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Dear Reader: 

Enclosed, for your review, is the Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP)/Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) 
Cottonwood Field Office. ;The RMP will guide future management actions and subsequent site
specific implementation decisions on approximately 132,496 acres ofBLM-administered land 
within the BLM's Cottonwood Field Office. This acreage figure reflects the recent transfer of 
approximately 11,304 acres ofpublic land to the Bureau of Indian Affairs, to be held in trust for 
the benefit of the Nez Perce Tribe. The transfer of this public land was made in accordance with 
the Snake River Water Rights Act of2004 (Settlement Act), Public Law 108-447, Division J, 
Title X, Section 6. References to acreage figures, computations and percentages of public land 
throughout the Proposed RNIP/Final EIS have not been updated to reflect this most recent land 
transfer. An acreage figure of 143,830 has been used in the RNIP/EIS. 

A majority of the 132,496 acres ofBLM-administered land consists of scattered tracts 
intermingled with State ofIdaho, private, Nez Perce Tribe, and National Forest lands. Due to the 
small amount of public land and the scattered land ownership, relatively few issues were raised 
during the public scoping period or in comments on the Draft RMP/EIS. There are no sage 
grouse or energy-related issues in the planning area. Alternatives were developed based upon 
public comments, resource issues identified, complexity of programs managed, as well as laws 
and regulations pertinent to the management of public land and resources. 

The Proposed RMP is a refinement of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative B) presented in the 
May 2006 Draft RMP/EIS, with consideration given to public comments, corrections, and 
rewording for clarification. The Draft RMP/EIS was available for a 90-day review period ending' 
on November 27,2006. The Proposed RMP/Final EIS is designed to be used in conjunction with 
the DraftRMPIEIS for reference to maps and in regard to page numbers cited in the comment 
and response section (Appendix U). Both the Proposed RMP/Final EIS and Draft RMPIEIS are 
available on the project Web site, www.cottonwoodrmp.com. Chapter 5 of the Proposed 
RMPlFinal EIS contains a summary of the public comment process an.d the comments received 
on the Draft RMP/EIS. All comment letters received and BLM responses are located in 



2 

Appendix U (Volume III). As a result of public comment and internal BLM review, Alternative 

B has been modified and is now considered the Proposed Action for management of BLM lands 
in the Cottonwood Field Office. 

The decisions made in the Proposed RMPlFinal EIS, are primarily land use plan decisions, which 
are subject to a 30-day protest period as outlined below. However, in addition to defining area 
designations for travel and transportation management (closed, open and limited areas), which 
are land use plan decisions; decisions have also been made on specific travel routes and 
restrictions on those routes. The route designations are considered implementation level 

. decisions that are appealable, rather than protestable, after the RMP is approved. 

At the end of the 30-day protest period on the land use plan decisions, and after the Governor's 
consistency review and resolution of protests, BLM will prepare the Record of Decision and the 
Approved Resource Management Plan. Approval will be withheld on any portion of the 
Proposed RMP under protest until final action has been completed. 

Who can protest? 
Any person who participated in the planning process for the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, and has 
an interest that is or may be adversely affected, may protest approval of this Proposed RMP/Final 
EIS and land use plan decisions contained within it (see 43 Code of Federal Regulations 1610.5
2) during the 30-day protest period. Only those persons or organizations who participated in the 
planning process leading to this Proposed RMP/Final EIS may protest. Participation is defined 
as having submitted written comments, attended a public meeting, and/or personally contacted or 
discussed the project with a member of the Cottonwood Field Office. 

When to protest. 
The 30-day period for filing a plan protest begins when the Environmental Protection Agency 
publishes in the Federal Register its Notice of Availability of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. The 
protest period ends 30 days after publication ofthis Notice ofAvailability. The BLM will 
publish announcements specifying the actual start and end dates in local and regional media. 
The BLMaiso will post this information on the project website (www.cottonwoodrmp.com) and 
mail it to contacts on the Cottonwood RMP mailing list. To be considered timely, your protest, 
along with all attachments, must be postmarked no later than the last day of the protest period. 
There is no provision for any extension of time. 

What to protest. 
A protesting party may raise only those issues submitted for the record during the planning 
process leading up to the publication of this Proposed RMP/Final EIS. New issues may not be 
brought into the record at the protest stage. All proposed decisions in the Proposed RNIP/Final 
EIS are subject to protest, with the exception ofdecisions on route designations for motorized 
or nonmotorized vehicle travel, which are discussed in the Transportation and Travel 
Management portion ofSection 2.6 ofChapter 2 ofthe Proposed RMP (including Figures 28 
through 36 in Volume IV ofthe Cottonwood Draft RMPIEIS). Decisions on route 
designations may be appealed to the Interior Board ofLand 
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Appeals following the publication ofthe Approved RMPlRecord ofDecision. The Approved 
RMPlRecord ofDecision will include information on the appeal process. 

How to protest. 
A letter of protest must be filed in accordance with the planning regulations, 43 Code of Federal
 
Regulations 1610.5-2(a)(1). Protests must be in writing. Although not required, the BLM
 
suggests that you send your protest by certified mail, return receipt requested. Electronic mail
 
and faxed protests will not be accepted as valid protests unless the protesting party also provides
 
the original letter, by either regular or overnight mail, postmarked by the close of the protest
 
period. In such instances, the BLM will consider the emailed or faxed protest as an advance
 
copy and give it full consideration. If you wish to provide the BLM with such advance
 
notification, please direct faxed protests to the attention of the BLM protest coordinator at
 
(202)452-5112, and emails to Brenda_Budgens-Williams@blm.gov.
 

If sent by regular mail, send to:
 
Director (210)
 
Bureau of Land Management
 
Attention: Brenda Hudgens-Williams
 
PO Box 66538
 
Washington DC 20035
 

For overnight (e.g., FedEx), send to:
 
Director (210)
 
Bureau of Land Management
 
Attention: Brenda Hudgens-Williams
 
1620 L Street, Suite 1075
 
Washington, DC 20036
 
Phone: (202) 452-5045
 

To be considered complete, your protest must contain, at a minimum, the following information:
 
1. The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the protest. 
2. A statement of the issue or issues being protested. 
3. A statement of the part or parts of the Proposed RMP being protested. To the extent possible, 

this should be done by reference to specific pages, paragraphs, sections, tables, maps, etc., 
included in the document. 

4. A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that you submitted during the planning 
process or a reference to the date the issue or issues were discussed by you for the record. 

5.	 A concise statement explaining why the Idaho BLM State Director's proposed decision is 
believed to be incorrect. This is a critical part ofyour protest. Take care to document all 
relevant facts. As much as possible, reference or cite documents. A protest that merely 
expresses disagreement with the Idaho BLM State Director's proposed decision, without any 
data, will not provide us with the benefit of your information and insight. In this case, the 
Director's review will be based on the existing analysis and supporting data. 
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Thank you for your participation in this planning effort. For additional infonnation or 
clarification regarding this document or the planning process, please contact Dean Huibregtse at 
(208) 962-3784. 

Sincerely, 

Stephanie Connolly 
Field Manager 

1 Enclosure: 
1. Proposed Cottonwood RMP/Final EIS (1730 pp) 



Cottonwood Proposed Resource Management Plan and  
Final Environmental Impact Statement 

 
 
1. Responsible Agency:  United States Department of the Interior 
     Bureau of Land Management 
 
2. Type of Action:  Administrative (X)  Legislative (   ) 
 
3.  Document Status:  Draft (   )   Final (X) 
 
4.   Abstract:  This Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact 

Statement describes and analyzes four alternatives for managing approximately 132,526 acres of 
public lands and resources administered by the Bureau of Land Management’s Cottonwood 
Field Office in Latah, Clearwater, Nez Perce, Lewis, Idaho, and Adams Counties of north-
central Idaho. This acreage figure reflects the recent transfer of approximately 11,304 acres of 
public land to the Bureau of Indian Affairs to be held in trust for the benefit of the Nez Perce 
Tribe. Acreage figures or references used throughout the RMP/EIS have not been updated to 
reflect this recent land transfer which represents only 0.2 percent of the public land managed by 
the CFO. An acreage figure of 143,830 acres has been carried through the RMP/EIS. The plan 
alternatives are Alternative A (the “no action” alternative or continuation of current 
management), Alternative B (the agency preferred alternative), Alternative C (minimal active 
management/preservation emphasis), and Alternative D (commodity/utility emphasis). Planning 
issues addressed include invasive plant species, forest vegetation, special status species and 
habitats, priority watersheds or areas for conservation and/or restoration strategies, motorized 
and nonmotorized travel, levels of commercial uses (minerals, forest products, livestock grazing, 
and recreation), fuels reduction, adjusting land ownership, and existing and future recreation 
demand. The alternatives also address designation of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
and the eligibility and suitability of river segments for designation under the National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers System.  

 
5.   Protest period:  The protest period on the Cottonwood Proposed Resource Management Plan 

and Final Environmental Impact Statement is 30 calendar days. The protest period begins when 
the Environmental Protection Agency publishes a Notice of Availability in the Federal Register.   

 
6. For further information contact: 
 
  Mr. Dean Huibregtse 
  Bureau of Land Management 
  Cottonwood Field Office 
  1 Butte Drive  

Cottonwood, ID  83522 
  Telephone: (208) 962-3784 
  FAX: (208) 962-3275 

Email: information@cottonwoodrmp.com 
  Web site: www.cottonwoodrmp.com 
 

mailto:information@cottonwoodrmp.com�
http://www.cottonwoodrmp.com/�
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other fluid releases, which could degrade water quality. Examples of this are the releases 
associated with well-flow testing for geothermal power development. Spills can also occur 
from equipment that uses hazardous fluids such as gasoline and oil. The impact on fish 
populations depends upon the type of hazardous material released and the quantity of the 
release. If severe enough, mortalities can occur and habitat can become unsuitable for 
aquatic life.  

• Altered stream flow regimes. Water yield increase resulting from vegetation removal and 
alteration of natural drainage could result in scouring of stream channel bottoms and 
decreasing fish habitat and food sources.  

• Changes in water temperatures. Increases in water temperature can occur in areas where 
streamside vegetation is removed, increasing the amount of sunlight reaching the water. The 
default buffers and management constraints would minimize the amount of mining that 
would occur in these sensitive areas. If mining were to occur in riparian areas, increased 
water temperatures could reduce suitable habitat for cold-water fish species. As water 
temperature increases, the amount of available dissolved oxygen for fish and aquatic 
invertebrates decreases. 

Designation of 131,044 acres as open to leasing subject to terms and conditions of the standard lease 
form would limit the BLM’s ability to assign major or moderate stipulations (such as NSO) in those 
areas. Consequently, there could be an increased impact on aquatic habitats in these areas. The 
standard lease stipulations include compliance with established acts, laws, and regulations governing 
BLM land management, which would provide protection to special status fish species. Areas 
designated as open to leasing with NSO stipulations would provide some protection to aquatic 
habitats by limiting the amount of surface disturbance. Protection would be realized where NSO 
stipulations are applied to riparian areas and areas upslope of fish-bearing streams. Potential impacts 
on fish and aquatic habitats from locatable minerals activities could occur as a result of activities on 
the 121,961 acres designated as open to location. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Increased recreation use and demand require an increased management response to mitigate the 
impacts from this increase, leading to SRMA designation. Potential impacts to fish species and 
aquatic habitats would result from impacts to riparian habitats and streambanks and increased 
erosion. Increased visitor use without increased management and SRMA designation would be 
expected to result in greater impacts. Continued acquisition of lands and conservation easements 
within the Salmon River and Lolo Creek SRMAs could provide additional protection of aquatic 
habitats from private land uses, such as timber harvest, road construction, and rural development.  

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Potential impacts from geothermal, wind, and solar energy development are predominantly 
associated with the construction, use, and maintenance of roads and facilities. Road-related activities 
could result in increased sedimentation in fish-bearing streams, rivers, and lakes. The potential 
effects of increased sedimentation would be similar to those described above for mining activities 
(under Effects from Minerals Management). Right-of-way avoidance and exclusion areas would 
protect against these potential impacts. 

Potential impacts from biomass energy development would be similar to those described for timber 
harvest activities under the Vegetation—Forests Management section.  
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Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Roads and trails could result in increased sedimentation to fish-bearing streams, rivers, and lakes. 
Increased sedimentation in streams could affect fish populations in a variety of ways, including 
direct mortality, reduction in suitable spawning gravels, reduction in summer and winter rearing 
habitat, suffocation and mortality of eggs, and displacement of individual fish.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Designation of ACECs and RNAs in areas containing fish-bearing water bodies would indirectly 
protect aquatic habitats and fisheries. Under all alternatives there would be six areas managed as 
ACEC/RNAs, although the size of the Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA is larger under Alternative A than 
the other alternatives. The number and specific area designated and managed as ACECs varies by 
alternative. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Aquatic habitats and fish populations located in the five six segments determined suitable for 
inclusion in the NWSRS, Salmon River (two segments), Lolo Creek, Hazard Creek, Hard Creek, and 
Lake Creek, would be protected from land uses that could result in degradation. The majority of 
these areas are already managed using similar protective measures as a result of BLM sensitive 
species management and ESA requirements. The wild and scenic suitability determination would add 
another, potentially legislative, layer of protection.  

Impacts from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
Consulting with tribes to identify culturally significant plants, animals, fish, and important habitats 
could improve habitat conditions for those species and habitats if these consultations result in 
changes in management that would improve habitats.  Tribes collecting or hunting special status 
species, as allowed under their treaty rights, could impact those species. 

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Hazardous and contaminated site cleanups could improve fish habitat where contamination has 
occurred near fish-bearing streams. Activities such as site restrictions and rock dump stabilizations 
would limit the potential for hazardous materials to reach fish-bearing water bodies. Cleanup efforts 
could result in water quality improvements, stream stabilizations, and watershed restoration. 
Potential impacts to fisheries would be the same for all alternatives. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Land acquisition and conservation easement acquisition along the Lower Salmon River would 
increase the BLM’s management capabilities for the protection of fisheries and aquatic habitats in 
the Lower Salmon River.  

Alternative A 

Effects from Soils Management 
Implementing the MFP Road Guidelines (BLM 1981a), Riparian Management Guidelines (BLM 
1985e), and PACFISH (BLM and Forest Service 1995) for soil-disturbing activities would minimize 
soil erosion and protect riparian habitats. This would indirectly protect aquatic habitats and fish by 
maintaining or increasing PFC of riparian habitats. The 1985 Riparian Management Guidelines and 
Fisheries and Water Quality Objectives (BLM 1985d) include some watershed-specific restrictions 
regarding sediment budgets and water quality that would directly protect aquatic habitats and fish. 
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Management to maintain fish habitat by pursuing water quality and watershed health objectives 
would maintain good-quality habitat for fish species, focusing on chinook salmon, steelhead, and 
resident salmonid species. Federal listing of salmon, steelhead, and bull trout, and subsequent ESA 
Section 7 consultation with USFWS, would reduce potential for BLM impacts to listed fish, aquatic 
habitats, and soil resources. 

Sedimentation from landslides and mass wasting events in streams could degrade aquatic habitats. 
PACFISH (1995) has specific measures to protect landslide-prone areas and to minimize potential 
for mass wasting would indirectly protect riparian and aquatic habitats.  

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Implementing the MFP Road Guidelines (BLM 1981a) and Riparian Management Guidelines (BLM 
1985e) for soil-disturbing activities would minimize nonpoint source pollution. Other potential 
impacts are described under Effects from Soils Management. The Riparian Management Guidelines 
(BLM 1985e) and Fisheries and Water Quality Objectives (BLM 1985d) include some watershed-
specific restriction regarding sediment budgets and water quality that also would directly protect 
aquatic habitats and fish. This would indirectly protect aquatic habitats and fish. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
The current estimated annual ASQ for timber harvesting, which is 6,600 MBF on 358 acres, would 
continue. Timber harvest and other forest practices such as road construction could impact aquatic 
habitats and fish populations, including special status fish species. Potential impacts on aquatic 
resources from forest management are described under the Effects Common to All Alternatives 
section, above. As described under the Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands section and the Aquatic 
Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish section, several protective measures would be implemented 
to reduce or prevent impacts from forest management practices on aquatic resources. However, the 
potential for impacts from forest practices still exists, and increases or decreases in impacts depend 
upon the amount of land disturbed, treatment activities, and watershed-specific aquatic resources. 
Under Alternative A, potential impacts would be most likely in streams within watersheds or 
adjacent to the 24,257 acres classified for intensive forest practices and to a lesser extent on the 
11,500 acres classified for extensive management. Impacts to aquatic resources could also occur in 
streams adjacent to the 35,757 acres, but because these would not be managed for timber 
production, the potential for impacts would be much less.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Management measures proposed under Alternative A would protect riparian habitat to maintain 
wildlife and fish habitat, water quality, and aquatic resources. In general, the level of protection 
provided would be similar to that provided under the other three alternatives, although the 
classification system and buffers from the Riparian Management Guidelines (BLM 1985e) and 
Fisheries and Water Quality Objectives (BLM 1985d) differ from those presented in Alternatives B, 
C, and D. The default buffer zones implemented under Alternative A would be larger for lakes and 
large rivers than under the other alternatives, providing additional protection. Many of the 39 
prescription watersheds (totaling 66,077 acres) identified in Alternative A would be reclassified as 
restoration or conservation watersheds under the other alternatives.  



Chapter 4: Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish – Alternative A 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-172 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
The majority of management measures implemented would not affect aquatic resources. Some land 
treatments (e.g., prescribed burning, plantings) and other construction projects (e.g., water 
development, road closures) would have varying levels of impacts. Impacts depend upon the 
amount of area disturbed, treatment activities, and watershed-specific aquatic resources. However, 
wildlife management measures that would protect riparian habitats such as limiting use of forage in 
riparian areas to 50 percent of available forage would indirectly protect aquatic resources, fish, and 
special status fish species. Special status wildlife management activities for riparian habitat-
dependent species such as the yellow-billed cuckoo would similarly protect aquatic habitats.  

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Management under Alternative A would include developing plans and identifying actions for the 
protection and enhancement of aquatic resources. Default buffers would be larger for lakes and 
large rivers under Alternative A than for the other alternatives. Buffers for other fish-bearing 
watersheds within RHCAs would be the same as for RCA stream buffers under Alternatives B, C, 
and D. Effects are discussed under Effects Common to All Alternatives. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
General potential effects from wildland fire use as related to vegetation removal are described under 
Effects Common to Alternatives, Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management. Under 
Alternative A these potential effects could occur in the entire CFO as all unplanned ignitions can be 
evaluated for wildland fire use upon completion of the appropriate wildfire implementation plan 
(Figure H-1, Areas Available for Wildland Fire Use—Alternatives A and C [see Appendix H in 
Volume III]). Similarly, the potential effects from high-intensity fires and the subsequent 
degradation of aquatic resources, such as increased sedimentation and scouring, would be reduced 
upon implementation of wildland fire use.  RCAs would be used to protect aquatic resources where 
vegetation is removed.  

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
General impacts from visual resources management are described under Effects Common to All 
Alternatives. Indirect protection of aquatic habitats under Alternative A would occur on the 12,704 
acres and 41,195 acres designated as VRM Classes I and II, respectively.  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Potential impacts from forest products management are described under the Vegetation—Forests 
Management sections under Effects Common to all Alternatives and Alternative A. Riparian areas 
are critical for the proper functioning of aquatic systems, including aquatic habitat and fish 
population health. Effects are discussed under Effects Common to All Alternatives. RHCA 
established under PACFISH would provide protection to fish-bearing stream habitats and associated 
riparian areas. Potential impacts are described under Effects from Vegetation—Forests 
Management. Timber harvest activities would not occur where they could destroy or degrade 
wetland-riparian areas.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Potential impacts from grazing described under Effects Common to All Alternatives could occur 
where grazing is permitted near fish-bearing streams, rivers, lakes, and riparian areas. There would 
be 122,732 acres available for grazing in 168 allotments under Alternative A. Alternative A, current 
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management, has generally proven compatible with aquatic resources and fisheries according to 
monitoring and the results of Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management (BLM 1997a) (Appendix A [see Volume III]) assessments conducted to date. 
Therefore, impacts to aquatic resources could occur on these acres.  

Proper season of use grazing would be implemented on the remaining 68,177 acres. This strategy is 
moderately compatible with fisheries because proper season of use, along with proper grazing levels, 
would support maintenance or improvement of riparian areas and streambanks. Riparian areas 
would still receive grazing use, which could result in varying levels of impacts to riparian and aquatic 
habitats.  

Improved grazing practices and reduced impacts to aquatic resources have occurred with the listing 
of salmon, steelhead, and bull trout and completion of ESA Section 7 consultation with USFWS for 
all allotments. Because of the large number of allotments that consist of fragmented, intermingled 
BLM ownership, emphasis for grazing management and monitoring is primarily focused on 
allotments adjacent to fish-bearing streams that are most sensitive to grazing, such as low-gradient 
streams that occur in meadows. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Some protection of aquatic habitats and fish populations in the Salmon River would be provided by 
withdrawing public lands within 0.25-mile of the rivers from mineral entry. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
The greatest potential for increased sedimentation occurs in Open travel areas where new roads and 
trails are being constructed and where cross-country riding can result in erosion and potential 
impacts to riparian and aquatic habitats. Limited travel areas would be less likely to cause increased 
sedimentation compared to Open areas because no cross-country travel would be authorized in 
Limited areas. Similar impacts from use of existing roads and trails would occur in Open and 
Limited areas. Road and trail restrictions for motorized vehicle use would reduce potential for 
increased erosion and sediment. Closed travel areas would protect fish-bearing streams from the 
effects of road and trail use.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Continued withdrawal of public lands within 0.25-mile of the Salmon River would provide 
protection of aquatic habitats and fisheries in the Salmon River from potential impacts associated 
with mining. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Under Alternative A, four areas totaling 23,366 acres would be managed as ACECs. Aquatic habitats 
and fisheries would be indirectly protected through the designation and management in these areas. 
The predominant fisheries affected by ACEC designation include those in the Craig Mountain, 
Lower Lolo Creek, and the lower Salmon River ACECs.   

Alternative B 

Effects from Soils Management 
Under Alternative B, BMPs (Appendix B [see Volume III]) would update and improve upon the 
MFP Road Guidelines (BLM 1981a) and Riparian Management Guidelines (BLM 1985e). 
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Implementing BMPs for soil-disturbing activities would minimize soil erosion/sediment. This would 
indirectly protect aquatic habitats and fish by maintaining or increasing PFC of riparian habitats. 
However, the BMPs to be implemented under this alternative do not contain the specific restrictions 
pertaining to sediment budgets and water quality that are included in the Fisheries and Water Quality 
Objectives (BLM 1985d) and designated prescription watersheds (Alternative A). This would 
increase the flexibility of BLM when permitting activities that could affect aquatic habitats and 
fisheries, potentially increasing impacts within specific prescription watersheds. However, 
programmatic direction provided for conservation and restoration watersheds would be that land 
uses would not result in adverse increases in sediment, which would impact aquatic resources. 

Reclamation and mitigation to soil and water resources would indirectly protect or enhance aquatic 
habitats. 

Measures to protect landslide-prone areas and to minimize potential for mass wasting would 
indirectly protect riparian and aquatic habitats. Measures implemented under Alternative B would be 
similar to Alternative A in regards to management activities on and avoidance of landslide-prone 
areas.  

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Under Alternative B, BMPs (Appendix B [see Volume III]) would update and improve upon the 
MFP Road Guidelines (BLM 1981a) and Riparian Management Guidelines (BLM 1985e). 
Implementing BMPs for soil-disturbing activities would limit nonpoint source pollution and protect 
water quality. This would indirectly protect aquatic habitats and fish. Alternative B does not contain 
specific sediment budget requirements compared to Alternative A; therefore, the means of 
protecting water quality are less defined and potentially less protective. However, programmatic 
direction provided for conservation and restoration watersheds would be that land uses would not 
result in adverse increases in sediment, which would impact aquatic resources. 

Promoting activities to achieve DFCs in restoration watersheds would help increase the amount of 
PFC riparian habitat and indirectly benefit aquatic resources. The number of restoration watersheds 
varies by alternative, as presented in Table 4-18 19 (Comparison of Aquatic Resources, Fish, and 
Special Status Fish Indicators by Alternative).  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Timber harvest and other forest practices such as road construction could impact aquatic habitats 
and fish populations, including special status fish species. As described under the Vegetation—
Riparian and Wetlands section and the Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish section, 
several protective measures would be implemented to reduce or prevent impacts from forest 
management practices on aquatic resources. However, the potential for impacts from forest 
practices still exists, and increases or decreases in impacts depend upon the amount of land 
disturbed, treatment activities, and watershed-specific aquatic resources. Under Alternative B, 
potential impacts would be most likely to occur in the same watersheds identified as the commercial 
forest land base (40,598 acres). Alternative B would decrease the current estimated annual PSQ for 
timber harvesting by 53 percent (to 3,129 MBF) with an estimated usage area of 242 acres (an 
estimated 32-percent decrease from current management).  

Implementing timber harvest activities to maximize the economic return of forest stands with 
existing or high risk for extensive mortality could increase timber harvest activities in fish-bearing 
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watersheds. This could increase the potential for timber harvest-related impacts on aquatic 
resources. The potential impacts to aquatic habitats would be increased compared to the natural 
mortality of stands due to the construction of roads and additional ground-disturbing activities 
barring the occurrence of fire. If fire occurred in forest stands with extensive mortality, fire intensity 
would be significantly increased due to fuel loading, and sediment impacts to streams could be 
significantly increased over mitigated impacts due to harvest. 

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
Monitoring programs to assess rangeland health and adaptive management could prevent losses in 
soil stability, which would indirectly protect aquatic habitats. Management emphasis for maintenance 
and improvement of rangeland vegetation would occur for Craig Mountain WMA and Rattlesnake 
Ridge area. Improvement of upland and riparian habitat conditions in the long term would improve 
soil stability and reduce erosion and sediment. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Management measures would indirectly protect fish habitat and water quality. The monitoring 
emphasis on streams that provide habitat for listed or sensitive fish would improve management for 
these species. The primary difference in riparian vegetation management between Alternatives A and 
B is in relation to the size of the buffer zone for large rivers and lakes. Alternative A would have 
default buffers of 500 feet, whereas Alternatives B would have default buffers of 300 feet for fish-
bearing streams and 150 feet for lakes, ponds, and reservoirs. Alternative B would identify 32 28 
restoration and 1 three conservation watersheds totaling 64,481 acres, 2 percent less than the 
prescription watersheds in Alternative A. Management emphasis for maintenance of or 
improvements to aquatic and riparian habitats would occur in the drainages presented in Table 4-
1819, Comparison of Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Indicators by Alternative.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Wildlife management measures designed to protect or enhance riparian habitat would indirectly 
protect or enhance adjacent aquatic habitats. Specific measures that would improve fish resources 
include maintaining or improving habitat for bald eagle forage species and measures promoting 
conservation of yellow-billed cuckoo. Vegetation treatments (e.g., prescribed burning, forest stand 
treatments for DFC, plantings) and other construction projects (e.g., water development, road 
closures) would have varying levels of impacts. Such impact depends upon the amount of area 
disturbed, treatment activities, and watershed-specific aquatic resources. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Alternative B would promote conservation and restoration for special status fish species. Activities 
resulting in conservation easements and land tenure adjustments would increase the amount of 
habitat being managed for specials status fish.  

Alternative B would manage 64,481 acres as conservation and restoration watersheds, 2 percent less 
watershed acres than the prescription watersheds under Alternative A. Good-quality aquatic habitats 
would be maintained and/or degraded aquatic habitats improved with management emphasis for 
aquatic and riparian restoration and protective measures occurring in conservation and restoration 
watersheds. 

If realized through BLM support, fFish passage improvements would help fish species, in particular 
anadromous species, by providing access to additional habitats for spawning and rearing and by 



Chapter 4: Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish – Alternative B 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-176 

facilitating downstream distribution. Similarly, actions such as instream habitat improvements and 
road decommissioning would improve aquatic habitat conditions. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
General potential effects from wildland fire management as related to vegetation removal are 
described under Effects Common to Alternatives, Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management. 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except wildland fire use methods 
would be implemented in the southern portion of the Salmon FMUFMA and the Craig Mountain 
FMUFMA (Figure H-2, Areas Available for Wildland Fire Use—Alternative B [see Appendix H in 
Volume III]).  This would increase the amount of area treated compared to Alternative D.  

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative A. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Designing harvest and reforestation projects to achieve full stocking on 90 percent of the area within 
5 years would help protect aquatic habitats from long-term impacts. Full stocking within five years 
would reduce the amount of time that potential increased sedimentation and altered stream flows 
would occur.  

Protection of riparian areas during road construction would be provided by the buffer zones 
associated with the Road Construction Guidelines and Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy 
(Appendix F [see Volume III]). The potential impacts based on buffer zone size are described 
under the Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management section.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Potential impacts from grazing as described under Effects Common to All Alternatives could occur 
where grazing is permitted near fish-bearing streams, rivers, lakes, and riparian areas. Livestock 
grazing would be permitted on 105,619 acres and 166 allotments under Alternative B. Potential 
impacts to aquatics from grazing would be less than Alternative A. Permanently retiring allotments 
at Craig Mountain, Wapshilla Ridge, and Corral Creek would reduce the potential for grazing-related 
impacts to fish in these areas, although these allotments have been vacant for over 10 years. The 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game acquired adjacent lands, and the area has a high-priority 
emphasis for wildlife management. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Indirect protection of aquatic habitats from leasable minerals and mineral materials operations 
would occur on the 43,590 acres of public lands subject to NSO stipulations where these lands 
occur in riparian areas and areas upslope of fish-bearing streams. NSO stipulations would protect 
riparian habitats and indirectly protect aquatic habitats from surface-disturbing activities such as 
vegetation removal. This protection would be greater than under Alternative A. 

Fish species and aquatic habitats in river segments identified as suitable for inclusion in the NWSRS 
would be protected from leasable and salable minerals activities within 0.25-mile of the river. This 
would include bull trout, westslope cutthroat trout, steelhead, and chinook salmon in Lake Creek, 
summer steelhead, spring Chinook, and coho salmon in Lolo Creek, and various fish species in 
Hazard and Hard Creeks.  
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Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A; however, eliminating Open areas 
would reduce the potential for impacts to aquatic habitats from cross-country motorized use in these 
areas. Restoring unnecessary roads and trails would reduce the amount of sediment reaching fish-
bearing streams. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Retaining public lands along the Salmon River would provide continued protection of the aquatic 
habitats, fisheries, and special status fisheries in the Salmon River from private land uses such as 
development or timber harvest. Withdrawal of public lands on the Lower Salmon River would 
increase protection of aquatic habitats and fisheries in the Salmon River from potential impacts 
associated with mining. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Under Alternative B, five six areas totaling 32,56234,187 acres would be managed as ACECs, 39 46 
percent more than ACEC areas under Alternative A. Aquatic habitats and fisheries would be 
indirectly protected through the designation and management in these areas. The predominant 
fisheries affected by ACEC designation include those in Lower Lolo Creek, Upper Lolo Creek, 
Lower Salmon River, Salmon River, East Fork American River, and American River ACECs.  

Alternative C 

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.   

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that, under Alternative C, 
the commercial forest land base would be 34,611 acres. Alternative C would decrease the acreage 
available for timber harvesting by 3 percent from that available under Alternative A. Alternative C 
would decrease the current estimated annual PSQ for timber harvesting by 53 percent (to 3,101 
MBF) from Alternative A, with an estimated usage area of 191 acres (an estimated 47-percent 
decrease from current management).  

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, with the exception that addition 
management emphasis would be given to Salmon River canyon grasslands for maintenance and/or 
improvement of habitats. Improvement of upland and riparian habitat conditions in the long term 
would improve soil stability and reduce erosion and sediment. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except Alternative C would identify 
30 37 restoration and 3 conservation watersheds totaling 68,359 acres, 3 percent more than the 
prescription watersheds in Alternative A.  
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Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except Alternative C would provide 
additional protections against potential aquatic habitat degradations from OHV use and grazing 
activities. Alternative C identifies increased emphasis for achievement of DFC, particularly old forest 
characteristics. Vegetation treatments (e.g., prescribed burning, forest stand treatments for DFC, 
plantings) and other construction projects (e.g., water development, road closures) would have 
varying levels of impacts. Such impact depends upon the amount of area disturbed, treatment 
activities, and watershed-specific aquatic resources. The predominant impact from these activities 
would be related to increased sedimentation in fish-bearing streams. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except Alternative C would manage 
68,359 acres as conservation and restoration watersheds. This would be 6 percent more than under 
Alternative B and 3 percent more than the prescription watersheds under Alternative A. As a result, 
aquatic habitats in more watersheds would be improved under Alternative C than under any other 
alternative. Good-quality aquatic habitats would be maintained and/or degraded aquatic habitats 
improved with management emphasis for aquatic and riparian restoration and protective measures 
occurring in conservation and restoration watersheds. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
General potential effects from wildland fire management as related to vegetation removal are 
described under Effects Common to Alternatives, Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management. 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A. This would increase the area where 
wildland fire is used compared to Alternatives B and D.   

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Indirect protection of aquatic habitats under Alternative C would occur on the 26,945 acres and 
46,753 acres designated as VRM Classes I and II, respectively. This is 112 percent and 13 percent 
more than VRM Classes I and II, respectively, under Alternative A.  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except Alternative C would include 
less acres of forest harvest and treatment and larger RCA stream buffers for riparian areas within 
forested areas. This would also represent less acres of forest harvest and treatment and larger buffers 
than under Alternative A. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except Alternative C would permit 
livestock grazing on 101,350 acres and 145 allotments. The potential for impacts to aquatics from 
grazing would be the least in Alternative C.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except Alternative C would 
indirectly protect aquatic habitats on 68,854 acres of public lands subject to NSO stipulations where 
these lands occur in riparian areas and areas upslope of fish-bearing streams.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  
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Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Under Alternative C, nine areas totaling 58,695 acres would be managed as ACECs, 150 percent 
more area than under Alternative A. Aquatic habitats and fisheries would be indirectly protected 
through the designation and management in these areas. The predominant fisheries affected by 
ACEC designation include those in Lower Lolo Creek, Upper Lolo Creek, Little Salmon River, 
Lower Salmon River, Salmon River, East Fork American River, and American River ACECs. 

Alternative D 

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B. Under Alternative D, the 
commercial forest land base would be 45,190 acres (26 percent more than Alternative A). Alternative 
D would increase the acreage available for timber harvesting (361 acres, a 1-percent increase from 
current management), while the estimated annual PSQ for timber harvesting would decrease by 27 
percent from current management (to 4,823 MBF).   

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except Alternative D would not 
include emphasis areas for improvement of rangeland vegetation. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B. Alternative D would identify 27 24 
restoration and 1 three conservation watersheds totaling 52,118 acres, 21 percent less than the 
prescription watersheds in Alternative A.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Overall effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B. Compared to Alternatives B 
and C, Alternative D identifies less emphasis for achievement of DFC, particularly old forest 
characteristics. Vegetation treatments (e.g., prescribed burning, forest stand treatments for DFC, 
plantings) and other construction projects (e.g., water development, road closures) would have 
varying levels of impacts. Such impact depends upon the amount of area disturbed, treatment 
activities, and watershed-specific aquatic resources. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B. Alternative D would manage 
52,118 acres as conservation and restoration watersheds. This would be 19 percent less than under 
Alternative B and 21 percent less than the prescription watersheds under Alternative A. As a result, 
aquatic habitats in fewer watersheds would be improved under Alternative D than under 
Alternatives A, B, or C. Good-quality aquatic habitats would be maintained and/or degraded aquatic 
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habitats improved with management emphasis for aquatic and riparian restoration and protective 
measures occurring in conservation and restoration watersheds. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
General potential effects from wildland fire management as related to vegetation removal are 
described under Effects Common to Alternatives, Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management. 
Effects would be similar to those under Alternative C, except more lands would be treated under 
Alternative D.   

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Indirect protection of aquatic habitats under Alternative D would occur on 7,205 acres and 36,180 
acres designated as VRM Classes I and II, respectively. This is 43 percent and 12 percent less than 
VRM Classes I and II, respectively, under Alternative A, and the least of any alternative.  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that Alternative D would 
include more acres of forest harvest and treatment and smaller RCA stream buffers for riparian 
areas within forested areas within forested areas. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B. Alternative D would permit 
livestock grazing on 135,850 acres and 170 allotments. The potential for impacts to aquatics from 
grazing would be the greatest in Alternative D, as additional areas would be made available for 
grazing. In addition, potential indirect impacts on aquatic habitats would increase as a result of 
increasing the amount of grazing lands available at Craig Mountain, Wapshilla Ridge, and Corral 
Creek (The Nature Conservancy lands excluded). Impacts could include streambank and riparian 
degradation, as described under the Effects Common to all Alternatives section. Increasing the area 
available for grazing along the American River and Lolo Creek would increase the potential for 
degradation of riparian habitats and streambank stability in these areas.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except Alternative D would 
indirectly protect aquatic habitats on 35,045 acres of public lands subject to NSO stipulations where 
these lands occur in riparian areas and areas upslope of fish-bearing streams.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Issuance of commercial permits for Lolo Creek could increase the use of this area. Increasing the 
number of people who visit this relatively remote stretch of river would increase the potential 
increased recreation use and associated impacts to riparian and aquatic habitats. Expected river-
based recreation use would primary occur during high-flow periods in spring or early summer. 
Increased recreation use is expected to have some potential impacts to spawning fish or redds.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A; however, decreasing Open travel 
areas by 73 percent would reduce the potential for impacts to aquatic habitats from cross-country 
motorized use in these areas.  
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Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Under Alternative D, two areas totaling 21,958 acres would be managed as ACECs, six percent less 
area than under current management. Aquatic habitats and fisheries would be indirectly protected 
through the designation and management in these areas. The predominant fisheries affected by 
ACEC designation include those in the Lower Salmon River and Salmon River ACECs. 

Cumulative Effects 

Approximately 214 miles of streams and rivers and 6 lakes (28 acres) on BLM lands provide fish 
habitat. With the exception of Marshall Lake, none of the lakes support native salmonids, and fish 
presence is a result of fish transplants/stocking (e.g., rainbow trout, cutthroat trout, and brook 
trout). Water quality, riparian habitats, and fish habitat have experienced slight upward trends during 
the past decade within drainages that are mostly owned by the federal government or Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game. Connectivity between fish populations within the planning area 
remains intact, with exceptions such as road crossings (e.g., culverts/roads), where partial or 
complete barriers may prevent upstream migration. Effects of past actions include increased 
sedimentation from roads and landslides. These effects have been decreasing in frequency and 
severity on federal and state lands through improved management.  

Fish populations are not restricted by land ownership. Many resident populations migrate upstream 
and downstream depending on their life cycle, using aquatic habitats independent of land ownership. 
Anadromous fish in particular migrate to the ocean as smolts (juveniles) and return as adults. 
Aquatic habitat management outside BLM-administered lands is often critical for the health of fish 
populations within BLM-managed lands. Additionally, water quality on BLM-administered land is 
often affected by up-drainage land uses and other natural or human-caused events (e.g., fires, floods, 
debris torrents, etc.), which do not occur on BLM lands. The BLM manages less than 2 percent of 
the lands within the planning area; consequently, the scale of potential effects from BLM 
management on aquatic habitats is relatively small compared to other land owners/managers. Land-
management activities both outside of and within BLM-managed lands are important for fish 
populations, including special status fish. Cumulative effects on fish and special status fish would be 
those effects where activities outside of BLM-managed lands combined with actions on BLM-
managed lands to affect fisheries. 

Management measures to improve water quality, such as the TMDL program established by the 
IDEQ, tribes, and US EPA, is coordinated with other state, federal, and private restoration 
programs to improve watershed and aquatic conditions in mixed-ownership drainage. This 
cooperative effort facilitates BLM management within watersheds when public lands are intermixed 
with other ownerships. 

Potential degradation of water quality, riparian habitats, and aquatic habitats could occur from 
timber, mining, road construction, OHV use, and grazing activities outside BLM-administered lands. 
These potential effects, combined with the potential effects from these activities on BLM-
administered lands, could result in increased effects on fish populations. Although there are several 
conservation measures to be implemented along with these resource uses, effects similar to those 
described above could occur. The largest degradations to aquatic habitats would most likely occur 
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from activities on private lands that are not subject to the same environmental reviews as activities 
on federally and state-managed lands.  

Unlike Alternative A, Alternative B has no areas designated as open, cross-country motorized travel 
areas, which would reduce the potential for associated effects compared to Alternative A. The 
Cottonwood RMP proposed riparian and watershed management actions (i.e., designation of 
restoration and conservation watersheds), combined with the National Forest Plan Revisions (i.e., 
emphasis on restoring or maintaining vegetation and watershed conditions), could result in a net 
increase in riparian habitat quality. An increase in riparian habitat quality would indirectly increase 
aquatic habitat quality and fish populations. These cumulative effects would potentially occur in 
areas where Forest Service land is located within the same watershed as BLM land. Overall, the 
potential cumulative degradation of aquatic habitats and fisheries resources would be less under 
Alternative C, followed by Alternatives A, B, and D. Watersheds where the BLM would have the 
highest opportunities for cooperative management and improvement of aquatic conditions are 
watersheds identified as prescription, conservation, or restoration watersheds. 

Cumulative effects under Alternative C would be similar to under Alternative B, except more 
restoration and conservation watersheds have been identified by the BLM, and more riparian 
habitats would be improved under Alternative C.  Cumulative effects under Alternative D would be 
similar to under Alternative B, except fewer restoration and conservation watersheds have been 
identified by the BLM and fewer riparian habitats would be improved. In addition, more timber 
would be harvested under Alternative D, increasing the potential to degrade water quality and 
aquatic habitats.  

4.2.11 Special Status Plants 

Goal: Maintain or restore special status species and their habitat to contribute to species recovery. 

Summary 

Management actions under most resource categories and under all alternatives could affect special 
status plants either directly or indirectly. Many proposed limitations would exclude management 
actions within known special status plant occurrence areas, so that many of the potential impacts 
would affect only undocumented special status plant occurrences or would reduce the potential for 
species colonization. Alternative C would best maintain or restore special status plants and their 
habitats followed by Alternatives B, D, and then A.  

The threat to special status plants from weeds would not be eradicated, but under all alternatives the 
problem would be slowed across the CFO, with local areas being restored to native vegetation.  

Actions would be in compliance with the ESA and BLM policy to recover and conserve special 
status plants and the ecosystems upon which they depend. All the actions considered together would 
at least maintain the current condition of special status plant habitats and population parameters 
under all alternatives. Table 4-19 20 identifies the indicators that were used to analyze effects on 
special status plants under each alternative. 
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Table 4-20 
Comparison of Special Status Plants Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Occurrences of special status 
plant populations 

Least potential 
for increases in 

numbers of 
occurrences 

Intermediate 
between 

Alternatives A and 
C; more than 
Alternative D 

Greatest 
potential for 
increases in 
numbers of 
occurrences 

Intermediate 
between 

Alternatives A 
and C; less than 
Alternative B 

Special status plant 
populations’ conditions and 
trends (e.g., plant 
numbers/size of populations 
[rarity], plant composition, 
ecological condition, seral 
condition) 

Least potential 
for 

improvement in 
conditions and 

population 
health trends 

Intermediate 
between 

Alternatives A and 
C; more than 
Alternative D 

Greatest 
potential for 
increases in 

conditions and 
population 

health trends 

Intermediate 
between 

Alternatives A 
and C; less than 
Alternative B 

Noxious weeds and other 
aggressive nonnative plant 
species encroachment 

Potential for 
occurrences 

would increase 

Potential for 
occurrences would 

stay at current 
levels or would 

decrease 

Greater potential 
than Alternative 

B for 
occurrences to   

decrease 

Greater 
potential than 
Alternative A 

for occurrences 
to increase 

Identified conservation and 
restoration measures to 
reduce threats to special status 
plants 

With the 
exception of a 
few designated 

HMPs and 
ACEC/RNAs, 

no specific 
conservation 

and restoration 
measures; would 
use site-specific 

ESA 
consultation 
primarily to 

reduce threats 
from ongoing 

and new actions 
where applicable

Identifies specific 
conservation and 

restoration 
measures that 
could support 

recovery for listed 
plants and not 
cause potential 
listing for BLM 
sensitive plants; 
more specific in 

supporting 
recovery plans for 

listed plants 

Similar to 
Alternative B; 

designated 
ACEC/RNAs 
would offer 

more protection 
for populations 

 

Similar to 
Alternative B 

Source: BLM 2004a 
Notes: These indicators can be measured, but predictions of future conditions can only be expressed qualitatively. 
 

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For special status plants, the indicators used for 
impact analysis are identified in Table 4-1920, Comparison of Special Status Plants Indicators by 
Alternative.  
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Methods and Assumptions 
Special status plant species health within the CFO is directly related to the overall ecosystem health, 
and the presence of nonnative vegetation is the single most critical indicator of ecosystem health 
relative to special status plants. Analysis of impacts on special status plants included assessing 
whether a project or action would affect a special status plant occurrence size, health, and vigor. 
Project and activity threats and opportunities for improvement to occupied and other suitable 
habitats (for expansion) were assessed. The degree of impact attributed to any one project or 
ongoing activity is influenced by area characteristics, which include topography/soils, plant 
communities, ecological condition, and climate. As ecosystems respond in response to soil, 
vegetation, or hydrologic impacts, varying levels of impacts would occur to special status plants, 
dependent on site characteristics and the duration and magnitude of disturbance.  

Impacts would occur if management actions resulted in substantial or irreplaceable loss of vital and 
high-value habitats. Subsequent loss of habitat function or disruption of life history requirements 
would preclude maintenance or improvement of special status plant populations. 

This analysis is based on the following methods and assumptions:  

• Implementation of project design and mitigation measures would take place as identified. 
Mitigation measures’ ability to avoid impacts is generally determined by past evaluations of 
such actions that have been implemented under similar conditions; 

• Implementation-level actions would be further assessed at an appropriate spatial and 
temporal scale and level of detail; 

• Additional field inventories may be needed to support implementation-level decisions; 
• Implementation-level decisions will be subject to further analysis under NEPA; and 
• Implementation-level decisions that may affect species listed under ESA may be subject to 

ESA Section 7 consultation with USFWS. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives  

Effects from Soils Management 
Under all alternatives, special status plants could be indirectly conserved via conservation measures 
to protect from erosion and other degradations to soil, which in turn diminishes impacts on 
vegetation. Any action that decreases disturbances to soil would also decrease the potential for weed 
encroachment because weeds have a competitive advantage in disturbed soils. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effective watershed management, which minimizes erosion, would result in healthy and diverse 
plant communities, especially in riparian areas. BLM sensitive species that occur in riparian areas 
include Case’s corydalis, chatterbox orchid, Douglas’ clover, Idaho barren strawberry, western 
ladies’-tresses, and spacious monkey flower. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Vegetation treatments that alter tree species composition or stand structure for specific resource 
objectives or for commercial value would alter habitats immediately after treatments and for 
decades. Effects would be highly dependent on 1) species, 2) habitat conditions before and after 
treatments, 3) type of treatment, 4) details of how each treatment is carried out, 5) adjacent habitat 
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types, and 6) long-term management of each area after treatments. BLM sensitive species that occur 
in forested habitats are Case’s corydalis within riparian areas in cedar, Engelmann spruce, and grand 
fir habitats; western ladies-tresses in seeps in Douglas-fir stands near grasslands; and Idaho barren 
strawberry in meadows and moist woods along streams, and in moist and cool sites associated with 
grand fir, western red cedar, and alpine fir zones. Other species that may be associated with forest 
vegetation include Jessica’s aster (Douglas fir/ninebark) and broad-fruit mariposa lily (open 
ponderosa pine and/or Douglas fir communities in forested uplands).  

Forest treatments and harvest would be designed to avoid or minimize impacts to habitats and 
sensitive plant populations. Overall, the potential for degradation to BLM sensitive plant habitats 
and occurrences from forest management practices are low. 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Spread of noxious and invasive weeds results in decreases in habitat quality and diversity. Nonnative 
plant species pose a serious threat to native plants, including many special status species, because 
they compete for space, light, water, pollinators, and nutrients, are spreading rapidly, and are difficult 
to control. Treatment actions would not be sufficient to control the spread of weeds on all BLM-
managed lands in the CFO, but they would reduce these impacts in treated areas. Actions to prevent 
and control invasive and noxious weeds using integrated weed management techniques could reduce 
or at least slow down the rate of increase in the CFO and the severity of damage to native plants.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Actions that would improve riparian PFC could in turn conserve or improve habitats for riparian-
dependent special status plant species, including Case’s corydalis, chatterbox orchid, Douglas’ clover, 
Idaho barren strawberry, western ladies’-tresses, and spacious monkey flower. Improving riparian 
habitats could increase the chances of these special status species colonizing new riparian areas in 
the future. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
General wildlife management actions that protect habitat features, such as riparian vegetation or 
ecological condition of grasslands, would generally offer limited protection for special status plants 
that use the same habitats as well. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Any fish-related stream improvement actions that improve the quantity and quality of riparian areas 
could indirectly improve habitat conditions or expand appropriate habitat for future colonization for 
riparian-dependent special status plant species, such as Case’s corydalis, chatterbox orchid, Douglas’ 
clover, Idaho barren strawberry, western ladies’-tresses, and spacious monkey flower. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Actions to comply with the ESA and conserve threatened and endangered species could eliminate 
take and could contribute to recovery of listed species. Actions to reduce impacts on sensitive 
species, such as inventorying suitable habitats, reviewing discretionary activities for impacts, and 
project-specific inventories, could improve or at least slow down losses of habitat extent and quality. 
These actions could also contribute to reducing the potential for future ESA listings of BLM 
sensitive species. 
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Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Weed treatments in grasslands for fuel reduction could benefit special status plants by reducing fire 
severity and competition. The level of impact from fires occurring in special status plant habitats 
would depend on whether that species is fire-dependent, severity of fire, type of habitat, 
composition, structure and fire regime of the area relative to the historical range of variability, and 
fire suppression. Special status plant populations could be damaged or destroyed in a severe fire, and 
fire could cause the additional proliferation of cheatgrass, a fire-promoted species in the canyon 
grasslands that serves as habitat for the two listed plant species in the CFO. Fires occurring in poor-
fair ecological condition grasslands could contribute to increased infestations of weeds and 
nonnative vegetation, which could encroach on occupied or suitable habitats for special status 
plants. Forested fuel treatments would have effects similar to forested vegetation treatments. Forest 
fires and forested fuels treatment would have limited effects on special status plants, as most of the 
species in the CFO are grassland- and/or riparian-dependent although the broad-fruit mariposa lily 
occurs in forest openings. Other species that may be associated with forest vegetation include 
Jessica’s aster (Douglas fir/ninebark) and Idaho barren strawberry (associated with grand fir, western 
red cedar, and subalpine fir). Because fuel treatments are generally focused on dense portions of 
forest, these species would not be affected by treatments. Effects of fire management actions on 
special status plants would be similar among alternatives. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Impacts from visual resources management on special status plants are indirect and come from 
actions under other areas of resource management that are authorized within each VRM class. 
Vegetation treatments, road construction, recreational facilities construction, and mining are actions 
that would change visual appearance and that could also affect special status plant habitat and their 
associated species. Numerous safeguards, such as the ESA, would be in place to minimize the 
chances of affecting special status plant habitat, but the potential for indirect, unforeseen, and 
accidental impacts always exists. Generally, VRM Class IV, for example, would contain more 
alterations of habitats over time than VRM Class I.  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Forest products management effects on special status plants would be similar to those under Effects 
from Vegetation—Forests Management. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Management of BLM lands to meet Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for 
Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1997a) (Appendix A [see Volume III]), ESA, ACECs and 
RNAs, and inventories prior to issuing grazing permits would minimize impacts from livestock 
grazing across alternatives. The majority of ongoing grazing allotments have not had intensive 
inventories completed for special status plants. However, increased inventory efforts during the past 
decade have occurred within grazing allotments. Potential damage from livestock grazing on special 
status plants would primarily be incidental on unknown occurrences or from nonauthorized 
livestock. Fencing or other mitigation measures would be implemented if livestock grazing were 
found to be impacting any special status plant population. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Minerals management impacts on special status plants potentially occur from surface disturbance 
and thus loss of habitat and potential destruction of individuals. Actions spell out where, how much, 
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and what type of mineral exploration and extraction can occur. Generally, the tighter the restriction, 
the fewer potential impacts on special status plants. The ESA, ACECs and RNAs, NSO, and 
inventories prior to issuing permits would prevent most impacts. Potential impacts could result if 
occurrences are not documented. Mineral actions that disturb soil could lead to an increase in weeds 
in the CFO that compete with special status plants. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Impacts from recreation management actions are similar to those under Effects from Transportation 
and Travel Management.  

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Potential effects from renewable energy management are generally similar to those described under 
Effects from Minerals Management and Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Impacts from travel management on special status plants are generally limited to accidental 
destruction of individual plants or occurrences from vehicles and pedestrian and equestrian use. 
Travel management restrictions, special designations, and the ESA generally minimize but do not 
eliminate the potential for these impacts.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Private lands containing special status plant occurrences could be acquired or conservation 
easements obtained to protect and conserve habitats for specials status plants. Realty actions that 
result in disturbance of soils and vegetation, such as new road construction for a right-of-way, could 
have direct and indirect impacts to special status plants, depending on if occupied or suitable 
habitats for plants could be affected. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Generally, special management areas such as ACECs and RNAs result in protection of special status 
plants from human activities and long-term improvement or at least maintenance of habitat quality 
because of numerous restrictions, such as OHV use, mineral exploration, and timber harvest. Special 
status plant species occur in most of the existing ACEC/RNAs or ACECs and new areas proposed 
under various alternatives. These designations provide additional protection for areas providing 
occupied and suitable habitats for special status plant species. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Wild and scenic river management can restrict activities that would alter the tentative classification, 
which could indirectly conserve habitats, especially riparian areas and canyon grasslands, in areas 
where actions would have been authorized without the classification. These effects would vary 
according to the criteria for which each segment was found suitable. Several special status plant 
species occur in canyon grasslands and/or riparian areas and could receive additional protections 
under management to protect outstandingly remarkable values. Under all alternatives, 29 miles of 
river segments found suitable, as well as 112 miles of the Salmon River that has been a study river 
since 1968, would be managed to preserve their outstandingly remarkable values. This would 
indirectly affect special status plants, as described above. 
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Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Continued management of wilderness and WSAs would generally preserve the possibility that special 
status plant occurrences could exist in these areas or could colonize them at some point in the 
future. These areas include BLM’s 750-acre portion of the Frank Church/River of No Return 
Wilderness in compliance with the Wilderness Act, and the 5,571-acre Marshall Mountain WSA and 
the 6,463-acre Snowhole Rapids WSA, which are under Interim Management Policy for lands under 
wilderness review. If the WSAs should be released from wilderness consideration by Congress, 
management of these areas could offer slightly less protection for special status plants from other 
actions and human disturbance. These species would still receive required protections for special 
status plants afforded on other BLM-managed lands. 

Effects from Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites Management 
Special status plants that occur in areas identified for watchable wildlife sites. Any management 
actions that maintain or improve ecological conditions for watchable wildlife sitesthese areas would 
directly and/or indirectly affect special status plants that could occur there. 

Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
Consulting with tribes to identify culturally significant plants, animals, fish, and important habitats 
could improve habitat conditions for those species and habitats if these consultations result in 
changes in management that would improve habitats.  However, allowing tribal members to collect 
special status species, as allowed under their treaty rights, could impact those species. 

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Generally, actions to remediate contaminated sites to safeguard human health could also affect 
special status plant habitats and populations, especially if restoration activities occur in occupied or 
suitable habitats for special status plants. Reducing contaminants in the environment could result in 
healthier vegetation communities. Additional actions under Alternatives B, C, and D to more 
effectively manage hazardous sites and cleanups could indirectly improve habitat and the health of 
special status plant populations more than under Alternative A.  

Alternative A  

Effects from Soils Management 
The MFP Road Guidelines (BLM 1981a), Riparian Management Guidelines (BLM 1985e), and 
PACFISH (BLM and Forest Service 1995) would avoid and mitigate many surface disturbances and 
erosion. This could reduce impacts on quantity and quality of vegetation and thus reduce impacts to 
potential special status plant habitats from other resource uses, especially those associated with roads 
and areas providing occupied or suitable habitats for special status plants. Alternative A could 
provide for slightly less indirect protection of special status plants and their habitats than the other 
alternatives that include a more thorough and protective list of BMPs, reclamation measures, and 
conservation/restoration actions, as described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Special status plant habitat, especially riparian and wetland habitats, could be indirectly conserved 
from water management actions such as implementation of the MFP Road Guidelines (BLM 1981a), 
Riparian Management Guidelines (BLM 1985e), and PACFISH (BLM and Forest Service 1995). 
These actions directly and indirectly conserve riparian vegetation and other affected occupied or 
suitable habitats associated with water resources management.  
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Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Specific forest vegetation management under Alternative A would have direct and indirect effects on 
occupied and suitable habitats for special status plants within a project or treatment area. Project 
design and mitigation measures would avoid or minimize impacts. However, actions that conserve 
old growth habitats could also conserve species of plants warranting sensitive designations in the 
future if additional old growth habitats were lost.  

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Under Alternative A, actions to prevent and control invasive and noxious weeds using integrated 
weed management techniques, consistent with BLM’s Partners Against Weeds: An Action Plan for the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM 1996), could reduce the rate of increase of the area and severity of 
damage to habitats as described under Effects Common to All Alternatives.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Under Alternative A, riparian management actions would continue to reduce the potential for 
degradations of riparian habitat, as described under Effects Common to All Alternatives. 
Implementing BMPs for riparian management units, Riparian Management Guidelines (BLM 
1985e), and PACFISH (BLM and Forest Service 1995) would avoid and mitigate many surface 
disturbances and erosion and would protect and enhance riparian vegetation. This could reduce 
potential impacts on riparian-dependent special status plant habitats from other resource uses, 
especially those associated with roads and those located in riparian areas. Alternative A includes 
RHCAs totaling 24,290 acres.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Alternative A has the goals of improving one-half of the 3,840 acres of poor condition range to fair 
condition and improving one-half of the 13,766 acres of fair condition range to good condition 
within 20 years. Meeting these goals could improve 8,803 acres of habitat that could more likely be 
colonized by special status grassland plants in the future than without improvements. Limiting the 
use of forage in riparian area to 50 percent of available forage would prevent extreme damage to 
riparian habitats. Development and implementation of HMPs that maintain or enhance ecological 
condition would be beneficial to special status plants if the project area included occupied and 
suitable habitats for special status plants. Vegetation treatments would have design features to avoid 
or minimize impact to special status plants.  

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Under Alternative A, the Long Gulch and Skookumchuck populations of MacFarlane’s four-o’clock 
would be protected as ACEC/RNAs, as further described under Effects from ACEC/RNA 
Management.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Use of nonfire fuel-management strategies to help maintain or improve range conditions would 
necessitate weed removal, using herbicides, biocontrols, or other methods. Under Alternative A, 
1,700 to 10,680 acres could be treated annually to reduce weeds and reduce hazardous fuel 
conditions.  These weed treatments would be focused in the canyon grasslands where special status 
plants exist.   
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Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Alternative A would permit livestock grazing on 122,732 acres and 168 allotments. Potential effects 
on special status plants are incidental to livestock grazing, particularly if unknown plant populations 
are degraded by such grazing.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Impacts to special status plants from minerals management could occur anywhere they exist except 
within the 750 acres of wilderness currently withdrawn from operation of the mining laws (locatable 
minerals) and the mineral laws (leasable and salable minerals). This withdrawal would continue under 
Alternatives B, C, and D. Impacts in WSAs would be less because of the nondiscretionary closure to 
leasable minerals activity and the discretionary closure to salable minerals activity. The Salmon River 
withdrawal currently protects special status plants from locatable minerals activities (subject to prior 
existing rights) on BLM land within 0.25-mile of the river bank. Conditions of approval for plans of 
operations involving minerals activities (i.e., mitigation measures and/or stipulations) would protect 
special status plants on a case-by-case basis.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
The BLM would continue to manage public lands for a variety of recreational activities within all 
ROS settings (Table 4-1516, Recreation Opportunity Spectrum). These percentages are indicative of 
the management emphasis for recreation activities on BLM-administered lands. A much smaller 
portion of the planning area is reserved for primitive experiences, when compared to opportunities 
for activities that include motorized uses. Generally, special status plants within the Primitive class 
would have less potential to be impacted. Impacts, as described under Effects Common to All 
Alternatives, would increase as ROS class moves from Primitive to Urban. Specifically, more acres 
would remain in Primitive ROS class under Alternative A than under the other alternatives, so 
Alternative A could have the fewest potential impacts on special status plants from recreation 
(Table 4-1516, Recreation Opportunity Spectrum). 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
There would be a much greater number of acres that are designated Open to OHV use than under 
the other alternatives (compared to zero acres under Alternatives B and C). Areas open to motorized 
cross-country travel have the greatest potential to harm special status plants and damage habitats, as 
described under Effects Common to All Alternatives. Cross-country travel has the potential to 
disturb soils and vegetation and accelerate spread for nonnative species, which could infest occupied 
or suitable habitats for special status plants. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Lands withdrawn from mineral entry could reduce the chances of damage to special status plant 
populations.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Under Alternative A, effects would generally be consistent with those described under Effects 
Common to All Alternatives. Populations would be protected directly by actions that prohibit 
specific impacts to special status plants and their habitats and indirectly from conserving other 
natural resources. Although these management actions would conserve special status plants, 
Alternative A would generally be less effective than Alternatives B, C, or D, where additional actions 
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would be added to refine management of ACECs and RNAs and where new ACECs would be 
added. 

Alternative B  

Effects from Soils Management 
Implementing BMPs (Appendix B, Best Management Practices [see Volume III]) for soil-disturbing 
activities and applying reclamation measures to mitigate adverse impacts on soils and water could 
indirectly benefit special status plant species compared to Alternative A. By preventing soil-
disturbing activities, the BMPs could potentially encourage healthy vegetation communities that 
increase the chances of colonization of an area by a special status species. Reclamation measures 
could further restore potential habitats that have previously been impacted.  

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Alternative B would offer more protection and opportunities for improvement than Alternative A 
because Alternative B includes a more-thorough and protective list of BMPs, reclamation measures, 
and conservation/restoration actions. Implementing BMPs (Appendix B, Best Management 
Practices [see Volume III]), monitoring, and adaptive management add additional actions that could 
benefit special status plants and their habitats compared with Alternative A. The BMPs could 
prevent additional erosion and could lead to healthier vegetation communities. Associated 
monitoring and adaptive management could increase the effectiveness of the BMPs.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Under Alternative B, effects of forest vegetation management on special status plants are limited by 
protections preventing vegetation treatments within occurrences and the limited number of species 
that are forest dependent. Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative A. 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Types of effects from weed management actions on special status plants would be similar to those 
described under Effects Common to All Alternatives. Numerous additional specific actions under 
Alternative B would make weed management more effective than under Alternative A and thus 
would be more successful at slowing down the encroachment of weeds in native habitats. These 
additional actions include inventories, education, control methods, rehabilitation, and monitoring. 

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
Under Alternative B, actions designed to promote the health of native vegetation communities, 
including Craig Mountain and Rattlesnake Ridge, and to rehabilitate areas in nonnative vegetation 
would generally: 1) reduce potential degradations of habitat quality; and 2) improve it where 
rehabilitated by increasing quantity and quality of native plant communities. Where there are no 
occurrences, improving overall health of native grasslands could increase the chances of special 
status plants colonizing areas that provide occupied or suitable habitats.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Alternative B would have slightly smaller RCA stream buffers compared to Alternative A RHCAs. 
There would be 22,847 acres of RCAs, including riparian vegetation. Alternative B would prioritize 
management of conservation and restoration watersheds totaling 64,481 acres, 2 percent less than 
the prescription watersheds in Alternative A. Types of effects are described under Effects Common 
to All Alternatives.  
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Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Additional actions to conserve wildlife habitats, especially in canyon grasslands, include vehicle 
restrictions and rangeland and riparian improvements; these additional actions could indirectly 
protect existing occurrences of special status plants by increasing the land health surrounding the 
populations and by reducing weed encroachment. Land treatments that maintain or improve 
ecological conditions for wildlife could increase the chances of future colonization of special status 
plants if such habitats are suitable for special status plants. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, but additional actions to conserve, 
enhance, and restore aquatic habitats could provide additional riparian habitat improvement. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Actions designed to ensure that special status plant populations are stable or continue to improve 
under Alternative B would be more effective than under Alternative A. Monitoring populations of 
the two listed species, MacFarlane’s four-o’clock and Spalding’s silene, at least every three years 
would provide more accurate and precise information on the health and extent of these populations. 
More timely information would allow for faster adaptation of management actions to preserve these 
species. Implementing conservation and restoration measures identified within the recovery plans 
could improve the health and size of these populations and contribute towards recovery of the 
species and potential delisting. Developing new management plans for the listed species would assist 
in implementing the recovery actions on BLM-managed lands in the CFO. Implementing control 
measures for invasive plants that adversely impact listed plant populations would, if effective, 
prevent or reduce competition that could weaken these populations. Establishing and maintaining 
new populations of listed species that would support recovery efforts, if carried out, could increase 
the chances and rate of recovery for the species and could provide insurance for threats to existing 
populations. Land tenure adjustments could enhance the federal government’s ability to conserve 
listed and BLM sensitive plant species with regulations and conservation efforts that do not apply on 
private lands. Inventorying suitable habitats for new populations of BLM sensitive species could 
further protect these species by identifying locations and thus facilitating protection of them from 
accidental degradations to unknown populations and identifying locations for restoration and 
enhancement opportunities. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Chemical and/or biological treatments would be used on up to 36 percent of CFO lands with the 
annual treatment range of 844 to 6,078 acres. This is 44 percent less than Alternative A and, as such, 
would result in fewer impacts to special status plants in the canyon grasslands.   

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative A. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A. Alternative B would permit 
livestock grazing on 105,619 acres and 166 allotments, 14 percent fewer acres than Alternative A.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Impacts to special status plants would be the same as Alternative A with possible added protection 
provided by the Mineral Leasing Stipulation in Appendix J (Mineral Leasing Surface Use 
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Stipulations–Alternatives A, B, C, and D [see Volume III]). These stipulations include NSO-4, which 
restricts surface occupancy and/or disturbance activities related to leasable and salable minerals that 
could have negative impacts on listed and sensitive plant species.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
The BLM would continue to manage the Elk City, Little Salmon River, John Day Creek, and 
Marshall Mountain areas as Extensive Recreation Management Areas. Lolo Creek and Craig 
Mountain would be designated as SRMAs, identifying recreation as the principal use of these lands. 
The Lolo Creek SRMA would emphasize backcountry, dispersed, and nonmotorized recreation 
opportunities, with an emphasis on white water boating and fishing. The Craig Mountain SRMA 
would provide opportunities in a natural setting for big game hunting, hiking, and biking while 
promoting backcountry recreation experiences. Managing lands as SRMAs rather Extensive 
Recreation Management Areas could encourage additional use of these lands and thus increase the 
amount of potential disturbances of special status plants as described under Effects Common to All 
Alternatives. However, because these two SRMAs emphasize nonmotorized activities, impacts 
would be less. 

Similar to Alternative A, the BLM would continue to manage public lands for a variety of 
recreational activities within all ROS settings (Table 4-1516, Recreation Opportunity Spectrum). 
Under Alternative B less than half of the acres under Alternative A would be managed as Primitive, 
potentially opening over 8,000 acres of land to additional human disturbances that could affect 
special status plants; this is described under Effects Common to All Alternatives. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Under Alternative B no areas would be Open to cross-country motorized vehicular traffic, reducing 
potential impacts on special status plants compared to Alternative A. Implementation actions to 
improve public education and compliance includes patrols, enforcement, education, visitor contacts, 
monitoring, and use restriction signage. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Improvements to special status plant habitats and populations via land acquisition could be more 
likely under Alternative B than current management because 113,728 acres in 12 management blocks 
have been identified with ranked resource values. Special status plants rank as “high value” for 
48,166 acres in three blocks. Conservation easements would be used as another tool to protect 
resources, including special status plants. 

Encouraging co-location of linear rights-of-way would reduce the area of surface disturbance that 
could threaten special status plants by direct damage to plants and spread of noxious weeds. Special 
status plant populations within withdrawals would generally be more protected than lands not 
withdrawn or protected by a special designation because there would be a reduced level of surface 
disturbances.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Under Alternative B, two new ACECs would be created that contain sensitive plant species. This 
would include 5,759 acres on the Salmon River from White Bird Creek to French Creek and 570 
acres on the East Fork American River.  The Lower Salmon River ACEC, which contains sensitive 
plants, would be increased to 16,199 acres. These actions would increase from current management 
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the amount of protection for these species by bringing more acreage under the protections of ACEC 
designation. 

Alternative C  

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that RCA stream buffers 
would be larger and additional emphasis for riparian/aquatic management would occur with 
additional conservation and restoration watersheds. These actions would have additional direct or 
indirect benefits for special status plants if occupied or suitable habitats occur in these areas. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except for the differences described 
under Alternative C, Effects from Soils Management, above. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, with the addition of promoting 
native plant communities in Salmon River canyon grasslands. Less acreage would be identified as 
being available for livestock grazing. Thus, Alternative C has the greatest potential to improve 
grassland habitats for special status plants. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Alternative C would be slightly more effective at conserving and restoring riparian habitats for 
special status plants than Alternatives A and B because stream buffers would be larger. There would 
be 27,624 acres of RCAs, 14 percent more than Alternative A and 21 percent more than Alternative 
B. Alternative C would designate 6 percent more area of conservation and restoration watersheds 
(64,481 acres) than Alternative B and 3 percent more than the prescription watersheds in Alternative 
A. Types of effects would be as described under Effects Common to All Alternatives.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects from wildlife and special status wildlife management would be similar to Alternative B, with 
the following exceptions: 

• Under Alternative C, adding the Lower Salmon River to the emphasis management areas for 
native grassland communities could increase the area of canyon grassland habitat that is 
improved; 

• Riparian and wetland management actions would be more effective at improving riparian 
habitat that could support special status plant populations because RCA stream buffers 
would be larger (this is described under Riparian and Wetland Management, above) and 
because of additional conservation and restoration watersheds. Specifying use criteria for 
grazing allotments along fish-bearing streams could further conserve riparian areas; and 
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• In addition to no net increase in roads in 12 specified areas, 5 areas would be managed for a 
net decrease in roads. This could decrease motorized vehicle use in these areas and could 
reduce associated public recreation use, which could affect occupied or suitable habitats for 
special status plants. A reduction of motorized use of roads and trails would also reduce 
threats from spread of nonnative species, which could impact occupied or suitable habitats 
for special status plants. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects from aquatic resources management actions would be similar to those described under 
Alternative B, with larger RCA stream buffers and additional improvement to riparian habitats 
because of additional conservation and restoration watersheds. These effects also would be greater 
than under Alternative A. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Treated FRCC 2 and 3 areas, including those treated for weeds by biological or chemical methods, 
would decrease by 16 percent relative to Alternative B, reducing the chances of special status plants 
impacts. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Indirect impacts on special status plants from visual resources management would be less than 
Alternatives A and B.  Alternative C would have the greatest number of acres in VRM Class I and II 
and the fewest in Class III. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A. Alternative C would permit 
livestock grazing on 101,350 acres and 145 allotments, 17 percent fewer acres than Alternative A.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Under Alternative C the Craig Mountain ACEC would be expanded from 3,956 acres to 23,342 
acres, an almost 5-fold increase from current management. Habitats would be further conserved by 
additional restrictions on roads and grazing, and a monitoring program would be implemented. 
Upper Lolo Creek would be designated an ACEC. This 1,625-acre parcel would directly and 
indirectly conserve sensitive plants, especially riparian-dependent plants, by restricting timber 
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harvest, withdrawing land from mineral exploration and development, decommissioning roads, 
managing exotic plants, and restoring riparian areas. 

Alternative D  

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that RCA stream buffers 
would be smaller and less emphasis for riparian/aquatic management would occur with fewer 
watersheds designated as conservation and restoration watersheds.  

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except for the differences described 
under Alternative D, Effects from Soils Management, above. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
Rangeland management actions would be similar to current management and less protective of 
special status plants and would provide less potential for improvement than under Alternatives B or 
C because there would be no emphasis management areas for improvement of ecological conditions 
of canyon grasslands.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Alternative D would be slightly less effective at conserving and restoring riparian special status 
plants habitats than all other alternatives because RCA stream buffers would be smaller. There 
would be approximately 20,710 acres of RCAs, 15 percent less than Alternative A. Alternative D 
would designate the fewest conservation and restoration watersheds (52,118 acres) of any 
alternatives. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Under Alternative D, effects from wildlife and special status wildlife management would be similar 
to those described under Alternative B. Riparian and wetland management actions would be less 
effective at improving riparian habitat than all the other alternatives because stream buffers would 
be smaller; this is described under Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetland Management, 
above. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects from aquatic resources management actions would be similar to those described under 
Alternative B; there would be less potential improvement to riparian special status plants habitats 
than all other alternatives because stream buffers would be smaller and there would be fewer 
conservation and restoration watersheds. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 
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Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The types of effects of wildland fire management on special status plants would be similar to those 
described under Effects Common to All Alternatives, except unplanned fire for wildland fire use 
would not be evaluated in commercial forest lands or on grazing allotments (Figure H-3, Areas 
Available for Wildland Fire Use—Alternative D [see Appendix H in Volume III]) unless it is 
determined to not adversely impact commercial timber lands or active grazing allotments. This could 
preclude potential special status plants habitat improvements in commercial timber lands. This 
alternative would allow for chemical or biological weed treatments on 80 percent more land area 
than under Alternative C and the same area as Alternative B, increasing potential impacts to special 
status plants from this type of action the most of any alternative.  

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Alternative D would have the fewest number of acres in VRM Class I and II and the greatest in 
Class III. As such, indirect impacts on special status plants from visual resources management would 
be the greatest among the four alternatives.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A. However, Alternative D would 
permit livestock grazing on 135,850 acres and 170 allotments, 11 percent more acres than 
Alternative A.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Under Alternative D, impacts on special status plants from recreation management would be similar 
to those described under Alternative B throughout most BLM-managed lands. However, in the 
Craig Mountain WMA SRMA, access would be improved to promote rural, developed recreation 
instead of backcountry experience. This could result in more potential disturbances of special status 
plants and their habitats from the effects of increased human presence and vehicles (as described 
under Effects Common to All Alternatives). 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects from transportation and travel management on special status plants would be similar to 
those under Alternative B, except there would be a 23,189-acre Open area designation that would 
allow for more potential damage than under Alternatives B or C. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Fewer areas (totaling 23,924 acres) would be proposed for designation, almost 7 percent less than 
Alternative A. This would result in somewhat less protection for occupied and suitable habitats for 
special status plants in these areas. Effects of ACEC/RNA management actions on special status 
plants would be similar to those described under Alternative B. The only proposed difference is to 
allow livestock grazing to support achievement of goals on Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA. Quantity 
and composition of vegetation may be altered by grazing, but if grazing is being used as a tool to 
achieve goals, there would not be impairment of special status plant populations. 
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Cumulative Effects 

Most of the cumulative projects listed in Section 4.1.3, Cumulative Impacts, have had or could have 
at least indirect effects on special status plants. Effects of past actions and natural events including 
fire suppression, livestock grazing, timber harvest, mineral development, road construction, and 
recreation, often leading to infestations from nonnative species, have affected special status plants in 
the CFO planning area.  

In the foreseeable future, invasion of native habitats by noxious weeds and other exotic species 
poses one of the greatest threats to native plant species and communities and is an increasing 
concern within the CFO. Controlling the spread of invasive plants is essential for the conservation 
of special status plant species. Cooperative efforts are underway to control nonnative species that 
may encroach on occupied and suitable habitats for special status plants. Conservation and 
restoration efforts to protect occupied and suitable habitats for special status plants would support 
recovery for listed plants and reduce potential for federal listing of BLM sensitive plants.   

The same types of cumulative effects would occur under all alternatives. Generally, Alternative C 
would contribute the greatest potential for improvement in special status plant populations, habitat, 
and potential habitat in northern Idaho because of numerous management actions, mitigation 
measures, and restrictions. Alternatives A and D would contribute less to any improvements in 
special status plant habitat conditions across northern Idaho because of more focus on commodities, 
especially under Alternative D. Alternative B is intermediate between Alternatives C and D in most 
regards. 

4.2.12 Wildland Fire Management 

Goal: Manage fuels and wildland fires to protect life and property and to protect or enhance 
resource values. 

Summary 

Alternative A would best manage fuels and wildland fire to protect life and property and to protect 
and enhance resource values, followed by Alternatives D, B, and then C. Proposed practices to 
protect aquatic resources, and visual quality could reduce the acres where effective treatment could 
occur. Under Alternative A, specific percentages of CFO FRCC 2 and 3 (moderate to high risk) 
WUI areas would not be identified for fire risk/fuels-reduction treatments. Alternative A does 
specify acres available for treatment, and treatments are prioritized in a manner that would lead to 
reduced FRCC and reduced risk in the WUI. A range of recent past acre treatments was also used to 
determine the effect of fire management actions. Table 4-20 21 identifies the indicators that were 
used to analyze effects on wildland fire management under each alternative. 

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For wildland fire management, the indicators used 
for impact analysis are identified in Table 4-2021, Comparison of Wildland Fire Management 
Indicators by Alternative.  
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Table 4-21 
Comparison of Wildland Fire Management Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A1 Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

Effects on 
WUI 

Prioritizing areas for 
fuel treatment 

according to WUI 
and FRCC status 

would reduce risk in 
the WUI and 

potentially reduce 
FRCC where 

treatments occur.  
This prioritization 

would result in 
treating the most 

affected vegetation 
types and promote 
restoration in these 

areas. 

Prioritizing areas for 
treatment according 
to hazard in WUI 

would result in 
reduced risk in 

priority areas. This 
alternative would 

likely result in 
substantially less 

WUI fuels reduction 
than Alternative A 

(see below). 

Prioritizing areas for 
treatment according 
to hazard in WUI 

would result in 
reduced risk in 

priority areas. This 
alternative would 

likely result in 
substantially less 

WUI fuels reduction 
than Alternative A 

(see below).  

Prioritizing areas for 
treatment according 
to hazard in WUI 

would result in 
reduced risk in 

priority areas. This 
alternative would 

likely result in 
slightly more WUI 

fuels reduction than 
Alternative A (see 

below).  

Percent of 
CFO by 
FRCC 

The potential WUI 
5-year treatment of 
FRCC 2/3 lands is 
54,763 acres and 

could result in the 
following changes to 

FRCC: 

Current Percent of 
CFO Lands: 

FRCC 1: 10%  
FRCC 2: 33% 
FRCC 3: 57% 

Plan Life FRCC 
Potential Change: 

FRCC 1:  
1120% - 1440% 

 FRCC 2:  
3212% - 4033% 

FRCC 3:  
5129% - 5550% 

The potential WUI 
5-year treatment of 
FRCC 2/3 lands 
would be 37,395 

acres, 32% less than 
Alternative A, and 
could result in the 
following changes 

to: 

Plan Life FRCC 
Potential Change: 

FRCC 1:  
17% - 38% 
FRCC 2:  

12% - 33% 
FRCC 3:  

29% - 50% 
FRCC 1: 22% 
FRCC 2: 37% 
FRCC 3: 41% 

The potential WUI 
5-year treatment of 
FRCC 2/3 lands 
would be 18,697 

acres, 66% less than 
Alternative A, and 
could result in the 

following changes to 
FRCC: 

Plan Life FRCC 
Potential Change: 

FRCC 1: 15% 
FRCC 2: 35% 
FRCC 3: 50% 

The potential WUI 
5-year treatment of 
FRCC 2/3 lands 
would be 56,092 

acres, 2% more than 
Alternative A, and 
could result in the 

following changes to 
FRCC: 

Plan Life FRCC 
Potential Change: 

FRCC 1: 28% 
FRCC 2: 39% 
FRCC 3: 33% 

Source: BLM 2004a    
 
Methods and Assumptions 
This analysis is based on the following methods and assumptions:  

• Acres in FRCC 1 will remain in FRCC 1 during the 20-year analysis period; 
• Acres treated to “move toward FRCC 2 or FRCC 1” were considered effectively moved into 

that FRCC for analysis purposes; 
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• FRCC 2 and 3 were used to represent moderate and high hazard/risk, respectively for 
analysis purposes; 

• For calculating percent of areas treated, wildland fire management goals can be achieved 
while still meeting other management action requirements, and budget and staffing level 
would be sufficient to achieve treatment goals; and 

• For qualitative discussions on impacts from management direction for everything except 
wildland fire management, actions and objectives for other resources will override fire 
management goals unless otherwise specified. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Air Quality Management 
All of the air quality actions could hinder or delay implementation of burning-related wildland fire 
management actions. This could mean that treatments such as prescribed burns would be delayed 
until later, even to the next year, which could delay treatments that would reduce FRCC or reduce 
wildfire risk in the WUI, but it would not completely eliminate them. It is expected that all 
treatments would eventually get donebe completed. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Allowing no more than 30 percent of the CFO acres to burn in a 5-year period could reduce 
prescribed burning to reduce FRCC or hazard. Based on past history (see Chapter 3, Section 3.2.12, 
Wildland Fire Ecology and Management), it is unlikely that 30 percent would burn in a 5-year period 
and therefore prohibit prescribed burning. Fuel reduction and reduced FRCC and hazard would 
improve firefighter safety, reduce fire behavior and over the long term, allow fires to burn more like 
their historic conditions. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Grazing could lead to some conifer encroachment and invasion of nonnative species in the dry 
conifer and perennial grass types, and could increase tree density by limiting grass competition in the 
dry conifer type. All of these conditions contribute to increased FRCC.  Grazing also could reduce 
fine fuels that could affect the rate of spread and intensity of fire. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Areas open to motorized use or open to motorized travel off designated routes could improve 
suppression access, increase potential for human-caused fires from recreationists, and lead to the 
spread of invasive species that could increase FRCC in most of the vegetation types found in the 
CFO.   

Roads closed to motorized travel year-round eventually could become overgrown with vegetation or 
could otherwise become impassible because of cut or fill failures, culvert removal, or fallen timber, 
If so, these roads may not be available for use during wildland fire suppression, thereby increasing 
suppression response times, making it more likely that fires would become larger and burn more 
acres. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Management of the outstandingly remarkable values of river segments found suitable for inclusion 
in the NWSRS could increase visual quality protection via more protective VRM classifications, 
which could inhibit the BLM’s ability to manage fuels to improve FRCC and reduce the hazard in 
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the WUI. These effects are discussed under Effects from Visual Resources Management for each 
alternative.  

Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
Consulting with tribes to identify culturally significant plants, important habitats, and traditional use 
locations could place higher priority of protection in areas not previously identified or could limit 
actions in planned treatment areas. Prescription burning could satisfy tribes interested in prescription 
burning’s potential to promote plant gathering potential. 

Alternative A 

Effects from Soils Management 
Avoiding adverse impacts on sensitive land types could result in reduced acres of treatment in areas 
with higher (worse) FRCC or in WUI, which should have negligible effects. Decommissioning, 
obliterating, or partially recontouring roads on sensitive land types would remove them from service 
for fire suppression or for easy access to accomplish treatments to reduce FRCC or the risk or 
hazard in the WUI.  

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Meeting fish and water quality objectives could affect where and to what extent treatments to reduce 
FRCC could occur (24,290 acres included in the RHCA); the same would be true of treatments to 
reduce risk to the WUI. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
There would be 24,257 acres designated for intensive management and 11,500 acres designated for 
extensive management (treatments) that would allow reduced FRCC and risk through timber 
management.  

Where custodial acres occur in the WUI,  timber management could also be employed to reduce risk 
to the WUI. . 

Establishing priorities for treatment by FRCC and WUI would ensure that the acres most needing 
treatment would be treated first, and that appropriate fuel conditions would be maintained. This 
would reduce FRCC and risk to the WUI where treatments occur. Because the priority treatment 
areas are in the WUI, wildland fires could be easier to suppress if there were less intense fire 
behavior because of reduced fuel loads and reduced ladder fuels (small trees growing in the 
understory) (Graham et al. 2004). 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Reviewing ongoing or new actions and modifying them for listed species conservation may or may 
not reduce or increase FRCC, or increase or decrease risk to WUI, depending on what the 
modification entails and where the modification occurs.  

Improving range conditions for wildlife would improve FRCC. In the WUI, it could result in more 
fine fuels, which can increase rate of spread and flame length but reduce severity and resistance to 
control and potentially lowering risk to WUI. 

Maintaining a 100-yard nondisturbance buffer around active raptor nests could delay some 
treatments, which could affect FRCC.  
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Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Some special status plants are located in the WUI or may be found in the WUI during future plant 
inventories. Protecting listed plants could prohibit treatments that could reduce FRCC or influence 
the design of treatments that would reduce the risk to WUI. This protection could also affect 
wildland fire suppression.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Using wildland fire could result in a reduced FRCC over the long term.. 

Treating FRCC 2 and 3 areas first would result in treating the most affected vegetation types and 
promoting a reduced FRCC in these areas. Table 4-21 22 summarizes the range of acres that could 
be treated in a five-year period and the effects that would have on FRCC. On areas which remain 
untreated, shrub and forested vegetation types that are currently FRCC 2 would move to a higher 
(worse) FRCC in 20 years because of a lack of disturbance. The perennial grass type is currently in 
FRCC 3. Consequently, for the calculations below, it was assumed that acres that were not treated 
would not move into a higher (worse) FRCC, although in reality, perennial grass that is treated and 
moves to a lower FRCC could move back into a higher FRCC over the 20-year analysis period. In 
the WUI, treatments would result in more fine fuels which would need to be removed through 
maintenance, and would also remove the heavier fuels (noxious weeds) reducing severity, intensity, 
and resistance to control. 

Table 4-22 
Results of Implementing FRCC Reduction and Maintenance Actions under Alternative A 

 

Fire Regime 
Condition 
Class 

Current 
Acres1 

Current 
Percent of 

CFO Lands 

Acres Treated in 
Five Years, Low 
to High Range2 

Acres After 
Treatment, 

Low to High 
Range (acres) 

% of CFO 
After Treatment, 

Low to High 
Range 

FRCC 1 14,383 10% 0 24,383 – 
57,25815,821 – 

20,136 
1120% – 1440% 

FRCC 2 47,464 33% 10,000 – 42,875 46,026 – 57,532 32% – 40% 
FRCC 3 81,983 57% 10,000 – 42,875 73,353 – 79,107 51% – 55% 
Total 143,830   20,000 – 85,750   
1 Acres are evaluated individually here. In Chapter 3, FRCC is reflected for vegetation types as a whole. 
2 Acres in five years based on Appendix H, Wildland Fire Management (see Volume III). 

 
The low range of the calculations performed for Alternative A is based on the BLM’s 2004 budget 
and staffing level, which is likely a reasonably good indicator of the future budget and staffing level. 
The high range of the calculations is based on maximum treatment acres recommended to achieve 
the goals in the MFP (BLM 1981a). 

In the WUI, the treatment priorities described in Chapter 2 would result in improvements in FRCC 
and maintenance of appropriate FRCC where it exists. When treatments are achieved to reduce or 
maintain FRCC 1, wildland fires would eventually burn at a severity and intensity that is historically 
appropriate for the vegetation type; however, in stand-replacing fire regimes (historic fire regimes 
III, IV, and V), FRCC I may still pose a risk to life and property. In stands with historic fire regimes 
I and II, this would include low-intensity fires that are much easier to control, when necessary. In 
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the long term, this would result in a reduced fuel load, less-dense understory vegetation, and 
healthier trees. 

The goal of Community Wildland Fire Protection Plans is to identify WUI resources and risk and 
develop a strategy to reduce the risk of loss to life and property in the WUI and the infrastructure 
that allows the community to function. For BLM wildland fire management, this would require the 
reduction of fuels in WUI covered in the plans. Overall, implementing fuels reduction would reduce 
intensity and resistance to control of wildland fire, reducing risk to the WUI. In some instances, this 
could also result in a reduction in FRCC in the WUI. 

Reducing the potential for stand-replacing fire would entail reducing crown closure, overall stand 
density, and ladder fuels. This action would reduce the risk of high-intensity fire behavior. Stand-
replacing fire is a natural component of all fire regimes, but it is uncommon in  historic fire regime I 
(frequent, low-severity fire). In the wet/cold conifer type (34,506 acres) and the 
cottonwood/riparian conifer type (2,474 acres) this action would require human-caused disturbance 
because stand-replacing fire is the historic fire regime, which is not acceptable within the WUI. In 
the dry conifer type, shrub, and grass types, this would improve FRCC; in the wet/cold conifer, 
aspen/conifer mix, and riparian types, this action would not affect FRCC. 

Reducing hazardous fuels outside the WUI using fire and non-fire treatments would improve FRCC 
in vegetation types where hazardous fuels have increased due to wildland fire suppression, insects, 
disease, or noxious weeds or invasive species. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
In some cases, VRM Class I and II areas would restrict activities in forested areas that could 
improve FRCC or reduce the risk to WUI, particularly in the dry conifer type (Table 4-2223, 
Forested WUI Acres by VRM under Alternative A). Where WUI overlaps VRM I and II, fuel-
reduction activities in forested types designed to change species composition and reduce stand 
densities would be inconsistent with the VRM designations. 

Table 4-23 
Forested WUI Acres by VRM under Alternatives A and B 

 
WUI Areas in VRM Classes I and II Urban WUI Acres Rural WUI Acres 
WUI in VRM Class I 0 5,803 
WUI in VRM Class II 7,349 11,390 
Total WUI Category in VRM Classes I and II 7,349 17,193 
Total WUI Category Acres 33,584 94,093 
Percentage of WUI Category in VRM Classes 
I and II 

22% 18% 

Source: BLM 2004a   
 
Under Alternative A, some dry conifer (FRCC 3) and moist conifer (FRCC 2) outside of the WUI in 
VRM Class I or II areas could not be treated effectively to reduce FRCC, to reduce the risk of stand-
replacing fire, or to reduce the level of hazardous fuels as required under wildland fire management. 
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Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effective treatments to reduce insect and disease mortality would improve FRCC, although to a 
limited degree. In the WUI, this would reduce hazardous fuels, which would reduce risk to the WUI. 

Timber management in intensive areas may or may not improve FRCC, depending on the treatment 
and its location. Intensive forest practices can improve species composition and stand density, which 
are largely the reasons for FRCC 3 in forested areas. Until activity fuels are treated, however, fuel 
loadings pose a hazard. Activity fuels are nearly always reduced within two years of the activity. After 
activity fuels are treated, hazardous fuels are significantly reduced and, in most cases, this would 
reduce FRCC. These treatments reduce hazardous fuels and generally reduce the risk of stand-
replacing fire. Extensive management can have the same effects but often to a much lesser degree 
because few acres are treated. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
ACECs that would prohibit or restrict vegetation treatments or timber harvesting (Wapshilla Ridge, 
Lower and Middle Cottonwood Islands, Captain John Creek, Long Gulch, Lucile Caves, and 
Skookumchuck) would increase or maintain high FRCC in those areas (2,233 acres). 

Alternative B 

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would include those described in Alternative A. In addition, interdisciplinary review of all 
activities on slopes over 55 percent or with indicators of slope instability could result in fewer 
treatments to improve FRCC or reduce risk to the WUI. One-hundred-foot slope distance buffers 
around landslides and landslide-prone areas could also reduce treatment areas to improve FRCC or 
reduce risk to WUI. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except 22,847 acres would be 
included in RCAs, compared to 24,290 included in RHCAs under Alternative A. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
The DFC management areas (Figure 6, Desired Future Condition Blocks – Alternative B [see 
Volume IV of the Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS]) were established and structural composition goals 
developed (Appendix D, Desired Future Conditions for Forest Vegetation/Wildlife Habitat – 
Alternatives B and C [see Volume III]). Managing for these structural goals is consistent with 
managing for FRCC I.  However, managing for these structural goals could prevent achievement of 
fuel reduction goals in the WUI.  In these cases, the WUI fuel reduction goals would have priority 
over the structural goals to insure that risk-reduction actions were implemented.   

In areas outside the DFC management areas, priorities for treatment by FRCC and WUI would 
ensure that the acres needing treatment the most would be treated first. This would serve to reduce 
the FRCC and the risk to the WUI where treatments occur. Fuel treatments can make wildland fires 
easier to suppress if there were less-intense fire behavior because of reduced fuel loads and reduced 
ladder fuels (small trees growing in the understory) (Graham et al. 2004). 
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Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Controlling weeds and invasive species would reduce FRCC in the perennial grass type by reducing 
fire severity and returning the fire frequency and timing to HRV, which is the reason for the 
increased FRCC.  

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
Maintaining existing native plants and converting nonnative plant communities to desired plant 
communities would reduce FRCC in the perennial grass type; reducing fire severity and returning the 
fire frequency and timing to HRV.   

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Maintenance and enhancements of riparian management objectives could improve FRCC where the 
riparian management objectives are consistent with vegetation conditions, fuel loadings, and fire 
return intervals for each type. Where riparian management objectives are not consistent, treatments 
to reduce FRCC would not occur and FRCC would continue to increase. Riparian management 
objectives override all other considerations in riparian areas, except for safety considerations. 

In some areas within WUI, treatments needed to reduce the risk to the WUI may not be the desired 
condition for RCA, or meet riparian management objectives. Appendix F, Aquatic and Riparian 
Management Strategy (see Volume III), requires that all treatments maintain or enhance riparian 
management objectives even if they occur outside of RCA, and makes no allowance for treatments 
in the WUI that may not fit the desired condition as indicated by riparian management objectives. 
This restriction could prevent attainment of some fuel reduction goals within the WUI. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Reviewing ongoing and future activities would have the same effects as those described under 
Alternative A. 

Managing forests and rangeland to contribute to healthy populations of rangeland- and forest-
dependent species would reduce FRCC when treatments to meet wildlife needs result in restoration 
of species composition, structure, and fire return interval. In some instances, however, FRCC 
reduction and wildlife needs could conflict, resulting in increasing FRCC. Wildlife needs could also 
conflict with WUI treatments, resulting in continued increased risk to the WUI if wildlife needs take 
priority over reducing hazardous fuels. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
For wildland fire management, effects would be the same as those described under the Effects from 
Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management section, above. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative A. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except wildland fire use would be 
restricted to Craig Mountain FMUFMA and that portion of the Salmon FMUFMA south and east of 
Riggins (Figure H-3, Areas Available for Wildland Fire Use—Alternative D [see Appendix H in 
Volume III]).  In these areas, wildland fire use could result in a reduced FRCC over the long term.  
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Table 4-23 24 summarizes the potential effects on FRCC of management actions to reduce FRCC 
in Alternative B. Acres with reduced FRCC due to wildland fire use are not reflected in this table. 
Lower FRCC improves firefighter and public safety. 

Table 4-24 
Results of Implementing FRCC Reduction and Maintenance Actions under Alternative B 

Fire Regime 
Condition Class 

Current 
Acres1 

Current  
Percentage of 

CFO 

Acres 
Treated in 
Five years2 

Acres After 
Treatment 

 Percentage of 
CFO after 
Treatment 

FRCC 1 14,383 10% 17,250 31,643 2217%-38% 
FRCC 2 (30% treated) 47,464 33% 17,250 53,217 12%-3337% 
FRCC 3 (40% treated) 81,983 57% 23,000 58,970 29%-5041% 
Total 143,830  57,500 143,820143,8

30 
  

1 Acres are evaluated individually here. In Chapter 3, FRCC is reflected for vegetation types as a whole. 
2 Acres in 5 years based on 40 percent of the CFO. 

 

Under recent budget and staffing level levels available for fire management, the BLM has been able 
to treat an average of 4,000 acres per year, indicating that it is unlikely that the BLM could effectively 
treat over 57,500 acres in 5 years to maintain or reduce FRCC. Limitations and planning for the 
management of other resources would impose additional constraints on wildland fire management 
and could increase FRCC in some areas. 

Acres by VRM class would be the same as those under Alternative A, but allowances would be made 
for fuel treatments to occur in WUI and for public and firefighter safety and infrastructure 
protection 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative A. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Forest products would come from forest vegetation management action, as described under the 
Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management section. Requirements to meet aquatic and riparian 
management are described under the Effects from Riparian and Wetland section, above. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Decommissioning or obliterating roads could increase response time for fire suppression in 
restoration and conservation watersheds, possibly resulting in additional acres burned by unplanned 
wildland fire. This could increase the risk to WUI, and result in making it harder for BLM to achieve 
the stated goal of controlling wildland fires within one operating period. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except that the Lucile Caves 
ACEC/RNA would be reduced from 404 acres to 136 acres. ACECs that would prohibit or restrict 
vegetation treatments or timber harvesting (1,965 acres) would increase or maintain high FRCC in  
those areas. 
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Alternative C 

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would similar to those described under Alternative A, except under Alternative C, RCA 
stream buffers would be slightly wider on perennial non-fish-bearing streams, affecting 27,624 acres 
compared to 24,290 acres in Alternative A. In addition, there would be more watersheds designated 
for restoration and conservation. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects would similar to those described under Alternative B, except 28,087 acres would be 
designated for treatments to meet DFC. FRCC would continue to increase across the CFO. 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that, under Alternative C, 
more acres would be considered RCA unless a site-specific watershed analysis is completed. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
For wildland fire management, effects would be similar to those described under the Effects from 
Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management, above, except that more watersheds would be 
considered conservation or restoration watersheds, which would result in fewer treatments to 
improve FRCC and to reduce risk to WUI. See also Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and 
Wetlands Management. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except wildland fire use in all 
FMUFMAs could allow wildland fire use to help reduce FRCC (Table 4-2425) (Figure H-1, Areas 
Available for Wildland Fire Use—Alternatives A and C [see Appendix H in Volume III]). Lower 
FRCC improves firefighter and public safety. 

Under recent budget and staffing level levels available for fire management, BLM has been able to 
treat an average of 4,000 acres per year, indicating that it is likely that the BLM could effectively treat 
the 25,974 acres in 5 years to maintain or reduce FRCC under Alternative C. 



Chapter 4: Wildland Fire Management – Alternative C 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-208 

Table 4-25 
Results of Implementing FRCC Reduction and Maintenance Actions under Alternative C 

 

Fire Regime 
Condition Class 

Current 
Acres1 

Current  
Percentage 

of CFO 

Acres 
Treated in 
Five Years2 

Acres after 
Treatment 

Percentage of 
CFO after 
Treatment  

FRCC 1 14,383 10% 7,7920 21,575 15% 
FRCC 2 (30% treated) 47,464 33% 7,792 50,340 35% 
FRCC 3 (40% treated) 81,983 57% 10,390 71,915 50% 
Total 143,830  25,974 144,430 

143,830 
  

1 Acres are evaluated individually here. In Chapter 3, FRCC is reflected for vegetation types as a whole. 
2 Acres in 5 years based on 20 percent of the CFO. 

 
Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except that 20 percent of the acres 
in the rural WUI would need VRM considered for management (Table 4-2526, Forested WUI 
Acres by VRM under Alternative C). 

Table 4-26 
Forested WUI Acres by VRM under Alternative C  

 
WUI Areas in VRM Classes I and II Urban WUI Acres Rural WUI Acres 
VRM Class I 2,259 7,294
VRM Class II 5,090 11,481
Total WUI in VRM Classes I and II 7,349 18,775
Total WUI Acres 33,584 94,093
Percentage of WUI in VRM Classes I and II 22% 20%
Source: BLM 2004a   

 
Outside the WUI, VRM Class I and VRM Class II would make some treatments to reduce FRCC in 
dry conifer and moist conifer difficult to accomplish. VRM Classes I and II on these acres and 
would result in no reduction in FRCC in these areas.  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Alternative D 

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 
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Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except 20,710 acres would be 
included in RCAs, compared to 24,290 included in RHCAs under Alternative A. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects from forest management would be similar to those described under Alternative B, although 
there would be no DFCs or large tree goals. Treatments would still be designed to reduce FRCC and 
to reduce fuels in the WUI to meet goals established elsewhere under Alternative D. 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B except under Alternative D, RCA 
stream buffers on intermittent streams would be slightly narrow, affecting slightly fewer acres. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B except under Alternative D, RCA 
stream buffers on intermittent streams would be slightly narrow, affecting slightly fewer acres. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative A. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except wildland fire use would be 
severely restricted compared to Alternative A, and very few opportunities for FRCC improvement 
would be realized (Figure H-3, Areas Available for Wildland Fire Use—Alternative D [see 
Appendix H in Volume III]). In Alternative D, 60 percent of the CFO treated in 5 years would 
exceed the Projected Range of Annual Fuels Treatment” in Appendix H, Wildland Fire 
Management (Table 4-2627). 

Table 4-27 
Results of Implementing FRCC Reduction and Maintenance Actions under Alternative D 

 

Fire Regime 
Condition Class 

Current 
Acres1 

Current  
Percentage 

of CFO 

Acres 
Treated in 
Five Years2 

Acres after 
Treatment 

 Percentage of 
CFO after 
Treatment  

FRCC 1 14,383 10% 25,8750 40,272 28% 
FRCC 2 (30% treated) 47,464 33% 25,875 56,094 39% 
FRCC 3 (40% treated) 81,983 57% 34,500 47,464 33% 
Total 143,830  86,251 143,81614

3,830 
  

1 Acres are evaluated individually here. In Chapter 3, FRCC is reflected for vegetation types as a whole. 
2 Acres in 5 years based on 60 percent of the CFO. 
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Under recent budget and staffing level levels available for fire management, BLM has been able to 
treat an average of 4,000 acres per year, indicating that it is unlikely that the BLM would be able to 
effectively treat over 86,000 acres in 5 years to maintain or reduce FRCC because of these limitations 
and due to planning and other resource management constraints. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Allowances would be made for fuel treatments to occur in the WUI and for public and firefighter 
safety and infrastructure protection in VRM management areas. However, 814 acres of VRM Class 
I, where most fuel-reduction treatments would be severely limited, would be located within the rural 
WUI (Table 4-2728, Forested WUI Acres by VRM under Alternative D). 

Outside the WUI, VRM Class I and VRM Class II would make treatments to reduce FRCC in dry 
conifer and moist conifer would be difficult to accomplish. VRM Class I and II areas and would 
result in no reduction in FRCC in these areas. 

Table 4-28 
Forested WUI acres by VRM in Alternative D  

 
WUI Areas in VRM Classes I and II Urban WUI Acres Rural WUI Acres 
VRM Class I 0 814
VRM Class II 4,105 10,056
Total in VRM Classes I and II 4,105 10,870
Total WUI Acres 33,584 94,093
Percentage of WUI in VRM Classes I and II 12% 12%
Source: BLM 2004a   

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Table 4-27 
Forested WUI acres by VRM in Alternative D  

 
WUI Areas in VRM Classes I and II Urban WUI Acres Rural WUI Acres 
VRM Class I 0 814
VRM Class II 4,105 10,056
Total in VRM Classes I and II 4,105 10,870
Total WUI Acres 33,584 94,093
Percentage of WUI in VRM Classes I and II 12% 12%
Source: BLM 2004a   
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Cumulative Effects 

Effects of past actions, natural events, and region-wide assessments (e.g., fire, fire suppression, 
logging, insect and disease, road construction, ICBEMP) that have affected fire management are 
documented in Chapter 3, Section 3.2.12, Wildland Fire Ecology and Management. To summarize, 
the fire regime and vegetation conditions have been altered from their historic fire regime and 
condition, and most of the CFO is in FRCC 2 or FRCC 3. Logging, fire suppression, and invasive 
plants (particularly in grasslands) have had the greatest effects, although insect and disease outbreaks 
have contributed significantly. 

Effects on wildland fire management due to any of the Cottonwood RMP alternatives are 
overshadowed by reasonably foreseeable stand-replacing fire, continued fire suppression made 
necessary by WUI and intermingled landownership, and large-scale insect and disease outbreaks that 
would continue over the life of the RMP. Effects on wildland fire management, including FRCC and 
firefighter and public safety because of management accomplished by other landowners, could affect 
wildland fire management on public lands. When activity fuels on adjacent lands are not treated 
adequately, fuel hazard can increase and affect fire intensity and severity on BLM-administered 
lands. When adjacent owners treat fuels or implement wildfire mitigation plans in the WUI, fires are 
easier to suppress and firefighter safety is enhanced. All counties within CFO have adopted 
Community Wildland Fire Protection Plans and are beginning to implement home site evaluations 
and WUI treatments. Idaho Department of Lands, some private land owners and the Nez Perce 
Tribe are actively reducing fuels in WUI. Implementation of fire management direction in the 
Revised Payette National Forest Plan would result in additional acres treated inside and outside the 
WUI to reduce FRCC and wildland fire risk. Revising the Clearwater and Nez Perce National Forest 
Plan could result in more or less treatment of adjacent areas; because no decision has yet been made, 
the effects are unknown. Implementing the current plans results in additional treatments to reduce 
FRCC and risk of wildland fire in WUI. Wildland fire management on Forest Service lands will be 
determined in the Forest Plan decision, particularly areas where wildland fire use may occur. The 
BLM will need to coordinate with the Forest Service on all wildland fire use projects, as wildland fire 
use on Forest Service lands could affect FRCC on BLM-administered lands. Since Forest Service 
lands make up 63 percent of the land base in the cumulative effects analysis area, their activities have 
the most influence on FRCC overall. BLM lands make up less than 2 percent. 

A decision to increase the level of wildland fire use or prescribed fire, along with agricultural field 
burning, on non-BLM lands could impact the BLM’s ability to use wildland fire and prescribed fire 
because of air quality concerns and meeting the air quality requirements. This could postpone or 
eliminate fuel reductions or treatments to improve FRCC. 

Wildland fuels could continue to increase as insects have and will continue to cause mortality in all 
conifers. Insect infestations can be exacerbated by inappropriate management, which could affect 
public lands. A lack of appropriate treatment could allow insect mortality to spread to BLM-
administered lands from adjoining state, tribal, Forest Service, or private lands.  

Population increases are likely to expand the WUI, which in turn could alter forest management, 
taking the emphasis off restoring historic composition and structure and focusing more on fuel 
reduction. There are no building codes which require fire resistant materials or defensible space, 
which could lead to a continual increase in the at-risk WUI as development of forested rural 
subdivisions continue. 
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Ground access is a critical component of wildland fire suppression. A trend toward reducing access 
to public lands due to adjacent land ownership could hamper wildland fire suppression efforts and 
pose a risk to public and firefighter safety. 

Listings under the ESA could affect fuel-reduction treatments, and in some cases, wildland fire 
suppression actions. ESA listing would not override protection of life and property during wildland 
fire suppression, so firefighter and public safety should not be affected. 

4.2.13 Cultural Resources  

Goals: 1) Preserve and protect significant cultural resources and ensure that they are available for 
appropriate uses; and 2) Reduce imminent threats and resolve potential conflicts from natural or 
human-caused deterioration, or potential conflict with other resources uses, by ensuring that all 
authorizations for land use and resource use will comply with National Historic Preservation Act, 
Section 106. 

Summary 

Proposed management actions that could impact or increase the risk of impacts on known and 
unknown cultural resources include those that require ground disturbance, affect natural processes 
such as erosion, expose cultural resources to intense fire, open or close land to potentially 
incompatible uses, affect the visual setting of cultural resources, affect access to cultural resources, 
and remove or add land subject to federal protections for cultural resources. Most of the CFO has 
not been inventoried, and undiscovered cultural resources are believed to be present. The Section 
106 process and tribal consultation would be completed to address anticipated impacts resulting 
from authorized and planned activities, but unauthorized activities, wildland fire, dispersed 
recreation, and natural processes could lead to impacts that may be more difficult to monitor and 
mitigate. Management actions include stipulations designed to avoid or reduce impacts. 

The types of impacts resulting from many of the proposed resource management actions are the 
same or similar for each alternative. Because planned actions would be subject to review under the 
Section 106 process, there would be further site-specific consideration of cultural resource impacts.  
Overall, the emphasis in Alternative C on actions that emphasize resource conservation and 
protection and restrict incompatible actions would best protect significant cultural resources 
followed by Alternatives B, D, and then A. Table 4-28 29 identifies the indicators that were used to 
analyze effects on cultural resources under each alternative. 
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Table 4-29 
Comparison of Cultural Resources Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative 

A 
Alternative 

B 
Alternative 

C 
Alternative 

D 
Acres and relative depth of ground-
disturbing activities or removal of structural 
features permitted and their potential for 
affecting known or unknown intact cultural 
resources or areas of importance to Native 
American or other traditional communities.  

No change Decrease Decrease Decrease 

Increased access to or activity in areas where 
resources are present or anticipated. 

No change Decrease Decrease Decrease 

Extent that an action changes the potential 
for erosion or other natural process that 
could affect cultural resources. 

No change Decrease Decrease Decrease 

Extent that the action alters the setting of 
cultural resources. 

No change Decrease Decrease Decrease 

Source: BLM 2004a  
 

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators  
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For cultural resources, the indicators used for 
impact analysis are identified in Table 4-2829, Comparison of Cultural Resources Indicators by 
Alternative. The primary indicator for assessing the condition and trend of cultural resources is the 
effect on National Register of Historic Places-eligible cultural resources or areas of importance to 
Native American or other traditional communities.  

Methods and Assumptions 
Impacts on cultural resources are assessed by applying the criteria of adverse effect as defined in 36 
CFR 800.5a: “An adverse effect is found when an action may alter the characteristics of a historic 
property that qualify it for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places in a manner that 
would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, workmanship, feeling, or 
association. Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the action that may 
occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative.” The criteria of adverse effect 
provide a general framework for identifying and determining the context and intensity of potential 
impacts on other categories of cultural resources as well, if these are present. Assessment of effects 
involving Native American or other traditional community, cultural, or religious practices or 
resources also requires focused consultation with the affected group. 

The following assumptions regarding the resource base and management practices were considered 
in the analysis:  

• Most of the CFO has not been inventoried for cultural resources. There is potential for 
cultural resource occurrence in uninventoried areas, but the presence and significance of 
resources and impacts cannot be quantified;  
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• Traditional cultural properties are places associated with the cultural practices or beliefs of a 
living community. These cultural resource sites are rooted in the community’s history and 
are important in maintaining cultural identity. Contemporary Native American groups such 
as the Nez Perce maintain social and cultural ties to the land and resources of the CFO. 
These cultural resources are generally not known or discussed outside of the affected 
community but may be present in the CFO. Maintaining access to these places is a 
responsibility of the BLM. Impacts on broader tribal interests in the natural resources of the 
CFO and the exercise of tribal treaty rights are discussed in Section 4.5.1, Native American 
Tribal Uses;  

• Prior to authorizing a site-specific project, the federal and BLM requirements of 
consultation, site-specific inventory, and evaluation would be completed, and mitigation 
measures would be identified to minimize effects through the Section 106 process. Overall 
impacts could be minimized with mitigation measures, including avoidance;  

• There is qualitative information that indicates areas where there is a higher probability that 
cultural resources would be present, relative to the whole CFO. For example, highly 
disturbed or recently developed areas would be less likely to include intact cultural resources;  

• In the absence of inventory information, the number of acres affected and the intensity of 
the proposed activity is assumed to correlate to the potential number of cultural resource 
sites that may be affected and the potential severity of the impacts;  

• With the completion of inventories for Section 106 purposes, more acres of public lands 
would be inventoried for cultural resources. Completion of these inventories would result in 
the identification and evaluation of additional cultural resource sites in the planning area 
requiring management actions such as protection and monitoring. Knowledge of these 
resources would: (1) aid in their protection from inadvertent impacts; (2) add to BLM’s 
understanding of cultural resources both in surveyed and unsurveyed areas; and (3) 
potentially add to the BLM’s workload in site protection, monitoring, and data recovery; 

• Measures that withdraw land or restrict surface development for the purpose of resource 
protection can provide direct and indirect protection of cultural resources from disturbance, 
incompatible activities, and unauthorized activities;  

• Natural processes, such as erosion or weathering, will degrade the integrity of many types of 
cultural resources over time. Human visitation, recreation, vehicle use, grazing, fire and 
nonfire vegetation treatments, and other activities can increase the rate of deterioration 
through natural processes. While the effect of a few incidents may be negligible, the effect of 
repeated uses or visits over time could increase the intensity of impacts due to natural 
processes;  

• Vandalism or unauthorized collecting can destroy a cultural resource in a single incident. 
Exposure of cultural resources or access to areas where cultural resources are present can 
increase the risk of vandalism or unauthorized collection of materials; and  

• Site monitoring, non-project-related inventories, site stabilization, and other proactive 
management activities would continue. 
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Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Soils Management 
Measures under all of the alternatives to limit soil erosion, manage ground-disturbing activities, and 
protect landslide-prone areas would enhance the preservation of cultural resources, particularly 
archaeological sites, in the long term. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Actions to restore watersheds and improve water quality, riparian habitat, and aquatic species could 
include risks of direct disturbance of cultural resources through ground-disturbing activities, such as 
vegetation treatments and erosion-control features, increased access, visibility and activity in the 
vicinity of cultural resources, or temporary loss of access if any traditional cultural properties are 
present. Impacts would be addressed in site-specific project review. Watershed improvements that 
reduce erosion and sedimentation could indirectly enhance site archaeological site preservation in 
the long term. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Forest vegetation treatment and management can impact cultural resources from ground 
disturbance, erosion, changes in setting, increased access, visibility and activity in the vicinity of 
cultural resources, and temporary loss of access to any traditional cultural properties present. There 
is a greater potential for impacts on cultural resources from intensive forest practices that use the full 
complement of commercial harvest systems and treatment methods. The potential for impacts is 
reduced for extensive and custodial forest practices. Effects on cultural resources from these actions 
would be considered in the Section 106 process. Although standard inventory and mitigation 
procedures would protect cultural resources, some unanticipated impacts could occur.  

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
There could be impacts on cultural resources from ground disturbance associated with treatments, 
effects of chemicals and fire, increased access, visibility and activity in the vicinity of cultural 
resources, and introduction of seeds and pollens, which could affect the accuracy of paleobotanical 
data on archaeological sites. Impacts would be addressed in site-specific project review. These 
actions in the long term could reduce erosion of archaeological sites and reduce the risk to cultural 
resources from wildland fire. There could be short-term impacts from changes in setting and loss of 
access during treatment to any traditional cultural properties present. 

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
No specific actions are identified that could affect cultural resources, although unspecified 
management changes or projects to achieve objectives could include actions that reduce ground-
disturbing activities and erosion and affect the cultural resources preservation.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Cultural resources are often associated with riparian and wetland areas. Riparian restoration actions 
such as plantings, seeding, recontouring, topsoil placement, and vegetation treatments can disturb 
cultural resources and cause temporary loss of access to traditional cultural properties during 
treatments. Impacts could occur from ground disturbance associated with treatments, the effects of 
chemicals and fire, and introduction of seeds and pollens, which could affect the accuracy of 
paleobotanical data on archaeological sites. There could also be increased visibility of resources and 
activity in the vicinity of cultural resources. These actions could also have the indirect effect of 
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reducing erosion, which could enhance the archaeological site preservation. Restrictive buffers 
around streams and water bodies and closures to prevent actions that would degrade riparian 
conditions would indirectly protect cultural resources within these areas.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Actions to protect wildlife and wildlife habitat include restrictions or buffers that could restrict 
grazing, vehicle use, access, or other activities that are incompatible with maintaining wildlife and 
special status species. These actions could indirectly reduce the potential for direct disturbance of 
cultural resources and access leading to vandalism and unauthorized collecting. There could also be 
loss of access to traditional cultural properties. Some impacts from direct disturbance could be 
associated with vegetation treatments, including fire use to enhance habitat. Specific implementation 
actions would require further Section 106 review. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
No specific actions are identified that could affect cultural resources, although unspecified 
management changes or projects to achieve objectives could include actions that impact cultural 
resources by reducing ground-disturbing activities and erosion. These actions would be subject to 
further review.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Fire can result in direct disturbance to cultural resources through the destruction or modification of 
structures, features, and artifacts. Organic materials and the information that can be obtained from 
their study are especially vulnerable to heat damage. Fire management and suppression activities can 
involve ground-disturbing activities that can also directly impact cultural resources, especially by 
altering the spatial relationships of archaeological sites. Fire can also result in impacts through 
erosion and the increased visibility of cultural resources. Fire can remove vegetation and expose 
previously undiscovered resources, allowing their study and protection; however, sites exposed by 
fire or flagged for fire avoidance in prescribed burns can be susceptible to unauthorized collection 
and vandalism. There could also be impacts on cultural resources from ground disturbance 
associated with fuel treatments and rehabilitation, the effects of chemicals and fire, and the 
introduction of seeds and pollens, which could affect the accuracy of paleobotanical data on 
archaeological sites.  

The alternatives vary in the percentage of land that is targeted for particular fuel-reduction 
treatments and where wildland fire use would be considered. The risk of impacts on cultural 
resources is greatest from unplanned wildland fire, since the locations of cultural resources are less 
likely to be known and avoided during the fire and fire suppression. For planned fuel-reduction 
activities, where cultural resources would be considered prior to conducting the action, the risk of 
impacts would be greatest for mechanical methods and prescribed fire and less for chemical and 
biological treatments. 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Management measures would preserve and protect cultural resources and help ensure that they are 
available for appropriate uses. Ongoing and planned management measures include proactive 
inventories in priority areas, consulting with federally recognized tribes, protecting and monitoring 
identified cultural resource areas, restricting OHV use to protect certain sites, standardizing cultural 
resource records, nominating resources to the National Register of Historic Places, preparing 
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planning and overview documents, continued implementation of the Lower Salmon River Cultural 
Resource Management Plan, and implementing other proactive management measures. Allocating 
cultural resources to use categories (scientific, conservation, traditional, interpretation, experimental, 
and discharged) and developing management actions in support of these designated uses would 
continue. 

Impacts from proposed land use authorizations would be minimized or avoided by complying with 
laws and executive orders designed to preserve and protect cultural resources. Complying with 
management measures for authorized actions requires consulting with federally recognized tribes 
and other interested parties, identifying and evaluating cultural resources, and adhering to 
procedures for resolving any adverse effects and mitigating impacts. There is a greater risk of 
impacts resulting from unauthorized activities, natural processes, dispersed activities, and 
incremental or inadvertent human actions, especially where inventories are incomplete. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
VRM Class I and II designations provide indirect protection of cultural resources where visual 
setting is a contributor to the significance of the property or the traditional use. Requirements that 
new structures blend into the landscape could reduce the impact of visual intrusions. Visual 
intrusion on the setting of cultural resources must be considered in the Section 106 process and 
tribal consultation, regardless of VRM designation. Risk of impacts on cultural resources located in 
VRM Class I areas would also be indirectly reduced by limitations on surface-disturbing activities in 
these areas. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Forest product management can impact cultural resources from ground disturbance, erosion, 
changes in setting, and loss of access to any traditional cultural properties present. There is a greater 
potential for impacts on cultural resources from intensive forest practices that use the full 
complement of commercial harvest systems and treatment methods. The potential for impacts is 
reduced for extensive and custodial forest practices. Effects on cultural resources from these actions 
would be considered in the Section 106 process. Although standard inventory and mitigation 
procedures would protect cultural resources, some unanticipated impacts on resources would occur 
and would be proportional to the intensity of the action and affected acreage. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Livestock grazing, watering locations, corrals, water haul roads, pipelines, and fences can affect 
cultural resources through direct disturbance and erosion. Actions that improve rangeland health 
could reduce the potential for impacts on cultural resources due to direct disturbance and erosion.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Mineral exploration and development is associated with potential effects on cultural resources. 
Minerals management includes standard stipulations to reduce impacts on cultural resources. 
Impacts of specific actions would be considered in the Section 106 process in consultation with 
tribal governments. Potential impacts include direct ground-disturbing activities, erosion, intrusions 
to setting, and access leading to unauthorized collection or vandalism. Based on reasonably 
foreseeable development scenarios, very little activity is expected through the life of the RMP for 
fluid and solid leasable minerals. Locatable mineral development, primarily gold, and salable mineral 
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materials would continue, but based on minerals activities over the last 20 years, the affected acreage 
would likely be less than 500 footprint acres.  

All of the alternatives include 12,786 acres that would be closed to fluid minerals and solid leasable 
mineral development. All alternatives also would continue the withdrawals on the Lower Salmon 
River. In total, 21,869 acres of public land and 8,062 acres of federal minerals (split estates) would be 
withdrawn from locatable minerals. Mineral material disposal would not be allowed on 750 acres 
(nondiscretionary), and 12,034 additional acres of discretionary closures are proposed. Closures of 
land to mineral exploration and development would have a long-term effect on cultural resources by 
restricting surface and other disturbances and potentially restricting incompatible uses. Withdrawals 
from mineral entry in the vicinity of the Salmon River would continue to protect significant cultural 
resources from an incompatible use.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Current and proposed SRMAs would emphasize recreational use and access in these areas. Activity 
plans and consideration of the environmental impacts of this designation are required prior to 
formal designation. Significant cultural resources are present or are expected in many of these areas. 
Recreational use and access can impact cultural resources through direct disturbance, soil 
compaction, altered surface water drainage, erosion, intrusions to setting, and access leading to 
unauthorized collection or vandalism. The potential for impacts on cultural resources would increase 
as population and recreational use increases or is concentrated. All of the alternatives include 
provisions for recreational permitting, which can reduce the potential for impacts from overuse and 
dispersed recreation. The acquisition of access areas, recreational lands, and conservation easements 
in SRMAs could include cultural resources that would become subject to federal cultural resource 
protections or that could allow more options for avoiding impacts on cultural resources in river 
corridors while maintaining recreational opportunities. Additional effects specific to OHV use are 
addressed under Effects from Transportation and Travel Management. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Very little geothermal energy inventory and exploration is anticipated. The effects would be the same 
as those described under Effects from Minerals Management and include direct ground-disturbing 
activities, erosion, intrusions to setting, and access leading to unauthorized collection or vandalism.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Exchange or disposal of lands to nonfederal entities would permanently remove federal protections 
for any significant cultural resources present. The removal of federal protections is an adverse effect 
under the NHPA that would be addressed and resolved in the Section 106 process prior to disposal. 
The acquisition of new land would provide long-term federal protection to any cultural resources 
included in the transaction and could enhance currently managed resources by consolidating 
holdings. The criteria and priorities for acquisition include consideration of lands with unique and 
important resources. Land tenure adjustments that allow for better access to public lands could 
facilitate cultural use of traditional cultural properties but could also could lead to vandalism or 
unauthorized collection of cultural resources. Existing withdrawals of land such as the land adjacent 
to the Salmon River would continue to provide additional protection to cultural resources by 
restricting incompatible uses. Most BLM-administered land would remain open to rights-of-way and 
realty authorizations; however, some actions may be denied if they would result in unacceptable 
impacts to cultural resource values. They would be evaluated case by case.  
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Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
ACEC/RNA management could directly or indirectly provide long-term protection of cultural 
resources by restricting incompatible uses. Special management measures designed to protect 
resource values in ACECs would also decrease the risk of impacts on identified or unidentified 
cultural resources present. Under all alternatives, the risk of impacts on cultural resources from 
ground-disturbing activities, erosion, intrusions to setting, and access leading to unauthorized 
collection or vandalism would be reduced by restricting new rights-of-way and road construction in 
the Wapshilla Ridge and Lucile Caves ACEC/RNAs, prohibiting vegetation manipulation in the 
Lower and Middle Cottonwoods Islands ACEC/RNA, and restricting grazing in the Captain John 
Creek or the Skookumchuck ACEC/RNAs. 

Effects from National Trails Management 
The Nez Perce and Lewis and Clark National Trails are historic properties protected under the 
NHPA. Efforts to protect and enhance the values that qualify these cultural resources as National 
Trails are compatible and complementary with cultural resource protection. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Management of the Salmon River and other suitable segments to protect identified outstandingly 
remarkable values would include direct and indirect protection of cultural resources in the river corridor.  

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Surface-disturbing activities would be excluded from the Frank Church/River of No Return 
Wilderness, which would reduce the risk of impacts on cultural resources from ground-disturbing 
activities, erosion, intrusions to setting, and access leading to unauthorized collection or vandalism. 
Restrictions on surface-disturbing activities for lands under wilderness review would continue at the 
Marshall Mountain and Snowhole Rapids WSAs. 

Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
All alternatives include provisions to consult with tribal groups, improve natural and cultural 
resource conditions, and identify, enhance, and facilitate cultural uses of significant plants, animals, 
fish, and important habitats. Recognition and inclusion of tribal knowledge and concerns with 
cultural resources and traditional uses would enhance the management of resources in the long term. 
Some use locations may be traditional cultural properties and need to be considered in the Section 
106 process if affected by management actions. 

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Safety considerations and hazard reduction could require removal of historic structures and features 
and could involve ground and other disturbances. The impacts of hazard reduction and removal 
actions would be addressed in the Section 106 process, and adverse effects would be resolved. AML 
inventory and collection of history information would contribute to understanding the cultural 
resources present. 

Alternative A 

Effects from Soils Management 
Fewer actions that could enhance the preservation of archaeological sites by limiting soil erosion, 
managing ground-disturbing activities, and protecting landslide-prone areas would be undertaken 
under Alternative A than under the other alternatives. 
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Effects from Water Resources Management 
Fewer actions to restore watersheds would be undertaken under Alternative A than under the other 
alternatives, which would reduce the risks of impacts from direct disturbance or temporary loss of 
access to traditional cultural properties. Fewer watershed improvements would be planned that 
could indirectly enhance archaeological site preservation by reducing erosion.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Under Alternative A, forest management emphasizes various management strategies (such as 
intensive, extensive, and custodial management) to meet management objectives, such as maximum 
timber production, sustained yield timber production, or no timber production (although harvesting 
could occur for ecological reasons). The potential for impacts on cultural resources would vary by 
treatment type and would be addressed in site-specific Section 106 review.  

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Under Alternative A, there would be fewer specified actions to prevent or treat for weeds than the 
other alternatives. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Under Alternative A, RHCAs would total 24,290 acres. There would generally be fewer specified 
actions to maintain or improve wetlands and riparian areas than under the other alternatives. 
Cultural resources are often associated with riparian and wetland areas. Riparian restoration actions 
could disturb cultural resources and cause temporary loss of access to traditional cultural properties 
during treatments. In the long term these actions would also indirectly reduce erosion, which could 
enhance the preservation of archaeological sites. Restrictive buffers and closures to prevent actions 
that would degrade riparian conditions would indirectly protect cultural resources within these areas.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Under Alternative A, there would be fewer specific measures than under the other alternatives to 
protect wildlife and habitat through closures and restrictions on vehicle use, grazing, or access that 
could indirectly protect cultural resources in the areas where restrictions are designated.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Under Alternative A, wildland fire use would be considered for each unplanned fire, which would be 
the same as Alternative C (Figure H-1, Areas Available for Wildland Fire Use—Alternatives A and 
C [see Appendix H in Volume III]). The risk of impacts on cultural resources is greatest from 
unplanned wildland fire, because the locations of cultural resources would be less likely to be known 
and avoided during the fire and fire suppression.. Under Alternative A, specific percentages of the 
CFO FRCC 2 and 3 (moderate to high risk) WUI areas would not be identified for fire risk/fuels-
reduction treatments. An estimated 13 to 58 percent of CFO lands could receive fuel-reduction 
treatments in the next 5 years. Without fuel-reduction treatments there would be more risk in the 
long term to cultural resources from wildland fire.  

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Proposed VRM Class I acres (12,704) and Class II acres (41,195) would be the same as Alternative 
B, greater than Alternative D, and less than Alternative C. VRM Class I and II designations provide 
indirect protection for cultural resources where visual setting is a contributor to the significance of 
the property or the traditional use. Class I designations could indirectly reduce risk to cultural 
resources from surface-disturbing activities in these areas. 
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Effects from Forest Products Management 
Under Alternative A, the level of permitted forest practices are designated by acreage for the CFO. 
The estimated annual treatment acres through removal of forest products are 358 acres. It is 
anticipated that the treatment through the removal of forest products would be more than the other 
alternatives over the next 15 years, with the exception of Alternative D (361 acres). The estimated 
annual timber harvest of 6,600 MBF on 35,757 acres would continue. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for all alternatives. Under Alternative A, AUMs, 
allotments, and lands currently leased for livestock grazing would continue to be leased. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Under Alternative A, only standard stipulations would apply to lands open to fluid and solid mineral 
leasing and mineral material permits, and there are no specific actions proposed regarding surface 
occupancy.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Under Alternative A, there would be 33,197 acres of nonmotorized ROS designations, which is less 
than all of the other alternatives. Motorized recreation could impact cultural resources through 
direct disturbance, soil compaction, altered surface water drainage, erosion, intrusions to setting, and 
access leading to unauthorized collection or vandalism.  

Cultural resource impacts would be formally considered in the development and implementation of 
SRMA activity plans. In the absence of activity plans, cultural resources would be protected in a 
manner similar to the way they are protected throughout the CFO. As recreational use increases and 
is concentrated in these recreational areas, the risk of impacts on cultural resources in these areas 
would increase. Alternative A would not specify a schedule for development of activity plans for 
Craig Mountain or Lolo Creek SRMAs. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Inventory and exploration of geothermal resources could include direct ground-disturbing activities, 
erosion, intrusions to setting, and access leading to unauthorized collection or vandalism. Very little 
geothermal energy inventory and exploration is anticipated. Impacts on cultural resources resulting 
from renewable energy development would be considered in the Section 106 process. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Open motorized vehicle use can impact cultural resources through direct disturbance, soil 
compaction, altered surface water drainage, erosion, and intrusions to setting. Transportation access 
could facilitate access to any traditional cultural properties present for cultural uses, but it could also 
increase the risk of impacts on resources from unauthorized collection or vandalism. 

Restricting vehicle use to existing routes would reduce the risk of disturbing cultural resources 
located off of travel routes. Enforcing travel routes is difficult, and unauthorized, user-created trails 
would continue to occur, potentially impacting cultural resources.  

Under this alternative, 85,308 acres would be Open, 40,437 acres would be Limited to existing 
routes, and 18,054 acres would be Closed. Alternative A would result in more risk of impacts on 
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cultural resources than the other alternatives because of the amount of open, cross-country 
motorized vehicle use permitted, coupled with the expected increase in recreational use. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Under Alternative A, the BLM would retain all land within management blocks and would consider 
exchanging public lands in other areas to acquire private lands within management areas. Some 
unanticipated impacts could occur on CFO lands not excluded from rights-of-way, although actions 
may be denied if they would result in unacceptable impacts to cultural resource values. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
In addition to the effects common to all alternatives, under Alternative A the risk of cultural 
resource impacts from ground-disturbing activities, erosion, intrusions to setting, and access leading 
to unauthorized collection or vandalism would be reduced by restricting timber harvest or vegetation 
treatments in the Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA, restricting timber harvest in the Captain John Creek 
ACEC/RNA, except for disease and insect control, restricting ground-disturbing activities in the 
Long Gulch ACEC/RNA, restricting vegetative treatments in the Lucile Caves or the 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNAs, restricting road and right-of-way development and including 
measures to reduce erosion for timber harvest in the Lolo Creek ACEC, and designating Craig 
Mountain as an ACEC, with some restrictions on timber harvest and new rights-of-way or road 
construction. 

Designating the Elk City Dump and American Hill Lake ACECs to protect the public from hazards 
could reduce impacts from some ground-disturbing activities, but remediation activities could affect 
the integrity of cultural resources.  

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
If released from consideration as wilderness areas, no management measures are specified for the 
Marshall Mountain WSA and the Snowhole Rapids WSA, which could result in surface-disturbing 
actions that increase the risk of impacts on cultural resources. 

Alternative B 

Effects from Soils Management 
Additional BMPs for soil-disturbing activities and reclamation and erosion-control measures could 
reduce the risk to cultural resources, especially archaeological sites, from erosion and ground 
disturbance impacts. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be similar to those common to all the alternatives, with additional measures to 
improve water quality and stream characteristics that could involve some risk of cultural resource 
impacts from ground disturbance and removal of structures that may be historic. Additional actions 
to reduce erosion could also indirectly enhance archaeological site preservation. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Under Alternative B, all harvest systems and treatment methods and techniques could be used unless 
specifically prohibited or limited by site-specific prescription direction. The potential for impacts on 
cultural resources would vary by treatment type and would be addressed in site-specific Section 106 
review.  
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Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Under Alternative B there would be additional specified actions to prevent and treat lands for weeds, 
including physical, mechanical, biological, and chemical controls, which could impact cultural 
resources. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Alternative B RCA stream buffers would total about 6 percent fewer acres than the RHCAs under 
Alternative A. This would result in decreased management emphasis on riparian restoration actions, 
which could result in fewer cultural resources impacts through direct disturbance, loss of access to 
traditional cultural properties, and reducing erosion of archaeological sites. Alternative B would 
provide more indirect protection to cultural resources than Alternative A through restrictions related 
to roads, grazing, recreation, minerals, and fire use.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Further restrictions under Alternative B on activities that are incompatible with wildlife 
management, such as grazing restrictions and closures, could indirectly enhance protection of 
cultural resources to a greater degree than under Alternative A. Thirty-twoTwenty-eight restoration 
watersheds and one three conservation watersheds would be designated and could lead to cultural 
resource impacts, as described in Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management. 

Under Alternative B, there would be no net increase in vehicle use of roads or trails in specific areas, 
and unneeded roads would be decommissioned. Cultural resources in the vicinity of these roads and 
trails would be afforded additional protection from direct disturbance and access leading to 
vandalism and unauthorized collecting, while there could be some loss of access to traditional 
cultural properties. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Under Alternative B, wildland fire use would be more restrictive than under Alternatives A and C 
but more restrictive than under Alternative D (Figure H-2, Areas Available for Wildland Fire 
Use—Alternative B [see Appendix H in Volume III]). The risk of cultural resource impacts would 
be greatest from unplanned wildland fire, because the locations of cultural resources would be less 
likely to be known and avoided during the fire and fire suppression.  

Treatment of up to 40 percent of the CFO lands classified as FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate to high risk) 
WUI areas would be targeted over any 5-year period, which is 50 percent more than under 
Alternative C and 50 percent less than under Alternative D. A direct comparison to Alternative A 
cannot be made because, under Alternative A, specific percentages of the CFO FRCC 2 and 3 
(moderate to high risk) WUI areas are not identified. Prescribed fire would be used on up to 15 
percent, mechanical treatments on up to 6 percent, and chemical and biological controls on up to 36 
percent. Planned fuel-reduction treatments could impact cultural resources, with the greatest risk of 
impacts resulting from prescribed fire and mechanical treatments. Since treatments reduce the 
potential for unplanned fire spread, some indirect risk to cultural resources would be reduced.   

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Additional actions under Alternative B would enhance the current management of cultural resources 
by attempting to improve the consultation process, identifying priority areas for cultural resource 
inventories, scheduling and setting goals for resource monitoring, updating records, allocating sites 
to use categories, and preparing cultural resource management plans for the Elk City and Marshall 
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Mountains areas. These actions would have a long-term effect by increasing understanding of the 
cultural resources of the CFO, monitoring impacts, improving resource protection, and reducing 
incompatible uses. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative A. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Under Alternative B, all harvest systems and treatment methods and techniques could be used unless 
specifically prohibited or limited by site-specific prescription direction. The potential for impacts on 
cultural resources would vary by treatment type and would be addressed in site-specific Section 106 
review. Estimated annual treatment acreage through removal of forest products would total 242 
acres for the next 15 years, an estimated reduction of 32 percent in comparison to Alternative A.   

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative A, except that, under Alternative B, 
AUMs would be reduced to 6,2546,263 from 7,204, allotments would be reduced to 166 from 168, 
and grazed acres would be reduced to 105,619 from 122,732. Reducing grazing and implementing 
additional rangeland health standards under Alternatives B, C, and D would reduce the risk of 
impacts on cultural resources.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Alternative B would include additional surface use stipulations on leasable and possibly salable 
minerals, which could reduce the risk on cultural resources present if mineral development occurs. 
The NSO-6 stipulation for cultural resources would prohibit surface occupancy within areas of 
cultural or spiritual value to Native American Tribes. These areas would be determined at the project 
level for site-specific areas. Additionally, 43,590 acres would be open to leasing of fluid minerals and 
solid leasable minerals, subject to NSO constraints, and 42,403 acres would be subject to CSU 
constraints, expanding protection of cultural resources. This alternative includes more acres with 
restrictions than Alternatives A and D and fewer acres with restrictions than Alternative C. As a 
result, there would be less risk of cultural resource impacts from fluid minerals and solid leasable 
minerals under this alternative than under Alternatives A and D. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Under Alternative B, there would be 42,695 acres of nonmotorized ROS designations, which would 
be more than Alternative A. Motorized recreation could impact cultural resources through direct 
disturbance, soil compaction, altered surface water drainage, erosion, intrusions to setting, and 
access leading to unauthorized collection or vandalism. The risk of impacts on cultural resources 
from increased recreational use and concentration of use in particular areas would continue. 
Alternatives B and C would specify that activity plans be prepared for the Lolo Creek and Craig 
Mountain SRMAs by 2012. Activity plans would include consideration of impacts on cultural 
resources. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Very little geothermal energy inventory and exploration is anticipated. Under Alternative B, the use 
of biomass from vegetation treatment projects for electrical development would be considered. In 
addition to the risk of impacts described for vegetation treatments themselves, there would be 
additional acreage subject to ground-disturbing activities associated with the transport of the 
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material and construction of generating facilities and distribution systems. Impacts on cultural 
resources resulting from renewable energy development would be considered in the Section 106 
process. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be similar to those described for Alternative A. In addition, Alternative B would 
eliminate areas open to cross-country motorized vehicle use. OHV use would be Limited to 
designated routes on 125,729 acres. Areas Closed to motorized vehicle use would increase slightly to 
18,069 acres. These alternatives would also include more outreach, enforcement, physical barriers, 
and monitoring measures in conjunction with route designations. 

Potential impacts on cultural resources located off of travel routes would be reduced by restricting 
vehicle use to designated routes. Any potential effects from direct disturbance, soil compaction, 
altered surface water drainage, erosion, intrusions to setting, and access leading to vandalism and 
unauthorized collecting would be concentrated along the designated routes. The enforcement of 
travel routes is difficult, and unauthorized, user-created trails would continue to occur and 
potentially impact cultural resources.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Alternative B would retain approximately 113,728 acres of designated management blocks that 
contain high-value resources. New withdrawals and conservation easements that provide additional 
protection for cultural resources could be proposed. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
In addition to the effects common to all alternatives, under Alternative B, the risk of impacts on 
cultural resources from ground-disturbing activities, erosion, intrusions to setting, and access leading 
to unauthorized collection or vandalism would be reduced by restricting livestock grazing in the 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA; restricting vegetation disturbance in the Lower and Middle 
Cottonwoods Islands ACEC/RNA; restricting ground-disturbing activities in the Long Gulch 
ACEC/RNA; restricting the construction of hydroelectric facilities, mineral entries, and new road 
and right-of-way development and including measures to reduce erosion for timber harvesting in the 
Upper and Lower Lolo Creek ACECs; expanding the Lower Salmon River ACEC from 15,702 acres 
to 16,199 acres; creating a Salmon River ACEC (from White Bird Creek to French Creek) to protect 
scenic and cultural values; creating an ACEC in the East Fork American River; protecting cultural 
resources through the designation of the American River Historic Sites District ACEC; and 
requiring that timber harvest roads be decommissioned within three years. 

Alternative B would allow vegetation treatments and/or timber harvest in the Lower Salmon River 
ACEC and in the Wapshilla Ridge, Captain John Creek, Lucile Caves, and Skookumchuck 
ACEC/RNAs, which could increase the risk of impacts on cultural resources. The size of the Lucile 
Caves and Skookumchuck ACECs would be reduced. An ACEC would not be created at the Elk 
City Dump and American Hill Lake.  

Overall, fewer risks of cultural resource impacts would be expected under Alternative B than under 
Alternatives A and D. 
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Effects from National Trails Management 
Under Alternative B, there are additional provisions to identify and record trail segments and to 
develop informational and interpretive material. Additional efforts to inventory the location, 
condition, and setting of trails would provide better baseline information for planning and assessing 
impacts to these cultural resources. Public appreciation for the historic values and protection of 
these cultural resources could be enhanced by providing information and interpretive materials. 
Interpretation is an appropriate use for certain cultural resources. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Under Alternative B, if Marshall Mountain WSA and Snowhole Rapids WSA were released from 
consideration as wilderness areas by Congress, management measures would continue to include 
restrictions on surface-disturbing actions that risk impacts to cultural resources. 

Alternative C 

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B.  

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative B, except that Alternative C would 
increase the RCA buffers by 21 percent over Alternative B (and 14 percent over Alternative A). This 
is greater than all of the alternatives and could indirectly protect cultural resources.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative B. There would be 40 37 restoration and 
three conservation watersheds, which is more than the other alternatives (3 percent more than 
prescription watersheds under Alternative A); there also would be more restrictions on use of 
riparian areas. Restoration actions are associated with potential impacts on cultural resources as 
described in Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management, while reduction of 
other activities in riparian zones could protect cultural resources from direct disturbance and the 
effects of erosion.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Under Alternative C, wildland fire use would be considered for each unplanned fire, which would be 
the  same as Alternative A (Figure H-1, Areas Available for Wildland Fire Use—Alternatives A and 
C [see Appendix H in Volume III]). The risk of impacts on cultural resources is greatest from 
unplanned wildland fire, because the locations of cultural resources would be less likely to be known 
and avoided during the fire and fire suppression. 
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Treatment of up to 20 percent of the CFO lands classified as FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate to high risk) 
WUI areas would be targeted over any 5-year period, which is 50 percent less than under Alternative 
B, and 300 percent less than under Alternative D. A direct comparison to Alternative A cannot be 
made because, under Alternative A, specific percentages of the CFO FRCC 2 and 3 (moderate to 
high risk) WUI areas are not identified. Prescribed fire would be used on up to 20 percent, 
mechanical treatments on up to 6 percent, and chemical and biological controls on up to 20 percent. 
Planned fuel-reduction treatments could impact cultural resources, with the greatest risk of impacts 
resulting from prescribed fire and mechanical treatments. Since treatments reduce the potential for 
unplanned fire spread, some indirect risk to cultural resources would be reduced. 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Proposed VRM Class I acres (26,945) and Class II acres (46,753) are greater than the other 
alternatives and would provide the least risk of cultural resources impacts. Under this alternative, 
VRM Class I would increase 14,241 acres and VRM Class II would increase 5,558 acres in 
comparison to Alternative A. VRM Class I and II designations provide indirect protection for 
cultural resources where visual setting is a contributor to the significance of the property or the 
traditional use. Class I designations could indirectly reduce risk to cultural resources from surface-
disturbing activities in these areas. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative B, except that, under Alternative C, 
estimated annual treatment acreage through removal of forest products would total 191 acres, which 
would be the least of all the alternatives. This is 21 percent less than Alternative B and 47 percent 
less than Alternatives A and D. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative B, except that, under Alternative C, 
AUMs would be reduced to 6,020, allotments would be reduced to 145, and grazed acres would be 
reduced to 101,350, the least of all the alternatives. Reducing grazing and implementing additional 
rangeland health standards under Alternatives B, C, and D would reduce the risk of impacts on 
cultural resources.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative B, except that, under Alternative C, 
68,854 acres would be open to leasing of fluid minerals and solid leasable minerals, subject to NSO 
constraints, and 59,122 acres would be subject to CSU constraints. This alternative includes more 
acres with restrictions than all of the other alternatives. There would be less risk of impacts on 
cultural resources anticipated from fluid minerals and solid leasable minerals under this alternative. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 
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Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative B. Alternative C would also include 
decreasing vehicle use on roads and trails in some areas, which would provide additional protection 
to cultural resources from direct disturbance and access leading to vandalism and unauthorized 
collecting. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative B. In addition, under Alternative C, the 
risk of cultural resources impacts from ground-disturbing activities, erosion, intrusions to setting, 
and access leading to unauthorized collection or vandalism would be reduced by creating an ACEC 
at Craig Mountain with no grazing, no new rights-of-way or road construction, and limited timber 
removal; restricting the construction of hydroelectric facilities and new road and right-of-way 
development, and including measures to reduce erosion for timber harvest in the Upper Lolo Creek 
ACEC; and creating the Partridge/Elkhorn and Little Salmon ACECs, with provisions for minimal 
new road construction. 

Overall, fewer risks of cultural resources impacts would be expected under Alternative C than under 
the other alternatives. More land would be placed in ACECs and RNAs than the other alternatives, 
and there would be more restrictions on ground-disturbing and other activities that could impact 
cultural resources. 

Effects from National Trails Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Alternative D 

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B.  

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative B. Alternative D would decrease RCA 
buffers to total about 9 percent less area than Alternative B, 15 percent less than Alternative A, and 
25 percent less than Alternative C. Smaller buffers could result in less indirect protection of cultural 
resources.  
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Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative B, except that Alternative D would 
designate fewer restoration (27) and conservation (1) watersheds (19 percent less watershed acres 
than under Alternative B and 21 percent less than prescription watersheds under Alternative A) and 
would include fewer treatments to enhance habitat. There would be fewer watersheds and treatment 
actions, and the potential for impacts on cultural resources would be less than under Alternatives B 
and C. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Under Alternative D, wildland fire use would be considered in all areas except where it would impact 
commercial forest land management areas or livestock grazing (Figure H-3, Areas Available for 
Wildland Fire Use—Alternative D [see Appendix H in Volume III]). This is the most restrictive 
alternative. The risk of impacts on cultural resources would be greatest from unplanned wildland 
fire, since the locations of cultural resources would be less likely to be known and avoided during 
the fire and fire suppression.  

Treatment of up to 60 percent of the CFO lands classified as FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate to high risk) 
WUI areas would be targeted over any 5-year period. This would be the most fuel treatment targeted 
among all of the alternatives. Treatment under this alternative is 50 percent more than under 
Alternative B, and three times those under Alternative C. A direct comparison to Alternative A 
cannot be made because, under Alternative A, specific percentages of the CFO FRCC 2 and 3 
(moderate to high risk) WUI areas are not identified.  Prescribed fire could be used on up to 15 
percent, mechanical treatments on up to 15 percent, and chemical and biological controls on up to 
36 percent. Planned fuel-reduction treatments could impact cultural resources, with the greatest risk 
of impacts resulting from prescribed fire and mechanical treatments. Since treatments reduce the 
potential for unplanned fire spread, some indirect risk to cultural resources would be reduced. 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B.  

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Proposed VRM Class I acres (7,205) and Class II acres (36,180) would be less than all the 
alternatives and would have the highest risk of impact to the visual setting of cultural resources. 
VRM Class I and II designations provide indirect protection for cultural resources where visual 
setting is a contributor to the significance of the property or the traditional use. Class I designations 
could indirectly reduce cultural resources risk from surface-disturbing activities in these areas. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative B, except that, under Alternative D, 
estimated annual treatment acreage through removal of forest products would total 361 acres, which 
would be the most specified among the alternatives. It is anticipated that the treatment through the 
removal of forest products over the next 15 years would be less than 1 percent more than 
Alternative A, 33 percent more than Alternative B, and 47 percent more than Alternative C.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Like Alternatives B and C, Alternative D would include the implementation of additional rangeland 
health standards that would reduce the potential for erosion and would thereby reduce some direct 
impacts on cultural resources. However, under Alternative D AUMs would be increased to 8,5409, 
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allotments would be increased to 170, and grazed acres would be increased to 135,850. This is the 
most of all of the alternatives and would increase the risk of impacts on cultural resources from 
grazing activities. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative B, except that, under Alternative D, 
35,045 acres would be open to leasing of fluid minerals and solid leasable minerals, subject to NSO 
constraints, and 32,013 acres would be subject to CSU constraints. This alternative includes more 
acres with restrictions than Alternative A but fewer than Alternatives B and C.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be similar to those described for Alternative A. Under this alternative, 23,189 acres 
would be Open to cross-country motorized use, 102,542 acres would be Limited to designated 
routes, and 18,069 acres would be Closed. The risk of impacts from open OHV use would be 
reduced from Alternative A but would be much greater than Alternatives B and C, where this 
activity would not occur. Alternative D would result in more risk of impacts on cultural resources 
than the other alternatives except Alternative A because of the Open motorized vehicle use and the 
expected increase in recreational use. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified for Alternative B, except that Alternative D would create 
fewer ACECs to protect resources and would allow more activities in ACECs, which would impact 
cultural resources through ground-disturbing activities, erosion, intrusions to setting, and access 
leading to unauthorized collection or vandalism. 

ACECs would not be created at Upper Lolo Creek, Lower Lolo Creek, East Fork American River, 
or the American River Historic Sites District. Cultural resources in these areas would not be subject 
to the ACEC management and restrictions on incompatible activities.  

Unlike Alternative B, livestock grazing would be permitted in the Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA. 
Under Alternative D, construction of hydroelectric facilities, road construction, mineral entries, or 
other activities would be allowed in the Lower Lolo Creek ACEC.  

Overall, Alternative D would protect the fewest RNAs and ACECs and would involve the most 
potential ground-disturbing activities, such as roads and vegetative treatments, in areas that would be 
restricted under the other alternatives. The risk of impacts on cultural resources would be greatest 
under this alternative. 

Effects from National Trails Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B. 
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Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Effects would be the same as those identified for Alternative B.  

Cumulative Effects 

The types of effects on cultural resources that have occurred in the past include destruction of 
cultural resources, loss of integrity due to physical or other disturbances, loss of setting, the effects 
of natural processes such as erosion and weathering, incremental disturbance from use or access, 
loss of access to traditional cultural properties, and effects from vandalism and unauthorized 
collection.  

Cultural resource values have and would continue to be considered and inventoried in the 
acquisition and disposal of lands. In cases where resources are identified, mitigations to resolve 
adverse effects can preclude other desirable management options. Easier access through 
consolidation could facilitate better management and access to traditional cultural properties, but it 
also could lead to more impacts on cultural resources. Increased frequency of wildland fire in the 
cumulative effects area, wildland fire use, and suppression are associated with surface and other 
disturbances to cultural resources. Fuel and vegetation treatments including prescriptive fire 
treatment, timber harvest, and watershed restoration actions planned regionally are associated with 
impacts to cultural resources due to ground disturbance, the effects of chemicals and fire, 
introduction of seeds and pollens that can affect archaeological data, and potential loss of access to 
traditional cultural properties.  

Population growth, construction associated with urban development, access changes, and growth in 
recreation would continue to impact cultural resources through loss or disturbance of resources that 
are not protected, changes in setting, pressure from incremental use, loss of access to traditional 
cultural properties, and access leading to vandalism of cultural resources. Historic properties and 
trails adjacent to areas of growth and development would be most susceptible to future impacts. 
Areas where open, cross-country OHV use is allowed would continue to expose cultural resources 
to impacts. Designating routes can protect cultural resources located off the routes, but restrictions 
are difficult to enforce, especially as population and recreational use grows and other areas are 
closed. Actions related to grazing, timber harvest, and mineral development have had past effects on 
cultural resources. Utilization of natural resources within the CFO planning area is expected to 
remain at current or slightly increased levels  

For actions that could affect cultural resources on federal land or actions that are funded, licensed, 
or permitted by the federal government, compliance is required with the NHPA and other laws, 
statutes, and regulations. Consideration of the effects of undertakings on protected cultural 
resources would be required, and any adverse effects would be resolved. For many types of cultural 
resources, information on the regional cultural resource base is not available and needs to be 
developed to properly assess the significance of the resource base. State agency actions using federal 
funds or needing a federal permit require cultural resource review. Impacts on cultural resources 
would be avoided or mitigated in many of the regional actions. Some effects would be unavoidable. 
Measures are in place to identify threats to resources and to prioritize management actions, but some 
effects on known or unknown cultural resources resulting from activities such as natural processes, 
wildland fire, grazing, dispersed recreation, OHV use, and vandalism can go unnoticed and may not 
be mitigated. Mitigation could preclude other desirable management options and future uses. 
Development or actions on lands that are not protected by federal or other cultural resource statutes 
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and regulatory protections could lead to loss of these resources and the regional heritage and 
knowledge that they contain.  

Cumulative effects would be similar among the alternatives. Alternative A would contribute to more 
regional cumulative effects resulting from land tenure adjustments, open OHV use, and wildland fire 
suppression. In general, Alternatives B, C, and D provide more management measures than 
Alternative A that would directly or indirectly reduce the potential for cumulative effects. However, 
each of these alternatives would also greatly accelerate fuel-reduction treatments using all available 
methods within five years and would have fewer restrictions on wildland fire use. Alternative B 
would treat up to 40 percent of the CFO lands classified as FRCC 2 or 3, Alternative C would treat 
20 percent, and Alternative D would treat 60 percent. While these measures may contribute to 
cumulative effects on cultural resources, planned fuel reduction could reduce the potential for 
unplanned fires, reducing effects on cultural resources. Overall, the emphasis in Alternative C on 
actions that value resource conservation, protection, and minimal human intervention would have 
the least impact or risk of impacts to cultural resources and would contribute the least to cumulative 
effects, but unplanned fire risk would be the greatest.  

There are ongoing actions by Native American groups to assert tribal rights and traditional uses 
throughout the region. The RMP recognizes that tribal knowledge contributes to the management of 
cultural resources and that traditional use areas or sacred sites can be traditional cultural properties 
that need to be treated as protected cultural resources.  

4.2.14 Paleontological Resources  

Goal: Preserve and protect significant paleontological resources and ensure that they are available 
for appropriate uses. 

Summary 

Impacts to paleontological resources are not anticipated. There are no known vertebrate or 
invertebrate fossils on public land in the CFO, but there is some potential for these resources to be 
present. Under all alternatives, further project planning would be conducted to review 
paleontological sensitivity and to address any impacts that could result from authorized activities. If 
resources are present, impacts would most likely result from vandalism, land tenure adjustments that 
remove resources from federal protection, salable mineral development, fire suppression, or other 
actions that require large-scale disturbance of bedrock, weathered bedrock, or unconsolidated 
alluvial deposits. There are additional measures specified in Alternatives B, C, and D to identify 
priority geographic areas for field inventory, protect any resources found, and consider scientific, 
educational, and recreational uses for any paleontological discoveries. Table 4-29 30 identifies the 
indicators that were used to analyze effects on paleontological resources under each alternative. 

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
If scientifically important paleontological resources were located or anticipated, then the indicators 
identified in Table 4-2930, Comparison of Paleontological Resources Indicators by Alternative, are 
used to identify the level of impact. 
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Table 4-30 
Comparison of Paleontological Resources Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

Acres and relative depth of 
ground-disturbing activities 
permitted 

No Change Overall decrease 
in ground-
disturbing 
activities.  

Some increases 
in disturbance 
possible due to 

wildland fire 
and minerals 

Overall decrease 
in ground-
disturbing 
activities.  

Some increases 
in disturbance 
possible due to 

wildland fire 
and minerals 

Overall increase 
in ground-
disturbing 
activities.  

Some increases 
in disturbance 
possible due to 

wildland fire 
and minerals 

Changes in access to or 
activities permitted in these 
areas 

No Change Net decrease in 
access 

Net decrease in 
access 

Net decrease in 
access 

The extent that the 
management action changes 
the potential for erosion or 
other natural processes 

No Change Actions to 
reduce erosion 
are proposed 

Actions to 
reduce erosion 
are proposed 

Actions to 
reduce erosion 
are proposed 

Source: BLM 2004a     
 
Methods and Assumptions 
There is no separate review process for effects on paleontological resources, but impacts are 
addressed under FLPMA, NEPA, other federal regulations, and BLM orders. Pursuant to FLPMA, 
the BLM has issued regulations that provide additional protection. Section 8365.1-5 of Title 43 CFR 
prohibits removing any scientific resource or natural object without authorization. There are 
exceptions to this prohibition for small quantities of common invertebrate fossils and petrified 
wood. Specific guidance is found in BLM Manual Section 8270, Paleontological Resource 
Management. The BLM manages paleontological resources for their scientific, educational, and 
recreational values and to ensure that any impacts are mitigated. 

When areas containing fossils are identified during review of projects involving surface disturbance, 
land use authorizations, or title transfer, a formal analysis of existing data must be conducted to 
assess potential impacts on paleontological resources, and the need for a paleontological field 
inventory would be based on findings resulting from the above analysis. Consideration of impacts 
on paleontological resources includes an assessment of whether the project or action would result in 
the destruction or risk of destruction or unauthorized collection of fossils. Mitigations may be 
warranted where risks to vertebrate fossils, or noteworthy occurrences of invertebrate or plant 
fossils, are expected. Mitigation may be accomplished, for example, by 1) collecting data and fossil 
material, 2) by obtaining representative samples of the fossils, 3) by avoiding areas where fossils are 
found, or 4) in some cases by no action. In some cases, surface disturbance may expose fossils that 
could be excavated or interpreted for scientific study or public education. 

The following assumptions regarding the resource base and management practices were considered 
in the analysis: 

• There has not been a formal paleontological resource inventory in the CFO. Major geologic 
units present in the CFO generally have little fossil potential, but fossils could occur in 
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Martin Bridge Limestone and the Latah Formation. There are no known vertebrate or 
invertebrate fossils on public land in the CFO, but there are known localities on private and 
National Park Service lands. Mammoth remains have been found in Tolo Lake. As such, 
there is some potential for paleontological resources in parts of the CFO; 

• The greatest potential for impacts would result from actions that include direct large-scale 
disturbance of bedrock, weathered bedrock, or unconsolidated alluvial deposits that may 
include fossils of more recent geologic age; 

• Exposed fossils or scientifically important paleontological resources can be damaged by wind 
and water erosion, animal and human intrusion, natural deterioration, and development and 
maintenance activities. Vandalism and unauthorized collecting can destroy a feature or 
remove it from its context and availability for scientific study; and  

• Excavation can reveal previously undiscovered resources and potentially allow research and 
interpretive uses.  

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Geology Management 
No paleontological resources or impacts are anticipated. If paleontological locations were found, 
actions to identify and allow appropriate uses of significant geological features could protect these 
resources from inappropriate uses. Alternatives B, C, and D also include further measures for 
developing scientific, educational, and recreational uses. These are appropriate uses for 
paleontological resources, but there could be a greater risk of impacts from vandalism and 
unauthorized collecting as access is improved and locations become known. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
No paleontological resources or impacts are anticipated. Wildland fire use and suppression can 
involve ground-disturbing activities at depths that can directly affect paleontological resources, if 
present. These actions include constructing fire lines, bulldozing access roads, and using heavy 
equipment. High-intensity fire can also cause damage to surface fossils, including cracking, spalling, 
and oxidizing. Fire can result in impacts through erosion and the increased visibility of 
paleontological resources. Fire can also remove vegetation and expose previously undiscovered 
resources, allowing their study and protection; however, locations exposed by fire can be susceptible 
to vandalism and unauthorized collecting. More flexibility in considering the use of wildland fire is 
proposed under Alternatives B, C, and D.  

Effects from Paleontological Resources Management 
No paleontological resources or impacts are anticipated. Measures under all of the alternatives call 
for an inventory of areas that may contain paleontological resources prior to land use authorizations. 
Alternatives B, C, and D also include additional protective management measures to identify priority 
geographic areas for field inventory and to protect any identified resources on a case-by-case basis. 

Effects from Minerals Management  
Impacts to paleontological resources are not anticipated. If present, paleontological resources could 
be impacted by the extent and depths of ground disturbance associated with salable and locatable 
mineral development. However, the potential for paleontological resources would be assessed prior 
to authorizing these activities.  
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Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Impacts to paleontological resources are not anticipated. The acquisition of new land would provide 
long-term federal protection to any paleontological resources contained therein. Exchange or 
disposal of lands to non-federal entities would permanently remove federal protections for 
paleontological resources present. The potential for paleontological resources would be assessed 
prior to authorizing these activities. 

Cumulative Effects 

Paleontological resources are not anticipated in the CFO. Cottonwood RMP actions are not 
anticipated to impact paleontological resources or contribute to cumulative effects.  

4.2.15 Visual Resources  

Goal: Manage activities to maintain scenic quality. 

Summary 

Alternative C would best manage activities to maintain scenic quality followed by Alternatives A and 
B, with Alternative D providing the least focus on promoting protecting scenic quality.  Fuel-
reduction projects emphasized in Alternatives B and D may have short term impacts on visual 
quality with potential long term benefits of reducing fire risk and the associated viewshed impacts 
from fire. Table 4-30 31 identifies the indicators that were used to analyze effects on visual 
resources and how each alternative would affect them. 

Table 4-31 
Comparison of Visual Resources Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

Summary of Effects Manages scenic 
quality somewhat 

less than 
Alternative C. 

Manages scenic 
quality slightly less 

or similarly to 
Alternative A. 

Scenic quality is 
most intensely 

managed. 

Least-intensive 
management of 
scenic quality. 

Changes to scenic quality from 
air quality management 

No net change No net change No net change No net change 

Changes to scenic quality from 
water resources management 

No net change No net change No net change No net change 

Changes to scenic quality from 
wildland fire management 

No net change Net decrease Net increase Net decrease 

Acres by VRM class Class I: 12,704 
Class II: 41,195 
Class III: 62,289 
Class IV: 27,639

Class I: 12,704 
Class II: 41,195 
Class III: 62,289 
Class IV: 27,639

Class I: 26,945 
Class II: 46,753 
Class III: 42,489 
Class IV: 27,636 

Class I: 7,205 
Class II: 36,180 
Class III: 72,803 
Class IV: 27,635

Changes to scenic quality from 
PSQ 

6,600 MBF (ASQ)
Greatest potential 

change 

3,129 MBF 
Less than A and 
D, more than C

3,101 MBF 
Least potential 

change 

4,823 MBF 
Less than A, more 

than B and C 
Changes to scenic quality from 
minerals management 

No net change Net increase in 
quality 

Net increase in 
quality 

Net increase in 
quality 

Changes to scenic quality from 
transportation and travel 
management 

No net change Net increase in 
quality 

Net increase in 
quality 

Net increase in 
quality 
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Table 4-3031 
Comparison of Visual Resources Indicators by Alternative (continued) 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

Changes to scenic quality from 
ACEC/RNA management 

No net change Net increase in 
quality 

Net increase in 
quality 

Net decrease in 
quality 

Changes to scenic quality from 
wild and scenic rivers 
management 

Net increase Net increase Net increase Net increase 

Changes to scenic quality from 
wilderness and WSA 
management 

No net change No net change No net change No net change 

Source: BLM 2004a     

 

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
For visual resources, indicators used to assess impacts are outlined in Table 4-3031, Comparison of 
Visual Resources Indicators by Alternative. 

Methods and Assumptions 
Potential impacts on visual resources from each alternative are based on interdisciplinary team 
knowledge of the resources and the CFO planning area, and information gathered from the public 
during the planning process. Impacts were identified using best professional judgment and were 
assessed according to the following assumptions: 

• Scenic resources would remain in demand within the CFO over the life of the RMP; and 
• Conflicts regarding fuel treatments and retention of scenic beauty will increase as rural 

subdivision development increases; and 
• The demand for recreational use would continue to increase over the life of the RMP, 

increasing the value of open spaces and undeveloped landscapes. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Air Quality Management 
The BLM would minimize degradation of the airshed by managing wildland fire, including 
prescribed fire, while meeting federal and IDEQ air quality and opacity standards. This would 
continue to promote visually clear skies over BLM-managed lands. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
The BLM would continue to protect and maintain watersheds so that they appropriately capture, 
retain, and release water of quality that meets or exceeds state and federal standards. This would 
promote clean water in, for example, streams, resulting in visually clear aquatic landscapes. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The BLM would allow no more than 30 percent of CFO acres to burn in combination of wildland 
fire and/or prescribed fire (including wildland fire use) in any 5-year period. This would continue to 
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allow the landscape to be visually altered by fire over time. The BLM would design, develop, and 
implement hazardous fuels-reduction projects.  

The BLM would base suppression methods on resource values (e.g., streams, cultural sites, WSAs, 
ACECs, VRM Class I and II areas, slopes and soils, and access) consistent with the Values at Risk 
identified in Appendix H, Wildland Fire Management (see Volume III). Suppression methods 
would be designed to meet VRM class objectives as much as possible but could be superseded by 
priorities such as firefighter and public safety.  

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Management of the outstandingly remarkable values of river segments found suitable for inclusion 
in the NWSRS would protect scenic values along the segments. Wild river segments are afforded a 
VRM Class I designation, directly increasing visual resource protection along the suitable segment.  

Alternative A 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The BLM would design, develop, and implement hazardous fuels-reduction projects. These projects 
should be developed and implemented consistent with the fuels treatment priorities and protocols 
displayed in Appendix H, Wildland Fire Management (see Volume III). Fuels treatment protocols 
common to all FMUFMAs (Appendix H, Wildland Fire Management) states treatments occurring 
in areas classified or inventoried as VRM Class I and II areas would consider visual qualities. Under 
current management, the BLM would implement fuel treatment projects only if the project fully 
meets existing VRM class designations. Changes to visual landscapes could occur, but the level of 
modification would be consistent with established VRM class objectives. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
The BLM would manage the following acreage of BLM land according to existing VRM class 
designations in Table 4-3132. VRM Class III contains the largest amount (43 percent) of acreage in 
the CFO planning area, allowing moderate changes to the visual landscape. Class I areas, covering 
smallest portion of the planning area (9 percent), strive to preserve the existing character of the 
landscape.   

Table 4-32 
VRM Classes on BLM-administered Lands 

 
VRM Class Alternative A 

(acres) 
Alternative B 

(acres) 
Alternative C 

(acres) 
Alternative D 

(acres) 
Class I  12,704  12,704 26,945 7,205  
Class II 41,195  41,195 46,753 36,180  
Class III 62,289  62,289 42,489 72,803  
Class IV 27,639  27,639 27,636 27,635  
Source: BLM 2004a     

 
Effects from Forest Products Management 
Under Alternative A, the level of permitted forest practices are designated by acreage for the CFO. 
Forest treatments located in Class I and II VRM areas would need to be designed to meet those 
areas objectives. Class III and IV areas would be subject to greater effects. Under Alternative A, the 
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estimated annual treatment acres through removal of forest products are 358 acres. It is anticipated 
that the treatment through the removal of forest products would be more than the other alternatives 
over the next 15 years, with the exception of Alternative D (361 acres). The estimated annual timber 
harvest of 6,600 MBF on 35,757 acres, would continue. Since the most timber would be extracted 
under this alternative, potential effects on visual resources from forest practices would be greatest 
under Alternative A. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
The BLM would manage the following number of grazing allotment acres on BLM-administered 
land with VRM designations in Table 4-3233. Most grazing (35 percent) would continue to occur in 
VRM Class III areas, and the least amount of grazing (5 percent) would occur in VRM Class I.  
Existing livestock facilities would continue to affect the visual resources over the long-term but 
lands in the CFO are agricultural and intermixed with private lands where livestock and livestock 
handling facilities are common components of the viewshed. New range improvements would be 
developed so to blend with the viewshed. 

Table 4-33 
VRM Class on Livestock Grazing Allotments 

 
VRM Class Alternative A 

(acres) 
Alternative B 

(acres) 
Alternative C 

(acres) 
Alternative D 

(acres) 
Class I  6,572  6,572  15,691  6,044  
Class II 35,133  32,533  22,145  28,552  
Class III 50,715  40,463  39,009  69,938  
Class IV 25,961  23,517  21,890  26,937  
Source: BLM 2004a     

 
Effects from Minerals Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as open and closed to minerals according to Table 4-
3334. 

Table 4-34 
Minerals Designations by VRM Class for Alternatives A and B 

 
Minerals 
Designations 

VRM Class I 
(acres) 

VRM Class II 
(acres) 

VRM Class III 
(acres) 

VRM Class IV 
(acres) 

Total 
(acres) 

Leasables Open 0 39,734 62,276 27,608 129,619 
Leasables Closed 12,704 1,450 0 0 14,154 
Locatables Open 5,826 24,946 62,165 27,594 120,530 
Locatables Closed 6,878 16,238 112 15 23,242 
Salables Open 0 41,033 62,273 27,608 130,914 
Salables Closed 
(discretionary and 
nondiscretionary) 

12,704 151 3 0 12,858 

Source: BLM 2004a      
 

Leasable, locatable, and salable minerals activities would be allowed on 90 percent, 84 percent, and 
91 percent, respectively, of BLM-administered land. The BLM would not designate NSO and CSU 
areas and there would be no mineral leasing stipulations; rather, stipulations would be established on 
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a case-by-case basis. Not requiring stipulations could result in surface disturbances (such as road 
construction and site development) associated with minerals activities that could damage visual 
resources. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as open, limited, and closed to motorized vehicles 
according to Table 4-3435. 

There would be no change in the designation of Open, Limited, and Closed areas for motorized 
vehicles under this alternative.  The majority of OHV areas designated as Open are within VRM 
Class II and III areas.  Most areas designated as Closed to motorized use are within VRM Class I 
areas.  These designations provide protection to sensitive visual landscapes while allowing cross-
country OHV use to continue in areas with lower VRM objectives.    

Table 4-35 
Motorized Vehicle Use Area by VRM Class for Alternative A 

 
Motorized 
Vehicle Use Area 

VRM Class I 
(acres) 

VRM Class II 
(acres) 

VRM Class III 
(acres) 

VRM Class IV 
(acres) 

Total (acres) 

Open 3 25,207 37,205 22,896 85,311 
Limited 0 12,914 22,816 4,707 40,437 
Closed 12,701 3,074 2,268 11 18,054 
Source: BLM 2004a      

 
Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
The BLM would manage land designated for retention and disposal according to Table 4-3536. 

Table 4-36 
Retention and Disposal Areas by VRM Class for Alternative A 

 
Land Tenure 
Adjustment 

VRM Class I 
(acres) 

VRM Class II 
(acres) 

VRM Class III 
(acres) 

VRM Class IV 
(acres) 

Total (acres) 

Retention 12,624 37,038 36,034 10,773 96,468 
Disposal 80 4,157 26,256 16,866 47,358 
Source: BLM 2004a      

 
There would be no change to land tenure adjustment and most of the land being retained would be 
VRM Class II and III. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as ACECs and ACEC/RNAs according to VRM 
designations in Table 4-3637. There would be no change in the designation of ACECs and 
ACEC/RNAs, so there would be no new effects. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
There would be no new WSAs or Wilderness, and WSAs and Wilderness would continue to be 
managed under VRM Class I management objectives, resulting in no new impacts. Should the WSAs 
be released by Congress from wilderness consideration, there are no actions under Alternative A 
related to how the WSAs would be managed, resulting in undetermined effects on visual resources. 
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Table 4-37 
VRM Classes in ACECs and ACEC/RNAs 

 
VRM Class Alternative A 

(acres) 
Alternative B 

(acres) 
Alternative C 

(acres) 
Alternative D 

(acres) 
Class I 6,172  6,172  20,192  6,172  
Class II 13,634  20,545  30,130 15,473 
Class III 5,215  7,438 6,185 2,077  
Class IV 439  220  3,740 84  
Source: BLM 2004a     

 

Alternative B 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Effects would be similar to those described for Alternative A, except under Alternative B, the BLM 
would strive to meet VRM objectives as much as possible while implementing fuel treatment 
projects. Changes to visual landscapes could occur and the level of modification could be 
inconsistent with established VRM class objectives. Fuel treatments allowed in the WUI could affect 
VRM Class I and II areas, however, treatments would be severely limited and designed to meet 
VRM class objectives as much as possible.  

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
The effects would be similar to Alternative A. Additionally, Alternative B places more emphasis than 
Alternative A on managing activities that affect visual resources instead of just managing visual 
resources. This would provide more comprehensive protection to visual resources in general. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be similar to those described for Alternative A, except under Alternative B, the 
estimated annual treatment acres through removal of forest products would be 242 acres. It is 
anticipated that the treatment through the removal of forest products over the next 15 years would 
be 21 percent more than Alternative C, but 32 percent less than Alternatives A and D.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
The BLM would manage grazing allotments with VRM designations in Table 4-3233, VRM Classes 
on Livestock Grazing Allotments. There would be no change in the number of acres for livestock 
grazing in VRM Class I areas in comparison to Alternative A.  Under this alternative, 79 percent of 
the VRM Class II land would be used for grazing, thereby providing greater protection (a 6-percent 
decrease from Alternative A) to visual resources in VRM Class II areas from livestock grazing 
impacts, such as trampled vegetation. This would provide greater protection to areas with high 
scenic qualities (i.e., VRM Class I and II areas). 

Effects from Minerals Management 
The areas open for leasables, locatables, and salables would be the same as those described under 
Alternative A (Table 4-3334, Minerals Designations by VRM Class for Alternatives A and B). 
Under this alternative, leasable mineral activities would be constrained by NSO and CSU stipulations 
(Table 4-3738).  



Chapter 4: Visual Resources – Alternative B 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-241 

Table 4-38 
Mineral Leasing Stipulations by VRM Class for Alternative B 

 
Minerals 
Designations 

VRM Class I 
(acres) 

VRM Class II 
(acres) 

VRM Class III 
(acres) 

VRM Class IV 
(acres) 

Total 
(acres)

Leasables NSO <1 25,141 14,002 4,395 43,538
Leasables CSU <1 41,110 1,115 174 42,400
Source: BLM 2004a      

 
NSO and CSU stipulations (43,538 acres and 42,400 acres, respectively) would afford visual 
resources protection from surface disturbances (such as road construction and site development) 
associated with minerals activities. It is important to note, however, that the acres for NSO and the 
acres for CSU overlap. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as open, limited, and closed to motorized vehicles 
according to Table 4-3839. 

Table 4-39 
Motorized Vehicle Use Area by VRM Class for Alternative B 

 
Motorized 
Vehicle Use Area 

VRM Class I 
(acres) 

VRM Class II 
(acres) 

VRM Class III 
(acres) 

VRM Class IV 
(acres) 

Total (acres) 

Open 0 0 0 0 0
Limited 3 38,121 60,018 27,603 125,744
Closed 12,701 3,074 2,268 11 18,054
Source: BLM 2004a      

Alternative B would provide more protection to visual resources than Alternative A because there 
would be no Open areas for cross-country motorized vehicles. Closed areas would remain 
unchanged. Most motorized vehicle use would occur in areas designated as both Limited and VRM 
Class II, III, or IV, with the greatest use occurring in areas designated as both Limited and VRM 
Class III. In Limited areas, motorized vehicle use would be allowed on designated routes. Although 
existing cross-country motorized vehicle use is low within Open areas (which comprise 59 percent 
of the planning area), eliminating all Open OHV areas would generally improve scenic quality by 
reducing the amount of terrain scarring and vegetation damage from motorized vehicles. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
The BLM would manage land designated for retention and disposal according to Table 4-3940. 

Table 4-40 
Retention and Disposal Areas by VRM Class for Alternative B 

 
Land Tenure 
Adjustment 

VRM Class I 
(acres) 

VRM Class II 
(acres) 

VRM Class III 
(acres) 

VRM Class IV 
(acres) 

Total 
(acres) 

Retention 12,703 39,317 47,750 13,961 113,730 
Disposal 1 1,878 14,540 13,678 30,096 
Source: BLM 2004a      
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Compared to Alternative A, the BLM would retain more land in each individual VRM class, with the 
most additional land being retained having a VRM Class III designation. This would result in 
continued protection of visual resources.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as ACEC/RNAs according to VRM designations in 
Table 4-3637, VRM Classes in ACECs and ACEC/RNAs. Compared to Alternative A, the number 
of acres of ACEC/RNAs designated as VRM Class I would remain the same, and the number of 
acres of ACEC/RNAs designated as VRM Class II and III would both increase by approximately 50 
percent. This could provide more protection to visual resources because management actions within 
ACEC/RNA designations typically limit certain activities to provide more protection to sensitive or 
valuable resources. For example, if the reason for designation is to protect vegetation or habitat, 
then the visual landscape associated with those resources would also be protected from disturbance 
and degradation. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Should WSAs be released from wilderness consideration by Congress, the Snowhole Rapids WSA 
would be managed as VRM Class I, and the Marshall Mountain WSA would be managed as VRM 
Class II. Compared to Alternative A, this could result in less protection of the special visual 
resources in the Marshall Mountain WSA that were, in part, originally responsible for making the 
area suitable for designation as a WSA.  

Alternative C 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Alternative C would provide more protection to visual resources than Alternative A. Most notably, 
Alternative C would more than double the amount of land designated as Class I. It would also 
increase by 5,558 acres the amount of land designated as Class II. Additionally, Alternative C places 
more emphasis than Alternative A on managing activities that affect visual resources instead of only 
managing visual resources. This would provide more comprehensive protection to visual resources 
in general. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be similar to those described for Alternative A, except under Alternative C, the 
estimated annual treatment acres through removal of forest products would be 191 acres, the least of 
all alternatives. It is anticipated that the treatment through the removal of forest products over the 
next 15 years would be 21 percent less than Alternative B and 47 percent less than Alternatives A 
and D.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
The BLM would manage grazing allotments with VRM designations in Table 4-3233, VRM Classes 
on Livestock Grazing Allotments. Under Alternative C, 58 percent of the VRM Class I land would 
be used for grazing, a 6-percent increase from Alternative A, which would diminish the unaltered 
quality of VRM Class I lands. Approximately 47 percent of VRM Class II land would be used for 
grazing, a decrease of 38 percent in comparison to Alternative A.  Although more VRM Class I 
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lands would be grazed, overall this alternative would provide greater protection to visual resources in 
comparison to Alternative A because less land would be used for grazing.   

Effects from Minerals Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as open and closed to minerals according to Table 4-
4041. 

Table 4-41 
Minerals Designations by VRM Class for Alternative C 

 
Minerals 
Designations 

VRM Class I 
(acres) 

VRM Class II 
(acres) 

VRM Class III 
(acres) 

VRM Class IV 
(acres) 

Total 
(acres)

Leasables Open 14,241 45,293 42,477 27,605 129,615
Leasables Closed 12,704 1,450 0 0 14,154
Locatables Open 26,197  31,283  10,743  7,049  75,272 
Leasables NSO 14,241  33,655 12,432 8,471 68,800
Leasables CSU 11,368 46,699 907 174 59,119
Locatables Closed 14,423 8,774 31 15 23,242
Salables Open 14,241 46,592 42,473 27,605 130,911
Salables Closed 
(discretionary and 
nondiscretionary) 

12,704 150 3 0 12,857

Source: BLM 2004a      
 
The percent of areas open for leasables, locatables, and salables would be the same as under 
Alternative A. Leasable mineral activities, however, would be constrained by the NSO and CSU 
stipulations (68,800 and 59,119 acres, respectively), which would afford visual resources protection 
from surface disturbances (such as road construction and site development) associated with minerals 
activities. It is important to note, however, that the acres for NSO and the acres for CSU overlap. In 
addition, Alternative C opens more VRM Class I and II land to locatables and salables compared to 
Alternative A, thereby provide less protection to visual resources areas of high value. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as open, limited, and closed to motorized vehicles 
according to Table 4-4142. 

Table 4-42 
Motorized Vehicle Use Area by VRM Class for Alternative C 

 
Motorized 
Vehicle Use Area 

VRM Class I 
(acres) 

VRM Class II 
(acres) 

VRM Class III 
(acres) 

VRM Class IV 
(acres) 

Total 
(acres) 

Open 0 0 0 0 0
Limited 11,687 44,606 41,852 27,600 125,745
Closed 15,258 2,148 637 11 18,054
Source: BLM 2004a      
 

Similar to Alternative B, this alternative would provide more protection to visual resources than 
Alternative A, because there would be no areas designated as Open for OHV use.  Although the 
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total area closed to motorized vehicles would remain unchanged, more emphasis would be placed on 
protecting visual resources in areas designated as both closed and VRM Class I. Alternative C 
provides the most opportunities for motorized vehicle use in VRM Class I areas (which would be in 
areas designated as limited). Most motorized vehicle use would occur in areas designated as both 
Limited and VRM Class II, III, or IV, with the greatest use occurring in areas designated as both 
limited and VRM Class II. In areas designated as limited, motorized vehicle use would be allowed on 
certain routes to protect visual resources by reducing the amount of terrain scarring from motorized 
vehicles and disturbances to vegetation. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
The BLM would manage land designated for retention and disposal according to Table 4-4243. 

Table 4-43 
Retention and Disposal Areas by VRM Class for Alternative C 

 
Land Tenure 
Adjustment 

VRM Class I 
(acres) 

VRM Class II 
(acres) 

VRM Class III 
(acres) 

VRM Class IV 
(acres) 

Total 
(acres) 

Retention 26,698 44,776 28,296 13,959 113,728
Disposal 247 1,977 14,194 13,677 30,095
Source: BLM 2004a      

 
Compared to Alternative A, the BLM would retain more land in VRM Class I and II areas, with the 
most additional land being retained having a VRM Class I designation. This would result in 
continued protection of visual resources characterized as having high value. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as ACEC/RNAs according to VRM designations in 
Table 4-3637, VRM Classes in ACECs and ACEC/RNAs. Compared to Alternative A, the number 
of acres of ACEC/RNAs designated as VRM Class I would more than triple, and the number of 
acres of ACEC/RNAs designated as VRM Class II would double. The number of acres of 
ACEC/RNAs designated as VRM Class IV would increase eightfold. This alternative would provide 
more protection to visual resources because management actions within ACEC/RNA designations 
typically limit certain activities to provide more protection to sensitive or valuable resources.  For 
example, if the reason for designation is to protect vegetation or habitat, then the visual landscape 
associated with those resources would also be protected from disturbance and degradation. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
The effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Alternative D 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Alternative D would provide less protection to areas with high scenic qualities (i.e., VRM Class I and 
II areas) than Alternative A. Most notably, Alternative D would reduce the amount of land 
designated as Class I by approximately 43 percent. It would also decrease by approximately 12 
percent the amount of land designated as Class II.  
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Similar to Alternatives B and C, Alternative D places more emphasis than Alternative A on 
managing activities that affect visual resources instead of just managing visual resources. This would 
provide more comprehensive protection to visual resources in general. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be similar to those described for Alternative A, except under Alternative D, the 
estimated annual treatment acres through removal of forest products would be 361 acres, the most 
of all alternatives. It is anticipated that the treatment through the removal of forest products over 
the next 15 years would be less than 1 percent more than Alternative A, 33 percent more than 
Alternative B, and 47 percent more than Alternative C.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
The BLM would manage grazing allotments with VRM designations in Table 4-3233, VRM Classes 
on Livestock Grazing Allotments. Under Alternative D, 84 percent of the VRM Class I land would 
be used for grazing, a 32-percent increase from Alternative A, which would diminish the unaltered 
quality of VRM Class I lands. Approximately 79 percent of the VRM Class II land would be used for 
grazing, a decrease of 6 percent in comparison to Alternative A.  Overall, this alternative provides 
the least visual resource protection through grazing management in comparison to all alternatives.       

Effects from Minerals Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as open and closed to minerals according to Table 4-
4344. 

Table 4-44 
Minerals Designations by VRM Class for Alternative D 

Minerals 
Designations 

VRM Class I 
(acres) 

VRM Class II 
(acres) 

VRM Class III 
(acres) 

VRM Class IV 
(acres) 

Total 
(acres)

Leasables Open 0 30,595 71,415 27,605 129,615
Leasables Closed 7,205 5,574 1,375 0 14,154
Locatables Open 6,456 28,284 14,175 5,315 54,980
Leasables NSO <1 21,143 9,977 3,870 34,991
Leasables CSU <1 30,607 1,232 174 32,013
Locatables Closed 6,879 14,862 1,487 14 23,242
Salables Open 0 30,595 72,711 27,605 130,911
Salables Closed 
(discretionary and 
nondiscretionary) 

7,205 5,574 80 0 12,859

Source: BLM 2004a      
 

The percentage of areas open for leasables, locatables, and salables would be the same as Alternative 
A. Leasable mineral activities, however, would be constrained by the NSO and CSU stipulations in 
Table 4-4344, Mineral Leasing Stipulations by VRM Class for Alternative D. NSO and CSU 
stipulations (34,991 acres and 32,013 acres, respectively) would afford visual resources protection 
from surface disturbances (such as road construction and site development) associated with minerals 
activities. It is important to note, however, that the acres for NSO and the acres for CSU overlap. In 
addition, Alternative D would opens more VRM Class III land to locatables and salables compared 
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to Alternative A, thereby providing more protection to visual resource areas of high value (VRM 
Class I and II). 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as open, limited, and closed to motorized vehicles 
according to Table 4-4445. 

Table 4-45 
Motorized Vehicle Use Area by VRM Class for Alternative D 

 
Motorized 
Vehicle Use Area 

VRM Class I 
(acres) 

VRM Class II 
(acres) 

VRM Class III 
(acres) 

VRM Class IV 
(acres) 

Total (acres) 

Open 2 724 11,774 10,688 23,188 
Limited 0 26,885 58,762 16,911 102,558 
Closed 7,205 8,571 2,268 10 18,054 
Source: BLM 2004a      

 
In general, Alternative D would provide more protection to visual resources than Alternative A, 
because there would be fewer areas designated as Open for OHV use.  Although the total area 
closed to motorized vehicles would remain unchanged, less emphasis would be placed on protecting 
visual resources in areas designated as both closed and VRM Class I, and more emphasis would be 
placed on protecting visual resources in areas designated as both closed and VRM Class II. Most 
motorized vehicle use would occur in areas designated as both Limited and VRM Class II, III, or IV, 
with the greatest use occurring in areas designated as both limited and VRM Class III. In areas 
designated as Limited, motorized vehicle use would be allowed on designated routes to protect 
visual resources by reducing the amount of terrain scarring from motorized vehicles and 
disturbances to vegetation. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
The BLM would manage land designated for retention and disposal according to Table 4-4546. 

Table 4-46 
Retention and Disposal Areas by VRM Class for Alternative D 

 
Land Tenure 
Adjustment 

VRM Class I 
(acres) 

VRM Class II 
(acres) 

VRM Class III 
(acres) 

VRM Class IV 
(acres) 

Total (acres) 

Retention 7,204 35,035 57,530 13,959 113,728 
Disposal 1 1,144 15,273 13,677 30,095 
Source: BLM 2004a      

 

Compared to Alternative A, the BLM would retain more land in VRM Class III and IV areas and 
less in VRM Class I and II areas. This would result in continued protection of visual resources 
characterized as having moderate to low value and the loss of protection of visual resources 
characterized as having high value. 
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Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as ACEC/RNAs according to VRM designations in 
Table 4-3637, VRM Classes in ACECs and ACEC/RNAs. Compared to Alternative A, the number 
of acres of ACEC/RNAs designated as VRM Class I would remain the same, and the number of 
acres of ACEC/RNAs designated as VRM Class II would increase by 1,839 acres. However, the 
number of acres of ACEC/RNAs designated as VRM Class III and IV would decrease by 3,493 
acres. As a result, 1,675 acres would no longer be designated as ACEC/RNAs. Management 
activities associated with these acres would still be required to comply with VRM class management 
objectives; however, the visual resources associated with these lands would no longer be afforded 
the added protection associated with ACEC/RNA designation, which limits the types of allowable 
activities.  

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
The effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Effects of past actions and natural events including wildland fires, wildland fire suppression, mining, 
vegetation treatments, sale of forest products, motorized vehicle use, noxious weed invasion, 
subdivision of rural lands, and road construction have affected visual resources in the CFO planning 
area.  

Foreseeable future actions affecting visual resources within the CFO planning area mirror many of 
the actions that have occurred in the past. The BLM cannot prevent certain events, such as 
landscape level projects conducted by other agencies like the Forest Service, nor can the BLM 
entirely prevent events such as wildland fires. The BLM does have greater control over activities, 
such as mining, the sale of forest products, and motorized vehicle use. The public living closer to 
public lands creates challenges to managing visual resources on public lands immediately adjacent to 
urban areas. It is assumed that the BLM would update its VRM class designations, if necessary. 

All alternatives would continue to contribute to the protection of visual resources. Alternative A 
could contribute to scenic quality effects through timber management activities. Alternatives B and 
D, and to a lesser extent Alternative C, could contribute to adverse scenic quality effects through 
fuel-reduction projects because VRM guidelines could generally not be met. Overall, Alternatives B, 
C, and D would improve VRM class retention, increase actions to protect scenic quality from 
mineral activities and travel and transportation management, and increase viewsheds along wild and 
scenic rivers, in comparison to Alternative A.  

4.3 RESOURCE USES 

4.3.1 Forest Products  

Goal: Provide forest products to help meet local and national demands. 

Summary 

Alternative A best meets the goal of providing forest products to help meet local and national 
demands, followed by Alternative D, B, and then C.  In all alternatives, RCA stream buffers and 
protection measures for wildlife, special status species, and visual quality would limit where, how, 
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and when treatments could occur. Table 4-46 47 identifies the indicators that were used to analyze 
effects on forest products under each alternative. 

Table 4-47 
Comparison of Forest Products Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D
Predicted annual PSQ in MBF 6,600 (ASQ) 3,129 3,101 4,823 
Acres of forest management per year 358 242 191 361 
Acres of forest management in a  
15-year period1 

Estimated 
5,370 3,630 2,865 5,415 

Annual PSQ foregone for custodial 
forest unknown 2,488 2,731 2,235 

Commercial Forest Base Acres 35,757 40,598 34,611 45,190 
Source: BLM 2004a 
1 Based on the annual acres of forest management multiplied by 15 years. 
 
Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For forest products management, the indicators 
used for impact analysis are identified in Table 4-4647, Comparison of Forest Products Indicators 
by Alternative.  

Methods and Assumptions 
This analysis is based on the following methods and assumptions:  

• Alternative A depicts ASQ (the average timber volume allowed), while the PSQ (the timber 
volume estimated to be reasonable considering environmental, economic, and budgetary 
condition) is predicted in Alternatives B, C, and D. ASQ and PSQ can not be directly 
compared; 

• Social and economic opportunities will be accomplished following vegetation management 
objectives, and actions and effects are included in the vegetation management discussion; 

• Forest product goals can be achieved while still meeting other resource management 
requirements; 

• Burned timber may be salvaged in all areas unless it is specifically prohibited, including 
timber burned as a result of prescribed fire or wildland fire use; and 

• Management actions related to protection of water quality, riparian areas, soils, fisheries, 
wildlife, special status plants, and ACECs, among others, affect the acres and output of 
forest products and are considered in the estimated PSQ. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Soils Management 
Protecting landslide-prone and sensitive areas could restrict timber harvesting in these areas. 
Decommissioning, obliterating, or partially recontouring roads would make them unavailable for use 
for producing forest products. This could result in constructing additional roads elsewhere or using 
other potentially more-expensive logging systems. 
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Effects from Water Resources Management 
Road management actions specified in Appendix F, Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy  
(see Volume III), could result in areas where timber harvesting is limited because it could require 
using other potentially more-expensive helicopter or skyline systems.  

Water quality protection measures would affect transportation and logging systems. This could 
reduce timber volume availability in some watersheds. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Riparian and wetlands actions would have the same effect on forest products as those described 
under the Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management in the Vegetation—
Forests section (Section 4.2.5) for each alternative. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Providing suitable habitat for and reducing impacts on federally listed species could result in areas 
where forest product removal would be prohibited or restricted. The effects depend on the listed 
species and the requirements for each species of concern. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Modifying projects to avoid or minimize adverse impacts on listed plants would result in areas where 
forest product removal would not be allowed or would be restricted. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Wildland fire use could reduce merchantable forest products in some areas if they are completely 
consumed by fire or could create merchantable forest products if the burned timber is salvaged. 

Suppressing fires would prevent forest products from being burned. 

Treating areas to reduce FRCC or hazardous fuels would produce some forest products. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under the Effects from Visual Resources Management 
in the Vegetation—Forests section (Section 4.2.5). 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under the Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Management in the Vegetation—Forests section (Section 4.2.5). 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Minimizing effects by redesigning or canceling projects could reduce the availability of forest 
products. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under the Effects from ACEC/RNA Management in 
the Vegetation—Forests section (Section 4.2.5) for each alternative. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under the Effects from Livestock Grazing 
Management in the Vegetation—Forests section (Section 4.2.5). 
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Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
Consulting with tribes to identify culturally significant plants, important habitats, and traditional use 
locations could limit production of forest products in areas not previously identified or could limit 
actions in planned treatment areas. 

Alternative A 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
See Effects from Forest Products Management, below. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Based on timber harvest output since 1992, which averaged 2,000 to 11,000 MBF annually, the 
annual ASQ is estimated at about 6,600 MBF on approximately 358 acres. This estimate serves as a 
baseline for comparing alternatives. Under Alternative A, 24,257 acres would be intensive 
management, 11,500 acres would be extensive management, resulting in 35,757 acres of forest land 
would be included in the commercial timber base. The remaining 37,549 acres of forest land would 
be considered custodial and would not be managed for timber, although harvesting could occur for 
other ecological reasons. 

Requirements to maintain snags and hiding cover in cutting units could affect both the efficiency of 
timber harvesting (making it more expensive or difficult) and reduces the amount harvested in each 
unit. 

Reforestation requirements would ensure that adequate restocking occurs for future timber 
production. 

Alternative B 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Under Alternative B, 40,598 acres of forest land would be included in the commercial timber base. 
The remaining forest land would be considered custodial and would not be included in the 
commercial base for PSQ calculations, although harvesting could occur for ecological reasons.  

Approximately 21,403 acres of commercial forest (62 percent of the commercial forest; Table 4-
4748) would be in the 1,000-acre or larger blocks subject to DFC (24,789 acres) (Appendix D, 
Desired Future Conditions for Forest Vegetation/Wildlife Habitat [see Volume III]). Maintaining 
more of the large tree components in the dry conifer types would reduce the timber volume 
removed per acre in those types. Dry conifer is the most common type in the CFO and where most 
forest products production occurs; therefore, by reducing the volume per acre removed, more acres 
would need to be harvested for each MBF. Additionally, longer rotations (years between initiation 
and cutting) would be needed to reach and maintain the large tree component, resulting in few acres 
available for longer periods of time, as compared to Alternative A, which does not have this DFC. 

Designating custodial forest would result in the loss of 2,483 MBF of sale quantity timber per year 
on 224 acres (Table 4-4647, Comparison of Forest Products Indicators by Alternative).  
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Table 4-48 
Commercial Forest in Desired Future Condition Blocks under Alternative B 

 
Total Commercial 
Forest Land 

Total in DFC 
blocks 

Commercial 
Forest Land in 

DFC Blocks 

Percent of DFC 
Blocks that are 

Commercial 
Forest Land 

Percent of 
Commercial 

Forest Land in 
DFC Blocks 

40,598 acres 24,789 acres 21,403 acres 86% 53% 
Source: BLM 2004a 
 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management  
Volume would be reduced due to large tree retention, so forest vegetation management would 
become more expensive, resulting in situations where the BLM must pay to have trees removed, 
instead of the timber purchaser paying the BLM for the timber. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
The PSQ is calculated based on acres that can be managed. Acres that are reserved for other 
purposes such as ACECs, special designations, or custodial forest reduce the potential PSQ. In 
Alternative B, approximately 242 acres (Table 4-4647, Comparison of Forest Products Indicators by 
Alternative) could be harvested annually for an output of 3,129 MBF. The potential output (based 
on vegetation type, current tree size, and stocking level) is 5,375 MBF on 458 acres annually, 
indicating that custodial acres would cause the PSQ to be reduced by 42 percent of its potential 
output. Reforestation requirements would ensure that adequate restocking occurs for future timber 
production. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Decommissioning or obliterating roads would make them unavailable for most forest vegetation 
management actions, requiring more-expensive helicopter or skyline systems. 

Alternative C 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Under Alternative C, 34,611 acres of forest land would be included in the commercial timber base. 
The remaining forest land would be considered custodial and would not be managed for timber, 
although harvesting could occur for other ecological reasons. 

Approximately 21,607 acres (62 percent of the commercial forest; Table 4-4849) would be in the 
500-acre or larger blocks subject to DFC (28,087 acres) (Appendix D, Desired Future Conditions 
for Forest Vegetation/Wildlife Habitat [see Volume III]). Effects would be similar to those 
described under Alternative B. 

Effects of designating custodial forest would be the 2,759 MBF of sale quantity per year on 273 
acres (Table 4-4647, Comparison of Forest Products Indicators by Alternative).  
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Table 4-49 
Commercial Forest in Desired Future Condition Blocks under Alternative C 

 

Total Commercial 
Forest Land 

Total in DFC 
blocks 

Commercial 
Forest Land in 

DFC Blocks 

Percent of DFC 
Blocks that are 

Commercial 
Forest Land 

Percent of 
Commercial 

Forest Land in 
DFC Blocks 

34,611 acres 28,087 acres 21,607 acres 77% 62% 
Source: BLM 2004a 
 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects would be similar to those described for Alternative B, except changes in timber sale value 
would decline even more with the requirements to retain more large trees. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
In Alternative C, approximately 191 acres could be harvested annually for an output of 3,101 MBF. 
The potential output is 5,861 MBF on 464 acres annually, indicating that custodial acres would cause 
the PSQ to be reduced by 47 percent of its potential output (Table 4-4647, Comparison of Forest 
Products Indicators by Alternative). Reforestation requirements would ensure that adequate 
restocking occurs for future timber production. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be the same as those described for Alternative B. 

Alternative D 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Under Alternative D, 45,190 acres of forest land would be included in the commercial timber base. 
The remaining forest land would be considered custodial and would not be managed for timber, 
although harvesting could occur for other ecological reasons. 

Effects of designating custodial forest would be the loss of 2,210 MBF of sale quantity per year on 
187 acres. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
In Alternative D, approximately 361 acres could be harvested annually for an output of 4,823 MBF. 
The potential output is 7,033 MBF on 548 acres annually, indicating that custodial acres would cause 
the PSQ to be reduced by 32 percent of its potential output (Table 4-4647, Comparison of Forest 
Products Indicators by Alternative). Reforestation requirements would ensure that adequate 
restocking occurs for future timber production. 

Cumulative Effects 

Effects of past actions, natural events, and region-wide assessments (e.g., fire, logging, insect and 
disease, road construction, ICBEMP) that have affected forest products are documented in Chapter 
3 (Section 3.3.1, Forest Products). In summary, PSQ has declined over the last 20 years, and the 
small log market has developed. 
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Timber harvesting levels have declined on all federal lands in northern Idaho, have held relatively 
constant on state lands, and have increased on private lands. Using 2003 figures for the 10 northern 
counties, the BLM produced 0.4-percent of the timber sold in northern Idaho between 1994 and 
2003. 

Wildland fires and insect and disease would continue to cause tree mortality. Currently, some dead 
trees are salvage logged, although logging response to fire or insect and disease has also declined 
across all federal lands and has held relatively constant on state and private lands. It is uncertain 
whether future mortality would result in an increase in output (from salvage logging) or a decrease in 
output (due to loss of trees without salvage logging). 

Implementing the National Fire Plan and fuel-reduction treatments on adjacent lands could produce 
more commercial forest products. The effect on the overall market would be minimal because of the 
percentage contributed to the market by BLM-administered lands. These types of treatments 
frequently produce very small-sized products or biomass. The market trend for these products is 
expected to increase as more mills become able to handle them, and as more uses for the product 
are developed. 

4.3.2 Livestock Grazing 

Goal: Provide opportunities for grazing, while meeting rangeland health standards.  

Summary 

Alternative D would best provide opportunities for grazing while meeting Idaho Standards for 
Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1997a) (Appendix A 
[see Volume III]), followed by Alternative A then Alternative B, with Alternative C providing the 
least opportunities for grazing. Actions under most resource categories have the potential to affect 
livestock grazing. Grazing would be impacted when part of an allotment is restricted during 
vegetation treatments, prescribed burning, reforestation, or watershed or riparian restoration. 
Grazing exclusion areas designed to protect wildlife, sensitive species, or cultural or paleontological 
resources would impact livestock grazing. Mineral and energy development also would minimally 
impact livestock grazing in the short and long term by decreasing the amount of grazing acreage 
available during construction and operation of these facilities. Table 4-49 50 identifies the indicators 
that were used to analyze effects on livestock grazing under each alternative. 

Table 4-50 
Comparison of Livestock Grazing Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Change in Acres under Lease for Grazing 
Lands available for livestock 
grazing  

No net change: 
122,732 acres 

Net decrease: 
105,619 acres 

Net decrease: 
101,350 acres 

Net increase: 
135,850 acres 

Grazing lands available for 
disposal 

41,880 acres 30,098 acres 30,098 30,098 

Change in AUMs Permitted on Allotments 
Available AUMs  
(Note: Other resource activities 
that change grazing acres would 
have same impact on AUMs) 

No net change: 
7,204 200 

AUMs 

Net decrease: 
6,2546,263 

AUMs 

Net decrease: 
6,020 AUMs 

Net increase: 
8,5409 AUMs 
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Table 4-50 
Comparison of Livestock Grazing Indicators by Alternative (continued) 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Types of Livestock Authorized on Allotments1 
Number of allotments that have 
cattle grazing 

157 155 135 159 

Number of cattle AUMs 6,211 5,270 5,030 7,556 
Number of allotments that have 
sheep grazing 

4 4 4 4 

Number of sheep AUMs 894 894 894 894 
Number of allotments that have 
horse grazing 

13 13 12 13 

Number of horse AUMs 99 99 96 99 
Source: BLM 2004a     
1 This table does not reflect the total number of allotments by alternative because some allotments are authorized for 

both cattle and horses, and cattle and sheep. 
 

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators  
Management actions could result in impacts on livestock grazing management if they directly or 
indirectly changed the quantity and availability of the forage base. Changes in the forage base could 
result from vegetation treatments and management of fish and wildlife and special status species 
habitat, wildland fire, forestry, minerals, lands and realty, recreation, and special designations. 
Indicators that are used to quantitatively and qualitatively assess management changes that could 
affect livestock grazing are summarized in Table 4-4950, Comparison of Livestock Grazing 
Indicators by Alternative. 

Methods and Assumptions 
Impacts on livestock grazing are generally the result of activities that affect management of forage 
levels for individual grazing allotments and/ or reduction of allotment acreage. Impact analysis is 
based on interdisciplinary team knowledge of resources and the planning area, review of existing 
literature, and information provided by BLM specialists. Certain assumptions are made, including: 

 Data regarding grazing allotments are compiled from BLM sources; 
 BLM will continue to complete Rangeland health assessments in accordance with the Idaho 

Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management 
(1997)Rangeland health assessments are and would continue to be conducted on all 
allotments and under all alternatives on a yearly basis, based on a 10-year cycle; 

 Monitoring of allotments is occurring yearly based on allotment priority and potential for 
impacts due to grazing use; and 

 Scattered parcels surrounded by private land are difficult to control season of use and 
number of AUMs utilized. 
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Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Air Quality Management 
Actions associated with air quality management would have long-term effects on the livestock 
grazing program. Air quality issues that affect vegetation include particulate matter and fugitive dust 
from wildland fire use and prescribed fire. Dust could reduce the quality and regenerative capacity of 
shrubs, forbs, and grasses and would decrease the availability and palatability of forage for livestock. 
Implementing prescribed fire under the guidelines put forth by the Montana/Idaho Airshed Group 
and adhering to IDEQ BMPs to reduce air emissions would indirectly affect livestock forage in the 
long term. 

Effects from Soils Management 
Soils management considerations would generally result in enhanced vegetative conditions through 
actions designed to reduce erosion, which would indirectly increase forage levels for livestock. 
Where the potential for accelerated erosion exists or where soil cover (vegetation and litter) could be 
improved, changes in the livestock season and duration of use would be required to improve 
vegetative cover and to reduce impacts on soils. Long-term effects on livestock operations would 
result from implementing grazing adjustments designed to protect vegetation and soil resources. 
Measures identified to limit soil erosion and ground-disturbing activities would affect livestock 
grazing activities by permanently or temporarily closing affected areas within allotments to grazing. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Any project designed to enhance watershed health would also enhance vegetation resources by 
reducing erosion, which would have the indirect effect of increasing forage levels for livestock. 
However, livestock grazing would be affected by the need to adjust or modify current livestock 
management to achieve the Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management (BLM 1997a) (Appendix A [see Volume III]). In addition, grazing restrictions 
on season and duration of use would result from actions designed to protect and enhance water 
resources. Protecting water quality and watershed health would in some cases require changes in 
livestock management, such as deferred or shortened grazing periods, riparian pastures, increased 
cattle herding, and upland water development.  

Management actions that result in increased water availability and forage base would indirectly affect 
livestock through improved livestock distribution and increased weight gain and conception rates. 
Protecting water quality standards would also affect livestock grazing by successfully managing 
habitat and water supplies for livestock grazing. 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Livestock do not always graze on weeds and invasive species. Encroachment of weeds into grazing 
areas reduces the preferred forage for livestock until treated. Actions to prevent and control invasive 
and noxious weeds using integrated weed management techniques could affect livestock grazing in 
the short term if livestock are excluded in the treatment areas until revegetation has taken place. 
Livestock grazing would improve over the long term by increasing forage, as the ecological 
condition of vegetation in grazing allotments improves following restoration. 

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
Vegetation treatments designed to enhance vegetative conditions would directly affect livestock 
grazing activities by enhancing and increasing the forage base and vegetation age and structural 



Chapter 4: Livestock Grazing – Effects Common to All Alternatives 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-256 

diversity, thereby improving livestock distribution and forage utilization. Vegetation treatment areas 
would receive short-term deferment to allow vegetation to recover. However, enhanced forage 
availability and forage base would be realized over the long term with herbaceous vegetation 
replacing woody shrub species.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Livestock adjustments in riparian areas could also be needed to meet a PFC rating and the Idaho 
Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1997a) 
(Appendix A [see Volume III]). Vegetation/fuel treatment could improve vegetation composition 
in riparian areas. Managing vegetation to meet DFCs would affect livestock grazing by providing 
shade in riparian areas within woody communities; however, there would be a reduction in forage 
availability and forage base.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Grazing conflicts could arise where there is direct competition with wildlife for forage. Big game 
species, such as elk and deer, compete for similar forage as cattle, sheep, and horses. During certain 
times of the year, the competition can be more pronounced. In the fall, sheep and cattle prefer the 
same browse species as deer and elk. Indirect impacts also could occur. For example, if elk calving 
occurred within grazing allotments, the calving areas could be closed to livestock during the calving 
season (spring). 

Livestock management adjustments would be considered when wildlife and livestock conflicts arise 
as a result of competition for water, forage, or cover. In wildlife crucial habitat areas, livestock 
management adjustments would be implemented to reduce short- and long-term livestock impacts 
on wildlife. In addition, uneven distribution of big game causes some grazing allotments to receive a 
disproportionate amount of the total wildlife grazing within the planning area, which could 
necessitate adjustments in livestock management. Water developments designed to provide new 
water sources for wildlife in some situations would result in increased water availability for livestock, 
which would promote long-term improved distribution of both livestock and wildlife.  

Actions to protect federally listed and BLM sensitive species and their habitats could affect livestock 
grazing by limiting grazing areas and seasons of use. For example, if a species were discovered 
within an allotment, the habitat could be protected by an exclosure during season of use. Sensitive 
wildlife habitats (e.g., crucial winter range) would also influence the location, timing of construction, 
and cost of range improvements.  

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Protection of springs, seeps, and adjacent riparian areas from grazing animals would provide cleaner 
and more dependable water sources for livestock. Fisheries actions, such as stream restoration and 
fish reintroduction, could reduce available forage through the construction of exclosures and 
riparian pastures. In addition, adjustments in livestock management, such as timing and duration of 
grazing, could be needed to ensure adequate fish habitat. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Actions to protect federally listed and BLM sensitive plant species could affect livestock grazing by 
limiting grazing areas and seasons of use. For example, if a listed plant species were discovered 
within an allotment and the species were being adversely affected by livestock grazing, it could 
require construction of an exclosure to protect it.  
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Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Grazing could be affected by wildfires and planned vegetative treatments, such as prescribed fire, 
chemical treatment, seeding, and brush and tree removal. BLM policy recommends that areas 
burned by wildland fire and prescribed burns for fuels-reduction project sites receive a minimum of 
two growing seasons of rest from livestock grazing or until vegetation objectives are met.  Livestock 
closures for less than two growing seasons may be justified on a case-by-case basis, based on sound 
resource data and experience.BLM policy requires that areas burned by wildland fires and prescribed 
burns for fuel-reduction project sites receive a minimum of two growing seasons of rest from 
livestock grazing to ensure species regrowth and that existing vegetation or seeded vegetation 
become established. In addition, vegetation resource objectives must be reached before grazing is 
reauthorized. Wildland fire could be used in all cover types and would have the same effect as 
prescribed burning. 

Prescribed fires would have some impacts that would initially displace livestock and temporarily 
reduce forage and AUMs. Over the long term, prescribed fire normally improves forage base and 
availability in all vegetation cover types, which could improve livestock distribution. Chemical and 
mechanical treatments would also be used in all cover types to provide long-term benefits for 
vegetation and livestock. Only treatments approved for use on BLM-administered lands would be 
used. Generally, these treatment types would have a short-term impact on livestock grazing. 
Chemical treatments would focus largely on spot treatments to control noxious weeds and invasive 
species. Mechanical treatments would be used to remove conifers encroaching on aspen.  

Deferring livestock use for two or more years after a wildland fire or some vegetation treatment 
allows new vegetation to establish and would have a short-term effect on livestock by temporarily 
reducing available AUMs and modifying grazing systems. Livestock would use unburned areas 
during the recovery period, or there would be temporary reductions in grazing use if other 
comparable forage or unused allotments were not available. Actions could also require that livestock 
be completely removed from allotments. Allotment restrictions would be managed on a site-specific, 
case-by-case basis for each vegetation treatment. Lessees could be required to lease additional 
private land, purchase additional forage, or reduce livestock numbers during interim periods when 
grazing is temporarily suspended. Wildland fires would have direct short-term impacts where 
wildland fire use damages livestock improvements such as fences and corrals, resulting in increased 
maintenance needs for the livestock operator and the need to herd livestock. Wildland fires could 
also reduce the pastures available for use.  

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
In general, management actions associated with cultural resources affect relatively small localized 
areas and would have negligible effects on livestock forage. Even under the most intensive 
management, such as excavation, the acreage disturbed would be small. Fencing some cultural sites 
could exclude grazing and cause a loss of available forage. Restrictions on surface-disturbing and 
other disruptive activities near cultural sites could require that some range improvements be 
modified or relocated, and in rare cases improvements could be precluded. This too would have 
short-term negative effects on grazing.  

Effects from Paleontological Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Effects from Cultural Resources Management, 
above. 
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Effects from Visual Resources Management  
Livestock and livestock handling facilities are a common and expected component within private 
and public lands in the Planning Area. Restrictions in VRM Class I and II areas could change the 
type, design, and location of new range improvements, but the restrictions would not necessarily 
preclude development that would result in long-term effects.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
The objectives and actions identified in Chapter 2, alternatives, affects the livestock grazing program 
by changing allotment boundaries, zeroing out vacant allotments, and implementing the Idaho 
Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1997a) 
(Appendix A [see Volume III]). 

Changing allotment boundaries and zeroing out allotments could impact grazing by reducing or 
increasing the amount of forage available to livestock. Implementing the Idaho Standards for 
Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1997a) (Appendix A 
[see Volume III]) ensure healthy functional rangelands and productive livestock grazing practicesThe 
objectives and actions identified in Chapter 2, Alternatives, affects the livestock grazing program by 
determining allotment boundaries, class of livestock, season-of-use, and AUMs.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Approximately 92 to 94 percent of grazing allotments would be open to mineral leasing, 81 to 84 
percent would be open to locatable mineral development, and 93 to 95 percent would be open to 
salable mineral production under all alternatives. Impacts would be generally the same under all 
alternatives. Mineral development would impact livestock grazing in the short and long term by 
decreasing the amount of grazing acreage available during construction and operation of such 
facilities.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Recreation would result in both direct and indirect short- and long-term effects on livestock grazing. 
Recreation activities would impact livestock grazing on public lands that allow for multiple uses by 
reducing forage through disturbance, and providing opportunity for harassment of grazing animals. 
Actions to protect recreation values could also impact livestock grazing by closing some areas to 
livestock grazing that overlap with specific recreation sites. Recreation would have some effect on 
livestock grazing through direct human disturbance, which displaces animals and injures or kills 
animals in vehicle-animal collisions on roads or highways. Grazing closures in recreational areas 
would result in a small loss of forage. Effects on livestock grazing would result from the temporary 
removal of vegetation by campers in concentrated areas. Vandalized range projects and gates left 
open would also affect grazing operations. These impacts would increase over the life of the RMP 
because the popularity of outdoor recreation is increasing. Educating members of the public who 
use these areas and emphasizing the benefits of multiple-use management would reduce some of 
these conflicts and could create advocates for traditional uses of BLM lands.  

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Developing solar, biomass, or wind energy could impact livestock grazing in the short and long term 
by decreasing the amount of grazing acreage available during construction and operation of such 
facilities in multiple-use areas. 
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Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Managing ACEC/RNAs would result in direct and indirect effects on livestock grazing. In general, 
the protections afforded to these areas, such as restrictions on surface-disturbing and other 
disruptive activities, would help maintain and improve vegetation conditions, thereby maintaining or 
improving the forage base for livestock. However, some ACEC/RNA proposals could restrict 
grazing within specially designated areas, change seasons of use or implement additional 
management requirements. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Managing WSAs would result in direct and indirect effects on livestock grazing. In general, the 
protections afforded to these areas, such as restrictions on surface-disturbing and other disruptive 
activities, would help maintain and improve vegetation conditions, thereby maintaining or improving 
the forage base for livestock. 

Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
No specific effects have been identified from management actions regarding Native American tribal 
uses. The BLM would continue to consult with tribes regarding treaty rights, cultural access, and use 
of plants, animals, fish and habitats. Consultation could result in identifying areas where current or 
proposed livestock grazing could need to be modified to accommodate tribal uses or to avoid 
resources important to tribes.  However, it is unlikely that accommodating tribal uses would be 
inconsistent with providing opportunities for grazing within the CFO in the long-term. 

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Actions to clean up newly discovered waste sites could temporarily impact livestock grazing 
practices by fencing off part of an allotment during cleanup and restoration of that site. Actions to 
correct and cleanup hazards and to protect closed sites would also help protect livestock from 
possible injury or contamination and well as improve the vegetative conditions around the sites. 

Alternative A 

Effects from Geology Management  
Identifying and allowing for appropriate uses of significant geologic features would not impact livestock 
grazing practices. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
The estimated treatment acreage of 760 acres of forested vegetation could impact livestock grazing 
in any two-year period. The short-term livestock grazing effects from reforestation would include 
the exclusion of livestock from reforested areas for two years. This would result in a short-term 
reduction in available grazing acreage and associated AUMs where reforestation coincides with 
grazing allotments. The long-term effects of excluding livestock from reforested areas would include 
the improvement in health, biomass, and diversity of forage in the areas once they are reopened to 
grazing. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Approximately 2,128 acres of riparian habitat (2 percent) of the 122,732 acres available for livestock 
grazing could impact livestock grazing practices under Alternative A. The objective to improve 
degraded riparian and wetland habitat across the CFO would affect livestock grazing if current 
grazing practices were the reason riparian habitat objectives were not being met.  Monitoring of 
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current use does not indicate improving degraded riparian habitat is contrary to livestock grazing in 
Alternative A. Localized impacts to grazing may occur where monitoring indicates current use is not 
compatible with riparian objectives. These impacts may include implementing restoration measures 
that require the exclusion of grazing use, permanently or temporarily closing affected areas, and 
additional management requirements such as herding or vegetation use criteria. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Wildland fire use could occur on all CFO acres. The short-term livestock grazing effects from 
implementing prescribed burning would include the exclusion of livestock from prescribed burn 
areas for potentially a minimum of two years. This would result in a short-term reduction in 
available grazing acreage and associated AUMs where prescribed burn areas coincide with grazing 
allotments. The long-term effect of excluding livestock from prescribed burn areas would include 
the improvement in health, biomass, and diversity of forage in the areas once they are reopened to 
grazing following the successful stabilization of soils and vegetation. Rehabilitation activities, 
particularly seeding would occur as soon as possible but not more than three years following a 
wildfire or prescribed burn event. Projects that would not be implemented immediately following 
fire could extend the time livestock would be restricted from areas, resulting in an additional 
temporary, short-term loss of the forage base. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
VRM I and II areas where livestock grazing occurs under Alternative A, (mainly along the Lower 
Salmon River) are in a pastoral area and adjacent to upslope private lands, where livestock and 
livestock handling facilities are a common and expected component. Livestock are visible in the 
viewshed on both private and public lands. Class I and II management areas could impact livestock 
grazing in allotments when new range improvements (e.g., fencing) are needed. The design and 
placement of new range improvements in those areas would have to be constructed in such a way as 
to repeat the basic elements of form, line, color, and texture found in the predominant natural 
features of the characteristic landscape (as identified in BLM Handbook H-8410-1). Class III 
objectives state that the level of change to character of the landscape should be moderate; however, 
management activities could dominate the view and be the major focus of viewer attention (as 
identified in BLM Handbook H-8410-1). Table 4-3233, VRM Class by Livestock Grazing 
Allotment (located in section 4.2.15, Visual Resources), shows the VRM classes that overlay grazing 
allotments under each alternative. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Short-term and long-term effects due to exclusion of livestock following reforestation are described 
under Effects from Vegetation—Forests, above. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Intensive management would be implemented in 13 allotments that incorporate rest grazing on 
22,615 acres and deferred grazing on 27,700 acres. Intensive management would impact livestock 
grazing in the short-term by excluding livestock grazing from treatment areas until such time as 
management objectives are met. The long-term effect of excluding livestock from treatment areas 
would include the improvement in health, biomass, and diversity of forage in the areas once they are 
reopened to grazing. 
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Effects from Minerals Management 
Mineral development would impact livestock grazing in the short and long term by decreasing the 
amount of grazing acreage available during construction and operation of such facilities. Under 
Alternative A, mineral leases would be evaluated on a case by case basis in order to determine 
constraints and stipulations mandated by the lease (i.e., NSO or CSU) (Table 4-5051).  

Table 4-51 
Mineral Stipulations within Grazing Allotments 

 

Mineral Stipulation Alternative A 
Alternative B 

(acres) 
Alternative C 

(acres) 
Alternative D 

(acres) 
NSO Case-by-case basis 32,950 35,397 32,427 
CSU Case-by-case basis 33,820 30,967 29,428 
Source: BLM 2004a     

 

Effects from Recreation Management 
General effects of recreation on livestock grazing are described under Effects Common to All 
Alternatives, above. Approximately 20 percent (24,278 acres) of available grazing areas would 
continue to be located in SRMAs.  

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Developing solar, biomass, or wind energy could impact livestock grazing in the short and long term 
by decreasing the amount of grazing acreage available during construction and operation of such 
facilities in multiple-use areas. Alternative A does not actively pursue renewable energy development 
and therefore would not likely impact livestock grazing. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Under Alternative A, 66 percent (80,869 acres) of available grazing areas would continue to be 
designated as Open travel areas, which would allow cross-country motorized vehicle use (Table 4-
5152, Travel Designations within Grazing Allotments). Increased demand for OHV use, could 
impact livestock grazing by increasing human-caused noise, dust, and vegetation disturbance, and by 
allowing greater opportunity for the harassment of grazing animals.  

Table 4-52 
Travel Designations within Grazing Allotments 

 
Travel 
Designation 

Alternative A 
(acres) 

Alternative B 
(acres) 

Alternative C 
(acres) 

Alternative D 
(acres) 

Open 80,869 0 0 23,814 
Limited 30,839 95,657 91,649 100,436 
Closed 10,959 9,897 9,633 11,538 
Source: BLM 2004a 
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Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Table 4-52 53 displays land tenure actions proposed under all alternatives within available grazing 
allotments. Approximately 34 percent (41,880 acres) of available grazing allotments would be 
available for disposal or exchange under Alternative A. These allotments could be impacted if and 
when exchanges occur, if they result in a reduction in AUMs. 

Table 4-53 
Land Tenure within Grazing Allotments 

 

Realty Action 
Alternative A 

(acres) 
Alternative B 

(acres) 
Alternative C 

(acres) 
Alternative D 

(acres) 
Retention Areas 80,855 75,055 72,840 105,286 
Disposal Areas 41,880 30,564 28,574 30,564 
Source: BLM 2004a     

 
Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Five ACEC/RNAs (21,484 acres) are located within grazing allotments under Alternative A.  
ACEC/RNAs could impact livestock grazing by limiting grazing within each ACEC/RNA, 
depending on the type of management identified.  For example, under Alternative A, the Captain 
John Creek, Long Gulch, and the Skookumchuck ACEC/RNAs exclude livestock grazing. The 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA excludes livestock grazing within 136 acres of a fenced area. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Protecting WSAs would impact livestock grazing by limiting additional range improvements and 
significant changes in grazing within each WSA until released by Congress (if that were to occur) for 
multiple uses. Approximately 6,045 acres of 13 allotments lie within the Snowhole Rapids WSA, and 
528 acres of the Marshall Mountain Allotment lies within the Marshall Mountain WSA under 
Alternative A. 

Alternative B 

Effects from Geology Management 
Limited public or commercial access to protected geologic sites could affect livestock grazing by 
preventing grazing in areas identified to be protected and could reduce AUMs that would otherwise 
be available under Alternative B. This impact would be slightly greater than under Alternative A. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Estimated treatment acreage of 466 acres of forested vegetation could impact livestock grazing in 
any two-year period under Alternative B. The short-term livestock grazing effects from reforestation 
would include the exclusion of livestock from reforested areas until such time as management 
objectives are met. This would result in a short-term reduction in available grazing acreage and 
associated AUMs where reforestation coincides with grazing allotments. The long-term effect of 
excluding livestock from reforested areas would include the improvement in health, biomass, and 
diversity of forage in the areas once they are reopened to grazing. Less acreage would be impacted 
under Alternative B, however, these impacts could be greater or less than impacts under Alternative 
A depending on the time it takes to meet management objectives (greater or less than two years as 
identified in Alternative A). 
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Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
The 1,880 acres of riparian habitat (2 percent) of the 105,619 acres available for livestock grazing 
could impact livestock grazing practices under Alternative B. Impacts would be the same as those 
described under Alternative A.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
No new domestic sheep or goat grazing would be authorized where such would result in risk of 
disease transmission to bighorn sheep. This would limit potential for additional sheep and goat 
grazing in some areas. On existing sheep grazing allotments, coordination with grazing lessee’s and 
appropriate state/federal agencies, and tribes would be taken to reduce or eliminate risks for 
domestic sheep transmission of disease. Primary focus would occur on allotments with high risk for 
disease transmission to bighorn sheep (Table 4-15, BLM Sheep Allotments and Risk Analysis for 
Disease Transmission to Bighorn Sheep). This would result in potential restrictions or modifications 
on existing sheep allotments. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Effects of Alternative B would be similar to those described in Alternative A, except effects of 
wildland fire use could occur in the Craig Mountain FMUFMA and in portions of the Salmon 
FMUFMA (Figure H-1, Areas Available for Wildland Fire Use—Alternatives A and C [see 
Appendix H in Volume III]). 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
VRM classes within available grazing areas under Alternative B would be similar to Alternative A 
(Table 4-3233, VRM Class by Livestock Grazing Allotment), as would impacts on new livestock 
grazing range improvements.  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Short-term and long-term effects due to exclusion of livestock following reforestation are described 
under Effects from Vegetation—Forests, above. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
The Wapshilla Ridge, Craig Mountain WMA, and Corral Creek allotments that are currently vacant 
would be permanently closed under Alternative B, making the total number of available grazing 
allotments 166. AUMs would decrease by 950, a 13-percent reduction from Alternative AThe 
Wapshilla Ridge Allotment (36279), Craig Mountain Allotment (36289), and Corral Creek Allotment 
(36290) have remained vacant for over ten years. These three allotments have remained vacant 
because the base property owner has no interest in grazing livestock. In addition, these three 
allotments are intermingled with the base property; consequently, the allotments could not be leased 
without affecting the private ground. The Wapshilla Ridge Allotment (36279), Craig Mountain 
Allotment (36289), and Corral Creek Allotment (36290) would be eliminated under Alternative B.  
In addition, the Lower Otto Creek Allotment would be created as a new allotment. The Lower Otto 
Creek allotment, when created, would consist of approximately 101 acres and support 15 AUMs and 
is accounted for in the totals described in this paragraph. The total number of available grazing 
allotments would be reduced from 168 to 166, the total number of acres would be reduced from 
122,732 to 105,619, and the total number of AUMs would be reduced from 7,200 to 6,263, 
compared to Alternative A.  



Chapter 4: Livestock Grazing – Alternative B 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-264 

Effects from Mineral Resource Management 
General effects of mineral resource management on livestock grazing are described under Effects 
Common to All Alternatives, above. Approximately 31 percent (32,950 acres) of the 105,619 acres 
of available grazing areas would be located in NSO mineral lease areas and 32 percent (33,820 acres) 
would be located in CSU areas. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
General effects of recreation on livestock grazing are described under Effects Common to All 
Alternatives, above. Approximately 25 percent (26,023 acres) of the 105,619 acres of available 
grazing areas would be located in SRMAs, a 5-percent increase from Alternative A.  

Effects from Renewable Energy 
Alternative B would actively pursue renewable energy development.  Impacts would be greater on 
livestock grazing than under Alternative A due to the increased demand for supplying renewable 
energy. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Under Alternative B, no available grazing areas would be designated as Open travel areas (Table 4-
5152, Travel Designations within Grazing Allotments). Under Alternative B, 77 percent (80,869 
acres) of available grazing areas would be changed from Open to Limited or Closed. Changing 
motorized vehicle use areas from an Open to a Limited or Closed designation would affect livestock 
grazing by reducing multiple uses on grazing allotments and thus reducing conflicts from such 
multiple uses (such as reduced grazing vegetation and harassment of livestock). Impacts to livestock 
grazing would be less than under Alternative A. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Approximately 29 percent (30,564 acres) of available grazing allotments (105,619 acres) would be 
available for disposal or exchange (Table 4-5253, Land Tenure within Grazing Allotments), which is 
5 percent less than under Alternative A. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Five Six ACEC/RNAs (26,63527,720 acres) would overlap grazing allotments under Alternative B, 
24 29 percent more area than under Alternative A. Under Alternative B, livestock grazing would be 
excluded from the Wapshilla Ridge, Captain John Creek, Long Gulch, Skookumchuck, and Craig 
Mountain ACEC/RNAs. In addition, livestock grazing would be excluded from 136 acres of the 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Impacts on livestock grazing from WSAs would be similar to Alternative A. 

Alternative C 

Effects from Geology Management 
Impacts would be greater than those identified under Alternative A and the same as those described 
under Alternative B.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Estimated treatment acreage of 394 acres of forested vegetation could impact livestock grazing 
during forest treatments in any two year period under Alternative C. The short-term livestock 
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grazing effects from reforestation would include the exclusion of livestock from reforested areas 
until such time as management objectives are met. This would result in a short-term reduction in 
available grazing acreage and associated AUMs where reforestation coincides with grazing 
allotments. The long-term effects of excluding livestock from reforested areas would include the 
improvement in health, biomass, and diversity of forage in the areas once they are reopened to 
grazing. Less acreage would be impacted under alternative C than under Alternatives A or B, 
however, these impacts could be greater or less depending on the time it takes to meet management 
objectives (greater or less than two years as identified in Alternative A). 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management  
The 1,765 acres of riparian habitat (2 percent) of the 101,350 acres available for livestock grazing 
could impact livestock grazing practices under Alternative C. Impacts would be the same as those 
described under Alternatives A and B. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Potential exists for modification of authorized grazing or elimination of sheep or goat grazing where 
risks for transmission of disease from domestic sheep and goats to bighorn sheep occur.  Effects to 
Livestock Grazing Management are similar to those described for Alternative B. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Effects of Alternative C would be similar to those described in Alternative A, as all areas would be 
considered for wildland fire use, provided resource goals could be met (Figure H-1, Areas Available 
for Wildland Fire Use—Alternatives A and C [see Appendix H in Volume III]). 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Table 4-3233, VRM Class by Livestock Grazing Allotment, displays VRM class designations within 
available grazing allotments under Alternative C. Fifteen percent of the available grazing acreage 
would fall within VRM Class I areas, and 22 percent would fall within Class II areas. The impacts to 
new range improvements would be greater than all of the other alternatives because of the increase 
in Class I designated acreage.  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Short-term and long-term effects due to exclusion of livestock following reforestation are described 
under Effects from Vegetation—Forests, above. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Twenty-three allotments, which have been vacant for more than ten years would be eliminated as 
allotments.  The total number of available grazing allotments would be reduced from 168 to 145, the 
total number of acres would be reduced from 122,732 to 101,350, and the total number of AUMs 
would be reduced from 7,200 to 6,020, compared to Alternative A.Twenty-three vacant allotments 
would be closed to livestock grazing under Alternative C, making the total number of available 
grazing allotments 145. Alternative C would reduce the acreage available for grazing by 21,321 acres 
(a 17-percent reduction from Alternative A) and 4,269 acres (a 4-percent reduction from Alternative 
B. AUMs would be reduced by 1,184 (a 16-percent reduction from Alternative A) and 234 acres (a 
4-percent reduction from Alternative B). This would result in short-term and long-term impacts on 
livestock grazing uses, in greater intensity than the effects under Alternatives A or B. 
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Effects from Mineral Resource Management 
General effects of mineral resource management on livestock grazing are described under Effects 
Common to All Alternatives, above. Approximately 35 percent (35,397 acres) of the 101,350 acres 
of available grazing areas would be located in NSO mineral lease areas (a 4-percent increase from 
Alternative B) and 31 percent (30,967 acres) would be located in CSU areas (a 1-percent decrease 
from Alternative B) under Alternative C. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
General effects of recreation on livestock grazing are described under Effects Common to All 
Alternatives, above. Approximately 24 percent (24,039 acres) of the 101,350 acres of available 
grazing areas would be located in SRMAs, a 4-percent increase from Alternative A and a 1-percent 
decrease from Alternative B.  

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Impacts would be greater on livestock grazing than under Alternative A and the same as those 
described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Impacts would be less than those identified under Alternative A and the same as those described for 
Alternative B.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Approximately 28 percent (28,574 acres) of available grazing allotments (101,350 acres) would be 
available for disposal or exchange (Table 4-5253, Land Tenure within Grazing Allotments), which is 
6 percent less than under Alternative A and similar to Alternative B.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Nine ACECs (28,259 acres) would be located in grazing allotments under Alternative C and would 
total 32 percent more area than under Alternative A and 6 2 percent more than under Alternative B. 
Under Alternative C, livestock grazing would be excluded from the Wapshilla Ridge, Captain John 
Creek, Long Gulch, Skookumchuck, and Craig Mountain ACEC/RNAs. In addition, livestock 
grazing would be excluded from 136 acres of the Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA (same as under 
Alternative B). 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Approximately 6,025 acres of 12 allotments lie within the Snowhole Rapids WSA, and 528 acres of 
the Marshall Mountain Allotment lie within the Marshall Mountain WSA under Alternative C. The 
impact to livestock grazing would be similar to Alternatives A and B. 

Alternative D 

Effects from Geology Management 
Impacts would be greater than those identified under Alternative A and the same as those described 
under Alternatives B and C.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Estimated treatment acreage of 680 acres of forested vegetation could impact livestock grazing 
during forest treatments in any two-year period under Alternative D. The short-term livestock 
grazing effects from reforestation would include the exclusion of livestock from reforested areas 
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until such time as management objectives are met. This would result in a short-term reduction in 
available grazing acreage and associated AUMs where reforestation coincides with grazing 
allotments. The long-term effect of excluding livestock from reforested areas would include the 
improvement in health, biomass, and diversity of forage in the areas once they are reopened to 
grazing. Less acreage would be impacted under Alternative D than under Alternative A. More 
acreage would be impacted under Alternative D than under Alternatives B or C. These impacts 
could be greater or less depending on the time it takes to meet management objectives (greater or 
less than two years as identified in Alternative A). 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
The 2,324 acres of riparian habitat (2 percent) of the 135,850 acres available for livestock grazing 
could impact livestock grazing practices under Alternative D. Impacts on livestock grazing from 
riparian and wetlands vegetation management would be the same as Alternatives A, B, and C. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Potential exists for modification of authorized grazing or elimination of sheep or goat grazing where 
risks for transmission of disease from domestic sheep and goats to bighorn sheep occur.  Effects to 
Livestock Grazing Management are similar to those described for Alternative B. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
There would be no effects from wildland fire use from Alternative D, as wildland fire use would not 
occur in areas where livestock grazing is authorized (Figure H-3, Areas Available for Wildland Fire 
Use—Alternative D [see Appendix H in Volume III]). 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Table 4-3233, VRM Class by Livestock Grazing Allotment, displays VRM class designations within 
available grazing allotments under Alternative D. Under Alternative D, 4 percent of available grazing 
acreage would fall under VRM Class I areas, and 21 percent of available grazing acreage would fall 
under VRM Class II areas. The impact to new livestock grazing range improvements would be 
similar to Alternatives A and B and less than under Alternative C. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Short-term and long-term effects due to exclusion of livestock following reforestation are described 
under Effects from Vegetation—Forests, above. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Five grazing allotments would be expanded, and two allotments would be created.  The total 
number of available grazing allotments would be increased from 168 to 170, the total number of 
acres would be increased from 122,732 to 135,850, and the total number of AUMs would be 
increased from 7,200 to 8,549, compared to Alternative ATwo allotments would be opened under 
Alternative D, making the total number of available grazing allotments 170. Alternative D would 
increase the acreage available for grazing by 13,115 acres (11 percent) from Alternative A, 30,231 
acres (29 percent) from Alternative B, and 34,500 acres (35 percent) from Alternative C. These 
changes would increase AUMs by 1,336, a 19-percent increase from Alternative A, a 37-percent 
increase from Alternative B, and a 42-percent increase from Alternative C.  
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Effects from Mineral Resource Management 
General effects of mineral resource management on livestock grazing are described under Effects 
Common to All Alternatives, above. Approximately 24 percent (32,427 acres) of the 135,850 acres 
of available grazing areas would be located in NSO mineral lease areas (a 7-percent decrease from 
Alternative B and an 11-percent decrease from Alternative C), and 22 percent (29,428 acres) would 
be located in CSU areas (a 10-percent decrease from Alternative B and a 9-percent decrease from 
Alternative C) under Alternative D. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
General effects of recreation on livestock grazing are described under Effects Common to All 
Alternatives, above. Approximately 39 percent (52,450 acres) of the 135,850 acres of available 
grazing areas would be located in SRMAs, a 19-percent increase from Alternative A and an 
approximate 25-percent increase from Alternatives B and C.  

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Impacts would be greater on livestock grazing than under Alternative A and the same as those 
described under Alternatives B and C.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Under Alternative D, 18 percent (23,814 acres) of available grazing areas (135,850 acres) would be 
designated as Open travel areas (Table 4-5152, Travel Designations within Grazing Allotments). 
Three times as many available grazing areas would be Limited to designated routes. Impacts on 
livestock grazing would be less than Alternative A, but slightly greater than Alternatives B or C.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Approximately 22 percent (30,564 acres) of available grazing allotments would be available for 
disposal or exchange (Table 4-5253, Land Tenure within Grazing Allotments), which is less than 
under Alternatives A, B, and C.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Three ACECs (20,866 acres) would overlap grazing allotments under Alternative D. Under 
Alternative D, livestock grazing would be excluded from the Captain John Creek, Long Gulch, and 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNAs. In addition, livestock grazing would be excluded from 136 acres of 
the Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA. Impacts would be similar to but slightly less than those under 
Alternative A, and less than both Alternatives B and C. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Impacts on livestock grazing from WSAs would be the same as those described under Alternatives 
A, B, and C. 

Cumulative Effects 

The region of influence used to analyze cumulative impacts on livestock grazing includes actions 
that occur on or adjacent to all allotments located entirely or partially within the planning area. Past 
actions that have affected livestock grazing include human-caused surface disturbances (mineral 
development, recreation, and prescribed burning), wildland fires, and historic grazing practices that 
have contributed to current ecological conditions.  Present actions affecting livestock grazing are 
mainly those that reduce available grazing acreage or the level of forage production in those areas. 
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Key examples include wildland fires, drought conditions, land disposals, OHV use, habitat 
restoration, and special designations that restrict grazing. Future actions affecting livestock grazing 
would be similar to present actions including any restriction associated with future species listings 
under the ESA. 

The cumulative impacts under each of the alternatives on livestock grazing would be very similar 
and would parallel the impacts of the alternatives in the general impact analysis. In general, every 
alternative would reduce forage for livestock in the short-term during treatment activities, other 
surface disturbing and disruptive activities, human disturbance, and the presence of grazing wildlife.  
Forage would increase over the long-term, however, as treated vegetation communities reach 
potential productivity. Cumulative projects that increase human disturbance in grazing areas could 
also increase weeds and invasive species. As stated above, weed invasion can reduce preferred 
livestock forage and increase the chance of weeds being dispersed by roaming cattle. Cumulatively 
the impact would be greater than all of the alternatives proposed. Cumulative projects that increase 
human disturbance in grazing areas could also displace, injure, or kill animals. Changes to VRM 
would cumulatively impact livestock grazing by dictating what type of range improvements are 
allowed in varying visual resource class areas.  

Cumulatively impacts from each resource would be greater on livestock grazing if the cumulative 
projects were to occur simultaneously, however, standard mitigation identified in the BLM Idaho 
Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1997a) 
(Appendix A [see Volume III]) would be implemented across all alternatives and any other 
cumulative projects, thereby reducing or minimizing cumulative impacts on BLM lands. 

4.3.3 Minerals  

Goal: Make federal mineral resources available for exploration, acquisition, and production 
consistent with other resource goals. The federal mineral resource consists of 143,830 acres of 
public lands (federal surface and mineral) and approximately 84,000 acres of reserved minerals (non-
federal surface, federal mineral). 

Summary 

Development of the various alternatives involved the identification of BLM administered land that is 
withdrawn from the operation of the mining laws (closed to locatable mineral activities), and 
open/closed to the mineral laws (includes both leasable and salable mineral activities). On BLM land 
open to the mineral laws, certain areas would be subject to surface use stipulations in addition to 
those on the standard lease/permit form. These additional restrictions include NSO, CSU, and TL. 
In many instances, more than one stipulation may apply on the same parcel of land.  Table 4-53 54 
indicates the only difference between alternatives is the level of surface use restrictions. Overall, 
more areas would be open to unrestricted mineral exploration and development under Alternative A 
than under the other alternatives followed by Alternatives D then B, and Alternative C would be the 
most restrictive. 
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Table 4-54 
Comparison of Minerals Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 

Acres withdrawn 
from mining laws 21,869 21,869 21,869 21,869 

Acres closed to 
mineral leasing  12,786 12,786 12,786 12,786 

Acres closed to 
mineral material 
sale 

750 750 750 750 

Acres 
discretionarily 
closed to mineral 
material sale 

12,034 12,034 12,034 12,034 

Acres of NSO 0 43,590 68,854 35,045 
Acres of CSU 0 42,403 59,122 32,013 
Acres with TLs None Deer and elk winter 

range and fawning 
and calving areas; 
Bald eagle winter 

feeding areas 

Deer and elk winter 
range and fawning 
and calving areas; 
Bald eagle winter 

feeding areas 

Deer and elk winter 
range and fawning 
and calving areas; 
Bald eagle winter 

feeding areas 
Source: BLM 2004a     
 
Further restrictions on mineral activities under each alternative include the withdrawal from the 
mining laws of about 8,062 acres of split estate lands within the Lower Salmon River withdrawal. 
These are parcels that have left federal ownership but the mineral rights were retained by the federal 
government (i.e., private surface/federal mineral). 

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For minerals, the indicators used for impact 
analysis are identified in Table 4-5354, Comparison of Minerals Indicators by Alternative. 

Methods and Assumptions 
Impact analyses and conclusions are based on interdisciplinary team knowledge of resources in the 
CFO planning area, review of existing literature, and information provided by experts in the BLM or 
other agencies. Impacts are based on the preliminary design of the alternatives under consideration. 
Effects are quantified where possible. In the absence of quantitative data, best professional 
judgment prevailed. All alternatives must comply with the Clean Water Act, the Idaho Forest 
Practices Act, the ESA, and other laws. The following assumptions were applied to the analysis: 

• The possibility of any activity within the planning area related to leasable commodities (oil 
and gas, solid minerals, and geothermal resources) is considered unlikely; 

• Demand for salable and locatable minerals over the next 20 years would follow the current 
rate of resource development in a given area; 

• Proposed activities on existing mineral leases or permits requested post implementation of 
the Cottonwood RMP may be subject to surface use stipulations (NSO, CSU, and TL); and 



Chapter 4: Minerals – Methods of Analysis 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-271 

• Surface-disturbing and other disruptive activities could still occur at existing authorized 
facilities, which could result in wildlife disturbance, degradation of visual quality, recreation 
values and wilderness values, soil erosion, loss of livestock and wildlife forage, and loss of 
wildlife cover. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Geology Management 
Allowing appropriate uses of significant geological features under Alternative A and promoting 
scientific, educational, and recreational uses to unique features under the other alternatives could 
potentially restrict access for mineral activities in these areas. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Mineral activities could be limited under all alternatives near waters listed on the Clean Water Act 
303(d) list for water quality impairment. Individuals and organizations involved in mineral activities 
could become involved in TMDL processes, which could also restrict mineral activities in affected 
watersheds, particularly near water bodies.  

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Under all alternatives, individuals or organizations involved in mineral activities may be responsible 
for implementing weed-control measures. These measures could result in increased costs, which 
could affect whether individuals or organizations continue mineral activities. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Under all alternatives, activities (including mineral activities) could be modified or restricted if it 
were determined that they affect federally listed species or habitat. All alternatives would include a 
100-yard nondisturbance buffer around raptor nests, which could exclude some mineral activities.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The use of wildland fire management under any of the alternatives could result in short-term lack of 
access to mineral activities. However, if these treatments prevented larger future wildland fires, then 
future access to mineral activities would be protected. 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
All of the alternatives could redesign, cancel, or mitigate mineral activities to protect cultural 
resources. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
All of the alternatives would manage the VRM Classes I and II to minimize disturbance of visual 
resources. Surface use stipulations under these two classes could redesign, cancel, or mitigate mineral 
activities. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Mining claimants are entitled to use timber from their claim for mineral activities on that claim. 
There could be less timber available for use by the claimant in areas identified for timber sales or 
treatment. Reforestation efforts could add to reclamation costs at any mineral activity site which 
could affect whether individuals or organizations continue mineral activities.  
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Effects from Minerals Management 
All alternatives would continue the withdrawals on the Lower Salmon River. In total, 21,869 acres of 
public land and 8,062 acres of federal minerals (split estates) would be withdrawn from locatable 
mineral entry. Locatable mineral activities in WSAs could continue, however, they would be subject 
to the more stringent regulations found at CFR 3802: Exploration and Mining, Wilderness Review 
Program. 

Each alternative would include nondiscretionary closures of 12,786 acres to fluid and solid leasable 
minerals. In addition, each alternative would include 12,786034 acres of discretionary closures and 
750 acres of nondiscretionary closures for mineral material disposals.  

Under all alternatives, BLM could require site-specific mitigation measures and/or stipulations 
during the review of the operations plan. These measures and/or stipulations could limit mineral 
activities. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Approximately 100 miles of routes would be closed yearlong under each alternative, which would 
restrict motorized access to mineral activities. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
All alternatives would continue the withdrawals on the Lower Salmon River.  In total, 21,869 acres 
of public land and 8,062 acres of federal minerals (split estates) would be withdrawn from locatable 
mineral entry. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
No new rights-of-way or road construction would be allowed in the Wapshilla Ridge or Lucile Caves 
ACEC/RNAs, which could reduce access for mineral activities.  

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Under all alternatives, the Frank Church Wilderness (750 acres) would remain closed to leasable, 
locatable, and mineral material development, prohibiting all types of mineral activities. The 
Snowhole Rapids WSA (6,463 acres) and Marshall Mountain WSA (5,571 acres) would remain 
closed to leasing, and in most cases would remain closed to sale or free use of mineral materials. The 
WSAs would not be withdrawn from locatable mineral development, but would be subject to more 
protective regulations. Overall, most mineral activity would be prohibited in these areas. 

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
All alternatives would continue to benefit public safety through the prevention of illegal hazardous 
materials actions on public lands; ensuring proper use, authorization, permitting, and regulation of 
hazardous materials on public lands; conducting timely, efficient, and safe responses to hazardous 
materials incidences on public lands; and correcting physical hazards and cleanup of hazardous sites 
on public lands. Reclaiming AMLs could limit future mineral activities at these sites. 

Alternative A 

Effects from Soils Management 
Alternative A would provide the least restricted access to mineral development because BMPs would 
be implemented from the Riparian Management Guidelines (BLM 1985e). These guidelines establish 
general management objectives for riparian areas and specific management requirements and 
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mitigation measures for riparian areas. While these guidelines could restrict activities, they do not 
specifically address mineral activities. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
As described above under Effects from Soils Management, Alternative A would provide the least 
restricted access to mineral development because BMPs would be implemented from the Riparian 
Management Guidelines (BLM 1985e). 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
As described above under Effects from Soils Management, Alternative A would provide the least 
restricted access to mineral development because BMPs would be implemented from the Riparian 
Management Guidelines (BLM 1985e).  

Management of RHCA buffers totaling 24,290 acres would affect mineral activities. Activities would 
be planned and monitored in these areas to prevent damage to riparian areas and wetlands. This 
alternative provides more total area of stream buffers, and therefore, limitations on mineral activities 
along streams, in comparison to Alternatives B and D, but less than Alternative C. This alternative 
would not include any surface use stipulations for riparian and wetland vegetation.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Alternative A would include no NSO or TL restrictions for wildlife, special status species, and 
habitats, including raptors, deer and elk, or bald eagles.  

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be the same as those described above under Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and 
Wetlands Management.   

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Alternative A would include no NSO restrictions for special status plant species and rare plant 
communities. Mineral activities could still be affected by enforcement of the ESA. 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
OHV limitations to protect cultural resources could restrict access to mineral activities. Alternative 
A would include no NSO restrictions for cultural resources.  

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Alternative A would include no NSO restrictions for VRM Classes I or II.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Alternative A would maintain standard stipulations on the existing 131,044 acres open to mineral 
leasing and mineral material disposals.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Alternative A would include 26,682 acres of SRMAs. To the extent that these areas limit road 
construction or use or limit ground-disturbing mineral activities to provide nonmotorized and other 
types of recreation opportunities, access to mineral resources could be reduced, and mineral 
activities could be restricted.   
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Alternative A also would include 33,197 acres of nonmotorized ROS designations (including 14,381 
acres Primitive and 26,206 acres Semiprimitive Nonmotorized). Mineral activities could be restricted 
in Primitive and Semiprimitive areas because mechanized and motorized vehicles would not be 
allowed. Because Alternative A would include a slightly smaller area where these uses were restricted, 
more areas could be available for mineral activities. Alternative A would include no NSO restrictions 
for developed recreation sites or administrative sites and no CSU restrictions for SRMAs or rivers 
suitable for the NWSRS.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Alternative A would include the largest area (85,308 acres) Open to yearlong, cross-country 
motorized travel, which could allow access for mineral activities. An additional 40,437 acres would 
be Limited to existing routes. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Alternative A would not allow ground-disturbing activities in the Long Gulch ACEC/RNA, which 
could impact mineral activities. No new rights-of-way or road construction would be allowed, which 
could reduce access to mineral activities. Alternative A would create an ACEC of the Elk City 
Dump/American Hill Lake area. OHV use would be excluded and ground-disturbing activities 
would not be allowed, which could impact mineral activities. Alternative A would include no NSO 
restrictions for ACECs, although management may be restricted in these areas.  

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
As indicated above under Effects from Minerals Management (Effects Common to All Alternatives 
section), in total, 21,869 acres of public land and 8,062 acres of federal minerals (split estates) would 
be withdrawn from locatable minerals. These proposed mineral withdrawals would require approval 
by the Secretary of the Interior. Areas withdrawn from the mining laws would be closed to locatable 
minerals. Alternative A would include no NSO or CSU restrictions for rivers suitable for the 
NWSRS.  

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Although Alternative A would include no NSO restrictions for inWilderness or WSAs. , Current 
policies and guidelines would continue. mineral activities would be restricted in these areas.  

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Alternative A would include no NSO restrictions for public safety.  

Alternative B 

Effects from Soils Management 
Alternative B would follow the BMPs described in Appendix B, Best Management Practices (see 
Volume III). These include six specific standards and guidelines related to mineral management, 
restrictions of mineral activities in RCA stream buffers, reclamation requirements, and monitoring 
procedures. These restrictions would limit mineral activities under this alternative. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
As described above under Effects from Soils Management, Alternative B would provide the most 
restricted access to mineral development because BMPs in Appendix B, Best Management Practices  
(see Volume III), would be implemented. 
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Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
As described above under Effects from Soils Management, Alternative B would provide the most 
restricted access to mineral development because BMPs in Appendix B, Best Management Practices 
(see Volume III), would be implemented.  

Management of RCA buffers totaling 22,847 acres (6 percent less than Alternative A) would affect 
mineral activities. Activities would be planned and monitored in these areas to prevent damage to 
riparian areas and wetlands. These restrictions and monitoring efforts would affect roads and 
mineral activities. In general, larger areas that are protected in buffers or RCA stream buffers result 
in greater restrictions for mineral activities.  

Alternative B would include 22,847 acres of NSO restrictions for mineral leasing and potential NSO 
restrictions for mineral material disposals under NSO-2. Buffers for wetlands and landslide-prone 
areas are not included in the acreage calculations. 

Alternative B would manage 1 three watersheds as a conservation watershed and 32 28 watersheds 
as restoration watersheds, 2 percent less than prescription watersheds under Alternative A. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Alternative B would prohibit surface occupancy (NSO-3) when it would result in a “may affect” or 
“may impact” determination or within one mile of critical habitat niches for listed species. In 
addition, surface occupancy would be prohibited (NSO-5) within 0.25-mile of identified raptor 
nests. Alternative B would impose TLs allowing no construction or development activities within 
important deer or elk winter range between December 15 and March 31 (TL-1), allowing no 
construction or development activities within key deer or elk fawning or calving areas between May 
15 and June 15 (TL-2), and allowing no ground-disturbing activities within bald eagle winter feeding 
areas between November 1 and March 1. 

Alternative B would allow no net increase in motorized vehicle use of roads or trails in some areas. 
Access to mineral activities in these areas could be restricted. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be the same as those described above under Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and 
Wetlands Management.  

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Alternative B would prohibit surface occupancy (NSO-4) when it would result in a “may affect” or 
“may impact” determination or when it would be within the population perimeter of listed and BLM 
sensitive plant populations.  

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Alternative B would prohibit surface occupancy (NSO-6) within areas of cultural or spiritual value to 
Native American Tribes. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Alternative B would include 12,704 acres of NSO restrictions for mineral leasing and potential NSO 
restrictions for mineral material disposals under NSO-9. This NSO restriction would apply to areas 



Chapter 4: Minerals – Alternative B 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-276 

designated as VRM Class I. Alternative B also would include 41,188 acres of CSU restrictions under 
CSU-1. In areas designated as VRM Class II, facilities could require special visual design. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Proposed restrictions would apply to fluid leasable minerals and solid leasable minerals and could 
apply to mineral materials. Alternative B would impose 43,590 acres of NSO constraints, 42,403 
acres of CSU restrictions, and TLs for wildlife habitat. Fluid minerals exploration drilling and field 
development would comply with the seasonal TLs, while activities associated with production would 
not. All of these surface use stipulations could be excepted, modified, or waived only as outlined in 
Appendix J, Mineral Leasing Surface Use Stipulations (see Volume III).  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects from SRMAs would be similar to those described above under Alternative A, except that 
Alternative B would include 55,201 acres of SRMAs. Alternative B also would include 42,695 acres 
of nonmotorized ROS designations (including 6,200 acres Primitive and 36,495 acres Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized), more than under Alternative A. Because Alternative B would include a slightly 
larger area where these uses were restricted, it could limit access to mineral activities more than the 
other alternatives. 

Alternative B would include 631 acres of NSO restrictions for mineral leasing and potential NSO 
restrictions for mineral material disposals under NSO-8. This NSO restriction would apply to areas 
of developed recreation sites or sites used for agency administrative purposes. In addition, 
Alternative B would include at least 31,770 acres of CSU restrictions under CSU-3. No surface-
disturbing facilities would be authorized that could adversely impact the use of SRMAs or rivers 
suitable for the NWSRS for recreation purposes. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Alternative B would also consider habitat in locating routes, which could reduce access to mineral 
activities. Alternative B could also create a larger nondisturbance buffer around occupied raptor 
nests.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Alternative B would prioritize retaining public lands with high-value resources, including minerals. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Alternative B would limit soil disturbance in the Lower and Middle Cottonwoods Islands 
ACEC/RNA, which could restrict mineral activities. Alternative B would not allow ground-
disturbing activities with long-term adverse impacts to MacFarlane’s’ four-o’clock and suitable 
habitat. These limitations could restrict mineral activities. Roads also would be decommissioned and 
new roads would not be allowed within 300 feet of Lower Lolo Creek or on slopes greater than 50 
percent, which could reduce access to mineral activities. Similarly, Alternative B would create the 
Upper Lolo Creek ACEC which would decommission roads not needed for long-term management 
which could reduce access for mineral activities. Alternative B would recommend expanding the 
Lower Salmon River ACEC by 3 percent (from 15,702 acres to 16,199 acres). No new road 
construction would be allowed in this ACEC under any alternative. The area would be excluded 
from mineral entry under the Lower Salmon River withdrawal. Alternative B would create an ACEC 
in the East Fork American River. Ground disturbance would be minimized on slopes greater than 
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40 percent. Road construction would not be allowed in RCA stream buffers. These restrictions 
could impact mineral activities. 

Alternative B would implement NSO restrictions for mineral leasing and in most cases mineral 
materials disposal on all lands identified in ACECs which is 36,153 acresAlternative B would include 
43,270 acres of NSO restrictions for mineral leasing and potential NSO restrictions for mineral 
material disposals under NSO-1. This NSO restriction would apply to ACECs, WSAs, and river 
corridors suitable for wild designation in the NWSRS.  

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Alternative B would support renewing the existing withdrawals along the Lower Salmon River. In 
total, 21,869 acres of public land and 8,062 acres of federal minerals (split estates) would be 
withdrawn from locatable mineral entry. These proposed withdrawals would require approval by the 
Secretary of the Interior. Areas withdrawn from the mining laws would be closed to locatable 
minerals. Under Alternative B, threeno suitable segments would be recommended for inclusion in 
the NWSRS. 

In addition to continuing the withdrawals from locatable minerals, Alternative B would implement 
NSO and CSU restrictions for leasable minerals and in most cases mineral materials disposal within 
0.25-mile of river segments identified as suitable for inclusion in the NWSRS.  These would apply to 
the existing river segments (112 miles) and an additional 29 miles identified during the RMP 
process.As stated under the Effects from ACEC/RNA Management, Alternative B would include 
43,270 acres of NSO restrictions under NSO-1. This NSO restriction would apply to ACECs, 
WSAs, and river corridors suitable for wild designation in the NWSRS.  

Alternative B would include 31,770 acres of CSU restrictions under CSU-3. CSU restrictions would 
apply to river corridors suitable for scenic and recreational designation in the NWSRS. These river 
corridors are ineligible for disposal. No surface-disturbing facilities would be authorized that could 
adversely impact the use of SRMAs or rivers suitable for the NWSRS for recreation purposes. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Alternative B would implement an additional restriction (NSO-1) for leasable minerals activities in 
WSAs.  This restriction may also be applied to mineral material activities in WSAsAs stated under 
the Effects from ACEC/RNA Management, Alternative B would include 43,270 acres of NSO 
restrictions for mineral leasing and potential NSO restrictions for mineral material disposals under 
NSO-1. This NSO restriction would apply to ACECs, WSAs, and river corridors suitable for wild 
designation in the NWSRS.  

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Alternative B would include 24 acres of NSO restrictions for mineral leasing and potential NSO 
restrictions for mineral material disposals under NSO-7. This NSO restriction would apply to areas 
with known hazardous materials. Sites with hazardous substances remaining at the site would be 
restricted with no surface occupancy and sites would be closed to motorized vehicles which would 
require Plan of operations for mineral actions, increasing mineral restrictions in comparison to 
Alternative A. 
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Alternative C 

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that RCA stream buffers 
under Alternative C would be largest totaling 27,624 acres, which would provide the most restriction 
for mineral activities. The entire acreage would include NSO restrictions for mineral leasing and 
potential NSO restrictions for mineral material disposals under NSO-2. Buffers for wetlands and 
landslide-prone areas are not included in the acreage calculations. Alternative C would manage 3 
watersheds as conservation watersheds and 40 37 watersheds as restoration watersheds, the most of 
all alternatives. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be the same as those described above under Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and 
Wetlands Management.  

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that Alternative C would 
include 26,945 acres of NSO restrictions for mineral leasing and potential NSO restrictions for 
mineral material disposals under NSO-9, double that of Alternative B. Alternative C also would 
include 46,746 acres of CSU restrictions under CSU-1, over 12 percent more than Alternative B.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that Alternative C would 
impose 68,854 acres of NSO constraints and 59,122 acres of CSU restrictions. Overall, Alternative C 
would impose NSO and CSU constraints on 17 percent more open areas than Alternative B.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that Alternative C would 
restrict vehicle use in more areas, which would further restrict access to mineral activities.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 
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Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
This alternative would have similar effects on minerals as Alternative B, except that Alternative C 
also would protect Craig Mountain as an ACEC. No new rights-of-way or road construction would 
be allowed, which could reduce access to mineral activities. Roads not needed for long-term 
management in the Upper Lolo Creek ACEC would be decommissioned, which could reduce access 
for mineral activities. Alternative C would create the Partridge/Elkhorn and Little Salmon ACECs, 
which would minimize new road construction and reduce access for mineral activities. 

Alternative C would also implement NSO restrictions for mineral leasing and in most cases mineral 
materials disposal on all lands identified in ACECs (60,661 acres). This is 68 percent more than 
under Alternative B. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Effects would be the same assimilar to those described under Alternative B except, in addition to the 
existing river segments suitable for inclusion in the NWSRS (112 miles), 29 miles of river segments 
identified as suitable would be recommended for inclusion in the NWSRS. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except Alternative C would include 
63,698 acres of NSO restrictions under NSO-1.   

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except under Alternative C, sites 
with hazardous substances remaining at the site would be closed to mineral laws or restricted with 
no surface occupancy, increasing mineral restrictions in comparison to all alternatives.  

Alternative D 

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that RCA stream buffers 
under Alternative D would total 20,710 acres, the least of all alternatives. Larger RCAs would restrict 
mineral activities in larger areas. The entire acreage would include NSO restrictions for mineral 
leasing and potential NSO restrictions for mineral material disposals under NSO-2. Buffers for 
wetlands and landslide-prone areas are not included in the acreage calculations. Alternative D would 
manage 1 three watersheds as a conservation watersheds and 27 24 watersheds as restoration 
watersheds, the least of all alternatives.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 
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Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be the same as those described above under Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and 
Wetlands Management.  

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that Alternative D would 
include 7,205 acres of NSO restrictions for mineral leasing and potential NSO restrictions for 
mineral material disposals under NSO-9, about half that of Alternative B. Alternative D also would 
include 36,180 acres of CSU restrictions under CSU-1, which is about 12 percent less than 
Alternative B.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that Alternative D would 
impose 35,045 acres of NSO constraints and 32,013 acres of CSU restrictions. Overall, Alternative 
D would impose NSO and CSU constraints on 11 percent less open area acreage than Alternative B. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that under Alternative D 
access routes would be improved in the Craig Mountain WMA, which could provide more access to 
mineral activities.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
This alternative would have similar effects on minerals as Alternative B, except that the amount of 
land covered by ACECs would be less (23,924 acres).  This is a 34 percent decreaseThis alternative 
would have similar effects on minerals as Alternative B, except that Alternative D would include 
34,714 acres of NSO restrictions for mineral leasing and potential NSO restrictions for mineral 
material disposals under NSO-1, the least of all alternatives, with the exception of Alternative A. 
This NSO restriction would apply to ACECs, WSAs, and river corridors suitable for wild 
designation in the NWSRS.  

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. only recommend an additional 24 
miles of river segments suitable for designation in the NWSRSEffects would be similar to those 
described under Alternative B, except Alternative D would include 34,714 acres of NSO restrictions 
under NSO-1.  
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Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.Effects would be similar to those 
described under Alternative B, except Alternative D would include 34,714 acres of NSO restrictions 
under NSO-1.  

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except under Alternative D sites 
with hazardous materials would only be restricted with no surface occupancy, reducing mineral 
restrictions in comparison to Alternatives B and C, but increasing restrictions in comparison to 
Alternative A. 

Cumulative Effects 

Northern Idaho has experienced extensive mineral activities over the past 140 years. Mining will 
continue on public, tribal, state, and private lands, depending on the price of commodities and the 
expense of complying with environmental regulations. If the price of gold increased, placer mining 
and underground lode deposit development would be expected to increase as well. This assumption 
is supported by the recent renewed interest in developing a gold property on BLM land northwest of 
Elk City which was prompted by the surge in gold prices. Based on the current knowledge of the 
geologic environment and past activity levels in the CFO, little to no development of leasable 
minerals is anticipated over the next twenty years. Development of sand, gravel, aggregate, and 
dimension stone is expected to grow due to increased demands from a growing population. The 
population of the CFO is projected to continue to grow at a rate of 11 percent between 2000 and 
2020, resulting in a need for more mineral materials to support infrastructure and building 
construction.   

The amount of BLM administered land in the CFO has increased by approximately 7 percent since 
1981. Depending on whether mineral rights were acquired, the area open to mineral activities may 
also have increased. Regardless, the BLM controls the surface management of these areas, 
potentially allowing more flexibility for mining activities. 

Although access from private lands to BLM-administered lands is expected to decrease in the future, 
overall road construction will likely increase in the future, including on BLM-administered lands in 
northern Idaho. The future rate of road development is unknown on private and State of Idaho 
lands. Continued development of recreation opportunities may result in increased access, which 
would also increase access to minerals. 

Wildland fires will continue to be suppressed to reduce the risk to resource values, including 
minerals. This policy could prevent large wildfires from spreading to areas of mineral activity. 

Increased conservation of fish and wildlife may result in more restrictions of mineral activities. As 
species are delisted under the ESA, increased mineral activities could be allowed in formerly 
restricted habitat areas. Water quality concerns could result in restrictions of surface disturbances 
related to mineral activities. Implementing the ICBEMP management strategy could also increase 
restrictions to mineral activities on public lands. Similarly, increasing restrictions to mineral activities 
may be imposed to reduce the spread of noxious weeds. Increased enforcement of mineral 
restrictions related to cultural and archaeological sites could reduce access for mineral activities in 
the future. 



Chapter 4: Minerals – Cumulative Effects 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-282 

Implementing Forest Plans in National Forests near the CFO could restrict surface disturbances and 
road access related to mineral activities. These plans emphasize resource protection over commodity 
production. 

All alternatives would withdraw the same acres from the mining laws, which would exclude locatable 
mineral activities. Alternative A would involve the greatest area open to mineral leasing and mineral 
material disposals without restrictions. Combined with past, present, and foreseeable future mineral 
activities on other public lands, state lands, tribal lands, and private lands, the cumulative result of 
Alternative A would be to allow more mineral activities than the other alternatives. Alternative C 
would include the most restrictions on mineral activities. Combined with other cumulative projects, 
the cumulative result of Alternative C would be to allow the least unrestricted mineral activities. 
Alternative B would include fewer restrictions on mineral activities than Alternative C. Combined 
with other cumulative projects, the cumulative result of Alternative B would be to allow more 
unrestricted mineral activities than under Alternative C. Alternative D would include fewer 
restrictions on mineral activities than Alternatives B or C. Combined with other cumulative projects, 
the cumulative result of Alternative D would be to allow more unrestricted mineral activities than 
Alternatives B or C.  

4.3.4 Recreation  

Goal: Manage public lands and waters to provide a broad spectrum of recreation experiences and 
benefits. Emphasize resource-based river recreation. Ensure that developed facilities and sites are 
appropriate for the resource setting, well maintained, safe, secure, and accessible. Provide high value 
recreation opportunities and receive a fair return for commercial and specialized recreation use. 

Summary 

Effects on recreation management from the proposed alternatives would result in a wide range of 
possible outcomes. Surface-disturbing activities such as wildland fire management and mineral 
development would have short-term and long-term effects on recreational users if areas and 
activities are restricted or excluded until surface-disturbing activities conclude, or if such activities 
change the landscape character or recreation opportunities available.  

Special designations, including Wilderness Areas, WSAs, ACECs, ACEC/RNAs, and river segments 
recommended as suitable for designation in the NWSRS affect recreation management. Typically, 
these designations protect important historical, cultural, and scenic values, which encourage 
nonmotorized and more-primitive backcountry experiences. Opportunities for this type of 
recreational user would increase as the percentage of the designated acreage increases. Recreational 
users who prefer motorized travel as an activity or who require motorized travel to access an area 
could be affected if previously accessible areas become inaccessible to motorized travel; travel is 
discussed more in Section 4.3.6, Transportation and Travel Management. 

Maintaining and possibly increasing SRMA designations would protect recreational resources and 
encourage appropriate recreation activities in these areas. Both land- and water-based activities 
would remain the focus in these designations, including the most popular activities within the CFO 
such as boating, camping, hiking, fishing, and sightseeing. 

Alternative B best meets the goal of providing a broad spectrum of recreation settings and 
opportunities.  Alternative C emphasizes less motorized recreation in more primitive settings, while 
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Alternative A has more emphasis on motorized recreation opportunities and includes the most 
acreage for OHV cross-country travel followed by Alternative D. Recreation indicators were 
identified to assess environmental effects. Table 4-54 55 identifies the indicators that were used to 
analyze effects on recreation management under each alternative.  

Table 4-55 
Comparison of Recreation Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
SRMA Areas     
Number of SRMAs 3 5 5 5 
Acres of SRMAs 26,682 55,201 55,201 55,201 
     
Acres by ROS Class     
Primitive (P) 14,381 6,200 6,200 6,200 
Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized (SPNM)  18,816 36,495 36,495 36,495 
Semiprimitive 
Motorized (SPM)  26,206 23,593 23,593 23,593 
Roaded-Natural (RN)  55,988 54,867 54,867 54,867 
Semi-Urban (SU) 27,349 22,478 22,478 22,478 
Urban (U) 40 40 40 40 
Unclassified 1,046 0 0 0 
Source: BLM 2004a  
 

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For recreation management, the indicators used 
for impact analysis are identified in Table 4-5455, Comparison of Recreation Indicators by 
Alternative.  

Methods and Assumptions 
To evaluate the potential impact on recreation management from each alternative, information was 
gathered from recreation specialists and the public during the planning process, and information was 
assembled during interdisciplinary team meetings. Impacts were identified using best professional 
judgment and were assessed according to the following assumptions: 

• The demand for recreational use would continue to increase over the life of the plan; 
• Recreational visits would continue to increase; 
• The incidence of resource damage and conflicts among recreationists involved in 

mechanized, motorized, and nonmotorized activities would increase with increasing use of 
public lands; 

• Anticipated increases would focus on nonmotorized or float boating and OHV use, as well 
as fishing, hiking, mountain biking, camping, photographing, wildlife/bird observing, 
picnicking, and hunting; and 
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• User-created trails could continue to be developed throughout the CFO, although such 
actions are illegal, and creators and users of nondesignated trails will be subject to 
enforcement actions.User-created trails would continue to be developed throughout the 
CFO. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Geology Management 
Under all alternatives, management actions that establish additional protection for geological 
features could affect recreation management by improving recreational experiences, such as viewing, 
hiking, and photography that are associated with these features. 

Effects from Soils Management 
Under all alternatives, soils management could result in altering the existing roads network if roads 
are determined to be potentially harmful to the existing soil composition. This could affect 
recreation management by limiting motorized access and related activities in some areas. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Under all alternatives, implementing plans to improve water quality management could directly 
affect recreation management if restrictions are implemented on water bodies that are used for 
recreation activities such as boating and fishing. Some recreation activities, such as fishing, hiking, 
and wildlife viewing, would be indirectly affected as water quality and stream and river health is 
improved. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Direct control measures, as recommended by the Forest Service Insect and Disease Center, would 
be applied to forest management areas with high recreation value. These actions would directly 
impact recreational opportunities by preserving and protecting areas with recreation values.  

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Implementing prevention and rehabilitation actions to combat the spread of invasive plant 
populations could directly affect recreation activities when treated areas overlap areas of desired 
recreational use. In the short-term, recreation activities would be limited in treatment areas; however, 
long-term effects on recreation include improved natural communities that enhance primitive 
recreation experiences. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Measures to protect special status plants would affect recreation management under all alternatives. 
Recreation activities that are found to impact listed plants would be restricted or excluded to avoid 
further damage. 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Implementing site-specific measures for cultural resources would protect these resources of interest 
to the recreating public. However, these measures could also lead to restricting the development of 
recreational facilities and related opportunities. Employing OHV limitations would preclude 
recreation users who depend on motorized transportation to access public lands. 
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Effects from Forest Products Management 
Under all alternatives, approximately 25 to 30 percent of the CFO planning area would be 
apportioned into commercial forest management areas. Recreation activities could be restricted or 
excluded from areas during forest management activities. Direct control measures to address forest 
health would occur in areas of high recreation value, directly affecting recreation management by 
improving forest health in known areas of high recreational use. Effects on recreation activities 
include enhanced opportunities for camping, hiking, and sightseeing.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Under all alternatives, management actions would continue to support an array of recreational 
opportunities, including boating, camping, hiking, and fishing. The CFO would continue to manage 
the Lower Salmon River—Scenic, the Lower Salmon River—Recreational, and the Clearwater River 
SRMAs (totaling approximately 26,682 acres). The CFO would also continue to manage 183 miles of 
water trails, over 200 undeveloped or semi-developed recreation sites along the Clearwater and 
Salmon Rivers, and 12 recreation sites scattered across the planning area. Overall, these actions 
would directly affect recreation management by ensuring that water- and land-based recreational 
opportunities continue to exist in both designated and undesignated areas. 

Special Recreation Permits would continue to be administered for commercial, competitive, 
organized group recreation activities, and individual use of special areas, affecting recreation 
management by monitoring the number of recreational users on public lands. This would reduce 
user conflicts and ensure that the recreation activity level on public lands would not inhibit other 
resource management objectives. Within SRMAs, issuing Special Recreation Permits would continue 
to support water-based commercial use on the Salmon River. Any Special Recreation Permits 
obtained in Extensive Recreation Management Areas would continue to support opportunities for 
commercial recreation such as big game hunting and trail rides.  

Developed and dispersed opportunities remain constant throughout all alternatives. Twelve sites 
would continue to be managed under all alternatives, providing recreational users in these areas 
amenities such as toilets, picnic tables, boat ramps, and parking areas. The entire CFO would remain 
open to dispersed camping, except in areas where specific restrictions or exclusions are in place to 
meet other resource objectives. 

Under all alternatives, 100,861 acres (approximately 70 percent of the CFO planning area) would 
remain open to over-snow motorized travel, providing opportunities such as snowmobiling to 
recreational users during winter months.  Most of Craig Mountain WMA would remain closed to 
over-snow motorized travel, except 105 acres, reducing motorized winter activities in this area.   

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Land acquisitions, land exchanges, or conservation easements, regardless of the purpose, could 
directly affect recreation management. Changes in public land status could provide the public with 
more (or less) acreage on which to recreate. Land acquisitions could provide additional areas, subject 
to management actions established to protect sensitive resources.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Measures to protect valuable and sensitive resources within ACECs and ACEC/RNAs designations 
would create an effect on recreational users throughout the CFO. Visitors to the ACECs and 
ACEC/RNAs could take part in wildlife viewing, sightseeing, hiking, and camping, all while 
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protecting important values within the designation. Conflicts between motorized and nonmotorized 
recreation users would be minimized in these areas, improving the quality of recreation experience 
for all users.  

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Under all alternatives, 29 miles of river segments found suitable, as well as 112 miles of the Salmon 
River that has been a study river since 1968, would be managed to preserve their outstandingly 
remarkable values. This would preserve land- and water-based recreational activities in these areas.  

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Under all alternatives, 750 acres would continue to be managed as a Wilderness Area and 12,034 
acres would continue to be managed as WSAs, thereby affecting recreational users seeking 
backcountry and primitive experiences by ensuring the continued protection of the valuable 
resources contained within these designations.  

Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
Under all alternatives, management actions would continue to maintain and improve, when possible, 
natural and cultural resource conditions to enhance opportunities to exercise Native American 
traditional uses. Recreation activities could be restricted or excluded if activities are interfering with 
the maintenance and protection of these resources.  

Alternative A 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Under Alternative A, current forestry practices would continue to affect recreation management. 
Forestry practices could initially cause short-term impacts on recreational users if certain areas are 
closed or restricted during timber production activities. Over the long term, recreation activities 
would resume. Recreational opportunities such as sightseeing and pleasure driving would be 
indirectly affected due to altered landscapes.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Management actions developed to protect, rehabilitate, and restore riparian areas and wetlands under 
Alternative A would create impacts on recreational users if activities are occurring within restricted 
buffer strips, which are designated within riparian management units. Recreation sites (and activities) 
would be restricted to non-critical aquatic and terrestrial habitats. However, by minimizing 
disturbances to wildlife and stream habitat, over the long term primitive recreation experiences 
would be improved, including activities such as fishing, wildlife viewing, and hiking.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Wildlife and special status wildlife management could affect recreation by increasing restrictions on 
certain activities. If recreation activities, current or proposed, are determined to create direct or 
indirect impacts to a species, the activity would be modified. Although several management actions 
could increase restrictions on recreation activities, recreational opportunities that appreciate wildlife 
could be expanded as well.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Under Alternative A, wildland fire suppression on at least 70 percent of the CFO could affect 
recreation opportunities by minimizing fire-related interference with activities and protecting scenic 
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beauty. Areas where wildland fire use would be allowed (Figure H-1, Areas Available for Wildland 
Fire Use—Alternatives A and C [see Appendix H in Volume III]) would directly affect recreational 
users in the short-term by restricting activities in burned areas until areas are reopened. Once burned 
areas are reopened, recreational opportunities could resume.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Under Alternative A, minerals management could affect recreation everywhere except the Frank 
Church Wilderness Area, which is closed to the mineral laws and withdrawn from the mining laws. 
Lands within 0.25-mile of the Lower Salmon River would continue to be withdrawn from the 
mining laws, closing the area to locatable mineral exploration and development. Because the BLM 
would not designate NSO or CSU stipulations under this alternative, the Lower Salmon River area 
and all other BLM-administered lands currently open to mineral laws within the CFO would be 
subject to leasable and saleable mineral activity, subject to the BLM’s discretion. This minerals 
management could create an effect on recreational opportunities and experiences. 

Minerals management activities involving heavy equipment, new roads, well pads, and other 
facilities, would directly affect recreational users in the short-term by placing restrictions on areas 
where these activities are occurring. Over the long-term, surface-disturbances that create effects on 
the scenic quality and the natural landscape would indirectly affect recreational experiences.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Livestock grazing management actions would include implementing the Idaho Standards for 
Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1997a) (Appendix A 
[see Volume III]), which set standards for vegetation health, wildlife habitat, and riparian habitat. As 
a result, recreation opportunities, such as hunting, fishing, and wildlife viewing, would be affected. 

Livestock grazing management would result in the continued presence of cattle and sheep and 
rangeland facilities on public lands. Approximately 24,278 acres of grazing allotments overlap SRMA 
designations. Recreational experiences in these areas, as well as other high use recreational areas in 
the planning area, could experience short-term impacts when recreation activities and grazing 
practices occur on the same public lands. Range improvements, such as adjusting fence locations, 
could create long-term effects on recreation by interfering with recreational use patterns or by 
temporarily displacing recreation activities.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
In addition to effects noted under the Effects Common to All Alternatives section above, under 
Alternative A the BLM would continue to manage the Elk City, Lolo Creek, Little Salmon River, 
John Day Creek, Marshall Mountain, and Craig Mountain areas as Extensive Recreation 
Management Areas.  

The BLM would continue to manage public lands for a variety of recreational activities within all 
ROS settings. This alternative would continue to recognize 14,381 acres as Primitive, 18,816 acres as 
Semiprimitive Nonmotorized, 26,206 acres as Semiprimitive Motorized, 55,988 acres as Roaded-
Natural, 27,349 acres as Semi-Urban, 40 acres as Urban, and 1,046 acres as Undesignated. Roaded-
Natural (39 percent) accounts for the largest setting, and Urban (less than 1 percent) followed by 
Primitive (10 percent) represent the smallest setting in the CFO planning area. These percentages are 
indicative of the management emphasis for recreation activities on BLM-administered lands. A 
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much smaller portion of the CFO planning area is reserved for primitive experiences, when 
compared to opportunities for activities that include motorized uses.  

Opportunities for water-based recreation under this alternative would continue. The BLM would 
allow 44 commercial water-based outfitter permits issued with the Idaho Outfitters Guides 
Licensing Board on the Salmon and Clearwater Rivers. No permits would be issued for Lolo Creek, 
and permits for Craig Mountain WMA would require concurrence of the Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game.   

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
This alternative provides the most motorized public access of any of the alternatives. OHV use on 
public lands would continue to be managed in accordance with existing OHV designations. Under 
Alternative A, approximately 85,308 acres would be designated as Open to OHV travel, or 59 
percent of the CFO planning area. Approximately 40,437 acres would be managed as Limited, and 
18,054 acres would be managed as Closed. The route network within the three designated SRMAs 
would recognize 9,889 acres as Open, 7,350 acres as Limited, and 9,444 acres as Closed. 

Allowing this level of continued OHV use would not address resource and user conflict issues and 
could result in emergency closures to protect resources from extensive damage. This alternative 
would have the most opportunities for recreational activities that include the use of motorized travel, 
such as cross-country and pleasure driving and motorcycling riding; fewer opportunities for 
recreational users that prefer nonmotorized or backcountry experiences would occur.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
In addition to the effects noted under the Effects Common to All Alternatives section above, lands 
and realty management under this alternative identifies approximately 47,361 acres for exchange. 
Nearly all of the public lands proposed for exchange, however, are scattered, isolated parcels that do 
not have public access and therefore, would not decrease the area of public lands available for 
recreation activities. 

Under this alternative, public lands that have public access, high-value resources, and areas along the 
Salmon River would be retained, thereby preserving recreation opportunities in areas that meet those 
criteria. Realty actions would also be avoided in ACECs, RNAs, SRMAs, and wild and scenic rivers, 
which would have a positive effect on recreational users seeking primitive experiences.  

Withdrawals that emphasize the protection of high-value resources would directly affect recreation 
management; specifically, the withdrawal on the Lower Salmon River would affect recreation 
opportunities by preserving the quality of recreational experiences and activities along the river, 
including boating, fishing, camping, and hiking.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
In addition to effects on recreation management noted under the Effects Common to All 
Alternatives section above, under Alternative A four ACECs would continue to be managed to 
protect important historical, cultural, scenic, and wildlife values contained within their boundaries. 
The four ACECs include Craig Mountain (3,956 acres), Elk City Dump/American Hill Lake (30 
acres), Lower Lolo Creek (3,678 acres), and Lower Salmon River (15,702 acres). 
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Under Alternative A, six ACEC/RNAs would continue to be managed to protect important 
resources contained within their boundaries. The six ACEC/RNAs include Wapshilla Ridge (401 
acres), Lower and Middle Cottonwoods Islands (43 acres), Captain John Creek (1,321 acres), Long 
Gulch (47 acres), Lucile Caves (404 acres), and Skookumchuck (18 acres).  

This alternative would designate 23,366 acres as ACECs and 2,233 acres as ACEC/RNAs, a 
combined total of almost 18 percent of the CFO planning area. Opportunities for certain types of 
land- and water-based recreation activities such as backpacking, camping, and fishing would 
continue in these areas.  

Alternative B 

Effects from Soils Management 
Under Alternative B, implementing BMPs and expanding minimum requirements for protecting soil 
from ground-disturbing activities could affect recreation management. Soil stabilization activities 
could preclude some recreation activities, such as recreating in streams, during reclamation projects. 
Temporary or permanent route closures that are implemented to protect soils could limit recreation 
activities in these areas.  

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Under Alternative B, implementing BMPs to promote water quality protection and limit nonpoint 
source pollution could affect recreation management. Alternative B emphasizes actively changing 
management direction to avoid additional effects on water quality. Changes could include actions to 
limit boating activities in water sources or to limit OHV activities on roads that cross streams and 
around water sources, which would minimize the likelihood of nonpoint source pollution. By 
limiting some recreation activities in these areas, other recreational activities such as wildlife viewing, 
fishing, and photography could also be affected.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Impacts on recreation management from forest management are similar to those described under 
Alternative A. Under Alternative B, forestry treatment projects that are specifically designed to 
enhance forest health vigor and composition could further affect recreational opportunities due to 
altered landscapes. Improvements to ranges for snags and coarse woody debris could improve 
wildlife habitat and contribute indirectly to recreation experiences such as wildlife viewing.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Impacts on recreation from riparian and wetlands management are similar to those described under 
Alternative A. Under Alternative B, additional measures are identified to improve these areas, 
including restricting land and vehicle uses, both of which could affect recreation. Restrictions on 
land uses could prohibit recreation activities such as camping, hiking, and mountain biking, and 
vehicle restrictions could restrict recreation travel patterns, which would limit or prevent access to 
some sites. 

Existing recreation sites and activities that occur within RCA stream buffers that are failing to meet 
riparian management objectives or that are adversely affecting special status fish will either be 
relocated or eliminated, directly affecting recreation management. New recreation sites, facilities, and 
activities would also be required to meet these standards or use would be precluded from designated 
RCAs. 
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Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Impacts on recreation management from wildlife and special status wildlife management under this 
alternative are similar to those identified under Alternative A. Additional conservation and 
restoration measures to protect suitable habitat or habitat niches and to maintain or improve forage 
species, nesting, or roosting habitat would further restrict recreation activities in certain areas. 
Depending on site-specific situations, conservation actions such as land tenure adjustments and 
conservation easements could further preclude recreation activities. Over the long-term, as wildlife 
habitat is improved, effects on recreational opportunities that relate to appreciating wildlife would 
develop.  

Under this alternative, priority management areas to protect watersheds are identified for no net 
increase in motorized vehicle use of roads or trails. These areas include Craig Mountain, Lower 
Salmon River, John Day/Wet Gulch, Slate Creek, East of Riggins, Sheep–Hat Creek–Denny Creek, 
Elk Creek/Little Elk Creek, Hazard–Hard–Little Salmon River Face, Trail Creek–Boulder Creek, 
Marshall Mountain, Lolo Creek, and Clearwater River Face/Pardee. Identified areas total 101,526 
acres; this would directly affect recreation management. Remote experiences for recreational users 
would be expanded, but others who are dependant on vehicle use for recreational activities could be 
restricted if popularity for motorized use in these areas expanded.  

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Measures to protect and improve aquatic resources, fish, and special status fish would continue to 
provide opportunities for recreational uses such as fishing and wildlife viewing. However, 
restrictions to protect these resources could restrict or exclude recreational activities from these 
areas, including motorized access by roads or trails, or access by boats.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Impacts on recreation management from wildland fire management are similar to those described 
under Alternative A. Under Alternative B, prescribed fire would be used to treat 5 to 15 percent, 
mechanical would be used to treat 2 to 6 percent, and chemical would be used to treat 5 to 36 
percent of CFO FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate to high risk) WUI lands. Impacts on recreation activities 
would be direct and short-term, as recreational activities would be restricted while fire management 
activities are in progress.  

Effects from Paleontological Resources Management 
Developing measures to protect paleontological resources would protect these resources of interest 
to the recreating public. However, these measures could restrict or exclude recreation activities to 
protect sensitive resources.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Impacts on recreation management from minerals management are similar to those described under 
Alternative A. Under this alternative, the BLM would designate NSO and CSU stipulations on lands 
open to leasable and saleable mineral activities. A total of 24,218 acres of SRMAs would be subject 
to NSO stipulations, and 25,897 acres would be subject to CSU stipulations. Implementing 
stipulations would reduce surface-disturbing activities, therefore reducing effects on recreational 
users.  
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Effects from Livestock Grazing Management  
Impacts on recreation management from livestock grazing management are similar to those 
described under Alternative A. Under Alternative B, 26,023 acres of grazing allotments overlap 
SRMA designations. This is a 1,745-acre increase in comparison to Alternative A due to an increase 
in SRMA designations. Therefore, effects on recreational users would be slightly greater under this 
alternative. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
In addition to effects noted under the Effects Common to All Alternatives section above, under this 
alternative the BLM would continue to manage the Elk City, Little Salmon River, John Day Creek, 
and Marshall Mountain areas as Extensive Recreation Management Areas. Lolo Creek and Craig 
Mountain would be designated as SRMAs, in addition to the three SRMAs identified under Effects 
Common to All Alternatives, identifying recreation as the principal use of these lands. The Lolo 
Creek SRMA (3,635 acres) would emphasize backcountry, dispersed, and nonmotorized recreation 
opportunities, with an emphasis on whitewater boating and fishing. The Craig Mountain SRMA 
(24,884 acre) would provide opportunities in a natural setting for big game hunting, hiking, and 
biking, while promoting backcountry recreation experiences. SRMA designations under this 
alternative would total 55,201 acres, a 19-percent increase in comparison to Alternative A.  

Similar to Alternative A, the BLM would continue to manage public lands for a variety of 
recreational activities within all ROS settings. This alternative would recognize 6,200 acres as 
Primitive, 36,495 acres as Semiprimitive Nonmotorized, 23,593 acres as Semiprimitive Motorized, 
54,867 acres as Roaded-Natural, 22,478 acres as Semi-Urban, and 40 acres as Urban. Like Alternative 
A, Roaded-Natural (38 percent) accounts for the largest setting, and Urban (less than 1 percent) and 
Primitive (4 percent) represent the smallest (10 percent) setting; therefore, effects on recreation from 
these designations are similar to those described under Alternative A.  

Commercial permits issued with the Idaho Outfitters Guides Licensing Board and effects on water-
based recreation activities would be identical to those described under Alternative A. Under this 
alternative, additional zones would be established for both commercial and competitive uses, 
providing additional opportunities for activities such as boating and fishing. Commercial outfitting 
and guiding uses in these zones would require BLM Special Recreation Permits and would also be 
subject to Idaho Outfitters Guides Licensing Board regulations. Other commercial recreation uses in 
these zones would require permits but would not be regulated by the Idaho Outfitters and Guides 
Licensing Board (e.g., some Boy Scouts of America groups or University Outdoor Programs). The 
Lower Salmon River - Scenic SRMA would allow up to 10 permits for commercial recreation use 
not subject to Idaho Outfitter and Guides Licensing Board regulations; no commercial permits 
would be issued for Lolo Creek SRMA, and commercial permits for extensive SRMAs would be 
considered as needed.  

Designating additional zones for competitive use or no competitive use would affect recreational 
users by increasing restrictions on some activities. Restricting competitive uses in the Lower Salmon 
River - Scenic SRMA, Lolo Creek SRMA, and all designated wilderness would create long-term 
direct effects on recreation users who prefer to use these areas for activities such as OHV or 
mountain bike races; however, opportunities for these activities would remain in the Lower Salmon 
River - Recreation, Clearwater River, and Craig Mountain SRMAs and in all Extensive Recreation 
Management Areas.  
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Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
This alternative provides less motorized public access in comparison to Alternative A. Areas 
designated as Closed would remain the same, however, no Open areas would be designated.   Areas 
designated as Limited would increase to 125,729 acres (a 59-percent increase from Alternative A).  
The route network within the 5 designated SRMAs would recognize zero acres as Open, 44,117 
acres as Limited, and 11,085 acres as Closed.   

This alternative would limit areas available for recreational activities that include the use of 
motorized travel, such as cross-country and pleasure driving and motorcycling riding.  Hunting 
would also be affected because hunters who depend on motorized travel for access, scouting, and 
retrieval would be limited to designated routes.  More opportunities for recreational users that prefer 
nonmotorized or backcountry experiences would occur. 

Alternative B identifies 1 three conservation and 32 28 restoration watersheds, 2 percent more 
acreage than prescription watersheds under Alternative A. Decommissioning or obliteration of some 
roads in these areas could limit motorized access.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
In addition to effects on recreation management noted under the Effects Common to All 
Alternatives section above, lands and realty management under this alternative identifies 
approximately 30,098 acres for disposal. Public lands that have public access, high value resources, 
and areas along the Salmon River would be retained and potential acquisitions of land and 
conservation easements on the Lower Salmon River, Craig Mountain WMA, Clearwater River, and 
Lolo Creek would preserve and expand recreation opportunities in areas that meet those criteria. In 
ACECs, RNAs, SRMAs, and wild and scenic rivers, realty disposal actions would be avoided while 
acquisition opportunities would be emphasized, which would create an effect on recreational users 
seeking primitive experiences. 

Withdrawals that emphasize the protection of high-value resources would directly affect recreation 
management; specifically, the withdrawal on the Lower Salmon River would affect recreation 
opportunities by preserving the quality of recreational experiences and activities along the river, 
including boating, fishing, camping, and hiking.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
In addition to effects on recreation management noted under the Effects Common to All 
Alternatives section above, under Alternative B five six ACECs would be managed to protect 
important historical, cultural, scenic, and wildlife values contained within their boundary. The five 
six ACECs include Upper Lolo Creek (1,625 acres), Lower Lolo Creek (3,678 acres), Lower Salmon 
River (16,199 acres), Salmon River (5,759 acres), East Fork American River (570 acres), and 
American River Historic Sites District (6,356 acres). Along with resource protection, public use and 
access of the Lower Salmon River and Salmon River ACECs would be emphasized. 

Similar to Alternative A, this alternative identifies the same six ACEC/RNAs to be managed to 
protect important resources contained within their boundaries. Under this alternative, the Lucile 
Caves ACEC/RNA acreage would decrease to 136 acres.  

Overall, Alternative B would designate 32,56234,187 acres as ACECs and 1,966 acres as 
ACEC/RNAs, a combined total of 24 25 percent of the CFO planning area. This represents an 
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overall increase of 6 7 percent in ACEC and ACEC/RNA designations in comparison to Alternative 
A. Similar to Alternative A, opportunities for certain types of land- and water-based recreation 
activities, such as backpacking, camping, and fishing, would continue in these areas.  

Effects from Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites Management 
Effects on recreation activities such as wildlife viewing and sightseeing would occur if additional 
watchable wildlife viewing sites were designated.  

Alternative C 

Effects from Soils Management 
Under Alternative C, impacts to recreation management from soils management would be identical 
to those impacts described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Under Alternative C, impacts to recreation management from water resource management would be 
identical to those impacts described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Under Alternative C, impacts to recreation management from riparian and wetlands management 
would be similar to those impacts described under Alternative B; however, RCA stream buffers 
would total 27,624 acres, 21 percent more area than under Alternative B and 14 percent more than 
Alternative A. Compared to Alternative A, this could increase the impact on recreation management 
by implementing restrictive measures on additional BLM-administered lands, further reducing 
recreational activities not meeting riparian management objectives or adversely affecting listed fish 
species. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Under Alternative C, impacts to recreation management from wildlife and special status wildlife 
management would be similar to those impacts described under Alternative B. Additionally, this 
alternative would strive for a net decrease in motorized vehicle use on roads and trails in priority 
management areas on 38,733 acres: Sheep–Hat Creek–Denny Creek; Hazard–Hard–Little Salmon 
River Face, Marshall Mountain, Lolo Creek, and Elk City Township. These limitations would 
directly affect recreation management by limiting any recreational activities that require motorized 
vehicle use either during the activity or to access the area where the activity would take place. 
Remote experiences for recreational users would be further expanded under this alternative when 
compared to Alternative B, but those who prefer motorized vehicle use for recreational activities 
would be further restricted. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Under Alternative C, impacts to recreation management from aquatic resources, fish, and special 
status fish management would be identical to those impacts described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Under Alternative C, impacts to recreation management from wildland fire management would be 
similar to those impacts described under Alternative B. Under this alternative, prescribed fire would 



Chapter 4: Recreation – Alternative C 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-294 

be used to treat 5 to 20 percent of the CFO FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate to high risk) WUI lands, slightly 
increasing the effects on recreational activities from prescribed fire when compared to Alternatives 
B and D.  

Effects from Paleontological Resources Management 
Under Alternative C, impacts to recreation management from paleontological resources 
management would be identical to those impacts described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Under Alternative C, managing an additional 14,241 acres under Class I and 5,559 acres under Class 
II provides for better retention of the existing viewshed, which would preserve an important 
component for recreational users seeking primitive experiences. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Impacts on recreation management from minerals management are similar to those described under 
Alternative A. Under this alternative, the BLM would designate NSO and CSU stipulations on lands 
open to leasable and saleable mineral activities. A total of 45,552 acres of SRMAs would be subject 
to NSO stipulations, and 43,795 acres would be subject to CSU stipulations. This is 47 and 41  
percent more acres of NSO and CSU stipulations on SRMAs, respectively, compared to Alternative 
B. This could increase reduce the effects on recreation management by allowing more less surface 
disturbances in areas where recreation activities occur.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management  
Impacts on recreation management from livestock grazing management are similar to those 
described under Alternative A. Under Alternative C, 24,039 acres of grazing allotments overlap 
SRMA designations. This is a 239-acre reduction in comparison to Alternative A. Therefore, effects 
on recreational users would be slightly reduced under this alternative. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
In addition to effects noted under the Effects Common to All Alternatives section above, effects on 
recreation from recreation management would be identical to those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects on recreation from transportation and travel management would be similar to those 
described under Alternative B. Under this alternative, priority management areas to protect 
watersheds include Craig Mountain, Lower Salmon River, John Day/Wet Gulch, Slate Creek, East 
of Riggins, Elk Creek/Little Elk Creek, Trail Creek–Boulder Creek, and Clearwater River 
Face/Pardee. Identified areas total 75,772 acres, a decrease of 25,804 acres in comparison to 
Alternative B.  

This alternative identifies 40 37 restoration and 3 three conservation watersheds, 3 percent more 
than prescription watersheds under Alternative A. Therefore, effects on recreational users from 
reducing roads and trails would be slightly greater under this alternative.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects on recreation management from lands and realty management are identical to those 
described under Alternative B.  
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Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
In addition to the effects on recreation management noted under the Effects Common to All 
Alternatives section above, under Alternative C nine ACECs would be managed to protect 
important historical, cultural, scenic, and wildlife values contained within their boundaries. This 
represents the most ACEC designations of all alternatives. The nine ACECs include Craig Mountain 
(23,342 acres), Lower Lolo Creek (3,678 acres), Upper Lolo Creek (1,625 acres), Lower Salmon 
River (16,199 acres), Partridge/Elkhorn (576 acres), Little Salmon River (590 acres), Salmon River 
(5,759 acres), East Fork American River (570 acres), and American River Historic Sites District 
(6,356 acres). Analogous to Alternative B, under this alternative public access and use would be 
emphasized in the Lower Salmon River and the Salmon River ACECs. 

This alternative identifies the same six ACEC/RNAs as Alternative B to be managed to protect 
important resources contained within their boundaries, with the same amount of acreage for each 
designation.  

Alternative C would designate 58,695 acres as ACECs and 1,966 acres as ACEC/RNAs, a combined 
total of 42 percent of the CFO planning area. This represents an overall increase of 24 percent in 
ACEC and ACEC/RNA designations in comparison to Alternative A. Similar to Alternative A, 
opportunities for certain types of land- and water-based recreation activities such as backpacking, 
camping, and fishing would continue in these areas.  

Effects from Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites Management 
Effects on recreation management from watchable wildlife viewing sites management are identical to 
those described under Alternative B.  

Alternative D 

Effects from Soils Management 
Under Alternative D, impacts to recreation management from soils management would be identical 
to those impacts described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Under Alternative D, impacts to recreation management from water resource management would be 
identical to those impacts described under Alternative A. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Under Alternative D, impacts to recreation management from riparian and wetlands management 
would be similar to those impacts described under Alternative B; however, RCA stream buffers 
would be slightly smaller (20,710 acres). This could decrease the impact on recreation management 
by implementing fewer restrictive measures on BLM-administered lands. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Under Alternative D, impacts to recreation management from wildlife and special status wildlife 
management would be similar to those impacts described under Alternative B.  
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Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Under Alternative D, impacts to recreation management from aquatic resources, fish, and special 
status fish management would be identical to those impacts described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Under Alternative D, impacts to recreation management from wildland fire management would be 
similar to those impacts described under Alternative B. Under this alternative, mechanical and fire 
could be used to treat 2 to 15 percent of the CFO FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate to high risk) WUI areas, 
slightly increasing the effects on recreational activities from mechanical treatments when compared 
to Alternatives B and C.  

Effects from Paleontological Resources Management 
Under Alternative D, impacts to recreation management from paleontological resources 
management would be identical to those impacts described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Under Alternative D, managing a decrease of 5,499 acres under Class I and 5,015 acres under Class 
II, in comparison to Alternative A, provides for less retention of the existing viewshed. Most acres 
would be moved into Class III, which allows for changes to some of the more undisturbed lands, 
affecting the amount of acreage available to recreational users and especially those seeking primitive 
or backcountry experiences.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Impacts on recreation management from minerals management are similar to those described under 
Alternative A. Under this alternative, the BLM would designate NSO and CSU stipulations on lands 
open to leasable and saleable mineral activities. A total of 23,733 acres of SRMAs would be subject 
to NSO stipulations and 25,897 acres would be subject to CSU stipulations, which is almost identical 
to Alternative B and is about 48 and 41 percent lower than NSO and CSU stipulations on SRMAs, 
respectively, in Alternative C. Effects on recreation management from minerals management would 
increase compared to other alternatives, but only slightly compared to Alternative B.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management  
Impacts on recreation management from livestock grazing management are similar to those 
described under Alternative A. Under Alternative D, 52,450 acres of grazing allotments overlap 
SRMA designations. This is a 28,172-acre increase in comparison to Alternative A. Effects on 
recreational users would be greater under this alternative due to the amount of allotments that 
overlay SRMA designations. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
In addition to effects noted under the Effects Common to All Alternatives section above, effects on 
recreation from recreation management regarding SRMA designations and ROS settings would be 
identical to those described under Alternative B. 

Commercial permits issued with the Idaho Outfitters Guides Licensing Board and effects on water-
based recreation activities would be similar to those identified under Alternative A, except 
commercial water-based outfitter permits would be based on the number of outfitters authorized by 
the State of Idaho in 2004, and permits would be issued for Lolo Creek SRMA. Opening the Lolo 
Creek SRMA for commercial outfitters would expand recreation opportunities for users who 
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depend on outfitters to access and recreate in areas. Establishing commercial permits would directly 
affect recreational users, depending on if BLM increases or decreases the amount of permitted use in 
these areas.  

Similar to Alternative B, this alternative would establish additional zones for both commercial and 
competitive uses. Commercial uses other than outfitting and guiding in these zones would require 
permits but would not be regulated by the Idaho Outfitters Guides Licensing Board. The Lower 
Salmon River Scenic SRMA would allow 15 permits, and other recreation permits would be issued 
for SRMA and Extensive Recreation Management Area zones, including the Lolo Creek SRMA. 
This alternative slightly expands opportunities for commercial uses when compared to Alternatives 
B and C. Effects on recreation from designating additional zones for competitive use or no 
competitive use would be identical to those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Under Alternative D, approximately 23,189 acres would be designated as Open to OHV travel, or 
16 percent of the CFO planning area. The majority of acreage designated as Open has no legal 
public access to these lands. Approximately 102,542 acres would be managed as Limited, and 18,054 
acres would be managed as Closed. The route network within the 5 designated SRMAs would 
recognize 349 acres as Open, 7,350 acres as Limited, and 9,444 acres as Closed. 

This alternative would have more opportunities for recreational activities that include the use of 
motorized travel in comparison to Alternatives B and C.  However, user conflicts within areas such 
as SRMAs, where recreation is dominant use, could also increase due to high levels of activity.  
Similar to Alternative B, hunting would also be affected but under this alternative, more 
opportunities for motorized access for scouting and retrieval would occur.   

Priority management areas to protect watersheds, and effects on recreational users as a result of 
protecting these areas, are identical to those discussed under Alternative B. This alternative identifies 
27 24 restoration and 1 three conservation watershed, 21 percent fewer watershed acres than 
prescription watersheds under Alternative A. Therefore, fewer impacts on recreational users would 
occur, providing users more opportunities to access and recreate in watershed areas. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects on recreation management from lands and realty management are identical to those 
described under Alternative B.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
In addition to effects on recreation management noted under the Effects Common to All 
Alternatives section above, under Alternative D two ACECs would be managed to protect 
important historical, cultural, scenic, and wildlife values contained within their boundary. This 
represents the fewest ACEC designations of all alternatives. The two ACECs include the Lower 
Salmon River (16,199 acres) and the Salmon River (5,759 acres), both of which emphasize public 
access and use. 

Similar to Alternatives B and C, this alternative identifies the same six ACEC/RNAs to be managed 
to protect important resources contained within their boundaries, with the same amount of acreage 
for each designation.  
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Overall, Alternative D would designate 21,958 acres as ACECs and 1,966 acres as ACEC/RNAs, a 
combined total of 17 percent of the planning area. This represents an overall slight decrease of less 
than 1 percent of ACEC and ACEC/RNA designations in comparison to Alternative A. Similar to 
Alternative A, opportunities for certain types of land- and water-based recreation activities such as 
backpacking, camping, and fishing would continue in these areas.  

Effects from Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites Management 
Effects on recreation management from watchable wildlife viewing sites management are identical to 
those described under Alternative B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Effects of past actions including reductions in land mass due to development, changes to the 
landscape as a result of surface-disturbing activities, and area closures or restrictions for resource 
protection have affected recreational use in the CFO planning area.  

All recreation, including OHV use, is expected to increase as population increases. Idaho’s 
population increased approximately 29 percent between 1990 and 2000, and the population of the 
CFO planning area has grown on average 13 percent (Idaho Department of Commerce and Labor 
2004). Furthermore, the population of the CFO planning area is expected to grow at a rate of 
approximately 11 percent, and the state is expected to grow approximately 35 percent over the next 
twenty years (EPA 2004). These numbers indicate continuing growth and popularity for recreational 
activities throughout the CFO planning area and in surrounding areas.  

Surface-disturbances resulting from forestry, minerals, and grazing activities could cumulatively 
affect recreational users if activities were concentrated in heavily recreated areas and if activities 
overlapped in duration. Long-term effects to recreational use would also continue to occur as land 
acquisitions and disposals continue. Land exchanges directly affect management on those parcels 
and indirectly affect activities and patterns on surrounding lands. Land acquisitions along the river 
corridors would enhance recreation opportunities and experiences. Fuels treatments and wildfire 
management across ownerships should protect scenic beauty. Increased population in the CFO 
planning area will result in increased demand for river based recreation activities. 

Implementing any of the alternatives would not contribute to a significant change to recreational 
opportunities on public lands.  

4.3.5 Renewable Energy  

Goal: Provide opportunities for the development of renewable energy resources, while minimizing 
adverse impacts to other resource values. 

Summary 

All four alternatives contain a mix of actions that would result in varied levels of production of 
forest byproducts available for use as biomass fuel. Most of these effects are difficult to quantify; 
however, wildland fire management specifies targets for how much land would be recommended for 
fuel treatment under Alternatives B, C, and D within any five-year period; Alternative A does not 
specify any targets for fuels treatments. Alternative D recommends the greatest treatment area, 
followed by Alternative B and then Alternative C.  Table 4-55 56 identifies the indicators that were 
used to analyze effects on renewable energy under each alternative. 
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Table 4-56 
Comparison of Renewable Energy Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Availability of 
biomass fuel from 
fuel treatments and 
timber harvesting 
activities 

No net change Net increase Net decrease Greater increase 
than  

Alternative B  

 

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators  
Management actions could result in impacts to renewable energy resources if any management 
actions were to directly or indirectly change the quantity and availability of biomass fuel materials. 
Changes in the fuel supply could result from changes in timber harvesting and fuel treatment 
activities. The indicator used to quantitatively and qualitatively assess management changes that 
could affect timber harvests and fuel treatments are summarized in Table 4-5556, Comparison of 
Renewable Energy Indicators by Alternative. 

Methods and Assumptions 
The planning area lacks any geothermal resource, any commercial concentrated solar power and 
photovoltaic energy potential, and any areas feasible for commercial wind power generation. Also, it 
is likely that biomass facilities would be sited on private land, and biomass fuel would be obtained 
from actions on CFO-administered land. Therefore, effects would be limited to conditions that 
change the availability of biomass fuel. Effect determinations are based on the extent to which each 
alternative would affect timber harvesting and fuel treatments and the wood products (biomass fuel) 
that would result.  

It is assumed that logging activity and vegetation treatments are directly related to the availability of 
forest byproducts (wood) that can be used as biomass fuel.  

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Stand conversion treatments and reduction of stands would generate logging byproducts that could 
be used as biomass fuel.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Hazardous fuels-reduction projects would generate forest byproducts that could be used as biomass 
fuel.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Under all alternatives, the Wilderness Area would remain closed to the mineral laws and withdrawn 
from the mining laws, preventing all renewable energy management activities. Effects on biomass 
fuel development from minerals management would result from implementing right-of-way 
exclusion areas. Rights-of-way are necessary for nonrenewable and renewable energy development; 
therefore, exclusion areas would directly affect all energy development in these areas.  
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Approximately 11,622 acres, plus buffers along streams and rivers and the Elk City Dump, are 
identified as right-of-way exclusion areas.  

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas 
To maintain wilderness characteristics within wilderness areas and WSAs, under all alternatives, fuel 
treatments and timber harvesting activities would continue to be restricted, limiting the availability of 
biomass fuel on 11,622 acres, 8 percent of BLM-administered lands. 

Alternative A  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Under Alternative A, 24,257 acres are classified for intensive forest practices, 11,500 acres for 
extensive management, and 37,549 acres for custodial management. Intensive forest practices would 
maximize timber production on a sustained yield basis, extensive management would manage for 
timber production on a sustained yield basis but with few intensive practices, and custodial 
management areas would not be managed for timber production (although harvesting could occur 
for ecological reasons). These three classifications, in the order presented, would decreasingly 
contribute sidecast to biomass operations.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Under Alternative A, a 100-yard nondisturbance buffer would be established around all active raptor 
nests. This could limit timber harvest and fuel treatment activities around these nests and decrease 
the amount of sidecast available for biomass fuel. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Alternative A would produce the greatest potential biomass of all the alternatives. 

Effects from Visual Resource Management 
Management of visual resource under Alternative A would provide moderate flexibility in 
developing renewable energy. VRM Class I and Class II designations (53,899 acres) account for 
approximately 38 percent of BLM-administered lands.  To meet VRM class objectives in these areas, 
timber harvest and fuel treatment activities would be limited, directly affecting biomass fuel 
development. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Under Alternative A, timber management activities would not occur in areas where they could 
destroy or degrade wetland-riparian areas. This could decrease the sidecast available to biomass 
operations. Alternative A also calls for precommercial thinning under certain conditions, which 
would increase wood potentially available for biomass fuel prior to timber harvest, contributing to 
an ongoing, multiple-source supply of biomass fuel. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Under Alternative A, timber harvesting would not be allowed in ACECs or RNAs, except for 
disease or insect control. This would limit the availability of forest byproducts for use as biomass 
fuel on 23,366 acres designated as ACECs and 2,233 acres designated as ACEC/RNAs.  Combined, 
special area designations would restrict the availability of biomass fuel from fuel treatments and 
timber harvesting activities on approximately 18 percent of BLM-administered lands. 
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Alternative B  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Alternative B includes actions to enhance forest health vigor and/or habitat diversity, to actively 
manage species composition of the large tree size, and to implement timber harvest activities on 
forest stands with existing or high risk for extensive stand mortality. This would increase the 
availability of forest byproducts for use as biomass fuel. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Alternative B would require minimizing or avoiding disturbance within one mile of known occupied 
gray wolf denning sites and rendezvous areas, and maintaining or enhancing suitable gray wolf 
habitat (primarily large stands of cottonwoods). These actions could limit timber harvest and fuel 
treatment activities and decrease the amount of sidecast available for biomass fuel. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Under Alternative B, up to 40 percent of CFO lands classified as FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate to high 
risk) WUI areas would be treated over any 5-year period. Additional areas could be treated outside 
the WUI.  Alternative B calls for treating 2 to 6 percent of these treatments using mechanical 
methods. These actions would ensure an ongoing removal of wood products from the forests and a 
supply of biomass fuel. Alternative B emphasizes biomass use as the preferred solution to meet 
natural resource management objectives, which would improve the potential for forestry products to 
be used for biomass energy production.  

Under Alternative B, fuel treatment projects within WUI areas would be allowed to take precedence 
over VRM II designations where public or firefighter safety and/or protect infrastructure at risk due 
to hazardous fuels. This action would take place in specific areas under specific circumstances and 
would not have much effect on the supply of forestry products available for biomass energy 
production. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative A.  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Alternative B would expedite salvage activities in forest stands susceptible to or having outbreaks of 
forest insect or disease or that have mortality related to wildland fire. This could increase the 
availability of forest products for biomass use. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Alternative B would make vegetative treatment byproducts available for use in biomass energy 
facilities where removing the material from the site would not impede site productivity or prevent 
attainment of project objectives. Alternative B also calls for actively pursuing partnering 
opportunities between CFO and entities developing biomass-generating capabilities. Alternative B 
would improve the transfer of biomass fuels from forests to biomass facilities and encourage 
development of biomass energy facilities in the region. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Under Alternative B, timber harvesting would not be allowed in ACECs or RNAs, except for 
disease or insect control and for achieving DFC with emphasis on old forest/old growth 
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components. Alternative B would also not allow vegetation or ground-disturbing actions that would 
result in long-term adverse impacts to MacFarlane’s four-o’clock and suitable habitats. These actions 
would decrease the availability of forest byproducts for use as biomass fuel on 35,56234,187 acres 
designated as ACECs and 1,966 acres designated as ACEC/RNAs. Combined, special area 
designations would restrict the availability of biomass fuel from fuel treatments and timber 
harvesting activities on approximately 24 25 percent of BLM-administered lands, an increase of 
about 6 7 percent in comparison to Alternative A. 

Alternative C  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Under Alternative C, up to 20 percent of CFO lands classified as FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate to high 
risk) WUI areas could be treated over any 5-year period. Additional areas could be treated outside 
the WUI. This action would ensure an ongoing removal of wood products from the forests and a 
supply of biomass fuel, although at a much lower level than the other alternatives. Alternative C 
emphasizes biomass use as the preferred solution to meet natural resource management objectives, 
which would improve the potential for forestry products to be used for biomass energy production. 

Effects from Visual Resource Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except Alternative C would provide 
less flexibility in developing renewable energy in comparison to Alternative A and B. VRM Class I 
and Class II designations (73,699 acres) account for approximately 51 percent of BLM-administered 
lands, a 14-percent increase from Alternative A and B. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Similar to Alternative A, timber management activities under Alternative C would not occur in areas 
where they could destroy or degrade wetland-riparian areas, which could decrease the sidecast 
available to biomass operations. Similar to Alternative B, Alternative C would also expedite salvage 
activities in forest stands susceptible to or having outbreaks of forest insect or disease or that have 
mortality related to wildland fire, which could increase the availability of forest products for biomass 
use. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that the described actions 
would decrease the availability of forest byproducts for use as biomass fuel on 58,695 acres 
designated as ACECs and 1,966 acres designated as ACEC/RNAs. Combined, special area 
designations would restrict the availability of biomass fuel from fuel treatments and timber 
harvesting activities on approximately 42 percent of BLM-administered lands, which represents the 
most restrictions of all the alternatives.  
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Alternative D  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Under Alternative D, up to 60 percent of CFO lands classified as FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate to high 
risk) WUI areas could be treated over any 5-year period. Additional areas could be treated outside 
the WUI. Alternative D proposes 2 to 15 percent of these treatment use mechanical methods. These 
actions would ensure an ongoing removal of wood products from the forests and a supply of 
biomass fuel. Alternative D emphasizes biomass use as the preferred solution to meet natural 
resource management objectives, which would improve the potential for forestry products to be 
used for biomass energy production. 

Effects from Visual Resource Management 
Effects from the management of visual resource under Alternative D would be similar to those 
described under Alternative A.  This alternative would provide the most flexibility in developing 
renewable energy in comparison to Alternatives A, B and C. VRM Class I and Class II designations 
(43,385 acres) account for approximately 30 percent of BLM-administered lands, a 7-percent 
decrease in comparison to Alternatives A and B.  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative C.  

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that the described actions 
would decrease the availability of forest byproducts for use as biomass fuel on 23,183 acres 
designated as ACECs and 1,964 acres designated as ACEC/RNAs. Combined, special area 
designations would restrict the availability of biomass fuel from fuel treatments and timber 
harvesting activities on approximately 18 percent of BLM-administered lands, which would be 
similar to Alternative A.  

Cumulative Effects 

Past actions and events that have affected renewable energy resources in the panning area include 
the Idaho Statewide Implementation Strategy for the National Fire Plan, wildland fires, fuel 
treatments, cyclic insect and disease activity, and timber harvests.  

The CFO FMP, completed in 2004, and other FMPs across Idaho will contribute to the awareness 
of biomass energy technology and to the availability of biomass fuels as forests across the state are 
treated to remove excess fuel. Wildland fires in the vicinity of the CFO planning area, whether past, 
present, or future, decrease the availability of biomass fuels. The mechanical treatment aspect of fuel 
treatments gives rise to an increase in forest byproducts available for biomass fuel. Increases in these 
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practices in the CFO vicinity will contribute to increases in the amount of biomass fuels available. 
Cyclic insect and disease activity affecting forest stands often results in tree kills and large amounts 
of wood available for removal and potential use as biomass fuel. The decline in timber harvesting on 
public lands over recent years has resulted in a decrease in castoffs available for use as biomass fuel; 
however, timber harvesting has increased on private lands, resulting in an increase in biomass fuel 
availability. The overall impact of changes in timber harvests over recent years is unknown and is 
treated in this analysis as a no net change in biomass availability. 

Alternative A would not change the availability of biomass fuels and would not have a cumulative 
effect on renewable energy in the CFO. Alternatives B, C, and D would increase the availability of 
biomass fuels and cumulatively affect renewable energy in the CFO. 

4.3.6 Transportation and Travel Management  

Goal: Manage travel, roads, and trails to provide access and recreational opportunities, while 
minimizing resource impacts and user conflicts. 

Summary 

Transportation and travel management affects the number of users able to reach and travel on 
public lands. The primary cause of effects on or changes to the transportation network is resource 
protection. Measures that are implemented to protect natural resources, such as wildlife, water, and 
soil, and cultural resources could result in seasonal or permanent route restrictions or closures. 
Permitted activities on BLM-administered lands, such as those related to forestry and minerals, 
could expand the route network. 

Approximately 70 percent of designated routes shown in the Proposed RMP (Alternative B from the 
Draft RMP) were analyzed in past NEPA documents done by the CFO. Therefore, the Proposed 
RMP assesses the remaining approximately 30 percent of designated routes not previously analyzed.  

Alternative B would best manage travel, roads, and trails to provide access and recreational 
opportunities, while minimizing resource impacts and user conflicts. It would be followed by 
Alternatives C then D, with Alternative A having the most potential for resource impacts and user 
conflicts.  Table 4-56 57 identifies the indicators that were used to analyze effects on transportation 
and travel management under each alternative. 

Table 4-57 
Comparison of Transportation and Travel Management Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alterna-

tive A 
Alterna-
tive B 

Alterna-
tive C 

Alterna-
tive D 

Area Designations   
Open (acres) 85,308 0 0 23,189
Limited to existing routes (acres) 40,437 0 0 0
Limited to designated routes (acres) 0 125,729 125,729 102,542
Closed (acres) 18,054 18,069 18,069 18,069
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Table 4-57 
Comparison of Transportation and Travel Management Indicators by Alternative (continued) 

 
Indicator Alterna-

tive A 
Alterna-
tive B 

Alterna-
tive C 

Alterna-
tive D 

Route Designations within Limited Areas   
Open Routes within Limited Areas:   
Open Routes with Public Access that are Open Yearlong 
(miles)1 

40.69 103.26 103.26 100.83

Open Routes with No Public Access that are Open 
Yearlong (miles) 

11.91 104.42 104.42 81.29

Total open routes in Limited areas (miles) 52.60 207.68 207.68 182.12
Approximate density of open routes within Limited areas 
(miles/square mile) 

0.83 1.05 1.05 1.14

   
Restricted Routes within Limited Areas:   
Full Vehicle Closure Yearlong (miles) 30.82 100.67 100.67 100.65
Open Yearlong for Vehicles under 50 inches (miles) 0 5.92 5.92 5.92
Open 6/15-9/15 for Vehicles under 50 inches (closed 
9/16-6/14) (miles) 

0 1.24 1.24 1.24

Seasonal Vehicle Closure 10/1-6/15 (open 6/16-9/30) 
(miles) 

0 0.39 0.39 0.39

Two-wheel Motorized Only  (miles) 0 0.54 0.54 0.54
Route Restrictions Total (miles) 30.82 108.76 108.76 108.74
   
Total open and restricted routes in Limited areas (miles) 83.42 316.44 316.44 290.86
Source: BLM 2004a  

1 Note that Alternatives A and D have additional open routes within Open areas. 
 
Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For transportation and travel management, the 
indicators used for impact analysis are identified in Table 4-5657, Comparison of Transportation 
and Travel Management Indicators by Alternative.  

Methods and Assumptions 
Potential impacts on transportation and travel from each alternative are based on interdisciplinary 
team knowledge of the resources and the planning area and information gathered from the public 
during the planning process. Impacts were identified using best professional judgment and were 
assessed according to the following assumptions: 

• The demand for recreational use would continue to increase over the life of the plan; 
• Recreational visits would continue to increase; 
• The incidence of resource damage and conflicts among recreationists involved in 

mechanized, motorized, and nonmotorized activities would increase with increasing use of 
public lands; 

• Anticipated increases would focus on OHV use, as well as fishing, hiking, mountain biking, 
camping, motor boating, photographing, wildlife/bird observing, picnicking, and hunting;  
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• CFO expects some route proliferation, but will make every effort to prevent itUser-created 
trails would continue to be developed throughout the CFO; and 

• Implementation of the travel management plan will include increased public education, 
signing, enforcement, and resource monitoring in regards to travel management; and 

• Technology will continue to advance the ability of motorized vehicles to travel in previously 
inaccessible terrain.

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Measures implemented to protect riparian and wetland areas could directly affect transportation and 
travel management if routes are restricted or closed to protect sensitive resources. Effects would be 
short or long term depending on if the route is temporarily or permanently restricted. Closures 
would be evaluated for need for long-term management prior to closing. Closures for resource 
protection could result in an overall net decrease of available BLM-administered routes in the 
planning area.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Wildlife management activities under all alternatives could directly affect transportation and travel 
management if routes are restricted or closed to protect wildlife and special status species, including 
their vegetation and habitat needs. Effects would be short or long term depending on if the route is 
temporarily or permanently restricted.  

Effects from Special Status Plants 
Modifying activities to avoid or minimize adverse impacts to listed plants could directly affect 
transportation and travel management if routes are restricted or closed to protect listed plants 
species. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Route restrictions and closures could occur during wildland fire management activities, directly 
affecting transportation and travel management. Short-term effects could include an increase of fire-
management equipment traffic on BLM-administered routes, an increase of motorized vehicle traffic 
on routes that remain accessible until fire management activities stop, and an increase of motorized 
and nonmotorized conflicts on the remaining accessible routes.  

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Under all alternatives, protective measures for cultural resources would affect transportation and 
travel management when restrictions are implemented to protect cultural values at specific sites. 
Restrictions on roads could directly affect visitors by limiting accessibility to some sites and would 
result in an overall reduction in available routes. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Adjusting grazing allotments with fence modifications Grazing management could directly affect 
transportation and travel management by adjusting current use and altering routes. Short-term 
effects would include increased use of the route network for livestock grazing management 
purposes, such as maintaining livestock developments. New routes established for livestock grazing 
management could also increase overall route density on BLM-administered lands, thereby 
expanding the route network.  
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Effects from Minerals Management 
Minerals management, including heavy equipment and truck traffic on the network of routes within 
the CFO planning area, would directly affect transportation and travel management. However, most 
effects would be short term and would only occur during mineral-development activities. New 
routes established for mineral development could also increase overall route density on BLM-
administered lands, thereby expanding the route network.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
There are approximately 341 miles of existing BLM-administered routes on BLM-administered lands 
within the CFO. All BLM-administered lands within the planning area would be designated as Open, 
Closed or Limited.  In Open areas, all types of motorized vehicle use would be permitted anywhere 
at all times (on roads or cross country); Limited designations would restrict motorized vehicles to 
either existing routes (Alternative A) or designated routes (Alternatives B, C, and D); and Closed 
areas would prohibit off-road motorized vehicle travel yearlong, and would allow motorized vehicle 
travel on previously established existing routes to private inholdings or mining claims, where those 
routes are identified in the BLM designated route system.  In general, most route restrictions allow 
motorized vehicle travel only when authorized by the BLM.  Effects vary depending on how much a 
route is used and the level of restriction placed on the route.  Indirect effects would also occur on 
unrestricted (open) routes because motorized vehicle use would be confined to a reduced route 
network or density.  

Under all alternatives, nonmotorized travel (e.g., pedestrian, equestrian, and mechanized uses such as 
mountain bikes) would continue on over 99 percent of BLM-administered lands in the planning area 
(143,076 acres). Mechanized uses would continue to be prohibited in the 750-acre Wilderness. There 
would be no change from current management, and opportunities would continue for visitors who 
access public lands by foot, horse, or bicycle. 

Over-snow motorized travel would remain Open on 100,861 acres of the planning area, maintaining 
opportunities for visitors who travel by these modes of transportation on approximately 71 percent 
of the CFO. Restrictions placed on over-snow motorized travel within the Craig Mountain WMA 
would create short-term effects on users who prefer to recreate in these areas during restricted 
periods (November 26 through March 15) and would create long-term effects as a result of 
permanently closed areas. Within the Craig Mountain WMA, over-snow motorized travel would be 
Open on 105 acres and Closed on 24,779 acres. With adequate snow cover (18 inches), the Upper 
Mountain Area would remain Open to over-snow travel from November 26 through March 15. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Land acquisitions could increase the overall route network and expand both motorized and 
nonmotorized opportunities.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Management within ACECs and ACEC/RNAs could affect transportation and travel management. 
Routes determined to be affecting values for which the designations were established could be 
relocated, reconstructed, or decommissioned. 

Effects from National Trails Management 
Continued protection of 21 miles of National Trails within the CFO would maintain the values 
found along the trail. Access would be maintained, and nonmotorized opportunities would continue. 
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Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
Transportation and travel management activities could be restricted or excluded if routes are 
interfering with the maintenance and protection of natural and cultural resources important for 
exercising Native American traditional uses. 

Alternative A  

Effects from Soils Management 
Under Alternative A, prioritizing the existing road network based on sensitive land types could result 
in altering the existing road network to protect sensitive soils. Roads could be decommissioned, 
obliterated, or partially recontoured. These measures could affect existing routes by condensing 
current use on fewer roads, and impacts could be long or short term, depending on whether the 
route closures would be seasonal or permanent. Closures would be evaluated for need for long-term 
management prior to closing. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Managing water resources to protect and maintain healthy watersheds could affect transportation 
and travel management. Routes that cross streams or contribute to nonpoint source pollution, 
contributing to the degradation of water quality, would be temporarily or permanently closed.  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Route restrictions and closures could occur during forest product management activities, directly 
affecting transportation and travel management. Short-term effects could include an increase of 
forestry-related traffic on BLM-administered routes, an increase of motorized vehicle traffic on 
routes that remain accessible until forest product management activities stop, and an increase of 
motorized and nonmotorized conflicts on the remaining accessible routes. Long-term effects include 
an increase in the number of routes accessible on public lands through the establishment of new 
logging roads. This would affect opportunities for both motorized and nonmotorized users overall 
by increasing road density in the CFO. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
The ROS setting provides a framework for identifying the types of recreation activities that the 
public might desire, which is directly related to transportation and travel management opportunities 
in those areas. In sum, the ROS setting for this alternative would maintain approximately 23 percent 
of the planning area as primitive and available for nonmotorized opportunities (comprised of 14,381 
acres Primitive and 18,816 acres Semiprimitive Nonmotorized). The remaining 77 percent (26,206 
acres Semiprimitive Motorized, 55,988 acres Roaded-Natural, 27,349 acres Semi-Urban, 40 acres 
Urban, and 1,046 acres undesignated) would remain open to motorized opportunities and would 
encourage a wide variety of recreation uses and activities. Motorized opportunities would be subject 
to area designations (Open, Limited, and Closed) and route designations.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Alternative A would provide the most motorized and mechanized public access of any of the 
alternatives. Transportation and travel management would continue to recognize 85,308 acres (59 
percent) as Open, 40,437 acres (28 percent) as Limited, and 18,054 acres (13 percent) as Closed. This 
alternative would retain more than half of the planning area as Open to cross-country travel, thereby 
providing the greatest opportunity to those who wish to travel by motorized vehicle. Areas 
designated as Open that receive regular cross-country use include Pardee, the Lucile Caves area 
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(excluding the ACEC), and portions of Elk City Township. The BLM would continue to manage 
approximately 33 miles of routes within Open areas as closed to motorized vehicles to protect 
wildlife and cultural resources, which would preclude unrestricted cross-country travel within some 
Open areas.  Most restricted routes are segments that were once a road but may or may not be 
passable because of not being maintained or due to natural causes. Therefore, cross-country travel in 
Open areas would not likely be affected by these route restrictions.   

Under Alternative A, Limited areas would continue to be limited to existing routes, which could 
result in additional route creation because what constitutes an existing route can be difficult for the 
public to discern on the ground. Limited areas would continue to contain approximately 41 miles of 
existing BLM-administered routes that are open yearlong; however, 12 of the 41 miles (30 percent) 
do not have legal public access so likely receive little or no use.  Restrictions would continue on 31 
miles of routes within Limited areas, all of which would continue to have full vehicle closures 
yearlong.  Within Closed areas, the BLM would maintain about 21 miles of routes open to 
motorized vehicle use yearlong.  Maintaining some open routes within Closed areas would allow 
travel for specific purposes in otherwise restricted areas.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Management within ACECs and ACEC/RNAs could affect transportation and travel management. 
Routes determined to be affecting values for which the designations were established could be 
relocated, reconstructed, or decommissioned.  

Alternative B  

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified under Alternative A. Under Alternative B, implementing 
BMPs and expanding minimum requirements for protecting soil from ground-disturbing activities 
could directly affect transportation and travel management by increasing restrictions on road 
planning. Activities such as soil stabilization and reclamation could require seasonal or permanent 
route closures. Overall, these measures would increase route restrictions and closures compared to 
Alternative A.  

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified under Alternative A. Alternative B would implement 
additional BMPs that supplement basic guidelines for road planning, construction, drainage, and 
maintenance. Measures such as limiting transportation networks in riparian areas, minimizing stream 
crossings, and avoiding certain roads during wet periods would affect travel within the planning area. 
Direct short-term affects would occur during seasonal closures, and long-term effects would occur if 
routes were decommissioned, preventing access to previously accessible areas.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects on transportation and travel management could increase because Alternative B would 
introduce additional conservation measures. Under Alternative B, RCA stream buffers would total 6 
percent less than RHCAs in Alternative A. Routes that occur within RCAs that are failing to meet 
riparian management objectives or that are adversely affecting special status fish would be relocated, 
reconstructed, or decommissioned. In sum, all routes would have additional criteria to meet, and the 
number of new roads in RCAs would be limited and would not be allowed unless long-term 
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management needs could be identified. Temporary roads would be decommissioned in a maximum 
of three years after completion of construction. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
No net increase in routes designated as open for motorized vehicle use of roads or trails on BLM 
lands and on BLM-controlled roads and trails would be allowed in priority management areas 
totaling 101,526 acres. Transportation and travel management would be directly affected in these 
areas. Current levels of OHV use could be sustained; however, as the number of recreational users 
increases and trail density increases, it could become necessary to restrict the level of motorized 
vehicle use. Opportunities for nonmotorized and mechanized uses in these areas would be 
expanded. 

Measures to decommission or partially or fully obliterated roads and trails in restoration and 
conservation watersheds totaling 64,481 acres (3 percent more acres than prescription watersheds 
under Alternative A) would reduce the amount of available routes and trails for all users who depend 
on this transportation network.  

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Measures to protect and improve aquatic resources, fish, and special status fish could directly affect 
transportation and travel management if route restrictions or closures are implemented for resource 
protection. Effects would be short or long term depending if the route is seasonally or permanently 
restricted. Alternative B also establishes land use standards and guides within the RCA stream 
buffers, as discussed above in Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management. The 
additional emphasis on restoration actions (Appendix C, Conservation and Restoration Watersheds 
[see Volume III]) could affect routes within the planning area if routes are determined to be a 
contributing cause of degradation. 

Effects from Paleontological Resources Management 
Under Alternative B, developing protective measures for paleontological resources could affect 
transportation and travel management if restrictions are implemented to protect identified 
paleontological resources at specific sites. Restrictions on roads could directly affect visitors by 
limiting accessibility to some sites and would result in an overall reduction in routes available to 
access public lands. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be similar to those identified under Alternative A. Under Alternative B, the BLM 
would implement BMPs that supplement basic guidelines for road planning, construction, drainage, 
and maintenance. Additional requirements could directly affect transportation and travel 
management by increasing route restrictions. Overall, these measures would increase route 
restrictions and closures compared to Alternative A.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Similar to Alternative A, the BLM would continue to manage public lands for a variety of 
recreational activities within all ROS settings. Effects on transportation and travel management 
would be similar to those identified under Alternative A. Under this alternative, the ROS setting 
establishes approximately 30 percent of the planning area as primitive and available for 
nonmotorized opportunities (comprised of 6,200 acres Primitive and 36,495 acres Semiprimitive 
Nonmotorized). The remaining 70 percent (23,593 acres Semiprimitive Motorized, 54,867 acres 
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Roaded-Natural, 22,478 acres Semi-Urban, and 40 acres Urban) would be open to more motorized 
and developed activities. This alternative increases nonmotorized experiences by approximately 7 
percent compared to Alternative A. As a result, motorized activities would be limited, but 
nonmotorized uses would be expanded. As under Alternative A, motorized opportunities would be 
subject to area designations (Open, Limited, and Closed) and route designations.  

Under Alternative B, no competitive use zones would be designated in the Lower Salmon River 
Scenic SRMA, the Lolo Creek SRMA, and in the Wilderness. This would preclude activities such as 
OHV and motorcycle racing, limiting opportunities for users who desire these activities on BLM-
administered lands. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
There would be long-term changes to existing motorized vehicle use area designations, including the 
total elimination of Open areas and the conversion of all areas Limited to existing routes yearlong to 
areas Limited to designated routes yearlong (and tripling the total acreage of Limited areas to 
125,729 acres). There would be no change to Closed area acreage. Eliminating Open area 
designations would have a long-term direct effect on OHV use by eliminating the area of cross-
country travel permitted on BLM-administered lands.Eliminating Open area designations would 
have a long-term direct effect on OHV use by reducing the area of cross-country travel permitted on 
BLM-administered lands. Areas of high use such as Pardee, Lucile Caves, and portions of the Elk 
City Township would be directly affected.  OHV users in those areas would be restricted to 
designated routes, and cross-country travel would not be allowed for the general public.   

Route designation criteria under this alternative would consider several measures, including 
designating new routes for motorized travel, closing routes seasonally or yearlong, designating 
specific modes and types of permitted use, and establishing trail densities. This would affect all 
recreational users by allowing a balance of uses to protect resource values and to minimize conflicts 
between different users.  Within Limited areas, approximately 254 miles of routes would remain 
open yearlong (an average route density of 1.29 miles per square mile), almost half of which do not 
have legal public access so likely receive little or no use.  The remaining 109 miles of routes within 
Limited areas would be subject to vehicle restrictions, the majority (93 percent) of which would be 
closed yearlong to motorized use.  A total of 101 miles of restrictions would be identified for full 
vehicle closures yearlong, a 70-mile increase compared to Alternative A.  Because no Open areas 
would be designated under this alternative, route closures that currently exist within Open areas 
would instead be closed within Limited areas, accounting for a large portion of the increase of routes 
with full vehicle closures yearlong.  

About 10 miles of routes within Closed areas would remain open yearlong, maintaining access for 
specific purposes in otherwise restricted areas.  This is a 9-mile decrease compared to Alternative A.  
The reduction in OHV opportunities in some areas could increase route densities in other areas.  
Furthermore, eliminating all Open areas and designating all routes within the planning area would 
create long-term effects on both motorized and nonmotorized users, and would eliminate cross-
country motorized vehicle use opportunities on all BLM-administered lands in the CFO. By 
providing public information such as maps, signs, and kiosks as part of implementing the travel 
management plan, potential user conflicts would be minimized.  
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Alternative C  

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Under Alternative C, effects on transportation and travel management from riparian and wetlands 
management would be similar to those impacts described under Alternative B; however, RCAs 
would be expanded by 21 percent over Alternative B (and 14 percent over Alternative A). This could 
increase the impact on transportation and travel management compared to Alternative B by 
requiring additional route closures to ensure riparian management objectives are met and that special 
status fish are not adversely affected. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects on transportation and travel management would be similar to those described under 
Alternative B. Under Alternative C, the same 12 areas as in Alternative B, plus 1 additional area, 
would be identified for either a no net increase in routes designated open for motorized vehicle use 
(8 areas totaling 75,772 acres) or management emphasis to decrease routes open for motorized 
vehicle use (5 areas totaling 38,733 acres). Wildlife and special status wildlife management actions 
under this alternative would result in the greatest direct effect on transportation and travel 
management. Although current levels of OHV use could be sustained in some areas, prohibiting a 
net increase and striving for a net decrease of routes designated open for motorized vehicle use 
would directly limit access to the identified watershed areas. Opportunities for nonmotorized and 
mechanized uses in these areas would be expanded.  

Measures to decommission or partially or fully obliterated roads and trails in restoration and 
conservation watersheds totaling 68,359 acres (3 percent more than prescription watersheds under 
Alternative A) would reduce the amount of available routes and trails for all users who depend on 
this transportation network. This reduction would be 6 percent more than Alternative B.  

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B. Similar to Alternative B, Alternative 
C establishes land use standards and guides within RCA stream buffers; however, Alternative C has 
the largest default buffers compared to all Alternatives. The emphasis on restoration actions 
(Appendix C, Conservation and Restoration Watersheds [see Volume III]) plus the increase in 
buffer size could increase the effects on transportation and travel management in comparison to 
other Alternatives.  

Effects from Paleontological Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 
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Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Alternative D  

Effects from Soils Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Under Alternative D, impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative B; however, 
RCA stream buffers would be reduced by 9 percent from Alternative B (and by 15 percent from 
Alternative A). This could decrease the impact on transportation and travel management in 
comparison to Alternatives A, B, and C by requiring fewer route closures to ensure that riparian 
management objectives are met and that special status fish are not adversely affected.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Priority management areas to protect watersheds, and effects as a result of protecting these areas, 
would be similar to those described under Alternative B. Measures to decommission or partially or 
fully obliterated roads and trails in restoration and conservation watersheds (21 percent less than 
prescription watersheds under Alternative A) would reduce the amount of available routes and trails 
for all users who depend on this transportation network. Therefore, fewer route restrictions would 
occur, providing users more opportunities to access watershed areas.  

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B. Similar to Alternative B, Alternative 
D establishes land use standards and guides within RCA stream buffers; however, Alternative D has 
the smallest default buffers compared to all Alternatives. Despite the emphasis on restoration 
actions (Appendix C, Conservation and Restoration Watersheds [see Volume III]), the decrease in 
buffer size would decrease the effects on transportation and travel management in comparison to 
other Alternatives.  

Effects from Paleontological Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects on transportation and travel management related to SRMA designations, ROS settings, and 
competitive use zones would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B. The main difference between 
Alternative D and Alternatives B and C is that Alternative D would maintain 23,189 acres as Open 
for cross-country travel rather than eliminating all Open areas (as would be the case under 
Alternatives B and C). Open areas under Alternative D would be reduced by 73 percent (62,119 
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acres) from Alternative A. Approximately 28 percent fewer acres would be Limited to designated 
routes under Alternative D; Limited areas would total 102,542 acres. As in all other alternatives, 
approximately 18,000 acres would remain Closed. Open areas under Alternative D would see an 
increase in cross-country travel as other currently popular Open areas are changed from Open to 
Limited, thereby restricting cross-country travel. Conflicts between users could continue, as the 
density of OHV users would increase in smaller and more-confined areas. Nonmotorized users in 
these areas would undergo a diminished recreation experience because of noise, exhaust fumes, and 
wheel tracks left behind from motorized cross-country travel.  

Effects from route designation criteria would be similar to those described under Alternative B.  
Within Limited areas, approximately 228 miles of routes would remain open yearlong, about one-
third of which do not have legal public access so likely receive little or no use.  Similar to 
Alternatives B and C, the remaining 109 miles of routes within Limited areas would be subject to 
vehicle restrictions, and approximately 101 miles would be full vehicle closures yearlong, a 71-mile 
increase compared to Alternative A (and the same as Alternatives B and C).  Because Open areas 
under Alternative D would be reduced by 62,119 acres (73 percent), route closures that currently 
exist within Open areas would instead be closed within Limited areas, accounting for a large portion 
of the increase of routes with full vehicle closures yearlong.  Effects of routes open within Closed 
areas would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Historically, the scattered and fragmented lands that dominate the CFO planning area and the areas 
rough terrain have been a physical constraint affecting off-road use in the planning area. Past actions 
such as mineral exploration and development, livestock grazing, forestry practices, and changes to 
management on lands surrounding the CFO have also contributed to affects on transportation and 
travel management. 

Most past activities are anticipated to continue at a similar level in the foreseeable future. Surface-
disturbing activities may contribute to route restrictions and alterations as some areas and existing 
routes and trails become more heavily traveled and nonmotorized opportunities may be reduced as 
more development occurs. New routes could increase access to remote areas that were previously 
inaccessible by motorized vehicles. Accessibility to BLM-lands may change as land acquisitions and 
disposals continue. Land exchanges would generally result in an increased amount of public land 
available and accessible to the public. 

Idaho’s rapidly increasing population would continue to put pressure on the BLM to adequately 
manage travel and transportation on public lands. Public use of existing routes and trails would 
continue to increase as population increases. From 1999 to 2003, motorbike and all-terrain vehicle 
registrations increased approximately 88 percent, and snowmobile registrations increased 13 percent 
from 2000 to 2004 (Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation 2004). These increases indicate a 
need for continuing effective transportation and travel management planning throughout the CFO 
and in surrounding areas.  

Alternative A maintains the greatest percentage of land (59 percent) Open to cross-country travel, 
resulting in the largest opportunity to contribute to motorized and nonmotorized travel. Alternative 
D would maintain 16 percent of the CFO as Open, while Alternatives B and C do not reserve any 
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land as Open. Alternatives B and C would provide greater opportunities for nonmotorized travel but 
overall, would limit motorized travel. 

4.3.7 Lands and Realty  

Goals: 1) Meet the needs of government agencies and the public for various realty authorizations, 
access, and land ownership adjustments; and 2) Meet the needs of government agencies and the 
public for resource protection through public land and minerals withdrawals, acquisition of 
conservation easements, and resolution of unauthorized use. 

Summary 

The term “realty authorizations” includes all types of authorizations to use public land that are 
included in the lands and realty program. These include rights-of-way, land leases, land use permits, 
Memorandums of Understanding, Cooperative Agreements, reservations to other federal agencies, 
and license agreements, among others. The term “realty actions” includes all lands and realty 
activities such as realty authorizations, land tenure actions, and withdrawals, among others. 

Alternative A is the only alternative that would specifically prohibit realty authorizations in ACECs 
(rights-of-way would continue to be prohibited in 20,463 acres of designated ACECs or 
ACEC/RNAs). In all four alternatives, rights-of-way would be prohibited in both Wilderness Areas 
and WSAs (11,622 acres). Alternative C would impose the greatest amount of potential limitations 
based on site-specific analysis for permitting realty authorizations. Alternative C has the most 
restrictions on allowable uses within ACECs and ACEC/RNAs and would designate the largest 
amount of land as VRM Class I, the most-restrictive classification. Alternative D would have the 
fewest restrictions on land uses and realty authorizations within ACECs and ACEC/RNAs and the 
fewest acres designated VRM Class I and II. Alternative D would best meet the needs of 
government agencies and the public for realty authorizations, access, and land ownership 
adjustments, followed by Alternatives B, A, and then C. 

All alternatives would similarly meet the needs of government agencies and the public for resource 
protection through public land withdrawals, acquisition of conservation easements, and resolution of 
unauthorized use. Table 4-57 58 identifies the indicators that were used to analyze effects on lands 
and realty under each alternative.  

Table 4-58 
Comparison of Lands and Realty Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Acres of CFO lands 
where realty 
authorizations prohibited 

21,213 750 750 750 

Acres of land tenure 
adjustment (retention 
and potential disposal) 

96,465  
retention; 

35,361 available for  
disposal 

(12,000 acres of 
acquired lands not 

available for disposal)

113,728 
retention; 

30,098 available 
for disposal 

113,728 retention; 
30,098 available for 

disposal 

113,728 retention; 
30,098 available for 

disposal 

Source: BLM 2004a     
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Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For lands and realty management, the indicators 
used for impact analysis are identified in Table 4-5758, Comparison of Lands and Realty Indicators 
by Alternative. 

Methods and Assumptions 
Potential impacts on lands and realty from each alternative are based on interdisciplinary team 
knowledge of the resources and the planning area and information gathered from the public during 
the planning process. Impacts were identified using best professional judgment and were assessed 
according to the following assumptions: 

• Retaining larger blocks of public land is advantageous to the BLM’s management of all 
resources and programs since there are increased opportunities to develop long-term habitat 
and species management plans, watershed management plans, public recreation 
opportunities, manage forest/vegetal products, administer livestock grazing, protect cultural 
resources, etc.; 

• Further consolidation of public lands and elimination of scattered parcels of public land that 
lack access and are difficult to manage is beneficial to the BLM and the public; and 

• Access to public lands, for both the public and the BLM, and availability of public lands to 
meet public demands is a high priority of the Lands and Realty program. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Soils Resources Management 
Soil resources would have the same potential effect on lands and realty actions under all alternatives.  
When realty authorizations are proposed that would include ground disturbing activities on fragile or 
erosive soils, the proposed authorization may need to be relocated, redesigned, or denied.   

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Water resources would have the same potential effect on lands and realty actions under all 
alternatives. When realty authorizations are proposed that could affect water quality or water use, the 
proposed authorization may need to be relocated, redesigned, or denied.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Realty authorizations proposed in protective riparian buffer areas would analyzed for potential 
impacts. Realty authorizations that would result in unacceptable levels of disturbance to these areas 
may need to be relocated, redesigned or denied. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Proposed realty authorizations that would impact the habitat of special status species may need to be 
relocated, redesigned or denied. All alternatives would require minimal or no disturbance within 1 
mile of occupied gray wolf denning sites and rendezvous locations and within 100 yards of occupied 
raptor nests. This could conflict with some proposed realty actions; however, such conflicts would 
be infrequent since consideration is currently given to impacts to raptors and few, if any, realty 
actions are likely to occur in areas inhabited by wolves. 
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Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish and Special Status Fish Management 
Proposed realty authorizations that would impact the habitat of special status species may need to be 
relocated, redesigned or denied. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Proposed realty authorizations that would impact the habitat of special status species may need to be 
relocated, redesigned or denied. 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Cultural resources would have the same potential effect on lands and realty actions under all 
alternatives. If important cultural resources were found on public lands, a realty authorization may 
need to be relocated, redesigned, or denied. The presence of significant cultural resources on public 
lands could prevent the disposal of public lands through land tenure actions. Cultural resources 
could reduce the acres available for realty authorizations and could limit land tenure adjustment 
opportunities. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Mining claims and associated mining activities could conflict with right-of-way uses, public access, 
and other realty authorizations. They also could limit land tenure adjustment opportunities because 
public lands with valid mining claims cannot be disposed. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Under all alternatives, 750 acres of Wilderness Areas would exclude the granting of all rights-of-way 
and most realty authorizations. There are many other areas where realty authorizations may be 
denied if they would be incompatible with other authorized uses or result in unacceptable impacts to 
specific resource values such as species (and their habitat) listed under the ESA, cultural resources, 
certain VRM classifications, wetlands and floodplains, ACEC/RNAs, critical watersheds, and others.  
It is not possible to identify all of the possible reasons or areas for which realty authorizations may 
be found unacceptable. The granting or denial of a realty authorization is the BLM’s discretion based 
upon whether or not the proposed action (including mitigation measures) would result in 
unacceptable impacts to any resources or values. They must be evaluated case by case. In some 
instances, one type of realty action may be acceptable in a given location, while a different type of 
action would be unacceptable. 

Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
No specific effects have been identified from management actions regarding Native American tribal 
uses. The BLM would continue to consult with tribes regarding treaty rights, cultural access and use 
of plants, animals, fish and habitats. Consultation could result in identifying areas where land tenure 
adjustments or right-of-way actions may need to be modified to accommodate or maintain tribal 
uses or to avoid resources important to tribes. However, it is unlikely that accommodating tribal 
uses would be inconsistent with lands and realty goals and objectives within the CFO in the long 
term. 

Alternative A 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Under Alternative A, riparian and wetlands management would maintain 24,920 acres of buffers 
around lakes, rivers, and streams to prevent damage to riparian and wetlands habitats. These buffers 
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would protect the soil and vegetative cover, thus limiting the use of these areas for some realty 
authorizations that would cause unacceptable levels of disturbance.   

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Prescription watersheds would identify 66,077 acres to be managed to promote activities that help 
achieve fisheries and water quality objectives and DFCs. Management of these watersheds could 
restrict ground-disturbing activities in high-priority watersheds, although the focus of the 
management would vary. Implementing these management actions could limit realty actions in those 
areas. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Class I VRM lands (12,704 acres) could constrain some realty authorizations, although they are not 
designated as exclusion areas. These lands could be available for fewer land tenure adjustment 
opportunities because of their high visual resource qualities; however, it is possible that in certain 
circumstances they could be subject to adjustment. 

Realty authorizations would continue to be limited but not prohibited on the 41,195 acres of Class II 
VRM lands, depending on the extent and permanence of any disturbance. More of Tthese lands 
could be more available for disposal actions than Class I lands. VRM designation of Class III and IV 
lands, which total 62,289 acres and 27,639 acres, respectively, would probably not affect lands and 
realty management. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Realty Authorizations. Alternative A is the only alternative that would specifically prohibit realty 
authorizations in ACECs (rights-of-way would continue to be prohibited in 20,463 acres of 
designated ACECs or ACEC/RNAs). There would be no changes in the granting or administration 
of realty authorizations.  

Land Tenure Adjustment. Under Alternative A, all public lands within the management areas identified 
in the Land Tenure Adjustment Plan Amendment would continue to be retained (96,465 acres). 
Public lands outside the management areas, known as the Adjustment Area (35,361 acres), would 
continue to be available for consideration of disposal. The BLM would continue to acquire private 
lands by land exchange, purchase, and donation when such lands contain important resource values, 
consolidate surface and subsurface interests, provide access to public lands, or eliminate inholdings 
in the management areas. Acquisition of private lands in the adjustment area would be possible, 
although the overall objective would be to consolidate public lands.  

Access and Easements. Under Alternative A, road easement acquisition will be initiated only after 
development of activity plans including road use plans with a route analysis with early and frequent 
involvement of affected parties.  

Withdrawn Lands. Under Alternative A, 18,532 acres of public lands and 8,062 of reserved mineral 
estates would continue to be withdrawn from mineral entry. Although the Salmon River withdrawals 
are due to expire in 2006 and 2008, respectively, a renewal of these withdrawals is currently being 
processed.  
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Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Under Alternative A, ACEC and ACEC/RNA designations would prohibit new rights-of-way on 
20,463 acres. Alternative A would designate 25,600 acres as ACECs and ACEC/RNAs.   

Alternative B 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Under Alternative B, riparian and wetlands management would maintain 22,847 acres of buffers 
around lakes, rivers, and streams to prevent damage to riparian and wetlands habitats, 6 percent less 
area than under Alternative A RHCA buffers. Within these RCA stream buffers, development and 
relicensing of hydroelectric facilities would be limited to those projects meeting certain standards for 
fish passage and habitat requirements and applicants would be encouraged to locate (or relocate) 
hydroelectric facilities outside RCA stream buffers where feasible. This would complicate the 
granting or renewal of permits or licenses for hydroelectric development and would limit the 
amount of lands available for such development.  

The riparian management objectives would be considered when BLM grants or renews realty 
authorizations within RCA stream buffers or in areas that could affect RCAs. Authorizations would 
be subject to stipulations or mitigation measures designed to avoid effects that could interfere with 
the attainment of the riparian management objectives or that could impact ESA-listed fish. This 
obligation to ensure that riparian management objectives are met could reduce the number and 
scope of realty authorizations by reducing the amount of area available for such activities. It may be 
necessary to realign or relocate BLM easements across private lands and realty authorizations on 
public land to avoid RCAs or effects on RCAs.  

Land tenure adjustment also would be affected by riparian and wetlands management actions since 
the disposal of public lands with RCA stream buffers may be difficult or undesirable, resulting in 
fewer lands available for land tenure actions. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
The Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy (Appendix F [see Volume III]) would identify 
64,481 acres in 33 watersheds to be managed for restoration (32 watersheds) and conservation (1 
watershed), 2 percent less than prescription watersheds under Alternative A. Both levels of 
management could restrict ground-disturbing activities in high-priority watersheds, although the 
focus of the management would vary. Implementing these management actions could limit realty 
actions in those areas. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative A. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Under Alternative B, development of electrical generation using biomass would be encouraged. If 
this type of energy development occurs on, or near, public lands, there would be an increase in the 
number of realty authorizations such as leases, permits, and rights-of-way (for transmission lines, 
access roads, etc.). 
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Effects from Lands and Realty Management  
Rights-of-way. Under Alternative B, priority for rights-of-way would be granted to energy-related 
projects.  Exclusion areas where no realty authorizations would be allowed are Wilderness Areas 
(750 acres). Avoidance areas would include some ACECs and RNAs, designated or proposed wild 
and scenic rivers, and some areas with special resource values. Prior to granting rights-of-way in 
avoidance areas, applicants would be required to implement mitigation to limit impacts to valuable 
resources or interference with other uses. No right-of-way corridors are identified under Alternative 
B; however, applicants would be encouraged to consolidate linear rights-of-way which would reduce 
widespread impacts. The BLM would consider establishing right-of-way corridors in the future if 
they are needed and feasible. Under Alternative B, fewer acres would be available for realty 
authorizations than under Alternative A, and restrictions or limitations would be imposed on such 
authorizations on a larger amount of land.  

Land Tenure Adjustment. Under Alternative B, the BLM would retain ownership of more public lands 
than in Alternative A. There are 113,728 acres of public land identified in Appendix M, Land 
Tenure Adjustments (see Volume III), as management blocks (18 percent more than retained lands 
in Alternative A).  Some lands within most management areas could be transferred out of federal 
ownership if there is not a substantial overall reduction in the amount of federal land within the 
management area. Scattered and isolated public lands outside the management blocks (30,098 acres) 
would potentially be available for disposal.  Priority would be given to disposal of public lands 
through land exchanges that would serve to consolidate public land ownership.  

Access and Easements. Under Alternative B, the BLM would seek to acquire access to inaccessible 
federal lands.  This can be achieved by acquiring public ownership of property or easements across 
non-federal land.  Implementing this alternative would result in the public and agency personnel 
obtaining access to more public lands. 

Withdrawn Lands. Under Alternative B, the 18,532 acres of public land and 8,062 acres of reserved 
mineral estate withdrawn along the Salmon River would be considered for renewal. Any public lands 
along the Salmon River which are not currently withdrawn will be considered for withdrawal. This 
may result in a small increase in the amount of public land that is withdrawn than currently exists 
under Alternative A. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Alternative B would not prohibit new realty actions (including rights-of-way) in any ACECs or 
ACEC/RNAs. New applications for rights-of-way in ACECs would be considered on a case-by-case 
basis.  Alternative B would designate 34,52836,153 acres as ACECs and ACEC/RNAs. 

Alternative C 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Under Alternative C, riparian and wetlands management would maintain 27,624 acres of buffers 
around lakes, rivers, and streams to prevent damage to riparian and wetlands habitats, 14 percent 
more area than RHCA buffers under Alternative A. Impacts would be similar to those described 
under Alternative B.  
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Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except that under Alternative C, 
more watersheds would be managed as conservation watersheds (3) and restoration watersheds 
(4037) totaling 68,359 acres; therefore, the geographic scope of limitations on ground-disturbing 
activities, including some realty authorizations, would be 6 percent greater than Alternative B and 3 
percent greater than prescription watersheds in Alternative A. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects from ACEC/RNA management under Alternative C would be similar to those under 
Alternative B, except Alternative C would designate 60,661 acres as ACECs and ACEC/RNAs, 
more than double that in Alternative A and 57 40 percent more than Alternative B.  

Alternative D 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Under Alternative D, riparian and wetlands management would maintain 20,710 acres of buffers 
around lakes, rivers, and streams to prevent damage to riparian and wetlands habitats, 15 percent 
less area than under Alternative A. Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be similar to those under Alternative B. However, under Alternative D, fewer 
watersheds would be managed as conservation watersheds (1three) or as restoration watersheds 
(2724), totaling 52,118 acres; therefore, the geographic scope of limitations on ground-disturbing 
activities, including some realty authorizations, would be 19 percent smaller than under Alternative B 
and 21 percent smaller than prescription watersheds under Alternative A. 

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except that, in Alternative D, 43 
percent fewer lands would be classified as VRM Class I (7,205 acres), which would result in fewer 
restricted acres than Alternative A.  

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects from ACEC/RNA management under Alternative D would be similar to those under 
Alternative B, except Alternative D would designate 23,922 acres as ACECs and ACEC/RNAs, 
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Cumulative Effects 

Realty Authorizations. Effects of past actions include various authorizations and agreements to use 
BLM land such as right-of-way grants and road use agreements under several different authorities, 
permits, and leases pursuant to Section 302 of the FLPMA and Recreation and Public Purposes Act 
leases. There have been no designations or requests for designations of right-of-way corridors on 
CFO lands. No new potential right-of-way corridors on BLM lands within the CFO have been 
identified.  

Alternative A would have the greatest effect on realty authorizations, by contributing to an overall 
reduction in land available for realty actions. Future actions such as ESA listings, increased tribal 
coordination, implementation of the ICBEMP, etc. could result in limitations imposed on realty 
authorizations in additional areas. However, in the future there would be increased demands for 
many kinds of uses on the public lands such as rights-of-way, leases, permits, recreation, and 
extractive uses as a result of increased population in the area. Overall, the cumulative effects of realty 
authorizations in the greater planning area would be minimal due to the small percentage of land 
that is managed by the BLM. 

Land Tenure Adjustment. Land tenure adjustments for BLM lands that have occurred within the 
planning area during the 20-year period following the implementation of the first Land Tenure 
Adjustment Amendment to the MFP in 1984 include acquisition of 22,050 acres and disposal of 
4,943 acres. While the percentage of land managed by the BLM within the planning area is small, 
acquisitions of key parcels for resource protection and scenic values have made important 
contributions to the quality of life and the environment in the planning area. Continued realty 
actions to consolidate parcels and acquire new holdings would result in positive cumulative effects 
for the planning area. 

4.4 SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS  

4.4.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern and Research Natural Areas 

Goal: Maintain or enhance relevant resource values of more than local importance, or protect life 
and promote safety where natural hazards exist. 

Summary 

Under Alternative A, 10 ACEC/RNAs have been designated; however, no specific management 
goals or objectives for management were identified.  The goals and objectives under Alternatives B, 
C, and D is to designate and manage areas as ACEC/RNAs where special management attention is 
required to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, 
fish and wildlife resources or other natural systems or processes, or to protect life and safety from 
natural hazards.  The designation of ACEC/RNAs allows focused management to occur on these 
lands, which enhances the values for which they were set aside, and minimize detrimental impacts.  
Alternative C best meets the goal of maintaining or enhancing resource values by designating the 
most acreage of ACECs and RNAs, followed by Alternatives B, A, and D (Table 4-5859).   



Chapter 4: Areas of Critical Environmental Concern & Research Natural Areas – Summary 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-323 

Table 4-59 
Comparison of ACECs and RNAs Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Number of 
ACEC/RNAs 

10 1112 15 8 

Acres of 
ACEC/RNAs 

25,600 34,52836,153 60,661 23,924 

ACEC/RNA 
management 

No specific goals Existing and newly 
designated ACECs 
managed to meet 

relevance and 
importance criteria 

Existing and newly 
designated ACECs 
managed to meet 

relevance and 
importance criteria 

Existing and newly 
designated ACECs 
managed to meet 

relevance and 
importance criteria 

Source: BLM 2004a     
 
The designation of ACEC/RNAs does not prevent appropriate land uses that are not detrimental to 
the unique features or values that receive special focused management or protection.  Appropriate 
management plans would be developed to enhance the relevance and importance criteria, specific to 
the ACEC/RNA designation.  To ensure protection, conservation, or restoration for specific 
ACEC/RNA relevance and importance criteria; measures for land uses (e.g., pre-development, 
development, and post-development) would be incorporated into management plans or would be 
addressed at the activity or project level.        

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For ACECs and RNAs, the indicators used for 
impact analysis are identified in Table 4-5859, Comparison of ACECs and RNAs Indicators by 
Alternative.   

Methods and Assumptions 
Potential impacts from each alternative are based on interdisciplinary team knowledge of the 
resources and the planning area, and information gathered from the public during the planning 
process. Impacts were identified using best professional judgment and were assessed according to 
the assumption that management prescribed for the potential ACECs would protect the relevant and 
important values identified during the evaluation process. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The BLM would base suppression methods on resource values (e.g., streams, listed plant 
populations, cultural sites, WSAs, ACECs, VRM Class I and II areas, slopes and soils, and access), 
consistent with the Values at Risk identified in Appendix H, Wildland Fire Management (see 
Volume III). By taking into consideration the special characteristics of ACECs, fire suppression 
methods would be designed and implemented to minimize the effects of fire suppression on the 
special characteristics of ACECs. As a result, ongoing effects would include attempts to preserve the 
special characteristics of ACECs from fire suppression actions during a wildland fire. 



Chapter 4: Areas of Critical Environmental Concern & Research Natural Areas – Effects Common to All Alternatives 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-324 

Effects from Minerals Management 
ACECs that include lands within the Salmon River withdrawal(s) would be closed to mineral entry.  
The only difference between the alternatives is that current conditions would be less restrictive than 
Alternatives B, C, and D. The number of acres of ACECs closed to mineral entry would increase 
from current conditions but is the same under Alternatives B, C, and D.  

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
The 6,178 acres of Snowhole Rapids WSA within the Lower Salmon River ACEC would be closed 
to leasable minerals and, in most instances, no sales of mineral materials would occur. This reduces 
chances of surface-disturbing activities occurring in ACECs. 

Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
No specific effects have been identified from management actions regarding Native American tribal 
uses. The BLM would continue to consult with tribes regarding treaty rights, cultural access and use 
of plants, animals, fish and habitats within the ACEC/RNAs. Consultation may result in identifying 
areas where actions or restrictions on access would need to be modified to accommodate tribal uses.  
However, it is unlikely that accommodating tribal uses consistent with resource goals and objectives 
would affect the ACEC/RNA objectives. Consideration of tribal knowledge of natural and cultural 
resources may also enhance the management of resources within ACEC/RNAs.  

Alternative A 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
The BLM would continue weed control efforts by working with partner agencies to inventory, 
prevent, control, and monitor weed populations. It would also rehabilitate areas that have been 
affected by weeds. Long-term effects would include protecting native vegetation, such as flora found 
in ACECs, from weeds. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The BLM would manage the following number of urban and rural WUI acres in ACEC/RNAs 
according to Table 4-5960. 

Table 4-60 
WUI Locations by ACEC/RNA for Alternative A 

 
ACEC or ACEC/RNA Urban WUI 

(acres) 
Rural WUI 

(acres) 
Captain John Creek ACEC/RNA  0 748 
Craig Mountain ACEC  0 1,129 
Elk City Landfill and American Hill Lake ACEC  30 0 
Lower Lolo Creek ACEC  2,213 3,678 
Lower Salmon River ACEC  937 14,640 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA  404 0 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA  0 2 
Long Gulch ACEC/RNA  47 0 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA  18 0 
Total 3,649 20,197 
Source: BLM 2004a   
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Under Alternative A, urban WUI areas would cover 14 percent and rural WUI areas would cover 79 
percent of ACEC/RNA designations. Wildland fire prevention and suppression activities would 
provide for human safety and protect property, and secondarily would also avoid or minimize effects 
on resource values identified for designation of ACEC/RNA. The Healthy Forest Restoration Act 
requires that WUI projects implemented under its authority maintain, or contribute to the 
restoration of presuppression characteristics in existing old-growth forest stands when implementing 
covered projects. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
The BLM would manage the following livestock grazing allotments in ACEC/RNAs according to 
Table 4-6061. 

Table 4-61 
Livestock Grazing Allotments by ACEC/RNA for Alternative A 

 
ACEC or ACEC/RNA Within Livestock Grazing 

Allotments (acres) 
Captain John Creek ACEC/RNA  0 
Craig Mountain ACEC  3,881 
Elk City Landfill and American Hill Lake ACEC  29 
Lower Lolo Creek ACEC  2,778 
Lower Salmon River ACEC  14,395 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA  0 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA  401 
Long Gulch ACEC/RNA  0 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA  0 
Total 21,484 
Source: BLM 2004a  

 
There would continue to be 21,484 acres of livestock grazing allotments in 25,600 acres of 
ACEC/RNAs. This accounts for 92 percent of the total area of ACEC/RNAs. Areas where grazing 
allotments overlap sensitive areas within these designations are often fenced or are not authorized 
for livestock grazing use, thereby protecting the special values within these designations. There 
would be no change in the management of livestock grazing allotments from current management. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Alternative A would continue to manage minerals activities on lands open to leasing, location, or sale 
on a case-by-case situation following current laws, policies, and regulations. The BLM would manage 
areas designated as open and closed to minerals according to Table 4-6162. These minerals 
designations result from wild and scenic rivers and WSA management.   
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Table 4-62 
Minerals Designations by ACEC/RNA for Alternative A 

 
ACEC or 
ACEC/RNA 

Leasables 
Open 
(acres) 

Leasables 
Closed 
(acres) 

Locatables 
Open 
(acres) 

Locatables 
Closed 
(acres) 

Salables 
Open 
(acres) 

Salables 
Discretionary 

Closures (acres)
Captain John Creek 
ACEC/RNA  

1,320 0 1,320 0 1,320 0 

Craig Mountain ACEC  3,955 0 3,955 0 3,955 0 
Lower and Middle 
Cottonwood Islands 
ACEC/RNA 

43 0 43 0 43 0 

Elk City Landfill and 
American Hill Lake 
ACEC  

29 0 29 0 29 0 

Lower Lolo Creek 
ACEC  

3,678 0 3,678 0 3,678 0 

Lower Salmon River 
ACEC  

10,021 6,178 963 14,738 10,021 6,178 

Lucile Caves 
ACEC/RNA  

403 0 146 257 403 0 

Wapshilla Ridge 
ACEC/RNA  

401 0 401 0 401 0 

Long Gulch 
ACEC/RNA  

47 0 0 47 47 0 

Skookumchuck 
ACEC/RNA  

17 0 2 15 17 0 

Total 19,914 6,178 10,537 15,057 19,914 6,178 
Source: BLM 2004a       
 
There would be no change in the designation of open and closed areas for mining activities in 
ACEC/RNAs. Leasable, locatable, and salable mineral activities would continue to be allowed on 
approximately 75 percent, 40 percent, and 75 percent, respectively, of ACEC/RNAs. Leasable 
minerals activities would not be constrained by NSO and CSU stipulations. Ongoing effects would 
continue, such as surface disturbances associated with minerals activities that could damage the 
special characteristics of ACEC/RNAs. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Under Alternative A, no new rights-of-way would be permitted in Lower Lolo Creek ACEC (3,678 
acres), Lower Salmon River ACEC (15,702 acre), Craig Mountain ACEC (3,956 acres), Wapshilla 
Ridge ACEC/RNA (401 acres), and Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA (404 acres), a total of 20,463 acres. 
In areas where realty authorizations are permitted, the BLM maintains discretionary authority and 
would only permit actions that do not impair or conflict with an ACEC/RNA.    

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Alternative A would continue to designate 25,600 acres (or approximately 18 percent of BLM-
administered land) of ACECs and RNAs. Ongoing effects would include concern for designating 
additional ACECs in order to protect, for example, special scenic, recreational, cultural, and 
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biological resources associated with the Salmon River, American River, and American River Historic 
Sites District. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Lands within ACECs that are also identified for inclusion in the NWSRS would be withdrawn from 
locatable mineral entry. The withdrawal reduces chances of surface-disturbing activities occurring on 
these lands.  

Alternative B 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
The BLM would work with partners in coordinated weed management areas to develop and 
implement annual treatment strategies. It would also implement treatment strategies outside of weed 
management areas in accordance with other resource goals. Long-term effects would include 
protecting native vegetation, such as flora found in ACECs, from weeds. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The BLM would manage the following number of urban and rural WUI acres in ACEC/RNAs 
according to Table 4-6263. 

Table 4-63 
WUI Locations by ACEC/RNA for Alternative B 

 
ACEC or ACEC/RNA Urban WUI 

(acres) 
Rural WUI 

(acres) 
Captain John Creek ACEC/RNA  0 748 
Lower and Middle Cottonwood Islands ACEC/RNA 43 0 
Lower Salmon River ACEC  937 15,137 
East Fork American River ACEC  570 0 
American River Historic Sites District ACEC  5,256 4,570 
Salmon River ACEC  3,044 5,756 
Upper Lolo Creek ACEC 635 1,198 
Lower Lolo Creek ACEC  2,213 3,678 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA  0 2 
Long Gulch ACEC/RNA  47 0 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA  136 0 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA  18 0 
Total 12,89926

4 
31,08929,

891 
Source: BLM 2004a   

 
Under Alternative B, urban WUI areas would cover 36 percent and rural WUI areas would cover 87 
86 percent of ACEC/RNA designations. Compared to Alternative A and represented as a 
percentage of total land containing ACEC/RNA designations, this is an increase of 22 percent and 8 
7 percent, respectively. Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
The BLM would manage the following livestock grazing allotments in ACEC/RNAs according to 
Table 4-6364. 
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Table 4-64 
Livestock Grazing Allotments by ACEC/RNA for Alternative B 

 
ACEC or ACEC/RNA Within Livestock Grazing 

Allotments (acres) 
Captain John Creek ACEC/RNA  0 
Lower Salmon River ACEC  13,012 
East Fork American River ACEC  461 
American River Historic Sites District ACEC  4,034 
Salmon River ACEC  5,466 
Upper Lolo Creek ACEC 3,210 
Lower Lolo Creek ACEC  3,662 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA  0 
Long Gulch ACEC/RNA  0 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA  0 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA  0 
Total 29,84526,635 
Source: BLM 2004a  

 
There would be 26,63529,845 acres of livestock grazing allotments in 34,52836,153 acres of 
ACEC/RNAs. This accounts for 77 83 percent of the total area of ACEC/RNAs. Compared to 
Alternative A, 15 nine percent fewer acres of ACEC/RNAs would be open to livestock grazing. 
Additionally, grazing would be removed entirely from the Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA, further 
protecting unique values. Overall, impacts from grazing management on ACEC/RNAs would be 
reduced in comparison to Alternative A. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Alternative B would be similar to Alternative A; however, because of the implementation of leasing 
stipulations, all leasable activities and, in most instances, mineral material disposal activities, would 
be subject to NSO-1 in ACECs. This stipulation reduces chances of minerals activities that could 
damage the important and relevant ACEC values. The BLM would manage areas designated as open 
and closed to minerals according to Table 4-6465. These minerals designations result from wild and 
scenic rivers and WSA management.   

The BLM would enforce NSO and CSU stipulations for leasables according to Table 4-6566. 

Under Alternative B, 100 99 percent of BLM land within ACEC/RNAs open to leasable and 
saleable mineral activity would contain NSO stipulations, and 75 74 percent would contain CSU 
stipulations (20,96022,325 acres), in comparison to Alternative A which does not identify any 
stipulations within these designations. Implementing stipulations would reduce the number of 
surface disturbances associated with leasable and saleable minerals activities that could damage the 
special characteristics of ACEC/RNAs.  
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Table 4-65 
Minerals Designations by ACEC/RNA for Alternative B 

 
ACEC or 
ACEC/RNA 

Leasables 
Open 
(acres) 

Leasables 
Closed 
(acres) 

Locatables 
Open (acres)

Locatables 
Closed 
(acres) 

Salables 
Open 
(acres) 

Salables 
Discretionary 

Closures (acres)
Captain John Creek 
ACEC/RNA  

1,320 0 1,320 0 1,320 0 

Lower and Middle 
Cottonwood Islands 
ACEC/RNA 

43 0 43 0 43 0 

Lower Salmon River 
ACEC  

10,021 6,178 963 14,753 10,021 6,178 

East Fork American 
River ACEC  

569 0 569 0 569 0 

American River 
Historic Sites District 
ACEC  

6,355 0 6,355 0 6,355 0 

Salmon River ACEC  5,758 0 505 5,253 5,758 0 
Upper Lolo Creek 
ACEC 

1,624 0 1,624 0 1,624 0 

Lower Lolo Creek 
ACEC  

3,678 0 3,678 0 3,678 0 

Wapshilla Ridge 
ACEC/RNA  

401 0 401 0 401 0 

Long Gulch 
ACEC/RNA  

47 0 0 47 47 0 

Lucile Caves 
ACEC/RNA  

135 0 0 135 135 0 

Skookumchuck 
ACEC/RNA  

17 0 2 15 17 0 

Total 29,968 
28,344 

6,178 15,460 
13,836 

20,203 29,968 
28,344 

6,178 

Source: BLM 2004a       
 

Table 4-66 
Mineral Leasing Stipulations by ACEC/RNA for Alternative B 

 
ACEC or ACEC/RNA NSO 

(acres) 
CSU 

(acres) 
Captain John Creek ACEC/RNA  1,320 0 
Lower Salmon River ACEC  9,991 9,991 
East Fork American River ACEC  569 0 
American River Historic Sites District ACEC  6,322 1,550 
Salmon River ACEC  5,725 5,700 
Upper Lolo Creek ACEC 1,544 1,365 
Lower Lolo Creek ACEC  3,677 3,521 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA  401 0 
Long Gulch ACEC/RNA  47 47 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA  136 136 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA  15 15 
Total 29,747 

28,203 
22,325 
20,960 

Source: BLM 2004a   
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Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
In areas where realty authorizations are permitted, the BLM maintains discretionary authority and 
would only permit actions that do not impair or conflict with an ACEC/RNA.    

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Alternative B would designate 34,52836,153 acres (or approximately 24 25 percent of BLM-
administered land) of as ACECs and RNAs. This would increase the percentage of BLM-
administered land designated as ACECs and RNAs from 18 to 25 percent. Greater protection would 
be afforded the special values associated with the Upper Lolo Cree, Salmon River, the East Fork 
American River, and the American River Historic Sites District. However, the Elk City Land Fill and 
American Hill Lake ACEC would no longer be designated as an ACEC. This area meets the 
relevance and importance criteria for being an ACEC because of the presence of buried hazardous 
materials and the potential threat to public safety and welfare. Therefore, public health and safety 
concerns could develop if this area is no longer designated as an ACEC and is not managed to 
safeguard the public. The Craig Mountain ACEC also would no longer be designated as an ACEC. 
This area meets the relevance and importance criteria for being an ACEC because of its high-value 
scenic, cultural, fisheries, and wildlife resources. Therefore, these special values could receive less 
protection from, for example, surface-disturbing activities or recreation activities if this area is no 
longer designated as an ACEC and is not managed to preserve the special resources. Management of 
forested areas would receive less protection for wildlife resources and for achievement of DFC 
supporting historical range of variability, particularly old forest stands.  In addition, the area provides 
occupied and suitable habitat for Spalding’s silene, a listed plant. Weed encroachment in these 
populations is an identified threat. Finally, Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA would be reduced in size 
because it does not fully meet the relevance and importance criteria identified for the original 
designation, as a result of updated inventories and analysis. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except that lands within ACECs 
that are also identified for inclusion in the NWSRS (and would be withdrawn from locatable mineral 
entry) would include more acres under Alternative B.  

Alternative C 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
The effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The BLM would manage the following number of urban and rural WUI acres in ACEC/RNAs 
according to Table 4-6667. 

Under Alternative C, urban WUI areas would cover 21 percent and rural WUI areas would cover 75 
percent of ACEC/RNA designations. In comparison to Alternative A and represented as a 
percentage of total land containing ACEC/RNA designations, this is an increase of 7 percent and a 
decrease of 4 percent, respectively. Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A. 
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Table 4-67 
WUI Locations by ACEC/RNA for Alternative C 

 
ACEC or ACEC/RNA Urban WUI 

(acres) 
Rural WUI 

(acres) 
American River Historic Sites District ACEC  5,256 4,570 
Captain John Creek ACEC/RNA  0 748 
Lower and Middle Cottonwood Islands ACEC/RNA 43 0 
Craig Mountain ACEC  0 13,539 
East Fork American River ACEC  570 0 
Little Salmon River ACEC  20 590 
Upper Lolo Creek ACEC  635 1,198 
Lower Lolo Creek ACEC  2,213 3,678 
Lower Salmon River ACEC  937 15,137 
Partridge/Elkhorn ACEC  0 576 
Salmon River ACEC  3,044 5,756 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA  0 2 
Long Gulch ACEC/RNA 47 0 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA 136 0 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA  18 0 
Total 12,919 45,794 
Source: BLM 2004a   

 
Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
The BLM would manage the following livestock grazing allotments in ACEC/RNAs according to 
Table 4-6768. 

Table 4-68 
Livestock Grazing Allotments by ACEC/RNA for Alternative C 

 
ACEC or ACEC/RNA Within Livestock 

Grazing 
Allotments (acres) 

American River Historic Sites District ACEC  4,034 
Captain John Creek ACEC/RNA  0 
Craig Mountain ACEC  438 
East Fork American River ACEC  461 
Little Salmon River ACEC  590 
Upper Lolo Creek ACEC  1,085 
Lower Lolo Creek ACEC  3,210 
Lower Salmon River ACEC  12,430 
Partridge/Elkhorn ACEC  576 
Salmon River ACEC  5,435 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA  0 
Long Gulch ACEC/RNA 0 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA 0 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA  0 
Total 28,259 
Source: BLM 2004a  
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There are 28,259 acres of livestock grazing allotments in 60,661 acres of ACEC/RNAs. This 
accounts for 47 percent of the total area of ACEC/RNAs. This alternative would have 45 percent 
less total area of ACEC/RNAs open to livestock grazing than Alternative A, and 30 36 percent less 
total area than Alternative B due to an increase in ACEC/RNA designations. Under this alternative 
25 allotments would be retired throughout the CFO and grazing would be eliminated entirely in the 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA, thereby protecting unique values. Overall, impacts from grazing 
management on ACEC/RNAs would be reduced in comparison to Alternatives A, B and D. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as open and closed to minerals according to Table 4-
6869. These minerals designations result from wild and scenic rivers and WSA management.   

Table 4-69 
Mineral Designations by ACEC/RNA for Alternative C 

 
ACEC or 
ACEC/RNA 

Leasables 
Open 
(acres) 

Leasables 
Closed 
(acres) 

Locatables 
Open (acres)

Locatables 
Closed 
(acres) 

Salables 
Open 
(acres) 

Salables 
Discretionary 

Closures (acres)
American River 
Historic Sites District 
ACEC  

6,355 0 6,355 0 6,355 0 

Captain John Creek 
ACEC/RNA  

1,320 0 1,320 0 1,320 0 

Craig Mountain ACEC  23,341 0 23,261 80 23,341 0 
Lower and Middle 
Cottonwood Islands 
ACEC/RNA 

43 0 43 0 43 0 

East Fork American 
River ACEC  

569 0 569 0 569 0 

Little Salmon River 
ACEC  

584 6 583 6 590 0 

Upper Lolo Creek 
ACEC  

1,624 0 1,624 0 1,624 0 

Lower Lolo Creek 
ACEC  

3,678 0 3,678 0 3,678 0 

Lower Salmon River 
ACEC  

10,021 6,178 963 14,753 10,021 6,178 

Partridge/Elkhorn 
ACEC  

576 0 576 0 576 0 

Salmon River ACEC  5,758 0 505 5,253 5,758 0 
Wapshilla Ridge 
ACEC/RNA  

401 0 401 0 401 0 

Long Gulch 
ACEC/RNA 

47 0 0 47 47 0 

Lucile Caves 
ACEC/RNA 

135 0 0 135 135 0 

Skookumchuck 
ACEC/RNA  

17 0 2 15 17 0 

Total 54,469 6,184 39,880 20,289 54,475 6,178 
Source: BLM 2004a       
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The BLM would enforce NSO and CSU stipulations for leasables according to Table 4-6970. 

Table 4-70 
Mineral Leasing Stipulations by ACEC/RNA for Alternative C 

 
ACEC or ACEC/RNA NSO 

(acres) 
CSU 

(acres) 
American River Historic Sites District ACEC  6,322 1,550 
Captain John Creek ACEC/RNA  1,320 1,306 
Craig Mountain ACEC  23,162 18,306 
East Fork American River ACEC  569 0 
Little Salmon River ACEC  590 504 
Upper Lolo Creek ACEC  1,544 1,365 
Lower Lolo Creek ACEC  3,677 2,404 
Lower Salmon River ACEC  9,991 9,952 
Partridge/Elkhorn ACEC  576 0 
Salmon River ACEC  5,725 5,700 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA  401 401 
Long Gulch ACEC/RNA 47 47 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA 136 136 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA  15 15 
Total 54,077 41,687 
Source: BLM 2004a   

 
Under Alternative C, 99 percent of BLM land within ACEC/RNA designations open to leasable and 
saleable mineral activity would contain NSO stipulations, and 77 percent would contain CSU 
stipulations, implementing the most stipulations of any alternative. Similar to Alternative B, 
implementing stipulations would reduce the number of surface disturbances associated with leasable 
and saleable minerals activities that could damage the special characteristics of ACEC/RNAs.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
The effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Alternative C would designate 60,661 acres (or approximately 42 percent of BLM-administered land) 
of ACECs and RNAs. This would increase the percentage of BLM-administered land designated as 
ACECs and RNAs from 18 to 42 percent. Greater protection would be afforded the special values 
associated with the Salmon River and its tributaries, the East Fork American River, the American 
River Historic Sites District, Upper Lolo Creek, and Craig Mountain. The effects on the Lucile 
Caves ACEC/RNA would be the same as Alternative B. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Same as Alternative B. 

Alternative D 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
The effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 
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Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The BLM would manage the following number of urban and rural WUI acres in ACEC/RNAs 
according to Table 4-7071. 

Table 4-71 
WUI Locations by ACEC/RNA for Alternative D 

 
ACEC or ACEC/RNA Urban WUI 

(acres) 
Rural WUI 

(acres) 
Long Gulch ACEC/RNA  47 0 
Captain John Creek ACEC/RNA  0 748 
Lower and Middle Cottonwood Islands ACEC/RNA 43 0 
Lower Salmon River ACEC  937 15,137 
Salmon River ACEC  3,043 5,754 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA  0 2 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA  136 0 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA  18 0 
Total 4,224 21,641 
Source: BLM 2004a   

 
Under Alternative D, urban WUI areas would cover 18 percent and rural WUI areas would cover 90 
percent of ACEC/RNA designations. In comparison to Alternative A and represented as a 
percentage of total land containing ACEC/RNA designations, this is an increase of 4 percent and 11 
percent, respectively. Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
The BLM would manage the following livestock grazing allotments in ACEC/RNAs according to 
Table 4-7172. 

Table 4-72 
Livestock Grazing Allotments by ACEC/RNA for Alternative D 

 
ACEC or ACEC/RNA Within Livestock 

Grazing Allotments 
(acres) 

Long Gulch ACEC/RNA  0 
Captain John Creek ACEC/RNA  0 
Lower Salmon River ACEC  15,000 
Salmon River ACEC  5,465 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA  401 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA  0 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA  0 
Total 20,866 
Source: BLM 2004a  

 
There are 20,866 acres of livestock grazing allotments in 23,924 acres of ACEC/RNAs. This 
accounts for 87 percent of the total area of ACEC/RNAs. Alternative D would have 5 percent 
fewer ACEC/RNA acres open to livestock grazing than Alternative A, and more than Alternatives B 
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and C. Alternative D would have the least acres designated as ACEC/RNAs, thereby allowing 
greater risk to resource values identified within the ACEC/RNAs in comparison to Alternatives A, 
B, and C.   

Effects from Minerals Management 
The BLM would manage areas designated as open and closed to minerals according to Table 4-
7273. These minerals designations result from wild and scenic rivers and WSA management.   

Table 4-73 
Mineral Designations by ACEC/RNA for Alternative D 

ACEC or 
ACEC/RNA 

Leasables 
Open 
(acres) 

Leasables 
Closed 
(acres) 

Locatables 
Open 
(acres) 

Locatables 
Closed 
(acres) 

Salables 
Open 
(acres) 

Salables 
Discretionary 

Closures (acres)
Long Gulch 
ACEC/RNA  

47 0 0 47 47 0 

Lower and Middle 
Cottonwood Islands 
ACEC/RNA 

43 0 43 0 43 0 

Captain John Creek 
ACEC/RNA  

1,320 0 1,320 0 1,320 0 

Lower Salmon River 
ACEC  

10,021 6,178 963 14,753 10,021 6,178 

Salmon River ACEC  5,758 0 505 5,253 5,758 0 
Wapshilla Ridge 
ACEC/RNA  

401 0 401 0 401 0 

Lucile Caves 
ACEC/RNA  

135 0 0 135 135 0 

Skookumchuck 
ACEC/RNA  

17 0 2 15 17 0 

Total 17,742 6,178 3,234 20,203 17,742 6,178 
Source: BLM 2004a       
 

The BLM would enforce NSO and CSU stipulations for leasables according to Table 4-7374. 

Table 4-74 
Mineral Stipulations by ACEC/RNA for Alternative D 

ACEC or ACEC/RNA NSO 
(acres) 

CSU 
(acres) 

Long Gulch ACEC/RNA  47 47 
Captain John Creek ACEC/RNA  1,320 0 
Lower Salmon River ACEC  9,991 9,991 
Salmon River ACEC  5,723 5,698 
Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA  401 0 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA  136 136 
Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA  15 15 
Total 17,633 15,887 
Source: BLM 2004a   
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Under Alternative D, 100 percent of BLM land within ACEC/RNA designations open to leasable 
and saleable mineral activity would contain NSO stipulations, and 90 percent would contain CSU 
stipulations. Except for Alternative A, which does not identify any stipulations, this alternative 
would implement the least stipulations of any alternative. Similar to Alternative B, implementing 
stipulations would reduce the number of surface disturbances associated with leasable and saleable 
minerals activities that could damage the special characteristics of ACEC/RNAs.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
The effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Alternative B D would designate 23,924 acres (or approximately 17 percent of BLM-administered 
land) of ACECs and RNAs. This would decrease the percent of BLM-administered land designated 
as ACECs and RNAs from 18 to 17 percent. Greater protection would be afforded the special 
values associated with the Salmon River. The effects on the Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA would be the 
same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Same as Alternative B.  

Cumulative Effects 

Past actions and events contributing to cumulative effects within or adjacent to ACEC/RNAs have 
resulted primarily from surface-disturbing activities and population growth.  

Utilization of natural resources within the CFO planning area is expected to remain at current or 
slightly increased levels As a result, surface disturbing activities affecting ACEC/RNAs could 
continue, however, the BLM maintains discretionary authority over most land uses and would only 
permit actions that do not impair or conflict with an ACEC/RNA, reducing cumulative effects on 
these areas. As population increase, activity and use within or adjacent to ACEC/RNAs increases. 
An increasing population could continue to build housing closer to ACEC/RNAs, thereby affecting 
the scenic quality and visual resources of the area.  

As there are no mineral lease stipulations under Alternative A, surface-disturbances associated with 
leasable and saleable minerals activities could continue in ACEC/RNAs. These activities would be 
limited under Alternatives B, C, and D, which would implement NSO and CSU stipulations in 
ACEC/RNAs, and rights-of-way would not be authorized in ACEC/RNAs. The cumulative effects 
to ACEC/RNAs would depend on the intensity and proximity of surface-disturbing activities.  

4.4.2 Back Country Byways 

There are no Back Country Byways on BLM-administered lands in the planning area. No alternatives 
would affect Back Country Byways, because there are no Back Country Byways on BLM-
administered lands in the planning area. There would be no effects on Back Country Byways. 

4.4.3 National Trails  

Goal: Manage National Trails to protect the values for which they were designated. 
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Summary 

Under all of the alternatives, measures would continue to be developed to protect National Trail 
resources on a case-by-case basis. Under Alternatives B, C, and D, sections of the Lewis and Clark 
and the Nez Perce (Nee-Me-Poo) National Historic Trails (21 miles total) would be inventoried and 
recorded (Table 4-7475), and information and interpretive materials would be developed for public 
distribution. Alternatives B and C provides the greatest overall protection to National Trail 
resources. Alternatives B and C would protect and enhance the Nez Perce (Nee-Me-Poo) and the 
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trails via designating the new Upper Lolo Creek ACEC. 

Table 4-75 
Comparison of National Trails Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Miles of National Trails 
(BLM land) 

21 
(No net change) 

Protection and 
enhancement of 
National Trails 

No net change Increased 
protection and 
enhancement 

through 
designation of 

Upper Lolo Creek 
ACECNo net 

change 

Increased 
protection and 
enhancement 

through 
designation of 

Upper Lolo Creek 
ACEC 

No net change 

Source: BLM 2004a     
 
Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Miles of National Trails and their protection and enhancement are the indicators used to assess 
impacts to National Trails (Table 4-7475, Comparison of National Trails Indicators by Alternative). 

Methods and Assumptions 
The four alternatives were reviewed for actions that could affect National Trails. Impact analysis and 
conclusions are based on interdisciplinary team knowledge of the planning area and review of 
existing literature. The analysis is based on the assumption that National Trails use would continue 
to increase over the life of the RMP. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from National Trails Management 
The BLM would develop measures to protect 21 miles of National Trail resources on a case-by-case 
basis. This would continue to protect known resources, such as the trail setting and archeological 
resources. Ongoing effects include the potential loss of unknown National Trail resources because 
of a lack of understanding about site-specific resource values. 

Alternative A 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
There are no protective measures specifically identified for National Trails within any ACECs. 
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Effects from National Trails Management 
There are no actions related to inventorying and recording sections of National Trails or developing 
interpretive materials for public distribution. This could result in damage to National Trail resources 
from incompatible uses, such as OHVs. 

Alternative B 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
The BLM would protect and enhance 0.4-mile of the Nez Perce (Nee-Me-Poo) and 0.4-mile of the 
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trails via designation of the Upper Lolo Creek ACEC. The BLM 
would cooperate with partners in managing these trails. This would help preserve the integrity of the 
trails from, for example, misuse and land-disturbing activities. 

Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative A.  

Effects from National Trails Management 
The BLM would inventory and record 21 miles of the Lewis and Clark and the Nez Perce (Nee-Me-
Poo) National Historic Trails and would develop information and interpretive materials for public 
distribution. Documentation of site-specific resource values would improve the understanding of 
and protection of National Trail resources. These actions would also inform the public about the 
value of National Trail resources, thereby increasing the likelihood of preserving National Trail 
resources, such as the trail setting and archeological resources. 

Alternative C 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
The BLM would protect and enhance 0.4-mile of the Nez Perce (Nee-Me-Poo) and 0.4-mile of the 
Lewis and Clark National Historic Trails via designation of the Upper Lolo Creek ACEC. The BLM 
would cooperate with partners in managing these trails. This would help preserve the integrity of the 
trails from, for example, misuse and land-disturbing activities.  

Effects from National Trails Management 
The effects would be the same as those for Alternative B. 

Alternative D 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative A.  

Effects from National Trails Management 
The effects would be the same as those for Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Past actions and events that have affected National Trails include archaeological investigations, 
illegal activities (e.g., cultural resource site vandalism or collecting), and development and 
maintenance activities (e.g., grazing, mining, recreation use, and OHV use). 

In the foreseeable future, archaeologists would continue to inventory, identify, document, and 
preserve National Trail resources. Illegal activities and development and maintenance activities 
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would continue and threaten the discovery of, quality of, and integrity of National Trail resources on 
BLM-administered lands, as well as elsewhere in the cumulative effects analysis area. 

Implementation of any of the proposed alternatives would not contribute to a significant change in 
National Trail resources. 

4.4.4 Wild and Scenic Rivers  

Goal: Fulfill the BLM’s obligations under Section 5(d)(1) of the WSR Act for the life of this RMP. 

Summary 

ByUpon finalizing the Wild and Scenic Rivers Eligibility and Suitability Study (Appendix K [see 
Volume III]), the CFO haswill have determined which rivers and streams are suitable for inclusion 
in the NWSRS. These include two segments determined to be suitable during previous studies, the 
Lower Salmon River from Long Tom Bar to Hammer Creek and from Hammer Creek to the Snake 
River confluence. All segments determined to be suitable must be managed for the protection of 
their outstandingly remarkable values and free-flowing nature until such time as Congress acts upon 
the determination finding and either designates the river segment in the NWSRS or removes it from 
consideration. If the segment is removed from consideration by Congress, the BLM would manage 
the segment according to the management provisions of the RMP. 

Under all alternatives, six river segments would be managed for the protection of outstandingly 
remarkable values as described in the Draft Final Wild and Scenic Rivers Eligibility and Suitability 
Study Report (Appendix K [see Volume III]). These river segments include 59 miles of the Lower 
Salmon River (Long Tom Bar to Hammer Creek), 53 miles of the Lower Salmon River (Hammer 
Creek to the Snake River confluence), 2.18 miles of Lake Creek, 1.52 miles of Hazard Creek, 1.64 
miles of Hard Creek, and 24 miles of Lolo Creek. 

The difference between alternatives would be whether the BLM would recommend that Congress 
designate each particular segment. This recommendation or nonrecommendation could influence 
the Congressional decision and increase or decrease the likelihood of permanent legislative 
protection. All alternatives recommend both segments of the Lower Salmon River for designation. 
Alternatives A, B and D would not recommend any of the four additional segments. Alternatives B 
and C would recommend all four additional segments, and Alternative C would recommend all four 
additional segments for inclusion in the NWSRS.  Alternative D would recommend only one of the 
four additional segments (Lolo Creek) for designation. Table 4-75 76 identifies the indicators that 
were used to analyze effects on wild and scenic rivers under each alternative. 

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For wild and scenic rivers, the indicators used for 
impact analysis are identified in Table 4-7576, Comparison of Wild and Scenic Rivers Indicators by 
Alternative. 
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Table 4-76 
Comparison of Wild and Scenic Rivers Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Miles of rivers or 
river segments 
determined 
suitable previously 
and carried 
forward 

112 112 112 112 

Miles of rivers or 
river segments 
determined 
preliminarily 
suitable 

29 29 29 29 

Miles of suitable 
rivers or river 
segments 
recommended for 
inclusion in the 
NWSRS 

0112 29112 29141 24112 

Source: BLM 2004a     
 
Methods and Assumptions 
Potential impacts on wild and scenic rivers from each alternative are based on interdisciplinary team 
knowledge of the resources and the planning area and information gathered from the public during 
the planning process. Impacts were identified using best professional judgment and were assessed 
according to the assumption that most resource uses would be restricted from adversely impacting 
the outstandingly remarkable values and free-flowing nature of rivers suitable for inclusion in the 
NWSRS. Wild and Scenic River suitability tends to affect other resource uses rather than be affected.  

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Continued acquisition of lands and conservation easements within the Salmon River and Lolo Creek 
SRMAs could provide protection to aquatic habitats from private land uses, including timber 
harvest. Acquisition and conservation easements would enhance the BLM’s ability to manage the 
segments. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
The two Lower Salmon River segments totaling 112 miles and 29 miles on four segments (Lolo, 
Lake, Hazard, and Hard Creeks) would be managed for the protection of outstandingly remarkable 
values and free-flowing nature until Congress should act upon the suitability determinations and 
either designate the segments or remove them from consideration (Table 4-7576, Comparison of 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Indicators by Alternative).  
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Alternative A 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Under Alternative A, the BLM would not recommend any additional segments for inclusion in the 
NWSRS. 

Alternative B 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Nine subbasins in the Lower Salmon River would be classified as restoration watersheds. 
Improvements to the riparian and aquatic condition of these watersheds would indirectly enhance 
the resource values of the Lower Salmon River segment.  

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Four No additional river segments 29 would be recommended for designation in the NWSRS.  
Management of suitable segments would be coordinated with the Idaho Department of Water 
Resources and Forest Service.  This would increase the chances for the segments to be designated, 
thereby affording the segments greater protection. 

Alternative C 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Ten subbasins in the Lower Salmon River would be classified as restoration watersheds. 
Improvements to the riparian and aquatic condition of these watersheds would indirectly enhance 
the resource values of the Lower Salmon River segment.  

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Four additional river segments totaling 29 miles would be recommended for designation in the 
NWSRS. This would increase the chances for the segments to be designated, thereby affording the 
segments greater protection.  Management of suitable segments would be coordinated with the 
Idaho Department of Water Resources and Forest Service.  Effects would be the same as those 
described under Alternative B. 

Alternative D 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Increasing the use of Lolo Creek by issuing commercial permits could result in shoreline and aquatic 
habitat degradation. Increased use could result in increased impacts from people walking in the 
streambed and disturbing salmon eggs (redds) and bank disturbance from people coming in and out 
of the river channel in areas with limited access. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except under Alternative D only 
one of the four additional segments (Lolo Creek) would be recommended for designation in the 
NWSRS, increasing the chances for one 24-mile segment to be designated, but reducing the overall 
recommendation, in comparison to Alternatives B and C, by 5.34 milesSame as Alternative B.  
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Cumulative Effects 

Wild and scenic river eligibility and suitability determinations are based on current conditions.  
Consequently, the effects of past actions are not really a factor unless such actions effect a segment 
previously determined suitable, such as the two Salmon River segments. Since the Salmon River 
segments were determined suitable BLM has managed for the protection of its river values and past 
actions have not affected these values. The four segments which have been found to be preliminarily 
suitable were evaluated based upon current conditions,conditions; consequently past actions were 
determined not to be a factor. 

All RMP alternatives include management of two segments of the Lower Salmon River determined 
suitable and four additional segments identified as preliminarily suitable for designation within the 
NWSRS. The two segments of the Lower Salmon River are currently managed as suitable based on a 
prior study. The other four segments include Hazard, Hard, Lolo, and Lake Creeks which are 
beingwere studied concurrently with the RMP process.  

There are National Forest lands located adjacent to (upstream of, downstream of, or in some cases 
intermingled with) the segments. Management activities on these adjacent National Forest lands 
could impact the outstandingly remarkable values within these segments. The National Forest Plan 
revisions, in most cases, will include a Wild and Scenic Rivers suitability determination similar to the 
Cottonwood RMP for these segments. This determination, if concurrent with the BLM 
determination in the same watersheds, would complement BLM management measures, potentially 
enhancing the outstandingly remarkable values. If the Forest Service determines that these adjacent 
segments are not suitable, it would result in management challenges for the BLM, which could make 
protection of the outstandingly remarkable values on BLM-administered lands infeasible. In 
particular, a final suitability determination of the Hazard and Hard Creek segments (BLM portions) 
are dependent upon a similar determination on the Forest Service segments. Consequently, 
cumulative effects on Wild and Scenic Rivers are likely to occur as a result of National Forest Plan 
Revisions, but whether these would enhance or degrade river values cannot be determined until 
Forest Plan revisions are complete.  

The Idaho Department of Water Resources completed the Comprehensive Water Plan – Part B on 
the Little Salmon River Basin in October 2001.  The plan designated Hazard and Hard Creeks as 
State protected recreational rivers.  BLM would coordinate protective management of these 
segments with the Idaho Department of Water Resources. 

Alternatives B and C Alternative C would recommend the largest amount (29 miles) of suitable 
segments for inclusion in the NWSRS, therefore contributing to the continuation of preserving 
these segments by managing them for the protection of their outstandingly remarkable values and 
free-flowing nature. Alternatives A, B, and D would not recommend any segments for inclusion in 
the NWSRS. However, following coordination with the Idaho Department of Water Resources and 
Forest Service, the BLM would determine whether or not to recommend the 2.18-mile Lake Creek 
segment.contribute to a lesser extent by recommending 24 miles., and no additional miles would be 
recommended under Alternative A. 

4.4.5 Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas  

Goal: Manage wilderness areas and WSAs to maintain wilderness characteristics. 
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Summary 

Under all of the alternatives the following protective management of wilderness and WSAs would 
continue: discretionary and nondiscretionary closures to leasable and salable minerals, prohibiting 
motorized and mechanized vehicles in wilderness areas, excluding realty authorizations and 
managing wilderness areas and WSAs to maintain wilderness characteristics. These alternatives also 
establish management parameters for the WSAs should Congress release them from wilderness 
consideration. Table 4-76 77 identifies the indicators that were used to analyze effects on wilderness 
and WSAs under each alternative. 

Table 4-77 
Comparison of Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Indicators by Alternative 

      
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Acres of 
Wilderness Areas 

750 (No net change) 

Acres of WSAs 12,034 (No net change) 
Source: BLM 2004a     

 
Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
For wilderness areas and WSAs, the acres and overall protection of these areas are the indicators 
used to assess impacts, as shown in Table 4-7677, Comparison of Wilderness and Wilderness Study 
Areas Indicators by Alternative.  

Methods and Assumptions 
The four alternatives were reviewed for actions that could affect wilderness and WSAs, the impacts 
of which are discussed below. Impact analysis and conclusions are based on interdisciplinary team 
knowledge of the planning area and review of existing literature. The analysis is based on the 
assumption that wilderness would continue to be managed in accordance to the Wilderness Act of 
1964, and subsequent wilderness legislation and WSAs would continue to be managed under the 
Interim Management Policy for Lands under Wilderness Review (BLM Handbook H-8550-1). This 
would remain in effect until such time as Congress either designates all or portions of the WSA as 
wilderness or releases the WSA or portions of WSAs from any further wilderness consideration, at 
which time the lands would revert back to general land use management. 

The six practical effects of the Interim Management Policy for Lands under Wilderness Review are: 

• The general standard for interim management is that lands under wilderness review must be 
managed so as not to impair their suitability for preservation as wilderness. This is referred 
to as the nonimpairment standard and applies to all uses and activities except those that the 
FLPMA specifically exempts from this standard (such as grandfathered uses); 

• Permitted activities in WSAs (except grandfathered and valid existing rights) are temporary 
uses that create no new surface disturbance or involve permanent placement of structures; 

• Those grazing, mining, and mineral leasing uses that existed on October 21, 1976 (the date 
FLPMA was approved) may continue in the same manner and degree as on that date, even if 
this would impair wilderness suitability; 
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• Lands under wilderness review may not be closed to appropriation under the mining laws in 
order to preserve their wilderness character; 

• Valid existing rights must be recognized; and 
• All lands must be managed to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Under all alternatives, the Frank Church Wilderness (750 acres) would remain closed to leasable, 
locatable, and mineral material development. The Snowhole Rapids WSA (6,463 acres) and Marshall 
Mountain WSA (5,571 acres) would remain closed to leasing, and in most cases would remain closed 
to sale or free use of mineral materials. Although WSAs are not withdrawn from locatable mineral 
activities, they are subject to more restrictive federal regulations designed to protect the wilderness 
characteristicsThe Marshall Mountain WSA would not be withdrawn from locatable mineral 
development, but would be subject to more protective regulations; the Snowhole Canyon WSA 
would continue to be withdrawn from locatable mineral development under the existing 
administrative withdrawal and under VRM 1 classification. Restrictions placed on mineral 
development in these designations would protect the wilderness characteristics.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
The BLM would allow all types of nonmotorized travel yearlong on all BLM-administered lands in 
the CFO, except on 750 acres of the Frank Church/River of No Return Wilderness, where no 
mechanized use is allowed. This would continue to protect wilderness characteristics from the 
effects of motorized vehicle use, such as noise and scarring of the terrain.  

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
The BLM would manage the Wilderness and WSAs to maintain wilderness characteristics. This 
would continue to protect the characteristics of wilderness areas and WSAs. 

Alternative A 

Effects from Recreation Management 
The BLM would consider competitive use permits on a case-by-case basis. There would be no new 
effects, and ongoing effects would continue.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
There are no actions related to exclusion areas in the Wilderness or WSAs. Potential effects from 
certain forms of development (such as rights-of-way) in the Wilderness and WSAs would continue. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
There are no actions related to the management of WSAs should Congress release them from 
wilderness consideration. Due to a lack of specified management actions, there could be long-term 
effects if lands were released and no protective measures remained in place for sensitive natural 
resources that were previously identified in these designations. 
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Alternative B 

Effects from Recreation Management 
The BLM would designate wilderness areas for no competitive use. This would prevent competitive 
uses, such as group events and outings, from occurring in wilderness areas, thereby providing 
additional protection to the primitive characteristics of wilderness areas. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Exclusion areas where no realty authorizations would be allowed include the Wilderness (750 acres). 
This would protect the characteristics of the Wilderness from surface disturbances, such as rights-of-
way. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Should the WSAs be released from wilderness consideration by Congress, the BLM would manage 
lands within the Snowhole Rapids WSA in conformance with the Lower Salmon River Scenic 
SRMA, under VRM Class I and Semiprimitive Nonmotorized ROS, as open to mineral location, and 
as open to mineral leasing with NSO and CSU restrictions.  Also, the BLM would manage lands 
within the Marshall Mountain WSA to conform with VRM Class II and Semiprimitive Motorized 
ROS, as open to mineral location, as open to mineral leasing with NSO restrictions (on all acres), 
and as open to mineral leasing with CSU restrictions (only on 74 acres). These management 
guidelines would not be as protective as current WSA management guidelines, because, for example, 
mineral leasing would be allowed. Therefore, the wilderness characteristics for which the areas were 
designated WSAs could be diminished should the WSAs be released from wilderness consideration 
by Congress. 

Alternative C 

Effects from Recreation Management 
The effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
The effects would be the same as those for Alternative B. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
The effects would be the same as those for Alternative B. 

Alternative D 

Effects from Recreation Management 
The effects would be the same as those for Alternative B. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
The effects would be the same as those for Alternative B. 

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
The effects would be the same as those for Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Historical and projected population increases influence wilderness areas and WSAs, which are 
typically used for primitive recreation. The CFO planning area’s projected 11-percent population 
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growth and Idaho’s projected 35-percent population growth over the next 20 years would continue 
to increase demand for primitive recreation areas in and around the CFO planning area. Use of these 
areas, especially the Frank Church/River of No Return Wilderness, would intensify as population 
increases.  

The Frank Church/River of No Return Wilderness is over 2.3 million acres spanning 6 National 
Forests, of which less than 0.5-percent is on BLM-administered lands in the CFO. Additionally, 
there are another 1.7 million acres of other Wilderness Areas within or immediately adjacent to the 
6-county planning area, including the Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness (1.3 million acres on National 
Forest lands), Gospel Hump Wilderness (205,000 acres on National Forest lands), and Hells Canyon 
Wilderness (215,000 acres on National Forest and BLM [Vale District, Oregon] lands). As such, 
there are ample other Wilderness Area opportunities to attract and accommodate this population 
growth. Implementing protective management would cumulatively protect these areas from 
development and surface-disturbing activities while meeting the increasing population demands. 

4.4.6 Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites  

Goal: Maintain or enhance wildlife habitats and opportunities for wildlife viewing areas. 

Summary 

All of the alternatives would continue to maintain or improve wildlife habitat resources and would 
provide wildlife viewing opportunities for the existing watchable wildlife areas. Alternatives B, C, 
and D would also support management efforts that designate new high-value wildlife viewing areas, 
provide information and educational materials and promote opportunities to cooperatively manage 
high-value areas. These additional actions would increase watchable wildlife viewing opportunities, 
education, and monetary support through partnerships. Table 4-77 78 identifies the indicators that 
were used to analyze effects on watchable wildlife viewing sites under each alternative. 

Table 4-78 
Comparison of Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Number of watchable 
wildlife areas 

4 
(No net change) 

Acres of watchable 
wildlife areas 

24,435 
(No net change) 

Support efforts to 
designate new areas, 
provide information, 
and cooperatively 
manage areas 

No net change Increased 

Source: BLM 2004a     
 
Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators used to evaluate impacts include the number and size of watchable wildlife viewing sites, 
and how each alternative would or would not support efforts to designate new areas, provide 



Chapter 4: Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites – Methods of Analysis  

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-347 

information about areas, and cooperatively manage areas (Table 4-7778, Comparison of Watchable 
Wildlife Viewing Sites Indicators by Alternative ).  

Methods and Assumptions 
The four alternatives were reviewed for actions that could affect watchable wildlife viewing sites. 
Impact analysis and conclusions are based on interdisciplinary team knowledge of the planning area 
and review of existing literature. The analysis is based on the assumption that use of watchable 
wildlife viewing sites would continue to increase over the life of the RMP. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites Management 
The BLM would implement actions to maintain or improve wildlife habitat resources and to provide 
wildlife viewing opportunities on over 235 miles and 24,000 acres, including the Lower Salmon 
River Canyon (87 miles), Middle Salmon River Canyon (80 miles), Snake River in Hells Canyon (68 
miles), and Craig Mountain WMA (24,200 acres).  

Alternative A 

Effects from Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites Management 
There would continue to be no specific actions related to designating new watchable wildlife viewing 
sites, to providing information and educational materials, or to forming cooperative management 
partnerships. There would continue to be difficulties in identifying and developing new watchable 
wildlife viewing sites and in educating the public about the value of biological resources. 

Alternative B 

Effects from Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites Management 
The BLM would support management efforts that designate new high-value wildlife viewing areas 
for the public, support efforts that provide information and educational material that enhance 
wildlife viewing opportunities and enjoyment, and promote opportunities to cooperatively manage 
high-value areas for viewing wildlife with partners, such as the Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
Red River Ranch. Although no specific areas are identified for future watchable wildlife viewing 
sites, these activities would aid in establishing new sites and educating the public about biological 
resources. 

Alternative C 

Effects from Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites Management 
The effects would be the same as those for Alternative B. 

Alternative D 

Effects from Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites Management 
The effects would be the same as those for Alternative B. 

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects on watchable wildlife viewing sites affect habitat for wildlife and disturbances to 
wildlife. Numerous cumulative projects, such as mineral development, timber harvesting, and 
motorized recreation, have the potential for diminishing habitat and disturbing wildlife. Assuming 
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watchable wildlife viewing sites preserve sufficient habitat for wildlife and limit disturbances to 
wildlife, cumulative effects would be minimal. 

4.5 SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS  

4.5.1 Native American Tribal Uses 

Goal: Manage natural and cultural resources consistent with treaty and trust responsibilities to 
Native American tribes. 

Summary 

This section presents potential impacts from management actions on Native American tribal use of 
BLM-administered lands in the planning area. Alternative A would maintain current management 
practices and therefore would not induce any changes to the indicators listed below. The growth and 
concentration of recreation, including hunting, fishing, and gathering, could impact the availability of 
resources, disturb culturally important areas, or interfere with religious uses. In general, Alternatives 
B, C, and D propose more actions than Alternative A designed to improve water quality, fisheries, 
and plant and animal habitat and restore watersheds. These actions would be consistent with 
maintaining Native American tribal uses under treaty rights in the long-term. These alternatives 
would also further restrict cross-country travel and surface occupancy for mineral development and 
create more closures and exclusion and avoidance zones. These actions would provide additional 
protection to natural and cultural resources that may be used or that may be important to tribes. 
Temporary loss of access during treatments or permanent changes in access or permitted activities 
may affect tribal uses. Further government-to-government consultation with tribes would be needed 
as actions are implemented to determine whether there are tribal uses present that could be impacted 
and to resolve impacts. Overall, Alternative C, followed by Alternative B, D, then A would provide 
the most protective measures for tribal use of the CFO, primarily due to a reduction in ground 
disturbances and incompatible activities and the emphasis on resource conservation and protection. 

The following resources are not addressed because management of these resources is not expected 
to affect Native American tribal use: air quality, geology, soils, paleontology, VRM, national trails 
management, and public safety. Table 4-78 79 identifies the indicators that were used to analyze 
effects on Native American tribal uses under each alternative. 
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Table 4-79 
Comparison of Native American Tribal Uses Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Changes in availability, 
access, or land use that 
would affect the natural 
resource base used by the 
tribes, including fish, 
game, plants, minerals, and 
springs 

No changes in 
availability, access, or 

land use would occur, so 
no net changes in the 

natural resource base are 
expected under 

Alternative A. In time 
recreational uses and 

public presence in some 
areas could affect the 

availability of resources, 
disturb culturally 

significant areas and 
inhibit religious use. 

Vegetation treatment programs and animal habitat 
enhancement could enhance traditional tribal uses 

for those species and habitats. However, 
temporary, seasonal, and permanent closures of 
roads and other areas for treatment programs, 

public health and safety, or other reasons, while 
protecting resources, could also limit tribal access 

to and availability of resources in those areas. 
Increased recreational uses and public presence in 

some areas could affect the availability of 
resources, disturb culturally significant areas, and 

inhibit religious use. 

Changes in access to or 
impacts on cultural 
resource sites, including 
ethnographic resources 
and traditional cultural 
properties 

No changes in 
management are 

expected, so no net 
changes to access or 
impacts on cultural 

resource sites, 
ethnographic resources, 

or traditional cultural 
properties are expected. 

Ground disturbances, possible erosion, and 
increased public access associated with most 

resource management objectives could directly 
affect culturally significant areas and tribal use. 

Temporary, seasonal, and permanent closures of 
roads and other areas for treatment programs or 
other reasons, while protecting resources from 

additional public access and potential vandalism 
and looting, could also limit tribal access to and 

availability of resources in those areas. 

Additional efforts above and beyond those of 
current management to increase tribal 

consultations could better protect tribal use, tribal 
access, and cultural resources. 

Alterations in the setting of traditional cultural 
properties and ethnographic resource collection 
areas by promoting incompatible uses, such as 
harvesting, prescribed fires, VRM designations, 
and increased recreational and motorized uses, 

could affect tribal use and access. 
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Table 4-7879 
Comparison of Native American Tribal Uses Indicators by Alternative (continued) 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Changes in general 
ecosystem health, water 
quality, and riparian 
function 

No changes in current 
management are 
expected under 

Alternative A. As more 
people use the CFO, 

more demands 
combined with static 

management will 
decrease the general 
ecosystem health. 

Efforts to maintain native plants, animals, and 
habitats in general could enhance the general 

ecosystem, water quality, and riparian areas for 
tribal use. 

Changes in land tenure or 
land use that could impair 
future exercise of treaty 
rights 

No changes in land 
tenure or land use are 

expected to occur under 
Alternative A. No net 

changes or impairments 
to the future exercise of 

treaty rights are 
expected. 

New restrictions on actions that would otherwise 
increase the likelihood of impacts on tribal use. 

 
The increase in CFO land would decrease the 

possibility for loss of federal protection of cultural 
resources and tribal treaty rights. However, the 

loss of transferred lands would increase the 
likelihood of these impacts in those areas. 

     
 
Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For Native American tribal uses, the indicators 
used for impact analysis are identified in Table 4-7879, Comparison of Native American Tribal 
Uses Indicators by Alternative 

Methods and Assumptions 
Native American tribal uses considered in this analysis are based on rights established by treaty and 
the unique trust relationship between tribes and the federal government. The federal trust 
responsibility includes the obligation to protect tribal lands, trust assets, and treaty rights and to carry 
out the mandates of federal law. A variety of federal laws, executive orders, regulations, and BLM 
guidance related to land use, subsistence, endangered species, and cultural resources specifically 
address tribal rights in the context of this trust relationship. These rights include consulting with 
tribal representatives on identifying and protecting cultural and sacred sites, provisions for 
reasonable access to these sites, and access for tribal members to harvest and gather plant, animal, 
and aquatic resources. While the focus of this section is on treaty rights and traditional uses, there is 
necessarily some overlap with cultural resources and other resources in the impact discussion.  

There are no lands in the CFO that are formally held in trust for tribes by the BLM, nor are tribes 
dependent on commodity resources from lands managed by the CFO. Members of the Nez Perce 
Tribe exercise their hunting, fishing, and gathering rights on federal lands outside the boundaries of 
their reservation, including BLM-administered within the CFO. These pursuits include fishing for 
resident and anadromous game fish species, hunting large and small game, and gathering natural 
resources for subsistence and cultural purposes. Specific locales of cultural, traditional use, or 
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religious significance may also be considered by the tribes to be traditional cultural properties. 
Impacts to traditional cultural properties are discussed in Section 4.2.13, Cultural Resources.  

To analyze impacts of the RMP alternatives on Native American tribal uses within the CFO, certain 
assumptions were made. These assumptions include:  

 The extent of current tribal use is not known. It is expected that the demand from Native 
Americans to exercise their treaty rights and traditional uses on BLM-administered lands will 
continue and potentially increase in the future; 

 There is little specific information on the exact species sought or locations used by Native 
Americans exercising treaty rights or traditional uses in the CFO. Culturally important 
locations are often not discussed outside of the community and may be present in the CFO. 
The Nez Perce Tribe has expressed concerns over natural resource management, especially 
as it pertains to water quality and its relationship with fisheries;  

 Within the CFO, Nez Perce tribal members hunt and gather a variety of plant and animal 
species. It is anticipated that many of the species targeted by tribal users are the same as 
those sought by other communities;  

 The BLM, as a federal agency, will continue to maintain government-to-government 
relationships with federally recognized Indian tribes. Ongoing consultation with and 
participation by tribes in resource management planning is necessary to determine whether 
actions would impact Native American tribal uses. Typically, planning-level impact analysis 
can only identify trends or potential impacts. Implementation-level impact analysis is needed 
to determine whether there are Native American tribal uses present, whether there would be 
impacts, and what the context, intensity, and duration of those impacts would be. Focused 
consultation with the affected community is required to resolve impacts. Overall impacts 
could be minimized with mitigation measures, including avoidance; 

 The BLM will continue to comply with Section 106 of the NHPA for undertakings under 
each of the RMP alternatives. Tribal groups have a special role in the Section 106 process in 
the identification, evaluation, effect determination, and resolution of adverse effects on 
cultural resources, including ancestral sites and traditional cultural properties. Likewise, the 
BLM would continue to respect the consultation roles and rights of tribes under 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act, Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act, American Indian Religious Freedom Act, NEPA, FLPMA, ESA, executive 
orders, regulations, and BLM guidance; and  

 The current road network provides sufficient access to traditional use areas for tribal 
members. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Under all alternatives, cultural resource management is complementary to maintaining and 
protecting tribal uses. Consultation with Native American tribes in the context of cultural resource 
management activities can help identify those uses, places, and activities that are important to the 
tribes, and thus provide support and protection of tribal use of resources. Identifying opportunities 
for cultural heritage education could limit the possibilities for vandalism and improper activities at 
traditional cultural properties and other sites by educating the public of cultural values. Creating 
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cultural resource management plans could provide additional protections to culturally significant 
areas and tribal uses. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Very little mineral activity is expected through the life of the RMP. Current management of minerals 
within the CFO would retain 120,532 acres as open to locatable mineral exploration and 
development and 129,623 acres as open to fluid and solid mineral leasing and mineral material 
disposal. The areas open to exploration, development, leasing, and/or material disposal could 
experience increased incidence of impacts on tribal use (compared to areas that are closed) from 
change in access, physical disturbance of habitat, or locations and intrusions to setting. 
Implementing site-specific management criteria in ACECs and other areas could limit such impacts 
where cultural and ethnographic resources exist. 

Effects from Wild and Scenic Rivers Management 
Under all alternatives, protecting the outstandingly remarkable values of segments found suitable for 
inclusion in the NWSRS could enhance or maintain the ecosystem and natural resource base within 
the river segments, while doing the same for the setting and integrity of traditional cultural 
properties and other culturally significant areas.  

Effects from Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas Management 
Maintaining the wilderness characteristics of wilderness areas and WSAs would retain the setting and 
integrity of culturally significant areas. 

Effects from Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites Management 
Maintaining or improving habitat conditions in wildlife viewing areas could retain or enhance the 
general ecosystem and natural resource base used by the Nez Perce. Increasing recreational 
opportunities in these areas, however, could increase the possibility for impacts to culturally 
significant areas by affecting their setting and/or integrity. 

Alternative A 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Efforts to maintain or improve watersheds and waterways can protect the natural resource base and 
fisheries from degradation. The Nez Perce have identified water quality and restoration of fisheries 
as important to their tribal uses. Tribes are working with US EPA and IDEQ in developing TMDLs. 
Implementing the MFP Road Guidelines (BLM 1981a), Riparian Management Guidelines (BLM 
1985e), PACFISH prescription watersheds (BLM and Forest Service 1995), and Fisheries and Water 
Quality Objectives and Sediment Budgets (BLM 1985d) provide protection of these resources under 
Alternative A but do not provide the degree of protection and enhancements as other alternatives.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Alternative A would minimize the availability of natural resources in areas that are intensively or 
extensively managed. Custodial management areas would maximize the availability of natural 
resources. Fewer protocols for management and treatment programs would be available under 
Alternative A. 



Chapter 4: Native American Tribal Uses – Alternative A 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-353 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Weeds management could restore native plant resources that would be available for tribal use. Under 
Alternative A, areas where rehabilitation or restoration could be successful would be identified, but 
actions would be limited to areas where it would also be cost effective. Fewer measures to improve 
ecosystems and the natural resource base through weeds management would be available under 
Alternative A than under the other alternatives. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Actions to promote and restore healthy ecosystems in riparian areas would benefit fisheries and 
plant and animal resources that have been used traditionally by tribes. The protection of such areas 
could therefore benefit those sites and their use by tribes. Alternative A provides RHCA buffers 
totaling 24,290 acres.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
The natural resource base used by the Nez Perce and general ecosystem health can be enhanced by 
efforts to protect or improve wildlife, special status, and non-special status species. Efforts include 
ongoing and project-specific review of activities to determine impacts to federally listed species and 
their habitats. However, actions to monitor and protect listed species are minimal compared to other 
alternatives. Listed species, including bald eagle, Canada lynx, gray wolf, and yellow-billed cuckoo, 
and one habitat type, elk habitat, would have management that is specific to that species or habitat. 
Although habitat treatments could enhance the natural resource base used by the Nez Perce, any 
area closures or use restrictions that would result from management actions could temporarily 
impact tribal access to the affected areas. Similarly, permanent nondisturbance buffers around active 
raptor nests could preclude Native American access to affected areas and limit the availability of 
natural resources within the buffer zone. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Under Alternative A, management of aquatic resources, fish, and special status fish would focus on 
sensitive areas. These efforts could enhance general ecosystem health and increase the numbers of 
such resources within the natural resource base used by the Nez Perce. However, this availability 
could be counterbalanced by limited tribal access resulting from the imposition of use restrictions in 
sensitive areas. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Efforts to restore and protect special status plants and their habitats could improve and increase the 
availability of the natural resource base used by the Nez Perce. Monitoring, surveys, inventories, and 
adjusting actions to avoid impacting listed and BLM sensitive plants would ensure populations are 
maintained and protected. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Wildland fires, whether naturally occurring or prescribed, could improve the general ecosystem 
health and ultimately the natural resource base used by the Nez Perce. However, fire could also 
damage locations and temporarily remove tribal access to and the availability of natural and cultural 
ethnographic resources. Additionally, although protocols for fire suppression techniques call for 
coordination with the BLM archaeologist and the Nez Perce, as well as avoidance of known cultural 
resources, techniques could damage resources through ground disturbance or the application of 
chemicals.  
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Rehabilitation efforts to mitigate the adverse effects of fire could contribute to the recovery of 
ecosystem health and the natural resource base used by the Nez Perce following a fire. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Removal of vegetation from the CFO decreases the availability of the natural resource base used by 
the Nez Perce and could temporarily limit tribal access to areas of active harvesting. Alternative A 
could offset these impacts by disallowing timber harvest activities where they could destroy or 
degrade riparian areas, thereby protecting riparian function and resources that are possibly used by 
the tribe. Similarly, snag management under forest product management aims to preserve the habitat 
of wildlife that could be used by the tribe, maintaining the availability of those species. 

Current ASQ, estimated at 6,600 MBF would continue on an estimated average annual usage area of 
358 acres. The removal of timber could be a long-term impact because of changes in setting. Short-
term impacts could also occur from temporary loss of access to use locations during treatment or 
closures.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
The Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management 
(BLM 1997a) (Appendix A [see Volume III]) provide protective measures for ecological health, 
wildlife habitat, and significant cultural and archaeological values. Additional standards for 
maintaining or improving native plant communities and general ecosystem health, including riparian 
function, are also included. Such measures could protect tribal use of the natural resource base and 
culturally significant areas by reducing physical damage to sites and restricting incompatible uses. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Under Alternative A, no stipulations on lands open for leasing and mineral material development 
would be identified, providing only a minimum level of protection as required by law. The potential 
for impacts on tribal uses of the natural resource base from minerals management would be the 
greatest under this alternative. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Recreational use, including fishing, hunting, plant gathering, and vehicle use, would increase. The 
availability of these natural resources for tribal uses could be affected, and there would be an 
increase in the potential for impacts to culturally important areas through physical disturbances and 
alterations to setting. Infrastructure that supports recreation can provide Native Americans with 
better access to resources, but it can also increase the intensity of use leading to impacts. Under 
Alternative A, the entire CFO planning area would be subject to these effects to varying degrees 
based on intensity of use in designated areas.  

It is assumed that in coordinating issuance of commercial permits with the Idaho Outfitters and 
Guides Licensing Board, consideration would be given to the effects of such permitting on tribal use 
of natural and cultural resources and traditional cultural properties. 

Continuing land acquisitions within the Salmon River, Lolo Creek, and Clearwater River SRMAs 
could increase use areas and resources available to tribes in the CFO.  
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Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
It is assumed that the existing road network provides sufficient access for Native American tribal 
uses. Under Alternative A, 85,308 acres (59 percent) would continue to be managed as Open to 
cross-country motorized vehicle use, while 40,437 acres (28 percent) would be managed as Limited 
to existing routes, and 18,054 acres (13 percent) would be designated as Closed to off-road 
motorized vehicle use. Impacts from vehicle use would be more likely to occur in Open areas than 
in Limited areas. Motorized vehicles and mechanical transportation methods can physically damage 
use locations and culturally significant areas through crushing, ground disturbances, and erosion. 
Establishing use restrictions in areas with known high resource values could provide additional 
protection to resources used by the Nez Perce. Closed areas would not risk any of these impacts, 
with the exception of times when it is necessary to allow emergency vehicle passage.  

New roads can provide improved access to Native Americans seeking out resource uses, but they 
can also increase the possibility of impacts on culturally significant areas. However, designing the 
road network to avoid adverse effects to water quality and fish habitat could protect the general 
ecosystem, riparian health, and natural resource base used by the Nez Perce. Closing or demolishing 
roads could impede Native American access to and the availability of resources.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Alternative A would consider disposal of 35,361 acres (25 percent) and would retain 96,465 acres (67 
percent). Changes in land tenure that remove land from federal control could affect tribal access to 
use areas, protection of tribal treaty rights, and preservation of resources important to tribes. Land 
tenure adjustments would be subject to further review, including government-to-government 
consultation. The criteria and priorities for acquisition and disposal of land would include 
consideration of unique and important resources. Acquiring new land could provide access and use 
rights and further enhance protection of resources important to tribes.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Alternative A would designate 25,600 acres (18 percent of the CFO) as ACECs or ACEC/RNAs. 
Establishing or maintaining RNAs and ACECs can increase or maintain the amount of land 
afforded protection of the natural resource base, ecosystems, and riparian areas mandated by those 
designations. Such protective measures could include prohibiting or limiting timber harvest, road 
construction, right-of-way designations, livestock grazing, or prescribed burning. The natural 
resource base and cultural and ethnographic resources used by the Nez Perce are typically improved 
by goals in RNAs and ACECs. Goals in these areas typically seek to protect or enhance ecosystem 
health, water quality, riparian function, and/or cultural and scenic values. Expanding such areas 
would increase the total area within which these goals and effects would be applicable.  

Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
Actively working with Native American tribes to identify culturally significant natural resources 
would ensure that the concerns of tribes for the natural resource base they use are addressed in 
management decisions. The collection of vegetal resources, consistent with other resource goals and 
objectives, would also ensure the ability of tribes to exercise their tribal treaty rights for such 
activities. 
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Alternative B 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects from water resources management under Alternative B would be similar to Alternative A, 
except that Alternative B would provide more improvements and protections of these resources. 
Implementing BMPs and monitoring and restoration programs for water resources management 
could further protect these resources from degradation that could impact use by the Nez Perce. The 
development of interdisciplinary monitoring plans for long-term activities and programs, 
requirements for tribal cooperation in achieving or maintaining beneficial use criteria, and water 
quality standards would ensure Native American concerns and treaty rights are considered in the 
planning process. Additionally, maintaining claim files, databases, and maps for water rights could 
maintain a record of tribal water rights and ensure their consideration in the planning process. 

Remediation plans that include road or area closures could impede tribal access to and the 
availability of traditional cultural properties and ethnographic resources. Ground disturbances 
associated with remediation plans or removal of hazardous materials and structures could further 
impact the integrity of use locations. However, the removal of hazardous materials could ultimately 
improve resource availability. 

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Treatment projects that enhance forest health vigor and/or habitat diversity in WUI areas under 
Alternative B could increase the availability of natural resources within the ecosystem; this effect 
would be limited by the possibilities for improvements by restricting such projects to WUI areas. 
Using site-specific analysis for programs and projects could reduce the potential for impacts to the 
integrity and sacred quality of traditional cultural properties and other use locations. 

Promoting the use of high-risk or damaged stands for timber harvest would enhance the ecosystem 
and natural resource base used by the Nez Perce by removing high-mortality vegetation and 
promoting the establishment of healthier vegetation. However, during treatment of high-mortality 
stands, safe tribal access to the affected areas could be impeded. 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Implementing physical, mechanical, biological, or chemical control methods for invasive plants 
could cause ground disturbances. This could impact use areas or other locations. Additionally, tribal 
access to the treatment areas could be restricted during treatment periods. However, rehabilitating 
treated areas to provide competitive plant communities and avoid reestablishment of invasive plant 
populations could counterbalance some of these effects by providing additional or new availability 
of ethnographic resources. 

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
Using interdisciplinary-based management changes or projects to meet rangeland management 
objectives would ensure the consideration of cultural and tribal concerns and treaty rights are 
considered in the planning process. By prioritizing the use of native species, the natural resource 
base used by the Nez Perce would be improved. Similarly, implementing actions to convert 
nonnative plant communities to desired plant communities could improve the health of the 
ecosystem and natural resource base used by the tribe. Alternative B would promote native plant 
community health in two separate areas to achieve resource objectives.  
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Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Riparian and wetlands management under Alternative B would result in effects similar to Alternative 
A. However, Alternative B would provide smaller RCA buffers (totaling 22,847 acres). New adaptive 
management actions under Alternative B would more effectively restore or improve the natural 
resource base of ecosystems used by the Nez Perce by altering management as necessary if actions 
are realized to be ineffective or other resources are being negatively impacted. However, the actions 
necessary to create these improvements in RCA stream buffers could sometimes necessitate road 
closures or treatment programs that could restrict tribal access to affected areas and limit the 
availability of resources from those areas.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Impacts from wildlife and special status wildlife management under Alternative B would be similar 
to Alternative A, except the numerous additional efforts to protect or improve wildlife, special 
status, and non-special status species would further enhance the natural resource base used by the 
Nez Perce, as well as general ecosystem health. These new efforts would include the addition of 
specific protection protocols for more species, habitats, and active raptor nests. This would enhance 
the natural resource base used by the Nez Perce. Additionally, new adaptive management could 
allow for flexibility in the efforts. Fewer restrictions on tribal access to buffer areas around active 
raptor nests would enhance tribal access in the affected areas. Although the buffer would be the 
same size under all alternatives, under Alternative B, the restriction would be only temporary.  

By including new management that could improve populations of listed species to the point that 
they could be delisted could enhance the ability of the Nez Perce to exercise their tribal treaty rights.  

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Alternative B would provide more and mostly new protective and conservation measures for aquatic 
resources, fish, and special status fish than Alternative A. The additional area and resources afforded 
protection under Alternative B would enhance the general ecosystem, riparian functions, and 
availability of the natural resource base used by the Nez Perce. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Effects from special status plants management under Alternative B would be similar to Alternative 
A, but in addition to maintaining and restoring special status plant species’ habitats, Alternative B 
also would implement conservation and restoration measures identified within Recovery Plan(s), 
contributing towards recovery and delisting. Alternative B would provide new measures to control 
invasive plants, possibly establish new populations of listed and BLM sensitive plants, and possibly 
conduct land tenure adjustments that support conservation and restoration efforts. These new goals 
and actions would contribute additional enhancements to the availability of the natural resource base 
used by the Nez Perce.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The effects from wildland fire management under Alternative B would be slightly less than 
Alternative A in actions to reduce the potential for stand-replacing fire in WUIs or areas in 
community wildfire protection plans. This would provide additional enhancements to ecosystem 
health and the natural resource base used by the Nez Perce. However, all methods could also 
represent additional possible impacts on use locations and ethnographic resources. Emphasis on 
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biomass use as the preferred solution to meet natural resource management objectives could limit 
the availability of the natural resource base used by the Nez Perce.  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Under Alternative B, forest products management would provide new objectives and actions and 
would modify existing ones. Collection of forest and vegetal products would be allowed based on 
tribal and public demand, allowing tribal access and input. Although such activity would be 
permitted only wherewhen consistent with forest management and other resource goals, the Tribe’s 
treaty rights would ensure their access to and the availability of necessary resources. 

Under Alternative B, the estimated annual PSQ for timber harvesting would be 3,129 MBF with an 
estimated average annual usage area of 242 acres (an estimated 32-percent decrease from current 
management). This decreases the possibility of impacts on use and cultural areas from changes in 
setting and tribal access from area closures.  Forest product management would focus on stands 
susceptible to fire or disease, which could enhance the quality and integrity of setting at locations by 
improving the viewshed and protecting the area from fire damage. However, treatment programs 
could temporarily restrict access to the affected areas.  

Adoption of Road Construction Guidelines and the Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy 
(Appendix F [see Volume III]) under Alternative B would minimize impacts to tribal use of the 
CFO by preventing disturbances. Although both aim to maintain access to areas, required closures 
would limit tribal access to and the availability of the natural resource base used by the Nez Perce.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects from livestock grazing management under Alternative B would be similar to Alternative A, 
except that site-specific and adaptive management under Alternative B would provide better 
protection for use locations and ethnographic resources. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Under Alternative B, NSO stipulations would be placed on 43,590 acres and CSU stipulations on 
42,403 acres open to leasable and salable minerals activities. These more-specific designations would 
aim to protect ACECs but would also provide more-protective measures for river corridors, 
withdrawal areas, the natural resource base, cultural resources, and VRM Class I and II areas. 
Additional TL and seasonal restrictions would be placed on mineral activities on open lands to 
protect wildlife, which is part of the natural resource base used by the Nez Perce. Implementing site-
specific management criteria would limit impacts where use areas and ethnographic resources exist. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects from recreation management under Alternative B would be similar to those from Alternative 
A. Emphasizing big game hunting in the Craig Mountain WMA would benefit the Nez Perce’s use 
of the area and the availability of the natural resource base. However, emphasizing additional, non-
hunting activities in the area would contribute to an increased public presence in other areas that 
may be considered culturally significant. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Analysis of proposed renewable energy developments on a case-by-case basis for consistency with 
other resource management goals would ensure that the concerns of the Nez Perce are addressed 
and that cultural, ethnographic, and natural resources used by the Tribe are minimally affected. 
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Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects from transportation and travel management under Alternative B would be similar to those 
under Alternative A, except that there would be no Open areas under Alternative B, thereby 
eliminating the identified impacts from Open cross-country travel. Limited areas would triple 
compared to Alternative A and would be established on 125,729 acres, and Limited areas would 
further limit motorized travel to designated routes, rather than existing routes under current 
management. Closed areas would essentially be similar to Alternative A. Closed areas would 
continue to not be susceptible to impacts with the exception of times when it is necessary to allow 
emergency vehicle passage. 

Route modifications would be based on access needs and natural and cultural resource constraints 
and would involve coordination with tribes and interdisciplinary review. Allowing route 
modifications based on these principles would ensure protection of tribal access to and the 
availability and preservation of resources. Establishing an annual environmental/resource 
monitoring plan in key or problem areas, including cultural resources, riparian and wetland areas, 
and vandalism, would further enhance this protection.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects from lands and realty management under Alternative B would be similar to those under 
Alternative A, but with additional restrictions on actions that would otherwise increase the 
likelihood of impacts on tribal use. The total amount of land that would be considered for disposal 
would be 30,098 acres, while the amount of land retained would be 113,728 acres. This increase in 
retained land would increase the amount of land where federal protections for resources would be 
applied. The expansion of the Salmon River withdrawals and efforts to acquire conservation 
easements on nonfederal lands would further increase federally protected areas.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects from ACEC/RNA management under Alternative B would be similar to those described 
under Alternative A, except Alternative B would designate 34,52836,153 acres as ACECs and 
ACEC/RNAs, 6 7 percent more than Alternative A. With these additional ACEC/RNA 
designations, Alternative B would protect more of the ecosystem and natural and ethnographic 
resources and locations used by the Nez Perce.  

Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
Effects from Alternative B’s management of Native American tribal uses would be similar to those 
under Alternative A. However, Alternative B would improve the availability of the natural resource 
base used by Native Americans by incorporating important habitat information into monitoring 
protocols. 

Alternative C 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  
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Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
The impacts from rangeland management under Alternative C would be similar to Alternative B but 
with additional promotion of native plant community health to achieve resource objectives. This 
would further enhance the natural resource base used by the Nez Perce within the CFO. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except RCA buffers would be 
larger than under any other alternatives.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Impacts from wildlife and special status wildlife management under Alternative C would be similar 
to Alternative B but with additional efforts to protect or improve habitats and wildlife, special status, 
and non-special status species, which would enhance the natural resource base used by the Nez 
Perce, as well as enhancing general ecosystem health. The same species and habitats are protected, 
but Alternative C could provide enhancements in a larger area than Alternative B. Conservation and 
restoration projects, including areas to achieve DFC, would instead focus on priority subwatersheds 
in BLM forested contiguous areas that are more than 500 acres. Through this action, more area 
within the ecosystem and natural resource base would benefit from DFC than under Alternative B. 
However, treatment actions could reduce tribal access through roadway closure or 
decommissioning. 

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
The impacts from aquatic resources, fish, and special status fish management under Alternative C 
would be similar to under Alternative B. However, Alternative C would apply management actions 
in more designated areas than any other alternative. This would result in a larger area that would 
experience the effects of this resource management. 

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The effects from wildland fire management under Alternative C would be similar, but slightly higher 
than Alternative B. However, Alternative C would limit the amount of fuels treatments. This could 
limit the possible enhancements of ecosystem health and the natural resource base used by the Nez 
Perce. However, decreasing the land percentages to be treated would limit the possible impacts on 
tribal use areas and ethnographic resources. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Effects from forest product management under Alternative C would be similar to Alternative B, 
except that Alternative C would decrease the acreage available for timber harvesting more than 
Alternative B. Alternative C would decrease the estimated annual PSQ for timber harvesting to 
3,101 MBF, a slight reduction in comparison of Alternative B, with an estimated average annual 
usage area of 191 acres (an estimated 47-percent decrease from current management). Compared to 
current management, this decreases the possibility of impacts on use areas from changes in setting, 
tribal access from area closures, and ethnographic resources from their removal through harvesting.  
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Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects from livestock grazing management under Alternative C would be similar to Alternative B 
but with additional areas removed from grazing availability. The further reductions in grazing area 
within the CFO could increasingly limit the possibility for impacts on tribal use from unlikely limited 
access and incompatible uses near traditional use areas.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Alternative C management of minerals would be similar to Alternative B and would have similar 
effects. Alternative C would restrict more lands open to leasing by stipulating 68,854 acres as NSO 
and 59,122 acres as CSU. These increases would provide more protection for tribal use of and access 
to resources than all other alternatives. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects from ACEC/RNA management under Alternative C would be similar to those under 
Alternatives A and B but with more protection of the ecosystem and natural and ethnographic 
resources and use areas. The increased protection stems from the increase in ACEC/RNA 
designations, as Alternative C would designate 60,661 acres as ACECs and ACEC/RNAs, more 
than double than in Alternative A and 76 40 percent more than Alternative B.  

Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Alternative D 

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Effects from forest management under Alternative D would be similar to those under Alternative B. 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.   

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
The impacts from rangeland management under Alternative D would be similar to Alternative B. 
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Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B, except RCA buffers would be 
smaller than under any other alternatives.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
The impacts from aquatic resources, fish, and special status fish management under Alternative D 
would be similar to Alternative B but would apply management actions in fewer designated areas.  

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative C. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Alternative D would increase the average annual acreage available for timber harvesting (361 acres, a 
1-percent increase from current management) compared to the other alternatives, and the estimated 
annual PSQ for timber harvesting would increase to 4,823 MBF, an increase in comparison to 
Alternatives B and C but a 27-percent decrease from current management. Compared to current 
management, this would have little change on the area where impacts on tribal use areas from 
changes in setting, tribal access from area closures, and ethnographic resources from harvesting 
would be possible. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Alternative D management of minerals would be similar to Alternative B and would have similar 
effects. Alternative D would restrict fewer lands open to leasing by stipulating 35,045 acres as NSO 
and 32,013 acres as CSU. Except for Alternative A, which does not identify stipulations, these 
decreases would provide the least protection for tribal use of and access to resources.   

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects from recreation management under Alternative D would be similar to those under 
Alternative B but could increase public access to recreation areas. Although this could ease tribal 
access to such areas, the possible increased public presence could also lead to increased incidents of 
vandalism, physical disturbances, and incompatible uses at or near traditional use areas. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects would be similar to those under Alternative B, except that Alternative D would maintain 
23,189 acres as Open to cross-country motorized travel, which represent 27 percent of areas 
currently Open under Alternative A. As under Alternative B, motorized vehicle use in Limited areas 
would be restricted to designated routes, except that under Alternative D, Limited areas would 
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comprise 102,542 acres, 18 percent less than under Alternative B.  The reduction in areas designated 
as Limited would reduce the area that could receive additional protections of a Limited designation. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects would be similar to those under Alternative A, but with less protection of the resources and 
locations used by the Nez Perce because Alternative D would designate slightly fewer 
ACEC/RNAs. Alternative D would designate 23,924 acres as ACECs and ACEC/RNAs, 1,676 
acres (7 percent) less than current management.  

Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Cumulative Effects 

The area of analysis for cumulative impacts to Native American values and tribal uses is the six 
Idaho counties in which the CFO is located: Latah, Clearwater, Nez Perce, Lewis, Idaho, and Adams 
Counties. Past actions and events that have affected tribal resources include loss of setting, 
incremental disturbances from use or access, changes in species populations, the effects of natural 
processes such as erosion and weathering, loss of access to traditional cultural properties, and effects 
from vandalism and unauthorized collection. 

Many of these historical affects on tribal uses would continue in the foreseeable future.  Access to 
and use of natural and cultural resources on public lands could be limited by land tenure adjustments 
that reduce public land holdings; by wildfires and suppression techniques; and by increases in 
mineral development. Similarly, the expected increase in private land ownership could make tribal 
access to portions of northern Idaho increasingly difficult. Increased road construction could 
improve access, but it could also lead to increased vandalism and looting.  

The availability of ethnographic resources could be affected by fluctuations in species populations. 
Wildfires, plant diseases and insect infestations, noxious weed invasions, increases in human 
populations, projected declines in fish and wildlife populations, and limited and poor water quality 
streams could reduce the number of plant and animal species available for hunting and collecting for 
cultural or subsistence purposes.  

Traditional cultural properties and other culturally significant areas could also be impacted by 
increased size and occurrence of wildfires; fire suppression techniques; fuels treatment programs; 
changes in the natural resource base brought about by insect and disease activity, invasive noxious 
weed species, or other management plans; road construction; increases in human populations; and 
demand for recreation opportunities. Such actions could increase the likelihood for tribal access to 
traditional cultural properties to be temporarily impeded, the setting of traditional cultural properties 
and other cultural sites to be disrupted, vandalism to occur at traditional cultural properties and 
culturally significant areas, ethnographic resources to be reduced or removed from traditional use 
areas, and ground disturbances to occur that could eliminate traditional areas or impact the integrity 
of traditional cultural properties. However, actions that restore or improve the natural resource base 
around traditional cultural properties or culturally significant areas could improve the setting of such 
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locations and enhance their use; such actions include the development of regional management 
programs and the projected reduction in livestock grazing, timber harvesting, and mining. Continued 
tribal coordination efforts could continue to ensure protection of specific areas from the above 
effects. 

All alternatives could contribute to the continuation of tribal coordination to ensure protection of 
specific areas from effects identified above. Alternative A could contribute by maintaining tribal 
treaty rights and use of BLM public lands. Alternative B could contribute by preserving and 
protecting natural resources, decreasing risk for degradation of ethnographic and natural resources 
and impacts on the integrity and setting of traditional cultural properties and traditional use areas. 
Alternative C could contribute to a similar extent as Alternative B, but with greater emphasis on 
preserving and protecting natural resources. Alternative D could contribute by increasing risks that 
could limit tribal access, degrade ethnographic resources and natural resources used by the Nez 
Perce, and impact the integrity and setting of traditional cultural properties and traditional use areas. 
This increased risk would be caused by the focus of Alternative D on developing economically 
viable resources.  

4.5.2 Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials 

Goal: Protect the public and the environment from exposure to hazards associated with hazardous 
materials and AMLs. 

Summary 

Nearly all management activities on CFO lands could affect public safety to some extent. The AML 
and HMM programs are part of the BLM’s public safety efforts. Current AML and HMM actions in 
the CFO are not predicated on specific previous decision documents because the programs were not 
in existence at the time of the MFP (BLM 1981a).  The AML and HMM programs focus on 
immediate and urgent threats to human health and the environment. Most of the hazardous 
materials issues are associated with illegal dumping and past mining activities and AMLs.  

Essentially any management activity that improves access to BLM-administered lands increases the 
likelihood that the public and BLM employees could come into contact with AMLs, hazardous 
material sites, and other hazard sites. and safety from each alternative.  Alternatives B and C do not 
allow cross-country travel and would best protect the public from exposure to hazardous materials 
and abandoned mine sites. The proposed public safety management deals with the identification, 
tracking, taking corrective actions and protecting hazard sites. Current management has limited 
procedures and safeguards, along with effective protection of old landfills. Alternative B adds 
procedures and safeguards for hazard sites and protection for significant sites. Alternative C has 
some added restrictions on hazard sites more than Alternative B and Alternative D is nearly the 
same as Alternative B with slightly less restrictions but at more sites. Long-term management of any 
completed AML environmental cleanup projects and physical safety closures should include periodic 
maintenance and monitoring to determine success and stability of these measures.  Provision should 
be made to document locations and protect mine stabilization efforts and/or repositories and safety 
mitigation from future disturbance. 

Table 4-79 80 identifies the indicators that were used to analyze effects on public health and safety 
from each alternative. 
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Table 4-80 
Comparison of Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Indicators  

by Alternative 
 

Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Access to BLM 
lands 

Most access; allows 
cross-country 

travel 

Less access than 
Alternative A 

Similar to 
Alternative B 

More access than 
Alternative B and 

less than 
Alternative A 

Procedures and 
safeguards 

Limited More protective 
than Alternative A 

Like Alternative B 
but slightly more 

protective 

Similar to 
Alternative B;  

Less than 
Alternative C 

     
 

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For abandoned mines and hazardous materials, 
the indicators used for impact analysis are identified in Table 4-7980, Comparison of Public 
Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Indicators by Alternative.  

Methods and Assumptions 
The alternatives were reviewed for actions that would affect the public and the environment by 
exposure to hazardous materials and AMLs, based on the following assumptions: 

 The population of the CFO planning area will continue to increase, and there will be a 
corresponding increase of use of public lands; 

 Promotion of the areas within the CFO as vacation and outdoor recreational destinations by 
certain interested parties will continue and potentially result in an increasing number of 
visitors encountering hazards on public lands; and 

 Interest in mineral extraction on public lands within the CFO will persist into the future. 

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Air Quality Management 
Air quality management objectives would generally protect public safety by minimizing airshed 
degradation. The impacts of air quality on the status of AML and other hazardous sites would be 
negligible. The air quality program could have bearing on ground-disturbing activities of the AML 
and HMM programs in terms of fugitive dust (PM10 and PM2.5) and other emissions. 

Effects from Soils Management 
Soils management objectives would complement those of the AML and HMM programs. Soils 
management could have a measurable impact on public safety. Actions that specify the avoidance of 
sensitive land types, which should include AMLs and hazardous sites, and the prioritization of 
existing roads, which may include road closure, would be protective of public safety. 
Implementation of BMPs for projects that entail soil-disturbing activities (Appendix B, Best 
Management Practices [see Volume III]) under Alternatives B, C, and D would have greater 
potential to help reduce the effects of erosion of hazardous materials. Erosion protection, site 



Chapter 4: Public Safety – Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials – Effects Common to All Alternatives 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-366 

stabilization, and better vegetative cover would reduce exposure and movement of contaminated 
soils and also would reduce runoff and flood potential. Soils management would only limitedly affect 
the mitigative and remediative ground-disturbing activities of the AML and HMM programs.  

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Water resources management goals and objectives would complement hazardous site cleanup efforts 
across alternatives. Watershed and stream improvements would reduce the potential for erosion and 
migration of contaminants. The specified cooperation with adjacent landowners, agencies, tribes, 
communities, and municipalities would help remediate and restore AML and hazardous waste sites. 
Actions to maintain, improve, and restore water quality, including compliance with state and federal 
standards and regulations to protect watersheds and implementation of BMPs, would be applicable 
to the remediative and restorative programs for AMLs and other hazard sites.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Fuels reduction with a more resilient forest, similar to historic conditions, would help ensure public 
safety from the standpoint that the public would be less likely to be injured by wildfire. However, 
forest management actions could cause undesirable ground disturbance on or around AML and 
hazardous material sites. In addition, logging requires road construction, thereby potentially 
increasing access to hazardous sites. The potential of these impacts occurring depend on amount of 
timber harvested, which would vary by alternative. 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Weeds management would affect public safety. Weeds are common at AML/hazardous material 
sites. The invasive species and noxious weeds program helps control weeds in and around these 
types of sites. Weed control is part of public safety cleanup and follow-up efforts. The revegetation 
of areas treated for weeds would complement the objectives of the AML and HMM programs. 
However, one possible short-term impact of weeds management on public health and safety is that 
weeds, even noxious weeds, can provide surface stabilization in poor or disturbed soils at AML and 
hazardous materials sites, where other more desirable species of flora refuse to grow. The removal 
of such flora without rapid implementation of other measures could further impact on- and off-site 
conditions.  

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
Many AML/hazardous material sites have limited vegetation, so improving rangeland conditions 
would affect site stability and public safety. Improving watershed conditions would help protect 
sites, like contaminated floodplains.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Many AML/hazardous materials sites have limited vegetation, so improving riparian and wetland 
conditions would help protect AMLs and other hazardous materials sites, thereby protecting public 
health and safety. Wetlands and good riparian conditions would aid in removing and storing 
contaminants. All the alternatives would improve streams and establish RHCA and RCA buffers, all 
aiding in removing and storing contaminants. The differences among alternatives would not result in 
measurable impacts on public safety.  

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Fencing, avoidance of sensitive areas, and grazing restrictions under Alternative A would reduce the 
likelihood of the public coming into contact with AMLs, hazardous material sites, and other hazard 



Chapter 4: Public Safety – Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials – Effects Common to All Alternatives 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-367 

sites. Alternatives B, C, and D would be more protective than Alternative A in terms of public safety 
by specifically protecting the habitats of more species (maintaining buffers means less human access) 
and enhancing riparian and wetland areas. Bat considerations would be a major inventory item and 
constraint in future closure of mine adits and tunnels. The differences among alternatives would not 
result in measurable impacts on public safety. 

Controls on vehicle use and closures under Alternative A would reduce the likelihood of the public 
coming into contact with AMLs, hazardous material sites, and other hazard sites. The other 
alternatives are more protective by not allowing a net increase in, or resulting in a decrease of, 
motorized vehicle use of BLM-administered routes (less access means less likelihood of exposure).  

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Conservation and restoration of special status fish habitats would improve water quality and thereby 
enhance public safety, as would promoting actions that achieve good-quality aquatic and riparian 
habitats. Alternative C has the greatest potential to protect public safety through managing the most 
watersheds (68,359 acres), followed by Alternative A (66,077 acres). The differences among 
alternatives would not result in measurable impacts on public safety.  

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Impact of special status plants management on public safety would be negligible. However, 
implementation of conservation easements and ACEC designations would help reduce access to, 
thus possible exposure to, hazards.  

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Wildfire management would affect public safety by reducing the likelihood that the public would be 
injured by wildfire. The FMPs would assist in protecting AML/hazardous material sites across 
alternatives. One possible impact is the emphasis on biomass use under Alternatives B, C, and D, 
which could cause ground disturbance on or around AML and other hazard sites. The differences 
among alternatives would not result in measurable impacts on public safety. 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Cultural resources management could preserve old mine structures, which could threaten the public 
safety because of chemical and physical hazards that may be present. Such inventories would aid in 
AML and physical hazard identification.  

Effects from Visual Resources Management 
Visual resources are a concern during site cleanups and generally improve the appearance of AML 
and hazardous material sites in the long term (for example, by allowing the regeneration of 
vegetative cover when absent).  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Logging within the WUI would reduce the risk of wildfire to communities and private property and 
would have an indirect effect on public health and safety from the standpoint of protecting the 
public from wildfire injury. However, logging on or near AML and other hazardous material sites 
could produce unwanted ground disturbance. In addition, logging requires road construction, 
thereby potentially increasing access to hazardous sites. The potential of these impacts occurring 
depend on the number of acres harvested, which would vary by alternative. 
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Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Livestock grazing could impact public health and safety where grazing animals gain access to 
disturbed sites resulting in increased site disturbance.  Grazing could also reduce or degrade 
vegetation used to stabilize conditions on or near AML and other hazardous material sites.  Range 
improvements also could disturb hazardous materials, as could weed-control efforts. Many 
AML/hazardous material sites have limited vegetation, so improving rangeland conditions would 
affect site stability and public safety. Improving watershed conditions would help protect sites, like 
contaminated floodplains.  Improved range management can also improve and control access which 
can also aid in protecting hazard conditions. Impacts would depend on the character of specific 
allotments. Overall, impacts from livestock grazing management on public health and safety would 
not affect long-term rehabilitation and stability of sites.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Minerals management would impact public safety and the efforts of the AML and HMM programs. 
Based on the previous mineral extraction activities that have occurred on public lands within the 
CFO, these activities generally affect water quality, soil quality, and, as a result, public safety. The 
impact of extracting salables such as sand and gravel and geothermal ventures would have less 
impact on public safety than that of mining, and the extraction of petroleum minerals. Reopening 
closed mining sites would undo reclamation measures that have been employed and to increase the 
likelihood that contaminants would be released into the environment. No minerals activities on 
lands withdrawn from the mining laws and lands closed to the mineral laws would improve public 
safety. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Increased recreational demand and use of public lands would increase the likelihood that the public 
could come into contact with AML or other hazardous sites. SRMAs, which would be managed for 
intensive recreation use, increase this likelihood. Contrarily, SRMA activity plans could include 
restrictions that help protect AML and hazardous material sites. Recreation programs assist in 
collecting solid waste, which would mitigate illicit solid waste dumping. Recreation program 
maintenance, signage, and information efforts aid in reducing exposure to physical hazards and 
other types of hazards.  

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
The renewable energy program could affect AML sites, hazardous material sites, and public safety by 
improving access and by causing ground-disturbing activities resulting from the acquisition of 
biomass and during the development of fluid minerals. Protection of public health and safety would 
continue, however, as right-of-way grants would not be issued in areas that would jeopardize 
remediation activities.   

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
The lands and realty program could affect public health and safety through inadvertently providing 
access to hazard sites, designating rights-of-way or authorizing ground-disturbing activity on or near 
hazard sites, or authorizing development near hazard sites. Public health and safety would continue 
to be protected because such authorizations or designations would not be issued in areas that would 
jeopardize remediation activities.   
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Effects from Watchable Wildlife Viewing Sites Management 
Watchable wildlife viewing sites could impact public safety across alternatives by increasing access 
and bringing the public into contact with AMLs, hazardous materials sites, and other hazard sites. 

Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
Native American tribal uses could impact public safety across alternatives by encouraging Native 
Americans to access traditional use areas for purposes of collection, hunting, and other traditional 
uses, which could also expose them to hazard sites. 

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
The AML and HMM programs focus on immediate and urgent threats to human health and the 
environment. Most of the hazardous materials issues are associated with illegal dumping and past 
mining activities and AMLs. Implementation of management actions that could reduce BLM 
employee and the public’s health risk and exposure to AML sites, hazardous materials sites, solid 
waste sites, and other hazard sites would include: 

• Identifying, prioritizing, and ranking high-risk sites in need of corrective actions in terms of 
ease of access by the public;  

• Continuing to maintain inventories of AML sites and hazardous material sites; 
• Inspecting and mitigating new physical and chemical hazards to ensure public safety; 
• Correcting physical hazards and cleaning up and reclaiming hazardous sites;  
• Conducting periodic evaluations of closed sites to ensure protection of human health and 

the environment; and 
• Safeguarding human health, preventing environmental damage, and limiting BLM liability 

from hazards by appropriate use authorization actions on public lands. 

Alternative A 

Effects from Geology Management 
Alternative A would not promote scientific, educational, and recreational use and access to unique 
geological features with the development of recreational trails. Increased access to public lands 
increases the likelihood of exposure to AMLs, hazardous material sites, and other hazard sites. Thus, 
Alternative A is the most protective of public safety by not increasing access to public lands. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Based on timber harvest output since 1992, the current annual ASQ is estimated at about 6,600 
MBF on approximately 35,757 acres. This estimate serves as a baseline for comparing alternatives.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Alternative A would designate three SRMAs totaling 26,682 acres. The likelihood that the public 
could come into contact with AML or other hazardous sites would be increased in these SRMAs.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
The transportation and travel management program could affect public safety through inadvertently 
providing access to hazard sites and producing ground-disturbing activity on or near AML sites and 
hazardous material sites. Alternative A has the least potential to protect public safety because it 
offers the most acreage for Open, cross-country OHV use (85,308 acres). The Open designation 
presents the greatest potential for encountering AML, hazardous material sites, and other hazard 



Chapter 4: Public Safety – Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials – Alternative A 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-370 

sites. Alternative A also provides for fewer miles of yearlong vehicle use closure for roads, fewer 
miles of yearlong vehicle use closure for trails, and fewer miles for all-terrain vehicle use only when 
compared to Alternatives B and C.  

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
ACEC/RNA management could affect public safety by limiting access to or prohibiting 
manipulation of BLM-administered lands, thereby reducing exposure to AMLs, hazardous materials 
sites, and physical hazard sites. ACEC designations for watersheds, stream features, lakes, wetlands, 
riparian areas, and forest areas would also positive affect water quality, and thus further the goals of 
the AML and HMM programs. Alternative A includes 10 ACEC/RNA designations totaling 25,600 
acres. In particular, the existing Elk City Dump/American Hill Lake ACEC under Alternative A 
would continue to protect the public from hazards present at that site. 

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Alternative A would have the least potential to protect public safety, mainly because of the 
comparative lack of management actions outlined under Alternative A when compared to the other 
alternatives. Current AML and HMM actions in the CFO are not predicated on specific previous 
decision documents because the programs were not in existence at the time of the MFP (BLM 
1981a). In comparison to Alternatives B, C, and D, which share numerous management actions in 
common, Alternative A does not outline specific site inventorying practices or subsequent hazard 
remediation, monitoring, or tracking. 

The HMM program has dealt with some hazardous and solid waste materials at sites and from 
dumping in the CFO. Mine and AML sites with hazardous conditions have been investigated to a 
limited extent under the AML and HMM programs. Physical hazards at these sites have been 
addressed under other programs, as required, although hazards have not been inventoried. If mine 
water issues are present at these sites, they have not been investigated.  

Alternative A continues an ACEC to protect the Elk Creek Landfill and the NWSRS withdrawals to 
protect the Blackhawk Bar and Riggins Landfill to protect public health and safety.  

Alternative B 

Effects from Geology Management 
Alternative B, like Alternatives C and D, promotes scientific, educational, and recreational use and 
access to unique geological features with the development of recreational trails. Increased access to 
public lands increases the likelihood of exposure to AMLs, hazardous material sites, and other 
hazard sites. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Alternative B would offer 3,129 MBF of timber for extraction on 40,598 acres. This constitutes 
approximately 47 percent of the timber that would be extracted under Alternative A on about 12 
percent increase of the base acreage that could be disturbed. As such, Alternative B would be more 
protective of public safety by offering less timber for extraction, but on a larger base acreage for 
ground disturbance.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Alternative B would protect public safety on 43,590 acres open to leasable and salable minerals 
activities with NSO stipulations and 42,403 acres with CSU stipulations.  
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Effects from Recreation Management 
Alternative B would designate 5 SRMAs totaling 55,201 acres. The likelihood that the public could 
come into contact with AML or other hazardous sites would be increased in these SRMAs, which 
would affect double the acreage of SRMAs under Alternative A.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Alternative B would have the greatest potential to protect public safety from transportation and 
travel management impacts because no areas would be Open for cross-country OHV use; all areas 
would be Limited or Closed. Alternative B would also provide more miles of yearlong vehicle use 
closure for roads, more miles of yearlong vehicle use closure for trails, and more miles for all-terrain 
vehicle use only when compared to Alternative A. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Impacts of ACEC management on public health and safety would be similar to those described 
under Alternative A, except that Alternative B would designate 11 12 ACEC/RNAs totaling 
34,52836,153 acres, a 67 percent increase in comparison to Alternative A. Also, the existing Elk City 
Dump/American Hill Lake ACEC under Alternative A would not continue to be an ACEC under 
Alternatives B, C, and D. As such, the public would not be protected from hazards present at the 
site. Protection of historical mining sites through the designation of the American River Historical 
Sites District ACEC under Alternatives B, C, and D would also be protective of public safety.  

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Similar to Alternative A, Alternative B would place emphasis on identifying potential hazard sites, 
such as hazardous material sites, solid wastes, and other hazards sites. However, unlike Alternative 
A, Alternative B also emphasizes identifying AMLs.  

Hazard sites would be assessed for level of risk and subsequently prioritized for mitigative and 
remediative actions across alternatives, but Alternative B specifies additional follow-up actions. 
Physical hazards would be ranked for corrective actions. Recreation facilities and use areas would be 
regularly assessed for safety hazards, and corrective actions would be taken to correct these hazards, 
when necessary. An inventory of AML and hazardous material sites with site files and databases 
would be maintained. Physical safety hazards would be corrected and hazardous materials sites 
would be cleaned up.  

Correcting physical safety hazards and cleaning up hazardous material sites is an action that is 
consistent across alternatives, but Alternative B also specifies that site cleanup and reclamation be 
conducted in accordance with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Plan (Federal 
Register 1994) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act. 
Alternative B also specifies that BLM employees who work around contaminated areas and other 
hazard areas be property trained and equipped to do so.  

Alternative B specifies that public land records be noted with the location of closed landfills and that 
files be maintained about closed landfills and other closed/remediated sites. For comparison, 
Alternative A highlights an ACEC to protect the Elk Creek Landfill and NWSRS withdrawals to 
protect the Blackhawk Bar and Riggins Landfills. The withdrawals and another ACEC by other 
management programs continue the protection also. 

Conversely, Alternative B would be more protective of public safety than Alternative A with regard 
to ensuring that the remedies employed at closed/remediated sites remain protective. The 
effectiveness of corrective actions at sites where hazardous substances remain would be monitored 
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following written monitoring plans. The performance of remedies implemented at sites where 
hazardous substances remain would be reviewed no less than every five years to ensure the remedies 
remain protective. All actions authorizing the use of, or potential for disturbance, of closed and 
remediated sites on public lands, where potentially hazardous substances remain at the site, would 
comply with federal and state regulations, and where appropriate, special stipulations would be 
developed as part of the permit, lease, or other action to ensure human and natural resource safety.  

Alternative B specifies that closed and remediated sites where hazardous substances remain and sites 
with significant known hazardous conditions can be restricted by NSO stipulations and special 
conditions requiring no disturbance of the hazardous materials present unless they are properly 
handled and the parties doing so are appropriately bonded. Mineral developments would be 
appropriately handled and the involved parties would be bonded. Also, sites with significant known 
hazardous conditions would also be closed to motorized vehicles where appropriate. 

Alternative B would be more protective of public safety and would limit BLM liability more than 
Alternative A by applying special stipulations, beyond those of state of federal regulations, to 
permits, leases, plans, or other actions involving potential use of hazardous materials on public 
lands, when deemed appropriate. Alternative B also specifies periodic review not only of compliance 
with state and federal regulations, but also with the special stipulations.  

Alternative B would also be more protective of public safety and would limit BLM liability more 
than Alternative A by specifying that exchange or disposal of lands with hazardous materials can be 
done only with Potentially Responsible Parties. Alternative B would not permit unauthorized 
treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials on public lands and specifies corrective 
actions on all unauthorized actions found.  

Alternative C 

Effects from Geology Management 
Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Alternative C is more protective of public safety than Alternatives A and B by offering the least 
board feet of timber for extraction (3,101 MBF) and the least base acreage for ground disturbance 
(34,611 acres).  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Alternative C has the greatest potential to protect public safety by making the most lands open to 
leasable and salable minerals activities subject to NSO and CSU stipulations (68,854 acres and 
59,122 acres, respectively). Overall, Alternative C would impose NSO and CSU constraints on 37 
percent more open areas than Alternative B. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Impacts of SRMA designation under Alternative C would be the same as those described under 
Alternative B.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Impacts on public health and safety from transportation and travel management under Alternative C 
would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  
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Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Impacts of ACEC management on public health and safety would be similar to those described 
under Alternative B, except that Alternative C would designate the most (15) ACECs totaling 60,661 
acres, which is twice as much land in comparison to Alternative A, and 18 percent more land in 
comparison to Alternative B.   

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except as follows. Alternative C 
would provide more potential to protect public safety and environmental health than Alternative B 
because it would close under the mineral laws closed and remediated sites where hazardous 
substances remain and at sites with significant identified hazardous materials. However, Alternative 
C would not close significant hazardous materials sites to motorized vehicles, where appropriate. 
Such increased use of  public lands would result in: 

• An increase in dumping and releases; 
• An increase in the number of people accessing hazard sites; and 
• An increase in the disturbance of hazard sites. 

Alternative D 

Effects from Geology Management 
Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Alternative D is less protective of public safety than Alternatives B and C but more protective than 
Alternative A by offering 4,823 MBF for timber for extraction on 45,190 acres. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Compared to Alternatives B and C, Alternative D would have the least potential to protect public 
safety by making the least acreage open to leasable and salable minerals activities subject to NSO 
(35,045 acres) and CSU stipulations (32,013 acres). This would constitute about 46 percent fewer 
lands with stipulations than Alternative C, and about 25 percent fewer lands with stipulations than 
Alternative B. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Impacts of SRMA designation under Alternative D would be similar to those described under 
Alternative B.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Alternative D has less potential to protect public safety than Alternatives B and C, but more 
potential to protect public safety than Alternative A. Alternative D would offer approximately 73 
percent less acreage for Open, cross-country OHV use than Alternative A (23,189 acres Open under 
Alternative D and 85,335 acres Open under Alternative A). More than 150 percent of lands would 
be Limited under Alternative D than under Alternative A, but 19 percent fewer lands would be 
Limited under Alternative D than under Alternatives B and C. Alternative D, like the Alternative A, 
would provide fewer miles of yearlong vehicle use closure for roads, fewer miles of yearlong vehicle 
use closure for trails, and fewer miles for all-terrain vehicle use only, when compared to Alternatives 
B and C. 



Chapter 4: Public Safety – Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials – Alternative D 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-374 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Impacts of ACEC management on public health and safety would be similar to those described 
under Alternative B, except that Alternative D would designate the fewest (eight) ACECs totaling 
23,924 acres, which is a slight decrease (1 percent) in comparison to Alternative A.  

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except as follows. Alternative D 
would have NSO restrictions and bonding for all sites with hazardous materials instead of sites with 
significant known hazardous materials, but would not close them to motorized vehicles. Compared 
to Alternative C, Alternative D would not close sites under the mineral laws. Overall, Alternative D 
has more potential to protect public safety than Alternative A but less potential than Alternatives B 
and C.  

Cumulative Effects 

Effects of past actions and natural events that have affected public safety generally stem from 
activities in the CFO planning area that have improved access, such as land tenure actions, and 
caused ground disturbances such as timber, grazing, mineral, and recreation activities.  

Any foreseeable future activities that could have an effect on public safety would be mitigated by 
management actions that specify surface use restrictions such as closures, withdrawals, no surface 
occupancy, and seasonal restrictions. Protective buffers, special designations, and avoidance areas 
also would help mitigate cumulative effects to public safety. Activities that lead to cumulative public 
safety effects in the CFO would be interrelated and synergistic: increased access would lead to 
greater likelihood of exposure to chemical and physical hazards that may be present and to increased 
ground disturbance, which in turn destabilizes AML and hazardous materials sites, diminishing 
public safety.  

The continuance of land tenure actions that consolidate BLM-administered lands could result in 
exchanging lands near AML, hazardous material sites, and other hazard sites. The exchange of lands 
near hazard sites would increase as consolidation of holdings progresses. 

Domestic livestock have grazed and will continue to graze most of the CFO planning area, including 
BLM-administered lands, Nez Perce and Coeur d’Alene Reservation lands, private lands, State of 
Idaho lands, and Clearwater, Payette, Nez Perce, and Idaho Panhandle National Forest lands. 
Livestock grazing increases access, causes ground disturbance, and reduces foliage, thereby 
impinging on hazard sites.  

Timber has been and is harvested on private lands, State of Idaho lands, BLM-administered lands, 
and National Forest lands. Despite the decline in timber sales from National Forests in Idaho as a 
result of the North Idaho Timber Management Plan (in 1982) and the anticipated further decline in 
timber sales in the foreseeable future, logging will continue on public lands at a reduced rate and on 
private lands at a projected increasing rate. Continuing logging activities would result in future access 
to and ground disturbance on or around AMLs, hazardous materials sites, and other hazards sites.  

Mineral revenues in the CFO and Clearwater, Idaho, and Latah Counties make up a small percentage 
of Idaho’s total mineral revenues, and these have diminished in royalty value over time. Renewed 
interest in hard-rock mining for gold may occur in the foreseeable future if gold prices increase. 
Future mining for gold would likely be geographically confined to areas around Elk City and 
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Marshall Mountain. Close oversight of future gold mining activity would be required to reduce 
effects to water quality and public safety.  

Development of various industrial minerals in the CFO planning area, including sand, gravel, and 
aggregate; dimension stone; and limestone, is expected to continue to expand in response to urban 
growth and construction in Idaho. Development of industrial minerals and/or salables can impact 
public safety through increasing access, ground-disturbing activity, fugitive dust, and creation of 
physical hazards. Runoff from industrial mineral sites could cause sedimentation of nearby stream 
features and affect the reproduction of aquatic species. Petroleum products would be required to run 
mineral extraction equipment, and hazardous substances could be used to service this equipment. 
The increased presence of heavy trucks on secondary roads in the CFO required to transport salable 
minerals could also be a public safety issue.  

Past exploration activity in the CFO for oil and gas, geothermal, and solid leasables (both energy and 
non-energy) has been low. The potential for these resources is also low. Future prospecting for these 
resources could impact public safety by improving access and creating ground disturbance.  

Road construction associated with timber harvesting and mining on BLM-administered lands, 
private lands, State of Idaho lands, and Clearwater, Payette, Nez Perce, and Idaho Panhandle 
National Forest lands has recently slowed because of less harvesting and mining activity on National 
Forest and BLM lands when compared with the recent past. However, this activity is expected to 
continue at a steady rate on BLM-administered and National Forest lands and at an unknown rate 
on private and State of Idaho lands. Road construction has a generally negative effect on public 
safety by causing ground disturbance and increasing access and the likelihood that the public will 
come into contact with hazards. Increased access could also lead to an increase in illicit dumping of 
materials, both of the hazardous and relatively innocuous solid waste varieties.  

The continuing increase in Idaho’s population affects public safety by increasing the number of 
people that would visit BLM-administered lands and encounter the chemical and physical hazards 
that are present; increasing the number of people that can cause ground disturbance, either by foot 
travel or vehicular traffic; and increasing the number of people that may engage in illicit disposal 
activities.  

Increased recreation use increases the likelihood that AML sites, hazardous material sites, and other 
hazard sites could be encountered by motorized off-road vehicle users, mountain bikers, hikers, 
hunters, and other recreationists. Recreation has increased, and use patterns and motorized 
technology have changed. Recreational activities would continue to contribute to soil effects by foot 
traffic and off-road vehicle use. An increase in the use of developed recreation sites and 
campgrounds is likely as the population increases, which could lead to an increase in illicit dumping 
activity and could result in an increase in releases of petroleum products and hazardous materials.  

Noxious weed invasion is increasing and will continue, potentially increasing treatment efforts. 
Noxious weed treatment efforts could impact public safety by disturbing AML and hazardous 
material sites, which frequently lack good vegetative cover and have noxious weeds infestations. Use 
of chemical treatments, such as herbicides, to control noxious weeds also raises human and 
environmental health issues. 
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Hazardous fuels reduction, WUI projects, and activities that develop defensible space under the 
Idaho Statewide Implementation Strategy for the National Fire Plan would be protective of public 
safety by protecting the public from wildfire. However, such activities could cause ground 
disturbance and erosion around AMLs and other hazard sites and lead to site instability. Fuels 
treatments, including prescribed fire and mechanical treatment methods and wildland fire use, is 
expected to increase. 

The development and implementation of ICBEMP would be protective of public safety by 
maintaining and promoting healthy, productive, and diverse ecosystems and by restoring areas that 
are degraded. Developing a coordinated multiscale and interagency approach to planning and 
decision making should also be protective of public safety by expediting the improvement of 
watersheds and ensuring that AML and other hazard site are avoided. Re-patterning succession and 
disturbance regimes to reduce events such as uncharacteristically large and severe wildland fires 
would also protect public safety. However, restoration of natural hydrologic process and disturbance 
patterns in watersheds, such as presumably unmanaged seasonal flooding, under ICBEMP could 
have a short-term effect on public safety and environmental health by allowing stream and 
floodplain sediments that contain toxic metals to be mobilized.  

The Cottonwood RMP Alternatives B, C, and D could contribute to protecting public health and 
safety by outlining assessment, mitigation, and corrective protocols for AML, hazardous material, 
and other hazard sites, which are absent under Alternative A. The specification of these protocols 
would generally protect public safety across alternatives by providing specific future management for 
these items. However, proposed management actions for some resource areas, such as recreation, 
transportation and travel management, would be less protective of public safety across alternatives.  

4.5.3 Social and Economic Conditions 

Goal: Provide varied social and economic opportunities through multiple use management. 

Summary 

This section describes the important social, economic, and environmental justice effects of the 
management actions described in Chapter 2. Most social and economic effects from the 
implementation of the alternatives would be indirect as a result of land use decisions and limits or 
emphasis placed on uses that could affect the dominant industry sectors on BLM-administered 
lands, including forestry, grazing, tourism and recreation, and minerals development. 

The RMP makes land allocations that provide for commercial uses (grazing, timber, tourism, 
recreation, mining, outfitter/guiding) of BLM lands in designated areas.  These commercial uses 
provide economic benefits to local communities and to the greater public.  The RMP alternatives 
vary in where and how these commercial uses are allowed and/or restricted. 

Continued implementation of Alternative A would result in no net change to social and economic 
conditions in the planning area.  Alternative B would be the same as A, or would have a slight 
decrease in employment and income.  Although PSQ is reduced in all action alternatives (from 
Alternative A), increased fuel-reductions projects are expected to generate new employment 
opportunities.  Alternative C would provide a decrease in employment and income potential (from 
Alternative A) because of the greatest number of restrictions to commercial uses due to resource 
protection measures.  Alternative D would provide the greatest potential increase (from Alternative 
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A) in economic benefits because of the least restrictions for resource protection placed on 
commercial uses. 

Table 4-80 81 identifies the indicators that were used to analyze effects on social and economic 
conditions under each alternative.  It is not possible to predict if the indirect effects of protective 
measures would ultimately result in changes in income, employment, or BLM receipts to counties. 
Table 4-80 81 presents the potential for indirect effects to economic indicators, based on 
management of the economically important resource uses on BLM-administered lands (management 
of recreation, forest products, livestock grazing, minerals, and renewable energy), as well as the 
potential for land tenure adjustments to affect the area available for tribal uses.  

Table 4-81 
Comparison of Social and Economic Conditions Indicators by Alternative 

 
Indicator Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D 
Change in number 
of jobs 

Recreation connected with amenities and resources on CFO lands continues (and 
increases with population growth) to contribute to local economies. Variations 

across alternatives for levels of PSQ and AUMs and variations in NSO and CSU 
restrictions could result in small, localized changes to numbers of jobs in the timber, 
construction, ranching, and mining industries. Levels of restoration actions also vary 

among alternatives resulting in small, localized changes to number of jobs in the 
contracting and construction industries. 

Change in personal 
income 

 Recreation connected with amenities and resources on CFO lands continues (and 
increases with population growth) to contribute to local economies. Variations 

across alternatives for levels of PSQ and AUMs and variations in NSO and CSU 
restrictions could result in small, localized changes to personal income in the timber, 

construction, ranching, and mining industries.  Levels of restoration actions also 
vary among alternatives resulting in small, localized changes to personal income in 

the contracting and construction industries. 
Change in dollar 
returns to counties 
from grazing  

No net change Potential for 
slight decrease 

due to reduction 
in AUMs  

Potential for  
slightly greater 
decrease than B 
due to reduction 

in AUMs 

Potential for 
slight increase 
from grazing 

due to increase 
in AUMs  

Identify changes in 
acres for Nez Perce 
Tribe to exercise 
off-reservation tribal 
rights 

No net change 

Identify effects on 
tribal interests 

No net change Potential for increase due to increased land retention 
and increased economic coordination 

Source: BLM 2004a     
 

Methods of Analysis 

Indicators 
Indicators are used to identify the level of impact. For social and economic conditions, the 
indicators used for impact analysis are identified in Table 4-8081, Comparison of Social and 
Economic Conditions Indicators by Alternative. 
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Methods and Assumptions 
Impact analyses and conclusions are based on the existing and projected population, employment, 
income, housing, earnings, social values, economic contribution of BLM lands, and government 
services conditions presented in Chapter 3, Section 3.5.3, Social and Economic Conditions. This 
socioeconomic and demographic data within the planning area was examined to determine these 
resources’ sensitivity to the changes in resource management proposed under each alternative. 
Impacts described in this section are based on the preliminary design of the alternatives under 
consideration. Effects are quantified where possible, but potential socioeconomic impacts were not 
modeled.  

BLM-administered lands provide locally important values, natural resources, and recreation 
amenities within the regional economy and are part of the cultural identities of the local 
communities. As such, changes in management on BLM-administered lands could affect the 
economies and social well-being of these communities. In addition, BLM contributes directly to 
local employment and expenditures through hiring for seasonal tasks, such as weed abatement, river 
patrols, campground maintenance, and archaeological inventories, and awarding contracts for timber 
sales and recreation site development. 

Of the important industry sectors on public lands within the CFO planning area (recreation, forest 
products, livestock grazing, and minerals activities), recreation is the greatest contributor to the 
economies of the surrounding communities. By far the greatest influence on the demand for 
recreation in the planning area is the increasing population and the increasing demand for 
recreational opportunities (see Section 3.5.3, Social and Economic Conditions, Economic Influence 
of BLM-managed lands). Because the BLM manages only 1.52 percent of planning area lands, 
changes in management of these BLM-administered lands could contribute but not cause region-
wide economic effects on the natural resource and recreation-based industries that rely on them. 
Wildlife habitat and salmon and steelhead fisheries found on CFO lands contribute to world-class 
hunting and fishing opportunities that are important economic drivers of local economies. 

Forestry is more prevalent on Forest Service and private lands within the planning area, which 
contain a much larger percentage of the region’s commercial timber than BLM-administered lands. 
The region’s forest products industry has been substantially affected by regional fluctuations in the 
demand and price for timber. Natural resources, particularly forest products, however, continue to 
be a important source of income and employment for planning area residents. The increasing 
regional demand for timber has fueled recent investment in mills and milling equipment in the 
planning area.  

Similarly, the amount of livestock grazing occurring on public lands utilizes is a small fraction of the 
available forage within the planning area boundary. In general, privately-owned parcels provide more 
forage per acre than public grazing lands. 

Public lands in the CFO provide limited opportunities for minerals activities. Currently, there is no 
potential for fluid leasables on public lands within the planning area. There are no active mineral 
leases within the planning area. There are 12 permits and plans for locatable minerals within the 
CFO, two of which are pending and could affect one acre and the remainder are inactive or 
reclamation efforts. There are three salable minerals (mineral materials) contracts that cover crushed 
stone used for aggregate, totaling 80 acres in Idaho County. In addition there are two right-of-way 
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leases for mineral materials covering 35 acres along the Salmon River. Active (not including 
reclamation) or planned minerals operations now cover approximately 116 acres (0.08-percent of 
public lands) (see the Mineral Occurrence and Development Potential and Report). Most of the 
minerals operations are made up of small-scale local miners or junior companies (Sanner 2005).     

Renewable energy is increasing in importance as fuel prices increase and greater emphasis is placed 
on domestic sources; therefore, the socioeconomic effects of management actions on renewable 
energy, particularly biomass, also is discussed. The effects of management actions as they relate to 
these sectors are described qualitatively, based on changes in the acreage of land available for each 
use under each alternative. Dollar values are estimated where available. In the absence of quantitative 
data, impacts are described using ranges of potential impacts or in qualitative terms, as appropriate. 
In general, alternatives with restrictions on the most acreage on the resource uses identified above 
would have the highest potential for increased operations costs and decreased incomes.  

Effects Common to All Alternatives 

Effects from Soils Management 
Management measures designed to limit soil erosion and ground-disturbing activities in sensitive 
areas could result in increased operating costs and potentially employment reduction in the 
economic sectors that are active on BLM lands. Land available for timber harvest could be restricted 
and timber operations costs increased.  

In areas of permanent or temporary closure to protect sensitive soils, BLM would change the season 
of operation for livestock grazing or fence off the affected area, allowing continued grazing outside 
the exclosure. These measures would not affect the grazing operations or the incomes of ranchers 
using BLM lands in the planning area. If these actions were not feasible and a relatively large area 
required restriction, permanent or temporary closure of areas available for grazing could potentially 
reduce the number of AUMs available to ranchers. Permittees could be required to lease additional 
private land, purchase additional forage, or reduce livestock numbers during interim periods when 
grazing is temporarily suspended. These costs to ranchers would result in a loss of income and a 
reduction in grazing fees to the BLM and returns to counties from grazing. This loss could be offset 
through the use of vacant unleased allotments. The amount that these effects could be offset would 
depend on the number of AUMs affected, whether all AUMs in the affected allotments are in use, 
and the vacant allotments/AUMs available. The potential reduction in leased AUMs would vary by 
alternative, based on the AUMs in steeply sloped areas; however, steep slopes probably would not 
be the focus for a reduction of livestock grazing, since these areas receive very little use compared to 
moderate sloped areas.  

Under all alternatives, soils management could limit access for motorized recreation in some areas. 
Unless these restrictions covered a large area and limited a wide variety of activities, they would be 
unlikely to result in a reduction of recreational use of BLM-administered lands, for which demand is 
projected to increase, or a reduction in local sales, employment, and income.  

Effects from Water Resources Management 
Similar to the economic effects from soils management, management actions to protect riparian 
areas and water quality would impose restrictions on economic activities on BLM lands, including 
timber harvest, grazing, minerals development, and recreation. While these measures could 
potentially increase operating costs, and ultimately result in a reduction in local employment in and 
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income from these activities, these effects would be unlikely for the reasons described above (in 
Effects from Soils Management). Road management actions specified in Appendix F, Aquatic and 
Riparian Management Strategy (see Volume III), could result in areas where timber is not 
economically feasible or could require using other potentially more-expensive systems. Water quality 
protection measures would affect transportation and logging systems. This could reduce timber 
volume, and thus sales, and BLM receipts.  

Management changes in areas where livestock grazing inhibits riparian areas from meeting PFC 
could result in a reduction in available AUMs and the associated socioeconomic effects on grazing 
described under Effects from Soils Management.  The potential reduction in leased AUMs would 
vary by alternative, based on the AUMs in riparian areas.  

Limiting mineral activities near waters listed on the Clean Water Act 303(d) list for water quality 
impairment, or restricting mineral activities near water bodies subject to TMDL limitations, could 
restrict areas open to mining and increase local minerals operators’ costs to extract the minerals and 
decrease their incomes. If these costs became prohibitive, the affected operations could be forced to 
scale down or cease operating on BLM lands, which could eliminate jobs.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Forest health and fuel-reduction projects would generate logging byproducts that could be used as 
biomass fuel. Increased biomass fuels availability could decrease energy costs for timber companies 
or individuals involved in biomass fuels collection and energy generation or result in increased sales 
of biomass fuels.  

The AUM value of treated lands could increase, potentially allowing for additional grazing, receipts 
from grazing to the BLM, and returns to counties from grazing.  

Improvement of forest habitat for wildlife would increase opportunities for hunting and viewing of 
wildlife, improving the social value of recreation on public lands. Enhanced opportunities for 
camping, hiking, and sightseeing that could result from forest products management could draw 
more visitors, potentially increasing expenditures within the local economy. 

Effects from Vegetation—Weeds Management 
Under all alternatives, all authorized users of public land, could be responsible for implementing 
weed-control measures. These measures could result in increased costs to mining operations, which 
could affect whether individuals or organizations continue mineral activities on BLM lands. If these 
costs became prohibitive, the affected operations could potentially be forced to scale down, which 
could eliminate jobs. 

Invasive species have resulted in a loss in rangeland values for grazing. Weeds management actions 
under all alternatives would improve the forage base for livestock grazing and could enhance 
incomes to ranchers. 

Weeds management could improve recreational opportunities and maximize the areas available to 
visitors. Loss of native habitat due to invasive plant species, which can result in lost hunting and 
fishing opportunities, would be limited by weed management measures, and potential reductions in 
areas available for undeveloped camping and hiking as a result of invasive species also would be 
minimized through weeds management measures. 
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In addition, BLM would also be working with the counties, private contractors, and local businesses 
through partnerships to complete weed treatment projects.  This could increase revenues to these 
private entities. 

Effects from Vegetation—Rangelands Management 
Vegetation treatment areas would receive short-term deferment to allow vegetation to recover. 
Vegetation management also would result in grazing management adjustments in the season and 
duration of use. The associated socioeconomic effects on grazing would be the same as those 
described under Effects from Soils Management, above. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Protection measures to conserve or restore RCAs would vary by alternative depending on RCA 
widths. Volume of timber harvested would decrease for Alternatives B, C, and D compared to baseline 
conditions in Alternative A (see Table 4-12, Comparison of Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands 
Indicators by Alternative). Protecting riparian buffers could reduce the potential volumes of timber 
sales.  In addition, a reduction in the timber volume available for sale could reduce the amount and 
value of timber available for stewardship contracts within local communities, potentially affecting 
local economies.  

Riparian-restoration measures, such as permanently or temporarily closing areas affected by grazing 
(such as high-erosion or runoff areas), could affect the amount of grazing allowed within the 
planning area. This could potentially reduce the number of AUMs available to ranchers, as described 
under Effects from Soils Management.  The potential reduction would vary by alternative, based on 
the AUMs in riparian areas, and by the need for restoration measures. 

Improvements in fish habitat as a result of riparian restoration measures could improve salmon and 
steelhead fisheries, potentially drawing more anglers and benefiting the economies of local river 
communities, as described under Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish and Special Status Fish 
Management. Protection of riparian habitats would improve wildlife habitat and potential increase 
opportunities for hunting and wildlife viewing.  Protection of riparian areas could enhance the 
quality of recreation experiences. 

Route closures and restrictions to protect riparian areas could result in an overall net decrease of 
available BLM-administered routes. Effects of this are discussed under Effects from Transportation 
and Travel Management, below. Transportation management measures also could result in increased 
local contracts to maintain roads, improve stream crossings, and install culverts, increasing local 
business incomes and potentially generating jobs. 

Effects from Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife Management 
Providing suitable habitat for and reducing impacts on federally listed species could result in areas 
where forest product removal would be prohibited or restricted. The effects depend on the listed 
species and the requirements for each species. These measures, in turn, could limit the potential for 
timber sales and the receipts associated with such timber sales. 

Actions to protect federally listed and BLM sensitive species and their habitats could affect livestock 
grazing by limiting grazing areas and seasons of use, as described under Effects from Soils 
Management. In addition, the potential for direct losses of livestock, as a result of predation where 
wolves are reintroduced, could increase. Increased livestock losses and measures to protect livestock 
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from predation, such as increasing the number of herd dogs, could increase costs to ranchers and 
decrease their incomes. 

Implementation of measures to protect federally listed species or habitat could increase the costs and 
decrease the incomes of authorized users. All alternatives would include a 100-yard nondisturbance 
buffer around raptor nests, which could temporarily exclude some mineral activities during the 
season that the nondisturbance buffer was in place or require project modifications, which could 
increase operating costs.  

Effects from Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish Management 
Fisheries actions that restrict grazing access or alter the timing and duration of grazing could reduce 
the number of AUMs available to ranchers. The associated costs to ranchers would be the same as 
those described under Effects from Soils Management, above. 

The potential beneficial economic effects of the protection of aquatic resources, fish, and special 
status fish on salmon and steelhead fisheries, with the resultant direct and indirect angler 
expenditures, would be substantial (Ben Johnson Associates, Inc. 2005).  

Effects from Special Status Plants Management 
Management actions to protect special status plants would impose restrictions on economic activities 
on BLM lands, including timber harvest, grazing, minerals development, and recreation. These 
measures could increase operating costs and restrict areas of operation, which could ultimately result 
in reduced income from and local employment in these activities, particularly if operations were 
forced to scale back to cover increased costs. Actions that could occur under all alternatives that 
could have these results include restricting or prohibiting forest product removal to avoid or 
minimize adverse impacts on listed plants and limiting livestock grazing areas and seasons of use to 
protect federally listed and BLM sensitive plant species. The associated socioeconomic effects on 
grazing would be the same as those described under Effects from Soils Management. Restricting or 
excluding recreation activities that are found to impact listed plants would be unlikely to result in a 
decline in recreational use unless restrictions covered large contiguous areas and a wide variety of 
activities. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
In the short term, wildland fire use could reduce the amount of merchantable forest products, which 
could limit timber sales. Suppressing fires could prevent merchantable forest products from being 
burned, allowing them to continue growing and increase in value, improving timber sales. In the 
long term, wildland fire use could result in increased forest health and vigor, creating quality wildlife 
habitat and stands of merchantable trees, improving timber sales. Treating areas to reduce FRCC or 
hazardous fuels would produce forest products and opportunities for employment and income. 

Fuels treatments and wildland fires could result in deferred livestock use, temporary modifications in 
grazing patterns or reductions in grazing, or complete removal of livestock from allotments. The 
associated socioeconomic effects on grazing would be the same as those described under Effects 
from Soils Management, above. These restrictions would be short-term effects. In the long term, 
fuels treatments would be expected to open the overstory, and increase the available forage in the 
understory.  
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Wildland fire management under any alternative could result in short-term lack of access to 
authorized activities, which could increase short-term operating costs and cause a short-term 
decrease in income to these operations. However, if wildland fire management prevented larger 
future wildland fires, then future access to authorized activities would be protected, ultimately 
protecting long-term income from these operations. 

Hazardous fuels-reduction projects would generate forest byproducts that could be used as biomass 
fuel. Increased biomass fuels availability could provide opportunities for the generation of electrical 
energy through biomass utilization and could provide additional jobs and income that this industry 
would create.  

Wildland fire use also could result in a short-term lack of access to recreation in the affected area 
and displacement of wildlife. It is unlikely that this would result in a reduction in the number of 
visitors to or the level of hunting activities on public lands, since other areas would still be 
accessible. Therefore, short-term reductions in the economic activity resulting from recreation and 
hunting expenditures would not be expected. 

Effects from Cultural Resources Management 
Minimizing effects to cultural resources through project design could result in small decreases in 
timber sale volumes and it could result in increases to mining operations costs.  

Implementing site-specific measures for cultural resources would protect these resources of interest 
to the recreating public, potentially increasing the amenity value of recreation on BLM lands. This 
could draw more visitors and increase expenditures within the local economy. Site specific 
protections could restrict the development of recreation facilities in certain areas.  

Effects from Forest Products Management 
Reductions in the sale quantity of timber would reduce the volume of forest products available for 
processing or use, which would decrease the incomes of local timber harvest operations and could 
affect jobs.  

Short-term effects resulting from livestock exclusion following reforestation could necessitate that 
permittees lease additional private land, purchase additional forage, or reduce livestock numbers 
during periods when grazing is temporarily suspended. The associated socioeconomic effects on 
grazing would be the same as those described under Effects from Soils Management, above. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Requiring adjustments to grazing operations to comply with the Idaho Standards for Rangeland 
Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1997a) (Appendix A [see Volume 
III]) could necessitate that permittees lease additional private land, purchase additional forage, or 
reduce livestock numbers over the long term. The associated socioeconomic effects on grazing 
would be the same as those described under Effects from Soils Management, above. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Mineral development would impact livestock grazing in the short and long term by decreasing the 
amount of grazing acreage available during construction and operation of such facilities. Salable 
mineral production would decrease grazing forage in areas closed for excavation and production.  



Chapter 4: Social and Economic Conditions – Effects Common to All Alternatives  

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS 4-384 

Mineral development along rivers and in recreation areas would impact recreation values through a 
reduction in scenic values and natural landscapes which are an important part of the recreation 
experience. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Recreation activities that reduce forage through disturbance could affect ranchers’ incomes to the 
extent that expenditures would be made to protect livestock from harassment and ensure that 
animals receive adequate forage. 

Management actions under all alternatives would continue to support an array of recreational 
opportunities, including boating, camping, hiking, and fishing. These actions would ensure that 
water- and land-based recreational opportunities continue to be available to the increasing 
population of the planning area. Special Recreation Permits, which would continue to be 
administered for commercial, competitive, and organized group recreation activities, would provide 
a means for monitoring and adjusting to meet the increasing demand for recreation opportunities 
and reduce user conflicts. These actions would maintain the social value of public lands for existing 
and additional new users, and maintaining this value would allow for continued expenditures within 
the local economy by users of public lands. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Developing solar, biomass, or wind energy could impact livestock grazing in the short and long term 
by decreasing the amount of grazing acreage available during construction and operation of such 
facilities in multiple-use areas. 

Renewable energy development also could result in a loss of wildlife habitat and visual impacts that 
could affect the value of the affected public lands to recreation users. It is unlikely that this effect 
would cause a decrease in the number of visitors or the amount of recreational use because of 
overall projected population increases and increases in the demand for recreation opportunities. 
Visitors would be more likely to increase use of other areas, rather than a reduction in the number of 
visitors and consequent decline in expenditures in the local economy. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Route reductions and restrictions could reduce the value of BLM lands to visitors involved in OHV 
recreation, potentially resulting in a decrease in this type of recreational use and a potential decrease 
in this group’s expenditures within the local economies, which could thereby cause a decrease in 
employment and income. However, the majority of routes identified for closure under all 
alternatives are already closed to vehicle use or are receiving negligible motorized use. It would be 
more likely that restrictions or closures would result in more intense use of open routes and Open 
areas. Between approximately 40 miles (Alternative A) and 100 miles (Alternatives B, C, and D) of 
routes would be closed yearlong under each alternative, which would restrict access to other 
activities, such as minerals exploration and development. The potential socioeconomic effects are 
described above under Effects from Recreation Management. 

Route restrictions and cross-country travel restrictions could increase the recreation values for 
nonmotorized and primitive recreation uses, resulting in a potential increase in economic benefits to 
local communities and outfitters. 
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Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Most land tenure adjustments occur in the form of land exchanges, and most lands designated for 
potential exchange are isolated parcels surrounded by private lands and are difficult to manage for 
livestock grazing and other uses due to their isolation.  When such grazing lands are exchanged, the 
adjacent rancher is almost always the recipient.  Using these isolated, difficult-to-manage parcels in a 
land exchanges to create larger blocks of public lands elsewhere greatly increases management 
efficiencies and opportunities, not only for grazing, but all uses of public lands, including recreation, 
minerals development, and timber harvest. Improved management for grazing could increase the 
number of AUMs available or allow for the extension of the season of use, limiting the need for and 
costs to ranchers of obtaining alternate sources of forage. Potential short- and long-term forage loss 
from rights-of-way and facilities could necessitate that permittees lease additional private land, 
purchase additional forage, or reduce livestock numbers to compensate for these effects. The 
associated socioeconomic effects on grazing would be the same as those described under Effects 
from Soils Management, above. 

Exclusion of mineral activities along the Lower Salmon River could limit the extent of minerals 
operations. However, the minerals on the Lower Salmon River have been withdrawn for 37 years, 
and BLM mineral reports indicate that there are few, if any, mineral deposits that would be even 
marginally economically feasible to mine on the Salmon River. It is, therefore, unlikely that 
continuation of the withdrawals would have new impacts. Prioritizing acquisition of nonfederal 
lands with high-value resources, including minerals, could offset limitations on minerals activities. 

Land acquisitions could improve the value of the recreational resource provided by the planning area 
to users and as an amenity value in general. Land exchanges could lead to a decline in some uses; 
however, lands identified for potential land exchanges lack public access and are generally 
unavailable for public use. The incomes of outfitters that rely on recreation could improve as a result 
of land exchanges, since land exchanges tend to consolidate areas of high value for recreation 
and/or wildlife. 

The more federal acres that are transferred into private ownership within the CFO, the larger the 
benefit to due to increases in the tax base. Idaho County, which contains the majority of the public 
lands in the CFO, receives the maximum payments in lieu of taxes allowable under the current 
payments in lieu of taxes formula. Because the county is composed primarily of federal lands (mostly 
Forest Service), a reduction of hundreds of thousands of federal acres would be required before it 
would receive a reduction in payments in lieu of taxes.   

Land exchanges which dispose of public lands for the acquisition of lands that offer public access 
would benefit the public and the Tribe.  The Tribe would be consulted on all proposed land tenure 
adjustments and impacts to the Tribe would be taken into consideration. Land exchanges generally 
result in comparatively small changes in the overall federal land base, and most lands designated for 
potential disposal would be isolated parcels surrounded by private lands.  The public, and the Tribe, 
would have negligible access to, or benefits from, the lands available for disposal.   

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Restrictions on timber harvesting, grazing, and hydroelectric facility construction within ACECs 
could have slight impacts on these industries.  
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Effects from Native American Tribal Uses Management 
Consulting with tribes to identify culturally significant plants, important habitats, and traditional use 
locations could reveal previously unidentified resources that would require protection. Additional 
restrictions that could be placed on such areas could limit production of forest products in areas not 
previously identified. These measures could potentially limit timber sales and the receipts associated 
with such timber sales. These measures also could curtail biomass collection and sales. 

Recreation activities could be restricted or excluded by measures to enhance opportunities for 
Native American traditional uses. For example, recreational uses that would affect important 
habitats or plants might have seasonal use restrictions. This would be unlikely to generate economic 
effects unless restrictions resulted in a substantial decline in the number of recreational users. 

Tribal consultation to maintain and enhance important natural and cultural resources would be 
unlikely to alter tribal economic conditions, because much of the tribal employment, income, and 
finances for services are derived from Nez Perce Tribe-operated casinos in the region.   

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Actions to clean up newly discovered waste sites could temporarily impact livestock grazing 
practices, which would have short-term effects similar to those described above under Effects from 
Soils Management, above. 

Access to minerals would be reduced by several health and safety-related proposals, including 
proposed withdrawals and site restrictions (requiring mining plans and bonding), potentially 
increasing operating costs and decreasing income based on minerals activities.  

In addition, the safety and social well-being of public land users such as recreationists and tribal 
members engaged in activities on BLM lands, would be protected by the clean up of newly 
discovered sites and restrictions on sites where potentially hazardous substances remain. 

Effects from Social and Economic Conditions Management 
Specific social and economic conditions management measures would be undertaken under 
Alternatives B, C, and D. Actions to provide opportunities for commercial use of natural resources 
could affect livestock grazing by allowing ranchers to increase their economic livelihood through 
grazing. Establishment of public and private partnerships would facilitate the creation of biomass 
fuel-supply chains from CFO forests to private biomass energy facility developers and operators, 
which could increase incomes and employment on the suppliers’ side and reduce local energy costs. 
Working with the Nez Perce Tribe to develop sustainable economic opportunities also could 
improve tribal employment and incomes. Specifically providing for economic opportunities, in 
addition to other forms of multiple use, would encourage the development of programs that would 
be designed specifically to increase employment and incomes in local communities. 

Alternative A  

Effects from Soils Management 
Under Alternative A, approximately 55,067 acres of grazing allotments would be on BLM lands of 
60-percent slope or greater, the greatest acreage of all alternatives except Alternative D. The 
potential general socioeconomic effects of soils management on livestock grazing are described 
above under Effects Common to All Alternatives.  
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Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
The potential for 760 acres of forested vegetation treatment to be temporarily unavailable for 
grazing for two years would represent a loss in fees to the BLM and a consequent reduction in 
returns to counties based on grazing receipts. The cost of treatment to ranchers where reforestation 
coincides with grazing allotments would be the same as those described under Effects from Soils 
Management under Effects Common to All Alternatives, above. The potential for this short-term 
effect would be the greatest under Alternative A because the treatment acreage is the greatest. 

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Under Alternative A, limiting timber extraction in the RHCA buffer zones along Class I and 
Selected Class II streams except to benefit wildlife or to improve the stream habitat conditions 
would limit the potential for timber sales and the receipts associated with such timber sales. Under 
Alternative A, approximately 24,290 acres within RHCAs would have timber harvest restrictions.  

Approximately 2,128 acres available for grazing are within riparian habitat. At a value of $1.43 per 
AUM in 2004 and an average of 0.06 AUMs per acre, a total of approximately $183 in grazing fees 
could potentially be eliminated by riparian-restoration measures under Alternative A. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
The current annual ASQ is estimated at about 6,600 MBF. Assuming all harvested timber is sold, 
Alternative A would have the highest level of timber sales and associated receipts of all of the 
alternatives. Given that 1,037,100 board feet were sold in 2004 at a value of $130,479 ($0.13 per 
board foot), the sale of 6,600 MBF would result in a timber sales value of $858,000. 

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Under Alternative A, the potential for disruption of recreation patterns and reduced visitor 
satisfaction as a result of the overlap of permitted grazing with high-use recreation areas, such as 
SRMAs, could result in a decrease in use of BLM-administered lands that currently experience user 
conflicts in favor of recreation on other nearby federal lands.  

Effects from Minerals Management 
Because there are no NSO or CSU restrictions under Alternative A, minerals operations would be 
more likely to conflict with recreational use both in the short term during active development and 
production, potentially restricting recreational activities in active locations, and in the long term by 
affecting the scenic quality and natural landscape that could undermine the quality of the recreational 
experience. In the short term, this could reduce the social value of public lands and recreational use 
of public lands during the period of intense minerals activity. In the long term, visitors desiring a 
natural setting would be more likely to use other planning area BLM-administered lands more 
intensely, or they could seek out other more-pristine lands.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Similar percentages of grazing lands would be located within SRMAs under Alternatives A, B, and C 
(20, 25, and 24 percent, respectively), exposing livestock to similar levels of disturbance and 
affording them similar levels of protection.  

The potential for effects of recreation management on the costs of minerals activities, incomes from 
minerals activities, jobs, and returns to counties under Alternative A would be the lowest of the 
alternatives. Alternative A would include a slightly smaller area where these uses would be restricted. 
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There would be no restrictions regarding surface occupancy restrictions on developed recreation 
sites or administrative sites and no CSU restrictions for SRMAs or wild and scenic rivers. 

Alternative A would be most likely to provide utility to user groups who favor motorized uses, 
because a much smaller portion of the planning area would continue to be reserved for primitive 
experiences, compared to opportunities for activities that include motorized uses. Continued water-
based recreation would ensure that local economic activity based on these activities would continue 
to follow existing trends.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Alternative A would designate the most acreage for Open travel within available grazing areas 
(approximately 59 percent or 85,308 acres). The effects of cross-county motorized vehicle use, 
potential new route development, and the increased demand for OHV use could disrupt livestock 
grazing , which could affect ranchers’ costs and incomes. 

Access to minerals also would be greatest under Alternative A, which could keep minerals operating 
costs down, maximizing incomes to minerals operators. 

The effects on motorized recreation would be the same as those described above under Effects 
from Recreation Management. Within the areas designated for Open travel the potential for 
conflicts with other user groups, such as hunters, anglers, bird watchers, and hikers, would continue 
and could diminish the level of satisfaction of the users who prefer more primitive, nonmotorized, 
experiences.   

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Disposal or exchange of forested land could reduce the incomes of local timber harvest operators, if 
these lands were no longer available for timber harvest. However, if these private lands were 
available for timber harvest, the potential income for loggers would greater, since in general there are 
fewer harvest restrictions on privately owned timberland than federal timberland. In addition, since 
most land tenure adjustments would be the result of exchanges, lands with greater access and greater 
potential for management that would improve timber harvest could be obtained in place of the 
exchanged federal lands. Under Alternative A, approximately 5,263 more acres than under 
Alternatives B, C, and D would be available for land tenure adjustment. The potential for impacts to 
incomes to local operators as a result of this type of management action, therefore, would be greater. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Livestock grazing could be limited within several ACECs, which could reduce incomes to ranchers 
and returns to counties from grazing. Grazing would not be allowed in Captain John ACEC/RNA, 
Long Gulch ACEC/RNA, and approximately one-third of Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA (a total of 
1,504 acres). Approximately 1,759 acres of these ACECs are within grazing allotments (including a 
portion of Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA that is not closed to grazing). 

Limiting ground disturbing activities in the Long Gulch ACEC/RNA, Craig Mountain ACEC, and 
Elk City Dump/American Hill Lake ACEC (3,957 acres) could preclude minerals development in 
these areas or increase the costs of operations, which also could preclude development and reduce 
the incomes of minerals operators.   
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The effects from ACEC/RNA management on biomass fuels are described in Section 4.3.5, 
Renewable Energy. Limiting the availability of forest byproducts would limit cogeneration potential 
and potential reductions in energy costs.  

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Alternative A would not include NSO restrictions for public safety. The increases in operating costs 
and decreases income from minerals activities that would be associated with NSOs, therefore, would 
not occur under Alternative A. 

Alternative B  

Effects from Soils Management 
Under Alternative B, approximately 46,152 acres of grazing allotments would be in areas of 60-
percent slope or greater, lower than Alternatives A and D.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
The potential for 466 acres of forested vegetation treatment to be temporarily unavailable for 
grazing for two years would represent a loss in fees to the BLM and a consequent reduction in 
returns to counties based on grazing receipts. Under Alternative B the cost of treatment to ranchers 
where reforestation coincides with grazing allotments would be similar to those described under 
Effects Common to All Alternatives under Effects from Soils Management, above. The potential for 
this short-term effect would be intermediate between alternatives C and D, since the treatment 
acreage is intermediate between these two alternatives.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Under Alternative B, limiting timber extraction within riparian buffer zones to levels that would 
enhance or preserve riparian conditions would limit the potential for timber sales and the receipts 
associated with such timber sales. Under Alternative B, approximately 22,847 acres are within RCA 
stream buffers, approximately 6 percent less than current conditions.  

Under Alternative B, the cost of riparian-restoration measures to ranchers where riparian restoration 
coincides with grazing allotments would be similar to those described above under Effects Common 
to All Alternatives under Effects from Soils Management. Approximately 1,880 acres available for 
grazing would be within riparian habitat, and approximately 27,230 acres of grazing land would be 
within RCAs.  

The increased emphasis for riparian enhancement in restoration and conservation watersheds under 
Alternative B would promote improvements in the salmon and steelhead fisheries in the planning 
area, which could result in economic gains to river communities from increased angler expenditures 
in these communities (see Effects Common to All Alternatives, Effects from Water Resources 
Management). 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
Use of mechanical treatment on 2 to 6 percent of CFO FRCC 2 or 3 lands would release these 
potential fuels for timber sale and collection, which could increase incomes for local timber 
operations and increase BLM receipts from timber activities.  

Fuels treatments on up to 40 percent of CFO FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate and high risk) WUI lands 
would restrict recreational activities in the short term, potentially reducing the incomes of outfitters 
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who rely on the restricted areas. The potential for this reduction under Alternative B is intermediate 
between Alternatives C and D, since the treatment acreage is intermediate between these two 
alternatives. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
An estimated PSQ of 3,129 MBF would be 3,471 MBF lower than the current annual 6,600 MBF, 
resulting in resulting in total receipts of $406,770, assuming the entire projected annual PSQ was 
harvested and sold.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
The closure of three vacant allotments would reduce the potential for increased cattle grazing on 
BLM lands and the potential for increased returns to counties from grazing. The 13-percent decrease 
in public lands available for grazing would be lower than under Alternative C. 

Under Alternative B, the potential for disruption of recreation patterns as a result of the overlap of 
permitted grazing with high-use recreation areas, such as SRMAs, could result in a decrease in use of 
BLM-administered lands that currently experience user conflicts in favor of recreation on other 
nearby federal lands. The potential for reduced recreation would be slightly higher under Alternative 
B than Alternative A because acreage overlap between SRMAs and grazing allotments would be 
1,745 acres greater under Alternative B than under Alternative A. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
Due to wildlife considerations, Alternative B would impose 43,590 acres of NSO constraints, 42,403 
acres of CSU restrictions, and TLs on leasable mineral and mineral material activities. These 
restrictions could increase operating costs and decrease the incomes of local minerals operations. If 
these costs became prohibitive, the affected operations could be forced to scale down or cease 
operating on BLM lands, which could eliminate jobs.  

Under Alternative B, NSO and CSU restrictions would reduce the potential for conflict between 
recreational and minerals use, maintaining the quality of the recreational experience for visitors, 
decreasing the likelihood that operations involving leasable minerals would alter use patterns that 
could result in a reduction in the social value of recreation on public lands. 

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects of grazing lands within SRMAs would be similar to those described under Alternative A. 

The potential for effects of recreation management on the costs of minerals activities, incomes from 
minerals activities and jobs under Alternative B would be higher than under Alternative A. 
Alternative B would include a slightly larger area where these uses were restricted, as well as 
including NSO and CSU restrictions.  

SRMA designations under Alternative B would total 55,201 acres, an approximate 19-percent 
increase over Alternative A. The potential to increase commercial activity in these areas, stimulate 
the local economy (potentially increasing incomes and jobs), and draw more recreational visitors 
would be higher than under Alternative A because Alternative B would promote active development 
of business plans for recreation sites and SRMAs. Under Alternative B, additional zones would be 
established for both commercial and competitive uses, providing additional opportunities for 
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activities such as boating and fishing, which could stimulate the local economy, potentially increasing 
incomes and jobs.  

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
The active pursuit of partnering opportunities to develop biomass energy generating capabilities 
under Alternative B could decrease energy costs for the entities involved in biomass fuels collection 
and energy generation and for those who purchase biomass energy, effectively increasing incomes.  

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Decommissioning or obliterating roads would make them unavailable for most forest vegetation 
management actions, potentially increasing the cost of forest vegetation management actions. 
Increased operating costs for minerals activities would decrease the incomes of those involved in 
local minerals operations. If these costs became prohibitive, the affected operations could be forced 
to scale down or cease operations on BLM lands in favor of less costly operations.  

Under Alternative B, eliminating the Open travel designation would remove the conflicts between 
cross-country travel and livestock grazing (described under Alternative A) and could decrease the 
costs of adjusting for these disruptions and increase the incomes of local ranchers.  

Under Alternative B, restrictions in motorized travel could increase operating costs, decreasing the 
incomes of minerals operations on BLM-managed lands. The required consideration of habitat and 
special status wildlife for route location also could limit access and increase minerals operating costs. 

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Prioritizing the retention of public lands with high-value minerals resources under Alternative B 
would decrease the likelihood of a reduction in BLM receipts from minerals.  

Under Alternative B, the effects on local timber harvest operations as a result of land tenure 
adjustments would be similar to those described under Alternative A. Approximately 5,263 fewer 
acres would be available for land tenure adjustment under Alternative B than under Alternative A, 
and the potential for impacts to the incomes of local operators as a result of this type of 
management action, therefore, would be lower than under Alternative A. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Effects would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except that a total of 201 acres 
within the Long Gulch ACEC/RNA, Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA, and Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA 
(which would be closed to grazing) would be located in grazing allotments under Alternative B. As 
such, the potential for a reduction in incomes to ranchers and returns to counties from grazing 
would be lower in Alternative B than in Alternative A.  

The acreage of restrictions placed on activities that affect minerals access and entry under 
Alternative B would be greater than under all other alternatives, except Alternative C. Therefore, it 
would be more likely that ACEC/RNA management under Alternative B could preclude minerals 
development in these areas or increase the costs of operations in these areas which also could 
preclude development and reduce the incomes of minerals operators more than under Alternatives 
A and D.   
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The effects from ACEC/RNA management on biomass fuels under Alternative B are described in 
Section 4.3.5, Renewable Energy. Limiting the availability of forest byproducts would limit 
cogeneration potential and potential reductions in energy costs. The area over which this would 
occur under Alternative B would be higher than under Alternative A; therefore, the potential for 
these effects also would be higher under Alternative B.  

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Alternative B would include 24 acres of NSO restrictions for areas with known hazardous materials. 
The minimal acreage covered by these restrictions would be unlikely to increase operating costs or 
decrease income from minerals activities. 

Alternative C  

Effects from Soils Management 
Under Alternative C, approximately 43,954 acres of grazing allotments (roughly 2,637 AUMs) would 
be in areas of 60-percent slope or greater, similar to Alternative B and the lowest of all the 
alternatives. The potential general socioeconomic effects of soils management on livestock grazing 
are described above under Effects Common to All Alternatives.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Under Alternative C the costs of treatment to ranchers where reforestation coincides with grazing 
allotments would be similar to those described under Alternative A. The potential for this short-
term effect would be lowest under Alternative C, since the treatment acreage under this alternative is 
the smallest.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects of limiting timber extraction within riparian buffer zones would be similar to those described 
under Alternative B. Under Alternative C, approximately 27,624 acres would be within RCA stream 
buffers, the largest of all alternatives. In addition, a reduction in timber available for sale could 
reduce the amount and value of timber available for stewardship contracts within local communities, 
potentially affecting local social infrastructure and employment.   

Under Alternative C, the cost of riparian-restoration measures to ranchers where riparian restoration 
coincides with grazing allotments would be similar to those described under Alternative A. 
Approximately 1,765 acres available for grazing would be within riparian habitat.  

The increased emphasis for riparian enhancement in restoration and conservation watersheds under 
Alternative C would promote improvements in the salmon and steelhead fisheries in the planning 
area, which could result in economic gains to river communities from increased angler expenditures 
in these communities (see Effects Common to All Alternatives, Effects from Water Resources 
Management). Alternative C has the highest potential for this type of economic gain, since it has the 
greatest acreage within restoration and conservation watersheds. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The potential for increased timber sales as a result of mechanical treatment of vegetative fuels under 
Alternative C would be similar to under Alternative B. Restrictions on recreational activities in the 
short term from fuels treatments would be similar to those described under Alternative B, except 
that Alternative C would treat up to 20 percent of CFO FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate and high risk) WUI 
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lands. The potential for restrictions on recreation under Alternative C is the lowest of all alternatives 
because the treatment acreage is lowest of the alternatives. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
A PSQ of 3,101 MBF would be 3,499 MBF lower than the current annual 6,600 MBF, resulting in 
total receipts of $403,130, assuming the entire projected annual PSQ was harvested and sold. The 
PSQ under Alternative C represents the highest potential reduction in timber sales.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Under Alternative C, approximately 101,350 acres (6,020 AUMs) would be available for grazing. 
Effects would be similar to those described for Alternative B, except there would be a 21,382-acre 
decrease in the amount of land available to grazing under Alternative C. This would decrease the 
number of AUMs available by 1,184. Under Alternative C, the potential for increased cattle grazing 
on BLM lands and increased returns to counties from grazing, associated with unleased allotments, 
would be lower than under Alternative B. 

The potential for reduced recreation would be similar to those described under Alternative A, except 
that the overlap between SRMAs and grazing allotments under Alternative C would be 4 percent 
greater than under Alternative A. 

Effects from Minerals Management 
The effects from minerals management on minerals operations under Alternative C would be similar 
to those described under Alternative B. Alternative C would impose 68,854 acres of NSO 
constraints, 59,122 acres of CSU restrictions, and TLs for wildlife habitat on leasable mineral and 
mineral material activities. The potential for economic effects on minerals operations under 
Alternative C would be the highest of all the alternatives because the acreage of restrictions would be 
greatest under Alternative C. 

The effects from minerals management on recreation under Alternative C would be similar to those 
discussed under Alternative B. Greater NSO and CSU restrictions under Alternative C would be 
likely to reduce the potential for conflict between recreational and minerals use further than under 
Alternative B.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Effects of grazing lands within SRMAs would be similar to those described under Alternative A. 

The potential for effects of recreation management on the costs of minerals activities, incomes from 
minerals activities and jobs under Alternative C would be the same as those described under 
Alternative B.  

The effects on incomes and jobs based on recreation, resulting from recreation management, would 
the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Effects of transportation and travel management on local minerals operations and livestock grazing 
would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 
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Restrictions in areas available for motorized travel would be greater than under Alternative B. This 
could increase operating costs, decreasing the incomes of minerals operations on BLM-managed 
lands to a greater extent than under Alternative B.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Under Alternative C the potential socioeconomic effects from lands and realty management on 
minerals activities and timber harvesting would be the same as under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
Under Alternative C the potential for impacts to ranchers’ incomes as a result of ACEC/RNA 
management would be the same as under Alternative B.  

The acreage of restrictions placed on activities that affect minerals access and entry under 
Alternative C would be greater than under all other alternatives. Therefore, it would be more likely 
that ACEC/RNA management under Alternative C could preclude minerals development in these 
areas or increase the costs of operations in these areas, which also could preclude development and 
reduce the incomes of minerals operators to a greater extent than under the other alternatives.   

The effects from ACEC/RNA management on biomass fuels Under Alternative C are described in 
Section 4.3.5, Renewable Energy. Limiting the availability of forest byproducts would limit 
cogeneration potential and potential reductions in energy costs. The area over which this would 
occur under Alternative C would be the greatest of all the alternatives; therefore, the potential for 
these effects also would be the greatest under Alternative C.  

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B.  

Alternative D  

Effects from Soils Management 
Under Alternative D, approximately 61,050 acres of grazing allotments (roughly 3,663 AUMs) would 
be in areas of 60-percent slope or greater, the highest amount of all the alternatives. The potential 
general socioeconomic effects of soils management on livestock grazing are described above under 
Effects Common to All Alternatives.  

Effects from Vegetation—Forests Management 
Under Alternative D the costs of treatment to ranchers where reforestation coincides with grazing 
allotments would be similar to those described under Alternative A. The potential for this short-
term effect would be intermediate between Alternatives A and B, since the treatment acreage is 
intermediate between these two alternatives.  

Effects from Vegetation—Riparian and Wetlands Management 
Effects of limiting timber extraction within riparian buffer zones would be similar to those described 
under Alternative B. Under Alternative D, approximately 20,710 acres would be within RCA stream 
buffers, the lowest of all alternatives.  

Under Alternative D, the cost of riparian-restoration measures to ranchers where riparian restoration 
coincides with grazing allotments would be similar to those described under Alternative A. 
Approximately 2,324 acres available for grazing would be within riparian habitat.  
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The increased emphasis for riparian enhancement in restoration and conservation watersheds under 
Alternative D would promote improvements in the salmon and steelhead fisheries in the planning 
area, which could result in economic gains to river communities from increased angler expenditures 
in these communities (see Effects Common to All Alternatives, Effects from Water Resources 
Management). Since Alternative D has the least acreage within restoration and conservation 
watersheds (as compared with Alternatives B and C), it has the lowest potential among Alternatives 
B, C, and D for this type of economic gain. 

Effects from Wildland Fire Management 
The potential for increased timber sales as a result of mechanical treatment of vegetative fuels under 
Alternative D would be similar as those described under Alternative B, except that Alternative D 
would use mechanical treatment on 2 to 15 percent of CFO FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate and high risk) 
WUI lands. The potential for increased timber sales under Alternative D would be the greatest of all 
alternatives because Alternative D would allow for a greater percentage of mechanical treatments. 

Restrictions on recreational activities in the short term from fuels treatments would be similar to 
those described under Alternative B, except that Alternative D would treat up to 60 percent of CFO 
FRCC 2 or 3 (moderate and high risk) WUI lands. The potential for this reduction under Alternative 
D is the highest among the alternatives because the treatment acreage is the greatest under 
Alternative D. 

Effects from Forest Products Management 
A PSQ of 4,823 MBF would be 1,777 MBF (27 percent) lower than the current annual 6,600 MBF, 
resulting in resulting in total receipts of $626,990, assuming the entire projected annual PSQ was 
harvested and sold. The PSQ under Alternative D represents the lowest potential reduction in 
timber sales.  

Effects from Livestock Grazing Management 
Effects would be similar to those described for Alternative A, except there would be a 13,118-acre 
increase in the amount of land available to grazing under Alternative D. This would increase the 
number of AUMs available by 1,336. An increase in the number of leased AUMs could increase 
BLM receipts from grazing and subsequent annual returns to counties derived from grazing receipts. 
The potential for increased returns to counties from grazing due to increased acreage available to 
grazing on public lands would be highest under Alternative D, with approximately 11 percent more 
land available for grazing and 156 percent more land than is currently leased. 

The potential for reduced recreational use would be similar to those described under Alternative A. 
The potential for this effect under Alternative D would be the greatest of all the alternatives because 
acreage overlap between SRMAs and grazing allotments would be the greatest (28,182 acres greater 
than under Alternative A). 

Effects from Minerals Management 
The effects from minerals management on minerals operations under Alternative D would be 
similar to those described under Alternative B. Alternative D would impose 35,045 acres of NSO 
constraints, 32,013 acres of CSU restrictions, and TLs for wildlife habitat on leasable mineral and 
mineral material activities. The potential for economic effects on local minerals operations under 
Alternative D would be the lowest of Alternatives B, C, and D, because the acreage of restrictions 
would be lower than those under Alternatives B and C. 
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The effects from minerals management on recreation under Alternative D would be similar to those 
discussed under Alternative B. Less-extensive NSO and CSU restrictions under Alternative D would 
be likely to increase the chances for conflict between recreational and minerals use more than under 
Alternative B, increasing the potential for a decline the quality of the recreational experience for 
visitors and in the social value of recreation on public lands.  

Effects from Recreation Management 
Under Alternative D, the costs of and income from livestock grazing would be more likely to be 
affected by recreation management than under Alternatives A, B, and C, because approximately 39 
percent of available grazing acres would be located in SRMAs, a 19-percent increase from 
Alternative A and an approximate 25-percent increase from Alternatives B and C. 

The potential for effects of recreation management on the costs of minerals activities, incomes from 
minerals activities and jobs under Alternative D would be lower than under Alternatives B and C. 
Although Alternative D would include restrictions similar to those described to protect recreation 
opportunities under Alternative B, additional access would be provided by improved routes in the 
Craig Mountain WMA. 

The potential economic effects on recreation from recreation management regarding SRMA 
designations and the active development of business plans for recreation sites would be the same as 
those described under Alternative B. The expansion of potential commercial uses within the Lower 
Salmon River Scenic SRMA and Lolo Creek SRMA could potentially increase the incomes of 
permittees above the levels that would be achieved under Alternatives B and C.   

Effects from Renewable Energy Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from Transportation and Travel Management 
Under Alternative D, the socioeconomic effects from transportation and travel management on 
local minerals operations would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

The area designated Open within available grazing areas under Alternative D (18 percent or 23,814 
acres of available grazing areas of BLM-administered lands) would be lower than under Alternative 
A. The socioeconomic effects of cross-county motorized vehicle use, potential new road 
development, and the increased demand for OHV use on livestock grazing, therefore, would be 
lower than under Alternative A. However, the effects from the increase in Limited areas could offset 
any reduction in Open areas. 

The effects of travel restrictions on minerals operations would be similar to those described under 
Alternative B.  

Effects from Lands and Realty Management 
Effects would be the same as those described under Alternative B. 

Effects from ACEC/RNA Management 
A total of 1,503 acres within the Long Gulch ACEC/RNA, Captain John Creek ACEC/RNA, and 
Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA (which would be closed to grazing) would be located in grazing 
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allotments under Alternative D. The potential for a reduction in incomes to ranchers and returns to 
counties from grazing, would be under Alternative D would be the same as under Alternative A. 

Effects of ACEC/RNA management on minerals activities would be the same as those described 
under Alternative B. 

The effects from ACEC/RNA management on biomass fuels Under Alternative D are described in 
Section 4.3.5, Renewable Energy. Limiting the availability of forest byproducts would limit 
cogeneration potential and potential reductions in energy costs. The area over which this would 
occur under Alternative D would be slightly lower than under Alternative A; therefore, the potential 
for these effects also would be slightly lower under Alternative D.  

Effects from Public Safety—Abandoned Mines and Hazardous Materials Management 
Effects on resource uses, including timber harvest, grazing, minerals activities, or recreation, would 
be slightly less than those described under Alternative B due to the absence of closures to motorized 
uses. 

Cumulative Effects 

Past, present, and planned future projects that have affected or would affect the economy, social 
structure, or tribal interests in the six planning area counties or the major resource uses occurring on 
BLM-managed lands would result in cumulative socioeconomic impacts. Since the BLM manages 
only 1.52 percent of planning area lands, it is unlikely that changes in management of these BLM-
administered lands in combination with other federal, state and local actions, would result in 
pronounced changes to existing cumulative effects. The following past and current activities have 
affected the trends in natural resource uses in the planning area and the incomes and employment 
derived from theses uses. Land tenure adjustments since 1981 have increased public lands available 
for grazing, timber harvest, minerals activities, recreation, and tribal uses. Past management actions 
and natural events, including fire, logging, insect and disease outbreaks, road construction, and 
regulatory restrictions for the protection of endangered species have resulted in a decrease in PSQ 
and timber harvest levels on BLM-managed lands and all federal lands. Decreasing levels of timber 
harvest have resulted in a decreased role for forest products within the planning area, resulting in 
income and employment reductions. Recent increases in regional demand for timber have fueled 
recent investment in mills and milling equipment in the planning area and could increase the 
economic activity generated by forest products. Past and current mineral development, recreation, 
prescribed burning, wildland fires, spread of noxious and invasive weeds, and historic grazing 
practices, drought conditions, land disposals, OHV use, habitat restoration, and special designations 
that have resulted in a limited reduction in grazing on public lands.  and the associated income from 
livestock grazing on public lands. Past and ongoing management actions that would increase 
available forage include the continued application of the Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and 
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1997a) (Appendix A [see Volume III]). 
Population growth, as well as an increase in the number of annual visitors to Idaho, has created a 
rising demand for recreation opportunities. Declining fish species have resulted in a decline in 
recreational fisheries incomes regionally and within local planning area communities. In general, past 
and ongoing fire management activities have increased the availability of biomass fuels. 

Foreseeable future actions that could affect the trends in natural resource uses in the planning area 
and future incomes and employment derived from theses uses include the following: implementing 
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the National Fire Plan and fuel-reduction treatments could produce more commercial forest 
products that were not included in the Cottonwood RMP PSQ determinations, as well as contribute 
to the availability of biomass fuels as forests across the state are treated to remove excess fuel. More 
mills would be equipped to handle small-sized forest products, allowing for a greater contribution to 
the forest products industry. Continued suppression of wildland fires would limit risk to resource 
values, including timber, livestock grazing, minerals activities, and recreation. The population of the 
CFO is projected to continue to grow at a rate of 11 percent between 2000 and 2020, resulting in a 
need for more mineral materials to support infrastructure and building construction and an 
increasing demand for recreation opportunities. Increased conservation measures could result in 
more restrictions on mineral activities; however, as if species are delisted under the ESA, increased 
mineral activities could be allowed in formerly restricted habitat areas. Implementing Forest Plans in 
National Forests near the CFO would likely restrict surface disturbances and road access related to 
mineral activities. 

The effects on the local economy and social values of past and future actions in combination with 
the proposed RMP are described below. The combined effects on the local forest products industry 
would likely be minimal because of the small percentage contributed to the market by BLM-
administered lands. Public lands would continue to contribute to the wood products industry in the 
planning area through the production of commercial forest products, which would provide more 
income as more mills become equipped to handle small-sized forest products and biomass derived 
from treatments. Biomass also could contribute to the growth of the developing industry of biomass 
power generation within the planning area. In addition, local seasonal employment would continue 
to benefit from these treatment activities. BLM would continue to support the grazing industry 
through the provision of grazing permits on public lands within the CFO.  There would be no 
perceived change to the cumulative effects for socioeconomics from the management of grazing 
under any of the alternatives, as none of the alternatives vary greatly from current management. 
Given the limited participation in minerals activities occurring on planning area public lands, the 
proposed RMP in combination with current and proposed future management actions in the region 
would be unlikely to affect local or regional incomes and employment in the minerals industry. BLM 
would continue to contribute to the mineral materials industry, as the demand for these resources 
increases with population growth. Land tenure adjustments that could improve management 
efficiencies and provide additional opportunities for activities that contribute to the local economy, 
could increase the amount of land available for public uses such as livestock grazing, recreation, and 
utilities and for management purposes such as timber, wildlife, and fisheries. Permittees who derive 
their incomes from the use of public lands would benefit from the consolidation of public lands and 
resource uses. Efforts to improve the status of salmon and steelhead in conjunction with protective 
measures that would be undertaken under the proposed RMP would move toward the restoration of 
the salmon and steelhead fisheries, which could inject the state, regional, and particularly the local 
economy with substantial recreation expenditures (Ben Johnson Associates, Inc. 2005). 

The CFO planning area encompasses both low-income populations and the Nez Perce Tribe that 
were considered regarding issues of environmental justice. No disproportionately high or adverse 
effects to these populations regarding human health or environmental effects have been identified 
through the analysis of the RMP alternatives. Proposed management actions are expected to benefit 
low-income populations by allowing resource utilization on BLM lands, thereby contributing to the 
support of local industries and resultant jobs and income. The Nez Perce Tribe is expected to 
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benefit from proposed management actions because of both resource protection and resource 
utilization measures. 

4.6 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS  

Unavoidable adverse impacts are impacts that remain following the implementation of mitigation 
measures, or impacts for which there are no mitigation measures. Some unavoidable adverse impacts 
occur as a result of proposed management under one or more of the alternatives, while others are a 
result of public use of the BLM-managed lands within the planning area. Potential unavoidable 
adverse impacts are generally long term and difficult to quantify.  

While measures are in place to identify threats to cultural resources and prioritize management 
actions, some impacts would be unavoidable. There would continue to be impacts to National 
Register of Historic Places-eligible, unevaluated, and undiscovered cultural resources associated with 
dispersed recreation activities, OHV use, vandalism, and other types of activities not authorized by 
the BLM. Natural processes such as erosion and natural decay or deterioration could also result in 
unmitigated damage to cultural resources.  

Vegetation treatments and other authorized activities, as well as unauthorized travel, could cause 
short-term displacement of wildlife during the activity or treatment and while the treated area 
regenerates or recovers. There also could be short-term increases in stream sedimentation and soil 
erosion from these activities. Decreases in the quantity and quality of forage could also result from 
these activities.  

Unauthorized travel on or off roads could cause soil compaction and loss of protective vegetative 
cover, thereby increasing soil erosion. Weeds introduced by these and other management activities 
could also cause a reduction in canopy coverage and leave soils subject to increased erosion. Any 
facility developments, including but not limited to recreation sites, livestock water and other range 
improvements, and utility and road facilities, that are not properly restored even after mitigation 
measures are applied could result in increased soil erosion.  

Changes in the amount of recreational visitation and associated duration and patterns of use could 
result in increased conflicts between users and unanticipated changes in resource conditions.  

Large-scale, stand-replacing wildland fires that are expected to occur within the planning area over 
the life of the RMP could quickly change the scenic quality of the landscape without regard to visual 
resource objectives. Scarring of the landscape could also result from unauthorized cross-country 
travel. 

4.7 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Irreversible commitments of resources are those that cannot be regained, such as the extinction of a 
species or the removal of mined ore.  Irretrievable commitments are those that are lost for a period 
of time such as the temporary loss of timber productivity in forested areas that are kept clear for use 
as a powerline rights-of-way or road. 

Mineral and energy development could result in an irreversible loss of vegetation resources, 
primitive recreational experiences, wildlife habitat, and livestock forage. Reclamation of disturbed 
areas would reduce the magnitude of these impacts following the action, but changes in migration 
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patterns and displacement of local populations during the activities could cause an irreversible loss in 
localized wildlife populations. Irretrievable losses to visual characteristics near mining sites could 
occur during development and operation.  

The extraction and development of mineral resources results in the irretrievable and irreversible loss 
of those minerals.  The withdrawal of areas from leasable, locatable, and salable mineral entry would 
cause an irretrievable loss of mineral extraction during the life of the RMP.   

Undiscovered cultural resources could be unintentionally affected by management activities. Cultural 
resources are by their nature irreplaceable, so the alteration or elimination of any such resource, be it 
National Register eligible or not, represents an irreversible and an irretrievable commitment. 

The exact nature and extent of any irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources cannot be 
defined due to uncertainties about location, scale, timing, and rate of implementation, as well as the 
relationship to other actions and the effectiveness of mitigation measures. 

4.8 RELATIONSHIP OF SHORT-TERM USES OF THE ENVIRONMENT TO LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 

Section 102(c) of NEPA requires a discussion of the relationship between local short-term uses of 
the human environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity of 
resources. As described in the introduction to this chapter, short term is defined as anticipated to 
occur within one to five years of implementation of the activity. Long term is defined as following 
the first five years of implementation but within the life of the RMP. 

Management activities under all alternatives would result in various short-term effects, such as 
increased localized soil erosion, damage to vegetation and wildlife habitat, and decreased visual 
resource quality. Some short-term effects could improve long-term productivity, while others effects 
could create impairment. 

For example, short-term effects such as vegetation treatments would affect long-term productivity 
for wildlife and rangeland management by increasing available forage.  Short-term effects from 
forest product harvest could reduce the long-term risk of large wildland fires.  Short-term effects of 
wildland fire management and vegetation treatments could result in long-term improvements for 
scenic quality. On the contrary, short-term effects, such as those associated with mineral 
development, could result in long-term degradation of wilderness values and scenic quality. Short-
term effects associated with route designations, maintenance, and alterations could result in long-
term effects on recreation and rangeland management activities, and wildlife movement within 
corridors.   

Management actions and BMPs would minimize the effect of short-term uses and reverse the 
change during the long term. However, BLM lands are managed to foster multiple uses, and some 
long-term productivity impacts might occur regardless of management approach.  Overall, surface-
disturbing and disruptive activities, including mineral and energy development, dispersed recreation, 
livestock grazing, infrastructure development, vegetation treatments, and human use, would result in 
the greatest potential for impacts on long-term productivity. 
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CHAPTER 5 – CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter is a description of the public outreach and participation opportunities made available 
through the development of this RMP/EIS and consultation and coordination efforts with tribes, 
government agencies, and other stakeholders. This chapter also includes a list of the document 
preparers and the agencies, organizations, and individuals that received a copy of the Draft 
RMP/EIS for review. 

5.2 PUBLIC COLLABORATION AND OUTREACH 

5.2.1 National Mailing List  

Scoping for the RMP/EIS began in September 2004. The BLM prepared a public planning bulletin 
and mailed it to over 1,200 federal, state, and local agencies, interest groups, and members of the 
public whose names were compiled from data kept by the CFO. The BLM updated the distribution 
list throughout the development of the RMP/EIS. The distribution list of the agencies, 
organizations, and individuals who have been a part of the RMP/EIS process is available in the 
administrative record. The BLM will send each of these groups or individuals a notice of availability 
(via newsletter) of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. Additionally, upon request, individuals were sent 
the summary of the Draft RMP/EIS, the entire document, or the location of the Web site where the 
document could be viewed. The CFO maintains the distribution list, which is available on request. 

5.2.2 Scoping Process  

Scoping is the term used in the CEQ regulations implementing the NEPA (40 CFR, Part 1500 et 
seq.) to define the early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed in the 
planning process. Scoping allows the public to identify significant issues related to potential land use 
management actions. The process also helps identify any issues that are not significant and that can 
thereby be eliminated from detailed analysis. The list of stakeholders and other interested parties is 
also confirmed and augmented during the scoping process. 

Notice of Intent 

The formal public scoping process for the Cottonwood RMP/EIS began on September 3, 2004, 
with the publication in the Federal Register of the Notice of Intent, a copy of which is included in 
Appendix R, Federal Register Notices. The Notice of Intent initiated the public scoping process 
and served to notify the public of the BLM’s intent to develop an RMP for the CFO. Under CEQ 
regulations, the public comment period must continue for at least 30 days, but the BLM extended 
this public comment period until November 15, 2004, which provided 73 days for comment 
submittal. Although the formal comment period ended, the BLM continued to consider all 
comments received during the planning process.  

Project Web Site 

In September 2004, the BLM launched a Cottonwood RMP/EIS Web site 
(www.cottonwoodrmp.com) to serve as a clearinghouse of project information during the planning 
process. The Web site provides background information about the project, a public involvement 
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timeline and calendar, maps and photos of the planning area, and copies of public information 
documents, such as the Notice of Intent and newsletter.  

News Release and Newspaper Advertisement 

During the scoping process, advertisements were published in five newspapers to notify the public 
of the project, to announce the three open houses, to request public comments, and to provide 
contact information. These included the Cottonwood Chronicle (October 27, 2004), Moscow-Pullman 
Daily News (October 30, 2004), Lewiston Morning Tribune (October 31, 2004), Idaho County Shopper 
(November 2, 2004), and Idaho County Free Press (November 3, 2004). A news release also was issued 
to 20 media points on October 25, 2004. The newspaper advertisement and news release were 
posted on the project Web site (www.cottonwoodrmp.com).  

Newsletters 

The BLM mailed the first newsletter for the Cottonwood RMP on October 15, 2004, to over 1,200 
individuals from the public, agencies, and organizations. The newsletter introduced the BLM and the 
RMP planning process, provided the preliminary issue themes, planning criteria, and project 
milestones timeline, and suggested methods for public involvement. The newsletter also provided 
the dates and venues for the three scoping open houses and the Community Economic Profile 
Workshop. The newsletter was posted on the project Web site (www.cottonwoodrmp.com) for 
public review. Future newsletters were published at major project milestones and mailed to 
individuals and organizations that requested to remain on the project distribution list. These 
newsletters were also posted on the project Web site.  

Scoping Meetings 

The BLM hosted three scoping open houses to further provide the public with opportunities to 
become involved, to learn about the project and planning process, and to offer comments. As 
described above, the meetings were advertised in local media. Additionally, agency staff and 
members of the public who have participated in past BLM activities and have been included in past 
BLM distribution lists were mailed the newsletter advertising the meetings. Open houses were held 
in three locations within the project planning area during the first week of November 2004 (Table 
5-1). 

Table 5-1 
Scoping Open House Schedule and Attendance 

 

Venue 
Location 
(Idaho) 

Date Time Attendance

City of Riggins, Heritage Center Riggins November 1, 2004 5:30–7:00 PM 2 
Grangeville National Guard Armory Grangeville November 3, 2004 5:30–7:00 PM 8 
City of Lewiston, Community Center Lewiston November 4, 2004 5:30–7:00 PM 11 
Total    21 

 
An open house format was chosen over the more formal public meeting format to encourage 
broader participation, to allow attendees to learn about the project at their own pace, and to enable 
people to ask questions of BLM representatives in an informal, one-on-one setting. Attendees had 
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the opportunity to access the project Web site from a laptop computer. Fact sheets and handouts 
about the project and a map of the planning area were available, as was a list of the preliminary 
planning issue themes and planning criteria related to the project. Prominent local facilities with 
access for the handicapped and located in informal settings, including a community center and 
armory, were chosen as venues to encourage broad participation. In addition to BLM 
representatives, a total of 21 people attended the open houses. 

The main concerns heard from the public at the open houses included grazing allotments, 
restrictions created on private land adjacent to the Lolo Creek corridor (as related to the wild and 
scenic rivers study being conducted for the RMP), interest in the supply of timber, exploring 
opportunities for biomass use, and consultation between the CFO and the Nez Perce Tribe Water 
Resources Specialists. 

5.2.3 Community Economic Profile Workshop 

On November 9, 2004, the BLM hosted a community economic profile workshop in Grangeville, 
Idaho, from 9:00 AM to 3:30 PM. Economist Dr. Richard Gardner facilitated the workshop. Fifteen 
members of the public and local government representatives attended the workshop and talked 
about economic growth and developing visions for the future of their communities. The attendees 
also discussed how BLM management of public lands could help support economic growth in local 
communities. Visions were developed for the areas around the towns of Cottonwood, Elk City, and 
Grangeville and were considered during the development of this RMP/EIS. These visions are 
documented in the Cottonwood RMP Scoping Report (BLM 2005b). 

5.3 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

The Cottonwood RMP provides guidance for a widely dispersed area of public land in north-central 
Idaho and necessarily requires the coordination of a variety of organizations with interests in the 
area. Among those are governmental bodies that create, administer, and monitor policy for these and 
adjacent lands. The BLM established a coordinated effort in developing the Cottonwood RMP by 
seeking the active participation of these parties. Below is documentation of the consultation and 
coordination efforts undertaken by BLM during the preparation of this RMP/EIS. Consultation was 
an ongoing effort throughout the entire process of developing the RMP/EIS. 

5.3.1 Tribes 

The CFO lies entirely within the ceded territory of the Nez Perce Tribe, whose reservation 
boundary, which was established in 1855 and then reduced in 1863, now lies entirely within the CFO 
boundary. There are about 17,586 acres of BLM-administered land within the current reservation 
boundary. On August 3, 2004, the BLM attended a meeting of the Nez Perce Tribe Natural 
Resources Subcommittee to inform the committee of the Cottonwood RMP planning process and 
invite them to participate.  

On December 10, 2004, the BLM met with resource specialists for the Nez Perce Tribe to discuss 
specific resource concerns and issues within the planning area. The Nez Perce Tribe prepared an 
inventory of their land parcels for which management plans must be prepared. Tribal representatives 
stated that they are interested in collaborating with the BLM on adjacent lands. Noted issues of 
interest include the BLM’s prioritization of conservation restoration watersheds, the delineation of 
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management areas, land tenure areas targeted for disposal or acquisition, wetlands, fuels 
management versus water quality, riparian buffer zone guidelines, protection from sediment delivery, 
and restoration of fish habitat. Areas of interest include the Nez Perce settlement of Snake River 
Basin, the Elk City area, and the East Fork of the American River. The BLM also met with the Nez 
Perce Tribe cultural resources specialists on January 11, 2005, and the Nez Perce Tribe Natural 
Resources Subcommittee on August 3, 2004, July 19, 2005, and January 17, 2006. The BLM met 
with Tribal staff on March 22, 2007 to discuss the changes the BLM made to the Draft RMP/DEIS 
in response the letter submitted by the Tribe. 

5.3.2 Endangered Species Act, Section 7 Consultation  

To facilitate a joint planning effort for the RMP and ESA Section 7 consultation, the CFO has 
entered into a Consultation Agreement (Memorandum of Understanding) with USFWS, Snake River 
Office and National Marine Fisheries Service (BLM et al. 2005). This agreement establishes a 
cooperative process upon which ESA Section 7 consultation for preparation of the RMP may be 
conducted by the BLM, USFWS, and National Marine Fisheries Service. This agreement tiers to and 
builds on responsibilities and commitments for each agency as outlined in the national Memorandum 
of Understanding, Endangered Species Act, Section 7 Programmatic Consultations and Coordination among Bureau 
of Land Management, Forest Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and Fish and Wildlife Service of August 
2000, and the May 31, 1995 interagency agreement for streamlining Section 7 consultation in the 
Pacific Northwest. This agreement also incorporates by reference the June 4, 2004, 
BLM/FS/FWS/NMFS Fisheries Memorandum on Interagency Options for Streamlining Section7 Consultation 
Through Sharing/Contracting Staff and Efficient Development of Consultation Documents. 

This agreement served to provide further definition (in addition to the August 2000 national 
Memorandum of Agreement) to the process, products, actions, timeframe, and expectations of the 
BLM, USFWS, and National Marine Fisheries Service, while working together to complete Section 7 
consultation and served as a guiding document for both agencies throughout the consultation 
process. Up-front coordination on biological assessments resulted in a shortened timeframe for the 
appropriate consultation response once an agreed-to level one team biological assessment was 
received by the USFWS and/or National Marine Fisheries Service. 

The BLM is committed to a joint planning effort resulting in a ROD for the EIS and associated 
RMP. The process outlined in the Memorandum of Understanding provided ESA Section 7 
programmatic coordination and consultation to complete the RMP Biological Assessment and 
biological opinion.  The sharing of knowledge and awareness about the ESA and RMP framework 
among the three agencies will enhance future consultation efforts for resource management, 
protection, and recovery of endangered, threatened, proposed, and candidate species. 

A critical element of the ESA Section 7 consultation process involves early coordination. Early 
coordination allows the BLM to make appropriate adjustments in proposed management strategies 
during the design phase, and enable the incorporation of candidate, proposed, and listed species 
habitat needs. Coordination between the BLM, National Marine Fisheries Service, and USFWS 
began in the initial stages of the planning process and continued throughout the planning and 
consultation process. To facilitate Section 7 consultation, a draft biological assessment was prepared 
for the Draft RMP/EIS. Upon completion of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the final biological 
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assessment will be submitted to USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Service, and a biological 
opinion will be prepared.  

5.3.3 Intergovernmental and Interagency Relationships 

On October 6, 2003, the BLM met with IDEQ to discuss the BLM’s planning process and 
objectives and the IDEQ’s concerns. The primary concerns and discussions of the agency included 
the following: 

• Watershed management and surface water for municipal use 
• Smoke management and the Clean Water Act, Section 303(d), “impaired waterbodies” 

list (also termed the 303[d] list); 
• An assessment to evaluate potential future land uses and their impacts on water use and 

watershed prior to land exchanges; 
• Best management practices to be followed for all activities that will take place within 

watersheds;  
• A response plan to incidents involving hazardous materials;  
• Compliance with the IDEQ’s total maximum daily load policy of no net increase until a 

recovery plan is in place for impaired watersheds; and  
• Continuing IDEQ work with the BLM river patrol to attain access for stream surveys. 

5.3.4 Cooperating Agencies  

On August 26, 2004, the BLM mailed letters to twelve local, state, and tribal representatives inviting 
them to participate as cooperating agencies for the Cottonwood RMP. Letters were mailed to the 
Commissioners from Adams, Clearwater, Latah, Lewis, Nez Perce, and Idaho Counties, 
representatives from the Idaho Departments of Commerce/Tourism Division, Fish and Game, 
Lands, Parks and Recreation, and Environmental Quality and from the Nez Perce Tribe. These 
agency representatives declined the offer of a formal relationship as a cooperating agency, but 
several agency representatives expressed interest in developing a collaborative partnership with the 
BLM. That is, these agencies committed to working with the BLM, sharing knowledge and resources 
to achieve desired outcomes for public lands and communities within statutory and regulatory 
frameworks (BLM 2005a).  

5.3.5 Collaborating Agencies 

The benefits of enhanced collaboration among agencies in preparing NEPA analyses include 
disclosing relevant information early in the analytical process, applying available technical expertise 
and staff support, avoiding duplication with other federal, state, tribal, and local procedures, and 
establishing a mechanism for addressing intergovernmental issues.  

To initiate the collaborative planning process, on October 15, 2004, the BLM mailed letters, 
accompanied by the BLM scoping-period newsletter, inviting the aforementioned federal, state, 
local, and tribal organizations to the three open houses held during the first week of November 
2004. The BLM then met with the following collaborators about the Cottonwood RMP: Nez Perce 
Tribe Natural Resources Subcommittee (August 3, 2004, July 19, 2005, and January 17, 2006); 
Clearwater County Commissioners (September 27, 2004); IDEQ (October 6, 2004); Nez Perce 
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Tribe natural resources specialists (December 10, 2004); Nez Perce Tribe cultural resources 
specialists (January 11, 2005); and Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Clearwater Region (January 
25, 2005). 

5.3.6 Interest Groups  

The Coeur d’Alene District Resource Advisory Council is a citizen-based group that provides 
northern Idaho citizens with a voice in managing BLM-administered public lands to help improve 
their health and productivity. The fifteen-member council includes a cross section of Idaho residents 
from around northern Idaho and currently includes a federal grazing permittee, two timber 
representatives, a rights-of-way and transportation representative, an OHV recreation representative, 
three representatives of dispersed recreation, a representative of wild horse and burro management, 
two elected officials, a state employee, and an academician.  

Members of the council serve without salary and are selected for their ability to provide informed, 
objective advice on a variety of public land issues, to which they are committed to finding solutions. 
Members are appointed to serve three-year terms on a staggered basis, allowing a third of the council 
to be subject to appointment or reappointment each year. 

The BLM gave the council an update of the purpose and status of the Cottonwood RMP 
throughout the planning process at Resource Advisory Council meetings on December 3, 2004, May 
18, 2005, September 9, 2005, December 14, 2005, and March 6, 2006. The meetings were open to 
the public and were announced in the Federal Register. Meeting summaries are available at 
www.blm.gov/rac/id/cda/.  

5.4 DISTRIBUTION AND AVAILABILITY OF THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

The Draft RMP/EIS was published on August 25, 2006. A Notice of Availability was published by 
the EPA in the Federal Register on that date and by the BLM on September 1, 2006 (Appendix R, 
Federal Register Notices). These Notices of Availability notified the public of the availability of the 
Draft RMP/EIS and solicited written public comments during the 90-calendar-day review period 
that ended on November 27, 2006. 

Beginning on its issuance on August 25, 2006, the Draft RMP/EIS was available for downloading 
from the project Web site. The Draft RMP/EIS was also available for review and photocopying at 
five public libraries in the towns of Lewiston, Grangeville, Moscow, Cottonwood, and Riggins, 
Idaho. 

Two separate newspaper advertisements and press releases were issued in August and October 2006 
to notify the public of the Draft RMP/EIS availability, to announce three open houses, and to 
request public comments. A press release was issued to 11 media points on August 25, 2006, and 
October 10, 2006. A display advertisement was published in the Lewiston Morning Tribune (August 27, 
2006), Idaho County Free Press (August 29, 2006), Idaho County Shopper (August 30, 2006), and 
Cottonwood Chronicle (August 31, 2006). Another display advertisement reminding the public of the 
upcoming open houses was published in the same four newspapers in October 2006: the Idaho 
County Shopper (October 10, 2006), Idaho County Free Press (October 11, 2006), Cottonwood Chronicle 
(October 12, 2006), and Lewiston Morning Tribune (October 15, 2006). 
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On August 25, 2006, paper or electronic (CD-ROM) copies of the Draft RMP/EIS were distributed 
to a total of 197 parties, including elected officials, regulatory agencies, and members of the public 
(Table 5-2). An additional two parties requested paper or electronic copies of the Draft RMP/EIS 
after the initial distribution. In total, 199 parties received copies of the Draft RMP/EIS.  Included in 
all mailings were instructions on how to provide written comments by the November 27, 2006 
deadline. Paper or CD-ROM copies of the Draft RMP/EIS also were available by request to the 
BLM in Cottonwood and Boise, Idaho.  

Open houses were held in the towns of Riggins, Grangeville, and Lewiston, Idaho, during the 90-day 
public review period of the Draft RMP/EIS. Each open house featured displays, maps, and an 
interdisciplinary team of resource specialists who provided information and answered questions. A 
total of 15 people attended the open houses. 

5.5 DISTRIBUTION AND AVAILABILITY OF THE PROPOSED RMP/FINAL EIS 

A Notice of Availability will be published in the Federal Register, which notifies the public of the 
availability of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. The Notice of Availability also will outline protest 
procedures during the 30-calendar-day protest period. 

The Proposed RMP/Final EIS will be available for downloading on the project Web site, 
www.cottonwoodrmp.com. The Proposed RMP/Final EIS also will be available for review and 
photocopying at seven public libraries in the towns of Lewiston, Grangeville, Moscow, Cottonwood, 
and Riggins, Idaho. 

Newspaper advertisements and a press release will be issued to notify the public of the Proposed 
RMP/Final EIS availability. 

All 199 recipients of the Draft RMP/EIS (Table 5-2), and all 29 parties who submitted written 
comments on the Draft RMP/EIS (some of whom are the same parties), will receive a postcard or 
letter via US Mail announcing the availability of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS.  An additional 40 
private organizations identified in a BLM Memorandum of Agreement between the organizations, 
Department of the Interior, BLM, and USFWS, and Forest Service regarding the Federal Lands 
Hunting, Fishing and Shooting Sports Roundtable, dated December 28, 2006, will receive a postcard 
or letter via US Mail announcing the availability of Proposed RMP/Final EIS. Table 5-2 lists those 
parties who received copies of the Draft RMP/EIS, commented on the draft, or were identified in 
the BLM Memorandum of Agreement and will be receiving copies of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. 
The table also includes the 29 parties who submitted comments on the Draft RMP/EIS and will 
receive copies of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Federal Agencies 
Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation  

  Director, Planning and 
Review 

Washington DC 20004 

Bureau of Indian Affairs     North Idaho Agency Lapwai ID 83540 
Bureau of Land Management   Director Washington DC 20240 
Bureau of Land Management Penny Dunn   Baker City OR 97814 
Bureau of Land Management Tom Dyer Director, Idaho State 

Office 
Boise ID 83709 

Bureau of Land Management  Berry Phelps Prineville Field Office, 
Recreation/Wilderness 
Planner 

Prineville OR 97754 

Bureau of Land Management – 
Coeur d’ Alene District 

Stephanie Snook Public Affairs Specialist Coeur d’ Alene ID 83815 

Bureau of Land Management – 
Cottonwood Field Office 

Dean  Huibregtse RMP Coordinator Cottonwood ID 83522 

Bureau of Reclamation     Denver Federal Center Denver CO 80225 
Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

John Barker  Lewiston ID 83501 

Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Sheila L. Barteaux  Weippe ID 83553 

Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

William Barteaux  Weippe ID 83553 

Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Douglas Boggan  Riggins ID 83549 

Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Linda Bonser Rider  Coeur d’ Alene ID 83815 

Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Susan Borowicz  Elk City ID 83252 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Federal Agencies (cont.) 
Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Bruce Brewer  Rathdrum ID 83855 

Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

David  Brummer  Post Falls ID 83854 

Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Tom Crimmins   Hayden Lake ID 83835 

Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

James (Sandy) Emerson   Coeur d’Alene ID 83815 

Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Alan Harper  Rathdrum ID 83858 

Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Ronald Hood   Wallace ID 83873 

Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Holly Jaleski   Coeur d’Alene ID 83815 

Coeur d’Alene  District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

James L. Kingery   Moscow ID 83843 

Coeur d’Alene  District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Aaron D. Miles   Moscow ID 83843 

Coeur d’Alene  District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Clifford Osborne   Potlatch ID 83855 

Coeur d’Alene  District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Cora Patterson   Lewiston ID 83501 

Coeur d’Alene District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Kimberly Rice Brown  Post Falls ID 83877 

Coeur d’Alene  District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Jerry Shriner   Coeur d’Alene  ID 83814 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Federal Agencies (cont.) 
Coeur d’Alene  District 
Resource Advisory Committee 

Howard G. Van Tassel, Jr.   Lewiston ID 83501 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

  Regional Administrator Renton WA 98055 

Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission 

    Division of 
Environmental Analysis, 
Hydro-Power Licensing 

Washington DC 20246 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

    Office Of Environmental 
Policy 

Washington DC 20590 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

  Division Administrator Boise ID 83703 

Hells Canyon National 
Recreation Area 

    Area Manager Enterprise OR 97828 

Minerals Management Service     Offshore Environmental 
Assessment Division 

Washington DC 20240 

National Marine Fisheries 
Service 

  Habitat Conservationists 
Division, Northwest 
Region 

Portland OR 97232 

Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

  National Environmental 
Coordinator 

Washington DC 20013 

Natural Resource Conservation 
Service 

      Boise ID 83709 

Natural Resource Conservation 
Service  

    Grangeville Service Center Grangeville ID 83530 

Natural Resource Conservation 
Service 

    Lewiston Service Center Lewiston ID 83501 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Federal Agencies (cont.) 
Natural Resource Conservation 
Service 

    Moscow Service Center Moscow ID 83843 

Natural Resource Conservation 
Service 

    Orofino Service Center Orofino ID 83544 

National Park Service     Environmental Quality 
Division 

Washington DC 20005 

Nez Perce Tribe     Natural Resource Division Lapwai ID 83540 
Nez Perce Tribe     Fisheries Division Lapwai ID 83540 
Nez Perce Tribe     Manager Of Natural 

Resources 
Lapwai ID 83540 

Nez Perce Tribe     Water Resources Division Lapwai ID 83540 
Nez Perce Tribe     Wildlife Management 

Department 
Lapwai ID 83540 

Nez Perce Tribe     Dept of Fisheries 
Resource Mgmt 

Lapwai ID 83540 

Nez Perce Tribe     Cultural Resource 
Coordinator 

Lapwai ID 83540 

Nez Perce Tribe Kevin Cannel Archaeologist Lapwai ID 83540 
Nez Perce Tribe John De Groot Forestry Director Lapwai ID 83540 
Nez Perce Tribe Greg Haller Water Resource Division Lapwai ID 83540 
Nez Perce Tribe Ben Holcomb Water Resource Division Lapwai ID 83540 
Nez Perce Tribe Dave Johnson  Dept. of Fisheries 

Resources 
Lapwai ID 83540 

Nez Perce Tribe Loren Kroneman Wildlife Management Lapwai ID 83540 
Nez Perce Tribe Keith Lawrence Wildlife Management Lapwai ID 83540 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Federal Agencies (cont.) 
Nez Perce Tribe Rebecca A. Miles Chairman, Executive 

Committee 
Lapwai ID 83540 

Nez Perce Tribe Aaron Miles, Sr. Natural Resource Division Lapwai ID 83540 
Nez Perce Tribe Randall J. Minthorn Chairman, Natural 

Resources Subcommittee 
Lapwai ID 83540 

Nez Perce Tribe Allen Slickpoo, Jr. Chairman, Natural 
Resources Subcommittee 

Lapwai ID 83540 

Nez Perce Tribe Vera Sonneck Cultural Resources Lapwai ID 83540 
Nez Perce Tribe Ryan Sudbury Office of Legal Counsel Lapwai ID 83540 
Nez Perce Tribe Emmit Taylor, II Watershed Division Lapwai ID 83540 
NOAA Office of Policy and 
Strategic Planning 

  NEPA Coordinator Washington DC 20230 

NOAA Fisheries     Snake River Habitat 
Branch Office 

Boise ID 83704 

NOAA Fisheries Dale Brege Grangeville Field Office Grangeville ID 83530 
NOAA Fisheries Bob Reis   Moscow ID 83842 
Rural Utilities Service    Washington DC 20250 
Soil And Water Conservation Amanda Hendrix   Culdesav ID 83524 
U.S. Air Force     HQ USAF LEEV, 

Environmental Division 
Washington DC 20330 

U.S. Air Force     Office of Deputy of the 
USAF, Env. Safety, 
Occupational Health 

Washington DC 20330 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers     Chief Planning Division, 
North Pacific Division 

Portland OR 97208 

U.S. Army Engineer   Northwestern Division Portland OR 97209 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Federal Agencies (cont.) 
U.S. Coast Guard   Environmental 

Management CG-443 
Washington DC 20593 

U.S. Department of Energy     Office of Environmental, 
Compliance EH-23 

Washington DC 20585 

U.S. Department of the 
Interior 

    Office of Env Policy 
Comp EOPC, Portland 
Region 

Portland OR 97232 

U.S. Department of the 
Interior 

    Natural Resources Library Washington DC 20240 

U.S. Department of the 
Interior 

    Office of External And 
Intergovernmental Affairs 

Washington DC 20240 

U.S. Department of the 
Interior 

    Office of Env Policy 
Comp EOPC 

Portland OR 97232 

U.S. Department of the 
Interior – Office of Surface 
Mining 

Chief  Division of 
Environmental and 
Economic Analysis 

Washington DC 20240 

U.S. Department of 
Transportation 

    Environmental Division, 
Office of Transportation 
and Regulatory Affairs 

Washington DC 20590 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

    Office of Federal 
Activities  

Washington DC 20460 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Judith Leckrone Lee Environmental 
Compliance Coordinator 

Seattle  WA 98101 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Lynne McWhorter Region 10, NEPA Review 
Unit 

Seattle WA 98101 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Christine Reichgott Manager, Region 10, 
NEPA Review Unit 

Seattle WA 98101 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Federal Agencies (cont.) 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Lynne Mcwhorter Region 10, NEPA Review 
Unit 

Seattle  WA 98101 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

Christine B. Reichgott Manager, Region 10, 
NEPA Review Unit 

Seattle  WA 98101 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service     Chief Division Of 
Environmental 
Coordination 

Washington DC 20240 

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service     Field Supervisor Boise ID 83709 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Robert Ruesink   Boise ID 83709 
U.S. Geological Survey Lloyd H. Woosley, Jr., P.E. Environmental Affairs 

Programs 
Reston VA 22092 

U.S. Representative C.L. 
"Butch" Otter 

    District 1 Lewiston ID 83501 

U.S. Representative C.L. 
"Butch" Otter 

Bonnie Butler   Lewisten ID 83537 

Office of U.S. Senator Larry E. 
Craig 

      Lewiston ID 83501 

Office of U.S. Senator Mike 
Crapo 

Mitch Silvers   Lewiston ID 83501 

Office of U.S. Senator Mike 
Crapo 

   Lewiston ID 83501 

USDA APHIS PPD/EAD   Deputy Director Riverdale MD 20737 
USDA Forest Service     Office of Environmental 

Coordination 
Washington DC 20013 

USDA Forest Service   Regional Forester Ogden UT 84401 
USDA Forest Service   Regional Forester Missoula MT 59807 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Federal Agencies (cont.) 
USDA Forest Service, 
Clearwater National Forest 

    Forest Supervisor Orofino ID 83544 

USDA Forest Service, 
Clearwater Ranger District 

    District Ranger Grangeville ID 83530 

USDA Forest Service, 
Clearwater-Nez Perce Forest 

Ihor Mereszczak Plan Revision Team Kamiah ID 83536 

USDA Forest Service, Mccall 
Ranger District 

    District Ranger Mccall ID 83638 

USDA Forest Service, New 
Meadows Ranger District 

    District Ranger New Meadows ID 83638 

USDA Forest Service, Nez 
Perce National Forest 

    Forest Supervisor Grangeville ID 83530 

USDA Forest Service, Nez 
Perce National Forest 

Alexandra Botello Natural Resource Planner Grangeville ID 83530 

USDA Forest Service, Nez 
Perce National Forest 

Jean Higgins  Grangeville ID 83530 

USDA Forest Service, Nez 
Perce National Forest 

Laura A. Smith  Grangeville ID 83530 

USDA Forest Service, North 
Fork Ranger District 

    District Ranger Orofino ID 83544 

USDA Forest Service, Payette 
National Forest 

    Forest Supervisor Mccall ID 83638 

USDA Forest Service, Payette 
National Forest 

Pattie Soucek Planning Team Lead Mccall ID 83638 

USDA Forest Service, Pierce 
Ranger District 

  District Ranger Kamiah ID 83536 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Federal Agencies (cont.) 
USDA Forest Service, Red 
River Ranger District 

    District Ranger Elk City ID 83525 

USDA Forest Service, Salmon 
River Ranger District 

    District Ranger White Bird ID 83554 

USDA Forest Service, 
Wallowa-Whitman National 
Forest 

David Schmitt Planner Baker City OR 97814 

USDA, National Agricultural 
Library 

  Head, Acquisitions and 
Serials Branch 

Beltsville MD 20705 

USDA-Rural Development Margaret Has   Coeur d’Alene  ID 83815 
State and Local Agencies 
Adams County Commissioners Ed Kessler   Council ID 83612 
Aphis Wildlife Services Todd Grimm   Boise ID 83709 
Asotin County Board of 
Commissioners 

Gordon Reed   Asotin WA 99402 

Asotin County Weed 
Supervisor 

Susan Koontz   Asotin WA 99402 

Asotin County Weed 
Supervisor 

Nelle Murray   Asotin WA 99402 

Asotin County Weed 
Supervisor 

Ken Tupper   Asotin WA 99402 

Avista Utiliites Jeff Scott   Grangeville ID 83530 
Avista Utilities Robin Bekkedahl   Spokane WA 99206 
Clearwater County 
Commissioners 

      Orofino ID 83544 

Grangeville Chamber of 
Commerce 

      Grangeville ID 83530 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

State and Local Agencies (cont.) 
Idaho County Commissioners Randy Doman County Commissioner Grangeville ID 83530 
Idaho County Commissioners       Grangeville ID 83530 
Idaho Dept of Agriculture Patrick Takanugi   Boise ID 83701 
Idaho Dept of Agriculture  Ron Kay   Boise ID 83707 
Idaho Dept of Commerce Dennis Porter   Boise ID 83720 
Idaho Dept of Commerce Carl Wilgus State Director of Tourism Boise ID 83720 
Idaho Dept of 
Commerce/Labor 

Doug Tweedy   Lewiston ID 83501 

Idaho Dept of Fish & Game Cal Groen Clearwater Regional 
Supervisor 

Lewiston ID 83501 

Idaho Dept of Fish & Game Ray Hennekey Region 2 Lewiston ID 83501 
Idaho Dept of Fish & Game Alex Irby Commissioner Orofino ID 83544 
Idaho Dept of Fish & Game Jeff Roman Mccall Subregion, 

Regional Wildlife Manager
Mccall ID 83638 

Idaho Dept of Fish & Game Greg Servheen   Lewiston ID 83501 
Idaho Dept of Fish & Game Jim White   Kamiah ID 83536 
Idaho Dept of Fish & Game     Headquarters, Director Boise ID 83707 
Idaho Dept of Lands       Kamiah ID 83536 
Idaho Dept of Lands     Forest Practice Advisor Mccall ID 83638 
Idaho Dept of Lands George Bacon   Boise ID 83720 
Idaho Dept of Lands Thom Hawkins   Craigmont ID 83523 
Idaho Dept of Lands Robert Mcknight   Orofino ID 83544 
Idaho Dept of Lands       Boise ID 83720 
Idaho Dept of Parks & 
Recreation 

Jeff Cook Outdoor Recreation 
Analyst 

Boise  ID 83720 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

State and Local Agencies (cont.) 
Idaho Dept of Parks & 
Recreation 

Rick Just   Boise ID 83720 

Idaho Dept of Water 
Resources 

    Stream Protection 
Specialist 

Coeur d’Alene  ID 83814 

Idaho Dept of Water 
Resources 

    Water Rights Permit 
Section, Supervisor 

Boise ID 83720 

Idaho Dept of Water 
Resources 

Ken Knoblock   Coeur d’Alene  ID 83814 

Idaho DEQ John Cardwell   Lewiston ID 83501 
Idaho DEQ Daniel Stewart   Grangeville ID 83530 
Idaho Fish and Game 
Commission 

Keith Carlson   Lewiston ID 83501 

Idaho Natural Resources Div       Boise ID 83420 
Idaho State Historic 
Preservation Office 

Glenda King   Boise ID 83702 

Idaho Transportation Dept       Boise ID 83707 
Idaho Transportation Dept     District 2 Lewiston ID 83501 
Idaho Transportation Dept Larry Hippler Aviation Planner  Boise ID 83707 
Idaho Transportation Dept Hank Lerandeau Aviation Tech. Cottonwood ID 83522 
Latah County Commissioners       Moscow ID 83843 
Lewis County Commissioners       Nez Perce ID 83543 
Northwest Power Planning 
Council 

   Portland OR 97204 

Pacificorp Maggie Hodny   Portland OR 97232 
Pacificorp Jeff Richards Attorney, Office of 

General Counsel 
Portland OR 97232 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

State and Local Agencies (cont.) 
Riggins Chamber Of 
Commerce 

      Riggins ID 83549 

Organizations/Local Companies 
Salmon River Chamber Of 
Commerce 

      Riggins ID 83549 

55 Coalition Meredith Moffett   Kamiah ID 83536 
55 Coalition Tim Warner   Kamiah ID 83536 
American Sportfishing 
Association 

Gordon Robertson Vice President Alexandria VA 22314 

American Whitewater Kevin Colburn National Stewardship 
Director 

Missoula MT 59802 

American Wildlands Judith Brawer   Bozeman MT 59715 
American Wildlands Kimberly Davitt   Bozeman MT 59715 
American Wildlands Amy Stix   Bozeman MT 59771 
Archery Trade Association Jay McAninch CEO/President Centreville VA 20121 
Association of Fish and 
Wildlife Agencies 

John Baughman Executive Vice President Washington  DC 20001 

Barker River Trips John Barker   Lewiston ID 83501 
Bear Trust International A.C. Smid President Missoula MT 59806 
Bennett Forest Industries Bill Higgins   Grangeville ID 83530 
Bennett Forest Industries Glenn Poxleitner   Grangeville ID 83530 
Boone And Crockett Club of 
America 

Bob Model President Missoula MT 59801 

Bowhunting Preservation 
Alliance 

Jay Mcaninch Ceo/President Centreville VA 20121 

Campfire Club of America Len Vallender   Chappaqua NY 10514 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Organizations/Local Companies (cont.) 
Cat Track Industries Dave Kaupanger   Council ID 83612 
Clearwater EDA John Lane  Lewiston ID 83501 
Clearwater Resource 
Conservation & Development 
Council 

      Moscow ID 83843 

Congressional Sportsmen’s 
Foundation 

Gary Kania Vice President of Policy Washington  DC 20003 

Conservation Force John J. Jackson, III Chairman Metairie LA 7001 
Dallas Safari Club Gray Thornton Executive Director Dallas TX 75240 
Delta Waterfowl Foundation Joel Brice Manager, US Conservation 

Programs 
Bismarck ND 58501 

Ducks Unlimited W. Alan Wentz Senior Group Manager Memphis TN 38120 
Foundation for North 
American Wild Sheep 

Ray Lee Executive Director Cody WY 82414 

Foundation for North 
American Wild Sheep – 
Oregon Chapter 

George Houston Board of Directors Sandy OR 97055 

Foundation for North 
American Wild Sheep – 
Oregon Chapter 

Larry Jacobs President Sherwood OR 97140 

Friends of the Clearwater Gary Mcfarlane Ecosystem Defense 
Director 

Moscow ID 83843 

Friends of the Clearwater       Moscow ID 83843 
Grizzly Bear Task Force Phillip Knight   Bozeman MT 59715 
Hells Canyon Preservation 
Council 

Larry Mclaud Ecosystem Conservation 
Coordinator 

La Grande OR 97850 

Houston Safari Club John Pepper President Houston TX 77027 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Organizations/Local Companies (cont.) 
Idaho Conservation League Jonathan Oppenheimer   Boise ID 83701 
Idaho Conservation League Bradley Smith Conservation Assistant Boise ID 83701 
Idaho Environmental Council Dennis Baird   Moscow ID 83843 
Idaho Gold Prospectors Assn.       Boise ID 83719 
Idaho Mining Assn. Jack Lyman Executive Director Boise ID 83554 
Idaho Mining Assn.       Boise ID 83701 
Idaho Rivers United Kevin Lewis Conservation Director Boise ID 83701 
Idaho Rivers United Liz Paul   Boise ID 83701 
IDA-LEW Economic 
Development Council 

Shaun Maxey Economic Development 
Specialist 

Grangeville ID 83530 

Izaak Walton League of 
America 

Jay  Clark Shooting Sports 
Coordinator 

Gaithersburg MD 20878 

Killgore Adventures Heather  Killgore   White Bird ID 83554 
Kimberly Gold Mines Brian Higdem   Coeur d’Alene  ID 83816 
Kimberly Gold Mines Gene Higdem   Coeur d’Alene  ID 83816 
Mountain Home ATV Club Rusty Faircloth President Mountain Home ID 83647 
National Assembly of 
Sportsmen’s Caucuses 

Aaron Hobbs State Caucus Member Washington  DC 20003 

National Rifle Association of 
America 

Susan Recce Director – Conservation, 
Wildlife, & Natural 
Resources 

Fairfax VA 22030 

National Shooting Sports 
Foundation 

Chris Dolnack Senior Vice President Newton CT 06470 

National Trappers Association Dave Sollman Executive Administrator Bedford IN 47421 
National Wild Turkey 
Federation 

Robert Abernethy Director of Agency 
Programs 

Edgefield SC 29824 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Organizations/Local Companies (cont.) 
Nature Conservancy Janice Hill   Deary ID 83823 
New Jersey Mining Company Grant Brakebusch   Kellogg ID 83837 
North American Bear 
Foundation 

Brian Bachman President Pillager MN 56473 

North American Grouse 
Partnsership 

Jim Mosher Executive Director Williamsport MD 21795 

Northwest Mining Assoc.       Spokane WA 99201 
Oars Dories Curt Chang  Lewiston ID 83501 
Oars Dories Joel J. Mensik   Lewiston ID 83501 
Old Shoe Mine John Hazelbaker   Clarkston WA 99403 
Old Shoe Mine Vern Hazelbaker   Lewiston ID 83501 
Orion – The Hunters Institute Mark Hirvonen President Helena MT 59604 
Pheasants Forever Dave Nomsen Vice President St. Paul MN 55111 
Pope and Young Club Mike Schlegel Conservation Committee 

Chairman 
Chatfield MN 55923 

Public Lands Foundation Tom Allen  Deeth NV 89823 
Quails Unlimited Donnie Buckland Senior Vice President Edgefield SC 29824 
Quality Deer Management 
Association 

Brian Murphy Executive Director Bogart GA 30622 

Recreational Boating and 
Fishing Foundation 

Bruce E. Matthews President Alexandria VA 22314 

Rocky Mountain Elk 
Foundation 

J. Dart President & CEO Missoula MT 59808 

Ruffed Grouse Society Dan Dessecker Senior Wildlife Biologist Rice Lake WI 54868 
Safari Club International Tom Riley Executive Director Tuscon AZ 85745 
Sand County Foundation Brent Haglund President Monona WI 53716 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Organizations/Local Companies (cont.) 
Spencer Ranches Inc. Craig & Jane Spencer   Grangeville ID 83530 
Sporting Arms and 
Ammunition Manufacturers’ 
Institute 

Rick Patterson Managing Director Newton CT 06470 

Starr Materials, LLC Rick Hurt   Coeur d’Alene  ID 83815 
Texas Wildlife Association Kirby Brown Executive Vice President San Antonio TX 7218 
The Lands Council Mike Peterson Executive Director Spokane WA 99201 
The Wilderness Society Bradley Brooks Idaho Regional Office 

Conservation Associate 
Boise ID 83702 

Theodore Roosevelt 
Conservation Partnership 

Matthew B. Connolly President/CEO Washington  DC 20004 

U.S. Sportsmen’s Alliance Rick Story Sr. Vice President & 
Secretary 

Columbus  OH 43229 

Unit Goldsilver Mines, Inc. Ray G. Bohn President Spokane WA 99204 
Western Watersheds Project, 
INC 

Debra  Ellers Western Idaho Director McCall ID 83638 

Whitetail’s Unlimited Jeff Schinkten President Sturgeon Bay WI 54235 
Wild West Institute Jeff Juel   Missoula MT 59807 
Wildlife Forever Douglas H. Grann President & CEO Brooklyn Center MN 55430 
Wildlife Management Institute Steve Williams President Washington  DC 20036 
Individuals 
  Peter & Renee  Lynn Abbott   Troy ID 83871 
  George & 

Frances 
Alderson   Baltimore MD 21228 

  Dan Anderson   Mccall ID 83638 
  Richard Artley   Grangeville ID 83530 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Individuals (cont.) 
  Bennett Barr   Moscow ID 83843 
  Joseph Bayley   Port Townsend WA 98368 
  W.W. Blakeley   Lewiston ID 83501 
  William Boyd   Moscow ID 83843 
  Cathy Brando   Elk City ID 83525 
  Lynn B. Card   Orofino ID 83544 
  Andrew Carman    Moscow ID 83843 
  Bill Chetwood   Lewiston ID 83501 
  Michael A. & 

Wendy L. 
Conboy   Farmington MN 55024 

  Ellen Edwards   Elk City ID 83525 
  Mardell Edwards  Grangeville ID 83530 
  Dinda Evans   Withheld withheld withheld 
  Susan Fegelein   Sandpoint ID withheld 
  Charlie Fournier   Kooskia ID 83539 
  Clifford Gallaugher   Peck ID 83545 
  Chet Grimsley   Woodville FL 32362 
  Royce & Jean Hicks   Ahsahka ID 83520 
  Ben Holcomb   Moscow ID 83543 
  Bill Jacks   Clearwater ID 83539 
  Sheldon  Keafer   Mccall ID 83638 
  Mark Lessor   Boise ID 83707 
ECWR-HPC Don & Esther Morrow   Grangeville ID 83530 
  Charles & Leota 

M. 
Moses   Elk City ID 83525 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Individuals (cont.) 
Washington State University O. Lynne Nelson, DVM, MS Associate Professor, 

Diplomate Acvim, College 
of Veterinary Medicine 

Pullman WA 99164 

  Chris Norden   Moscow ID 83843 
  Martha L. Orr   Elk City ID 83525 
  Steve Paulson   Lenore ID 83541 
  Delmar & 

Loretta 
Poe   Genesee ID 83832 

  Fred Rabe   Moscow ID 83843 
  Al Reiners   Boise ID 83704 
  Arlie Rudy   Lewiston ID 83501 
  Donald Rudy   Lewiston ID 83501 
  David Sarff   Moscow ID 83843 
  Alan & Bonnie Schonefeld   Kooskia ID 83539 
  Roy Schumacher   Greencreek ID 83533 
  Tony Schumacher   Greencreek ID 83533 
  Carl Skyrman   Lucile ID 83542 
  Scott  Springer   Clarkston WA 99403 
  Judi Steciak   Boise ID 83706 
  Wilf & Cathy Struck   Red Lodge MT 59068 
  John & Vicky Stutz   Pollock ID 83547 
  John R Swanson   Minneapolis MN 55406 
  Susan Westervelt   Deary ID 83823 
  Trent Woods   Elk City ID 83525 
  Ozz Zodrow   Lewiston ID 83501 
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Table 5-2 
Persons and Agencies Sent Copies of the DRMP and/or PRMP 

 
Company Or Organization 

Name First Name Last Name Department/Title City State Zip Code

Libraries 
City of Lewiston Library       Lewiston ID 83501 
Colorado State University 
Library 

Judy Smith   Fort Collins CO 80523 

Grangeville Centennial Library       Grangeville ID 83530 
Moscow Public Library       Moscow ID 83843 
Prairie Community Library       Cottonwood ID 83522 
Salmon River Library       Riggins ID 83549 
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5.6 COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT RMP/EIS 

5.6.1 Method of Comment Collection and Analysis  

Methods of submitting comments included letters, facsimiles, and electronic mail messages. Official 
comments consisted only of those submitted in written form. No verbal testimony was collected as 
official comments, and all individuals were encouraged to submit comments in writing.  

To ensure that public comments were properly registered and that none were overlooked, a two-part 
management and tracking system was adopted. This system involved registering each author’s name 
in a list and then tracking all individual comments within each submission for analysis. 

All submissions were made available for public review at the BLM Cottonwood Field Office in 
Cottonwood, Idaho, unless the written submission specifically requested confidentiality. The 
newsletter provided instructions on requesting the confidentiality of individual respondents, and 
how to withhold individual names or addresses from public review or from disclosure under the 
Freedom of Information Act. 

After entering written submissions in a tracking list, all then were read and evaluated to determine 
their content. Most submissions contained several individual comments pointing to one opportunity 
or issue; thus, it was necessary to develop a method to systematically track all individual comments 
received. This was accomplished through a system in which individual comments within a longer 
letter or comment form were numbered for tracking purposes. Individual comments were tallied and 
analyzed, and written submissions were registered in the administrative record. 

5.6.2 Summary of Written Comments Received  

The comment period closed on November 27, 2006. All written comments sent prior to midnight 
(12:00 A.M. on November 28, 2006) were accepted as official comments. These include US Mail 
postmarked on November 27, 2006, and electronic mail messages and facsimiles sent on November 
27, 2006, regardless of when they were received. Two letters were received after the November 27, 
2006 deadline and were also accepted as official comments. One was from the Nez Perce Tribe and 
the other was from a local organization. Some comments were duplicated within an electronic mail 
message and a letter submitted via US Mail. Identical, duplicate comments from the same party were 
not considered more than once. 

As shown in Table 5-3, a total of 30 written submissions, two from the same party, were received. 
Most of the 30 written submissions contained multiple comments on different topics. A total of 376 
individual comments were made in the 30 submissions (Table 5-4). All information received 
through these comments has been evaluated, verified, and incorporated into the Proposed 
RMP/Final EIS, as appropriate. Copies of all accepted written submissions are provided in 
Appendix U (Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS), and the BLM’s response to 
each separate comment within each submission is printed to the right of each comment.  
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Table 5-3 
Number of Written Submissions on the DRMP/EIS per Affiliation 

 

Affiliation 
Affiliation 

Code 1 

Number of 
Written 

Submissions 
Federal Agency A 3 
State Agency A 3 
Local Agency/ Elected Official A 2 
Individuals I 15 
Businesses O 1 
Organization O 6 
Total  30 

1 Affiliation codes: I=Individual; O=Organization/Business; A= Agency (Federal [including Native American tribes], State, Local 
[including local utility providers], and Elected Officials)  

 

Table 5-4 
Letter Submissions Received Sorted by Affiliation and Author Name 

 
Number 

Assigned to 
Letter 

Author Last 
Name 

Author First 
Name Affiliation 

Number of 
Individual 
Comments 

Agencies 
A1 Reichgott Christine B. US EPA, Region 10 22 
A2 Doman Randy Idaho County Commissioner 9 

A3 Groen Cal Idaho Fish & Game, Clearwater 
Regional Office 43 

A4 Cook Jeff Idaho Dpt. of Parks and 
Recreation 12 

A5 Kay Ron Idaho State Dpt. of Agriculture 15 
A6 Miles Rebecca A. Nez Perce Tribe 62 
A7 Richards Jeff PacifiCorp 6 
A8 Woosley, Jr. Lloyd H. US Geological Survey 1 

Individuals 

I1 Alderson George and 
Frances Individual 3 

I2 Artley Dick Individual 5 
I3 Barr Bennett Individual 4 
I4 Bayley Joseph Individual 2 
I5 Boyd William Individual 5 
I6 Carman Andrew Individual 13 
I7 Evans Dinda Individual 6 
I8 Fegelein Suzanne Individual 4 
I9 Nelson Lynne Individual 3 
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Table 5-4 
Letter Submissions Received Sorted by Affiliation and Author Name (continued) 

 
Number 

Assigned to 
Letter 

Author Last 
Name 

Author First 
Name Affiliation 

Number of 
Individual 
Comments 

Individuals (cont.) 
I10 Norden Chris Individual 4 
I11 Rabe Fred Individual 4 
I12 Rudy Arlie Individual 2 
I13 Steciak Judi Individual 3 
I14 Swanson John Individual 2 
I15 Westervelt Susan Individual 5 

Organizations 
O1 Colburn Kevin American Whitewater 12 

O2 Macfarlane Gary (Mike 
Peterson, Jeff Juel)

Friends of the Clearwater, 
WildWest Institute, Alliance for 
the Wild Rockies, and The Lands 
Council 

57 

O3 McLaud Larry Hells Canyon Preservation 
Council 4 

O4 Smith Brad Idaho Conservation League 60 
O5 Smith Brad Idaho Conservation League 3 

O6 Jacobs Larry 
Oregon Chapter of the 
Foundation for North American 
Wild Sheep 

2 

O7 Brooks Bradley The Wilderness Society 3 

Total Number of Separate Comments: 376 

 

Comments were received concerning a variety of resource issues. The majority of comments 
pertained to Wildland Fire Ecology and Management (45 comments or 13 percent). Table 5-5 
summarizes the number of comments received for each resource or resource use addressed in the 
Draft RMP/EIS. In addition to the issues addressed below, eight comments concerned the 
alternatives considered in the Draft RMP/EIS and 26 others could not be placed into a specific 
resource or resource use category. 
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Table 5-5 
Number of Comments Regarding Each Resource or Resource Use 

 

Resource/Resource Use 
Number of Individual 
Comments Received 

Percentage of 
Comments 

Air Quality 2 0.58 
Geology 0 0.00 
Soils 5 1.46 
Water 27 7.89 
Vegetation-Forests 14 4.09 
Vegetation-Weeds 11 3.22 
Vegetation-Rangelands 6 1.75 
Vegetation-Riparian and Wetlands 25 7.31 
Wildlife and Special Status Wildlife 32 9.36 
Aquatic Resources, Fish, and Special Status Fish 14 4.09 
Special Status Plants 0 0.00 
Wildland Fire Ecology and Management 45 13.16 
Cultural Resources 2 0.58 
Paleontological Resources 0 0.00 
Visual Resources 0 0.00 
Forest Products 8 2.34 
Livestock Grazing 28 8.19 
Minerals 12 3.51 
Recreation 14 4.09 
Renewable Energy 0 0.00 
Transportation and Travel Management 29 8.48 
Lands and Realty 14 4.09 
Special Designations – Wilderness/WSAs/Roadless 
Areas 31 9.06 

Special Designations – Wild and Scenic Rivers 9 2.63 
Special Designations – ACECs 6 1.75 
Social and Economic – Native American Tribal Uses 2 0.58 
Social and Economic – Other 6 1.75 

 
5.6.3 Comment Letters and BLM Responses  

Letters, electronic mail messages, and facsimiles containing written comments on the Draft 
RMP/EIS are reprinted in the order they were coded, which was done in alphabetical order within 
each affiliation type. Appendix U contains comments and the BLM’s responses. Each comment is 
outlined and coded using the affiliation type, the letter number within each affiliation type, and the 
comment number within the letter (e.g., A2-3, where the comment is the third individual comment 
within the second agency letter). Affiliation types include A (Agency), I (Individual), and O 
(Organization). A vertical line and the comment code note each separate comment within each 
letter. The BLM’s response to each comment is printed to the right of each comment. 
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5.7 LIST OF PREPARERS 

An interdisciplinary team of resource specialists from the BLM CFO prepared this RMP/EIS 
(Table 5-6). The BLM was primarily responsible for preparing Chapter 2 and most appendices. A 
contractor, Tetra Tech, Inc., assisted the BLM in preparing these documents and in the planning 
process and was primarily responsible for preparing the Executive Summary, Chapters 1 and 3 
through 6, and Appendix U (Comments Received on Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS).  

Table 5-6 
RMP/EIS Preparers 

 

Name 
Years 

Experience 
Role/Responsibility Education1  

BLM, Cottonwood Field Office   

Greg Yuncevich 27 Cottonwood Field Manager 
(retired) BS/Wildlife Biology 

Carrie Christman 21 Cottonwood RMP Team Leader 
and Acting Field Manager 

MS/Forestry 
BS/Resource Management 

Mark Craig 22 
Air Quality, Fire Management, 
Forest Products, and Vegetation—
Forests 

BS/Forest Management 

Lynn Danly 16 Vegetation—Weeds BS/Range Management 

Chuck Dillon 9 Geographic Information System 

BA/Geography 
Graduate work in GIS/Remote 
Sensing/Regional & City 
Planning 

LeAnn (Eno) Abell 16 Special Status Plants, Vegetation—
Riparian and Wetlands 

BS/Biology 
Graduate work Botany and Plant 
Ecology 

David Fortier 36 Public Safety—Abandoned Mines 
and Hazardous Materials  

MS/Civil Engineering 
BS/Civil Engineering  
Post-graduate work 3 years 

Ron Grant 29 Lands and Realty (retired) BBA/Industrial Business 

LuVerne Grussing 28 
Recreation, Travel Management, 
Visual Resources, Wild and Scenic 
Rivers, Wilderness (retired) 

MEd/Recreation & Park 
Administration 

Dean Huibregtse 25 Livestock Grazing BS/Range Management and 
Wildlife Management 

Craig Johnson 30 

ACEC/RNA, Travel Management, 
Special Status Fish and Wildlife, 
Fish and Wildlife, Riparian and 
Wetlands 

MS/Range Resources 
BS/Wildlife and Fisheries 

Mark Lowry 20 
Special Status Plants, Vegetation—
Forests, Vegetation—Riparian and 
Wetlands 

BS/Rangeland Resources 

Scott Sanner 14 Geology and Minerals BS/Mining Engineering 
Shawn Servoss 6 Geographic Information System BA/Biology 
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Table 5-6 
RMP/EIS Preparers (continued) 

 

Name 
Years 

Experience 
Role/Responsibility Education1  

BLM, Cottonwood Field Office (cont.)  

David Sisson 27 

Cultural Resources, Indian Trust 
Resources and Tribal Treaty Rights, 
Paleontological Resources, National 
Trails  

MA/Interdisciplinary Studies 
BS/Anthropology 

Mike Stevenson 18 Air Quality, Soil Resources, Water 
Resources BS/Geology 

Contractor, Tetra Tech Inc.   

David Munro 10 Principal-in-Charge, Program 
Manager, Vegetation 

MA/Natural Resource 
Management 
BA/Psychology 

Angie Nelson 11 Project Manager BA/Biology  

Constance Callahan 11 Lands and Realty JD/Environmental Law 
BA/Anthropology 

Justin Colgan 6 Web Site Development BA/Geography 

Kevin T. Doyle 20 
Cultural Resources, Indian Trust 
Resources and Tribal Treaty Rights, 
Paleontological Resources 

BA/Sociology 
Continuing Studies in 
Anthropology, Historic 
Preservation, and Cultural 
Resource Management 

Cameo Flood 20 
Vegetation—Forests, Forest 
Products, Wildland Fire 
Management 

BS/Forestry Management 

Leslie Garlinghouse 8 Public Collaboration BS/ Environmental Science and 
Policy 

Andrew Gentile 5 Renewable Energy MS/Environmental Management 
BS/Biochemistry 

Derek Holmgren 8 
Visual Resources, Special 
Designations, Lands and Realty 
 

MS/Environmental Science 
MPA/Environmental Policy and 
Natural Resources Management 
BA/International Studies 
BS/Environmental Science 

W. Wynn John 5 Air Quality MS/Geological Engineering  
BS/Environmental Earth Science 

Genevieve Kaiser 15 
Geographic Information System, 
Socioeconomics and 
Environmental Justice 

MS/Energy Management and 
Policy  
BA/Economics 
GIS Certificate 

Erin King, RPA 5 
Indian Trust Resources and Tribal 
Treaty Rights 
Public Collaboration 

MA/Cultural Anthropology, 
Public Archaeology 
BA/Cultural Anthropology 
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Table 5-6 
RMP/EIS Preparers (continued) 

 

Name 
Years 

Experience 
Role/Responsibility Education1  

Contractor, Tetra Tech Inc. (cont.)  

Mike Manka 12 Fish, Special Status Fish, Wild and 
Scenic Rivers 

BS/Biological Sciences, Ecology 
and Systematics 

Craig Miller 14 Wildlife, Special Status Wildlife, 
Special Status Plants 

MS/Wildlife Biology 
BS/Wildlife and Fisheries Biology 

Stephanie Phippen 7 Soils, Geology, Minerals MS/Geology/Watershed Science 
BA/Geology 

Holly Prohaska 8 Livestock Grazing 
MS/Environmental Management 
BA/Marine Science, Biological 
Pathway 

Roger Thomas 25 Public Safety—Abandoned Mines 
and Hazardous Materials 

MS/Psychology, with 
Specialization in Chemical and 
Environmental Toxicology  
BA/Psychology 

Randolph Varney 14 Technical Writing/Editing 
MFA/Writing 
BA/Technical and Professional 
Writing 

Tom Whitehead  18 Water Resources MS/Hydrology 
BS/Geology 

Kate Wynant 2 Document Production/Technical 
Reviewer BA/Environmental Studies 

Jennifer Zakrowski 9 Recreation, Travel Management 
MS/Science Management  
BS/Natural Resource 
Management  

1 BA: Bachelor of Arts; BS: Bachelor of Science; MS: Master of Science; MA: Master of Arts; BBA: Bachelor of Business 
Administration; MEd: Master of Education; MFA: Master of Fine Arts, JD: Doctor of Jurisprudence; MPA: Master of 
Public Administration. 
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GLOSSARY 

ACQUIRED LANDS. Acquired lands, as distinguished from public lands, are those lands in federal 
ownership which have been obtained by the Government by purchase, condemnation, or gift, or by 
exchange for such purchased, condemned or donated lands, or for timber on such lands. 

ACTIVITY PLAN. A document that describes management objectives, actions, and projects to 
implement decisions of the RMP or other planning documents. Usually prepared for one or more 
resources in a specific area. 

ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT.  A type of natural resource management in which decisions are made as 
part of an ongoing science-based process. Adaptive management involves testing, monitoring, and 
evaluating applied strategies, and incorporating new knowledge into management approaches that 
are based on scientific findings and the needs of society. Results are used to modify management 
policy, strategies, and practices. 

AIR QUALITY CLASSES. Classifications established under the Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration portion of the Clean Air Act, which limits the amount of air pollution considered 
significant within an area. Class I applies to areas where almost any change in air quality would be 
significant; Class II applies to areas where the deterioration normally accompanying moderate well-
controlled growth would be insignificant; and Class III applies to areas where industrial deterioration 
would generally be insignificant. 

AIRSHED. A geographical area in which atmospheric characteristics are similar, such as mixing 
height and transport winds (Montana/Idaho Airshed Group 2005). 

ALLOTMENT. An area of land where one or more operators graze their livestock. It generally 
consists of public lands but may include parcels of private or state-owned lands. The number of 
livestock and period of use are stipulated for each allotment. 

ALLOTMENT MANAGEMENT PLAN. A concisely written program of livestock grazing management, 
including supportive measures if required, designed to attain specific, multiple-use management 
goals in a grazing allotment. 

ALLOWABLE CUT. The amount of timber, which can be harvested on an annual or decadal basis 
consistent with the principle of sustained yield. The allowable cut includes all planned timber harvest 
volumes exclusive of such products as Christmas trees, branches, and cones. 

ALLOWABLE SALE QUANTITY (ASQ). The quantity of timber that may be sold from an area 
covered by a land management plan during a period specified by the plan, usually expressed as the 
average annual allowable sale quantity. 

ALL-TERRAIN VEHICLE. A motorized vehicle that is less than 50 inches in width and is capable of 
operating on roads, trails, or designed areas that are not maintained. 

ALLUVIAL SOIL. A soil developing from recently deposited alluvium and exhibiting essentially no 
horizon development or modification of the recently deposited materials. 
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ALLUVIUM. Clay, silt, sand, gravel, or other rock materials transported by moving water. Deposited 
in comparatively recent geologic time as sorted or semi-sorted sediment in rivers, floodplains, lakes, 
and shores, and in fans at the base of mountain slopes. 

AMBIENT AIR QUALITY. The state of the atmosphere at ground level as defined by the range of 
measured and/or predicted ambient concentrations of all significant pollutants for all averaging 
periods of interest. 

AMBIENT NOISE. The all-encompassing noise level associated with a given environment, being a 
composite of sounds from all sources. 

ANIMAL UNIT MONTH (AUM). The amount of forage necessary to sustain one cow or its 
equivalent for a period of one month. 

AQUATIC. Living or growing in or on the water. 

AREA OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN (ACEC). An area established through the 
planning process as provided in FLPMA where special management attention is required (when such 
areas are developed or used or where no development is required) to protect and prevent irreparable 
damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values; or to fish and wildlife resources or other 
natural systems or processes; or to protect life and afford safety from natural hazards. 

ATTAINMENT AREA. A geographic area in which levels of a criteria air pollutant meet the health-
based National Ambient Air Quality Standard for that specific pollutant. 

ATTENUATION.  The reduction of sound intensity and energy as a function of distance traveled. 

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICE (BMP).  A practice or usually a combination of practices that are 
determined by a State or a designated planning agency to be the most effective and practicable 
means (including technological, economic, and institutional considerations) of controlling point and 
nonpoint source pollutants at levels compatible with environmental quality goals. 

BIG GAME. Larger species of wildlife that are hunted, such as elk, deer, bighorn sheep, and 
pronghorn antelope. 

BIODIVERSITY (BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY). The variety of life and its processes, and the 
interrelationships within and among various levels of ecological organization. Conservation, 
protection, and restoration of biological species and genetic diversity are needed to sustain the health 
of existing biological systems. Federal resource management agencies must examine the implications 
of management actions and development decisions on regional and local biodiversity. 

BIOLOGICAL OPINION.  A document prepared by US Fish and Wildlife Service stating their opinion 
as to whether or not a federal action will likely jeopardize the continued existence or adversely 
modify the habitat of a listed threatened or endangered species. 

BURNED AREA REHABILITATION. Efforts undertaken within three years of containment of a 
wildfire to repair or improve fire-damaged lands unlikely to recover naturally to management 
approved conditions, or to repair or replace minor facilities damaged by fire.  
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CANDIDATE SPECIES. Any species not yet officially listed but which are undergoing a status review 
or are proposed for listing according to Federal Register notices published by the Secretary of the 
Interior of the Secretary of Commerce. 

CHEMICAL VEGETATION TREATMENT: Application of herbicides to control invasive 
species/noxious weeds and/or unwanted vegetation. To meet resource objectives the 
preponderance of chemical treatments would be used in areas where cheatgrass or noxious weeds 
have invaded sagebrush steppe. In these areas, fine fuel loads are extremely high due to cheatgrass 
dominance of the understory. The effectiveness of chemical treatments increases if they are applied 
following prescribed or wildland fire. 

CONCESSION LEASES. Authorize the operation of recreation-oriented services and facilities by the 
private sector, on BLM-administered lands, in support of BLM recreation programs.  The 
concessionaire is authorized through a concession lease administered on a regular basis. The lease 
requires the concessionaire to pay fees to the BLM in exchange for the opportunity to carry out 
business activity. BLM Handbook H-2930-1, Recreation Permit Administration, provides consistent 
and explicit direction to supplement the Recreation Permit Administration Manual 2930 and 
regulations set forth in 43 CFR 2930. 

CONSERVATION WATERSHED. Conservation watersheds have watershed processes and functions 
that occur in a relatively undisturbed and natural landscape setting. Generally, the majority of 
ownership in the watershed or subwatershed is comprised of BLM, Forest Service, or Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game lands, or is based on the fisheries value and miles of stream flowing 
across BLM lands. 

CRITERIA POLLUTANT. The US EPA uses six “criteria pollutants” as indicators of air quality, and 
has established for each of them a maximum concentration above which adverse effects on human 
health may occur. These threshold concentrations are called National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. The criteria pollutants are ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, 
particulate matter and lead. 

CRUCIAL WINTER RANGE. A BLM definition that applies to elk and mule deer comprised of areas 
defined by Idaho Department of Fish and Game as “winter concentration areas” and “severe winter 
range:” 

• Winter Concentration Area: That part of winter range where densities are at least 200 
percent greater than the surrounding winter range density during the same period used to 
define winter range in the average five winters out of ten.  

• Severe Winter Range: That part of the overall range where 90 percent of the individuals are 
located when the annual snowpack is at its maximum and/or temperatures are at a minimum 
in the two worst winters out of ten.  

CULTURAL RESOURCES. Locations of human activity, occupation, or use. Cultural resources 
include archaeological, historic, or architectural sites, structures, or places with important public and 
scientific uses, and locations of traditional cultural or religious importance to specified social and/or 
cultural groups. 
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CULTURAL RESOURCES INVENTORY. An inventory to assess the potential presence of cultural 
resources.  There are three classes of surveys: 

• Class I. An existing data survey. This is an inventory of a study area to (1) provide a 
narrative overview of cultural resources by using existing information, and (2) compile 
existing cultural resources site record data on which to base the development of the BLM’s 
site record system. 

• Class II. A sampling field inventory designed to locate, from surface and exposed profile 
indications, all cultural resource sites within a portion of an area so that an estimate can be 
made of the cultural resources for the entire area. 

• Class III. An intensive field inventory designed to locate, from surface and exposed profile 
indications, all cultural resource sites in an area. Upon its completion, no further cultural 
resources inventory work is normally needed. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS. The direct and indirect effects of a proposed project alternative’s 
incremental impacts when they are added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, 
regardless of who carries out the action. 

DESIGNATED ROUTES. Specific routes (including roads and trails) identified by the BLM in Limited 
areas where some type of motorized vehicle use is appropriate and allowed either seasonally or 
yearlong. 

DESIRED FUTURE CONDITION (DFC).  For rangeland vegetation, the condition of rangeland 
resources on a landscape scale that meet management objectives. It is based on ecological, social, 
and economic considerations during the land planning process. It is usually expressed as ecological 
status or management status of vegetation (species composition, habitat diversity, and age and size 
class of species) and desired soil qualities (soil cover, erosion, and compaction).  In a general context, 
desired future condition is a portrayal of the land or resource conditions that are expected to result if 
goals and objectives are fully achieved. 

DIVERSITY.  The relative abundance of wildlife species, plant species, communities, habitats, or 
habitat features per unit of area. 

EASEMENT. Right afforded ‘a person or agency to make limited use of another’s real property for 
access or other purposes. 

ELIGIBLE RIVER SEGMENT. A section of a river that qualifies for inclusion into the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System through determination that it is free-flowing and with its adjacent land 
area possessing at least one river-related value considered to be outstandingly remarkable. 

EMERGENCY STABILIZATION. Planned actions to stabilize and prevent unacceptable degradation 
to natural and cultural resources, to minimize threats to life or property resulting from the effects of 
a fire, or to repair/replace/construct physical improvements necessary to prevent degradation of 
land or resources. Emergency stabilization actions must be taken within one year following 
containment of a wildfire. 
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ENDANGERED SPECIES. Any species that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range. 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT. A concise public document prepared to provide sufficient 
evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or a 
finding of no significant impact. It includes a brief discussion of the need for the proposal, 
alternatives considered, environmental impact of the proposed action and alternatives, and a list of 
agencies and individuals consulted. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS). A formal public document prepared to analyze the 
impacts on the environment of a proposed project or action and released for comment and review.  
An EIS must meet the requirements of NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and directives of the agency 
responsible for the proposed project or action. 

EXISTING ROUTES. The roads, trails, or ways that are used by motorized vehicles (jeeps, all-terrain 
vehicles, motorized dirt bikes, etc.), mechanized uses (mountain bikes, wheelbarrows, game carts), 
pedestrians (hikers), and/or equestrians (horseback riders) and are, to the best of BLM’s knowledge, 
in existence at the time of RMP/EIS publication.  

FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1976 (FLPMA). Public Law 94-579 signed 
by the President on October 21, 1976. Establishes public land policy for management of lands 
administered by the Bureau of Land Management. FLPMA specifies several ‘key directions for the 
Bureau, ‘notably (1) management be on the basis of multiple-use and sustained yield, (2) land use 
plans be prepared to guide management actions, (3) public lands be managed for the protection, 
development, and enhancement of resources, (4) public lands be retained in federal ownership, and 
(5) public participation be utilized in reaching management decisions. 

FIRE REGIME CONDITION CLASS (FRCC).  A classification of a vegetation communities’ variance 
or departure from historic fire conditions. Fire Condition Classes can be: (1) Fire Condition Class 1, 
representing low departure from historic fire regime; (2) Fire Condition Class 2, representing 
moderate departure from historic fire regime; or (3) Fire Condition Class 3, representing high 
departure from historic fire regime. 

FORAGE. All browse and herbaceous foods that are available to grazing animals. 

FOREST HEALTH. The condition in which forest ecosystems sustain sufficient complexity, diversity, 
resiliency, and productivity to provide for specified human needs and values. 

FUNCTIONAL AT RISK. Riparian-wetland areas that are in functional condition, but an existing soil, 
water, or vegetation attribute makes them susceptible to degradation. 

GRAZING PREFERENCE. The total number of animal unit months of livestock use on public lands 
apportioned and attached to base property owned or controlled by a permittee. Some of the total 
grazing preference may have been suspended in past administrative actions. That portion of the 
grazing preference that is not suspended is the active grazing preference. 

GRAZING SYSTEM. Scheduled grazing use and non-use of an allotment to reach identified goals or 
objectives by improving the quality and quantity of vegetation. 
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HABITAT. A specific set of physical conditions that surround a single species, a group of species, or 
a large community. In wildlife management, the major components of habitat are considered to be 
food, water, cover, and living space. 

HABITAT MANAGEMENT PLAN (HMP). A written and approved activity plan for a geographical 
area which identifies habitat management activities to be implemented in achieving specific 
objectives of planning decisions. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL. A substance, pollutant, or contaminant that, due to its quantity, 
concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, poses a potential hazard to human health and 
safety or to the environment if released into the workplace or the environment.  

HISTORIC RANGE OF VARIABILITY (HRV). The range of conditions that are likely to have 
occurred prior to settlement of the project area by Euro-Americans (approximately the mid-1800’s) 
which would have varied within certain limits over time.  

IMPACT. The effect, influence, alteration, or imprint caused by an action. 

IMPAIRMENT. The degree to which a distance of clear visibility is degraded by man-made pollutants. 

INVERTEBRATE. An animal lacking a backbone or spinal column. 

LAND TREATMENT. All methods of artificial range improvement arid soil stabilization such as 
reseeding, brush control (chemical and mechanical), pitting, furrowing, water spreading, etc. 

LEASABLE MINERALS. Those minerals or materials designated as leasable under the Mineral 
Leasing Act of 1920. They include coal, phosphate, asphalt, sulphur, potassium and sodium 
minerals, and oil and gas.  Geothermal resources are also leasable under the Geothermal Steam Act 
of 1970. 

LENTIC.  Pertaining to standing water such as lakes and ponds. 

LITHIC SITE. An archaeological site containing debris left from the manufacture, use, or 
maintenance of flaked stone tools. 

LOCATABLE MINERALS. Minerals or materials subject to claim and development under the Mining 
Law of 1872, as amended. Generally includes metallic minerals such as gold and silver, and other 
materials not subject to lease or sale (some bentonites, limestone, talc, some xeolites, etc.). Whether 
or not a particular mineral deposit is locatable depends on such factors as quality, quantity, 
mineability, demand, and marketability. 

LONG-TERM EFFECT. The effect could occur for an extended period after implementation of the 
alternative. The effect could last several years or more. 

MECHANICAL VEGETATION TREATMENT.   Includes mowing, chaining, chopping, drill seeding, 
and cutting vegetation to meet resource objective.  Mechanical treatments generally occur in areas 
where fuel loads or invasive species need to be reduced prior to prescribed fire application; when 
fire risk to resources is too great to use naturally started wildland fires or prescribed fires; or where 
opportunities exist for biomass utilization or timber harvest.  
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MECHANIZED USES. Equipment that is mechanized, including but not limited to mountain bikes, 
wheelbarrows, and game carts. 

MINERAL ENTRY. Claiming public lands (administered by the BLM) under the Mining Law of 1872 
for the purpose of exploiting minerals. May also refer to mineral exploration and development under 
the mineral leasing laws and the Material Sale Act of 1947. 

MINERAL MATERIALS. Common varieties of sand, building stone, gravel, clay, moss rock, etc., 
obtainable under the Minerals Act of 1947, as amended.  

MINING LAW OF 1872. Provides for claiming and gaining title to locatable minerals on public lands. 
Also referred to as the “General Mining Laws” or “Mining Laws.” 

MITIGATION. Alleviation or lessening of possible adverse effects on a resource by applying 
appropriate protective measures or adequate scientific study.  Mitigation may be achieved by 
avoidance, minimization, rectification, reduction, and compensation.  

MOTORIZED VEHICLES OR USES. Vehicles that are motorized, including but not limited to jeeps, 
all-terrain vehicles (all-terrain vehicles, such as four-wheelers and three-wheelers), and trail 
motorcycles or dirt bikes. 

MULTIPLE-USE. Management of the various surface and subsurface resources so that they are 
jointly utilized in the manner that will best meet the present and future needs of the public, without 
permanent impairment of the productivity of the land or the quality of the environment. 

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969 (NEPA). Public Law 91-190. Establishes 
environmental policy for the nation. Among other items, NEPA requires federal agencies to 
consider environmental values in decision-making processes. 

NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES. A listing of architectural, historical, archaeological, 
and cultural sites of local, state, or national significance, established by the Historic Preservation Act 
of, 1966 and maintained by the National Park Service. 

NATIONAL WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS SYSTEM (NWSRS). Rivers with outstanding scenic, 
recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values designated by 
Congress under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of October 2, 1968 for preservation of their free-
flowing condition.  

NATURALNESS. Refers to an area that “generally appears to have been affected primarily by the 
forces of nature, with, the imprint of man’s work substantially unnoticeable” (Set 2[c] of the 
Wilderness Act of 1964). 

NONFUNCTIONAL. Riparian-wetland areas that are not providing adequate vegetation, landform, or 
large woody debris to dissipate stream energy associated with high flows, and thus are not reducing 
erosion, improving water quality, etc. 

OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE/OFF-ROAD VEHICLE (OHV). A general term referring to any 
motorized vehicle capable of or designed for operating on unmaintained natural terrain, roads, 
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and/or trails (i.e., capable of operating off maintained roads and trails).  These include but are not 
limited to motorcycles, all-terrain vehicles, dune buggies, and four-wheel-drive vehicles. 

OFF-HIGHWAY VEHICLE AREA DESIGNATIONS. BLM-administered lands in the CFO are 
designated as Open, Limited, or Closed for OHV use.  

• Open. Designated areas where all types of motorized vehicles (jeeps, all-terrain vehicles, 
motorized dirt bikes, etc.) are permitted at all times, anywhere in the area, on roads or cross 
country, subject to the operating regulations and vehicle standards set forth in 43 CFR 
subparts 8341 and 8342.  

• Limited. Designated areas where motorized vehicles are restricted to designated routes. 
Off-road, cross-country travel is prohibited in Limited areas, unless an area is specifically 
identified as an area where cross-country over-snow travel is allowed. Some existing routes 
may be closed in Limited areas.  

• Closed. Designated areas where off-road motorized vehicle travel is prohibited yearlong.  
Emergency use of vehicles is allowed yearlong.  

OVERSTORY. That portion of a plant community consisting of the taller plants on the site; the forest 
or woodland canopy. 

OZONE. One of the six “criteria” pollutants for which the US EPA established National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards. 

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES. The physical remains or other physical evidence of plants and 
animals preserved in soils and sedimentary rock formations.  Paleontological resources are important 
for correlating and dating rock strata and for understanding past environments, environmental 
change, and the evolution of life. 

PARTICULATE MATTER (PM). One of the six “criteria” pollutants for which the US EPA 
established National Ambient Air Quality Standards. Particulate matter is defined as two categories, 
fine particulates, with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers (PM10) or less, and fine 
particulates with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less (PM2.5). 

PASSENGER VEHICLE. Two-wheel-drive, low-clearance vehicles.  

PATENT. A grant made to an individual or group conveying fee simple tide to selected public lands. 

PATENTED CLAIM. A claim on which title has passed from the federal government to the mining 
claimant under the Mining Law of 1872. 

PLANNING AREA. The geographical area for which land use and resource management plans are 
developed and maintained.  The CFO boundary defines the planning area assessed in this RMP. The 
planning area encompasses 8,841,193 acres in Latah, Clearwater, Nez Perce, Lewis, Idaho, and 
Adams Counties of northern Idaho. The BLM administers about 1.6 percent, or 143,826 acres, of 
the planning area.  
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PLANNING ISSUES. Concerns, conflicts, and problems with the existing management of public 
lands.  Frequently, issues are based on how land uses affect resources.  Some issues are concerned 
with how land uses can affect other land uses, or how the protection of resources affects land uses.  

POTENTIAL VEGETATION GROUP (PVG).  Potential vegetation types grouped on the basis of a 
similar general moisture or temperature environment. 

PRESCRIBED FIRE TREATMENTS.  A pre-planned, management-ignited fire designed to meet 
specific resource objectives, such as reducing fuel loads, preparing a site for chemical treatment or 
seeding, or promoting vegetation regeneration. Prescribed fires are useful for reducing fuel loads and 
providing or promoting vegetation regeneration.  Prescribed fires can be performed anywhere that 
specific fire prescriptions can be met and fire risks to resources are mitigated after site-specific 
planning and NEPA analysis.  

PRIMITIVE AND UNCONFINED RECREATION. Nonmotorized and undeveloped types of outdoor 
recreation. 

PRIMITIVE ROAD. A linear route managed for use by four-wheel drive or high-clearance vehicles. 
These routes do not normally meet any BLM road design standards.  

PROPER FUNCTIONING CONDITION (PFC). Riparian-wetlands function properly when adequate 
vegetation, landform, or large woody debris is present to dissipate stream energy associated with 
high water flows. The functioning condition of these areas is influenced by geomorphic features, 
soil, water and vegetation. 

PROBABLE SALE QUANTITY (PSQ). The PSQ is the amount of timber, measured in thousand 
board feet (MBF), that could be produced on BLM lands where commercial forest uses are 
considered appropriate. Calculations are based on species, growth, mortality, land base, and 
sustainability. The PSQ does not include volume removed for other purposes from other areas (such 
as recreation sites where hazard trees are removed). The PSQ also is not a commitment to offer for 
sale a specific level of timber volume.  

PUBLIC LAND. Any land and interest in land (outside of Alaska) owned by the US and administered 
by the Secretary of the Interior through the BLM. 

RAPTOR. Bird of prey with sharp talons and strongly curved beaks, e.g. hawks, owls, vultures, 
eagles. 

RECLAMATION. Returning disturbed lands to a form and productivity that will be ecologically 
balanced and in conformity with a predetermined land management plan. 

RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM (ROS). A land delineation system commonly used by 
federal land management agencies to address the need for a range of recreational opportunities 
within the planning area. 

RECREATION USE PERMITS. Authorizations for use of developed facilities that meet the fee criteria 
established by the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1964, as amended or subsequent 
authority (such as the pilot fee demonstration program).  Recreation Use Permits are issued to 
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ensure that US residents receive a fair and equitable return for the use of those facilities to help 
recover the cost of construction, operation, maintenance, and management of the permits. 

RESEARCH NATURAL AREA (RNA). A land management status which reserves the area for uses 
that are compatible with the resource of interest and research for which the area was designated. 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (RMP). A land use plan that establishes multiple-use guidelines, 
and management objectives for a given planning area. 

RESTORATION. The continuation of rehabilitation beyond the initial three years or the repair or 
replacement of major facilities damaged by the fire.  Restoration activities must be funded through 
sources other than the emergency stabilization and restoration subactivities. 

RESTORATION WATERSHED.  Restoration watersheds are identified because biological and physical 
processes and functions do not reflect natural conditions because of past and long-term land 
disturbances. Generally, the majority of ownership in the watershed or subwatershed is comprised of 
BLM, Forest Service, or Idaho Department of Fish and Game lands, or is  based on the fisheries 
value and miles of stream flowing across BLM lands. 

RESTORE. To bring back to a former or original or specific desired condition or appearance. 

RETARD.  Measureably slow attainment of any identified objective level that is worse than the 
objective standard.  Degradation of the pysical/biological process or conditions that determine 
objective standards would be considered to retard attainment of specific objective standard. 

RIPARIAN. Situated on or pertaining to the bank of a river, stream, or other body of water. 
Normally describes plants of all types that grow rooted in the, water table or sub-irrigation zone of 
streams, ponds, and springs. 

RIPARIAN/AQUATIC SYSTEM. Interacting system between aquatic and terrestrial situations. 
Identified by a stream channel and distinctive vegetation that requires or tolerates free or unbound 
water.  

RIPARIAN ZONE. An area one-quarter mile wide encompassing riparian and adjacent vegetation. 

ROAD. A linear route declared a road by the owner, managed for use by low-clearance vehicles 
having four or more wheels, and maintained for regular and continuous use. 

ROADLESS. Refers to the absence of roads that have been constructed and maintained by 
mechanical means to ensure regular and continuous use. 

ROUTES. A combination of roads, trails, or ways that are used by motorized vehicles (jeeps, all-
terrain vehicles, motorized dirt bikes, etc.), mechanized uses (mountain bikes, wheelbarrows, game 
carts), pedestrians (hikers), and/or equestrians (horseback riders). 

SALINITY. Refers to the solids such as sodium chloride (table salt) and alkali metals that are 
dissolved in water. 

SCOPING PROCESS. An early and open public participation process for determining the scope of 
issues to be addressed and for identifying the significant issues related to a proposed action. 
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SEEDING.  Seeding is a vegetation treatment that includes the application of grass, forb, or shrub 
seed, either aerially or from the ground. In areas of gentle terrain, ground applications of seed are 
often accomplished with a rangeland drill. Seeding allows the establishment of native species or 
placeholder species and restoration of disturbed areas to a perennial-dominated cover type, thereby 
decreasing the risk of subsequent invasion by exotic plant species.  Seeding would be used primarily 
as a follow-up treatment in areas where disturbance or the previously described treatments have 
removed exotic plant species and their residue. 

SHORT-TERM EFFECT. The effect occurs only during or immediately after implementation of the 
alternative. 

SOLITUDE. The state of being alone or remote from habitations; isolation.  A lonely or secluded 
place. Factors contributing to opportunities for solitude may include size, natural screening, 
topographic relief, vistas, physiographic variety, and the ability of the user to find a secluded spot. 

SPECIAL RECREATION MANAGEMENT AREA (SRMA). BLM administrative units established to 
direct recreation program priorities, including the allocation of funding and personnel, to those 
public lands where a commitment has been made to provide specific recreation activity and 
experience opportunities on a sustained yield basis.  These areas usually require a high level of 
recreation investment and/or management. 

SPECIAL RECREATION PERMITS. Authorizations that allow for recreational uses of public lands 
and related waters.  Issued as a means to control visitor use, protect recreational and natural 
resources, and provide for the health and safety of visitors.  Commercial Special Recreation Permits 
also are issued as a mechanism to provide a fair return for the commercial use of public lands. 

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES. BLM sensitive species are designated by the State Director under 16 US 
Code 1536(a)(2). Sensitive species are managed so they would not need to be listed as proposed, 
threatened, or endangered species. They are given the same level of protection as candidate species 
(BLM Manual 6840). 

SPLIT ESTATE. Lands on which the mineral estate remains with the federal government (BLM).  

STATIONARY SOURCE. Refers to a stationary source of emissions. Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration permits are required for major new stationary sources of emissions that emit 100 tons 
or more per year of Carbon Monoxide, Sulphur Dioxide, Nitrogen Dioxide, Ozone, or particulate 
matter. 

SUITABLE RIVER.  A river segment found, through administrative study by an appropriate agency, 
to meet the criteria for designation as a component of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers system, 
specified in Section 4(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 

SUSTAINED YIELD. The achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a high-level annual or 
regular periodic output of the various renewable resources of the public lands consistent with 
multiple use. 

TERRESTRIAL. Living or growing in or on the land. 
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THREATENED SPECIES. Any species or significant population of that species likely to become 
endangered within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range. Usually 
includes only those species that have been recognized and listed as threatened by federal and state 
governments, but may include species categorized as rare, very rare, or depleted  

TIMBER. Standing trees, downed trees, or logs which are capable of being measured in board feet. 

TOTAL DISSOLVED SOLIDS. Salt, or an aggregate of carbonates, bicarbonates, chlorides, sulfates, 
phosphates, and nitrates of calcium, magnesium, manganese, sodium, potassium, and other cations 
that form salts. 

TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD (TMDL).  A calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant 
that a water body can receive and still meet water quality standards, and an allocation of that amount 
to the pollutant’s sources. 

TRADITIONAL CULTURAL PROPERTIES. A cultural property that is eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places because of its association with a living community’s cultural 
practices or beliefs that: (a) are rooted in that community’s history; and (b) are important in 
maintaining the community’s continuing cultural identity. 

TRADITIONAL USE. Longstanding, socially conveyed, customary patterns of thought, cultural 
expression, and behavior, such as religious beliefs and practices, social customs, and land or resource 
uses. Traditions are shared generally within a social and/or cultural group and span generations.  
Usually traditional uses are reserved rights resulting from treaty and/or agreements with Native 
American groups. 

TRAIL. A linear route managed for human-power (e.g., hiking or bicycling), stock (e.g., equestrian), 
or off-highway vehicle forms of transportation or for historical or heritage values.  Trails are not 
generally managed for use by four-wheel drive or high-clearance vehicles. 

TRESPASS. Any unauthorized use of public land. 

UNDERSTORY. That portion of a plant community growing underneath the taller plants on the site. 

UNIQUE PLANT ASSOCIATIONS. Plant communities which (1) occur only in Idaho, (2) are common 
elsewhere but are represented by only a few occurrences in Idaho, (3) could easily be eliminated 
from Idaho, or (4) are considered to be in their natural state. 

UTILITY CORRIDOR. Tract of land varying in width forming passageway through which various 
commodities such as oil, gas, and electricity are transported. 

VALID EXISTING RIGHTS.  Legal interests that attach to a land or mineral estate that cannot be 
divested from the estate until that interest expires or is relinquished. 

VEGETATION MANIPULATION. Planned alteration of vegetation communities through use of 
mechanical, chemical, seeding and or prescribed fire or wildland fire use to achieve desired resource 
objectives. 

VEGETATION TREATMENT METHODS.  There are five types of vegetation treatments that may be 
used: wildland fire use, prescribed fire treatments, chemical, mechanical, and seeding.  
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VEGETATION TYPE. A plant community with immediately distinguishable characteristics based 
upon and named after the apparent dominant plant species. 

VERTEBRATE. An animal having a backbone or spinal column. 

VIEWSHED. The panorama from a given viewpoint that encompasses the visual landscape, including 
everything visible within a 360-degree radius. 

VISITOR DAY. A visitor day represents one person using BLM-managed lands for all or part of one 
day. For example, if one person spent one night camping on public lands, it is counted as two visitor 
days. 

VISUAL RESOURCES. The visible physical features on a landscape, (topography, water, vegetation, 
animals, structure-s, and other features) that comprise die scenery of the area. 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (VRM). The inventory and planning actions taken to identify 
visual resource values and to establish objectives for managing those values, and the management 
actions taken to achieve the visual resource management objectives. 

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CLASSES. VRM classes identify the degree of acceptable visual 
change within a characteristic landscape. A classification is assigned to public lands based on the 
guidelines established for scenic quality, visual sensitivity, and visibility. 

• VRM Class I. This classification preserves the existing characteristic landscape and allows 
for natural ecological changes only. Includes Congressionally authorized areas (wilderness) 
and areas approved through the RMP where landscape modification activities should be 
restricted. 

• VRM Class II. This classification retains the existing characteristic landscape. The level of 
change in any of the basic landscape elements due to management activities should be low 
and not evident. 

• VRM Class III. This classification partially retains the existing characteristic landscape. The 
level of change in any of the basic landscape elements due to management activities may be 
moderate and -evident. 

• VRM Class IV. This classification provides for major modifications of the characteristic 
landscape. The level of change in the basic landscape elements due to management activities 
can be high. Such activities may dominate the landscape and be the major focus of viewer 
attention. 

• VRM Class V. This classification applies to areas where the characteristic landscape has 
been so disturbed that rehabilitation is needed. Generally considered an interim short-term 
classification until rehabilitation or enhancement is completed. 

VISUAL SENSITIVITY. Visual sensitivity levels are a measure of public concern for scenic quality and 
existing or proposed visual change. 

WATERSHED. Topographical region or area delineated by water draining to a particular watercourse 
or body of water. 
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WATERSHED CONDITION INDICATORS. An integrated suite of aquatic, riparian, and hydrologic  
condition measures that are intended to be used at the watershed scale. 

WILDERNESS. An area formally designated by Congress as a part of the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. 

WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS. Identified by Congress in the Wilderness Act of 1964, namely, 
size, naturalness, outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of 
recreation, and supplemental values such as geological, archaeological, historical, ecological, scenic, 
or other features. 

WILDLAND FIRE. Any wildland fire that requires a suppression response. A prescribed burn may be 
declared a wildfire if part of it escapes from the control line or if weather conditions deteriorate and 
become unacceptable, as described in the burning plan. 

WILDLAND FIRE USE.  A vegetation treatment that involves taking advantage of a naturally-ignited 
wildland fire in an area where fire would benefit resources.  Wildland fire use would be conducted in 
specific areas needing treatment after a site-specific plan and NEPA analysis are completed and only 
if predetermined prescriptive parameters (e.g., weather/fire behavior) can be met. Until this planning 
and NEPA analysis are accomplished, wildland fires would be suppressed using an appropriate 
management response. 

WILDLAND-URBAN INTERFACE (WUI): The line, area or zone where structures and other human 
development meet or intermingle with undeveloped wildland or vegetative fuels. 

WINTER RANGE. An Idaho Department of Fish and Game definition that applies to elk and mule 
deer. That part of the overall range where 90 percent of the individuals are located during the 
average five winters out of ten from the first heavy snowfall to spring green-up, or during a site-
specific period of winter. 

WITHDRAWAL. An action that restricts the use of public land and segregates the land from the 
operation of some or all of the public land and mineral laws. Withdrawals are also used to transfer 
jurisdiction of management of public lands to other federal agencies. 
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4-189, 4-191, 4-212, 4-213, 4-214, 4-215,  
4-216, 4-217, 4-218, 4-219, 4-220, 4-221,  
4-222, 4-223, 4-224, 4-225, 4-226, 4-228,  
4-229, 4-230, 4-231, 4-233, 4-234, 4-255,  
4-271, 4-349, 4-355, 4-363, 4-365, 4-366,  
4-376, 4-379, 4-381, 4-399, 4-400,  
Glossary-4, Glossary-7 

Employment, 2-208, 3-84, 3-85, 3-86, 3-87,  
3-88, 3-89, 3-90, 3-92, 3-93, 4-376, 4-377, 
4-378, 4-379, 4-382, 4-384, 4-386, 4-392,  
4-397, 4-398 

Endangered species, 2-38, 3-29, 3-32, 3-65,  
3-79, 4-66, 4-79, 4-127, 4-156, 4-185, 4-350, 
4-397, Glossary-2, Glossary-11 

Endangered Species Act (ESA), 1-9, 1-12,  
1-13, 1-17, 2-64, 2-79, 3-5, 3-32, 3-37, 3-38, 
3-41, 3-42, 4-5, 4-45, 4-65, 4-137, 4-139,  
4-140, 4-144, 4-152, 4-154, 4-156, 4-160,  
4-163, 4-168, 4-170, 4-171, 4-173, 4-182,  
4-183, 4-184, 4-185, 4-186, 4-187, 4-212,  
4-269, 4-270, 4-273, 4-281, 4-317, 4-319,  
4-322, 4-351, 4-398, 5-4 

Energy, ES-7, ES-8, ES-9, ES-12, ES-14,  
ES-32, 1-11, 1-14, 2-2, 2-4, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8,  
2-36, 2-37, 2-121, 2-137, 2-138, 2-139,  
2-161, 2-219, 3-4, 3-5, 3-34, 3-57, 3-64, 4-7, 
4-13, 4-20, 4-25, 4-29, 4-33, 4-36, 4-51,  
4-56, 4-58, 4-62, 4-64, 4-74, 4-76, 4-78,  
4-84, 4-93, 4-97, 4-99, 4-105, 4-112, 4-115, 
4-117, 4-123, 4-127, 4-130, 4-133, 4-135,  
4-142, 4-143, 4-155, 4-159, 4-162, 4-169,  
4-187, 4-218, 4-221, 4-224, 4-227, 4-230,  
4-253, 4-258, 4-261, 4-264, 4-266, 4-268,  
4-298, 4-299, 4-300, 4-301, 4-302, 4-303,  
4-304, 4-319, 4-320, 4-321, 4-358, 4-361,  
4-362, 4-368, 4-375, 4-377, 4-379, 4-380,  
4-383, 4-384, 4-386, 4-389, 4-391, 4-392,  
4-393, 4-394, 4-396, 4-397, 4-399, 4-400,  
5-11, 5-28, 5-30, Glossary-2, Glossary-7, 
Glossary-9 

Executive Order, 1-10, 3-15, 3-56, 3-87, 3-91 
Existing Route, 2-140, 2-144, 3-65, 4-25, 4-89, 

4-131, 4-138, 4-221, 4-274, 4-304, 4-307,  
4-308, 4-309, 4-311, 4-314, 4-355, 4-359, 
Glossary-5, Glossary-8 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,  
2-126, 3-70, 4-20, 5-9 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
(FLPMA), ES-2, 1-1, 1-7, 2-3, 2-9, 2-159,  
3-56, 3-57, 3-78, 3-79, 4-233, 4-322, 4-343, 
4-351, Glossary-2, Glossary-5 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976 (FLPMA), ES-2, 1-1, 1-7, 2-3, 2-9,  
2-159, 3-56, 3-57, 3-78, 3-79, 4-233, 4-322, 
4-343, 4-351, Glossary-2, Glossary-5 
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Fire Management Plan (FMP), 1-10, 2-84,  
2-85, 2-86, 2-90, 3-45, 3-47, 4-4, 4-303 

Fire Management Unit (FMU), 2-214, 4-130, 
4-153, 4-176, 4-205, 4-263 

Fire Regime Condition Class (FRCC), ES-9, 
ES-12, ES-14, ES-26, ES-28, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 
2-23, 2-86, 2-87, 2-89, 2-215, 2-216, 3-45, 
3-46, 3-47, 4-10, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16,  
4-23, 4-28, 4-32, 4-35, 4-48, 4-49, 4-56,  
4-61, 4-63, 4-68, 4-69, 4-70, 4-73, 4-85,  
4-87, 4-92, 4-96, 4-99, 4-100, 4-111, 4-114, 
4-116, 4-118, 4-130, 4-132, 4-153, 4-158,  
4-161, 4-195, 4-198, 4-199, 4-200, 4-201,  
4-202, 4-203, 4-204, 4-205, 4-206, 4-207,  
4-208, 4-209, 4-210, 4-211, 4-220, 4-223,  
4-227, 4-229, 4-232, 4-249, 4-290, 4-294,  
4-296, 4-301, 4-302, 4-303, 4-382, 4-389,  
4-392, 4-395, Glossary-5 

Fire/fuels management, 2-85, 2-94, 3-45, 4-4, 
4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-16, 4-26, 4-49, 4-65,  
4-66, 4-67, 4-68, 4-69, 4-79, 4-103, 4-147, 
4-153, 4-155, 4-158, 4-167, 4-172, 4-176,  
4-178, 4-180, 4-186, 4-197, 4-198, 4-200,  
4-203, 4-205, 4-206, 4-207, 4-210, 4-211,  
4-235, 4-271, 4-282, 4-290, 4-293, 4-296,  
4-298, 4-306, 4-357, 4-360, 4-383, 4-397,  
4-400, 5-4 

Fisheries/fishery, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-18, 2-19, 
2-20, 2-67, 2-70, 2-75, 2-151, 2-174, 2-177, 
3-7, 3-72, 3-75, 3-76, 3-81, 4-38, 4-42, 4-49, 
4-82, 4-103, 4-118, 4-123, 4-126, 4-146,  
4-164, 4-165, 4-166, 4-168, 4-170, 4-173,  
4-174, 4-177, 4-179, 4-181, 4-182, 4-248,  
4-318, 4-330, 4-348, 4-351, 4-352, 4-353,  
4-378, 4-381, 4-382, 4-389, 4-392, 4-395,  
4-397, 4-398, Glossary-3, Glossary-10 

Fishing, 1-11, 1-12, 2-67, 2-129, 2-130, 2-132, 
2-133, 2-133, 3-60, 3-79, 3-81, 3-86, 3-87, 
3-89, 4-57, 4-155, 4-193, 4-282, 4-283,  
4-284, 4-285, 4-286, 4-287, 4-288, 4-289,  
4-290, 4-291, 4-292, 4-293, 4-295, 4-298,  
4-305, 4-348, 4-350, 4-354, 4-378, 4-380,  
4-384, 4-391, 5-7, 5-20 

Forage, ES-12, 2-7, 2-42, 2-50, 2-51, 2-55,  
2-57, 2-64, 2-90, 2-114, 3-23, 3-24, 3-27,  
3-30, 3-32, 3-56, 3-87, 3-90, 4-5, 4-23, 4-44, 
4-71, 4-104, 4-105, 4-111, 4-118, 4-126,  
4-140, 4-141, 4-145, 4-147, 4-154, 4-172,  

4-175, 4-189, 4-254, 4-255, 4-256, 4-257,  
4-258, 4-259, 4-260, 4-262, 4-265, 4-267,  
4-268, 4-269, 4-271, 4-290, 4-378, 4-379,  
4-380, 4-382, 4-383, 4-384, 4-385, 4-397,  
4-399, 4-400, Glossary-2, Glossary-5 

Forested vegetation, 1-15, 4-14, 4-15, 4-31,  
4-60, 4-67, 4-68, 4-69, 4-70, 4-71, 4-72,  
4-73, 4-74, 4-75, 4-76, 4-77, 4-78, 4-79,  
4-141, 4-153, 4-163, 4-186, 4-202, 4-259,  
4-262, 4-264, 4-266, 4-387, 4-389 

Forestry, 3-89, 4-286, 4-378, 5-10, 5-29, 5-30 
Fossil, 3-52, 4-233 
Frank Church/River of No Return 

Wilderness, 2-199, 3-61, 4-21, 4-85, 4-124, 
4-144, 4-188, 4-219, 4-344, 4-346 

Fuelwood/firewood, 2-98, 2-99, 2-108, 4-6 
Geographic Information System (GIS), 2-2,  

2-127, 3-1, 3-17, 3-18, 3-51, 4-2, 5-29, 5-30 
Geologic resource, ES-6, 2-13, 2-171 
Grand fir, 3-26 
Grangeville, ES-3, 1-6, 3-15, 3-52, 3-60, 3-90, 

5-2, 5-3, 5-6, 5-7, 5-9, 5-11, 5-13, 5-14,  
5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-19, 5-20, 5-21, 5-22,  
5-24 

Gray wolf, 3-32 
Grazing, ES-4, ES-6, ES-8, ES-30, 1-7, 1-9,  

1-10, 1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 2-2, 2-4, 2-9, 2-23,  
2-30, 2-51, 2-57, 2-60, 2-61, 2-62, 2-63,  
2-78, 2-84, 2-88, 2-89, 2-104, 2-105, 2-108, 
2-109, 2-110, 2-110, 2-111, 2-112, 2-113,  
2-114, 2-115, 2-116, 2-116, 2-117, 2-165,  
2-167, 2-169, 2-171, 2-173, 2-175, 2-212,  
2-214, 2-217, 3-19, 3-25, 3-29, 3-30, 3-31, 
3-37, 3-38, 3-42, 3-43, 3-45, 3-51, 3-54,  
3-56, 3-57, 3-73, 3-74, 3-79, 3-87, 3-90,  
3-91, 4-5, 4-8, 4-11, 4-15, 4-18, 4-19, 4-20, 
4-21, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-28,  
4-29, 4-30, 4-32, 4-33, 4-34, 4-35, 4-36,  
4-37, 4-44, 4-50, 4-57, 4-59, 4-62, 4-64,  
4-65, 4-66, 4-67, 4-70, 4-78, 4-80, 4-81,  
4-82, 4-83, 4-84, 4-85, 4-86, 4-87, 4-88,  
4-91, 4-92, 4-93, 4-97, 4-99, 4-100, 4-101, 
4-102, 4-103, 4-104, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108,  
4-110, 4-111, 4-112, 4-113, 4-114, 4-115,  
4-116, 4-117, 4-118, 4-120, 4-121, 4-122,  
4-123, 4-126, 4-128, 4-129, 4-130, 4-131,  
4-132, 4-133, 4-134, 4-135, 4-136, 4-137,  
4-138, 4-141, 4-142, 4-143, 4-147, 4-148,  
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4-154, 4-158, 4-159, 4-161, 4-162, 4-163,  
4-164, 4-168, 4-172, 4-173, 4-176, 4-178,  
4-180, 4-181, 4-186, 4-190, 4-192, 4-194,  
4-195, 4-197, 4-198, 4-200, 4-214, 4-216,  
4-217, 4-219, 4-220, 4-221, 4-223, 4-224,  
4-225, 4-227, 4-228, 4-229, 4-230, 4-231,  
4-238, 4-240, 4-242, 4-245, 4-249, 4-253,  
4-254, 4-255, 4-256, 4-257, 4-258, 4-259,  
4-260, 4-261, 4-262, 4-263, 4-264, 4-265,  
4-266, 4-267, 4-268, 4-269, 4-287, 4-291,  
4-294, 4-296, 4-298, 4-306, 4-314, 4-316,  
4-325, 4-327, 4-328, 4-331, 4-332, 4-334,  
4-338, 4-343, 4-354, 4-355, 4-358, 4-361,  
4-362, 4-364, 4-366, 4-368, 4-374, 4-376,  
4-377, 4-378, 4-379, 4-380, 4-381, 4-382,  
4-383, 4-384, 4-385, 4-386, 4-387, 4-388,  
4-389, 4-390, 4-391, 4-392, 4-393, 4-394,  
4-395, 4-396, 4-397, 4-398, 4-400, 5-3, 5-6, 
5-28, 5-29, 5-31, Glossary-1, Glossary-5 

Grazing permit, 2-78, 3-90, 4-5, 4-186, 4-398, 
5-6 

Grazing preference, Glossary-5 
Grazing system, 2-116, 2-117, 4-257 
Groundwater, 2-21, 3-14, 3-15, 3-75, 4-41,  

4-42, 4-45, 4-46, 4-48, 4-51 
Habitat, ES-6, ES-12, ES-24, ES-35, 1-9, 1-13, 

1-15, 1-16, 2-5, 2-7, 2-19, 2-21, 2-23, 2-29, 
2-34, 2-38, 2-39, 2-40, 2-41, 2-42, 2-43,  
2-44, 2-45, 2-46, 2-47, 2-48, 2-49, 2-50,  
2-51, 2-52, 2-53, 2-53, 2-55, 2-56, 2-57,  
2-58, 2-60, 2-64, 2-65, 2-66, 2-67, 2-68,  
2-70, 2-74, 2-75, 2-76, 2-77, 2-77, 2-78,  
2-79, 2-80, 2-83, 2-86, 2-98, 2-103, 2-106, 
2-114, 2-139, 2-149, 2-158, 2-165, 2-167,  
2-168, 2-168, 2-169, 2-170, 2-170, 2-172,  
2-174, 2-178, 2-180, 2-182, 2-183, 2-185,  
2-186, 2-186, 2-187, 2-188, 2-200, 2-201,  
2-213, 2-214, 2-222, 3-9, 3-10, 3-11, 3-12, 
3-13, 3-14, 3-19, 3-20, 3-21, 3-22, 3-23,  
3-24, 3-25, 3-26, 3-27, 3-28, 3-29, 3-30,  
3-31, 3-32, 3-33, 3-34, 3-36, 3-37, 3-38,  
3-39, 3-40, 3-41, 3-42, 3-43, 3-72, 3-73,  
3-75, 3-76, 3-80, 4-9, 4-13, 4-22, 4-23, 4-27, 
4-30, 4-32, 4-38, 4-41, 4-42, 4-47, 4-48,  
4-49, 4-52, 4-53, 4-54, 4-55, 4-58, 4-66,  
4-69, 4-71, 4-72, 4-73, 4-74, 4-75, 4-77,  
4-80, 4-81, 4-82, 4-83, 4-85, 4-86, 4-87,  
4-89, 4-91, 4-95, 4-100, 4-101, 4-102, 4-103, 

4-105, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108, 4-109, 4-110,  
4-111, 4-118, 4-119, 4-122, 4-123, 4-124,  
4-125, 4-126, 4-127, 4-128, 4-129, 4-130,  
4-131, 4-136, 4-137, 4-138, 4-139, 4-140,  
4-141, 4-142, 4-143, 4-144, 4-145, 4-146,  
4-147, 4-148, 4-150, 4-151, 4-152, 4-153,  
4-154, 4-155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-158, 4-159,  
4-160, 4-161, 4-162, 4-163, 4-164, 4-165,  
4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170, 4-171,  
4-172, 4-174, 4-175, 4-176, 4-177, 4-178,  
4-181, 4-182, 4-184, 4-185, 4-186, 4-187,  
4-188, 4-189, 4-191, 4-192, 4-194, 4-196,  
4-197, 4-198, 4-204, 4-215, 4-216, 4-220,  
4-229, 4-242, 4-244, 4-249, 4-250, 4-251,  
4-254, 4-255, 4-256, 4-259, 4-263, 4-265,  
4-267, 4-269, 4-271, 4-275, 4-276, 4-281,  
4-286, 4-287, 4-289, 4-290, 4-301, 4-306,  
4-316, 4-317, 4-319, 4-330, 4-341, 4-346,  
4-347, 4-348, 4-349, 4-352, 4-353, 4-354,  
4-355, 4-356, 4-359, 4-378, 4-380, 4-381,  
4-382, 4-384, 4-387, 4-389, 4-391, 4-392,  
4-393, 4-394, 4-395, 4-397, 4-398, 4-399,  
4-400, 5-4, 5-11, Glossary-2, Glossary-4, 
Glossary-6 

Habitat Management Plan (HMP), 1-9, 2-52, 
2-74, 2-80, 2-166, 2-167, 2-169, 2-170,  
2-172, 2-173, 2-174, 2-181, 3-73, 3-74, 3-75, 
4-21, 4-89, 4-156, Glossary-6 

Hazardous material, ES-7, ES-37, 2-2, 2-16,  
2-20, 2-119, 2-122, 2-202, 2-203, 2-205,  
2-206, 2-224, 3-81, 3-82, 3-83, 3-84, 4-21, 
4-45, 4-47, 4-52, 4-53, 4-55, 4-90, 4-95,  
4-98, 4-100, 4-109, 4-113, 4-115, 4-117,  
4-124, 4-145, 4-168, 4-170, 4-188, 4-219,  
4-259, 4-272, 4-274, 4-277, 4-279, 4-281,  
4-330, 4-356, 4-364, 4-365, 4-366, 4-367,  
4-368, 4-369, 4-370, 4-371, 4-372, 4-373,  
4-374, 4-375, 4-376, 4-377, 4-386, 4-389,  
4-392, 4-394, 4-397, 5-5, 5-29, 5-31, 
Glossary-6 

Hells Canyon, 1-15, 2-60, 2-61, 2-62, 2-111,  
2-200, 3-2, 3-3, 3-7, 3-9, 3-36, 3-42, 3-48,  
3-56, 3-77, 4-13, 4-144, 4-346, 4-347, 5-9, 
5-18, 5-27 

Idaho County, 1-6, 2-108, 2-109, 2-111, 2-112, 
3-56, 3-60, 3-82, 3-86, 3-90, 4-5, 4-6, 4-378, 
4-385, 5-2, 5-6, 5-15, 5-26 
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Idaho Department of Fish and Game, 1-13,  
1-15, 2-3, 2-40, 2-41, 2-47, 2-58, 2-60, 2-61, 
2-62, 2-66, 2-68, 2-75, 2-112, 2-132, 2-134, 
2-142, 2-143, 2-157, 2-173, 2-174, 2-201,  
3-22, 3-30, 3-32, 3-36, 3-37, 3-43, 3-63,  
3-68, 3-72, 3-73, 3-74, 3-75, 3-80, 4-33,  
4-36, 4-99, 4-117, 4-137, 4-149, 4-163,  
4-164, 4-176, 4-181, 4-288, 4-347, 5-6, 
Glossary-3, Glossary-10, Glossary-14 

Land ownership, ES-1, ES-7, 2-158, 2-159,  
2-161, 3-34, 3-67, 3-69, 4-3, 4-4, 4-38, 4-66, 
4-163, 4-164, 4-181, 4-212, 4-315, 4-320,  
4-363 

Land tenure, ES-8, ES-9, ES-12, ES-14,  
ES-37, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-39, 2-50, 2-224, 
3-69, 4-4, 4-65, 4-100, 4-110, 4-118, 4-136, 
4-152, 4-156, 4-175, 4-192, 4-218, 4-232,  
4-239, 4-262, 4-290, 4-315, 4-317, 4-318,  
4-319, 4-322, 4-350, 4-355, 4-357, 4-363,  
4-374, 4-377, 4-385, 4-388, 4-391, 4-397,  
4-398, 5-4 

Idaho Forests Practices Act, 2-102 
Income, 2-208, 3-55, 3-84, 3-86, 3-88, 3-89,  

3-91, 3-92, 3-93, 4-376, 4-377, 4-378, 4-379, 
4-380, 4-382, 4-383, 4-384, 4-386, 4-388,  
4-389, 4-392, 4-396, 4-397, 4-398 

Land treatment, 2-116, 2-117, 4-172, 4-192 
Large tree component, 3-16, 4-72, 4-75, 4-77, 

4-79, 4-250 Income, per capita, 3-86, 3-91, 3-92, 3-93 
Income, personal, 3-86, 4-377 Latah County, 3-43, 3-86, 4-5, 5-16 
Indian trust, 1-11, 3-81 Lewis County, 3-86, 3-90, 3-93, 5-16 
Indicators, 1-17, 2-72, 2-73, 2-114, 3-44, 4-10, 

4-11, 4-17, 4-18, 4-38, 4-39, 4-68, 4-71,  
4-74, 4-76, 4-77, 4-80, 4-101, 4-119, 4-120, 
4-137, 4-138, 4-139, 4-147, 4-158, 4-161,  
4-165, 4-174, 4-175, 4-182, 4-183, 4-198,  
4-199, 4-204, 4-212, 4-213, 4-232, 4-233,  
4-235, 4-236, 4-248, 4-250, 4-251, 4-252,  
4-253, 4-254, 4-270, 4-283, 4-298, 4-299,  
4-304, 4-305, 4-315, 4-316, 4-323, 4-337,  
4-339, 4-340, 4-343, 4-346, 4-348, 4-349,  
4-350, 4-364, 4-365, 4-377, 4-381,  
Glossary-3, Glossary-14 

Lewiston, 3, 1-6, 3-3, 3-15, 3-39, 3-60, 3-62,  
3-73, 3-75, 3-80, 3-90, 3-93, 5-2, 5-6, 5-7,  
5-9, 5-12, 5-13, 5-15, 5-16, 5-17, 5-18, 5-20, 
5-21, 5-22, 5-23, 5-24 

Livestock use, 1-17, 4-5, 4-44, 4-103, 4-122,  
4-257, 4-382, Glossary-5 

Locatable minerals, 3-58, 3-59, 3-60, 4-12,  
4-13, 4-20, 4-21, 4-51, 4-66, 4-112, 4-148, 
4-168, 4-169, 4-190, 4-218, 4-270, 4-272,  
4-274, 4-277, 4-378, Glossary-7 

Lolo Creek, ES-33, 1-16, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8,  
2-52, 2-54, 2-74, 2-112, 2-121, 2-124, 2-126, 
2-132, 2-133, 2-136, 2-176, 2-177, 2-178,  
2-179, 2-179, 2-180, 2-191, 2-220, 3-8, 3-12, 
3-54, 3-72, 3-75, 3-77, 3-78, 4-31, 4-36,  
4-57, 4-59, 4-65, 4-78, 4-113, 4-123, 4-128, 
4-131, 4-143, 4-144, 4-149, 4-155, 4-156,  
4-159, 4-169, 4-170, 4-173, 4-176, 4-177,  
4-179, 4-180, 4-193, 4-195, 4-221, 4-222,  
4-224, 4-225, 4-230, 4-276, 4-287, 4-288,  
4-290, 4-291, 4-292, 4-293, 4-295, 4-296,  
4-297, 4-311, 4-324, 4-325, 4-326, 4-327,  
4-328, 4-329, 4-331, 4-332, 4-333, 4-337,  
4-338, 4-339, 4-340, 4-341, 4-354, 4-396,  
5-3 

Interim Strategies for Managing Anadromous 
Fish-Producing Watersheds In Eastern 
Oregon and Washington, Idaho, and 
Portions of California (PACFISH), ES-8, 
ES-22, 2-5, 2-30, 2-31, 2-34, 2-210, 3-7,  
4-18, 4-19, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-26,  
4-38, 4-39, 4-42, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-49,  
4-50, 4-66, 4-82, 4-118, 4-120, 4-124, 4-125, 
4-145, 4-146, 4-164, 4-167, 4-170, 4-171,  
4-172, 4-188, 4-189, 4-352 

Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem 
Management Plan (ICBEMP), 1-10, 1-17, 
3-7, 3-16, 3-29, 3-45, 3-71, 4-8, 4-38, 4-65, 
4-66, 4-78, 4-119, 4-164, 4-211, 4-252,  
4-281, 4-322, 4-376 

Long-term effect, 2-71, 3-6, 4-2, 4-37, 4-95,  
4-111, 4-163, 4-218, 4-224, 4-255, 4-258,  
4-259, 4-260, 4-262, 4-263, 4-265, 4-267,  
4-282, 4-284, 4-287, 4-298, 4-307, 4-308,  
4-309, 4-311, 4-324, 4-327, 4-344, 4-400 

Invertebrate, 3-34, 3-52, 4-140, 4-164, 4-232, 
4-233, 4-234, Glossary-6 

Labor income, 3-88 
Lynx Analysis Units, 2-44, 2-45 
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Management Indicator Species, 2-20, 2-75 
Marshall Mountain, 1-17, 2-52, 2-54, 2-62,  

2-71, 2-75, 2-94, 2-113, 2-199, 3-18, 3-22, 
3-25, 3-27, 3-49, 3-52, 3-62, 3-78, 3-79,  
3-89, 4-44, 4-45, 4-66, 4-124, 4-144, 4-155, 
4-188, 4-193, 4-219, 4-222, 4-224, 4-226,  
4-242, 4-262, 4-266, 4-272, 4-287, 4-290,  
4-291, 4-293, 4-344, 4-345, 4-375 

Mechanized use, 2-140, 4-307, 4-310, 4-312, 
4-344, Glossary-5, Glossary-10 

Mid-elevation shrub steppe, 3-17, 3-47 
Mineral entry, 2-126, 2-163, 2-190, 3-70, 4-21, 

4-52, 4-88, 4-89, 4-94, 4-143, 4-150, 4-173, 
4-190, 4-218, 4-272, 4-276, 4-277, 4-318,  
4-324, 4-327, 4-330, 4-400 

Mineral materials, 2-124, 2-125, 3-60, 4-14,  
4-15, 4-16, 4-20, 4-44, 4-45, 4-57, 4-66,  
4-104, 4-155, 4-161, 4-176, 4-218, 4-272,  
4-276, 4-277, 4-279, 4-281, 4-324, 4-344,  
4-378, 4-398 

Minerals, ES-4, ES-6, ES-9, ES-12, ES-14, 
ES-31, ES-34, ES-35, 1-7, 1-11, 2-2, 2-6,  
2-7, 2-8, 2-118, 2-119, 2-120, 2-121, 2-122, 
2-123, 2-124, 2-126, 2-127, 2-164, 2-190,  
2-206, 2-218, 2-221, 2-222, 3-49, 3-54, 3-57, 
3-58, 3-59, 3-60, 3-70, 3-81, 3-87, 3-90, 4-7, 
4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17,  
4-20, 4-21, 4-24, 4-27, 4-29, 4-33, 4-35,  
4-36, 4-37, 4-44, 4-45, 4-51, 4-57, 4-62,  
4-64, 4-83, 4-88, 4-93, 4-97, 4-99, 4-100,  
4-104, 4-108, 4-112, 4-115, 4-117, 4-118,  
4-122, 4-127, 4-130, 4-133, 4-135, 4-136,  
4-142, 4-143, 4-148, 4-155, 4-159, 4-161,  
4-164, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-173, 4-176,  
4-178, 4-180, 4-186, 4-187, 4-190, 4-192,  
4-195, 4-197, 4-217, 4-218, 4-221, 4-223,  
4-224, 4-227, 4-230, 4-233, 4-234, 4-235,  
4-238, 4-239, 4-240, 4-241, 4-243, 4-245,  
4-254, 4-258, 4-261, 4-269, 4-270, 4-272,  
4-273, 4-274, 4-276, 4-277, 4-278, 4-279,  
4-280, 4-281, 4-287, 4-290, 4-294, 4-296,  
4-298, 4-299, 4-304, 4-307, 4-315, 4-317,  
4-324, 4-325, 4-326, 4-328, 4-329, 4-332,  
4-333, 4-335, 4-336, 4-343, 4-344, 4-349,  
4-352, 4-354, 4-358, 4-361, 4-362, 4-368,  
4-370, 4-372, 4-373, 4-375, 4-376, 4-377,  
4-378, 4-379, 4-380, 4-382, 4-383, 4-384,  
4-385, 4-386, 4-387, 4-388, 4-389, 4-390,  

4-391, 4-392, 4-393, 4-394, 4-395, 4-396,  
4-397, 4-398, 4-400, 5-9, 5-28, 5-29, 5-31, 
Glossary-6, Glossary-7 

Mining Law of 1872, 3-58, 3-59, Glossary-6, 
Glossary-7, Glossary-8 

Mining operations, 3-59, 3-82, 4-40, 4-44,  
4-45, 4-380, 4-383 

Mitigation, 2-95, 2-97, 2-120, 2-123, 2-125,  
2-126, 2-161, 3-75, 3-82, 4-4, 4-17, 4-22,  
4-44, 4-52, 4-57, 4-79, 4-88, 4-93, 4-139,  
4-148, 4-163, 4-166, 4-174, 4-184, 4-186,  
4-189, 4-190, 4-198, 4-203, 4-211, 4-214,  
4-215, 4-217, 4-231, 4-233, 4-269, 4-272,  
4-273, 4-317, 4-319, 4-320, 4-351, 4-364,  
4-376, 4-399, 4-400, Glossary-7 

Mixed conifer, 3-15, 3-17, 3-19, 3-20, 3-22 
Monitoring, 1-4, 1-5, 1-18, 1-19, 1-20, 2-4,  

2-16, 2-35, 2-36, 2-38, 2-47, 2-49, 2-69,  
2-76, 2-80, 2-93, 2-139, 2-147, 2-151, 2-153, 
2-154, 2-154, 2-155, 2-156, 2-165, 2-166,  
2-167, 2-168, 2-170, 2-172, 2-175, 2-182,  
2-183, 2-185, 2-187, 2-188, 2-201, 2-204,  
3-2, 3-3, 3-39, 3-51, 3-63, 3-74, 3-75, 4-22, 
4-26, 4-27, 4-30, 4-44, 4-47, 4-49, 4-52,  
4-58, 4-62, 4-66, 4-70, 4-84, 4-85, 4-89,  
4-90, 4-91, 4-93, 4-94, 4-103, 4-106, 4-110, 
4-113, 4-127, 4-140, 4-150, 4-156, 4-157,  
4-159, 4-167, 4-173, 4-175, 4-191, 4-192,  
4-193, 4-195, 4-214, 4-216, 4-223, 4-225,  
4-254, 4-259, 4-274, 4-275, 4-285, 4-306,  
4-353, 4-356, 4-359, 4-364, 4-370, 4-372,  
4-384, Glossary-1 

Montana/Idaho Airshed Group (MIAG),  
1-10, 2-11, 3-1, 3-2, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 
4-69, 4-255, Glossary-1 

Motorized, ES-4, ES-8, ES-9, ES-10, ES-13, 
ES-14, ES-31, ES-34, ES-36, 1-6, 1-10, 2-5, 
2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-53, 2-54, 2-128, 2-129,  
2-130, 2-139, 2-140, 2-141, 2-142, 2-143,  
2-144, 2-146, 2-144, 2-146, 2-147, 2-149,  
2-150, 2-150, 2-199, 2-205, 2-207, 2-210,  
2-211, 2-212, 2-216, 2-218, 2-219, 2-221,  
2-223, 2-224, 3-23, 3-29, 3-30, 3-62, 3-65, 
3-66, 3-67, 4-2, 4-7, 4-8, 4-25, 4-27, 4-29,  
4-36, 4-40, 4-45, 4-46, 4-47, 4-52, 4-55,  
4-58, 4-61, 4-64, 4-70, 4-89, 4-94, 4-97,  
4-100, 4-105, 4-109, 4-112, 4-117, 4-123,  
4-124, 4-127, 4-135, 4-138, 4-143, 4-149,  
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4-153, 4-155, 4-158, 4-159, 4-173, 4-177,  
4-180, 4-182, 4-190, 4-193, 4-195, 4-200,  
4-221, 4-222, 4-224, 4-225, 4-230, 4-239,  
4-241, 4-243, 4-244, 4-246, 4-247, 4-261,  
4-264, 4-272, 4-274, 4-275, 4-277, 4-282,  
4-283, 4-284, 4-285, 4-286, 4-287, 4-288,  
4-290, 4-291, 4-292, 4-293, 4-297, 4-305,  
4-306, 4-307, 4-308, 4-309, 4-310, 4-311,  
4-312, 4-314, 4-343, 4-344, 4-345, 4-347,  
4-349, 4-355, 4-359, 4-362, 4-367, 4-372,  
4-373, 4-374, 4-375, 4-379, 4-384, 4-388,  
4-391, 4-394, 4-396, 4-397, Glossary-1, 
Glossary-4, Glossary-5, Glossary-7, 
Glossary-8, Glossary-10 

Mountain shrub, 3-17, 3-24, 3-25, 3-47, 4-101 
Mule deer, 3-22, 3-23, 3-24, 3-27, 3-28, 3-30, 

3-74, 3-80, 4-144, 4-151, 3, 14 
Multiple use, ES-7, ES-14, 1-1, 1-8, 2-9, 2-20, 

2-207, 3-57, 4-258, 4-262, 4-264, 4-376,  
4-386, 4-400, Glossary-11 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA), ES-2, 1-1, 1-7, 1-10, 1-17, 1-18,  
1-20, 2-3, 2-214, 3-58, 4-2, 4-3, 4-9, 4-45,  
4-93, 4-139, 4-184, 4-233, 4-351, 4-400, 5-1, 
5-5, 5-12, Glossary-5, Glossary-7,  
Glossary-9, Glossary-14 

National Fire Plan, 1-10, 4-4, 4-9, 4-16, 4-17, 
4-37, 4-48, 4-65, 4-79, 4-253, 4-303, 4-376, 
4-398 

National Marine Fisheries Service (National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration), 
1-12, 1-13, 2-3, 2-65, 2-148, 3-22, 3-36,  
3-38, 4-126, 4-164, 5-4 

National Register of Historic Places, 2-94,  
3-50, 4-213, 4-216, 4-399, Glossary-12 

National Trail, ES-7, ES-33, 2-2, 2-189, 2-220, 
3-71, 3-76, 4-34, 4-37, 4-46, 4-144, 4-156, 
4-159, 4-162, 4-219, 4-226, 4-228, 4-230,  
4-307, 4-336, 4-337, 4-338, 4-339, 5-30 

National Wild and Scenic Rivers System 
(NWSRS), ES-10, ES-13, 1-16, 2-6, 2-8,  
2-9, 2-120, 2-123, 2-125, 2-127, 2-177,  
2-179, 2-181, 2-182, 2-190, 2-191, 2-192,  
2-193, 2-195, 2-196, 2-204, 2-221, 3-59,  
3-77, 4-46, 4-57, 4-70, 4-85, 4-124, 4-130, 
4-137, 4-155, 4-159, 4-161, 4-170, 4-176,  
4-200, 4-237, 4-274, 4-276, 4-277, 4-279,  
4-280, 4-282, 4-327, 4-330, 4-339, 4-340,  

4-341, 4-342, 4-352, 4-370, 4-371,  
Glossary-4, Glossary-7 

Nez Perce County, 3-15, 3-60, 3-86, 3-90,  
3-91, 3-93 

Nez Perce Reservation, 1-11, 3-49, 3-81, 4-5, 
4-6 

Nez Perce Tribe, ES-1, ES-19, 1-11, 1-12, 2-3, 
2-11, 2-46, 2-60, 2-61, 2-62, 2-66, 2-113,  
2-132, 2-208, 3-39, 3-49, 3-68, 3-69, 3-81, 
3-92, 3-93, 4-8, 4-16, 4-211, 4-350, 4-351, 
4-377, 4-386, 4-398, 5-3, 5-5, 5-10, 5-11,  
5-25, 5-26 

No Surface Occupancy (NSO), 2-118, 2-122, 
2-199, 2-218, 2-225, 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-18, 
4-29, 4-33, 4-35, 4-57, 4-60, 4-62, 4-64,  
4-93, 4-97, 4-99, 4-108, 4-109, 4-112, 4-127, 
4-130, 4-133, 4-135, 4-138, 4-155, 4-159,  
4-161, 4-169, 4-176, 4-178, 4-180, 4-187,  
4-193, 4-224, 4-227, 4-230, 4-238, 4-240,  
4-241, 4-243, 4-245, 4-261, 4-264, 4-266,  
4-268, 4-269, 4-270, 4-273, 4-274, 4-275,  
4-276, 4-277, 4-278, 4-279, 4-280, 4-287,  
4-290, 4-294, 4-296, 4-326, 4-328, 4-329,  
4-333, 4-335, 4-336, 4-345, 4-358, 4-361,  
4-362, 4-370, 4-372, 4-373, 4-374, 4-377,  
4-387, 4-389, 4-390, 4-392, 4-393, 4-395,  
4-396 

Noise, 4-142, 4-150, 4-155, 4-163, 4-261,  
4-314, 4-344, Glossary-2 

Nonforested Vegetation, 4-19, 4-101, 4-103, 
4-109 

Notice of Intent, 5-1, 5-2 
Noxious weed, 2-113, 2-156, 2-212, 3-18,  

3-23, 3-24, 3-25, 3-27, 3-28, 3-29, 3-30,  
3-31, 3-43, 3-71, 3-73, 3-74, 3-75, 4-8, 4-9, 
4-37, 4-41, 4-80, 4-81, 4-87, 4-88, 4-92,  
4-108, 4-140, 4-146, 4-147, 4-156, 4-167,  
4-183, 4-185, 4-189, 4-193, 4-198, 4-202,  
4-203, 4-247, 4-255, 4-257, 4-281, 4-363,  
4-366, 4-375, Glossary-3 

Off-highway vehicle / Off-road vehicle 
(OHV), ES-13, ES-31, 2-7, 2-9, 2-93,  
2-139, 2-176, 2-218, 3-1, 3-51, 3-65, 3-66, 
3-89, 4-2, 4-8, 4-23, 4-25, 4-36, 4-37, 4-65, 
4-80, 4-81, 4-82, 4-84, 4-85, 4-97, 4-100,  
4-105, 4-108, 4-113, 4-118, 4-121, 4-123,  
4-127, 4-131, 4-135, 4-136, 4-143, 4-149,  
4-178, 4-181, 4-187, 4-190, 4-216, 4-218,  
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4-225, 4-230, 4-231, 4-232, 4-239, 4-241,  
4-243, 4-246, 4-261, 4-269, 4-273, 4-274,  
4-283, 4-284, 4-288, 4-289, 4-291, 4-297,  
4-298, 4-305, 4-310, 4-311, 4-312, 4-314,  
4-338, 4-369, 4-371, 4-373, 4-384, 4-388,  
4-396, 4-397, 4-399, 5-6, Glossary-7, 
Glossary-8 

Old growth, 2-22, 2-24, 2-86, 2-91, 2-168,  
2-211, 3-15, 3-16, 3-18, 3-30, 3-31, 3-33,  
3-34, 4-27, 4-31, 4-54, 4-63, 4-67, 4-73,  
4-74, 4-75, 4-76, 4-77, 4-79, 4-153, 4-189, 
4-301 

Overstory, 3-19, 3-28, 3-45, 4-166, 4-382, 
Glossary-8 

Ozone (O3), 5-27, Glossary-8, Glossary-11 
Paleontological resource, ES-6, ES-29, 2-2,  

2-96, 2-216, 3-1, 3-52, 4-9, 4-44, 4-232,  
4-233, 4-234, 4-235, 4-253, 4-257, 4-290,  
4-294, 4-296, 4-310, 4-312, 4-313, 5-28,  
5-30, Glossary-8 

Particulate matter, 3-2, 3-3, 4-11, 4-255, 
Glossary-3, Glossary-8, Glossary-11 

Patent, 3-71, Glossary-8 
Payette National Forest, 2-61, 2-193, 2-195,  

2-196, 2-198, 3-5, 3-79, 3-89, 4-6, 4-9, 4-38, 
4-79, 4-148, 4-211, 5-13, 5-14 

payments in lieu of taxes (PILT), 3-90, 3-91, 
4-385 

Perennial grass, 2-86, 3-17, 3-47 
Planning area (CFO RMP planning area),  

ES-1, ES-2, ES-5, 1-2, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-8,  
1-11, 1-12, 1-14, 2-1, 2-3, 2-9, 2-25, 2-44,  
2-52, 2-54, 2-74, 2-145, 2-162, 2-190, 3-1, 
3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-8, 3-14, 3-15, 
3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 3-21, 3-22, 3-23, 3-24,  
3-25, 3-27, 3-28, 3-29, 3-30, 3-31, 3-32,  
3-34, 3-36, 3-37, 3-38, 3-39, 3-40, 3-42,  
3-45, 3-47, 3-48, 3-49, 3-50, 3-51, 3-52,  
3-54, 3-56, 3-58, 3-59, 3-60, 3-61, 3-62,  
3-63, 3-64, 3-65, 3-67, 3-68, 3-69, 3-70,  
3-71, 3-73, 3-76, 3-77, 3-79, 3-80, 3-81,  
3-82, 3-83, 3-84, 3-85, 3-86, 3-87, 3-88,  
3-89, 3-90, 3-91, 3-92, 3-93, 4-1, 4-3, 4-4,  
4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-11, 4-17, 4-37, 4-40,  
4-41, 4-43, 4-66, 4-67, 4-80, 4-81, 4-93,  
4-102, 4-106, 4-120, 4-122, 4-124, 4-125,  
4-136, 4-149, 4-165, 4-181, 4-190, 4-198,  
4-214, 4-231, 4-236, 4-237, 4-241, 4-247,  

4-254, 4-256, 4-268, 4-270, 4-285, 4-287,  
4-288, 4-289, 4-292, 4-295, 4-297, 4-298,  
4-299, 4-303, 4-305, 4-306, 4-307, 4-308,  
4-309, 4-310, 4-311, 4-314, 4-316, 4-322,  
4-323, 4-336, 4-337, 4-340, 4-343, 4-345,  
4-346, 4-347, 4-348, 4-354, 4-365, 4-374,  
4-375, 4-376, 4-378, 4-379, 4-381, 4-384,  
4-385, 4-387, 4-388, 4-389, 4-392, 4-395,  
4-397, 4-398, 4-399, 5-2, 5-3, Glossary-8, 
Glossary-9, Glossary-10 

Planning Criteria, ES-3, 1-5, 1-7, 2-3, 5-2, 5-3 
Planning issue, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-8, 1-5, 

1-6, 1-7, 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-9, 5-3 
PM10, 3-2, 3-3, 4-16, 4-365, Glossary-8 
PM2.5, 3-3, 4-8, 4-365, Glossary-8 
Ponderosa pine, 2-105, 3-16, 3-33, 4-43, 4-63 
Population, 1-15, 2-47, 2-58, 2-60, 2-65, 2-67, 

2-71, 2-76, 2-77, 2-80, 2-83, 2-169, 2-171,  
2-172, 2-213, 2-214, 2-225, 3-2, 3-3, 3-15, 
3-18, 3-24, 3-25, 3-29, 3-32, 3-33, 3-38,  
3-40, 3-42, 3-45, 3-72, 3-73, 3-74, 3-81,  
3-82, 3-84, 3-85, 3-88, 3-89, 3-91, 3-92,  
3-93, 4-7, 4-8, 4-16, 4-17, 4-37, 4-57, 4-79, 
4-87, 4-100, 4-118, 4-136, 4-140, 4-152,  
4-153, 4-162, 4-172, 4-182, 4-183, 4-186,  
4-211, 4-218, 4-231, 4-275, 4-281, 4-298,  
4-314, 4-322, 4-336, 4-345, 4-346, 4-365,  
4-375, 4-377, 4-378, 4-384, 4-397, 4-398, 
Glossary-12 

Potential Vegetation Group (PVG), 4-153,  
4-154, Glossary-9 

Preparers, List of, 5-29 
Prescribed burning, 2-51, 2-59, 2-83, 2-103,  

2-105, 2-166, 2-186, 2-188, 3-30, 4-8, 4-15, 
4-18, 4-20, 4-32, 4-34, 4-35, 4-59, 4-69,  
4-71, 4-113, 4-126, 4-172, 4-175, 4-178,  
4-179, 4-200, 4-253, 4-257, 4-260, 4-268,  
4-355, 4-397 

Prescribed fire, ES-36, 2-11, 2-12, 2-84, 2-85, 
2-87, 2-89, 2-210, 2-223, 3-2, 4-4, 4-10,  
4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 4-23, 4-24,  
4-28, 4-32, 4-35, 4-43, 4-55, 4-61, 4-64,  
4-68, 4-69, 4-71, 4-74, 4-75, 4-77, 4-79,  
4-87, 4-92, 4-96, 4-97, 4-99, 4-107, 4-111, 
4-114, 4-116, 4-138, 4-163, 4-211, 4-216,  
4-223, 4-227, 4-229, 4-236, 4-248, 4-255,  
4-257, 4-290, 4-293, 4-349, 4-376,  
Glossary-6, Glossary-9, Glossary-12 
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Prescribed Fire (RxFire), 4-11, 4-111, 4-115, 
Glossary-12 

Prescribed fire treatment, 4-11, 4-111, 4-115, 
Glossary-12 

private land, ES-19, 2-58, 2-75, 2-145, 2-150, 
2-176, 2-181, 3-19, 3-24, 3-25, 3-32, 3-42, 
3-52, 3-56, 3-59, 3-89, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7,  
4-8, 4-44, 4-66, 4-69, 4-131, 4-143, 4-162, 
4-164, 4-169, 4-177, 4-182, 4-192, 4-211,  
4-222, 4-238, 4-253, 4-254, 4-257, 4-260,  
4-281, 4-282, 4-299, 4-304, 4-318, 4-319,  
4-340, 4-363, 4-374, 4-375, 4-378, 4-379,  
4-383, 4-385, 4-388, 5-3 

Probable sale quantity (PSQ), 2-6, 2-7, 2-8,  
2-100, 2-217, 2-225, 3-55, 4-13, 4-14, 4-15, 
4-16, 4-18, 4-24, 4-29, 4-33, 4-35, 4-56,  
4-81, 4-83, 4-88, 4-92, 4-97, 4-99, 4-121,  
4-130, 4-133, 4-134, 4-154, 4-171, 4-174,  
4-177, 4-179, 4-235, 4-248, 4-250, 4-251,  
4-252, 4-358, 4-360, 4-362, 4-376, 4-377,  
4-390, 4-393, 4-395, 4-397, 4-398,  
Glossary-9 

Proper functioning condition (PFC), 2-29,  
2-36, 2-37, 2-56, 2-211, 3-21, 3-28, 4-39,  
4-40, 4-42, 4-48, 4-49, 4-51, 4-119, 4-126, 
4-128, 4-129, 4-140, 4-152, 4-165, 4-170,  
4-174, 4-185, 4-256, 4-380, Glossary-9 

Public safety, 3-81 
Public safety, Abandoned Mine Land (AML), 

2-202, 3-81, 3-82, 3-83, 4-45, 4-47, 4-124, 
4-219, 4-364, 4-365, 4-366, 4-367, 4-368,  
4-369, 4-370, 4-371, 4-374, 4-375, 4-376 

Public scoping, ES-2, ES-4, ES-9, ES-19, 1-6, 
1-7, 2-3, 2-5, 5-1 

Rangeland, ES-6, 1-10, 2-28, 2-34, 2-32, 2-50, 
2-51, 2-108, 2-114, 2-115, 2-116, 2-115,  
2-116, 2-117, 2-212, 2-217, 3-18, 3-27, 3-31, 
3-56, 3-57, 3-90, 4-5, 4-19, 4-20, 4-24, 4-27, 
4-42, 4-65, 4-83, 4-86, 4-88, 4-93, 4-101,  
4-102, 4-103, 4-104, 4-105, 4-106, 4-107,  
4-108, 4-109, 4-110, 4-111, 4-112, 4-113,  
4-114, 4-115, 4-116, 4-117, 4-118, 4-122,  
4-126, 4-127, 4-130, 4-141, 4-146, 4-151,  
4-154, 4-157, 4-160, 4-164, 4-168, 4-173,  
4-175, 4-179, 4-186, 4-192, 4-196, 4-205,  
4-217, 4-224, 4-227, 4-229, 4-253, 4-255,  
4-256, 4-269, 4-287, 4-354, 4-356, 4-360,  

4-361, 4-366, 4-368, 4-380, 4-383, 4-397,  
4-400, 5-29, Glossary-4, Glossary-11 

Raptor, 2-59, 2-119, 2-122, 4-68, 4-71, 4-73,  
4-146, 4-152, 4-201, 4-271, 4-275, 4-276,  
4-300, 4-316, 4-353, 4-357, 4-382,  
Glossary-9 

Rattlesnake Ridge, 1-9, 2-28, 2-51, 2-52,  
2-181, 4-55, 4-91, 4-151, 4-175, 4-191 

Record of Decision (ROD), 1-4, 1-5, 1-9,  
1-12, 1-18, 2-93, 2-114, 2-198, 3-79, 4-8,  
5-4 

Recreation, ES-4, ES-5, ES-7, ES-8, ES-14, 
ES-19, ES-31, 1-7, 1-9, 1-10, 1-11, 1-14,  
2-2, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 2-22, 2-30, 
2-37, 2-67, 2-97, 2-119, 2-122, 2-128, 2-129, 
2-130, 2-131, 2-132, 2-133, 2-133, 2-134,  
2-135, 2-136, 2-137, 2-149, 2-152, 2-154,  
2-156, 2-180, 2-202, 2-218, 2-225, 3-18,  
3-31, 3-38, 3-43, 3-51, 3-54, 3-55, 3-56,  
3-60, 3-61, 3-62, 3-63, 3-68, 3-71, 3-72,  
3-75, 3-76, 3-78, 3-79, 3-83, 3-84, 3-87,  
3-88, 3-89, 4-2, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-11, 4-17,  
4-24, 4-26, 4-27, 4-29, 4-30, 4-33, 4-36,  
4-37, 4-45, 4-46, 4-51, 4-52, 4-57, 4-62,  
4-64, 4-82, 4-84, 4-88, 4-93, 4-97, 4-99,  
4-104, 4-105, 4-108, 4-112, 4-115, 4-117,  
4-122, 4-127, 4-130, 4-133, 4-135, 4-137,  
4-142, 4-149, 4-155, 4-159, 4-162, 4-163,  
4-164, 4-169, 4-180, 4-187, 4-190, 4-193,  
4-195, 4-197, 4-198, 4-212, 4-214, 4-218,  
4-221, 4-223, 4-224, 4-227, 4-230, 4-231,  
4-254, 4-258, 4-261, 4-264, 4-266, 4-268,  
4-271, 4-273, 4-274, 4-276, 4-278, 4-280,  
4-281, 4-282, 4-283, 4-284, 4-285, 4-286,  
4-287, 4-288, 4-289, 4-290, 4-291, 4-292,  
4-293, 4-294, 4-295, 4-296, 4-297, 4-298,  
4-308, 4-310, 4-312, 4-313, 4-314, 4-316,  
4-322, 4-330, 4-338, 4-340, 4-341, 4-344,  
4-345, 4-347, 4-348, 4-354, 4-358, 4-361,  
4-362, 4-363, 4-368, 4-369, 4-371, 4-372,  
4-373, 4-374, 4-375, 4-376, 4-377, 4-378,  
4-379, 4-380, 4-381, 4-382, 4-383, 4-384,  
4-385, 4-386, 4-387, 4-388, 4-390, 4-393,  
4-394, 4-396, 4-397, 4-398, 4-399, 4-400,  
5-5, 5-6, 5-8, 5-9, 5-16, 5-26, 5-28, 5-29,  
5-31, Glossary-3, Glossary-9, Glossary-11, 
Glossary-14 
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Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS),  
ES-8, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-128, 2-135, 2-139, 
2-147, 2-199, 3-61, 3-62, 4-24, 4-29, 4-88, 
4-108, 4-123, 4-127, 4-138, 4-149, 4-155,  
4-190, 4-193, 4-221, 4-224, 4-274, 4-276,  
4-283, 4-287, 4-291, 4-296, 4-308, 4-310,  
4-313, 4-345, Glossary-9 

Recreation, motorized, ES-31, 2-128, 2-218, 
3-65, 4-8, 4-105, 4-282, 4-347, 4-379, 4-388 

Recreation, nonmotorized, 2-133, 3-65, 4-155, 
4-193, 4-286, 4-291 

Regional economy, 4-378 
Renewable energy, ES-7, 2-137, 2-138, 2-219, 

3-54, 3-64, 4-25, 4-51, 4-58, 4-74, 4-84,  
4-93, 4-105, 4-123, 4-127, 4-143, 4-155,  
4-187, 4-221, 4-225, 4-261, 4-264, 4-298,  
4-299, 4-300, 4-302, 4-303, 4-304, 4-358,  
4-368, 4-377, 4-379, 4-384 

Research Natural Area (RNA), ES-7, ES-9, 
ES-33, 1-8, 2-2, 2-165, 2-166, 2-167, 2-168, 
2-169, 2-170, 2-171, 2-171, 2-172, 2-173,  
2-184, 2-186, 2-188, 2-220, 3-42, 3-62, 3-71, 
3-72, 3-73, 3-74, 4-21, 4-25, 4-30, 4-31,  
4-33, 4-36, 4-52, 4-59, 4-62, 4-65, 4-72,  
4-74, 4-76, 4-78, 4-89, 4-94, 4-97, 4-100,  
4-109, 4-113, 4-115, 4-117, 4-123, 4-128,  
4-131, 4-133, 4-135, 4-143, 4-147, 4-150,  
4-156, 4-159, 4-162, 4-170, 4-173, 4-177,  
4-179, 4-181, 4-187, 4-189, 4-190, 4-193,  
4-195, 4-197, 4-204, 4-206, 4-208, 4-210,  
4-219, 4-222, 4-225, 4-228, 4-230, 4-236,  
4-239, 4-242, 4-244, 4-247, 4-249, 4-259,  
4-262, 4-264, 4-266, 4-268, 4-272, 4-274,  
4-276, 4-279, 4-280, 4-285, 4-288, 4-292,  
4-293, 4-295, 4-297, 4-298, 4-300, 4-301,  
4-302, 4-303, 4-307, 4-309, 4-319, 4-320,  
4-321, 4-322, 4-323, 4-324, 4-325, 4-326,  
4-327, 4-328, 4-329, 4-330, 4-331, 4-332,  
4-333, 4-334, 4-335, 4-336, 4-337, 4-338,  
4-355, 4-359, 4-361, 4-363, 4-370, 4-371,  
4-373, 4-374, 4-385, 4-388, 4-389, 4-391,  
4-392, 4-394, 4-396, 4-397, 5-29,  
Glossary-10 

Resource Advisory Council (RAC), ES-20,  
1-11, 2-136, 3-56, 5-6 

Resource Management Plan (RMP), ES-1,  
ES-2, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-7, ES-14,  
ES-15, ES-19, ES-20, 1-1, 1-2, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 

1-7, 1-8, 1-10, 1-11, 1-12, 1-13, 1-14, 1-15, 
1-17, 1-18, 1-19, 1-20, 2-1, 2-2, 2-3, 2-5,  
2-9, 2-11, 2-12, 2-13, 2-21, 2-23, 2-53, 2-84, 
2-87, 2-90, 2-93, 2-98, 2-100, 2-107, 2-128, 
2-141, 2-142, 2-143, 2-144, 2-145, 2-144,  
2-145, 2-150, 2-189, 3-1, 3-8, 3-51, 3-52,  
3-58, 3-59, 3-61, 3-63, 3-71, 3-77, 3-78,  
3-83, 4-1, 4-2, 4-9, 4-10, 4-16, 4-17, 4-44,  
4-54, 4-60, 4-65, 4-66, 4-67, 4-69, 4-78,  
4-81, 4-100, 4-108, 4-118, 4-153, 4-163,  
4-164, 4-182, 4-204, 4-211, 4-217, 4-232,  
4-235, 4-236, 4-258, 4-270, 4-277, 4-337,  
4-339, 4-342, 4-347, 4-351, 4-352, 4-376,  
4-398, 4-399, 4-400, 5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 
5-6, 5-7, 5-25, 5-27, 5-28, 5-29, 5-30, 
Glossary-1, Glossary-5, Glossary-8, 
Glossary-10, Glossary-13 

Revenue, 3-90 
Right-of-way/rights-of-way, 1-7, 2-126, 2-138, 

2-146, 2-154, 2-162, 2-166, 2-171, 2-173,  
2-174, 2-177, 2-181, 3-60, 3-67, 3-68, 3-84, 
4-25, 4-84, 4-89, 4-94, 4-95, 4-105, 4-109, 
4-113, 4-120, 4-123, 4-128, 4-131, 4-143,  
4-156, 4-169, 4-187, 4-193, 4-218, 4-219,  
4-222, 4-225, 4-228, 4-272, 4-274, 4-279,  
4-299, 4-315, 4-317, 4-318, 4-319, 4-320,  
4-322, 4-326, 4-336, 4-344, 4-345, 4-355,  
4-368, 4-378, 4-385, 4-399, 5-6 

Riparian, ES-6, ES-8, ES-9, ES-13, ES-14, 
ES-16, ES-24, ES-37, 1-10, 1-15, 2-2, 2-5, 
2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-13, 2-15, 2-29, 2-30, 2-32,  
2-33, 2-30, 2-31, 2-32, 2-30, 2-31, 2-32,  
2-30, 2-31, 2-32, 2-34, 2-35, 2-36, 2-37,  
2-53, 2-53, 2-56, 2-57, 2-67, 2-68, 2-70,  
2-71, 2-72, 2-73, 2-75, 2-98, 2-107, 2-114, 
2-149, 2-156, 2-166, 2-167, 2-174, 2-180,  
2-183, 2-184, 2-211, 2-213, 2-217, 2-224,  
3-17, 3-20, 3-21, 3-22, 3-23, 3-24, 3-25,  
3-26, 3-27, 3-28, 3-30, 3-31, 3-34, 3-37,  
3-43, 3-47, 3-48, 3-50, 3-65, 3-73, 4-9, 4-19, 
4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-26, 4-27, 4-28, 4-32,  
4-34, 4-39, 4-40, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 4-46,  
4-47, 4-48, 4-49, 4-51, 4-52, 4-54, 4-55,  
4-57, 4-58, 4-59, 4-60, 4-61, 4-63, 4-69,  
4-71, 4-73, 4-74, 4-75, 4-77, 4-82, 4-83,  
4-85, 4-86, 4-88, 4-91, 4-96, 4-98, 4-99,  
4-102, 4-103, 4-107, 4-110, 4-114, 4-116,  
4-118, 4-119, 4-120, 4-121, 4-122, 4-123,  
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4-124, 4-125, 4-126, 4-127, 4-128, 4-129,  
4-130, 4-131, 4-132, 4-133, 4-134, 4-135,  
4-136, 4-139, 4-140, 4-141, 4-142, 4-144,  
4-145, 4-146, 4-151, 4-152, 4-153, 4-156,  
4-157, 4-158, 4-159, 4-160, 4-161, 4-163,  
4-164, 4-165, 4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169,  
4-170, 4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-174, 4-175,  
4-176, 4-177, 4-178, 4-179, 4-180, 4-181,  
4-182, 4-184, 4-185, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188,  
4-189, 4-191, 4-192, 4-194, 4-195, 4-196,  
4-203, 4-205, 4-206, 4-207, 4-209, 4-215,  
4-220, 4-223, 4-226, 4-228, 4-248, 4-249,  
4-253, 4-255, 4-256, 4-259, 4-263, 4-265,  
4-267, 4-272, 4-273, 4-275, 4-278, 4-279,  
4-280, 4-286, 4-287, 4-289, 4-293, 4-295,  
4-300, 4-302, 4-306, 4-309, 4-310, 4-312,  
4-313, 4-316, 4-317, 4-319, 4-320, 4-321,  
4-341, 4-350, 4-352, 4-353, 4-354, 4-355,  
4-357, 4-358, 4-359, 4-360, 4-362, 4-366,  
4-367, 4-370, 4-379, 4-380, 4-381, 4-387,  
4-389, 4-392, 4-394, 4-395, 5-4, 5-28, 5-29, 
Glossary-5, Glossary-7, Glossary-9, 
Glossary-10, Glossary-14 

Riparian Conservation Area (RCA), ES-16,  
2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-31, 2-98, 2-184, 2-211,  
2-213, 4-27, 4-28, 4-31, 4-32, 4-34, 4-39,  
4-40, 4-54, 4-55, 4-60, 4-61, 4-63, 4-72,  
4-75, 4-83, 4-92, 4-96, 4-98, 4-111, 4-119, 
4-120, 4-122, 4-123, 4-127, 4-128, 4-129,  
4-130, 4-132, 4-134, 4-151, 4-157, 4-158,  
4-160, 4-161, 4-163, 4-167, 4-172, 4-178,  
4-180, 4-191, 4-194, 4-195, 4-196, 4-205,  
4-207, 4-209, 4-223, 4-226, 4-228, 4-247,  
4-274, 4-275, 4-277, 4-278, 4-279, 4-289,  
4-293, 4-295, 4-309, 4-310, 4-312, 4-313,  
4-319, 4-357, 4-360, 4-362, 4-366, 4-381,  
4-389, 4-392, 4-394 

Riparian Habitat Conservation Area (RHCA), 
ES-8, ES-13, ES-14, 2-5, 2-211, 2-213,  
4-22, 4-27, 4-40, 4-172, 4-201, 4-273, 4-319, 
4-320, 4-353, 4-366, 4-387 

Road, 1-17, 2-13, 2-15, 2-16, 2-54, 2-71,  
2-107, 2-141, 2-143, 2-147, 2-149, 2-151,  
2-153, 2-154, 2-155, 2-158, 2-162, 2-166,  
2-171, 2-174, 2-177, 2-178, 2-181, 2-184,  
2-186, 2-187, 2-211, 3-5, 3-29, 3-30, 3-37, 
3-42, 3-62, 3-65, 3-66, 3-67, 3-68, 3-70,  
3-71, 4-7, 4-11, 4-12, 4-16, 4-18, 4-19, 4-21, 

4-22, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-30, 4-31, 4-34,  
4-36, 4-37, 4-39, 4-40, 4-41, 4-43, 4-44,  
4-45, 4-47, 4-50, 4-51, 4-52, 4-53, 4-57,  
4-58, 4-61, 4-63, 4-65, 4-67, 4-78, 4-81,  
4-85, 4-89, 4-95, 4-97, 4-103, 4-104, 4-105, 
4-106, 4-108, 4-109, 4-112, 4-113, 4-122,  
4-123, 4-124, 4-126, 4-127, 4-128, 4-130,  
4-131, 4-133, 4-137, 4-141, 4-143, 4-145,  
4-159, 4-162, 4-166, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170,  
4-171, 4-172, 4-173, 4-174, 4-175, 4-176,  
4-178, 4-179, 4-181, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188,  
4-198, 4-211, 4-219, 4-222, 4-225, 4-228,  
4-230, 4-239, 4-241, 4-243, 4-245, 4-247,  
4-249, 4-252, 4-272, 4-273, 4-274, 4-276,  
4-279, 4-281, 4-282, 4-307, 4-308, 4-309,  
4-310, 4-314, 4-318, 4-322, 4-351, 4-352,  
4-355, 4-356, 4-357, 4-358, 4-363, 4-365,  
4-366, 4-367, 4-375, 4-380, 4-396, 4-397,  
4-398, 4-399, Glossary-7, Glossary-8, 
Glossary-9, Glossary-10 

Roadless, 2-177, 3-53, 4-9, 5-28, Glossary-10 
Route, 2-7, 2-144, 2-145, 2-146, 2-145, 2-146, 

2-146, 2-147, 2-148, 2-149, 2-150, 2-150,  
2-162, 2-163, 3-49, 3-66, 3-67, 3-69, 3-80, 
4-23, 4-25, 4-30, 4-36, 4-41, 4-58, 4-65,  
4-94, 4-225, 4-288, 4-289, 4-292, 4-297,  
4-304, 4-305, 4-306, 4-307, 4-308, 4-309,  
4-310, 4-311, 4-312, 4-313, 4-314, 4-318,  
4-359, 4-381, 4-384, 4-388, 4-391, 4-400, 
Glossary-9, Glossary-10, Glossary-12 

Salable mineral, 3-58, 3-59, 3-60, 4-7, 4-37,  
4-44, 4-51, 4-93, 4-136, 4-176, 4-190, 4-193, 
4-217, 4-224, 4-232, 4-238, 4-258, 4-269,  
4-326, 4-343, 4-358, 4-370, 4-372, 4-373,  
4-375, 4-378, 4-383, 4-400 

Salinity, Glossary-10 
Salmon River, ES-8, ES-10, ES-13, ES-14, 

ES-17, 1-9, 1-15, 1-16, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8,  
2-9, 2-28, 2-51, 2-52, 2-53, 2-54, 2-53, 2-54, 
2-60, 2-61, 2-62, 2-63, 2-74, 2-84, 2-94,  
2-111, 2-112, 2-118, 2-121, 2-122, 2-124,  
2-125, 2-126, 2-129, 2-130, 2-131, 2-136,  
2-159, 2-160, 2-163, 2-164, 2-180, 2-181,  
2-182, 2-187, 2-189, 2-190, 2-195, 2-196,  
2-199, 2-200, 2-221, 3-4, 3-6, 3-7, 3-8, 3-9,  
3-10, 3-15, 3-22, 3-24, 3-25, 3-28, 3-31,  
3-33, 3-34, 3-38, 3-39, 3-42, 3-47, 3-48,  
3-49, 3-50, 3-53, 3-59, 3-60, 3-61, 3-62,  
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3-63, 3-69, 3-70, 3-72, 3-74, 3-75, 3-77,  
3-78, 3-79, 3-80, 3-82, 3-88, 4-20, 4-21,  
4-30, 4-44, 4-46, 4-51, 4-52, 4-59, 4-60,  
4-63, 4-75, 4-84, 4-88, 4-89, 4-94, 4-96,  
4-113, 4-114, 4-123, 4-127, 4-131, 4-144,  
4-150, 4-155, 4-156, 4-157, 4-159, 4-169,  
4-170, 4-173, 4-177, 4-179, 4-181, 4-187,  
4-190, 4-193, 4-194, 4-217, 4-218, 4-219,  
4-225, 4-260, 4-270, 4-272, 4-276, 4-277,  
4-285, 4-286, 4-287, 4-288, 4-290, 4-291,  
4-292, 4-293, 4-294, 4-295, 4-297, 4-311,  
4-318, 4-320, 4-324, 4-325, 4-326, 4-327,  
4-328, 4-329, 4-330, 4-331, 4-332, 4-333,  
4-334, 4-335, 4-336, 4-339, 4-340, 4-341,  
4-342, 4-345, 4-347, 4-354, 4-359, 4-379,  
4-385, 4-396, 5-14, 5-17, 5-24 

Snowhole Rapids, 2-199, 3-78, 3-79, 4-124,  
4-144, 4-188, 4-219, 4-222, 4-226, 4-242,  
4-262, 4-266, 4-272, 4-324, 4-344, 4-345 

Snowmobiles, 2-219, 4-120, 4-123, 4-142 
Socioeconomics, 4-398, 5-30 
Soils, ES-6, ES-13, ES-22, 2-1, 2-7, 2-13, 2-14, 

2-28, 2-148, 2-172, 2-210, 2-212, 3-4, 3-5, 
3-6, 3-33, 3-34, 3-52, 3-82, 4-11, 4-17, 4-18, 
4-19, 4-20, 4-21, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25,  
4-26, 4-27, 4-28, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-32,  
4-34, 4-35, 4-36, 4-37, 4-38, 4-40, 4-41,  
4-42, 4-43, 4-44, 4-48, 4-50, 4-53, 4-60,  
4-63, 4-65, 4-69, 4-72, 4-75, 4-77, 4-80,  
4-81, 4-82, 4-84, 4-85, 4-86, 4-90, 4-91,  
4-94, 4-95, 4-98, 4-102, 4-104, 4-105, 4-106, 
4-107, 4-109, 4-110, 4-111, 4-112, 4-113,  
4-116, 4-120, 4-122, 4-123, 4-124, 4-125,  
4-127, 4-128, 4-130, 4-131, 4-133, 4-135,  
4-139, 4-145, 4-150, 4-157, 4-160, 4-170,  
4-171, 4-173, 4-177, 4-179, 4-184, 4-187,  
4-188, 4-190, 4-191, 4-194, 4-196, 4-201,  
4-204, 4-207, 4-208, 4-215, 4-219, 4-222,  
4-226, 4-228, 4-237, 4-248, 4-255, 4-260,  
4-272, 4-273, 4-274, 4-275, 4-278, 4-279,  
4-284, 4-289, 4-293, 4-295, 4-308, 4-309,  
4-312, 4-313, 4-316, 4-323, 4-348, 4-365,  
4-366, 4-379, 4-380, 4-381, 4-382, 4-383,  
4-385, 4-386, 4-387, 4-389, 4-392, 4-394,  
4-399, 5-28, 5-31, Glossary-8 

Scoping (see public scoping), ES-4, ES-5,  
ES-7, ES-19, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7, 1-11, 2-3, 2-5,  
2-9, 3-1, 5-1, 5-2, 5-5 

Seeding, 2-166, 3-31, 4-4, 4-68, 4-102, 4-215, 
4-257, 4-260, Glossary-6, Glossary-9, 
Glossary-11, Glossary-12 

Sensitive plant species, 2-76, 2-82, 2-83, 3-43, 
3-74, 4-43, 4-121, 4-126, 4-167, 4-192,  
4-193, 4-256, 4-382 

Sensitive species, 2-40, 2-49, 2-50, 2-59, 2-66, 
2-67, 2-83, 2-171, 2-185, 2-187, 3-22, 3-25, 
3-32, 3-34, 3-36, 3-37, 3-39, 3-41, 4-5, 4-63, 
4-69, 4-110, 4-137, 4-141, 4-144, 4-146,  
4-151, 4-152, 4-160, 4-164, 4-170, 4-184,  
4-185, 4-192, 4-253, 4-256, 4-381,  
Glossary-11 

Soils, erosion, 4-22, 4-26 
Solitude, 3-78, Glossary-11, Glossary-14 
Special Recreation Management Area 

(SRMA), ES-10, ES-13, ES-14, 2-5, 2-129, 
2-130, 2-131, 2-132, 2-133, 2-134, 2-136,  
2-137, 2-199, 3-61, 3-62, 3-63, 3-69, 3-77, 
4-51, 4-57, 4-88, 4-93, 4-122, 4-127, 4-155, 
4-162, 4-169, 4-193, 4-197, 4-221, 4-282,  
4-283, 4-287, 4-291, 4-294, 4-296, 4-297,  
4-311, 4-313, 4-345, 4-368, 4-372, 4-373,  
4-390, 4-396, Glossary-11 

Short-term effect, 4-2, 4-10, 4-66, 4-82, 4-85, 
4-92, 4-111, 4-129, 4-141, 4-163, 4-257,  
4-306, 4-307, 4-308, 4-376, 4-382, 4-383,  
4-386, 4-387, 4-389, 4-392, 4-394, 4-400 

Smoke, ES-21, 2-11, 2-12, 2-210, 3-2, 4-10,  
4-11, 4-12, 4-13, 4-14, 4-16, 5-5 

Snake River, 1-2, 1-3, 1-9, 1-12, 1-15, 1-17,  
2-60, 2-61, 2-62, 2-74, 2-111, 2-163, 2-189, 
2-190, 2-200, 3-3, 3-6, 3-7, 3-8, 3-9, 3-14,  
3-22, 3-24, 3-28, 3-31, 3-37, 3-38, 3-39,  
3-40, 3-41, 3-42, 3-47, 3-48, 3-50, 3-52,  
3-56, 3-60, 3-62, 3-63, 3-69, 3-76, 3-77,  
4-21, 4-46, 4-82, 4-89, 4-103, 4-144, 4-339, 
4-347, 5-4, 5-11 

Special Recreation Permit, 2-135, 3-63, 4-88, 
4-285, 4-291, 4-384, Glossary-11 

Special status plants, 3-41, 3-43, 4-153, 4-182, 
4-183, 4-184, 4-185, 4-186, 4-187, 4-188,  
4-189, 4-190, 4-191, 4-192, 4-193, 4-194,  
4-195, 4-196, 4-197, 4-198, 4-202, 4-248,  
4-284, 4-353, 4-357, 4-367, 4-382 
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Special status species, ES-4, ES-6, ES-8, ES-9, 
ES-12, ES-13, 1-6, 2-4, 2-5, 2-7, 2-8, 2-38, 
2-67, 2-75, 2-119, 2-118, 2-122, 2-149,  
2-213, 3-1, 3-31, 3-37, 4-42, 4-67, 4-74,  
4-136, 4-137, 4-144, 4-150, 4-164, 4-182,  
4-185, 4-191, 4-216, 4-247, 4-254, 4-273,  
4-306, 4-316, 4-317, 4-353, 4-357, 4-360 

State of Idaho, ES-1, 1-2, 1-16, 2-46, 2-129,  
2-190, 2-192, 2-193, 2-195, 2-197, 2-198,  
3-14, 3-17, 3-85, 3-86, 4-5, 4-6, 4-7, 4-37,  
4-281, 4-296, 4-374, 4-375 

Steelhead trout, 3-40, 3-41 
Subalpine fir, 3-26 
Surface water, 2-16, 4-40, 4-41, 4-42, 4-44,  

4-45, 4-46, 4-49, 4-51, 4-52, 4-102, 4-218, 
4-221, 4-224, 4-225, 5-5 

Sustained yield, 1-1, 2-9, 2-21, 2-22, 2-100,  
4-12, 4-48, 4-147, 4-220, 4-300, 1, 5, 11 

Timber, ES-8, ES-9, ES-12, ES-14, ES-32,  
1-9, 1-18, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-21, 2-22,  
2-34, 2-35, 2-44, 2-53, 2-59, 2-97, 2-98,  
2-100, 2-101, 2-107, 2-108, 2-165, 2-167,  
2-174, 2-177, 2-178, 2-179, 2-184, 2-186,  
2-187, 2-210, 2-211, 2-213, 2-219, 2-225,  
3-5, 3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 3-25, 3-27, 3-29, 3-30, 
3-31, 3-37, 3-38, 3-43, 3-45, 3-55, 3-64,  
3-69, 3-70, 3-74, 3-85, 3-87, 3-89, 3-90,  
3-91, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-12, 4-13, 4-16,  
4-17, 4-18, 4-19, 4-22, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26,  
4-27, 4-29, 4-30, 4-31, 4-33, 4-37, 4-40,  
4-41, 4-44, 4-48, 4-50, 4-54, 4-56, 4-59,  
4-60, 4-61, 4-62, 4-63, 4-64, 4-66, 4-67,  
4-70, 4-71, 4-72, 4-74, 4-75, 4-76, 4-78,  
4-83, 4-84, 4-85, 4-86, 4-89, 4-94, 4-108,  
4-110, 4-118, 4-120, 4-122, 4-123, 4-125,  
4-126, 4-128, 4-131, 4-133, 4-136, 4-137,  
4-143, 4-146, 4-147, 4-151, 4-153, 4-159,  
4-161, 4-162, 4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169,  
4-171, 4-172, 4-174, 4-177, 4-179, 4-181,  
4-182, 4-187, 4-195, 4-197, 4-198, 4-200,  
4-201, 4-204, 4-206, 4-220, 4-221, 4-222,  
4-225, 4-228, 4-231, 4-238, 4-247, 4-248,  
4-249, 4-250, 4-251, 4-252, 4-253, 4-271,  
4-286, 4-299, 4-300, 4-301, 4-302, 4-303,  
4-304, 4-340, 4-347, 4-354, 4-355, 4-356,  
4-358, 4-360, 4-362, 4-364, 4-366, 4-369,  
4-370, 4-372, 4-373, 4-374, 4-375, 4-376,  
4-377, 4-378, 4-379, 4-380, 4-381, 4-382,  

4-383, 4-385, 4-386, 4-387, 4-388, 4-389,  
4-391, 4-392, 4-393, 4-394, 4-395, 4-397,  
4-398, 4-399, 5-3, 5-6, Glossary-1, 
Glossary-6, Glossary-9, Glossary-12 

Timber harvest, ES-32, 2-34, 2-53, 2-59, 2-97, 
2-98, 2-108, 2-165, 2-167, 2-174, 2-177,  
2-179, 2-184, 2-186, 2-187, 2-210, 2-213,  
2-219, 3-5, 3-18, 3-19, 3-25, 3-27, 3-29,  
3-30, 3-31, 3-37, 3-43, 3-45, 3-74, 3-89,  
3-90, 3-91, 4-6, 4-7, 4-8, 4-13, 4-16, 4-19,  
4-22, 4-24, 4-25, 4-26, 4-27, 4-30, 4-31,  
4-33, 4-37, 4-40, 4-41, 4-44, 4-48, 4-50,  
4-54, 4-56, 4-59, 4-62, 4-67, 4-70, 4-71,  
4-72, 4-75, 4-84, 4-85, 4-86, 4-89, 4-94,  
4-118, 4-120, 4-122, 4-123, 4-125, 4-126,  
4-128, 4-131, 4-136, 4-137, 4-143, 4-146,  
4-159, 4-163, 4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169,  
4-171, 4-172, 4-174, 4-177, 4-179, 4-187,  
4-196, 4-198, 4-204, 4-206, 4-221, 4-222,  
4-225, 4-231, 4-238, 4-248, 4-249, 4-250,  
4-253, 4-299, 4-300, 4-301, 4-302, 4-303,  
4-304, 4-340, 4-347, 4-354, 4-355, 4-356,  
4-358, 4-360, 4-362, 4-364, 4-366, 4-369,  
4-375, 4-379, 4-381, 4-382, 4-383, 4-385,  
4-387, 4-388, 4-391, 4-394, 4-397,  
Glossary-1, Glossary-6 

Timber Production Capability Classification, 
2-101, 4-50 

Timing Limitation (TL), 2-119, 2-122, 4-57,  
4-269, 4-270, 4-273, 4-275, 4-358 

Total Dissolved Solid, Glossary-12 
Total Maximum Daily Load, 3-9, 3-10, 

Glossary-12 
Tourism, ES-19, 1-11, 1-14, 2-129, 2-130,  

2-131, 2-132, 2-133, 2-134, 2-136, 3-63,  
3-88, 3-89, 4-376, 5-5, 5-15 

Trail, 2-54, 2-53, 2-67, 2-134, 2-147, 2-151,  
2-153, 2-154, 2-155, 2-172, 2-179, 2-189,  
3-48, 3-49, 3-50, 3-61, 3-63, 3-67, 3-76,  
4-108, 4-128, 4-173, 4-226, 4-285, 4-290,  
4-294, 4-307, 4-310, 4-311, 4-337, 4-338,  
4-339, Glossary-7, Glossary-12 

Transportation, ES-4, ES-7, ES-32, 2-2,  
2-139, 2-145, 2-173, 2-218, 2-219, 3-2, 3-3, 
3-55, 3-60, 3-65, 3-74, 3-76, 3-84, 3-86,  
3-87, 4-10, 4-11, 4-21, 4-25, 4-29, 4-33,  
4-36, 4-46, 4-52, 4-58, 4-62, 4-64, 4-70,  
4-80, 4-84, 4-89, 4-91, 4-94, 4-97, 4-100,  

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS Index-16 



Index 

4-105, 4-108, 4-109, 4-112, 4-115, 4-117,  
4-123, 4-124, 4-127, 4-131, 4-133, 4-135,  
4-142, 4-143, 4-149, 4-155, 4-159, 4-162,  
4-170, 4-173, 4-177, 4-178, 4-180, 4-187,  
4-190, 4-193, 4-195, 4-197, 4-200, 4-206,  
4-208, 4-210, 4-218, 4-221, 4-225, 4-228,  
4-230, 4-235, 4-239, 4-241, 4-243, 4-246,  
4-247, 4-249, 4-251, 4-252, 4-261, 4-264,  
4-266, 4-268, 4-272, 4-274, 4-276, 4-278,  
4-280, 4-282, 4-284, 4-288, 4-292, 4-294,  
4-297, 4-304, 4-305, 4-306, 4-307, 4-308,  
4-309, 4-310, 4-311, 4-312, 4-313, 4-314,  
4-315, 4-316, 4-323, 4-337, 4-339, 4-340,  
4-343, 4-344, 4-346, 4-347, 4-349, 4-350,  
4-355, 4-359, 4-361, 4-362, 4-365, 4-369,  
4-371, 4-372, 4-373, 4-376, 4-377, 4-380,  
4-381, 4-384, 4-388, 4-391, 4-393, 4-396,  
5-6, 5-12, 5-16, 5-28, Glossary-12 

United States Department of Agriculture, 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS), 3-5, 3-6 

United States Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), ES-1, 
ES-2, ES-3, ES-4, ES-5, ES-7, ES-8, ES-9, 
ES-10, ES-13, ES-14, ES-16, ES-19, ES-20, 
ES-22, ES-25, 1-1, 1-2, 1-4, 1-5, 1-6, 1-7,  
1-8, 1-9, 1-10, 1-10, 1-11, 1-12, 1-13, 1-14, 
1-15, 1-16, 1-17, 1-18, 1-19, 2-1, 2-3, 2-4,  
2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 2-8, 2-9, 2-16, 2-17, 2-17,  
2-18, 2-19, 2-20, 2-25, 2-26, 2-27, 2-30,  
2-34, 2-39, 2-40, 2-43, 2-44, 2-46, 2-47,  
2-49, 2-51, 2-53, 2-54, 2-53, 2-54, 2-55,  
2-58, 2-59, 2-60, 2-61, 2-62, 2-63, 2-64,  
2-65, 2-66, 2-67, 2-68, 2-71, 2-75, 2-76,  
2-77, 2-77, 2-79, 2-80, 2-81, 2-82, 2-83,  
2-84, 2-89, 2-96, 2-111, 2-112, 2-114, 2-115, 
2-116, 2-117, 2-120, 2-123, 2-125, 2-126,  
2-128, 2-138, 2-139, 2-140, 2-141, 2-142,  
2-142, 2-143, 2-144, 2-145, 2-146, 2-144,  
2-145, 2-146, 2-146, 2-148, 2-153, 2-156,  
2-157, 2-158, 2-170, 2-171, 2-173, 2-175,  
2-182, 2-183, 2-185, 2-187, 2-189, 2-190,  
2-191, 2-192, 2-193, 2-195, 2-196, 2-197,  
2-198, 2-199, 2-200, 2-203, 2-205, 2-210,  
2-217, 2-218, 2-220, 3-1, 3-5, 3-6, 3-7, 3-8, 
3-9, 3-10, 3-15, 3-16, 3-17, 3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 
3-21, 3-22, 3-23, 3-24, 3-25, 3-26, 3-27,  
3-28, 3-29, 3-30, 3-31, 3-32, 3-33, 3-34,  
3-36, 3-37, 3-38, 3-39, 3-40, 3-41, 3-42,  
3-43, 3-45, 3-46, 3-47, 3-48, 3-51, 3-52,  
3-53, 3-54, 3-55, 3-56, 3-57, 3-58, 3-59,  
3-60, 3-61, 3-62, 3-63, 3-64, 3-65, 3-66,  
3-67, 3-68, 3-69, 3-70, 3-71, 3-72, 3-73,  
3-74, 3-75, 3-76, 3-77, 3-78, 3-79, 3-80,  
3-81, 3-82, 3-83, 3-84, 3-87, 3-88, 3-89,  
3-90, 3-91, 3-92, 4-1, 4-2, 4-3, 4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 
4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19,  
4-20, 4-22, 4-23, 4-24, 4-25, 4-27, 4-37,  
4-38, 4-39, 4-40, 4-41, 4-42, 4-43, 4-44,  
4-45, 4-46, 4-47, 4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51,  
4-52, 4-53, 4-55, 4-56, 4-58, 4-59, 4-63,  
4-65, 4-66, 4-67, 4-68, 4-69, 4-72, 4-73,  
4-76, 4-77, 4-78, 4-79, 4-81, 4-82, 4-83,  
4-84, 4-85, 4-86, 4-87, 4-88, 4-89, 4-90,  
4-91, 4-93, 4-94, 4-95, 4-97, 4-100, 4-103, 
4-104, 4-105, 4-106, 4-107, 4-108, 4-109,  

Travel management, 2-139, 2-150, 2-152,  
2-153, 2-154, 2-154, 2-155, 2-156, 2-157,  
2-219, 4-3, 4-9, 4-11, 4-91, 4-110, 4-142,  
4-187, 4-197, 4-235, 4-294, 4-304, 4-305,  
4-306, 4-307, 4-308, 4-309, 4-310, 4-311,  
4-312, 4-313, 4-314, 4-359, 4-369, 4-371,  
4-372, 4-376, 4-393, 4-396 

Trespass, 3-71, Glossary-12 
Understory, 2-168, 3-21, 3-28, 3-45, 4-76,  

4-129, 4-201, 4-203, 4-204, 4-382,  
Glossary-3, Glossary-12 

United States Department of Agriculture, 
Forest Service (Forest Service), ES-1, 22,  
1-2, 1-10, 1-12, 1-16, 2-22, 2-30, 2-34, 2-43, 
2-44, 2-60, 2-61, 2-62, 2-68, 2-97, 2-113,  
2-157, 2-177, 2-190, 2-192, 2-193, 2-194,  
2-195, 2-197, 2-196, 2-198, 2-210, 3-1, 3-6, 
3-7, 3-16, 3-17, 3-19, 3-25, 3-29, 3-30, 3-33, 
3-45, 3-54, 3-56, 3-64, 3-65, 3-68, 3-70,  
3-73, 3-76, 3-77, 3-80, 3-87, 3-89, 3-90, 4-3, 
4-4, 4-5, 4-6, 4-8, 4-16, 4-17, 4-18, 4-19,  
4-33, 4-36, 4-37, 4-38, 4-42, 4-43, 4-46,  
4-47, 4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-66, 4-74, 4-79,  
4-82, 4-118, 4-120, 4-124, 4-125, 4-145,  
4-146, 4-148, 4-163, 4-164, 4-167, 4-170,  
4-182, 4-188, 4-189, 4-211, 4-247, 4-284,  
4-341, 4-342, 4-352, 4-378, 4-385, 5-4, 5-7, 
5-13, 5-14, Glossary-3, Glossary-10 
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4-110, 4-111, 4-112, 4-113, 4-115, 4-118,  
4-119, 4-120, 4-121, 4-122, 4-124, 4-125,  
4-126, 4-128, 4-129, 4-134, 4-137, 4-138,  
4-141, 4-142, 4-144, 4-145, 4-146, 4-147,  
4-148, 4-149, 4-150, 4-151, 4-154, 4-155,  
4-156, 4-158, 4-159, 4-162, 4-163, 4-164,  
4-165, 4-166, 4-167, 4-168, 4-169, 4-170,  
4-171, 4-173, 4-174, 4-181, 4-182, 4-183,  
4-184, 4-185, 4-186, 4-188, 4-189, 4-190,  
4-192, 4-193, 4-197, 4-198, 4-199, 4-200,  
4-202, 4-203, 4-206, 4-207, 4-208, 4-210,  
4-211, 4-213, 4-214, 4-218, 4-222, 4-233,  
4-236, 4-237, 4-238, 4-239, 4-240, 4-241,  
4-242, 4-243, 4-244, 4-245, 4-246, 4-247,  
4-248, 4-251, 4-252, 4-253, 4-254, 4-255,  
4-256, 4-257, 4-258, 4-259, 4-260, 4-261,  
4-262, 4-263, 4-269, 4-270, 4-272, 4-273,  
4-275, 4-281, 4-283, 4-287, 4-288, 4-290,  
4-291, 4-293, 4-294, 4-295, 4-296, 4-297,  
4-300, 4-302, 4-303, 4-304, 4-305, 4-306,  
4-307, 4-308, 4-309, 4-310, 4-311, 4-314,  
4-315, 4-316, 4-317, 4-318, 4-319, 4-320,  
4-322, 4-323, 4-324, 4-325, 4-326, 4-327,  
4-328, 4-329, 4-330, 4-331, 4-332, 4-333,  
4-334, 4-335, 4-336, 4-337, 4-338, 4-339,  
4-340, 4-341, 4-342, 4-343, 4-344, 4-345,  
4-346, 4-347, 4-348, 4-350, 4-351, 4-352,  
4-353, 4-354, 4-357, 4-360, 4-364, 4-365,  
4-367, 4-369, 4-370, 4-371, 4-372, 4-374,  
4-375, 4-376, 4-377, 4-378, 4-379, 4-380,  
4-381, 4-382, 4-383, 4-384, 4-385, 4-386,  
4-387, 4-389, 4-390, 4-391, 4-393, 4-394,  
4-395, 4-396, 4-397, 4-398, 4-399, 4-400,  
5-1, 5-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 5-6, 5-7, 5-25, 5-28, 
5-29, 5-30, Glossary-3, Glossary-4, 
Glossary-5, Glossary-7, Glossary-8, 
Glossary-9, Glossary-10, Glossary-11, 
Glossary-13 

United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (US EPA), 2-11, 2-12, 3-1, 3-8, 4-8, 
4-16, 4-47, 4-181, 4-352, 5-26, Glossary-3, 
Glossary-8 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS), 1-12, 1-13, 2-3, 2-39, 2-40, 2-41, 
2-43, 2-44, 2-46, 2-47, 2-58, 2-79, 2-148,  
2-169, 2-172, 3-7, 3-22, 3-32, 3-33, 3-36,  
3-37, 3-42, 3-74, 4-126, 4-137, 4-139, 4-140, 
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APPENDIX B—BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES—ALTERNATIVES B, 
C, AND D 
 
In addition to the road management guidelines in Appendix F, Aquatic and Riparian Management 
Strategy, these best management practices (BMPs) expand and supplement the basic guidelines and 
minimum requirements of the BLM manual, the Idaho Department of Lands (Forest Practices 
Regulations), Idaho Department of Water Resources Stream Channel Alteration Regulations, and 
the Corps of Engineers 404 Regulations. Additional BMPs may be added or existing BMPs can be 
modified as needed with interdisciplinary review and/or in cooperation with other state and federal 
agencies.  Changes would be noted as an RMP supplement and would be filed with the RMP. The 
most current and effective BMPs will be selected for every project, whether or not those BMPs are 
on this list. The lists in Appendix B are partial and adaptable to project demands and/or developing 
technology.    

ROAD PLANNING—DESIGN AND LOCATION 

1) Plan road standards and specifications that maintain forest productivity, water quality, and fish 
and wildlife habitat.  

2) Ensure that road specifications and plans are consistent with good safety practices.  

3) Plan each road to the minimum standards for the intended use. Adapt the plans to the soil 
materials and terrain to minimize disturbance and damages to forest productivity, water quality, 
and wildlife habitat.  

4) Plan transportation networks to avoid road construction within riparian conservation areas.  
Vegetation strips between roads and streams will be of adequate size to support achievement of 
indicators of watershed/aquatic conditions.Plan transportation networks to minimize road 
construction within riparian conservation areas. Leave or reestablish areas of vegetation between 
roads and streams.  

5) Minimize and balance cuts and fills, especially near streams.  

6) Plan to dispose of excavated waste material on geologically stable sites and away from Riparian 
Conservation Areas.  

7) Design full-bench roads for slopes over 60 percent. End-haul excess material to a geologically 
stable site for disposal and away from Riparian Conservation Areas. Use balanced cut-and-fill 
road construction where practical.  

8) Plan natural road cross-drainage by insloping and using relief culverts or outsloping and by grade 
changes. Plan for effective well-placed dips or water bars.  

9) Design relief culverts or roadside ditches to prevent fill erosion or direct discharge of sediment 
into streams.  
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10) Minimize the number of stream crossings. Comply with Stream Channel Alteration Law (Title 
42, Chapter 38, Idaho Code) and ensure that all Class I stream culvert installations allow fish 
passage.  

11) Emphasize the use of existing roads (through continued use or reconstruction) to minimize new 
road construction.  

12) Consider temporary or permanent road closure for all dead-end roads or roads with an expected 
duration of use of fewer than five years.  

13) For long-term roads, design bridges or culverts for 100-year flood.  

14) Design road drainage systems to avoid direct sediment discharge into streams. Use the Forest 
Service “Guide for Controlling Sediment from Secondary Logging Roads” or equivalent to assist 
in drainage design. 

MINOR ROAD CONSTRUCTION  

1) For any repair work in streams occupied by listed native fish, instream work will be timed to 
avoid disturbance of staging adult fish, redds, or gravels with unemerged juveniles where 
possible.  Timing restrictions may be waived in cases of overriding safety concerns or the threat 
of further severe resource damage. 

2) Disturbed areas will be seeded following work, mulch may be applied. 

3) Fuel storage and fueling of equipment will not occur within streamside RHCAS. 

4) Before working in a stream channel or in a streamside RHCA, all heavy equipment or other 
machinery will be inspected for hydraulic or other leaks. Fix identified problems before entering 
areas that drain directly to stream. Clean equipment with accumulations of oil, grease, or other 
toxic materials prior to use in these areas. An emergency spill containment kit will be located on 
site during construction activity.   

5)Implement erosion and sediment control measures as necessary to prevent sediment from 
reaching water bodies. Such measures may include sediment fences, sediment traps, mulch, 
seeding, and placement of woody debris and slash. 

ROAD CONSTRUCTION  

1) Construct roads in a manner that prevents debris, overburden, and excess materials from 
entering streams. Deposit excess materials outside of stream protection zones.  

2) Construct roads to comply with Idaho Forest Practices Act plan and design guidelines.  

3) Provide for quarry drainage to prevent sediment from entering streams.  

4) Clear drainage ways of all debris generated during construction or maintenance that may 
interfere with drainage or affect water quality.  
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5) When constructing roads near streams, use slash filter windrows to minimize sediment reaching 
the stream. Minimize the amount of woody debris buried in embankments and minimize the 
amount of snow, ice, and frozen soil added to embankments.  

6) Construct road stream crossings or roads constricting on a stream channel in compliance with 
the Stream Channel Alteration Law (Title 42, Chapter 38, Idaho Code).  

7) Before fall or spring runoff, stabilize slopes where exposed material (such as excavation, 
embankment, waste piles) may erode and enter streams by seeding, compacting, riprapping, 
benching, mulching, or other suitable means.  

8) Construct stream culverts, cross drains, or relief culverts to prevent erosion. Use riprap, woody 
debris, downspouts, or similar devices to prevent erosion of fills. Culverts in natural drainage 
ways would be oriented to minimize fill slope erosion or to carry water beyond fills. Install 
drainage structures on roads before fall or spring runoff.  

9) Install relief culverts with a minimum drain grade of two percent. 

10)  Design roads to balance cuts and fills or use full bench construction where stable fill 
construction is not possible.  

11) Minimize sediment production from borrow pits and gravel sources through proper location, 
development, and reclamation. 

12) Place debris, overburden, and other waste materials associated with construction and 
maintenance where they will not enter streams. Include these waste areas in soil stabilization 
planning for the road. 

13) In rippable materials, construct roads with no overhanging banks.  

ROAD DRAINAGE  

1) Provide adequate drainage from the surface of all roads by using outsloped or crowned roads, 
drain dips, or insloped roads with ditches and cross-drains or relief culverts.  

2) Vary road grades to reduce concentrated flow in road surface, ditches, and culverts and on fill 
slopes and road surfaces. 

3) Size drainage structures appropriately to handle anticipated flow during normal runoff or storms.  

4) Outsloped Roads: Outsloped roads provide means of dispersing water in a low-energy flow 
from the road surface. Outsloped roads are appropriate when fill slopes are stable, drainage will 
not flow directly into stream channels, and transportation safety considerations can be met.  

5) Insloped Roads: For insloped roads, generally design ditch gradients to be between two and 
eight percent to prevent sediment deposition and ditch erosion. The higher gradients may be 
suitable for more stable soils; use the lower gradients for less stable soils.  
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6) Drain Dips: Construct drain dips deep enough into the subgrade so that traffic will not obliterate 
them. Dips should be angled 20 to 45 degrees perpendicular to the road and have a drainage 
grade of two to eight percent.  

7) Prevent downslope movement of sediment by using sediment catch basins, drop inlets, changes 
in road grade, headwalls, recessed cut slopes, slash filter windrows, or other design features.  

8) Where possible, install relief culverts at the gradient of the original ground slope; otherwise 
armor outlets with rock or anchor downspouts to carry water across the fill slope.  

9) Skew relief culverts 20 to 30 degrees toward the inflow from the ditch to improve inlet 
efficiency. Develop the catch basin at sufficient size to prevent the culvert inlet from plugging.  

10) Provide energy dissipaters (for example, rock piles and logs) where necessary to reduce the 
erosion energy of the emerging water.  

11) Prevent cross drains, culverts, water bars, dips, and other drainage structures from discharging 
onto erodible soils or fill slopes without outfall protection.  

12) Design roads for minimal disruption of drainage patterns. 

13) Route road drainage through vegetative filtration fields, slash windrows, or other sediment 
settling structures. Install road drainage features above stream crossings to route discharge into 
filtration zones before entering a stream.  

ROAD MAINTENANCE 

1) Maintain erosion control features through periodic inspection and maintenance, including 
cleaning dips and cross-drains, repairing ditches, marking culvert inlets to aid in location, and 
clearing debris from catch basins and culverts. 

2) Avoid using roads during wet periods if such use would damage the road drainage features.  

3) Apply dust abatement or other surface stabilizing chemicals to prevent entry into streams. Do 
not place in road ditches, and do not allow pooling on the road surface.  

4) Evaluate all bridges and culverts on roads to be closed to determine the need for removal or 
periodic maintenance.  

5) Inspect roads after major runoff events and intense or prolonged rainstorms, placing priority on 
roads in municipal watersheds.  

6) Design stream channel crossings as near to a right angle with the stream as possible to minimize 
disturbance to banks and existing channels. 

7) For road segments that parallel stream courses, consider the need for stream shade along with 
safety considerations during brushing operations. This may necessitate hand brushing, partial 
brushing, or limbing, with consideration for providing growth for future shade. 
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8) When removing down logs in the road which extend into a stream, any material on the fill slope 
and in the stream will not be removed to provide for woody debris recruitment, except in cases 
where the retention of this material would result in a safety concern (i.e., downstream facilities). 

ROAD MAINTENANCE PRECAUTIONS 

1) Grade road surfaces only as often as necessary to maintain a stable running surface and to retain 
the original surface drainage.  

2) Avoid cutting the toe of cut slopes when grading roads or pulling ditches.  

3) Place all excess material removed by maintenance operations in safe disposal sites and stabilize 
these sites to prevent erosion. Avoid locations where erosion will carry materials into a stream. 

4) Avoid sidecasting material where these materials may be introduced into a stream, or where the 
placement of these materials will contribute to destabilization of the slope. 

SNOW REMOVAL  

1) Snow will not be completely removed. In general, a minimum two inches of snow must be left 
on the roadway during plowing operations to protect the surface of the road. 

2) Prevent plugging ditches and culverts during snow plowing operations. 

3) Sidecast material will not include dirt and gravel. 

4) Snow berms will not be left on the road or shoulder unless drainage holes are opened and 
maintained. Drainage holes will be spaced as required to obtain satisfactory surface drainage 
without discharge on erodible fills. 

5) Damage from, or as a result of snow removal, will be restored in a timely manner. 

TIMBER HARVESTING  

1) Stabilize or reclaim landings and temporary roads on completion of use. Landings and 
temporary roads should be deep ripped a minimum of 18 inches to improve site productivity, 
infiltration, and reduce overland flow. Preferred seed mixes would include native species and if 
needed annual rye (or similar species) to provide for faster establishment of ground cover.  Sites 
should have a light layer of mulch to prevent erosion. Placement of woody debris and slash 
(generally 1 to 12 inches in diameter) should be placed over approximately 50 percent of the site. 

2) For each landing, skid trail, or fire trail, provide and maintain a drainage system to control the 
dispersal of water and to prevent sediment from entering streams. Timely implementation is 
important; refer to the spacing chart below.  

3) When natural revegetation is inadequate to prevent accelerated erosion before the next growing 
season, apply seed or construct cross-ditches on skid trails, landings, and fire trails. A light 
ground cover of slash or mulch will retard erosion. 
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4) Follow-up evaluation of stabilization measures should be conducted to insure that restoration 
measures are adequate for revegetation, soil productivity, and stabilization. 

5) Timber harvest on frozen ground should have a minimum snow cover of one foot and should 
be stopped during periods of thawing or other wet periods. If any rutting of native surface roads 
occur, winter logging activity and hauling should be stopped during these periods.  

Table B-1 
Recommended Cross-Ditch Spacing Distance for Roads and Skid Trails  

Grade of Road or 
Trail 

Unstable Soils 
(High Erosion 

Hazard) 

Stable Soils (Low 
Erosion Hazard) 

2 percent 135 feet 170 feet 
5 percent 100 feet 140 feet 
10 percent 80 feet 115 feet 
15 percent 60 feet 90 feet 
20 percent 45 feet 60 feet 

25+ percent 30 feet 40 feet 
 

US ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY REGION 10 SOURCE WATER PROTECTION  
BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR FOREST SERVICE AND BLM 

Introduction 

The following pages include a listing of BMPs. Some are required by Forest Service and BLM 
management plans or by state administrative code. Others are recommendations or are informed by 
a legal decision. This list represents an initial effort to compile BMPs from a host of sources to assist 
in protection of drinking water sources. The first two sections define “Conservative Riparian 
Reserve Widths” and “Riparian Habitat Conservation Areas.” The third, “Watershed Management 
Planning,” pertains generally to all actions undertaken by the Forest Service or BLM. The remaining 
sections pertain to more specific types of activities, facilities, or structures on Forest Service or BLM 
lands, such as roads, recreational facilities, and fire suppression activities.  

Context and Background 

The Forest Service and BLM have a long history of using BMPs related to timber harvest, grazing, 
mining, and other land management activities to reduce adverse impacts to water quality. Forest and 
range land management activities generate diffuse sources of pollution known as nonpoint sources. 
Assessments of water quality completed at the national level and at the watershed scale have 
consistently demonstrated that nonpoint sources of pollution (agriculture, mining, construction, 
forestry, etc.) are the primary cause of water quality impairment. Point sources of pollution, such as 
wastewater treatment facilities and factories, are required to treat effluent to meet water quality 
standards consistent with state or federally issued discharge permits. Nonpoint sources require a 
different approach. BMPs are the primary management mechanism for preventing or reducing 
impacts to water quality from nonpoint sources. Many states have designated the Forest Service and 
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BLM as the management agencies for implementing BMPs on lands they manage to ensure that 
water quality standards are met.  

Forest Service and BLM lands, usually located in the upper portion of a watershed, capture a 
significant portion of the precipitation that ends up as drinking water for millions of people in the 
Pacific Northwest. The Safe Drinking Water Act required states to delineate source water areas for 
every public drinking water system and assess risks of potential contamination within those areas. 
Infrastructure and activities of the Forest Service and BLM are included among many identified 
potential sources of contamination to drinking water supplies. Careful planning and implementation 
can mitigate the risks of contamination from Forest Service and BLM operations and activities.  

The effectiveness of BMPs applied on federal lands affects the quality of water entering drinking 
water wells and intakes on both federal lands and downstream nonfederal lands. Providing the 
highest quality water possible to the drinking water intakes should be an overriding goal of BMPs. 
BMPs cover a full spectrum of active and passive measures and can be applied during assessment, 
planning, project implementation, and monitoring activities. The following BMPs are an initial draft 
starting point for helping to ensure that public health is protected and that water treatment and 
facility operation and management costs are minimized. This list is intended to serve as a menu from 
which appropriate BMPs can be selected for a specific plan or project. It is not a comprehensive list. 
Additional BMPs may be appropriate depending on the project.  

These BMPs come from a variety of sources, some of which pertain to specific geographic regions. 
As best management practices, they can be applied in other geographic regions as well. Some of 
them are clearly designed to protect water quality for fish and other aquatic life. They are 
appropriately included in this list because good water quality also benefits drinking water supplies.  

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 

Watershed Management Planning 

1) Employ Watershed Restoration Projects where appropriate to repair degraded watershed 
conditions and improve water quality and soil stability.  

2) Avoid, where possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts to water quality associated with 
the occupancy and modification of floodplains.  

3) Avoid destruction of wetlands.  

4) Prevent contamination from accidental spills.  

• An Oil and Hazardous Substance Spill Contingency Plan is a predetermined organization 
and action plan to be implemented in the event of a hazardous substance spill.  

• A Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan is required if the total amount 
of oil products on site in above-ground storage exceeds 1320 gallons, or if a single container 
exceeds a capacity of 660 gallons.  
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5) Ensure activities conducted under Special Use Permits are protective of source waters. 

6) Conduct water quality monitoring to determine the effects of land management activities on the 
beneficial uses of water, and to ensure the health and safety of water users.  

7) Minimize the amount of erosion and sedimentation at developed sites. (Source: General Water 
Quality Best Management Practices, Pacific Northwest Region, November 1988.) 

8) Take active measures, if necessary, to avoid any activity within 300 yards of a spring used as a 
source of drinking water. (Source: US EPA Region 10 recommendations.) 

Hardrock Mining 

Concern for: Surface water, groundwater  

Contaminants: Metals (e.g., lead, selenium, cadmium, copper, zinc, arsenic, mercury), acidity (low pH), 
cyanide, sulfate, turbidity. 

Both the Forest Service and BLM have extensive internal guidance on mine permitting and 
reclamation requirements.  

Two documents available on the US EPA Region 10 website provide detailed information that 
should be reviewed when addressing mining issues:  

US EPA and Hardrock Mining: A Source Book for Industry in the Northwest and Alaska, US EPA Region 
10, January 2003 http://yosemite.epa.gov/r10/water.nsf/59f3b8c4fc8c923988256b580060f5d9/ 
e4ba15715e97ef2188256d2c00783a8e!OpenDocument  

Inactive Mine Site Characterization and Cleanup Handbook, US EPA 910-8-00-001, US EPA, August 2000 
http://yosemite.epa.gov/R10/CLEANUP.NSF/9f3c21896330b4898825687b007a0f33/f47 
24f10ccdc2f4d8825699a007861dd?OpenDocument  

BLM Districts in Idaho should consult: Best Management Practices for Mining in Idaho, prepared by the 
Idaho Department of Lands, in conjunction with other state and federal agencies through the Idaho 
Mining Advisory Committee, 1992.  

Grazing 

Concern for: Surface water  

Contaminants: Pathogens (E. coli, cryptosporidium, viruses, giardia lambia), sediment, turbidity, 
phosphate, nitrates, coliform, sulfate.  

Sources: Drinking Water from Forests and Grasslands: A Synthesis of Scientific Literature, United 
States Department of Agriculture Forest Service, General Technical Report SRS-39, September 
2000, pp. 153-156. Potential Sources of Drinking Water Contamination Index, US EPA. 
www.epa.gov/safewater/swp/sources1.html. 
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Best Management Practices:  

1) Manage the timing and intensity of grazing to: 

• enhance, or at a minimum, prevent the degradation of, riparian vegetation; 

• enhance infiltration of surface water into the ground; and 

• ensure stream banks are protected. 

2) Manage the timing and intensity of grazing to within source water protection areas. Sheep 
grazing is preferable over cattle because sheep tend to graze in upland areas while cattle tend to 
spend time in the streams.  

3) The exclusion of cattle from areas where cryptosporidium may be a concern (such as Source 
Water Areas) should be considered. If this is not feasible, livestock younger than four months 
should be kept out of the watershed, because calves have not yet developed resistance, and shed 
greater numbers of oocysts than older animals. (Source: Drinking Water from Forests and 
Grasslands: A Synthesis of Scientific Literature, United States Department of Agriculture Forest 
Service, General Technical Report SRS-39, September 2000, pp. 153-156.) 

4) Locate new livestock handling and/or management facilities outside Riparian Reserves. For 
existing livestock handling facilities inside the Riparian Reserve, ensure that Aquatic 
Conservation Strategy objectives are met. Where these objectives cannot be met, require 
relocation or removal of such facilities. (Source: Aquatic Conservation Strategy, Attachment A 
to the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management 
Planning Documents within Range of the Northern Spotted Owl, pp. C-33.) 

5) Manage livestock numbers and season of use to maintain and protect soil and water resources.  

6) Construct fences or other barriers to keep livestock out of sensitive areas where loss of 
vegetative cover, soil compaction, or riparian impairment could adversely impact water quality. 
(Source: General Water Quality Best Management Practices, Pacific Northwest Region, US 
Forest Service, November 1988.) 

Landfills 

Concern for: Groundwater, surface water  

Contaminants: Volatile organic compounds, heavy metals, pesticides, nitrates and nitrites, semi-volatile 
organic compounds.  

Source: Potential Sources of Drinking Water Contamination Index, US EPA. 
www.epa.gov/safewater/swp/sources1.html  
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Best Management Practices:  

1) Site new landfills outside of source water protection areas if possible. If not possible, site them 
where they are unlikely to pose a threat to ground water or surface waters.  

2) For historic landfills located in source water protection areas, examine existing data to determine 
whether they may pose a threat to the drinking water source. If a landfill may pose a threat, 
collect additional data to determine whether it does. If it does, plan and implement appropriate 
mitigative action. (Source: US EPA Region 10 recommendations.) 

Recreation Sites 

Concern for: Groundwater, surface water  

Contaminants: Turbidity, sedimentation, fecal material, household cleansers and detergents, garbage 
and other floatables, cooking grease and oil, antifreeze, motor oil, illegal dumping of hazardous 
materials. 

Best Management Practices: 

1) Wastewater from sanitation facilities can contaminate surface and groundwater with bacteria, 
nutrients, and chemicals. Sanitation facilities (ranging from pit toilets to treatment plants) will be 
planned, located, designed, constructed, operated, inspected, and maintained to minimize 
possibilities of water contamination. All activities related to location, design, inspection, 
operation, and maintenance will be performed by trained, qualified personnel.  

2) Refuse disposal will be managed to protect surface and subsurface soil and water resources from 
contamination by nutrients, bacteria, and chemicals.  

3) Prohibit discharges and disposal of human and animal waste, petroleum products, and other 
hazardous substances in or near streams in recreation areas. Educate the public to conduct their 
activities in ways that will not degrade water quality.  

4) Avoid degradation of water quality by locating pack and riding stock facilities at safe locations 
away from springs, streams, lakes, wet meadows, and other surface waters. (Source: General 
Water Quality Best Management Practices, Pacific Northwest Region, Forest Service, November 
1988.) 

5) RV sewage waste should not be disposed of in septic system drainfields given the potential for 
chemicals in the sewage waste to kill the microorganisms that drainfields need to function. 
(Source: US EPA Region 10 recommendation.) 

Timber Management 

Concern for: Surface water  

Contaminants: Turbidity, decreased dissolved oxygen, pathogens, nitrogen. 
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Best Management Practices: 

1) Plan, supervise, and implement forest projects that will minimize soil compaction and soil 
disturbance.  

2) Maintain as much ground cover as possible to reduce surface runoff and erosion.  

3) Minimize site disturbance.  

4) Reestablish vegetation as soon as practicable.  

5) Keep pesticides and fertilizers out of surface waters. (Source: Drinking Water from Forests and 
Grasslands: A Synthesis of Scientific Literature, United States Department of Agriculture Forest 
Service, General Technical Report SRS-39, September 2000, pp. 108-113.) 

6) Prevent downstream water quality degradation by the timely identification of areas. 

7) Use mitigative measures to reduce the impacts of erosion, and subsequent sedimentation, on log 
landings.  

8) Ensure that constructed erosion control structures are stabilized and working.  

9) Prevent pollutants such as fuels, lubricants, bitumens, raw sewage, wash water and other harmful 
materials from being discharged into or near rivers, streams, and impoundments or into natural 
or man-made channels leading thereto. (Source: General Water Quality Best Management 
Practices, Pacific Northwest Region, Forest Service, November 1988.) 

Fire Management 

Concern for: Surface water  

Contaminants: Sediment and turbidity, nitrates, nitrites, sulfate, pH, TDS, chloride, iron, phosphate, 
taste/color/smell. 

Forest Service Emerging Contaminant: fire retardant.  

Best Management Practices: 

1) Avoid spraying fire retardant in or near drinking water streams, if practicable.  

2) Utilize Burn Area Emergency Rehabilitation in appropriate circumstances.  

3) During fire suppression efforts, avoid watershed damage in excess of that which would be 
caused by the fire itself. Avoid heavy equipment operation on fragile soils and steep slopes when 
possible. Project fires should use a Resource Advisor and watershed specialists to advise the 
Incident Commander on resource values during the suppression effort.  
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4) Stabilize all areas that have had their erosion potential significantly increased or their drainage 
pattern altered by wildfires or by suppression related activities. Treatments include, but are not 
limited to:  

• installing water bars and other drainage diversions in fire roads, fire lines, and other cleared 
areas;  

• seeding, planting and fertilizing to provide vegetative cover;  

• spreading slash or mulch to protect bare soil;  

• repairing damaged road drainage facilities;  

• clearing stream channels of structures or debris that is deposited by suppression activities;  

• installing log erosion barriers (contour-felled and anchored trees); 

• installing channel stabilization structures; 

• installing trash racks above road drainage structures; and 

• installing debris-retention structures.  

5) Provide for water quality protection in formulating prescribed fire prescriptions. Prescription 
elements include fire weather, slope, aspect, soil moisture, and fuel moisture. These elements 
influence the fire intensity and thus have a direct effect of whether or not a desired ground cover 
remains after burning, and whether or not a water repellent layer is formed. The amount of 
remaining ground cover and extensiveness of water repellant soil can significantly affect erosion 
rates.  

6) Maintain soil productivity, minimize erosion, and prevent ash, sediment, nutrients, and debris 
from entering water bodies during prescribed fires. Some of the techniques used to prevent 
water quality degradation include:  

• maintaining the integrity of the Stream Management Unit or stream course; and 

• planning prescribed fires with intensities that will not result in soils becoming hydrophobic.  

Source: General Water Quality Best Management Practices, Pacific Northwest Region, Forest 
Service, November 1988.  

Pesticides 

Concern for: Groundwater, surface water  

Contaminants: Organic and inorganic chemicals  
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Best Management Practices: 

1) Only use US EPA registered pesticides and comply with all label directions for use.  

2) Ensure proper transportation, handling and application according to the label.  

3) Do not apply during or right before significant weather events, such as heavy rainfall, which will 
cause runoff of pesticides.  

4) Store pesticides according to label directions so that spills and loss are prevented.  

5) Mix and load pesticides on impermeable surfaces where any accidental spills would not enter 
surface waters or potentially impact drinking water supplies.  

6) Contain and clean up spills immediately; report spills to appropriate regulatory agency.  

7) Dispose of containers properly; recycle if possible. (Sources: Drinking Water Academy, 
Managing Large-Scale Application of Pesticides to Prevent Contamination of Drinking Water, 
EPA-916-F-01-030, July 2001, and WAC Chapter 222-38.) 

8) Notify downstream water systems so the appropriate operational changes can be made prior to 
spraying to utilize appropriate filtration or switch to ground water sources.  

9) Consider alternatives to pesticide and herbicide use including biological controls, prescribed fire, 
mechanical treatments, and silvicultural management systems which minimize or eliminate the 
need for chemical use (uneven aged management, single and group tree selection, etc.). (Source: 
US EPA Region 10 recommendations.) 

Fertilizers 

Concern for: Groundwater, surface water  

Contaminants: Nitrogen and phosphorous, and other nutrients. 

Best Management Practices: 

1) Apply fertilizers at appropriate agronomic rates so that no ground water pollution will occur 
below the root zone.  

2) Do not apply fertilizer during or right before significant weather events, such as heavy rainfall, 
which will cause runoff of pesticides. 

3) Storage and loading areas should be located where accidental spills will not enter surface waters 
and should not be located near wellheads.  

4) Follow label directions for storage, mixing, and disposal. 

5) Prevent fertilizers from entering streams with drinking water intakes.  

6) Contain and clean up all spills immediately; report to appropriate regulatory agency.  
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Source: Drinking Water from Forests and Grasslands: A Synthesis of Scientific Literature, United 
States Department of Agriculture Forest Service, General Technical Report SRS-39, September 
2000, pp. 113-115, WAC Chapter 222-38. 

Underground Injection Control Class V (Shallow) Wells 

Underground injection control Class V wells are shallow subsurface fluid distribution systems that 
are designed to place fluids directly below the ground surface. Examples of Class V wells include 
septic system drainfields, storm water wells, drywells, industrial or commercial disposal wells, aquifer 
remediation wells, abandoned drinking water wells. Ditches and trenches may be classified as 
underground injection control wells. Hazardous waste injection through shallow wells is prohibited.  

Concern for: Groundwater  

Contaminants: Various – may include storm water, solvents, hydrocarbons, motor vehicle fluids, 
nitrate, bacteria, viruses, septage, and others. 

Best Management Practices: 

1) US EPA and state regulations apply to the registration, operation, maintenance, and closure of 
underground injection control wells. Information is available on the US EPA underground 
injection control website: http://www.epa.gov/safewater/uic/index.html. Please contact the 
appropriate regulatory agency for information about the rules that apply to your well: Idaho: 
John Sharkey, Idaho Department of Water Resources 208-287-4934. 

Septic Systems 

Concern for: Groundwater 

Contaminants: Nitrates, bacteria, viruses, septage  

Best Management Practices: 

1) Septic systems designed for more than 20 people per day, fall under state or US EPA 
underground injection control Class V regulations. If septic systems are designed for fewer than 
20 people per day, then other state or local regulations may apply.  

2) Siting: locate septic systems far enough from drinking water sources to avoid potential 
contamination (minimum setback distances are typically defined by state or local governments 
that have oversight of underground injection control or septic programs). 

3) Septic tanks and drainfields must be of adequate size to properly treat the volume of wastewater. 

4) Design should be completed by a licensed engineer. 

5) Proper operation and maintenance are imperative. 

6) Pump septic tanks every two to five years. 
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7) Hazardous chemicals should be taken to a hazardous waste collection site rather than disposed 
into a septic system. 

Source: Drinking Water Academy Bulletin, Managing Septic Systems to Prevent Contamination of 
Drinking Water, July 2001, EPA-816-F-01- 

Abandoned Wells  

Concern for: Groundwater  

Contaminants: Various – they serve as conduits for any pollutants; typical contaminants are storm 
water, solvents, nitrates, bacteria, viruses, phosphates, hydrocarbons, pesticides, and others.  

Source: Potential Sources of Drinking Water Contamination Index, US EPA. 
www.epa.gov/safewater/swp/sources1.html. 

Best Management Practices: 

1) Survey property to locate wells.  

2) Properly remove or seal and abandon identified wells following state rules or procedures.  

Source: Drinking Water from Forests and Grasslands: A Synthesis of Scientific Literature, US 
Department of Agriculture Forest Service, General Technical Report SRS-39, September 2000, pp. 
68-69.  

Parking Lots 

Concern for: Groundwater, surface water  

Contaminants: Oil, gasoline, automotive fluids.  

Source: Drinking Water Academy Bulletin, Managing Storm Water Runoff to Prevent 
Contamination of Drinking Water, EPA 816-F-01-020, July 2001. 

Drywells are underground injection control Class V wells. If drywells are used to manage parking lot 
runoff, then state and US EPA underground injection control Class V rules apply to proper 
registration, operation, maintenance, and closure of these wells.  

Best Management Practices: 

1) Design to manage runoff appropriately – grassy swales, vegetated filter strips are options.  

2) Design to allow infiltration – permeable pavement such as concrete grid pavement is a good 
option.  

3) Sweep up litter and debris, especially around storm drains or other direct connections to surface 
water.  
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Sources: Drinking Water Academy Bulletin, Managing Storm Water Runoff to Prevent 
Contamination of Drinking Water, EPA 816-F-01-020, July 2001. After the Storm: A Citizen’s 
Guide to Understanding Storm Water, EPA 833-B-03-002, January 2003.  

Aboveground Storage Tanks 

Concern for: Surface water  

Contaminants: Petroleum hydrocarbons, heating oil, other chemicals. 

Refer to state and local rules and regulations to determine whether the state in which the 
aboveground storage tank is located has an aboveground storage tank regulatory program. If a 
regulatory program exists, follow appropriate rules and guidance.  

A Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan is required if the total amount of oil products 
on site in aboveground storage exceeds 1,320 gallons, or if a single container exceeds a capacity of 
660 gallons.  

Best Management Practices: 

1) Aboveground storage tanks should have spill and overfill prevention and leak detection.  

2) Secondary containment should be designed to contain the entire volume of the materials that 
can be stored in the aboveground storage tank.  

3) Tanks should be protected from corrosion.  

4) Aboveground storage tanks should be protected from physical damage and vandalism through 
use of guard posts and fencing, as necessary.  

5) Aboveground storage tanks should be operated, maintained, and closed appropriately.  

Source: New Mexico Environment Department Aboveground Storage Tank Program. 

Underground Storage Tanks 

Concern for: Groundwater, downgradient surface water 

Contaminants: diesel, gasoline, heating oil, other chemicals. 

US EPA and state regulations apply to the registration, operation, maintenance, and closure of 
underground storage tanks. Please contact the appropriate regulatory agency for information about 
the rules that apply to your tank:  Idaho: Erik Sirs, Environmental Protection Agency Region 10 
208-378-5762, or sirs.erik@epa.gov. 
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APPENDIX C—CONSERVATION AND RESTORATION 
WATERSHEDS—ALTERNATIVES B, C, AND D 

INTRODUCTION 

The CFO has identified programmatic aquatic management direction for specific watersheds 
(includes subwatersheds) within the planning area. Because of scattered and limited BLM ownership, 
primary criteria for identifying conservation and restoration (objective) watersheds depends on BLM 
ownership within the watershed and other public land ownership, specifically Forest Service and 
Idaho Department of Fish and Game. The purpose is to provide managers and the public with a 
clear intent of the watershed, riparian, and aquatic resources management emphasis and priority 
when considering land use alternatives and management actions. 

Identifying conservation and restoration area watersheds demonstrates the BLM’s priority of 
programmatic management direction, and strategies for watershed, riparian, and aquatic resources; 
which is the basis for developing goals, objectives, standards, and monitoring strategy. Because of 
limited time and monetary resources, when planning land management strategies, the BLM should 
prioritize the most effective and cost efficient conservation and restoration opportunities. 
Management  It is also recognizesrecognized that some watersheds or subwatersheds will not be 
restored to their physical or biological potential within the RMP timeframe of up to 20 years because 
of the cumulativeprivate lands and existing land uses, current land uses not controlled by BLM, 
updrainage effects within and outside the watersheds, and legacy effect of past land management. 

Not every project, even in a watershed with a degraded baseline condition, will be restorative. These 
short-term effects are appropriate as long as they will have discountable or negligible effects on a 
Watershed and Aquatic Condition Indicators (WACIs – see Appendix W [Volume III]), and will not 
preclude attainment of long-term improvement of watershed, aquatic and riparian processes and 
functions. If riparian and watershed, riparian, and aquatic processes are to be restored over time 
within watersheds that are not functioninghave a Functional at desired conditionsRisk (FAR) 
baseline, it is critical that management actions individually and collectively do not further degrade or 
retard attainment of Watershed Condition Indicators. Management actions WACIs. It is also 
important that management actions in conservation or restoration watersheds would provide some 
programmatic direction toward achieving or maintaining desired Watershed Condition 
IndicatorsWACIs. It needs to be recognized that because of limited BLM ownership and 
opportunities for restoration in some of these watersheds, itsBLM’s management opportunity or 
ability to attain desired functioning Watershed Condition IndicatorsWACIs is not always possible 
from management actions on BLM lands.  Also, some WACIs cannot achieve desired conditions 
within the timeframe of the RMP, even with active  BLM restoration actions because recovery is 
very long term and gradual.    

CONSERVATION WATERSHEDS 

Conservation subwatersheds have watershed processes and functions that occur in a relatively 
undisturbed and natural landscape setting. Hydrologic function, such as sediment amounts and 
stream flow regimes resulting from disturbance, are within a natural range of frequency, duration, 
and intensity. Waters are meeting designated or existing beneficial uses. Land uses and human 
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activities do not strongly influence aquatic and hydrologic functions, as indicated by low road 
density and few stream crossings. Examples of conservation areas typically include wilderness, 
roadless, and undeveloped subwatersheds. However, conservation areaswatersheds may contain 
areas that have limited land uses, while maintaining natural processes. 

Management strategies emphasize allowing natural disturbances, but active management is 
sometimes required to conserve these physical and biological processes and patterns. For example, 
vegetation composition and structure that trend outside the historic range of variability because of 
fire suppression may pose a risk to ecological processes. An active management activity to conserve 
hydrologic and biological processes is to maintain roads and trails to minimize erosion and resulting 
sediment additions to nearby streams and water bodies. However, as a general rule minimal 
investment over time is needed to maintain function and critical instream and upland habitat 
elements in these conservation-designated watersheds. 

RESTORATION WATERSHEDS 

Restoration subwatersheds were identified because biological and physical processes and functions 
do not reflect natural conditions because of past and long-term land disturbances. The common 
effects of these disturbances are a long-term (decades) increase of sediment deposition in streams, 
loss of large woody debris recruitment to stream channels, abnormal hydrologic patterns (water 
flows), and elevated water temperatures. Cumulative impacts from human disturbances and periodic 
natural events, such as large fires, landslides, and floods, exacerbate abnormal watershed and 
biological conditions. 

Active management may be required to restore the physical and biological function to their natural 
range of frequency, duration, and intensity. Identifying and assessing the adverse impacts on habitat 
will allow managers to focus restoration efforts in the most cost-effective manner to achieve 
hydrologic and biological recovery. This implies that there is a range of treatment intensities and 
desired landscape responses and not all impacts need be treated to achieve goals. Within some 
watersheds, BLM management options for implementation of active restoration measures may be 
limited.  Land uses (active or passive) on BLM lands that minimize or avoid adverse effects and does 
not delay achievement of desired conditions in the long term would support restoration.  
Decisionmaker discretion would balance short-term risks (to aquatic and other resources) with long-
term benefits for multiple resources as actions are considered to move toward natural variability of 
conditions.   

Vegetation management or land disturbing activities may occur in the same time frame (within 5 
years) of soil, water, or aquatic habitat improvements. Improvement may be the result of restoration 
project implementation, land use restrictions/modification that improves conditions, natural 
recovery, or a combination of the three. 
 
Ground disturbing activities or projects may be designed allowing measurable short-term (up to 4 
years, but generally less than 1 year) sediment production where long-term (beyond 4 years) 
improvement toward natural levels is expected. 
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PRIORITY RANKING FOR CONSERVATION AND RESTORATION WATERSHEDS 

Priority ranking (high, moderate, and low) for each conservation or restoration subwatershed was 
based on status, risks, and opportunities (BLM and Forest Service 1999). Primary issues considered 
in ranking status and risks were water quality, riparian habitat, existing aquatic species diversity, and 
potential fisheries habitats productivity. Opportunities considered the expected cost and response 
time to effect measurable changes toward achieving goals. 

High Priority Criteria—Conserve Area Designation 

1. Fish species assemblages contribute to high biological diversity. Habitats support productive 
or unique populations and key salmonid species exhibit full range of life history diversity. 
The assumption is that the aquatic community is largely intact, and is a potential source of 
individuals to nearby recovering populations; AND 

2. Water quality supports designated and existing beneficial uses or municipal (public) water 
supplies. 

 
Moderate Priority Criteria—Conserve Area Designation 

1. Fish species assemblages represent moderate biological diversity; AND 
2. Water quality supports designated and existing beneficial uses. 

 
High Priority Criteria—Restore Area Designation 

1. Habitat potential for highly productive or unique fish communities with restoration efforts. 
Loss of connected populations, competition, or genetic introgression (hybridizing) with 
nonnative species has caused the loss of diversity of some unique populations, such as key 
salmonid species. The assumption is that the aquatic community is largely intact but not 
resilient to landscape disturbance events, nor does it provide a source of individuals to 
nearby recovering populations; AND 

2. Water quality may not support all designated and existing beneficial uses or municipal 
(public) water supply. 

 
Moderate Priority Criteria—Restore Area Designation 

1. Potential for moderately productive fish habitat with restoration efforts. Long-term loss of 
connected populations, competition or genetic introgression with nonnative species has 
caused the loss of diversity of some unique populations, such as key salmonid species. The 
assumption is that the aquatic community is largely intact but not resilient to landscape 
disturbance events, nor does it provide a source of individuals to nearby recovering 
populations; AND 

2. Water quality may not support all designated and existing beneficial uses or municipal 
(public) water use a future possibility. 

 
Low Priority Criteria—Restore Area Designation 

1. There is a minor amount of fish habitat. Long-term loss of connected populations, 
competition, or genetic introgression with nonnative species has caused the loss of diversity 
of key salmonid species. The assumption is that the aquatic community is not intact and not 



Appendix C: Conservation and Restoration Watersheds—Alternatives B, C, and D 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS C-4 

highly resilient to natural events, nor does it provide a source of individuals to nearby 
recovering populations; AND 

2. Water quality may not support all designated and existing beneficial uses and municipal 
(public) water is not considered as a future use. 

 

MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES 

Protection 
 
Preserve riparian areas that are ecologically intact and fully functional.  Human activities that 
significantly influence aquatic and riparian ecological functions are restricted.  The strategy strives to 
protect aquatic and riparian ecosystems that are currently in good condition so that naturally 
regenerative processes can continue to operate.  Conserve designations that typically include the 
wilderness, and minimal developed watersheds would fall within this management strategy.  
However, high priority restoration projects do exist within portions of some conserve-designated 
watersheds. Also, some restoration-designated watersheds may have a stream segment or watershed 
area that is ecologically intact and functional, which would also warrant protection of aquatic and 
riparian ecosystems. 
 
Passive Restoration 
 
Prevent further loss of aquatic and riparian ecosystem integrity.  To the extent possible, remove 
anthropogenic disturbances from altered aquatic and riparian ecosystems in order to allow natural 
processes to be the primary agents of recovery.  Allow the natural disturbance regime to dictate the 
speed of recovery in areas that have a high probability of returning to a fully functional state without 
human intervention.  This management strategy applies to many of the low and moderate priority 
restore designated watersheds.  Speed of recovery may be several decades (or more) once 
anthropogenic disturbances are removed or mitigated. 
 
Active Restore 
 
Return functionally impaired aquatic-riparian ecosystems to a state that would occur naturally at the 
site by actively managing certain aspects of habitat recovery.  Combine elements of natural recovery 
with management activities directs at accelerating development of self-sustaining, ecologically health 
riparian ecosystems.  This management strategy applies to the high and some moderate restore 
priority watersheds.  Many watershed, riparian, and stream restoration projects fall into this category, 
including vegetation treatments, stream channel restoration, stream crossings removal or 
improvement, reducing road densities, and improving road condition.  Speed or recovery may be 
one to two decades once human caused disturbances are removed or mitigated. 
 
Rehabilitation   
  
Re-establish naturally self-sustaining riparian ecosystems to the extent possible, while acknowledging 
that irreversible changes such as dams, permanent channel changes due to urbanization and 
streamside roads, stream channel incision, and floodplain development, permit only partial 
restoration of ecological functions.  Combine natural and active management approaches where 
ecological self-sufficiency cannot occur.   
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Table C-1 
Conservation and Restoration Management Watersheds—Alternative B 

 
Subwatershed

Watershed 
Number 

Subwatershed 
Watershed Name1 

Management 
Objective2 

Subbasin 
Management 

Priority3 

BLM 
Management 

Opportunities4 

Lower Snake River Subbasin 
170601030302 Captain John Creek Restoration Moderate Moderate 
 Madden Creek    
 S. Fork Captain John 

Creek 
   

170601030403 Corral Creek Restoration Low Moderate 
Lower Salmon River Subbasin 
170602090103 China Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602090201 
170602090202 

Eagle Creek7 Restoration Moderate Moderate 

170602090301 Deer Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602091101 Slate Creek Restoration High Low 
170602091202 John Day Creek Restoration High Moderate 
 E. Fork John Day 

Creek 
   

 M. Fork John Day 
Creek 

   

 S. Fork John Day 
Creek 

   

170602091303 Lake Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602091603 Partridge Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602091601 Elkhorn Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602091501 French Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
Middle Salmon River 
170602070101 Salmon River Face 

Drainages5 
   

 Carey Creek Restoration Low Low 
170602070301 Salmon River Face 

Drainages5 
   

 Bear Creek Restoration Low Low 
170602070305 California Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
 Maxwell Creek    
Little Salmon River 
170602100102 Elk Creek Restoration Low Low 
 Little Elk Creek    
170602100601 Boulder Creek Restoration High Low 
170602100201A Little Salmon R. Face 

Drain5 
   

 Trail Creek Restoration  Moderate Moderate 
170602100301 Hazard Creek RestorationConservation6 High Moderate 
170602100201B Hard Creek RestorationConservation6 High Moderate 
South Fork Salmon River 
170602081501 Lake Creek Restoration High Low 
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Table C-1 
Conservation and Restoration Management Watersheds—Alternative B (continued) 

 
Subwatershed 

Watershed 
Number 

Subwatershed  
Watershed Name1 

Management 
Objective2 

Subbasin 
Management 

Priority3 

BLM 
Management 

Opportunities4 

Clearwater River 
170603061001 
170603061002 
170603061003 
170603061004 
170603061005 
170603061006 
170603061007 
170603061008 

Big Canyon Creek7 Restoration High Moderate  
Low 

170603061101 
170603061102 

Little Canyon Creek7 Restoration High Moderate  
Low 

170603061502 
170603061503 
170603061504 
170603061601 

Lolo Creek7 Restoration High Moderate 

South Fork Clearwater River Subbasin 
170603050403 South Fork Clearwater River–

Face Drainages 
 
Restoration 

 
Moderate 

 
Moderate 

 Whiskey Creek Restoration   
 Maurice Creek    
170603050801 Crooked River Restoration High Low 
170603050701 Red River Restoration High Low 
 Big Campbell Creek    
 Little Campbell Creek    
170603050601 Lower American River Restoration High Moderate 
 Buffalo Gulch    
170603050602 Elk Creek Restoration High Moderate 
 Big Elk Creek    
 Swale Creek    
 Monroe Creek    
 W. Fork Big Elk Creek    
 Little Elk Creek    
170603050605 Middle American River Restoration High Moderate 

 Kirks Fork Creek    
 Baboon Creek    
 Box Sing Creek    
 Queen Creek    
 Whitaker Creek    
 Telephone Creek    

170603050604 East Fork American River Conservation6 Moderate Moderate 
170603050603 Upper American River Restoration High Moderate 
 Maggie Creek    
 Total Restoration Watersheds: 28 32 

Total Conservation Watersheds: 361    
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Table C-2 
Conservation and Restoration Management Watersheds—Alternative C 

 
Subwatershed 

Watershed 
Number 

Subwatershed  
Watershed Name1 

Management 
Objective2 

Subbasin 
Management 

Priority3 

BLM 
Management 

Opportunities4 

Lower Snake River Subbasin 
170601030302 Captain John Creek Restoration Moderate Moderate 
 Madden Creek    
 S. Fork Captain John Creek    
170601030403 Corral Creek Restoration Low High 
170601030501 Snake River Face Drainages5    
 Cottonwood Creek Restoration Low Low 
Lower Salmon River Subbasin 
170602090102 Salmon River Face Drainages5    
 Wapshilla Creek Restoration Low Low 
170602090103 China Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602090201 
170602090202 

Eagle Creek Restoration Moderate Moderate 

170602090301 Deer Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602091101 Slate Creek Restoration High Low 
170602091202 John Day Creek Restoration High Moderate 
 E. Fork John Day Creek    
 M. Fork John Day Creek    
 S. Fork John Day Creek    
170602091303 Lake Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602091603 Partridge Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602091601 Elkhorn Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602091501 French Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
Middle Salmon River 
170602070101 Salmon River Face Drainages5    
 Carey Creek Restoration Low Low 
170602070301 Salmon River Face Drainages5    
 Bear Creek Restoration Low Low 
170602070305 California Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
 Maxwell Creek    
Little Salmon River 
170602100103 Squaw Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602100101 Little Salmon R. Face Drain 5    
 Sheep Creek Restoration Low Low 
 Hat Creek Restoration Low Moderate 
 Denny Creek Restoration Low Low 
 Lockwood Creek Restoration Low Low 
 Rattlesnake Creek Restoration Low Low 
 N. Fork Rattlesnake Creek Restoration Low Low 
 Fall Creek Restoration Low Low 
170602100102 Elk Creek Restoration Low Low 
 Little Elk Creek    
170602100601 Boulder Creek Restoration High Low 
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Table C-2 
Conservation and Restoration Management Watersheds—Alternative C (continued) 

 
Subwatershed 

Watershed 
Number 

Subwatershed 
Watershed Name1 

Management 
Objective2 

Subbasin 
Management 

Priority3 

BLM 
Management 

Opportunities4 

170602100201 A Little Salmon R. Face Drain5    
 Trail Creek Restoration Low Moderate 
170602100301 Hazard Creek Conservation6 High Moderate 
170602100201B Hard Creek Conservation6 High Moderate 
South Fork Salmon River 
170602081501 Lake Creek Restoration High Low 
Clearwater River 
170603061001 
170603061002 
170603061003 
170603061004 
170603061005 
170603061006 
170603061007 
170603061008 

Big Canyon Creek Restoration High Moderate 

170603061101 
170603061102 

Little Canyon Creek Restoration High Moderate 

170603061502 
170603061503 
170603061504 
170603061601 

Lolo Creek Restoration High Moderate 

South Fork Clearwater River Subbasin 
170603050403 South Fork Clearwater River—

Face Drainages 
 
Restoration 

 
Moderate 

 

 Whiskey Creek Restoration Moderate High 
 Maurice Creek  Moderate High 
170603050801 Crooked River Restoration High Low 
170603050701 Red River Restoration High Low 
 Big Campbell Creek    
 Little Campbell Creek    
170603050601 Lower American River Restoration High Moderate 
 Buffalo Gulch    
170603050602 Elk Creek Restoration High Moderate 
 Big Elk Creek    
 Swale Creek    
 Monroe Creek    
 W. Fork Big Elk Creek    
 Little Elk Creek    
170603050605 Middle American River Restoration High Moderate 
 Kirks Fork Creek    
 Box Sing Creek    
 Baboon Creek    
 Queen Creek    
 Whitaker Creek    
 Telephone Creek    
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Table C-2 
Conservation and Restoration Management Watersheds—Alternative C (continued) 

 
Subwatershed 

Watershed 
Number 

Subwatershed 
Watershed Name1 

Management 
Objective2 

Subbasin 
Management 

Priority3 

BLM 
Management 

Opportunities4 

 East Fork American River Conservation6  Moderate Moderate 
 Upper American River Restoration High Moderate 
 Maggie Creek    
 Total Restoration Watersheds: 3740  

Total Conservation Watersheds: 36 
   

 
Table C-3 

Conservation and Restoration Management Watersheds—Alternative D 
 

Subwatershed 
Watershed 
Number 

Subwatershed 
Watershed Name1 

Management 
Objective2 

Subbasin 
Management 

Priority3 

BLM 
Management 

Opportunities4 

Lower Snake River Subbasin    
170601030302 Captain John Creek Restoration Moderate Moderate 
 Madden Creek    
 S. Fork Captain John Creek    
170601030403 Corral Creek Restoration Low Moderate 
Lower Salmon River Subbasin    
170602090103 China Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602090201 
170602090202 

Eagle Creek Restoration Moderate Moderate 

170602090301 Deer Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602091101 Slate Creek Restoration High Low 
170602091202 John Day Creek Restoration High Moderate 
 E. Fork John Day Creek    
 M. Fork John Day Creek    
 S. Fork John Day Creek    
170602091303 Lake Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602091603 Partridge Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602091601 Elkhorn Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
170602091501 French Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
Middle Salmon River    
170602070305 California Creek Restoration Moderate Low 
 Maxwell Creek Restoration Moderate  Low 
Little Salmon River    
170602100601 Boulder Creek Restoration High Low 
170602100201A Little Salmon R. Face Drain.5    
 Trail Creek Restoration Moderate Moderate 
170602100301 Hazard Creek Restoration 

Conservation6  
High Moderate 

170602100201B Hard Creek Restoration 
Conservation6  

High Moderate 
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Table C-3 
Conservation and Restoration Management Watersheds—Alternative D (continued) 

 
Subwatershed 

Watershed 
Number 

 
Subwatershed 

Watershed Name1 
Management 

Objective2 

Subbasin 
Management 

Priority3 

BLM 
Management 

Opportunities4 

South Fork Salmon River    
170602081501 Lake Creek Restoration High Low 
Clearwater River    
170603061502 
170603061503 
170603061504 
170603061601 

Lolo Creek Restoration High Moderate 

South Fork Clearwater River Subbasin    
170603050403 South Fork Clearwater River—

Face Drainages 
 
Restoration 

 
Moderate 

 
Moderate 

 Whiskey Creek Restoration Moderate Moderate 
 Maurice Creek    
170603050801 Crooked River Restoration High Low 
170603050701 Red River Restoration High Low 
 Big Campbell Creek    
 Little Campbell Creek    
170603050601 Lower American River Restoration High Moderate 
 Buffalo Gulch    
170603050602 Elk Creek Restoration High Moderate 
 Big Elk Creek    

 Swale Creek    
 Monroe Creek    
 W. Fork Big Elk Creek    

 Little Elk Creek    
170603050605 Middle American River Restoration High Moderate 
 Kirks Fork Creek    
 Baboon Creek    
 Box Sing Creek    
 Queen Creek    
      Whitaker Creek    
      Telephone Creek    
170603050604 East Fork American River Conservation6  Moderate Moderate 
170603050603 Upper American River Restoration High Moderate 
 Maggie Creek    
 Total Restoration Watersheds: 2427 

Total Conservation Watersheds: 361   
   

1Watersheds will generally include a minimum of 50 percent BLM, Forest Service, or Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game ownership and will contain a minimum of 500 acres of BLM lands or have more than ten miles of fish-bearing 
stream flowing across BLM lands within a 5th code hydrologic unit code (HUC). Cooperative planning and management 
would be encouraged with partners to identify objectives and desired conditions and appropriate management actions to 
achieve these. The RMP will allow additions, deletions, or modifications (subwatersheds, desired conditions, partners, 
objectives) of prioritized conservation and restoration subwatersheds based on new information and partnership 
coordination. 
2Do not undertake management activities that would degrade good quality habitat in conservation subwatersheds. Do 
not undertake management activities that would retard attainment of trends to improve aquatic habitats in restoration 
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subwatersheds. Short-term adverse effects are acceptable if they will not preclude attainment of long-term improvement 
to aquatic habitats. 
 
3Watershed management priority was determined at a subbasin level using the following criteria: federally listed and 
BLM sensitive aquatic species that use the drainage for spawning and rearing habitat; aquatic habitat production 
potential for federally listed and BLM sensitive species; amount of fish-bearing habitat within the watershed; and 
drainage for focal or core habitats for federally listed and BLM sensitive species within the subbasin.  It is acknowledged 
that specific subwatersheds (within the watershed) may warrant a different management prioritization (no rating 
identified) based on the above.  
 
4BLM management opportunities are based primarily on the following prioritized factors: BLM ownership within the 
watershed; miles of fish-bearing streams crossing BLM lands within the watershed; fish production potential for streams 
flowing across BLM lands; logistic access within the watershed; percentage of other public lands within the watershed, 
and potential for restoration activities. It is acknowledged that specific subwatersheds (within the watershed) may 
warrant a different management prioritization (no rating identified) based on the above.  
 
5Restoration and/or conservation watersheds within this 6th code HUC only is applicable to listed 7th code HUCs. 
6Does not fully meet the Conservation Watershed criteria, however, many of the watershed and aquatic processes and 
functions are in proper functioning condition.  Conservation Watersheds may have areas with limited land uses while 
maintaining natural processes. 
7Contains several 6th code HUCS, however, combined subwatersheds counted as one composite watershed. 
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APPENDIX D—DESIRED FUTURE CONDITIONS FOR FOREST 
VEGETATION/WILDLIFE HABITAT—ALTERNATIVES B AND C 
 
In the tables below are components of wildlife habitat and desired future condition (DFC) for forest 
wildlife habitat vegetation. Table D-1 displays Forested Potential Vegetation Groups (PVG). 
Forested vegetation refers to land that contains at least ten percent crown cover by coniferous forest 
trees of any size or land that formerly had coniferous forest cover and is presently at an earlier seral 
stage. Forested vegetation is described using habitat type, which uses potential climax vegetation as 
an indicator of environmental conditions. At the level for the RMP, forested habitat types have been 
further grouped into PVGs that share similar environmental characteristics, site productivity, and 
disturbance regimes. 

Table D-1 
Potential Vegetation Groups 

 
Potential Vegetation Groups 

PVG 1—Dry Ponderosa Pine/Xeric Douglas-Fir 
PVG 2—Warm Dry Douglas-Fir/Moist Ponderosa Pine 
PVG 3—Cool Moist Douglas-Fir 
PVG 4—Cool Dry Douglas-Fir 
PVG 5—Dry Grand Fir 
PVG 6—Cool Moist Grand Fir 
PVG 7—Cool Dry Subalpine Fir 
PVG 8—Cool Moist Subalpine Fir 
PVG 9—Hydric Subalpine Fir 
PVG 11—High Elevation Subalpine Fir 

 
Tree Size Class 

A stand’s tree size class is determined by the average diameter of the tree in the overstory or 
uppermost tree layer. A canopy layer has a distinct break in height and must have a non-overlapping 
canopy closure of at least ten percent. A few individual trees (such as relict trees) representing a 
distinctly different tree size are not recognized as defining a distinct canopy layer if the total canopy 
cover of those trees is less than ten percent. For example, if the overstory trees average 22 inches 
diameter at breast height (DBH), then the stand is classified as a large tree size class, regardless of 
the size of trees that may occur in understory layers. Within any canopy layer, diameter may vary 
considerably between individual trees. 

Tree size class is based on the following diameter groupings: 

Grass/Forb/Shrub/Seedling <4.5 feet tall 
Sapling >4.5 feet tall 
Small trees 5.0—11.9" DBH 
Medium trees 12.0—19.9" DBH 
Large trees >20" DBH 
Old Growth Criteria From Hamilton 1993 

and Green et al. 1992 
(errata corrected 02/05) 
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Shown in Table D-2 are the desired amounts for each tree size class in areas identified for forest 
vegetation DFC objectives. This table displays the range in the percent of area’s forested vegetation 
desired for each tree size class. The range in Table D-2 was developed from estimates of the 
historical range of variability derived from adjacent National Forest Lands (Payette National Forest). 
The low end of the large tree size class range is based on half the low end of Historic Range of 
Variability, provided that the minimum value does not fall below 20 percent. The upper end of the 
range for large trees is equal to the mean Historic Range of Variability value. The 20-percent value is 
a threshold that represents the minimum percent of an area (e.g., designated area, watershed, 
landscape) retained in the large tree size class deemed necessary to assure terrestrial wildlife species’ 
viability. The range for the grass/forb/shrub/seedling growth stage is based on the range of the 
large trees and the time interval needed for this growth stage to advance to the next tree size class. 
The information presented in Table D-2 represents the full range of desired future conditions for 
tree size classes in areas where there are desired future characteristics for targeted forested/wildlife 
habitat. 

Table D-2 
Forest Vegetation/Wildlife Habitat Desired Future Conditions—Alternatives B and C 

 
ALTERNATIVE B  
Area-Wide Range of Desired Size Classes Expressed As a Percentage of Forested Vegetation (Alternative B) within 
Each PVG1,2 (includes forested vegetation in RCAs) 
Tree Size PVG-1 PVG-2 PVG-3 PVG-4 PVG-5 PVG-6 PVG-7 PVG-8 PVG-9 PVG-11 
G/F/S/S 1-18 5-7 9 14-15 3-7 7-9 7-16 15-17 13-15 9-15 
Saplings 2-12 3-7 9 7-9 3-7 7-9 11-15 11-15 8-15 14-15 

Small 2-18 5-21 18-27 19-22 4-22 11-27 21-22 22-23 17-22 19-22 
Medium 3-29 7-35 23-36 24-36 7-30 18-36 32-36 28-29 25-29 22-38 

Large 24-91 20-80 20-41 20-34 15-84 20-56 20-21 20-21 20-37 20-38 
Old 

Forest1,2 
10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

 
ALTERNATIVE C 
Area-Wide Range of Desired Size Classes Expressed As a Percentage of Forested Vegetation (Alternative C) within 
Each PVG1,2 (includes forested vegetation in RCAs) 
Tree Size PVG-1 PVG-2 PVG-3 PVG-4 PVG-5 PVG-6 PVG-7 PVG-8 PVG-9 PVG-11 
G/F/S/S 1-18 5-7 9 14-15 3-7 7-9 7-16 15-17 13-15 9-15 
Saplings 2-12 3-7 9 7-9 3-7 7-9 11-15 11-15 8-15 14-15 

Small 2-18 5-21 18-27 19-22 4-22 11-27 21-22 22-23 17-22 19-22 
Medium 3-29 7-35 23-36 24-36 7-30 18-36 32-36 28-29 25-29 22-38 

Large 35-91 35-80 25-41 25-34 35-84 20-56 20-21 20-21 20-37 20-38 
Old 

Forest1,2 
20 20 20 15 20 10 10 10 10 10 

1Refer to Characteristics of Old-Growth Forests in the Intermountain Region (Hamilton 1993) and Old-Growth Forest Types of the 
Northern Region (Green et al. 1992, errata corrected 2005) 
2The old forest (old growth) is a component of, and not in addition to, the large tree component. 
G/F/S/S = Grass/Forb/Shrub/Seedling 
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Snags and Coarse Woody Debris 

Snags and coarse woody debris are much finer-scale elements than vegetation such components 
such as  species composition, size class, and canopy closure. As such, they are to be evaluated during 
project planning for the activity area, which better reflects the scale at which to consider these 
elements and to plant projects that provide for maintaining or improving trends in snag and coarse 
wood amounts. The activity area of consideration for snags and coarse woody debris is at the 
specific site affected,project area and stand level where the effects are positive or negative. Actions 
affecting activity areasthe area of consideration that need to be assessed include timber harvest, 
reforestation, timber stand improvement, and prescribed fire activities. 

Snags and coarse wood are known to fluctuate both spatially and temporally. Snags are often found 
in clumps, whereas coarse wood recruitment over time may form clumpedis recruited from snags. 
Coarse wood may move around on the landscape, often resulting in a and over time becomes more 
even distribution than snags.evenly distributed. These tables are not meant to provide an even 
distribution of snags and coarse wood across every acre of the forested landscape but to provide a 
number that serves as a guide to approximate an average condition for an activity area. 

Management actions should result in both short-term and long-term replacement of snags by 
retaining sufficient number of live trees, including those with such features as broken tops, cavities, 
lightning scars, and dead portions, as future recruitment. Rely on site-specific information, normal 
mortality rates, and experience with mortality of residual trees following vegetation management 
activities when determining the number of trees needed to provide for future snag recruitment.  

When planning an activity, the intent is to either maintain a desired condition or to trend toward the 
desired condition. If an area is already within the range of desired conditions, a management action 
should either keep the area within the desired ranges or, when the action results in moving outside 
the range, a mechanism to move back into the range needs to should be provided. An example of 
this is a prescribed burn that would burn some of the coarse woody debris. If an area is above or 
below the desired range, it may not be possible to meet the desired ranges. This would include 
leaving some portion of the snags and coarse woody debris that is available, although perhaps not 
enough to meet desired ranges. Another example is an action that over the long term produces large 
size class trees, which would eventually become large snags and coarse woody debris. 

Tables D-3 and D-4 (Alternatives B, C and D) display the desired ranges for snags and coarse 
woody debris that contribute toward wildlife habitat and long-term soil productivity. Desired ranges 
were developed for each PVG so that the numbers would reflect productivities and disturbance 
regimes. Agee (2002) presents several diagrams that depict the spatial and temporal variability found 
in snag/coarse wood numbers according to the fire regimes of different forest types. 

Table D-5 displays the desired amounts for each tree size class in ACECs identified for forest 
vegetation DFC objectives.   
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Table D-3 
Desired Range of Snags perPer Acre for Potential Vegetation Groups 

 
Diameter 

Group 
PVG-1 PVG-2 PVG-3 PVG-4 PVG-5 PVG-6 PVG-7 PVG-8 PVG-9 PVG-11 

10"-20" 0.4-0.5 1.8-2.7 1.8-4.1 1.8-2.7 1.8-5.5 1.8-5.5 1.8-5.5 1.8-7.5 1.8-7.5 1.4-2.2 
>20" 0.4-2.3 0.4-3.0 0.2-2.8 0.2-2.1 0.4-3.5 0.2-3.5 0.2-3.5 0.2-3.0 0.2-3.0 1.4-2.2 
Total 0.8-2.8 2.2-5.7 2.0-6.9 2.0-4.8 2.2-9.0 2.0-9.0 2.0-9.0 2.0-10.5 2.0-10.5 2.8-4.4 
Min. Ht. 15' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 15' 

Note: This table is not meant to provide an even distribution of snags across every acre of the forested landscape but to 
provide numbers that serve as a guide to approximate an average condition at the stand level or project area.  
 
 

Table D-4 
Desired Range of Coarse Woody Debris in Tons Per Acre 

and Desired Amounts in Large Classes for Potential Vegetation Groups 
 

Diameter 
Group 

PVG-1 PVG-2 PVG-3 PVG-4 PVG-5 PVG-6 PVG-7 PVG-8 PVG-9 PVG-11 

Dry weight 
(Tons per 
acre) In 
Decay 
Classes I and 
II 

 
3 - 10 
 

4 - 14 4 - 14 4 - 14 4 - 14 4 - 14 5 - 19 5 - 19 5 - 19 4 - 14 

Distribution1 

>15" >75% >75% >65% >65% >75% >65% >50% >25% >25% >25% 

10"-20" 0.4-0.5 1.8-2.7 1.8-4.1 1.8-2.7 1.8-5.5 1.8-5.5 1.8-5.5 1.8-7.5 1.8-7.5 1.4-2.2 
>20" 0.4-2.3 0.4-3.0 0.2-2.8 0.2-2.1 0.4-3.5 0.2-3.5 0.2-3.5 0.2-3.0 0.2-3.0 1.4-2.2 
Total 0.8-2.8 2.2-5.7 2.0-6.9 2.0-4.8 2.2-9.0 2.0-9.0 2.0-9.0 2.0-10.5 2.0-10.5 2.8-4.4 
Min. Ht. 15' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 30' 15' 

1Note: The recommended distribution is to try to provide coarse wood in the largest size classes, preferably over 15” in 
DBH, which provide the most benefit for both wildlife and soil productivity. This table is not meant to provide an even 
distribution of coarse wood across every acre of the forested landscape but to provide numbers that serve as a guide to 
approximate an average condition for an activityat the stand level or project area. 
 

Green Tree Snag Replacement  

Management actions should result in both short-term and long-term replacement of snags by 
retaining sufficient number of live trees, including those with such features as broken tops, cavities, 
lightning scars, and dead portions as future recruitment. Rely on site-specific information, normal 
mortality rates, and experience with mortality of residual trees following vegetation management 
activities when determining the number of trees needed to provide for future snag recruitment. 

Protecting existing large diameter snags will not assure long-term snag occurrence on BLM lands.  
Managing live trees for long-term snag recruitment is as important as protecting existing snags 
(Thomas et al., 1979, Hichcox, 1996).  Green tree replacements may be lost to other causes before 
becoming available as desirable snags.  Causes of loss include wind throw, salvage, falling for safety 
concerns, or slash burning.  Therefore, the recommendations for green tree replacement snags are 
greater than the desired range of snags. 
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The recommendations below consider the work of Schommer et al. 1993, and Ritter and Davis, 
1994, and the snag guidelines from the Payette National Forest (USDA Forest Service 1995).  They 
are adapted to the same habitat type groups/PVG groups as in the snag recommendations above.  
They must be considered provisional and studies, modeling, and monitoring would be needed to 
evaluate their adequacy and required updates.  One purpose of these guidelines is to assure that 
some green trees are available for snag and down wood recruitment in the future.  

Leave trees should represent the range of species and size classes most likely to survive natural fire 
disturbance, and be located in the clustering patterns and locations most likely to have survived 
natural fires in the local setting  (e.g. open ridges or rocky areas), and be likely to survive harvesting 
operations and post-harvest exposure.   

Recommendations for smaller diameter green trees are estimated as twice the number of smaller 
diameter snags, or twice the numbers of larger snags if no small snags were recommended.  This is 
to provide for variable growth, mortality, and soil wood recruitment over time.  As stated above 
updated studies, modeling, and monitoring would be required for modification of these guidelines. 

Table D-5 
Green Tree Snag-Replacement Guidelines 

 

Cover Type Trees/Acre 11-
19.9 in. dbh  

Trees/Acre >= 
20 inches dbh  

 Average  Green 
Trees/Acre 

Warm dry ponderosa pine and Douglas fir 
(PVGs 1 and 2)   4 2 6 

Grand fir and cool Douglas fir  
(not lodgepole cover types) 

(PVGs 3, 4, and 5) 
8 4 12 

Cool, wet and dry grand fir and subalpine fir 
(not lodgepole pine cover types) 

(PVGs 6, 7, 8, 9)   
14 2 15 

Cool, wet and dry grand fir and subalpine fir 
(lodgepole cover types) 

(any PVG) 
12 3 or as available 15 

High elevation cold habitat types 8 2 or as available 10 

Scale at Which to Apply Snag and Snag Recruitment Prescriptions 

Snag retention and recruitment prescriptions should be applied, where possible, at the stand and 
project scale.  Success of snag retention and recruitment would be monitored at the stand level or 
project area.   

Clumping of snags and retention green trees in 1-2 acre patches within the stand level or project area 
is acceptable and even desirable for nesting birds and other wildlife species (Raphael and Morrison, 
1984) recognizing it is necessary to provide for safety, operability, and long-term retention of leave 
trees.  Look for natural clumps of snags or for areas where snags and green trees can be most 
logically maintained through logging and slash treatments. 
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Operational Considerations in Snag and Green Tree Retention 

Not all snags are a human hazard, and no snags are of such high value that they should be required 
to be retained where a safety risk has been identified.   

In marking leave trees, attempt to avoid likely landing sites, roads, cable corridors, and within 1.5 
tree lengths of the outer unit boundary on broadcast burn units.  

Do not mark snags for retention 300 feet uphill of a road that will be open for firewood cutting 
unless they can be protected or unless they will not count toward the retention requirement. 

Where one desirable safe snag or green tree is left in isolation on tractor units being machine piled, it 
should be feasible and economical to retain 20-50 feet of some brush and a few small saplings or 
poles around this tree to mitigate its isolation.  This may not be feasible in broadcast burn units. 

ACEC Alternative Recommendations for DFC 

Table D-56 displays the desired amounts for each tree size class in ACECs identified for forest 
vegetation DFC objectives.  

Table D-56 
Forest Vegetation/Wildlife Habitat Desired Future Conditions—ACECs 

 
Captain John Creek ACEC—Alternatives B, C, and D 
Range of Desired Size Classes Expressed as a Percentage of Forested within Each PVG (includes forested vegetation in 
RCAs) 

Tree 
Size 

PVG-1 PVG-2 PVG-3 PVG-4 PVG-5 PVG-6 PVG-7 PVG-8 PVG-9 PVG-11 

G/F/S/S 1-18 5-7 9 14-15 3-7 7-9 7-16 15-17 13-15 9-15 
Saplings 2-12 3-7 9 7-9 3-7 7-9 11-15 11-15 8-15 14-15 

Small 2-18 5-21 18-27 19-22 4-22 11-27 21-22 22-23 17-22 19-22 
Medium 3-29 7-35 23-36 24-36 7-30 18-36 32-36 28-29 25-29 22-38 

Large 35-91 35-80 25-41 25-34 35-84 20-56 20-21 20-21 20-37 20-38 
Old 

Forest1,2 
20 20 20 15 20 10 10 10 10 10 

 
Craig Mountain Wildlife Management Area ACEC—Alternative C 
Range of Desired Size Classes Expressed as a Percentage of Forested within Each 
PVG (includes forested vegetation in RCAs) 

Tree Size PVG-1 PVG-2 PVG-3 PVG-4 PVG-5 PVG-6 
G/F/S/S 1-18 5-7 9 14-15 3-7 7-9 
Saplings 2-12 3-7 9 7-9 3-7 7-9 

Small 2-18 5-21 18-27 19-22 4-22 11-27 
Medium 3-29 7-35 23-36 24-36 7-30 18-36 

Large 50-91 50-80 25-41 25-34 50-84 20-56 
Old Forest1,2 30 30 25 15 30 15 
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Table D-56 
Forest Vegetation/Wildlife Habitat Desired Future Conditions—ACECs (continued) 

 
 
Partridge/Elkhorn ACEC—Alternative C 
Range of Desired Size Classes Expressed as a Percentage of Forested within Each 
PVG (includes forested vegetation in RCAs) 

Tree Size PVG-1 PVG-2 PVG-3 PVG-4 PVG-5 PVG-6 
G/F/S/S 1-18 5-7 9 14-15 3-7 7-9 
Saplings 2-12 3-7 9 7-9 3-7 7-9 

Small 2-18 5-21 18-27 19-22 4-22 11-27 
Medium 3-29 7-35 23-36 24-36 7-30 18-36 

Large 50-91 50-80 25-41 25-34 50-84 20-56 
Old Forest1,2 30 30 25 15 30 15 

 
Little Salmon River ACEC—Alternative C  
Range of Desired Size Classes Expressed as a Percentage of Forested within Each 
PVG (includes forested vegetation in RCAs) 

Tree Size PVG-1 PVG-2 PVG-3 PVG-4 PVG-5 PVG-6 
G/F/S/S 1-18 5-7 9 14-15 3-7 7-9 
Saplings 2-12 3-7 9 7-9 3-7 7-9 

Small 2-18 5-21 18-27 19-22 4-22 11-27 
Medium 3-29 7-35 23-36 24-36 7-30 18-36 

Large 50-91 50-80 25-41 25-34 50-84 20-56 
Old Forest1,2 30 30 25 15 30 15 

 
Lower Lolo Creek ACEC—Alternative B  
(Existing Lower Canyon ACEC Portion Only—3,464 acres)  
Range of Desired Size Classes Expressed As a Percentage of Forested within Each 
PVG (includes forested vegetation in RCAs) 

Tree Size PVG-1 PVG-2 PVG-3 PVG-4 PVG-5 PVG-6 
G/F/S/S 1-18 5-7 9 14-15 3-7 7-9 
Saplings 2-12 3-7 9 7-9 3-7 7-9 

Small 2-18 5-21 18-27 19-22 4-22 11-27 
Medium 3-29 7-35 23-36 24-36 7-30 18-36 

Large 35-91 35-80 25-41 25-34 35-84 20-56 
Old Forest1,2 20 20 20 15 20 10 

 
Lower Lolo Creek ACEC—Alternative C 
(Existing Lower Canyon ACEC Portion Only—3,464 acres)  
Range of Desired Size Classes Expressed As a Percentage of Forested within Each 
PVG (includes forested vegetation in RCAs) 

Tree Size PVG-1 PVG-2 PVG-3 PVG-4 PVG-5 PVG-6 
G/F/S/S 1-18 5-7 9 14-15 3-7 7-9 
Saplings 2-12 3-7 9 7-9 3-7 7-9 

Small 2-18 5-21 18-27 19-22 4-22 11-27 
Medium 3-29 7-35 23-36 24-36 7-30 18-36 

Large 50-91 50-80 25-41 25-34 50-84 20-56 
Old Forest1,2 30 30 25 15 30 15 



Appendix D: Desired Future Conditions for Forest Vegetation/Wildlife Habitat—Alternatives B, C, and D 
 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS D-8 

Table D-56 
Forest Vegetation/Wildlife Habitat Desired Future Conditions—ACECs (continued) 

 
 
Upper Lolo Creek ACEC—Alternative C 
(Upper Canyon ACEC—1,625 acres) 
Range of Desired Size Classes Expressed As a Percentage of Forested Vegetation 
(Alternative C) within Each PVG (includes forested vegetation in RCAs) 

Tree Size PVG-1 PVG-2 PVG-3 PVG-4 PVG-5 PVG-6 
G/F/S/S 1-18 5-7 9 14-15 3-7 7-9 
Saplings 2-12 3-7 9 7-9 3-7 7-9 

Small 2-18 5-21 18-27 19-22 4-22 11-27 
Medium 3-29 7-35 23-36 24-36 7-30 18-36 

Large 35-91 35-80 25-41 25-34 35-84 20-56 
Old Forest1,2 20 20 20 15 20 10 

1Refer to Characteristics of Old-Growth Forests in the Intermountain Region (Hamilton 1993) and Old-Growth Forest Types of the 
Northern Region (Green et al. 1992, errata corrected 2005) 
2The old forest is a component of, and not in addition to, the large tree component. 
G/F/S/S = Grass/Forb/Shrub/Seedling 
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APPENDIX E—BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES FOR WEED 
PREVENTION—ALTERNATIVES B, C, AND D 
 
 

Prevention Activity 
 

When 
 

Who is Responsible 
 
1. Check body and undercarriage of off-road vehicles for 
plant material and clean before leaving weed infested areas. 

 
All Year 

 
Vehicle Driver 

 
2. Ensure that weed prevention is considered in project 
activities regardless of discipline. 

 
All Year 

 
Project Lead 

 
3. Minimize the creation of sites suitable for weed 
establishment. 

 
All Year 

 
Staff involved in activity 

 
4. Re-establish vegetation on all disturbed soil from 
construction, reconstruction, and maintenance activities.  

 
All Year 

 
Project Lead 

 
5. Monitor site(s) for weeds after soil disturbing activities 
and treat as needed. 

 
All Year 

 
Project Lead/ Weed Crew 

 
6. Buy only noxious weed free seed and conduct required 
seed testing before use. 

 
All Year 

 
Project Lead 

 
7. Provide noxious weed identification training for field 
going employees. 

 
Spring 

 
Range Staff 

  
8. Inspect gravel pits and fill sources to identify weed-free 
sources. 

 
All Year 

 
PI, COR 

 
9. Keep main travel corridors free of noxious weeds to 
prevent spread 

 
Spring-Summer 

 
Range Staff and others as 
appropriate 

 
10. Sign recreation sites for weed awareness and weed 
prevention techniques.  

 
Spring-Summer 

 
Recreation 
Technicians/Range Staff 

 
11. Mitigate and reduce weed spread during prescribed fire 
activities. Includes inventory of weeds prior to burning, treat 
high risk areas before burning, and pre and post treat high 
risk weed infestations. 

 
Spring-Summer-
Fall 

 
Project Lead 

 
12. Ensure revegetation efforts are affective. 

 
All Year 

 
Project Lead 
 

 
13. Track weeds which may affect known populations of 
BLM sensitive plants. Work with weed coordinator take 
potential control measures if necessary 

 
All Year 

 
Ecologist/ Range Staff 

 
14. Use weed free straw or mulch in revegetation activities 

 
All Year 

 
Project Lead 
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APPENDIX F—AQUATIC AND RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT STRATEGY—
ALTERNATIVES B, C, AND D 

INTRODUCTION 

The Cottonwood Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy provides guidance and programmatic 
direction for watershed (includes subwatersheds), riparian, and aquatic and riparian conservation and 
restoration and is integrated with other management direction. Conservation of fish, wildlife, plants, 
and habitats at risk of degradation should be considered together with the full array of broad-scale 
ecosystem components addressed by the strategy, which include the following: landscape dynamics, 
terrestrial source habitats, aquatic species and riparian and hydrologic processes, and social-
economics and tribal governments. Management actions will balance short-term risks (to aquatic and 
other resources) with long-term benefits as actions are considered to move these resources toward a 
natural variability of conditions or desired conditions. 

The key components of the Cottonwood Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy are as follows: 

• Aquatic and riparian management direction (for example, goals, objectives, and desired 
conditions). 

• Establishment of Riparian Conservation Areas (RCAs), which are areas where aquatic and 
riparian dependent resources receive management emphasis.  

• Protection of population strongholds for listed or proposed species and narrow endemics. 
• Multiscale analysis and how it will be used in subsequent project-level decisions. 
• Restoration priorities and guidance will be identified for geographic areas and by general 

type. 
• Monitoring/adaptive management to determine if plan is being implemented correctly and is 

achieving desired results.  
• Standards and Guidelines and Best Management Practices (BMPs), which are applicable to 

all RCAs and to projects and activities in areas outside of RCAs that are identified through 
NEPA analysis as potentially degrading to RCAs and desired conditions. 

AQUATIC AND RIPARIAN GOALS 

The goals establish an expectation of the characteristics of healthy, functioning, watersheds, riparian 
areas, and associated fish habitats. Because the quality of water and fish habitat in aquatic systems is 
are inseparably related to the integrity of upland and riparian areas within the watersheds, the goals 
are to maintain, strive towards, or restore the following: 

1. Water quality, to a degree that provides for stable and productive riparian and aquatic 
ecosystems. 

2. Stream channel integrity, channel processes, and the sediment regime (including the elements 
of timing, volume, and character of sediment input and transport) under which the riparian 
and aquatic ecosystems developed. 

3. Instream flows to support healthy riparian and aquatic habitats, which promote the stability 
and effective function of stream channels, and the ability to effectively route flood 
discharges.  
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4. Natural timing and variability of the water table elevation in meadows and wetlands. 
5. Diversity and productivity of native and desired nonnative plant communities in riparian 

zones. 
6. Riparian vegetation to: 

a. Provide an amount and distribution of large woody debris characteristic of natural 
aquatic and riparian ecosystems; 

b. Provide adequate summer and winter thermal regulation within the riparian and 
aquatic zones; and 

c. Help achieve rates of surface erosion, bank erosion, and channel migration 
characteristic of those under which the communities developed. 

7. Riparian and aquatic habitats necessary to foster the unique genetic fish stocks that evolved 
within the specific geo-climatic region. 

8. Habitat to support populations of well-distributed native and nonnative plant, vertebrate, 
and invertebrate populations that contribute to the viability of riparian-dependent 
communities. 

AQUATIC AND RIPARIAN MANAGEMENT DIRECTION 

The BLM is encouraged to establish area-wide riparian management objectives (RMO) to apply 
them where analysis for determining area-wide specific RMOs has not been done. 

Desired Conditions and Watershed and Aquatic Condition Indicators (WACIs) 

Description and Management Intent 
Desired Conditions and Watershed and Aquatic Condition Indicators (WACIs) are an integrated 
suite of aquatic (including a biological component), riparian (including riparian-associated terrestrial 
species), and hydrologic (including uplands) condition measures that are primarily intended to be 
used at the watershed and subwatershed scale.  These watersheds and subwatersheds are typically 5th 
to 7th code HUCs, and will be referred to as watersheds in this appendix.  See Appendix W (Volume 
III) for a description of desired conditions and WACIs. They are intended to serve two primary 
purposes: 

1. To assist in effectiveness monitoring as measurable indicators of how effective management 
actions are in attaining river/stream or reach specific desired conditions and/or broad-scale 
landscape or watershed aquatic/riparian/hydrologic objectives (WACIs). 

2. To indicate the baseline and current condition of a stream or watershed and to help land 
managers design projects and determine the appropriateness of management activities with 
respect to  achievement of aquatic/riparian/hydrologic objectives. 

Desired conditions are more specific to stream or reach specific aquatic and riparian objectives.  
WACIs are used to provide baseline condition rating information at a watershed level. WACIs 
provide context and decision support information to determine whether combined actions would 
contribute to attainment of objectives (desired WACIs) at the watershed and larger scales.  The 
WACIs, should be used as a suite of integrated indicators.  They should not be used individually as 
fixed targets toward which to manage or as specific thresholds from which to make “go/no go” 
project implementation decisions.  However, they should be used to help design appropriate 
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management actions or alter or mitigate proposed activities to move watersheds toward desired 
conditions.   If certain indicators highlight a concern in a watershed, then analysis should disclose 
how proposed management actions would be designed to take into account the concerns, and/or 
when the proposed action is needed to achieve aquatic/riparian/hydrologic objectives.  WACI 
criteria values are not absolute criteria, and are rated in regards to a functional condition or 
ecological/biological condition.  The WACIs are rated using the following watershed and aquatic 
habitat condition ratings (see Appendix W [Volume III]). 

Relative Watershed and 
Aquatic Habitat Quality 

Condition 

Relative Watershed and 
Aquatic Habitat Quality 

Condition 

Relative Watershed and 
Aquatic Habitat Quality 

Condition 
High Watershed and Aquatic 

Condition Rating 
High Watershed and Aquatic 

Condition Rating 
High Watershed and Aquatic 

Condition Rating 
Moderate Watershed and 
Aquatic Condition Rating 

Moderate Watershed and 
Aquatic Condition Rating 

Moderate Watershed and 
Aquatic Condition Rating 

Low Watershed and Aquatic 
Condition Rating 

Low Watershed and Aquatic 
Condition Rating 

Low Watershed and Aquatic 
Condition Rating 

 
Watershed and Aquatic Condition Indicators 
To achieve the “Watershed, Riparian, and Aquatic Goals and Objectives,” specific riparian and 
aquatic desired conditions and WACIs are identified (Appendix W [Volume III]).  Aquatic and 
riparian habitat condition indicators are rated for functional condition using the Matrix of Pathways 
and Indicators of Watershed Conditionand Watershed and Aquatic Conditions, which has local 
adaptation (1997 and modified 1998) and useis used by the North Central Idaho Level 1 Team 
(BLM CFO, Nez Perce National Forest, Clearwater National Forest, National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS), and US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). With updated monitoring, 
science/literature, and supporting rationale, watershed indicatorsThe general objective is to achieve 
the “functioning appropriately” condition rating for WACIs.  However, it is recognized that 
optimum conditions may be changed in the future to more accurately depict local planning area 
aquatic, riparian, and watershed condition indicatorsnot always be achieved for specific WACIs and 
watersheds. Table F-1 depicts the Watershed Condition Indicators identifies the WACIs included in 
the referenced matrices (Appendix W [Volume III]). 

Table F-1 
Pathways—Indicators of Watershed/Aquatic Conditions1 

 
Watershed Conditions Habitat Elements 

1. Watershed road density 
2. Streamside road density 
3. Landslide prone road density 
4. Riparian vegetation condition 
5. Peak/base flow 
6. Water yield (equivalent clearcut acres) 
7. Sediment yield 

1. Cobble embeddedness 
2. Percent surface fines 
3. Percent fines by depth 
4. Large woody debris 
5. Pool frequency 
6. Pool quality 
7. Off-channel habitat 
8. Habitat refugia 

Channel Condition and Dynamics Take 
1. Width/depth ratio 
2. Streambank stability 
3. Floodplain connectivity 

1. Harassment 
2. Redd disturbance 
3. Juvenile/adult harvest 
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Table F-1 
Pathways—Indicators of Watershed/Aquatic Conditions1 (continued) 

 
Water Quality Subpopulation Characteristics and Habitat Integration

1. Temperature—spawning 
2. Temperature—rearing/migration 
3. Suspended sediment 
4. Chemical contaminants/nutrients 

1. Subpopulation size 
2. Growth and survival 
3. Life history diversity, isolation 
4. Persistence and genetic integrity 
5. Integration of species and habitat condition 

Habitat Access  
1. Physical barriers—adults 
2. Physical barriers—juveniles 

 

1Watershed indicators from USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Serviceand Aquatic Condition Indicators (WACIs) 
from USFWS and NMFS matrices as adapted by North Central Idaho Level 1 Team (1997 and 1998 modification) 
 
Desired and achievable Watershed Condition Indicators need to be identified Desired WACIs that 
are specific to appropriate for the project/activity plan implementation at the subwatershed 
levelwatershed scale and baseline ratings (for example, 5th , 6th, 7th code HUC).) are included in 
Appendix W (Volume III).  The functional condition ratings for Watershed Condition 
IndicatorsWACIs is an objective and may be a quantifiable or subjective rating for desired aquatic, 
riparian, and watershed functional conditions adapted locally for providing for , and identify optimal 
aquatic, riparian, and watershed conditions.  Appendix W (Volume III), identifies the desired 
functional condition (functioning appropriately – good/excellent condition) WACIs.  It is 
acknowledged that “optimum” conditions may not always be achievable for every watershed 
because of legacy land uses, land ownerships (e.g., private ownership and non-BLM land uses) and 
specific watershed characteristics.  

Existing Conditions for Watersheds (WACIs) 
Existing conditions for watershed specific WACIs are on file at the BLM Cottonwood Office for 
the watersheds identified in Appendix C (Volume II).  Because BLM ownership often comprises a 
small percentage of the total watershed area, the emphasis for surveys and monitoring efforts will be 
in watersheds where public lands generally comprises the majority of the ownership (see Appendix 
C [Volume II]).  Other watersheds with BLM lands not included in Appendix C (generally small 
amount of public land ownership) may have resource surveys and monitoring conducted (to 
determine existing conditions), and management actions implemented which support achievement 
of desired conditions. 

Updating Ratings for Desired Conditions and Watershed and Aquatic Condition Indicators 
Based on monitoring, surveys, science/literature, watershed analysis, and supporting rationale; 
specific condition ratings for desired conditions and WACIs may be changed in the future (e.g., poor 
condition, good condition, etc.) to more accurately depict local planning area aquatic and riparian 
characteristics, range of natural variability. Desired conditions and WACIs may be refined at the 
watershed scale to illustrate the variability of conditions among watersheds within a landscape 
context. As needed for updated ratings, local experts (e.g., Fisheries Biologist, Ecologist, Botanist, 
Hydrologist) shall establish this environmental baseline and identify rationale supporting the change.  
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RIPARIAN CONSERVATION AREAS, ALTERNATIVE B 

RCAs are portions of watersheds where riparian-dependent resources receive primary emphasis and 
management activities are subject to specific standards and guidelines. However, they are not 
intended to be treated as no management zones since treatments may be essential to achieving or 
maintaining desired riparian and aquatic conditions. This strategy allows for adjustment to RCAs to 
reflect specific site conditions while also recognizing watershed wide riparian conditions and trends. 

Important values to consider in identifying and managing RCAs include fine organic litter, bank 
stability, sediment control, nutrients and other dissolved materials, riparian microclimate and 
productivity, wind throw, importance of small (perennial and intermittent) streams, importance of 
hill slope steepness, parent soil material and erosion risks, potential and active large woody debris, 
and may be specific to the riparian functional condition.area/stream channel, life stage of specific 
fish, watershed characteristics, and land uses. Refer to Appendix W (Volume III) for a list of 
desired conditions and WACIs.  

RCA Delineation and Modification 

Default Specific default RCA widths apply where, unless a watershed analysis or site-specific (local) 
analysis has not been completed. EstablishmentModification of RCAs requires watershed or site 
specific analysis to provide the ecological basis for the change. However,  or may be specific to land 
uses taking place or proposed to take place within the RCA.  

RCA Widths (Alternative B) 

RCAs may be modified by amendment in are portions of watersheds where riparian-dependent 
resources receive primary emphasis and management activities are subject to specific standards and 
guidelines.  RCAs are lands that are most sensitive to land uses that are likely to affect the condition 
and/or function of aquatic habitat, and include areas adjacent to streams, ponds, lakes, and wetlands.  
The dimensions of such lands and uses that promote or do not preclude achievement of functional 
conditions may be best defined by site-specific analysis or watershed analysis.  In the absence of 
watershedsuch analysis where stream reach or site-specific data support, the change. In all cases, the 
rationale supporting following default RCA widths apply.and their effects would be documented. 
Refer to previous listed important values for managing RCAs; pertinent values need to be 
specifically addressed in supporting rationale for modifying RCAs.       

Category 1—Fish-bearing streams: RCAs consist of the stream and the area on either side of the 
stream. This area extends from the edges of the active channel to the top of the inner gorge, or to 
the outer edges of the 100-year floodplain, or to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation, or 300 
feet slope distance (600 feet, including both sides of the stream channel), whichever is greatest. 

Category 2—Permanently flowing non-fish-bearing streams: RCAs consist of the stream and 
the area on either side of the stream. This area extends from the edges of the active channel to the 
top of the inner gorge, or to the outer edges of the 100-year floodplain, or to the outer edges of the 
riparian vegetation, or 150 feet slope distance (300 feet, including both sides of the stream channel), 
whichever is greatest. 



Appendix F: Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy—Alternatives B, C, and D 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS F-6 

Category 3—Ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands greater than one acre: RCAs consist of the 
body of water or wetland and the area to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation, or to the extent 
of the seasonally saturated soil, or 150 feet slope distance from the edge of the maximum pool 
elevation of constructed ponds and reservoirs, or from the edge of the wetland, pond, or lake, 
whichever is greatest. 

Category 4—Seasonally flowing or intermittent streams and wetlands less than one acre: 
This category includes features with high variability in size and site-specific characteristics. The RCA 
is the area from the edges of the stream channel, the wetland, the extent of riparian vegetation, or 
80100 feet slope distance, whichever is greatest. 

Nonforested rangeland ecosystems Category 1 and 2 streams are the extent of 100-year floodplain. 

RIPARIAN CONSERVATION AREAS, ALTERNATIVE C 

RCA Widths (Alternative C) 

RCAs are portions of watersheds where riparian-dependent resources receive primary emphasis and 
management activities are subject to specific standards and guidelines. 

RCA widths apply where watershed analysis has not been completed. Establishment of  RCAs 
requires watershed analysisare lands that are most sensitive to provideland uses that are likely to 
affect the ecological basis for the change. However, RCAscondition and/or function of aquatic 
habitat, and include areas adjacent to streams, ponds, lakes, and wetlands.  The dimensions of such 
lands and uses that promote or do not preclude achievement of functional conditions may be 
modifiedbest defined by amendment in the absence of watershed analysis, where stream reach or 
site-specific data support the change.analysis or watershed analysis.  In all cases, the rationale 
supportingthe absence of such analysis, the following default RCA widths and their effects would be 
documentedapply. 

Category 1—Fish-bearing streams: RCAs consist of the stream and the area on either side of the 
stream. This area extends from the edges of the active channel to the top of the inner gorge, or to 
the outer edges of the 100-year floodplain, or to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation, or 300 
feet slope distance (600 feet, including both sides of the stream channel), whichever is greatest. 

Category 2—Permanently flowing non-fish-bearing streams: RCAs consist of the stream and 
the area on either side of the stream. This area extends from the edges of the active channel to the 
top of the inner gorge, or to the outer edges of the 100-year floodplain, or to the outer edges of the 
riparian vegetation, or 225 feet slope distance (400 feet, including both sides of the stream channel), 
whichever is greatest. 

Category 3—Ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands greater than one acre: RCAs consist of the 
body of water or wetland and the area to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation, or to the extent 
of the seasonally saturated soil, or 150 feet slope distance from the edge of the maximum pool 
elevation of constructed ponds and reservoirs, or from the edge of the wetland, pond, or lake, 
whichever is greatest. 
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Category 4—Seasonally flowing or intermittent streams and wetlands less than one acre: 
This category includes features with high variability in size and site-specific characteristics. The RCA 
is the area from the edges of the stream channel, the wetland, the extent of riparian vegetation, or 
125 feet slope distance, whichever is greatest. 

Nonforested rangeland ecosystems Category 1 and 2 streams are the extent of 100-year floodplain. 

RIPARIAN CONSERVATION AREAS, ALTERNATIVE D 

RCA Widths (Alternative D) 

RCAs are portions of watersheds where riparian-dependent resources receive primary emphasis, and 
management activities are subject to specific standards and guidelines. 

RCA widths apply where watershed analysis has not been completed. Establishment of   RCAs 
requires watershed analysisare lands that are most sensitive to provideland uses that are likely to 
affect the ecological basis for the change. However, RCAscondition and/or function of aquatic 
habitat, and include areas adjacent to streams, ponds, lakes, and wetlands.  The dimensions of such 
lands and uses that promote or do not preclude achievement of functional conditions may be 
modifiedbest defined by amendment in the absence of watershed analysis where stream reach or 
site-specific data support the change.analysis or watershed analysis.  In all cases, the rationale 
supportingthe absence of such analysis, the following default RCA widths and their effects would be 
documentedapply. 

Category 1—Fish-bearing streams: RCAs consist of the stream and the area on either side of the 
stream. This area extends from the edges of the active channel to the top of the inner gorge, or to 
the outer edges of the 100-year floodplain, or to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation, or 300 
feet slope distance (600 feet, including both sides of the stream channel), whichever is greatest. 

Category 2—Permanently flowing non-fish-bearing streams: RCAs consist of the stream and 
the area on either side of the stream. This area extends from the edges of the active channel to the 
top of the inner gorge, or to the outer edges of the 100-year floodplain, or to the outer edges of the 
riparian vegetation, or 150 feet slope distance (300 feet, including both sides of the stream channel), 
whichever is greatest. 

Category 3—Ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands greater than one acre: RCAs consist of the 
body of water or wetland and the area to the outer edges of the riparian vegetation, or to the extent 
of the seasonally saturated soil, or 50 feet slope distance, whichever is greatest. 

Category 4—Seasonally flowing or intermittent streams and wetlands less than one acre: 
This category includes features with high variability in size and site-specific characteristics. The RCA 
is the area from the edges of the stream channel, the wetland, the extent of riparian vegetation, or 50 
feet slope distance, whichever is greatest. 

Nonforested rangeland ecosystems Category 1 and 2 streams are the extent of 100-year floodplain. 
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RCA Delineation 

To promote or maintain desired conditions or objectives for WACIs, default RCA widths identify 
areas where riparian and aquatic dependent resources receive emphasis for management.  The 
default RCA widths generally provide proper and adequate dimensions to address primary influence 
areas that may affect key riparian and aquatic processes.  It is acknowledged that RCA modification 
and delineation needs to consider ecological and geomorphic factors, which vary across the Field 
Office management area.  Delineation of site specific or specific watershed RCAs requires fine-scale 
application of appropriate criteria using a two-tier approach. 

The first tier involves identification of ecological and geomorphic delineation criteria.  This is done 
by applying a protocol identified through a watershed analysis and/or site specific analysis, or a 
programmatic planning analysis.  This analysis is intended to provide the context needed to 
understand riparian area interactions and processes. 

The second tier applies the criteria from the first tier analysis to specific areas on the ground in 
conjunction with proposed management activities. 

Conceptually, the first tier analysis results in identification of ecologically appropriate RCA criteria 
by using existing information to characterize the extent, conditions, and trends of riparian areas 
within the analysis area.  This analysis identifies dominant physical and biological features in the 
watershed that influence the riparian network, and addresses important biophysical functions and 
processes.  The issues associated with the riparian system, including past, current, and potential 
future management emphases, are used to ascertain the rigor and depth of analysis needed.  The 
resulting information is synthesized and interpreted using a process in which potential criteria are 
examined and selected or eliminated based on their appropriateness to meet the overall intent of 
aquatic and riparian management objectives at the finer scale. 

The overall intent of the first tier analysis is to document relationships between key riparian 
processes and functions and ecological and/or geomorphic factors (such as shade and site potential 
tree height), which should help to appropriately identify RCAs.  Default widths would be used to 
delineate RCAs, until the first tier analysis has been completed. 

The second tier applies the RCA criteria to specific areas on the ground while designing and 
planning proposed management actions.  The intent is that the associated site-specific analysis and 
decision would disclose how the criteria would be used to delineate RCAs on the ground and the 
degree to which they provide for riparian processes and functions and contribute to meeting aquatic 
and riparian management objectives.  Any necessary, site-specific refinements of the criteria would 
also be documented in the analysis and decision document. 

RCA Modification (Alternatives B, C, and D) 

RCAs may be modified by amendment in the absence of watershed analysis where stream reach or 
site-specific data support the change. Watershed analysis or site-specific analysis is not a decision 
process, it would provide information for ecologically appropriate criteria that would support site-
specific analysis and determination on RCA delineation.  In all cases, the rationale supporting RCA 
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widths and their effects would be documented. Refer to previous listed important values for 
managing RCAs; pertinent site-specific, stream reach, and watershed values (e.g., desired conditions, 
WACIs, specific riparian or aquatic characteristics, slope, soils, etc.) need to be specifically addressed 
in supporting rationale for modifying RCAs and land uses occurring in these areas. 

During watershed analysis and/or site-specific analysis or through the appropriate programmatic 
planning processes, default RCA dimensions may be modified with site specific analysis and 
determination of land uses that are consistent with the RCA management intent and the attainment 
of RCA management objectives (i.e., WACIsdesired conditions). 

These criteria shall be identified using scientific information in combination with local knowledge 
and information on riparian and aquatic processes and functions, resource values, and risks (first 
tier).  Application of criteria to delineate RCAs shall occur during project-level planning or 
implementation for management activities that could affect attainment of RCA objectives (second 
tier). Rationale for identifying final RCA delineation criteria shall be presented through the 
appropriate analysis making process. 

PROTECTION OF POPULATION STRONGHOLDS FOR AQUATIC SPECIAL STATUS AND NARROW RANGE 
ENDEMIC SPECIES 

Refer to Appendix C, Conservation and Restoration Watersheds (Volume II), for criteria and 
identification of conservation watersheds, which have important value for protecting populations of 
special status aquatic species and narrow range endemics. Currently, only a few watersheds within 
the (with BLM lands) within the BLM planning area may meet the criteria for designation as a 
stronghold or conservation watershed for special status species. The intent of this designation and 
management direction of these watersheds is that they will provide high quality habitat for species 
and will support expansion and recolonization of species to adjacent watersheds. These areas should 
conserve key processes likely to influence the persistence of populations or metapopulations. 
Management consideration for these watersheds includes the following: 

• In general, these areas are at the scale of the species’ subpopulation and contribute to their 
conservation and recovery. 

• Characteristics/considerations for stronghold delineation include high genetic integrity, 
connectivity, relationship of the subpopulation to the species as a whole, and restoration and 
population expansion potential into adjoining watersheds. 

• The plan provides for additions to, deletions from, or modifications of strongholds and 
conservation watersheds based on new information. 

• As with RCAs, management activities in strongholds and conservation watersheds should 
emphasize achieving or maintaining the riparian and aquatic values, including key processes, 
for which they are being managed. Active management within strongholds may be required 
to achieve and maintain these values. Passive management strategies can also be an effective 
tool for meeting stronghold objectives in some watersheds. 

• Conservation subwatersheds have watershed, riparian, and aquatic processes and functions 
that occur in a relatively undisturbed and natural landscape setting.  

• Watersheds may also be identified for such purposes as protecting other emphasis species or 
other high value riparian-dependent resources. 
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MULTISCALE ANALYSIS AND ECOSYSTEM ANALYSIS AT THE WATERSHED SCALE 

Watershed Analysis 

The purpose of an ecosystem analysis at the watershed scale is to develop and document an 
understanding of the ecological structures, functions, processes, and interactions occurring at the 
watershed scale. This process is designed to describe past and current conditions and develop 
restoration and management recommendations. The ultimate goal is to provide guidance for 
management actions that would sustain or improve the health and productivity of natural resources. 

Objectives of Watershed Analysis 

1. Evaluate cumulative watershed effects – watershed analysis enhances the ability to estimate direct, 
indirect, and cumulative effects of management activities. 

2. Define watershed restoration needs, goals and objectives – provides guidance on the general type, 
location, and sequence of appropriate activities within a watershed. 

3. Monitor the effectiveness of watershed protection measures – process for adaptive management 
feedback loop. 

4. Provide sufficient watershed context for understanding and carrying out land use activities 
with a geomorphic context – important tool used in meeting ecosystem management objectives.  

Appropriate Methodology 

The Federal Guide for Watershed Analysis—Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale Version 2.2 
(Forest Service 1995) was used as a guide. This six-step process is not issue-driven but focuses on 
analysis topics, along with specific watershed problems and concerns. This analysis is not a decision 
making process but will help identify opportunities for future management actions, including 
planning, project development, and regulatory compliance. Below is a summary of each of the six 
steps taken to develop an ecosystem analysis at the watershed scale. 

Step 1—Characterization of the Watershed 

The purpose of Step 1 is to identify the dominant physical, biological, and human processes or 
features of the watershed that affect ecosystem functions or conditions, including the relationship 
between these ecosystem elements and those occurring in the river basin and/or watersheds. When 
characterizing the watershed, teamsteam members identify the most important land allocations, plan 
objectives, and regulatory constraints that influence resource management in the watershed. 

Step 2—Identification of Issues and Key Questions 

The purpose of this step is to focus the analysis on the key elements of the ecosystem that are most 
relevant to the management questions and objectives, human values, or resource conditions within 
the area. 
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Step 3—Description of Current Conditions 

This step is to develop more detailed information relevant to the issues and key questions identified 
in Step 2. Step 3 is where the current range, distribution, and condition of the relevant ecosystem 
elements are documented. 

Step 4—Description of Reference Conditions 

This step is to explain how ecological conditions have changed over time as a result of human 
influence and natural disturbances. A reference is developed for later comparison with current 
conditions over the period that the system evolved and with key management plan objectives.  

Step 5—Synthesis and Interpretation of Information 

The purpose of Step 5 is to compare existing and reference conditions of specific ecosystem 
elements and to explain significant differences, similarities, or trends and their causes. The capability 
of the system to achieve key management plan objectives is also evaluated. 

Step 6—Recommendations 

The purpose of Step 6 is to identify management recommendations that address resource problems 
noted in this analysis and then to change the current watershed conditions toward the desired future 
condition for this area. Recommendations, monitoring needs, and data gaps are identified and 
described. These are recommendations to date based on the data we have available at present. This 
is an ongoing process and alternative or additional recommendations may be made in the future. 

Multiple-scaledScaled Assessments 

NoGenerally, no single assessment will adequately address the complex issues facing resource 
managers today. Fine-scale assessments provide necessary context for management and project 
planning, but they cannot adequately address broad patterns and processes, such as habitat 
conditions for wide-ranging species. Broad-scale assessments provide necessary context for policy 
formulation and for mid- and fine-scale assessment, but they cannot by themselves provide detailed 
information, such as site-specific habitat conditions. Together, multiple-scale assessments provide a 
comprehensive basis for sustainable land management. 

FourMultiple levels of review and assessment provide the context to appropriately implement 
broadscale decisions on individual BLM districts and within a field office area. As needed, multiscale 
analysis may be used for future plan amendments or revisions and for subsequent project-level 
decisions. The four potential analysis scales are basin, subbasin, watershed, and project. Analysis at 
the appropriate scale is generally recognized to provide needed context for (and thus it improves) 
decision making. Following are the four levels of review/assessment that willmay be used for 
multiscale analysis:  

1. Broad-scale (e.g., Assessment of Ecosystem Components in the Interior Columbia Basin; 
2. Mid-scale (e.g., Ecosystem Review at the Subbasin Scale); 
3. Fine-scale (e.g., Ecosystem Analysis at the Watershed Scale); 
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4. Site-scale (e.g., reach analysis, project/site analysis). 
 
Management considerations for multiscale analysis includes the following: 

• Plans are generally developed and analyzed at the scale of the land management unit, 
normally analogous to a subbasin (or group of subbasins) scale. 

• Subsequent finer scale analysis, such as to support restoration prioritization and monitoring 
strategy development, should include interagency coordination.  

• Assessments should include evaluation of existing conditions, factors limiting aquatic species 
populations, resource risks, management needs, and restoration opportunities. 

• Information developed at the finer scale should be considered in implementing the aquatic 
conservation elementsor restoration measures and used to make adjustments or 
modifications to the elementsappropriate management actions, as warranted.  

• Multiscale analysis provides a basis for integrating and prioritizing conservation measures for 
wide-ranging species. 

 
 
Cottonwood Field Office Watershed and Site-Specific Analysis Direction 
 
BLM lands managed within the planning area often consist of small scattered tracts of land and 
BLM ownership within a watershed may not comprise the majority ownership.  Many watersheds 
have scattered tracts of land occurring in a watershed that is primarily private or non-federal 
ownership.  The greatest opportunity for completing new or updating existing watershed analyses or 
subbasin assessments occur in drainages that majority ownership is comprised of BLM and Forest 
Service lands.  Because the BLM is not the majority landowner, the BLM Cottonwood Field Office 
will collaborate with other Forest Service offices to complete watershed analyses and subbasin 
assessments or updates.   
 
For small or scattered tracts of BLM lands, watersheds with small amounts of BLM lands, or in 
areas where a watershed analysis has not been completed,  the use of site-specific (focused) analysis 
or stream reach analysis using approaches similar to what is described above is appropriate. The site-
specific or reach analysis should also follow the six-step process identified above, but be limited in 
geographic scope.  The level of site-specific or focused reach analysis will be commensurate with the 
scope, magnitude, and issues related to BLM activities or projects and related aquatic resources and 
values.  Where appropriate, an abbreviated watershed analysis may be used in conjunction with the 
focused site-specific analysis.  
 
The BLM and Forest Service have completed several watershed analyses and subbasin assessments 
within the planning area. The BLM has been the lead agency on several watershed analyses, and the 
BLM has collaborated with the Forest Service on others when BLM ownership occurs in the 
watershed or subbasin. A large amount of BLM lands are also intermingled with Idaho Department 
of Fish and Game lands, which provided opportunity for the BLM to be a lead agency for 
completion of watershed analysis in these areas (Craig Mountain Wildlife Management Area). These 
documents have been used to provide guidance for cumulative effects analysis, prioritization for 
restoration and management actions, and direction and information for landscape and ecosystem 
management efforts that involve mixed land ownerships. The following table summarizes watershed 
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and subbasin assessments that have been completed within the planning area that provide guidance 
for BLM planning and management efforts. 
 
 

Table F-2 
Summary of Watershed Analyses and Subbassin Assessments Within the Planning Area 

 
Name 

Type of Analysis or  
Assessment 

(Watershed/Subbasin) 

Year 
Completed 

 
Lead Agency 

LOWER SNAKE RIVER SUBBASIN 
Lower Snake River Ecosystem 
Analysis at the Watershed Scale 

Watershed Analysis – Captain John 
Creek, Corral Creek, Snake River 
Face Drainages 

2002 BLM Cottonwood 
Field Office 

LOWER SALMON RIVER SUBBASIN 
John Day Creek Watershed Analysis John Day Creek 1999 BLM  Cottonwood 

Field Office 
Slate Creek Ecosystem Analysis at 
the Watershed Scale 

Watershed Analysis – Slate Creek 2000 Nez Perce National 
Forest 

Lower Salmon River Ecosystem 
Analysis at the Watershed Scale 

Watershed Analysis – China Creek, 
Eagle Creek, Deer Creek, and 
Salmon River Face Drainages 

2002 BLM Cottonwood 
Field Office 

LITTLE SALMON RIVER SUBBASIN 
Boulder Creek Watershed Analysis, 
Working Draft 

Watershed Analysis – Boulder 
Creek 

1999 Payette National 
Forest 

Little Salmon River Subbasin Review Subbasin Assessment – Little 
Salmon River Subbasin 

2003 Payette National 
Forest 

CLEARWATER RIVER SUBBASIN 
Clearwater Subbasin Ecosystem 
Analysis at the Watershed Scale 

Watershed Analysis – Potlatch 
River, Orofino Creek, Lolo Creek, 
Clearwater River 

1997 Clearwater River 
National Forest 

SOUTH FORK CLEARWATER RIVER SUBBASIN 
South Fork Clearwater River 
Landscape Assessment 

Subbasin Assessment – South Fork 
Clearwater River  

1998 Nez Perce National 
Forest 

Red River Ecosystem Analysis at the 
Watershed Scale 

Watershed Analysis – Red River 2003 Nez Perce National 
Forest 

          

MONITORING AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 

Monitoring and Evaluation of the Resource Management Plan 

The BLM planning regulations require the monitoring and evaluation of RMPs at appropriate 
intervals. After approval of the RMP an implementation schedule will be completed and would 
incorporate monitoring plans. Monitoring data would be used to assess resource conditions, identify 
resource issues and conflicts, determine if resource objectives are being met, determine trends for 
achievement of desired conditions, and periodically refine and update desired conditions and 
management strategy.    

Monitoring is an essential component of natural resource management because it provides 
information on the relative success of management strategies. The implementation of the RMP will 
be monitored to ensure that management actions follow prescribed management direction 



Appendix F: Aquatic and Riparian Management Strategy—Alternatives B, C, and D 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS F-14 

(implementation monitoring), meet desired objectives (effectiveness monitoring) and are based on 
accurate assumptions (validation monitoring).  

Monitoring will be coordinated with other appropriate agencies and organizations in order to 
enhance the efficiency and usefulness of the results across a variety of administrative units. The 
approach will build on past and present monitoring work. In addition, specific monitoring protocols, 
criteria, goals, and reporting formats will be developed. 

Adaptive Management 

Adaptive management requires knowledge of the current conditions; potential or capability of 
riparian sites and streams; current management and effects of the management on the resources; and 
management changes that may be made to move the current condition toward the desired condition.  
Single indicators of conditions or trend are usually not adequate to make good decisions.  
Information on the condition and trend of the vegetation, streambanks, aquatic resources, and 
knowledge of current management practices can help establish “cause-and-effect” relationships that 
are important to make appropriate decisions.  Such information allows refinement and development 
of more realistic, locally-derived project or activity design, standards, or criteria.  

Monitoring will be an integral component of many management approaches such as adaptive 
management and ecosystem management. Adaptive management is based on monitoring that is 
sufficiently sensitive to detect relevant ecological changes. In addition, the success of adaptive 
management depends on the accuracy and credibility of information obtained through inventories 
and monitoring. Close coordination and interaction between monitoring and research are important 
for the adaptive management process to succeed. Data obtained through systematic and statistically 
valid monitoring can be used by scientists to develop research hypotheses related to priority issues.  
Conversely, the results obtained through research can be used to further refine the protocols and 
strategies used to monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of RMP implementation. 

Monitoring results will provide managers with the information to determine whether an objective 
has been met, and whether to continue or modify the management direction. Findings obtained 
through monitoring, together with research and other new information will provide a basis for 
adaptive management changes to the plan. The monitoring process and adaptive management share 
the goal of improving effectiveness and permitting response to increased knowledge and a changing 
landscape. The monitoring program itself will not remain static. The monitoring plan will be 
periodically evaluated to ascertain that the monitoring questions and standards are still relevant, and 
will be adjusted as appropriate. Some monitoring items many be discontinued and others may be 
added as knowledge and issues change with implementation. 

Implementation and Effectiveness Monitoring 

The basics of RMP level monitoring should will (1) determine if the plan is, project, or activities are 
being implemented correctly and is achieving desired results, (2) provide a mechanism for 
accountability and oversight, (3) evaluate the effectiveness of recovery and restoration efforts, and 
(4) provide a feedback loop (adaptive management) so that management direction may be evaluated 
and modified. 
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Management considerations for monitoring include the following: 

• Focus monitoring on key questions that inform decision making and allow adjustments to 
management.  

• Monitoring emphasis and intensity should be commensurate with the importance of the 
question being asked. For example, if adaptive decision making is being used, it will be 
important to monitor the key parameters to the degree necessary to support the current 
course of action or to trigger an alternate approach. 

• Plan level monitoring should make use of, and not duplicate, broad-scale monitoring 
programs. To the extent practicable, monitoring done at the plan scale should be compatible 
with, and complementary to, broader and finer scale monitoring. 

• Monitoring should be coordinated with, and where possible consolidated with, similar 
efforts of other agencies. 

• Outcome-based management approaches rely on monitoring for their success. These 
approaches typically require a different level and type of monitoring than prescriptive 
approaches. 

• Monitoring commitments in plans should be feasible and achievable. 
 
Monitoring is a process of gathering information through observation and measurement to ensure 
that project design criteria and mitigation are implemented and to determine if goals and objectives 
for project/program are achieved. The two types of monitoring identified are implementation and 
effectiveness. Specifics of these types of monitoring are described below: 

• Implementation monitoring is used to determine if management practices are 
implemented as identified in an activity plan, environmental assessment, EIS, Biological 
Assessment, or Biological Opinion. 

• Effectiveness monitoring is used to determine if management practices, as designed and 
executed, are effective in meeting project goals and objectives as defined in an activity 
plan, environmental assessment, EIS, Biological Assessment, or Biological Opinion.  

 
The results of all monitoring will be summarized and shared, as requested, with state and federal 
agencies, and tribes, private groups, or individuals. 

The design criteria and mitigation would be monitored on a specific action or subsample of activity 
or project. Agency representatives overseeing the actions would do the monitoring, as well as an 
interdisciplinary or multiparty team, through a combination of any of the following methods:  

• Review Environmental Assessment, Biological Assessment, and Biological Opinion 
identified project specifications and terms and conditions to ensure that monitoring is 
provided for in contract or planplans of operation (project design and mitigation criteria); 

• Review designs and plans of operation; 
• Review contract administration reports (daily diaries); and 
• Review activities on the ground before, during, and after implementation. 
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Where appropriate, photograph conditions before the project begins, during its implementation, and 
after it is completed. 

The Cottonwood FO implementation and effectiveness monitoring strategy will include the use of 
databases and reporting mechanisms.  Monitoring protocols will be in accord with appropriate BLM 
Technical Bulletins or other acceptable monitoring methods which would address the Watershed 
and Aquatic Condition Indicators included in Appendix W (Volume III). Acceptable monitoring 
methods would be adaptive and include protocols that have been generally approved and accepted 
by state, federal, and Tribes to document existing desired conditions.   

RESTORATION PRIORITIES AND GUIDANCE 

Refer to Appendix C, Conservation and Restoration Watersheds (Volume II), for criteria and 
identification of restoration watersheds, which have priorityand prioritization for restoration projects 
and achievement of desired conditions. Restoration subwatersheds were identified because biological 
and physical processes and functions do not reflect natural conditions because of past and long-term 
land disturbances. Refer to Figures 3 (Alternative B), 4 (Alternative C), and 5 (Alternative D) in 
Volume IV of the Draft RMP/EIS for maps of Conservation and Restoration Watersheds identified 
for various alternatives. Management consideration for these watersheds includes the following: 

• Identify restoration objectives, desired conditions, and the types of management actions 
likely to be used to achieve those objectives or desired conditions; 

• Make finer scale prioritization a part of plan implementation rather than plan development; 
• Support restoration prioritization with analysis at the appropriate scale (e.g., subbasin, 

watershed); 
• Integrate aquatic and terrestrial restoration priorities; 
• Emphasize restoration opportunities that provide benefits for multiple resources; and 
• Structure the plan to provide for additions to, deletions from, or modifications of restoration 

watersheds based on new information. 
 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES 

Standards and guidelines apply to all RCAs and to projects and activities in areas outside of RCAs 
that are identified through NEPA analysis as potentially degrading RCAs. RCA desired conditions 
for aquatic and riparian habitats are identified in Appendix W.  WACIs used for rating baseline 
conditions for watersheds and streams, and are also identified in Appendix W. 

Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

 
Riparian Conservation Areas 
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

RCA-1 Activities New activities in RCAs or activities outside RCAs that affect desired 
conditions for WACIs must be designed to enhance, restore, or maintain the physical 
and biological characteristics of the RCA by implementing the following: 
 

• Activities outside or in RCAs that are intact and functioning in a desired 
condition, as indicated by RMOsspecific desired conditions and WACIs 
(Appendix W) or other measures, must be designed to at least maintain that 
desired condition; 

 
• Activities outside or in RCAs that are not at desired condition, as indicated by 

RMOsspecific desired conditions and WACIs (Appendix W) or other 
measures, should include a restoration component as part of the project; when 
such may be practical and appropriate for the scope of the project; and 

 
• c. Activities outside or in RCAs must not result in long-term degradation to 

aquatic conditions. Limited short-term adverse effects from activities in the 
RCA may be acceptable when outweighed by the long-term benefits to the RCA 
and aquatic resources. 

 
• New road construction, landings, timber harvest, salvage logging, or 

construction of recreation sites within RCAs will require a watershed analysis 
and/or site-specific analysis prior to implementation.  The level of analysis will 
be commensurate with the scope, magnitude, and issues of the project and 
related aquatic resources and values. 

 
Timber Management 

TM-1 VegetationApply vegetation management practices, such as timber harvest, salvage 
logging, fuelwood cutting and fuels treatments, may be used in RCAs.within RCAs 
where needed to acquire desired vegetation characteristics essential to achieving 
functional desired conditionsWACIs. Vegetation treatments will be allowed only to 
maintain, restore, or enhance physical and biological characteristics of the RCA. 
Implemented treatments will, at a minimum, maintain existing conditions and not 
impede achievement of desired conditions in the long term RMOs.WACIs.  
Management actions will balance short-term risks (to aquatic and other resources) with 
long-term benefits as actions are considered to move toward a natural variability of 
conditions.  Complete watershed analysis and/or site-specific analysis prior to 
conducting timber harvest or salvage logging in RCAs.  RCAs are not included in the 
land base when determining PSQ. 

TM-2 
 

New management activities within or affecting RCAs shall be conducted only if they are 
consistent with the RCA management objectives of not precluding attainment of, or 
maintaining functional aquatic/riparian conditions and processes, and improving 
conditions and processes (through either active or passive measures) that are not fully 
functional (WACIsdesired conditions). 
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

TM-3 
 

When management activities are conducted within the sediment delivery influences area, 
ground disturbance shall be minimized and sufficient ground cover shall be retained 
(existing vegetation and/or by seeding, plantings, and erosion control measures) to limit 
soil movement into or within the RCA to allow attainment of RCA objectives (desired 
conditions).  Buffer widths, vegetation cover, and/or natural topography features should 
be sufficient to minimize risks for erosion/sediment reaching stream channels and other 
water bodies.  

TM-4 
 

Management activities in RCAs shall be implemented to maintain or support attainment 
of aquatic and RCA management objectives (WACIs). 

 
Roads Management  

RF-1 Cooperate with federal, tribal, state, and county agencies and cost-share partners to 
achieve consistency in road design, operation, and maintenance necessary to attain 
RMOs.reduce adverse effects and support achievement of desired conditions and WACIs 
in the long term. 

RF-2 For plannednew or existing roads in an RCA, manage achieve RMOs(authorized across 
BLM lands or BLM easement across other lands), strive to support achievement of 
desired conditions and WACIs and to avoid or minimize adverse effects on TESto native 
fish. 

RF-2a Complete a watershed or site-specific analysis, tiering to existing watershed analyses 
where available, before building new roads or landings in RCAs. Site-specific analysis will 
reference to existing watershed analysis when available. The level of analysis should be 
commensurate with the scope and issues of the project and related aquatic resources.  
 
At a minimum, the analysis should in all cases address sediment, LWD 
supply/recruitment, water temperature, and floodplain and riparian encroachment. 
Analysis will include the site scale, in the context of the reach scale, and watershed scales.

RF-2b Minimize new road and landing locations in RCAs.  
 
Permanent new roads are not allowed unless long-term resource management and public 
resource needs can be identified through the development of a Road Management Plan 
or System Road Analysis.  Analysis should be specific to why alternative routes outside of 
RCA are not practical and how road design features would minimize or avoid adverse 
effects to aquatic and riparian resources at site-specific, reach, and watershed scales.  
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

RF-2c Initiate development and implementation of a road management plan or a transportation 
management plan for BLM-controlled roads. At a minimum, address the following items 
in the plan: 
 

• Road design criteria, elements, and standards that govern construction, 
reconstruction, and maintenance; 

• The long-term management needs for each road; 
• Road management objectives for each road; 
• Criteria that govern road operation, maintenance, and management; 
• Guidance for inspections and maintenance before, during, and after storms; 
• Traffic regulation during wet periods to minimize erosion and sediment delivery; 
• Monitoring plans for road stability, drainage, and erosion control; and 
• Mitigation plans for road failures. 

RF-2d Temporary roads within RCAs will be decommissioned a maximum of three years after 
their construction. 

RF-2e Avoid or minimize sediment delivery to streams from the road surface to allow 
attainment of appropriate WACIs through implementation of the following. 
 

• Outsloping the roadway surface is preferred, except in cases where outsloping 
would increase sediment delivery to streams or where outsloping is infeasible or 
unsafe; 

 
• RouteWhere practical or feasible, route road drainage away from potentially 

unstable stream channels, fills, and hillslopes. ; 
 

• Where practical or feasible, route road drainage so it cannot reach streams, this 
may be accomplished with road drainage directed off roads prior to reaching 
streams and being filtered through adequate vegetation buffers; and   

 
• When management activities are conducted within the sediment delivery 

influence area, ground disturbance shall be minimized and sufficient ground 
cover shall be retained (existing vegetation and/or by seeding, plantings, and  
erosion control measures) to limit soil movement into and within the RCA.   

RF-2f Avoid or minimize adverse impacts on natural hydrologic flow paths.Avoid sidecasting 
road surface material which may reach streams and fish bearing water bodies.  

RF-2g �Avoid sidecasting road surface material, which is prohibited on road segments within 
or leading into RCAs. 
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

RF-3 Avoid adverse effects on TES and other native fish by implementing the following: 
 

• Relocating or reconstructing roads and drainage features that are not effective at 
controlling sediment delivery; 

 
• Prioritizing reconstruction based on the current and potential habitat damage 

and the ecological value of the riparian resources affected; and 
 
• Stabilizing, closing, or obliterating roads not needed for future management 

activities. Prioritize these actions based on the current and potential damage to 
native fish and the ecological value of riparian resources affected. 

RF-4 New, and replacement, and reconstructed stream crossings (culverts, bridges, and other 
stream crossings) must be designed to:  
 

• Accommodate a 100-year flood, including associated bedload and debris; 
 
• Maintain fish and aquatic organism passage; and 
 
• Maintain channel integrity.; and 

 
• Accommodate mean bankfull channel widths. 
 

For replacement crossings, potential benefits will be greater than the potential 
degradation to riparian conditions. 
 
See road construction and maintenance BMPs RF2c-1. 

RF-5 Refer to Road Management Guidelines in Appendix B (Best Management Practices) 
(Volume II) for a complete list of road management standards and guidelines. 
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

 
Grazing Management 

GM-1 
 

Modify grazing practices (e.g., accessibility of riparian areas to livestock, length of 
grazing season, stocking levels, and timing of grazing) that retard or prevent attainment 
of RMOs or that are likely to adversely affect TES fish. Suspend grazing if adjusted 
practices are not effective in meeting RMOs and avoiding adverse effects on TES 
fish.Range project plans, allotment management plans, and annual plans of operation 
shall be developed, revised, and maintained where needed to achieve desired conditions 
and functional WACIs. These plans establish objectives and identify actions for 
managing vegetation resources to achieve desirable riparian and aquatic conditions. This 
may include grazing schedule, grazing system, season of use, class of livestock, stocking 
levels, forage products and utilization rates, and improvements needed to achieve 
functional desired conditions. The results of monitoring riparian and streamside 
condition will be used to determine the need for change.    

GM-2 
 

Locate new livestock handling and management facilities outside of RCAs. Ensure that 
existing livestock handling facilities inside RCAs do not prevent attainment of RMOs or 
adversely affect TES fish. Relocate or close facilities where these objectives cannot be 
met. New management activities within or affecting RCAs shall be conducted only if 
they are consistent with the RCA management objectives of maintaining fully functional 
aquatic/riparian conditions and processes, and improving conditions and processes 
(through either active or passive measures) that are not fully functional (desired 
conditions). 

GM-3 
 

Limit livestock Existing land uses (trailing, bedding, watering, salting, loading, and other 
handling efforts to those areas and times that would not prevent or retard attainment of 
RMOs or adversely affect TES fish. , etc.), facilities (e.g., livestock handling and 
management facilities), and actions within or affecting RCAs shall be modified, 
discontinued, or relocated if they are not maintaining fully functional aquatic/riparian 
conditions and processes, or improving conditions and processes (through either active 
or passive measures) that are not fully functional.  

GM-4 Develop and implement grazing practices in areas of known or suspected TES fish 
spawning to avoid or reducerestrict trampling of redds (may require fencing) and other 
direct and indirect effects that may result in adverse impacts on the species. 

GM-5 Following is a summary of the grazing management monitoring protocol for the riparian 
and aquatic strategy for the Cottonwood Field Office. 

1. All grazing allotments will have an established designated monitoring area 
(DMA).  A DMA is the location in riparian areas and along the streambanks of a 
livestock grazing unit where monitoring takes place.  The DMA would be 
permanently marked (e.g., reference tags, rebar) and identified (e.g., mapped, 
GPS). The DMA should reflect typical livestock use where they enter and use 
vegetation in riparian areas immediately adjacent to the stream. 

2. Within an allotment, emphasis for selection of DMAs would be on stream 
reaches with TES species, where spawning and/or early rearing occur (typically 
tributary streams to large mainstem rivers or 3rd to 5th order streams), or non-
fish bearing streams that may affect TES streams, or mainstem rivers if 
riparian/streambank impacts are occurring from livestock use. 

3. Monitoring requirements may include various levels or combinations of 
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

effectiveness monitoring and/or implementation monitoring. Examples of 
effectiveness monitoring would include greenline vegetation composition, 
woody species regeneration, streambank stability, and stream channel 
morphology. Examples of implementation monitoring would include residual 
vegetation measurement (e.g., stubble height), streambank alteration, 
compliance with season of use, and stocking rates. Effectiveness and 
implementation indicators monitored would be dependent on riparian and 
aquatic conditions and resource concerns. 

4. Three intensities (e.g., high, moderate, and low) of grazing allotment monitoring 
will be conducted, and is dependent on sensitivity of the stream channel and 
potential for grazing effects to riparian areas, streambanks, and TES species.  

• High intensity monitoring (e.g., low gradient B and C channels, 
spawning and early rearing TES habitat, with high potential for grazing 
effects to TES species and habitats) and would include establishment of 
a streambank and riparian monitoring site (DMA) and monitoring a 
minimum of every one to three years.   

• Moderate intensity monitoring (e.g., low gradient B and C channels, 
spawning and early rearing TES habitat, with moderate potential for 
grazing effects to TES species and habitats) and would include 
establishment of a streambank and riparian monitoring site (DMA) and 
monitoring a minimum of every four to five years. 

• Low intensity monitoring (e.g., high gradient A channel, 
intermittent/perennial non-fish bearing stream, low potential for 
grazing effects to TES species or habitats), may include establishment 
of a photo point(s) and narrative description of channel, streambank, 
and riparian habitat, and monitoring would be conducted every 10 to 15 
years. 

5. The results of monitoring and BLM land attributed grazing effects to TES 
species and habitats would be evaluated for needed changes. If warranted, 
needed changes to grazing would be implemented to support achievement of 
desired conditions. 

Coordination would take place with BLM grazing leasees on actions that would change 
existing grazing authorizations. As needed, coordination would also occur with other 
federal and state agencies.  
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

 
Recreation Management 

RM-1 Design, construct, and operate recreation facilities, including trails and dispersed sites, 
in a manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of the RMOs and that avoids 
adverse effects on TES fish. Complete watershed analysis before building recreation 
facilities in RCAs. The level of watershed or site-specific analysis should be 
commensurate with the scope and issues of the project and related aquatic resources. 
For recreation sites, the level of analysis would be more detailed for 5th code HUCs and 
smaller, while for mainstem rivers (4th code HUCs) the ability to adversely affect RMOs 
may not be as significant. 
 
At a minimum, the analysis should in all cases address sediment, LWD 
supply/recruitment, water temperature, and floodplain and riparian encroachment. 
Analysis will include the site scale, in the context of the reach scale, and watershed 
scales. Depending on site characteristics, additional factors may be included. 
 
For existing recreation facilities inside RCAs, ensure that the facilities or use of the 
facilities will not prevent attainment of RMOs or adversely affect TES fish. Relocate or 
close recreation facilities where RMOs cannot be met or adverse effects on TES fish 
cannot be avoided.Existing land uses, facilities (e.g., dispersed and developed recreation 
facilities and practices), and actions within or affecting RCAs shall be modified, 
discontinued, or relocated if they are not maintaining fully functional aquatic/riparian 
conditions and processes, or improving conditions and processes (through either active 
or passive measures) that are not fully functional.  Avoid or minimize adverse effects on 
TES fish and habitats and desired conditions. 

RM-2 Adjust dispersed and developed recreation practices that retard or prevent attainment of 
RMOs or adversely affect TES fish. Eliminate the practice or occupancy in cases where 
adjustment measures, such as education, use limitations, traffic control devices, 
increased maintenance, facilities relocation, and specific site closures are not effective in 
meeting RMOs and avoiding adverse effects on TES fish.Developed recreation sites 
will have a plan for each site that addresses site vegetation management, 
riparian/streambank management, implementation and effectiveness monitoring, and 
operating plans.  Plan will identify actions needed to avoid or minimize adverse effects 
on TES fish and habitats and desired conditions. 

RM-3 Address attainment of RMOs and potential effect on TES fish in Wild and Scenic 
Rivers, Wilderness, and other Recreation Management Plans.Complete watershed 
analysis and/or site-specific analysis prior to construction of a new developed recreation 
site in an RCA. 

RM-4 New management activities within or affecting RCAs should be conducted only if they 
are consistent with the RCA management objectives of maintaining fully functional 
aquatic/riparian conditions and processes, and improving conditions and processes 
(through either active or passive measures) that are not fully functional. New recreation 
site development and operation will avoid or minimize adverse effects on TES fish and 
habitats and desired conditions.  
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

RM-5 When management activities are conducted within the sediment delivery influences 
area, ground disturbance shall be minimized and sufficient ground cover shall be 
retained to limit soil movement into the RCA to allow attainment of RCA objectives 
(desired conditions). Buffer widths, vegetation cover, and/or natural topography 
features should be sufficient to minimize risks for erosion/sediment reaching stream 
channels and other water bodies. 

RM-6 Management activities and land uses in RCAs shall be implemented to attain proper 
functioning condition as an initial step to move habitat conditions of streams, riparian 
areas, lakes, and ponds toward achieving aquatic and RCA management objectives 
(desired conditions). 

 
Minerals Management 

MM-1 (PACFISH) Avoid adverse effects on listed species and designated critical habitat from 
mineral operations. Require a reclamation plan, approved plan of operations (or other 
governing document), and reclamation bond if the notice of intent indicates that a 
mineral operation would be located in an RCA or could affect attainment of RMOs or 
adversely affect listed anadromous fish. For effects that cannot be avoided, plans and 
bonds must address the costs of removing facilities, equipment, and materials; 
recontouring disturbed areas to the topography before the land was mined; isolating and 
neutralizing or removing toxic or potentially toxic materials; salvaging or replacing 
topsoil; and preparing and revegetating seedbeds to attain RMOs and avoid adverse 
effects on listed anadromous fish. Ensure reclamation plans contain measurable 
attainment and band release criteria for each reclamation activity.For those management 
activities conducted pursuant to valid existing rights that may pose risks to achievement 
of RCA management objectives (desired conditions), existing authorities shall be used 
to mitigate and/or require, to the extent authorized, design features that would 
contribute to the maintenance of banks, shorelines, bottom configuration, water quality, 
amount and distribution of woody debris, thermal regulation, characteristic erosion 
rates, and amount and distribution of source habitats. 

MM-2 Locate structures, support facilities, and roads outside RCAs. Where there is no 
alternative to siting facilities in RCAs, locate and construct the facilities in ways that 
avoid impacts on RCAs and streams and adverse effects on TES fish. Where there is no 
alternative to road construction, keep the number of roads to the minimum necessary 
for the approved mineral activity. Close, obliterate, and revegetate roads no longer 
required for mineral or land management activities. Management activities and land uses 
in RCAs shall be implemented to attain proper functioning condition as an initial step 
to move habitat conditions of streams, riparian areas, lakes, and ponds toward achieving 
aquatic and RCA management objectives (WACIs). 
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

MM-3 Prohibit solid and sanitary waste facilities in RCAs. If there is no alternative to locating 
mine waste (waste rock, spent ore, tailings) facilities in RCAs and if releases can be 
prevented and stability can be ensured, then: When management activities are 
conducted within the sediment delivery influences area, ground disturbance shall be 
minimized and sufficient ground cover shall be retained (existing vegetation and/or by 
seeding, plantings, and erosion control measures) to limit soil movement into the RCA 
to allow attainment of RCA objectives (desired conditions). Buffer widths, vegetation 
cover, and/or natural topography features should be sufficient to minimize risks for 
erosion/sediment reaching stream channels and other water bodies. 

MM-3a Analyze the waste material using the best conventional sampling methods and analytic 
techniques to determine its chemical and physical stability characteristics; 

MM-3b Locate and design the waste facilities using the best conventional techniques to ensure 
mass stability and prevent the release of acid or toxic materials; if the best conventional 
technology is not sufficient to prevent releases and ensure stability over the long term, 
prohibit these facilities in RCAs;  

MM-3c Monitor waste and waste facilities to ensure chemical and physical stability, and make 
adjustments to operations as needed to avoid adverse effects on TES fish and RMOs;  

MM-3d Reclaim and monitor waste facilities to ensure chemical and physical stability and 
revegetation to avoid adverse effects on TES fish and to attain the RMOs; and  

MM-3e Require reclamation bonds adequate to ensure long-term chemical and physical stability 
and successful revegetation of mine waste facilities. 

MM-4 New management activities (subject to existing mineral laws) within or affecting RCAs 
shall be designed to be consistent with the RCA management objectives of maintaining 
fully functional aquatic/riparian conditions and processes, and improving conditions 
and processes (through either active or passive measures) that are not fully functional 
(desired conditions). New mineral management projects and operation will avoid or 
minimize adverse effects on TES fish and habitats, and desired WACIs.For leasable 
minerals, prohibit surface occupancy within RCAs for oil, gas, and geothermal 
exploration and development activities where contracts and leases do not already exist, 
unless there are no other options for location and RMOs can be attained and adverse 
effects on TES fish can be avoided. Adjust the operating plans of existing contracts to 
eliminate impacts that prevent attainment of RMOS and avoid adverse effects on TES 
fish.  

MM-5 Locate structures, support facilities, solid and sanitary waste facilities, and roads outside 
RCAs. Where there is no alternative to locating facilities or mine waste (waste rock, 
spent ore, tailings) in RCAs, locate and construct the facilities or manage mine waste in 
ways that avoid impacts on RCAs and streams and adverse effects on TES fish and 
habitats, and desired conditions. Where there is no alternative to road construction, 
keep the number of roads to the minimum necessary for the approved mineral activity. 
Close, obliterate, and revegetate roads no longer required for mineral or land 
management activities.Permit sand and gravel mining and extraction within RCAs only 
if no alternatives exist, if the action would not retard or prevent attainment of RMOs, 
and adverse effects on TES fish would be avoided. 
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Conservation Measures 

MM-6 Permit sand and gravel mining and extraction within RCAs only if no alternatives exist, 
if the action would not retard or prevent attainment of desired conditions, and adverse 
effects on TES fish would be avoided.Develop inspection, monitoring, and reporting 
requirements for mineral activities. Evaluate and apply the results of inspection and 
monitoring to modify mineral plans, leases, or permits as needed to eliminate impacts 
that prevent attainment of RMOs and avoid adverse effects on TES fish.  

MM-7 
 

Develop inspection, monitoring, and reporting requirements for mineral activities. 
Evaluate and apply the results of inspection and monitoring to modify mineral plans, 
leases, or permits as needed to eliminate impacts that prevent attainment of desired 
conditions and avoid adverse effects on TES fish and habitats. 

 
Fire Management 

FM-1 
 

Design and implement fire suppression strategies, practices, and actions so as not to 
retard or prevent attainment of RMOs in the long term (see RA-6). Strategies should 
recognize the role of fire in ecosystem function and identify those instances where fire 
suppression actions could perpetuate or be damaging to long-term ecosystem function 
or TES fish. Fire Suppression strategies, practices, and actions in RCAs should be 
designed to maintain desired conditions and minimize disturbances of riparian ground 
cover and vegetation. Minimum impact suppression techniques shall be used within 
RCAs unless safety to human live or property is an issue. 

FM-2 Locate incidentAn interdisciplinary team, including a fishery biologist, to the extent 
practical shall be used to predetermine incident base, dipping, and helibase locations 
during pre-suppression planning. Incident bases, camps, helibases, staging areas, 
helispots, and other centers for incident activities shall be located outside of RCAs. If 
the only suitable location for these activities is within the RCA, an exemption may be 
granted following a review and recommendation by a resource advisor. The advisor 
willshould prescribe the location, use conditions, and rehabilitation requirements, with 
avoidance of adverse effects on TES fishto terrestrial, aquatic, and riparian resources as 
a primary goal. Use an interdisciplinary team, including a fishery biologist, for fire 
prevention planning to determine incident base and helibase.  

FM-3 Avoid delivery of chemical retardant, foam, or additives to, or discharge of gray water 
into, surface waters. An exception is warranted where overriding immediate safety 
imperatives exist or if these materials are approved for aquatic use, or, following a 
review and pose no risk to TES fish. An exception may be warranted recommendation 
by a resource advisor, when the action agency, with concurrence from the resource 
advisor, fisheries biologist, or line officer determines an escape fire would cause more 
long-term damage to fish habitats than chemical delivery to surface waters.  

FM-4 Design prescribed burn projects and prescriptions to contribute to the attainment of the 
RMOs.Management activities and land uses in RCAs shall be implemented to attain 
proper functioning condition for aquatic and riparian habitats as an initial step to move 
habitat conditions of streams, riparian areas, lakes, wetlands, and ponds toward 
achieving aquatic and RCA management objectives (desired conditions). 
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

FM-5 New management activities within or affecting RCAs shall be conducted only if they are 
consistent with the RCA management objectives of not precluding or maintaining 
functional aquatic/riparian conditions and processes, and improving conditions and 
processes (through either active or passive measures) that are not fully functional 
(desired conditions). Management actions will balance short-term risks (to aquatic and 
other resources) with long-term benefits as actions are considered to move toward a 
natural variability of conditions. 

FM-6 
 

Immediately establish an interdisciplinary team to develop a rehabilitation plan to 
support achievement of desired conditions and avoid adverse effects on TES species 
whenever RCAs or uplands have experienced severe damage to soils and vegetation 
from fire.  

Lands and Realty  

LH-1LR-1 New management activities (subject to existing laws) within or affecting RCAs shall be 
designed and implemented to be consistent with the RCA management objectives of 
maintaining fully functional aquatic/riparian conditions and processes, and improving 
conditions and processes (through either active or passive measures) that are not fully 
functional (WACIs).  New lands and realty projects will avoid or minimize adverse 
effects on TES fish and habitats, and desired conditions. Require instream flows and 
habitat conditions for hydroelectric and other surface water development proposals that 
maintain or restore riparian resources, favorable channel conditions, and fish passage, 
reproduction, and growth. Coordinate this process with the appropriate state agencies. 
When relicensing hydroelectric projects, provide written and timely license conditions 
to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission that require fish passage and flows and 
habitat conditions that maintain/restore riparian resources and channel integrity. 
Coordinate relicensing projects with the appropriate state agencies. 

LH-2LR-2 For those management activities conducted pursuant to valid existing rights that may 
pose risks to achievement of RCA management objectives (desired WACIs), existing 
authorities shall be used to mitigate and/or require, to the extent authorized, design 
features that would contribute to the maintenance of banks, shorelines, bottom 
configuration, water quality, amount and distribution of woody debris, thermal 
regulation, characteristic erosion rates, and amount and distribution of source habitats. 
Locate new hydroelectric ancillary facilities outside RCAs. For existing ancillary facilities 
inside the RCA that are essential to proper management, provide recommendations to 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to ensure that the facilities would not prevent 
attainment of the RMOs and that adverse effects on TES fish are avoided. Where these 
objectives cannot be met, recommend to Federal Energy Regulatory Commission that 
these ancillary facilities should be relocated. Locate, operate, and maintain hydroelectric 
facilities that must be located in RCAs to avoid effects that would retard or prevent 
attainment of the RMOs and avoid adverse effects on TES fish. 
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

LH-3LR-3 When management activities are conducted within the sediment delivery influences 
area, ground disturbance shall be minimized and sufficient ground cover shall be 
retained (existing vegetation and/or by seeding, plantings, and erosion control 
measures) to limit soil movement into the RCA to allow attainment of RCA objectives 
(WACIs).  Buffer widths, vegetation cover, and/or natural topography features should 
be sufficient to minimize risks for erosion/sediment reaching stream channels and 
other water bodies. Issue leases, permits, rights-of-way, and easements to avoid effects 
that would retard or prevent attainment of the RMOs and TES fish. Where the 
authority to do so was retained, adjust existing leases, permits, rights-of-way, and 
easements to eliminate effects that would retard or prevent attainment of the RMOs or 
adversely affect native aquatic species or water quality. Priority for modifying existing 
leases, permits, rights-of-way, and easements would be based on the current and 
potential adverse effects on TES fish and the ecological value of the riparian resources 
affected. 

LH-4LR-4 During licensing or relicensing of hydroelectric projects, terms and conditions that 
achieve aquatic and RCA management objectives (i.e., desired conditions) over the new 
license term shall be submitted to the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, where 
appropriate. Use land acquisition, exchange, and conservation easements to meet RMOs 
and facilitate restoration of fish stocks and other species at risk of extinction. 

LR-5 Use land acquisition, exchange, and conservation easements to support achievement of 
desired conditions and facilitate restoration of TES species.  

 
General Riparian Area Management 

RA-1 Management activities and land uses in RCAs shall be implemented to attain proper 
functioning condition as an initial step to move habitat conditions of streams, riparian 
areas, lakes, wetlands, and ponds toward achieving aquatic and RCA management 
objectives (desired conditions).Identify and coordinate with federal, tribal, state, and 
local governments to secure instream flows needed to maintain riparian resources, 
channel conditions, and aquatic habitat. 

RA-2 Trees may be felled inNew management activities within or affecting RCAs whenshall 
be conducted only if they pose a safety risk. Keep felled trees on-site when needed to 
meet woody debrisare consistent with the RCA management objectives of maintaining 
fully functional aquatic/riparian conditions and processes, and improving conditions 
(WACIs) and processes (through either active or passive measures) that are not fully 
functional.  Riparian management actions will avoid or minimize adverse effects on TES 
and other native fish and habitats, and desired conditions. Management actions will 
balance short-term risks (to aquatic and other resources) with long-term benefits as 
actions are considered to move toward a natural variability of conditions. 

RA-3 Identify and coordinate with federal, tribal, state, and local governments to secure 
instream flows needed to maintain riparian resources, channel conditions, and aquatic 
habitat. Apply herbicides, pesticides, and other toxicants, and other chemicals in a 
manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of RMOs and avoids adverse effects 
on TES fish. 
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

RA-4 Trees may be felled in RCAs when they pose a safety risk. Keep felled trees on-site 
when needed to meet woody debris objectives. Prohibit storage of fuels and other 
toxicants and refueling within RCAs unless there are no other practicable alternatives. 
Refueling sites and storage areas within an RCA must be approved and have an 
approved spill containment plan. 

RA-5 Locate water drafting sites to avoid adverse effects on TES fishApply pesticides 
(herbicides, insecticides, etc.), and instream flowsother toxicants, and other chemicals in 
a manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of RMOs. desired 
conditionsWACIs and avoids adverse effects on TES fish. When applying pesticides, 
etc. in a RCA, a spill kit will onsite at all times.  Prohibit storage and mixing of pesticides 
(herbicides, insecticides, etc.) within RCA’s unless there are no other practicable 
alternatives.   

RA-6 Prohibit storage of fuels and other toxicants and refueling within RCAs unless there are 
no other practicable alternatives. Refueling sites and storage areas within a RCA will 
have an approved refueling and spill containment plan.Do not undertake management 
activities that would retard attainment of trends toward improving aquatic and riparian 
habitats in restoration subwatersheds. Short-term adverse effects (discountable or 
negligible effects) are acceptable, if they would not preclude attainment of long-term 
improvement to aquatic and riparian habitats. Because of past land uses and habitat 
degradation (e.g., road encroachment on streams, dredge mining, fish passage barrier 
culverts), it is acceptable to have short-term adverse effects to achieve long-term 
benefits. 

RA-7 Locate water drafting sites to avoid adverse effects on TES and other native fish and 
instream flows and in a manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of desired 
conditions.  

RA-8 Do not undertake management activities that would retard attainment of trends toward 
improving aquatic and riparian habitats in restoration subwatersheds. Short-term adverse 
effects are acceptable, if they would not preclude attainment of long-term improvement 
to aquatic and riparian habitats. Because of past land uses and habitat degradation (e.g., 
road encroachment on streams, dredge mining, fish passage barrier culverts), it is 
acceptable to have short-term adverse effects to achieve long-term benefits. 

 
Watershed and Habitat Restoration 

WR-1 Management activities and land uses in RCAs shall be implemented to help promote 
achievement or maintenance of desired WACIs. Design and implement watershed 
restoration projects in a manner that promotes the long-term ecological integrity of 
ecosystems, conserves the genetic integrity of native species, and contributes to 
attainment of RMOs.  
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Standards and 
Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

WR-2 New management activities within or affecting RCAs shall be conducted only if they are 
consistent with the RCA management objectives of maintaining fully functional 
aquatic/riparian conditions and processes, and improving conditions and processes 
(through either active or passive measures) that are not fully functional good quality 
conditions and WACIs. New watershed and habitat restoration projects will avoid or 
minimize adverse effects on TES fish and habitats, and desired conditions. Management 
actions will balance short-term risks (to aquatic and other resources) with long-term 
benefits as actions are considered to move toward a natural variability of 
conditions.Cooperate with federal, state, local, and tribal agencies and private 
landowners to develop watershed-based coordinated resource management plans or 
other cooperative agreements to meet RMOs.  

WR-3 Design and implement watershed restoration projects in a manner that promotes the 
long-term ecological integrity of ecosystems, conserves the genetic integrity of TES  
species, and contributes to attainment of desired conditions and high-quality WACIs.Do 
not use planned restoration as a substitute for preventing habitat degradation; that is, use 
planned restoration only to mitigate existing problems not to mitigate the effects of 
proposed activities. 

WR-4 Cooperate with federal, state, local, and tribal agencies and private landowners to 
develop watershed-based coordinated resource management plans or other cooperative 
agreements to meet desired conditions and high-quality WACIs.  

WR-5 Do not use planned restoration as a substitute for preventing habitat degradation; that is, 
use planned restoration only to mitigate existing problems not to mitigate the effects of 
proposed activities.  It is acknowledged that some proposed activities may have short 
term adverse effects, but shall not degrade or preclude trends to achieve desired 
conditions and high-quality WACIs in the long term. 

 
Fisheries and Wildlife Restoration 

FW-1 Management activities and land uses in RCAs shall be implemented to attain proper 
functioning condition as an initial step to move habitat conditions of streams, riparian 
areas, lakes, wetlands, and ponds toward achieving aquatic and RCA management 
objectives (desired conditions).Design and implement fish and wildlife habitat 
restoration and enhancement actions in a manner that contributes to attainment of 
RMOs. 

FW-2 New management activities within or affecting RCAs shall be conducted only if they are 
consistent with the RCA management objectives of maintaining fully functional 
aquatic/riparian conditions and processes, and improving conditions and processes 
(through either active or passive measures) that are not fully functional. New fisheries 
and restoration projects will avoid or minimize adverse effects on TES fish and habitats, 
and desired conditions. Management actions will balance short-term risks (to aquatic and 
other resources) with long-term benefits as actions are considered to move toward a 
natural variability of conditions.  
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Guidelines 

 
Conservation Measures 

FW-3 
FW-2 

Design, construct, and operate fish and wildlife interpretive and other user-enhancement 
facilities in a manner that does not retard or prevent attainment of the RMOs desired 
conditions or adversely affect TES fish. For existing fish and wildlife interpretive and 
other user-enhancement facilities inside RCAs, ensure the RMOs are met and adverse 
effects on TES fish are avoided. Where RMOs cannot be met or adverse effects on TES 
fish avoided, relocate or close these facilities. 

FW-4 Cooperate with federal and state wildlife management agencies to identify and eliminate 
wild ungulate impacts that prevent attainment of the desired conditions or adversely 
affect TES fish. 

FW-5 
FW-4 

Cooperate with federal and state fish management agencies to identify and eliminate 
adverse effects on native anadromous fish associated with habitat manipulation, fish 
stocking, fish harvest, and poaching. 
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APPENDIX G—SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 
 

INTRODUCTION 

The primary purpose of this appendix is to document special status species that are associated with 
BLM lands within the planning area. With new special status species being designated or delisted, 
the appropriate tables will be updated. Updated information, research, surveys, or monitoring would 
also be used to further define preferred habitats, and tables would periodically be edited to be 
current.   

SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES 

Idaho BLM sensitive plant species that occur or potentially could occur within the CFO planning 
area, along with preferred habitats for each species, are listed in Table G-1. 

Table G-1 
Special Status Species, Idaho BLM Sensitive and Watch List Plant Species  

That Are Known to Occur on CFO Lands 
 

Common Name 
Scientific Name 

Habitat Idaho 
BLM 
Status 

Number of 
Populations1

Tolmie’s onion 
Allium tolmiei var. 
persimile 

Grassland communities on rocky, gravelly, or clayey 
site. Seasonally wet soils. Elevation generally between 
2,500 to 5,000 feet. 

3 1 

Candystick 
Allotropa virgata 

Limited to forest habitats in which lodgepole pine are 
dominant or in a few cases at least a significant 
component. 

3 1 

Jessica’s aster 
Aster jessicae 

Palouse Prairie and canyon grasslands, often near small 
drainages, but on dry ground. Generally found within 
ponderosa pine/snowberry, Idaho fescue/snowberry, 
and Douglas-fir/ninebark habitat types. Other 
associated species include bluebunch wheatgrass and 
arrowleaf balsamroot.  

2 1 

Payson’s milkvetch 
Astragalus paysonii 

Early- to mid-successional sites dominated by 
lodgepole pine with scattered Douglas-fir and western 
larch present. Found on north, northeast, and east 
aspects on flat to moderate slopes (up to 45%). 
Elevation generally between 4,600 and 5,800 feet. 

3 1 
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Table G-1 
Special Status Species, Idaho BLM Sensitive and Watch List Plant Species  

That Are Known to Occur on CFO Lands (continued) 
 

Common Name 
Scientific Name 

Habitat Idaho 
BLM 
Status 

Number of 
Populations1

Deer-fern 
Blechnum spicant 

Occurs at lower elevations (less than 4,200 ft.) within 
dense, moist, generally mature western red cedar and 
western hemlock forests. Most often grows in western 
redcedar/wild ginger (Asarum caudatum), western 
hemlock/wild ginger, or western hemlock/oakfern 
(Gymnocarpium dryopteris) habitat types. Usually on 
northern aspects and moderate slopes (10–60%).  

3 1 

Green-band mariposa 
lily 
Calochortus macrocarpus 
var. maculosus 

Endemic to the canyons of the Lower Salmon, Lower 
Clearwater, and Lower Snake Rivers. Most commonly 
associated with bluebunch wheatgrass communities 
and to a lesser extent, Idaho fescue communities. It 
occurs primarily on dry, warm, south-facing slopes. 

2 22 

Broad-fruit mariposa 
lily 
Calochortus nitidus 

Endemic to the Palouse Prairie and canyon grasslands 
and associated with canyon rims, ridges and upper 
slopes. It also occurs within natural forest openings 
and open ponderosa pine and/or Douglas-fir 
communities in forested uplands. The plant is shade-
intolerant that occurs on flat to gentle or occasionally 
steep slopes, on all aspects.  

2 47 

Case’s corydalis 
Corydalis caseana ssp. 
hastata 

Primarily found along streams within the riparian area. 
Commonly found in cedar, Engelmann spruce and 
grand fir habitat types. 

3 18 

Idaho hawksbeard 
Crepis bakeri ssp. 
idahoensis 

Found in Snake River canyonlands. It is widely 
scattered on dry to seasonally mesic open grassland 
slopes, benches, and ridges. It occurs on loamy and 
skeletal soils within canyon grasslands, primarily 
bluebunch wheatgrass-Sandberg’s bluegrass and Idaho 
fescue/bluebunch wheatgrass communities. 

2 1 

Dwarf gray 
rabbitbrush 
Chrysothamnus nauseosus 
ssp. nanus 

Primarily restricted to exposed, dry, rocky ridges, 
outcrops, and associated stable, erosional debris. Most 
often found in the Craig Mountain area above 4,000 
feet elevation. Soils are very shallow, rocky, and often 
with a gravelly and hard texture approaching an 
erosional pavement surface. 

5 7 

Chatterbox orchid 
Epipactis gigantean 

Occurs within moist riparian habitats associated with 
springs, seeps, stream banks, and thermal sites. 

3 1 

Palouse goldenweed 
Haplopappus liatriformis 

Palouse Prairie and canyon grasslands, generally within 
the Idaho fescue and bluebunch wheatgrass habitat 
types. Other typical associated species include: 
prairiesmoke, western yarrow, northwest cinquefoil, 
and Nootka rose. Occurs from 1,900 to 3,000 feet.  

2 2 

Puzzling halimolobos 
Halimolobos perplexa 
var. perpleja 

Found in the main Salmon River and Little Salmon 
River drainages and their tributaries. Commonly found 
on road cuts and other areas with disturbed soils. 

5 5 



Appendix G: Special Status Species 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS G-3 

Table G-1 
Special Status Species, Idaho BLM Sensitive and Watch List Plant Species  

That Are Known to Occur on CFO Lands (continued) 
 

Common Name 
Scientific Name 

Habitat Idaho 
BLM 
Status 

Number of 
Populations1

Hazel’s prickly phlox 
Leptodactylon pungens 
ssp. hazeliae 

Found in shallow rocky soils, cliffs, scree areas and 
rock outcrops in canyon grasslands associated with 
bluebunch wheatgrass habitat types; usually found 
below 2,000 feet. 

3 7 

Spacious monkey-
flower 
Mimulus ampliatus 

Seepy basal outcrops and vernal seeps in open 
grassland or forest opening. Prefers particularly moist 
and shady sites. Known locations range from 2,600 to 
6,900 feet in elevation. 

2 1 

MacFarlane’s four-
o’clock 
Mirabilis macfarlanei 

Found in river canyon grassland habitats at elevations 
from 1,000 to 3,500 feet. Sites are dry and generally 
open, although scattered shrubs may be present. Plants 
can be found on all aspects, but often occur on 
southeast to western aspects. Habitat generally consists 
of bunchgrass communities dominated by bluebunch 
wheatgrass (Agropyron spicatum).  

1 
Threatened 

6 

Bank monkey-flower 
Mimulus clivicola 

Regional endemic plant of the interior Pacific 
Northwest. Range includes northern to west-central 
Idaho and adjacent Oregon. Often found on 
moderately dry slopes in grassland or conifer openings, 
often in pockets of mineral soil, including sites where 
the soil has been exposed because of big game activity 
or roadcuts. In the CFO, usually found between 1,400 
and 4,000 feet in elevation.  

5 6 

Hall’s orthotrichum 
Orthotrichum hallii 
(moss) 

Found on dry rocks that are shaded. 3 1 

Goldenback fern 
Pentagramma 
triangularis ssp. 
triangularis 

Rock crevices and open rocky slopes in valleys and 
foothills. Found often in partly shaded sites. From 
1,500 to 2,700 feet. 

3 1 

Douglas’ clover 
Trifolium douglasii 

Found in meadows, riparian areas, and along 
streambanks. 

2 1 

Simpson’s hedgehog 
cactus 
Pediocactus simpsonii 

Generally occurs in a variety of open, rocky habitats in 
the Lower Salmon and Lower Snake River canyons 
between 1,600 to 5,500 feet in elevation. Occurs on all 
aspects, although mostly warmer exposures, and from 
flat to steep slopes. Soils are generally shallow, rocky 
and well drained. 

5 2 



Appendix G: Special Status Species 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS G-4 

Table G-1 
Special Status Species, Idaho BLM Sensitive and Watch List Plant Species  

That Are Known to Occur on CFO Lands (continued) 
 

Common Name 
Scientific Name 

Habitat Idaho 
BLM 
Status 

Number of 
Populations1

Spalding’s 
catchflysilene 
Silene spaldingii 

Occurs within Palouse Prairie and canyon grassland 
communities in Idaho. Occurs on undisturbed slopes 
or flats and swales, small undisturbed strips of 
vegetation surrounded by cultivated fields, often along 
lower tree line or near scattered ponderosa pine trees. 
Sites are dominated by Idaho fescue with numerous 
perennial herbs and scattered shrubs. Soils are typically 
silt/loams (loess) that are moderately deep.  

1 
Threatened 

 

Plumed clover 
Trifolium plumosum ssp. 
amplifolium 

Dry to moderately moist Palouse Prairie, canyon 
grasslands, and meadows, within the Idaho fescues and 
bluebunch wheatgrass habitats in ponderosa pine 
stands. 

2 4 

Western ladies-tresses 
Spiranthes porrifolia 

Typically occurring in seeps in Douglas-fir stands at 
lower timberline near transition to grasslands. 

3 10 

Purple thick-leaved 
thelypody 
Thelypodium laciniatum 
var. streptanthoides 

Generally found in the Lower Snake River and Lower 
Salmon River canyons. Occurs on rocky outcrops and 
in crevices of canyon cliffs surrounded by bluebunch 
wheatgrass habitats. Although it occurs on all aspects, 
it is more common on southerly aspects. Elevations 
range from less than 900 up to 4,000 feet. 

5 6 

Idaho barren 
strawberry 
Waldsteinia idahoensis 

Meadows and moist woods along streams. Toe to mid-
slopes, occurs in moist and cools sites associated with 
grand-fir, cedar, and alpine fir zones. 

3 13 

1Populations are defined as groupings of special status or watch list plants and colonies that are less than one air mile apart. 
A population may be made up of one to many special status or watch list plant occurrences. 
Notes: In Idaho, the BLM has defined and further clarified the management of special status plants by designating species 
as either BLM Sensitive or Watch. The following categories are recognized:  
Idaho BLM Special Status Plants Include Type 1 Through Type 4 
Type 1: Federally Listed, Proposed and Candidate Species: Includes species that are listed under the Endangered Species 
Act, proposed or candidates for listing. 
Idaho BLM Sensitive Plant Species Include Type 2 Through Type 4 
Type 2: Rangewide/Globally Imperiled Species - High Endangerment: Includes species that are experiencing declines 
throughout their range with a high likelihood of being listed under the Endangered Species Act in the foreseeable future 
due to their rarity and significant endangerment factors. 
Type 3: Rangewide/Globally Imperiled Species - Moderate Endangerment: Includes species that are globally rare with 
moderate endangerment factors. Their global rarity and inherent risks associated with rarity make them imperiled species. 
Type 4: Species of Concern: Includes species that are generally rare in Idaho with currently low endangerment threats. 
Idaho BLM Watch List Plant Species Include Type 5 
Type 5: Watch List: Includes species that are not considered Idaho BLM sensitive species, but current population or 
habitat information suggests that species may warrant sensitive species status in the future. 
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SPECIAL STATUS MAMMALS, BIRDS, REPTILES, AMPHIBIANS, AND INVERTEBRATE SPECIES 

Federally listed or candidate species that occur or potentially occur within the CFO planning area, 
along with preferred habitats for each species, are listed in Table G-2. Idaho BLM sensitive animal 
species that occur or potentially could occur within the CFO planning area, along with preferred 
habitats for each species, are listed in Table G-3. 

Table G-2 
Federally Listed and Candidate Animal Species in the CFO Planning Area 

 
Common Name  
Scientific Name 

Habitat ESA  Status 
(Idaho BLM 

Status)1 
Gray wolf 
Canis lupus 

Key components of wolf habitat are sufficient year-round 
prey base of ungulates and alternative prey, suitable and semi-
secluded denning and rendezvous sites, and sufficient space 
with minimal exposure to humans.   

Experimental –  
Nonessential 
Population 

Bald eagle 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus 

Winter habitat for the bald eagle is primarily associated with 
the larger rivers and corridors, such as the Snake, Salmon, 
Clearwater River, South Fork Clearwater Rivers; and 
Dworshak Reservoir.  Bald eagles will also utilize lower 
elevation uplands and prairie areas during winter periods, 
particularly if carrion is available. Winter habitat for bald 
eagles is a function of perch and roost site availability, as well 
as access to fish, waterfowl, and ungulate carrion as 
forage/prey.  Nest sites have been documented in the 
Dworshak Reservoir area.     

Threatened 

Canada lynx 
Lynx canadensis 

Preferred habitats are Engelmann spruce/subalpine fir 
habitats above 4,000 feet in elevation.  Lynx foraging habitat 
corresponds with snowshoe hare habitat because the hare is 
the lynx’s primary prey.  Snowshoe hare are most abundant in 
seedling/sapling lodgepole pine, subalpine fir, and 
Engelmann spruce.  Den sites typically in hollow logs or 
rootwads within mesic, mature, or old growth coniferous 
forest.   

Threatened 

Northern Idaho 
Ground Squirrel 
Spermophilus brunneus 
brunneus 

Preferred habitats include dry, rocky, sparsely vegetated 
meadows surrounded by forests of ponderosa pine or 
Douglas-fir.  Meadow sites generally consist of dry, shallow 
soils with no tree encroachment.  Ponderosa pine-shrub 
steppe habitat is also a characteristic of preferred habitat, 
below 6,000 feet.  Recently found in a sub-alpine fire habitat 
along a ridge at approximately 7,500 feet.  Within the 
planning area, only documented occurrences to date in 
Adams County. 

Threatened 

Yellow-billed cuckoo 
Coccyzus americanus 

Prefers riparian habitats with large dense stands of 
cottonwood and willow. 

Candidate 

1Type 1 – Federally listed, proposed, and candidate species 
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Table G-3 
Idaho BLM Sensitive Mammals, Birds, Amphibians, Reptiles, and Invertebrate Species  

in the CFO Planning Area 
 

Common Name  
Scientific Name 

 
Habitat 

 
Mammals 
 

 

Wolverine 
Gulo gulo luscus 

Forested areas with minimal human intrusions at higher elevations provide 
preferred habitats. 

Fisher 
Martes pennanti 

Dense canopied, late seral timber types at higher elevations. Dead and down 
timber in grand fir, Douglas-fir, or other conifer types are most preferred. 

California myotis 
Myotis californicus 

Found in lower elevation areas up to approximately 5,500 feet. Uses a variety 
habitats, such as canyons, riparian areas, and grasslands. Within Idaho, primarily 
found in Adams County. 

Fringed myotis 
M. thysanodes 

Large trees, caves, mine tunnels, attics of old buildings. Insectivorous. 

Townsend’s big-eared bat 
Plecotus townsendii 

Caves, mine tunnels, and buildings for roosts, obligate cave/mine user, may also 
feed on ground or in shrubs. Insectivorous. 

Coast mole 
Scapanus orarius 

Found in agricultural lands, grassy meadows, coniferous and deciduous forests 
and woodlands, and along streams. In Idaho, primarily found in Adams County.

 
Birds 
 

 

Peregrine falcon 
Falco peregrinus anatum 

Primarily open country; specifically cliff localities adjacent to mountain valleys, 
rivers, and large bodies of water. Nest is cape on ledge of high cliff. Foods are 
primarily small birds. 

Northern goshawk 
Accipiter gentilis 

Forests, forest edge, open woodlands. Most common in ponderosa pine, 
lodgepole pine and Douglas-fir forests. Riparian habitats in winter. Nests are 
masses of twigs in tall conifers. Foods are tree squirrels, jackrabbits, ground 
squirrels, small birds, and occasionally grouse. 

Ferruginous hawk 
Buteo regalis 

Open sagebrush, foothills, and grasslands with meadows interspersed. In winter 
open areas. Nests of sticks, grass, weeds, located on ground, rocks, trees, and 
large shrubs. Foods are rabbits, mice, and small rodents. 

Prairie falcon 
Falco mexicanus 

Steppe, canyon grasslands, to forests with cliffs. Nest is sticks and twigs on 
niche of cliff. Foods are ground squirrels, rodents, small birds. 

Flammulated owl 
Otus flammeolus 

Montane forests, open stands of fire-climax ponderosa pine or Douglas-fir 
forests. Nests in abandoned woodpecker holes. Primarily insectivorous.  

Harlequin duck 
Histrionicus histrionicus 

In Idaho, breeds on forested mountain streams of relatively low gradient free of 
human disturbance. Breeds primarily on crustaceans, mollusks, insects, and a 
few small fishes. Has been found in Lochsa River and Lolo Creek drainages. 

Lewis woodpecker 
Melanerpes lewis 

Open or logged forests, river groves in mountains. Nest is a hole in a tree. 
Foods are insects, berries, and fruits. 

White-headed woodpecker 
Picoides albolarvatus 

Montane coniferous forests, primarily dry open forests with ponderosa pine and 
Douglas-fir. Nest is a hole in tree or stump, often close to ground. Food is 
primarily insects. 

Williamson’s sapsucker 
Sphyrapicus thryoideus 

Coniferous forests and burns at higher elevations in mountains. Nest is hole in 
tree. Foods are sap, insects, and inner bark. 
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Table G-3 
Idaho BLM Sensitive Mammals, Birds, Amphibians, Reptiles, and Invertebrate Species  

in the CFO Planning Area (continued) 
 

Common Name  
Scientific Name 

 
Habitat 

Mountain quail 
Oreotys pictus 

Riparian areas, shrub mountainsides, coniferous forests, and forest edge. Nests 
on ground. Foods are buds, seeds, grain, and insects.  

Olive-sided flycatcher 
Contopus borealis 

Open timber at meadow margins in sparse timber, burns, partially logged areas. 
Nest is woven twigs near end of a horizontal limb of a conifer. Food are insects 
caught while flying. 

Hammond’s flycatcher 
Empidonax hammondii 

Found in coniferous forests and woodlands. Uses mature to over-mature 
forests; they are found in areas with large, tall trees and nest in mature trees. 
Prefer old-growth to mature stands of ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir. Nest is 
woven cup of vegetation in deciduous tree. Eats such insects as beetles, moths, 
flies, bees, and wasps. 

Willow flycatcher 
E. traillii 

Riparian areas, swamps, willow thickets, open woodlands. Builds cup-shaped 
nest in shrub or deciduous tree. Insectivorous.  

Calliope hummingbird 
Stellula calliope 

Foothills and forested mountains. Nests in conifers. Foods are nectar and 
insects. 

Brewer’s sparrow 
Spizella breweri 

Lowest elevations to highest (8,000 feet or more) in sagebrush valleys, dry 
grassy ridges of foothills, brushy plains to tree line, cultivated areas with brushy 
fence rows or patches. Nest is cup of grass and twigs usually in sagebrush. 
Foods are insects and seeds.  

Reptiles 
 

 

Common garter snake 
Thamnophis sirtalis 

Inhabits wet or moist habitats. Preys primarily on earthworms, frogs, toads, 
salamanders, and fish. 

Amphibians 
 

 

Northern leopard frog 
Rana pipiens  

From desert low land to high mountains. Springs, creeks, rivers, ponds, canals, 
reservoirs where there is permanent water and growth of cattails or other 
aquatic vegetation. Insectivorous. 

Coeur d’Alene salamander 
Plethodon idahoensis 

Found in three primary habitats, which include springs or seepages, spray zones 
of waterfalls, and edges of streams. Often associated with fractured rock. Found 
in forested areas of northern Idaho. Areas within north--central Idaho include 
the North Fork Clearwater River, Lochsa River, and Selway River drainages.  

Idaho giant salamander 
Dicamptodon aterrimus 

Larvae usually inhabit clear cold streams but are also found in mountain lakes 
and ponds. Adults are found under rocks and logs in humid forests, near 
mountain streams, or on rocky shores of mountain lakes. Larvae feed on wide 
variety of aquatic invertebrates as well as some small vertebrates (e.g., fishes, 
tadpoles, or other larval salamanders). Adults eat terrestrial invertebrates, small 
snakes, shrews, and salamanders. 

Western toad 
Bufo boreas 

Streams, springs, grasslands, woodlands, mountain meadows. Usually in or near 
ponds, lakes, reservoirs, rivers, streams. Insectivorous. 

Woodhouse toad 
B. woodhousii 

Found in grasslands, shrub steppe, woods, river valleys, floodplains, and 
agricultural lands, usually in areas with deep, friable soils. Metamorphosed toads 
eat various small, terrestrial invertebrates. Larvae eat suspended matter, organic 
debris, algae, and plant tissue. Within north-central Idaho, primarily found in 
suitable habitats in Clearwater River subbasin (e.g., Nez Perce and Lewis 
Counties and northwest portion of Idaho County). 
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Table G-3 
Idaho BLM Sensitive Mammals, Birds, Amphibians, Reptiles, and Invertebrate Species  

in the CFO Planning Area (continued) 
 

Common Name  
Scientific Name 

 
Habitat 

 
Invertebrates  
 

 

Columbia River tiger beetle  
Cicindela columbica 

Sandy beaches/riparian areas along the Salmon River. 

Mission Creek oregonian 
Cryptomastix magnidentata 

Scattered colonies occur along one side of a half-mile stretch of Mission Creek. 
The species lives in moist, rocky, well-shaded forest with understory forbs and 
deciduous trees. Also found in moist and mossy, rather open grassy limestone 
and mixed limestone-basalt taluses a short distance above the floodplains of 
Mission Creek. 

Marbled disc 
Discus marmorensis 

Generally found at moderate elevations on limestone terrain in relatively intact, 
moist, well-shaded (closed to nearly closed canopy) ponderosa pine forest, with 
diverse deciduous and forb understory. Occasionally occurs in moist schist 
taluses in forested areas. Colonies are generally near stream edges and at the 
base of steep slopes, moist sites near permanent water preferred. Found in 
central portion of a few large Salmon River tributaries in the vicinity of Lucile 
(e.g., John Day Creek, Slate Creek). 

Shortface lanx 
Fisherola nuttalli 

Found in unpolluted, swift-flowing, highly oxygenated, cold water on stable 
boulder-gravel substrate, in small to large rivers, often in the vicinity of rapids. 
Locally found in the Snake River (Hells Canyon) and the lower portion of the 
Salmon River. 

Columbia pebblesnail 
Fluminicola columbianus 

Occurs in the mainstem Salmon River. Restricted to small-large rivers, in swift 
current on stable gravel to boulder substrate in cold, unpolluted, highly 
oxygenated water, generally in areas with few aquatic macrophytes or edyphytic 
algae. 

Idaho banded mountainsnail 
Oreohelix idahoensis idahoensis 

Occurs in low-middle elevation limestone and calcareous schist outcrops and 
talus. Typically in rather dry and open terrain associated with canyon grasslands 
and shrubs. Original distribution was a small area on both sides of the Salmon 
River from the mouth of China Creek (near Lucile) to Race Creek. Occurs 
within the Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA. 

Whorled mountainsnail 
O. vortex 

The species occurs in low to mid elevations in the Salmon River drainage, from 
Rock Creek to Riggins. Restricted to large-scale taluses. Sites are typically rather 
dry and open. Grasses common at preferred sites, with some forbs and shrubs. 

Boulder pile mountainsnail 
O. jugalis 

Found in lower elevation areas in the Salmon River canyon, from river mile 20 
to Riggins. Occurs in rock taluses and boulder piles. Sites generally open and 
can be seasonally dry. Plant associates include hackberry, shrubs, and grasses.  

Striate mountainsnail 
O. strigosa goniogyra 

This snail is found mostly on forested outcrops (ponderosa pine), with 
lithologies ranging from greenish schist to limestone. Occurs in the Lower 
Salmon River area, in the vicinity of Riggins. May be limited to a few colonies in 
Race Creek drainage and Lake Creek.  

Lava rock mountainsnail 
O. waltoni 

Found in dry open areas occurring in the Lower Salmon River. Occurs between 
White Bird and Riggins, primarily in the Lucile and John Day Creek area. 
Associated with basalts and mixed schist/alluvium sites. Common plants found 
at sites are grasses and shrubs. 

 



Appendix G: Special Status Species 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS G-9 

SPECIAL STATUS FISH SPECIES 

Federally listed fish species that could occur within the CFO planning area, along with aquatic 
habitats for each species, are listed in Table G-4. Idaho BLM sensitive fish species that occur or 
potentially could occur within the CFO planning area, along with preferred habitats for each species, 
are listed in Table G-5. 

Table G-4 
Idaho BLM Threatened and Endangered Fish Species in the CFO Planning Area 

 

Common Name  
Scientific Name 

Habitat 
ESA  Status
(Idaho BLM 

Status) 1 

Sockeye salmon 
Oncorhynchus nerka 

Within the planning area, sockeye salmon utilize the Snake and 
Salmon River for upstream and downstream passage.  Sockeye 
salmon spawn in the upper Salmon River drainage, and currently 
utilize the gravel areas of several lakes for spawning. 

Endangered 

Spring/summer 
chinook salmon 
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 

Spring/summer chinook salmon use smaller, higher elevation 
tributary systems for spawning and juvenile rearing.  Spawning 
streams need clean gravels for successful egg development and fry 
emergence.  Preferred streams are generally low gradient, and have 
good quality pools, spawning areas, and cover conditions. 

Threatened 
(Snake and 

Salmon River 
drainages) 

Fall chinook salmon 
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha 
 

Fall chinook salmon are mainstem river spawners, utilizing the 
Snake, Salmon, Clearwater Rivers primarily for spawning and 
rearing.  Spawning has also been documented in several of the 
smaller rivers, such as the lower South Fork Clearwater River. 

Threatened 

Steelhead trout 
Oncorhynchus 
mykissOncorhynchus 
tshawytscha 

Steelhead spawn and rear in stream and small river habitat.  
Spawning streams need clean gravels for successful egg 
development and fry emergence.  Larger mainstem rivers used for 
upstream and downstream passage.  Most accessible drainages 
with suitable habitats are utilized by steelhead trout. 

Threatened 

Bull trout 
Salvelinus confluentus 

Bull trout exhibit three life histories in Idaho: adfluvial, fluvial and 
resident.  Preferred habitats for spawning and rearing are cooler 
waters, that have clean spawning gravels, with good cover 
conditions.   

Threatened 

1Type 1 – Federally listed, proposed, and candidate species. 
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Table G-5 
Idaho BLM Sensitive Fish Species in the CFO Planning Area 

 
Common Name  
Scientific Name 

Habitat 
Idaho BLM 

Status1 

Pacific lamprey 
Lampetra tridentata 
 

Pacific lamprey is anadromous and historical distribution is similar to 
anadromous salmon and steelhead.  They primarily spawn in tributary 
streams and use the main stem rivers for upstream and downstream 
passage.  A significant decline in historical distribution for Pacific 
lamprey occurs within the planning area, and occupied habitats are 
limited. 

2 

Spring/summer 
chinook salmon 
Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha 
 

Spring/summer chinook salmon use smaller, higher elevation 
tributary systems for spawning and juvenile rearing.  Spawning 
streams need clean gravels for successful egg development and fry 
emergence.  Preferred spawning streams are generally low gradient, 
and have good quality pools, spawning areas, and cover conditions. 

2 

Westslope cutthroat 
trout 
Oncorhynchus clarki 
lewisi 

Westslope cutthroat trout exhibit three life histories in Idaho: 
adfluvial, fluvial and resident.  Uses smaller higher elevation streams 
for spawning and juvenile rearing. Preferred spawning streams have 
clean gravels, good quality pools, and complex habitat structure, such 
as provided by large woody debris.  Migratory fluvial fish use 
mainstem rivers for travel corridors and foraging.   

2 

Redband trout 
Oncorhynchus mykiss 
gibbsigairdneri 

Redband trout divided into two groups, one evolved with steelhead 
trout and other group evolved outside the historical range of 
steelhead (above full fish passage barriers).  Preferred spawning 
streams include good quality spawning gravels, with suitable complex 
habitat (large woody debris), with good ratio of pools and riffles.  
Also found in mainstem rivers and lakes.   

2 

1Type 2: Rangewide/globally imperiled species 
 Type 3: Regional/state imperiled species 
 Type 4: Peripheral species  
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APPENDIX H—WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT—ALTERNATIVES A, 
B, C, AND D 
 

WILDLAND FIRE MANAGEMENT OPTIONS—ALTERNATIVES A, B, C, AND D 

Summary of FMU FMA Priorities  

Fire management priorities were identified to rank fire management units areas (FMUFMA) and 
were derived using specific FMUFMA condition assessments and fire management goals from the 
National Fire Plan and the MFP. In the event of multiple wildland fire ignitions or limited 
resources/funding, these CFO priorities should be considered. Priorities were established among 
FMUFMAs for fire suppression, fuels treatment, and community assistance/protection actions using 
a rating system of Low, Moderate, and High. FMUFMAs are depicted on Figure 11, Fire 
Management Units (see Volume IV of the Cottonwood Draft RMP/EIS). 

Table H-1 
Priority Ranking Among FMUFMAs in the CFO 

 

FMUFMA Suppression 
Wildland 
Fire Use 

Prescribed 
Fire 

Treatments

Non-Fire 
Fuels 

Treatment 

Emergency 
Stabilization 

and 
Rehabilitation 

Community 
Assistance/ 
Protection 

Clearwater Low No Low Low N/A High 
Craig 
Mountain 

Moderate Yes* Moderate Moderate N/A Low 

Elk City Moderate No High High N/A Moderate 
Salmon High No High High N/A High 
*Site specific planning must be in place prior to project implementation. 
 
Priorities, objectives, and strategies were also assessed and recommended within each FMUFMA. 
These reflect the overarching priorities established for the CFO, but vary based on the conditions, 
values, risks, and hazards present. The FMUFMA descriptions provide information to be used when 
suppressing wildland fires, in fuels treatment planning, and conducting community 
assistance/protection. In the event of a wildland fire ignition, this information identifies values at 
risk and assists in determining which suppression strategies and tactics are appropriate to meet 
resource protection objectives. This applies to both initial attack and extended attack when 
preparing a Wildland Fire Situation Analysis. 

Suppression Priorities 

The National Fire Plan mandates prioritizing suppression responsibilities with regard to resource 
priorities. Consider the following suppression priorities to address National Fire Plan and MFP 
goals: 

1. Firefighter and public safety is the first priority. 



Appendix H: Wildland Fire Management—Alternatives A, B, C, and D 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS H-2 

2. Other priorities will support BLM fire policy and the MFP, as amended, and will be 
reflected in all Wildland Fire Situation Analyses. CFO priorities include:  

• Protect cultural and natural resources.  

• Protect areas with highly erodible soils.  

• Protection of the resource values identified with ACECs/RNAs.  

• Protection of federally listed, proposed, and candidate species; BLM sensitive 
species; and associated habitats  

• Protect RHCAs and preserving RMOs.  

• Protect areas at risk of invasion from cheatgrass/noxious and invasive plant species.  

• Protect commercial forest resources and plantations.  

• Protect active grazing allotments and improvements.  

• Minimize the cost of fire protection.  

Suppression Protocols Common to All FMUFMAs  

The following suppression protocols apply to suppression actions occurring in all FMUFMAs 
throughout the CFO, consistent with National Fire Plan policy and MFP direction:  

• Follow the Programmatic Biological Assessment of the Fire Management Program or 
appropriate updated or amended Programmatic Biological Assessment of the Fire 
Management Program (BLM 1999b).  

• Fire line construction should avoid cultural resource sites and Endangered Species Act 
listed plant populations when feasible.  

• Avoid dozer line construction within RHCAs where practical. Prior to the construction 
of machine fire lines, an aquatic specialists or qualified resource advisor, will review the 
flagged location for the fire line and identify concerns and recommendation.  

• Within WSAs, fuels and vegetation treatments and wildland fire management activities 
should follow BLM Manual H-8550-1, Interim Policy for Lands Under Wilderness 
Review. The use of earth-moving equipment within these areas requires approval of the 
authorized officer.  

• Fire camps and staging areas should be placed outside of special management areas. 
Encourage use of natural firebreaks and existing roads to contain a wildland fire.  

• Encourage the use of natural firebreaks and existing roads to contain wildland fire.  

• Evaluate the resource values, hazards present, and management prescriptions within 
specific areas when applying guidelines to ACECs.  

• Establishment of control lines, base camps, and support facilities should be avoided in 
known habitat for special status species unless life and property are threatened (see 
Programmatic Biological Assessment of the Fire Management Program [BLM 1999b]).  
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• Protect and/or maintain municipal watersheds.  

• Maintain interagency cooperation to facilitate coordinated fire management activities 
across administrative boundaries.  

• Fire management activities will take into account Nez Perce Tribal trust interests.  

• When a wildland fire escapes initial attack, the responsible line officer will determine if a 
BLM resource advisor will be assigned to ensure that resource management concerns are 
adequately addressed and that necessary mitigation occurs. The resource advisor will 
ensure emergency consultation is initiated with USFWS and/or National Marine 
Fisheries Service whenever suppression activities impact special status species habitat.  

• Conduct fire suppression and prescribed burning in accord with PACFISH standards 
and guidelines, CFO Programmatic Biological Assessment of the Fire Management 
Program (BLM 1999b), and as needed, appropriate Section 7 consultation (Endangered 
Species Act).  

• To minimize spread of noxious and invasive plant species, equipment used for 
suppression should be cleaned before arriving on-site and prior to leaving the incident. 
Staging areas and fire camps should not be located on sites with noxious and invasive 
plant species infestations.  

• Developed recreation sites and structures on public lands will be protected.  

• Follow MIST guidelines to protect special status species habitat, Special Management 
Areas, and highly erodible soils and to prevent habitat fragmentation, the spread of 
noxious and invasive plant species, damage to ACECs and RNAs, and any known 
cultural or historical resources.  

• Prior to fire season, a resource advisor will coordinate with the BLM archeologist to 
determine potential areas of conflict between archeological resources and fire 
suppression activities.  

• Prior to fire suppression activities, the Resource Advisor will coordinate with the BLM 
Archeologist to determine areas of potential conflict between archeological resources 
and fire suppression activities. Resource Advisors will contact the cultural resource 
specialist prior to implementing any fire suppression activities to gather information on 
types of sites and their locations on the landforms and will continue contact with the 
archeologist during the duration of the fire suppression activities. The Resource Advisor 
will coordinate with the BLM archeologist regarding consultation with the Idaho State 
Historic Preservation Office and tribal groups.  

• The CFO archaeologist will be notified of any cultural resources encountered during 
suppression activities.  

• The repair of fire suppression activity damage is to be planned and performed primarily 
by the suppression incident organization as soon as possible and prior to demobilization 
whenever practical.  Funding for fire suppression activity damage repair actions will be 
charged to the project code for the wildfire suppression effort that resulted in the 
damage. 



Appendix H: Wildland Fire Management—Alternatives A, B, C, and D 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS H-4 

Fuels Treatment Priorities  

Consider the following fuels treatment priorities to address National Fire Plan and MFP goals which 
recommend the use of prescribed burning continue to be used in support of resource management 
objectives:  

1. Use prescribed fire and non-fire fuels treatments to improve ecosystems (FRCC2 or 
FRCC3) and where public/firefighter safety or WUI are at risk.  

2. Use prescribed fire and non-fire fuels treatments to maintain and protect functioning 
ecosystems (FRCC1) and where public/firefighter safety or WUI are at risk.  

3. Use prescribed fire and non-fire fuels treatments to improve wildlife habitat.  

4. Use prescribed fire and non-fire fuels treatments to improve forest stand composition 
and vigor.  

Fuels treatment rationale was identified by the CFO staff and was based on the ICBEMP, county 
wildland fire mitigation plans, and the Chief Joseph MFP. Due to limited funding and several areas 
needing treatment, priorities were identified in the WUI to reduce the risk of wildland fire and to 
increase safety for firefighters, the general public, and private property. Additionally, wildland that 
has been classified as FRCC2 and FRCC3 has been identified for treatment to restore natural 
ecosystem function and to reduce the risk of wildland fire. The figures identified in each FMUFMA 
table are potential target acres based on a five year period.  

The CFO will use prescribed fire and non-fire fuels treatment to support objectives identified in the 
MFP. Specific geographic areas within each FMUFMA may be prioritized for treatment based on 
National Fire Plan direction.  

Non-fire fuels treatment is an essential component of the CFO fire management program. Where 
prescribed burning is not feasible to accomplish resource objectives, areas may be identified for 
non-fire fuels treatment. This would consist of mechanical, biological, and chemical treatments. 
These treatments may be used in conjunction with, prior to, or as an alternative to prescribed fire.  

Non-fire fuels treatments will be tailored to specific resource management objectives, such as 
hazardous fuels reduction, restoration of priority vegetation types, and noxious and invasive plant 
species management. Treatment options include: pre-commercial/commercial thinning, building 
fuel breaks, removing material by chipping slash piles or making it available for firewood or electrical 
generation, and chemical or biological treatments. Whenever possible, the treatment method will be 
designed to provide local economic benefits.  

Table H-2 below displays a range of projected annual fuels treatment acres that will meet National 
Fire Plan and Chief Joseph MFP goals. The low end of the range displays current fiscal year 2004 
treatment acres. The high end of the range represents maximum treatment acres recommended to 
achieve the goals of the MFP.  

Actual annual implementation acres are dependent on budget allocations. Table H-2 aggregates 
FMUFMA recommendations. 
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Table H-2 
Alternative A – Current and Projected Range of Annual Fuels Treatment Acres for the CFO  

 

Applicable BLM Acres Non-Fire Fuels Acres 
Prescribed 
Fire Acres 

Total 
Treatment 

Acres 
FMUFMA Acres Mechanical Other1   

Clearwater 22,279 50-450 100-1,400 150-300 300-2,150
Craig Mountain 28,347 0-500 200-2,200 250-900 450-3,600
Elk City 13,028 100-600 100-400 100-600 300-1,600
Salmon 79,702 300-600 1,300-7,200 1,000-2,000 2,600-9,800
Total 143,356 450-2,150 1,700-11,200 1,500-3,800 4,000-17,150
1 Other includes seedings, biological treatments, and chemical applications 
Source: BLM 2005c 

 
Fuels Treatment Protocols Common to All FMUFMAs 

The following fuels treatment protocols apply to site specific actions occurring in all FMUFMAs 
throughout the CFO, consistent with National Fire Plan policy and MFP direction. Fuels treatment 
objectives and strategies consider these protocols: 

• Utilize noxious and invasive plant species inventory and pre and post-burn treatments to 
reduce the overall threat of noxious and invasive plant species invasion, establishment, 
and spread. 

• Avoid ignition in high-risk areas where constraints prevent effective treatment of 
noxious and invasive plant species or where the potential for rapid post-fire spread of 
noxious and invasive plant species is high. 

 
Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Priorities  

Emergency stabilization plans and/or rehabilitation plans are prepared after a wildfire to minimize 
threats to life or property and stabilize and prevent unacceptable degradation to natural and cultural 
resources resulting from the effects of the fire, in a cost-effective and expeditious manner. 

Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Protocols Common to All FMUFMAs  

Emergency stabilization priorities are: 1) human life and safety; and 2) property and unique or 
critical biological/cultural resources (620 DM 3.7).  Burned area rehabilitation priorities are: 1) to 
repair or improve lands damaged directly by a wildfire; and 2) to rehabilitate or establish healthy, 
stable ecosystems in the burned area (620 DM 3.8). 

Emergency Stabilization 
The objective of emergency stabilization is “To determine the need for and to prescribe and 
implement emergency treatments to minimize threats to life or property or to stabilize and prevent 
unacceptable degradation to natural and cultural resources resulting from the effects of a fire” (620 
DM 3.4A). As updates and revisions to the departmental manuals are completed, conformance to 
the new direction will supersede the criteria included herein.  
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Emergency stabilization plans are prepared by an interdisciplinary team, immediately following a 
wildfire and specify emergency treatments and activities to be carried out within one year following 
containment of the wildfire.  Generally, activities are only prescribed within the perimeter of a 
burned area.  Acceptable treatments or activities outside a burn perimeter could include such things 
as emergency stream channel work to protect structures, roads, and other improvements from flood 
damage.  Allowable emergency stabilization actions are limited to the following items, grouped by 
issue topic: 

Human Life and Safety 
• Replacing or repairing minor facilities essential to public health and safety when no other 

protection options are available. 
 
Soil/Water Stabilization 

• Placing structures to slow soil and water movement. 
• Stabilizing soil to prevent loss of degradation or productivity. 
• Increasing road drainage frequency and/or capacity to handle additional post-fire runoff. 
• Installing protective fences or barriers to protect treated or recovering areas. 

 
Designated Critical Habitat for Federal/State Listed, Proposed, or Candidate Species 

• Conducting assessments of critical habitat in those areas affected by emergency 
stabilization treatments. 

• Seeding or planting to prevent permanent impairment of designated Critical Habitat for 
Federal and State listed, proposed or candidate threatened and endangered species. 

 
Critical Heritage Resources 

• Conducting assessments of significant heritage sites in those areas affected by emergency 
stabilization treatments. 

• Stabilizing critical heritage resources. 
• Patrolling, camouflaging, burying significant heritage sites to prevent looting. 

 
Invasive Plants 

• Seeding to prevent establishment of invasive plants, and direct treatment of invasive 
plants.  Such actions will be specified in the emergency stabilization plan only when 
immediate action is required and when standard treatments are used that have been 
validated by monitoring data from previous projects, or when there is documented 
research establishing the effectiveness of such actions. 

• Using integrated pest management techniques to minimize the establishment of non-
native invasive species within the burned area.  When there is an existing approved 
management plan that addresses non-native invasive species, emergency stabilization 
treatments may be used to stabilize the invasive species. 

 
Monitoring 

• Monitoring of emergency stabilization treatments and activities for up to three years 
from date of fire containment. 
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Rehabilitation 
The objectives of rehabilitation are: 1) To evaluate actual and potential long-term post-fire impacts 
to critical cultural and natural resources and identify those areas unlikely to recover naturally from 
severe wildland fire damage;  2) To develop and implement cost-effective plans to emulate historical 
or pre-fire ecosystem structure, function, diversity, and dynamics consistent with approved land 
management plans, or if that is infeasible, then to restore or establish a healthy, stable ecosystem in 
which native species are well represented; and 3) To repair or replace minor facilities damaged by 
wildland fire (620 DM 3.4B).  As updates and revisions to the departmental manuals are completed, 
conformance to the new direction will supersede the criteria included herein.  

Rehabilitation plans are prepared by an interdisciplinary team as a separate plan, independently of an 
emergency stabilization plan.  The rehabilitation plan specifies non-emergency treatments and 
activities to be carried out within three years following containment of a wildfire.  Generally, 
rehabilitation activities are prescribed only within the perimeter of a burned area.  Allowable 
rehabilitation actions are limited to the following items, grouped by issue topic: 

Lands Unlikely to Recover Naturally 
• Repair or improve lands unlikely to recover naturally from wildland fire damage by 

emulating historical or pre-fire ecosystem structure, function, diversity, and dynamics 
consistent with existing land management plans. 

 
Weed Treatments 

• Chemical, manual, and mechanical removal of invasive species, and planting of native 
and non-native species, restore or establish a healthy, stable ecosystem even if this 
ecosystem cannot fully emulate historical or pre-fire conditions. 

 
Tree Planting 

• Tree planting to reestablish burned habitat, reestablish native tree species lost in fire, 
prevent establishment of invasive plants. 

 
Repair/Replace Fire Damage to Minor Facilities 

• Repair or replace fire damage to minor operating facilities (e.g., fences, campgrounds, 
interpretive signs and exhibits, shade shelters, wildlife guzzlers, etc.)  Rehabilitation may 
not include the planning or replacement of major infrastructure, such as visitor centers, 
residential structures, administration offices, work centers and similar facilities.  
Rehabilitation does not include the construction of new facilities that did not exist 
before the fire, except for temporary and minor facilities necessary to implement burned 
area rehabilitation efforts. 

 
Monitoring 

• Monitoring of rehabilitation treatments and activities for up to three years from date of 
fire containment. 
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Community Assistance/Protection Priorities  

Consider the following community assistance/protection priorities to address National Fire Plan and 
MFP goals:  

• WUI areas identified in the six county wildland fire mitigation plans. Prioritize funding 
to be available to implement county wildland fire mitigation plans.  

• WUI areas and communities at risk as identified in the Federal Register.  

• WUI areas within or adjacent to areas with high fire risk.  

• Communities of interest that are not included on the Federal Register, but are considered 
to be significant WUI areas to the CFO.  

The rationale for establishing community assistance/protection priority ranking and determining 
protocols are derived from national, state and local guidance. Each FMUFMA was assessed for the 
values.  

Areas designated as HIGH priority for community assistance and protection have the greatest WUI 
intermix and are at highest risk for loss of life and/or property due to fire. Areas designated as 
MODERATE and LOW have a lower concentration of WUI intermix. Regardless of the priority 
ranking and in the event of multiple ignitions, wildland fires threatening WUI will always receive the 
HIGHEST priority.  

Community Assistance/Protection Protocols Common to All FMUFMAs  

The following community assistance protocols apply to site specific actions occurring in all 
FMUFMAs throughout the CFO, consistent with National Fire Plan policy and land use plan 
direction:  

• Continue to collaborate with local partners to assess WUI areas, update existing 
mitigation plans, and implement a prevention and education program.  

• Provide RFA, as identified in county mitigation plans, to local fire protection 
organizations. Assess and increase suppression capabilities and effectiveness by 
providing RFA to local fire suppression organizations.  

• Provide planning and implementation assistance to private landowners and communities 
at risk so that hazardous fuels can be reduced as identified in county mitigation plans.  

• Ensure that all community assistance planning and project implementation activities are 
considered for their effects on cultural resources and are conducted in compliance with 
the National Historic Preservation Act and BLM policy.  

Values at Risk  

For ecosystem health and fire management, values at risk present in the Clearwater FMUFMA are 
separated into the following (Table H-3):  
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Table H-3 
Clearwater FMUFMA Values at Risk 

 
Special Status Species WUI and Public 

Health and Safety Plants Terrestrial Wildlife Aquatic Wildlife 
▪ All communities at risk 
 
Recreation Sites: 
▪ Pink House 
▪ Harpers Bend 
▪ Lewis and Clark 
National Historic Trail 
 

Type 2: 
▪ Broad-fruit mariposa 
lily 
▪ Douglas’ clover 
▪ Green-band mariposa 
lily 
▪ Jessica’s aster 
 
Type 3: 
▪ Hazel’s prickly phlox 
 

Type 1: 
▪ Bald eagle 
▪ Canada lynx 
▪ Gray wolf 
▪ Yellow-billed cuckoo 
 
Type 2: 
▪ Mission Creek Oregonian 
 
Type 3: 
▪ Brewer’s sparrow 
▪ Calliope hummingbird 
▪ Common garter snake 
▪ Fisher 
▪ Flammulated owl 
▪ Fringed myotis 
▪ Hammond’s flycatcher 
▪ Lewis woodpecker 
▪ Townsend’s big-eared bat 
▪ Mountain quail 
▪ Northern goshawk 
▪ Olive-sided flycatcher 
▪ Peregrine falcon 
▪ Prairie falcon 
▪ Williamson’s sapsucker 
▪ Willow flycatcher 
▪ Wolverine 

Type 1: 
▪ Bull trout 
▪ Fall chinook salmon 
▪ Spring/summer 
chinook Salmon 
▪ Steelhead trout 
 
Type 2: 
▪ Pacific lamprey 
▪ Redband trout 
▪ Westslope cutthroat 
trout 
 
Type 3: 
▪ Coeur d’Alene 
salamander 
▪ Idaho giant 
salamander 
▪ Western toad 
▪ Woodhouse toad 
 

Special Management Areas Cultural Resources Commercial Resources 
▪ Clearwater River from Kooskia 
to Lewiston Special Recreation 
Management Area 
▪ Lolo Creek designated study 
river under the Wild & Scenic 
Rivers Act 
▪ Clearwater Weed Management 
Area (includes all BLM managed 
land in this FMUFMA) 
▪ Lolo Creek ACEC 
▪ Cottonwood Islands 
ACEC/RNA 
 

Prehistoric Sites: 
▪ Lithic scatters 
▪ Pithouses 
 
Historic sites: 
▪ Railroad Construction 
Settlement Mining 
▪ Lewis and Clark National 
Historic Trail 
 
Ethnographic Sites: 
▪ Nez Perce Tribe’s Traditional 
Home Territory 
▪ Traditional Cultural Properties 
 

▪ Commercial forest stands and 
plantations 
▪ Active livestock allotments 
and/or range improvements 
 

  Other Wildlife Considerations 
  None noted 
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For ecosystem health and fire management, values at risk present in the Craig Mountain FMUFMA 
are separated into the following (Table H-4):  

Table H-4 
Values at Risk in the Craig Mountain FMUFMA 

 
Special Status Species WUI and Public 

Health and Safety Plants Terrestrial Wildlife Aquatic Wildlife 
▪ All communities at risk 
▪ Lewis and Clark 
National Historic Trail 
 

Type 1: 
▪ Spalding’s catchfly 
 
Type 2: 
▪ Broad-fruit mariposa 
lily 
▪ Idaho hawksbeard 
▪ Palouse goldenweed 
▪ Plumed clover 
▪ Spacious monkeyflower 
▪ Stalk-leaved 
monkeyflower 
 
Type 3: 
▪ Chatterbox orchid 
▪ Goldback fern 
▪ Hall’s orthotrichum 
▪ Western ladies-tresses 
 

Type 1: 
▪ Bald eagle 
▪ Gray wolf 
▪ Yellow-billed cuckoo 
 
Type 3: 
▪ Brewer’s sparrow 
▪ Calliope hummingbird 
▪ Fisher 
▪ Flammulated owl 
▪ Fringed myotis 
▪ Hammond’s flycatcher 
▪ Lewis’ woodpecker 
▪ Mountain quail 
▪ Northern goshawk 
▪ Olive-sided flycatcher 
▪ Peregrine falcon 
▪ Prairie falcon 
▪ Townsend’s big-eared 
bat 
▪ Williamson’s sapsucker 
▪ Willow flycatcher 
 

Type 1: 
▪ Bull trout 
▪ Fall chinook salmon 
▪ Sockeye salmon 
▪ Spring/summer 
chinook salmon 
▪ Steelhead trout 
 
Type 2: 
▪ Columbia River tiger 
beetle 
▪ Pacific lamprey 
▪ Redband trout 
▪ Shortface lanx 
▪ Westslope cutthroat 
trout 
 
Type 3: 
▪ Columbia pebblesnail 
▪ Western toad 
 

Special Management Areas Cultural Resources Commercial Resources 
▪ Wapshilla Ridge ACEC/RNA 
▪ Captain John Creek 
ACEC/RNA 
▪ Craig Mountain ACEC 
▪ Lower Salmon River ACEC 
 

Prehistoric Sites: 
▪ Intensively occupied sites 
▪ Lithic scatters 
▪ Rock art 
▪ Pithouses 
 
Historic sites: 
▪ Extensive mining sites including 
ditch systems, reservoirs, and 
associated hydraulic mine cuts 
▪ Chinese mining sites 
 
Ethnographic Sites: 
▪ Nez Perce Tribe’s traditional 
home territory 
▪ Traditional Cultural Properties 
may be present in this FMUFMA 

▪ Commercial forest stands and 
plantations occur throughout the 
FMUFMA 
▪ Active livestock allotments 
and/or range improvements are 
included on a portion of this 
FMUFMA 
 

  Other Wildlife Considerations 
  None noted 
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For ecosystem health and fire management, values at risk present in the Elk City FMUFMA are 
separated into the following six categories (Table H-5). 

Table H-5 
Values at Risk in the Elk City FMUFMA 

 
Special Status Species WUI and Public 

Health and Safety Plants Terrestrial Wildlife Aquatic Wildlife 
▪ All communities at risk 
 

Type 3: 
▪ Case’s corydalis 
▪ Deer-fern 
▪ Idaho barren 

strawberry 
▪ Payson’s milkvetch 
▪ Candystick 
 

Type 1: 
▪ Bald eagle 
▪ Canada lynx 
▪ Gray wolf 
 
Type 3: 
▪ Calliope hummingbird 
▪ Common garter snake 
▪ Fisher 
▪ Flammulated owl 
▪ Hammond’s flycatcher 
▪ Lewis’ woodpecker 
▪ Northern goshawk 
▪ Olive-sided flycatcher 
▪ Townsend’s big-eared 
bat 
▪ Williamson’s sapsucker 
▪ Willow flycatcher 
▪ Wolverine 
 

Type 1: 
▪ Bull trout 
▪ Spring/summer 
chinook salmon 
▪ Steelhead trout 
 
Type 2: 
▪ Pacific lamprey 
▪ Redband trout 
▪ Westslope cutthroat 
trout 
 
Type 3: 
▪ Coeur d’Alene 
salamander 
▪ Idaho giant salamander 
▪ Western toad 
 

Special Management Areas Cultural Resources Commercial Resources 
▪ Elk City/American Hill Lake 
ACEC 
▪ The Clearwater Weed 
Management Area includes 
portions of the BLM in this 
FMUFMA 
 

Historic Sites: 
▪ Mining sites including ditch 
systems, reservoirs, and associated 
hydraulic mine cuts 
▪ Sites related to hardrock mining 
▪ Remnants of trails and stage 
roads 
Ethnographic Sites: 
▪ Nez Perce Tribe’s Traditional 
Home Territory 
▪ Traditional Cultural Properties 
may also be located in this 
FMUFMA 
 

▪ Commercial forest stands and 
plantations occur throughout the 
FMUFMA 
▪ Active livestock allotments 
and/or range improvements are 
included on a portion of these 
lands 
 

  Other Wildlife Considerations 
  None noted 
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For ecosystem health and fire management, values at risk present in the Salmon FMUFMA are 
separated into the following (Table H-6): 

Table H-6 
Values at Risk in the Salmon FMUFMA 

 
Special Status Species WUI and Public 

Health and Safety Plants Terrestrial Wildlife Aquatic Wildlife 
▪ All communities at risk 
▪ Nez Perce National 
Historic Trail 
▪ Lewis and Clark 
National Historic Trail 
Recreation sites: 
▪ Elkhorn Creek 
▪ Island Bar 
▪ Shorts Bar 
▪ Lucile Bar 
▪ Slate Creek 
▪ Skookumchuck Bar 
▪ Hammer Creek 
▪ Pine Bar 
 

Type 1: 
▪ MacFarlane’s four-o 
‘clock 
▪ Spalding’s catchfly 
 
Type 2: 
▪ Broad-fruit mariposa 
lily 
▪ Green-band mariposa 
lily 
▪ Plumed clover 
 
Type 3: 
▪ Chatterbox orchid 
▪ Hazel’s prickly phlox 
▪ Tolmie’s onion 
 

Type 1: 
▪ Bald eagle 
▪ Canada lynx 
▪ Gray wolf 
▪ Yellow-billed cuckoo 
 
Type 2: 
▪ Boulder pile 
mountainsnail 
▪ Idaho banded 
mountainsnail 
▪ Lava rock 
mountainsnail 
▪ Striate mountainsnail 
 
Type 3: 
▪ Brewer’s sparrow 
▪ Calliope hummingbird 
▪ Fisher 
▪ Flammulated owl 
▪ Fringed myotis 
▪ Hammond’s flycatcher 
▪ Lewis’ woodpecker 
▪ Mountain quail 
▪ Northern goshawk 
▪ Olive-sided flycatcher 
▪ Peregrine falcon 
▪ Prairie falcon 
▪ Townsend’s big-eared 
bat 
▪ Williamson’s sapsucker 
▪ Willow flycatcher 
▪ Wolverine 
 

Type 1: 
▪ Bull trout 
▪ Fall chinook salmon 
▪ Sockeye salmon 
▪ Spring/summer 
chinook salmon 
▪ Steelhead trout 
 
Type 2: 
▪ Columbia River tiger 
beetle 
▪ Marbled disc 
▪ Pacific lamprey 
▪ Redband trout 
▪ Shortface lanx 
▪ Westslope cutthroat 
trout 
 
Type 3: 
▪ Idaho giant salamander 
▪ Western toad  
 



Appendix H: Wildland Fire Management—Alternatives A, B, C, and D 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS H-13 

Table H-6 
Values at Risk in the Salmon FMUFMA (continued) 

 
Special Management Areas Cultural Resources Commercial Resources 
▪ Lower Salmon River ACEC 
▪ Long Gulch ACEC/RNA 
▪ Lucile Caves ACEC/RNA 
▪ Skookumchuck ACEC/RNA 
▪ The Salmon River from Long 
Tom Bar to the confluence with 
the Snake River is a proposed 
Wild & Scenic River corridor and 
is managed as an Special 
Recreation Management Area 
▪ Snowhole Canyon WSA 
▪ Marshall Mountain WSA 
▪ Russell Bar ponderosa pine seed 
orchard house and outbuildings 
▪ Salmon River Weed 
Management Area 
▪ Joseph Plains Weed 
Management Area 
 

Prehistoric Sites: 
▪ Lithic scatters, rock art, and 
pithouses 
 
Historic sites: 
▪ Extensive mining sites in the 
FMUFMA with ditch systems, 
reservoirs, and associated 
hydraulic mine cuts 
▪ The Skookumchuck cabin is the 
only standing log structure along 
the Salmon River under federal 
ownership 
▪ Numerous Chinese mining sites 
 
Ethnographic Sites: 
▪ Nez Perce Tribe’s Traditional 
Home Territory 
▪ Traditional Cultural Properties 
may also be located in this 
FMUFMA 

▪ Commercial forest stands and 
plantations occur throughout the 
FMUFMA 
▪ Active livestock allotments 
and/or range improvements are 
included on most parcels 
 

  Other Wildlife Considerations 
  None noted 

 
  Other Resource Considerations 
  ▪ Whitebark pine forest located on 

the Marshall Mountain township 
▪ Old-growth ponderosa pine 
located in the Little Salmon and 
main Salmon river drainages 
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APPENDIX I—GRAZING ANIMAL UNIT MONTHS (AUM) BY 
ALLOTMENT—ALTERNATIVES A, B, C, AND D 

 
Table I-1 

Grazing AUMs by Allotment for Alternatives A, B, C, and D 
 

Allotment Name 
Allotment
Number 

Kind of 
Livestock 

AUMs 
Alternative 

A 

AUMs  
Alternative 

B 

AUMs 
Alternative 

C 

AUMs 
Alternative 

D 
Lower Little Canyon 36100 Cattle 16 16 16 16 
Dryden Site 36101 Cattle 18 18 18 18 
Sevenmile 36102 Cattle 2 2 2 2 
Hammer Creek 36103 Cattle 8 8 8 8 
Russell Site 36104 Cattle 5 5 5 5 
Shuck Creek 36105 Cattle 130 130 130 130 
Lower Sotin Creek 36106 Cattle 8 8 8 8 
West Greer 36107 Cattle 30 30 30 30 
Big Canyon Mouth 36109 Cattle 3 3 3 3 
Bear Gulch 36110 Cattle 79 79 79 79 
Wet Gulch 36112 Cattle 20 20 20 20 
Long Gulch Road 
 

36113 
 

Cattle 
Horse 

5 
49 

5 
49 

5 
49 

5 
49 

Elmen 36115 Cattle 1 1 1 1 
Deep Creek 36116 Cattle 8 8 8 8 
Louse Creek 36117 Cattle 6 6 6 6 
Oxbow 36118 Cattle 66 66 66 66 
Maloney Creek 36119 Cattle 7 7 7 7 
Gold Hill 36120 Cattle 16 16 16 16 
Fivemile Creek 36122 Cattle 10 10 10 10 
Mahoney Creek 
 

36123 
 

Cattle 
Horse 

10 
515 

10 
515 

10 
515 

10 
515 

Pardee 36124 Cattle 7 7 7 7 
Blacktail Butte 36125 Cattle 5 5 5 5 
Braun 36127 Cattle 2 2 2 2 
Cottonwood Creek I 36128 Cattle 5 5 5 5 
Wildcat Creek 36129 Cattle 344 344 344 344 
Howard Gulch 36132 Cattle 24 24 24 24 
Nichols Canyon 36133 Cattle 5 5 5 5 
Spring Camp 36134 Cattle 49 49 49 49 
Round Springs Creek 36135 Cattle 22 22 22 22 
Wolf Creek 36137 Cattle 112 112 112 112 
Butcher Bar 36138 Cattle 52 52 52 52 
Isaksen 36139 Cattle 7 7 7 7 
Tramway 36141 Cattle 10 10 0 10 
Yanks Creek 36142 Cattle 5 5 0 5 
Incendiary Creek 36143 Cattle 10 10 10 10 
Basin 36144 Cattle 105 105 105 105 
First Creek 36145 Cattle 9 9 9 9 
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Table I-1 
Grazing AUMs by Allotment for Alternatives A, B, C, and D (continued) 

 

Allotment Name 
Allotment
Number 

Kind of 
Livestock 

AUMs 
Alternative 

A 

AUMs  
Alternative 

B 

AUMs 
Alternative 

C 

AUMs 
Alternative 

D 
Buffalo Gulch 36146 Cattle 92 92 92 92 
Tom Taha Creek 36148 Cattle 8 8 8 8 
Coyote Gulch 36150 Cattle 3 3 3 3 
Lacy Meadows 36151 Cattle 32 32 32 43 
Little Canyon 36152 Cattle 55 55 55 55 
Upper Slippery Creek 36154 Cattle 5 5 5 5 
Big Canyon Barn 36155 Cattle 38 38 38 38 
American Bar 36156 Cattle 20 20 20 20 
Paul 36157 Cattle 12 12 12 12 
Big Creek 36158 Cattle 32 32 32 32 
Cottonwood Creek 36160 Cattle 16 16 16 16 
White House Bar 36161 Cattle 31 31 31 31 
Upper Sixmile Creek 36163 Cattle 22 22 0 22 
Swale Creek 36165 Cattle 8 8 8 8 
Mcintire 36167 Cattle 14 14 14 14 
Maple Canyon 36168 Cattle 23 23 23 23 
Adams Grade 36169 Horse 5 5 5 5 
Big Cave 36171 Cattle 11 11 11 11 
American River 36173 Cattle 15 15 15 70 
Horse Canyon Creek 36174 Cattle 15 15 15 15 
Peck 36175 Cattle 2 2 2 2 
Telcher Creek 36177 Cattle 12 12 12 12 
Middle Pot. Creek 36180 Cattle 2 2 0 2 
Skookumchuck Creek 36182 Cattle 14 14 14 14 
Wolcott Creek 
 

36183 
 

Cattle 
Horse 

11 
415 

11 
415 

11 
415 

11 
415 

Rhett Creek 36184 Cattle 79 79 79 79 
Russell Bar 36186 Cattle 6 6 6 6 
Rock Creek Ii 36187 Cattle 25 25 25 25 
Lawyer Ca Ranch 36189 Cattle 5 5 5 5 
Butcher Creek 36190 Cattle 1 1 0 1 
China Creek 36191 Cattle 23 23 23 23 
Shawley 36193 Cattle 4 4 4 4 
Rattlesnake Ridge 36195 Cattle 597 597 597 597 
Simler 36196 Cattle 44 44 44 44 
Adams 36197 Cattle 18 18 18 18 
Scully Creek 36198 Cattle 84 84 84 84 
Sheep Creek I 36200 Cattle 27 27 27 27 
South Tom Taha Creek 36201 Cattle 6 6 6 6 
Divide Creek 36203 Cattle 166 166 166 166 
Cottonwood Flats 36204 Cattle 8 8 8 8 
Threemile Creek 36205 Cattle 3 3 0 3 
Little Potlatch Creek 36207 Cattle 3 3 3 3 
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Table I-1 
Grazing AUMs by Allotment for Alternatives A, B, C, and D (continued) 

 

Allotment Name 
Allotment
Number 

Kind of 
Livestock 

AUMs 
Alternative 

A 

AUMs  
Alternative 

B 

AUMs 
Alternative 

C 

AUMs 
Alternative 

D 
Rice Creek Bridge 36208 Cattle 5 5 0 5 
Post Hole Creek 36209 Cattle 11 11 0 11 
Wheeler Canyon 36210 Cattle 7 7 7 7 
Sixmile Canyon 36211 Cattle 10 10 10 10 
Little Elk Creek 36212 Cattle 18 18 18 18 
Jameson Draw 36213 Cattle 2 2 0 2 
Schmidt Creek 36214 Cattle 53 53 53 53 
Kippen 36215 Cattle 15 15 15 15 
Harpers Bend 36216 Cattle 10 10 0 10 
Big Canyon 36220 Cattle 11 11 11 11 
Chesley 36221 Cattle 3 3 3 3 
Lapwai Creek 36222 Cattle 5 5 5 5 
Pickle Canyon 36223 Cattle 2 2 0 2 
Gilbert Grade 36225 Cattle 7 7 7 7 
Joe Creek 36226 Horse 4 4 4 4 
N. Sixmile Creek 36227 Cattle 4 4 0 4 
Slippery Creek 36228 Horse 3 3 0 3 
Mccormack Ridge 36229 Cattle 18 18 18 18 
Bracket Gulch 36231 Cattle 6 6 6 6 
Whisky Creek 
 

36233 
 

Cattle  
Horse 

29 
3059 

29 
3059 

29 
3059 

29 
3059 

Big Meadow 36234 Cattle 59 59 39 59 
North Pardee 36235 Cattle 9 9 0 9 
Myrtle 36236 Cattle 16 16 16 16 
Taylor Bar 36237 Cattle 9 9 9 9 
Partridge Creek 
 

36240 
 

Cattle  
Sheep 

30 
429459 

30 
429459 

30 
429459 

30 
429459 

Denny Creek 36241 Cattle 237 237 237 237 
Hard Creek 36242 Sheep 218 218 218 218 
Sugarloaf 36244 Cattle 29 29 29 29 
Trail Creek 36245 Cattle 85 85 85 85 
Culdesac Hill 36251 Cattle 6 6 6 6 
Blackhawk Bar 36252 Cattle 23 23 23 23 
Mcleod 36253 Cattle 7 7 7 7 
Warm Springs 36255 Cattle 118 118 118 118 
Little Elk 36256 Cattle 103 103 103 103 
Sherwin Creek 36257 Cattle 37 37 37 37 
Wickiup Creek 36260 Cattle 135 135 135 135 
Kirks Fork 36261 Cattle 45 45 45 45 
Dryden Site 36262 Cattle 3 3 3 3 
Getta Creek 36264 Cattle 49 49 49 49 
Mader 36265 Cattle 18 18 18 18 
Lucile Bar 36266 Cattle 101 101 101 101 
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Table I-1 
Grazing AUMs by Allotment for Alternatives A, B, C, and D (continued) 

 

Allotment Name 
Allotment
Number 

Kind of 
Livestock 

AUMs 
Alternative 

A 

AUMs  
Alternative 

B 

AUMs 
Alternative 

C 

AUMs 
Alternative 

D 
Ericson Ridge 36267 Cattle 2 2 2 2 
Hewett 36268 Cattle 9 9 9 9 
Central Ridge Point 36270 Cattle 6 6 6 6 
Goat Ridge 36271 Cattle 41 41 41 41 
Packers Creek 36273 Cattle 40 40 40 40 
Catholic Creek 36278 Cattle 5 5 5 5 
Wapshilla Ridge 36279 Cattle 809 0 0 1056 
Bug Slope 36280 Cattle 22 22 22 22 
John Day 36281 Cattle 179 179 179 179 
Pine Bar 36282 Cattle 37 37 0 37 
Pratt 36283 Cattle 4 4 4 4 
Marshall Mountain 36284 Sheep 166 166 166 166 
Suzie Creek 36285 Cattle 5 5 0 5 
Upper Suzie Ck. 36286 Cattle 2 2 2 2 
Upper Big Creek 36287 Horse 3 3 3 3 
Sally Ann Creek 36288 Cattle 4 4 4 4 
Craig Mtn 36289 Cattle 135 0 0 374 
Corral Creek 36290 Cattle 12 0 0 587 
Race & Squaw Creek 36291 Cattle 23 23 23 23 
Whitebird 36292 Horse 6 6 6 6 
Lyons Bar 36293 Cattle 53 53 53 106 
Fall Creek 36294 Cattle 12 12 12 12 
Lower Buffalo Gulch 36295 Horse 3 3 3 3 
Upper Big Canyon 36297 Cattle 34 34 0 34 
Lower Lolo Creek 36298 Cattle 32 32 0 32 
Slate Creek 36304 Cattle 1 1 0 4 
Lockwood Creek 
 

36310 
 

Cattle 
Horse 

5 
510 

5 
510 

5 
510 

5 
510 

Fall Creek Ii 36315 Cattle 8 8 8 8 
Cedar Creek 36317 Cattle 25 25 25 25 
Central Ridge 36320 Cattle 12 12 12 12 
Tahoe Ridge 36325 Cattle 6 6 6 6 
Bear Creek 36326 Cattle 2 2 2 2 
Lower Highrange Creek 36340 Cattle 7 7 7 7 
John Day Mountain 36345 Cattle 34 34 34 34 
Bear Creek 36346 Cattle 8 8 8 8 
Papoose Creek 36348 Cattle 28 28 28 28 
Squaw Bar 36349 Cattle 7 7 7 7 
Airport 36351 Horse 23 23 23 23 
Whiskey Butte 36352 Cattle 50 50 50 50 
Spaulding 36353 Cattle 6 6 6 6 
Turner 36354 Cattle 10 10 0 10 
Snowhole 36355 Cattle 5 5 5 5 
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Table I-1 
Grazing AUMs by Allotment for Alternatives A, B, C, and D (continued) 

 

Allotment Name 
Allotment
Number 

Kind of 
Livestock 

AUMs 
Alternative 

A 

AUMs  
Alternative 

B 

AUMs 
Alternative 

C 

AUMs 
Alternative 

D 
Seven Mile Bluffs 36356 Horse 4 4 4 4 
Osborn Individual 36357 Cattle 66 66 66 66 
Big Creek 36358 Sheep 81 81 81 81 
Sheep Mountain 36359 Cattle 214 214 214 214 
North Fork 36360 Cattle 100 100 100 100 
Otto Creek 36361 Cattle 3 3 3 3 
Lower Otto Creek 398* Cattle 0 615 0 615 
Whiskey South  Cattle 0 0 0 147 
Total AUMs   7,2040398 6,25463404 6,020398 8,5409551 
Number of Allotments    168 166 145 170  

Source: Huibregtse 2005 
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APPENDIX J—MINERAL LEASING SURFACE USE STIPULATIONS—
ALTERNATIVES A, B, C, AND D 
 

MINERAL LEASING SURFACE USE STIPULATIONS 

Apply only to mineral leasing. 

Definitions: 

No Surface Occupancy (NSO) = Closed to placement of surface facilities or any surface 
disturbing activity 

Controlled Surface Use (CSU) = Activity is only subject to restraints specified in the stipulation 
description 

Timing Limitation (TL) = Activity is subject to restraints during the time period specified in the 
stipulation description (i.e., seasonal). 

Exception = One-time exemption 

Modification = Change to the language or provisions 

Waiver = Permanent exemption 
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Stipulation 
Protected 
Resource 

Acres 
Alt. A 

Acres 
Alt. B

Acres 
Alt. C

Acres 
Alt. D Description 

NSO-1 ACEC, 
WSA, WSR 

0 43,181 67,689 34,803 Stipulation: Surface occupancy is prohibited within all ACECs to protect natural 
processes and historic, cultural, scenic, fisheries, and wildlife resources; or to protect 
the public from natural hazards; and within WSAs to protect wilderness 
characteristics. ; and within 0.25-mile of river segments identified as suitable for 
inclusion in the NWSRS to protect Outstandingly Remarkable Values. 
 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if an environmental analysis 
of a proposed action reveals that these values would not be impacted, or that impacts 
could be adequately mitigated to protects the resource values identified for the 
designation.  
 
Modification: The boundaries of the stipulated area may be modified if the ACEC or 
suitable river corridor boundaries are modified.  
 
Waiver: The stipulation may be waived if the ACEC designation is lifted, or a WSA is 
released by Congress for multiple uses. 
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Stipulation 
Protected 
Resource 

Acres 
Alt. A 

Acres 
Alt. B

Acres 
Alt. C

Acres 
Alt. D Description 

NSO-2 
Alternative 

B 

Fisheries, 
Special 
Status Fish, 
Aquatic 
Species, 
Riparian and 
Wetland 
Vegetation 

0 22,847 0 0 Stipulation: Surface occupancy is prohibited within: 
Alternative B 
• 300 feet of fish-bearing streams 
• 150 feet of permanently flowing non-fish bearing streams 
• 150 feet of ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands greater than 1 acre 
• 80 100 feet of intermittent streams, landslide prone areas, and wetlands less than 

1 acre. 
 

Surface occupancy is prohibited when implementation of the proposed action 
would result in a “may affect” determination for listed species and/or “may 
impact” determination for BLM sensitive species.  

 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if though Section 7 
consultation (Endangered Species Act) and preparation of a Biological Assessment, 
determination concludes that the proposed action has a determination of “may 
affect—not likely to adversely affect” for federally listed species and/or for proposed 
or designated critical habitat. The authorized officer may also grant an exception if a 
Biological Evaluation or environmental assessment concludes a determination of “no 
effect” or “may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely lead to a trend 
toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability of the population or species” for 
BLM sensitive species. The appropriate coordination and consultation will take place 
with USFWS. 
 
Modification: As needed, the area of application may be modified based on preparation 
of appropriate Biological Assessment, Biological Evaluation, and environmental 
assessment. RCAs may change based on site specific Watershed Analysis, and 
appropriate inventory, monitoring and scientific research. If needed, re-initiation of 
consultation will also take place with National Marine Fisheries Service and USFWS. 
 
Waiver: None. 
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Stipulation 
Protected 
Resource 

Acres 
Alt. A 

Acres 
Alt. B

Acres 
Alt. C

Acres 
Alt. D Description 

NSO-2 
Alternative 

C 

Fisheries, 
Special 
Status Fish, 
Aquatic 
Species, 
Riparian and 
Wetland 
Vegetation 

0 0 27,624 0 Stipulation: Surface occupancy is prohibited within: 
Alternative C 
• 300 feet of fish-bearing streams 
• 225 feet of permanently flowing non-fish bearing streams,  
• 150 feet of ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands greater than 1 acre 
• 125 feet of intermittent streams, landslide prone areas, and wetlands less than 1 

acre. 
 

Surface occupancy is prohibited when implementation of the proposed action 
would result in a “may affect” determination for listed species and/or “may 
impact” determination for BLM sensitive species.  

 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if though Section 7 
consultation (Endangered Species Act) and preparation of a Biological Assessment, 
determination concludes that the proposed action has a determination of “may 
affect—not likely to adversely affect” for federally listed species and/or for proposed 
or designated critical habitat. The authorized officer may also grant an exception if a 
Biological Evaluation or environmental assessment concludes a determination of “no 
effect” or “may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely lead to a trend 
toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability of the population or species” for 
BLM sensitive species. The appropriate coordination and consultation will take place 
with USFWS. 
 
Modification: As needed, the area of application may be modified based on preparation 
of appropriate Biological Assessment, Biological Evaluation, and environmental 
assessment. RCAs may change based on site specific Watershed Analysis, and 
appropriate inventory, monitoring and scientific research. If needed, re-initiation of 
consultation will also take place with National Marine Fisheries Service and USFWS. 
 
Waiver: None. 
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Stipulation 
Protected 
Resource 

Acres 
Alt. A 

Acres 
Alt. B

Acres 
Alt. C

Acres 
Alt. D Description 

NSO-2 
Alternative 

D 

Fisheries, 
Special 
Status Fish, 
Aquatic 
Species, 
Riparian and 
Wetland 
Vegetation 

0 0 0 20,710 Stipulation: Surface occupancy is prohibited within: 
Alternative D 
• 300 feet of fish-bearing streams 
• 150 feet of permanently flowing non-fish bearing streams,  
• 150 feet of ponds, lakes, reservoirs, and wetlands greater than 1 acre 
• 50 feet of intermittent streams, landslide prone areas, and wetlands less than 1 

acre. 
 

Surface occupancy is prohibited when implementation of the proposed action 
would result in a “may affect” determination for listed species and/or “may 
impact” determination for BLM sensitive species.  

 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if though Section 7 
consultation (Endangered Species Act) and preparation of a Biological Assessment, 
determination concludes that the proposed action has a determination of “may 
affect—not likely to adversely affect” for federally listed species and/or for proposed 
or designated critical habitat. The authorized officer may also grant an exception if a 
Biological Evaluation or environmental assessment concludes a determination of “no 
effect” or “may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely lead to a trend 
toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability of the population or species” for 
BLM sensitive species. The appropriate coordination and consultation will take place 
with USFWS. 

 
Modification: As needed, the area of application may be modified based on preparation 
of appropriate Biological Assessment, Biological Evaluation, and environmental 
assessment. RCAs may change based on site specific Watershed Analysis, and 
appropriate inventory, monitoring and scientific research. If needed, re-initiation of 
consultation will also take place with National Marine Fisheries Service and USFWS. 
 
Waiver: None. 



Appendix J: Mineral Leasing Surface Use Stipulations—Alternatives A, B, C, and D 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS J-6 

Stipulation 
Protected 
Resource 

Acres 
Alt. A 

Acres 
Alt. B

Acres 
Alt. C

Acres 
Alt. D Description 

NSO-3 Wildlife, 
Special 
Status 
Species and 
Habitats 

0 TBD1 TBD1 TBD1 Stipulation: Surface occupancy is prohibited when implementation of the proposed 
action would result in a “may affect” determination for listed species and/or “may 
impact” determination for BLM sensitive species. These areas are determined at the 
project level for site specific areas. 
 
Surface occupancy is prohibited within one mile of critical habitat niches for listed 
species (i.e., nest site, den site).  
 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if though Section 7 
consultation (Endangered Species Act) and preparation of a Biological Assessment, 
the determination concludes that the proposed action has a determination of “may 
affect—not likely to adversely affect” for federally listed species and for proposed or 
designated critical habitat. The authorized officer may also grant an exception if a 
Biological Evaluation or environmental assessment concludes a determination of 
“may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely lead to a trend toward federal 
listing or cause a loss of viability of the population or species” for BLM sensitive 
species. The appropriate coordination and consultation will take place with USFWS. 
 
Modification: As needed, the area of application may be modified based on preparation 
of appropriate Biological Assessment, Biological Evaluation, and environmental 
assessment. As needed, supporting rationale would include updated inventory, 
monitoring, and scientific research. If warranted, re-initiation of consultation will also 
take place with USFWS. 
 
Waiver: None. 
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Stipulation 
Protected 
Resource 

Acres 
Alt. A 

Acres 
Alt. B

Acres 
Alt. C

Acres 
Alt. D Description 

NSO-4 Special 
Status Plant 
Species and 
rare plant 
communities 

0 TBD1 TBD1 TBD1 Stipulation: Surface occupancy is prohibited when implementation of the proposed 
action would result in a “may affect” determination for listed species and/or “may 
impact” determination for BLM sensitive species. These areas are determined at the 
project level for site specific areas. 
 
Surface occupancy is prohibited within the population perimeter of listed and BLM 
sensitive plant populations.  
 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if though Section 7 
consultation (Endangered Species Act) and preparation of a Biological Assessment, 
the determination concludes that the proposed action has a determination of “may 
affect—not likely to adversely affect” for federally listed species and for proposed or 
designated critical habitat. The authorized officer may also grant an exception if a 
Biological Evaluation or environmental assessment concludes a determination of 
“may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely lead to a trend toward federal 
listing or cause a loss of viability of the population or species” for BLM sensitive 
species. The appropriate coordination and consultation will take place with USFWS. 
 
Modification: As needed, the area of application may be modified based on preparation 
of appropriate Biological Assessment, Biological Evaluation, and environmental 
assessment. As needed, supporting rationale would include updated inventory, 
monitoring, and scientific research. If warranted, re-initiation of consultation will also 
take place with USFWS. 
 
Waiver: None. 
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Stipulation 
Protected 
Resource 

Acres 
Alt. A 

Acres 
Alt. B

Acres 
Alt. C

Acres 
Alt. D Description 

NSO-5 Raptor Nests 0 TBD1 TBD1 TBD1 Stipulation: Surface occupancy is prohibited within 1/4 mile of identified nests. These 
areas are determined at the project level for site specific areas. 
 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if concurrence is obtained 
from USFWS (through applicable provisions of the Endangered Species Act, Eagle 
Protection Act, or Migratory Bird Treaty Act), to interrupt active nesting attempts 
and/or cause short or long term adverse modification of suitable nest site 
characteristics. An exception may also be granted by the authorized officer if 
environmental analysis of a proposed action reveals that it would not impair the 
function or utility of the nest site for current or subsequent nest activities or 
occupancy. 
 
Modification: As needed, the area of application may be modified based on preparation 
of appropriate Biological Assessment, Biological Evaluation, and environmental 
assessment. As needed, supporting rationale would include updated inventory, 
monitoring, and scientific research. If warranted, re-initiation of consultation will also 
take place with USFWS. 
 
The area of application of the NSO may be modified pending determination that a 
portion of the NSO area is not essential to nest site functions or utility; or that the 
nature or conduct of the activity, as proposed or conditioned, would not impair the 
function or utility of the nest site for current or subsequent nest activities or 
occupancy. The stipulation may also be modified if the proponent, BLM, and where 
necessary, other affected interests, negotiate compensation that satisfactorily offsets 
anticipated impacts on raptor breeding activities and/or habitats. Modifications 
could also occur if sufficient information is provided that supports the contention 
that the action would not contribute to the suppression of breeding population 
densities or the population’s production or recruitment regime from a Geographic 
Reference Area perspective. If a species status is downgraded, or delisted, the NSO 
buffer area may be modified to an appropriate level.  
 
Waiver: A waiver may be granted if the site conditions change or the nest site has not 
been occupied for a minimum of two years. 
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Stipulation 
Protected 
Resource 

Acres 
Alt. A 

Acres 
Alt. B

Acres 
Alt. C

Acres 
Alt. D Description 

NSO-6 Cultural 
Resources 

0 TBD1 TBD1 TBD1 Stipulation: Surface occupancy is prohibited within areas of cultural or spiritual value 
to Native American Tribes. These areas are determined at the project level for site 
specific areas. 
 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if environmental analysis 
and tribal consultation on a proposed action reveals that these values would not be 
impacted, or that impacts could be adequately mitigated. 
 
Modification: Through tribal consultation, the boundaries of these areas may be 
changed. 
 
Waiver: This stipulation may be waived with written approval from the concerned 
Native American Tribal Council. 

NSO-7 Public—
from 
Hazardous 
Materials 

0 24 24 24 Stipulation: No surface occupancy will be allowed in areas where hazardous materials 
are known to exist. 
 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if environmental analysis of 
a proposed action reveals that it would not further expose the public or the 
environment to hazardous materials. 
 
Modification: The area of application for this stipulation may change based on 
discovery or removal of hazardous materials. 
 
Waiver: This stipulation will be waived if all hazardous materials are removed from 
the area. 
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Stipulation 
Protected 
Resource 

Acres 
Alt. A 

Acres 
Alt. B

Acres 
Alt. C

Acres 
Alt. D Description 

NSO-8 Developed 
Recreation 
Sites, 
Administra-
tive Sites 

0 631 631 631 Stipulation: No surface occupancy will be allowed within the vicinity of developed 
recreation sites or sites used for agency administrative purposes. 
 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if environmental analysis of 
a proposed action reveals that it would not adversely impact the use of the site. 
 
Modification: The area of application for this stipulation may change based on future 
site development. 
 
Waiver: This stipulation will be waived if the site is no longer used for recreational or 
administrative purposes. 

NSO-9 VRM Class I 0 12,704 26,945 7,205 Stipulation: No surface occupancy will be allowed within areas designated Visual 
Resource Management Class I. 
 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if an environmental analysis 
of a proposed action reveals that these values would not be impacted, or that impacts 
could be adequately mitigated to protect the resource values identified for the 
designation.  
 
Modification: None 
 
Waiver: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer determines that there 
is no longer VRM Class I within the area of application. 

CSU-1 VRM Class 
II 

0 41,188 46,746 36,180 Stipulation: All surface-disturbing activities, semi-permanent and permanent facilities 
in VRM class II areas may require special design including location, painting, and 
camouflage to blend with the natural surroundings and meet the visual quality 
objectives of the area. 
 
Exception: None. 
 
Modification: None. 
 
Waiver: This stipulation may be waived if the authorized officer determines that there 
is no longer VRM Class II within the area of application. 
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Stipulation 
Protected 
Resource 

Acres 
Alt. A 

Acres 
Alt. B

Acres 
Alt. C

Acres 
Alt. D Description 

CSU-3 SRMAs, 
Wild and 
Scenic River 
(Scenic, 
Recreational
designation) 
 
SRMA with 
plans only 
and streams 
with 
designation 
0.25-mile 
buffer. 

0 31,770 31,770 31,770 Stipulation: No surface-disturbing activities semi-permanent and permanent facilities 
will be authorized which may adversely impact the use of these areas for recreation 
purposes. 
 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if environmental analysis 
indicates that a proposed action would not adversely impact recreational use. 
 
Modification: None. 
 
Waiver: None. 
 

TL-1 Deer and 
Elk Winter 
Range 

0 TBD1 TBD1 TBD1 Stipulation: No construction or development activities will be allowed within 
important deer or elk winter range between December 15 and March 31. These areas 
will be determined at the project level for site specific areas. 
 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if environmental analysis 
indicates that a proposed action would not adversely impact use of this habitat. 
 
Modification: Area of application for this stipulation may change based on monitoring 
and scientific research. 
 
Waiver: None 
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Stipulation 
Protected 
Resource 

Acres 
Alt. A 

Acres 
Alt. B

Acres 
Alt. C

Acres 
Alt. D Description 

TL-2 Deer and 
Elk Fawning 
and Calving 
Areas 

0 TBD1 TBD1 TBD1 Stipulation: No construction or development activities will be allowed within key deer 
or elk fawning or calving areas between May 15 and June 15. These areas will be 
determined at the project level for site specific areas. 
 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if environmental analysis 
indicates that a proposed action would not adversely impact fawning or calving. 
 
Modification: Area of application for this stipulation may change based on monitoring 
and scientific research. 
 
Waiver: None 
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Stipulation 
Protected 
Resource 

Acres 
Alt. A 

Acres 
Alt. B

Acres 
Alt. C

Acres 
Alt. D Description 

TL-3 Bald Eagle 
Winter 
Feeding Area 

0 TBD1 TBD1 TBD1 Stipulation: No ground-disturbing activity is allowed within winter feeding areas 
between November 1 and March 1. These areas will be determined at the project 
level for site specific areas. 
 
Exception: The authorized officer may grant an exception if though Section 7 
consultation (Endangered Species Act) and preparation of a Biological Assessment, 
the determination concludes that the proposed action has a determination of “may 
affect—not likely to adversely affect” for federally listed species. 
 
An exception may be granted by the authorized officer if concurrence is obtained 
from USFWS (through applicable provisions of the Endangered Species Act, Eagle 
Protection Act, or Migratory Bird Treaty Act), to interrupt feeding activities and/or 
cause short or long term adverse modification of suitable roost site characteristics. 
The Field Manger may also grant an exception if an environmental analysis 
(Biological Assessment and environmental assessment.) indicates that the nature or 
conduct of the action, as proposed or conditioned, would not impair the function or 
utility of the site for current or subsequent feeding activities. 
 
Modification: As needed, the area of application may be modified based on preparation 
of appropriate Biological Assessment and environmental assessment. If warranted, 
re-initiation of consultation will also take place with USFWS.  
 
Waiver: The stipulation may be waived if the area is not used for winter range in the 
future. This applies to areas adjacent to mainstem rivers and other large water bodies.

Total NSO  0 43,590 68,854 35,045 Total NSO 

Total CSU  0 42,403 59,122 32,013 Total CSU 

Total TL  0 TBD1 TBD1 TBD1  

TBD1 = To be determined upon project-specific application of the stipulation. 
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ELIGIBILITY STUDY 

Introduction 

Section 5(d)(1) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (Public Law 90-542; 16 USC 1271-1287) (WSR 
Act) directs federal agencies to consider potential Wild and Scenic rivers in their land and water 
planning processes (“In all planning for the use and development of water and related land 
resources, consideration shall be given by all federal agencies involved to potential national wild, 
scenic and recreational river areas”). To fulfill this requirement, whenever the United States (US) 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM) undertakes a land use planning 
effort (e.g., a resource management plan [RMP]), it analyzes river and stream segments that might be 
eligible for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System (National System).  

The BLM, Coeur d’Alene District, CFO, is preparing an RMP for its planning area, which is the 
CFO boundary. This area was previously recognized as the Chief Joseph Planning Unit in the Chief 
Joseph Management Framework Plan, which was approved in 1981 and directs current management 
of BLM-administered lands in the CFO (BLM 1981a). The RMP will provide a single, 
comprehensive land use plan that will guide future management of public land administered by the 
CFO. The draft and proposed RMPs will be supported by a National Environmental Policy Act 
analysis, an environmental impact statement (EIS), which analyzes the environmental effects that 
could result from implementing different management alternatives. 

This report is a record of the Wild and Scenic rivers study that is being conducted concurrently with 
the Cottonwood RMP. This report documents the BLM’s examination of CFO river segments as 
they relate to eligibility and classification criteria in the WSR Act.  

Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

Congress enacted the WSR Act on October 2, 1968, to address the need for a national system of 
river protection. As an outgrowth of a national conservation agenda in the 1950s and 1960s, the 
WSR Act was in response to the dams, diversions, and water resource development projects that 
occurred on America’s rivers between the 1930s and 1960s. The WSR Act stipulated that selected 
rivers should be preserved in a free-flowing condition and be protected for the benefit and 
enjoyment of present and future generations. Since 1968, the WSR Act has been amended many 
times, primarily to designate additional rivers and to authorize the study of other rivers for possible 
inclusion. 

As of November 2004, some 165 river segments, comprising 11,372 miles, have been protected in 
the National System. These nationally recognized rivers comprise a valuable network of natural and 
cultural resources, scenic beauty, and recreational opportunities.  

Five designated river segments lie within the CFO, including the Selway, Middle Fork Clearwater, 
Main Salmon, and Rapid Rivers and the Snake River through Hells Canyon, but none are under 
BLM jurisdiction. In addition, the Lower Salmon River has been found eligible and suitable under 
the Recreational classification for inclusion in the National System, has been recommended to 



Appendix K: Final Draft Wild and Scenic Rivers Eligibility and Suitability Study 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS K-2 

Congress for designation, and is managed under interim management guidelines until congressional 
action is taken. 

Intent of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act 

The WSR Act seeks to protect and enhance a river’s natural and cultural values and to provide for 
public use consistent with its free-flowing character, its water quality, and its outstandingly 
remarkable values. Designation affords certain legal protection from development. For instance, new 
dams cannot be constructed, and federally assisted water resource development projects that might 
negatively affect the designated river values are not permitted. Where private lands are involved, the 
federal managing agency works with local governments and owners to develop protective measures.  

The two ways by which rivers are designated for inclusion in the National System are by an act of 
Congress or by the Secretary of the Interior, if the river has first been designated for inclusion in a 
valid state river protective system by state law, and the appropriate state governor has applied for a 
National System designation. To be eligible for designation, a river must be free flowing and contain 
at least one outstandingly remarkable value that is scenic, recreational, geological, fish related, 
wildlife related, historic, cultural, botanical, hydrological, paleontological, or scientific. Eligibility 
criteria are included in Appendix K-1. 

There are two ways rivers can be identified for study as potential additions to the National System: 
by an act of Congress under Section 5(a) or through an agency-initiated study under Section 5(d)(1) 
of the WSR Act, which requires that “in all planning for the use and development of water and 
related land resources, consideration shall be given by all federal agencies involved to potential wild, 
scenic, and recreational areas.”  

Through Section 5(d)(1), the BLM is required to assess rivers under its management jurisdiction and 
to determine whether these rivers are eligible by applying standardized criteria through a 
documented evaluation process. River areas that are found to be eligible are then classified as wild, 
scenic, or recreational based on the development of shoreline, watercourse, and access. The criteria 
for classification are defined in Section 2(b) of the WSR Act and are described in Appendix K-2.  

Proposed boundaries and/or river areas and protective management requirements are developed at 
the time of eligibility determination. For river segments on federal lands determined to be eligible 
under Section 5(d)(1) of the WSR Act, direction to protect the river as a potential addition to the 
National System is in effect until such a time as a suitability evaluation and subsequent decision is 
made. A suitability analysis involves determining the best use of the eligible river and the best 
method to protect the outstandingly remarkable values within the river corridor. Rivers subsequently 
determined suitable are protected as potential additions to the National System. Protective 
management of federal lands in the river area begins at the time the river segment is found eligible. 
Management guidelines to protect eligible candidate rivers are detailed in Appendix K-3. Specific 
management prescriptions for eligible river segments provide protection, pending a suitability 
determination, in the following ways: 
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• Free-flowing values. The free-flowing characteristics of eligible river segments cannot be 
modified to allow stream impoundments, diversions, channelization, or riprapping to the 
extent authorized under law; 

• River-related values. Each segment is managed to protect outstandingly remarkable values 
(subject to valid existing rights) and, to the extent practicable, such values are enhanced; and 

• Classification impacts. Management and development of the eligible river and its corridor 
cannot be modified, subject to valid existing rights, to the degree that its eligibility or 
classification would be affected. 

Eligibility Methodology 

The WSR Act states that, in order to be found eligible, a river segment must be free-flowing and 
contain at least one outstandingly remarkable value. The BLM determined rivers eligible for 
inclusion into the National System through a process of elimination. That is, if a river was not free 
flowing or did not have a potential outstandingly remarkable value in at least one resource, it was 
not evaluated further. The steps used for this inventory are to determine and document the 
following: 

• Potential outstandingly remarkable values; 

• Outstandingly remarkable values and free-flowing status; 

• Drainage segmentation; and 

• River classification(s).  

The eligibility process is depicted in Figure K-1 (Appendix K-5).  

Criteria for Inclusion in the Eligibility Inventory 

The BLM applies standard criteria to identified river segments to determine eligibility. To be eligible, 
a river segment must be free-flowing and must possess at least one river-related value considered 
outstandingly remarkable. The specific criteria for free-flowing and outstandingly remarkable values 
are listed in Appendix K-1. 

The following sources were used to identify potentially eligible rivers: 

• All rivers included in the Pacific Northwest Rivers Study or the Northwest Power Planning 
Council Protected Rivers list. These rivers were also first evaluated for potential 
outstandingly remarkable values. 

• All rivers included in the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (United States Department of the 
Interior, National Park Service 2004) or the State of Idaho Comprehensive Water Plan.  
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• All rivers currently eligible for inclusion into the National System. These rivers were updated 
during the eligibility process for new information and changed conditions since the previous 
inventory. 

• The US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (Forest Service), Payette National Forest 
Wild and Scenic Rivers Eligibility Study (Payette National Forest 2003). The Payette 
National Forest conducted eligibility studies on some streams that also flow through BLM 
lands. Segments of four streams located on Payette National Forest-administered lands were 
determined eligible: portions of Hard Creek, Hazard Creek, French Creek, and Lake Creek. 

• The Nez Perce National Forest and the Clearwater National Forest completed eligibility 
studies in 1987 and found portions of two streams that also flow through BLM lands (South 
Fork Clearwater River and Salmon River) eligible (Nez Perce National Forest 1987).  

• River segments identified in public scoping for the RMP. No river segments were identified 
by the public during the scoping process. 

A river’s inclusion on any of these source lists does not represent an official determination of 
eligibility, and a river’s absence from these source lists does not indicate its noneligibility. 

Two major elements contribute to whether a river is found eligible for further study: 

1. Are there any outstandingly remarkable values within the river corridor? In order for a river 
to become eligible for further study as a possible wild, scenic, or recreational river, it must have one 
or more outstandingly remarkable resource values on BLM lands. The outstandingly remarkable 
values fall into categories that are defined in Section 1(b) of the WSR Act as “scenic, recreational, 
geologic, fish, wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values.” “Other similar values” include, but 
are not limited to, hydrologic, ecological/biological diversity, paleontological, botanical, and 
scientific study opportunities. A region of comparison was used as context to assess the uniqueness 
or rarity of the outstandingly remarkable values (Appendix K-1).  

2. Is the river free flowing? In order for a river to become eligible for further study, it must be free 
flowing. To be considered free flowing, the river or river segment must be free of impoundments or 
diversions.  

Inventory Phase for the CFO 

Various resource personnel from the BLM’s CFO were consulted to conduct the Wild and Scenic 
Rivers inventory in support of the RMP process. BLM staff specialists in geographic information 
systems (GIS), wildlife/fisheries/riparian biology, recreation, visual resources, minerals, and geology 
participated in the review of eligible rivers. 

Using the Northwest Rivers Study, the Northwest Power Planning Council Protected Rivers 
database, the Nationwide Rivers Inventory (United States Department of the Interior, National Park 
Service 2004), the State of Idaho Comprehensive Water Plan, and forest plans from the Payette and 
Nez Perce National Forests, the BLM compiled an inventory of all rivers on BLM-administered 
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surface lands in the CFO area. The BLM limited the inventory to the lands it administers, per recent 
changes to BLM Manual 8351, Wild and Scenic Rivers—Policy and Program Direction for 
Identification, Evaluation, and Management. The manual revision states that “In cases where a 
particular river segment is predominantly non-federal in ownership and contains interspersed BLM-
administered lands, the BLM shall evaluate only its segment as to eligibility and defer to the State or 
to the private landowners’ discretion as to their determination of eligibility” (BLM 2003). Initial 
screening resulted in a list of 51 river segments on BLM-administered lands for further 
consideration. These rivers or river segments include those listed in Appendix K-4, Table K-4-1.  

Additional review focused on whether any of these 51 segments met free-flowing criteria and 
contained any outstandingly remarkable values, as defined in the WSR Act. The BLM staff 
conducted this review for each of their areas of expertise, using their knowledge of the area and 
consulting available inventory information. This information was considered against the 
outstandingly remarkable values criteria provided in Appendix K-1. Based on its findings, the BLM 
proposed six rivers and river segments as eligible for further study because they contain 
outstandingly remarkable values and are free flowing (Table K-1 and Figure K-2 [Appendix K-5]). 
Table K-1 also shows the tentative classification of each of the six segments. Following the table is a 
description of outstandingly remarkable values for each candidate river segment. The proposed 
boundary for each of the segments listed in the table is 0.25-mile on each side of the river or stream. 

Table K-1 
Eligible Rivers and River Segments in the Planning Area 
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(Miles)

BLM 
Segment 
Length 
(Miles)

Lake 
Creek 

Beginning at the headwaters 
of Lake Creek in Section 
33, T24N, R5E, ending 
where Lake Creek enters 
National Forest Land in 
Section 36, T24N, R4E. 

   X       X 2.18 2.18 

French 
Creek 

Beginning at the Forest 
Service boundary in 
Section 1, T23N, R3E to 
the confluence with the 
Salmon River in Section 
18, T24N, R3E. 

X   X       X 4.18 1.38 

Hazard 
Creek 

Beginning at the Forest 
Service boundary in 
Section 31, T22N, R2E, to 
the confluence with the 
Little Salmon River in 
Section 2, T21N, R1E. 

X  X        X 16.39 1.52 
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Table K-1 
Eligible Rivers and River Segments in the Planning Area (continued) 

 

 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values for Eligible Segments 

Lake Creek 
The Payette National Forest studied Lake Creek from the BLM boundary to its mouth and found it 
both eligible and suitable for inclusion in the National System. The 2.18-mile segment on BLM lands 
represents the headwaters of the drainage, and the eligibility of this segment means that the entire 
length of Lake Creek is eligible and worthy of further study (Figure K-3 [Appendix K-5]). Its 
tentative classification is Recreational. 

Considering Lake Creek in its entirety, from the headwaters to its mouth (both BLM and FS Forest 
Service segments), the outstandingly remarkable value is fisheries, particularly the anadromous fish 
habitat. The fisheries value of Lake Creek is considered outstandingly remarkable based on the 
diversity of populations, excellent spawning and rearing habitat, and listed threatened and 
endangered fish species (bull trout [Salvelinus confluentus], steelhead [Oncorhynchus mykiss], Chinook 
salmon [O. tshawytscha]) and BLM sensitive westslope cutthorat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki lewisi).  .  

The 2.18-mile BLM segment contains only a fraction of the Lake Creek anadromous fish habitat, 
due to a natural barrier located approximately 0.25 river mile upstream of the Forest Service and 
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Hard 
Creek 

Beginning at the Forest 
Service boundary in 
Section 18, T21N, R2E, to 
the confluence with 
Hazard Creek in Section 1, 
T21N, R1E. 

X  X        X 12.3 1.64 

Lolo 
Creek 

Beginning at the Forest 
Service boundary in 
Section 24, T34N, R5E, to 
the confluence with the 
Clearwater River in Section 
14, T35N, R2E. 

X X  X  X    X  47 14.3 

Clear-
water 
River 

Mainstem Clearwater 
River, from its beginning at 
the confluence of the 
Middle Fork and South 
Fork in Kooskia to its 
confluence with the Snake 
River in Lewiston. 

 X  X  X     X 74.8 15.7 
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BLM boundary. However, outstandingly remarkable fisheries values are present both downstream 
and upstream of the barrier within the BLM segment.  For anadromous steelhead and Chinook 
salmon this represents the upstream limit of their spawning habitat. The BLM land contains 
approximatley 0.25-mile of Lake Creek open to spawning and rearing for anadromous fish species. 
This segment downstream of the barrier also provides important spawning and rearing habitat for 
bull trout and westslope cutthroat trout. Upstream of the natural barrier is Marshall Lake and 
approximately 1.43 miles of the Lake Creek headwaters. This portion of the creek provides excellent 
spawning, rearing, and year-round habitat for westslope cuttroat trout. Bull trout do not occur 
upstream of the barrier.   

French Creek 
The Payette National Forest studied French Creek from its headwaters to the National Forest 
boundary and found it eligible for inclusion in the National System. The 4.18-mile segment being 
considered in this document constitutes the remainder of French Creek to its confluence with the 
Salmon River. See Figure K-4 (Appendix K-5). Its tentative classification is Recreational. 

There are two outstandingly remarkable values for French Creek: scenic and fisheries. French Creek 
is a highly scenic visual resource, flowing through a deeply dissected canyon with meadows and a 
distinctive riffle/pool effect. 

The French Creek fisheries’ outstandingly remarkable value is due to its importance to anadromous 
fish. French Creek supports wild Chinook salmon, wild steelhead, and bull trout spawning and 
rearing. 

Hazard Creek 
The Payette National Forest studied Hazard Creek and identified it as eligible for inclusion in the 
National System. The segment being considered in this document represents the remainder of 
Hazard Creek from the National Forest boundary to its confluence with the Little Salmon River. See 
Figure K-5 (Appendix K-5). Its tentative classification is Recreational. 

There are two outstandingly remarkable values identified for Hazard Creek: Scenic and 
Geologic/Hydrologic. The Scenic outstandingly remarkable value is due to the river basin that 
contains very scenic cascades and rock forms and offers outstanding views. Fall colors highlight the 
scenic beauty of the area.  

The Geologic/Hydrologic value is found in the combination and extent of several outstanding 
hydrologic and geologic features that are found within this drainage. The landform within the lower 
half of Hazard Creek dominantly consists of steep to extremely steep mountain headlands and 
deeply entrenched canyon walls that are adjacent to a major stream.  The volume and steep gradient 
of the stream contribute to a continual downcutting action which creates the cascading flows and 
incised canyons.   

Hard Creek  
The Payette National Forest studied Hard Creek and identified it as eligible for inclusion in the 
National System. The segment being considered in this document represents the remainder of Hard 
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Creek from the National Forest boundary to its confluence with Hazard Creek. See Figure K-6 
(Appendix K-5). Its tentative classification is Recreational. 

There are two outstandingly remarkable values identified for Hard Creek: Scenic and 
Geologic/Hydrologic. The Scenic outstandingly remarkable value is due to the river basin that 
contains very scenic cascades and rock forms and offers outstanding views. Fall colors highlight the 
scenic beauty of the area.   

The Geologic/Hydrologic value is found in the combination and extent of several outstanding 
hydrologic and geologic features that are found within this drainage. The landform within the lower 
half of the Hard Creek dominantly consists of steep to extremely steep mountain headlands and 
deeply entrenched canyon walls that are adjacent to a major stream.  The volume and steep gradient 
of the stream contribute to a continual downcutting action that creates the cascading flows and 
incised canyons.   

Lolo Creek 
The segment being considered in this document is the 24-mile segment of Lolo Creek from the 
Clearwater National Forest boundary to the confluence with the Clearwater River near the town of 
Greer. Within this 24-mile segment, the BLM administers 14.3 miles of land. Per changes to BLM 
Manual 8351 (BLM 2003), this eligibility study evaluates only the portions of the river (14.3 miles) 
on BLM-administered land. See Figure K-7 (Appendix K-5). The BLM defers to the other 
landowners for eligibility determinations on their lands. The BLM recommends that a parallel or 
concurrent study be undertaken on the section of Lolo Creek on the Clearwater National Forest to 
the east of the 24-mile segment. 

Four outstandingly remarkable values were identified for Lolo Creek: scenic, recreational, fisheries, 
and historic, as detailed below. Its tentative classification is Scenic. 

Scenic Outstandingly Remarkable Value: The upper part of Lolo Creek flows through mostly 
forested headlands, with scenic meadows and diverse riparian vegetation providing pleasing visual 
contrasts. The river channel is often boulder strewn, creating pleasing pool and drop hydrologic 
scenery. The lower ten miles of Lolo Creek flow through an extremely steep, deeply incised canyon, 
remarkable for its depth and narrow construction. Vegetative texture ranges from lush green mosses 
and forested banks to stark, bare canyon walls and semiarid canyon grasslands. The river has a near 
constant gradient, providing numerous small falls and cascades for pleasing visual effect. 

Recreation Outstandingly Remarkable Value: Opportunities for a pristine and wild whitewater 
kayaking experience is especially unique to Lolo Creek. The lower ten miles of the creek are 
considered one of the best whitewater runs in Idaho, and have been described as an isolated, 
challenging Class IV to Class V run. The upper section of the Lolo Creek whitewater runs has a 
lower gradient and less difficult but still challenging rapids. The feeling of isolation in the Lolo Creek 
canyon is profound, and the knowledge that the only way to truly view this canyon is by boat greatly 
enriches the adventure and the recreation experience. 

Fisheries Outstandingly Remarkable Value: Lolo Creek provides a variety of habitats for 
threatened anadromous species and resident fish populations. These habitats are found primarily in 
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the A-type and B-type channels that make up the greatest portion of Lolo Creek. Pools, riffles, 
glides, pocket water, and side channels/alcoves occur in varying proportions in the steep high-
gradient reaches, as well as low gradient reaches. Lolo Creek is one of the major producers of 
anadromous fish for the lower Clearwater River. Wild summer steelhead and spring Chinook salmon 
use Lolo Creek for spawning and rearing, and a recovering population of Coho salmon (Oncorhynchus 
kisutch) has been reintroduced to the system. Other species present in Lolo Creek include threatened 
bull trout and BLM sensitive redband trout, Pacific lamprey, and westslope cutthroat trout.   

Historic Outstandingly Remarkable Value: The Nee-Mee-Poo, or Lolo Trail, crosses Lolo Creek 
in several locations. A portion of the Lolo Trail crosses Lolo Creek near the Woodland bridge 
crossing. The Nez Perce Tribe led the Lewis and Clark expedition from the Weippe Prairie to the 
Clearwater River over this trail.  

Clearwater River 
The segment of the Clearwater River being considered in this document is the entire main stem of 
the river, from the confluence of the Middle and South Forks of the Clearwater at the town of 
Kooskia to the confluence with the Snake River in the city of Lewiston. The BLM administers 15.7 
miles of this 75-mile segment. Per changes to BLM Manual 8351 (BLM 2003), this eligibility study 
evaluates only these 15.7 miles of the river on BLM-administered land. See Figure K-8 (Appendix 
K-5). The BLM defers to the other landowners for eligibility determinations on their lands. Three 
outstandingly remarkable values were identified for this segment of river: recreation, fisheries, and 
historic, as detailed below. Its tentative classification is Recreational.  

Recreation Outstandingly Remarkable Value: The Clearwater River is internationally known for 
its steelhead fishing. Steelhead returning to the Clearwater River are much larger than those found 
elsewhere in the US, with an average size of 12 to 14 pounds, and fish in the 18- to 20-plus-pound 
range are not uncommon. With the return of both spring/summer Chinook and fall Chinook 
salmon, recreational fishing for anadromous species occurs throughout most of the year. 

Fisheries Outstandingly Remarkable Value: The Clearwater River provides important spawning 
habitat for fall Chinook salmon and important rearing habitat for spring/summer Chinook salmon 
and steelhead. The anadromous fish runs in the Clearwater River are some of the most important 
and unique runs in the Columbia River Basin. 

Historic Outstandingly Remarkable Value: The Clearwater River is the historic home to the Nez 
Perce Tribe. The Clearwater River is also an important segment of the Lewis and Clark National 
Historic Trail. The Clearwater River was the first westward-flowing river used by the expedition and 
was the place where they returned to water travel after crossing the Continental Divide. 

Interim Management 

Rivers or river segments determined eligible must be managed to protect the free flow, outstandingly 
remarkable values, and tentative classification. This protective management is in place until a river or 
river segment is determined suitable or nonsuitable during the study phase. Management guidelines 
to protect eligible candidate rivers are detailed in Appendix K-3. 
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Suitability 

The following Suitability Study section of this report evaluates each eligible river segment for 
suitability or nonsuitability to assess whether or not it is a potential candidate for inclusion in the 
National System. The Cottonwood Draft RMP incorporateds each of the eligible rivers into one or 
more alternatives. The BLM will then soughtseek public review and comment on the Draft draft 
RMP. The Draft EIS waswill be an assessment of potential impacts from recommending each river 
as either suitable or nonsuitable. The Pproposed RMP/ and fFinal EIS will includes final suitability 
determinations on the eligible rivers. Congressional legislative action is required for actual 
designation and final classification of suitable river segments. 

SUITABILITY STUDY 

Introduction 

The purpose of the study phase is to determine whether eligible river segments are suitable or 
nonsuitable for inclusion in the National System, per the criteria of the WSR Act. The suitability 
evaluation does not result in actual designation but only a suitability determination for designation. 
The BLM does not recommend any stream segments for designation into the National System, and 
no stream segment studied is or will be automatically designated as part of the National System. 
Only Congress can designate a wild and scenic river. In some instances, the Secretary of the Interior 
may designate a wild and scenic river when the governor of a state, under certain conditions, 
petitions for a river to be designated. Congress will ultimately choose the legislative language if any 
suitable segments are presented to them. Water protection strategies and measures to meet the 
purposes of the WSR Act will be the responsibility of Congress in any legislation proposed. Rivers 
found nonsuitable will be dropped from further consideration and managed according to the 
objectives outlined in the RMP.  

Impacts that would occur from designating or not designating the eligible and suitable river 
segments arewill be analyzed in the EIS associated with the RMP. Public review and comment on 
suitability determinations included in the Draft RMP wereare considered before the BLM 
mademakes final suitability determinations in the Proposed RMP. 

The following eight factors, identified in BLM Manual Section 8351 (BLM 1992), are applied to each 
eligible river segment when completing the suitability study: 

1. Characteristics that do or do not make the river a worthy addition to the National System;  

2. The status of land and mineral ownership, use in the area, and associated or incompatible 
uses;  

3. Reasonably foreseeable potential uses of the land and related waters that would be enhanced, 
foreclosed, or curtailed if the area were included in the National System and values that 
would be foreclosed or diminished if the area were not designated;  

4. Federal, state, tribal, local, public, or other interest in designating or not designating the river;  
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5. Estimated cost of acquiring necessary lands and interests in lands and administering the area, 
if designated;  

6. Ability of the agency to manage and protect the river area or segment as a wild and scenic 
river or other means to protect the identified values other than wild and scenic river 
designation;  

7. Historical or existing rights that could be adversely affected with designation; and 

8. Other. 

Interim Management of Suitable Segments  

BLM guidance requires that interim management be developed and followed to protect the free-
flowing nature, outstandingly remarkable values, and recommended classification of suitable 
segments until congressional action regarding designation is taken.  

Suitability Determinations for the CFO 

This section contains a discussion of eight suitability factors in relationship to each of the six 
segments determined to be eligible. These factors were described above. 

Segment 1: Lake Creek—Headwaters to National Forest Boundary 

1. Characteristics that do or do not make the river a worthy addition to the National System: 

The outstandingly remarkable values that qualify this river segment as eligible for inclusion 
in the National System are fisheries. The free-flowing nature of the creek is crucial to 
maintaining the excellent quality fish habitat. The naturally occurring Marshall Lake does not 
impede the river’s free-flowing nature.  

In addition, it provides high-quality fish spawning and rearing habitat for steelhead, Chinook 
salmon, bull trout, and westslope cutthroat trout. The segment downstream of Marshall 
Lake is the upstream extent of anadromous fish migration into the Lake Creek watershed; it 
is 715 river miles inland and at an elevation of approximately 7,000 feet.  

A dirt road parallels the river segment a little over 0.25-mile away, outside the potential 
designation corridor. The road is approximately 1,000 feet above the river channel. 

2. The status of land and mineral ownership, use in the area, and associated or incompatible 
uses: 

Mineral potential within the river corridor has been identified for gold placer, gold lode, and 
black-sand. There is low potential for mineral resources to have accumulated. The level of 
certainty for this resource is classified as B, meaning that the available data provide indirect 
evidence to support or refute the possible existence of mineral resources. As a result, it is 
unlikely that mineral resource uses would be affected by designation.  
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Mineral potential near the Lake Creek segment but outside the designation corridor is 
identified for all minerals. This area appears to be in the adjacent watersheds, but portions 
may overlap some areas within the Lake Creek watershed near the headwaters. The potential 
mineral commodities are gold placer, gold lode, and black-sand. Mineral potential is low, and 
level of certainty is B.  

The BLM manages all the land immediately adjacent to this segment beginning at the 
headwaters and continuing downstream to the National Forest boundary. This segment, 
including a 0.25-mile buffer, contains 612 acres of BLM land. Downstream of this segment, 
the Forest Service manages the majority of lands along Lake Creek.  

3. Reasonably foreseeable potential uses of the land and related waters that would be enhanced, 
foreclosed, or curtailed if the area were included in the National System, and values that 
would be foreclosed or diminished if the area were not designated: 

Potential uses for the BLM lands surrounding this segment include timber harvest and 
livestock grazing. It is estimated that 160 acres of forested habitat occur adjacent to the creek 
and upslope of the BLM segment.  The forest types in this area are spruce/fir and lodgepole 
pine and are of moderate productivity.  Fires have historically occurred in the area. In 1994, 
the area from Marshall Lake up through the headwaters burned, and a mixed-severity burn 
occurred in the lower portion of the watershed to approximately the BLM boundary. 
Designation of this segment in the National System would result in timber harvest 
restrictions adjacent to and upslope of the Lake Creek segment, to ensure that sedimentation 
from erosion following timber harvests would degrade fish spawning habitat. However, 
VRM restrictions already exist on the entire 612 acres of BLM land within the Lake Creek 
watershed. Consequently, additional restrictions to timber harvest would be minimal. 

The BLM permits the Marshall Mountain allotment for sheep grazing along the entire river 
corridor. The season of use can be any time between July 1 and September 30. Designation 
of this segment would result in limiting grazing to the current levels. Additionally, evaluation 
of grazing conditions would consider potential erosion and sedimentation of Lake Creek. If 
grazing is determined to have negative impacts on fish spawning habitat, adjustments to the 
grazing permit could result. 

4. Federal, state, tribal, local, public, or other interest in designating or not designating the river: 

The Payette National Forest conducted an eligibility and suitability study on the Upper 
Secesh River, including the Lake Creek tributary. The result of this study was a finding that 
Lake Creek, from the BLM boundary downstream to its confluence with the Upper Secesh 
River, was suitable for inclusion in the National System with a Recreational classification. 
Designation of the BLM portion of Lake Creek as a Recreational class Wild and Scenic River 
would be consistent with the Forest Service finding and could result in the entire Lake Creek 
being designated, depending on congressional action. 

5. Estimated cost of acquiring necessary lands, interests in lands, and administering the area if 
designated: 
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Designation as a Recreational river segment would not require the acquisition of any 
property because of the lands are federal lands managed by the BLM. No additional costs are 
anticipated from the management of the area as a Recreational river segment.  

6. Ability of the agency to manage and protect the river area or segment as a wild and scenic 
river, or other means to protect the identified values other than Wild and Scenic River 
designation: 

It would be relatively simple for the BLM to incorporate considerations to maintain or 
protect values into current management. Most management would not change. The area 
within the potential designation corridor is primitive, containing no frequent use camping 
areas. Future proposals for projects, including potential timber harvests in this area, would 
require review for compliance with the WSR Act if the segment were to become designated. 
Overall, the BLM would be able to manage and protect the river area with minimal effort.  

Other means to protect the identified values include compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act, BLM sensitive species management, and VRM class designations.  The 
Endangered Species Act restricts land uses that could degrade fisheries habitat or impact fish 
populations for the federally listed species present downstream of the barrier.  Similar land 
use restrictions exist for the protection of the BLM sensitive westslope cutthroat trout 
population present upstream of the barrier. The specific restrictions imposed on land uses 
would be considered on a case by case basis through consultation with USFWS.    

Manageability of this segment is dependent upon similar management of the Forest Service 
segment downstream.  Many of the fisheries values depend on the fish passage and aquatic 
habitats downstream of BLM-managed lands.  If the Forest Service segment is not 
designated, it would not be reasonable to designate the BLM segment.  Both the BLM and 
Forest Service segments must be considered together. 

7. Historical or existing rights that could be adversely affected with designation: 

The Nez Perce continue to use places and to apply their knowledge of the natural resources 
of the streams and rivers of the CFO area, just as they have for thousands of years. Tribal 
treaty rights pursued on public lands outside the boundaries of the reservation include 
fishing for resident game fish species and anadromous fish, hunting both large and small 
game, and gathering various natural resources for both subsistence and medicinal purposes. 
In addition, traditional social and religious activities continue to be practiced.  

The BLM has a trust responsibility to provide the conditions necessary for tribal members to 
satisfy their treaty rights and to maintain cultural practices. There is no inventory of locations 
used by Native Americans in exercising their treaty rights, but the Nez Perce Tribe has 
expressed concerns over natural resource management, especially as it pertains to water 
quality and its relation to fisheries management actions.  

Designation is not likely to negatively affect or impair activities traditionally pursued by the 
Nez Perce in exercising treaty rights and cultural practices. Uses do not require the 
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construction of permanent dams, water conduits, reservoirs, or electric generating or 
distribution infrastructure. Actions to protect segments of riparian corridors would likely 
preclude some incompatible activities and be beneficial to water quality, fisheries and other 
resources used by the Nez Perce. Government-to-government consultation as part of the 
RMP process and the development of management actions in the corridor segments is 
necessary to ensure that rights to access and use resources and places important to Native 
Americans are not affected.  

There are no water rights that would be affected by designating this segment as a 
Recreational river. The segment includes the headwaters, so there can be no upstream water 
users. The area downstream of the BLM segment is predominantly National Forest land.  

8. Other: 

No other major issues or concerns regarding suitability of this segment have been identified 
in the land use planning process. 

Segment 2: French Creek—National Forest Boundary to Confluence with Salmon River 

1. Characteristics that do or do not make the river a worthy addition to the National System: 

This segment contains outstandingly remarkable scenic and fisheries values. The scenic 
values are dependent on the free flow of the river through granitic and metamorphic rocks 
of the Idaho Batholith. The canyon is steep and characterized by stringers of timber and 
open grasslands. This segment of river provides high quality spawning and rearing habitat 
for spring/summer Chinook salmon, steelhead, and resident bull trout populations.  

A gravel road parallels the segment for approximately 3.1 miles, and a trail parallels the creek 
from the road upstream, not downstream.  There are two road bridges crossing the river 
within this segment, but these bridges do not affect the free-flowing nature of the river. 
There was formerly a foot bridge upstream beyond the road bridge, but it has washed out.   

2. The status of land and mineral ownership, use in the area, and associated or incompatible 
uses: 

French Creek is predominantly federal ownership with the majority of the creek occurring 
on Forest Service land upstream of the BLM portion.  The segment being studied in this 
report is 4.18 miles long and flows through 1.7 miles of private land, 1.38 miles of BLM 
land, and 1.1 miles of state land. The preliminary corridor considered is 0.25-mile on each 
side of the river. This would result in 1,338 acres along the 4.18 miles being considered for 
inclusion in the National System. Within the corridor being considered, the BLM manages 
441.6 acres (33 percent), private land includes 544 acres (41 percent), and Idaho State 
manages 352 acres (26 percent). The Forest Service manages land upstream of this segment.  

The private land includes a residence adjacent to the creek approximately 0.25-mile upstream 
from the confluence with the Salmon River. The residence is visible from the river channel 
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and occurs within the 0.25-mile corridor.  There is also a residence approximately two miles 
upstream of the confluence within the study corridor.  The Boy Scouts of America have a 
camping area located within these private land holdings, at the confluence of French Creek 
with the Salmon River on one side of the creek. Boy Scout camping areas are located away 
from the creek channel outside the 0.25-mile buffer area. Private land uses could affect the 
scenic and fisheries outstandingly remarkable values.  

No potential for minerals has been identified along the proposed segment of French Creek, 
but valid existing mining claims would be honored. Mine operators and miners would need 
to ensure that river corridor values could be maintained.  

3. Reasonably foreseeable potential uses of the land and related waters that would be enhanced, 
foreclosed, or curtailed if the area were included in the National System and values that 
would be foreclosed or diminished if the area were not designated: 

The French Creek segments contain forested vegetation, dominated by ponderosa pine 
(Pinus ponderosa) and Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii). If these segments were designated as 
Recreational, restrictions for timber harvest would be placed on approximately 100 acres to 
ensure that sedimentation from erosion would not affect fisheries outstandingly remarkable 
values. Currently, there are some timber harvest restrictions on 591 acres of land in this area, 
both within and outside of the study corridor, including the 100 acres due to VRM standards 
and RHCA guidelines.  These restrictions would be complimentary to any restrictions that 
would result from designation.    

4. Federal, state, tribal, local, public, or other interest in designating or not designating the river: 

The Forest Service determined the upper portions of French Creek to be eligible, beginning 
approximately 4.18 miles upstream from the confluence with the Salmon River and 
continuing upstream through the Payette National Forest. The Forest Service has not 
completed a suitability study on this segment. The Forest Service found the upstream 
segment of French Creek nonsuitable for designation in the National System.  Although 
designation of the 4.18-mile study segment would not significantly affect Forest Service 
management of French Creek upstream, it would not be complimentary to their 
determination.  Other state, tribal, local, and public organizations are expected to review and 
provide comments on this draft report, at which time their interest will be determined.  

5. Estimated cost of acquiring necessary lands, interests in lands, and administering the area if 
designated: 

The BLM would not pursue or consider the acquisition of the private land parcel unless it 
became available from a willing seller. The BLM does not anticipate this happening in the 
foreseeable future.  

The cost of administering the BLM segments as a Recreational river would not be 
significant. Management of this segment already includes measures that help protect the 
river-related values for scenic and fisheries outstandingly remarkable values.  
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6. Ability of the agency to manage and protect the river area or segment as a Wild and Scenic 
River, or other means to protect the identified values other than Wild and Scenic River 
designation: 

It would be relatively simple for the BLM to manage the federal portions of this segment. 
The BLM does not manage the land uses on the private land occurring along 1.7 miles of 
this 4.18-mile segment. Management along this segment would predominantly rely on local, 
county, and state zoning laws. The State of Idaho manages a 1.1-mile section of this river 
segment. It is likely that the state would be amenable to managing in a manner that would 
protect the scenic, fisheries, and free-flowing values of this segment.  

7. Historical or existing rights that could be adversely affected with designation: 

Existing private property rights would not be affected. Land purchases, exchanges, or 
easement acquisitions would be carried out only with willing sellers.  

The Nez Perce continue to use places and to apply their knowledge of the natural resources 
of the streams and rivers of the CFO area, just as they have for thousands of years. Tribal 
treaty rights pursued on public lands outside the boundaries of the reservation include 
fishing for resident game fish species and anadromous fish, hunting both large and small 
game, and gathering various natural resources for both subsistence and medicinal purposes. 
In addition, traditional social and religious activities continue to be practiced.  

The BLM has a trust responsibility to provide the conditions necessary for tribal members to 
satisfy their treaty rights and to maintain cultural practices. There is no inventory of locations 
used by Native Americans in exercising their treaty rights, but the Nez Perce Tribe has 
expressed concerns over natural resource management, especially as it pertains to water 
quality and its relation to fisheries management actions.  

Designation is not likely to negatively affect or impair activities traditionally pursued by the 
Nez Perce in exercising treaty rights and cultural practices. Uses do not require the 
construction of permanent dams, water conduits, reservoirs, or electric generating or 
distribution infrastructure. Actions to protect segments of riparian corridors would likely 
preclude some incompatible activities and be beneficial to water quality, fisheries and other 
resources used by the Nez Perce. Government-to-government consultation as part of the 
RMP process and the development of management actions in the corridor segments is 
necessary to ensure that rights to access and use resources and places important to Native 
Americans are not affected.  

8. Other: 

No other major issues or concerns regarding suitability of this segment have been identified 
in the land use planning process.  
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Segment 3: Hazard Creek—National Forest Boundary to Confluence with Little Salmon River 

1. Characteristics that do or do not make the river a worthy addition to the National System: 

There is a popular camping spot at the confluence of Hazard Creek and Hard Creek. A small 
road spur off the main Forest Service road provides vehicle parking for this camping area, 
which is primitive and consists of a small flat open area surrounded by several large trees. 
Some of the trees have been scarred by axes and saws. The BLM maintains this small road 
and periodically cleans up the campsite.  

A road parallels the creek from the confluence with the Little Salmon River upstream, 
crossing Hazard Creek via a small bridge upstream of the confluence with Hard Creek. The 
Forest Service maintains this road. The main road continues up Hazard Creek and forks 
again with a road and motorized trail paralleling Hazard Creek to the BLM boundary.  

2. The status of land and mineral ownership use in the area and associated or incompatible 
uses: 

The BLM manages the land adjacent to Hazard Creek, from approximately one-half-mile 
upstream of the confluence with the Little Salmon River to the National Forest boundary. 
The downstream half-mile is privately owned and contains a residence along the bank near 
the mouth of the creek.   

No potential for minerals has been identified along the proposed segment of Hazard Creek, 
but valid existing mining claims would be honored. Mine operators and miners would need 
to ensure that river corridor values could be maintained. 

3. Reasonably foreseeable potential uses of the land and related waters that would be enhanced, 
foreclosed, or curtailed if the area were included in the National System and values that 
would be foreclosed or diminished if the area were not designated: 

Hazard Creek is forested with grand fir, ponderosa pine, Douglas-fir and western larch.  An 
estimated 40 percent of the BLM land in this area is forested.  

If the Hazard Creek segment were nominated, restrictions for timber harvest would be 
placed on an estimated 45 acres in order to ensure that timber removal would not affect the 
scenic outstandingly remarkable values. However, the entire 210 acres (inside and outside of 
study corridor) of forested lands under BLM jurisdiction has restrictions to maintain VRM 
standards.  

4. Federal, state, tribal, local, public, or other interest in designating or not designating the river: 

The Payette National Forest conducted a wild and scenic rivers eligibility study as part of its 
resource management plan and found Hazard Creek eligible for wild and scenic designation. 
The Forest Service evaluated two segments, first from the headwaters downstream to the 
confluence with Vance Creek and second from the confluence with Vance Creek 
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downstream to the National Forest boundary with BLM land. The BLM is considering the 
segment from this boundary downstream to the confluence with the Little Salmon River. 
The Forest Service found both segments to be free flowing and to contain Scenic, Geologic, 
and Hydrologic outstandingly remarkable values. The Forest Service descriptions of 
outstandingly remarkable values are as follows (Payette National Forest 2003):  

• Scenic—The river area contains very scenic cascading waterfalls, cirque basins, high 
mountain lakes, and rock forms and offers outstanding views. Fall colors highlight the 
scenic beauty of the area. 

• Geologic/Hydrologic—A combination and extent of several outstanding Hydrologic 
and Geologic features are found within this drainage. The landform within the lower half 
of the Hazard Creek dominantly consists of steep to extremely steep mountain 
headlands and deeply entrenched canyon walls that are adjacent to a major stream. The 
landforms within the upper half dominantly consist of glacial headlands, uplands, 
troughs, and cirque basins. 

The segment of Hazard Creek being considered by the BLM is immediately downstream of 
the lower segment considered by the Forest Service. The Forest Service has not completed a 
suitability study of these segments of Hazard Creek, so it is uncertain whether the Forest 
Service will find them suitable or nonsuitable for designation. Consequently, it is uncertain 
whether designation of the BLM segment being considered would be compatible with the 
Forest Service portion of the creek. 

5. Estimated cost of acquiring necessary lands, interests in lands, and administering the area if 
designated: 

The BLM would not pursue or consider the acquisition of the private land located on the 
0.50-mile segment of Hazard Creek, from the BLM boundary to the confluence with the 
Little Salmon River.  

6. Ability of the agency to manage and protect the river area or segment as a Wild and Scenic 
River or other means to protect the identified values, other than Wild and Scenic River 
designation: 

Because the land upstream of the BLM segment is federally managed land (Forest Service), 
management of this segment for Scenic, Geologic, and Hydrologic outstandingly remarkable 
values would be relatively simple.  

If this segment were designated, the Forest Service would need to consider potential impacts 
on outstandingly remarkable values when maintaining roads on the section that parallels the 
creek, including the bridge.  

Manageability of this segment is dependent upon similar management of the Forest Service 
segment downstream.  If the Forest Service segment is not designated, it would not be 
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reasonable to designate the BLM segment.  Both the BLM and Forest Service segments must 
be considered together. 

7. Historical or existing rights that could be adversely affected with designation: 

The Nez Perce continue to use places and to apply their knowledge of the natural resources 
of the streams and rivers of the CFO area, just as they have for thousands of years. Tribal 
treaty rights pursued on public lands outside the boundaries of the reservation include 
fishing for resident game fish species and anadromous fish, hunting both large and small 
game, and gathering various natural resources for both subsistence and medicinal purposes. 
In addition, traditional social and religious activities continue to be practiced.  

The BLM has a trust responsibility to provide the conditions necessary for tribal members to 
satisfy their treaty rights and to maintain cultural practices. There is no inventory of locations 
used by Native Americans in exercising their treaty rights, but the Nez Perce Tribe has 
expressed concerns over natural resource management, especially as it pertains to water 
quality and its relation to fisheries management actions.  

Designation is not likely to negatively affect or impair activities traditionally pursued by the 
Nez Perce in exercising treaty rights and cultural practices. Uses do not require the 
construction of permanent dams, water conduits, reservoirs, or electric generating or 
distribution infrastructure. Actions to protect segments of riparian corridors would likely 
preclude some incompatible activities and be beneficial to water quality, fisheries and other 
resources used by the Nez Perce. Government-to-government consultation as part of the 
RMP process and the development of management actions in the corridor segments is 
necessary to ensure that rights to access and use resources and places important to Native 
Americans are not affected.  

8. Other: 

The lower portion of BLM lands adjoin private lands and is designated WUI in the Idaho 
County Wildland Fire Mitigation Plan.  Scenic criteria that prevent a noticeable change from 
occurring to vegetation could prevent attainment of WUI fuel-reduction goals and make the 
designation contrary to the Idaho County Wildland Fire Mitigation Plan.  

Segment 4: Hard Creek—National Forest Boundary to Confluence with Hazard Creek 

1. Characteristics that do or do not make the river a worthy addition to the National System: 

There is a popular camping spot at the confluence of Hazard Creek and Hard Creek. A small 
road spur off the main Forest Service road provides vehicle parking for this camping area, 
which is primitive and consists of a small flat open area surrounded by several large trees. 
Some of the trees have been scarred by axes and saws. The BLM maintains this small road 
and periodically cleans up the campsite.  
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A Forest Service road parallels Hard Creek, from the bridge crossing Hazard Creek upstream 
for the entire segment being considered. The road is visible from within the proposed 
corridor in some locations.   There also are roads that access Hard Creek from the west 
(over the Little Salmon River divide) and cutting units (from the 1960s) that also are visible. 

2. The status of land and mineral ownership, use in the area, and associated or incompatible 
uses: 

The BLM manages all lands within the river corridor being considered. The Forest Service 
maintains a road that crosses BLM land along the creek, from Highway 95 onto the Payette 
National Forest. 

No potential for minerals has been identified along the proposed segment of Hard Creek, 
but valid existing mining claims would be honored. Mine operators and miners would need 
to ensure that river corridor values could be maintained. 

3. Reasonably foreseeable potential uses of the land and related waters that would be enhanced, 
foreclosed, or curtailed if the area were included in the National System, and values that 
would be foreclosed or diminished if the area were not designated: 

Hard Creek is forested with ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir, with some areas of grand fir, 
and western larch. An estimated 60 percent of the BLM land in this area is forested. If the 
Hard Creek segment is nominated, restrictions for timber harvest would be placed on 72 
acres in order to ensure timber removal would not affect the scenic outstandingly remarkable 
values. However, 330 acres (inside and outside the study corridor) of forested land under 
BLM jurisdiction would have restrictions to maintain VRM standards suitable to its VRM 
class.  

4. Federal, state, tribal, local, public, or other interest in designating or not designating the river: 

The Payette National Forest conducted a Wild and Scenic Rivers eligibility study as part of 
its resource management plan and found Hard Creek eligible for Wild and Scenic 
designation. The Forest Service evaluated the creek from the headwaters at Hard Creek Lake 
downstream to the confluence to the Forest Service boundary with BLM land. The BLM is 
considering the segment from this boundary downstream to the confluence with Hazard 
Creek. Hard Creek was found to be free flowing and to contain Scenic, Geologic, and 
Hydrologic outstandingly remarkable values by the Forest Service for the portions within the 
Payette National Forest. The Forest Service descriptions of outstandingly remarkable values 
are as follows (Payette National Forest 2003): 

• Scenic—The river area contains very scenic cascading waterfalls, cirque basins, high 
mountain lakes, rock forms, and offers outstanding views. Fall colors highlight the scenic 
beauty of the area. 

• Geologic/Hydrologic—A combination and extent of several outstanding hydrologic and 
geologic features are found within this drainage. The landform within the lower half of 
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the Hard Creek dominantly consists of steep to extremely steep mountain headlands and 
deeply entrenched canyon walls that are adjacent to a major stream. The landforms 
within the upper half dominantly consist of glacial headlands, uplands, troughs, and 
cirque basins. 

The segment of Hard Creek being considered by the BLM is immediately downstream of the 
segment considered by the Forest Service. The Forest Service has not completed a suitability 
study of these segments of Hard Creek, so it is uncertain whether the Forest Service will find 
them suitable or nonsuitable for designation. Consequently, it is uncertain whether 
designating the BLM segment being considered would be compatible with the Forest Service 
portion of the creek. 

5. Estimated cost of acquiring necessary lands, interests in lands, and administering the area if 
designated: 

The BLM manages all lands within the proposed corridor, no land acquisition would be 
necessary. 

6. Ability of the agency to manage and protect the river area or segment as a Wild and Scenic 
River or other means to protect the identified values: 

Because the land upstream of the BLM segment is federally managed land (Forest Service), 
management of this segment for Scenic, Geologic, and Hydrologic outstandingly remarkable 
values would be relatively simple.  

If it were to designate this section, the Forest Service would need to consider potential 
impacts on outstandingly remarkable values when maintaining the section of the road that 
parallels the creek. 

Manageability of this segment is dependent upon similar management of the Forest Service 
segment downstream.  If the Forest Service segment is not designated, it would not be 
reasonable to designate the BLM segment.  Both the BLM and Forest Service segments must 
be considered together. 

7. Historical or existing rights that could be adversely affected with designation: 

The Nez Perce continue to use places and to apply their knowledge of the natural resources 
of the streams and rivers of the CFO area, just as they have for thousands of years. Tribal 
treaty rights pursued on public lands outside the boundaries of the reservation include 
fishing for resident game fish species and anadromous fish, hunting both large and small 
game, and gathering various natural resources for both subsistence and medicinal purposes. 
In addition, traditional social and religious activities continue to be practiced.  

The BLM has a trust responsibility to provide the conditions necessary for tribal members to 
satisfy their treaty rights and to maintain cultural practices. There is no inventory of locations 
used by Native Americans in exercising their treaty rights, but the Nez Perce Tribe has 
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expressed concerns over natural resource management, especially as it pertains to water 
quality and its relation to fisheries management actions.  

Designation is not likely to negatively affect or impair activities traditionally pursued by the 
Nez Perce in exercising treaty rights and cultural practices. Uses do not require the 
construction of permanent dams, water conduits, reservoirs, or electric generating or 
distribution infrastructure. Actions to protect segments of riparian corridors would likely 
preclude some incompatible activities and be beneficial to water quality, fisheries and other 
resources used by the Nez Perce. Government-to-government consultation as part of the 
RMP process and the development of management actions in the corridor segments is 
necessary to ensure that rights to access and use resources and places important to Native 
Americans are not affected.  

8. Other: 

No major issues or concerns regarding suitability of this segment have been identified in the 
land use planning process.  

Segment 5: Lolo Creek—National Forest Boundary in Section 24, T34N, R5E to Confluence 
with Clearwater River 

1. Characteristics that do or do not make the river a worthy addition to the National System: 

Lolo Creek contains scenic, recreational, fisheries, and historic outstandingly remarkable 
values that make the segment a worthy addition to the National System. Development along 
Lolo Creek is very limited due to the steep canyon walls and limited access.  

A gravel road provides access to Lolo Creek running approximately perpendicular to the 
creek and crosses Woodland Bridge, approximately ten miles upstream from the confluence 
with the Clearwater River. The single-lane bridge is on BLM-managed land.  There also is a 
bridge that crosses Lolo Creek at Rock Creek, approximately two miles downstream from 
the National Forest boundary.  

An automobile bridge crosses Lolo Creek approximately 0.50-mile upstream of the 
confluence with the Clearwater River. There is also a railroad bridge near the confluence 
with the Clearwater River. The railroad tracks parallel the Clearwater River.  

The Nez Perce Tribe operates a fish trap on a barge just upstream of Woodland Bridge. The 
purpose of the trap is for tagging smolt (outmigrating anadromous fish) and collecting 
population data. The trap is seasonal and not a permanent structure. The trap, when present, 
adversely affects the scenic quality of the creek in this area. Downstream of Woodland 
Bridge, the Nez Perce Tribe constructs and operates a weir and fish trap for capturing 
upmigrating anadromous fish. This structure is also removed each year after use. During 
operation, the weir does not affect the amount of water passing downstream but constricts 
flow to allow operation of the trap. 
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The area approximately 0.13-mile upstream of Woodland Bridge is a popular swimming 
hole, which is sometimes enhanced by swimmers creating a small weir. The BLM 
periodically removes the weir to restore river flow.  

Lolo Creek, from Eldorado Creek (located upstream of the segment) down to the 
confluence with the Clearwater River, is listed on the US EPA 303(d) list for having water 
quality issues. The pollutants of concern are bacteria, dissolved oxygen, flow alteration, 
habitat alteration, nutrients, oil/gas, sediment, and temperature. For river segments being 
considered for Scenic designation, the WSR Act does not list water quality criteria. The 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 have made it a national goal that 
all waters of the US be made fishable and swimmable. Therefore, rivers will not be precluded 
from Scenic or Recreational classification because of poor water quality at the time of their 
study, provided a water quality improvement plan exists or is being developed in compliance 
with applicable federal and state laws. A water quality improvement plan (total maximum 
daily load) is under development for Lolo Creek (IDEQ 2005, Lewiston office).  

2. The status of land and mineral ownership, use in the area, and associated or incompatible 
uses: 

Lolo Creek flows from its headwaters in the Clearwater National Forest at Hemlock Butte 
and terminates at the Clearwater River (river mile 0). The section being considered in this 
suitability study begins at the downstream end of the National Forest boundary and 
continues to the confluence with the Clearwater River. Landownership is very segmented, 
with portions being owned/managed by the BLM, Forest Service, State of Idaho, and 
private landowners. Table K-2 shows land ownership adjacent to the creek in this segment.  

Table K-2 
 Land Oownership Adjacent to Lolo Creek by Shoreline Miles and  

Percent below National Forest Boundary  
 

Ownership Miles Proportion

BLM 
 
Forest Service 
 
State 
  
Private 
 

12.4 
 

 0.5 
 

2.5 
 

8.6

52% 
 

2% 
 

10% 
 

36% 

Total 24.0 100% 

 

Mineral potential within the river corridor has been identified for gold placer, gold lode, and 
black-sand. The mineral potential for gold placer is classified as moderate. The level of 
certainty for gold placer is C (the available data provide abundant direct and indirect 
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evidence to support or refute this possible existence of mineral resources). The mineral 
potential for gold lode and black sand is classified as low for accumulation of mineral 
resources. The level of certainty for this gold lode and black-sand is classified as B (the 
available data provide indirect evidence to support or refute the possible existence of mineral 
resources). Designation could affect future mineral resources development because any 
mining activities would be required to protect the outstandingly remarkable values.  

3. Reasonably foreseeable potential uses of the land and related waters that would be enhanced, 
foreclosed, or curtailed if the area were included in the National System, and values that 
would be foreclosed or diminished if the area were not designated: 

Lolo Creek segment has ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir timber types along the lower portions 
of Lolo Creek.  In the mid- to upper reaches on BLM lands, grand fir forest types are 
common, with incidental occurrences of cedar.  Stands of cottonwoods are not uncommon 
in the riparian area. The BLM lands in this area are intermingled with other ownership, 
making it difficult to estimate the percent of BLM lands that are forested. Judging by aerial 
photos, approximately 50 percent of the acres managed by the BLM are forested. If the Lolo 
Creek segment is nominated, restrictions for timber harvest would be placed on 520 acres of 
forested BLM land in order to ensure that sedimentation from erosion would not degrade 
the fisheries outstandingly remarkable values. However, approximately 4,230 acres of 
forested land under BLM jurisdiction would have some sort of restriction to maintain VRM 
standards. 

4. Federal, state, tribal, local, public, or other interest in designating or not designating the river: 

As stated previously, BLM-managed lands along Lolo Creek are not continuous. The other 
sections of the creek are owned/managed by private landowners, the Forest Service, or the 
State of Idaho. This suitability study is assessing only those sections of Lolo Creek that occur 
on BLM land. Successful management for the protection of wild and scenic outstandingly 
remarkable values would depend on cooperation with these other landowners. The interest 
of the Forest Service in designating or not designating the segment will be determined when 
the Forest Service’s suitability study is completed.  Other state, tribal, local, and public 
organizations are expected to review and provide comments on this draft report. 

5. Estimated cost of acquiring necessary lands, interests in lands, and administering the area if 
designated: 

The BLM would not pursue or consider acquiring the private land parcel unless it becomes 
available from a willing seller. The BLM does not anticipate this happening in the 
foreseeable future.  

The BLM has a 20-year lease along the north bank near the confluence with the Clearwater 
River to provide recreational access to the public. The lease is renewable with an option to 
buy. This lease assists the BLM in maintaining the Recreational outstandingly remarkable 
values by providing an area for kayakers to pull out.  
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6. The ability of the agency to manage and protect the river area or segment as a Wild and 
Scenic River, or other means to protect the identified values other than Wild and Scenic 
River designation: 

Minimal effort would be required for the BLM to ensure that land uses on BLM-managed 
parcels would protect the outstandingly remarkable values. Management measures on BLM 
parcels would include ensuring that land use activities do not result in significant erosion or 
sedimentation, which could adversely affect fisheries habitat. Other measures would include 
limiting development, ensuring recreational access, and protecting historical values. 
However, the land status is segmented with various private landowners, state, and Forest 
Service land, interspersed with the BLM parcels. The BLM does not have management 
control over potential land use activities (such as timber harvest and mining) on private and 
state land parcels upstream of BLM parcels. These activities could adversely affect fisheries 
habitat and Scenic outstandingly remarkable values in the BLM-managed sections. 
Consequently, coordination and cooperation with other landowners and managers would be 
required to ensure the protection of outstandingly remarkable values. 

Other means to protect the identified values include compliance with the Endangered 
Species Act, BLM sensitive species management, and VRM class designations.  The 
Endangered Species Act restricts land uses that could degrade fisheries habitat or impact fish 
populations for federally listed species. The specific restrictions imposed on land uses would 
be considered on a case-by-case basis through consultation with USFWS. 

7. Historical or existing rights that could be adversely affected with designation: 

The Nez Perce continue to use places and to apply their knowledge of the natural resources 
of the streams and rivers of the CFO area, just as they have for thousands of years. Tribal 
treaty rights pursued on public lands outside the boundaries of the reservation include 
fishing for resident game fish species and anadromous fish, hunting both large and small 
game, and gathering various natural resources for both subsistence and medicinal purposes. 
In addition, traditional social and religious activities continue to be practiced.  

The BLM has a trust responsibility to provide the conditions necessary for tribal members to 
satisfy their treaty rights and to maintain cultural practices. There is no inventory of locations 
used by Native Americans in exercising their treaty rights, but the Nez Perce Tribe has 
expressed concerns over natural resource management, especially as it pertains to water 
quality and its relation to fisheries management actions.  

Designation is not likely to negatively affect or impair activities traditionally pursued by the 
Nez Perce in exercising treaty rights and cultural practices. Uses do not require the 
construction of permanent dams, water conduits, reservoirs, or electric generating or 
distribution infrastructure. Actions to protect segments of riparian corridors would likely 
preclude some incompatible activities and be beneficial to water quality, fisheries and other 
resources used by the Nez Perce. Government-to-government consultation as part of the 
RMP process and the development of management actions in the corridor segments is 
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necessary to ensure that rights to access and use resources and places important to Native 
Americans are not affected.  

The Lolo Creek drainage was host to the Lewis and Clark Expedition of 1805 and was a 
common travel route for Nez Perce Indians and other expeditions. Lewis and Clark camped 
near Lolo Creek at Pheasant Camp on September 21, 1805. From this point they headed to 
the Weippe Prairie, where they had their first encounter with the Nez Perce Indians. Twisted 
Hair and his band welcomed the foreigners, who stayed with them for three weeks (Wilfong 
1990). The Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail crosses Lolo Creek in Clearwater 
National Forest near Lolo Campground at river mile 25.5 (Clearwater and Lolo National 
Forests 2004). The Nee-Mee-Poo or Nez Perce National Historic Trail crosses Lolo Creek 
in that approximate location. (Note: the names of the trails are commonly used 
interchangeably and also referred to as the Lolo Trail.) The historic integrity of these trails 
would not be affected by designation. 

8. Other: 

The lower reaches of Lolo Creek are categorized as WUI in the Clearwater and Idaho 
County Wildland Fire Mitigation Plans.  The BLM lands are on steep slopes with residences 
at the top of these slopes.  Fuels-reduction projects to prevent stand-replacing fire from 
reaching private lands is a priority in both County Wildland Fire Mitigation Plans.  Visual 
restrictions limiting noticeable change from occurring to vegetation could prevent 
attainment of WUI fuel-reduction goals and make the designation contrary to the County 
Wildland Fire Mitigation Plans.  This will be more evident on the south side of Lolo creek 
because, being a north slope, the vegetation density is much higher and will more readily 
result in a noticeable change.  Also, in the upper reaches of Lolo Creek, there is substantial 
interspersing of BLM lands with private lands. These are typically being managed for timber 
production, but there has been an increasing level of development of these sites for 
residences.  Again, these changes through time could result in conflicts between WUI fuels 
and wild and scenic rivers goals and objectives.  

Segment 6: Clearwater River—Mainstem from Confluence with Middle Fork and South Fork 
Clearwater River in Kooskia to Confluence with the Snake River in Lewiston 

1. Characteristics that do or do not make the river a worthy addition to the National System: 

The US Environmental Protection Agency has classified the Clearwater, from the 
confluence with the North Fork Clearwater River to the Washington state line, as a 303(d) 
water body. The pollutant of concern for this segment is total dissolved gas. For river 
segments being considered for Recreational designation, the WSR Act does not list water 
quality criteria. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 have made it 
a national goal that all waters of the US be made fishable and swimmable. Therefore, rivers 
will not be precluded from Scenic or Recreational classification because of poor water 
quality at the time of their study, provided a water quality improvement plan exists or is 
being developed in compliance with applicable federal and state laws. A Water Quality 



Appendix K: Final Draft Wild and Scenic Rivers Eligibility and Suitability Study 

 
June 2008 Cottonwood Field Office – Proposed RMP/Final EIS K-27 

Improvement Plan (total maximum daily load) has been completed for this stretch of the 
Clearwater River (Settlement Agreement 2002).   

Highway 12 parallels the river segment for its entire length. From the confluence with the 
Middle Fork and South Fork Clearwater Rivers downstream to approximately the town of 
Kamiah, the road follows the eastern shoreline. For the rest of the segment the road follows 
the southern and western shoreline.  

The railroad parallels this segment of the Clearwater River on the northern and eastern shore 
(opposite Highway 12) from Lewiston to Kamiah. The railroad crosses the river in Kamiah 
and continues a short distance along the other shoreline before ending in Kamiah.  

Associated with the adjacent highway and railroad are numerous areas where riprap has been 
placed along the shore to prevent the river from eroding the road and railroad bases. There 
are also a number of culverts and pullouts associatd with the highway. Although the river has 
been channelized in sections, the outstandingly remarkable values for fisheries and recreation 
remain sufficiently protected.  

2. The status of land and mineral ownership, use in the area, and associated or incompatible 
uses: 

An initial river corridor of 0.25-mile on either side of the river was included when suitability 
was considered. Within this corridor, the BLM manages 2,428 acres, or ten percent of the 
land for the entire 74.8-mile segment being considered.  

Although the BLM manages only a small percentage of the adjacent lands along the entire 
74.8-mile segment, it does manage a significant portion of adjacent lands for the subsegment 
between the mouth of Lolo Creek and the Pardee townsite (5.9 miles). The BLM manages 
781 acres (41 percent) of the 1,888 acres of corridor being considered for designation.  

Three areas along the Clearwater River were identified as containing mineral potential. 
Beginning upstream near Pardee, the first area is around the mouth of Lolo Creek; mineral 
potential in this area within the river corridor has been identified for gold placer, gold lode, 
and black-sand. The mineral potential for gold placer is classified as moderate. The level of 
certainty for gold placer is C (the available data provide abundant direct and indirect 
evidence to support or refute this possible existence of mineral resources). 

The second area of mineral potential is from approximately the mouth of Lolo Creek 
downstream to where the Clearwater River turns west. Mineral potential in this area has been 
identified as high for limestone and the level of certainty is C.  

The third area is near Riverside. Mineral potential in this area has been identified for gold 
placer and black sand. Mineral potential in this area is low, and potential for certainty is B 
(the available data provide indirect evidence to support or refute the possible existence of 
mineral resources).  
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3. Reasonably foreseeable potential uses of the land and related waters that would be enhanced, 
foreclosed, or curtailed if the area were included in the National System and values that 
would be foreclosed or diminished if the area were not designated: 

The Clearwater River segment has scattered ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir forest types on the 
west and south slopes and dense grand fir, Douglas-fir, and ponderosa pine forest types on 
the north and east slopes. If the Clearwater River segment were nominated, timber harvest 
could be restricted. 

Future mining activities on BLM land could be restricted as a result of designation. Approval 
of mining activities would need to consider the potential impacts on fish habitat in the 
Clearwater River. Steps would be required to ensure that the fish habitat would not be 
adversely affected. 

4. Federal, state, tribal, local, public, or other interest in designating or  not designating the 
river: 

The Idaho Transportation Department is responsible for maintaining Highway 12 and would 
be affected by designation of this segment in the National System. Highway 12 is a US 
highway receiving federal funding. If designated, highway maintenance and construction 
activities would need to ensure the protection of the outstandingly remarkable values. Other 
state, tribal, local, and public organizations are expected to review and provide comments on 
this draft report, at which time their interest in designating or not designating the segment 
will be determined.  

5. Estimated cost of acquiring necessary lands and interests in lands and of administering the 
area if designated: 

The cost of acquiring all necessary lands adjacent to the Clearwater River for the entire 74.8 
miles would be prohibitive. This segment would have to be designated in concurrence with 
the majority of the other federal, state, and private landowners.  

6. The ability of the agency to manage and protect the river area or segment as a Wild and 
Scenic River or other means to protect the identified values other than Wild and Scenic 
River designation: 

The ability of the BLM to manage outstandingly remarkable value for the entire 74.8-mile 
segment is limited due to the small amount of land within the corridor under the BLM’s 
control.  

However, the BLM could manage 5.9 miles, from the mouth of Lolo Creek to the Pardee 
townsite, with minimal effort. The BLM currently manages these lands in a manner that 
protects the fisheries, historic, and recreational outstandingly remarkable values of the river. 
Should major changes be proposed either to the railroad or Highway 12 for this segment, 
management could become challenging because these activities would be beyond the BLM’s 
control.  
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7. Historical or existing rights that could be adversely affected with designation: 

The Nez Perce continue to use places and to apply their knowledge of the natural resources 
of the streams and rivers of the CFO area, just as they have for thousands of years. Tribal 
treaty rights pursued on public lands outside the boundaries of the reservation include 
fishing for resident game fish species and anadromous fish, hunting both large and small 
game, and gathering various natural resources for both subsistence and medicinal purposes. 
In addition, traditional social and religious activities continue to be practiced.  

The BLM has a trust responsibility to provide the conditions necessary for tribal members to 
satisfy their treaty rights and to maintain cultural practices. There is no inventory of locations 
used by Native Americans in exercising their treaty rights, but the Nez Perce Tribe has 
expressed concerns over natural resource management, especially as it pertains to water 
quality and its relation to fisheries management actions.  

Designation is not likely to negatively affect or impair activities traditionally pursued by the 
Nez Perce in exercising treaty rights and cultural practices. Uses do not require the 
construction of permanent dams, water conduits, reservoirs, or electric generating or 
distribution infrastructure. Actions to protect segments of riparian corridors would likely 
preclude some incompatible activities and be beneficial to water quality, fisheries and other 
resources used by the Nez Perce. Government-to-government consultation as part of the 
RMP process and the development of management actions in the corridor segments is 
necessary to ensure that rights to access and use resources and places important to Native 
Americans are not affected.  

8. Other: 

Portions of the Clearwater River are categorized as WUI in the Clearwater and Idaho County 
Wildland Fire Mitigation Plans.  Fuels-reduction projects to prevent stand-replacing fire 
from reaching the private lands are a priority in both County Wildland Fire Mitigation Plans.  
Visual restrictions limiting noticeable change from occurring to vegetation could prevent 
attainment of WUI fuel-reduction goals and make the designation contrary to the County 
Wildland Fire Mitigation Plans.   

Suitability Determination Summary 

Three of the six eligible segments were determined to be suitable for inclusion in the National 
System. Below is a summary of each of the six segments.  

Segment 1: Lake Creek—Headwaters to National Forest Boundary 

This segment contains outstandingly remarkable fisheries values, including excellent spawning and 
rearing habitat for a variety of species, such as federally listed threatened bull trout, Chinook salmon, 
steelhead, and BLM sensitive westslope cutthroat trout. The segment meets classification criteria as 
Recreational because a dirt road parallels the segment approximately 0.25-mile away from the river 
channel. Access to most of the segment from this road would involve a 0.25-mile hike down 
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approximately 1,000 feet in elevation. Designation of this segment would result in minimal changes 
to existing management but would provide an additional layer of protection for this river segment. 
Consistent with the Forest Service determination for the remainder of Lake Creek, this segment has 
been determined suitable for designation as a Recreational river within the National System.  

Segment 2: French Creek—National Forest Boundary to Confluence with Salmon River 

This segment contains outstandingly remarkable scenic and fisheries values. French Creek is a highly 
scenic visual resource, flowing through a deeply dissected canyon with meadows, with a distinctive 
riffle/pool effect. The French Creek fisheries outstandingly remarkable value is due to its 
importance to anadromous wild Chinook salmon, wild steelhead, and bull trout spawning and 
rearing. The segment would meet the tentative classification criteria as Recreational. Development in 
addition to the two bridges includes a residence located along the stream on private land. 
Designation of this segment would result in several management challenges because the BLM 
manages only 30 percent of the land and this portion is segmented. Managing this segment to 
protect outstandingly remarkable values would require minimal changes to existing management, 
provided the BLM has the cooperation of the adjacent private landowners and the State of Idaho. 
This segment has been determined to be nonsuitable for designation as a Recreational river within 
the National System until such time as the adjacent private landowners and State of Idaho provide a 
determination of eligibility and suitability for segments under their control.  

Segment 3: Hazard Creek—National Forest Boundary to Confluence with Little Salmon River 

This segment contains outstandingly remarkable Scenic and Geologic/Hydrologic values. The river 
basin contains very scenic cascading waterfalls, cirque basins, and rock forms and offers outstanding 
views. Fall colors highlight the scenic beauty of the area. The Geologic/Hydrologic value is found in 
the combination and extent of several outstanding hydrologic and geologic features that are found 
within this drainage. The landform within the lower half of Hazard Creek dominantly consists of 
steep to extremely steep mountain headlands and deeply entrenched canyon walls that are adjacent 
to a major stream. The Forest Service has studied the upstream portions of Hazard Creek and has 
determined them to be eligible, but it has not completed a suitability study. Landownership along 
this segment is predominantly BLM, with private land holdings along the lower 0.50-mile segment. 
Development along this segment includes the Forest Service road that parallels the segment and a 
residence on the lower 0.50 mile. Per changes to BLM Manual 8351 (BLM 2003), the BLM shall 
evaluate only its segment as to eligibility and shall defer to the state or private landowner’s discretion 
as to their determination of eligibility. Consequently, this suitability determination is restricted to the 
portion of the segment upstream of the private landholdings to the boundary of the BLM land with 
the Forest Service. Designation of this segment would result in minimal changes to existing 
management but would provide an additional layer of protection for this river segment. As a result, 
this segment from the boundary with private land to the National Forest boundary has been 
determined to be suitable as a Recreational river within the National System. A final suitability 
determination should be coordinated with the Forest Service and the private landowners along this 
segment to determine if additional portions of Hazard Creek should be included. Manageability of 
this segment is dependent upon similar management of the Forest Service segment downstream.  If 
the Forest Service segment is not designated, it would not be reasonable to designate the BLM 
segment.  Both the BLM and Forest Service segments must be considered together. 
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Segment 4: Hard Creek—National Forest Boundary to Confluence with Hazard Creek 

This segment contains outstandingly remarkable Scenic and Geologic/Hydrologic values. The river 
basin contains very scenic cascading waterfalls, cirque basins, and rock forms and offers outstanding 
views. Fall colors highlight the scenic beauty of the area. The Geologic/Hydrologic value is found in 
the combination and extent of several outstanding hydrologic and geologic features that are found 
within this drainage. The landform within the lower half of the Hard Creek dominantly consists of 
steep to extremely steep mountain headlands and deeply entrenched canyon walls that are adjacent 
to a major stream. The Forest Service has studied the upstream portions of Hazard Creek and has 
determined them to be eligible, but it has not completed a suitability study. The BLM manages all 
the land within the proposed corridor. Development within the river corridor consists of the Forest 
Service road that parallels the segment. Designation of this segment would result in minimal changes 
to existing management but would provide an additional layer of protection for this river segment. 
As a result, this segment has been determined suitable for designation as a Recreational river 
within the National System. Manageability of this segment is dependent upon similar management 
of the Forest Service segment downstream.  If the Forest Service segment is not designated, it would 
not be reasonable to designate the BLM segment.  Both the BLM and Forest Service segments must 
be considered together. 

Segment 5: Lolo Creek—National Forest Boundary in Section 24, T34N, R5E to Confluence 
with Clearwater River 

This segment contains outstandingly remarkable scenic, recreational, fisheries, and historic values. 
The upper part of Lolo Creek flows through mostly forested headlands, with scenic meadows and 
diverse riparian vegetation providing pleasing visual contrasts. The river channel is often boulder 
strewn, creating pleasing pool and drop hydrologic scenery. The lower ten miles of Lolo Creek flow 
through an extremely steep, deeply incised canyon, remarkable for its depth and narrow 
construction. Vegetative texture ranges from lush green mosses and forested banks to stark, bare 
canyon walls and semiarid canyon grasslands. The river has a near constant gradient, providing 
numerous small falls and cascades for pleasing visual effect. 

Opportunities for a pristine and wild whitewater kayaking experience are especially unique to Lolo 
Creek. The lower ten miles of the creek is considered one of the best whitewater runs in Idaho and 
have been described as an isolated, challenging Class IV to Class V run. The upper section of the 
Lolo Creek whitewater runs have a lower gradient and less difficult but still challenging rapids.  

Lolo Creek provides a variety of habitats for threatened anadromous steelhead and BLM sensitive 
anadromous and resident fish populations and is one of the major producers of anadromous fish for 
the lower Clearwater River. In addition to wild summer steelhead, spring Chinook salmon use Lolo 
Creek for spawning and rearing, and a recovering population of Coho salmon has been reintroduced 
to the system. 

The Nee-Mee-Poo (Lolo Trail) crosses Lolo Creek in several locations. The Nez Perce led the Lewis 
and Clark expedition from the Weippe Prairie to the Clearwater River over this trail. 
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Designation of this segment would result in several management challenges due to the scattered land 
status pattern along the creek. The BLM manages 52 percent of the segment being considered, and 
managing these portions would require minimal changes to existing management, provided the BLM 
has the cooperation of the adjacent private landowners, the Forest Service, and the State of Idaho. 
Without the cooperation and support of the adjacent landowners and managers, the BLM would 
have a difficult time controlling outstandingly remarkable values that could be affected by activities 
upstream or downstream of their portions.  However, current management actions both on BLM 
lands and adjacent landowners are compatible with the protection of the outstandingly remarkable 
values.   

This segment is listed on the US Environmental Protection Agency 303(d) list. The WSR Act allows 
for river segments to be designated as Scenic or Recreational provided there is a plan in place or 
being developed to address water quality issues. A Water Quality Improvement Plan (total maximum 
daily load) is under development for Lolo Creek (IDEQ 2005). 

This segment has been determined to be suitable for designation as a Scenic river within the 
National System.  

Segment 6: Clearwater River—Mainstem from confluence with Middle Fork and South Fork 
Clearwater River in Kooskia to its confluence with the Snake River in Lewiston 

This segment contains outstandingly remarkable recreational, fisheries, and historic values. The 
Clearwater River is internationally known for its steelhead fishing and attracts fisherman from all 
over the world. Steelhead returning to the Clearwater River are much larger than those found 
elsewhere in the US, with an average size of 12 to 14 pounds, and fish in the 18- to over 20-pound 
range are not uncommon. With the return of both spring/summer Chinook and fall Chinook 
salmon, recreational fishing for anadromous species occurs throughout most of the year. The 
Clearwater River provides important spawning habitat for fall Chinook salmon and important 
rearing habitat for spring/summer Chinook and steelhead.  

The Clearwater River is the historic home to the Nez Perce Tribe. The Clearwater River is also an 
important segment of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail. The Clearwater was the first 
westward flowing river used by the expedition and was the place where they returned to water travel 
after crossing the Continental Divide. 

Development along this 74.8-mile segment of the Clearwater River includes Highway 12 and a 
railroad track, both of which follow the river on opposite banks. This segment of river also passes 
through several towns and cities, including Kamiah and Lewiston. The BLM manages ten percent of 
the adjacent land (within 0.25-mile of the river) for this segment. Per changes to BLM Manual 8351 
(BLM 2003), the BLM shall evaluate only its segment as to eligibility and shall defer to the state’s or 
private landowner’s discretion as to their determination of eligibility. Consequently, this suitability 
determination is restricted to the sections of river where the BLM manages the adjacent lands.  

Designation of this segment would result in several management challenges due to the scattered land 
status pattern along the creek. The BLM manages ten percent of the segment being considered, and 
its management would require minimal changes, provided the BLM has the cooperation of the 
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adjacent private landowners, the Forest Service, and the State of Idaho and any other agencies with 
landholdings. Without the cooperation and support of the adjacent landowners and managers, the 
BLM would have a difficult time controlling outstandingly remarkable values that could be affected 
by activities upstream or downstream of its managed lands.  

This segment is listed on the US Environmental Protection Agency 303(d) list. The WSR Act allows 
for river segments to be designated as Scenic or Recreational provided there is a plan in place or 
being developed to address water quality issues. A Water Quality Improvement Plan (total maximum 
daily load) has been completed for this stretch of the Clearwater River (Settlement Agreement 2002).   

This segment has been determined to be nonsuitable for designation as a Scenic river within the 
National System until such time as the adjacent private landowners, the Forest Service, and the State 
of Idaho provide a determination of eligibility and suitability for segments under their control and a 
plan is developed to address water quality issues.   

The BLM also considered the suitability of the segment from the mouth of Lolo Creek to the 
Pardee townsite. In this 5.9-mile segment, the BLM manages 41 percent of the lands. Consequently, 
managing this area for the protection of the outstandingly remarkable values would be simpler than 
considering the entire Clearwater River. This separate segment was also determined to be 
nonsuitable due to the amount of channelizing that has occurred in the past in association with 
Highway 12 and the railroad.  
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APPENDIX K-1: ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 

Introduction 

For the purpose of classification, a river area may be divided into segments. For example, changes in 
river character, such as the presence of dams and reservoirs, significant changes in types or amounts 
of development, significant changes in physiographic character, tributaries, or features, and/or 
significant changes in land status should be considered in identifying river segments for evaluation. 
Management strategies necessary to administer the entire river area should also be taken into 
account. As such, excessive segmentation should be avoided. Each segment, considered as a whole, 
needs to conform to either the Wild, Scenic, or Recreational classification. There are no specific 
requirements for segment length. Congress has designated a segment to be as short as four miles. A 
river segment is of sufficient length if a specific outstandingly remarkable value or values can be 
protected (a factor in the suitability determination, not eligibility determination), should the segment 
be designated. An entire stream could be one segment. 

Each identified river segment in the RMP planning area must be evaluated to determine whether or 
not it is eligible for inclusion in the National System. To be eligible, a river segment must be free 
flowing and must possess at least one outstandingly remarkable value. Free-flowing means “existing 
or flowing in a natural condition without impoundment, diversion, straightening, riprapping, or 
other modification of the water.” Please note the following: 

• A river below a dam or impoundment is still eligible;  

• A river need not be navigable by watercraft in order to be eligible; and 

• There are no specific requirements concerning the flow of an eligible river segment. Flows 
are sufficient if they sustain or complement the outstandingly remarkable values for which 
the segment would be designated. As such, intermittent and ephemeral streams are eligible.  

Outstandingly Remarkable Values 

The determination of whether a river area contains outstandingly remarkable values is a professional 
judgment and needs to be documented in the study report. In order to be considered as 
outstandingly remarkable, a river-related value must be a unique, rare, or exemplary feature that is 
significant at a comparative regional or national scale. While the spectrum of resources that may be 
considered is broad, all values should be directly river related; that is, they should have the following 
characteristics: 

• Be located in the river or on its immediate shore lands (for the purposes of this study, the 
preliminary boundary is 0.25-mile on either side of the river);  

• Contribute substantially to the functioning of the river ecosystem; or 

• Owe their location or existence to the presence of the river.  
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The following are general guidelines for the outstandingly remarkable values for which river 
segments can be eligible. Only one such value is needed for eligibility. 

Scenic 

The landscape elements of landform, vegetation, water, color, and related factors result in notable or 
exemplary visual features or attractions. When analyzing scenic values, additional factors, such as 
seasonal variations in vegetation, scale of cultural modifications, and the length of time negative 
intrusions are viewed, may be considered. Scenery and visual attractions may be highly diverse over 
most of the river or river segment. 

Recreational 

Recreational opportunities are or have the potential to be popular enough to attract visitors from 
throughout or beyond the region of comparison or are unique or rare within the region. Visitors are 
willing to travel long distances to use the river resources for recreation. River-related opportunities 
include, but are not limited to, sightseeing, wildlife observation, camping, photography, hiking, 
fishing, and boating.  

• Interpretive opportunities may be exceptional and may attract or have the potential to attract 
visitors from outside the region of comparison.  

• The river may provide or have the potential to provide settings for national or regional usage 
or competitive events.  

Geological 

The river, or the area within the river corridor, contains one or more examples of a geologic feature, 
process, or phenomenon that are unique or rare within the region of comparison. The features may 
be in an unusually active stage of development, represent a textbook example, or represent a unique 
or rare combination of geologic features (erosional, volcanic, glacial, or other geologic structures).  

Fish  

Fish values may be judged on the relative merits of either fish populations or habitat or a 
combination of the following river-related conditions: 

• Populations. The river is nationally or regionally one of the top producers of resident, 
indigenous, or anadromous fish species. Of particular significance may be the presence of 
wild or unique stocks or populations of state- or US-listed or candidate threatened and 
endangered species.  

• Habitat. The river provides exceptionally high quality habitat for fish species indigenous to 
the region. Of particular significance is habitat for state- or US-listed or candidate threatened 
and endangered species. 
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Wildlife  

Wildlife values may be judged on the relative merits of either wildlife populations or habitat or on a 
combination of the following conditions:  

• Populations. The river or area within the river corridor contains nationally or regionally 
important populations of resident or indigenous wildlife species depending on the river 
environment. Of particular significance may be species considered to be unique or 
populations of state- or US-listed or candidate threatened and endangered species.  

• Habitat. The river or area within the river corridor provides exceptionally high quality 
habitat for wildlife of national or regional significance or may provide unique habitat or a 
critical link in habitat conditions for state- or US-listed or candidate threatened and 
endangered species. Contiguous habitat conditions are such that the biological needs of the 
species are met.  

Cultural  

The river or area within the river corridor contains a site or sites where there is evidence of 
occupation or use by Native Americans. Sites must be rare or must have unusual characteristics or 
exceptional human interest values. Sites may have national or regional importance for interpreting 
prehistory; may be rare; may represent an area where culture or a cultural period was first identified 
and described; may have been used concurrently by two or more cultural groups; or may have been 
used by cultural groups for rare or sacred purposes. 

Historic  

The river or area within the river corridor contains a site or sites or feature or features associated 
with a significant event, an important person, or a cultural activity of the past that was rare or 
unusual in the region. A historic site or feature in most cases is 50 years old or older. Sites or 
features listed on or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places may be of 
particular significance. 

Other Similar Values  

While no specific evaluation guidelines have been developed for the other similar values category, 
additional values deemed relevant to the eligibility of the river segment should be considered in a 
manner consistent with the foregoing guidance, including, but not limited to, hydrologic, 
ecologic/biologic diversity, paleontologic, botanic, and scientific study opportunities. 
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APPENDIX K-2: CLASSIFICATION CRITERIA FOR WILD, SCENIC, AND RECREATIONAL RIVER AREAS 

Table K-2-1 
Classification Criteria for Wild, Scenic, and Recreational River Areas 

 

Attribute Wild Scenic Recreational 
Water Resources 
Development 
(impoundments, 
diversions, etc.) 

Free of impoundment Free of impoundment Some existing impoundment 
or diversion. The existence of 
low dams, diversions, riprap, 
or other modifications of the 
waterway is acceptable, 
provided the waterway 
remains generally natural and 
riverine in appearance. 

Shoreline 
Development 

Essentially primitive. Little 
or no evidence of human 
activity. 
The presence of a few 
inconspicuous structures, 
particularly those of historic 
or cultural value, is 
acceptable. 
A limited amount of 
domestic livestock grazing 
or hay production is 
acceptable. 
Little or no evidence of past 
timber harvest. No ongoing 
timber harvest. 

Largely primitive and 
undeveloped. No substantial 
evidence of human activity. 
The presence of small 
communities or dispersed 
dwellings or farm structures 
is acceptable. The presence 
of grazing, hay production, 
or row crops is acceptable. 
Evidence of past or ongoing 
timber harvest is acceptable, 
provided the forest appears 
natural from the riverbank. 

Some development. 
Substantial evidence of 
human activity. The presence 
of extensive residential 
development and a few 
commercial structures is 
acceptable. Lands may have 
been developed for the full 
range of agricultural and 
forestry uses. May show 
evidence of past and ongoing 
timber harvest. 

Accessibility Generally inaccessible 
except by trail. No roads, 
railroads, or other provision 
for vehicular travel within 
the river area. A few existing 
roads leading to the 
boundary of the river area is 
acceptable. 

Accessible in places by road. 
Roads may occasionally 
reach or bridge the river. The 
existence of short stretches 
of conspicuous or longer 
stretches of inconspicuous 
roads or railroads is 
acceptable. 

Readily accessible by road or 
railroad. The existence of 
parallel roads or railroads on 
one or both banks, as well as 
bridge crossings and other 
river access points, including 
fords, is acceptable. 

Water Quality Meets or exceeds federal 
criteria or federally approved 
state standards for 
aesthetics, for propagation 
of fish and wildlife normally 
adapted to the habitat of the 
river, and for primary 
contact recreation 
(swimming), except where 
exceeded by natural 
conditions. 

No criteria prescribed by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act. 
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972 have made it a national goal that all waters of the US 
be made fishable and swimmable. Therefore, rivers will not 
be precluded from scenic or recreational classification 
because of poor water quality at the time of their study, 
provided a water quality improvement plan exists or is being 
developed in compliance with applicable federal and state 
laws. 

Source: Federal Register. National Wild and Scenic Rivers System; Final Revised Guidelines for Eligibility, Classification, 
and Management of River Areas. Section 1(3), Vol. 47, No. 173, page 39461. September 7, 1982.  
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APPENDIX K-3: INTERIM PROTECTION FOR CANDIDATE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

Table K-3-1 
Interim Protection for Candidate Wild and Scenic Rivers 

 
 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Section 5(d)(1)1 

Issue/Action Eligible2 Suitable 
Study Boundary Minimum of 0.25-mile from 

ordinary high-water mark. 
 
Boundary may include adjacent 
areas needed to protect identified 
values. 

Minimum of 0.25-mile from 
ordinary high-water mark. 
 
Boundary may include adjacent 
areas needed to protect identified 
values. 

Preliminary Classification Section 2(b): 3 classes: Wild, 
Scenic, Recreational, defined by 
statute. 
 
Criteria for classification 
described in Interagency 
Guidelines. 
 
Manage at preliminary 
classification. 

Section 2(b): 3 classes: Wild, 
Scenic, Recreational, defined by 
statute. 
 
Criteria for classification 
described in Interagency 
Guidelines. 
 
Manage at preliminary 
classification.  

Study Report Review Procedures  Notice of study report/draft EA3 
published in Federal Register. 
 
Comments/response from 
federal, state, and local agencies 
and the public included in the 
study report/final EA4 
transmitted to the President and 
Congress. 

Private Land 
*Administration 
*Acquisition  

Affect private land uses through 
voluntary partnership with 
state/local governments and 
landowners. 
 
No regulatory authority. 
 
No ability to acquire interest in 
land under the act’s authority 
prior to designation. 

Affect private land uses through 
voluntary partnership with 
state/local governments and 
landowners. 
 
No regulatory authority. 
 
No ability to acquire interest in 
land under the act’s authority 
prior to designation. 
 
Typically an evaluation of the 
adequacy of local zoning and 
land use controls is a component 
of suitability determination5.  
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Table K-3-1 

Interim Protection for Candidate Wild and Scenic Rivers (continued) 
 

 Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, Section 5(d)(1)1 

Issue/Action Eligible2 Suitable 
Water Resources Project River’s free-flowing condition 

protected to the extent of other 
agency authorities; not protected 
under the act. 

River’s free-flowing condition 
protected to the extent of other 
agency authorities; not protected 
under the act. 

Land Disposition Agency discretion to retain lands 
within river corridor in federal 
ownership. 

Agency discretion to retain lands 
within river corridor in federal 
ownership. 

Mining and Mineral Leasing Protect free flow, water quality, 
and outstandingly remarkable 
values through other agency 
authorities. 

Protect free flow, water quality, 
and outstandingly remarkable 
values through other agency 
authorities.  

Actions of Other Agencies Affect actions of other agencies 
through voluntary partnership. 

Affect actions of other agencies 
through voluntary partnership. 

Protect Outstandingly 
Remarkable Values 

No regulatory authority 
conferred by the act; agency 
protects through other 
authorities. 
 
Section 11(b) 1: 
Limited financial or other 
assistance to encourage 
participation in the acquisition, 
protection, and management of 
river resources6. 

No regulatory authority 
conferred by the act; agency 
protects through other 
authorities. 
 
Section 11(b) 1: 
Limited financial or other 
assistance to encourage 
participation in the acquisition, 
protection, and management of 
river resources6. 

 

1 Agency-identified study rivers as directed by Section 5(d)(1) of the act. 
2 A number of sources are available for identifying rivers under Section 5(d)(1). Under a Presidential Directive issued in 

1979, each federal agency, as part of its normal planning and environmental review processes, is required to avoid or 
mitigate adverse effects on rivers in the National Rivers Inventory. 

3 Draft environmental assessment 
4  Final environmental assessment 
5 For an agency-identified study river that includes private lands, there is often the need to evaluate existing state and 

local land use controls and, if necessary, to assess the willingness of state and local governments to protect river values. 
6  Section 11(b)1 authorizes the Secretary of the Interior and Secretary of Agriculture or the head of any other federal 

agency to provide for “limited financial or other assistance to encourage participation in the acquisition, protection, 
and management of river resources.” This authority “applies within or outside a federally administered area and applies 
to rivers which are components of the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System and to other rivers.” The recipients of 
federal assistance include states or their political subdivisions, landowners, private organizations, or individuals. Some 
examples of assistance under this section include, but are not limited to, riparian restoration, riparian fencing to 
protect water quality and riparian vegetation, of vegetative screening to enhance scenery/recreation experience. 
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APPENDIX K-4: RIVER SEGMENTS FROM INITIAL IDENTIFICATION EFFORTS  

Table K-4-1 lists the Planning Area river and stream segments considered during initial identification efforts for the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
study process. 

Table K-4-1 
River Segments from Initial Identification Efforts 

 
Outstandingly Remarkable Values Determination 

River Segment 

Total 
Segment 
Length 
(miles) 

Length on 
BLM-

Administered 
Lands  
(miles) 

Free 
Flowing

Sc
en

ic
 

R
ec
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at
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n
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eo
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gi
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F
is

h
 

W
ild

lif
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H
is

to
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l 

O
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er
 

Not 
Eligible 

Eligible

Boulder Creek (Little 
Salmon) 18.1 .11 Y         X  
Little Salmon River 39.4 3.58 Y         X  
Trail Creek (Little Salmon) 3.25 1.44 Y         X  
Hard Creek 12.3 1.64 Y X  X       X 
Hazard Creek 16.39 1.52 Y X  X       X 
Rattlesnake Creek (Little 
Salmon) 3.5 1.58 N         X  
Sheep Creek (Little Salmon) 3.6 2.43 Y         X  
Lake Creek (Secesh) 15.82 2.18 Y    X      X 
Carey Creek 7.48 3.12 Y         X  
French Creek 22.3 1.38 Y X   X      X 
Elkhorn Creek 11.0 1.03 Y         X  
Partridge Creek 11.52 1.87 Y         X  
Lake Creek (Salmon River) 8.75 1.78 Y         X  
Race Creek 2.2 .43 Y         X  
Fiddle Creek 6.44 1.85 Y         X  
Sheep Creek (Salmon 
River) 12.6 1.44 Y         X  
John Day Creek 8.72 1.61 Y         X  
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Table K-4-1 

River Segments from Initial Identification Efforts (continued) 
 

Outstandingly Remarkable Values Determination 

River Segment 

Total 
Segment 
Length 
(miles) 

Length on 
BLM-

Administered 
Lands  
(miles) 

Free 
Flowing

Sc
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l 
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Not 
Eligible 

Eligible 

McKinzie Creek 7.0 1.87 Y         X  
Slate Creek 22.35 .14 Y         X  
Skookumchuck Creek 5.2 .57 Y         X  
Sotin Creek 4.38 1.05 Y         X  
Rock Creek 8.0 .06 Y         X  
Rice Creek 14.7 2.45 Y         X  
Telcher Creek 8.2 1.84 Y         X  
Round Springs Creek 5.4 1.58 Y         X  
Burnt Creek 4.0 2.08 Y         X  
Billy Creek 3.3 2.16 Y         X  
Cottonwood Creek 10.6 1.09 Y         X  
Deer Creek 17,1 2.19 Y         X  
Eagle Creek 14.9 2.0 Y         X  
China Creek 8.6 ,6 Y         X  
Wapshilla Creek 4.5 .1 Y         X  
Cave Gulch 4.5 4.0 Y         X  
Corral Creek 6.3 5.8 Y         X  
Divide Creek 16.2 1.75 Y         X  
Getta Creek 5.8 1.85 Y         X  
Wolf Creek 12.4 .57 Y         X  
American River 22.4 7.0 N*         X  
Big Elk Creek 10.0 1.38 Y         X  
Little Elk Creek 11.0 .85 Y         X  
Kirks Fork (American River) 6.0 .55 Y         X  
Buffalo Gulch Creek 6.4 3.44 N*         X  
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Table K-4-1 
River Segments from Initial Identification Efforts (continued) 

 
Outstandingly Remarkable Values Determination 

River Segment 

Total 
Segment 
Length 
(miles) 

Length on 
BLM-

Administered 
Lands  
(miles) 

Free 
Flowing

Sc
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Not 
Eligible 

Eligible 

Maurice Creek 2.8 2.55 Y         X  
Whiskey Creek 4.2 2.43 Y         X  
South Fork Clearwater River 62.8 5.9 Y*         X  
Clearwater River 74.8 15.7 Y  X  X  X    X 
Lawyer Creek 40.5 1.78 Y         X  
Lolo Creek 47.0 14.3 Y X X  X  X    X 
Little Canyon Creek 18.8 2.75 Y         X  
Big Canyon Creek 33.77 6.95 Y         X  

* Free flowing, but segments on BLM channelized by mining activity  
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APPENDIX K-5: MAPS AND FIGURES 
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Appendix K: Final Draft Wild and Scenic Rivers Eligibility and Suitability Study 
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