulbous bluegrass can 
be found in all vegetation types but specific acres of are unknown. 
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Comments 

or intonnediat~ \vhc:atgras-s or sruooth hronl~? How tnany oftht,"S\3 acres <'llsQ include a 
~igJ1ifieant component of lloxious weeds? Pkasc note that any old data from the fail0d 
(7SRD EiS arc IlO longer valid, as continued degradation llnd loss ha~ occumod_ 

'nl':: whole imposition of Historical fire intervals really no IOllger has any memling
.;xcep! lor its use by <lgency personnel who seek to condue,t manipulaitoll, Livestock 
grazing has fundamentally altered_ and continues to chronically "Iter and disturb 
wgetation, soils, microbiotic crusts, and the composition, functioll, and structure of 
vegetation communities_ BL!>.rs mistaken a!tcmpls to impose all artificial fire interval 
based nil at tillie, flawed data really has no validity in the real world_ 'nlis part ()fthe EIS, 
which unfot1unatcly fot1lJo a basis t(w much of the analysis. is merely a paperwork 
fantasy land exercise_ It is lIsed by {'ire managers to justify increased disturbance_ and 
expanded budgets_ But at the same time, chronic livestock d"gradatioll impact" that 
cOlllpktel~' alter wild land 1-lre conditions and s(mings across all graNd native \'o:getatiOIl 
emllll1unities, am simply not being addmssed, 

:f ; 
5-G-106 

In many areas, sagehmsh and other shrubs sU<eh as bitterbrush or mountain shrubs have 
undergone, and continue to undergo, large·scale structural alteration, breakage <lnd loss 
from both livestock consumptioll of foliage and woody browse. as l.yell as stmctural 
breakage and physical damage, 'Ihus, any ~stimat"s offud loading, continuity, etc, tllat 
arc based on "ReS Soils c1assifications_ may be wod'lllly inllcClIrate at estimating 
continuity and loading of woody fuck 

Plus, in arc,"> where chcatgrass has not yet choked undcrstorics, ttnderstol'ics arc ofkn
seriollsly d':Jlktcd and soils erodcd, and with t:Cdllccd prodllctiyity and rcduced .:ontinuity 
offim~ fuels, thus an;'cting the rate of spread of ;;ome fires_ 

5-G-I08~

PI~ase provide it dclaikd description of all fil'e modding that has occurred., and th~ hasis 
for the daims ol.'liro;: intervals and conditi,)!I Classes in relation to the lOO? vegetatioll in 
the PFO, 

5-G-IOt 

Appendix ,J. (.I-I to J-ll) 

The cntire Fire l'vl(}(ld in Appendix J has serious l1aws, It demonstrates that til" 
predictions madc by l3L1v1 ~bo\lt the cll\'irOmllClltal dfccts of its actions arc di"Qlwd 
from reality, J-2 to 3 describes various "m;slIll1ptiolls"lmlde to construet and pr.::did the 
e1fec!s of the mod,;!, 

General Assumptions include: "'Ih.: proposed treatments arc the only disturbances 
incorporated into this modeled analysis of sllccession and BpS class chunge, Oth"r 
activities and disturhances such as OHY It>e. wild land fire, grazing, f"rcst management 
ami mining", Since ALL of those components "ftll" RMP prdhT"d and oth"r limited 
range of al.tenlative actions \vould allo\'v very high le,\-·ds of )\..LL of grazing and other 

disturbam:c to occur, this asslimption is de,'ply flawed, and no valid modeling (and no 
valid ETS process and altcmatives) call be b<1sed on it. 

~5-G-11 0 

Responses 
5-G-I06: Chapter 4 presents the likely impacts from implementing the 

management direction/guidance for resources and uses by alterna
tives presented in Chapter 2, Because the draft RMP/EIS provides 
a broad management framework, the analysis (Chapter 4) repre
sents best estimates of impacts because exact locations of develop
ment or management are not known at this time, Impacts are 
quantified to the extent practical with available data, Impacts from 
and on Wildland Fire Management and Livestock Grazing as well 
as other resources and uses are discussed in Chapter 4, 

5-G-I07: Thank you for you comment 

5-G-1 08: Text has been added to Chapter 3, Section 3,2, 10 to acknowl
edge the role of cheatgrass and fire, The Proposed RMP recog
nizes the need to treat areas with a cheatgrass component. 

5-G-l09: Appendix 1, Section II describes the methodology and infor
mation used in determining current and future fire regime condi
tion classes based upon modeling footprint treatment levels and 
succession for the 11 vegetation types as described in Section 
32,5, Biophysical Setting Model descriptions for the 11 vegeta
tion types are included in Section IV, Appendix J, 

5-G-I10: These assumptions are used for analysis purposes only (refer 
to Appendix J), The environmental effects are discussed in Chap
ter 4, 
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Comments 
or 131.1v\ aS~lIm~s acres 'treatment" tim! would he equally distributed each year_ Whal in 

the world docs that mean'? as tbere arc big blocks of public land, scattered parcels, 
Would BLl',,! randomly distribute treatments across the whol~ area? W(lIlld a "treatment" 
on a 1000 acre pared of wink!' range lh~ve the same dr",-,L, as a "tr<outmenf' on lOOO 
aCf<oS of cilcatgrass Of bulbolls bluegrass? '1111s is typically not how agency projects \Vorl" 

BUvI repeats in modeling that -"propOsed trcatnh<l1tS arc implemented in the (irsl len year;; 
and arc the only disturbances-'_ As abovc. that is c011lpktely uiJI-ea!istk. plus wild land 
fire and many other lIrt!:twesce" and unpredidahle disturhanee c\-enls can he counted on 
to occur, 

:-'1uch of til" gibberish (.T-3) about 10.20 years and treatment' makes no sellse 
whatsoen:r. 

This whole model could only he applied iftll;s was a closed.. sterilc lahomtwy 
ellvif(JIllllcnt. and you were dealing with a completelY controlled experiment -nwi is not 
how wild land ecosystems work. It is enlirdy inappropriate 10 base wild land 
management on this contrived scheme. We are also otUraged tbalthe public spent tax 
dollars on this. How much did this model cost? How much do the rest of the frc. fuocs_ 
and vegetation confusion of the RMP cosr' 

5-G-111: 	

This model is made even worse by the lumping "f vegetation c0I11111llnitics illl!lodding, 
and then wild claims made in a llnalv~i$ about a need for treatment. Example: J-7 stat~s' 
the juniper ""'getntion a~ descrihed in this document is a combination of both natural and 
encroaehedjuniper"'_ Even tllOugh this is a large land area. where BU\l seeks 10 impose 
massive disturbance treatments. BL~l rcally has uo idea at all what lands are 
"en<:roach,,(f" vs_ naturaL 

.1-5 BL:VI lumps 42.000 acres cf",sted wheatgrass in with low elevation shmb. 
5-G-l 

WWP strongly objects to BLM categorizing communities as "CIlC'fOliChed-- vs. natural. 
ALL juniper or nativG Ye-gdation coulmlmit.ies ar~ ~"l1atlU'aJ" it IS ali~,11 w~eds and that are 
1I0t "natnra)"'. and widesprcad dislurbllnc~ of domeslic livestock grazing that is not 
natural. 

.1-8 describes 64.000 acres pcrcll1lial grass wg type, 42, I 00 acres of" sceding type_ What is 
the dillewlc,: here_ DOES TIllS TA1:E INTO ACCot:NT RECENT. INCLUDING 
2006. FIRES? 

Hl'e R('gim(' Condition Class 

Fire r~gi!ll" class is suppost'd to measure "the degree of d"palin!'., f .... nl rerel'ence 
conditioll. possibly [emphasis addedl resulting in dwngcs in key ecosystem components. 
such as vcg characteristics (composition. structural slage. stand agIO, canopy c1osnre, 
mosaic pattem); fuel composition; lire Jrcqllcncy. severity lUld patlen}; and other 
a.'!:st)clakd d,lsturbancc\ such a"'l insect and disea",e. nlortalitY7 gra71ng. and drought. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

-G-lll: These assumptions are for analysis purposes only. Specific 
areas proposed for treatment would be analyzed on a site specific 
basis upon implementation, 

-G-112: The combining of vegetation types Perennial Grass and Seed
ings with Low-Elevation Shrub as well as the Juniper vegetation 
type (natural versus encroached) is explained in Sections 3.2.5.4 
and 3.2,5.6 as well as Appendix 1. 

Section 3.2.5 describes how Gap Analysis Program (GAP) data for 
southern Idaho was used to identify the 11 vegetation types for the 
planning area resulting from the aggregation of 51 GAP cover 
types. 

Juniper is considered to be encroaching when the percentage ofju
niper exceeds what is expected for a particular range site. Certain 
range sites are dominated by juniper and not considered encroached. 
Refer to Table 3-2 and Section 3.5.2.6. 

Assumptions wert:? made to aid with the analysis described in Ap
pendix J which is based upon a broad scale, 

-G-113: Section 3.2.5.1, as well as Appendix J, explains why Seedings 
(crested wheatgrass) are combined with the Low-Elevation Shrub 
type. 

-G-114: The distinction between "natural" and "encroached" is de
scribed in Section 3.2.5.6. See response to Comment 5-G-IOO. 

-G-115: Table 3-2 and Sections 3.2.5.4 and 3.2.5.5 explain the differ
ence. The change in vegetation caused by the 2006 fires was not 
included, 
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Comments 

1'058ibl" caus~s "ftllis departure ... include fire suppression. timber harveillillg. Ihcstod<. 
gl·a7.ing, introdudiotl and estahlishment of I':l:otic spedl's, and introduced insects and 
discases". FRee 1 low dcpnrture. FRee 2= moderate <lepatture, FRCe 3~ High 
departure. 

J. I 3 f1ll1hcr describes "Uncharacteristic conditions arc considered to be those that did not 
occur within the natura! regime. such as are found in FRee 2 and 3 ... '111e5e indude hut 
arc llo1limited to invasive species weeds and illseds tare these native or non·native- <IS 

native insects and '\Feeds 3r12, par1 of natural procl!sscs and arc iJldication of cxcc.sslvc 
disturbance onen rdated to chronic livestock grazing or other disturbance], diseases, 
"higb·graded" forest components. with large fire tolerant r"l11ov"d- (this model only 
works for SO:-'IE for~sls. and is b.::st applied 10 Ponderosa PUK which is not present 
here~), or repeated annllal grazing that reduces grassy fuds across relatively large areas to 
levels that will nol carry a surface tlre. ,. 

;o-G-116 	

BLM musl pr{)\'ide dchlilcd information 011 the allowabk levels oflivegt<;ck removal of 
vegetation, the stocking rate that has adually occurred not paper cow,ishcep 01' 

permitted AlJMs. the utilizationtl];ll ha~ been measured ill all allQtm~nts in all vegetation 
typ.::s OWl' the lime period on which the PRMP is lMscd, th~ level of degradation that. 
~.,ists b<lsed on current Ecologic;ll site and other II!Ho·date systematic and current 
ecological sckncc·bllscd inventories, etc. I Tnles;; BLl\{ docs so. it ,"Ill not have followed 
lill the steps necessary to make ils FRee d"t.;nninations. 

How many acres exist in rd'i:rence ("lI1dilion in the PFO, and where are they localed" 
Only a wry few, jf ally, we expect. What has b.::en the disturbance (graz,ing. mining, 
treatment. seeding. logging). de. hisl<)ry or any refemm:e areas? Are the RNAs the 
rderence areas') lfso. this alone demonstrates how limited communities in "reference" 
C0l1dili<)11 may be. 

How many upland a'::I''''s were classified a~ "xedkm. Good, Fail' and POOl' in older "cg 
inventories and dassilkatiolls? How have these changed . espedaUy how have Ill",y 
~hang~d rdatcd to increases or ~xpansion of exotil.:' invasiv~ sP~CiCS1 soil loss~ m1d other 
desertification ~lnd degradation? 

'{"s, agcneies should make evcry dI"orl to mow communities toward alillatiw rd"renc.:: 
communities, Bl.'T the reason the conununilies are 'JOT in rd"'rence condition IS the 
massive pas! lind ongoing disturbance and treatment that BLM imposes on these lands. It 
is the grazing and other disturb"""" imposed by 11U ..,1 that is causing the serious 
ecological prohlems. '!lw schcm.::s of the DEIS will only worsen ecological problems by 
radically manipulating large areas wilh highly il]y,],i"e "treatment&' while continuing 
unabated, or ncar-unabated ehronic disturhance. 'n1i, will only pu~h coml1l1ll1itics fUIlller 
across 'thresholds" to annual weed I.amk Unless communities arc in REFERENCE 
condition, all the glbbvrish and contrivance relatd 1.0 "historiclli tire regimes. FRee, elC, 

call !lot be applied. 

5-G-12

Responses 

5-G-116: Thank you for your comment 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

5-G-1l7: This level of detail is used during site specific analysis. 

5-G-118: Reference areas may be used during site specific analysis. 
They are not used at this larger scale of analysis. 

5-G-119: The acreages are available at the Pocatello Field Office, 
Methodologies used to determine condition llsed in the 1981 
Malad MFP and the 1988 Pocatello RMP were not llsed in the de
velopment in this plan. Instead, LHC is used to describe condition. 
Refer to Appendix 1. 

5-G-120: Thank you for your comment 
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Comments 
BL1-..J's ",,!odels in Section J, including .1-11 and dsewhere assume the dassic 
slIccessi<lllul processes occtlr ft)llowillg disturbance. in its predictions of 10, 20. 30, Of 
Course, with the chronic and ongoing distllrbanc" of liwslo,;'k grazing amI other 
disturbance, (OHV, mining "xplo, etc), coupled, too, with paq and ongoing treatment 
disturbance, it is extremdy lmlikdy that nonnal successinnal processes will proceed. 

·· 
I 

IS-G-121 	

BLM must ~Iear!y define wh~1 it me,U1' b,y suce",58i,0,n, and how rdev'lI~t this, con",'''Pl still 
IS to most of the lower and lmddle devatlOn lands ll1 the 1'0 and the risk ot weed1,'

, invasion and ImncalioJl of S lICl'''SS ion under Ih') radical disturbance regimes 13LM would 
ituposc. 

5-G-12 

The ecological consequences of the large-scale disiurbances In he imposed. along with 
 chronic grazing and oth<1' disturbance. m,IY resll.h in tremendolls habit;l! loss, degradation 

and fi'agl11~lItatioll lor important and sc'l1sitjvc species. hl order to lllltierst.111d stich 
impacts, HI)..! must overlap map, of ,age grouse hahitats. Colulllhian sharp-tail cd 

, habitaL'\, pygmy rabbit, I<)ggel'hcad shrik'" l'i!ITuginolls hawk. Brewer's sp,m·ow. greim
tailed towh~c. Virginia's warbler and other imponant habitats, with ("llITCnt disturbance. 
wecds. lack of ,hmb (Xlver and fragmentation on BLM and surrounding lands. and then 
must prc,dicl whatlhe landsI.Oap" will look likc Oll<':C il imposes ils di,lttrbatK;:s over 10, 

, 20, 30 VC'lr p~riods.y ~ 

S-G-12~

J \Vha! lewl of habitat conneclivity, degree of fragmentation existed at the time of the old
1 LUPS? What ex;sls now? What would be the kvel under all altcmativcs? As BLM ?vlaps 

show that nnder the present. ]-.:0 Action Altcmativc, Wildland Fire Usc is sharply 

S-G-12 

 constralll. ed on l:lIld'. that pnlVldC.' h'.lbit:ll nx the. a~o\.,: spc.;:i"", I-Il~W.. 'Ill.lICh lfa.gm~111atio.n
, eXists at present ( How much would cXlsl m the hk ot the plan? \\'Imt will the dkcts of 
. the lICW. radical disturbance rcgim"s to be imposed be on habitat cOllneelivity. 

fragmentation. corridon; for wildlife movement, elc.·' How will this aftectlhe viability of 
imp0l1<ln! and sensitive species lind wildlile popull1tiol1S ill the a.rca? 

5-G-121:.'

. How lIlany known historic ,age grouse or Sharp-laill~.kS .. CXist, and where? How may 

CLlrrent leks eXIst" How have numbers chang"d over llm"? 


S-G-126!.'

; 'Vhal arc spoeific popUlations of sage groLlse. sharp-tails. etc." \Vhalnumber of 
: ': Indi,·iduals currently "xisL and hm\ ",;lIthe"e populations, and lJlovement and dispersal 

12 he afleeted. under all a greatly expanded range of 1. aclioll altemativcs a.nd necessary 
restoration. cons~'rvative and precautionary alkl1lativcs based 011 the 0I1-the-grolllld 

" 	 reality ofthl! conditions of the public lands and fragmentation of the landscape here? 

5-G-

1.•. Please also evaluate this in .-dation to IllU!" dec.-, an/dope, dk. gray wolf and olh"r 

~ h'lhilals,


5-G-12

Note: IJlcking frolll the fire. Ircatm':!l! disturb,mcc gibberish is any recognition oftllc 
.... trclIlCll.dOliS impacts the disturbance regimes would impose on microbiotic en.lSl' which
serve critical fUllctions ill most of the FO, Microbiotic crusts hdp to exdude weeds 
stabilize soils, put nutrients back into the soil. and pcri'oon a host of other important 

i5-G-12 

Responses 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

-a-Ill: 'These assumptions are ~~edior an~iysi~ purposes o~Iy (ref~~ 
to Appendix J), 

-G-122: Succession in this context is change through time, For model
ing purposes it would be relevant Refer to 5-G-IIl, 

-G-123: The programmatic analysis of impacts (Chapter 4) from man
agement direction as described for each altemative in the DEIS/ 
RMP (Chapter 2) address the comments concem, 

-G-124: The land ownership pattem in the PFO planning area (i,e" 
private, state and federal lands ) contributes to habitat fragmentation 
and connectivity, Since the PFO has many scattered tracts, manag
ing habitat connectivity and fragmentation is more challenging. 
Habitat connectivity and fragmentation are addressed in land tenure 
adjustment management actions AA-LR-S,l.S and B-LR-5,L3; Spe
cial Status Species, B-SS-1.2.12 and Fish and Wildlife, CA-FW
2,13, 

-G-125: The land ownership pattern in the PFO planning area (i,e" 
private, state and federal lands) contributes to habitat fragmentation 
and connectivity, Since the PFO has many scattered tracts, manag
ing habitat connectivity and fragmentation is more challenging, 
Habitat connectivity and fragmentation are addressed in land tenure 
adjustment management actions AA-LR-5,l,S and B-LR-5,I,3, Spe
cial Status Species, B-SS-L2.l2 and Fish and Wildlife, CA-FW
2.13, 
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Responses 

5-G-126: Figure 3-7 has relevant information regarding sage grouse habitat and breeding grounds. Additional information regarding sage grouse and sharp-tail 
leks has been added to Chapter 3. 

5-G-I27: Figure 3-7 has relevant information regarding sage grouse habitat and breeding grounds. Additional information regarding sage grouse and sharp-tail 
leks has been added to Chapter 3. 

5-G-128: The land ownership pattern in the PFO planning area (i.e., private, state and federal lands) contributes to habitat fragmentation and connectivity. 
Since the PFO has many scattered tracts, managing habitat connectivity and fragmentation is more challenging. Habitat connectivity and fragmentation are 
addressed inland tenure adjustment management actions AA-LR-5.1.5 and B-LR-5.1.3, Special Status Species, B-SS-1.2. J2 and Fish and Wildlife, CA
FW-2.1.3. 

5-G-129: The importance of biotic crust is acknowledged throughout Chapter 3. Its relationship to certain vegetation types is also provided. For example, see 
the following sections: 
- 3.2.3.4 Erosion and Run-off 
- 3.2.5 Vegetation 
Impacts on crusts from mining and grazing is provided in Section 4.2.3 Soils and discussed in Section 4.2.5 Vegetation. 
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. Comments 
fUllctions. 'Oley are a critical component of health wgetatiol1 cOllllllunitics. Yet nowhere 

. do,,, BLM provid,:, any infonnalion Oll the current hcaltll and condilion of CluS!S ,lcrOsS 
the 1'0, illld the dfcets ofthe radical dis!urbanc.:: r.::gimc and imposed DFCs on them 

....• including the con.1P.08111(,n Ofll.,1CrobiOliC cmstS.With. licbens often characterizing latcr 
· SllC,ccssional crusts. \\1Ial sis th" time frame 1<,,. recovcry of "msts 10 mid to late 

successionallcvc.'s, if succession indeed would operate following radie,)1 disturbance 10 

• be imposed here'! 

5-G-12 

', Biophysical sdting, You slate that BPS is lIsed to dctCn11inc 11 landscape's natural tire 
 
. regim"s and fir~ regime condition clasg, You claim that ecosystems can he "classified" 
 
· base{.\ o. n a single aHribulC veg. soils. geology, or 011 'inkgrated attrihutes·'. ecn!.ogk<ll
" ~itc's, or clCoiogical systems. It is inl!p()ssible to understand how you would dassi(y an 

_, oi!"osy$l~nl based on these aJonc_ 

15-G-13 

YOll stale --"egetation includes ... native spedes and successional processes" well 
weeds blow the succ'<!ss;onal proc,esses aparl. 

You daimlhal. "vegetation indudc:s thc ill'ca's native spedes and ,~ssociatcd SllCccss;onal 
· stages _. detcmlined on the historical or natural range of variation.. including disturbances. 

The inapplicability ofv"ur Modcl~, is shown by th~ lack ofclImmt syst"matically 
colkcted iuf()nnation and analvsis based on vegetatioll communities that actually exist 
acmss the FO. 

;5-G-131 

lOll state (.I-13loo1notc) that Rel".!rence conditions ... arc d.:tenl1ined by cXp<Jr!s through 
.• ' synthesis of expert kllOWI.edgc. published literaIUn." ."ml historical. info lIsing standardi.? ,cd 
• computer modeling". 13L\l lacks both Ih" specific historical studies lor Ihe PFO lands.
, I!!-;p~dally thtJse that \yould inc(}lporatc ineaJ variations <)::>. wdl a.~ at:curatc and current 
il1t~1mlaliQn on mHIve vegetation conlInul1ili,~s., and their dl.'"gn:c of dcgnldatltm and wc:~d 

! ' inl".!slatiQ!l. 

1
! 

5-G-13 

13 t·· BL\f then st,,1.:s: J-J4 that "each biophysical setting l"ts leaturcs characteristic ecological 
- proc~sse~ offm,~' frcqu~ncy, and severjty (ll1d.ther~f{)re provides. acogcnL [(,nbust 

; fOllndalion f()f deknnining lif~ fr.:tjuenc-y. \Vlml a bunch ofmalarkey! 'nl~ ]>FO is 
.. chanlc1~rlZri!d by greatly al.t~re:d 1~H1d."!.capes~ \vhere native \:i2gdation conlpon\!l1ls in many 
· l1rca.~ arc hanging on by a thread. and where ANY disturbance may lead t.<l lIew 
~ explosions of\\'et:,d~.

S_G_

·The illill.JPliCahility orthis lll.odel. iilld.its absurdity as ilPl.'1iCd here. ~.'all b" the Forests . 
j SOliN Place Else examples you ILse to illustrah! it. .1·14 stales" BPS; "Grand fir s ol1en 
, associated with mb;ed-sewrity fit'e ... Ponderosa pine with fi'e(lllCnL low ttllensil), fire .... 
; It sound, 10 us like the Contractor;; mixed up Joh areas, here, 

i5-G-13 

See Rang" of groU\d fir: hUp:i, foreslrv.aboUlxo!l1'libraryftredhl!lnlndt:htm It docs !lot 
grow anywhere near Ill" 1'1'0. Likewise. Ponderosa pille docs not occlIr anywher~ in PFO 
lands. Hcre is what this range map shows: h!!p:ii¢l1.wikipedia.orgwikjIPondcrosa pin" . 

Responses 
~ ~, . , _ _ _" "' " _ _ ,_ v; 

-G-130: Descriptions for the Biophysical Settings (BpS) used are pro
vided in Appendix J, Please refer to the literature citations provided 
on page 1-14, second paragraph for further explanation. 

-G-J31: Thank you for you comment. 

-G-132: Thank you for you comment. 

-G-133: Please see the Interagency Fire Regime Condition Class 
Guidebook, Version 1.2, May 2005 (http://frames.nbii.gov/frcc/ 
documentsll.2.2.2/Chapter_2_FINAL_ V1.2.pdt) for a complete 
discussion of Biophysical Settings. The Biophysical Settings sec
tion in Appendix J, page J-14 is from this reference. 

-G-134: As stated in the text (Appendix J, page 14), grand fir and pon
derosa pine are used as an' example to illustrate how vegetation can 
identify a mix of fire severity and frequency across the landscape. 
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'l\mr Mod~lll!ay hav~ som~ remote applicability to th~se particular forest tY[l~s. but 

1 really has nOll>! whatsoever to th" highly disturbed arid lands ofthe PFO.TIlc PFO has 


minimal rcsilicn~y to disturbance. 


5-G- 135

You say that "existing depalture from rcl;;renee conditions is med to evaluate FRee" 
Wdl, BLl\,! and its Contractors have provided 110 evidence of a current systematic 
examinatioll of the cUlTcn! Ecologkal SHe condition.. or InvcnlOlY. of these lands, which 
is n key pm1 of IIllderBtallding their condition ,tIld the impacts ofthe major disturbances 
and lurgc-scak cxtrm;ti\'c IIses Ihat would bc imposed. 

{)l' Y ,tale (J- '15) "indlL,ion l)f disturbance in ddi.ning Ih" v~gelali()I1 C:Ol1lpOllenl is 
critical for FRee det"onination". yet you have woefillly l;liled to provide 1l<lcessary ,U)d 
detailed in1ormation and analy~is rdutoo to livestock grazing disturb.lIlec, removal of 
vegetation on an annual ba.~is as it rdate.~ (0 vegetatioll communities. and Ihe radic<llly 
altered composition, bare ground. exolics. altered structure that exislS. 

5-G-137 

You also stale that FRCC methodology .ompio)'s the concept of potential natural veg as 
limited bv dislurbal1~c, nOl dimall!. 

Thi, is bizarre, In this analysis. you cast aside the m!c of IiYcsloc:k disturbance, and the 
d"se.iificalion proceSS.,s and henCe alteration "f1oca! dinmtc and poleutial. ]11" PH) is 
an arid hUldscapc, where you can :-JOT di,regard the impacts of climate . including very 
small scale impacts -- slIch as standing sagebn.sh SIU1.lh cover providing additional 
periods of snow cover, ,md prolonging soil moisture on a site· thus allowing bettcr 
l!nd~t'Slory develoJllllent. 

Veg at all lewis is aJli;:clcd by climate, and veg alters site microdimat.:s, too. It CAN 
SOT be cast aside i'lr some tnllllped up Fire Disturbance. Hardly :\NY yeg anywhere ill 
the PI'O is in Potential natural veg, allvway .. hence it has l1",arly all be"11 greatly 
disturbed already. 

J-1S: y~)U state historical v~g,etatJon l~ fh~ vegdmion that ~xi~kd during tht! rerer~:m~e 
peri,)d prior to settlemcnL First, we helieve you have p\u-po~dully sckcted only 
references that supp"'i very short lire retUnI inter.-als, when a broad body of cnrrent 
information Sllpptllts "luel'j longer fire ,-elum intervals. See Baker and Shinneman 2003,
«)f example. 

;5-G-139f 

Whal was the specific length of the "historic period' for des<.'ribing vcg in THIS
geographic focation" What sik-sp<cillc data and studics did you use here" 'S-G-1401 
Finally. something properly "allied her' Your Simple 7 wl)rksh~et, that was supposedly 

1 1; lIsed to determine the FRee, appears to apply to For;;skd Veg and Timber typ;; country. 5-G- 141 
not the great majority of the small tree, much cut-m'er fi,re,ts ,md \'as! "rid nOIl-fore,ted 
lands of the PFO. Plus, elsewhere you admit that your juniper info appears to be hased on 

! 

,5-G-142~ 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 
"',' ,,-, -",'-',- "C-" .' 

5-G-J35: Thank you for you comment 

5-G-136: Current conditions for individual vegetation types are de
scribed in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2.5, and 3.2.10, Tables 3-3, 3-18 
and Table 2, Appendix J. 

5-G-137: Refer to response to comment 5-G-66. 

5-G-J38: Please see the Interagency Fire Regime Condition Class 
Guidebook, Version 1.2, May 2005 (http://frames.nbii.gov/frcc/ 
documentsll.2.2.2/Complete _Guidebook _ VI.2.pdf) for a discus
sion of Fire Regime Conditon Class and methodologies. 

5-G-139: Reference Noted 

5-G-140: Infonnation identified in this comment is detailed/explained 
in each of the six BpS descriptions included in Appendix J. 

5-G-14 I: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-142: In addition to aerial/GAP analysis data, range site descrip
tions were used to identifY natural occurring juniper sites versus 
sites with encroaching juniper. The old growth is generally associ
ated with the naturally occurring juniper where no treatments are 
planned. Refer to Section 3.2.5.6. 
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Comments 
""riu!;OIS images. and that you "annol CV~l1 sepa,"te old growth and malure from 
younger jUlliper communities., "fhlL~, Ihere is no way you could even u,c this here, 

On th~ hSilUp]C St;ven o~ :sheet Fig 2~ ho\v \\iotdd you classay a dll!atgrass. understory~ a 
Poa bulbosa und.:rstorv, a grc'atlv deplewd b,lre ground and Sandberg bluegrass 
und"rstory? 

143 

.1-16 states that BLM only us~d .huge fire bistory lint'1 up to 2002 yet large Gres have 
()ccurred ~incc Ihen, including in 2006. How did you characterize "large'"? In a broken. 
fi'agmentcd landscape with lots of edge next to prh·ate. aren'1 there" 101 of smal.kr fires. 
induding tires that may originak (}J1 private lands due 10 hmmm callses'? You cannol 
possibly l\locld something and call it '~l1aturlll" bas,,-,d on only 32 years arnear-reeent data 
whereliVIlslocK., weeds. ek. flave ,'aused increasingly frequent and larg~-scak fir..:s. Plus. 
you canllot disregard 20r)) to the present. You len11 tbis 32 years (up to 20(2) "natura! 
fire' rotatton'~ ,-- )iet It C"'ID in no way he uatural. \\leeds" livestock grazing, suppresSion. 
human starts, dc, all greatly affe.;t uny 'tire rotafimf' claimed here and it is INt 

"natura!"'. Plus. please provide necessary fire. trealment and disturbance inionnatioll and 
analyses for neighboring BL1v! and Forest land-; so all direct. indiNel and cumulative 
impacts can be understood. 

Please compare this infomu,l ion to mUll)"e, at other areas in Idaho. and re.giollally across 
the sagebrush biome. PIe,t~C compare this strange analysis of the Pi'O to infO!1l1atiOl) in 
COllllelly cf a!. 2004. and other documents that dcsc!'ihcd devas\>lting changes related 10 

disturbance and fire that arc o<xul1ing in the ulUcsilient arid landscapes oflands like the 
PFO. 

:5-G-144 	

The supposed "Land Health" compoll<:ntii ofthe e!aborat~ /"I<Jdd iii simply not based on 
cum:mt on-the-ground. or systematically s!llnpled, measurement the key ecological 
attributes in the pFO, Pages .1-21 to 1-22 that discuss Land Health and FRee 
Relationship show that Br ,;v! lIses Ciuegorics (carly. mid dosed, mid open, late open, latc 
dosed. unclwradcrislic) thai, except for the increasing ''!mclmmc\crislic'' Ihis is based on 
Fuels-related J110dd assul11pti,lIls, and not on the ecological components such as 
microbiotic "msls, soil slability, presence of im'llsi"c species, etc. Ihal dct.;:rmine 
ccoi{)gic.t1 health. 

5-G-145 

Fwn jf OIlC wac to hdicvc that the "carly" and other categorie, wcrc rdated to 1:51... ;\'(" 
old ,~ral stalus classilkatioll that would rdy on rangeland. survey data eol!ected 20 
years or more ago, It is not a eum:nt or accurate rdkctiotl of 2007 conditions across 
these lands, 

:S-G-146 	

Then, BL1'.! follows Ihis with a "LandHrc" bi()physieai !\[()dd thaI continues to lack 
currenl systematically collected ecological data applied. 

'nl": "Page r discussion here shows the need to break oul particular big sagebrush, low 
sagebrush and other shrub C0l111lUmilies, ·nICr.: is indicatiolllhat Ihe necessary degree of 
preCision in identifying on-thc-groIUld plant eommuni!ies or the signi/:ica11l structural of 

5-G-147~ 

~e~.ponses 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

",' '. '.' ',," ,..... .... , ..," 
5-G-142: In addition to aerial/GAP analysis data, range site descrip

tions were used to identify natural occurring juniper sites versus 
sites with encroaching juniper. The old growth is generally associ
ated with the naturally occurring juniper where no treatments are 
planned. Refer to Section 3.2.5.6. 

5-G-143: The species identified would be classified as uncharacteristic 
vegetation. 

5-G-144a: The available fire history data used for the purpose of analy
sis was for 32 years as described in Appendix J and based upon 
polygons greater then 10 acres that were mapped during that 32 
year period. In order to complete analysis and prepare discussion 
of environmental effects, it is necessary to identify a specific pe
riod oftime for the data that is used in the analysis which is de
scribed in Appendix 1. The context in which the term "Natural" is 
used is defined and described in page 1-16. 

5-G-144b: The context and scope of cumulative effects of the manage
ment direction as described in the Draft RMP/ElS is described in 
Chapter 4. 

5-G-145: Land Health Condition (LHC) is based upon "current on-the
ground" attributes as identified in Table 5, Appendix 1, under the 
Land Health Indicators (Key Ecological Components): minimal 
erosion (e.g. soil stability). appropriate amount and distribution of 
ground cover (e.g. inclusion of microbiotic crusts), and not in
creasing or the absence of noxious weeds (e.g. invasive species). 
These indicators are correlated with Fire Regime Condition Class 
descriptors (Table 5). 

5-G-146: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-147: Thank you for your comment 
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Comments 
c(~mmtmiti~s including woody vegetation stmcture catlsed by liwstock ~- was appIled_ 
NlJtc: You admit heN thnt " itwasion ()f ehe'\tgra~$ has tl'llnsfol'mcd this eClJlogical 
system into htrge areas ofundlllr.ldelistk annual gmsslands and sbrubl.mds with 
understories when~ alliluoll lt1'asses l'eplaced pel'ellnial grasses". 

'5-G-147 	

There lire large areas CurIew area for cxampk, where vc~)' low productivity, very low 
palatability bulbous bluegrass comprises much oCthe unden;tor:y in many sites and this 
exotic grass is likely to CatTY fires than SoUle oth"r undcrsllJrics, 

Page 3 shows that a limit~xI atnOlUlt of potential ,,.,w data was collected ill a...::as largely 
5-G-14 ou!sid" the PFO (refe'Ting to OK NC, ID)_ 

~ 

One oflhe mosl egregious oversights in the whole R}.1J> is its failure to adequately 
addr¢ss til" impacts ofthc wanton disturb"'l"" that wottld occur uuder alllICtion 
al.temali,}> 10 microbiotic crusts, which arc critical for the health and tlmctioning of arid 

'5-G-150~ 

,ystcmVScc Mack and 'Illompson 1982. Belnap ct al. 20() 1,
"5-G-J51 ~ 

RlI.IP "Common t.o AU Alt{'rIllltives" Is Del'ply Fl:lwed 

'111c I'RMP (2-12 to 2-31) provides a long list of "mmmgcmcllt Guidlmcc -, common to al 
Altenmtives_ YeL important parts ofmgml guidance are precisely the infol1natioll, data, 
and analysis that should have been amassed and analyzed IN the EIS, It is necessary to 

determine lU1 apprOpri;\l~ rallg~ of ll!tcmativcs. and anv common nHl!lag~m~nl guidmw". 

I~'or ~xmnpl~~ 2-12 describes j,ri?Soun.::~ inV~nl()f)'" sllrv~y i!.md 111()ui,torin,g prognun~'\ This 
is pr~.;isd\' what BLM ne.:d~ to do for soils. "'a(':n>. water>hed.s. native v~get:lli{)n 
communities, important and sensitive species habitats and populations and their viability_ 
min.;mls. elc. in order to develop and frame the RMP. lIml "011 haye not done so, 

FurtheL this list is Ihmghl with empty and meaningless llssuranees. Example: 2-12-13, 
What in the wodd does "as appropriak. fuels mgml opportunities would be implemented 
to rcduce particulatc matier impacts", -Iller" is nothing COilcrete. specific, or that in .my 
way infonm amuvsis here_ Does this mean that Btlv! will be free to prescribe bum 
ull\1hing it wmllS, at any time. and be ahk to claim it wi II he reducing emissiolls from a 
any tlrture wi]dl1rc'? 

;5-G-154, 

Sc~ond, it lacks Jue-asurable or ·concrek ce'11aln actions~ or \:::\"en rang.¢s of certain actiol1s.~ 
r~spoll~es . or that will be triggered ifproblcms aris.: - to b.: taken durlllg management, or 

in response to changed environmental circu\11~lal\ces_ BLJI.'lmllst provide specHtc 
sideboards on what managemcnt actions will occur, not make vague, ndmlous 
assurances, -Illis all looks like "faith-based" management at ils worst. Somehow. BLM 
claims to have necessary intonnatiotl to impose radical disltlrbance on natix'" vcgellHill!l 
LCo!lllnunilies aeros, the FO, y·et !leVer is the puhlic provided 

~-G-154 

BL!'.! provid~s none oflhc necessary data on local and regional air quality that is 
essential 10 gauge the impaets of the vast array of disturbance. livestock.. vegetation 

Responses 

5-G-148: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-149: Thank you for your comment 

5-G-150: Section 4.2.3 Soils discusses potential impacts on microbiotic 
crusts. 

5-G-151: Reference Noted 

5-G-152: The "Management Guidance Common to All Alterna
tives" (pages 2-13 through 2-31) does apply to the four alternatives 
identified in the document. The BLM has described a reasonable 
range of alternatives and analysis of effects of those alternatives as 
described by NEP A. 

5-G-153: Thank you for your comment. 

5-G-lS4: After further review, the objective and action have been re
moved. The action is better represented and more appropriately 
defined in Action CA-WF-L2.1. 

5-G-154a: Thank you for your comment. 

5-G-155: For a more detailed analysis on air quality, refer to Appendix 
L (Air Quality Assessment Technical Report, March 2004). 

, 	, 	, 	, 	
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Comments 

mining, mading, devdopm~nl, oil ami g,L~, etc.) lind other activities that 
would o~cur ()r m'e for~s~c,\blc under th" EIS. How has air quality changed since the time 

; ofthe old LeI's? Pleas~ provide data and analysis on all relevant factors. so that you ean 

'. d. ctell.llinc necessary n.lcaslIfcs to he common to all alternati.vcs. T11is includes data and 
. analysis on all.ladon;. ranging 11'0111 winter inven;iolls with phosphat.: and auto pollution 

I', to eHeels of pr"serib"d burns, pesticide usc, etc it.1 combination with mining, automotive. 

5-G-151m<ll1iPUllIlion, 

11v.;,loek (sec UN Shinncman cl aL 2006 Repol1) am! all other sotlre,," of air pol.lulioll. "5-G-156d 

,. r' Giv~n th" undeniable impads orma,,: aCliv;lie&lha! w<)uld be aUlhori<.cd on publiC 
lands. or that arc linked to ptlblie lands. lind,,!, the umhrd.!a oflhe l{;'vIP. what ba$ie and 
.:ssenti:i.I ··commoll to till all"mativcs" 

ilS-G-157; 

; 	 Cultural 2-13-102-15 provid"s some mu.:h-ne~ded <l5$UranCCS 10 Trib"s. Howev':L 
w 	 woefully lacking are COllerete and lIeeeSS<1J'Y measures to prevent degradatiol1. alteration. 

lo:;:.s~ or dcstnu.::lion of cultural s.ites due to pOkntia1 or ongoing nlanagern~nt a(."1ivi1l~S .
such as livestock graz.ing. livestock fadlities. '111d variolls invasive management. 
manipulation :Ind disturbance adions proposed in relation to the tremendous distllrhanc(' 
and e"'Penditure of tlmds that would re'luire to uudertake the Inrg~-seak .vegetation and 
habitat nHmiplllal.iou thai would o,;cur 11,,1''''' 

5-G-158 

2- JJ rderence~ "appropriate management mc"slIr"s". yet Ihe public has no idea or what 
thev may be. What specific appropriate management measures 10 reduce, or prevent.

; li\·~"loek tJ'ampling damage to cultur,tI siks will be t.lkcll under tile RI\lP? What 
, tneasures 10 prevent. or nlitjgal~ soil erosion ;;llld cxposnr~ of artifacts to ~,urfacl! 
colkdor>;, or >;itcs, to looting, wili be; tak"n under all alternatiw.,. ·111en.. aHcr you h<lv" 
laid out 0\ d"ar $"t of actions of'"111i8 is what we wi.lt do under al! altcmatiws", the ne).1 
sLep shoutd be to dcvdop a range of altenultive actions thai exmnine things ranging frmn 
res1on1tiOll of (kgraded sites (stich as plaees where spring develop nUllS or livestock 
f·~lciliti(>:.. [nay be degrading t)r affeding cultural sites) h} r~l'no\'illg $trc$~()rs/di$turb'an~c 
agents frolll sit.:s. 

5-G-15 

, Springs and s""ps m.." "11,,n important cultural sit~s in arid land, such as lh~se" How many 
springs remain in their natural, unaltered conditions without spring development<; or other 
alterations') How many arc developed? What has the ovcmll impact ofliY"stock grazing 
'Uld devd')pmen!. alknltion been 10 springs and other cultural sites across the Project 
ar"a? \Vllat was the b,"selin..: of developmellt at the titlle of the old Ll iPS: Hnw has this 
clllUlgcd by the lim,,' "flhc DEIS? 

y ; How many known cultural sites aN eligible t{)r the Nalional Register') How many have 
been recommended to the National Register since the old t-.!UDs. Why not sd, for 
example, a goal or HoOf for all alte!ll<ltiv", Ihal ,,11 eligible siles will h" nominated. and 
til" necessary process completed, over the lite. of the RMP? 

'5-G-161 	

While the EIS provides ?>iSO stips for a few small areas .. it should greatlv expand ~'. protections and NSO stipulations ,md olher protective measures for a mllch broader ana)., 
ofimpOItant sites and land arC1t" h"re. Plus. all. mining. Oil and Gas leasing, geothenllld. 

5-G-16

Responses 


-G-156: Reference Noted. 


-G-157: This comment as written is unclear. 

-G-15 8: This comment as written is unclear. 

-G-159: Clarification has been added to CA-CR-l.l.2. Appropriate 
management measures to reduce or prevent damage to cultural sites 
include, but are not limited to the following: signing, fencing/ 
gating, patrol/surveillance, erosion control, fire control, stabiliza
tion, detailed recording, relocation, adaptive reuse of structures, 
archaeological data recovery techniques. 

-G-160: There are approximately 300 springs located throughout the 
PFO area with approximately 147 of these springs having been de
veloped. Any future spring developments would comply with Sec
tion 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Action CA-CR
1.1.2 and Action CA-CR-1.2.l). When grazing is adversely affect
ing a cultural site then appropriate management measures would be 
used to reduce or prevent damage to cultural sites (e.g. signing, 
fencing/gating, stabilization, detailed recording, archaeological data 
recovery techniques). 

-G-16\ : Eligibility determinations have not been made for all recorded 
cultural sites in the PFO. Two sites are on the National Register
Lander Trail and Big Hill (Oregon Trail). Many sites are consid
ered eligible, but the number of eligible sites is unknown because 
eligibility determinations have usually only been made when a site 
has the potential to be impacted by a proj ect. Action CA -CR -1.1.10 
allows for fonnal nominations to be prepared as necessary. 

-G-L62: Thank you for your comment. 
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CommentsComments 

and allY oth~r pnlCesses must undergo subsequ~llt NEPA at the level of minimally an EA
and potentially ;111 E1S. This is e~sentiaL as the Rl\1J' is so devoid of hasi~ information 
necessary iOllndcrs1and the for<lseeahle impacts ()fphosphat<l exploration, mining and 
pollution; Oil and Gas exploration, leasing. devdopmenl and pollution ,md other 
disturbam,'c a<:livities in tht: PFJ' especially indirect and ,'uLnUialiw impads 011 land 
sun~rillg chronic gazing and other impacts. 

:5-G-162 

What is the difl~r"'nce between an "imminllnC'thrt:al and 11 chronic threat? How do you 
address IivcstQck grazing that may chmnically be <:ansing soils erosion and alteratioll and 
dt:strudioll of scientific value of sites. or trampling ,md breakage of artifacts? 

FLP.lVl'\

We look f()t"ward to a greatly revised E IS process, with measurable, dear goals where 
specitic actiolls are required. and failure (0 meet goals results in a specific' change in 
management. Imposing loos¢ and nebulous "adaptive management" wilhOlIt sid~boards 
and lri.ggNll will greatly fall to protect these lands. and result in undue degradation of 
lands, and waters and habitllts under . 

. Sinc~re[y, 

Katie Fite 
 
Biodiver"ity Director 
 
Western WatlCrsheds Pro,icct 
 
PO I:lQX 2363 
 
Boi,,,. ID 8370 I 
 
208·429-1679 
 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

5-G-163: These issues are handled on a site specific basis following 
site specific evaluation. Once discovered livestock grazing 
management would be modified to address these type of impacts. 
Refer to CA-CR-l.2. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
6-G-1: The range of alternatives described in the Draft RMP/EIS 

(2006) addresses the purpose and need as described in Chapter 1, 
Section 1.2.   This planning effort is based upon the identifica-
tion of, need for change topics (Section 1.4.2), identified by the 
planning team through an extensive review of the existing Malad 
MFP (1981) and Pocatello RMP (1988).  Public comments re-
ceived during the scoping period on the need for change topics 
were reviewed, categorized and analyzed to identify specific is-
sues and concerns to be addressed in this land use plan.  This 
process resulted in the identification of land management direc-
tion for resources and uses, carried forward from current plans 
and management direction to be incorporated into the new plan to 
address: 1) new laws, regulations and policies, 2) changed condi-
tions on the public lands, and 3) new and emerging demands on 
the public land.  Section 2.3.1 explains how alternatives were 
developed. 

6-G-1 
6-G-2: The range of alternatives described in the Draft RMP/EIS 

(2006) addresses the purpose and need as described in Chapter 1, 
Section 1.2. The BLM has described a reasonable range of alter-
natives and analysis of effects of those alternatives as described 
by NEPA This planning effort is based upon the identification of 
need for change topics (Section 1.4.2), identified by the planning 
team through an extensive review of the existing Malad MFP 

6-G-2 (1981) and Pocatello RMP (1988).  Public comments received 
during the scoping period on the need for change topics were 
reviewed, categorized and analyzed to identify specific issues 
and concerns to be addressed in this land use plan.  This process 
resulted in the identification of land management direction for 
resources and uses, carried forward from current plans and man-
agement direction to be incorporated into the new plan to ad-
dress: 1) new laws, regulations and policies, 2) changed condi-
tions on the public lands, and 3) new and emerging demands on 
the public land.  Section 2.3.1 explains how alternatives were 

6-G-3 developed. 

6-G-3: Reference Noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
6-G-4: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-4 
6-G-5: Various objectives and management actions stress monitoring 

to adapt to changing conditions.  Idaho Standards for Rangeland 
Health is used as a consistent benchmark to evaluate conditions.  
Implementation level monitoring and standards would be used to 
alter uses on public lands to maintain an ecologically healthy sys-
tem. 

6-G-6: See response to comment 7-G-15. 
6-G-5 

6-G-7: As discussed in Section 2.4 of the Draft RMP/EIS, the princi-
ples of adaptive management is incorporated to provide it flexibil-
ity to respond to new information and changing conditions on the 
landscape, be they from global warming, desertification or land 
use activities. 

6-G-6 
 Likewise, the Draft RMP/EIS includes a number of goals, objec-
tives and actions to monitor, assess, and revise management pre-
scriptions.  Most relevant is Goal GE-1 and Objective CA-GE-1.1 
(Draft RMP/EIS, Section 2.6) which address how on-going re-

6-G-7 source inventories, surveys and or monitoring programs would be 
used to make management decisions in response to changing con-
ditions on-the-ground. 

6-G-7a 
6-G-7a: Reference noted. 

6-G-8: The Draft RMP/EIS uses Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health 
as a basis for providing on-going monitoring and assessment of 
grazing activities.  By monitoring actual site conditions, adjust-
ments can be made in response to dynamic variables (e.g., weather 
patterns, wildlife population trends, actual utilization, etc.) that 

6-G-8 
influence forage availability.  

Also see comment response 10-A-41. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-8 6-G-9: The RMP uses Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health as a basis 
for providing on-going monitoring and assessment of grazing ac-
tivities.  

6-G-9 6-G-10: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-11: Guidance presented in the range of alternatives provides the 
6-G-10 framework with which the BLM can address environmental 

change such as global warming or desertification.  Section 2.6, 
Management Guidance Common to All Alternatives, Goal GE-1 
and Objective CA-GE-1.1 addresses how on-going resource inven-

6-G-11 tories, surveys and or monitoring programs would be used to make 
management decisions in response to changing conditions on-the-

6-G-12 ground.  

6-G-12: There are various objectives and actions that stress monitoring
 to adapt to changing conditions.  The Idaho Standards for Range
 land Health is used as a consistent benchmark to evaluate allot- 
 ments.  If in fact any desertification is occurring, implementation
 level monitoring and failure to meet or move towards meeting
 Standards for  Rangeland Health would be used to alter uses on
 those lands. 

6-G-13 
6-G-13: Thank you for your comment.  

6-G-14: Thank you for your comment.  
6-G-14 6-G-15: The Draft RMP/EIS recognizes the importance of maintaining 

a healthy system.  One goal in particular stresses this: Goal VE-6. 
Manage vegetation types to provide for their continued presence as 

6-G-15 part of an ecologically healthy system. 

Various tools would be used to meet this goal, including vegeta-
tion treatments and changing livestock grazing use as appropriate 
in accordance with the Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health.  
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
6-G-16: Reference noted. 

6-G-16 6-G-17: See response to comment 10-A-41. 

6-G-18: These impacts are discussed on pages 4-156 and 4-157 (Draft 
RMP/EIS). 

6-G-19: Reference noted. 
6-G-17 

6-G-20:  Analysis of impacts on habitat is presented in Section 4.2.6 
Fish and Wildlife.  

6-G-21: Chapter 4 looks at the impacts of management direction for 
these areas. 

6-G-18 

6-G-19 

6-G-20 

6-G-21 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-22 6-G-22: The environmental consequences section details the effects of 
management directions as described in the Draft RMP/EIS.  It also 
discusses the potential effects of programmatic fluid mineral leas-
ing. 

The level of impact analysis included in the EIS is appropriate for 
scale of activities anticipated in the RFDS for oil and gas and geo-

6-G-23 thermal resources found in Appendices Q and R.  BLM will con-
duct additional NEPA analysis if fluid mineral activities conducted 
on leases significantly exceed those anticipated in the RFDS pre-

6-G-24 pared for the plan (see 4.3.4.2 – Methods and Assumptions). 

6-G-25 
Activities proposed to be conducted on any fluid mineral leases 
will also be assessed at the project implementation level for the 
issues you raise and any others that are pertinent.   

6-G-26 6-G-23: Reference noted. 

6-G-24: Addressing the West Nile virus is outside the scope of this 
6-G-27 land use plan.  

6-G-25: Cumulative impacts on BLM-administered public lands result-
ing from management proposed for livestock, energy development 
and exploration is described under 4.3.2.8 Cumulative Impacts. 

6-G-26: Reference noted. 

6-G-27: Thank you for your comment. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-27 6-G-27: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-28: Objective CA-SS-1.1 provides direction to “conserve, inven-
tory and monitor special status species”. 

6-G-28 
6-G-29: See response to comment 6-G-2. 

6-G-30: Reference noted. 

6-G-31: Land use plans and planning decisions are broad scale and are 
not site specific. They provide the basis for on-the-ground actions 
the BLM undertakes as required in 43 CFR 1601.  This Draft 
RMP/EIS is developed at the broad programmatic level with spe-

6-G-29 cific information as identified in this comment of value for imple-
mentation-level (activity) planning. 

6-G-32: See response to comment 6-G-31. 

6-G-30 

6-G-31 

6-G-32 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
6-G-32: See response to comment 6-G-31. 

6-G-32 
6-G-33: The vegetation treatments and rehabilitation after fire are tar-

geted towards their continued presence as part of an ecologically 
6-G-33 healthy system, which supports sagebrush steppe restoration as 

described in Chapter 2, Goal VE-6, and Objective B-WF-4.1 and 
2. Priority areas for vegetation treatment are described in B-VE-
6.1.2. 

Any additional livestock facilities would be addressed on a site 
specific basis. 

6-G-34: The objectives and actions in the Draft RMP/EIS are designed 
to provide for monitoring and provide standards to avoid degrada-
tion and strive to maintain and improve ecological functions in 
order to benefit sage grouse and associated species. 

6-G-35: The goal (CA-VE-2) is to prevent the establishment of inva-
sive and/or noxious weed species.  This would occur while still 
meeting our multiple use mandate. 

6-G-36: Reference noted. 

6-G-34 6-G-37: The species mentioned use a broad range of canopy cover of 
sagebrush.  Rothwell ( in Finch et al 1993) summarized studies 
that indicated Brewer’s sparrows use areas with sage brush canopy 
cover of 5.8 to 44%, sage sparrows use areas with 11 to 44%, and 
sage thrashers  use areas with 11 to 44%.  The sagebrush canopy 
cover recommended in the Draft RMP/EIS would provide habitat 

6-G-35 for these species.  

6-G-36 

6-G-37 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-37 

6-G-38 

6-G-39 

6-G-40 

6-G-37: Reference noted. 

6-G-38: Reference noted. 

6-G-39: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-40: Thank you for your comment. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-41 6-G-41: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-42: Reference noted. 

6-G-43: Restoring/maintaining vegetative communities are described 
in CA-FW-2.1.3, Alternative B, Goal VE-6, Alternative B, Goal 

6-G-42 WF-4 and the concept of LHC is to restore native vegetation, refer 
to Appendix J. 

6-G-41 6-G-44: Reference noted.  

6-G-43 6-G-45: The Draft RMP/Draft EIS contains extensive direction to re-
strict and mitigate mineral exploration and development activities. 
See comment responses 10-A-11 and 10-A-12. The Proposed 
RMP also contains 258,100 acres (around 42 percent of the public 
lands within the PFO) that are administratively unavailable for 

6-G-44 fluid mineral leasing. A total of 495,300 acres – 81 percent of the 
field office - are Closed or otherwise severely restricted as admin-
istratively unavailable or with an NSO stipulation. 

6-G-45 
6-G-46: Reference noted.  

6-G-47: Reference noted.  

6-G-46 

6-G-47 
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All of the upland bird species. and all the riparian species listed in Dobkin rutd Sauder (2004), 
Table I at 9 are likely to occur in the EIS Project area, likewise, nearly all of the small mrunmal 
species found in Table 2 at I 0 are likely to occur in the Proj ect area. For some species. such as 
loggerhead shrike. declines were especially severe in the tltree primary sltrubsteppe ecoregions 
with population losses across large geographic areas. 

Geographic pattems of species richness for birds found that areas of highest upland avian spec ies 
richness correspond with areas of lowest shmbsteppe fragmentation. Bird species "Entirely" 
dependent on sagcbmsh: Greater Sage-Grouse, Sage 11trasher. Brewer 'sSparrow. rutd Sage 
Sparrow. Birds "Nearly" dependent: Gray Flycatcher. Gray Vireo, Green-tailed Towhee. Black
throated Sparrow. 

Riparirut birds have distrib utions that e:-1end beyond the Lvl West, as do riparian mammals. 
Given the relative rarity and ecological importance of riparian habitats within shrub-steppe 
landscapes, the high degree of instability in riparian bird conummity structure found in the 
report. reflects the poo•· condition of riparhm habitats across the Great Basin. Columbia 
Plateau and Wyomiug Basiu ecoregions (Dobkin and Sauder 2004, cit ing Saab et al. 1995, 
Dobkin et al. 1998, Tewksbury et al. 2002, Krueper et al. 2003. Eamst et al. 2004) and the 
dewatering of riparian zones (Dobkin an d Sauder 2004. citing Rood et al. 2003), causing 
damage to avifauna and h abitats. 

Upland Species (summarized from Dobkin and Sauder (2004): 

* Greater Sage-Grouse. Causes of Declines: Habitat destruction, degradation and fragmentation. 
altered fire frequency (both lower rutd higher), livestock grazing conve1ting shmbsteppe to 
annual monocuhures are Threats, range " improvements", and West Nile vims are threats. Also, 
muddy cow tracks, such as at the margins of stock ponds or other livestock trampled areas may 
provide necessary breeding sites for mosquitoes in arid iltndscapes. Plus, large numbers of 
livestock may provide an unnaturally large blood food supply for mosquito populations . 
* Fem•ginous Hawk. Open areas, isolated trees, and edges of juniper woodlands are used for 
hunting perches rutd nesting. "Prey abundance, particularly jackrabbits rutd ground squirrels, is 
correlated significantly with the number of breeding pairs in an area and with reproductive 
success. (Dobkin and Sauder 2004, citing Jasiko~T 1982 and Deschant 2001 b) (at 36). Hab itat 
destruction and degradation are greatest threats, and directly influence prey abundance, 
intportant to reproductive success. Fern•ginous hawks can be pru1icularly sensitive to human 
disturbrutce (at 37). 
• Prairie Falcon. Open habitats with moderate grass cover and low-growing sparse shmbs. Nest

site availability and ground squirrel populations are importruJI factors in habitat 
selection. Activities affecting ground squirrel abundance, include livestock grazing, frequent 
fires, ag convers ion, poisoning. Disturbrutce near nest sites (cliffs) can reduce breeding success. 
* Long-Billed Curlew. L-ivestock grazing can be negati ve if cows trample nests, or disturb birds 

rutd cause nest abandonm en!. 
• Burrowing Owl. Requires low vegetation and a suitable nest burrow. BOs may expand other 

species burrows. but do not dig their own. Excavation by ground squirrels, mannots and badgers 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
6-G-48: Thank you for your comment. 
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is important in nest burrow availability. 11Jreats are habitat degradation and destmction, and 
shmb-steppe degradation by livestock or ag conversion. Pesticides can reduce populations of 
insect prey and fossorial manm1als. Badgers. coyotes. birds of prey and vehicle collisions may 
also be problems. 
* Gray Flycatcher. Shntb-steppe, mountain mahogany and juniper. In shrubsteppe, gray 

flycatchers are associated with tall. dense sagebrush. Manipulation such as chaining or buming 
of sagebrush and juniper areas is known to eliminate gray flycatchers (at 46). This species is also 
parasitized by the brown-beaded cowbird, a oest parasite whose numbers are greatly increased 
with the presence of livestock. Habitat fragmentation also likely increases nest parasitism and 
predation rates. 
* Loggerhead Shrike. Shrubsteppe, open woodland, field edges, and occasionally riparian areas. 
Presence and abundance in shmbsteppe is positively correlated with the diversity, density and 
height of shmbs. 
* Homed Lark. May be susceptible to trampling, and affected by invasion of amJUal grasses. 
* Sage ·nll'asher. Habitat destntction, degradation and fragmentation are threats. including 

activities that destroy shrub cover (fire, chaining, herbicide) eliminate local populations. 
Although authors note that livestock grazing may increase shrubs, li vestock grazing also alters 
shntb structure, especially that of taller sagebrush or other shrubs which are the specific sites 
where sage thrashers nest. 
* Virginia 's Warbler. P-j, mountain mahogany, mixed deciduous shrublands. Habitat 

destmction, li vestock grazing are threats. 
* Green-tailed Towhee. Shmblands and disturbed coniferous zones. In shmbsteppe, its presence 

and abundance are positively correlated with increased sbntb species diversity. shntb cover, and 
taller shntbs. Threats are habitat destntction and degradation - livestock grazing and frequent fire 
have impacted shmbs. Simplification of shrub cover results in population reduction or 
elimination. 
* Brewer's Sparrow. Its presence is positively correlated with total shrub cover, bare ground, 
taller shmbs, patch size, and habitat heterogeneity - and negatively correlated with grass and salt 
shrub cover. Large population declines have occun·ed the in Columbia Plateau and Great Basin. 
It is a cowbird host. Threats include habitat destruction and degradation. Acti vities that destroy 
shntb cover include ftre, chaining, herbicide use, etc. A cowbird host. Positive (increased shrubs 
- see previous comments about shrub stmcture) and negative responses to grazing. 
* Vesper Sparrow. lnJ1abits short, patchy herbaceous vegetation, low sltrub cover bare ground, 
forbs. Hubitnt dcstnoction and degradation - frequent fires, in conjunction with invasive g rasses, 
heavy li vestock grazing (which increases shntb cover), and poor range conditions created by 
li vestock grazing during drought increase rates of nest abandomnent <UJd failure. Cowbird host. 
* Lark Sparrow. 11rreats are fire and livestock grazing converting lands to annual grass 

monocultures are threats. 
* Black-throated Sparrow. Desett shmb, shmb-sleppe, open pinyon-juniper. Correlated with 

moderate shntb cover, tall vegetation, sbntb species richness, and dead woody vegetation. 
Drought reduces the number breeding attempts and clutch size. 
* Sage Sparrow. Particularly associated with big sagebntsh, or may be found in mixed shntb 

comnnmilies with greater shrub cover, abundant bare ground. sparse grass cover. Shows high s ite 
fidelity. Habitat destruction, degradation and fragmentation are chieftl1reats, and are caused by 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-48 

6-G-49 

6-G-50 

6-G-51 

6-G-52 

6-G-49: See response to comment 6-G-2. 

6-G-50: Reference noted. 

6-G-51: Reference noted. 

6-G-52: Thank you for your comment. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
6-G-53: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-53 
6-G-64: Reference noted. 

6-G-55: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-56: Reference noted. 
6-G-54 

6-G-57: See response to comment 5-G-101. 
6-G-55 

6-G-58: Vegetation management direction for sagebrush and juniper 
vegetation types (B-VE-6.1 and B-VE-6.4) is to maintain or in-
crease Land Health Condition (LHC) so the landscape is composed 
of a diversity of desirable/native herbaceous and shrub species of 
varying age classes which would provide necessary “quality habi-
tats for food and cover” for avian species.  In addition riparian man-
agement direction (Objective CA-VE-1.1) is to maintain, restore or 
improve these areas which would reduce the “loss of major bird 

6-G-56 habitats.”  

6-G-57 

6-G-58 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-58 

6-G-59 

6-G-60 

6-G-61 

6-G-62 

6-G-63 

6-G-64 

6-G-59: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-60: This comment as written is unclear. 

6-G-61: Reference noted. 

6-G-62: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-63: See response to comment 6-G-2. 

6-G-64: Thank you for your comment. 
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• Habitat loss, degradation and fragmentation 
• Forest ry management 
• Fire management strategies 
• Wetland Issues 
• Exotic or invasive species 
• Resource ex'traction/energy 
• Livestock grazing management 
• Cl imate cluUlgc 
• ConlamirHUlts and pesticides 
• Lack of infonuation. 

TI1e lntennountain West Avifauna ) Biome is composed of3 Bird Conservation Regions (BCRs). 
"Ex1ensive mountain ranges and broad basins produce large elcvational gradients that create a 
complex and variable envirorm1ent -including coniferous forest, pinyon-juniper woodland, and 
cold semi desert shrubsteppe. and important wetland complexes. 111e TM West is center of 
distribution for many birds, and over half the Biome's SCSI have 75 percent or more of their 
population here. "T hr·eats and/or· declining tr·ends face Species of Continental hnpor1nnce 
that use conifer·ous for·est, pinyon -jwtiper· woodlmul , slwubstcppe, and ripar·ian habilnts". 

For example: 
• Coniferous forest: Species ofContincntal lmportarJce (SIC) include: Flammulated owl. 

Cassin's linch, oth ers. 
* Deciduous forest: Aspen forest is a declining habitat type: SIC include Red-naped Sapsuckers, 
Mountai11 Bluebird. 

Shntbsteppe species comprise the largest number of Species of Cootinentallrnportance in this 
biome. Conversion for agriculture. invasion of non-native grasses and forbs. development, 
sagebn•sh eradication and changes in fire frequency are major threats. ·n1is has caused extensive 
loss and degradation of habitat, with subsequent population declines. Cheat grass has invaded 
over half of the ex isting sagebrush habitat. It is the highest conservation priority in the Interior 
Columbia Basin (Saab and Rich 1997, Paige and Ritter 1999). and species include: Greater Sage
Grouse, Sage Sparrow, Sage TI1rasber, Brewer 's Sparrow, Green-tailed Towhee. "Montane 
shntblands embedded in the forests provide many species with valuab le food and cover - and 
may be cri tical to hummingbirds during migration. Montane Shrub! and SCI include: Dusky 
Flycatcher, Virginia 's Warbler, Calliope Hummingbird, Green-tailed Towhee, Rufous 
Hummingbird. and Mountain Bluebird. 

Riparian Habitats. Characteristics of riparian habitats vary widely depending on matrix and 
elevation, from cottonwood gallery forests to willow thickets. Nearly all riparian areas have been 
substantially degraded by development or alteration of many types - including de-watering. and 
alteration ofOows. road construction, invasion of non-native species, logging, severe 
overgrazing, recreation. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
6-G-64: Thank you for your comment. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
6-G-65: These recommended actions are addressed in alternative man-

6-G-64 agement direction for Vegetation, Wildland Fire Management, 
Soil and Water, and Forestry.  For example, vegetation types are 
managed for LHC-A/FRCC-1 to provide for a diversity of native 
species, composition and successional classes resulting in the pro-

6-G-65 motion and growth of native grasses forbs and shrubs.  A diversity 
of successional classes reduces the potential for large scale catas-
trophic fires.  CA-WF-1.2.1/Vegetation #1 identifies that native 
plant materials would be used in ES&R and restoration activities.  
CA-VE-1.1 addresses the protection of quality riparian areas and 
restoration of areas not at proper functioning condition.  CA-SW-

6-G-66 2.1 addresses maintaining or improving water quality.  

6-G-66: The management direction for ferruginous hawks, Action B-
SS-1.2.5 includes “maintaining existing scattered juniper trees for 
nesting substrate”.  

6-G-67 
6-G-67: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-68: Objective CA-GE-1.1 provides direction for “inventories and 
surveys to document resource condition”. Further direction spe-
cific to special status species is contained in Objective CA-SS-1.1, 
which provides direction to “conserve, inventory and monitor spe-

6-G-68 cial status species”. 

6-G-69 6-G-69: Reference noted. 

6-G-68 6-G-70: Objective CA-GE-1.1 provides direction for “inventories and 
surveys to document resource condition”. Further direction spe-

6-G-70 
cific to special status species is contained in Objective CA-SS-1.1, 
which provides direction to “conserve, inventory and monitor spe-
cial status species”. 

The land ownership pattern in the PFO (i.e., private, state and fed-
eral lands) contributes to habitat fragmentation and connectivity.  
Since the PFO manages many scattered tracts, this makes habitat 
connectivity and fragmentation more challenging.  Habitat connec-
tivity and fragmentation are addressed in land tenure adjustment 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

6-G-70 Continued: management actions AA-LR-5.1.5 and B-LR-5.1.3, Special Status Species, B-SS-1.2.12 and Fish and Wildlife, CA-FW-2.1.3.  
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-71 
6-G-72 

6-G-73 

6-G-74 

6-G-75 

6-G-76 

6-G-71: Reference noted. 

6-G-72: Reference noted. 

6-G-73: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-74: Chapter 3 describes the affected environment and existing 
situation, which is the basis for the analysis.  

6-G-75: Reference noted. 

6-G-76: Thank you for your comment. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
6-G-76: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-76 
6-G-77: Emphasis of all alternatives is to provide long-term habitat 

stability, restoration, corridors etc, and achieve this while manag-
ing for multiple use. Refer to CA Goal SS-1 and CA Goal FW-1 
and 2. 

6-G-78: Emphasis of all alternatives is to provide long-term habitat 
stability, restoration, corridors etc, and achieve this while manag-
ing for multiple use. Refer to CA Goal SS-1 and CA Goal FW-1 
and 2.  The criteria described to protect and enhance would also be 
considered during the NEPA process during implementation at the 
project level. 

6-G-79: See response to comment 6-G-2. 

6-G-77 6-G-80: The US Fish & Wildlife Service conducts a NEPA process for 
predator control activities; these activities on BLM-administered 
public lands must be consistent with the land use plan. 

6-G-78 

6-G-79 

6-G-80 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-80 

6-G-81 

6-G-82 

6-G-81: Refer to response to comment 5-G-22. 

6-G-82: US Fish & Wildlife Service conducts a NEPA process for 
predator control activities; these activities on BLM administered 
lands must be consistent with the RMP direction. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
6-G-83: The appropriate data would be collected on a site specific ba-

6-G-83 sis prior to future actions. 

6-G-84: This analysis is done during rangeland health assessments on a 
site specific basis using the monitoring data available and estab-
lishing additional monitoring if determined necessary.  

6-G-85: The concerns raised in this comment would be analyzed dur-
ing implementation of the land use plan on a project by project 
basis through the NEPA process.  

6-G-84 
6-G-86: The cumulative impacts sections in Chapter 4 discuss past and 

current actions as well as future actions based upon the manage-
ment direction identified in Chapter 2. 

6-G-87: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-85 

6-G-86 

6-G-87 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-88 6-G-88: The evaluation of rangeland health assessments and monitor-
ing data on a site specific basis is being used to make any adjust-
ments to livestock management practices and stocking rates. 

6-G-89: Refer to response to comment 4-G-11. 

6-G-89 6-G-90: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-91: The Draft RMP/EIS is a broad programmatic document that 
identifies management direction for resources and uses on BLM-
administered public lands. The effects analysis for the manage-
ment direction is consistent with the decisions to be made as iden-
tified in the BLM H-1601-1 Planning Handbook.  The type of 
analysis as identified in the comment is appropriate for site spe-
cific activities that implement the land use plan direction. 

6-G-92: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-90 

6-G-91 

6-G-92 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-92 

6-G-93 

6-G-93: The land use plan provides broad programmatic management 
direction.  Threats as identified in this comment would be ana-
lyzed on a project by project basis through the NEPA process.  
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-93 

6-G-94 

6-G-95 

6-G-94: This potential impact is acknowledged on page 4-157 (Draft 
RMP/EIS) with additional text added to clarify potential impacts.  

6-G-95: Objective CA-SS-1.1 provides direction to “conserve, inven-
tory and monitor special status species”. 

Additional direction for managing special status species is pro-
vided in Objectives B-SS-1.1 and B-SS-1.2. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-95 6-G-96: Discussion of impacts on livestock grazing and establishment 
of invasive species occurs in Section 4.2.5.3. 

6-G-96  Assessing the outcome of disturbances due to projects in areas 
infested with invasive species would occur on a site specific basis 
upon implementation of the Proposed RMP. 

6-G-97: Under each alternative for Livestock Grazing, there are man-
agement measures that address proposed areas to be removed from 
livestock grazing.  

6-G-98: These areas would be examined on a case by case basis for site 
specific needs.  Refer to B-LG-1.2.1 and 1.2.2. 

6-G-99: Eleven major vegetation types are illustrated in Figure 3-4 and 
6-G-97 identified in Table 3-2.  Ten of these types were aggregated from 

51 vegetation cover types originally classified by the Gap Analysis 
Program (GAP) for southern Idaho.  The GAP was created to as-
sess the native plant communities at the landscape level.  An 11th 

type was added by the PFO specifically for the RMP to identify 
those areas that were seeded with crested wheatgrass.  See Section 
3.2.5.  

6-G-98 

6-G-99 

 U-277 



October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS       

  

 

   
            
        
          
        
 

   
 

 

 
 

 
  

 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-100  6-G-100: The establishing of stocking rates is outside the scope of
 this planning effort per direction in Appendix C of the BLM
 Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1) for livestock graz- 
 ing.  Adjusting for drought conditions is provided for under the 

6-G-101  43 CFR Part 4100. 

6-G-101: The level of analysis suggested in the comment is appro-
priate during implementation of the land use plan.  

6-G-102: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-102 6-G-103: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-104: Reference noted. 

6-G-105: It is agreed that sage-grouse are dependent upon a variety 
of sagebrush steppe habitats and need to be managed accord-
ingly.  As the comment’s identified guidelines suggest, sage-
brush canopy cover, herbaceous cover and maintaining springs/ 
riparian areas are important components for sage grouse habitat.  
The DEIS in the various alternatives addresses management of 
sage-grouse. For example, under Alternative B (the Preferred 
Alternative), sage-grouse are addressed under the following 
resources/uses: Vegetation (B-VE-6.1), Special Status Species 

6-G-103 (B-SS-1.2.3), Wildland Fire Management (B-WF-4.1.6 and 
4.6.2) and Livestock Grazing (B-LG-1.2.1). 

6-G-104 

6-G-105 
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essential to the diet of sage grouse chicks. Sage grouse eat only sagebnJSh in winter, and require 
intact stands for winter survival. Phys ical breakage ofsagebmsh and nipping by livestock also 
alter and decrease sagebnJSh cover essential for sage grouse and other sagebrush species. 

11te "Guidelines to Manage Sage Grouse Populations and their Habitats' ' (Connelly et al. 2000), 
have been adopted by the West em Associ at ion of Fish rutd Wildlife Agencies (W AFW A) 
guidelines, and presem well-established infonnation on essential habitat components and 
management based on sage grouse needs. The W AFW A guidelines arc now buttressed by the 
recent W AFW A Conservation Assessment of Greater Sage-Grouse and Sagebrush Habi tats 
(Connelly ct al. 2004). 
TheW AFW A Guidelines and tlte recent WAFWA Conservation Assessment (Connelly et al. 
2004) underscore the following points with respect to sage grotLSe biological and habitat needs: 

• The great importrutce of herbaceous cover in nesting habitats (WAFWA at968; 
CA at 4-4 to 4-8). Grass height and cover are important to nest success. HerbaccotJS cover 
provides scent, visual and physical barriers to predators. (W AFW A at 971; CA at 4-4 to 4-8); 

• Successful sage grouse nesting occurs under larger bushes. Nesting habitat has 
greater canopy cover, taller live and residual grasses. more live and residual grass cover, and less 
b<Lre ground (WAFWA at970-971 ; CA at4-4 to 4-8); 

• Successful nests occur in stands with greater canopy cover (WAFWA at 971; CA 
at 4-4 to 4-8); 

Early brood rearing habitats should have greater than 15% canopy cover of 
grasses and forbs. After chicks hatch, these grasses and forbs produce insects for chicks to eat 
and canopy cover to screen them from predators. Later, forbs are eaten by maturing chicks. Forbs 
are also important itt providing adequate pre-1ayutg nutrients to hens (W AFW A at 971 ; CA at 4-
8 to 4-9); 

• As upland vegetation desiccates, hens with broods seek out late brood rearing 
habitats comprised of areas with succulent green forb vegetation, such as wet meadows and 
riparian areas (W AFWA at 97 1; CA at 4-9 to 4- 11 ); 

• Winter habitats have relatively dense sagebrush canopy cover, with sagebrush 
exposed above the snow (W AFWA at 972; CA at 4- 14). 

I 05. Habitat protection management actions for sage grouse are summarized in the 
W AFW A Guidelines, and include: 

• Manage breeding habitats to support 15-25% canopy cover of sagebmsh. 18 em. 
or greater perennial herbaceous cover height (grasses and forbs) (WAFWA at 977); 

• In late summer brood rearing habitats, "avoid land use practices that reduce soil 
moisture effectiveness. increlt~e erosion, cause invasion of exotic plants. and reduce abundance 
and diversity offorbs" (WAFWA at980); 

• "Avoid developing springs for li vestock water." lfthis must occur, "design 
project to maintain free water rutd wet meadows at the spring," as "capturing water from springs 
using pipelines and troughs may adversely affect wet meadows used by grouse for foraging" 
(W AFW A at 980). 

In addition, US Fish and Wildlife Service (69 Federal Register (77) at2 1491 describes stud ies 
showing that losses of hens and nests are re lated to herbaceous cover surrounding nests . 

26 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-105 6-G-106: Land use plans and planning decisions are broad in scale and 
are not site specific.  They provide the basis for every on the 
ground action the BLM undertakes as required in 43 CFR 1601. 

6-G-106 This would be addressed at project level planning. 

The application of a residual stubble height of 7- 9 inches would 
be considered on a site specific basis. 

6-G-107: Thank you for your comment. 
6-G-107 

6-G-108: Direct, indirect and cumulative impacts are addressed in 
Chapter 4. Impacts from specific treatments would be addressed 
on a site specific basis upon implementation of this plan. 

6-G-109: Impacts of future range improvements will be addressed on a 
site specific basis upon implementation of the Proposed RMP. 

Surveying and considering de-commissioning or removal or range 
improvements is outside the scope of this LUP. 

6-G-108 

6-G-109 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-110 

6-G-111 

6-G-112 

6-G-110: Thank you for your comment 

6-G-111: This comment as written is unclear as reference is made to 
“allotments” without any indication that these are associated with 
the PFO planning area. 

6-G-112: Thank you for your comment 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-112 

6-G-113 

6-G-114 

6-G-113: This comment as written is unclear as the referenced allot-
ments are not associated with the PFO planning area. 

6-G-114: This comment as written is unclear as to how it relates to the 
PFO planning area. 

 U-282 



October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS       

  

 

 

 

 
 

 
  

  
 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-114 

6-G-115 

6-G-116 

6-G-117 

6-G-118 

6-G-119 

6-G-115: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-116: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-117: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-118: Rangeland developments are tools used to help address re-
source issues.  Impacts associated with any new improvements 
would be considered on a site specific basis. 

6-G-119: See response to comment 6-G-2. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-120 

6-G-121 

6-G-122 

6-G-120: This plan addresses the management of paleontological re-
sources.  Specifically, under Goal PR-1, it stresses the identifica-
tion, protection, and management of paleontological resources.  
Also, CA-PR-1.1.4 addresses surveys prior to authorizing activi-
ties. 

Impacts on paleontological resources from livestock are identified 
in 4.2.4.3. 

6-G-121: Thank you for your comment.  Refer to Actions B-RE-4.1.8 
and B-RE-4.2.6. 

6-G-122: Thank you for your comment.  Refer to Action RE-4.1.8 for 
direction associated with authorized/permitted activities. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

6-G-123 

6-G-124 

6-G-125 

6-G-126 

6-G-123: Thank you for your comment.  Refer to Action RE-4.1.8 for 
direction associated with authorized/permitted activities and Ac-
tion RE-4.2.6 for criteria that would be considered in travel man-
agement plans.  

6-G-124: Administrative costs are outside the scope of this LUP. 

6-G-125: Analysis of administrative costs is outside the scope of this 
LUP. 

6-G-126: Such impacts were considered in the management direction 
to convert 352,200 acres that were undesignated and 61,300 acres 
designated “Open” for OHV use to “Limited” for OHV use, ulti-
mately limiting motorized travel to designated routes upon com-
pletion of travel management plans. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
6-G-127: Each ROW application would be assessed for such impacts 

6-G-127 on a case by case basis.  Also see response to comment 6-G-128. 

6-G-128: Section 503 of FLPMA requires the planning and use of 
rights-of-way in common to the extent possible to minimize ad-

6-G-128 
verse environmental impacts and proliferation of separate rights-of 
-way. 

Chapter 2, Objective B-LR-6.1 provides management direction 
for rights-of-way.  Further guidance specific to wind energy is 
given in Appendix C, pages 13 – 21. Seasonal and spatial buffer 
restrictions for raptors can be found in Appendix D.   Direction for 
shrub steppe habitat management can be found under Objective B 
-VE-6.1  

 Furthermore, specific to habitat fragmentation Action CA-FW-
2.1.3 under Fish and Wildlife directs BLM to consider opportuni-

6-G-129 ties to improve habitat connectivity and reduce fragmentation 
through land actions (exchanges, acquisitions, and easements), 
partnerships, habitat improvement projects and wildland fire 
ES&R and restoration projects.  

6-G-129: Military activities or overflights were not identified as an 
6-G-130 issue and is outside the scope of this planning document.  

6-G-130: Reference noted. 

6-G-131: A detailed inventory and assessment of land vulnerability to 
weed infestation is outside the scope of this land use plan. 

6-G-131 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
6-G-132: Management actions described under Goal VE-2 illustrates 

6-G-131 the priority weed treatments areas, stipulations for prevention and 
treatment, types of treatment, coordination with counties, and 
types of herbicide.  Refer to CA-VE-2.1.1, 2.1.2, 2.1.3, 2.1.4, 2.1.5 

6-G-132 and 2.1.6. 

Livestock grazing would be required to meet or make significant 
progress towards meeting Idaho Rangeland Health Standard 4, 
Native Plant Communities, refer to Appendix A. 

6-G-133 6-G-133: Management direction is “Limited” OHV use with no cross 
country travel (B-RE-4.1.1).  Travel management planning will 
address many of the issues raised regarding road closure, limiting 
road maintenance activities, etc. 

Activities such as mineral and energy exploration are a permitted 
activity and would be stipulated to prevent or control the spread of 
weeds. 

6-G-134: Thank you for your comment. 
6-G-134 

6-G-135: Thank you for your comment. 

6-G-135 
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Sincerely. 

Katie Fite 
Biodiversity Director 
Western Watersheds Project 
PO Box2863 
Boise. ID 83701 
208-429-1679 

Russell Heughins 
Idaho Wildlife Federation 
921 S. Orchard, Suite H 
Boise, Idaho 83705 

--------------------J 
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Comments 

A Plj I 3, 20[17 

Mr.. TellY Lee SmitlL ProJcct Mgr 
BU,·j Pocaldl(l Field om"" 
,nso Chnl; Dnv" 
Pocate.II(1.. lD ll3204-2105 

Here are additional comments from We;;tem Watersheds Proiect em the Poc81l'll(l R,\IP 
DElS.ll,e Ri\U' is deeply 11 awed. III a~C<Jpingdoc"ment j\,i tlli' RMPetTo1t, HLi\·] 
aCkllQw\edg.x1 that habitats were in i!.oclinc due tt'> gmzing (PRMf' Seoping O(lC. at 13) 
and lIlallY other vel)' ,igrulicanl ecological problems werc l'\!ilClIl across the PFO lands. 
Grazing impacts Were identified in the Scopil1g Need lor Change. Yet, the R;\<[P under all 
alrenli:l(ive..... would iTnpOS-C' grearly excesslve kvel~ ofhv~iiJt)ck lL'\e ~ the very sarne l.eveJs 
GaLIgin~ the idcnti fled "~Necd flir Change'~ - on lhc Pocatello lanels. In adcht.iotL, dl~ l{!'vIP 
presents a scries of very similar alt~matives with provisions that scr'IC to impose high 
levels of~xlradjve use:;; and m:iniu& eneTg}-~ rigltl,-of-WHY, h:md dispo~al and other habilul 
IO:-is or dislurbf:lJu,:c aCrOS:i the PFO til all but a v..;ry fe\v :'iL'Httert'(J areas. 

7-G-l 

The RMP discuss"." "collfomlil)". and stmes that it '1nc('fl)OI'll!cLs] direction fi'om the
USRD Fire. Fuels and Related Vegetation Planlllnen.dmcnt. This Plan Amendment 
never \\"1l-'{ nniuized~ gO rhe PR~vtP:11Il not he has-ed on the controvt!r~h:d" HHwed~ and 
CITOnc('\1S mNlcling and contrived and rutiticial analyses ifthc uncol11pktcd Fire Plan. 
The RMI' truls to proyid~ !leccssa!]' data. analYSIS, and discussion oftlle oomplehl\y of 
actions that wcmld occur under this sch~lle. 

7-G-2 

Large-Scale [,<!)Iogical Losses Will OccurlJnder tile [';IS Allerm.lives 

The actions of Ihe EIS \\~11 have Imge_scate en'c'Cts - "anging Hum irK'.rea~"d
,edimeutanon o!'trout streams to major fi'agmentatlo!l of sage grollse, Bre\wr's spmmw 
"ml Dlh",' ik'Clining SI"'Gies habitllls and likely loss of viable I'Dpliiali,,"s Iflhe deeply 
flawc"] pro-industry analysis and altn]Jatiws are not greatly rcvis.ed. The EI S fails to 
adckes." this ,cille alld s"""erily "fIh!s Hew thrgment,dicll!, em t"1l oft"" IhlgmenlatioTl til>!! 

7-G-3 

already exisls. See, Ill" exmnple, the analYSIS Df fnlgmcntal.ion ,mel disCij,,,i()]l ()f factors 
in the 8ag<.1 ()rou.~e COllservation Asse,ssll1ent «('onl1~Jly et aI. 20()4 i, and in Knick el a1.
2003. 7-G-4 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

7 -G-l : Each alternative identifies different amounts of acres available 
and unavailable for livestock grazing as well as total preference 
(AUMs). 

The differences are driven by changes in management direction by 
alternative. Refer to Table 2-12. 

In accordance with NEP A the BLM has analyzed a reasonable 
range of alternatives to address the needs and issues described. 

7-G-2: See response to comment 5-G-74. 

7-G-3: Cumulative impacts on sagebrush habitat, including fragmenta
tion, is discussed on page 4-2 J9 of the DEIS. 

7-G-4: Reference noted. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments 

RMI"s "CUIiUlIOll 10 All Alte.rnatl\'t'S" Actions Arc [s I){'t'ply F1aw"d 

Til" PRMP (2-12 to 2-31) pl'Ovid,,~ a long li;;( "r"\l;magemellt Gllidilnc~" common 10 ,,11
AJt('nlative5_ Y ~t important parts of this. guidullce and future '1n do~; lists: ar~ p-n:::dsdy 
Ille ,,,"'m1at''',,, dahl_ ,md aoah",;, lhat should haw b~"11 amassed and analyzed in the 
EIS, 11 is necessary to acquire ;lI1d ass"" this inf<Jnllaliol1 first, as part oflh~ R1I.IP 
i,rl\'cntory of the puhlic lands, 'nIlS iuformat;')Il is !II,,) neces,,,u:;,' [0 ddenllille an 
appropriak range of alt~nutti\'es. and any common 1nanagl!.menl guidance, 

7-G-5 

For e'Xmnpk~ 2-11 d~s~ribe$ ~~rr;ts()urcc inV\!Illory. sur"")" and l\l()[1iloring prog:nul1s"~
Th~s{.~ re$ourc~ rrogram~ are pr~cisely what BL~vl ne~dcd LO l~(md.U(\t for soiis.., "vaters~ 
watershedf.'. native- veget.ation communities.~ important and scnsiti\"t": sp<;cies habitats and 
populations and their v '''hili!y. minerals, elc. in order to properly develop and fnUllc the 
R1I.!P analysis, Bl ,~! did not do this, 

7-G-6 

111;, lis\ is also Iraught ,,;111 "l11pty and meaningless assurances. Example: 2-12-13, What 
doc-~ "as appropriak, fuels manag..:m..:ut opportunities would be trUpll.!nl('l1ted to r~ducl2' 
pa11iculak matte'!' 'ml>"c!s", Ikr" as thl'{)Ilghout th" list or aSSlu'allee" th,,'rc is liltle to 
nothing that i~ Concf-0k7 specific. me'astlrablc or that in a.ny \vay.pn.l\'id\!s sp~cifiC" acttf..)I1:t 
to iufoml analysis nf eHviromncntal ~Jl~ct<; here. Does this Hlean that BL~I \\.. iH be free to 
prcscribl;!~bunl an;.1hing 1t wants~ at any tim!!. and be ab1to::, to claim it will b~ reducing 
emi"ions from a ruture ",ildnrc';' What doc, this mean') Will HI.,;"i not aHL)\\' prescribed 
bUIltin!;: during p~ri()ds ofstagnant air, when inversiOn< Illay huild up? wm BLM lWI. 
conduct plo\ving.._ discing and large-s~<lle vt!g manipulation during the same tinu :'lS 
drylalld ag licld, are plowed up, and winds are eroding ",);Is and impairing air quality'c' 

7-G-7 

rnl~ ti!uliro:: R~IP lackx m..:a.."!!.llrdblt.\ ..:-oncrck or tirne I.:ertain actions., O-r cv1.."11 r~mg~s of 
actions. alld specific agency l'e'pom,cs Ihat wi II be triggerc,1 ifprohkm, arise, Wh,tl. 
~xadly, wi nO";;ClU" during, 1l1.:magt!mcilt or in re$p0nS~ to i;hatlg;¢d II.!Ilvironmcl1tal 
circumstances'? m,\j must provide 'pedlie sideboards elH Wh;tl man<lg~menl "ofioltS will 
\")ccur~ and not Inake \·aglW,. lll;!huious aSSl1rdlH"~S. 'nlis an IOt)KS like afaith-bascd'~ 
management at its worsL Somehow. BL}"-1 dainls to' have ne("essar\" infnrrnalEon to 
ilnpu;1;! rndicnl disturbance on Jtali\'~ vc,gctation COt'tlIl11Hll'tl_CS (l~r{)~S th~, PFO ill s~r.":kfng 
Fuds int~rvats, Drc etc. yct nc\w is the puhlic pn.)\'id~d with an ade'lUuh: b(lsdine of 
ellvirotlHlclltal conditions. and manY specific actiolls necessary' to ullderstmld l10w 
management will o~(;ur, or to -approprialoC'ty mitigate ,r,:nvln)lUl1enial damage. 

7-G-8 	

131.!\-:1 pro\"icl~s non!.!, ort.hl,.~ n~ccgs.ary data on lotal and n:gi,-on-i'11 air quality that j:o; 

~sfit!nti;lll() g~nlgc tht! i1npacts ufthc vast array 0fdislurhance, liy~sk4.:k ,'cgt.!ltltion
mani.pulation. mining. roading~ development. oil and, gag de\Cdopment and oth"r 
adh:iti~s" including !i.veslock-rdak;d ;ltf quality degradation) that would. occur or t.hat is 
t{)fi!se-~ahk under dic EIS, How h~"t.... all' qualit)· .:hangcd SlHI.:'C the time Of'illc ;j!d L{]1>s? 
Ho\v \vill it !i,.·,hangc o\'t:-r time with increased hUI1'UUl devdoprnent" ~md lh'l!' l~rrg~~sc-ak 
mining. energy. oil :.llld gil., and other activities associated with this c:'.1rcmely pro
il1dlL~lry RAII'? 1'10,"'" pm\'id~ daia and allalysj" or all rdevant taclors. so that you .:an 

G-7-9 

2 

Responses 

7-G-5: See response to comment 5-G-J52 and 6-G-2, 

See Section 4,1.4 which addresses incomplete or unavailable in
formation, 

7-G-6: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-7: After further review, the objective and action have been re
moved, The action is better represented and more appropriately 
defined in Action CA-WF -1.2.1 

7-G-8: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-9: For a more detailed analysis on air quality, refer to Appendix L 
(Air Quality Assessment Technical Report, March 2004). 
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Comments 

d~knnine necessary measur.....s to Ot" conunon to aU ahernaLiV'es~ &'1. ,,·ell as- n~c~s-sary top
develup a r~asonabJe rang~ of ~llh:rnative-s. 'nlis includes data and ilnalY5:is on all man)' 
en'viromn~ntall~tclors contrihuting to air qualIty. PoUu!lon ,md impainu~nt fnull 
inwrsi')lls compounded by phosphate and auto pollution and Ii vcstodd·chtled 
gre~nhous~ gas.~:s ~u{'h a,,, mdhan~~ to ~n¢cts of.agcIlC·Y rr~scribe,d bunts. prisat.c and 
,\PHIS and BLM pC5!icid~ ",e. etc in combination with mining. autolllotive. livestock 
and other ,,)nrc,,> of air pollution. 

7-0-9 

What .-arcil1<)gens or other hazard, to bUl11tln h"aUh or til" health of native biola may he 
produce'd 'ur rde<ls'I!d und~r Ih..:: in10nsivc 1 ive.'itock u'Sc: ~nergy. nlining~ ~)iI am! gas. land 
disposal 'l1l<l d~\'d()pnhml ~~~nm~os "fill" R)'!P'! With thclurge·scak dislltrbtlllce, 10 be 
impc>scd, wind·blown (and eroding) soil transport ofhannfui makrials will be i".;reased. 
y CL th(.~ R!\IP pro\'idt:s no tuuk1n;tanding llrthl.! scale o-t scope- of th~ ini.:reas;;: ~ and tIlt! 
dire~L indir~..::t s:~mergi$lk and l..:unudalrY~ 1I11pacts urihe t;!n~r.:ls atrquality~ and otten 
link~d Of a~sociat~d pollulion ofsoiis and wah'!L 

7-0-10 	

It is wd.l kn{)wtl that gold mining operation!'> ill ~'I.!'\Oada arc ,,:mitting toxIC I1h:n,:ul}" into 
Ihe air Ihat is being transporteel into Idalw and Utah. 111erc is highly forcsccabk coal· 
tired p~}\.v~r plant and en~rgy iuJrastruduri.! devdop111:enl ill east1O!m Nevada (plants near 
Ely) thaI would ,Ii,,, inereas<' ·m~r"lIry cmi'~"Qn' and other pl/lIlIlant,;. ·l1,C m.:n:ury "nd, 
up in solIs., and uhimiltdy in ,vater. _-\ir qUilUty can not he divorced frorn impacts to 
v~gC'lnf,iun and s01l$+ eilh¢f. 

7-0-11 

Im.'reasc,d pollution n~onl oth(;~r acti·\:jtE~.s in fhl\! re·giu[J is aU on top ·of tbe locally
generatl!d pollution impacts. \Vhat arc the cun-enl impacts'! How win lht2Y ft:)f'csC'c$hly 
change OV0,. the life tlfthc plan? !-Inw can BUd b"st .:onll"ol 'm<l miligal~ incr<.!:lsed 
pollulant dl'olds? Fa~.d with the realily of Ill"",, impact', it is ;mp~rali\"" tital BL~,[ 
dc\'df.)p a gr.cady rc\'is~d ~ct of actions induding action~ COHunon to ail ,-\lt~nlat~vcs, 
as wdl as all I.':xpand~d range of' consc'fvativt! alh.!'Illa.t.i\'I!~ th,.at tt';;'\!; ~cit.:nC'l.':-bas~>d allaJy.sls 
and protocols to addr~ss~ nlitig~tl~ and monitor air qua[ity. water quaiity~ ;,md rd~Ih..:.J 
imporUHt. ~ompol1..:-nl~ of th~ cnvironn.l~nL 

7-0-12 	

,\:s alH)lhcf 'Gxampk: There is a; tretncnd,om;, growth ,,)flarg'!!~st.~nk mcthnne~g<e,n(!'rattng 
dairy ()peratiol\s \0 the "ast in Idaho. and pollut,.nts Illay b~ Inmspol1ed ll\wards the PFO. 
\Vhat ar~ thlZ k\'ds nfthl.!' ~Uli\ml m:dh~lnc and {)lh~r gre..:nhnm;f.! g~scs gen"nH~d in 
,dation 10 [;vcslod.. Oil BL\ll,m<l. other t'old"",1 bnds, slatc, and private lands'> Wh~l are 
I.h~ kwls lLssociakd with pt1Y3U land liV~"tl)ck pmduetioll and agrkulture in general 
witilill the RM P land area" ·Ihis WQuid he 011 top of locally generated pollution li'olll 
phosphate ami olher "ctivities. 

7-0-13 	

Th~ R"NtP lnU~t provide sINc~lIc and nlt:-Olsurable goals. and actions to limit air pollutiun 
induding glohal \\'anl1lng gas~s. and set a ~pednc time-lab!..: to attain reduct ions. ;\ V~fY 
rc~<.'nt Supr~m'l,,': Courf ruling pro\'id<'~$ thaI lh.: h:dlJ:ral gov..::null,,"n1 ..,;al] a"t to limir ,-arbon 
dioxidL: and oth'~T gn:~nhollsc gas:'I!";o;. ·1110: larg~-:.;cak: d.i.sturtran~c and 

Responses 

7-0-10: Site specific analysis may identify carcinogens or hazards 
when specific proposals are brought forward. 

7-0-11: Due to a lack of potential, large scale gold mining is not ex
pected to occur within the planning area, or any other activities 
that generate mercury emissions, The PFO does not have author
ity over the actions taken on other federal or private lands. Actions 
proposed in the PFO do not involve mercury emissions and there
fore would not add to the cumulative impacts of mercury emis
sions in the PFO area. 

7-0-12: Chapter 3 provides a description of the existing air quality 
conditions for the region. Appendix C provides BMPs that the 
BLM would apply to reduce air quality emissions from discretion
ary actions, such as fire treatments. For a more detailed analysis 
on air quality, refer to Appendix L (Air Quality Assessment Tech
nical Report, March 2004). 

7-0-13: Chapter 3 provides a description ofthe existing air quality 
conditions. For a more detailed analysis on air quality, refer to 
Appendix L (Air Quality Assessment Technical Report, March 
2004), 

7-0-14: Discussion on air quality impacts is presented in Chapter 4, 
The BLM will use BMPs for prescribed bums and other BLM 
actions as outlined in the appendices. 

In the Proposed RMPlFinal EIS a section addressing Climate 
Change has been included in Chapter 3 (Section 3.2,L4) and 
Chapter 4 (Section 4I1.l0). 
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Comments 

Rt'gr"t1ably, the 1<1\>11' i, utterly devoid of measures and a reasoll<tble [<mge of altemalives
l1¢ce:-;sary 10 d~al \vith lh~ serious: glohal w~U1l1ing "risif'. that hi, now acceph:d ~cicnc'~" ~ 7-0-15~ 
The cultural discussIOn provides 2~13 10 2~ 15 provides assurances to Tribes, H(}WCWL 
\,liocillHy lacking throughout the R:\IP.are concrete' and n~ce:ssary nl~aSLlr~$ to pr~\·\!nt 
d..:;gradation. aJtcntlion. loss.. Or d~.stniction of ~ullural sites due to potenfial or ongoing 
manage'men! activjti~s such as.livcstO(:k grazing and trampling di;.;turh{lnce~ liv~~tock 
nl..:ility imp3~ts including those of existing l~lt..'ililies and th~ ~n:lsion_ so11o~s s,,:,vt;?r~ 
1rarnpling and other associated ilnpacts. that they lnllict 10 t.:uhural site?>: the t:xtensive 
disturbanccitnvasive nla.nag~mC'nl of the vegll!'tiulon and fltds m:anipulation propos(':<L 

7-0-16 

2-] 3 rckrenccs '''apprOl'.ftah; manag'i.,,,,:mcnt mc·a.",;,ures"", \\lw.t arc tlws..:? \Vha1 spe("ific
appropriate maI1llgc.tll,0ut tlli:,"asurc'S to r.;:ducl!~ or prc\'I;;!'OL 1i1j..~stock tntnlpJing dan~1g~ to 
cullur"1 ,il~s \\'ill h" tak",n under til", RMP'> Whalllleasurcs to pr"venl or llliligllk soil 
~ro~ion and ~.xp:osure of artifh..:ls lo surnH.~e ~oUectors. or sitcs~ to looting~ will ~ taken 
under all ;them:.!;>,,,,,;. After m.!vlllas ha\'e laid nUl a ckar ,elofacliolls "f'''lllis is "hat 
We will do IInder all alle11l,ttivcs", the 11"S! step should be [0 dew.lop ,\ range of 
aftcntativ'l! nCll0!l:-t that ~xaJnin~ actioJt'i raoging from r~$lonltion of d¢graded $it~$ (s.uch 
as places whcr<.! sprtng d,eYdopments or livcslol".~k rac:Hili~s m~'ly be degrad.ing or uffecting 
cultuntl siks) to fe'moving endronm..:ntal ~tt1,:,~sors. and di~tudlancl.! agent~ frcnn dws.:c 
sites. 

7-0-17 	

Springs and ,eeps are often important culLurallocalcs ill arid lands. 11m\' mallY springs 
reluain in their natu.rHt, unalteri:.~d conditions wiHlOut spring dl;!vdoprnen1.1.i. or other 
"Item!;on;;'! How many are d"veloped·' What has the ovemll ;mp;>"1 of liv"stock grazing 
and devciopment alleralion beeli 10 springs and other .::nllnral siks act'\Jss the arca? What 
Was the baseli"e of development ;mpa.dS at [h" time ()f[he old U:PS·' How hm< this 
ciumged hy til" time of til" DEIS: How will it I,,, changed during the life "fthe R1\II") 

7-0-18 	

How numy kn(l\\'n ~uhHral sites an.: digibh;: I~)r th¢ Nati{)n~d R~gi$ter·~ 1:[0\\' many hav," 
he~n r~conun-Jnd.;d to the Na1.i~)nat R.egi:{t~r S1(1(\;' the old LOPs'! \\thy not set~ rbr
~xalnpk.\ a goal f'or th(w·ough Sl,Il'\'¢YS; to hi:' complet¢d on ~l per-t."¢nlage ofth~ pr{}jc~t area, 
and under all aitcn>atiw, that all digihk ~ite' will he n,'minah;d, and the "c"c""rv 
process ~()mpl.:tcd, Over the life 'ift!;" R~IP? . 

7-0-19 

\Vh;l~ Ihe E1S pnnid", [(SO ~Iip"latjons 1,,1' a !h, "mall,,,''''''', it ,hould gr"al1y ""pand 
protectiolls and 1\:'>0 stipulations and othe" pnltcdh'c measul'es for a much broader array
of imV4.)rtant \:ulturaI ~itc's ~Uld locak-s here,. [(.)f impoitanl sensitive 5p~ci~s habitat~., and 
ror i.mpt.ntant re~rcatiou.lliand.s. A O\;,~w nH\gi.~ of alrcn-'t;,uivcs that I!xamin~,:-;~ 6.)r ;;>xuJtlp,k. 
a range I..1f much br-o<.l.der NS() applkarion to proted, rc,maining native veget.atiun areas. 
lllLlst be examined. 

7-0-20 

'Vhal i~ th1>! (Li!r~·l'~nc..: ll&:{Wc..:n an ··imlnincnr' thr\.'.at and a dUl')l.lk thnmt? Huw dQ YOU 

address livcsl.nck grazing tlwt may chronically hlC .:ausl-ttg soii \trosion and ult~ration ~md
destrHC(ion of scientific value of ~ites .. Or tnmTpling and brcakrtg~ of arfin.ct~'..} 

7-0-21 

4 
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Responses 

7-0-15: See response to comments 1O-A-41 and 6-0-2, 

7-0-16: See response to comment 5-0-158, 

7-0-17: Clarification has been added to CA-CR-1.1.2, Appropriate 
management measures to reduce or prevent damage to cultural 
sites include, but are not limited to the following: signing, fencing/ 
gating, patrol/surveillance, erosion control, fire control, stabiliza
tion, detailed recording, relocation, adaptive reuse of structures, 
archaeological data recovery techniques, 

7 -0-18: There are approximately 300 springs located throughout the 
PFO area with approximately 147 of these springs having been 
developed, Any future spring developments would comply with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Action CA
CR-LL2 and Action CA-CR-L2.1), When grazing is found to 
adversely affect a cultural site, appropriate management measures 
would be used to reduce or prevent damage to cultural sites (e,g, 
signing, fencing/gating, stabilization, detailed recording, archaeo
logical data recovery techniques), 

7-0-19: See comment response 5-0-161, 

7-0-20: In contrast to your comment, all the action alternatives (ME
2,1) apply NSO stipulations to a large portion of the public lands 
within the PFO, Areas where surface disturbances from fluid min
eraI development would not be allowed range from 53 percent 
(Alternative A) to 81 percent (Alternative B) of the public lands. 
These areas consist of lands closed, administratively unavailable 
for leasing, or where no surface occupancy is allowed. These re
strictions are proposed to protect resources and uses on public 
lands, Specifically, cultural sites (ACEC/RNA's), sensitive species 
habitats (e,g" Curlew area), recreational lands (developed recrea
tion sites/camp grounds) and native vegetation areas (e,g" Soda 
Springs Hills Management Area and Blackfoot Stock Driveway) 
are identified for closure or severe restrictions, 
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Responses 

7-G-20 (continued): Under any alternative, various measures other than NSO can be used  for protection and mitigation of other resources and are imple-
mented at the project level, e.g. seasonal closures, relocation o  f  facilities.  

7-G-21:  See response to comment 5-G-163. 



October 2008 	 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS 

7-G-22 

Comments 

Th(' H\l1) 1S lacking. in h:asic infonna.tion on soOii stability, erosion hazard, \'rind and Willer 

erosion risks, currenl condilion ,)f soj Is. landss that have already suffered topsoil or 
mlcrohioli.; cnts~ loss. etc related to lands in the EIS an:,a. 1111S is ..:riti..:al l~Jr 
understanding Iikdy \vind .,;-roskm~ $~diIU~n1a1.ilJl1 into streams. s,it~ :soil stability vosr~ 
fre.atmenL likelihood of in.::rcased gllllyiog~ re~on::r)' potential. and (1lhef f:.:ldo'No/ Sp(!clal 
status species habiklts are nl('~d 'with a broad array of ~cnlating syn~rgjstiJo: and 
cunmlativc impacts 10 habit .. ls and pOp,.lllti<JR' ranging frnm development of new
liv~Slo~k intrastnlcture and. "~:xpand0d \val"r~hauihlg to cllLJrgy dO::\'elopll1~llt<:;; such ZlS 
 
wind or ge:otlwnn~ll mJd <.L';;s()("latcd ro,ading and disturbaw.::t: aCfOSS publiC' and private 
 
hmd" (If smrthom Idaho. 
 

7-G-23~ 

BLM apI'''''''; to have I<.llded portions of its ihwed Upper Snake Riwr District Fire, Fu<:h
and Rdal~d ~fanagcn1t!nt Pbm Arn01Kilu0n1 Into rIlls r::IS without eonduding n.c~cs:s-al)' 
-:lwironnlental amuysis. We inC(,rpOn1le by refcrence all WWI' commCIlLs (Dmll and 
Scoping forth" {TSRD Fire and Fue!, SIS into this Rl\lPDEIS process. We are also 
s.ulnniuing ~ldditi(,)nal (,~omfUl!nt"". 

7-G-24 

LivestfJek GI'lIZillg ..\'s Callsal Agent of 1'11-." FllelS, Yegetatioll Prublt'lns 

The Draft EIS fail" to adcqualdy address the role of liv"slock, and BLM and olher 
agO!tK'y' management of li\<L's1.ock. on the ecological health of vegetation communitic:s. 
soils. and hahit,jls. ccologkaI conditions. and lire regimes of lam1, across the I'Fo. II J;lil,; 
(0 pr-e's.~nt ~d~n-tit1(: infQl1uation ~md analysis necessary to understand th~ roJ~ of live-stock 
in causing rnngcll1lld health and any claimed fuels pmhkms. 

7-G-25 	 

The EIS aud aIkrn"livc,; arc l",;;cd on J3LM's false premise that it "al1 ill1IK>SC disturbmlec 
and manipubtion tr~atme:nt~ t{) hring. about. an "11islork:ar" rang.:- {\f lire O":CUlT(:nce. 

"desired" communi!\' c<J!np<lsition. and achieve an ul1if1cially deriwd "desired" future 
conditiol1 wilh minimal impact, ,)r ri,K. 'nlis is simply not the case. '11,., is tlot ",",cd on 
th~ nld~ that c-attli: m'ld ~h':l:ip grazing. l()gg1ng~ \\:gclalion !naniputati('H.1. mining and 
,)ther lIctiv,tics in the PFO hmds have created an l;NNATl'RAL enviwtl1l1ental sctting in 
anany ~rreas ()HC'l1 \\,ith massi,vl? topsuill();ss and lQ~$ o!·nutri'i?ni.~. fertility and soil 
structur~: lowered Sil~ IH~]('111i..l1: d~sertin(:at.ion of hmdscap.:s; a1t~.ration of ~ompo~ilinn 
and struclur~: and gr~at nlln~rab1l1ty to Wclld invasion and spr~ad foHt)\v-ing iml")osed 
dislIlrhancc. 13LM', complicated lllodding $dlCm~$ filii 10 llddrcs, ,111 ofllli$. BLM 1.1<IS 
not used current r;;(':olngi~aJ SClenl,,;~~ pall lClti aTly- related to eco.log,k:al risks of djs-turba.n~c 
.md fragnl..:-nl'ation (;flandscapes and habitats~ in dc-riving its dr.::-slred ~~ondilion!i~ ami 
prc:dicted outcom,es ofrll.lilurhattce. lnJujpula,tiotlllnd tfcalm~t1t~ und~r th~ grcutly limited 
range of EIS ;tht,;n'l~lti\'c~, 

7-G-26 	 

BLI\.I must fully update the li.v~sloc-k grazing and v~getali(m allo(.;alit'l'l1 cOlnp{m'l!nts of the 
PFO ~JS: part this proccss_ ~nlC li\'c~ock grazing and vcg~ta1ion p011ion m~~rdy ~arri~s 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

7-G-22: Section 3.2.3 Soils, has a discussion on erosion potential and 
Figure 3-3 presents areas with an elevated potential for soil ero
sion. The BLM has not conducted any planning area wide surveys 
on microbiotic crusts. This is assessed as part of allotment moni
toring for Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health assessments. 

7-G-23: Actions as described in this comment (e.g., development of 
new livestock infrastructure and expanded water-hauling to energy 
developments such as wind or geothermal) would be analyzed in 
separate NEPA documents during site specific project implemen
tation. 

7-G-24: Thank you for your comment 

7-G-25: This planning document is programmatic in nature and de
. 	 scribes desired future conditions and allocations of resources and 

uses. Management direction (Chapter 2) identifies various ap
proaches to achieve these conditions and allocations while manag
ing for multiple uses and sustained yield as directed by the 
FLMPA. Chapter 4 analyzes the effects of this management direc
tion on public lands resources and uses. The effects analysis does 
not address on-the-ground site-specific effects of management. 

Implementation of the Proposed RMP would require NEPA analy
ses in which site-specific effects as identified in the comment 
would be addressed and mitigated to allow for an action while 
maintaining/protecting resources and uses. 

In addition, appropriate management practices, guidelines, and 
techniques (Appendix C) and tools including but not limited to fire 
and non-fire vegetation treatments and adjusting livestock grazing 
in accordance with Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health would 
be used to achieve desired future conditions and allocations of 
resources and uses. 
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Responses 

7-G-26: The treatment levels identify the magnitude  of work and are not considered targets to  be accomplished during  the life of the land use plan.  Actual treat-
ments, if deemed necessary based upon sit  e specific evaluations, would be implemented to simulate th  e effect of historical fi  re on vegetation structure and 
composition.   Site specific evaluations would consider current conditi  ons in determining the extent and type of treatment and need  for restoration to 
achieve desired vegetation structure and composition.  

7-G-27: The Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1) states, “…identif  y on an areawide basis … (expressed in animal unit months) the future anticipated  
amount of forage available for livestock…  ” which is identified in Objective LG-1.2 for each alternative.  Modifications to livestock management (e.g. live-
stock forage amounts [AUMs]) including stocking rates are based on  monitoring, rangeland health standards evaluation on an allotment or watershed basis 
as identified in the Land  Use Planning Handbook  (H-1601-1).    
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Comments 

ro"nvard stocking ll.1veis. l11e pr..:--ferrcd aIt~Hlalivc would actually r¥lcfe.as..: aC'ws; grazed hy 
[i'"',~tod;:. Th~ DEI.S 1:,i1~ to allalyz.:" reason"bl~ rang.: of aJkma!i\'c~ related to liwsto.:k 
Al)I\.1s (Mocking rate)~ land ar~a:;; gnr1:ed~ wui tl1anagem~rU r~gimes. go,tI$~ sltmd:.rrds and 
ohjl..!ctjv~s, There i~ not a :sing1~ t:.'()nsen·ati\'~ sh)cking rate alternativC'. 

'rh~r\3' is no informat.l0n un uti I ~zatiQI1 or spe,,~ific managem<cnt g<.::henl~s to h~ app~icd on 
hoth upland and riparian sites. The DEll> lacks ql4'l1tilkd tranwling st<ln(hmis. 111~ 
preceding LL:Ps \'i,,:wi;.1d threat~n~d native :sag~bnJsh v-i2'ge-tation cormnuui1icS' as ""bnlSh". 
prim.HriJy suitable fbr bum.ing~ sprayillg~ Ihinning~ di~ciJllg and oth.:r dis.turbanc.; ~md 
manipulation, '11,;, munipulation mind,,,! is continued lorward in DEIS, lhe 

Th" DElS fails to ad~quUlc1y consider cnrront ,dellce, such as stubble hdglll st.andan:ls 
I1CC0SS:ifY tur riparian protejctioJl, utiliz~llion lJ2vels necessary for su(."ccs.sftrl sag-c grolLsc 

n~stlng" or grazing s:yslenl~ thaI protect micruhiotic crusL ... neC'\:.~sary' for soit ht!alth and 
ke_oJping cheatgra.o:;.~ and olher w~ed~ that cause a fuels pnlblem from invading. As a r~s<ult. 
~vc hd:kv~ B1Jv{ has no rcal basis fi'w 3nal}"si~~ of Impact.!i of it~ radi~.)l vegetation 
~omnlunity dlsturhtill-cc,<manipuhthon sdwmc-s dcscl1hed rll the DElS under var-i:~)lU< DFC 
catcgof1es- in this pla~lning dl~)rt, Thi:.; is i¢spet,.~inlly till.! ~ns.1! a$ th\! [IS propos1!~ la.rgc
sea1e aheration l,)f hmdst.:apes at."fOS~ hundr-ed~ ofthollsand's of acreR of puh!i<.~ lands. 
S~e ES 1.5·32. 

7-G-29 	

Til" DEIS is d~\'<lid ,,1' u brnml rang.: of lI~ccs$ary prolcctiOlls and rcli"ffr"tn liv",t<JCK 
gr~l7.ing itnpa~ts that arlO!: i!~s~nliai to a.liow recovery ofnarive vegetation cOlnnlunillt.':s.
sit)\", d()wn ~}r hah "'o,;,-ed invasions. and addres~ disruptions of J:ir~ cydes.. 'nl\;! CHIT!;!!]!. 

~dentinL literature ()\'cnvhdmingly shows that HY{:'f{took grazing is a prtn13J")' caus~ of 
prooll.!'tlls an;;ding nativ4! \'~ge1.Htil)n COlnll1\l11itic~ Hnd their ccologi.:al conditions. 
including alterations in (;('tmposithw_ function and stntcture (s-ee FI,~,ischner 1994). 

7-G-JO ~ 

Chmnk liwslod; grazing impaCLs ;llter lire rr~q\lcllci¢, und lhd conditi"",. 7-G-31 	

'\11 Ell> grnppling with lluUlagcmcllt of compl,,); wild rand sdlings ;1\ s"U1hcnt Id.h,) 
lands 111USt addr~s~ l.i\."e~lo('k grazing as a ('ansa! agent of invasi\'~ species protif,.:>nt.t.lollo

vcgdation ~()turnunity d;;;"gradatlon. desC'r1ifi..::atinIl and Hhen1rion~ and thr;;)t"ought).' 
in:ve-nh)I)' and arwiyze thesc cend1Iinn)". 

7-G-32 

Th\: imp(lct~ t..)f HV\$~t()4,,':k grazing i.n ~ausing ··tmnatllra,J" tiro.; ~yc:!t:S:i_~ ant! th~ inlp~l~l ()f 
lIvestock graz~ng on the uhimak olltcomc/ei~:ectin~ncs~Jsw::ces$ or any managernenL 
actimls. orth" nhilily to 311nin any "DFCs~' or other goals Illl"t be 'J""""d in .IdaiL 
\Vithoul including signifi.t:.ant chang~~ in livestock grazing pracllces including reduced 
stocking r~ucs: l'~m,ov~d (,f hv~sto~k ffOUl lands ~\t risk h) ~he~Hgrass innl~ion; significant 
pc:riOtt, or rest removal of Jivestm.:k ri:)r signilicant pe'rh)(h oftimc- \vh~r~, r~slora[ion 

actions may' ~ und\!,11~lkcn: anti more prokctl\,~ jc'vds and ~tandtlrds of US;!. BL~'I will b(,~ 

"vasljng laxpay~r dollars on this E1S effort. and G~lUsing s('rious 41dvcrst:' 'mpacL<;;._ 

7-G-33 	

131..)1..1 I1lll>t fully ad<lr~" ii\',sl,)cK as 11 eau~"l 'Ig~nt in ecosystem disruption, 'Uld 

'litcr.::-t1jou of composition, stnlcture and fhnclion l~fnativC' ecosystems in fhe arid lam,ts 
(sec Fldsdm"f 1994) covered by the ElSe ·nll". Ille r<lle ofiivcslock ill cilusing any fuels 7-G-34 f 

Responses 

7-G-28: Utilization, management schemes, etc, are addressed at site 
specific analysis, 

7-G-29: Stubble height, utilization levels, grazing systems etc. are tools 
lIsed to manage livestock and the use of such tools would be con
sidered on a site specific basis. Refer to B-LG-122. Refer to B
SS-1.2.3 for management direction specific to sage grouse habitat 

7-G-30: Vegetation and multiple resource management direction can 
be found within the RMP that address grazing impacts. See page 4 
-296 and 4-320. 

7 -G-3l: Reference noted. 

7-G-32: Refer to comment response to 7-G-25, Issues such as identi
fied in the comment would be assessed if identified and as needed 
during allotment assessments, 

7-G-33: Refer to comment response 7-G-25. 

7-G-34: Reference noted. 
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Comments 

prohl~m musl b~ fully as.s~ss~d_ including all dln~t:t~ indir~ct and. cumulative impacts lJf

past m,d ongoing li\'~'1.o('k Il'~ 011 rangdal1d healtil prohlems ass()dal~d with lire, 
ha7.~rdous t\~\.~ls and weeds, A wide' rang~ ()fup~-lo~dale liv!.!stock manag~tncnt alt~nKlriv~ 
~ompOn\!111S fllt1S.1 be prt2s1;;;nted in thi~ ElS pfO~L;!~$, l11cse s.hould inr.:ludc analysis of a 

range of rcdu..:tlons in stocking mtcs7 ~pecific stocking based on CUiTent productivity. 
~apability and suitability analyses. The full range of dl~cts nil ctosystem processe$~ fir~~ 
fuds~ wc~ds~ rC$toratjon~ r~habiHt.ation dl'i.)fts mu~t be faid. out. 

'7-G-35 

BLM Illlt't lully mmlyze cessation oflil'(',lock usc/grazing pennit retirement 'IS pan of 
any ~mal)':-;is thnt is ~Qnduckd~ and range of altemali\'~~ pr~scnkd_ Fcd\!"ral nr~ fundf> 
should he used to huyout the grazing l}ellUils on land, that llrc treated. ,ir dctcrmin"d to 
he ill risk to weed iJlV,,,j<>ll, or determined 10 he at risk of 'To,.ing Ih1','5hold. from which 
recovery mav not be possible, and the inextricable lillk between flrccfucls problems lind 
livcstnck grazing dTel..~ts mU$l LJC addrcsst:J. <Ibis; is, a n~('~ssary first Skp k}wards 
;>uaining eVen the c'DFCs" that BLM ,,,,,h [() impose thmughlarge-sealc distllrbancc and 
manipubltiOIl here. 

7-G-36 	

• 	 Ctlrr;!nl sK....:;king r.nt~s (average a~tu.at tlSIi! as well as u(.'liv¢ pcnn.ilt~d USIJ) in <ill 
allotments, and 1n aU vegetation types over tho;:: past 20 Year!;. 

t :liiizatfon levds alto'wed ~md ul'iIlzatloll or other 11l0nih)ring nleasureln~nls tak~n 
in all allotm~ms lind in all vegel.ation t),!,e' ov~r the past 20 yean; 
P0riod \}f gnlzing use 
Condrtion of soiI~. Y~gdati-on~ impclli..mt and scllsith·-..,;- spedcs hani1ats" dc. 
related to stocking rales~ le\'~"ts. of USC" anowed~ \!h.~. 

7-G-37 

BL~1 mus-t cmH,lud pt..'}Jltl,ation v~.abiHty, p~rsiS.tt3lh.X~, c.'1-indioll,c..::xtirpatioI1I11Qdd:.; for 
."'Iive Oi<lla of cOl1ant ulIMr'tll RMP allemali .... s.PJ"<)\.jsiol1.ortheR\H.wouldtr..at 
and disturb large: portions of the project ar~a white ~ml~i~cting it to high grazing and othC'r 
di:slurhan~e IfJ",.el,,_ OUto;;."r provisions of the DElS would dispose UJ trad~ larg~ acr~ag~.s of 
land, with further 10S'"s outd Iragme"lalion of spec;cs habitats. St"!,, altd prj"alc kinds 
\\'oldd h..:: cxp~ctt::,d tu undergo- inL:".rcas:ed development and vegetation manipulation and 
disHirbancc as: wdL ·nIis ali will ha'\'¢ "l wtd~spr¢ad~ o.nd drastic. impact on sp~cinl status 
spe~ies habitats and populatIons. "I1u:,' ntH scali!, SC()P'l.! and severity of sud. actions. IIliUsl 

he fullv c>:amiOl"d. 

7-G-38 	

SlU-C": BLT\-l has ~:lk'ulat~d ,H.'r..:ngeg of pnJPos~d v'I,!g ll\!alltlcllt? it lliust pn)\~id¢ lh~ puhlk 
wilh dclail~d ma.p~ and analysi, sil()wlng were speciflcall" ,uch IrCllltniOnls would OCCllr.

Thi~ i:;; n~\."t!ssary to understand the- spatial oct:lIIT..:n('c/ovedap,Juxtapo~jtioll with various 
rights-of-way.. energy, and othc-r categories and ~KI10n$ here as \vd1. 

7-G-39I 

BL~! doc, not CV"'1l hntilcr 10 provide (It.: public, wilh the names of the gnlZing allolm~'11t' 
sc~ \fap Figure 3~ 11. PI'\!'as\! id~ntii\ cat:h aHotmenL and rc~oun.;'t" ... s-l1~h as ;!o>lr~:HU~_

springs. dc. withlll all aUolnlt:IlL ;.\Iso. in this. hug.e hU1dscapc~ it 1~ nl!~t;s~Hry tnp providG 
map' or allotments al a much larger ,<,ale for them 10 h" IlleaningHIL 

7-G-40 1

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

7-G-35: Refer to comment response to 7-G-25. 

7-0-36: As described in Section 2.5, such an alternative "cessation of 
livestock use" was eliminated from detailed analysis because it 
does not meet the purpose and need is outside of the legal, and/or 
policy constraints of developing a land use plan 

7-G-37: Stocking rates, utilization levels, period of use, and condition 
of soils, vegetation, important and sensitive species habitats etc. 
would be addressed during evaluations of rangeland health as
sessments and monitoring data and is site specific. Refer to B
LG-l.2.2. 

7-G-38: Impacts from management direction (e.g. vegetation treat
ments and land tenure adjustments) are discussed in Chapter 4. 
The goals of vegetation treatments include: 
Goal VE-2. Prevent the establishment of invasive and/or noxious 
weed species. 
Goal VE-6. Manage vegetation types to provide for their contin
ued presence as part of an ecologically healthy system. 
Therefore, the intent is not to have the adverse impacts as implied 
by the comment. During implementation site-specific assess
ments and monitoring would continue to take place along with 
required NEP A analysis for any future actions thus addressing 
many of these concerns. 

7-G-39: The land use plan provides broad programmatic management 
direction. The location of future treatments would be determined 
during implementation of the land use plan. The treatment levels 
identifY the magnitude of work are not considered targets to be 
accomplished during the life of the land use plan. Actual treat
ments, if deemed necessary based upon site specific evaluations, 
would be implemented to simulate the effect of historical fire on 
vegetation structure and composition. Site specific evaluations 

http:IfJ",.el
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Responses 

7-G-39 Continued: would consider current conditions in determining the extent and type of treatment and need for restoration to achieve desired vegetation 
structure and composition. 

7-G-40: A list of the allotment names can be found in Appendix P.  More detailed information can be obtained at the Pocatello Field Office. 



Comments 

Adequnif Baseline Information 011 Vegd'ltioll Communities Must Bl' Prodded 

t'nlill'llmatdy. Ih0 Dran EIS does no' provide ade'lll,;!e information Oil vegetation 
c<munHnil;"s in the "n;'ded lanll~ and their slIIToundings. 

7-G-41 

BUvl 11m't c'01l"ct ;md a""lyze extensive basel inc infonnalioI1 Oil pas! wildlire, prescril1ed 
flre~ ~lnd an v~getation conversion Qr Juanipulatlol1 proje~ts in Ihe atl~ctcd la1His~ and 
other f~lC't.ors that f('sult in w~ed cOlridof'S. hahitat Efitglncntation~ increase likdihooo of 
human-caused nrcs or disturbance, de. Data and maps musl be ,,<)mp;led and assessed 
th,u indi"ate whu,," all pasl trcalmc!llS have b"':11 ;;ondudcd by slale and j;'dcral hmd 
In"nagers (and pri\."at~ wh~rC' known) \Vill'J:in t.h~ ElS ur.::n. \Vithout l.H1d.crstandillg the 
past dispersion and impacts of lrealmCniS and disturbance acmss the landscape, BUd can 
not ~ldequald;; assess th~ ilUpads of vadous ahenHltivcs related to trcattnent and land 
health. 

s7-G-42 

Past disturbalh':O;: i,,!"vt:"nts on th~se hunts (llre- pn:S-i.:l-jbed or wild. chcm.ical 
tr~atm(::nt mcchanic';:ll tr.eatment., other) 
SL;edings or any 'l)tilcr p('ls.t~di$turbancc tr~ahnents that have.o\;curred 
Condition of secdings~ including chcatgrass and ofhc:r fine fuel;;; and \\'('cds. in 
ink~~puces and understori~ 

Condition of micmbiotk crusts 
C(lmparisI..Hl of l,.'liIT<enl t"xntic "s(:eding'~ cOlluitions 10 ~tock~ng n'lte:-: applit:'d that 
may he baSed Oil go,)d or better condition sceding 
CompariS1.1tl of cuncnl conditions to ~to~king rak~ applied 
L()1..~atl()n ~)f all Hvestock facilili0S 

l,,,,,atiol! of ull r"'l<ls. 


7-G-43 

Assessment should indude " study of tl!.: current ecologioal condition and he"lth of soils. 
wgctalioll, imp<>f(,mt wildl;t;; habitats and other illlp011ant "allies of the alfcclcd lauos .. a 
comparison hctwc:t:'u th(':--;~ CO-HlditiollS and (:'onditions .<tIthe ltrne Of1hG disturbance, 

7-G-44 [' 	

'111" R)"IP is lacking in necessary information on OCClIITellCe ,md condition ofmicmbiotic 
crusts. soil stnbilit)'. ",;rosio11 hazard. wind and watl!r ~rosi(Jn rb.ks .. current l.':'onditioJ1 of 
soils. hillel" 111,,1 11""" alft~,\dy Mllrercd topsoil or microbiotic efllst loss. rch.kd to lands in 
I.he ElS Ufca, 'Illi, is critical for understanding likdv wind erosion. sedimentation into 
slre,lms. site soil stahilily posHrcallUel1L lik~"liho()d of increascd gullying. recovery 
potential risk. uf\\~<:J in\'usion,~ and utllcr tl.lctors. 

7-G-45 	

Special ,hltus speci"s habil~ts arc !'lced with a hrnad array (Ifescalating synergistic ami 
cumulative imp'l"" to hahitats anti populations nmging !l'om dCl'd)pmelll ornew 
li\'cslock inlrastructure and expanded water-hauling to energy dC"e]<lptllcn\$ such as 
\\'iud or g~(}thennal devdoplnetlts and inrm~tn.h:ture. ~md ~tssot:it.kd. roading and 
disturbunce across publ [J..: and prj vale lands in :-:outhi;,!nl Idaho. 

7-G-46 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

7-G-41: Eleven major vegetation types area are illustrated in Figure 3
4, identified in Table 3-2 and described in Section 3.2.5. 

7-G-42: The treatments in the Proposed RMP have been developed and 
refined based on past experiences. The Proposed RMP provides 
specific actions to improve vegetation health, reduce fragmenta
tion, and reduce invasive species. Monitoring pre- and post
treatments will be conducted, and methods adapted to ensure ob
jectives are being met. 

The assessment in the EIS is at the programmatic level based upon 
the management direction described in the alternatives. The level 
of assessment as discussed in the comment is appropriate at the 
implementation/activity plan level. 

7-G-43: The information identified in this comment as needed for this 
programmatic EIS is appropriate for site specific activities that 
implement the land use plan direction. 

7-G-44: Please refer to Chapter 3 for a description of the existing bio
logical, physical, and socioeconomic characteristics, including 
current trends, opportunities, and risks as determined based upon 
the continued monitoring and evaluation of resources and uses as 
managed through implementation of the 1981 and 1988 land use 
plans. 

7-G-45: See comment response to Comment 7-G-22. 

7-G-46: Thank you for your comment. 
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Comments 

BL;-d Blust provide .:.~urrcn.t ha.sellne infGnnation \m: Veg~tattOll spcdes (,~ompns:hlon,
cUrf.:nl ecological ·eondi1itJl1; liv~5tock grazing reginl~Tls: standards Ol·u:s.~ and 
I.:Onlptian0~ with us~ standards: wildlife habitats and pop-uiaLtOnS o,,'(~urring here. 
lnfixmaiion ()n periods of rest~ tt~spass.,- ::lnd other livestock f(l(':1ors IHUs:t be' indud~d. 
CUrrent infi)nl1ation on 01.!tJlogkal ~l,}ndilion~ prC'::;'~Ilc-e and risk 01" 'w~eds .and other ~A()1.ic 
specic-s', rnust be int~grllted into ,aU analysls_ h mlL';;'[ be th~ ba,,<.:;is for uedsi0nmaking on 
livcstock grnz1ng dislurb.ulce mld ~atnlCnt di$turbanc~, F{w ~xample~ hJ)\\' Hl.llny ;1l2't\:;!S of 
\VyoH1ing hig sagebnlsh, or other ~otnlUunities have a significant L"ompom:nl of 
chcalgras$ in th~ und~rstory? Hnw rtll.1ny oflhesr.:: lands have afrLady b\:!'en largely 

.,wconv'ertcd to in\,'ko.;;iv~ sp\:'dcs:.. or arc a! risk~'. \Vhcrc h~ye ~th:c.:ss.i()nat prcx~:ssc~ b~"';11 
disrupted? How many acre:" and where ~ arc- ~lt risk of il1va:sivre- SpCCH."S do,mlnancc? \Vhal 
is the l<)~~diOil, Qf each vc-gctatiot'1 type- i~ in good or b~t.t~r ecologi~HI ~ondition" and why 
do airy lands: in this condttioll havt: ltwsC' ..::harat:kris.lIl.-'"S"? 

7-0-47 

Aft.er so-lid,. OHalhcmground collectIon of ll¢W in.tQrma1.it)n~ BL\l rlUl!j1 de\'d{)p a rigorous 
prot0("xll for dcl...'nnining allY hmds In nc¢d ~)f"lrcatmenf'~ and ~xplain in J,,':('lmpr~h~l1si\'c 
det~iL \vith supporting s;dcnc1;.;~ vi'hy thcs\'! lands n~cd trcal11l~nt, 

7-0-48 f' 	

w~ are ~lanlled that BLM in the EIS propose, to ''''\ adelfllaldy :oddfl.'ss Ihe cx\,cllsiw 
cr\!'slcd whcatgr<L';;~ st.!~dings lhat havio!' 50 aHerud and largdy ~h:,"tl'(}yed 'wildlifi'.' hahita1s.~ 
and which ol'h.m f()nn tho:: b.a~is of conlifluing to gntl.e' r;!X(.:CSSIVC l1umbers of tive~tock that 
also allcct nati VIC' vegetation in or near lhesl! seedlngs., \lany crested \vherttgrass set'ding$ 
hav-c bl!~'0Ilh! jnf~stl!':d \\'ith dleat.gra~s~ hah")g~ton tjr oth~r wr.!eJ's ;md i'h)\\' ~l..)utait1 

continuous j'j11~ fud~, Thl!y arc no\,v lh1t ading to stop t1r~s, hut inskad are ~lIs-c~plihlo: to 
bun:ting, Plus. the hanll ~ud fnlgnv:nt;\tioH of Ilaf,iv~ ~p~ci~$ habitat$ ~·aus..:d by t.h,,:s¢ 
scetlings mU.~l b~ al),~e~}ied as it is imlmrtant to umi~t.und their roll! 111 habitat 
fj·"",lllcnl'ltion 011 lOll 01' Ih~ ext~ll,iv<! aitemtiolls ofllahitott Pl"opo'cd by nUI'! umkr the 
Dnlil EIS. In s{)nN ar~'a$. cre$t..;:d, wh.:atgrass s~~dings ha\'-.: gr~~ttly fragm~nf.t:d sag\," 
gro:u....,..; hahitats across middk 10 lowll!"l' dcvatiQng~ and many af'C in vli:ry po~w cnnditinn 

< ~md ha\,(: rampmn ch.;alg(a~s. h~logdon :md ofh~r probl~ms as t\.dl as los!:' or f0rag¢.
'il!t. 13[-,~..r P(!r!"1:sIS in pr(\111oting lho;.~ killing o1'r1<.1tive vegetation (!unir-er:o;., Ulotlntain hig 
~agebnI5h, and olh~r speek's) und~r lh~ gui~1;,'" of Fuds projectt;; larg..::ly d~rived fn,lItl 
In'l.)dds. wh-ih:: ignoring thL.: habitat los,A~ wi.:ed and tir-\:! risks, pose,,! by lh...~ ~rcsled 
",he,ng""" :lnd other pml)<)".'thlly altefed land" induding 1111)'''' BLM itsc1f"trealcd·· 
\-\'lth in the' pa~t and whid) have bccotne w~~dbu&~, 

7-0-49 

IlL\l. in th~ FSRD ms tim! luIS now h..,..,n a1t<\dl~d pro,'..,,, to this RMP, had no sound 
baSIS H)r estimatl;,"$ of a~r~s proposed to b~ t.rculr.:ti inlh..: infb-nnation that \Vas provided to
th.., publk We were [old that BUd a,k~d bnd mm.ager, in each lidd "m~e to ,",me lip 
with ~stinlat~s. Hu\vc\'cr. th~r'(,,~ WHS no protocol fi:')Ho\\cd as a b'IXi~ for the:s~ ~:s,(imatc~~ 
and it app~ars no :scientific- m~th{)dologv \Ira::; f~)Uowcd. Our re\'i~\.·\' oCthe Dr.atl EIS 
cnnfinns that 11 syS:loC"matk: method to asscs~ tl:"elll.nlCnt hne!.:!d" has. unt been liSed, and the 

Fir~ ~md V~gdation \lodding and tlnalys~s~ DFC vcg~talion cal~gori"s and thr.:; \\'IH)I~ 
ba~is 1"1.)r analysis <uHl devdopluent of ahenlati yes ,and ailo~aljl)ns in the !(~dP remains 
dC~l'ly nmwd. 

7-0-50 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

7-0-47: Baseline infonnation as identified in this comment is pre
sented in various sections of Chapter 3, (e.g., Sections 3.2.5, 
3.2.10,3.2.5.12 and Tables 3-3, 3-18) at a level appropriate for 
assessment in this programmatic EIS. The level of baseline infor
mation cited as needed is better suited for making decisions at the 
activity plan level (implementation). In each section that describes 
the various vegetation types used for this planning effort the risk 
off invasive and noxious weed species is described. Table 3-2 has 
been revised to identify the percentage of each vegetation type 
which has an annual grass component. 

7-0-48: See response to comment 7-0-39. 

7-0-49: The extent and establishment of Crested wheatgrass seedings 
(7% of BLM-administered public lands within the planning area) 
are discussed in Se~tion 3.2.5.5. Managementdirection as de
scribed in Chapter 2 would improve species composition/structure 
and result in these areas being seeded with sagebrush to improve 
canopy cover beneficial to sage-grouse and other sagebrush obli
gate species. 

7-0-50: See response to comment 5-0-74. 
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Comments 

Risk A.ssesslIlcnts MlIs! Be CondIwted 

F"oIlowing I".;areful and sy:stcnu11ic dahl collection on elllTent \!!C'oltJgtcai C011dlli()n~ currelll 
'\'~gelation type~ range trr(':ud,. and -current degradation. 10'S$ Of r~du'-"ti.on ofnattve sp~c'ieg" 
and preSelH:e of inY~SiVe speci~s a-.;ros~ these lands,. BL~'( lUUS." prepar~ hon'l.!st and 
aCCllhtlo,! aSS1.?SSlllcnts or"~risk~·'· of and "n-:t!'d for~~ variou~ rl:s.tonttion or [n:all'Ucll( 
di"turlmn,e, 10 th~ atlc';l.;d lands, as \\,,11 "risks" of invasiolls with continued liWSlock 
grazing djslllrba,ncc~ mini.n~ oil and gas, roading. energy devdoplllcnt and intrastl'UdUre~ 
alnd disposal. ,1lld other und.;r the R\l P levels and paradigms .. as weI! as Ul1<kr a greatly 
i.,!"xp~mded rang~ ()f cons~rvativ~ aClion~ in nil SEIS. 

7-G-51 	

leElE!'.l!' asscssed lan(l~ llnd categoriud them "'al risk" to wecd im~lSi()t1. 'niis ElS df0l1
call build 011 tilaL and take a much more detai.led look nl H,e land.. "Heeled by lhi.• 
pmp"'''1. !\.ppendix.l (as explained cl"""hcfC in these commc.nis) is greatly inad,,(!!!at". 
and ll:>largely a I~nltasy-has~d nluddiug excrcis.:. 

7-G-52 

We remind you Ihal.lCBEMP analys0s also flHlI1d that only a very smallr)OItion of the 
enlire U;RD had "wn "ml,cierak' ecological inh:grity (I'NW-GTR-385 at 118. Map 1S). 
"'"arly all th~ USHD lands ex.:ept ("t [he l;pp~r Uttl~ I.os\ ,Old Birch Creek are ill "Low" 
""olog;""l condition. 'rhe as niifs \0 pnwide ill!<mn,ll;(ln to Ii" p[(>1'o,,,d treatments in 
Ihe Pocatello R"ll' an.:" [0 land conditions identified in the ICI3F..MI' analv,!s, afld t"ils to 
assess lIw rok (and t;urrcntecological conditioll and hllld health) of past Ue"hnents; 
cun'l:nl H\'~stock rnanagemcnt (c....pl.!:ciaHy urlder out-dated paradigms and kvds of us;;:): 
and 10 d~ydop n~\Y goal~, obj(.'1;lives and alloc~)tions that hetter addre~s the pregsing 
habitalllcf,d;:, or many impoJtal1t s.p~cies and th.at addresS rout caus~s nfllazardous (h~l~ 
prolJlcms. and thus provide belter and m<)r~ C<lsl-dkctive pwtecti')11 fhHl1 hal.(lrd<),,, fuel 
problems. 

7-G-53 	

Snitnbilily of L,mds fOl' TI't'iltfllenl 'lnd Uistul'bance Regimes to Be Imposed - WSA, 
ACECs. Ro,.dll'Ss L",.. Is, Import,ml Habit,lts. 

\Ve ar.:! vcry conccnk,d about th.c lack ofllet:essary ~malj...sis oflhe impads of the variou:" 
iukllSivt.:: and i;:!':\.1,racttvc. usc nllcl11ativ,~s and disturbtUl~~ regimi!s to h1.! inlp{)-s:cd (711 
,;~osy8t~-m pn)c\!~st.:s: imy)()rtant and sp~.;;hil f~atures ()fth~ \VS.,\.; rek~\'anl and im.p~JI1al1t 
,",llu", of .'\eEes and RN ;\s: integrity ofwat.:rsheds and I\)adkss land,: integrity Jnd 
restor-Hion pOkntia} or sagehrush '\vild lands ;.;-ritical to sage gnw$e, pygmy rabbit and 
other irnport~mt and sensitive :specic,~ hahitats and popul~ltjon£" 

7-G-54 

\1,;"e urge BLM 10 dewlap a. gl\:utlv expanded mng.; of ACEC and R:-1A designations 
arc:)s t'l[ examl'k the entire Pk"s'l1ltvie\\ Hills, Samaria and D~e[l Creek R,mge 
"egion, - due 10 their imp"'i"n,"" in til_ PFO as larg~r blocks of public wild lands, and thc 
~~riou$ lhre~lts of invasiv~ !"kpccies linked to liv~~l('l>Ck gra.zing anthw BL~'f \\~gctati()11 
·lr~.:lln'h;~I1C. (If poh!ntial "'Ind or other ~n~rgy dc\,e}opment and the resulting 11c~d for 
specilll nmn,lgement attenlionlhal is lacking in the RM!'. 'nlcse ilrC:l.> !UtlS! be recognized 
t\,r their im1'o,1anl wild lal1d values, and the relevant and important vaiue'S or"a( ri,k" 

~7-G-55 

Responses 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

7-G-51: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-52: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-53: As identified in Chapter 3, Table 3-3, the current land health 
condition (LHC) for each vegetation type is described. As well, 
Table 3-8 describes the current fire regime condition class 
(FRCC) by vegetation type. Based upon this information, vegeta
tion treatment levels were identified for each alternative based 
upon the best available data, identifying the potential magnitude 
of work necessary to restore and improve vegetative conditions 
while considering such aspects of wildlife habitat, hazardous fu
els, and watershed protection. Prior to any treatments taking 
place on the ground, site specific evaluations would be conducted 
to determine if in fact treatment is necessary. Should treatment 
be deemed necessary, it would analyzed through the NEP A proc
ess. 

7-G-54: Chapter 4 analysis is programmatic in nature and based upon 
broad management direction. 

The level of analysis suggested in this comment would be appro
priately conducted at the activity plan level to implement land use 
plan direction. 

7-G-55: Management direction in the Proposed RMP is provided to 
manage ACEC/RNAs for uses as identified in the comment as 
well as multiple use. Values and threats have been assessed in 
describing the potential ACECs as described in the RMP. See 
Response to comment 17-1-1 

U-301 

http:r~du'-"ti.on
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Comments 

hahi!ats and wildliti: populatiolls Ihat are found here (especially sage grot"" and ,ha.!]J
tailed gf<lu~e and migralm,' birds), ,\etions 1ll11';t be takell\o protccllhcm as ACECs. 
Lands su~h as the D~ep Creek Rang~ may be- threakned by' 'wind energy or Qth~r 
development. Tbis Rl\IP ,hould '"lOll!.!" this and uthcrimport:lnl hahitat arcas :I., "'llf· 
rimits~~ tQ v%-int.l or other ~nergy d~vd()pment and infrastructure- disturoanc~_ 

7-G-55 
o 

'11,0 ACECs lhat BLM docs propose are rciatively smull. thin. n'lrroW, and Ih," highly 
\/ulncrable to iur:.lirlO!d and cumulati\"~ impacts of{tisturb;:mce to adj;t~cnt land"" 11NY 
should be signifi~,Hltly expanded in area, and Inuch bn,)ad~r rang0 of prot(",ctions applied 
to proh~...~t soi1s~ l10nL fUUUtL \\'al~rsh~-d pro(:~ss~s~ etc. 

The constricted and limited land areas an~)f{!~d pml~clion in the RMI' proposals "iIIllot 
prQvide a l1~CCSS'U)i land ~lr~a for re"lIisttc- prot>0dive lllanugcll1..::nt ofnative biota mId 
cC'osy~lcm process~s. Thu~" irreparahk hanu to rd~vant and impm1.anl valuC's rangi.ng 
fronu:miqu~ t:O'Inmunities to recreational spiritual and a~$th~tic \'atu~s" (0 unrnad.ed 
IValcrs!wds til:!! do not rdease mad sediment to strealHS, nHi he 1",[, 

7-G-57 

There is dearly a lle~d for II grcatl\' cxp<lllded ,ollsiderMiotl ell' ACISC". based 011 dose 
review of FLPX-rA·s. ACEC pm,';,;on,. In n.el, the PFO public lands ownership p..il1enB 

thaI are highly n"agmemed cry out f(l" a higher kvd ofmltl1ag~mem and aHentiol1 'llld 
prokction of large HCflZ'ages. of these lands. ACEC consideration tlllI:S •. be cx.pmded for 
many ntor~ ar~'as, 'nl~ BL\·t mu~t .:tho cxmnJnc th-c iutcr\:olHl\!ct,~d \'·alu~.$ t.)f\vntel'sh;,:od 
Sh:lfCd with National Forest lands, 

7-G-58 

A l?uU Range of P.1SMh't' TI·e~dnu.~nts l\lust Bt~ E\'aluuted in r\(~'\,; Alternati-,'cs and a 
SIlJlJlI~m('ntlll EIS 

Passive lreatm1!:nts prlnmrily minhnizc site disturbancc~ and generally f-c1110Ye 'Or 
Inlnin'lizc.an \!'nvlronmcnlal irritant that is. an~"til1g th~ h~alth Oflh-l! plant C01l1munity Of 
c~osystCl'l1. -nws~ lh~y h:l\\: less rll'.K of soil ~1·o!jiui1. <lir pollution,. \v.,;cd inva.'{t(Hl (and 
often assoc'iatc:d chemical h~rhickl~ U};I.!) or proliferation and other n~gativ.e impads 
a"ocialed with them. '!1,ey also baw a high prohahility of being benefIcial to 
w(tkrsilc(L" native wild! it': hahitats and populatiolls <l11d the economic well-heing llf 

w~st'!.!m comnlul1iti~!ol ihtlt Un,: i1'lcf-casingly d¢p(;udcnt 011 tuuri'Stl1 and re~r~alional uses. of 
publk lands. 

7-G-59 

.\n aI.ay orp""i"e trealtm,nls exht 1IHU will enable BLM to treal mallY ofth~ ai1,:ekd 
lands.. Such treatments include: R~du ...·e sprc-ad oftlanunnbte innl:siv~ $p~cie'!{~ heai 
damaged Undi,!I'Slurics so tha.l nlorc naturaL ,~o()l-btUT1ing nrc'S t:all (}CCllf. and reduc..:: the 
p'r()lif~r.:lti~)n of doghair thicket~ of denst; young tre~S \vhich seryc- ~lS ladder fuds. 
Tr~,atnli~nt$ include slgnlficant rcdth:-tlml.'\ in livestock numberS ancFor rest <!cco'lllpallied 
by pnulen[ utilization alld trampling standards in plant cnmmunitios found 10 11;1"" 
da.mnged un(krstori~~ ,"ulucrablc h,) invHsion by nanunabll!" -CX()ltc $p;:(,'le~" 

7-G-60 

Clo~ure ufpa~lurcs ,vith known exotic ,\ve~d iJ1j~statinns. Closure of land,,; hl grazing that 
have knowlI ~X')liC' sped~sinfc'tnth}!Js is iI prudent first $lei) I\)ward <:ontrol ,).1" spread of 

7-G-611: 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMPfEIS 

Responses 

7-G-56: Existing ACEC's were reviewed and original designations 
were carried forward based upon relevance and importance criteria 
used in establishing these ACEC's 

7 -G-57: Administrative Designations are of sufficient size to protect 
and manage for the identified resources of concern. 

7-G-58: Through the planning process, ACEC considerations were 
evaluated based upon relevance and importance criteria. The Pro
posed RMP identifies those areas that meet consideration for 
ACEC designation. 

7-G-59: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-60: While passive treatments are a suitable means for treating pub
lic lands, carefully planned aJld implemented proactive treatments 
(objectives B-WF-4.5, WF-C-4.6 and D-WF-4.5) can maintain or 
improve desired conditions of public lands. Implementation of the 
appropriate kind and scale of proactive treatments requires coordi
nation among resources which may result in temporary changes of 
permitted/authorized activities to assure attainment of treatment 
objectives. Areas treated may be temporarily closed to livestock 
grazing (Objective WF 1.2 and Action LG-I.2.4) until monitoring 
shows resource objectives in applicable treatment plans are met If· 
applicable, utilization and trampling standards would be developed 
on a case by case basis. Standards of Rangeland Health (AA-GE
3.1.1) would be employed to determine successfulness of rehabili
tation or restoration activities . 

7-G-61: See response to comment 3-G-56. 

Refer to CA-VE-2.1 for Weed treatment direction. 

Although extreme, emergency closures may be considered during 

project level implementation. 
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7-G-69 

Comments 

nammabk watershed.altering eX(lIIes. 13L!..I ll11t,! praclice Integrated Weed 
Mall"g~m~l1t, inslc,ld of the jargely "Spray and Walk Away" method, Il(lW applied. 7-G-61 

Cl()s.llr~ ofpa$tur~!!i O~at risk~' tn \,\ce'':d invasion such U5 uny \\-'Y-Qming big saglO.':bnlSh, 
Ba."in big or juniper comJl'u,1ni1.ics that stilI contain relativdy intact
undersrortefi.. EIS p'ro\o.~~ss should map and id.;ntify sllch are'·il...'L as 'wdl as .aU 3r~a--..." 

where dlcalgrass "!.rendy domillnt:es the lLUderstory. 

7-G-62 \ 

Livcsto.:k remuval irC~Hnlt:nt: Grazing pl.':nnit buyout aftd pennit rdircmcntllsing t7ederaJ 
fire fuud*l- ]$ a v-cry reasonabk: treahn.c:nt that "\'ill h-eal damaged tands. hdp restore natural
fir~ c~·dc'f',~ lninimfz¢' d1e $pr~ad of eKotics and other ha7.ardou~ fuds, 

7-G-63 

Li\/~sto~k facility removal, trl.!.Zltnl!:nt~ Li.vc~tock [\cilitics, (fcnc¢s~ artificial \vakring sjtes 
t!SPCCillfly troughs as::;ol,.~iakd \\-'ilh pipdith:S and \'~-,at,.::r haul sik:s. corrals. 0tC.) s~I"ve il£ 

zones of ti\'csh1..;~k conccnlrallOtl" and resuh in are,as or s~Ver~ disturijan~e readily 
~()!l'nized by hi,ghly l1anunabk cxotii.~ sp~dc"~, Removal of these f;lCilitic.s ~lnd r~stora.lt)n 
of disHlrh~d wiles will limit sp,,~ad of invasive Ilammab!e spc<:ics. and help devclop 
health\' undcNtories llccessary \<> carry cool, lighl nrc~ ill stllTounding lands. 

7-G-64 

. 
. We llt'e ahrmed lhat }Jt"'! ,,<IS!, aside analvs!s and Alicmaliws dewlopmcnl basell on a 

scrics ,)1' I),]ssivc livestock treafments. and tails to ""plain the aclions such h",lmcllls
cm~tiJ and instead ~ct!ks to impt)s~ a mjs$iv~ disturbaw...~ aJld ~xtt'action sch~mC' acro:"-;$ 
th~;;." public lands. 

~ 7 -G-65 

Rnad''{)RV trutl do!'ure and r~hah,'r('$lt)nltion tr~atmern: Clo:surr.:-s and fro;s.l()ration 

treatments quen Ih" spread "fllalllnHlble ul\'a,iw spcC'ics Irom disturbed road and frail 
~dges. R\Jad-; are knowll to S..:!'fVC' as .:onduits [or v~'..!ed invasion (Gclbard ~lnd Bdnap 

7-G-66 	

20(3). As parI "flhis dlort. il is e""nliailhat I3LM identil" mad densities. mad, causing 
sjgnifh::ant Impacts err (;ontlicts \\'llh Wtld,lif.;:, sp..:cies,. Il~h'l:.'ri~s. ~ulturat S.ilcs, or 
rccr~tltionaI or ()lh:~r Uf.;;o,;::S. ,and de\ld~;)p a ckar ~d of adIons to be l~iken and tinletablc fc)r 
closure, 

Road d~)SllrC coupkd wi111 grazing reductions and/or fest c~m han~ ]arg~~$('~Ie po;.itiyt! 
i.:n~l.!'ts. as roads us v,·c\!d C'ondu.its CUll be dosed. and liv\.l:S;lock r~ducti0ns 11linimlZC 
spr-¢:;td of \v¢cd~ ak.:ady prcs~JH within th\!" ar~a. 7-G-68l
Allowing natunll sUrCc':Rsion.a1 procc."'Sri!~ and h\?3.ling pn).(.:I!'~S\!S to occur in pL:UH 

~omm1.Ultties, that lll'oZ' still relatively in:tat"f i~ the m~~t ~os.t-('ffo!~liv>'! mdhod/Lrcatmenl for 
attaining natural t1r0 ~ydc'S. Nducing buildup ofll:lzardml~ lhds .w.:.- lilll~. etc. Natllra 1 
mortality nccUrs in s.ag.ebrtlsh~ sagehnlsh~hiU.:rhrush and ot.her vegetation types, 
AII-uwlug natural processes it) play ou.t"\" whil~ r..!moving or IniltlIlliling thos.e ag~nts that 
nrc: dis.turbing natural ecologil}ai pf()~0$SC'S l..tkeR p"atii:!ncc~ but nlinilni7.c~ risks of exotic 
luvas,iol1 thaI, at:(.."OUlpmlY aggro!!sslvl! int~n'e11[ion such .as fire or mo\'ving. 

Hazanl"us crt!) Fu.. ls 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

7-G-62: Public lands being grazed are required to meet or move to
wards meeting Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health, which ad
dresses maintaining a health ecosystem that would reduce the po
tential for weeds. Refer to Appendix A. 

7-G-63: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-64: Refer to response to 7-G-37. 

7-G-65: Section 2.5.1 addresses exclusive use or protection which is 
inclusive of passive treatments as identified in the comment. Such 
an alternative would not meet the purpose and need (Section 1.2) 
for this planning effort. 

7-G-66: The concerns expressed in this comment will be ad

dressed as travel management plans are developed follow

ing completion of this planning effort. Multiple travel 

management planning units will be identified and specific 

management direction will be developed accordingly. 

Action PP-RE-4.3.6 (Proposed Plan) and B-RE-4.2.6 (Draft RMP/ 
ETS) identify the criteria to be considered in the development of 
these future travel management plans. These criteria include for 
example wildlife, special status species, fisheries, and cultural 
sites. In addition, specific route designations, restrictions, seasonal 
or long tenn closures will be addressed based upon specific issues 
and conflicts identified. 

7-G-67: The planning team discussed the concept of establishing road/ 
trail densities at length. Given the fragmented ownership pattern 
of public lands in the PFO and variety of resource issues, the BLM 
felt that establishing criteria was more appropriate than establish
ing density levels. 

7-G-68: Thank you for your comment. 

U-303 
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Comments 	

if BU.! plans on ''''ng thistcnn in ils analysis. We ask for a careful and sdentifk 
dc:scriptlun of lhe ba.':;ls for its use. How is BL~\-'I defining fhds c.lt~g()d.::;;·? 1s ch..:atgnlss a 
'--hazardmt,,,, ti.i~I~"'? ,\\..r.; c\.\rtainly think. this tenn is far nlt)re :lpl I(.)r c-h~atgra.<:;s than it is for 
nlOSi ()lhcr \'~getation situation whl.!'n; BL!\1 applies it. BL~if mus..l u;.;n:c)np a dear 
lU(!lhodo)ogy to prioritize any '''[rcatmentS'~_ -JTllis is n~c¢s.sary to most effectivdy spend 
"'an:" laxpayer doll:l". besl pmk~t habitations and areas that are truly ··al rislC. Instead 
ofsl'cndillg hundrcds of Ih,ltL.,and, or dolli", [>fmmillg million doHar "treatments". Ii)!" 
cx:uuple, ill the 1'1"0 Samaria Mountaill R;mgc. It 11m; b"en our ""1'encll"c Ih31 Ill",,, 
projeds are primarily ~Ii(ned at killing woody v.:getation to promote li\'l,,!'s(ock grazing. 
BLAt must us-c a sound mdhodolof!:-": to det~nnine Il~cds for tr~atmcnl -- and fOl:us should 
alW!IY' he 01\ the ar"as within aPflr~~. I Smile ,}f ;letnal interlace, with hUlll.JI1 hahimlioll. 
-!lIe BI.',,! ,,,cms to hav" apl'li~d a wildly ";x~",,,i\',, d"'inition of any intern,c" ')f 
tr~atmcnl zon~ in the R;\![P. Ho·w. 0:-\.<:I(',ly, arc ~\II areas id\:.":!ltificd flwtre;atna0nt in R!\JP 
analyses, identilicd and detin",]"' How wililhe ma»,"" d.isturblUlce alld dcvelopment of 
targl.:~~scale hmd disposals, ellergy_ mining. Oil and Gas al1d orh..:!,r dcveJopme.111 an~ct the 
"Fuds" and land health situali,,,,',' 

7-G-70· 	

Rcst.oratlPll nf nathe vl.!'grC'ta1.iQIl communitks and ctC'olt.lgkat 'Pt"()'-'~S-SI.!~ rnust be tllr.! goal 
of il!l trcatm~nt". RcsiQra1,icm me-ans restoring ai.ld maintaining ccolog,tcal. jnt~grity. 
Ecologi~al inlegnty is th~ ability of ~lJl,,:C'osyslenl [!) support nnd maintain ;l hahmced. 
adapljv~ ;:ormnU11l11:;: oforg~misms havi.ng a ~pe-d~s COlllposilion. dh-crsil:,' and n.lfllj.,1.ionaI 
org,.mization comparable 10 th~!t of naturat habitaJ5 \\,ilhin the rt~gion_ 

7-G-71 	

Lands "r primary [()ellS fill" most a~!iw restoration should h,,: L:mds Ihal have been 
invad<!" by exotics such as dlCalgrass. bulb,)!1S bluegrass, Ima.pw.'Cd or leafy spurge; 
Lunds purposC'rul1~- seeded to exotics ~uch a.;,,; Io."r(?sted \,.'hcalgro..~~~ intenl1~dint~ 
whe-tltgra~s~ or smooth bnYlll1c Ibilowing past ag~ncy vegetation rmmipulalt·on or t1r~.. 
These should be prioritized. t'or treatment Oil the basis ,)f: Gcogmphic location and 
potential for c1Jn..inuit,,\"-ct:¥nn~divity ofnatJ"e habllal"l: (hat f.0stomtton ",vould provido? f'Or 
nativ~ sped~:"i, h)r exaolple. f\?stOfC cn:::!'ll.!d \\·'hcaLgrass s{"'X'dings that nrc l(1C'~tt~d in un 
ar~a ofim:po.1anc-c to !olagc grOHS-.!. Restt)ring th~ nativ~ sag(.,....... stcppt'! v~ge'·atit)n on th~-s¢ 

¥ sit~s as habitat for sage grOlts¢- and pygmy rabbit. $h~n_dd be top priority ;l~ wdl itS 

pN\~~ntion ot'al1Y Ihrther dcgradarlOll to still-nati\'~ co·mmuuitic-s. 

7-G-72 	

Hr.\! Illllst focll' Significant treatment and restoraliml clfillt, and federal tlre funds 011 
restoratinn of nathr0 spcd~s cnrnpositioll and function to cr~~l\!-d wht;'atgrass tllat h~L" heen
rampmllly sc~dcd li>II<)"ing p:I'\ srlg.;bnrsh removal or pos\,!}n:: "tehab", land, O\'emlIl 

by ....ht"atgmss, bulbous billegra~s or ()lher iuv<lsivFO!'s. Bl"X:[ IUtIst also s;C',ek to restore areas 
SH12h as th.: t!xtrauniinarity damaged dr:y canyon bd1t01lls 01'111.:. jlle~l.-.;ant\'iew Hills. that 
ar~ nv~rrun with invasive- .sped~s~ and that Inay have th~ ..::on(inuou;s fhd of intlZ'nnJ.!diale 
wh1!atgra$s~ SUH)oth bronte or oth·~l' eXOli" .and invw~,ive "scloi!ded" spi,.'\.:i~$ pn~s.'~nt. 

7-G-73 

The ~llITclJlllh\lnd"nc" or federal fire I'mds should be ".s"d to J<lllow-thmugh on 13L\1 
post-lir" rchnb actions Illltl have t'likd ill the past (l'kas" evalunte alt scedings. including 7-G-74 l 

Responses 

7-G-70: Vegetation and Wildland Fire Management direction under 
the action alternatives addresses priorities for fire and vegetation 
treatments for each vegetation type. 

The location of future treatments would be determined during 
implementation ofthe land use plan. The treatment levels iden
tify the magnitude of work and are not considered targets to be 
accomplished during the life of the land use plan. Actual treat
ments, if deemed necessary based upon site specific evaluations, 
would be implemented to simulate the effect of historical fire on 
vegetation structure and composition. Site specific evaluations 
would consider current conditions in determining the extent and 
type of treatment and need tor restoration to achieve desired 
vegetation structure and composition. 

7 -G-71: Thank you for your comment. 

7 -G-72: The priority areas for treatment and restoration are identified 
in B-VE-6.1.2 which may include lands with exotic species. 

7-G-73: Objective B-VE-6.1 addresses restoration and treatment of 
the sagebrush steppe vegetation types while identifying priority 
areas for treatment and restoration. In addition, management 
direction is identified for crested wheatgrass seedings. 

Action CA-WF-1.2.1 "Vegetation" addresses the use of native 
plant species in any fire or non-fire vegetation treatment or resto
ration efforts. 

7-G-74: The actions/assessments as described in this comment are 
outside the scope of this planning document. However, future 
restoration activities would be based upon site specific evalua
tions and would consider on-the-ground conditions in determin
ing the need for restoration, extent and type of treatment and to 
achieve land use plan goals and objectives. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

U-304 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

7-G-74 

Comments 

po~t-wjfdfirc se~d~ngs" dry cl.wyon hottom seedings. de. and identify failures and caus-es 
offi.tiiuf'e). or \vhere cr'¢st~d whl2:illgt<.il!\S an.d nther exotics \ver.c planted.as a first St0P in 
arid l<uuis rdHlhiJi!<ltI01L BL,~! now h<1.$ rhl! opportunity to complete- actions. promi~~d in 
post-fir.: rr;hahilitatiQI1 that hav~ un1 t)cctln\~d induding. ~i,;"eding.~ that !t~l\'t! raii~d or had 
poor r~'sults., Of \\'here species such as crcstCl.i whea~grass7 S11100'1h hrotHc. intent1ediat~ 
whc:atgras's or olh~rs may hav~ been planted as a '"-plac~holdt.T·" or stop gap JUCas,UTe. 

As part (>Cthi, rn)~e,s. BLl'.l should idelltify all hll1ds where po"t-li,,, reilah;'\:fllcrgcIlCY" 
s.tabilization with cf"Ii!sted "\\-heatgr3ss~ iutcntlcdiatc wlh:atgra.ss and other I!,x~)tics was 
condtK~[cd, id~f1tify thdr ClltTent species composition and (:ondition~ and prioritize 
treatment "fIll",,, lands to f"UII.1 thcm to nat;\'e wgdation and r<'Store natural nrc ~ydcs. 

«7-G-75 

Experimentation with /lew technique" i:$pecially new chemic;lls. should he limited 10 
lands OVLITLUl by ch~atgra~s and cre::.;.tcd \,vheatgrass :i~edil'lgs~ and <:tny US~ of chemrcab 
rnusl bl.! IJxlreml.::-ty Iilnited. spl.!t.:.if1c and targdiJd and must ~mly oct..~ur as part "r a 
compr¢hcn:,:i\'~ fnkg.r-at~d \Veed ~lanag~ment Strat~,gy when: any treated f>.ites ar~ 
protc;~tcd th.ml livestock or other disturbance until nativl! ~pe~fr;.~, Can he IIrmly re~ 
~"t;lblished <)11 the site. 

7-0-76 ~ 

For lands stiH (u rea:;;onahk h~allh with rcasonahk \!.cologknl int.egrity, (xlss:ivc 
ircatnlt.'-nts should primarily b~ applied T~r.:.·hniques. which 11lini!lltze. so'iI and native" 
wge!al;"O dhttu'bal1eO shnuld be tiN first Sleps taken. Trv tb"s" !lest See if they "",.k. 

).$ the result of past prolif~rati('l1 ,,1' purposeful s~edil1gs of ~xl)lic 'pec'i", by BLl>l in 
'ESt.{ situ,ukms. huge skr~lc monoculturc-s. t)f r2:xotic Spe-dCR dominate huudr..... d:-.: ~)r 
thousand, of acres of Idaho BLM lands. 'I'll",,, ,,,,,dings. a resliit largdv of aClh'iric, 10 
produrL'e livef'Lock. forag.e~ sl.)ln~times under post-tire ESH_ havt! had disaslfnU:-i" 
conso.:quencc,s fi:)f nativt: cCt)sy'St~ms. Plus. instead of restoring lands seed¢d itunl\::dl~lJdy 
aller lirc tl) eX!)I;"" flLM i"'lead \1,., "lknwd Ih""e lands per;;;st in a highly altered and 
ultnatur~l ~onditioH tlltpos.ing h1gh stocking rates under grazing si..~h¢m\!S. including .at 
lime, [(l ,),""R. BL}'l now manages thes" ,,,,,d,,d land, as p"nnanenl BLM ':ledf""" zones 
Ihe liw:sto"k IndlL,lrv. 

7-G-78 

BL\I must 1t.11} ass"" the imp""l' oft!!e,,, pasl adions in order to llllder;;t,,,,d the 
~nvirollJ1:l.t;'ntal setting ofyotlr l.;urr¢nt deci-sionmaking prvcl"."S$. to describe how $iuc·h 
larnJs. \\'CfC" managed tmdlo."T the l".~lJrrent Lt..TPs, and to ags~,ss t!'n vinJnmentat ilupads and 
rcr-lsofl.ahly f'{..,resecabk outcom~~ .. How hav~ th~s~ pa~t actions: eontrtbuted to 
des~rlificalion prOC~$ses-, global wanlltng cne.cts~ de.? Hnv{ can aGlion~, to r~.st{)rL' native 
~OlnIllulljtie~ mndiorate ~uch dl~cts? 

7-G-79 

As part of this R.\lIP, yo,u mllst conunit tf''1 r~'Slnrntion ofnalive vcgdatioH Ol] alll.ands 
seeded to exotics '" a p",t OrpaH! m' ji.!lure ESR activities. 'Iltis "EPA dO('tllllCn! should 
include a tim~tabi.: for aCl.!omplishing thi!'. 7-G-80 t 
p'''''''"I1I.lolI 

Responses 

7-G-75: Chapter 2, Section 2.5.3, describes why a proposal for resto
ration of crested wheatgrass seedings was dismissed from consid
eration. Management direction (Chapter 2) prioritizes treatment 
of areas (e.g. Greater sage- and Shaped-tailed grouse habitat, spe
cial status species habitat, areas of hazardous fuels) over crested 
seedings. Specific criteria for treating seedings are identified in 
Actions Band C-VE-6.1.2. 

Chapter 3, Section 3.2.5.5 describes the current condition of ex
isting seedings in the planning area. 

7-G-76: The types of herbicides available for use by the BLM are 
identified and described in the Final Vegetation Treatments Us
ing Herbicides on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17 
Western States Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
(PElS), June 2007. 

7 -G-77: Thank you for your comment 

7-G-78: Thank you for your comment 

7 -G-79: The known current setting and conditions are presented in 
Chapter 3. Current management (from the LUPs and subsequent 
amendments) is presented in Chapter 2, under No Action. The 
foreseeable impacts from implementing No Action management 
direction are presented in Chapter 4. 

7-G-80: Restoration of crested wheatgrass seedings was considered. 
However for reasons described in 2.5.3, it was dismissed. 

U-305 
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Comments 

In sonll~ ;:tft!a... with Ii\"e-stock and firc-' dh::turban\..~c~ domInant sp~'("les have h~V(.1lnc It)cally 
cxtinct~ and intl'oducl2:d $pecie$ that have ht:!cnme so dt.-'11S~ that \v~~dy ;UmW.l[!!i b~c()mc th~ 

dirnax sp~ci"s,. An eJlbl1s must be madt;;! 1,0 keep plant Cnn1Jllmlili~s from reaching a 
highly alter"d c·(}tlditic'tll itransition. and thus rl;!quiring mas.~ivl,? mnounts of rllnd~ and 
dahorate lre~ltlnents to ,aUen\pt r~s(or.ation" 

~lod..:n1tdy degraded cOlnnluniti~~ L~m hccom~ &l?vCl'ely dcg,rad~d if'preventive Helion is 
Bot 1"1."". Pristine and n~ar.pris1iJ1" "fiorts should be protected using all possible 
tt:dmiqucs. cspt:I..'ialIy p~.ssi\'c [\;$toration tct,;hnlqth'::::S sHeh as inlmt!dinh.' rumovnl or all 
livestock dislllrh,,_nl:or; 1I:X th.:y typtt...~£dl)! s~r\"e .as inl!:p:ortant hahi.tats fi.Jr natlv~ species ;lI1d 
protection nfbindiversity. E"~Jtlomic~\lIy~ it is ~llot more C'ost~cffc\.'tivc to kc-.;p lands th)m 
be~'}lning d~graded than il i~ to conduct wid,,·~c;tle treatments llfter they hOlY" h~cOllle 
degraded, 'I!leS" arcas should also be" large locus ofRMP ACEC protections. ;-';SO 
slipulations !,)r Oil and G3.' ,md Energy development and infrastructure. for l:md 
ret~nlion llnd :1cquis.itioll" and- othernc-ccssary prot~ctivJ;! tlction~ to et15Ure functioning 
ecosystems and wild land prncesses al,mg with core hahitats 'Ind viabk populatiolls or 
important and s.::njiilt'ive sp~\.('j~s. 

7-G-8 

Prevention is ~!-'p~cially ,;.aiti(.'ut in upland \"xmunutlltic!:",. as [h~-y ar~ les~ r"'5iJi~nl to 
rcco\"cry f{,liowing'site diswrh;-rncc than urc rirr:trian ;lr~us, Plu~~ th" grenk'f th~ aridity, 
the mon:: difficult recovery ls. -111is. may eVen vary within the- ~am~ geographic area_ as 
soutb and west (~lees arc m(}r~ ~ik~ly to f~,cc dll!atgra!>.s invasion following treatnlents. 

7-G-83 [ 	

Almost lIniwrs"Hy Ihrollghout the Upper Snrtk~ District and the PFO, wetlands (spring', 
SC\!ps. stre:a.ms. playas, C'tc.) ha\'~ bc-elt h-e8Vily damaged by livestock grazing and
tramplillg activity. '111is has altered their morphologv. arcal ""len! of water lablesiwetlcd 
5'1.)iI are-as. plant ~U1d animal $p.!ci~~ ~otup()r;;itiQn, phmt and anlnlaJ ecology. Howe\,er. lhe 
CUfT¢nt path ofliYlo!stock ~hiftjng use onto upl:\ud sit~s to ta,kl.,," pl'C's!\urc ot:friparian ~l.neas 
is ~m i2'cologicHHy di..'strudivc path. (md pn.:.'\I~ntion l1mst be -tonduct~d in all inlegrak,d 
·way. B-L)th lh..: riparian and uphmd arCHS arlC' lUHJ¢rg.()ing ckscrtitkation proc";$$I;.~. whi·r.:I~ 
ultimately make them less resilient. and kss likdy to he able to I", reslored to nalive 
sYS'lC.lu!o;.• 

7-G-84 

Plcase ".:" our "Additional C0I111l1enls" explaining the rok "fdl,S<"rtilkatioli e'lUs"d by 
nv~slt)ck grazing and other ;h.::,tivitilj's in c;'Ul~ing fu~l ,md w~",d pr~)bkm$. ])c.:;,~rti1icati()n 
prol:e$sres~ coupled with ris~s in temp~ratun..·- ,md alt~r\!'d pre~ipil::ltjon patterns ~,.s~(JL"ia'lcd 
with global "'"l!1niag must be fully .;onsidered here. 

iCBEi\4P 'lJu"ll:ySJ;.';}i, sho\vcd that I!xotic sr~-~jes are invading lands in the Interior Columbia 
B".~.in at an alarming rate, Exotic specks alter \\-"este-nl C:C():'iyst~tns hy in-crc..t."ing fir..! 
th;qu¢nc~\ disrupting nutrient ~yding and hydrology, j-11~n::a...;;ing crnsi1.Jll. altering $uiI 
micrt)djmale~. n:ducing hiodivers-.it.y.. and redudng wiJdltJ~ habiut. 

Responses 

7-G-81: Restoring altered lands, and maintaining lands in LHC-A are 
actions identified under Alternative B, Goals VE-6 and WF-4. 

7-G-82: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-83: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-84: Thank you for your comment. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

7-G-85: Thank you for your comment. 
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Comments 

Di~turhan..:.c, a.,,< viotdd occur under this pro-industry C'xc_cssive d~S:lllrbancG EIS, rdakd to 
fivcstnc'k grazing. li\'~~t(),ck grazing facilitics~ ORVs. c.'1:~_nsh·G" ('{)ftdl1ehvorks. tuiJ1ing~ 
oil and gas. Cl1cf1,'Y induding and csp".:iaHy wind development in rugged wild bnds all 
prolllt)t~ \V,;\!u invasion. Removing fmdiO.f reducing lhcsr.; sources of disturbance- frOiTI ~~at 
risk" land;;, and any land" that have been treated, is a vital and iiltegrj! part "I' any 
trlC'almcllt. as well a~ preYli!ntiofl and restoration. <111i£' mw,{ b~ fully consrder~d througl'tout 
the R MP pr,}cess. 

7-G-86 

i.jv('stock~ motor vdlldes inclw.Hng [hos~ engaged ill energy cxpIQ-rati_(iU and 
deveiopl1lellL and OHVs aU ar~ \'l~'~dse~d v~dors. Liv~stock carry w~ed se~ds. in fur. 

7-G-87 t 
t::cc:;. lllUd on 1100\'($. {,~IC. Thii!Y als(~ disntrb ~()il!'; and crcah~d tdc~iJ ~iws Ihr weed s~~d 
~'lllblishm"nt (J3ei,ky 'lilt! Gdb'lrd 2(00). 7-G-88 r 
Recent obsc-rvutions show that cxt.)tk~s lik~ chcatgras,s and m-edu;;:ahead ma~' be: only the 
first in a waVe ofexolks, !\ie\v inregtatrons ofaggressiv~ speci~s ~uch as whit\! lop or
kHill",."ed occur in arcas """rtaken by dlcatgr:;ss alld medusah"ad. Thus, BLJl.fs C\tlTeut 
practice or using lhe.:..e \\'~cd",d ar¢~l.'" ;;lS ·'s.acrifit.:-c "'-lIles"' for ~.xCI!'S~l\',: levels of Ij\'.;:,~*)-Ck 
u:s~. i~$tlHnt:1! of TNR~ OBV ~!'r{)ading. ~h.:' only incr~a~cs ch~mcl!s or invasion by n~w and 
ev~m mOfl.! aR.gr'e'S~i\'",,~ o,;..'\:otlc SpI!Ci~8_ 

7-G-89 

R"movnl ,md l-1.diremcnt of Un-stock I)jshU'bnn~~ 

Livestock grazing and trampling i, the major cause "rdamag~ to uphmd plant
comnttmlt it.~,s and west0rn C'Cus,y$t~nls. It is also the major factor prev~nting recovery of 
these SystdUS. RL'mo\"al oflivC'stock, including through u.s-e of I~dcr.al ftr..: fund.;; fo 
permanently buyout grazing pennils. mu,l he a !realmcnl that is eVlIlualed under all 
ajt~nlath-es" lJSRD lands should b~ pri(}r-iliz~d for hu~:outs" ha~cd on th~ n~~d for passiy~ 
and nettv.;: treatment In<C1;l-.;;;urc~ to he' ~lpp'!icd_ 

7-G-90 	

It i11ak!l.~s n~) :-:;cnsc to .spo:::nd hundreds \,)1' dollars ~tn ;t~re ()ll ·'·r~~toration··. or .$40 an acr~ 1)11 

a ·-pre~crih~d-' fire' tr~ahn~nl if live~tock grazing disturhance is thl!l1 to again occur_
Allowing the prim"ry causal agent "I' land he,dlh probkms 10 tliell ag'lin he allowed to 
gnlZC' and tranlplil" thcS:~ ;<;;aHlC Jaud:..:, and cause a ··nel2'd~~ for ftrture treatnlo.!:nts;~ lu.ake~ no 
$~IlS" at all. BLlv! Iypi"ally recc;ws (InJunct 13 cenb 'Ill acr" annwilly felt fiwstock 
grazing olllh"se lands, '" Ihe ",",oIH,lllic {()lIy o['fI)iurning li\'¢stock [0 Irc:lkd land, is 
~xtreJl1e -- just Iik~ the ecological f(JHy_ 

7-G-91 

Given thai UP"l is s" greatly foclIscd on disIHrhancc and "x(radiw in the H \fl', it must 
fully detail all cC<>!lomk ..:osts or allY treatment or mitigation actiolls to the public. II must 
also develop nec..;s$ary mit.igalion~ sm..h m. large land aCtJuisltiol1s~ rather than the larg.,,; 
lan,d tlisp{)~al::;, lmd..:-r lhe R1\-lP .alkrnalivcs. 

Resl from tl""sto"k I>istUl'bllne" 

BLXl"s EIS is w\1dlllly ddkicnt in providingade(luate periods of rest fn.:mlliveslock 
~ grazing following \NOd fire~ or tr('atll10nts" or gra7,in& disturba.uLC prohk'IU't:'. In ord.:r tq 7-G-93 

Responses 

7-G-86: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-87: Impacts from soil disturbing activities including the potential 
of the establishment of invasive species such as cheatgrass and 
noxious weeds are identified in section 4.25.3. 

7-G-88: Reference noted. 

7-G-89: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-90: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-91: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-92: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-93: Reference noted. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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f 	 del~nlline nee~S$.a~· rest periods.. BLI'vI IUtl.;;;,t undr0rstan41h~ condition ofth~ cOInnnmity 
pre-treatment (see. for cxnmple. Eddkman d <11 1994).Alpcdtk lime period, must be 
applied (minitllUm arrive y~ars}. atong \\'ith ~pt!ci.nc mea5urablc- recovery stand,ard~ for 

7-G-93 

t 	soils. microbiotic crusts. hl.!:rbaceOHS. al1d \·voody v-egdation ~ bd~)fe tivl!sh)ck gnlljng call 
rt.!sume. 

7-G-94 

BIJvt can not u~c ·"nanlral fir~ regjmcs"~ histurt.:al range}> t)C vadahility and ~)thcr moddts 
as. ,1 hasis for this planning. cnh~ pOkt1tiaJ for anything resembling a ~~natllrar' fire reginll! 
has been drsstieally a.ltcrcd by 150 ye<u', ()f1ivcslock gnlzing :lIld other di,turb'Ulce so 
that natura1 fire regimes no longer exist in ulauy' areas. A_s part oflts nsscssrucut, BL~:1 
mus1 first detcnnjn~ til..: ~Ufl"<.!llt ~onditioll of aU th~ \'cg~t~ltjon I,.."('mnluni'ties in the 
an~ctcd lands in the planning arca. "fhis inl~)nnation must be n~vdy col1ccted as part or 
this proces.s~ since most BtJvf inventories. csp~ci.a.lly in tt:h~s~ lands with ancient L..lJPst 

;tr~ n~arly 25 Of more years. old_ "nlis neceSSi:try is .:ritical to undcrslanding the ris.k$ ~}f 

an~\" trcatnt~nt disturbance to these lauds. 

7-G-95 

\\'e be-li~v..:- that until. -ctl~cti\'e ~lJlS\V-l.!n- are t~-nmd for the Yli!xi.ng probf~m:'i: ofnoxlQlts 
WL'~ds and ,exotic annual graS:!"..:"$~ n cautious and prud~nt fire stlppr~ssion ptmt" must he in 
pl"c~. 

7-G-96 r 	
Shnlbst~pp..: COll1nlUnitiC!": Livestock grazing has. fundamentally alt~red (and continll~~ 
to ahcr and d\!gnlrlli) nali\'~ I.mderstoril."s~ by killing and wl;!ak-r.!ning native gnts5~~ and
fot'hs and h;;lxuling microh~otic crus:b;, As u.;1ti\'(' bun~hgnL;;~~s h3V~ been replaced by 
('h~atgrass <U1d other I!xotks 1.11 the- \nlk<! of Ih-cslol'k gr~lzing~ phmt communhics tlrC' now 
s.ubj.::ct h} noL eady season fi.re insfead of cool.er, la'fC'''se,;]san fircs_ Cheatgrass provid"s 
d¢l~"~. ~o'nti.nuou.s t"ud that ¢;lUS~S fires tt) tl,i;\sh acrOS$ the land:;c~lpe_ Cheatgrass f~sutts 
in rrrt(lutJnl11!~OC,,'urr~nce- of [i.n:-., pr.J\'",mtil1g regrowth of natl\'~ vcg..:tation. Plus. 
cheatgrass litter dlOk",~ soil ~urnH:':S. prev~nling g~nl1ination or nuti \\,! shnths (sagd:m.Ish.. 
mbhithrush)_ FUels. reduction in sagc-skppc- ct)mmunttles should l{)t:us on r.estontti\)11 ()f 
1h~$~ ch~atgms..s~invnd'l!'u siles and drunagt!d und-er1?'torfCS, "1l1i!oi is lhc primary activ~ 
rcstorattot'li n-h.':a$ure/1'J'~<ltmGnt tJl:at needs h) ~ taken to funtiuH",ntn-ll;.-' ah~r the naturoC of 
fire in th';$\: arid. lallt.1s, 

7-G-97 

Lo\\.' EI~vation Forests: Here too~ hvcstol.:K grazing has J'imdanlt!:-ntiI.Hy ali-L"l-ed (and 
IJOntinHI;)~ to alter and dc-grade) nathr~ plnnt undcfstOrieS. By 'I,.-"·reating abundant area..':; of
bare soiJs~ it creal~s ldC'~1I ..:.:onditions for ilu.':reas~d densities. of voung trees_ 'llH!s~ b<:C()IllC 
thl! nrc-pront:_ doghair thi~ke-ts Of~'olll1g trec,s. tllnt l.'!rCal~ ladrJe~ rHI!I~ and other iHC'l!ndiary 
..:onditions in arid J'(1reSt~_ 

7-G-98 

nel'~)fc Euro-Am..:'dcan seUlement, ~)Criudtc fire dear.:d Pmld<cros~l pine- .;.utd Douglas fir 
und~rstori~$ .. and the build·up or fud, \\'L' too ,1m\' (0 cr.;"tc hot c"nor" !I,'¢s, With 
Euroai\-rncricnn S:dtletUcnt, ;,md continuing 10 the prc-f'cnt: I) SekdiY~ logging ofl.:.lrge 
tr\!cs occurr~d. and smaIL hig,hly tlanllnnhtc lrues were 1011: 2) Fir~ J..:'ontrnl was institmiZd: 

, 7-G-99~ 

Responses 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

7-G-94: Direction in the Proposed RMP has been clarified (PP-LG
1.2.4 and PP-LG-I.2.5) as to when livestock grazing can resume 
following (1) wildland fire and (2) fire and non-fire vegetation 
treatments. Objectives specific to or potentially impacted by live
stock in ES&R or Restoration plans need to be met before resum
ing livestock grazing. 

7-G-95: Chapter 3 describes current conditions, trends, opportunities 
and risks associated with each of the resources and uses such as 
Vegetation and Wildland Fire Management within the planning 
area. 

7 -G-96: The development of a fire suppression plan is outside the 
scope of this planning document. However, as identified in CA
WF -1.1, fire suppression activities would utilize the appropriate 
management response to protect natural and cultural resources. 
Each alternative also identifies suppression priorities (Objectives 
A-WF-2.6, B-WF-4.6, C-WF-4.7 and D-WF-4.6), 

7-G-97: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-98: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-99: Thank you for your comment. 
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Comments 

3) I)ome.slk liv{.~t.{)l"k Gunsnmcd gra:ss.cs that t:arried h)\\'-int~nsily fires., and such fire~ 
became less fr"""cnt and woodv fuds built up. 7-G-99 

Hot tirl!s o,,;clUr..:d in the past. and v.'t.!re a pmi ofnalural tort:stcd ccosystclns. In many 
an:.<Is :1\\',':1)' from hlUl13n habitation, [u\.,;1 rcdu,,~tion 1nay not. be ne·c0ssaJ~:-'. 

t 

7-G-IOO t 
ill 

To preven! huildup <lfwo(l<Iy.. highly flammable ruels in .lrid ttl)",,'I» allime, /I,,,d In he 
Jet hU01 under l.!ard'uH!' i,;;ontrnlled conditions, l11is should only o~cur in lands that Hr~ not 
at rlsl-. to .:xoli~ specie-s, invasion in tht p',.)slmfin.;' environment. Selective t()gging of oid~ 
fin;~'-loleranL tre~s must h~ halted. RC(:cllt reso..':arch en th~ adverse dt.'(:cls of (hinning in 

7-G-IOI 

incr¢a~ing site ilridity and c'<lusing grcat~r ~tld iucre"l.~~d tire risk must he tllt)fnughly 
incllrrorat~d into lIny analysis hcr~. Domcl;tk callie and ~hecp gra/ing di,turoance musl 
b~ dc~n;.'-as~d or \.'m,t~d jn onkr to r.;Jll~t:· perturbations r~sulting in increased S.1te aridity. 
altered umle"l"ry composition, and other adverse pm"e~se, thar alIeL'! fli~k 

~7-G-10~ 

'';''uable Native .Juuiper COIIIUlunities 

Juuipl."l' and other w()ody vcgdatioll throughout Idaho have heen \-'ilifh.;d by lhe nmching 
industry. ·n", RMP. sadlv, conlinues in this "ff<'lrt,· while .'I,,;mil1g many prohlems 
asso~iat~d \-\"ith juniper, BL~~t docs not cv~n rrnvid~ ha~ic ecolog,kaI infonnution1 

;;stmur' cha.ractcristks '''including old growth ..md mature. tf~e Lonununlty mapping and 
idt:'tltilkmioll (lh~l~": 'lr~ s\:\,ctal junip;;;r community l)'pes rc:t.:.o·gaizcd bj' c,",ologists). 
understory'" dlara,,'tenstics -- .s~par-ation t)f Utah from Rocky mountain juniper~ etc. in EIS 
analys-~s. 

7-G-I03 * 

[;lal1 j"lli[l~r coml1UlIlilie, ill the t'SRD-BL~'( managed lands, including portions of the 
PFO. have be"l] greatly frag1l!~nt"d by manipulation, tre~tm"nl', prescribed tire and wild 
lln: and other disturhance,. :-':0 additinn.lll acreage ofjunip"r ill ".>l.the",! Idaho including 
the lands oflh(· PFO should he r.:mowd until BL\j-pr.."cribed flrc-n,,·agcd lands. snd, 'IS 
those ~t Rice Canyon in fhl) Bm'l~y Dis!rict. are fhlly restored \Vitil native sp""i"$ . 

7-G- 104 ~ 
.\nyjunipor removal should he highly sckc!iw. individual tree "tilting Qfsmallcr-,izc.t 
lf~S:. Fire or C';\,1cnsivc soil disturh..UhX' paV~R the way for \vcedy' species Invasion in 
.funlpcr CtJl1lnlullities, Grazing cHtl$l!S, juniper .:xputt!iion by d<:slroying and rvc,,:"k~nil1g 
nativl! und~rstol'it:$~ and altering natural cool bUnltng tirc5:; all{i fir.; c.ydc~. 

A careful s.::i<!nlifi.:: evalllati<Jll mId assessment ofpasI BLM ·treatmenl,·· 011111"$" lan<l< 
mu.<;l be prcp-..1.red. Ho\,,- many aJ.:'n:s have heen buruo;!d tn pr..:-scribc·d fires? \Vhat po:s.t-Jirc 

ll1.anag.;;::n10n1 was don~ hy BL~.f'? \Vhat w-ere the r~su1ts? \Vhat .tI:re their ~tUT\!nt 
vegetaliw COll1l1lUllitics'> What past herbicidillg has he"n done by UL:'I? Wh",..,? II,)" 
many ~H.~res;? \Vlla1 W~r>i: the r..:~ults and curn:::nt condition and specics ~()mpositi.()n of 
tr¢at~d lands? !low many acr~s. :;l1d where. \V;IS post-nrc rehab. done? How W;lS POS!

lTc.llnh:~L1tlire/'1:)lht'r dis:tllrhan~~ grazing h~UldIed': ,\.1h;)t IS- Ihe current condrtion and 

Responses 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

7-G-l 00: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-l01: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-I02: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-I03: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-I04: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-I05: Objective AA-WF-3.2 has been re-written to clarify what 
treatment methods would be available for implementing fire and 
or non-fire vegetation treatments. Site specific projects analyzed 
through the NEP A process would use appropriate treatment 
methods to minimize environmental impacts. 

7-G-106: The treatments in the Proposed RMP have been developed 
and refined based on past experiences. The Proposed RMP pro
vides specific actions to improve vegetation health, reduce frag
mentation, and remove invasive species. Monitoring pre- and 
post-treatments will be conducted, and methods will be adapted 
to ensure objectives are being met. 

U-309 
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Comments 

voI:,getation ofthc~c lands? Pl~asl.! provide !nap~ thill adc4uatdy depict the ahove 
infonnation. 

r 

'7-G-I06t 

I-ire Suppl't'SSlou 

Fjr~ suppr~~sion is critkal in ar.ea~ of high ccu.JogicaJ value. habitats thai ate "al r~sk" to 
exotic s;peck'$ invasion following fjrc~ areas whe-re irrephlc~aht~ Geological yalucs 5ilK'-h as. 
~ritic-al ~agc grouse, pyglny rabbit ur nth~r \vildlit't.- nr watershed valut!$~ and when.'" 
human lit~~ or I..'uhural r~S()Hrccs (lfl.!" at stake. Ell'cdivc; fir.: supprc~slon plal1s 1l1ll.;;1 bl! in 
plai..~~ for Hlc'se lanti'i_ ~linimum itnpad suppression t.adi"::5 should be follo\ved. 

Prior to conducHng any pr0S0rib'l!d burn~ ~)r any other y~gdalion l11atllpuiatiol1 or 
disIUrbal1"" und<r the RMl'. BLJ\t musllhowllghly c",,,,;d~r and analy~" in "'1 open 
NEI'A process with full public comment and t"\'i~\ periods '111<1 condllct at a minimulll 
le\'d an EX 

Long-tenn d<unage to mh.:rohiotic- Cll.tsis, soil erosion through wind and nluolf cvcnts~ 
long~t,,:nn k~$s. of nutdenl,S trom ~.lre!ld"y nLilTicnt..defk::i~nt landscapes. h')ss of nativ(' 
spcclei):~ radionudide h:vc-ls in surrounding vcgdation., llltelTt.dation bC'h:\:c:~n prt!s~rihed 
InH11S alfld olh...:.~r ·'treallnen1s~~ on n~ighb')ring fed~ral/st.atc/pri\"atc lands~ in..;rt!"(I$icd risk~ of 
exotic sp-ccle$ inva."ions.. impads on habitat f(}r m\live wildlit~~ indigenous U,s~s: of plant~ 
that may iUlpadK air quality Imp~~cts. 

\\,,, are verv cOIl~'Cmed that BLU m:!, initialO:: a program of widespread '-pr,,~cribcd" 
bUlllS on lands that havc, been, and ..:.'ontinut!' to b~~ fii'rlnusJ..", danugC'd bv i.i\'CSln1!k 

grazing, and otlIel· ~lbus~s. and Vdlkh will are v~r),' vulnenlbk to l!~oti(: inY~lSions: In l)(lS:t~ 
rir~ \.'llvironnl~nts. 

All fU~tS redudion projects mu:"t be ba~~d on cQltuprehensivlO! E,.'''.s" EISs or ri:!storat.ton 
~1$Sl!S-5o;HICn1.$ bcfi)fO: any redudi('11l tak.:.s pln"e. \\,ith spccifi-.: acti{)n..~ to 'be taken to 
mini.mize grazing~ onv us.e and other post-..trt!'~lhn.cnt dlstl1rbances. A .compete: ~U13J)'·$i~ of 
ittlpaCl~, ofanj/ '''treatm~llts'~ olll1abitut frag.ru~nlation and population \'i<:lbi[j('y~ and 
\\'tllershcd and ~Ci)sy$l.t!m tllnct.ioning" tHust b·¢ Ul1dcrt"'1k~n l'J¢,for~ projects CM o~~ur. 

l's,- of U"estO<'.k As 1I "Tool" 

Liv~stoc.k ~hQuld thJt hc used as a ·1o()L"· Illt~ns1vt.! tnunpling and gra.zing disturhnllcc. 
cspt:ciall;-' by cattle and shGcp~ Qnly causes r!lt)rt:: potel1tial ..:.~cologii..~al probJ.em~ as 
disturh~mc~ scVli!r~ enough h) makt! a d0nt. in \\\::-ed~ nnly results in mnre ,\'~,:~ds. in th\:' 
tl}tuI"o;!'., or l.1thcf avt!fSC' hnpncl!'. -n1~y ::;hout.d not he employ~d exc~pt in very naITO\\' 

confined ~ircumst';:lJi.~';$ such HS AUgOr!l goats eat.ing thistles/spurge "and then only \,vilh 

goms as ;;::t h.!'nl(.)f.)Tm1.'. !'.top,wgap m.l,,\::U~.u]'e, Eating \·\i~cd~ to ground levd does nol address 
the l,itlH.i'mnc·ntaJ prob~'l!m of dill.l.lnating \\·t:'J.~ds.. and getting native species to grove Native 
sped~!o, wilt not reco\'~r if t-;it~~ ~U"¢ g!,;;lzed b)! !ive~to'ck. 111 fi:1J.;L the cxlr~ml! dis1.tlrbanc~ 

112 	

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

7-G-I07: The development of a fire suppression plan is outside the 
scope of this planning document. However, as identified in CA
WF- J.I, fire suppression activities would utilize the appropriate 
management response to protect natural and cultural resources. 
Each alternative also identifies suppression priorities; see Objec
tives A-WF-2.6, B-WF-4.6, C-WF-4.7 and D-WF-4.6. 

7-G-I08: Public comment and review is an important aspect of the 
NEPA process. Site-specific projects regarding vegetation treat
ments and NEP A documents are made available to the public 
through various means (e.g. direct mailings, posting to the inter
net). 

7 -G-I 09: This comment as written is unclear. 

7-G-IlO: Thank you for your comment 

7-G-l11: As identified in this comment, site specific projects for fu
els reduction would be analyzed through the NEP A process. 
Based upon the scope of such projects and issues/concerns identi
fied appropriate mitigation measures would be developed to 
minimize the impacts. 

7-G-112: Land use plans and planning decisions are broad in scale 
and are not site specific. They provide the basis for every on the 
ground action the BLM undertakes as required in 43 CFR 1601. 
This would be addressed at project level planning. 

Whether livestock are used as a treatment would be determined 
after a site specific NEP A analysis is completed during the imple
mentation process. 

U-310 
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7-G-113 

Comments 

call,,~d bl' livestock will make ~ilcs MORE fire prone in suh,~qucl1t yean; as dlcalgrass 
and other weed nourish ill heavily grazed ,md trampled sile". In Im)sl instan"",. it would
be jllst as cO':,li"e hi lUI}\\' weeds '1.' It} use livcswck. and \"'mld haw I,ll less impacls to 
soils. Phl<;, the possibility of intn)duclion ofn~w weedy spccict:. as a result of livesto..:k 
di,turbuil"" w()uld he minitlliz~d. BUd must cxamine tlle appalEng nrc histoty Ill' the 
J~lrbidg-e FO "md ~l.%ess bQW ~~1.!ding of i,.'l"cst~d \vhe~l1grass~ continued hl!avy gr<ll.1rlg. 
high stocking rate-s-~ etc..- h.lve resnltt:d in r~peated~ 'l.!xtensin: and brg..;:: acreag",~ flr~~L 

7-G-ll 

esc of H",'bicides 

Ht:rhicidc- liSe should be k~p1 to an ahs{Jlut\! Ininimum under an aitelllativ~s. Herbicides 
are known ~~irt;:,inogens. ~dany h.:rhi..~ides l1ligral.:! ill solis and infThntl¢ water suppli~~. 
t.:SRJYs own dis,"s,trous ~)<p"rience with lhe herbicide Ous! delUonslratc", the d'lllgefs of 
herbicide lL"i-C ill \vild hl1ld s{."ujngs~ aruJ iH)W desptk n:,L';':{urauccs in EAs, things can go 
Vel} Wl"<)l1g, !'Jere, ()ust blew 011 soil particles imo neighboring Helds, and inhibited crop 
gcmlinati(.1I1, \\7~ hav~: se~ll \\"ild SCUIUgs \\'h~r~ ~tpplkati()n ('tfOus1 has lik~,.'wis~ h:ld 
disaslrous re~mlts including in [110 ~-dead ~onc" it crcal~d in Ric~ Canyon and in the 
Jarbidge WSA, for several rears prior 10 the Ousl drift disaster, the corp\}ralioll HUI! 
mallufa,'lured Ous! aggrc"jvdy marKeted its use at seminars aU':;llded by kderal 
agt-'nci.e-s. \\'\!' ario!' t!UilC slIspi..:-iotlS: nfthe role ofch.;:mI,~al corporations in plLr.;:hing the us.;: 
orherhicid~~. 

AI lit" beM, h;zrbicide US" is <)Illy a kmpofllry mC:lsur~ or intcnucdial~ step 10 be used, 
and it does not address the b~1.<;;.k ~auscs- {)f ,,\'~ed prt)btC'tllS-" Sulfonylurea and aCf.':tohldate 
synthas:e-inhihiting h0rbi\""id~s should not bt:: u~~d .. due to th~ir del1:10I1stratcc.l ability to 
damage olf-site plllllt sp"ei",;, 

'7-G- l14f 	
H t 	

\Ve (,)ff-en 1.;."n~ounter .un::as on puhlic lands sllch as lcaj~T spurge spraying in the Lost 
Ri\'~r Arc~t \;.,her..: all JHttiv..: v~g. has bl"X'll kilk-d by h~~rbidd~s,. and l~nfy spurge 
C<HU1JlUC$ tH thrivt;, The role -of \.'Qlltinlh.:d li\,'I.!~lo~k grazing P~)~t~tI'r:attll¢nt in ~ontiituillg 
weed IHYasion must hI.! addn:ssed _. and the EJS does not d~, 1hi:-;. 

'!lie role of all djslurhal1c~ under tho R;"!P altemativ~s in increasing ,md expanding 
Ilt:rbi1,.'id..:: U."i¢ and $oil~ air mal \\'at~r contanlinati~:)n mU~I. be thoroughly as~c$s.;:d, BL~-I
must al*) examine impacts ofhcrhicidc t"e on forest ,tatc ,utd privnlc land" and reveal 
the levd, "f lise that may ocelli', Plus, in many areas or Il,e PHt APHIS may be spraying 
gra"h"ppc,. killing chcmkals, lands Illay be l\'cciving pesticide drift from ag lands. and 
many olh.:[ SYHergistic aud,'nr ,,:u1l1ubtive impacts ofche-mical Us(! may be QLcurdng, 

k7-G-116 

BLi\! should US" mcchanicalmcthnds of w"ed ,:(mt.rol thaI have been identitled "s
.:Il"c!;w in CUtTen! ~d"nlilk litcntturc (mowing, spot fir~ (!lamer), wecd caters, 
tuuiching), Any m~ch.antcal f'r:IHovai of \'iiood~· vegetation mm:t h~ cat~t\Jtly conduct¢f.t 
An~v removal of lr~eS- must be bas.ed on individual trl2"c m,trking aH.:r c~lr~ful and l.ktai.Il;!d 
atMlysis of ~cologk-,~ll c\lndi.tions~ age dilSS of ~OllU1HUlity~ and car-eful i:'X.fiU1lination of 

~-G-1l7 	

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

7-G-I13: See response to comment 7-G-76. 

7-G-114: See response to comment 7-G-76. 

7-G-115: See response to comment 5-G-42. 

Livestock grazing would be required to meet or make significant 
progress towards meeting Idaho Rangeland Health Standard 4, 
Native Plant Communities, refer to Appendix A. 

7-G-116: The BLM Programmatic EIS for Vegetation Treatments 
(June 2007) provides such analysis and is incorporated by refer
ence, 

7-G-117: Land use plans and planning decisions are broad in scale 
and are not site specific, They provide the basis for on the 
ground action the BLM undertakes as required in 43 CFR 1601. 
This would be addressed at project level planning. 

This would be determined during implementation on a case by 
case basis. The BLM would follow label requirements of the 
herbicide used and would take any precautionary measures rec
ommended, 
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Comments 
cunent sit~ char.:.lCleristic};. Claim!i ()f"~iltvasjon-~ must be much mi1r~ dosch' eXalnincd in 
tC(11)$ of It,,,,,v pa.st 1.r~~ renlovaJ and/or alteration (1f si1cs through soH ~n)Si-o;1 and 
liv'O!:siock or other 'impads. may have gr~atly allt~r.ed site potential. A.lI otr"nnld travd 
slu)uld be nllnimJz..:-d. 

All fuds reJuction pr0j\!{:I~,'-'trcahn:cnls ulus1 b(.~ hased ~ln cot'llpr,,::'hcllsivte' rc'sloration 
assessments before any reduc1ion taKcS place. and complete analyses at the lewl of an 
EA andlor E!S for cad, site-specilk project llI11st be conducted. 18~ 

• :\IiIl'>J.tory Hir'dslCrilical 1',,';0<1. for' Sail" GrouS<', Smnll :\'I11Il"""ls, "ti,,,,, Wildlif" 

No treatments ofany kind should he allowed dudng 00'11ng poriods for migratory birds, 
or in imporlant or ~ritii..'a] wildlife habitats during sensitive litn~s orye~lr. 111~[ok of aU 
pns:t and proposed treatments. 011 habit:'ll. fragmentation must h~ ~LI\,S(~Ssett S:c~fn[ck ct aL 

7-G-119l 

200:1. Connd!v et Ill. 2004 to m]{lersliIlId the Irenl<~ldous fragmentalion that exi"s. 

7-G-120 I 
(';;'I! of m<:Her!al ror biomass fuels for comnlcrclal purposes should not be al!owed~ 
Biomass project,. export nutrient, from I1tkn nutdent-ddicient sites. In arid Ialllh. this is 
an extractive. cOllullerdal u,c of public lands wilh wjd~sprcad hannflll ecological 
impa.,.;h. 

;,7-G-121 

Pl"t·\'ention 

We ilrc deeply disapPOinted that BL~II.'xus"" all alternatives on c:<lensive and 
aggr~$sive di$1Urb<Jn~~ ~tcti()ilS to bt! inflicted on pubJi\..' ''t-iJd lan.ds, BL~r~ v.;g.;r,mion 
dforts can not he linlitcd to di.sturhal1Cf-Style tr~ahn~nts ainllrt_ Plant t'01l1ltUHlities vrhich 
arc still healthy should be managed in a way to dli:ctiw\'" I) prewn! dleif c\)m-ersioll \<, 

\\'~(!d~dominatcd communities~ 2) pr~Vel:lt loss of hiodi\"~-rsity: J) pre,vent ~hanges in thdr 
flr~ fh:qUl!llCic5 and inh-!usitics: 4) pte\.'~nt lh.: ';oll\'.;rSl(m ofslu'l1h iands to \h)ody 
thickels. 

'l-G-l22 

OutsolU'dn~ An!lI~'Sl" - li,,~ of Consultants 

We have [1,,';11 "Cr)' ,,<m.;:cmcd that BLM is in such" rush to spend !<:dcrnl tirc funds that 
il ,is tunling Elr 100 mudl environmental analys.is ov~r to consu.lting i'lnns. \V" raised tillS 

"on~~m in COlllln~mS on th~ ti,ld"d-," I}SRD '-[lids" lOIS "',llllpOIl"nt,. Thi" r"movcs 
'oc~li agency s'pecialists who ar~ most 1,:1111ilirtr with land conditions frOom th~ data 
aCljuisi1ion and analysi::; loops. '!1le:re has b.:.cn 3lt ahmning tl'..:nd lnlhe Bush 
administratioll tl> OUL~(llU'CC ~\w)ll1illg and. with highly uncertain rC~lIlts. 

Outs{.)llrcing neceK"~:lfY analysi:s for an R~lP may have dtsas.tn:ms cr.:ologicaJ conse.qtk't}c('S 

if Planning developed lw Outside pro-tnduslr)' c<lIIsultants is adol'kd as" l'laoming 
Regime. and'or if p"r,ons arc lll.lliuuili<,.. with thc landscape. ccoh}gic,1I and political 
realilies. ,md fnlgilily of arid sOurh"'L<km Idaho lands. -nt's has no pla~e in development 

!7-G-124~ 

Responses 

7 -G-118: See response to comment 7 -G-III. 

7-G-119: Management action CA-WF-1.2.lIsubheadings Fish and 
Wildlife and Special Status Species (Federally Threatened, En
dangered and Sensitive Species) identify restrictions to mitigate 
adverse impacts resulting from fire and non-fire vegetation treat
ments for migratory birds. The Proposed RMP also incorporates 
management direction from Action C-SS-1.2.8. 

7-G-120: Reference noted. 

7-G-I2l: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-122: Restoring altered lands, and maintaining lands in LHC-A 
are actions identified under Alternative B, Goals VE-6 and WF
4. Also refer to CA-VE-l.I and 2.1. . 

7 -G-123: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-124: Thank you for your comment. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Comments 

of a ]ong-knl1 public lanus nlanag~lnent document Sadly" this appc'afS to h~ h~l\·e 
OCCUlTed with the R!\IP (s>c(~~ fC)f·l.!xample t dis.cu~~lon of Appendix J in oth¢t' ('.ofllments. 
the liSRD pm,'"", elc.). Whal ,)Iher I3LM or olher federal agenc}' Fucls Or olher projeds 
have the ,,:mtraclon;, involv,t.!'d h~-rtJ worked on: HO'i.\' much h.avc- taxpayreI"$ $p..:nt 011 

;,;.ou$uitants. rdakd to Information and d-evdoprncnt of the i-<1\.{P to date? ~n1C' Pocatdlo 
dforl appear.' t() he a mblkr-8tmnp ftlds and hYl'o(helicat ""g modeling dYort deriwd 
Ihlllllhc l.'SKD process. and divorced from on-the-ground rcalilY. 

"7-G-124 

This c<)llfusing ElS, Wil11 it" contDl1cd Fucl" IJFC and other m,Klding, its deficient 
~cotogicul information ,and analvs~s~ tt~ well a..:; th~ (:x{'es-siv~ extraction and di~1urban\..~~ 
fj'ollll'lnd di~pos"I', energy d¢v~l"pment,llIinillg. ,)iI and gas and grazing to ll<: impo~ed 
under all a!lernatiws. l'Cp""enls what must be vi""·',,d as an Industry ErS - where ALL 
aHcmntivcs prmllotc oxp;:lusionofpriv;ltc and industry Hses, of public lands and publiL..~ 
resoun:cs. 

47-G-125 

We ,we deeply ~oncemcd that PDcatdlo 131,,,1 did IlOl ellsure '''lIml decisiDmnaking" 
j.H.t~quatL:! kl1owl~dg~ ()rJo~a1 conditions and I1~tessary site spl!ciJi~. an;;uys;is.rcc, fiJnll 
politkal hias in de~i$ol1amil1ghl!rl!. Pkas\! pro'!id~ infoflnat.ion on costs l)fth~ J:':.IS -
including the greatly ilawed ('SR]) I.bd" pro"ess Ih,,! has he"n patched onto the R)'IP, 

< and induding .con~ult.anl costs. 

~7-G-126 

Otltside Re\jew By Cmnpelt'llt SdClltisls 

An iudep,mt!enl a,s~'S'ment by ljwlifietl ,c()logi,!s nol liet! to Wcslcrn LlInd Grant 
univers'itks orIlla: l<':vJP ah~nlatives:~ proposed actions and ''''mitig.ations"'' and fllnnitoring, 
and the risks ofumkrtakillg new & ..!tlrball"c or allowing nC'lr-maximum industry usc of 
these lands Illll'l he ~ondllcled as pm1 of this procc"_ \V" would lik" 10 Ll<: involved will, 
providing input to Ihis dl<:>Ii, 'Illd "'"uld be hllp!')! 10 pT<l\'ide y,m with a list of !MmeS of 
scil.'!nti~t;-.; that could be tn\'{)l\'l,,)d in this, Since BLI\rs s~()pIng Hotie\:? for at l.:a.'st the 
folded-ill Fliels pre)';"S$ discllsscd "collaboration", this is all ill1(l'orta.lll part ,)1'111" 
collaborative process  i.e. IlL.\! working wilh tIl" puhlic to cOM"e it, EIS is based on 
curr~nt c"nlngical scit.,~n~~, the s~rcnc~ of arid lands l'~storal.iQuK and provi.d~s ror the 
Ileeds "flhe public and not just industry, \\'c would be happy to work with you on" 
Supplemental EIS process and greatly exp.anded nlllg.:: d' ,tltcmaliv~~, ACEC prop!)sal". 
addNssing G\obHl Warming Concerns in this Lt,p e!Tort. <IIld other .;ssemial comp,mcllls 
ofa 2007 R\!P, 

7-G-127 

A kc.y component of this s.hould he an ':Iss·c·ssrnent of risks {)-fucw. addl(iv~ or cunml3ll\"e 
disturbances ,,"ociated willl the projects 011 lOp "J":xisting disturball'::cs. For.::xrunph:. if 
an u;r.;:a unrelenting.ly· subjected to li\;(,.~tock grazing ha.... pn:viously hct'!11 -Cthinn~d·' b:y old 
ht:'rhi~idjng. or lirl2. ·what will1.hc lmpad of a new trcalmc.nt di.slurnallcl:! be on SQils_ 
"egetali')I1, watel'sh"ds, waleI' quality, nalive wildlife. eIC:.' How "Wllt.s add 10 
dcsertificalion and \\'anlling of the Hrid "land !ilk? \\~hat will th~ e1l:~ct'l· of thinning trcl.!S 
hI! on $il~ drying and earlier wild land tire regimes? 

~7-G-128 

Responses 

7 -G-125: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-126: Cost information for the various documents identified in the 
comment is outside the scope ofthis planning effort. 

7-G-127: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-128: Impacts from management direction (e.g. vegetation treat
ments and land tenure adjustments) are discussed in Chapter 4. 
The goals of vegetation treatments include: 

Goal VE-2. Prevent the establishment of invasive and/or noxious 
weed species. 

Goal VE-6. Manage vegetation types to provide for their contin
ued presence as part of an ecologically healthy system. 

Therefore, the intent is not to have the adverse impacts as implied 
by the comment. During implementation site-specific assess
ments and monitoring would continue to take place along with 
required NEP A analysis for any future actions thus addressing 
many 
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Comments 

\V~ ru-~' eXlremdy COlH:'~n'led that monitoring and nlIt~g,ttjon in ('he DElS are' not ad~quate 
and do not eVen begin to addrcs}; the large~s~illl! disturban..;.;~ of plant and animal 
comm'lmity composition., functIon and structure that unJe'rtaking tll~ large-s.ale ~reatJncnfs 

will "n"cL 

7-G-129 	

~,h)[lit()ring> '1111..': EIS nltis k'l provid~ ne,~c.ss~u·y moniloring~ and det;isl\"~ a~ti0n~ that will 
"H:CUr n!'Iakd .. to grazing. mining~ oil tuui gas cxplomtion and dcvdupUt0tU. n~\" r~o-\-\-' 
granting.., road building,. ad development. posl-lr~atm(;nt iftrcahncnt pro(ocofs..., J:ivestock 
r~'t, etc" is vj()lalcd. HL:V! ,h<lUld cstabU,h w~d(Jy P<j,t-Ircalmem monitoring for 
li",-estock trcspas~, sound studi~·s nfsQil h~alth 3,nd ~labilily~ vcgdatit)U C-oHUllunity 
n:.,~co\'ery and ht~llh~ etc. post·trcahncnt, 

::?-G-130 	

Miligaliml" Large blo~k, of land (> 10.1"100 acres) should l"kl ~,!ablished willlin 
wnt~rshcds \\"h~r~ no fuds tre~ltm~nts ari,! (,otlducled~ as rd~rencl.!' a~as for ttl': 
outC('ttil~S.,-cnedlVCn~s.sidtlll'wge of th~ tr~~hlh.·-rlts. that ar~ proposl.!d, Thr.:s~~ lands. ~hQuld 
b~ idcntifi;..'Xl in th~ EIS. Other n\itigal~OJ1 indudes tcrmin~tio-n ~)f grazing p()st-treatJ1l~nL 
i~nnjnalinl1 of gl~azing on rdt!ren~e areas, <ell:". 

j-G-131 	

I As part <,t' th~, l\EI'A proce,,,. BL\I must r"vi~w all r,,~md, of livestock tr"sp"'s 
(including \\'anlitlg !etters, not only dt!-('i~ion-I.e\'d action - and ass~ss its fi-';-:t(u:~ncy and 
d~tait the land~ wher~ it ha:'\ occurr~d, \\'h.3.1 arc tll~ itnpads oftre!olp,asS nn t,1U!i.'OtUe l)f 
r~h~b drolts? IlL1'-l mllst also provide strid p"nalties t<.lr post-l1re Irespass hv livestock 
()n burned area.'). As laxpaY(,l"s oft..:!n hav~ spent hundreds.- ofthousands ofdctUars on: P~)st
nr~ rehah ::uld other ESR ad.iviti~s. aco:ountnhi lity and ~fft:di\'~nt,!s~ of rehab is ~"'s!icntjat. 
Pkas~~ dt::s~rib~ how tn.::spass may' han11 any sit..::- rCl.:ov~ry, Trcsrass~ ~md failure- [0 comply 
wi111 liv~"'h)~k lIi-\~ iJer1~,)ds or otil;.:r rcquir;.!i'tlcllts has l1ctim a tr.:mcndous problem in ltHU1Y 
BLM lands oVer the -year.~_ 

7-G-13 	

BL'\I cnfofl.'1.?Ulcut ~)f -grazing C"h)."ur~ res1ridioH:-i fll~ly at time-s he' very lax '1i:e iwve 
docHln~nl~d bum tr¢sp:t% aft~r bum Ircspl.~S \\"h~r~ BLM has t1!ikd to "dllliJli~kr mor.: 
thall a lumdshlp - or simply igllor~d· Ixmniltee trespass or bunt'. For "xlmlp!.; Rice 
CallY"" ." Burley BLM; Di,!mond A Simplo! liv~sto"k Jarbidg~ BLM. Thus, We hay" 
no .~$sl1ranc~s lh.;'lt any liveslod;:~re,"lat~d grazing use. post~t1·C'alnlicnt, or ofho.!rnlCa!iUfcS 
u-ill b\! fCJllowed~ and th~s~ can not b-l! u-ficd as "~m_itigation'1' I~)r lrea1mcllts. 

Mitigation altd Monitoring Are G..-:atIJ Lackilll! 

BL\l mu.... t d~vdop ad~quat~ mitigation ror aClivili~~ curried out und~r thj~ ErS. For 
<xample. if' BLi'..r wants to ',reat'" or bw·n IOJ)()() acres of sage grou",,, habi!al, it dwuld 
be removing livestock usc 1'"<lll1 a nearby 10,000 "eres of land 10 pfo"id" better quality 
l1Csting and wintering habitat 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 
"" ",,; ,,",", C',,,"_ /".]; , <,,-,.', 

7-G-129: Site specific projects (e.g. vegetation treatments) would be 
analyzed through the NEPA process. Monitoring and mitigation 
measures would be developed at that time to minimize potential 
impacts on resources and uses such as, plant and animal commu
nity composition, function and structure. 

7-G-130: The monitoring as identified in this comment would be asso
ciated with land use plan implementation. Activity plans or site 
specific plans developed based upon goals and objectives of the 
land use plan would be analyzed through the NEPA process. 
Monitoring and mitigation measures would be developed at that 
time to minimize potential impacts on resources and uses such as, 
plant and animal community composition, function and structure. 

7-G-J3l: As projects are implemented, to achieve land use plan goals 
and objectives, appropriate mitigation measures would be consid
ered and developed through the NEP A process on a project-by
project basis to minimize potential environmental impacts. Areas 
treated may be temporarily closed to livestock grazing (Objective 
WF 1.2 and Action LG-l.2.4) until monitoring shows vegetation 
establishment and resource objectives identified in applicable 
plans are met. 

7-G-132: Addressing trespassing issues is outside the scope of this 
planning effort. 

7-G-133: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-134: Mitigation measures as suggested in this comment could be 
considered as appropriate for site specific vegetation treatment 
projects in order to achieve land use plan goals and objectives. 
Such mitigation measures would be considered on a case by case 
basis and analyzed through the NEP A process. 

U-314 
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Comments 

BLM must develop" <,om[>rdwllsi,'c monitoring plan. wilh allmonitorit.g to be funded II., 

part of lh~ pmgnul1$, and/or "lreallllellf':projed cost Otherw;.>". timdy and Ile"e"ary 
rlwnilm-ing \viH ne\-'~r ()CCUL 

7-G-135~ 

tis~ ofi\'athe PI,.nt. ,md Local Eeotypes 

BLM must eommillo using aU native ~p"ci"s in all p<lsH ..emlHcnt plantings. BLM "'llltl('! 
rc'ly on the old eXCll.sc of s~,.:d being unavaibbl~ or too 'Io!xpensi v..:'; for us·e, l!~e of all 
native ~t.::cd \\:il,h t.:'ol1:1i11itnl\;ots to !t.;S01.,J repeatedly mu~t be part of the planning and 
funding for aU projeds. Planned dcvdnpnl~nt ofrdiable supplt('s of native se~xl ~OUf(::es 
is "",sclltial. We arc wry ,'onccmcd ahotlt the u.S" ()fhybddized clIfti""rs ofnativeR that 
a~ vcry dis-slm.Har 1.0- IQcal t!cotyp-.;-s -~uch a.... (~llth'ars- of hlue-bunch \\'h(':algra..~~ that nfo.:.
derjvc:d from t.'t gras:s that lS not eVen the !oj;amc species.. 

'7-G-136 

A(l~' Imbitation ,"krti,cC projccl~ IllliSII<.lCliS (111 projeo.:ts altho.: actual lnler/ilt" with 
inhabited land". '111., is 'Ill ,m::a <If 1'8 mi!.: or less. AllV interface projeds must be lied to 
prh-ate landowners taking striJ".~t dIol1s to control ~my fire danger on their own prinlte 
Inuds, lnkns.t\'~ \vi1tiland~Hrhan interface trcaitncnts indude thiJll1ing~, pruning.. mowing, 
roof cleaning, repJaccmenl of Ilanunablc land.... cape and. huilding materials)_ -n1CSC aClkms 
should b~ limited to lh" int~rrilcc. lind tile private properly. and be USc 10 efca!e 18 mile 
of dd~ngibl~ $;pncc-_ 

~7-G-137 

fn reality, the jn:t~rnlCe is to hc, the fU'cJl \\'-hcr~ most f:~dcral t1re fund~ arc heing Sp~llt 
Instead. BUd across-the-board is olkn roaming Itn from any rcal inkrtilccs in projects 
hl..·ing (:ondtj(~ted. 

7-G-138~ 
e\S part oHIIi, EIS, I3Llv[ must provide ddaikd maps ,,1' lin inlefthe"s, and a lis( and 
fl!-Jh)ct of u] I t:rit~rJa us~J to d<_knnil1¢ lho: CXi~tCl\C~ of an int~rrttce. ~nlis h~l$ n01 bc\;u 
don~', 

'7-G- 139l 

0-G-140 

Cosl:Uellcfit Analysis 

BLM mu~t pruviM an adcqualc ,!)s1.:hcndil <umlysis of an adiolls. For example. what arc 
the costs vs_ the benefit."" of :spending $} no ~m acre to tr~al/rc$lore lands \\·herc liVestock 
grazing \\.'iII again S()r'Hl reStliue? \Vha1 ~U"C the costs 10 focal husincss~,s of rccr~iltional 
opp\)t1tillities lost duC' to mining inlpads of ~xisting und pokntial n~\V mining? Oil and 
g,\,;? Wind or other cn".rgy? What ,Ire tile c,)~lS \0 restore (or rci1'lb) l;md where 
disturbance or various dl<!vd(}pm~nt& Ina~y be nHuwed? 

What ore the ,,()sls \(> r..:_'reali'mal uscs ofpuhlk lands "flarg.:-scak 1"",1\l11cl1.\,7 We haw 
been repealedly (;ontaclcd b~' hunle", hikeni ,md birdwatchers who h,lV<: had rcerc'ltional 
olltings or tav<JI~lc r".:rcational silc, - altered 00' BL!\1 ··trcalm~nts". \Vhal. impact do 
~U'l~h losses 1111\,":- (:til the (()eal and flo:!gional eC0110111Y? 

Responses 

7-G-135: Monitoring protocols and requirements are developed for 
activity plan documents which implement land use plan manage
ment direction. 

7-G-136: See response to comment 7-G-152. 

7-G-137: Yes, we agree that private landowners must undertake ef
forts to control fire danger on their own private lands which is 
addressed in Section 3.2.10.1. However, this does not preclude 
the BLM from planning and implementing fuels reduction and 
restoration treatments on adjacent public lands to reduce potential 
catastrophic wildland fire threats. Accordingly, this land use 
planning effort addresses management actions for wildland fire 
management for those public lands administered by the PFO .. 

7-G-138: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-139: At this time, the BLM uses the Wildland Urban Interface 
(WUl) definition in the Federal Register (66:751,2001). The 
collaborative effort to identify the WUI is completed for the nine 
counties within the PFO area. 

A specific process for refining the WUI communities list has 
been developed by the Forest Service, the Department ofthe Inte
rior, and the National Association of State Foresters (e.g., Field 
Guidance: Identifying and Prioritizing Communities at Risk. Pre
pared by: National Association of State Foresters June 27, 2003). 

7-G-140: Appendix C of the Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601
1) identifies the types of decisions to be made at the land use plan 
level. The level of economic analysis identified by this comment 
is beyond the scope of the type of decisions to be made during 
this planning process. 

U-315 
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Responses 

7-G-141:  Actions as described in this comment (e.g., analysis of the costs and benefits of Fire rehab/ESR seedings) would be analyzed in separate NEPA docu-
ments during site specific project implementation. 
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Comments 

For ""'mplc. in BUvl"s rcccnt llaweJ Jim Sage lOA in a neighboring Fidd OITke. ilL1\,! 
plann~d t,) t->pend 6 tnBliotl dnHars ttJ kin jutltpl!rs acros:.s :an entire tlH)UIHain r~U1;ge. 
despite widespread """,,d problems throughoul th" lower and middle dcvations BtM 
grazing pn..)-posals. \\"oliid hav..:- ja..:r.;a..s~d grazing OIl tll~ "1r..:atcd" lands.. l11US. taxpay'cts 
would have hCiJn !tmd.ng increased livestock f<)rage tmdcr th~ guise offl10ls prt.~'eclS4 
while- r~l..-"Civing only tiny alllolmls of gr.azing fe..:- dollars in r..:ltml. 

}-G-142 	

BUd miL'! ade<l,,"tdy am,lyze " fun range of llilernaliws bas"d on ,ound ecol1omies, All 
alternatives should include ,c;c of federal fire thuds to purchase gwzing pemli!.'; 'lnd 
p(.~nnan~ndy remove Ih.·~s.iock from degraded lands; it.'" thl~ is a very' tor~se~ahl~ action 
during ih~ lite of this plan, w~ ~UPP()11 1m IIlt~rnati\'e that \l'eS pr<wllliw me'lSllre~ ;lnd 
pass'l\'e- n.::slOI'.::dioll techniqtk':S~ ad.dr('.~s~:R causa] ag~llts of t1J'e,'rucls;'v~gdation prohl¢ll1s 
~.udl :1$ livl.!"stock and OR V use. and \\'hidl mioi!nizcs risk.':i. 1,)1' invas.ive' sp~cics spread 
slcmmi[lIg from any tr~atrnent thai. ts app1i~d_ 

!7-G-143 

What arc Ih" anticipated cO,ls <,ft,."ulmcnts rcterr~d (0 inlh" R7I11' that are ["o,.cs"ebal" in 
thr: San1arit't:_ PI~:tsant.vll!.\\" and ,Jttter areas under the mllximi:l~ distmhance. R}V[P 
nU.cruati\-'cs'? 

'Vi"d und' \Vliter Ernsion 

A~ti<ms under th~ curr..:nt mId iinlilcd alkm.n.i\'~s wiU bring about widespread $oil 
efoshm and rdo-cmiofl-'nlOVcm":-l1t in wind and wal~r. In order to understand the- impads 

of the adion~. the current ~ondition of all hmds (soils. veg.. microhiotic CTllstS., dc.) must 
h~ thoroughly ass~sscd_ Th~ F.IS fails. to as.sess impacts of muhjpl~ or overlapping 01" 

ndghlmring !fCalmell!s, luI' .oxampk how will herbicid0 nIno/rbe accdenllcd in hUnl"d 
landscapes? It also failfi to analy·ze th~ Gumulativc impacts ofrnuhiplc disturham~.""1i!s toO be 
imposc.d in the ~mtn'" or neighboring iand a.reas OJ' habitats, -nlis ~lls() r¢lates 10 air quality 
prohlcrlls~ and possible il1~reased air or \vllh:r pollUtion, R.;::~cntly dl!-lL:o\,'~rcd mercury 
~ontmuinatiol1 of Jd~lIH) wntcfS and Innds Irom guld roasting in Nc\-"~u;Jn must b" 
ctll1sidered in this analysis, "I",. 

7-G-145 

Th" For,,,! and other parties arc embarking on lire-related projecls. 'Ill" intcm:lationship, 
iJf~\n ol1gtling or planned adtvitics in this region, and ~oil1!rosion~ iO$s (truativl! 
v~g~tatiot1. disruptioll t)!' t:t;OsysltJ:m pro~~ss~s and h(,lbilar~. etc. Jududit1g ai..TOs,$ 
o,.\·n~n;.hlr boundaril:!s, must b~ fully ~.\rk)-re-d_ 

('olluuifm£nt to I'ulland OpNl '\I'J'A Processes 

BL~d mu~[ ..:nsure that .all future prQj~'--'t$ that <.'\.n: tiered or rdat~d to this E1S undergo~ 

further ..:!n\"irmllnentaJ r~!yit.!w at tbe Icv-cl '"-'f an EA or E·IS with and full and open puhlic 
COlnment and partici()ation proc..;:s~. "lllts indudes Fuels: grazing: Otl and Gas 
<cxp-I()mtion~ kasing .:l.lld dI~vdopmel1L mining kasin,& ('},.ploratlon and dt:;:vdopm.;nt; blld 
disposal;.:; Dr trad.::.;: ~n~rgy site and/or infra.".tructure and/or corridor leasing or 
dcn~Jo·pm~nt.: rjght~of-\v.ay J!'tsuanc\! and de:vdopmenL 

IV-G-147 	

Responses 

7-G-142: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-143: Appendix C of the Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601
1) identifies the types of decisions to be made at the land use plan 
level. The level of economic analysis identified by this comment 
is beyond the type of decisions to be made during the planning 
process and is outside the scope of this ETS. 

7-G-144: Costs are dependent upon the specific treatments and the 
goals for those treatments. Treatments will be defined at the ac
tivity level planning level 

7-G-145: Prior to any treatments subsequent and site-specific envi
ronmental documentation would be conducted in accordance with 
laws and guidance. 

7-G-146: Cumulative impacts as described in the comment are ana
lyzed in the Chapter 4 

7-G-147: See response to comment 7-G-I08. 
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Comments 

Full Commitment 10 Native !Species lise in Sel'tfing ano Auy T.."atment 

¥7-0-148 	 BL~,',f must (:ommit to OSlo! native sp\.~d.:s in all restoration s\!cdings in aU in$~an~e-s. In tJl~ 
past. BLM h:I, u>;ed exotic, soil d"pleling crested and Siberia" whcatgrasscs. lIl1d 
aggressiyc,- invasiv~~ \\'~cdy forage ko..::hia and. intcnnediatc wheatgra..;:;s_ Insk'ad of 
n)CtL'llng on largerexolic planls (prilnarify b~{~au& they" produce Hv~sto('k for.ag~~ no 
matter how limited ils palatability). 1312" Illusl usc nalives. especially spedes like Poa 
s.;..mdherJ{ii. boHlebnl.sh squirrdmiJ and bluebnn,-~h wh...·aigra:ss in lowt.::r dc-v~,tion ~itcs, In 
the past. BLM has taikd I" r"stlands tiJr sufticicnll",ri"ds "flim.: to allow succes,ful 
..::stablishment of sced~d nati\-'\\"~ 

7-0-153 

species. 

% A~ p1lrt ()flhis EIS, pkuse, prnvide a scicnc<!.hascd (.l<Jllil'es\ock·/'lnlge·bascd, but 
7-0-J49 ccologkal sci(:ncc&bas~d) a$sessm~nt of pn:didt!d 1,..~1abh:shnlcnt times for s~cdings uf 

nall\.':0 v~gc-lation under th~ various. cnvironrncnlal sel1ings in the l.~Sn.D" and indud~ in 
this 'prcdktiol1s of·'-s.uct.':~"$.s<" with and without livestock graz,ing.., PI~,as~ also thoroughly 
descrih~ and us~ess. 1he c(;ofogk:al impacts of th~ exiting s.c('ding$ iUlpaLts 'On soas~ 
"vat.ers., v~gdatiol1. wt!etis, na1lvc, hiota. rccrcational.and cultural ~()t1C";nlS. 

BL,~\/j must dosely study the I~sson~ provided by th,.} btu..::bunci.1 wheatgr'lss s~eding in an 
ungrazed area ncar Kuua Butte in the L~RD and any eXatl1.ptc~ the :.lgcnt,.'Y may haYe in 
the Upper Snake or throughout the \\\~.st. whltre. due to no grazing for a decade, seeded 
blu(.'bul1ch wJ]catgras;,:; was ~ur\'i\'illg and lhrivlug at lu\'O' dc\'utJ.t)l1;:;, In addition. pk-as~ 
lI:S~ exisling exdosur~s as reteri!n~~ areas for comparison of etT~t:ts ofno grazing t~u 
s1..'>verai ~;Ii:~ars t~)Ho,,"il1g a fire. \"S. Bf.}..r$. r.ypi(.:,d \\'oidltlly illadequat~ 2 growing $cason~'$ 
'f~s.L -nl~r~ ar..:: alst) exdo:om(es in the- Jarbidgt:!- FO that can sc-rvc as- refcr\~ncC' sit.:;:s and 
comparative cx:nnpks. One is locatcd north of Winter Camp BuUe, lllhcrs arc Ilcar 
R\)Se''ti)rth_ J)lease visit these silcS~ and quantify the din:er~n~~~ h,e,twc~11 \'eg~t~llion 
inside and otu$id~ lhes..: ~xdt)sure~. and us.; this inftmUiUrQTl in rlen:ioping a rc~llistic 
tim~ frame J~;)r !i"es,1ot,;k c...:.dnsi011 from s~edc{i lanus. 

~7-0-150 

iI, ran oflhis EIS process. please Iisl and idclllit} all exdosures in Ihe I'FO, and assess 
7-0- l th"ir curr.:nt statu!'_. mail1k:nancc siWlIt,lQu. nIld use them for ~-Ompanl1i v.e purpOs'eS to 

und':-J'stand gmzing ~nects. 

15I

Sageblw<h and other appropriate naliw shruhs (wi1l1erfll{, shad,eak rabbitbrush) lllUSll~ 
Indud~d in all s~~dingsr and n.~peatcd dlDr1s must he made to cs,tahHsh native ~Ilruh 
coyer. du12' i'(} its imrOt1at1C~ to rnany nalfye wildlife sp~(:ie:.;. 

BU.'I must ttSe som<: or its burgeoning nrc thnding 10 sel up a reliable network lUld 
$y~tern for supply and stowg!? ofnative see-r.i,. in,,;.~luding locaH~J adapt't!d ..:colypes.., $0 that 
this nativ~ sc'cd is rem.tily ai/ailahic in th~ vi.'akc nft1n!', I:3-L1'\:1 w1111h\!11 no 1t..)l1gl.:.~rha\'~ th~ 
tim~-w0fn ex~tlSe that ~'w~ couldn-t gel native :;;ccds~ ~o had to pJant ~wg·~. It i~ tim\! to 
.ad rt;!sponsiblj'. and apply f~dcral fire funds 10 setting up '*, rdiahl~ sy'st~m of seed 
Mll'ply, 

Responses 

7-0-148: See response to comment 7-0-152. 

7-0-149: The programmatic analysis of impacts (Chapter 4) from 
management direction as described for each alternative in the 
DEISIRMP (Chapter 2) address the comments concern. 

7-0-150: Direction in the Proposed RMP has been clarified (PP-LO
1.2.4 and PP-LO-l.2.5) as to when livestock grazing can resume 
following (1) wildland fire and (2) fire and non-fire vegetation 
treatments. Objectives specific to or potentially impacted by live
stock in ES&R or Restoration plans need to be met before resum
ing livestock grazing. 

7-0-151: The listing of exclosure information is outside the scope of 
this planning document. 

7 -0-152: Throughout the document management direction is in
cluded that addresses the use of native species following rehabili
tation and restoration activities (e.g. CA-WF-1.2, B-WF-4.1.3). 

7-0-153: Addressing purchasing and storage of seed is outside the 
scope of this planning document. 
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Comments 

BLl\J must also C(1lnmit to ft."-seeding in subs~quenl years~ if initial se(.~[ng aU~tnpls an: f not ~u"cc,,;jbl du,~ 10 drought or other factol'".111j~ must be I"clored inter any :7-G- 154

).,-[aIlY higher d.c\'ation sites require NO s;~.:dil1g of herbaceous species at an tbHo,"\'ing a 
lire-. Only sagdrnrsh or other native shrubs should b\!' ~~cded in these Ian&"'~ It is <lj-,s.senliat 
ho\vc-\.'cr; that th~~'io" :siles re(.:cive ad~tl'uate rest Irmn li\'\!sto~k gmzlng so that understory 
cotnponent!5. including m.icrobioti.:: Cfllstfi. ('an 1~~OV~j' this is ~,!';s¢nlial tf~ prevent nt.!\v 

li,rr\!"ed inv~L~iun. 111': [W'O grazing. s~::''ls,on''s n~s.t -·'n1u~,'hc is n01 sul1ici.e-nt 

7-0-155!	
Live,tock Facilities: Th" EFR mus! sha'l,ly lim;1 the lise of federal tIre funds ill 
"onstnl_~ti()ll of pO'~l-firl!' liv~~to(;k '_~ldliti.-;s, BLl\rs t)'f)icHI respnns~ to fire IS to p12c\! i-l 
fcnc~. tempora,1)' or p~nllan~11t7 around the: pc1"iUlct~r of a nf'C .. and aiso ·a1 ..ilnes tn 
d~v-elop additiorH~l water facilities. Illes\: acti(}us. (f~l1cc~ flu\,\' Yf:lkr [lCtlitioC's) ,U'C ~O-T 
part of posH;re rehab,lhey are part of !i\'~slock management on slIn'owl(jillg lands. BLM 
must instl.!'ud pull ,"xisting liv(lst0ck grazing ha..::k ttl pn:~bu:m pasturre, or alto:tnlent 
h91llJd.ary kuees. 

Stich PQsl-firc c'onstruction hiHges inflict. in an unplanlic-d and U1Ul~~.:ssary l'ummr.:-r, a 
new array ofdisturbances to wildlif" habitats already greatly impacted by nre 
distUfh1l11C'; 

'7-G-156 

, 
m 

Th~rc an..~ rn~lIly h~lnnful imp.a~t~ of bRrb¢d \-virl..': f.:ncc$ altd other Ilv;:,stot;'k tadtitics 
po~ts sen'~ as perch~s for pr~dators, "bservation .. points for bro\\ln-h~adC'd ~owbird.:g. Plus:. 
ft.:'nc\',!$ caus\.'" aVian mortality from coiJisions:. 7\..:w wakr Sources Ie-ad toO rapid disturham:;¢ 
and depletion of lands in the ~lrt::~S ~urround~ng them" placing additimH-l~ stress. on native 
eel)~ystcm.s and d~pcnd~nl sp0ci~s. 


7-G-

,
,\\,'\\/1' strongly ~upporl:;; using existing unbunll!d pas.tur~ or ~ll:1()tment hnulldury fenc~s ;lS 

thl;!: stntctures that n:stric-t li\'eslt)l,.'k from burned or tn:att':d lands. By closing tbi.:!SC 
$f.}lnt.~what larg'l!r land ureas h) liv\:~l()ck grazing. BLX-l \;viU ah;o provid;.: smul! bett"'~r grJ.:% 
,~ovcr and habil~ll n.w Spel.:"teS Iik!.? sage gn2usc_ dnlt face hahitat h)ss and fragnl,~ntalion a...,. 
1,,".<1, bum. ;\ 4·5 Year d'Nll'e or the pasture Of allotment will re;;ult in un grazed areas 
that h:4",JP to IW,)vidt: grasses ~}f sufTicicnt hdghL or 0th~r necessary hahitat cOHlponcnL""_ 
l~)r ",gc gNUS" and nth.:r nati V~ wildlife. Only kmporary r""ililie, should boO ...IIl,wee!. if 
any aN used at all primarily deClr;" It:nccs. ;\H post-firc r<:flab plans must sp"cil~· 
f<2ll1oval dai~$ lbr any livestock facilities that r..?sull 11"0-111 fire n:hah activitit.."s_ However_ 
tltlnpOf;:lfY dectric fences. hav~ a long track r~cord of f:.1ilufc .. pleas\? f~view infonH~lt'ion 
BL:'v1 on1c~ fiks Lonc~rnjtlig \\,(h~ful tre~pa.'is (Jrburned areas 0T ~~n}iiti\\~; riparian ar~as 
that r'i!'$ulto:.!.d from tho.: It.sc ()ft.;,~mpl')rary 'few..:e~.. nnher tllan removing ltvc:stnck to ....xis-ting 
pa.';;turl;" or aHolnlent bOlU1:dary fences. 

,\C~l$ Should :\,>( 13" Shitted El"~"h"re: BLM should 110t shill At'Ms from tre<l(ed or 
bllllled lands (0 otltor are"." .\11 AL'lvh Ihml bumc<i.'!r"aled land, ,hould he placed in
t~mI'0nlry susp·ension until r~hah, ()f rc~toratiotl. su.;...~('.ss ()C.... UI."S. ndQr~ any trO:J.1mcnt 
can oc'cur~ an ~xaJninatjon of n,"~c1.!ssary long-ternl rC:-il or posl-trc.;:nllli!nt _:U..lJvf reductions 
must ()c(,,~.ur. 

7-G- J59 

O-G-158 

l

Responses 

7-G-154: Should initial seeding attempts fail due to drought or other 
factors, nothing prohibits fe-seeding in subsequent years to meet 
identified resource objectives, 

For the Final EIS and Proposed RMP, Action PP-WF-3.2.3 has 
been added for clarification, 

7-G-155: Actions CA-WF-L2.1, A-WF-2.2.2 and B-WF-4.L3 em
phasize the use of native species in fire and non-fire related vege
tation treatments. For the Proposed Plan/FElS, Action 8-WF
4.1.6 has been re-written (PP-WF-3,L6) to clarity the purpose 
and intent regarding the seeding of sagebrush. Objective WF 1.2 
and Action LG-I.2A address how areas burned or treated would 
be temporarily closed to livestock grazing. 

7-G-156: Thank you for your comment 

7-G-157: Impacts from fencing and water developments are ad
dressed on page 4-156 (Draft RMPIEIS), Text has also be added 
to the analysis regarding posts serving as perches. 

7-G-158: Areas burned or treated would be temporarily closed to 
livestock grazing (Objective WF 1.2 and Action LG-l ,2.4) until 
monitoring shows vegetation establishment and resource objec
tives identified in applicable plans are met 

How areas are closed and what facilities or structures would be 
used to implement a closure are outside the scope of this planning 
effort 

7-G-159: Adjustments in stocking rates (AUMs) due to fire or non
fire vegetation treatments and or wildland fires are considered on 
a case-by-case basis, Objective WF 1.2 and Action LG-B-l ,24 
addresses temporarily closing areas affected. 
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Comments 

..· Rcgrdh.bly, ill. fec.ellt JFO P':.. d.OCUlllClltS. '5t-nr~ B.LM has mcrdy h~c.'n .'him'.lg lOWS.lock 
• lISc elsewhere. and thus lIllpaet, of hV¢,IOd: 011 \\'alersb~d,. w,ldhl". habrtal. etc. arc 

m.agnified altd afnplificd to the delrim~nt (}f naliv~ sp~cic-s and th~ ecosystems upon 
, whkh tlle), depend. HLM ha" never 'L~,,,,,,,d !he impact, ,,!'tbc,e ,billed :\(;\1,. 

~ 
7 -G-160! 

i ..\I'~" OrR"sled tnnds 1I1"'1 Provide Habitat (.., .. \Tati"" Wildlife, BLM 1m"'! protect land 

arcaS$lIIi"tc..icnt 10 provide hab.i.lat. for SU$I".. ining V.'iable and hCl,l!hy p"puhl!iolls of naliw 
wildlrlc as pHIloI' alllreatmem or ESR "cti,·ities and ,kc',;ons. ·n,." is particularly 

, ilnportanl for declining shrub-stepp~ sJNdcs that an.~ facing accderated habital loss and 
: fragm~l1tali()n (Knick <:\ al. 2003. ('onndlv c( aL 20()4). BU...! musC a,s~ss the s"llus of 

;7-G-161!'.:.: 

x populations and h:lhitat.~ \vithin tlJe lsrg~r landst.·a.p~ areH, and d~ten-nine th~ likely dleel 
t.·, ofa flrc on sp.eeiill. slatus ,pecics and "thei' imp"rt"n! hi"ta. B.L~1Ilm't also ao't It> IlIke 
~ protective rne~lsur'i!S not only 'on the Hre-affect\!d aHotnl~nts. but a~s() on S1.UTOlmding 
, lands. lind to bUn"f habitatlo", unl;1 the habitat that illig been lost '''111 be r",lnfed. 

7-G-162

t W1IlcrshedsiWatcr Qua:;ty; Rosllng SUm,,;C!!! areas bllmed am! ullhl1med. !reined and runtreated - IS .;sscn1tallof watershed protectIOn.
'f/-G-163 

iRiSK Assessments: B! .1\1 mllst conducl assessments (lfthe risk< of ,cediug, faih,,·c.loss_ 
t.' incrca . .:;~d depl,ction..w~cd inv3.s1')t1Sc under various post-treattuent.. grazing stra1Xgi~s and 
; acros~ a broad mng~ of alt.ernativ~. \Vhut arc the risks of $\!eding weakening ~md 

depletion if grating IS allowed fo resume too soon<'" 

;;7-G-16' 

¥ 	
~\fin!tnal USIo! of Chemj..:ais: BL~1 HUlst gtriv'e" IQ minimiz~ USc of ~h~mkaIK in wild land 
settjng~. ,'\J1 in..::r1;!aslng segn.lent of the publk has; health probll2lUs rdated to ~helnicaJ
s..:usitiviljcs,. Chc.:micaJs m<:lV leach into w~ner. hlow on ~,rodillg- soils into other sil~S" 
\:\/ind t!rosioll i~ t~lr mt''!re sigllific~tnt in post-1''Ir.o envir():nmen[;~.a~ dark hare $tJH surfat:~s. 
heat "1', with fh~ result <lft'IHlI1d-doud ~rosi(m.'dm;!d"Yil, blowing >oils away. C:lnc~r. 
respiratory prohlL"1l1s' and m~U1y other human health etTe~ts t,1f horhicides and other 
tr~:ltt!lCll\ chemic.. ls are wdl-bnowl1.

:7-G-165 

It' Bi..,,;\:r ehoosl.!-s to use l!h~'Tnj~ats., lh~ treated l.;:md~. ~U1d sllffoundll1:g al"ea:s~ must tX' 

; posted wilh signs thaI wams Ih" recreational publ;,- of dwmical us,,-and possihle 


".' 	 ~x.-posur~. BL:\.l\i, dh;,a..strOtL"- U.S~ ,.)f Ot.Lst d~n.l0n~lra.tes the llIlct:liaiuly ass(h:.ial~d with 1I.... ~ 
() "hcmical sin \\,'lItlland s-clti.ngs~ \\,'her~ wind ero~don or "',lt~r runoff may' trnnF;pOl1 
..:hr:l1llCah h) uninl~nded tln.:as with ul1int..:nd..:d ..::onsequcnc(::\, 

, I 
7 -G-166 

i 1'<,[;0<1>; of Resl: BLl\l musl require ad"'l.tI"l< p,,,;ods "I' rest from all Itvesl""," grazing to 
1l ". .:nSllr.: that full rcco\'¢r~-~ or ~.st.abli~hmcnt of ~~(;.dc;."'d V~g~...ta1.';Ol.i' o-cc-u.rs_ Tl.1iS time period 

is much !ong.er than BL~J t::ver requir~s_ and is often d~J'h~ndent on th0 condilion and 
, health ofvegctalioll c()mmtlllitic~ pr,,·lirc, Eddleman Cl aL (!994) described 4-5 Y,,<1r 

~ periods orn~sl as, ncL'css~uy for degrad~d \v~~tcl"n jUl1ip~r i..'onu.nunitit:s.1 
7-G-161

LQ\" dcvatioll !{agehru~h-!:·:.le,pr" L:-ommunili~~ Hl:.lY: require a dtxadc- or Jnorc~ and 
fr:pl!!ttcd }>~cding ~llbr1$ during r}~riods of tln'orabll.! \\'i.~:ather~ to aBo\\" rc~c:;,tablislltl1"nt of 

7-G-16. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

7-G-160: Thank you for your comment. 

7 -G-161: Resting is a tool that can be applied whenever standards are 
not being met 

7-G-162: Chapter 4 presents the likely impacts from implementing 
the management direction/guidance for resources and uses by 
alternatives presented in Chapter 2. Because the draft RMPIEIS 
provides a broad management framework, the analysis (Chapter 
4) represents best estimates of impacts because exact locations of 
development or management are not known. Through implemen
tation, specific locations would be identified and site specific 
NEP A analysis would be conducted. Impacts are quantified to 
the extent practical with available data. Impacts from and to 
Wildland Fire Management and Livestock Grazing as well as 
other resources and uses are discussed in Chapter 4. 

7-G-163: Yes, it is agreed that resting burned and treated areas is 
important in the establishment of desirable vegetation and cover 
for watershed protection. Fire management restrictions for re
sources and resource uses (PP-WF - L3ILivestock Grazing and 
PP-LG-I.2.5) in the Proposed PlanlFEIS address this by requi
ring that beginning the following grazing season, livestock be 
excluded from the burned area until an evaluation is completed 
to determine if objectives specific to or potentially impacted by 
livestock grazing in site-specific emergency stabilization and/or 
rehabilitation plans have been met. 

7-G-164: The assessment described in this comment for "seeding 
failure" "various post-treatment grazing strategies' is outside the 
scope of this planning effort. This information is obtained 
through ongoing monitoring and evaluation of planned activities 
to implement the land use plan. This information is used in mak
ing management decisions as identified in Objective CA-GE-LL 
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Comments Responses 

7-G-165:  Reference noted. 

7-G-166:  See response to comment to 7-G-17. 

7-G-167:  Reference noted. 

7-G-168:  Areas treated or rehabilitated following wildland fires would be temporarily closed to livestock grazing (Objective WF 1.2 and Action LG 
-1.2.4) until monitoring shows vegetation establishment and resource objectives identified in applicable plans are met.  
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1-G-168 

Comments 

nati\:e vegdation_ "nle hiS plan musl addrcs"l:! th;;;:512: nel."P2ssar;r p~rit,.)ds of resL .;1ud not base 
its actiolls t\l1 the ,,(mvclliel1cc of the Ii "cstock illdll~try, 

;0 C<}ml11ill11~llt to Rehab; BLlvl's s.;"ping tcHer 1~" the Fuds lOIS (ll,ldcd illlo this RMP) 
staled that '';r~hab'" QIi..'(;U!"X up to three: year;>; ailcr u frre. This 11lusl be expanded, to !hc 
tiule, period ~unjei~nt to a~hi~ve adequate and he.althy nativ~ v~gdatjon ~omnlunili("S. 
llnd no "Pl'er time limil put in place. A rcasonable lime pcriod \\"Hlld he 10 years. given 
th~ v:lgari,'s of \\'calb~r and drought I..'yd~s in depl~ted arid low d~\'ation lands. 

7-G-J69 

What ,\\xmL R"storation? "Rehabhing," in the BLi\! sense. is vastly d;n<:reut from 
f\!stQ,ratkm to a flIli comp,-metlt of nativc vegetation and ecologtc;;u pf'O~eSSeK, Und..e:r \Vh"ll 

circumstances will BLM u"'"'rtake Res[<lmtion? Is Ihis NEPA docllmc111 inlcnd"d to 
cowrthat" How will BLi\r, ESR acti,-ilics rdate to restoration? 

7-G- 1701'··· 

_-\n:ilysis or!'"s! EFRR"hab·1{csroration Actions_ As part "flllis NEPA proc"'" BL~I 
1ll1l,1 assess all i~~ post-fir.! rdlal> d't<.lfts in the P;lSI J()--'lO years, or how,,"er long I"cords 
hu\,(': been kept For e,x.tl1t:ph;,~ \\'hich i,!:wg $cl;!:dtJlgs w~rc pbmteJ, and \\:h\!tl'? 

:7-G-171 t 

l) 

FoHowing this, BLl\I must collect site-speciHc dat~1 on th~ (:urrcnt ct1udition.. health, 
"ildlif¢. rccreati,)H;l1 and olher value, "flllesc ar,,"s ,,,,,ded post-lire, How many new 
fcncC's~ pjpetines~ lrf~ugh$". etc, have beC'H built lIsing ESR funds? \Vhat ~mpads hav~ t'ht,~y 
had? .'\ cOlupl¢t..: ana'IY$ls lnllst be prvsentcd in thi:; ~EP",\ docum~nt. 

q-G-172~ 


£"':OJlQmll.:'s: A (:ompl~te analysis of th..:: (:-()sls and b.~netils of Fire r~hab/ESR set:ding~ 
tuust h~ pro\-idc(L \Vhat i::; th~ p~r~acrc dollar ens! of all actions under aU al(crnaltves.? 
\Vh~ll ar~ th\! t,~col()gic.al t:ostsib<L!ncfit'S. oflh~~c actions? . '. BL,\·llllu,t "Iso "sses", impad' of poor pre·fir.; land "ondiliollS and managcm"m 0111i1e 
'lmil:om.es of any pusl-f"irQ r~-cov\!ry~ '(Uld of1hc- likelihood of SUC-(:i;ss of any posl*fir\! 
rehab, 

17-G-1741· 

Pleas.: a.lso pr{)vidc ~xlenSiivc nml1ysi!-O of the imp;ict~ of post~firc ··S~ll.llgc~· logging ur 
thhming. \\'b;1t are its, impact!5 h) ::;.;oils, vogetation. w~-ed invasilm risks, wildlife habitats. 
J:hih~ries. n:cr~-nti()nal and other UStes nf the tliI~Ch~,d lauds? 'Vhat havt,; b~l:!n Hi"; impads 
1<>. and whal is the condition ot: lunds wheN Ihis hIlS <)c('un'ed in the past? 

~-G-175~ 


PI~a$c kc.::p liS dMdy int<mned <If all steps in this proc","_ \Vc arc submiHing additional 
comments. 
Sincerdy, 

Kali;: Fitll;~ 

Bil10iversity Dif~ctor 
\\'c$ICm Watersheds Pmj.;ct 
PO B.)x 2!l63 
B<I"", II) 1(1701 
208-4291-1679 

Responses 

7-G-169: The three year time frame for rehabilitation projects is BLM 
policy. This does not preclude treatments from continuing after 
three years should there be a need to meet resource objectives. 

7-G-170: Restoring altered lands, and maintaining lands in LHC-A are 
actions identified under Alternative B, Goals VE-6 and WF-4. 
Also refer to CA-VE-U and 2.1. 

7-G-171: Thank you for your comment. 

7-G-172: The assessment described in this comment is outside the 
scope of this planning effort. This information is obtained through 
ongoing monitoring and evaluation of planned activities to imple
ment the land use plan. This information is used in making man
agement decisions as identified in Objective CA-GE-l.l. 

7-G-173: Actions as described in this comment (e.g., analysis of the 
costs and benefits ofFire rehab/ESR seedings) would be analyzed 
in separate NEP A documents during site specific project imple
mentation. 

7-G-174: The assessment described in this comment is outside the 
scope of this planning effort. This information is obtained through 
ongoing monitoring and evaluation of planned activities to imple
ment the land use plan. This information is used in making man
agement decisions as identified in Objective CA-GE-l.l. 

7-G-175: Post fire salvage is a tool like thinning, used to achieve For
estry, Vegetation and or Fire Management related objectives of the 
land use plan. Should the need arise, site-specific NEPA docu
mentation would be prepared. 
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Responses 
8-G-1: The proposed recreation management objectives and actions 

in Chapter 2 emphasize the increasing demand for recreation and 
provide alternative methods for managing recreation. 

8-G-2:  “Closed unless signed open” is not a practical way to imple-
ment travel management, given the opportunity for on-the-ground 
manipulation, destruction, or removal of signs. However, BLM 
can adopt a “closed unless designated on the travel management 
plan maps,” which would be considered during travel manage-
ment planning. 

8-G-1 
Blackrock Canyon is the only area in the PFO where this policy 
has been adopted.  Current inventory for this 40 miles of desig-
nated routes is 130 signs which constitutes 1.8% of the field of-
fice which requires the replacement of approximately 30 signs 
per year. 

8-G-3: Thank you for your comment.  

8-G-2 

8-G-3 
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Comments Responses 

8-G-4 
8-G-4:  The RMP addresses area designations for OHVs (Open, Lim-

ited or Closed).  Specific route designation will be completed 
during travel management planning and will consider criteria for 
route designation as described under Alternative B, Action B-RE-
4.2.6.  

8-G-5 
8-G-5:  Changing the name to Pocatello SRMA is consistent with 

Action B-RE-3.1., which has been carried forward into the Pro-
8-G-6 posed RMP. Management direction is to limit motorized and 

mechanized travel to designated routes. Existing designated 
routes, in addition to newly designated routes for various vehicles 

8-G-7 types, would be considered during future travel management 
planning.  

8-G-6:  Many considerations are given to route designations. See Ob-
jective B-RE-4.2 and Actions B-RE-4.2.1 – B-RE-4.2.7.  

8-G-7: The “Limited” designation allows for large blocks of public 
lands to be available for non-motorized opportunities. Motorized 
and mechanized travel would be limited to designated routes 
only. Non-motorized travel would be allowed on all public lands.  

8-G-8 
8-G-8: With the current SRMA designation and identification of the 

Lower River RMZ (Action B-RE-3.1.2) to be managed for primi-
tive and backcountry physical setting, it is not necessary to desig-
nate the area as an ACEC. These values will be adequately pro-
tected and managed under the SRMA – therefore an ACEC des-
ignation would be redundant and not warranted.  

8-G-9 
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8-G-9: The land tenure zones do not mean to imply that all land within a particular zone be sold or exchanged. It only categorizes the public land so that BLM 
can consider proposals for exchange or sale should they arise. Before any parcel can be considered for disposal it must first be designated as available for 
possible disposal in the land use plan. Land use plan conformance is only the first step for disposal. All proposed sales or exchanges must still be 
screened as shown in Chapter 2, Action AA-LR-5.1.3, Action B-LR-5.1.1, B-LR-5.1.2., and B-LR-5.1.3, and then evaluated through NEPA with public 
review and a public interest determination. 

Under Alternative B, which has been carried forward into the Proposed RMP, the over all land base would be maintained with only 5% available for pos-
sible disposal in Zone 4.  Not all parcels will necessarily be disposed of.  The goal of zoning is not to dispose of land but to have the option to consider a 
proposal. 
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Comments Responses 

8-G-9 8-G-10:  Thank you for your comment. 

8-G-11: Solid leasable minerals do not occur over 95% of the public 
8-G-10 lands under jurisdiction of PFO.  Consequently, it is incorrect to 

assume that 95% of the lands identified in the RMP as open to the  
consideration of leasing would be leased.  Figure 3-16 shows the 
area where the principal PFO solid leasable mineral, phosphate, is 
known to occur. 

8-G-11 The RMP does not contain a proposal to conduct individual or 
programmatic solid mineral leasing.  Rather, it identifies areas 
that BLM would consider leasing.  

Issuing any additional solid mineral leases, a discretionary action, 
would be considered in the future, during Plan implementation, 
after further NEPA analysis for specific proposals.  

Lands are categorized in the RMP as “open for leasing considera-
tion” both in and outside of areas known to contain phosphate or 
other solid leasable minerals to allow adequate flexibility for fu-
ture mineral exploration efforts that are unknown and unidenti-
fied at the present time.    

See responses to comments to 10-A-11(b) and 6-G-45. 
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Comments Responses 
9-G-1: Action B-RE-4.1.1 states that 12,700 acres within WSAs and 

RNAs would be designated as Closed to OHV use and all remain-
ing public lands (601,100 acres) would be designated as Limited 
for OHV use. 

9-G-2:  BLM policy dictates the process/procedures that BLM will 
follow regarding Revised Statute (R.S.) 2477 Rights-of-Way. 

9-G-3:  BLM policy dictates the process/procedures that BLM will 
follow regarding Revised Statute (R.S.) 2477 Rights-of-Way.  

9-G-4:  BLM policy dictates the process/procedures that BLM will 
follow regarding Revised Statute (R.S.) 2477 Rights-of-Way. 

9-G-5: BLM policy dictates the processes and procedures that BLM 

9-G-1 
will follow regarding Revised Statute (R.S.) 2477 Rights-of-Way. 

9-G-2 

9-G-3 

9-G-4 

9-G-5 
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Comments Responses 
9-G-7: BLM policy dictates the processes and procedures that BLM 

will follow regarding Revised Statute (R.S.) 2477 Rights-of-Way. 

9-G-8:  BLM policy dictates the process/procedures that BLM will 
9-G-6 follow regarding Revised Statute (R.S.) 2477 Rights-of-Way. 

9-G-9:  BLM policy dictates the process/procedures that BLM will 
follow regarding Revised Statute (R.S.) 2477 Rights-of-Way. 

9-G-10:  See Objective AA-LR-3.1 which addresses maintaining ex-
9-G-7 isting access and acquiring public access and administrative ac-

cess consistent with resource values and to ensure efficient ad-
ministration of public lands. 

9-G-8 
9-G-11: Objective AA-LR-3.1 addresses maintaining existing access 

and acquiring public and administrative access to BLM-
administered public lands. Action AA-LR-5.1.10 provides that 

9-G-9 access to public lands be retained should they be transferred out 
of federal ownership.  

9-G-10 9-G-12:  BLM concurs that the RMP needs to address all forms of 
recreational travel methods, provide adequate opportunity for all, 
and reduces conflict. 

9-G-11 
Objectives identified in the RMP demonstrate the intent to man-
age for all forms of recreational opportunities. Refer to Objective 
B-RE-1.1: Manage lands for a variety of non-motorized, mecha-
nized, and motorized opportunities (page 2-72) and Objective B-
RE-4.2: Implement comprehensive travel management planning 

9-G-12 utilizing strategies for motorized, mechanized, and non-
motorized recreation (page 2-87). 
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'~;; SAVE OUR ACCESS AND RIGHTS OF WAY 
' § ~ P.O. Box 914, Pocatello, Idaho 83204 

ATI'ACUMENX "A" 
A P,\RTIAL LIST OF IDSTQRIC PlffiLIC ACCESS ROADS & TRAU..S 

O N BLM AD~UNJSU:RED LANDS IN CARIDOU COUND'.ID 

Road N•me Ltpl Description 
l4 Mile/Drv UoUow Road T6S, 

Z. .lim :omelison :aavoa Rood T6S, R39E, S7,13,18 
3,_ P,w Cam a Road .ru "-Sil,t: 
~- Hi~~in>OO ~aoyoo 'll.Sl4 

" " ,s; 
5. Moses Ctuk Trail ,533 
6. Trail • :..,·on Ro•d 

Vood Gulch Rood 

Qaaw :red< Road 
Canvon Ro•d 'ossil • Til 

.vmow Fl ' Rood _ns, R4< 
l<ces> to lear River Road ns, 
l<CCSS to · lladcfoot River Road 1'7S, R4ll , Sl4 
lear C... TSS.R 41£,531,32 
>Yincbtll :utolfRoad T6S, R42E, S2 
>Ya..oa Fl>t_& Meadow Creek Mta Ate<$$ T5S. R43E, 519,30 

. Peterson J reek Road T-IS. R41£. 530,31 
13. Lanes Cruk ACe<$$ rss. 14& SJ5 
19. Caldwdl Canyon ,SI,6, 

120. IS, 's; ,34 
I 2 • lJoket Foothill Aecess 6£,53,10 
I 22. Alkali Flot Access ~7 

" " 
I 23. South Adt Canyoa Access 
I 24. Bear River Aceess 
I 25. South Hill Atteu 

" " " R« 
l6.Sum20 ':a a von Access TilS . R45£.S .. " " TllS, R~E, 

Jttle Vallev Access TI4S,R43E, ;,32 

~ullen :An von Aceess ns, R37£. 1s 
,Jauoha Trail Access IDS, RJSE, $25,31 
enki .. & Davis :anvoo Access TIOS. t38E, ,2,7,t2, 

:aovoo Access T ;,n 
;,.. •• Road Aecess 

33. Marsh Creek Access 2S 

34. 
35. Crane Creek Access 
36. Rob~rs Roost A<eess 25 

.IS OF BIG GAII1E W!Nl 'R RANGt: lRCELS SCHEDULED FOR DISPOSAl 
China :All l'6S, R42E, ',18 

. Woolv V.Uev T6S, R43E, S31 
J, !llill G2nroo Fa<t T6S.R44E. )4,? . . . T6S.R441 )14 . . . T7S, R44E, 524~-
4. China Bat T65, R4lE, S i ,18 .. . 1'7S, 

===== Worki11g/or the restorclltoll. mailllellot~ and perpetuation of public o«e.<.< IQ publtc land --

·~ 
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Comments Responses 
9-G-13: Objective AA-LR-3.1 addresses the issue of public access  

by maintaining existing access and acquiring public and adminis-
trative access consistent with resource values and to ensure effi-
cient administration of public lands 

9-G-14:  See response to comment 9-G-11 

9-G-13 9-G-15:  In Chapter 2 (Tables 2-4a - 2-4l) driving for pleasure is listed 
in nearly all RMZ’s as a Targeted Outcome/Primary Activity. 

9-G-14 During travel management planning, a variety of roads and trails 
will be considered for designation utilizing criteria under Action 

9-G-15 B-RE-4.2.6 to ensure opportunities to include but not limited to 
“driving for pleasure.”  

9-G-16: In the Proposed RMP, 12,700 acres of public land would be 
9-G-16 closed to OHV’s.  All remaining public lands (601,100 acres) 

would be designated as “Limited” for OHV use, which does pro-

9-G-17 vide for motorized access to public lands. 

9-G-18 
9-G-17: The following goals and objectives demonstrate the BLM’s 

intent to manage for all forms of recreational opportunities. 

Goal RE-3 Provide for a variety of recreational opportunities and 
9-G-19 experiences (page 2-72). 

 Objective B-RE-1.1 
Manage lands for a variety of non-motorized, mechanized, and 

9-G-20 motorized opportunities (page 2-72). 

 Objective B-RE-4.2 
Implement comprehensive travel management planning utilizing 
strategies for motorized, mechanized, and non-motorized recrea-
tion (page 2-87).  
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Responses 

9-G-18:  Managing OHV use is one component of many in managing ecologically healthy systems.  Refer to objectives and action items listed under Goal VE-
6, which states, “Manage vegetation types to provide for their presence as part of an ecologically healthy ecosystem.” 

9-G-19:  This planning effort includes area designations and criteria for route designations. Travel management plans, which will specify a system of designated 
routes, will be developed following this planning effort.  Action B-RE-4.1.6 identifies what sources would be used in the development of travel manage-
ment plans, e.g., baseline and/or preliminary road/trail networks. 

9-G-20:  BLM understands that the public wants a full range of recreation opportunity.  As such, the following management direction addresses a full range of 
recreation opportunities.  

 Refer to
 Goal RE-3: Provide for a variety of recreational opportunities and experiences (page 2-72). 

 Objective B-RE-1.1: 
Manage lands for a variety of non-motorized, mechanized, and motorized opportunities (page 2-72). 

 Objective B-RE-4.2: Implement comprehensive travel management planning utilizing strategies for motorized, mechanized, and non-motorized recreation 
(page 2-87). 

These objectives demonstrate the BLM’s intent to manage for all forms of recreational opportunities.  
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SAVE OUR ACCESS AND RIGHTS OF WAY 
PO. Box 914, Pocatello, Idaho 83204 

cc US Rcpresenmtivc Michael Simpson Washington D.C. 
cc US Senator Larry Craig Washington D.C. 
cc US Senator Mike Crapo Washington D.C. 
cc Caribou County Commissioners Soda Springs, ID 
cc Bannock County Commissioners Pocatello, fD 
cc Bingham County Commissioners Blackfoot, ID 
cc Bear Lake County Commissioners Paris, ID 
cc franklin County Conunissioners Preston, 10 
cc State Senator Clint Stenen Sun Valley, ID 

===== lflo,.kingforthe I 'C.'!ItJI 'OiiUit, III(JfJITellliiiCe amltJerpl!lualiun n public acct•ss lu public land 

~· 
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Comments Responses 
10-G-1: Section 3.2.5.12 describes the risk of invasive species and 

noxious weeds. Specific management direction is addressed in 
Objectives CA-VE-2.1 and AA-VE-2.1. Action CA-2.1.3 de-
scribes types of stipulations to be developed when authorizing 
new permitted/authorized activities for the prevention and treat-
ment of invasive species and noxious weeds. Management direc-
tion (CA-VE-2.1) identifies priority treatment areas and restora-
tion of habitats which follows the Interior Columbia Basin Strat-

10-G-1 
egy (2003) which identifies federal agencies and Tribes will work 
together at appropriate scales to develop integrated weed man-
agement strategies to restore lands damaged by invasive species 
and address maintenance and restoration of habitats. Action CA-
VE-2.1.4 has been revised to more accurately reflect the working 
together of federal agencies and Tribes. 

10-G-2 10-G-2: The potential for invasive species from the alternatives is 
detailed in Chapter 4 for all the alternatives. For example, page 4-
160 discusses potential for more invasive species from various 
land use authorizations; page 4-162 discusses potential for inva-
sives from new roads associated with energy development; page 

10-G-3 4-164 discusses potential for invasives from recreational activi-
ties. Conversely, Chapter 4 also discusses how sensitive species, 
wildlife, and vegetation are adversely impacted from invasive 
species. 

10-G-3: All comments will be incorporated into the planning record. 
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Biodiversity Institute, Winthrop, WA 98862, ph . 509- 996- 2490) . 
INTRODUCTION 
Biological invasions of alien plants present one of the most serious 
threats to long- term maintenance of ecosystem health and biodiversity 
(Westman, 1990, Tyser and Key, 1988, Mack, 1986, 1981) in the interior 
Columbia River basin (ICRB) . Invasion and colonization by alien plants 
reduces the health and integrity of ecosystems in many ways . These 
invasions degrade resource values (Bucher, 1984 , Pimental, 1986) , alter 
ecosystem processes (Walker and Vitousek, 1991, Verstraete and Schwartz, 
1991, Melgoza et. al ., 1990) , affect trophic levels (Vitousek et. al ., 
1987, Kerpez and Smith, 1987, Harty, 1986) , and can lead to endangerment 
and extinction of native species (Flather, 1994 , Parenti and Guerrant, 
1991) . Interspecific interactions between native and introduced species 
adversely affect more than 50% of all threatened and endangered species 
in 
the United States (Flather, 1994) . This is the second most important 
cause 
of species endangerment (after habitat loss) . Given these impacts, 
prevention and control of alien plant invasions should be integral to 
ecosystem management policies in the ICRB . 
In most cases, biological invasions occur gradually and inconspicuously. 
By the time that public awareness develops, the effects are often 
irreversible and resources may be irretrievably committed, productivity 
lowered and biodiversity reduced (USDI- BLM, 1994) . Land management 
agencies have made some efforts to control a certain class of biological 
invaders (noxious weeds) , but have never seriously addressed the causes 
of 
biological invasions or understood the depth and extent of this problem. 
Control of invading plants has proven to be difficult, expensive and 
often 
ineffectual (Warnock and Lewis , 1980) . Land management agencies should 
emphasize prevention of invasion rather than control of established 
invaders (USDI- BLM, 1994) . 

OBJECTIVES 
Prevent further invasion of alien plants into uncolonized areas in the 
ICRB. Increase education and awareness about biological invasions of 
alien 
plants . Revise federal land management policies to emphas i ze prevention 
of 
invasion rather than control of invaders . Revise or eliminate land 
management practices which inadvertently contribute to the spread of 
alien 
plants . Eliminate land management practices which deliberately spread 
alien plants . Develop attainable control strategies to reduce or 
eliminate 
alien plants without causing disruption of ecosystem components and 
processes . Incorporate surveys for new invaders, and monitor trends of 
established invaders . Include all alien plant invaders as species of 
concern when analyzing impacts of management activities and developing 
control programs. The narrow focus on currently defined "noxious weeds" 
should be expanded to include all alien species . Provide funding and 
manpower for long- term programs of alien plant management , including 
increased cooperation between agencies and the public. Initiate further 
research into the causes and consequences of biological invasions in the 
ICRB. PRINCIPLES 
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Many ecologists have expressed concern about invading plant taxa because 
of their adverse environmental impacts (Soule, 1990, Temple, 1990, 
Bazzaz, 
1986, Vitousek, 1986) . There is interest on the part of the public in 
these plants, as evidenced by the large number of popular books on weeds . 
There is a concern by some personnel in various agencies to focus 
attention on these important issues (USDI- BLM, 1994 , Salwasser, 1989, 
Losensky, 1987) . 
Land management agencies have failed to address the causes of biological 
invasions of alien plants and develop effective prevention and control 
strategies . Plant invasions remain one of the most serious threats to the 
long- term maintenance of regional biodiversity (Johnson et . al . , 1994, 
Clary and Medin, 1990) . Severe costs- degradation or even destruction of 
biological resources- have resulted from policies of nonaction and 
inappropriate action (Cottam and Stewart, 1940) . To be effective, 
policies 
need to be based on an understanding of the biology of invading species 
and must place higher priorities on prevention of new introductions and 
stopping the further spread of invaders (Campbell , 1993) . 
Terminology 
This paper attempts to adhere to a consistent terminology (Bazzaz, 1986, 
Lincoln et . al ., 1990) . "Colonizing" species are those that have recently 
entered unoccupied habitats, while " invaders" are those colonizers that 
have gone on to displace native components or which have become dominant 
in parts of their new environment . "Noxious weeds" are used with 
reference 
to legally defined plant entities . "Alien" or "exotic" taxa refer to any 

I species generally viewed as non- nacive, on non- indigenous co new paL~s 
of 
its present range, while " introduced" taxa will refer to those aliens 
disseminated by man. 
Effect of Alien Plants on Ecosystems in the ICRB 
Alien plants alter ecosystem function and composition in several ways : 
native species are displaced through competitive exclusion by invaders 
(Thompson and Grime, 1979, Weaver et . al ., 1989, Harris, 1967) . changes 
occur in the outputs of ecosystem processes (Hobbs and Huenneke, 1992) , 
e . 
g ., nutrient cycling (Vitousek, 1986) , erosion (Lacey et. al . , 1989) , 
disturbance frequency (Young and Evans, 1978) , net primary productivity 
(Vitousek, 1986, Nadelhoffer e~ . al ., 1985) , evapotranspiration (Kerpez 
and Smith, 1987 , Horton, 1977) . habitat for native organisms may be 
reduced or eliminated (Nee and May, 1992, Brothers and Spingarn, 1992) . 
food webs may be disrupted by elimination of important native primary 
producers (Orians and Solbrig , 1977 , Marks and Bormann, 1972) or 
replacement by maladaptive herbivores (Edwards and Gillman, 1987, 
Daubenmire, 1940) . The following examples illustrate how plant invasions 
have recently altered ecosystems in the Pacific Northwest : Displacement 
of 
native plants and reduced plan~ diversity resulted following entry of 
Centaurea maculosa (spotted knapweed) (Tyser and Key, 1988) . Increased 
surface runoff and sediment yield occurred in areas infested with 
Centaurea maculosa (spotted knapweed) (Lacey et . al ., 1989) . Interference 
by Cirsium vulgare (bull thistle) resulting in lowered gro~h rate and 
survival of Pinus ponderosa in forest plantations (Randall and Rejmanek, 
1993) . Displacement of native bunchgrasses by Bromus tectorum 
(cheatgrass) 

____________________ J 
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following fire (Melgoza ec. al ., 1990) . Bromus ceccorum (cheacgrass) 
dominance caused permanenc changes in fire regime, increased frequency 
and 
severicy of stand- descroying fires, eliminaced shrub cover, increased 
erosion, and lowered outputs of forage (Bi ll ings, 1983, Peters and 
Bunting, 1994 , Humphrey, 1984 , Young and Evans, 1976, Harniss and Murray, 
1973, Wrighc and Klemmedson , 1965 ) . Changes in uptake and cycling of soil 
nutrients have resulted from elimination of cryptobiotic crusts , which 
accompany species changes resulcing from soil discurbance (Bolton et. 
al ., 
1993, Anderson ec . al ., 1982, Klei ner and Harper , ~972) . Loss of species 
diversity occurred in timberline vegetation with exotic invasion by Poa 
pratensis (Kentucky bluegrass) and Phleum pratense (timothy) (Weaver ec. 
al ., 1989). Steady increases in the spread of Acroptilon repens (Russian 
knapweed) patches appear to be caused by allelopathy, or plane chemical 
defense (Kelsey and Bedunah, 1989) . Reductions in survival and growth of 
Pinus lamberciana (sugar pine) seedlings were correlated with reductions 
in the formation of beneficial ectomycorrhizal fungi following seeding of 
the non- mycorrhizal grass Lolium multiflorum (annual , or Italian rye) 
(Amaranchus and Perry, 1994) . causes of Plane Invasions in che ICRB 
Plant invasions are largely caused by human activities which discurb 
native ecosystems (Sheley, 1994, USDI- BLM, 1994, Harrod, 1994) . 
Vegetation 
removal and ground disturbing activities create opportunities for 
colonization by alien p l ants (Orians, 1986, Bazzaz, 1983) . Transportation 
of alien plant propagules is often accomplished through deliberate or 
inadvertent human activities or the behavior of livestock (Guillerm 1991 , 
Durgan, 1989) . On public lands, the pri mary acti vities wh i ch pr omote the 
spread of alien planes are road building and road use, logging, grazing, 
forage seeding, and some erosion control and fire rehabilitation measures 
(Saunders et . al ., 1991, Tyser and Worley, 1990, Wilcove, 1989, Le 
Houerou, 1987) . 
Consequences of Plant Invasions 
Manag~~nt activities associated wich logging, roads , and grazing are 
rapidly acceleracing che rate of plant invasions on public lands in the 
ICRB (Johnson et. al ., 1994 , Tyser and Worley, 1992, Scot~ et . al., 
1988) . 
Infestations of noxious weeds (on l y a small subset of alien taxa) are 
doubling every 5- 6 years on BLM lands i n the ICRB (USDI- BLM, 1994) . A 
cecal of approximately 393 taxa have currently been identified as 
invaders 
within the North Cascades and Columbia Basin (Woocen and Morrison, in 
prep. ) These alien plants have already lead co great resource damage 
resulting in considerable economic cases (USDI- BLM, 1994, O' Toole, 1988) . 
Alien plant invasion have led to endangermenc of nacive species and plant 
communicies (Weaver ec. al ., 1989, Chicoine et . al ., 1988, Tyser and Key, 
1988) . Numerous cases exist where environmencal and legal chresholds for 
degradation and disturbance have been exceeded (Penders , 1995, Warnock 
and 
Lewi s , 1980) . Public agencies are unprepared to face coming land 
management challenges in chis rapidly changing field . Prevencion of 
further spread into unroaded, unmanaged and relatively pristine areas is 
critical to long- term conservation of ecosystem resources , as these areas 
still retain undisturbed native flora and natural resilience co 
management- induced disturbances (DeAngelis and Waterhouse, 1987 , Johnson 
et . al ., 1994 , Hobbs and Huenneke, 1992, West , 1993, Wilson, 1989) . 
environmental effects of Weed Control with Herbicides 
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In 1969, a five year injunction against herbicide spraying by the Pacific 
Northwest Region ~crest Service was lifted after prepara~ion of the ~inal 
EIS and Accompanying Record of Decision on Managing Competing and 
Unwanted 
Vegetation (Torrence, 1988) , and the associated mediated agreement 
between 
the USDA and plaintiffs Northwest Coalition for Alternatives to 
Pesticides 
(O ' Brien, 1969) , in which provisions for priority of prevention 
strategies 
and use of herbicides only as a last resort , were stipulated along with 
government requirements to perform site- specific analysis and monitoring . 
The excessive reliance on chemical control measures commonly found in 
federal land management policies has no place in an integrated weed 
management strategy and sound ecosystem management. This ewphasis also 
dominated the scientific contract report on noxious rangeland weeds for 
the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (Sheley, 1994) . 
This violates both the letter and intent of the mediated agreement in 
which herbicide use is to be used only as a last resort . 
For years herbicides were widely used to control plant invasions . Adverse 
environmental and human health effects associated with herbicide 
application are becoming increasingly apparent (Feldman, 1991, Warnock 
and 
Lewis, 1980, Katan and Eshel , 1973, Pimental, 1982) , as in the following 
examples : Much of our native fauna is threatened by the synergistic 
effects of synthetic compounds on living estrogenic activity . These 
estrogenic compounds are associated with many herbicides and pesticides 
(Guillette in press, Colburn et al . 1993, Fox 1992) . Herbicide 
application 
is implicated as one of the causes in the global decline of amphibian 
populations (Blaustein and Wake 1995) . Replacement of beneficial 
mycorrhizal flora and the iron chelators they produce with allelopathic 
actinomycetes resulted in the conversion of productive forestland to 
unforested openings (Perry and Amaranthus, 1994 , Amaranthus and Perry, 
1987 , Perry 1984) . Persistence of herbicides through soil and humus 
binding is unaccounted for in most quantitative measurements of toxicity 
used to determine safe exposure levels (Bordeleau and Bartha , 1971) , and 
the possibility exists that they may be released at unexpected times in 
the future (Pramer and Bartha, 1980) . Transport of pesticides up food 
chains and concentration in lipid tissues of secondary consumers can 
result in exposures to fish 49, 000 times higher than to target organisms 
(Reinert , 1967) . Destruction of plants seeds resulted in declines of 
nontarget gophers (Brown, 1978) . Destruction of nontarget plants resulted 
in lowered species richness and replacement by introduced species 
following 2 , 4- D treatment of native Veratrum californicum in an alpine 
plant community ( ... nderson and Thompson, 1993) . So- called "inert " 
ingredients laws allow the application of toxic compounds such as 
kerosene, diesel fuel or fungicides to be used as 98% of a mixtures 
application rate (Grier, 1994) . Surfactants in different commercial 
preparations of glyphosate result in 400- fold greater toxicity to sockeye 
salmon fry (Monroe, 1986) . Human and other nontarget mammalian effects 
are 
well- documented in all herbicides used on public lands . Organ systems 
prone to suffer damage are the nervous system, immune system, cellular 
respiration cycle, electron- transport chain, cell membrane function and 
diverse oncogenic and teratogenic effects (O ' Brien, 1984) . As a result of 
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chemical exposure, reproductive sterility has resulted in females, 
reduced 
sperm counts has resulted in males (Sharpe and Skakkebaek, 1993) and 
birth 
defects have occurred in children (Kurzel and Cetrulo, 1981, Wilson , 
1977) . The most comprehensive weed management plans still may cause 
irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments , such as crop losses 
associated with drift of supposedly non- toxic chlorosulfuron (fletcher 
et . 
al ., 1993) or the 1995 herbicide spill resulting from the crash of an 
herbicide truck into a creek (and release of herbicides into water) on 
~e 
Okanogan National forest in Washington . Environmental Effects of 
Integrated Weed Management Biological controls are insects or pathogens 
that control populations of undesirable species . Such pathogens may be 
natural components in the original habitat of a weed, that are absent in 
the new environment . After confirmation of specificity to target plants, 
biological controls have resulted in spectacular effects on target 
organisms (Piper, 1984 , Kelleher , 1984) , as exemplified by the following 
example. Tansy ragwort (Senecio jacobaea) , a noxious weed affecting much 
of Oregon and Washington, has been reduced to about 10% of mid- 1970 
infestation rates by a biological control program. Benefits of the 
program, utilizing cinnabar moth , ragwort seedhead fly and ragwort flea 
beetle, approximate $5 million annually, a return on investment of 83% , a 
benefit- to- cost ratio of 13 :1 (USDI- BLM, 1994) . Mechanical controls such 
as mowing are effective on obligate outbreeders such as diffuse knapweed 
(Centaurea diffusa) when the treatment is timed to preceed flowering 
(Harrod, 1991) . Manual controls are the most selective methods toward 
target organisms and may be the only available method in certain 
situations, for example wilderness, along riparian areas or in rocky 
areas . Cultural controls that affect revegetation are important, and are 
often specified in treatments . However the indiscriminate use of 
nonnative 
seeding mixtures has resulted in great damages occurring as a result of 
treatment . In Hell ' s Canyon RNA yellow star thistle (Centaurea 
solstitialis) was present in a seed mix applied after the 1988 TeePee 
fire 
(Bob Williams - Wallowa Whitman Nf, personal communication) resulting in 
over $200, 000 in ongoing control costs . The regular seeding of strongly 
competitive and aggressive alien grasses or clover following National 
forest management causes dramatic displacement of native vegetation 
(Ralphs and Busby, 1979) . RECOMMENDATIONS AND GUIDELINES 

Program Development and Cooperative Agreements 
Each agency or jurisdiction in charge of maintaining land- based resources 
needs to develop and maintain an alien plant program with funding and 
manpower responsible for the prevention and control of invading species . 
Individual programs should be designed to be compatible with ecosystem 
processes for the particular area, and be specific to the invading plants 
and characteristic causes of invasions for each area . 
Cooperative agreements between private interests, non- governmental 
organizations, federal , state and local governments should be encouraged 
in countering the invasion of alien plants . Land managers , field 
personnel , ecologists, botanists and biologists should be consulted about 
the nature and spread of invading taxa, as well as invaded ecosystems . 
Public interest and environmental groups should be allowed a chance to 
contribute. These groups can give invaluable support and manpower in 
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solutions to weed spread . Efforts should be made to contact and educate 
all groups whose activities may increase the spread of alien plants . 
Information Gathering 
Identification of the nature and extent of plant invasions in each 
jurisdiction should be conducted by combining a review of known 
occurrences with additional surveys for new invaders . Baseline monitoring 
data will allow subsequent surveys to determine population trends, 
causative factors , rate of spread, persistence and potential for further 
spread into adjacent ecosystems . Review and amend lists of invading taxa 
and policies for their prevention and control following analysis of this 
data . 
Prevention Strategies 
Prevention strategies should be stressed over control measures, as 
control 
measures are futile once a certain population threshold is attained in 
the 
invading species . Prevention should be based on prioritization of areas 
based on a combination of ecosystem values and the threat of invasion as 
follows : 
Priority 1 are those areas with intact ecosystem processes, essentially 
free of invaders . No management activities should be allowed which cause 
deliberate or inadvertent introduction of alien plants . Management 
objectives should put maintenance of unpolluted flora as a top priority. 
Priority 2 are intact ecosystems which possess only a few invading taxa . 
Invaders threaten the ecosystem, plant community structure or 
landscape- level processes, but control efforts may be successful . No 
management activities should be allowed which cause further introduction 
of alien plants . Management objectives should emphasize environmentally 
benign but aggressive biological and mechanical control measures to 
reduce 
or eliminate alien plant populations . 
Priority 3 are intact native ecosystems which possess only a few invading 
taxa that do not appear to threaten the ecosystem, but the spread of 
which 
may still be worth controlling . No management activities should be 
allowed 
which cause further introduction of alien plants . Management objectives 
should emphasize environmentally benign biological and mechanical control 
measures to reduce or eliminate alien plant populations . 
Integrated Weed Management 
Strategies for control are both more complicated and more costly. Control 
is a treatment strategy- not a prevention strategy . In general , control 
measures should be undertaken based on a prioritization procedure 
combining nature, quantity and number of invading species, their 
potential 
for spread to adjacent ecosystems, the nature of affected ecosystems, 
loss 
of values because of their spread, and long- term costs of control . 
Strategies based on these attributes are documented in USDI- BLM (1994) , 
Harrod (1994) , USDA Forest Service (1990) , Torrence (1988 , and the 
associated mediated agreement) and Hoglund et . al . (1991) . Control 
strategies come under agency guidelines for integrated weed management 
(IWM) . IWM begins with information gathering , surveying, and 
determination 
of a damage threshold (Hoglund, 1991 ). For control measures, action 
strategies are then further developed that incorporate education, 
prevention, mitigation, and control alternatives (USDI- BLM, 1994) . 
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Environmentally benign mechanical and biological control methods should 
be 
used in almost all cases on public lands . Herbicide use should be 
considered as a last resort only after biological consultation to ensure 
no damage will occur to native flora and fauna and human health is not 
endangered. All other measures must be exhausted before herbicide use is 
contemplated . 
Adaptive Management 
Deleterious management practices that contribute to the spread of alien 
taxa should be reexamined and revised . These would include seeding 
invasive species, using contaminated seed mixes , feeding with 
contaminated 
grain, transporting of weeds on stock, gear and clothing, and avoidable 
disturbances to soil , water and nutrients . Some of these are ingrained 
practices that will require infrastructure changes of land management 
agencies . 
Further plant invasions caused by vegetation removal and ground 
disturbance (e . g . reading, logging and grazing) , can be prevented by 
restricting these activities from intact native ecosystems (e .g . roadless 
areas and wilderness) , where the effects of man are still largely unfelt . 
These areas are the highest priority for prevention strategies, and 
retain 
the last vestiges of resiliency present in native ecosystems of the ICRB . 
There is little moral or ethical ground for degrading these last remnants 
of pristine landscape . In other areas where alien plants are already well 
established, there must be some acceptance that biological invasions are 
often irreversible . 
Education 
The need for management of invading plants requires a long- term 
commitment 
to education and awareness of the nature and extent of this problem . 
Plant 
and weed identification needs to be routine for land managers and should 
also be available to the public . Signs, brochures, posters and news 
articles offer a chance for communication about the problem. Workshops 
and 
classes are recommended that bring interested people together in 
informative, problem- solving formats . 
Research 
There is an overwhelming need for more data on the ecology and biology of 
plant invasions in the ICRB . Agencies and educational institutions need 
to 
invest in research and methods that have the potential for solving the 
problems of invading species . Through cooperative agreements, cost
sharing 
and data- sharing, a better understanding of plant invasions will produce 
more effective prevention strategies and control techniques . Affected 
ecosystem components need to be studied, and at- risk ecosystems such as 
riparian areas should receive high priority. Specific topics that deserve 
attention include nutrient cycling, mycorrhizal connections, effects on 
wildlife, effects on biodiversity, biological controls, cultural 
(ecological) controls, research on target- specific or non- toxic 
herbicides, mechanisms of spread, genetics and reproductive biology of 
invading species, and the effects of varying the nature, severity and 
kind 
of causative disturbances . 
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FEDERAL AND STATE LAW ADDRESSING PLANT INVADERS 

Numerous federal laws, regulations and policies have been established 
that 
address management of plant invaders on public lands . Designated "noxious 
weeds " receive individual consideration through several of these 
policies . 
A recent USDI publication (US Department of the Interior, BLM, 1994 , 
Appendix 2) , lists those laws pertaining to the agency ' s role in their 
management , and includes brief interpretations of the intent of those 
laws : Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 . Directs the 
BLM to ?take any action necessary to prevent unnecessary and or undue 
degradation of the public lands . ? Public Rangelands Improvement Act 
(PRIA) 
of 1978 . Requires that BLM will manage, maintain and improve the 
condition 
of the public rangelands so that they become as productive as feasible . 
Carlson- Foley Act of 1968 . Directs agency heads to enter upon lands under 
their jurisdiction with noxious plants and destroy noxious plants growing 
on such land . Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 , as amended by Sec. 15 , 
Management of Undesirable Plants on Federal Lands, 1990 . Authorizes the 
Secretary ?to cooperate with other federal and state agencies, and others 
in carrying out operations or measures to eradicate, suppress, control or 
prevent or retard the spread of any noxious weed. Each Federal agency 
shall 1) designate an office or person adequately trained to develop and 
coordinate an undesirable plants management program for control of 
undesirable plants on federal lands under the agency ' s jurisdiction , 2) 
establish and adequately fund an undesirable plants management program 
through the agency ' s budgetary process, 3) complete and implement 
cooperative agreements with State agencies regarding the management of 
undesirable plant species on federal lands, and 4) establish integrated 
management systems to control or contain undesirable plant species 
targeted under cooperative agreements . ? BLM Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement for Noxious Weeds (1987) . Declares that 
the 
BLM has the statutory duty to control and eradicate noxious weeds on 
public lands . BLM Departmental Manual 517 . Prescribes policy for the use 
of pesticides on the lands and waters under the jurisdiction of the BLM 
and for compliance with the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act , as amended . BLM Departmental Manual 609 . Prescribes 
policy to control undesirable or noxious weeds on the lands, waters, or 
facilities under the jurisdiction of the BLM, to the extent economically 
practicable and as needed for resource protection and accomplishment of 
resource management objectives . BLM Manual 9011 . Provides policy for 
conducting chemical pest control programs under an integrated pest 
management approach . BLM Manual 9014 . ~rovides guidance and procedures 
for 
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Management 
Programs . BLM Manual 9015 . Provides policy relating to the management and 
coordination of noxious weed activities among the BLM, organizations and 
individuals . BLM Manual 9220. Provides guidance for implementing 
integrated pest management on lands administered by the BLM. The 
objective 
is to ensure optimal pest management with respect to environmental 
concerns, biological, effectiveness, and economic efficiency while 
achieving resource management objectives . Additional policies are 
directed 
toward other federal or state agencies (Hoglund et . al ., 1991) : The 
National Environmental Act (NEPAl of 1969 . (Sec . 102(C) (v)) . Planners are 
required to describe any ?irreversible and irretrievable commitments of 
resources . ? Most biological invasions are nearly irreversible and any 
actions which may promote the spread of alien plants can be viewed as an 
irretrievable commitment of resources . National forest Management Act of 
1976. (Sec. 6, 90 Stat . 2949) . The principal legislative mandate 
directing 
the conservation of biological diversity and recogn~z~ng the value of 
adapted plant and animal communities . This legislation also prohibits 
stand conversions, the process of management- induced irreversible change 
from one ecosystem to another . The inadvertent or deliberate conversion 
of 
a plant community dominated by natives to one dominated by aliens can be 
viewed as a stand conversion . Code of federal Regulations , Title 36, Part 
219, Section 27 , Subsection G. ?Management prescriptions, where 
appropriate and to the extent practicable, shall preserve and enhance the 
diversity of plant and animal communities, including endemics and 
desirable naturalized plant and animal species, so that it is at least as 
great as that which would be expected in a natural forest and the 
diversity of tree species similar to that existing in the planning area . 
Reductions in diversity of plant and animal species from that which would 
be expected in a natural forest , or from that similar to the existing 
diversity in the planning area , may be prescribed only where needed to 
meet overall multiple- use objectives . Planned site conversion shall be 
justified by an analysis showing biological, economic, social , and 
environmental design consequences, and the relation of such conversions 
to 
the process of natural change . ? Forest Pest Management , 1990 . A Guide to 
Conducting Vegetation Management Projects in the Pacific Northwest 
Region . 
USDA- FS, PNW Region . Northwest Coalition for Alternatives to Pesticides, 
et . al . v . Clayton Yeutter , et . al . Civil No . 83- 6272- E- BU, (U. S . O. C. 
Oregon) Stipulated Order of May 24 , 1989 (here referred to as the 
mediated 
agreement) . Managing Competing and Unwanted Vegetation, final EIS and 
Accompanying Record of Decision, USDA- fS , PNW Region , Portland, OR. 
(Torrence, 1988) . Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and 
Agencies , 1994 , Presidential direction to use regionally native plants 
for 
landscaping and construction . WAC 16- 750 State Noxious Weed List and 
Schedule of Monetary Penalties . Washington Administrative Code Olympia, 
WA . (Nov . 28, 1994) . REFERENCES 
Amaranthus, M. P . and D. A. Perry . 1994 . The functioning of 
ectomycorrhizal fungi in the field : linkages in space and time. Plant and 
soil 159 : 133- 140 . Amaranthus, H. P . and D. A. Perry . 1987 . The effect of 
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Comments 

April 2, 2007 

Ms, Terry Lee Smith 
Bure.u ofLand Management 

Pocatello P'eld Office 

4350 Cliffs Drive 
Pocatello. m 832()4-2I0S 

Re: 	 Comments 011 Ille DrMI Rc'Sotlree Mmlllgcmcnt Plan and 
Buvinlllmentalimpact Statement for the Pocatello Field Omce !61 0(1D320) 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

PacifiCorp appreciates the opp<>rtunily to provide comments "n tbe draft Resource Management Plan
(RMP} and Bnvirotlltlcntallmpac\ Statement (EIS) for the Pocatello Field Office, We Wan! to 
ensure that the Bureau of Land Mantlgemenl (ELM) understands the issues and reconunended 
a.ctions that "ould potentjnlly impact PacifrCorp's existing transmission/distribution lilles and 
hydroelectric generation facilities. PacifiCorp tl:onslst of several busincss units including Rocky 
Mo""tain Power, responsible for delivery of energy to customers and PacifiCorp Energy, 
responsible for generation of the. energy from a variety of resOUrces, 

I-B-I 

PacifiCorp request tllat BLM cOllsider not only our existing righL~ and uses but tbe potential for 
future energy development and delivery, which wOLlld require rights-of- way On t;'dcrall~lld 
identit,ed in the EIS alld R,\OIP for tile Pocatdlo Field Office, Volume III figute 3-10 identifies 
existing and agency utility corridors, It is unclear jft!>is retlee!s the CUlTcnt cffOlis to identify energy 
corridors as mandated by the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPA), We would recommend that this 
figure be reviewed and amended as necessary to reHeet the cUITenl information contained in the 
>Vest-wide EneqlY Corridor Pwgmmmat,e Environmental Impact Statement study, 

I-B-2 	

We are interested in m.aking sure that the final decision document provides PacifiCorp with the 
ability to maintain exisling facilities, upgrade and/or expand existing fuoilities; and locate new 
fltdHtles as needed, PacifiCorp generally supp<>fts most components oftbe pn:rerred ,tltcmative (B) 
but has, concems with the stntClnent there will be no new energy corridor destguation. The EPA of 
20-05, current and future energy demands, require the dcsignatinll ofenergy c'Oniciors: (0 aHow for the 
construction ofnew overhead high voltage power lines and oth<-'t fadli1:ics that could Cross or occupy 
portions of land administered by the Pocatello Field Offiee, 111e draft RMP should address am! 
allow for Ihe;;c needs so the plan doesn'lllccd t<.> be amended to authorize new major utility 
facilities. 

I-B-3 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

1-B-1: Thank you for your comment. 

I-B-2: See Chapter 1 (page 1-16, first paragraph) that states, 
"Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of2005 (designation of 
West-wide energy corridors) is being implemented through the 
current development of an interagency Programmatic EIS. The 
final Programmatic EIS will identity plan amendment deci
sions that will address numerous energy corridor related issues, 
including the use of existing corridors (potentially including 
enhancements and upgrades), identification of new corridors, 
supply and demand considerations, and compatibility with 
other corridor and project planning efforts, It is likely that the 
identification of corridors in the Programmatic EIS will affect 
the Pocatello planning area, and the approved Programmatic 
EIS would amend the Pocatello RMP. Figure 3-11 identifies 
the location of existing utility ROW corridors only, 

I-B-3: All existing ROW holders will retain the rights to their ex
isting facilities and have the ability to locate new ones. 

The PFO manages land that has a fragmented ownership pat
tern making corridor designation difficult. Also, the PFO did 
not want to duplicate the efforts being made by the West-Wide 
Energy Corridor Programmatic EIS Study underway, which is 
analyzing the needs for energy related rights-of-way and to 
determine the best corridor locations to deliver the product 
from source to delivery point across multiple private, state and 
other federal jurisdictions. 

Action B-LR-6.1.S in Chapter 2 states that "The Pocatello 
RMPIEIS would adopt designated corridors upon completion 
of the West-Wide Energy Corridor PElS". Because of corri
dor project and the scattered land ownership pattern within the 
planning area, we did not attempt to designate any additional 
corridors. 
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1-B-3 Continued: Finally, the purpose of designating corridors in a land  use plan is to facilitate the ROW application  process.  The lack  of a corridor designa-
tion does not  preclude the issuance of a ROW.      
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Comments 

RegardJessof the altemative selected fi-om this process PacifiCorp Energy reqo.csts on behalfoflile 
Bear Rive, Hydroclech1c Project lhat Ihe development oflne final RMP include identification of two 
pareds for exchange that are cOlltignous to PacifiC()rp Eneq,ry lands at the Grace Hydroelectric 
Project, in Caribllll County, 

This rL'<lllest is "ems;s!""! with l'acifiCorp's letter dated February 23,2007, addressed Ie> United 
States Department of the In/elior, Pocatelle> Field Office--PadfiCorp is requesting that the Bureau of 
Land MaMgement identifY parcels of land for a possible exchange, 11te BLM OWnS two 40 ncre 
parcels along the Bear River in Gmcc, [d,,;ho which are contiguolls to PacifiCotp land"one of these 
parcels houses Pacij;Corp's Grace Hydro Plant PacifiCorp is asking 10 exchange these lands for two 
parcels that we own adjacent to Alexander Reservoir in Soda Springs, Idaho, The ialli'r parcels arc 
contiguous to BLM and Forest Set,,;ce lands, 

I-B-4 

In addition, conceming lands and public access associated with the Bear River hyclroekdric project 
in Oneida Canyon and future development of reCfe>ltiOll fucilities On BLM lands within the Oneida 
Canyon: including Im,ds withdrawn for energy purposes and other ELM lands, PacifiCorp Energy 
rt,<!uests Ihal the final altemativc ano ultimate development of the RMP include public access ano 
land management provisi,OllS ehat are consistent wlth those contained in PucifiCorp Energy's Oneida 
Sile Plan and Recreation Traffic Safety Plan, ELM was a reviewer and approver of these plans as 
part onlle Beilr River Hydroelec[lic Project Environmental Coordination Commillee, Ofhighes! 
importallce is consistency 011 BLM lands adj'acenl to PadfiCorp Energy Lands foj· protection of 
ripmia" areas ill the C1UlYOll to benefit water quulity, and native aquatic and terrestrial species. 

l-B-5 

Me>reover, PacifiCe>rp Energy requests thai the final RMP contillue to restrict motorized access in the 
Oneida Canyon by only allowil1gmotorizea vehicles Oil the Oneida Project Road and the Maple 
Grove Road. PacifiCorp Energy recreation rules restlic! motorized recreatio:l vehicle lise to the 
Oneida Project Road and do no! aHa" motorized recreation else on the Company Lands in the 
Canyon, 

PacifiCofp Energy suppOlis continuation ofthe existing recreation oppDrtul1ities and settings 
provided in the Oneida Canyon, 

I-B-6 

The ELM has indicated thaI: alternative B is preferred for which energy and noa,energy ROW's or 
authorizations would include 21,900 acres of avoidance area, 1,900 acres as excl:usionary and 
designation oflHJ new utility corridors. It is not clear if the avoidance or exclusion areas inch'dc the 
19,200 acres or withdrawal classification, 20,200 ~eres ofdiscretionarv ck>sures or designated 
ACECs, Descriptions of impacts from Land and Realty Direction for ~\ltemative B (pg: 4.230) 
indicates that 84,760 acres would be withdrawn due to vislla! resources, 

I-B-7 

PacifiCQrp has prepal'ed genemland detailed comments on the RMP and are ill the enclosed tahle, 
We have also compiled a document tilled "Ovelview of Op~"fat;(m and M.aintcI10.llCe Activitic:; for 
Electric Transmission and Distribution Lines (Pow~'r Lines)." We have prepared this document so 
tl,at fedenli and state land m"nagel'S will have a better understanding of PacifiCorp's opcrati.onai and 
maintenance ne(xis for its facilities 011 public lanos. 

I-B-8 

Responses 

I-B-4: All alternatives allow BLM to consider the land exchange 
that is proposed and referenced by this comment. 

I-B-5: Action B-RE-3,1.4 identifies the Oneida Narrows as an 
SRMA, which was discussed during the development ofPacifi
Corp's Oneida Site Plan and Recreation Traffic Safety Plan. 
Management direction in the RMP is consistent with these 
plans; however, the BLM will develop an activity plan for the 
SRMA that will include more site-specific direction for the pub
lic lands adjacent to the PacifCorp property, PacifiCorp will 
have the opportunity to participate in the development ofthe 
SRMA activity plan. 

l-B-6: Under Action B-RE-4.1, 11 (page 2-87), which has been car
ried forward into the Proposed RMP, the following routes 
wo~ld be designated: . 
Power Plant Road (Oneida Narrows Road), Bear River Ranches 
Road, and roads within Redpoint and Maple Grove Camp
grounds. Cross country travel would not be allowed on any pub
lic lands under the Proposed RMP. 

BLM has no authority to regulate motorized use on Company 
lands or any other private lands. 

I-B-7: Avoidance, exclusion, and open areas are designations given 
for rights-of-way management in a land use plan and are effec
tive upon plan approval. A withdrawal is a fonnallands and 
realty process outside of the land use plan that among other 
things can close the public lands for certain uses through a pub
lic land order signed by the Secretary of the Interior and is the 
only means to close the public land from mining claims. For 
this reason, withdrawals oftentimes overlap avoidance and ex
clusion areas. 

The Description of Impacts from Land and Realty Direction for 
Alternative B specifically speaks to how land and realty actions 
(withdrawals) may impact visual resources, not that the land is 
being withdrawn because of visual resources. 
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Responses 

1-B-8: Thank you for your comment.  



I-B-9 
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Comments 
PudfiCorp has long recognized the need to develop business practices, both 00 public and private 
lands, which arc in hannony with valid and apl)roprialc land usc r~uire1l1cnts. We are committed to 
maintaining our cooperative relationship and record of stewardsllip on ELM lands. We hope the 
enclosed comments wiU allow the 8 LM to produce a final RMP that offers suitable protections to 
the unique resources within the planning area while accmmnodaliIlg both existing and future uses 
including PacifiCorp facilities r~uired to provide critical electric services to the people of Idaho am] 
western United States. 

If yml have allY questions on the enclosed infomlation. please feci !Tee to contact Maggie BodilY OIl 

power line issues ill PacifiCorp's Portland office at 503-813-5889 or Mark Stenberg, PacitlC011' 
Energy, 208-547-7305 on hydro issues. 

Enclosures 

Responses 

I-B-9: Thank you for your comment. 
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General 

Comments 

Responses 
Comment 
Number Reference Description of Issue Suggested Revision/Action 

1-B-10 Energy Development 

As part of their strategic goals BLM must 
help meet existing and future energy 
resource needs.  The draft RMP appears 
to under-emphasize the energy 
development needs of electrical 
generation and transmissions. 

As a general matter, PacifiCorp believes that the 
EIS and RMP should better emphasize and 
promote issues related to electrical energy 
development.  PacifiCorp's existing rights must be 
recognized and maintained.  PacifiCorp will work 
with the BLM to ensure these rights are 
maintained for the existing use and any future use 
as energy demands change. 

1-B-10: Rights-of-way holder’s existing and future rights are 
protected by law (FLPMA). FLPMA’s mandate for multiple use 
allows for energy development as appropriate. Goal LR-6 
recognizes the need for electrical energy and allows for its 
development while balancing the need to protect the natural 
resources. Also, 92% of the planning area would be available 
for energy development. With the exception of the avoidance 
and exclusion areas, the RMP does not impair the energy 
development industries ability to obtain a ROW on public 
lands. 

1-B-11 Sustainable Development 

Many federal land management 
agencies, including the BLM and the 
Forest Service, have issued policy 
statements in regard to sustainable 
development concepts, which include 
provision for renewable energy 
resources.  The joint federal agency 
explanation of this concept entitled 
"Sustainable Development and its 
Influence on Mining Operations on 
Federal Lands" dated April 2002.  In it 
the context of resource planning, this 
document describes sustainable 
development as addressing social, 
economic and environmental interests. 

PacifiCorp urges the BLM to use these principles 
and this terminology when evaluating 
alternatives.  This is consistent with PacifiCorp's 
own vision of sustainability as reflected in our 
environmental respect policy.  Where as the BLM 
does support sustainable resource development, 
the draft RMO states that wind resource 
development in the NCA is not a compatible use. 
PacifiCorp would like to encourage the BLM to 
leave this option open and be willing to review 
any future proposals based on the current 
technology and potential resource impacts. 1-B-11: Thank you for your comment 

1-B-12 Transmission Corridors 

On August8, 2005, President Bush 
signed into law the first National Energy 
Plan in more than a decade. The Plan 
provides for the designation of "Energy 
Corridors" in 11 western states, which, 
in turn, will be incorporated into various 
RMPS/Forest Management Plans in 
those states.  The enactment of the 
Energy Corridor requirement 
emphasizes the importance of proper 
transmission corridor planning at the 
western regional and local RMP/Forest 
Plan levels. 

PacifiCorp recommends that the BLM take active 
steps to work with stakeholders at the federal, 
state, and local level to expand the concept of 
federal Energy Corridors to state-wide utility 
corridors that include state and local government 
lands.  These corridors should be identified in 
RMP's as they are updated or renewed.  In 
addition to addressing existing energy needs, the 
establishment of state-wide utility corridors must 
take into consideration reasonable foreseeable 
development.  Engaging electrical utilities and 
state land management agencies in the energy 
corridor planning process will improve 
communication and avoid unnecessary delays in 
the country's efforts to meet current and future 
demands for electricity. 1-B-12: See comment response 1-B-2. 
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Comments 

Responses 
Comment 
Number Reference Description of Issue Suggested Revision/Action 

1-B-13 Transmission Corridors 

In November 2005, PacifiCorp prepared 
and submitted a map to the Department 
of Energy of its identified or proposed 
energy corridors as part of the Wes-Wide 
Energy Corridor Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS). 
These corridors were submitted in 
response to a DOE and DOI Notice of 
Intent to prepare the West-Wide Energy 
Corridor PEIS as directed by Section 368 
of the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 
PacifiCorp also submitted GIS data and 
maps of its current high voltage 
transmission line locations within the 
study area. 

PacifiCorp recommends that the BLM designate areas that are 
currently occupied by high voltage electric transmission lines as 
energy corridors. The existing 345 kV lines occupy a large ROW and 
these lines as well as a 1/2 mile wide area on either side of the lines 
should be designated as an energy corridor for future uses.  This 
designation would be in addition to the other energy corridor 
alternative proposed in the PEIS. 1-B-13: See response to comments 1-B-3 and 1-B-2. 

Lands and Realty 
Comments 

Responses 
Comment 
Number Reference Description of Issue Suggested Revision/Action 

1-B-14 
Guidelines for ROW 

Clearance 

PacifiCorp has concerns about granting 
additional ROWs within existing utility 
ROW or adjacent to an existing ROW. 

PacifiCorp recommends that the EIS and final RMP include 
guidelines for ROW clearances.  For transmission lines we 
recommend a ROW width of at least 100 feet. 1-B-14: Safety, national security and compatibility issues for ROW corridors are covered by regulation and will 

not be reiterated in the plan. See regulations at 43 CFR 2802.11 that describes how BLM designates corridors. 
Regulation found at 43 CFR 2807.14 provides that existing rights-of-way holders will be notified in writing 

when a proposal is received for land near or adjacent to an existing use for the purposes of identification of 
conflicts and mitigation. Colocation and width determinations would be addressed at the implementation 

level when processing an application. 

PacifiCorp has concerns about the 
potential for conflict and overlap when a 
new ROW is added to a utility corridor. 

To avoid conflicts and overlaps, BLM should adopt procedures that 
require all existing entities to be notified when there are plans for 
an applicant to install a new ROW in a utility corridor to be sure the 
uses do not conflict with each other. 

1-B-15 ROW Incompatibility 

Placement of energy facilities adjacent to 
each other or other activities may result 
in safety or incompatibility. Activities 
generally excluded from transmission 
(high voltage) utility corridors include 
mining, materials storage and disposal, 
range and wildlife habitat improvements 
involving facility construction, non-linear 
energy project development, blasting, 
excavation, and high profile (tall) facility 
development. 

The RMP should include a specific provision stating that ROW 
facilities will not be placed adjacent to each other if issues with 
safety or incompatibility or resource conflicts are identified. 
The Western Electric Coordinating Council (WECC), a regional 
coordinating council for western utility groups, also supports it.  It is 
not always possible for multiple electrical lines to be located in the 
same ROW corridor and still maintain adequate separation from 
other line or utilities (such as gas pipelines).  All utilities must be 
placed so as to meet reliability and safety standards, particularly 
with an eye toward reducing the risk of losing all lines due to a 
common disaster (lighting strike, earthquake, etc.) within a single 
corridor. WECC recommends that that interconnected transmission 
systems should be planned to avoid outages due to the loss of any 
two-transmission circuits in a common corridor. 1-B-15: See response to comment B-1-14. 



Comments 

... .e 
I-B-l7 I-B-18 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

I-B-16: Unimpeded access always exists within the boundaries of 
the ROW. In the event of threats to human health or property, 
emergency access outside the boundary could be granted by the 
authorized officer. 

I-B-l7: The BLM will continue to coordinate with all ROW holders 
on relevant realty actions. Should land tenure adjustments re
sult in BLM-administered public lands being exchanged/sold, 
existing ROWs, easements, etc. would remain with the specific 
parcels 

I-B-18: In the Proposed RMP, management actions under the Rec
reation section addressing authorized/permitted activities for 
travel off designated routes has been rewritten to address your 
concems. 

I-B-19: In the Proposed RMP, management actions under the Rec
reation section addressing authorized/pennitted activities for 
travel off designated routes has been rewritten to address your 
concerns . 

October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMPIFinal EIS U-356 
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Comments 

Responses 
Comment 
Number Reference Description of Issue Suggested Revision/Action 

1-B-16 

Access Under 
Emergency 
Situations 

In an emergency situation, unimpeded access must be available 
to inspect and conduct repairs within a right-of-way area 
governed by a ROW Grant. 

The RMP should include the definition of an Electrical Emergency Condition as 
defined in PacifiCorp's ROW grants with the BLM, an "Electrical Emergency 
Condition" is a condition or situation that is imminently likely to endanger life 
or property or that is imminently likely to cause a material adverse effect on 
the security of, or damage to, PacifiCorp's electrical system. 

1-B-16: Unimpeded access always exists within the boundaries of 
the ROW. In the event of threats to human health or property, 
emergency access outside the boundary could be granted by the 
authorized officer. 

1-B-17 Existing Rights 

ROW grants, easements or authorizations should allow all 
necessary or customary ingress and egress to structures and 
facilities throughout the Snake River Bird of Prey NCA boundary 
for construction, operation and maintenance of these facilities. 
The planning effort should recognize valid existing rights. 

PacifiCorp's existing rights must be recognized and maintained.  PacifiCorp will 
work with the BLM to ensure these rights are maintained.  It should also be 
noted that PacifiCorp rights are existing within lands identified for possible 
disposal. The company requests that we be notified if lands are planned for 
disposal. 

1-B-17: The BLM will continue to coordinate with all ROW holders on 
relevant realty actions. Should land tenure adjustments result in 
BLM-administered public lands being exchanged/sold, existing 
ROWs, easements, etc. would remain with the specific parcels. 

Recreation 
Off-Highway Vehicle Management 

Comments 

Responses 
Comment 
Number Reference Description of Issue Suggested Revision/Action 

1-B-18 
Recreation Goal 
RE-4  PG 2 to 86 

It is unclear whether PacifiCorp's use of Off-Highway Vehicles 
(OHV's) to patrol or maintain transmission and distribution 
power lines is expressly authorized or otherwise officially 
approved. 

PacifiCorp must be allowed access to inspect or repair its structures and 
facilities without vehicle access restrictions.  The definition of administrative 
tasks should be expanded to include power delivery operation and 
maintenance (O&M) activities and include emergency actions necessary to 
restore power.  Authorization for travel access should be given within and 
outside of existing ROW on designated roads, trails or other routes as 
required.  PacifiCorp does support the stipulations listed in D-RE-4.18. 

1-B-18: In the Proposed RMP, management actions under the 
Recreation section addressing authorized/permitted activities for 
travel off designated routes has been rewritten to address your 
concerns. 

Transportation and Access 
Comments 

Responses 
Comment 
Number Reference Description of Issue Suggested Revision/Action 

1-B-19 

Designation of 
Utility Corridors for 
Existing ROW 
Routes 

Existing major utility ROW routes should be designated as an 
energy corridor in the RMP. 

PacifiCorp is providing the BLM with a map of our existing transmission 
system for inclusion in the RMP.  BLM should identify these ROW's as 
designated energy corridors. 

1-B-19: In the Proposed RMP, management actions under the 
Recreation section addressing authorized/permitted activities for 
travel off designated routes has been rewritten to address your 
concerns. 
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Visual Resource Management (VRM) 
Comments 

Responses 
Comment 
Number Reference Description of Issue Suggested Revision/Action 

1-B-20 
Impact of VRM Reclassifications on Existing 

Facilities 

Large and highly visible electrical transmission towers, power 
generating stations, support roads, and other facilities to 
some segments of the population may be considered as 
impairing the qua.ity of scenic (visual) values. 

The designation of visual buffer zones for a minimum distance of 0 - 1/2 
miles on either side of all major travel routes or the classification of a 
VRM as Class II or Class III should not require modification of existing 
facilities or structures, relocation of existing facilities or structures, or a 
substantial change to existing utility corridors or reasonably foreseeable 
future facilities. 

1-B-20: Thank you for your comment. 
Use of VRM tools to manage visual values within the RMP 
planning area is an accepted process 

PacifiCorp's support of the VRM process is based on the context that the 
placement of certain electrical facilities is both necessary and consistent 
with the multiple use concepts embodied within the RMP. 

Wildlife and Fisheries 

Comments 

Responses 
Comment 
Number Reference Description of Issue Suggested Revision/Action 

1-B-21 Guidelines for Protection of Sensitive Biological Resources 

Timing and spatial stipulations for sensitive biological 
resources should be regarded as guidelines only and not as 
definitive dates and distances.  A one-size fits all approach 
puts an undo burden on the applicant. 

Although PacifiCorp understands the need for developing guidelines 
to protect sensitive biological resources, site and project specific 
information must be taken into consideration.  The Agency should 
present recommendations for controlling surface disturbing and 
disruptive activities as guidelines, not as mandates.  The references 
and recommendations for avoidance of sage grouse leks or 
disturbance of bald eagle are outdated and should be reviewed and 
current management plan guidelines used. 

1-B-21: Appendix D allows for changes in 
buffer distances and dates to be changed 
based on site specific assessments. 

1-B-22 Minerals and Energy D-ME-2.2 

Action D-ME-2.2.5 indicates that seasonal wildlife 
restrictions would not apply to the operation and 
maintenance of mineral production facilities. 

The same allowances should be granted to utilities that are required 
to build and maintain facilities that serve the mineral operation or 
other customers. 

1-B-22: Appendix D has be updated to 
identify what permitted/ authorized 
activities are affected by the seasonal 
restrictions: OHV and snowmobile usage, 
timber harvesting, fire and nonfire 
vegetation treatment, rights-of-way 
development (energy and non-energy), 
mineral exploration and energy exploration 
and development. 
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Comments 

"Winegar, Bruce' H'I <Bruce.t-hnegar@-simplot.cDnt> 
04/04/2007 OS, 15 
To 
<: ID~Poc;;ltel1o_,RMP®blm. gov"> 
Cc 
"Prouty, Alan L" <Alan.Prouty@S.implot~com::., II'Sush., She.ila Gr, 
<Sheila. Sush@Sirnplot.com::
bee 

Subject 

Pocatello ELM Management Pla" 


Apri 1 4, 2007 

Thank yCiu for invitation to comment on the l?o·catel10 Bureau of Land 
M"anagement: (ELM) Res-ource Management. ?1a.."l CRMP} The open house held 
Pocatello n,c"ntly provi.ded much useful inf.ormation to che public about 
the plan. The::1. R. Simplot. Company has: a vested interest in the BLN RMP. 
particularly as it references· phosphate mining. The J. R~ Sirnplot Company 
operates a large phosphate ",{ne on the Caribou National 'Forest and halds 
additional leases that we intend to mine in the future~ We commend the 
ELM tor th.e effort that went into the revision of the RM,P a..."d ill ge.neral
agree \t.'ith the preferred alternat,ive chosen by t.he agency. 

The lang1;.;lage in the p:r-escr.l,ption AA-I-1E-2 ~:1. 8 references actio~'l levels for 
clean up acti"ities and reclama,tion. Specifically the action levels refe" 
to- por:,ential contaminants such as sel~nium that might be, present in s,oil 
(and hence vegetation), ground"'fate1~ or surface wat.er. The language appears 
to allow fo:!; adjustment of r.:hese act:,icn le\fels as; new information or d.;l.ta 
becomes a.vailable i.e .....As appropriate~ these a.c;:tion levels may be 
adjusted for fu.ture site specific projects through cont.inued 
investigat.ion!monitoriI19 and analysis through the NEPA. process .... 

2-B-J 

We would emphasize to the BLN that these action levels can a.nd most likely 
w'ill change as new reseaxch and information becomes available_ We point 
specifically to the current sice specific stan.dard for cold 'water blot,a 
being invest,igated by Sim..91ot en Sage and Crow Creeks. Xf a new si te 
specific standard is adopted from this work t it would be re,ason to adjust 
the, action levels in the RMP accordingly _ We trust that the language in 
the current proposal. will meet this intent, but sugg,est: some additional, 
mOre specific language be added before the, decision on the plan is final 
to aSSure there can be no mistake on the intent of the language. 

Again we commend The B~t for effort that has Sane into this project and 
the at.tempt to balance the use of pu.blic land for all· LD enjoy, 

Sincerely, 

Bruce tl Winegar 
E1nvi.ronmental Engineering Manager 
COl.-porate Regulatory Affairs 
J. n, Simplot Company 
P.O. Box 912 


__ Pocatello ID 93204

~ ~~, 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

2-B-l: Thank you for your comment. 

2-B-2: The second bullet in Action AA-ME-2.3.8 has been modi
fied to clarifY the intent. 
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Telephone:20B 235-5674 
Email: Bruce.Winegar@simplot.com 
"Sustaining Earth's Resources in a 
Safe & Healthy Environment" 
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Responses 
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Comments Responses 
1-I-1:  The examining and rewriting the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 

is beyond the scope of the RMP. 

1-I-2: Protective distances set in the RMP were based on input from 
resource professionals and analysis.  As outlined in BLM policy, 
we typically use the least restrictive measures that will mitigate 
impacts on fish, water, and riparian resources.  Please note, these 
are the minimum allowable distances and may be increased upon 
project specific environmental analysis. 

1-I-3: Appendix D of the Proposed RMP provides for 6 weeks of 
vehicle restrictions for known calving/fawning areas.  The plan 
direction also restricts vehicles to existing roads and trails 
(Action B-RE-4.1.5) which should limit disturbances during the 

1-I-1 calving/fawning period.  

1-I-4:  The raptor seasonal and spatial buffers identified in Appendix 
1-I-2 D were developed based upon information from Birds of North 

American Online (http://bna.birds.cornell.edu/BNA).  If informa-
tion regarding buffer zones was available (e.g., Bald eagle) the 

1-I-3 buffer zones were used as identified in Appendix D.  If specific 
buffer information was not available, but the species was thought 

1-I-4 to be susceptible to disturbance, a 0.5 mile buffer was used.  If 

1-I-5 specific buffer information was not available but, the species was 
thought to be tolerant of disturbance, a .25 mile buffer was used. 

1-I-6 1-I-5:  This comment as written is unclear. 

1-I-6:  Thank you for your comment.  

1-I-7 1-I-7:  Chapter 4 provides the likely emissions (including PM10 and 
PM2.5) for each alternative from fire, along with other land uses. 

 U-361 



October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

       

  

 

     

  
 

  
 

 
 

  
  

  
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

Comments Responses 
2-I-1: Within the Pocatello Field Office area there are no wild horse 

herd management areas.  Thus, this planning effort does not ad-
dress Wild Horses and Burros.  

2-I-2:  Air Quality Objective CA-AQ-1.2 identifies controlling par-
ticulate level impacts from permitted/authorized activities which 
includes prescribed burns.  See Actions CA-AQ-1.2.2 and 1.2.3, 
which address “prescribed fire” would be managed and con-

2-I-1 
ducted in accordance with the Idaho State Implementation Plan of 
the Clean Air Act and coordinated through the Montana/Idaho 
Airshed Group (MIAG) Smoke Management Program to assure 
conditions are such that “fine particulate matter” would be local-

2-I-2 ized and not “travel across this United States and causes . . . ail-
ments.”  

2-I-3:  Thank you for your comment.  

2-I-3 
2-I-4:  Thank you for your comment.  

2-I-4 2-I-5:  Thank you for your comment.  

2-I-5 2-I-6: Grazing fees are outside the scope of this LUP. 

2-I-6 2-I-7:  Thank you for your comment. 

2-I-7 2-I-8:  Thank you for your comment. 

2-I-8 2-I-9:  Thank you for your comment. 

2-I-10:  Thank you for your comment.  

2-I-9 2-I-11:  Thank you for your comment. 

2-I-10 

2-I-11 
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Comments Responses 

2-I-11 

2-I-12 

2-I-13 

2-I-12:  Thank you for your comment. 

2-I-13:  Appendix B identifies the current laws and executive orders 
affecting BLM management of public lands. 
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Comments Responses 
3-I-1:  Thank you for your comment. 

3-I-2: Guidance presented in the range of alternatives provides the 
framework with which the BLM can address environmental 
change such as global warming.  Section 2.6, Management Guid-
ance Common to All Alternatives, Goal GE-1 and Objective CA-
GE-1.1 addresses how on-going resource inventories, surveys and 

3-I-1 or monitoring programs would be used to make management 
decisions in response to changing conditions on-the-ground. 

3-I-2 3-I-3:  Thank you for your comment.  

3-I-3 3-I-4: See response to comment 2-I-1. 
3-I-4 

3-I-5:  Thank you for your comment.  
3-I-5 

3-I-6:  Thank you for your comment.  

3-I-7:  The alternatives described in the Draft RMP/EIS (2006) were 
developed based upon the issues/concerns provided by the public 

3-I-6 and Tribes during public scoping open houses and are compliant 
with NEPA (Refer to Chapter 1, Section 1.4)  

3-I-8: With the enactment of FLPMA, Congress has directed that 
3-I-7 BLM manage the public lands according to a multiple use man-

date.  

3-I-8 3-I-9: Section 2.5.1 describes why elimination of livestock grazing 
was not considered as a viable alternative. 

3-I-9 3-I-10:  See Chapter 4 for a discussion of impacts on air quality.  The 
BLM will implement BMPs as discussed in Appendix C to mini-
mize emissions and impacts from burns.  The air quality analysis 
discusses impacts in terms of PM10 and PM2.5 which are the fine 
microscopic particles identified in the comment. 

3-I-10 
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Comments Responses 
3-I-11:  The regulation of and establishment of hunting seasons is the 

3-I-11 responsibility of the State of Idaho and is not addressed in this 
land use planning effort.  Executive Order 13443: Facilitation of 
Hunting Heritage and Wildlife Conservation (August 23, 2007) 
requires Federal agencies such as the BLM which have a measur-

3-I-12 able effect on public land management, outdoor recreation, and 
wildlife management to facilitate the expansion and enhancement 
of hunting opportunities and the management of game species 
and their habitat.  

3-I-13 
3-I-12:  Thank you for your comment. 

3-I-13:  Thank you for your comment.  

I-3-14 3-I-14:  The affects of commercial logging are addressed in Section 
4.3.1.  

3-I-15:  All land tenure adjustment actions need to be in the public 
interest. The Proposed RMP identifies criteria (Action B-LR-
5.1.1, 5.1.2., and 5.1.3.). Also see response to Comment 7-A-34. 

3-I-15 
3-I-16:  Thank you for your comment.  

3-I-17:  Thank you for your comment.  

3-I-16 3-I-18:  Thank you for your comment.  

3-I-19:  Thank you for your comment.  
3-I-17 

3-I-20:  Thank you for your comment.  

3-I-18 

3-I-19 

3-I-20 
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Comments Responses 
3-I-20 3-I-20:  Thank you for your comment.  

3-I-21:  See comment response 3-I-11. 
3-I-21 

3-I-22:  Thank you for your comment.  

3-I-23:  The BLM used the most current information available in the 
development of the RMP. 

3-I-24:  The Federal Land Policy Management Act (FLMPA) directs 
multiple use and sustained yield of public lands administered by 

3-I-22 the BLM.  To effectively manage these uses, fences are one of 
many tools that can be used effectively.  The use of fencing as a 

3-I-23 tool is analyzed on a case by case basis through the NEPA proc-
ess. 

3-I-25:  Thank you for your comment.  
3-I-24 

3-I-25 
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L-
Lydia Garvey <wolfhowlmama®yahoo.com> 
02/08/2007 09 : 56 PM 
To ID_Pocatello_RMP®blm.gov 
cc 

bee 

Subject Pocatello DRMP/Draft EIS- Alternative C! 

This would protect the most land- Keep it Wild- ORV/development/noxious 
weed free! Do your job- Protect Our Public lands, waters & wildlife! 

Your attention to this most urgent matter would be much appreciated 
by all present & future generations of all species . 

Thank you Lydia Garvey 429 S 24th st Clinton OK 73601 
Get your own web address. 

Have a RUGS year through Yahoo! Small Business. 

--------------------J 
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Comments Responses 
4-I-1:  Thank you for your comment.  

4-I-1 
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Comments Responses 

5-I-1 

5-I-2 

5-I-3 

5-I-1: In accordance with Goal RE-4 that states, “Establish a compre-
hensive approach to travel planning and management,” 
management actions for motorized recreation are described for 
each alternative in Chapter 2 (Recreation). 

5-I-2:  Thank you for your comment.  

5-I-3: See comment response 8-G-2. 
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Comments Responses 
5-I-4: See Alternative B, Action B-RE-4.1.8 (page 2-86) which re-

quires: Obtaining prior written approval of the authorized officer, 

5-I-4 or be stipulated in appropriate permits/authorizations. 

5-I-5: The BLM actively participates in educating the public on pre-
venting the spread of noxious weeds, including providing media 
coverage, posters, signs, and brochures, which includes preventa-
tive measures such as power washing OHV’s and other equip-
ment. 

BLM firefighters are educated on how to properly clean trucks 
and other equipment following use in areas that are infested with 
invasive noxious weeds. 

5-I-5 Power washing equipment and vehicles following use in areas 
known to be infested with invasive and/or noxious weeds is a 
standard stipulation on most permitted activities.  

5-I-6: Actions occurring on private land or prior to entering public 
land are outside the scope of the RMP.  However, while on public 

5-I-6 land, livestock grazing must meet or make significant progress 
meeting Idaho Rangeland Health Standard #4, Native Plant Com-
munities, refer to Appendix A. and LG.1.2.3.  In addition, refer to 
AA-VE-2.1.1 regarding the requirement of weed free hay and 
straw on public land. 

5-I-7 
5-I-7: Dispersed camping (camping outside of developed camp-

grounds) is considered a valid use of public lands, however ac-
cess would be restricted by limiting motorized and mechanized 
travel to designated routes.  Specific limitations should be incor-
porated during travel management planning to address acceptable 
allowances for camping/parking.  
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Comments Responses 

5-I-8 
5-I-8: Under the existing land use plans, over 400,000 acres are either 

“open” or undesignated, so identifying authorized and unauthor-
ized routes is not possible in many cases. The BLM will rely on 
criteria identified in Action B-RE-4.2.6 that would be considered 
in the travel management plans. Also, see Action B-4.1.6 which 
identifies sources for “baseline” route data. 

5-I-9:  A reasonable range of alternatives for route designation will be 
provided in the development of travel management plans, which 

5-I-9 
will begin after the Record of Decision is signed.  

Route densities will be considered when developing alternatives 
for route designation; however we are not planning on establish-
ing density thresholds.  Please refer to Action B-RE-4.2.6 to see 
other criteria that would be considered in the development of 
travel management plans. 

5-I-10:  Concerns that are identified in this comment would be consid-
ered in the development of travel management plans, which will 
begin after the Record of Decision is signed. 

5-I-10 
5-I-11:  SRMA’s are identified in land use plans to direct recreational 

funding and personnel to fulfill commitments made to specific 
recreation opportunities, including travel management implemen-
tation such as signing and closures.  

5-I-11 5-I-12:  This is an implementation item. Authorizations for temporary 
roads or roads necessary for specific uses that may not be 
“designated routes” would require stipulations in the permit or 
other form of authorization that specifically identify how and 
when the routes may be used, including route removal upon com-
pletion of the authorized use if necessary. 

5-I-12 

 U-370 



October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

       

  

 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 
 

Comments Responses 

5-I-13 

5-I-13:  Although global warming and obesity are not specifically 
identified as criteria to be considered in the development of travel 
management plans, there will be existing routes that are currently 
legal for OHV’s that may not be identified as designated routes 
for motorized vehicles.  There will be no restrictions for non-
motorized/non-mechanized travel, which leaves all public land 
available for these uses. 
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Comments Responses 

6-I-1 

6-I-2 

6-I-1:  Thank you for your comment. 

6-I-2:  Thank you for your comment. 
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7-I-1:  Thank you for your comment. 

7-I-1 
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Comments Responses 
8-I-1: BLM’s preferred method of obtaining access easements is 

through acquisition and exchange.  

8-I-2: As identified in the Draft RMP/EIS, land tenure adjustments 
must benefit the public.  Also see response to comment 5-G-32. 

8-I-1 8-I-3:  Cities and Counties were invited to participate at the beginning 
of the planning process. The current RMP planning web site ad-
dress is: http://www.blm.gov/id/st/en/fo/pocatello/planning/ 
pocatello_resource.html.  

8-I-2 8-I-4: At all activity levels BLM invites public participation. Addi-
tionally, the BLM encourages the public to participate throughout 
the planning process. 

8-I-5: The US Fish & Wildlife Service, not the BLM, is the agency 
8-I-3 that administers the Endangered Species Act.  They are responsi-

ble for listing species and designating recovery areas. 

8-I-6:  Delisting threatened and endangered species is the responsibil-
ity of the USFWS. 

8-I-4 

8-I-5 

8-I-6 
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Comments Responses 

8-I-7 8-I-7:  This is outside the scope of this land use plan. 

8-I-8: Discretionary use is specific to minerals. Discretionary does 
8-I-8 not preclude recreational use. 

8-I-9:  Thank you for your comment. 

8-I-9 8-I-10:  Cultural resource Goals/Objectives are identified in Table ES-
8 immediately following the Air Quality, Section 2.6, Section 
3.2.2 and Section 4.2.2 of the Draft RMP/EIS.  For the purpose of 
this planning effort, cultural resources management direction is 

8-I-10 
consistent with the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-
1, Appendix C. 

8-I-11:  Under Alternative D, management actions propose the most 
surface disturbance and fewest constraints to resources and re-
sources uses. Therefore, the analysis for Alternative D assumes 
the greatest possible risk to cultural resources. The use of these 

8-I-11 types of qualifiers, in the absence of quantitative data, is used to 
distinguish relative differences in impacts between alternatives.. 
In general Alt D is the most impactive with regard to manage-
ment activities and affords the greatest potential for impacts to 
occur, however, based on other factors and project design fea-

8-I-12 tures at the implementation level these potential impacts de-
scribed in the RMP may or may not in fact occur. They are as-
sessed as potential impacts to describe the effects to the resource 
should these impacts indeed occur during project implementation. 

8-I-13 
8-I-12:  Refer to Objective B-LR-5.1 and associated action items for 

description of management direction relating to land tenure ad-
justment.  

8-I-13:  In accordance with Objective B-LR-5.1, lands considered for 
disposal (Zones 3 and 4) are intended to consolidate ownership, 
which would maximize public values, provide public access and 
improve efficiencies in public lands administration. 
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Comments Responses 

8-I-14 8-I-14:  The number of intensive use motorized areas would be lim-
ited in size (not to exceed a “footprint” larger than 80 acres). Ad-
ditionally, areas would be limited by the criteria listed under Ac-
tion B-RE-4.1.7. As proposals are submitted for intensive use 
motorized areas, the areas would be modified as needed to spe-

8-I-15 cifically address resource issues and protection needs of that area. 
Such modifications will be analyzed through the NEPA process 
on a case-by-case basis as proposals are submitted. 

8-I-16 Intensive use areas must be consistent with regulations included 
in 43CFR 8364 – Closures and Restrictions and 43 Rules of Con-
duct. 

8-I-15: Only Congress can act on WSA designations.  BLM’s Interim 
8-I-17 Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review directs 

the BLM to manage WSAs to meet the non-impairment standard. 

8-I-16:  All types of ACECs, including RNAs, are designated for the 
life of the RMP. These areas would be re-evaluated during the 
next planning effort to determine if the special designation is still 

8-I-18 valid.  

Motorized use is not allowed in RNAs as described under Objec-
8-I-19 tive B-AD-1.1 & B-AD-1.2.  However there are no restrictions 

for non-motorized recreation activities within these areas. 

8-I-17:  Thank you for your comment 
8-I-20 

8-I-18:  See response to comment 5-A-4. 

8-I-19:  Disposal of public lands could impact tribal members rights’ 
provided for in the Fort Bridger Treaty, which reserved the rights 
to practice hunting, gathering, fishing, and traditional use on all 
unoccupied public lands.  Such impacts would be analyzed 
through the NEPA process on a case-by-case basis should a pro-
posal meet the criteria as identified in Acton AA-LR-5.1.3. 

8-I-21 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

8-I-20: As identified in the comment such changes would require changes in law which are outside the scope of this document. 

8-I-21:  Action CA-CR-1.1.8 states that cultural resources would be allocated after recording and inventory to one of the six possible uses based on their nature 
and relative preservation value.  
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Comments Responses 
8-I-22:  Traditional cultural uses are relative to Indian Tribal use.  

Land uses such as hunting, fishing, hiking, bird watching, and 

8-I-22 rock hounding are not subject to Section 106 compliance.  

8-I-23:  With the delisting of the gray wolf on March 28, 2008 as a  
   "Threatened and Endangered" species by the USFWS,  the man- 
   agement responsibility for the species has been returned to the 
   individual States.  This change in status for the gray wolf is ac- 

8-I-23 
knowledged in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS.  Management direc-

   tion for the gray wolf under Special Status Species is to maintain 
   and improve wolf habitat.

 The BLM, after consulting with the US Fish & Wildlife Service, 
will manage gray wolf habitat to maintain or improve habitat 
quality to support recovery (see Objective CA-SS-1.2). 

8-I-24 
8-I-24:  Delisting threatened and endangered species is the responsi-

bility of the USFWS. 

8-I-25 8-I-25: Objective CA-PR-1.1 and associated actions provide a proc-
ess to evaluate and assess the resource.  It allows for a range of 
management methods from protection to recovery depending on 

8-I-26 the significance of the resource, potential for conflicts, and viabil-
ity of removal. The presence of a paleontological resource does 
not necessarily mean a restriction of access. 

8-I-26:  Thank you for your comment. 
8-I-27 

8-I-27:  Thank you for your comment.  

8-I-28:  Thank you for your comment.  

8-I-28 
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Comments Responses 
8-I-29:  ROWs need to meet Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health. 

8-I-29 In Chapter 2, refer to Objective AA-GE-3.1 and Action AA-GE-
3.1.1.  

8-I-30: Except for some instances where operating mining equipment 
8-I-30 poses a safety risk, public access is not precluded at exploration 

and mining sites.  Access must comply with vehicle, travel and 
other restrictions however. 

8-I-31 8-I-31: A column, “No High School Degree” has been added and 
table reformatted to improve readability.  

8-I-32 
8-I-32:  In the Proposed RMP, under the Recreation section, an addi-

tional criterion has been added that addresses consistency with 
travel management direction on adjacent lands. 

8-I-33:  Thank you for your comment.  Action B-RE-4.2.7 gives di-
8-I-33 rection to produce travel management products such as travel 

maps and brochures. 

8-I-34:  Thank you for your comment. 

8-I-34 
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Comments Responses 

9-I-1 

9-I-2 

9-I-1:  Thank you for your comment. 

9-I-2:  Thank you for your comment. 
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Comments Responses 

9-I-3 

9-I-4 

9-I-5 

9-I-6 

9-I-3:  Thank you for your comment. 

9-I-4:  This is consistent with actions identified under Alternative B 
(Action B-RE-3.2.1) which would identify Oneida Narrows as an 
SRMA. 

9-I-5: All adjacent land owners are notified when a proposal is con-
sidered addressing land tenure adjustments involving public 
lands. 

9-I-6: Direction under Alternative B that addresses land tenure ad-
justment (B-LR-5.1) and noxious weeds (CA-VE-2.1) should 
help address your concerns. 
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Comments Responses 

10-I-1 

10-I-2 

10-I-1:  Thank you for your comment. 

10-I-2:  Please refer to comment response for Comment 7-A-34. 
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L-
"Jeff and Dianne Seamons" <diannejeff®pcu . net> 
03/01/2007 11,00 PM 
To 
<ID_Pocatello_RMP®blm . gov> 
cc 

bee 

Subject 
Comments, Draft PRMP/ EIS 

~rom the perspecti ve of the Bear River Onei da Narrows Canyon, it is my 
opinion that the RMP compliments the pursuits of the PacifiCorp New 
L.it,;t:::u~e e~nd Sett.lement A-greement along wit:h the Bear River Environmental 
Coordination committee. The SRMA designation is essential to the 
preservation and protection of this one -of-a - kind Natural Resource Area. 
This is not Wild and Scenic that was hoped for, nevertheless, is a major 
step above the previous RMP designation by providing goals and direction 
in guiding development of future resources t o compliment t he objectives of 
the Canyon . 

Thank-you for the opportunity to comment . 

Jeff Seamons 
Preston, Idaho 

--------------------J 
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11-I-1 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
11-I-1:  The Proposed RMP would designate the Oneida Narrows 

SRMA as described under Alternative B-RE-3.2.1 (page 2-73).  
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Comments Responses 
12-I-1:  A reasonable range of alternatives is presented in the Draft 

RMP/EIS.  The alternatives provide a range of choices for 
achieving the purpose and need, meeting the multiple-use man-
date of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), 
and resolving the planning issues identified in Chapter 1. 

12-I-2:  The Deep Creek Range is currently undesignated for OHV’s 
with the exception of the closure along the ridgeline north of 
Knox Canyon/Big Canyon, likely the same area you refer to as 
the Deep Creek Range Crest.  The existing closure will be con-
sidered in the development of the travel management plan for this 
area. 

12-I-1 Refer to Table 4.3.5-1 which demonstrates a reduction in lands 
designated as “Open” or undesignated for OHV’s. All public 
lands would remain unrestricted for non-motorized use with the 
exception that mechanized travel within SRMA’s would be lim-
ited to designated routes.  

12-I-2 
12-I-3:  See comment response 8-G-2. 

12-I-4:  Thank you for your comment 

12-I-5:  The SRMA has been renamed to “Pocatello SRMA” to better 
12-I-3 reflect the multiple recreational opportunities of the area. 

12-I-4 

12-I-5 
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Comments Responses 
12-I-6:  This is consistent with the management direction (Action B-

12-I-5 RE-3.1.4) in the Proposed RMP to identify Oneida Narrows as an 
SRMA. 

12-I-7:  The Proposed RMP will carry forward management direction 
from Action C-RE-3.1.5 to identify the Campground SRMA. 

12-I-8:  With the current SRMA designation and identification of the 
Lower River RMZ (Action B-RE-3.1.2) to be managed for primi-
tive and backcountry physical setting, it is not necessary to desig-

12-I-6 nate the area as an ACEC.  Protection under the SRMA designa-
tion has been determined adequate. 

Protection of riparian areas will be addressed through Idaho Stan-
dards for Rangeland Health and development of a Blackfoot 

12-I-7 River SRMA activity plan. 

These values will be adequately protected and managed under the 
SRMA – therefore an ACEC designation would be redundant and 

12-I-8 not warranted. 

12-I-9:  Thank you for your comment.  

12-I-10:  Action C-SS-1.2.8 has been included in the Proposed RMP 
to address management of migratory birds. 

12-I-9 

12-I-10 
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Comments Responses 

12-I-11 
12-I-11:  Sage grouse nesting and brood rearing areas, and habitat in 

general would be managed to ensure that the quality of habitat 
would be maintained or improved to benefit the species (B-SS-
1.2).  

12-I-12 12-I-12:  Alternative B management direction addresses the issues 
identified in your comment. See Action B-AD-1.2.6 & Action B-
AD.1.2.9.  

12-I-13 
12-I-13:  Management direction from Alternative C will be carried 

forward in the Proposed RMP that restricts snowmobile use in 
big game winter range to designated routes only. 

12-I-14 
12-I-14:  The primary goal is to prevent erosion and ensure soil stabil-

ity. 

It is BLM policy to use native species for reclamation/ 
12-I-15 rehabilitation when possible.  However, harsh or dry sites that 

have been disturbed may require using a non-native species as a 
“place holder” to prevent establishment of undesirable species 
and soil loss until such time native species can be established.  

12-I-15:  In an effort to reduce impacts to the Blackfoot and Salt 
River systems, BLM is a cooperating agency involved with the 
CERCLA investigation and remediation of historic phosphate 
mines that have selenium contamination issues. This effort is 
explained in section 3.3.4.1.   

Objective AA-ME 2.3 implements planning direction aimed at 
preventing or reducing the release of selenium from phosphate 
mining.  Specific mitigation appropriate for phosphate mining 
and the individual sites are formulated at the project implementa-
tion level.  New mines are assessed under NEPA and appropriate 
BMPs are applied to address selenium releases from phosphate 
mining.  All phosphate mining and reclamation plans approved 
by BLM since 1998 have incorporated extensive measures to 
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Responses 

12-I-15 Continued: reduce or eliminate release of selenium to the environment.  Existing mining activities will be modified as necessary based on the results 
of environmental monitoring data.  
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Comments Responses 

13-I-2 

13-I-1 

13-I-1:  Alternatives B, C, and D show a drastic reduction in the acres 
of public land that are open or undesignated for OHV’s, eliminat-
ing cross-country travel on over 400,000 acres under each alter-
native.   

A summary of OHV designations by alternative can be found in 
Chapter 4 (Table 4.3.5-1). 

13-I-2:  Livestock grazing is a legitimate use of public lands and is 
recognized by the Taylor Grazing Act, 1934 and Federal Land 
Management and Policy Act, 1976.  Refer to response to com-
ment 7-G-25. 
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Comments Responses 
14-I-1:  Thank you for your comment. 

14-I-2:  Thank you for your comment. 

14-I-3:  In the Proposed RMP, management direction has been in-
cluded from Alternative C, Action C-RE-4.1.10 to address re-
stricting snowmobile use to designated routes in big game winter 
range areas. 

14-I-4: Snowmobiles are recognized as a motorized vehicle, however 
in this document we have separate management direction for 
snowmobiles versus OHVs due to the fact that snowmobiles are 
operated over snow rather than directly on the surface, which 

14-I-1 generally has a lighter impact to most resources. 

14-I-2 

14-I-3 

14-I-4 
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Comments Responses 

14-I-5 14-I-5:  The following goals and objectives, identified in the RMP, 
demonstrate the BLM’s intent to manage for all forms of recrea-
tional opportunities. 

14-I-6 
 Goal RE-3: Provide for a variety of recreational opportunities 

and experiences (page 2-72). 

 Objective B-RE-1.1: 
Manage lands for a variety of non-motorized, mechanized, and 
motorized opportunities (page 2-72). 

 Objective B-RE-4.2: 
Implement comprehensive travel management planning utilizing 
strategies for motorized, mechanized, and non-motorized recrea-
tion (page 2-87).  

14-I-6:  Thank you for your comment. 
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Comments Responses 

15-I-1 

15-I-2 

15-I-3 

15-I-4 

15-I-1:  The RMP management direction for the Chinese Peak/ 
Blackrock Canyon area would be designated as “limited” for 
OHV use, which is the same as the current management (limited 
to designated routes only with no cross-country travel). 

15-I-2:  Thank you for your comment 

15-I-3:  See Action Items listed under Objectives B-RE-4.1 & B-RE-
4.2 for detailed management direction related to OHV’s.  

15-I-4:  Thank you for your comment.  
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Comments Responses 

15-I-5 

15-I-5:  Management direction in the RMP is to eliminate cross-
country travel on all public lands. Travel with motorized and 
mechanized (SRMAs only) vehicles will be restricted to desig-
nated routes only.  Action B-RE-4.2.6 identifies criteria that will 
be considered in the development of travel management plans 
(route designation).  
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PETITION TO THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Poutello Field Office 

We the undersigned want the following management requirement included the Pocatello Resource management Plan (RMP) regarding 
the Pocatello Range between PortneufGap and the South Fork of Pocatello Creek. 

No ofi-road vehicles allowed. All existing off-road trails and scars will be closed and reba~bilitated. 

The use of these vehicles in the past, and as contemplated in the RMP, creates a fire danger to adjacent homes, it devalues (takes) 
private property by regulatory means due to noise, fire danger, and decline of esthetics. It is also destructive of wildlife and wildlife 
habitat. 
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Comments Responses 

16-I-1 

16-I-2 

16-I-3 

16-I-1: Action B-RE-4.2.6 identifies criteria that will be considered 
in the development of travel management plans (route designa-
tion). 

BLM has no authority to regulate the number of deer hunters.  

16-I-2: All land tenure adjustment proposals would be screened as 
described in Chapter 2, AA-5.1.3. 

16-I-3: Thank you for your comment 
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Malta, ID. 83342 

E-mail 

bjc@atcnet.net 

phone 

208-645-2407 

____________________ J 
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Comments Responses 
17-I-1: An area must have an ‘imminent or immediate threat’ to be 

considered for an ACEC designation. There is no known im-
mediate threat to this area and therefore does not warrant des-
ignation as an ACEC. 

17-I-2: We the 2003 Caribou Revised Forest Plan and found that 
The Caribou Mountain Special Emphasis Area provides visi-
tors the opportunity to experience a unique historical mining 
development.  The management prescription did not include an 
“avoidance” area for special uses or ROW’s. If an application 
for special use or ROW results in resource issues that could not 
be avoided or sufficiently mitigated the application would be 

17-I-1 denied.  

See response to comment 17-I-3 

17-I-3: An area must have an ‘imminent or immediate threat’ to be 

17-I-2 considered for an ACEC designation. There is no known im-
mediate threat to this area and therefore does not warrant des-
ignation as an ACEC. 

17-I-3 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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"c::arlbmt1 wld9@cabteone . ~~te.t 

<caribrntlwld9@cable:.,ne.~tc 

t> 

04/02/2007 06;38 PM 
Pleose respond to 

coJ'ibmttwJd9@cO:ble0111ellilet 

To r,£)_Pocaiello_RMP@bltn.g~v 

cc 

bee 

Sub:je:ct photo-West :Slopes Caribo~r Mountoin-BLM parcel at 
western base 

Msg S·ent v~a CablleONE.net MyMai] - lhttp://www.cableone.net 
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Mail Your 
Comments to: 

Bureau of Land 
Management 

ATTN: Terry Smilb 
4350 Cliffs Drive 

Pocatello, ID 83204 

COMMENTS 
MUST BE 

RECEIVED NO 
LATER THAN 
APRIL 4, 2007 

I 

' ~ '" ' 

Comment Card & Disclosure Statement 
oonH"" -3 ~ti ll' \ 9 

Your' comments regarding the Draft Pocatello Resourc~ Jlfaungemelll Plan and 
Em·ironmeJrllll Jmpac.t Statement are important as they will be used to develop the Proposed 
Resource Management Plan anli Final EIS. 1l1e roost helpful comments are those that identiJY 
why or why . not I )·l.the - issues were adequately addressed. 2) the purpose and intent of 
management direction is clear, 3) the discussion of environmental consequeooes is compl~t~ 
and 4) if the management direction for the preferred alternative a<:cep~able and complete. Be 
sure to include any specific infonn3tion you may have to support your viewpoint. 

Comments received regarding this plan, including names and street addresses of respondents, 
will be available for public review at the Pocatello address noted below during business hours 
(7:45 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.) Monday through Friday, e.•cept holidays. and may be published as 
part of this plan. Individual respondents may request confidentiality. If you wish to withhold 
your name or address from public review or from disclosure under the Freedom of lnfonnation 
Act, you must stJte this prominently at the begi!m!!1g c,f your cr>mments: (bt-Jow). Stt<:"h 
~equests will be honored to !be extent allowed by law. All submissions from organixations or 
businesses, and from individuills identifying themselves as representatives or officials of 
<><gani:rotions or businesses, will be made available for public inspection in their entirety. 

I wish to withhold my name or address from public review or from disclosure under the 
Freedom oflnfonnationAct. [ ]Yes []No 

Address /'176 TtiGd CJ 
City C.-ut 
Commelll(s): 

State _ '1"...-..::.;J _ __ Zip $32 (I! 

Convncnls 1:1111)' be ~l~n on bad: or c-ard or Oil pllptf .loli«t.s att~aeMd 10 lhls Clltd. 

___________________ J 

18-I 

October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

  U-401 



October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS       

  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
  

  
    

  
 

 
 

 
 

  
   

 

  

  

 

  
  

 
 

  
  
 

Comments Responses 

18-I-1: Access to water would be evaluated on a case by case basis 
to determine whether allotted grazing occurs or not. Determin-
ing factors include an evaluation of the rangeland heath, espe-

18-I-1 cially riparian health, impacts on trailing and other similar fac-
tors.  Refer to Appendix A for the Idaho Standards For Range-
land Health. 

In addition, management actions regarding the BSD in the Pro-
18-I-2 posed RMP (Objective LG-1.3) have been revised to reflect 

that the allotments currently being grazed may continue to be 
grazed if they are meeting or making significant progress to-
wards meeting the Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health.  
Otherwise the allotment or portions of allotment not meeting 
Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health would be closed or the 
allotment could be totally removed from grazing depending on 
the extent the allotment is not meeting Standards. 

18-I-3 18-I-2: See 43 CFR 2701.0-6(c)(1) The Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (43 U.S.C. 1713(f)) provides that sales of 
public lands under this section shall be conducted under com-
petitive bidding procedures established by the Secretary. How-
ever, where the Secretary determines it necessary and proper in 
order to assure equitable distribution among purchasers of 
lands, or to recognize equitable considerations or public 
policies, including, but not limited to, a preference to users, 
lands may be sold by modified competitive bidding or without 
competitive bidding. In recognizing public policies, the Secre-
tary shall give consideration to the following potential pur-
chasers: 
(i) The State in which the lands are located; 
(ii) The local government entities in such State which are in 
vicinity of the lands;

 (iii) Adjoining landowners; 
(iv) Individuals; and 
(v) Any other person. 

18-I-3: Thank you for your comment. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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L- --------------------J Wendy Pratt To ID_Poeotello_RMP@blm.gov 
< pratt_wr@yahoo .com> ce 

04/03/2007 01:29 PM bee 

Subject Draft RMP/EIS Comments 

Please see attached. 

Looking for earth-friendly autos? 
Browse Top Cars by "Green Rating" at Yahoo! Autos' Green Center. 

~ 
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Comments Responses 
19-I-1: The intent of the Draft RMP/EIS is to keep the Blackfoot 

Stock Driveway open for trailing as per the Secretarial Order to 
avoid the need to haul livestock. 

19-I-2: Thank you for your comment. 

19-I-3: Thank you for your comment. 

19-I-4: Thank you for your comment. 

19-I-5: The Proposed RMP would allow livestock grazing along the 
river (in addition to trailing use) to continue if the Idaho Stan-

19-I-1 dards for Rangeland Health are being met or significant pro-
gress is being made towards meeting the standards.  Proper 
grazing use would eliminate the need for fencing. 

19-I-2 
19-I-6: Thank you for your comment. 

19-I-7: Thank you for your comment. 
19-I-3 

19-I-4 

19-I-5 

19-I-6 

19-I-7 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Comments Responses 

19-I-8 19-I-8: Refer to comment response 18-I-1. 

Eliminating the Blackfoot Stock Driveway is not being consid-
ered. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Comments Responses 

20-I-1 

20-I-1: We are uncertain of your 100,000 acre leasing reference. In 
the Draft RMP/Draft EIS, lands available for consideration of 
fluid mineral leasing under each of the alternatives were the 
same at 602,600 acres. 

The major difference in oil and gas leasing consisted of the 
amount of land proposed to be covered by NSO stipulations: 
Alternative A – 314,000 acres 
Alternative B – 321,400 acres 
Alternative C – 347,300 acres 
Alternative D – 314,000 acres 

Upon further assessment to protect sagebrush habitat necessary 
for sensitive species such as the greater sage grouse, about 
258,100 acres have been identified as administratively unavail-
able to fluid mineral leasing in the Curlew area. Curlew is a 
stronghold for these species and not allowing leasing at this 
time would assist in eliminating disturbances from fluid mineral 
exploration and development that might occur in the future.  
Alternative B, of the Proposed RMP/FEIS has been updated to 
include this administratively unavailable area. 
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Comments Responses 

21-I-1 

21-I-2 

21-I-3 

21-I-1: Thank you for your comment. 

21-I-2: Thank you for your comment. 

21-I-3: All comments and responses are published with the Proposed 
RMP and Final EIS. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Com meats to: 

Bureau of Land 
Management 

A 1TN: Teny Smith 
4350 Cliffs Drive 

l'ocatello, 10 83204 

COMMENTS 
MUST BE 

RECEJVED NO 
LATER THAN 
APRJ L 4,1007 

Comment Card & Disclosur-e Stl).tement 
I ' A 

Your comments regatdin& the Droft l'rlatdlo Ratl111U Mo,.gen-/f'P[IIIf ond 
Enviromntntollmptref Stattmf!fll are imponant IS they will be used to develop the Proposed 
Resource Management Plan and Final EtS. The most helpful c:omments ate/those that identify 
why or why noc I) the iswes .,-heft adequately addressed, 2) the putpi>se oncLhuent of 
m~ement direction is c:lcar. 3) the discussion of en•itonmental COII1CquenCcs is complete 
and 4) if management direction for the preferred alternative is aeceptable and cornplde. Be 
sure to include any spcc:ifoc infonnation you may have to support your comments. 

Comments received reganlina this plan. inc:ludin& names and stnx:t ac!cln:s= of respondents. 
will be available for public review at the Pocatello address noted below during business hours 
(7:45 &.TIL to 4:30 p.111.) Monday lhrou&h Friday, exc:epl holidays, and may be published as 
pan of this plan. lndiv«<uoo nspantknts lltt1)' nq~Kst CC>rjidtntiolity. If you wish to withhold 
your name or address from public: review or from disclosure under the freedom of Information 
Act. you must state this prominently at the beginning of yow- comments (below). Such 
requesiS wiU be honored 10 the extent allowed by law. All submissions &om otpnizations or 
businesses. and &om individuals identifying themselves as n:presentalives or officials of 
organizations or businesses, will be made available for public inspection in their entinctr. 

l wish to withhold my name or addn:ss from publ9•:vi<:w or from disclosure under the 
Freedom oflnfonnotion Act. 1 J Yes I Y] No 
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22-I-1:  Thank you for your comment. 
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L-
Prattlivestock®wmconnect.com 
04/04/2007 01:39 PM 
To 
ID_Pocatello_ RMP®blm.gov 
cc 

bee 

Subject 
comments on RMP 

Plea.~e ~ee attached. 

--------------------J 

23-I 

October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 

  U-410 



October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS       

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
   

 
  

 
 

  
  

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

    
 

Comments Responses 

23-I-1: Refer to response to comment 18-I-1. 

23-I-2: Thank you for your comment. 
23-I-1 

23-I-3: Portions of allotments that overlap the stock driveway 
would have that portion closed if they are not meeting or mak
ing significant progress towards meeting Idaho Standards for 

23-I-2 Rangeland Health.  Allotments which lie totally within the 
driveway would be eliminated (no allotted grazing) if they are 

23-I-3 not meeting or making significant progress towards meeting 
Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health. Refer to B-LG-1.3.2 

23-I-4 (updated in the Proposed RMP to PP-LG-1.3.2). 

23-I-4: Direction in the Proposed RMP has been clarified (PP-LG
23-I-5 1.2.4 and PP-LG-1.2.5) as to when livestock grazing can re

sume following (1) wildland fire and (2) fire and non-fire 
vegetation treatments. Objectives specific to or potentially 

23-I-6 impacted by livestock in ES&R or Restoration plans need to be 
met before resuming livestock grazing.  

23-I-7 23-I-5: Objective B-RE-4.2 outlines the strategy, criteria and proc
esses that would be followed for extensive travel management 
planning after the ROD is signed.  In addition, off road vehicle 
use is addressed in Objective B-RE-4.1, Action B-RE-4.1.5 
until travel management planning route designation is com
pleted.  OHV usage and mechanized travel is limited to 
“existing routes.” 

23-I-6: Thank you for your comment.  

23-I-7: The RMP uses Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health as a 
basis for providing on-going monitoring and assessment of 
grazing activities. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Char Reid <charreidl020@yahoo.com> 
04/04/2007 03 : 02 PM 
To 
ID_Pocatel lo_RMP®blm.gov 
cc 

bee 

Subject 
Pocatello Resource Mangement Plan & EIS 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
Please see attachment. 
Charlotte H Reid 

Charlotte B Reid, MTL 
(Environmental Suppor t) 
TF Ranch 
Firth, ID 

____________________ J 
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Comments Responses 

24-I-1: Thank you for your comment 

24-I-2: As required by NEPA, 40 CFR 1506.6, the public and  
 other entities are encouraged and requested to be involved in
 BLM actions. 

24-I-1 
24-I-3: Including monitoring data is beyond of the scope of the 

RMP. However, this data is in the Pocatello Field Office and 
available for the public 

24-I-2 24-I-4: Fencing of aspen clones would be determined on a case by 
case basis depending on the objectives for site specific pro
jects.  Some areas do have sufficient downed trees to make it 
difficult for livestock to access and would probably not need 

24-I-3 fencing.  

24-I-5: “Suitable condition for nesting” at this scale is defined as 
having sufficient nesting and brood rearing cover in a given 
area to maintain or increase populations of sage or sharp-tailed 

24-I-4 grouse.  LHC-A is considered the ideal and is described in 
Appendix J.  Refer to B-VE-6.1 for the Objective. 

24-I-6: The grazing preference for each permit affected would be 
reduced according to the AUMs described in Table 4.3.3.5 on 

24-I-5 
page 4-310 if they are not meeting or making significant pro
gress towards meeting Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health. 

In addition, management actions regarding the BSD in the Pro
24-I-6 posed RMP (Objective LG-1.3) have been revised to reflect 

that the allotments currently being grazed may continue to be 

24-I-7 grazed if they are meeting or making significant progress to
wards meeting the Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health.  
Otherwise the allotment or portions of allotment not meeting 
Standards for Rangeland Health would be closed or the allot
ment totally removed from grazing depending on the extent the 

24-I-8 allotment is not meeting Standards. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Responses 

24-I-7: Management direction in the Proposed RMP (PP-LG-1.3.1 and PP-LG-1.3.2) for the Blackfoot Stock Driveway is to provide for livestock 
“trailing” for up to 1,400 AUMs.  This may include resting, watering and overnight stops.   Allotted grazing may continue as long as there are no con
flicts with trailing and that the allotment is making significant progress towards meeting Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health or current livestock 
grazing management is not the cause of standards not being met.  

24-I-8: Thank you for your comment 
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Comments Responses 

24-I-9: Land use plans and planning decisions are broad in scale and 
24-I-9 are not site specific.  They provide the basis for every on the 

ground action the BLM undertakes as required in 43 CFR 1601. 
24-I-10 This would be addressed at project level planning.  

24-I-11 24-I-10: You are correct, sagebrush  could recover naturally.  How
ever, reseeding provides a jump start in those areas where sage

24-I-12 brush is lacking and desired. 

24-I-11: Thank you for you comment.  
24-I-13 

24-I-12: CRP lands are not addressed in this plan. 

24-I-13: Thank you for your comment 
24-I-14 

24-I-14: The sediment from this dam is outside the scope of this land 
24-I-15 use plan.  

24-I-16 24-I-15: Thank you for your comment.  

24-I-17 24-I-16: The natural resource recreation settings tables provide a 
standard description of existing and prescribed settings. Utiliz
ing these setting descriptions does not necessarily accept litter, 

24-I-18 rather it demonstrates the need to direct funding and personnel 
to areas (such as recreation sites) that have higher evidence of 
use, which commonly includes litter, trampled vegetation, fire 

24-I-19 rings, vehicle tracks, etc. 

24-I-17: Both quantitative and qualitative impacts on resources and 
resources uses identified under Chapter 4 were extrapolated 
using GIS data, in which proposed management actions were 
overlaid with existing management conditions. 

24-I-18: Thank you for your comment.  

24-I-19: This will be addressed on a site specific basis upon imple
mentation of the land use plan. Refer to response to comment 18-I-1. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

 U-415 



       

  

 

 

  
L-

•oiana Campbell'' <src®atcnet. net> 
04/04/2007 03:42 PM 
Please respond to 
"Diana Campbell" <src®atcnet.net> 
To 
<ID_Pocatello_RHP1111blm.gov> 
cc 

bee 

Subject 
RMP/EIS Comments 

Bureau of Land 
Management 
Wednesday, April 04, 2007 
Attention: Project 1•1anager: Terry Smith 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Draft RHP/EIS. The open 
house meeting you spon.sored in our area was especially beneficial for me. 
It was good to see the display of each department and to meet most of you 
who have been working to put the Draft together . It helped me to more 
fully appreciate what has gone into it so far, and where we have yet to 
go. 

In the Draft I believe Plan B best addresses my concerns, however, in this 
communication I will briefly review them with you to see if you agree 
also. 

Jeff Cundick and perhaps a few other staff members at the open house may 
recall the conversation I had with you on my current dealings with BLM. 
The Forest Service, Idaho Fish and Game, and what used to be the Black 
Pine Mine are also involved in these dealings. It has to do with a pending 
land exchange that has been in the mill for about ten years in order that 
Black Pine Mine meets its obligation with the public regarding wild life 
mitigation. At that time, (February 22, 1996) we entered into an agreement 
in which my property in Hay Canyon would meet that requirement for Black 
Pine Mine. And then in order to preserve the vegetative cover for wild 
life, I would sell my Hay canyon property to Black Pine Hine who would 
then deed it to BLM, or I would simply trade directly with B~f for other 
designated lands. In the interi m time, Black Pine Mine has gone by the way 
side, turning its assets and liabilities over to the Forest Service who 
has informed me that there are not sufficient funds to exercise the 
purchase option. Therefore it is my hope that our past agreements will 
remain in tact and a smooth trade transition be continued in the 
accomplishment of our original goal . As near as I can discern, the Draft 
Plan B actually favors such a trade because of the isolation and location 
of the involved lands. 

Another part of our discussion at the open house dealt with some ACEC 
locations, one which is of particular interest to my family. It is listed 

--------------------J 
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25-I-1: See response to comment 8-G-9. 
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Comments Responses 

25-I-2 

25-I-3 

25-I-2: This comment is consistent with Action B-AD-1.2.5, which 
gives direction to pursue partnerships to maintain and interpret 
historic structures. 

25-I-3: Thank you for your comment. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Terry, 

Geoff Hogonder 
<ghogonde@yahoo.com > 

04/04/2007 05:54 PM 

To Poky RMP <id_pocatello_rmp@blm.gov> 

cc 

bee 

Subject RMP comments 

Attached are my comments on the Pocatel lo RMP. 

Geoff Hogander 

--------------------J 
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Comments Responses 

26-I-1: Chapter 3, Section 3.2.5 describes the current conditions of 
the vegetation types in terms of Land Health Condition (LHC 
(Table 3-3).  

26-I-2: Please refer to Chapter 3 for a description of the existing 
biological, physical, and socioeconomic characteristics,  includ
ing current trends, opportunities, and risks as determined based 
upon the continued monitoring and evaluation of resources and 
uses as managed through implementation of the 1981 and 1988 
land use plans. 

26-I-3: The purpose of the RMP is to provide general management 

26-I-1 direction for public lands administered by the BLM.  Identify
ing a reasonable foreseeable budget scenario to be analyzed is 
outside the scope of this planning effort. 

26-I-4: Table ES-6 actually shows an increase in “acres” available 
for livestock grazing not AUMs as identified in the comment.  

26-I-2 The increase in acres available for grazing from Alternative A 
to B results from the assumptions used for the purpose of analy
sis. In Alternative A, all 32, 200 acres available for land tenure 
adjustment were assumed to be completed. In Alternative B, 
56,300 acres (Zone 4) where identified for land tenure adjust
ment with only 50% of those acres actually be completed do to 

26-I-3 staffing and funding. 

26-1-5: Direction for migratory birds has been added to the Pro
posed RMP.  See response to comment 6-A-2.  In addition, 
management direction for Spring snails has been added to the 
Proposed RMP. 

26-I-4 

26-I-5 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Comments Responses 

26-I-6 26-I-6: The BLM believes direction in Action B-SS-1.2.8 will pro
vide protection for sensitive plant populations. 

26-I-7 26-I-7: Please refer to Chapter 3 for a description of the existing 
biological, physical, and socioeconomic characteristics includ
ing current trends, opportunities, and risks as determined based 

26-I-8 upon the continued monitoring and evaluation of resources and 
uses as managed through implementation of the 1981 and 1988 
land use plans. 

26-I-9 
26-I-8: The word “adverse” has been removed from the objective. 

26-I-10 26-I-9: Yes it could, however compliance checks may be completed 
by non-law enforcement employees, contractors, or volunteers. 

26-I-11 Identified problems are addressed by FO. Law enforcement is 
involved as necessary. 

26-I-12 26-I-10: The limit of 20% shrub use by livestock is one of several 
management tools that would be considered if a big game range 

26-I-13 within a specific area or grazing allotment is not meeting or 
moving towards Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health (B-LG
1.2.3).  Any change in livestock grazing management and moni
toring schedule would be determined on a site specific basis. 

26-I-14 
26-I-11: Yes, “improve connectivity and habitat fragmentation” ap

plies to both streams and fish.  Text has been added to the Pro
26-I-15 posed RMP (Action PP-FW-2.1.3) to clarify this point.  Priority 

would be based on the merits of individual proposals.  How
ever, land tenure adjustments would consider special status spe
cies habitat and connectivity as factors as described in B-LR
5.1.3.  

26-I-16 
26-I-12: In the Proposed RMP, PP-SW-2.1.3 has been rewritten to 

identify what the other priorities would be should sensitive spe
26-I-17 cies not be present. 

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

26-I-13: Goal VE-1 was not identified in the 1988 RMP or 1981 MFP.  Management guidance identified as Common to All Alternatives is applicable direc
tion carried forward from the 1988 RMP/1981 MFP into this planning effort (2006) and also includes current guidance/polices being implemented, such 
as PFC health assessments.  Current riparian conditions are identified in Chapter 3, Sections 3.2.5 and 3.2.9. 

26-I-14: Direction under CA-WF-1.2.1, vegetation treatment restrictions for Fish and Wildlife, Item #2, has been re-written to clarify the type of treatment 
that would be restricted in order to maintain the desired shrub component.  Should wildland fire remove more than 15-25% of an individual winter range 
desired shrub component, future projects would be re-evaluated to determine the need, extent of and type of treatment if practicable.  

26-I-15: To facilitate the Federal Land Transaction Facilitation Act, the BLM, USFS, NPS & USFWS entered into an MOU.  The MOU sets out that the pro
ceeds from land sales are deposited into a national account.  From there they are allocated to the following federal agencies:  BLM 60%, USFS 20 %, 
NPS 10 %, USFWS 10%.  Eighty percent of the funds collected must be spent in the state where generated. The MOU is in effect unless terminated until 
July 25, 2010. 

26-I-16: Management direction for the Bald eagle and Utah valvata snail is provided for in the DEIS and Proposed RMP regardless of it being delisted as a 
threatened or endangered species. 

26-I-17: There is no direct comparison between Aspen age classes and LHC.  LHC is explained in Appendix J.  The objective is for the three vegetation 
types, Aspen/Aspen Conifer Mix/Dry Conifer to have greater than 30 % of the combined acres in LHC-A resulting in an even mix of Aspen and Dry 
Conifer with the stated distribution of age classes. 
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Comments Responses 

26-I-18 26-I-18: This would be considered for the site specific project.  

26-I-19: For the Proposed Plan/FEIS, Action B-WF-4.1.6 has been 
re-written (Action PP-WF-3.1.6) to clarify the purpose and 

26-I-19 intent. See Action PP-WF-3.1.6 in Table 2.1. 

26-I-20: In order to maintain fire frequencies within the historical 
26-I-20 range for riparian areas, vegetative characteristics such as vege

tation structure, species composition, and amount of litter are 
important considerations in addition to PFC.  

26-I-21 
26-I-21: It would be difficult to identify all areas within the PFO that 

would be sensitive to wind development. Areas open to ROW 
applications containing important environmental values would 

26-I-22 be analyzed through the NEPA process. The ROW would be 
denied if the analysis shows that the adverse affects of the pro
ject outweigh the benefits.  

26-I-23 In Chapter 2, refer to Action CA-FW-2.1.1 for guidance spe
cific to wind energy, refer to Appendix C, pages 13- 21.   

26-I-24 
Seasonal and spatial buffer restrictions for raptors can be found 
in Appendix D.  

Direction for shrub steppe habitat management can be found 
under Objective B-VE-6.1.  

26-I-25 26-I-22: Yes, those public lands are withdrawn to the BIA for the 
Fort Hall Irrigation Project and are administered by the BIA for 
specific purposes (i.e., agricultural leasing, concessions and 

26-I-26 livestock grazing) as identified in 25 CFR Part 173. 

26-I-27 

26-I-28 
26-I-29 
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26-I-22 (continued): The BLM Planning Handbook H-1601-1 (Appendix C) for Livestock Grazing directs that public lands be identified as available or not 
available for livestock grazing.  Since these BLM-administered public lands around the Blackfoot Reservoir are withdrawn to the BIA for the identified 
specific purposes, they are not available to livestock grazing as administered by the BLM and are identified as unavailable in the appropriate Figures. 

Text has been added to Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3 to clarify the livestock management associated with these public lands around the Blackfoot Reservoir. 

26-I-23: Any changes in management direction for the BSD would require working with respective permittees/lessees to educate them to new requirements/ 
responsibilities.  Enforcement actions, if required, would be handled under 43 CFR 4150.  

26-I-24: Consideration of potential impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat are important during fluid mineral leasing and development. Fluid mineral leasing 
stipulations have been developed and are identified in Appendix H. These stipulations, in addition to other protection and mitigation measures developed 
during site specific environmental assessment of exploration and development activities, allow for multiple use management and practical protection of 
wildlife and their habitat. Restrictions (NSO and timing) on the Bear Lake Plateau, closures to minerals leasing in wilderness study areas, and making the 
Curlew area administratively unavailable for fluid mineral leasing have been included to better protect and enhance wildlife values. See comment re
sponses 2-G-4 and 7-A-59. 

26-I-25: Thank you for your comment 

26-I-26: Objective B-SS-1.2 has been carried forward to the Proposed RMP.  The guidance for the priority areas in Alternative C was condensed (from the 
Sensitive Species direction) to address specific areas of the Field Office.  When comparing the direction in the various alternatives, Alternative B pro
vides direction for managing (and improving) sensitive species habitat without adding another layer of planning to the process (guidance for priority ar
eas). 

26-I-27: Objective B-VE-6.1 has been carried forward to the Proposed RMP.  Section 4.25 Vegetation (Chapter 4) describes the effects of the vegetation 
management direction by alternative.  In comparing the Alternatives, Alternative B achieves desired LHC improvement in consideration of treatment 
levels, uncharacteristic vegetation treated and increases in desirable sagebrush canopy cover which reduces wildland fire hazards and provides a distribu
tion of sagebrush steppe successional classes favorable to sagebrush steppe wildlife guild species. 

26-I-28: BLM concurs. In the Proposed RMP, management direction will be modified to restrict snowmobile use to designated routes in big game winter 
range areas. 

26-I-29: The Recreation section in the Proposed RMP has been modified to address your concerns regarding route designations in wintering ranges. 
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26-I-30 26-I-30: The vegetation objectives (page 2-159 Draft RMP/EIS) are 
described in terms of percentages desired for each LHC class.  
Page 2-187 identifies the number of acres in each of the LHC 

26-I-31 classes following fire and non-fire vegetation treatments at 30 
years based upon modeling treatments and succession.  Where 
LHC-B is zero, results of modeling indicate that due to treat

26-I-32 ments and/or succession, acres would move into LHC-A or -C.  
Most desirable is for all acres to be in LHC-A. 

26-I-33 26-I-31: This is an assumption for the purpose of analysis.  There is 
no indication that the Conservation Reserve Program adminis
tered by the NRCS will result in less acres in the future. 

26-I-32: It is assumed that the commentor meant Page 4-157 Im
26-I-34 pacts from Minerals and Energy Direction. The following text 

has been added to the first bullet on direct habitat loss; “Due to 
noise and human activity, wildlife generally avoid developed 
areas, which results in fragmentation and wildlife displace
ment.” Recreational induced displacement is discussed on page 

26-I-35 4-158 (Draft RMP/EIS) under Impacts from Recreation Direc
tion.  

26-I-33: The Proposed RMP includes direction to protect the eco
logical integrity of spring during development.  See Appendix 
C:  Guidelines for Livestock Management,   which directs that 
“the development of springs, seeps, or other projects affecting 
water and associated resources shall be designed to protect the 
ecological functions, wildlife habitat, …” 

26-I-36 26-I-34: The BLM routinely seeks input from IDFG before treating 
Mormon crickets or grasshoppers. 

26-I-37 26-I-35: Refer to comment 4-G-28. 

Refer to NRCS Range and Pasture Handbook (2006 revised) for 
the calculation of an AUM as used by the BLM.  

26-I-38 

 U-424 



  

       

   
 

   
 
    
 

  
   

 
 

October 2008 Pocatello Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS

Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Responses 

26-I-36: The ¼ mile buffer is not an assumption but is management direction as identified in Alternative C, Action C-SS-1.2.12. 

26-I-37: Page 4-301: This section identifies impacts from special status species on livestock grazing; therefore, effects on sage-grouse are not discussed. 

Page 4-303: Chapter 4 analysis revised to account for variability in anticipated effects on livestock.  

26-I-38: As discussed in Chapter 3, Section 3.3.3, to date, 332 allotments totaling approximately 519,131 acres have been assessed with all allotments meet
ing or moving towards meeting Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health.  Forty-one allotments totaling approximately 129,128 acres have had grazing 
adjustments (changes in season of use, reductions in active preference and implementation of various grazing systems) made in order to meet or moving 
towards meeting Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health. 
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Comments Responses 

26-I-38 26-I-39: This is a travel management enforcement issue and is out
side the scope of this land use plan. 

26-I-39 
26-I-40: There is current direction sufficient to address grouse nest

ing habitat.  Resting 1/3 of the land for grouse nesting or fenc
ing trout streams are options that are available if deemed neces
sary upon implementation at the project level.  Refer to B-SS
1.2.3, B-SS-1.2.6 and CA-VE-1.1.1. 

26-I-40 26-I-41: We have revised Figures 2-8, 2-18, 2-31, and 2-37 to in
clude highly erodible soils and steep slopes to better depict the 

26-I-41 extent and location of the lands affected by the NSO designa
tion.  

Table 4.3.4-1 shows 0.0 acres of new NSO acreage proposed on 
the Bear Lake Plateau in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. How
ever, approximately 19,400 acres of NSOs would encumber the 

26-I-42 Plateau from planning direction to protect highly erosive soils 
and steep slopes under all alternatives. These NSOs are re
flected in the revised Figure 2-31.   

26-I-42: As outlined in B-ME-2.1.3, provisions were made to apply 
an NSO stipulation to fluid mineral leases issued in critical 
wildlife areas: Stump Creek ACEC (elk wintering area), Bowen 
Eagle ACEC (Bald Eagle roosting), Dairy Hollow RNA 
(Ferruginous Hawk nesting habitat), the Oneida Narrows RNA 
(Bald Eagle and Rock Squirrel habitat), Soda Springs Hills 
Management Area - LWCF/BPA and public lands portions 
(critical mule deer wintering range). This constitutes approxi
mately 24,100 acres of important wildlife habitat. 

The Proposed RMP includes NSOs, administratively unavail
able areas and closures as discussed in response to comment 2
G-4. 
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Appendix U: Comments Received on Pocatello Draft RMP/EIS 

Comments Responses 
28-I-1:  The purpose of and need for the planning effort is explained in 

Section 1.2.  Section 2.1 discusses the alternatives and how they 
were developed.  All public comments received are reviewed and 
analyzed. Substantive comments regarding the Draft RMP/EIS are 
used in developing the Proposed Resource Management Plan and 
Final EIS.  The Proposed RMP/Final EIS is released for a 30 day 
protest period.  Protests are resolved followed by a Record of De
cision signed by the State Director. 

28-I-2:  Refer to comment response 18-I-1. 

28-I-3:  The BSD was established by Congress (Chapter 3, Section 
3.3.3) in 1916 for the purpose of trailing livestock to adjacent pub
lic and private lands.  Past administrative actions that established 
grazing allotments within or partially overlapping the BSD bound
ary are contrary to the purpose of the stock driveway.  Managing 
the BSD (LG-1.3) for the purpose of livestock trailing would as

28-I-1 sure areas lacking perennial grass cover, bare ground and weeds 
would be properly managed.  Supplemental feeding or keeping 
cattle over night on the stock driveway only if rangeland health is 
not at risk requires prior approval by the authorized officer. 

Enforcement of unauthorized use is outside the scope of this LUP. 

Refer to response to comment 18-I-1.  Allotments meeting or mak
ing progress towards meeting the Standards for Rangeland Health 

28-I-2 would be allowed to continue. 

28-I-3 
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Comments Responses 
28-I-4: Access to water would be evaluated on a case by case basis to 

determine whether allotted grazing occurs or not. Determining 
factors include an evaluation of the rangeland heath, especially 
riparian health, impacts on trailing and other similar factors. Refer 

28-I-3 

28-I-4 

to Appendix A for the Idaho S Standards for Rangeland Health. 

In addition, management actions regarding the BSD in the Pro
posed RMP (Objective LG-1.3) have been revised to reflect that 
the allotments currently being grazed may continue to be grazed if 
they are meeting or making significant progress towards meeting 
the Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health.  Otherwise the allot
ment or portions of allotment not meeting Idaho Standards for 
Rangeland Health would be closed or the allotment totally re
moved from grazing depending on the extent the allotment is not 
meeting Standards. 
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Comments Responses 

1-F-1:  See section 2.5.4, Chapter 2 of the Draft RMP/EIS. 

Also, the RMP does not propose leasing but only identifies 
areas open for consideration of phosphate leasing.  In effect, 
your suggestion will be implemented by BLM in the future.  
Since leasing phosphate resources is a BLM discretionary ac-
tion, “no leasing” will be an alternative required by NEPA in 

1-F-1 the BLM’s evaluation of any future leasing proposal.  

1-F-2 1-F-2: No Surface Occupancy stipulations protecting important 
resources are not waivable except in those cases when the 
stipulation is later found not necessary to accomplish the pro-

1-F-3 tection desired. 

1-F-3:  The RMP screening process for land tenure adjustments is 
1-F-4 described in Action PP-LR-5.1.3.  NEPA and FLPMA require 

public scoping processes to ensure that land disposal assess-
1-F-5 ments be transparent and include all interested parties, includ-

ing state and local agencies.  

1-F-4: One of the end products of the travel management planning 
process will be a travel map that identifies designated routes. 
BLM is currently in the process of completing a route inven-
tory for the PFO, which will be used to help develop a system 
of designating routes. 

BLM disagrees that OHV use should be prohibited unless 
routes are specifically marked. Instead, BLM has provided 
interim management direction in Action B-RE-4.1.5 to follow 
until travel management plans are complete.  

1-F-5: Action B-RE-4.2.6 identifies criteria that would be consid-
ered in travel management plans, including wildlife habitat 
(e.g. winter range, nesting/brood rearing habitat, calving/ 
fawning areas). 
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