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RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE  

EMERALD CREEK GARNET AREA DEIS


REFERENCE ABBREVIATIONS USED IN RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 

PF = Project File 
Project file sections: 

ACE = Coordination with Army Corps of Engineers 
ACT = Information on Activities: Past, Present, and Future 
B = Botany 
F = Fisheries 
H = Heritage Resources 
M = Minerals and Geology 
OG = Old Growth 
PD = Project Development 
PI = Public and Agency Involvement 
R = Recreation 
SC = Scenery 
SW = Soils and Watershed 
T = Transportation 
WL = Wildlife 

Comment 1-1: As we noted in Chapter 2 of the FEIS pp. 22-23 (DEIS pp. 20-21), we 
evaluated keeping the recreational experience the same as in years past.  During public 
scoping, 17% of the respondents indicated similar dismay at losing this experience.  We 
regret that we cannot continue to provide this type of experience.  The decision to change 
operations was not made lightly, but it is considered necessary to provide public safety at 
the site and protect water quality and fish habitat.  The safety risks from previous operations 
included possible injury from hand tools and possible collapse of holes, stream banks, trees 
or rocks (FEIS pp. 1, 23). Public safety is difficult to manage with people using shovels, 
digging holes, and flinging dirt (FEIS, p. 23).  Forest Service can also ensure that water 
quality is protected with the new methods (FEIS, pp. 160 & 163). 

1-2: This was an alternative considered at the onset of this project.  As noted in the FEIS 
pp. 35-36 under “Mining in Previously Dug Areas” (DEIS pp. 32-33), “…using methods that 
entailed hand digging … results in an incomplete recovery of the garnet”.  We are aware 
there are likely some areas where the garnets have not been completely recovered (FEIS, 
pp. 2, 23, 35). One of the advantages of the new method for garnet gravel recovery is that it 
will result in a complete removal of the resource (FEIS, pp. 22-23, 33, 103-104).    

2-1:  We are not sure which of the references you are concerned about.  References are 
selected by resource professionals for topics that are relevant to their issues.  Many 
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references are ten years or older but are valid.  Federal or state regulation or Forest Plan 
references are often ten years old or more. 

2-2:  Effects to wildlife are presented on pages 38 and 163-197 of the FEIS (DEIS pp. 158-
186).  You will find that effects to wildlife and birds are predicted to be minimal.  Your 
preference for “no change” has been noted.  Please see #1-1 for additional information on 
the need for change.   

2-3:  To comply with various mining-related state and federal regulations (Clean Water Act), 
permits are required (e.g. Wetlands permit, 401 Certification, Stream Alteration and water 
rights).  The federal permit needed is a “Wetlands Permit”, commonly known as a “404 
permit” from the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  Hence, the USACE is 
considered a cooperating agency and we have been working with them to facilitate the 
paperwork for our EIS and the 404 permit.  (FEIS pp. 1, 4-5, 82-83, and 160; DEIS pp. 4 & 
79) 

3-1:  Thank you for your comment. 

4-1:  Our hydrologist has consulted with you (Regional Water Quality Compliance Officer of 
the Department of Environmental Quality) regarding these comments and the Watershed 
section of the FEIS has been supplemented with more information with regard to expected 
sediment, controls and effects (FEIS pp. 145, 150, 155, 158, 159).  A sediment budget for 
the East Fork Emerald Creek was estimated based on your agency’s (Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality) spreadsheet model used in their sub-basin assessment for the St. 
Maries River.  The calculations determined that the amount of sediment produced in the 
analysis area (including all activities on all lands) would be reduced by approximately 8.6 
tons per year within the East Fork Emerald Creek after sediment additions from the 
proposed garnet mining are accounted for (FEIS, p. 159).  Sediment generated from the 
proposed garnet mining is offset by past sediment reductions from road decommissioning 
and stream crossing removals.  This pollutant offset or trade has not been utilized within the 
East Fork Emerald Creek at any time in the past.  Design features, BMPs and mitigation 
measures are incorporated to minimize sediment generation.      

4-2:  This specified pond would be removed and the channel restored upon final 
reclamation of the East Fork of 281 Gulch.  Please see FEIS Appendix C, p. 1 of the 
Restoration Plan.    

4-3:  It is standard practice to divert streams around the work site for culvert replacement.  
This practice is documented in the IPNF Road Maintenance Programmatic Biological 
Assessment (8/17/2004; USDI F&WL concurrence on 9/3/2004).   

4-4:  The parking area for Alternative C would not be within the riparian area; however, your 
concerns have been noted.  The preferred alternative is Alternative B (PF: PI-111). 

4-5:  This reference was used in error in the DEIS (page 18); it was corrected in the FEIS 
page 21.  We also added your suggested reference to the Project Monitoring section in 
Chapter 2 (FEIS p. 21) and also noted it on page 144 of the FEIS in the Watershed section.
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4-6:  These surveys have been conducted and will be used for restoration.  Valley and 
stream cross sections and a longitudinal profile (valley & stream) surveys for 281 & Garnet 
Gulch were conducted in 2004-2006 (FEIS p. 145, Appendix A; PF: SW-4, SW-26).  This 
design feature has been added to the FEIS, p. 18, N.17.    

4-7:  Project activities are projected to last from 2-4 years in 281 Gulch and up to 20 years 
in Garnet Gulch (FEIS, pp. 3, 6, 9, 10, 13, 25, 36, 130, 135, 142).  The time period is not 
definite due to unpredictability of using a new mining method plus not knowing how many 
permits will be sold.  The project length noted in the Army Corps of Engineers’ Public Notice 
is a good estimate.   

4-8:  Wet panel excavation and reclamation will require topsoil sorting.  “The equipment 
would remove and separately stockpile topsoil, overburden and garnet bearing gravels” 
(FEIS p. 10; DEIS p. 9).  It is noted under Design Feature N.4. in Chapter 2.   We changed 
the wording in Appendix A for more clarity.  The topsoil sorting is noted in several places in 
Appendix A, page 3, 4th paragraph “…topsoil will be excavated from the area being mined.  
It will be sorted, stockpiled…..”  and on page 4, 2nd paragraph.   

4-9:  The FEIS and DEIS cover both wetlands and uplands operations.  The 404 Public 
Notice is for wetlands only, and different equipment may be used outside of wetlands.   

4-10:  Appendix A, page 11, 3rd paragraph describes the method of water withdrawal: “No 
digging or filling to accommodate water needs is anticipated.”  Additional information was 
added to the FEIS p. 17 N.12; pp. 151-154, 162).  This information was provided to USACE 
(Letter 08/01/2006).  

4-11:  The DEIS was reviewed for inconsistencies, and the FEIS was corrected and 
augmented.  Statements regarding the replanting and seeding of disturbed sites are found 
in numerous places throughout the Design Features (pages 11-18).  The intent is to use 
native species in these efforts to the greatest degree possible; please see FEIS p. 12, C.5.; 
p. 14, F.2.m. & G.3.  The Effectiveness Monitoring section of the DEIS contains nearly the 
same language found within the public notice with regards to revegetation success 
standards.  The FEIS p. 21 (DEIS p. 19) states “In the first year following revegetation 
efforts there would be 100% ground cover (a combination of vegetation and mulch).  
Reclaimed areas would be monitored until a minimum of 75% vegetative cover of that found 
within a reference area was established, ideally within three years.  A minimum of 50% of all 
planted shrubs or trees would be maintained.  Supplemental seeding and/or planting would 
occur as necessary to meet goals.”  The Public Notice states “All disturbed sites would be 
vegetated with native wetland plants and monitored until a minimum of 75% vegetative 
cover is established.  A minimum of 50% of all planted shrubs and trees would be 
maintained.  Supplemental seeding and/or planting would occur as necessary.”  In addition, 
an area adjacent to East Fork Emerald Creek (Shorty’s Dig) was rehabilitated in the early 
1990s following garnet sand extraction.  Wetland areas were reconstructed and are 
functioning properly in 2006 (PF: SW-45).   

4-12:  The FEIS and DEIS cover both wetlands and uplands operations.  The 404 Public 
Notice is for wetlands only.   
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4-13:  We have added selected diagrams of the proposed work to the FEIS (Appendix H, 
Map 4) in addition to Appendix A of the FEIS.  The complete set is included in the project 
files.   

4-14:  The function of an interceptor trench is to keep the water from entering an active cut.  
Any water intercepted would be pumped into wash site recycling ponds (FEIS p. 13, F.2.c., 
Appendix p. 3, 2nd paragraph and pp. 7-8) or be sprinkled on land in a land application 
system after sediment removal.  In addition, we would conduct excavations during the driest 
period of the season to minimize water management issues (FEIS p. 12, C.2; p. 13, F.2.a.; 
p.17, N.8.& N.9). 

4-15:  Our data suggest that the bulk of the water is in the subsurface.  However, we are not 
tied to using one particular method for handling surface water and will employ the best 
methods for conditions. We have added other methods to include the use of a culvert 
system to that particular design feature (FEIS p. 13 F.2.e.).  The Forest Service augmented 
its 404-permit application (PF: ACE-20).  Also note that adaptive management methods are 
planned, “As methods are used and monitored they may be changed to provide better 
results to protect resources and provide a better experience for the public.” (FEIS pp. 11, 
20; Appendix A p. 15). 

4-16:  We MAY use a siltation berm, but we have also identified other sediment controls that 
could be used.  As stated above in #4-15 “adaptive management would be utilized as the 
sluice operation is implemented”.  We have added more discussion to Appendix A. pp.3 and 
7-8.  Your suggested BMPs (from a subsequent phone conversation) were also 
incorporated.  These pages describe channels and water routing and the variety of methods 
that will be used to ensure that no sediment is released.  “…slash filter or hay filters or other 
biofiltration methods may be installed…..the diversion channel lined with coir fabric or other 
biodegradable geotextiles…”   

4-17:  Work in wetlands would require the use of an excavator track hoe.  This was added to 
the FEIS p. 13 Design Criteria F.2.g. “Excavators (track hoe), not bulldozers, would be used 
for excavations in wetlands”.  In the upland sites other equipment could be used.  The 
excavations and garnet gravel removal would be done through the use of government 
contracts. The use of construction matting for weight distribution may also be used.    

4-18:  We proposed to use plywood or some other surface to minimize soil disturbance (PF: 
PD-33, 2/10/05) and missed including this in the design features.  The FEIS has been 
corrected (Design Feature F.2.j., p.13).   

4-19: The USACE received a copy of this letter, and the Forest Service discussed your 
recommendation with them.  The USACE indicated that periodic review is standard for this 
type of project (pers. conv. July 6, 2006, PF: ACE-21). 

4-20:  The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) commented on both the DEIS and 
the Public Notice.  Our operations would not have direct discharge to streams (FEIS p. 13 
F.2.c.; SW-64).  We previously discussed the need for this permit with the EPA and were
informed that we would not need it (PF: PD-9a).  Activities regulated under section 404 of 
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the CWA are not required to have a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination permit (PF: 
SW-64).  Public recreational garnet mining is not classified as an industrial activity.   

5-1:   Thank you for your comment. 

6-1: You listed discussion from two different resource analyses, Fish and Watershed, in 
Chapter 3.  These discussions are describing the cumulative effects areas for each resource 
which can be different depending on the resource discussed.  We have added a map 
(Appendix H, Map 3) showing all of the East Fork of Emerald Creek in the FEIS.  

6-2: We added information to the FEIS, Appendix A and a diagram/map (Appendix H, Map 
4) of the entire sluicing system showing the recycling water storage and settling ponds to 
more fully describe the flume system.  The Forest Service has water rights to 281 Gulch and 
Garnet Gulch at the rate of 0.5 to 1.0 cubic feet per second (FEIS p. 14, F.3.d.; and pp. 157, 
159).  An analysis was conducted for water needs, the pond storage system, and recycling 
water (FEIS pp. 151-154, Appendix A p.11).  Some excerpts from this discussion:  “plans 
call for water to be fed by gravity flow from a withdrawal point in the upper end of the East 
Fork of 281 Gulch into the pond system located in the upland area near the flume site.  A 
similar set-up would be utilized in Garnet Gulch. To initially fill the water storage ponds, the 
system will be charged slowly with water from the drainage using flexible hose or rigid pipe 
outfitted with a small diameter screen to prevent inadvertent entrapment of fish or small 
aquatic invertebrates. Both the recycle and water storage ponds will be filled during periods 
of high flows.  A pump system will then pump water from the storage/settling ponds into the 
flume at the required rate where the water will be used by the public to screen gem-bearing 
gravels.  The sediment-laden wash water will be fed down the flume, then through a rock-
lined raceway back into the lined settling-recycling pond system. Periodically when the 
water in the system becomes too low for effective sluicing due to losses from evaporation, 
spillage and percolation, the system will be recharged by addition of water from the stream
source or possibly from a make-up pond. Additional water may become available from 
active excavation areas, should they become wet; this water will be pumped into the pond 
system where possible and practical to reduce the need for active water withdrawals and 
facilitate equipment operations in the wetlands areas. Additional water could also be 
obtained with water trucks if needed.”  Also the FEIS Chapter 2 Design Features C.3, F.3.e, 
and N.12 have additional information regarding the water withdrawal.   

6-3:  Water withdrawal was not required with previous methods.   

6-4:  Thank you.  This has been corrected on page 122, FEIS. 

7-1:  Thank you for your comment.  Your preference for Alternative B has been noted. 

8-1:  The permit application submitted to the USACE included this information.  You will find 
information in the FEIS pp. 13-14 (F.2.e.-l. and G.1.-5.); p.17 (N.6., 7.,13.,15.); p.18 (P.2.); 
pp. 20-21; and in Appendix A pp. 2-4, 7-8.  Restoration and montioring plans prepared by 
an independent contractor including performance standards and measurement methods for 
281 Gulch are included in the FEIS as part of Appendix C.   
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8-2:  The DEIS included the Cowardin et.al. classification method for wetlands (DEIS 
p.151).  This reference, Conservation Strategy for Spokane River Basin Wetlands, was 
reviewed and additional information in the wetlands section was added to the FEIS on 
pages 160-163.   

8-3:   The restoration and monitoring plans in Appendix C of the FEIS include performance 
standards (design features, mitigation measures and monitoring).  The standards for 
vegetation that identify biological recovery of the site are also indicative of hydrologic 
recovery.  Minimum performance standards are included on pages 11-21 of the FEIS, and 
additional wetland discussion was added to the Wetlands section of the FEIS on pages 160-
163.  We reviewed The Emerald Creek Garnet FEIS (Western Garnet International Inc., 
2004) before this DEIS was released, and we reviewed it again.  Our performance 
standards are very similar: 

1. Reclaimed areas would be monitored for a minimum of 75 percent cover (FEIS p. 21).  
The Emerald Creek Garnet Co. FEIS requires 80 percent cover. 

2. The Emerald Creek Garnet Co. FEIS specifies that they will monitor for five years.  We 
will monitor until a minimum of 75% vegetative cover is established, ideally within three 
years (FEIS p. 21).   

3. We added two of their standards into our monitoring measures:  “Observe continual 
increase in cover percentage, plant species diversity, size and age class during the 
monitoring period”  and “Allow natural recruitment of desirable wetland species to be 
included as cover and as species diversity during long-term monitoring” (FEIS pp. 21).  

4. We also added another monitoring measure (performance standard) suggested by 
EPA’s Wetland Ecologist “Monitor for soil redoximorphic (anaerobic) conditions 
annually during the monitoring period or determine hydrophytic vegetative recovery as 
indicative of hydrologic recovery” (FEIS p. 21). 

Other aspects were not suited to our project given the different scales (300+acres vs. 3.2 
acres of wetland disturbance) and time periods involved.  The one standard that the 
Emerald Creek Garnet Company FEIS included that we do not have is the establishment of 
a specified number of species by the end of the monitoring period.  Our botanist did not 
include this because the scale and level of disturbance (3.2 acres over an estimated 20 
years) that will occur in these drainages are small enough that we will have successful re-
establishment of species that were there prior to the disturbance (FEIS p. 21).  With that fact 
plus our planting/seeding efforts we should get a good rate of diversity.  As we monitor it will 
become apparent to the botanist what plants are not well represented; then that can be 
addressed.  (FEIS p. 11, A.1.; Appendix A p. 15) 

8-4:  A specific monitoring plan with objectives and success criteria (performance 
standards) for 281 Gulch and Garnet Gulch was prepared by an independent contractor and 
is included in Appendix C of the FEIS.  The FEIS has project monitoring on pp. 20-21. 

8-5:  As noted in #8-3 above, we also added another monitoring measure or performance 
standard (FEIS p. 21) suggested by EPA’s Wetland Ecologist “Monitor for soil redoximorphic 
(anaerobic) conditions annually during the monitoring period or determine hydrophytic 
vegetative recovery as indicative of hydrologic recovery”.  
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9-1:  As it is the Forest Service’s desire to provide this recreational activity with minimal 
impacts to other resources, extensive exploration and testing starting in 2001 was 
conducted to determine whether or not there was the opportunity to situate the area within 
upland areas or non-fish bearing streams.  The extensive testing is described on pages 85-
92 of the FEIS.  Pages 23-32 and 35 of the FEIS discuss the “No Mining in Floodplains” and 
“Garnet Removal in Non Fish-Bearing Streams Only” alternatives.  These alternatives were 
eliminated from detailed study for a variety of reasons.   

9-2:  The Forest Service has operated a recreational dig site in tributaries of the East Fork 
of Emerald Creek since 1974.  As you have stated “…East Fork Emerald Creek and many 
of its tributaries have recovered from past habitat alterations to the extent that they now 
support resident populations and/or provide critical spawning and rearing habitat for 
westslope cutthroat and other native fish.”  Our assessment of the East Fork of Emerald 
Creek and its tributaries is presented on pages 58-68 of the FEIS.  Proposed activities 
include design features, restoration, mitigation measures and monitoring to maintain or 
improve habitat conditions.  Please see the Design Features on pages 11-21 of the FEIS
and Appendix C, a restoration plan for 281 Gulch that would also be used for reclamation in 
Garnet Gulch.    

9-3:  No mining activity is proposed on the East Fork of Emerald Creek itself.  The proposed 
mining activities are within two tributaries, 281 Gulch and Garnet Gulch.  We understand the 
value of riparian areas and have prepared many features and measures to protect these 
areas.  Implementing no-disturbance buffers for this project was considered during project 
development (PF: PD-8a); this is also covered under the “No Mining in Floodplains” 
discussion on pp. 23-32 of the FEIS.  There would be a buffer strip maintained between the 
settling ponds and streams.  Where feasible, native shrubs will be set aside during 
excavations and replanted immediately after removal of the garnet gravels and replacement 
of soil layers.   It is estimated that the site will be reclaimed within a week of excavations. 
Historically, there has been quick vegetative recovery for this area (FEIS p. 139). Please 
see Appendix A for a detailed description of project operations and the FEIS Chapter 2 
under Design Features, Mitigation Measures and Monitoring to review plans for protecting 
resources.    

9-4: Monitoring is an important part of the management of this project.  The design features 
and effectiveness monitoring sections of the DEIS/FEIS specify the criteria for the 
revegetation of disturbed areas, noxious weed treatments, and vegetative success.  These 
items are documented in the Design Features under Minerals, Noxious Weeds, and Soil and 
Watershed and in the Effectiveness Monitoring under Vegetative Success and Noxious 
Weeds (FEIS pp. 11-21) and Noxious Weeds.  Monitoring and restoration plans are 
provided in Appendix C of the FEIS.   

9-5: Baseline data (FEIS p. 20) was collected on all the tributaries to the East Fork of
Emerald Creek, including 281 Gulch and Garnet Gulch (281 Gulch: Quantitative habitat 
survey 2001; Amphibian survey 2001; Temperature data 2002, 2004, 2005;  Garnet Gulch: 
Quantitative habitat survey 2001; Amphibian survey 2001; Temperature data 2001, 2002, 
2004, 2005.  For example, “In 2004 and 2005, turbidity monitoring was conducted twice 
daily in 281 Gulch above and below the dig [mining] sites”,  FEIS p.147;  “Daily turbidity 
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measurements will continue…”, FEIS p. 21).  Baseline sediment sampling was conducted in 
281 Gulch from 2002-2004.  We have taken one sample from Garnet Gulch and we 
anticipate sediment sampling prior to our beginning operations in Garnet Gulch.  During 
operations temperatures are currently taken hourly June through October.  This monitoring 
will continue (Appendix C, monitoring plan) (FEIS pp. 20, 51-53, 55-56, 58-68, 145). 

10-1:  Please see previous response under #8-2 and #8-3. 

10-2:  Please see previous response #8-4.  The monitoring and restoration plans were sent 
to the USACE (PF: ACE-20, 8/1/06).  

10-3:  Garnet Gulch and the mining in 281 Gulch from 2006 on will be immediately 
reclaimed.  A specific restoration plan with performance standards for previously mined sites 
on 281 Gulch was prepared by an independent contractor and is now included as Appendix 
C of the FEIS.  Monitoring for both 281 Gulch and Garnet Gulch is also included on pp. 18-
21 of the FEIS and in Appendix C.   

10-4: The Watershed section of the FEIS was supplemented with more information about 
expected sediment, controls and effects.  A sediment budget for the East Fork Emerald 
Creek was estimated based on the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality’s 
spreadsheet model used in their sub-basin assessment for the St. Maries River.  The 
calculations show that sediment production would be reduced within the East Fork Emerald 
Creek after all sediment additions from the proposed garnet mining are accounted for (FEIS 
pages 145, 150, 155, 158, 159).  Sediment generated from the proposed garnet mining is 
offset by past sediment reductions from road decommissioning and stream crossing 
removals.  This pollutant offset or trade has not occurred or been utilized within the East 
Fork Emerald Creek at any time in the past.  Design Features, BMPs and mitigation 
measures are incorporated to minimize sediment generation.  

11-1:  We acknowledge that minerals are a non-renewable resource.  The FEIS p. 104 
states “... would have a direct negative effect on any future gem garnet leasing because the 
resources would be irretrievable”.  It’s important to remember the Forest Service acquired 
the lands within the project area through for the purposes of garnet collecting and land 
consolidation (FEIS p. 2).  The public demonstrated enormous support to maintain 
opportunities for recreational gem collecting (FEIS page 2).  The project area does not fall 
entirely within the Riparian Habitat Conservation Area (RHCA) e.g. some panels are in the 
upland area (outside of the floodplain) and the proposed Garnet Gulch road and the  
parking/administrative area are also outside of the RHCA.  This is discussed in the FEIS 
page 76 and Map 2 in Appendix H. 

11-2:  We are pleased that we were able to have more detailed discussions with you 
regarding your concerns expressed in this letter (April 25,2006 with District Ranger,  May 
19, 2006 and June 26, 2006 with Forest Geologist and July 5, 2006 with District Ranger) 
(PF: PI-146, PI-149, PI-150).  We also offered to send you the project file (survey 
documents), to meet you at your offices in Boise, Idaho and/or host a field visit.  Idaho 
Conservation League declined these offers.    
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As stated in the scoping letter for this project (PF: PI-2, December 20, 2004) the reason this 
project was delayed was in order to conduct detailed testing to determine an adequate area 
for the public dig.  We recognize that some of the figures in Chapter 2 were confusing and 
have included some corrections and clarifications in the FEIS.  Specific concerns are 
addressed below. Although the individual test sample values presented show differences 
and interpretation of the individual sample results may vary, the overall interpretation of the 
graphs indicates that the garnet-bearing gravels in the upland areas are typically: 1) of 
inferior quality as compared to those recovered from the riparian areas; 2) typically lower 
grade than the gravels within the riparian areas; and 3) in many cases are completely void 
of gem quality material due to weathering effects and secondary cementation.  We 
encourage you to review the Minerals and Geology section (FEIS pp. 83-92) which 
describes testing methods in detail.  

11-3:  A reasonable range of alternatives was considered (FEIS pp. 8-11, 22-35).  In 
addition to the three alternatives considered in detail, Chapter 2 of the FEIS pp. 22-36 
includes discussion regarding 13 other alternatives that were considered but eliminated 
from detailed study.  The Forest Service also desires to minimize impacts and that’s the 
reason we conducted such extensive geologic testing as noted in #11-2 above. 

11-4:  The Forest Service carefully analyzed the upland alternative (“No Mining in Riparian 
Areas” in the DEIS, renamed “No Mining in Floodplains” for the FEIS pp. 23-32).  This 
alternative does not meet the purpose and need (FEIS p. 23).  As noted in #11-2 above, it 
was our desire to see if it was possible to locate a public collection site in the upland areas 
outside of the floodplains.  As also noted in #11-2, we have had discussions with you 
regarding our interpretations and your specific points are answered below. 

11-5:  You were commenting on the Draft EIS.  There is no need for a Supplemental EIS 
because the “upland terrace” alternative does not meet the purpose and need (FEIS p. 23-
32). The next step is the FEIS where we respond to comments on the DEIS such as these 
and make corrections where needed. 

11-6:  All of the survey, map and data compiled are available for review in the project file 
records.  As noted in #11-2, we offered to provide these for your review.  There is too much 
quantity and detail to provide this within the FEIS.  However, the survey and testing details 
are summarized on pages 83-92 of the FEIS (DEIS, pp. 80-89).  

11-7:  We have added clarification to Figures 1-7 in the FEIS.  The number of samples is 
shown on the graphs as each trench sample was compiled and the number, size and 
characteristics of garnets recovered were graphed directly. The range of variability is 
evident on the graph.  Sample sites were selected based on topographic, slope and 
geologic parameters. Sampling sites at exactly the same distance from the floodplain 
boundary were not necessary, nor desirable to insure we obtained a good representative 
set of samples throughout the upland areas.
There is indeed a relative spike in several samples in 281 Gulch for samples taken 
immediately adjacent to the floodplain. In Figure 4 the sample point in Transect #1, located 
20 feet from the floodplain was a trench started at the edge of the floodplain and was 
excavated upslope approximately 20 feet. It contains a higher grade, meaning a higher 
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percentage by weight of recovered garnets, than the sample collected from the floodplain 
immediately downslope (approximately 2.8X higher by weight). The data in Figure 3, 
however, indicates that the total percentage of gems recovered from this sample relative to 
the floodplain sample is 18% lower.  The photos in Figure 1 show the increased weathering 
effects (evidenced by yellowing from increased iron oxidation and cementation) likely 
leading to the lower gemstone percentage from the floodplain upslope.  
Figure 4, Transect #2 shows a similar “spike” at the location of test site T281-04-4 as 
compared to the sample upslope and immediately downslope from within the floodplain.  As 
in Transect #1, the “spike” in the average gravel grade (approximately 1.5X higher by 
weight) is located in a trench that started at the edge of the floodplain and was excavated 
upslope onto the upland. However, the data in Figure 3 indicates that the total percentage of 
gems recovered from this sample relative to the floodplain sample is 13% lower. The photos 
in Figure 1 (second row of photos from top), also show the increased weathering effects 
(evidenced by yellowing from increased iron oxidation and cementation) likely leading to the 
lower gemstone percentage from the floodplain upslope. 
In both cases one could argue that the higher values are actually due to the inclusion of 
samples from the edge of the floodplain versus better grades in the upland. Regardless, the 
arithmetic average of the seven upland samples from 281 Gulch is 2.5 lbs/bcy and the 
average from the three floodplain samples is 2.62 lbs/bcy  indicating the floodplain deposits 
are indeed higher grade overall.  Given these results taken in context with the data 
presented in Figure 2 (largest gem recovered), Figure 3 (percentage gems recovered) and 
Figure 5 (depth to top garnet-bearing gravels) it is evident that the upland deposits are 
inferior to the floodplain deposits. 

11-8: The data indicates the depth to the top of the garnet-bearing gravels  increases 
upslope when all data is considered; it does not decrease.  As noted above, the depth to the 
top of the gravels in the sample point at T281-04-3 on Transect #1 is approximately four feet 
below ground surface (bgs) at the lower end (at edge floodplain) of the trench.  The 
complete trench logs (project record) indicate the garnet gravels are deeper upslope even 
within the length of the trenches.  In cross section view, the depth to gravels is rather 
consistent and relatively planar mimicking the bedrock slope.  Sample points at the upper 
ends all three Transects #1, #2 and #4 did not contain any garnet gravels at all and were 
essentially silts and fine-grained sediments resting directly on bedrock (see corresponding 
transect on Figure 3).   
Specifically, the comment suggests the depth to gravels decreases uphill along the 
sampling transects shown graphically in Figure 5.  This is true for two of the samples.  In 
Transect #1 (top of Figure 5), the difference is less than 0.5 meters or approximately 1.5 
feet – an insignificant amount when compared to the total depth for this transect; in addition, 
there were no garnet gravels in the sample at 160 feet (Figure 4).  In the transect in Garnet 
Gulch (Transect #4 on Figure 5), the last sample on the transect appears to show shallower 
gravels, but in fact there were no garnet gravels in this trench (Figure 4), just fine-grained 
sediments on bedrock; thus there is no potential for garnet recovery from the uplands at this 
point on this transect.  
The commenter also seemed to be asking why not sample a tighter sample spacing 
between existing trench sites.  Sampling along the lines at tighter spacing was unnecessary 
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and would have generated unneeded site disturbance in the exploration phase.  Detailed 
characterization of a placer deposit is typically done by collecting samples along lines that 
dissect the deposit into resource blocks. There is no single correct answer for selection of 
the line spacing and sample interval. Sampling protocols used for this project were 
developed specifically to explore the floodplains and the upland deposits given what was 
already known about the deposit characteristics from past exploration and observations at 
the public dig sites.  The sampling scheme was designed to minimize ground disturbance 
and cutting of trees as much as possible and still provide a reasonable level of detail and 
reliable data for outlining the spatial extent, volumes and grades of the deposit. Sample 
sites were selected using standard placer sampling procedures as outlined in several placer 
sampling references including the Bureau of Land Management Handbook for Mineral 
Examiners (H-3890-1, 3/17/1989); the classic placer examination handbook by Wells (1969) 
and a more recent updated technical guide by McCulloch et. al. (2003).  Sampling was 
supervised by a qualified professional geologist with specific experience in heavy mineral 
sands placer deposits with similar characteristics to the Emerald Creek area deposits. 
The final sampling density for the small area proposed for mining is relatively high when 
compared to that typically used in the placer mining industry and during mineral deposit 
validity examinations. 

11-9:  We encourage you to review the Minerals and Geology section (FEIS p. 83-92, DEIS 
pp. 80-89) which describes the testing methods and sampling protocols in detail.  Site 
investigations (2001-2005) started with compilation of historic exploration data and 
identification of past extraction sites, then development of a site screening matrix to rule out 
areas unsuitable for development due to steep slopes, unstable soils, etc., designating 
areas for sampling, sampling and laboratory analysis, development and rating of 
geotechnical and grade characteristics, and collection of an airborne laser altimetry survey 
to provide large scale base maps (FEIS p. 85; DEIS p. 82).  
Detailed characterization of a placer deposit is typically done by collecting samples along 
lines that dissect the deposit into resource blocks.  There is no single correct answer for 
selection of the line spacing and sample interval.  Sampling protocols used for this project 
were developed specifically to explore the floodplains and the upland deposits given what
was already known about the deposit characteristics from past exploration and observations 
at the public dig sites.  The sampling scheme was designed to minimize ground disturbance 
and cutting of trees as much as possible and still provide a reasonable level of detail and 
reliable data for outlining the spatial extent, volumes and grades of the deposit. Sample 
sites were selected using standard placer sampling procedures as outlined in several placer 
sampling references including the Bureau of Land Management Handbook for Mineral 
Examiners (H-3890-1, 3/17/1989); the classic placer examination handbook by Wells 
(1969), and a more recent updated technical guide by McCulloch and others (2003).  
Sampling was supervised by a qualified professional geologist with specific experience in 
heavy mineral sands placer deposits with similar characteristics to the Emerald Creek area 
deposits. 
The final sampling density for the small area proposed for mining is relatively high when 
compared to that typically used in the placer mining industry and during mineral deposit 
validity examinations.  Additional sampling may show slight variations in grade, thickness or 
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depth, but is not likely to change the fact that the floodplain deposits are of better quality 
and higher quantity than those on the uplands.  In fact, a large number of hand-auger soil 
samples were collected throughout the project area during the last three years specifically to 
test for shallower deposits that could be exploited to avoid the wetlands impacts (FEIS Map 
5 in Appendix H).  The results of the upland sampling program were unfortunately 
discouraging and indicated the shallow garnet-bearing gravels and gravels with high quality,
uncemented gemstones are limited to the areas within the floodplains (FEIS, Figures 1-7; 
Map 5, Appendix H). 

11-10:  The graph for Figure 4, Transect 4 was provided at the same scale as the other 
three transects to show the variation between deposits in Garnet Gulch versus those in 281 
Gulch; however the scale to fit the paper was cut off and has been corrected for the FEIS.  
This was not meant to mislead the reader.  The variation between the samples collected 40 
feet apart in Transect #4 at 70 feet and 110 feet from the floodplain respectively clearly 
shows the decrease in grade going upslope.  The difference between the sample in the 
floodplain and the next sample up is insignificant when compared to the samples higher on
the upland.  Percentage of garnets recovered or yield alone, however, does not tell the 
whole story when taken in context with the percentage of gems recovered in the samples 
collected from the same transect as shown in Figure 3.  The difference in percentage of 
gems recovered from total number garnets recovered between the same two samples is 
13% less in the upland.  
The text in the DEIS on page 29 is an error and has been corrected for the FEIS (p. 25).  

11-11:  Each sample by itself does not tell the whole story.  Please see #11-12 below.  The 
text in the DEIS on page 29 is an error and has been corrected for the FEIS (p. 25).  

11-12:  Each sample by itself does not tell the whole story.  These figures and data must be 
reviewed as a whole to determine what is available for a public garnet area expected to last 
20 years or more.  
Figure 2, Transect #1: Where garnets were found, the largest gem recovered from each 
sample collected on the transect was essentially the same size.  However, the quality of the 
garnets recovered from samples upslope is significantly lower than those from the floodplain 
as evidenced by the examinations and shown graphically in the photos in Figure 1.  
Figure 4, Transect #1: You are correct: the grade is higher in this sample.  However, that 
trench was started in the floodplain and excavated upslope onto the upland area and thus 
part of the sample was derived from the floodplain itself.   In addition, the percentage of 
gems recovered from the higher grade sample is actually 18% lower than the sample from 
the floodplain as shown in Figure 3 and shown graphically in Figure 1.  No gravels were
recovered on the upland trench at 160 feet. 
Figure 4, Transect #2: You are correct: the grade is higher in this sample.  However, that 
trench was started in the floodplain and excavated upslope onto the upland area and thus 
part of the sample was derived from the floodplain itself.   In addition, the percentage of 
gems recovered from the higher grade sample is 13% lower than the sample from the 
floodplain as shown in Figure 3 and shown graphically in Figure 1. 
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Figure 4, Transect #4: You are correct: the grade is slightly higher in this sample (collected
from the first sample upslope from the edge of the floodplain).  As shown in Figure 3, the 
percentage of gems recovered from the upland sample is 13% lower than the sample from 
the floodplain and this is shown graphically in Figure 1.  Also Figure 2 shows in this same 
sample the largest gemstones are half the size of the floodplain sample.   
Figure 5, Transect #2: Figure 5 presents depth to the top of the garnet gravels.  These 
illustrate increasing depth to the top of the gravels moving from the floodplain to the upland.  
There were no garnet gravels in the sample from trench site T281-05-9, so the shallower
depth is meaningless and is indicated on the graph with B/R abbreviation.  The same is true 
for the uppermost test site in Transect #1 (T281-05-pond) and Transect #4.  As indicated on 
Figures 2 through 4, there were no garnet gemstones in these samples.   

11-13:  Figure 3 is arguably the most important set of graphs in the sequence of figures 
since garnet quality is of paramount importance to the collecting public.  Highly weathered, 
fractured or cemented stones, no matter how abundant, cannot be cut into gems and carry 
no value to hobbyists and collectors.  There are numerous locations throughout the area in 
Idaho where stones of inferior quality can be collected, but very few locations where good 
high quality stones can be recovered.  
Figure 2, Transect #4: The largest stone recovered from the floodplain (sample site GG-03-
8) was 4.05 cm in diameter.  The largest stone recovered from the adjacent upland was only 
2.00 cm in diameter in the next sample site upslope.  Collectors are much happier with 
gemstones that are twice the size of others. 
Figure 3, Transect #1: There were no gemstones recovered from the upper end of the 
upland sample (T281-05-pond), 32% less on the next sample downslope (T281-05-10) and 
18% less on the sample next to floodplain (T281-04-3) when compared to the floodplain 
sample (T281-05-3). 
Figure 3, Transect #2: No stones were recovered from the upper end of the transect of the 
upland sample, 40% less on next sample downslope, and 13% less on sample next to 
floodplain compared to the floodplain sample.
Figure 3, Transect #3: There were 24% less gem garnets recovered from upper end of the 
upland sample Transect (T281-05-8) compared to the floodplain sample (T281-05-7). 
Figure 3, Transect #4:  No gem garnets were recovered from the upper end of the upland 
sample Transect (GG-04-16), 33% less on next sample downslope (GG-04-15), and 13% 
less on sample next to the floodplain (GG-04-14) compared to the floodplain sample (GG-
03-8). 
Figure 4, Transect #3: The average gravel grade of the upland sample (T281-05-8) was 
39% less compared to the floodplain sample (T281-05-7). 

11-14:  Please see #11-10 through #11-13. 

11-15: As indicated in #11-2, we had several discussions with you regarding interpretation 
of this data.  The analysis shows that there is no practicable alternative to extraction of the 
garnet resource from both the wetland and upland deposits if the purpose and need for the 
proposed action is to be met (definition of “practicable”:  available and capable of being 
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done after taking into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall 
purpose; FEIS p. 161). 

11-16: Extensive testing and evaluation from 2001-2005 was conducted in order to find a 
public garnet collection site that would have minimal impacts to other resources.  We were 
very hopeful to find a site on the non-fish-bearing streams and also hopeful that the upland 
sites would prove to be a viable alternative.  We assigned a geologist with exploratory 
experience to the project and have evaluated the area extensively.  We have many reasons 
for selecting the proposed mining areas:  they have the quality and quantity of garnet 
gemstones for a public garnet area for a period of at least 20 years and the drainage has 
enough width to manage water resources with the least impact (FEIS, Figures 12 &13, FEIS 
pp. 83-92, DEIS pp. 80-89).     

11-17:  Please see pp. 91-92 of the FEIS (DEIS p. 88) and review the overburden thickness 
discussion.  Safety, costs and logistics are also considered along with environmental 
impacts.  The relative depth to gravels and resulting stripping and stockpiling of overburden 
is of major concern when faced with excavations on slopes.  Mechanized equipment 
operating on slopes must have a reasonably level surface to operate safely.  This requires 
grading slopes back, the associated cutting of trees and soil stockpiling to facilitate re-
grading of the slopes to allow the equipment to operate.  In addition, open construction or 
mining excavation cuts must meet Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
and Mine Safety and Health Administration (MSHA) requirements.  Depths greater than nine 
feet below ground surface (BGS) would entail the need to excavate extremely large open 
cuts.  Given the specific site conditions and slope angles, it was determined that at depths 
over 9-10 feet BGS, excavations would require substantial additional site disturbances (with 
significantly higher loss of canopy cover, increased soil disturbance and much larger 
overburden stockpiles) to comply with these OSHA and MSHA safety requirements.  

11-18:  As described in #11-2 through #11-17, we have taken a hard look with extensive 
analysis at the upland only alternative (renamed No Mining in Floodplains for the FEIS pp. 
23-32) and have determined that it is not a practicable alternative.  The resource impacts for 
Alternatives A-C are presented in Chapter 3.  

11-19:  Interpretation of the words “same quantity” confused this issue.  We reworded the 
FEIS to clarify the intent.  What is meant here is that for a “given quantity” of gems, longer 
washing times and greater volumes of gravel must be washed.  In addition, what has also 
been added to the FEIS is that often you cannot even wash and separate the lower grade 
garnets; they are cemented together and/or they fracture and fall apart.  In order to break 
down and dissagregate the samples from the upland areas, it was necessary to use a large 
steel rotary mixer with a strong detergent product to effectively recover the garnets.  Testing 
also required longer agitation times to break down gravels from the upland areas compared 
to the floodplains (FEIS 24-25, 86).  Also, as stated earlier, quantity of gemstone is only part 
of the picture.   

11-20:  Please see #11-2 through #11-19.  Larger equipment and associated ground 
impacts, larger stockpiles, greater amounts of tree clearing and an overall larger site 
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footprint would be required for the “upland terrace’ alternative (FEIS p. 24).  This indicates 
that this alternative would result in more resource concerns.   

11-21:  Please see #11-5 for discussion regarding a Supplemental EIS.  Please see the 
discussion regarding sampling protocol in #11-7 through #11-9.  Your proposed level of 
sampling (20-foot intervals) would essentially mine the entire area.  Large bulk samples 
were collected and sampling was done on transects to prevent this kind of needless 
resource impact and expensive sampling.  For example, the sampling density cited in Wells 
(1969), a classic government and industry recognized textbook on placer sampling still used 
today, recommends sampling at 50- to100-foot spacing in deposits of this type.  Sampling 
was done in a manner to minimize impacts and still provide enough information for an 
informed decision.  Range of variability has been analyzed and is shown above (#11-7).  

11-22: Please see #11-2 through #11-19. 

11-23:  Additional discussion on sediment estimates is included in the FEIS on pp. 145, 
150, 155, 158, and 159.  Compliance with the Clean Water Act is discussed in both the 
DEIS (pg. 151) and the FEIS (pp. 160 and 163).    

11-24:  The floodplains at the parking lots would be restored to the maximum extent 
possible (FEIS pp. 9-10, 162).  A portion of the parking lots is required for pullouts on the 
narrow access road (Forest Road 447). 

11-25:  Your preference has been noted. 

11-26:  Thank you for disclosing some confusion in this discussion.  The hike from 281 
Gulch to Garnet Gulch would be more strenuous largely because of the steepness of the 
hike with higher sustained grades, but it would also be approximately 30% longer.  Benches 
were not added to mitigate the length of the trail; they are included only as an amenity.  
Please see the alternative descriptions (DEIS pp. 8-10 and FEIS pp. 8-11; PF: T-1).  For 
clarification, additional discussion was added to alternatives considered but eliminated from 
detailed study.  Please see the FEIS pp. 33-34.   

11-27:  Again, thank you for disclosing some confusion in this discussion.  The “no new 
system road” alternative would have required a hiking trail and excavator route from and 
through both 281 Gulch and Garnet Gulch.  Therefore, disturbance to wildlife would have 
continued in both drainages. This project area is very small (780 acres), and transportation 
alternatives are very limited.  Extensive reconnaissance and evaluation was performed to 
evaluate the transportation needs and the best road location (PF: T-1).  For clarification, 
additional discussion regarding difficulty of hike, disabled access, annual equipment access 
needs, number and size of stream crossings, safety for excavator, emergency and 
administrative vehicle access, and toilet pumping is presented for this alternative considered 
but eliminated from detailed study.  Please see the FEIS pp. 33-34.   

11-28:  The soils and watershed sections referred to (DEIS p. 15) concern the excavations 
for garnet gravels, not for the road construction.  However, the analyses allows for an 
estimated week (DEIS pp. 31, 34, 131,135).  This (reference on DEIS p. 15) was corrected 
for the FEIS (p. 17).  The “full road” is needed for site construction, administrative access, 
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emergency vehicles, access for people with disabilities, pumping the toilet and excavator 
access one to three times per year (PF: T-1).  Please review Chapter 2, Alternatives 
Eliminated from Detailed Study for reasons a dedicated excavator route was not desirable.    

11-29:  Please see #11-27 for an explanation of why wildlife would continue to be disturbed 
in both drainages.   

11-30:  You are correct:  the DEIS does not show the routes that heavy equipment would 
use to access Garnet Gulch for mining panels.  Heavy equipment would use the permanent 
road to get up to the parking area.  Then from the administrative area to the excavation 
sites, temporary access trails would be used which would be immediately reclaimed with the 
mining panel (FEIS p. 18 N.16.c).     

11-31:  Alternatives B and C both include building the road in Garnet Gulch and removing 
the 281 Gulch access road and administrative site when the move is implemented. Please 
see the alternative descriptions (DEIS pp. 7-33 and FEIS pp. 8-35; PF: T-1 and T-3).  Road 
density discussion is presented in the FEIS pp. 38, 52, 57, 61, 71, 146.  Although road 
density in Garnet Gulch will increase by 0.7 miles per square mile (from 3.9 to 4.6 
mi/sq.mi.), it will decrease in 281 Gulch by 0.6 miles per square mile (from 4.4 to 3.8 
mi/sq.mi.) when Road 3781 is decommissioned.  So, overall the project will result in a small 
increase in road density (FEIS pp. 74, 76-77, 158-159).  For clarification, additional 
discussion was added to this Alternative Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study.  
Please see the FEIS pp. 33-34.

11-32:  Your preference has been noted (FEIS p. 33-34).  

11-33:  This project area is very small (780 acres), and transportation alternatives are very 
limited.  Extensive reconnaissance and evaluation was performed to evaluate the 
transportation needs and the best road location (PF: T-1).  Please also see response to 
#11-27 and the discussion above regarding the “upland terrace alternative”. 

11-34:   Most collectors are aware of the difference between gemstone and non-gemstone 
garnets.  Tumble grade material is not the primary target of most collectors and rockhounds 
who visit the site.  In fact, the area is so popular because it specifically has historically 
produced large quantities of high-quality, cutting-grade gemstones exhibiting a star asterism 
– which is why the legislature designated the star garnets from as the state gemstone of 
Idaho.  The garnets containing inclusions that produce the sought after “stars” are prone to 
be more highly fractured in the upland areas due to an increase in fracture density likely the 
result of increased freeze-thaw cycles. Garnets found in the uplands tend to disintegrate 
while being tumbled because of a greater density and number of fractures and heavy iron 
oxide development from more intense weathering of the garnets. Tumbling good stones 
often takes weeks.  Tumbling stones does not improve quality of a poor stone it only 
enhances qualities of good stones (FEIS pp. 24, 86, 88, 96-97). 

11-35:  Over the years, we have found that only a handful of people actually take out the full 
five pounds of garnet.  If we find that with the new methods many more people are taking 
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out the limit we can still choose to limit their permit (FEIS Figure 15, PF: PD-48 issues 
disposition).   

11-36:  Appendix C of the FEIS includes the restoration plan for 281 Gulch and monitoring 
plan that will be implemented to ensure quality restoration of the sites (FEIS Appendix A, 
FEIS pp. 11-18).  Also the FEIS pp. 19-21 incorporated additional monitoring to ensure 
successful restoration.  

11-37:   John Robison expressed this concern during a phone conversation (6/26/2006) with 
Chris Dail, Project Geologist.  The Water Quality Erosion Control Plan in Appendix A of the 
DEIS/FEIS describes mitigations and safeguards to prevent damage from catastrophic 
storm events.  Excavation during the dry season, the short duration of ground disturbing 
activity, and concurrent reclamation and revegetation would reduce this risk to a very low 
level (FEIS p. 12, C.2; p. 13 F.2.a.; p.17, N.8. & N.9).  Also, adaptive management and 
active monitoring is a part of this project (FEIS p. 11, 20-21, Appendix A p. 15 and Appendix 
C Monitoring Plan).       

12-1:  The St. Joe Ranger District will notify the Coeur d’Alene Tribe as requested prior to 
excavations.  

13-1: Thank you for your comment.  Your preference for Alternative C has been noted. 

14-1:  Thank you for your comment.  With the new methods, garnet collecting can still be 
enjoyed for many years to come.  Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIS pages 22-23 and 
comment #1-1 for the reasons why the mining method had to be changed.  

15-1:  Thank you for your comment.  The selected alternative will provide many more years 
for the recreational digging area. 

16-1: Thank you for your comment.  With the new methods, garnet collecting can still be 
enjoyed for many years to come.  Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIS pages 22-23 and 
comment #1-1 for the reasons why the mining method had to be changed.  

17-1:  Thank you for your comment.  With the new methods, garnet collecting can still be 
enjoyed for many years to come. Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIS pages 22-23 and 
comment #1-1for the reasons why the mining method had to be changed.  

18-1:  Thank you for your comment.  Your preferences have been noted. 

19-1:  Thank you for your comment.  Your preference has been noted.  

20-1:  Thank you for your comment. 
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