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It is the mission of the Bureau of Land Management to sustain the health, diversity, and 
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1  INTRODUCTION 

The Border Field Office is considering designation, development and maintenance of a non-

motorized loop trail in the Fishtrap Recreation Area in Lincoln County Washington, 

approximately 30 miles southeast of Spokane, WA. The proximity of this area to Spokane lends 

itself as an outstanding recreation resource, filling an important need in the area. The Fishtrap 

Recreation Area consists of approximately 9,000 acres of public lands (see attached map). 

Although there are maintained and unmaintained two-track roads and livestock/wildlife trails in 

the area, no designated non-motorized trails exist within the Fishtrap Recreation Area. 

This environmental assessment (EA) has been prepared in accordance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the applicable Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 

regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), Department of Interior 

NEPA regulations at 43 CFR Part 46 (October 2008).   

1.1 Purpose and Need for Action and Decision to be Made 

The purpose of the action is to designate, develop, and maintain the Fishtrap non-motorized loop 

trail to provide non-motorized trail opportunities in response to public demand for non-motorized 

recreational opportunities. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) mandates 

management of public lands for multiple uses, including recreation. The need for this action is to 

manage recreation and provide opportunities for the public to use non-motorized trails. Further, 

the Spokane District Resource Management Plan Record of Decision directs that the District will 

provide for a wide variety of recreational opportunities (BLM 1987, p. 21). 

The Border Resource Area Field Manager will decide whether to authorize the construction and 

maintenance of a recreational non-motorized trail, along with improvements and construction of 

amenities for trailheads. 

1.2 Scoping and Issues  

The project was evaluated by the Border Field Office interdisciplinary team (IDT).  Through 

internal scoping and consideration of scoping comments, the IDT identified the following issues:  

 Are there BLM sensitive plant species in the project area? Can potential impacts to them 

be minimized? 

 Are there Native American uses in the project area and concerns about potential impacts 

to sites from trail construction and increased visitor use? 

 Are there BLM sensitive wildlife and habitats in the project area? Can potential impacts 

to them be minimized? 

 How would spread of invasive plant species resulting from trail construction and use be 

minimized? 

 What are the potential impacts to vegetation from trail construction? 

 What are the potential impacts to soil/water from trail construction? 
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In December 2013 the BLM initiated a 30-day public scoping period for an 8-mile non-

motorized trail loop system. Four comments were submitted to the BLM. The public scoping 

period ended January 9, 2014.  

2  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

This chapter describes the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives.   

2.1 Proposed Action 

The BLM, Border Field Office,  is proposing to  construct and maintain an 8-mile non-motorized 

loop trail (Fishtrap Loop Trail) in T. 21 N., R. 39 E., sections 1, 2, 11, 12 and  T. 22 N., R. 39 E., 

section 36, Willamette Meridian. The project area encompasses approximately 4,000 acres 

within the Fishtrap Recreation Area. Table 1 provides information about the proposed trail 

development. 

Table 1: Fishtrap Trail development features 

Feature Fishtrap Loop Trail 

Trailheads Existing trailheads: (1) Farmers Landing on a gravel road 

accommodates vehicles with trailers and (2) Fishtrap Road 

trailhead is adjacent to a paved road and accommodates vehicles 

with trailers. 

Trail Amenities Two benches would be installed, to provide resting and viewing 

areas. 

Trail Difficulty Easy to Moderate. Average 0.5% grade and distance of 8 miles 

consisting of stacked trail loops. 

Terrain Elevation range from 2000 to 2200 feet above sea level. 

Resource Impacts Removal of trees would be avoided; approximately 3 acres of 

surface disturbance would occur.  Within the surface disturbance 

area approximately 1.5 acres of vegetative material would be 

removed. 

Opportunities for Moderate 

Solitude 

Proximity to Urban Approximately 6 miles from Sprague, WA - population 435.  

Population Approximately 32 miles from Spokane, WA - population 209,525. 

Scenery Provides opportunities for panoramic views of shrub-steppe 

landscapes, channeled scablands, unique geologic landforms, and 

Fishtrap Lake. 

The BLM would construct the loop trail in phases based on the availability of funding, 

volunteers, level of trail construction complexity, and weather. Construction of the Fishtrap Loop 

Trail would likely begin in the fall of 2015 and continue until completion.  

Trailheads 
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The existing staging area of Farmers Landing would be used as a trailhead and parking facility. 

No changes to the parking capacity would be needed as it was originally designed by the BLM as 

a pull through for vehicles with trailers. A kiosk already exists at this staging area.  

The existing staging area of Fishtrap Road would also be used as a trailhead and parking facility.  

No changes to the parking capacity would be needed as it was originally designed and 

constructed by the BLM as a pull through for vehicles with trailers. Table 2 provides information 

about the Farmers Landing and Fishtrap Road Trailhead improvements. 

Table 2. Trailhead Improvements 

Feature Farmers Landing Trailhead Fishtrap Road Trailhead 

Amenities Install vault toilet. Install kiosk. 

Surface Soil leveling/grading and aggregate Soil leveling/grading and aggregate 

placement. placement. 

Signs Information/interpretive and regulatory Information/interpretive and regulatory 

signs. signs. 

Trail Construction 

The BLM would construct approximately 8 miles of trail. Trail construction would occur by 

hand (preferred method) or machine depending on the specific project location, topographic and 

environmental constraints, the availability of volunteers and the availability of funding. 

Volunteer trail building crews would be used to the greatest extent possible. The trails would be 

16-30 inches wide. 

Trail building done by hand would involve tools such as shovels and rakes. If machines are used, 

simple full bench construction using blade and backslope board would occur. No soil fill 

materials or any non-native materials would be imported.  

Regulatory, educational/interpretive, and directional signage would be installed as part of 

trailside amenities. Two wooden bridges would be constructed and placed at locations where the 

trail encounters seasonal runoff (see Map A). 

The BLM would disturb approximately 3 acres during trail construction. The BLM would avoid 

removal of trees unless they are determined to be hazardous to visitor safety, and minimize 

removal of sagebrush. 

Farmers Landing Trailhead Construction 

Trailhead amenities at the existing Farmers Landing would be similar to the Folsom Farms 

trailhead which consists of a parking lot, kiosk and vault toilet. Trailhead construction would 

include use of heavy equipment (e.g., backhoe, dump truck) to level the area and add aggregate 

consisting of ¾ inch minus Type II road base on approximately 0.5 acres. These improvements 

would make the trailhead suitable for year round use. The BLM would install a vault toilet. 

There would be no trash receptacles; users would be responsible for removal of their own trash. 

The BLM would disturb approximately 1 acre during construction activities; of which less than 
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one acre would remain impacted for trailhead use. The remaining area would be reclaimed by 

broadcast seeding with native vegetation. 

Fishtrap Road Trailhead Construction 

Trailhead amenities at the existing Fishtrap Road would be primitive. There would be no 

restroom facilities or trash receptacles. The BLM would construct the trailhead using heavy 

equipment (e.g., backhoe, dump truck) to level the area and add aggregate consisting of ¾ inch 

minus Type II road base on approximately 0.5 acres. These improvements would make the 

trailhead suitable for year round use. The BLM would install a kiosk and signage. The BLM 

would disturb approximately 1 acre during construction, of which less than one acre would 

remain impacted for trailhead use. The remaining area would be reclaimed by broadcast seeding 

with native vegetation. 

Trail and Trailhead Signage 

Upon completion of the loop trails, the BLM would install informational, 

educational/interpretive, directional, and regulatory signs. One kiosk would be installed at the 

Fishtrap Road trailhead; a kiosk already exists at the Farmers Landing Trailhead. Kiosks would 

contain education/interpretative, informational, and regulatory signs. Directional and trail 

markers would be placed along the trails as needed. 

Trail and Trailhead Maintenance 

The BLM, with support from volunteers, would maintain the new trail system. Trail construction 

would adhere to the standards of sustainability (BLM Kremmling 2015) by incorporating 

minimal grades, grade reversals and regular drainage, which would ensure a minimal amount of 

future maintenance. The BLM would regularly inspect the trail and trailheads to identify areas 

needing maintenance, and would occasionally remove fallen or hazardous trees. 

Designation of Non-Motorized Trails 

This project is to construct and maintain an 8-mile non-motorized loop trail on the west side of 

Fishtrap Lake. The BLM is proposing to restrict the new loop trail to non-motorized uses only 

(hiking, mountain biking, and horseback riding).  

Weed Design Features 

Noxious weeds and invasive plant species would be controlled with a combination of approved 

methods; including the use of chemical (herbicides), mechanical (mowing, hand-cutting and 

pulling) and biological (insects, fire and herbivory) methods.  

Herbicide treatment would be implemented in accordance with vegetation treatment using 

herbicides in the 2007 Final Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on Bureau of Land 

Management Lands in 17 Western States Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS; 



Fishtrap Loop Trail Environmental Assessment 
 

 

Environmental Assessment (July 2015) 5 
 

BLM 2007), and any subsequent updates, revisions, or replacements. Table 3 lists the herbicides 

that would be applied and the rate of application.  

Table 3: Herbicides and Application Rate 

Herbicides Maximum Rate 

Picloram 1.0#  a.i.*/acre 

2,4-D Amine 1.9# a.i./acre 

Clopyralid 0.5# a.i./acre 

Chlorsulfuron 0.05# a.i./acre 

2,4-D + Dicamba 2.0# Dicamba & 1.9# 2,4-D a. i./acre 

Glyphosate 7.0# a.i./acre 
* a.i. = active ingredient 

All herbicide applications would follow manufacturer herbicide label instructions, specifications, 

and precautions; all federal, state and local laws, rules and regulations; and BLM policy. In 

instances where herbicide labels, federal, or state stipulations overlap, the more restrictive 

criteria would apply. 

Applications would be made by a certified applicator consistent with the manufacturer’s label 

and BLM Pesticide Use Proposal (PUP). 

Chemical applications would not be made if average wind speeds exceed 8 mph. 

Only hand mechanical treatments would occur within 20 feet of the federally threatened plant 

Silene spaldingi. Prior to any mechanical or chemical treatments a BLM botanist would be 

notified in order to supply the applicator with Silene occurrences to avoid. 

Spot treatments of non-aquatic formulated herbicides shall not be applied within 10 feet of water 

from OHV or backpack sprayers. 

After construction, the BLM will monitor disturbed areas for post-construction vegetation 

recovery.  If reclaimed areas do not revegetate, these areas would be planted with native species 

to reduce potential for noxious weed establishment. 

Botanical Design Features 

All locations for signage would be reviewed by the botanist prior to installation so that 

threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species are avoided. 

During trail construction, an area in T. 21 N., R. 39 E. section 1, W.M. would have additional 

reinforcement on one side of the trail to encourage users to stay on the trail rather than cutting 

cross country through an occurrence of Spaulding’s catchfly.  This may include the placement 

of logs, boulders or other natural materials and the maintenance of these items.  This area would 

be revisited no less than once per year to evaluate if these reinforcements are effective. 
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If threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species are discovered during project 

implementation, site specific measures would be taken to minimize impacts and maintain 

population sustainability.  Measures to protect population sustainability and habitat for 

occurrences could include, but are not limited to: 

 Altering or dropping proposed trail segments from activity  

 Modifying trail building and/or maintenance methods, to protect threatened, endangered, 

or sensitive plants and their habitats, or 

 Implementing buffers/breaks around plant occurrences. 

Cultural Resources Design Features 

The project area has been inventoried for cultural resources. All sites except two are 100 feet or 

more away from the proposed trail.  The sites that are close to the trail will be flagged for 

avoidance prior to project work, and will be monitored during implementation.  If important 

cultural properties are encountered during project implementation, the disturbing activity will be 

halted, the authorized BLM official will be contacted, and the resource will be protected until a 

BLM archaeologist has assessed the historic significance of the resource. 

Water Quality and Wetlands/Riparian Zones Design Features 

To reduce potential erosion to disturbed soils near the wetland area, best management practices 

would be installed to contain detached sediments from being transported off site by using 

techniques like soil trapping.  

In addition trail grades would be built at or below 10%. During trail construction fill material 

would be compacted to prevent the trail base from deteriorating.  

Following large floods or runoff events, the BLM will inspect the trail to ensure soil stability and 

proper drainage is maintained. 

Wildlife Design Features 

To reduce impacts to migratory birds, trail construction activities will occur outside the nesting 

season. 

2.2 No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, the BLM would not construct non-motorized trails in the 

Fishtrap Recreation Area.  Use of, and access to, the existing trails and parking areas/trailheads 

in the area would continue unchanged.  

2.3 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study 
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No resource conflict issues were identified through the scoping process that resulted in 

consideration of other alternatives. Therefore, no alternatives other than the Proposed Action and 

the No Action Alternative were considered. 

2.4 Conformance 

The Spokane Resource Management Plan was approved in 1987 and amended in 1992.  The 

Fishtrap Recreation Area is within the Upper Crab Creek Management Area that was established 

in 1992.  The proposed action is in conformance with the Spokane Resource Management Plan 

as amended even though it is not specifically provided for, because it is consistent with the 

management goal to enhance opportunities for wildlife-based recreation in the Upper Crab Creek 

Management Area (see the 1992 Proposed Spokane Resource Management Plan Amendment 

Final Environmental Impact Statement, p. 8, and 1992 Record of Decision for Spokane Resource 

Management Plan Amendment).    

The Proposed Action and alternative are consistent with the following laws: 

 Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976; 

 Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (36 CFR § 

800.1(a)), as amended (2006) 

3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

This chapter characterizes the resources and uses that have the potential to be affected by the 

proposed action, followed by a comparative analysis of the direct, indirect and cumulative 

impacts of the alternatives. Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and 

place. Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in 

distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Cumulative impacts result from the incremental 

impacts of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 

actions. 

3.1 Setting 

The Project Area is located within the Fishtrap Recreation Area and is within Lincoln County on 

the western edge of Spokane County. Elevations range from 2000 to 2200 feet above sea level. 

Major plant types in the project area include ponderosa pine, aspen, sagebrush, and bunch 

grasses. The project area encompasses approximately 4,000 acres within the Fishtrap Recreation 

Area which is approximately 9,000 acres. The project area is a grazing allotment, managed under 

a multi-pasture deferred rotation system. The grazing lease is for 125 cows from April 7 to 

October 31. In the summer of 2014, a wildfire burned within most of the project area and altered 

the appearance of the project area. 

3.1.1 Resources Considered for Analysis 
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Appendix 1 of BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1) identifies some common supplemental 

authorities that contain procedural requirements specified by statute or executive order that may 

be applicable to elements of the environment when BLM is considering a federal action (BLM 

2008). Table 4 lists the supplemental authorities that may apply to BLM actions and their status 

in the project area. Supplemental authorities that may apply to the Proposed Action or 

Alternative are further discussed in this EA. 

3.1.2 Assumptions Considered for Analysis 

Based on current and past visitor counts in the Fishtrap Recreation Area, it is expected that the 

Project Area would receive a slight increase in visitor use once the project is complete. Current 

visitation within the Project Area is estimated to be 2,000 individuals a year. The expected 

increase in visitors is estimated to be 10 percent, with an additional 5 percent increase over the 

next 2 years. Thus, within the first year of project completion, an estimated visitor count within 

the Project Area would be 2,200 individuals. Followed by 2,310 the second year and 2,426 the 

third year.  

Table 4: Supplemental Authorities* 

Present Affected 
Elements Rationale 

Yes/No Yes/No 

Air Quality Y N The project area is not in a non-attainment area for 

pollutants. During trail construction there would be 

a negligible increase in particulates (dust), but this 

would not change the overall air quality status of 

the project area. 

Cultural Resources Y N Cultural Resources are present within the Project 

Area. Surveys were completed and the proposed 

trail has been designed to avoid cultural resources. 

Environmental Justice N  Not present. 

Fish Habitat N N Not present. 

Floodplains N N Not present. 

Forests and Y N  

Rangelands 

Migratory Birds Y Y Migratory birds are present within the project area. 

Effects to migratory birds are described below in 

the wildlife section.   

Native American N N Not present. 

Religious Concerns 

Threatened or N N Not present. 

Endangered Species 

(animals) 

Threatened or Y N Threatened species are known to occur in the 

Endangered Species project area. The proposed trail locations were 

(plants) surveyed and the trail was designed to avoid habitat 

or minimize impacts to threatened species. Design 

features are incorporated into the project to 
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minimize impacts to threatened species.  

Wastes, Hazardous or N N Not present. 

Solid 

Water Quality Y N Best management practices would be incorporated 

(surface/ground) into the project area to ensure that water quality is 

not affected. 

Wetlands/Riparian Y N Wetlands/Riparian zones are known to occur in the 

Zones project area. Best management practices would be 

incorporated into the project to ensure that those 

zones are not affected. 

Wild and Scenic N N Not present. 

Rivers 

Wilderness N N Not present. 
*See H-1790-1 (January 2008) Appendix 1 Supplemental Authorities to be Considered. Supplemental Authorities determined to 

be Not Present or Present/Not Affected need not be carried forward or discussed further in the document. Supplemental 
Authorities determined to be Present/May Be Affected may be carried forward in the document. 

3.1.3 Resources or Uses Other Than Supplemental Authorities 

BLM specialists have evaluated the potential impact of the Proposed Action or Alternative on 

these resources and documented their findings in Table 5. Resources or uses that may be affected 

by the Proposed Action or Alternative are discussed in this EA. 

Table 5: Resources or Uses Other Than Supplemental Authorities 

Present Affected 
Resource or Uses** Rationale 

Yes/No Yes/No 

Areas of Critical N  Not present. 

Environmental Concern 

BLM Sensitive Species Y Y Carried forward for analysis. 

(animals) 

BLM Sensitive Species Y Y Carried forward for analysis. 

(plants) 

Fire Management Y N The proposed trail construction involves 

approximately 8 miles of trail which equates to 

approximately 3 acres of disturbance.  The 

estimated amount of disturbance would not 

affect fire management in the project area.   

Forest Resources Y N Although firewood cutting may occur in the 

project area under BLM permitting, the project 

would not limit access to public lands for this 

purpose. 

General Wildlife Y Y Carried forward for analysis. 

Global Climate Change Y N Although there is public and scientific debate 

about human contributions to climate change, 

no methodology exists to assess contributions 

of greenhouse gasses emitted from vehicles, to 

any impact to resources in the project area. 
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Greenhouse Gas Y N Heavy equipment or motorized equipment used 

Emissions during trail and trailhead construction would 

emit greenhouse gases; these vehicle emissions 

would be temporary in nature and would not be 

measurable at the project area scale.   

Noxious Weeds and Y N Noxious weeds and non-native, invasive plants 

Invasive, Non-native are common in the project area. Best 

plants management practices would be incorporated 

into the project design to minimize potential 

spread of invasive, non-native species (see 

Chapter 2 Design Features).  

Land Use Authorization N  Not present. 

Lands with Wilderness N  Pursuant to Sections 201 and 202 of the Federal 

Characteristics (LWC) Land Policy and Management Act, a survey 

was conducted in October 2011and the Fishtrap 

Recreation Area was not identified as LWC due 

to insufficient size.. 

Livestock Grazing Y Y Carried forward for analysis 

Minerals N N Not present. 

Paleontological N N Not present. 

Recreation Y Y Carried forward for analysis. 

Socioeconomics Y N Constructing non-motorized trails is not likely 

to have a measurable effect on socioeconomics.  

New, non-motorized trails may result in an 

increase in recreational use, however, the 

increase in use is not expected to result in any 

measurable effect to the local economy. 

Soils Y Y Carried forward for analysis. 

Travel Management Y Y Carried forward for analysis. 

Vegetation Y Y Carried forward for analysis. 

Visual Resources Y N The project area is within Visual Resource 

Inventory Class III. The trail features would be 

designed to minimize the visual contrast and 

would be consistent with Class III Objectives. 

Wild Horses and Burros N N Not present. 

Wilderness Study Areas No No Not present. 
**Resources or uses determined to be Not Present or Present/Not Affected are not discussed further in the document. Impacts to 

resources or uses determined to be Present/May Be Affected were analyzes and are discussed in the following section of this 

document. 

3.2 Affected Resources 

3.2.1 Soil and Water Resources 

Affected Environment 
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The primary soil types in the project area are Tucannon-Rock outcrop and Benco cobbly silt 

loam, on 0-15 percent slopes (Soil Survey, 2014). The soils are well drained and consist of 

cobbly silt loam to a depth of 10-20 inches. It is derived from glacial outwash mixed with loess 

in the upper part. The proposed trail would be constructed on slopes less than 0.5%. There would 

be 8 acres that would be susceptible to short-term soil erosion, during construction and long-term 

compaction, post construction/ recreational use. This equates to approximately 0.002% of the 

project area.  

Direct/Indirect Effects 

Proposed Action 

Direct and indirect impacts to soils include soil compaction, displacement, erosion, and 

subsequent loss of productivity on a total of 8 acres within the Fishtrap Recreation Area. During 

construction vegetation would be removed and soil displaced or compacted on 3 acres of trail 

and 2 acres associated with parking areas at trailheads.   

Once the trail-tread is defined underlying soils would be compacted. This compaction would 

occur during initial construction and secondarily through recreational use. It should be expected 

that “soil compaction within the tread to steadily rise while compaction of trailside soils to 

remain constant. Soil impacts occur predominately during the first year of use with minor 

changes thereafter” (Bjorkman 1996). “Compacted soils are denser and less permeable to water, 

which increases water runoff. However, compacted soils also resist long-term erosion and soil 

displacement and provide durable treads that support traffic. From this perspective, soil 

compaction is considered beneficial, and it is an unavoidable form of trail impact” (Marion and 

Wimpey 2007). After the trail is constructed “trail users can push soil laterally, causing 

displacement and development of ruts, berms, or cupped treads. Soil displacement is particularly 

evident when soils are damp or loose and when users are moving at higher rates of speed or other 

movements that create more lateral force. Soil can also be caught in hooves, footwear or tire 

treads, flicked to the side or carried some distance and dropped. Regardless of the mechanism, 

soil is generally displaced from the tread center to the sides, elevating inslopes or berms and 

compounding drainage problems” (Marion and Wimpey 2007). The trail may also encourage use 

by livestock in addition to non-motorized users. 

“Soil erosion is an indirect and largely avoidable impact of trails and trail use. To avoid erosion, 

sustainable trails are generally constructed with a slightly crowned (flat terrain) or outsloped 

(sloping terrain) tread. However, subsequent use compacts and/or displaces soils over time to 

create a cupped or insloped tread surface that intercepts and carries water. The concentrated run-

off picks up and carries soil particles downhill, eroding the tread surface. Loose, uncompacted 

soil particles are most prone to soil erosion. Erosion potential is closely related to trail grade 

because water becomes substantially more erosive with increasing slope” (Marion and Wimpey 

2007). The trail locations for the Fishtrap Loop Trail are proposed for grades of 0.5%. “Erosion 

rates on trails with 0-6 percent and 7-15 percent grades were similar, while erosion on trails with 

grades greater than 16 percent, were significantly higher (Marion 2006).. 

“Water and the sediment it carries will continue down the trail until a natural or constructed 

feature diverts it off the tread. Such features include a natural or constructed reversal in grade, an 
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outsloped tread, rocks or tree roots, or constructed drainage dip or water bar. Once the water 

slows, it drops its sediment load, filling in tread drainage features and causing them to fail if not 

periodically maintained. Properly designed drainage features are designed to divert water from 

the trail at a speed sufficient to carry the sediment load well below the tread, where vegetation 

and organic litter can filter out sediments. A well designed trail should have little to no 

cumulative soil loss” (Marion 2007). 

Therefore based on similar soil types, grade, and design features described in the Proposed 

Action soil erosion would be reduced to negligible levels. Also since there are no switchbacks in 

the planned trail network, users would not be tempted to shortcut the trail. Shortcutting trails 

often leads to soil erosion and vegetation damage. Any large scale precipitation event (depending 

on the climatic mechanisms) could increase the degree of runoff and subsequent erosion from the 

trail system. 

Aggregate consisting of ¾ inch minus Type II road base would be added on approximately 1 

acre of each proposed trailhead parking sites to cover and stabilize soils.   

The proposed action would not measurably affect water quality of Fishtrap Lake or the wetlands. 

Although, increased recreational use would generate a small increase in erosion associated with 

the trail, the vegetated buffer below the trail would effectively trap sediment. The new trail 

section would avoid wetland areas and be designed to drain properly, thereby, minimizing 

puddling and concentrated runoff. Through good drainage design, and regular trail maintenance, 

impacts to soil or water resources would be minimal. 

No Action 

There would continue to be dispersed recreational use of existing trails and two track roads by 

public and livestock. There would not be new soil disturbance. Current trail head parking areas 

would not have soils graded for aggregate placement to mitigate soil loss and water movement. 

There would continue to be some level of soil disturbance and loss by wind and water movement 

at current sites. 

Cumulative Effects 

The analysis area is the Fishtrap Recreation Area (approximately 9,000 acres). 

As described in the vegetation section of this document, several types of natural or human-

caused disturbance in the analysis area have created the present mosaic of vegetation in various 

stages of succession, including fire activity; flooding; extreme weather events (e.g., ice storm); 

wind and water erosion; road building and maintenance; home site development; recreational 

pursuits; historical agricultural practices (ditching of meadows); restoration efforts; subsistence 

living; and livestock grazing. 

Present day influences on Fishtrap Lake in the analysis area include increased fire frequency; 

road encroachment and maintenance; noxious weed expansion; flooding; erosion; expanded 

recreational pursuits; adjacent agricultural use; habitat restoration efforts; fuels reduction projects 

and livestock grazing. 
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Reasonably foreseeable future actions are anticipated to be similar to present day activities, with 

the exception that the proposed new trail establishment would encourage increased public use 

and further recreational activities.  

The proposed action would potentially affect approximately 5 acres of the 9,000-acre Fishtrap 

Recreation Area, or less than 1% of the analysis area; therefore, this project is unlikely to 

contribute measurable cumulative effects to water quality or wetland and riparian zones, due to 

the relatively small level of disturbance, soil characteristics, and its projected timing of 

implementation, when compared to the overall analysis area. 

The no action alternative would likely see the continuation of casual trail use at the Fishtrap 

Recreation Area by public users and livestock with minor impacts on wetland and riparian areas; 

although, poorly maintained trails may contribute sediment. The parking areas would continue to 

have soil disturbances and movement associated with public use. 

3.2.2 Recreation 

Affected Environment 

The Fishtrap Recreation Area is managed for land and water based leisure activities for outdoor 

sports, relaxation, social group or family affiliation, and personal enrichment or learning through 

environmental study within accessible natural forested lakeshore settings. The Fishtrap 

Recreation Area itself has approximately 15 miles of two-track trails (see attached map). 

The proposed trail would increase non-motorized opportunities that are in demand for hiking, 

mountain biking and equestrian users by providing 8 miles of trail. This trail would also provide 

opportunities earlier in the spring and later in the fall when high elevation trails are not 

accessible. The trail network would allow the BLM to provide opportunities and experiences to 

be close to nature and enjoy the scenery, while participating in their specific activity. The 

proposed trail design is two stacked loop trails (see attached map) for non-motorized users which 

directly addresses the desire for some segregated use between motorized and non-motorized 

groups. The single-track sections of the trail are designed at an average grade of less than 10 

percent. This grade is suitable for the average mountain biker and provides easy to moderate 

hiking. Horseback riding would also be authorized on the trail. The trail would not provide 

opportunities for any motorized uses (i.e. off-highway vehicles). Motorized access would remain 

limited to existing routes and trails.  

In the summer of 2014 most of the project area burned in a wildfire. It is expected that over time 

the affected area will recover and provide opportunities and experiences for visitors to observe 

the effects of fire in a fire-adapted ecosystems.  

Direct/Indirect Effects 

Proposed Action 
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Approximately 20 percent of the proposed trail would follow existing two-track roads. 

Approximately 60 percent of the proposed trail utilizes livestock/wildlife trails. Approximately 

20 percent of the proposed trail would be new construction. The proposed trail construction 

would maintain the natural characteristics of the landscape. The trail design would have minimal 

impacts to visual resources and would assist in defining proper locations for recreationists to 

travel within these BLM lands. The loop trail would increase the opportunities for a non-

motorized recreation experience. The proposed trail system would increase the public’s 

enjoyment of the area by offering vistas of Fishtrap Lake and the Channeled Scablands.  

No Action 

The No Action alternative would not have any direct impacts in the project area. Under the no 

action alternative the impacts from user created trails on public lands would likely increase from 

current levels based on visitor data. Under this alternative, BLM would not increase the 

opportunities for non-motorized recreational experiences.  

Cumulative Effects 

The existing uses within the Fishtrap Recreation Area include hunting, fishing, target shooting, 

and off-highway vehicle use (OHVs). The Proposed Action would not change the physical 

setting of the affected area. There are no other proposed activities that would alter existing uses 

or recreational opportunities within the Fishtrap Recreation Area. Cumulative impacts on the 

identified experiences and the physical setting would be negligible.  

The Proposed Action for construction of a single-track trail would address demand for the non-

motorized opportunities in the area, while connecting to existing two-track road and 

livestock/wildlife trails.  The no action alternative would allow the current opportunities to 

remain unchanged. 

3.2.3 Wildlife 

Affected Environment 

Wildlife habitats are described for those habitats within 0.25 mile of the proposed trail. These 

habitats include primarily shrub-steppe/grassland with patches of herbaceous and woody riparian 

and scattered ponderosa pine groves and individual trees.  The total area within the 0.25-mile 

buffer is about 2000 acres of wildlife habitat; this is the wildlife analysis area. Approximately 1.7 

miles of Fishtrap Lake’s shoreline habitats are included in the wildlife analysis area, because the 

trail is located about 200-500 feet from the shoreline for most of this length.   

Most (80%) of the wildlife analysis area was burned in the 2014 Watermelon Hill Fire, which 

resulted in the loss of sagebrush and many of the thicker Ponderosa pine groves. 

An existing network of single-track trails and two-track roads currently exists in the proposed 

trail area.  Because these trails are popular with the public, the wildlife in this area is habituated 

to a moderate level of human presence. 
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Habitats within the analysis area support common wildlife species such as coyote, badger, 

porcupine and mule deer. Mule deer occurring in the project area use it for fawning and yearlong 

habitat. No crucial mule deer winter range has been identified within the project area.  Many 

other species are also present such as pocket gopher, long-tailed weasel, Columbia ground 

squirrel, chipmunk, various Myotis bats, rattlesnake, gopher snake, and others.  

The wildlife analysis area supports a wide variety of migratory birds due to the interspersion of 

shrub, pine, riparian and lake habitats. Surveys conducted by Audubon volunteers in 2011 

resulted in identifying more than 60 species of birds in the project area.  These were mostly 

waterfowl, blackbirds, swallows, flycatchers, and sparrows, as well as species such as tanagers, 

grosbeaks, buntings, and warblers. Two species of migratory birds of conservation concern are 

known to use the wildlife analysis area: willow flycatcher and Brewer’s sparrow. Willow 

flycatchers are strongly associated to brushy areas, willow thickets and riparian vegetation, while 

the Brewer’s sparrow is known as sagebrush obligate.  

Some hunted upland bird species also occur in the project area to include ring-necked pheasant, 

California quail, and mourning dove.  The northern half of the proposed trail occurs within a 

WDFW-designated pheasant release area, which is one of the closest release areas to the city of 

Spokane and one of the most popular areas for youth hunts. Every fall approximately 400 

pheasant roosters are released here. 

One bald eagle uses Fishtrap Lake for foraging, and prior to the 2014 Watermelon Hill Fire it 

nested on BLM land less than 100 feet from the proposed trail.  At the nest tree the proposed trail 

is an existing two-track road. The nest was discovered and reported by a hiker in 2007. It was 

monitored by BLM and found to be active almost every year until the 2014 fire burned and killed 

the nest tree and surrounding pine stand.  With the surrounding stand killed there is little to no 

screening cover at the nest tree.  In 2015 the eagle moved to occupy a new nest tree across the 

lake on private property.  The vacated nest tree on BLM next to the proposed trail still stands as a 

dead snag.  Although bald eagles usually nest in live trees, they also nest in snags or dead trees 

and maintain alternate nest trees.  The likelihood that an alternate nest will again become active 

decreases the longer it goes unused and is unlikely after 5 years (USFWS 2007). Therefore, the 

BLM nest tree will be analyzed as an alternate nest site even though it is unknown if the eagles 

will nest again at this location.  

During the time the eagle nest was active, BLM authorized several organized recreation events 

(e.g., orienteering and poker rides) and conducted fuels treatments in the vicinity of the nest, but 

avoided disturbance during the breeding season with an 1/8 mile buffer for these activities.  

Casual use by hikers, horseback riders, and bike riders along the existing trail has not been 

restricted, and non-motorized use has occurred continuously since the BLM acquired the parcel 

and opened it up to the public in the early 1990’s.  Due to this continuous recreation activity 

alongside continuous occupancy by the bald eagle since 2007, this nest site is considered 

habituated to moderate levels of non-motorized recreation.    

Direct/Indirect Effects 

Proposed Action 
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Effects of the proposed trail designation include increased disturbance to wildlife due to 

increased non-motorized use by the public. Because the disturbance is non-motorized, the effects 

are anticipated to be minor consisting of only occasional flushing of diurnal wildlife such as 

migratory birds and deer. Flushing may have temporary effects on behavior and movement 

lasting a couple hours. 

Based on an extensive review of recreation effects on birds, Bennett and Zuelke (1999) 

concluded that disturbance from recreation has at least temporary effects on behavior and 

movement of birds. Direct approaches cause greater disturbance than tangential approaches; 

rapid movement by joggers was more disturbing than slower hikers; children and photographers 

were especially disturbing to birds; horses did not seem to disturb birds; and passing or stopping 

vehicles were less disturbing than people on foot. 

Mule deer are known to flush from on-trail human recreationists when they are within 100-400 

meters (Taylor and Knight 2003). Over time flushing can result in energetic losses and animals 

avoiding parts of their normal range. Using a 100-meter buffer, the current two-track trail system 

is affecting about 450 acres of mule deer habitat. Designation of the proposed trail will result in 

an additional 350 acres of habitat that may become avoided by mule deer to some degree. The 

combined 800 acres of habitat subject to non-motorized disturbance represents almost 40% of 

the wildlife analysis area.  

Eagles are unlikely to be disturbed by routine use of roads, homes, and other facilities where 

such use pre-dates the eagles’ successful nesting activity in a given area (USFWS 2007).  Since 

the alternate eagle nest (burned nest tree) is on an existing two-track road and is habituated to 

moderate levels of non-motorized disturbance, it is unlikely to be affected by the trail 

designation in the event eagles resumed nesting there.  Additionally, there is relatively low risk 

this burned tree will become active because the eagle has begun nesting across the lake outside 

the analysis area and the surrounding stand was also killed resulting in little to no screening 

cover at the burned nest tree.   

No Action 

Under no action there would be no increased in the amount of habitat subject to recreation 

disturbance. Migratory birds, mule deer, and bald eagles would still be disturbed to a lesser 

degree than the Proposed Action due to the existing two-track road system and existing uses that 

occur.  

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects would include on-going cattle grazing which affects mule deer through 

competition for forage and displacement of deer due to cattle. Cattle grazing occurs in the project 

area on a scheduled rotation usually lasting about 30 days in the affected pasture, so cumulative 

effects to mule deer would occur for 30 days when cattle and recreationists are both causing 

effects to deer at the same time. Special recreation permits are also a cumulative effect with the 

proposed trail designation, and approximately two, one-day events per year are normally 

authorized in the project area. The proposed trail is expected to result in increased use and 
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increased flushing of mule deer in the vicinity of the trail. Cumulatively, flushing and 

disturbance to mule deer and migratory birds would increase when the effects of the proposed 

trail are added to existing uses within the project area. These existing uses include cattle grazing, 

special recreation events, and other recreational uses.  

3.2.4 Livestock Grazing 

Affected Environment 

The proposed trail system and trailhead areas are located within the Fishtrap Grazing Allotment. 

The trailhead parking areas are currently excluded from grazing. The Fishtrap Grazing Allotment 

contains ten separate pastures on approximately 7,400 acres of public land. Nine of the ten 

pastures, consisting of 7,184 acres, are available for grazing under the current management plan. 

The proposed trail system is located within three of the nine available pastures (approximately 

3,180 acres or 44% of total allotment). Livestock water is provided by natural lakes and ponds 

scattered throughout allotment. The allotment management plan consists of a multi-pasture 

deferred rotational grazing system with periodic rest of pastures. Deferred grazing provides non-

use until after seed dispersal of forage plants. The number of days spent in each pasture is 

dependent upon available forage, water and annual management objectives, but averages 

between 15 and 45 days.  The current grazing lease authorizes 125 head of cattle to graze 

between April 7 and October 31 each year. The current grazing lease authorizes the use of 834 

animal unit months (AUMs = the equivalent of forage consumed by one cow and calf pair or one 

bull for one month. 

Many of the existing trail and travel routes were created by livestock or for the management of 

livestock prior to and after the BLM began land acquisitions that make up the Fishtrap 

Allotment.  

Direct/Indirect Effects 

Proposed Action 

Cattle would continue to use the existing trails and travel routes as they have previously. Cattle 

would likely begin using any new trails constructed within the allotment that are open to grazing. 

Cattle may use the new trail system to readily access areas of the allotment not previously 

frequented leading to greater distribution. Livestock would be expected to be encountered along 

the new trail where they may graze, loaf, or bed. If a recreational trail user encounters livestock 

along or on the trail, conflict may occur between livestock and the trail user or pets. This may 

consist of startling the livestock or harassment causing stress and may unintentionally push the 

cattle around the allotment. 

The conflict between cattle and recreational users would be seasonal; cattle in the spring with 

calves would naturally try to protect their calves and intimidate, chase or scare people or other 

animals that they perceive as threats. During the summer months cattle may loaf more in cool 

areas under trees along the trail and near water, but they tend to not be protective. Also, summer 

months tend to have a reduction in recreational users. Fall use is cooler and cattle tend to scatter 
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across the landscape and would adapt to people and associated activities. Cattle/recreationists 

encounters would be minimal since cattle are currently interacting with recreationists.   

No Action 

Impacts to livestock would be similar to the action alternative because dispersed recreation 

currently takes place on existing two-track roads and trails within the allotment.  

Cumulative Effects 

The effects analyzed in the cumulative effects section apply to both the proposed action and the 

no action alternative. With the implementation of the new trail route and associated trail head 

parking areas, sustained public use is expected to increase slightly. As the recreation use expands 

and increases it may begin to have a greater impact on the ability of the livestock owner to 

effectively and economically graze at the current level. As recreational opportunities and 

activities increase, the public perception and acceptance of cattle and associated residue and 

disturbances may become less tolerable. This in turn may lead to additional costs to the livestock 

grazing lessee to manage livestock use.  

3.2.5 Cultural Resources 

Affected Environment 

The Fishtrap Recreation Area has a long history of human use, perhaps extending back as far as 

5,000 or more years ago. In the past, Native Americans frequented the Fishtrap area for fishing, 

hunting, and resource gathering pursuits. Evidence of this is revealed by an assortment of 

archaeological sites, the most common being rock features, tool acquisition areas, and lithic 

scatters. By the mid-1800s, Euro-Americans were also drawn to Fishtrap Lake and the 

surrounding area. The earliest homesteads in the project area date back to the late 1800s, but 

prior to this squatters and ranchers used the area for livestock grazing. This past use is evident by 

the types of artifacts and sites in the area, including the remains of livestock fences (including 

rock walls), domestic and agricultural dumps, wagon trails, domestic vegetation (apple trees), 

and man-made ditches and dug out springs. There are 14 cultural resource sites within 0.25 miles 

of the proposed Fishtrap Loop Trail.  

In the spring of 2014, the proposed trail was surveyed for cultural resources, focusing on areas 

within 50 feet of both sides of the trail. The purpose of the survey was to determine if there were 

any cultural resources that could be impacted by trail construction, or from indirect effects such 

as increased use in the area. As a result of this, three new cultural resources were identified, one 

of which is within 100 feet of the proposed trail. In addition, all previously recorded sites within 

500 feet of the trail were monitored to assess the condition of each, and to determine what 

potential effects the trail and increased visitor use in the area might have on the sites. Two of 

these recently monitored sites are within 100 feet of the proposed trail. 

On July 19, 2014, the Watermelon Hill Fire burned through portions of the project area. The 

west side of the project area did not burn or burned only very lightly so there is no increased site 
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visibility. However, the east side of the project area adjacent to Fishtrap Lake had the highest 

burn intensity and most vegetation, including many ponderosa pine trees, was killed. As a result, 

exposure of archaeological sites on the east side is now greater than prior to the fire. In 

September 2014, some sites were revisited to assess condition and vulnerability due to increased 

visibility from the fire. BLM anticipates that it will be at least 2 years before the understory 

vegetation begins to recover in the drier forested areas so as to be effective in obscuring ground 

level archaeological sites. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Proposed Action 

Direct impacts are those that could cause physical damage to a site, such as during trail 

construction. The initial trail design showed one proposed trail segment passing through an 

archaeological site. As a result of this, the trail was moved 30 feet upslope of the site – far 

enough away from any proposed construction activities to avoid impacting the site. The cultural 

resources inventory did not identify any other sites within 25 feet of the proposed trail, so there 

are no anticipated direct effects to archaeological sites in the project area. If cultural resources 

are discovered during the trail construction phase, work will cease in the area and a BLM 

archaeologist will be notified to determine the significance of the resource. If necessary, the trail 

will be diverted away from the cultural resource.   

Indirect effects to cultural resources are those that could affect nearby sites (defined as visible 

within 100 feet of the trail) after trail construction. The most important of these is anticipated 

increased visitor use and the likelihood to wander off-trail in the nearby area and inadvertently or 

purposely damage a site. An example of such activity may be dismantling a rock cairn, or 

picking up old bottles and artifacts from historic dump sites. It is not possible to know where the 

public may decide to “wander off” or which sites would be affected, other than by using the 100 

foot rule and site visibility factors.   

The Watermelon Hill Fire burned intensely on the east side of the project area, removing 

approximately 80% of the vegetation and making certain sites more visible. As a result, sites 

close to the trail are now more visible, but as stated earlier, there is only one site within 100 feet 

of the proposed trail within the fire area. One measure to offset negative impacts from this is to 

monitor susceptible sites more frequently. Therefore, the BLM has recommended to the State 

Historic Preservation Officer that the one site located within 30 feet of the trail within the fire 

area be monitored on an annual basis for the 2 years following trail construction.   

The additional two sites that are located within 100 feet of the trail are not within the burn area, 

nor are they the types of sites that would normally be of interest to the general public and not 

likely to even be recognized by most trail users, so there are no anticipated indirect effects to 

those sites. 

No Action 
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There are no direct effects to cultural resources from the No Action alternative but there may be 

indirect effects to cultural sites if the current “unofficial” trail system continues to be used. There 

is one pre-existing trail segment near the project area that is located relatively close to several 

archaeological sites. It is anticipated that these user-created trails will continue to be used if no 

alternative trail (the proposed action) is developed. The proposed Loop Trail would permanently 

remove this problematic trail segment and direct users a further distance from the sites, thus 

affording more site protection and less potential for indirect effects to cultural resources.  

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects to cultural resources are those that combined with other events in the past, 

present or reasonably foreseeable future can incrementally result in impacts to cultural resources.  

Because there are no other planned or foreseeable projects or activities in the Project Area, there 

are no anticipated cumulative effects to cultural resources.  

3.2.6  Noxious Weeds and Invasive Plants 

Affected Environment 

A variety of noxious weeds and invasive plants including cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), 

knapweed (Centaurea spp.), Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), rush skeletonweed (Chonddrilla 

juncea), Dalmation toadflax (Linaria dalmatica), common mullien (Verbascum Thapsus), 

common St. Johnswort (Hypericum perforatum), houndstongue (Cynoglossum officinale), and 

Medusahead rye (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) occur in the project area. Herbicides and 

mechanical control methods are being used in the Fishtrap Allotment to treat noxious weeds.  

All herbicide applications follow manufacturer herbicide label instructions, specifications, and 

precautions; all federal, state and local laws, rules and regulations; and BLM policy. In instances 

where herbicide labels, federal, or state stipulations overlap, the more restrictive criteria applies. 

Direct/Indirect Effects 

Proposed Action 

Trail and parking area construction activities and soil preparation for rehabilitation of targeted 

parking areas, roads and trails would increase the chance for noxious and invasive weed spread 

due to soil disturbance and potential seed transport. The loop trail would also provide a disturbed 

corridor that could facilitate weed establishment and seed transport. To avoid this, the loop trail 

would require regular monitoring for detection of noxious weeds and invasive plants along with 

appropriate treatment through an integrated weed management plan. The parking areas would be 

covered with a rock aggregate to stabilize these sites. The trail corridors would also facilitate 

access for chemical and mechanical treatments.  

No Action 



Fishtrap Loop Trail Environmental Assessment 
 

 

Environmental Assessment (July 2015) 21 
 

The soils and vegetation would not be mechanically disturbed since the loop trail would not be 

constructed. However, noxious weeds and invasive plants would still occur and be affected by 

activities associated with existing parking areas, roads and user-created trails. Seed transport by 

domestic animals, wildlife and birds would also continue to contribute to noxious weed 

expansion and establishment. The noxious weeds and invasive plants, common throughout the 

project area will continue to persist and expand in areas where natural and mechanical 

disturbance is occurring and not likely identified for specific treatments. 

Cumulative Effects 

The proposed action in conjunction with past, present and reasonably foreseeable impacts would 

have negligible impacts on the further establishment and expansion of noxious weeds and 

invasive plants because impacts relating to these resources would not extend beyond the project 

site and past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions identified would not impact the 

resources related to the loop trail. The loop trail system incorporate best management practices 

for construction and maintenance that would also allow for chemical and mechanical treatments 

of noxious weeds and invasive plants. 

Past, present, and future development and uses, including residential and agricultural 

development, recreational use and livestock grazing, in the Fishtrap area have and would 

continue to result in an increasing level of fragmentation on native vegetation communities. The 

proposed project could contribute to this fragmentation and thus increase the vulnerability of 

plant communities within the watershed as a whole to degradation by invasive and noxious 

weeds. Increased human presence in the project area prohibits some natural disturbances, such as 

fire, that would normally play an important role in the health and maintenance of the plant 

communities that occur in the area. This also results in accumulations of fuels and therefore, 

increased human presence could also contribute to a greater potential for wildfires and associated 

suppression activities that would impact natural resources leading to establishment and 

expansion of noxious weeds and invasive plants. 

Based on past and present development of the Fishtrap area, federal land acquisitions and the 

close proximity to the Spokane area; demand for recreation opportunities has increased over 

time. Future development will continue to bring with it an increasing amount of demand for 

recreation opportunities. Not providing opportunities for recreation will encourage residents to 

hike and bike cross country and based on current trends that demand would result in 

unsustainable user-created trails accelerating soil erosion rates and fragmenting existing stands 

of vegetation. The user-created trails would create opportunities for further establishment and 

expansion of noxious weeds and invasive plants. There would be no best management practices 

for construction and maintenance and likely would receive little to no attention for chemical and 

mechanical treatments of noxious weeds and invasive plants. 

3.2.7 Vegetation/Special Status Species (plants) 

Affected Environment  

Endangered Species (Plants) 
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No federally listed endangered plant species are suspected to occur on the lands managed under 

the Border Field Office, BLM, and none were found during plant surveys for the project.  

Threatened Species (Plants) 

Two Threatened plant species (US Fish and Wildlife Service, 2015) are present in the project 

area:  water howellia (Howellia aquatilis A. Gray), and Spalding's catchfly (Silene spaldingii 

Wats.). A Threatened species is any that is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable 

future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.  

Spalding's Catchfly, Silene spaldingii 

Spalding’s catchfly is a regional endemic perennial that occurs on grasslands in eastern 

Washington and adjacent Idaho, northwestern Montana, northeastern Oregon, and British 

Columbia, Canada. Typical habitat for the plant in eastern Washington is on moist, north-facing 
slopes and swales with Idaho fescue; it does not appear to persist in sites dominated by non-

native vegetation. Spalding’s catchfly has known occurrences throughout the project area and 

some occurrences are near the proposed trail. 

Water Howellia, Howellia aquatilis 

Water howellia occurs in a cluster of sites in eastern Washington, several sites in western 

Washington, as well as in Montana and Idaho.  Sites for water howellia in eastern Washington 

are, in most cases, semi-permanent ponds that are at least partially surrounded by deciduous trees 

and shrubs such as quaking aspen, snowberry, and red osier dogwood (USFWS 1994, USFWS 

2009). No plants or potentially suitable habitat for water howellia was found at or adjacent to 

proposed activities. Water howellia is not suspected to occur as no habitat is present along the 

proposed trail.  However, water howellia is known to occur at a nearby pond.   

Methodology 

Botanical surveys for the project area were conducted in mid-June and July 2014 by the Field 

Office Botanist for all areas in the project area where ground disturbance might occur (and in 

other portions of the project area as well). All plant species that were found during surveys were 

recorded, not just Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive plants. Geobob, the database of flora 

records, was reviewed for site and occurrence information prior to field visits. No additional 

threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant sites beyond those previously known were found. 

There is always some level of uncertainty associated with any methodology:  habitat associations 

are complex, some variables may be unknown, and available data may not be as specific as that 

used in the scientific literature. However, this analysis is based on the most applicable scientific 

literature and uses the best available data to date. This information was validated, updated, and 

augmented by field surveys and reasonable assumptions based on present conditions and 

professional judgment. The methodology is commensurate with the existing knowledge, existing 

data, and the risks associated with the proposal.   
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Spaulding’s catchfly was likely more prevalent throughout the area than currently exists, as is the 

case throughout its range. Spaulding’s catchfly is not tolerant of invasive plants that compete for 

resources. There are currently 10 known occurrences of Spaulding’s catchfly within the project 

area. At least five known occurrences of Spaulding’s catchfly had the fire burn over a portion of 

the site/occurrence. Several other occurrences both inside the foot print of the project area and 

adjacent to the project area remain untouched by the 2014 wildfire. It appears that the fire 

intensity may not have been so hot as to damage roots (observations on 8/19/2014 by Botanist 

Kim Frymire) in three of the sites burned. In at least one site, fire severity was high (observed 

8/28/2014). The growing seasons of 2015 and 2016 should show the extent of the damage.  A 3-

year monitoring plan for those areas within the boundary of the fire would occur on Spaulding’s 

catchfly sites (Watermelon Hill Fire ESR Plan 2014). 

Direct/Indirect Effects 

Proposed Action 

Effects of the proposed trail and associated improvements includes ground disturbance with 

some removal of vegetation.  Removal of trees, except for safety reasons would be avoided and 

removal of sagebrush would be minimal. Design features would be used to limit impacts on 

threatened, endangered, or sensitive plants (see Chapter 2). Trails would be routed to avoid 

Spaulding’s catchfly occurrences. In some proposed locations, the trail is within sites of known 

Spaulding’s catchfly however it is not a showy plant, so the plants are not likely to attract the 

attention of trail users.  Indirectly Spalding’s catchfly may be affected, but are not likely to be 

adversely affected, as habitat for the species that is adjacent to the proposed trail could be 

impacted by invasive species (see USFWS concurrence letter, project file). The trail would serve 

as a vector for invasive plants that may displace native species. This would increase the 

likelihood that invasive plants, especially cheatgrass would compete with Spaulding’s catchfly in 

these known sites.   

Other activities such as trailhead construction would occur in areas not suitable for threatened, 

endangered or sensitive plants. These areas have been previously impacted and are primarily 

non-native species. Trail/trailhead maintenance and installation of signage would not occur on 

areas with threatened, endangered, or sensitive plants. 

No Action 

Native vegetation and threatened, endangered, or sensitive plants would not be mechanically 

disturbed since the trail network would not be built. However impacts would still occur in 

conjunction with existing parking areas, roads, and user-created trails.  Seeds and plant parts of 

invasive species would be transported by domestic animals, wildlife, and birds contributing to 

invasive plant expansion and establishment. The invasive plants, common throughout the project 

area, would continue to persist and expand in areas where natural and mechanical disturbance is 

occurring.  
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Cumulative Effects  

Proposed Action 

Past and ongoing activities within the project area and on adjacent private lands have led to 

habitat modification and fragmentation in and around the project area.  Road construction, 

homesteads, recreational use, grazing, vehicular traffic, wildfires, and natural events have all 

contributed to the encroachment of weeds into the area and the localized reduction of native 

species diversity where weeds take over. Some native plants may be limited in their population 

size by this habitat modification. Current and reasonably foreseeable activities within the project 

area include recreational use of roads and trails, trail maintenance, fire suppression, grazing, and 

weed treatments.  It is estimated that use would increase by 10% over the next 10 years with the 

completion of the proposed loop trail.  These types of activities could result in new disturbed 

sites available for colonization by weeds and support ongoing populations of invasive plants.  

The area has previously been treated for invasive plants and efforts to continue invasive species 

treatment is ongoing.  Recreationalists both on foot or wheel along with animals and other 

natural events like wind, fire, and water may all serve as vectors for invasive plants that could 

contribute to additional Spaulding’s catchfly habitat modification. It is unlikely that trampling 

would occur (incidental) within Spaulding’s catchfly sites. Wildfire in 2014 burned several 

individuals of Spalding’s catchfly just prior to these plants setting seed.  Known occurrences 

within the project area of Spalding’s catchfly burned over. It is unknown at this time how many 

of these sub-populations would return. Wildfires in the Teleford area of Eastern Washington 

provided evidence that Spalding’s catchfly in our area can withstand moderate burn over.  It is 

unknown what severity of burn Spalding’s catchfly can withstand.  

Overall, the anticipated actions, both individually and cumulatively, as described under the  

Spokane District RMP as amended, and guided by current 6840 policy and Rangeland Health 

Standards, are expected to have no effect on water howellia or habitat important to its 

persistence, and may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect, Spalding’s catchfly or habitat 

important to its persistence. Cumulative effects from this action in conjunction with past 

activities such as recreation, grazing, and other actions have lead and continue to lead to habitat 

modification of potential Spalding’s catchfly habitat. 

No Action 

Native vegetation and threatened, endangered, or sensitive plants would not be directly impacted 

as no new ground disturbance and vegetation removal would occur. However past, present, and 

future activities such as recreation, grazing, and other actions have lead and continue to lead to 

habitat modification of potential Spalding’s catchfly habitat.  
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4 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

4.1 Agencies 

- The Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, 12/6/2013 

- The Spokane Tribe of Indians, 12/6/2013 

- US Fish and Wildlife Service, 2/27/2015 

4.2 List of Preparers 

- Chris Shafer, Natural Resource Specialist 

- Anne Boyd, Archaeologist 

- Kim Frymire, Botanist 

- Jason Lowe, Wildlife Biologist 

- Ray Pease, Rangeland Management Specialist 

- Katherine Farrell, Planning and Environmental Coordinator  
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