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INTRODUCTION TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
This project would consist of burning hand piles created under the 2007 Fishtrap Fuels 
Categorical Exclusion (CX).  The project is located approximately 8.5 air miles northeast of 
Sprague, WA in Lincoln and Spokane County and in the Northeast Management Area of the 
Spokane District’s Border Field Office (BLM 1985).   
 

BACKGROUND 
 
In 2007, the Bureau of Land Management began a fuels reduction and forest health project which 
included thinning of the Ponderosa pine understory, hand piling the debris, and burning the piles 
with a prescribed fire burn plan.  Typically, slash piles occur on relatively flat ground (0-20 
percent slope).   The thinning and piling were approved and implemented under a Forestry CX, 
with a planned intent to analyze the burning through an Environmental Assessment (EA).These 
piles are located in: (See project map – Attachment 1) 
 
T22N R40E Sec. 29 (NW ¼), Sec. 30, & Sec. 31 (SW ¼) 
T21N R40E Sec. 06 (NW ¼) 
T22N R39E Sec. 36 (E ¼) 
T21N R39E Sec. 01 (West of lake), Sec. 02 (S ½), Sec. 11 (NW & SE ¼), Sec. 12 (West of lake)  
 
 
PURPOSE AND NEED 
The purpose of this project is to remove the slash piles created by the 2007 Fishtrap fuels 
thinning project. There is an estimated 6-7 slash piles per acre within the project area (estimated 
6,900 – 8,050 total piles) with each pile measuring approximately 5 by 7 foot in diameter. The 
need is to reduce the fuel loading within the 1,150 acre project area (Attachment 1).  
 

ALTERNATIVES 
Two alternatives have been developed to respond to the Purpose and Need identified during 
internal and public scoping:  Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) and Alternative 2 (No Action).   
 
ALTERNATIVE 1 (PROPOSED ACTION) 
 
Overview 
The BLM would burn existing slash piles within the 1,150 acre treatment area over multiple 
years. Five treatment units have been defined (Attachment 1).  The BLM would use prescribed 
fire to burn slash piles to reduce fuel loading. These piles would be burnt from October through 
May to reduce wildfire risk and fire intensity. 
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PROJECT DESIGN FEATURES 
 
Fuels Management 
• Prior to conducting prescribed burns in the project area, a burn plan will be prepared to 

address burning objectives and operational concerns.  The plan would identify mitigation 
measures necessary to protect site-specific resource values, notification procedures for local 
area residents, potential fire behavior and precautions to be consistent with this 
Environmental Assessment. Pile consumption targets would remove 75–100 percent of piled 
biomass.  
 

• Prescribed fire would be contained within a distance of 10-15 feet from each pile. This would 
be obtained by utilizing environmental factors in an approved burn plan that would limit the 
spread distance to 10-15 feet from each pile. These environmental factors include wind, 
precipitation (rain or snow), temperature, relative humidity, and fuel moistures. 

 
Cultural Resources 
• Cultural resources will be protected from impacts of the proposed project.  All sites within 

100 feet of the piles will be flagged with high visibility flagging prior to project 
implementation.   
 

• If archaeological sites are encountered during project implementation, the disturbing activity 
will be halted, the authorized BLM official will be contacted, and the resource protected until 
a BLM archaeologist has assessed the historic significance of the resource. 

 
Vegetation/Special Status Plants 
• All known special status plant species occurrences have been avoided during the thinning 

and piling phases of this project (BLM 2007).  
  

Wildlife 
• Bald eagle winter roost:  If bald eagles are observed within 400’ of the project area during 

the winter roosting season (November 15-March 15), all operations within 400’ of the known 
roost sites will be suspended until after March 15.  

 
• Eagle (bald or golden): If active or inactive eagle nests are found during treatments, no 

activities will occur within 660’ or 330’, respectively, during the period February 1–July 31.  
 
Recreation / Visual Resources 
• Prescribed burning activities will not be completed during high visitation or recreational use 

periods (hunting seasons, scheduled recreational activities, etc.). 
 

• Public will be notified through outreach and signage prior to any prescribed fire activity 
occurring on this project. 
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ALTERNATIVE 2 (NO ACTION) 
 
No prescribed burning activities would occur under this alternative.    
 

Affected Environment & Environmental Consequences 
 
SOILS 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Soils range from rock outcrop to deep soils in excess of 40 inches.  There are fifteen soil map 
units ranging from shallow, well drained to very deep, well-drained throughout the project area. The 
soils have differing plant production and hydrologic capabilities and are subject to erosion at 
differing rates (Attachment #2). 

 
Environmental Consequences 
 

a) Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects:   
The project activities or mechanisms that may directly affect soil resources would 
be limited to the 5 by 7 foot pile diameter. Low to moderate intensity prescribed 
fire would consume 75-100 percent of the pile biomass. At these intensity levels, 
prescribed fire would preserve the existing root systems and would not cause 
excessive wind or water erosion. 

 
Overall, the effects of prescribed fire treatments on soil resources are anticipated 
to be short-term and minor.   

 
b. Cumulative Effects: 
The net treatment area would be 7-28 acres (0.6 percent – 2.4 percent of the 
project area).  There are no reasonably foreseeable cumulative effects associated 
with this action such as wind and water erosion.   Mitigation measures to prevent 
adverse effects to soil resources would include slope and consumption limitations 
of the piles and potential seeding. 

 
  

b) Alternative 2 (No Action) 
 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects 
This alternative would not remove any of the residual fuels associated with the 
Fishtrap thinning project.   
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b. Cumulative Effects 
By not removing the fuels associated with the piles, the intent of the original 
Fishtrap thinning project will not be met. 

 
 
UPLAND VEGETATION/SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES-PLANTS 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The Fishtrap parcel is located in a transition area between Daubenmmire’s bluebunch wheatgrass 
-Idaho fescue zone and Idaho fescue/common snowberry zone, and is just south of the threetip 
sage/Idaho fescue zone (Daubenmire 1970).  In addition to steppe vegetation communities, the 
Fishtrap parcel is composed of a mosaic of heterogenous plant community types including mixed 
ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir forests with varying understory composition based on the edaphic 
charcteristics.  The forested ecosystems comprise approximately 50 percent of the five treatment 
areas and the slash piles are located within these forested community types.  Before European 
settlement, recurrent low-intensity fire was the principle agent maintaining the relationship 
between overstory trees and understory vegetation.  Since settlement, the historic fire regime 
which maintained ponderosa pine forests has been disrupted from human activities, such as 
active fire suppression, and has shifted the structure of forests from open savannah-type to one 
with higher tree densities (Korb et al. 2004).  The general stand characteristics of the forests 
within the project area are dominated by intermediate (pole-sized) trees with scattered larger 
diameter trees.  The understory biomass has thick accumulations of needle litter and downed 
woody material that have persisted due to the exclusion of fire. 
 
All lands within the proposed project area have been classified as being in Fire Regime Groups 
III and IV and Condition classes I through III based on LANDFIRE data.  Forested communities 
within Groups III and IV are infrequently burned, mixed regimes in dissected terrain where patch 
variation is driven by physical confines of the landscape rather than fire size (Hann et al. 2005).  
The fire regime condition classes measure the degree of departure from reference conditions due 
to a variety of causal factors.  Characteristic vegetation and fuel conditions within Class I are 
based on low departure from reference conditions including vegetation and fuel composition, fire 
frequency, severity, pattern, and other associated natural disturbances.  Uncharacteristic 
conditions are considered to be those that did not occur within the natural fire regime, such as 
classes II and III (moderate to high departure).   
 
Spalding’s catchfly (Silene spaldingii), a federally listed threatened species under the 
Endangered Species Act, is known to occur within the project area.  The primary habitats 
associated with Spalding’s catchfly populations include the bunchgrass and shrub-steppe 
communities, although populations have also been observed within the mixed forested 
communities as well.  Botanical surveys were conducted as part of the 2007 fuels reduction and 
forest health project.  Populations of Spalding’s catchfly were flagged prior to fuels treatments 
and slash piles were located away from the sites to avoid potential impact from burning.  No 
other BLM special status plant species are present within the five proposed project areas. 
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Environmental Consequences 
 

a) Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
It is not known either how many of the slash piles will be burned or the degree of 
consumption of each pile from burning.  The proposed action will attempt to burn 
all of the existing piles within the five project areas.  Piles that cannot be ignited 
will be left on site as habitat features.  For analysis purposes it is assumed that all 
of the piles (approximately 8,050) will be burned to the prescribed consumption 
target range of 75-100 percent biomass removal.  In addition, it is assumed that 
surface burning of understory litter will be limited to a distance of 15 feet from 
each pile.  This would produce a net disturbed area of 130 acres within the project 
areas. 
 
Pile burning is an efficient means of fuel disposal; however, there can be adverse 
local effects due to intense heating necessary to consume the biomass to 
completion.  Soil damage can occur under these burn piles resulting in scars that 
are susceptible to invasion of noxious weeds and other non-native plants (Korb et 
al. 2004).  The small size of the individual piles should reduce the heat production 
to soil surface temperatures similar to a forest fire (200 to 300° C) and the piles 
should be consumed within one day.  Soil temperatures may reach up to 500° C 
where piles are larger and where areas of greater duff accumulation are permitted 
to burn within the 15 foot buffer.  At these temperatures it is anticipated that seed 
banks will be reduced, mortality to soil microbes will occur, and soil organic 
matter will be partially oxidized.  In addition, a spike of available nitrogen 
(ammonium nitrogen and nitrate nitrogen) is anticipated in the short term, within 
one growing season.  The removal of existing vegetation and the flush of soil 
nutrients may contribute to increased germination and establishment of invasive 
plants (Esquilin et al. 2007, Korb et al. 2004).  However, since the forested plant 
communities are generally in-tact there may be sufficient native vegetation to 
colonize the burn scars and exclude invasive plants.  Since the effects of the pile 
burn will be localized, the surrounding habitat is unlikely to change. 
 
Adherence to the prescriptions identified in the burn plan should ensure that fire 
intensity will be controlled to prevent damage to large trees and shrubs near the 
slash piles.  Many of the slash piles are within sites that have healthy perennial 
grasses and forbs, which may recolonize the sites following the burning.  
Monitoring the burn-pile scars for three years following treatment would inform 
land managers of the success of re-colonization or the need for subsequent 
treatments, such as invasive species control and re-seeding with native plants. 
 
No populations of Spalding’s Catchfly occur within the perimeter of the slash 
piles or in the immediate vicinity as a result of avoidance measures during the 
hand-piling phase of the project.  Therefore, special status plant species are not 
anticipated to be affected by the pile burning. Based on the specific habitat 
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requirements for Spalding’s Catchfly the proposed action would not have a direct 
or indirect effect to that species. 

b. Cumulative Effects: 
Although burning each pile will have small direct effects on soil properties, the 
cumulative effect will be 11 percent ground disturbance within the project area.  
Removal of the slash piles should decrease the risk of fuels that could contribute 
to high-intensity stand replacing fires across the parcel.  Substantial changes in 
forested plant community structure or composition are not anticipated with this 
project and should not contribute to a decline of forest lands at the Fishtrap parcel 
scale or within the project areas.  Recent wildland fires at the Fishtrap parcel in 
2012 and 1998 were primarily in sagebrush steppe plant communities and did not 
have a cumulative effect on ponderosa pine forests.  Since Spalding’s Catchfly 
populations have been avoided under the proposed action, no cumulative effects 
are anticipated from the slash pile burning. 
 

b) Alternative 2 (No Action) 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
The No Action Alternative would leave the slash piles on site to slowly 
decompose over time.  There would be no direct or indirect effects to native 
vegetation beyond the suppression of plants beneath the piles.  No impacts to 
special status plant species, such as Spalding’s Catchfly populations, are 
anticipated since the slash piles were placed away from known sites.  The 
accumulation of woody material in the project area could increase the risk of high 
intensity surface fires that could become stand-replacing in severity.  It is likely 
that stand replacing fires would have a patchy distribution based on fuel loading, 
seasonal and site conditions that would influence the fire severity, rather than 
assume complete destruction of all forest communities within the project areas. 

b. Cumulative Effects: 
The anticipated cumulative effects to upland vegetation and special status plant 
species as a result of the No Action Alternative are unclear.  Fire history at the 
Fishtrap parcel suggests that shrub-steppe communities have had more frequent 
fires compared to the forest communities.  There is potential for surface fires to 
spread from the shrub-steppe to the forest communities and develop into stand 
replacing fires with the buildup of woody material on the forest floor.  Although 
the slash piles have been present in the project area since 2007 and have not 
contributed to a stand replacing crown fire, there is no guarantee that leaving this 
fuel source is ultimately benign. 
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NOXIOUS WEEDS AND INVASIVE PLANTS 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Noxious weed and invasive plant populations were commonly observed in low densities within 
all five of the project areas, with rush skeletonweed, cheatgrass, and medusahead rye considered 
the most widespread.  In general, these species were most prevalent within shrub-steppe 
vegetation associations and areas where ground disturbance occurred, such as roads and trails.  
Weed species occurred sporadically within the mixed ponderosa pine/Douglas-fir forests, but 
still present.  Table 1 lists the noxious weeds and invasive plants known to occur within the 
project areas. 
 

Table 1 
Washington State Noxious Weeds and Invasive Plants Occurring within the Planning Area 

Common Name Scientific Name Weed Class 

Diffuse Knapweed Centaurea diffusa B 

Rush Skeletonweed Chondrilla juncea B 

Dalmatian Toadflax Linaria dalmatica ssp.dalmatica B 

Canada Thistle Cirsium arvense C 

Bull Thistle Cirsium vulgare C 

Common St. Johnswort Hypericum perforatum C 

Cheatgrass  Bromus tectorum  Invasive, not designated in WA 

Teasel Dipsacus sylvestris Invasive, not designated in WA 

Tumble Mustard Sisymbrium altissimum Invasive, not designated in WA 

Medusahead Wildrye Taeniatherum caput-medusae Invasive, not designated in WA 

Common Mullein Verbascum thapsus Invasive, not designated in WA 
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Environmental Consequences 
 

a) Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
Under the proposed action a net disturbed area of 130 acres of fire scars within 
the project areas could create bare soil conditions favorable to invasion by 
noxious weeds and non-native plants.  The slash pile burning will produce 
localized scarring across the 1,150 project acres, with many of those acres already 
infested with noxious weeds and invasive plants at low dominance levels.  It is 
likely that new clusters of weeds will invade the fire scars from adjacent areas and 
may establish in greater densities within each scar compared to the surrounding 
plant community. 

 
A variety of factors influences the fire intensity and determines the extent of soil 
alteration and the colonization potential of invasive plants.  As the duration and 
magnitude of exposure to lethal temperatures increase invasive plants typically 
dominate the site (Korb et al. 2004).  Changes in soil nutrient concentrations, 
particularly the increase in available nitrogen, may favor invasive species which 
can often out-compete native species in high nutrient environments.   Additionally 
the death of soil microorganisms, plant roots, and native seed banks increase 
invasive species colonization on mineral substrates.  The susceptibility of burned 
areas and the competitive ability of invasive plants are usually most pronounced 
within the first year after treatment.  However, given the long-term impacts to soil 
properties from heating sites may need to be monitored for several years after 
pile-burning to ensure that desirable vegetation is establishing.     

 

b. Cumulative Effects: 
In the Fishtrap parcel, the greatest change in noxious weed and invasive plant 
populations would be the colonization of burn scars across the project areas.  
Since invasive plants already are present on a per-acre basis the likely 
cumulative effect would be relatively indiscernible, other than the change in 
weed density at the local scale.  There are numerous causal factors at the 
Fishtrap parcel that have led to the establishment and spread of weeds.  Ground 
disturbance related to roads, trails, livestock grazing, recreational activities, have 
increased the spread of weeds regardless whether or not the proposed action is 
implemented. 
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a) Alternative 2 (No Action) 
 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
The No Action Alternative would leave the slash piles on site to slowly 
decompose over time.  There would be no measurable direct or indirect effects to 
invasive plants and noxious weeds from decomposition of the piles.  The 
accumulation of woody material in the project area could increase the risk of high 
intensity surface fires that could become stand replacing in severity.  It is likely 
that stand replacing fires would have a patchy distribution based on fuel loading, 
seasonal and site conditions that would influence the fire severity, rather than 
assume complete destruction of all forest communities within the project areas.  
Where stand-replacing fires have removed overstory vegetation and altered the 
soil properties, the susceptibility of these sites in invasive species colonization 
will be greatly increased. 

c. Cumulative Effects: 
Under the no action alternative anticipated cumulative effects to noxious weeds 
and invasive plant species as a result of the No Action Alternative are unclear.  
There are numerous causal factors at the Fishtrap parcel that have led to the 
establishment and spread of weeds.  Ground disturbance related to roads, trails, 
livestock grazing, recreational activities, have increased the spread of weeds 
regardless whether or not the proposed action is implemented.  Fire history at the 
Fishtrap parcel suggests that shrub-steppe communities have had more frequent 
fires compared to the forest communities.  Where previous fires have occurred at 
Fishtrap, noxious weeds and invasive plant populations and densities have 
increased.  There is potential for surface fires to spread from the shrub-steppe to 
the forest communities and develop into stand replacing fires with the buildup of 
woody material on the forest floor.  Although the slash piles have been present in 
the project area since 2007 and have not contributed to a stand replacing crown 
fire, there is no guarantee that leaving this fuel source would ultimately be benign.  
Consumption of woody fuels during a wildland fire could result in lethal 
temperatures and greater disturbance that may degrade forested communities and 
would likely result in weed invasion. 
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WILDLIFE 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The project area occurs on BLM lands surrounding Fishtrap Lake.  There is at least one nesting 
bald eagle known to occur in the project area.  Because nest sites can change year to year there is 
potential for additional nest sites throughout the project area.  Additionally, bald eagles have 
been seen in winter utilizing trees near the lake as winter roosts.  Although none have been 
documented, there is potential for golden eagles to also nest in the project area. 
 
Two species of migratory birds of conservation concern are known to use the project area: 
willow flycatcher and Brewer’s sparrow.  Willow flycatchers are strongly associated to brushy 
areas, willow thickets and riparian vegetation.  Brewer’s sparrow is strongly associated to 
sagebrush and is known as a sagebrush obligate.  There are areas of riparian and sagebrush in the 
project area, but slash piles are not located in these types, but rather in areas of Ponderosa pine 
habitat. 
 
Mule deer occur in the project area occasionally using the area for fawning and forage.  No 
crucial winter range has been identified within the project area.              
  
 
 
Environmental Consequences 
 

a) Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
No environmental effects to wildlife are anticipated as a result of this proposed 
project.  Activity that would potentially disturb nesting and wintering eagles will 
be avoided as per design features that establish seasonal and spatial buffers.  
Migratory birds of conservation concern will not be impacted because they use 
specific habitats (sagebrush, riparian) that do not contain slash piles.  Mule deer 
may be temporarily (1-2 days) be displaced from areas where fire crews are 
actively burning slash piles, but the short duration of this similar to baseline levels 
of casual use from hikers, hunters, etc. so considered a negligible impact.        

 
b. Cumulative Effects: 
No environmental impact to wildlife are anticipated as a result of this proposed 
project other than negligible impacts of temporary displacement of mule deer, so 
no cumulative effects are possible.  

 
b) Alternative 2 (No Action) 

 
a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
No environmental effects to wildlife are anticipated as a result of this proposed 
project.  Activity that would potentially disturb nesting and wintering eagles 
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would not occur.  Migratory birds of conservation concern will not be impacted 
because they use specific habitats (sagebrush, riparian) that do not contain slash 
piles.  Fire crew activity would not temporarily displace mule deer from active 
work areas. 

 
b. Cumulative Effects 
No environmental impacts to wildlife are anticipated as a result of this proposed 
project, so no cumulative effects are possible.  
 

 
 
RECREATION AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Upland areas in the project area are also used for hunting, fishing, hiking, camping, and bird 
watching. There are no developed recreational facilities in the project area.  Recreational use 
occurs primarily in the spring, summer, and fall months.  Recreation visitation estimates have not 
been established.  
 
Environmental Consequences 
 

a) Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
 Recreational use of the area would remain open to the public during pile burning. 

 
In the short-term, land-based recreation activities and visitors may be displaced as 
a result of smoke from piles or operation of equipment.  This effect is anticipated 
to be minor and limited to the duration of active treatments.   

 
  The project would have no direct effect on lake access points.   

In the long-term, the removal of the piles would enhance both land- and water-
based recreational opportunities by creating a more park-like landscape that 
allows easier cross-country hiking access, more primitive camping opportunities, 
and improved opportunities for wildlife viewing. Pile burning would also improve 
hunting in the area by providing adequate cover and improving big game grazing 
habitat and browse cover.  

 
 

b. Cumulative Effects: 
The geographic scope of the recreation cumulative effects analysis is limited to 
the immediate project area and river corridor.  Past private logging operations 
have resulted in slightly diminished aesthetics on adjacent lands.  However, these 
historic operations have not fundamentally altered the recreational uses or 
opportunities available in the project area.  No other current or future activities 
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have been identified in the immediate vicinity.  Given that the short- and long-
term direct and indirect effects of this alternative are anticipated to be negligible 
overall, there is limited potential for these effects to measurably contribute to 
cumulative effects to recreation and/or visual resources in this area.     

 
b) Alternative 2 (No Action) 

 
a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
The No Action Alternative would have no direct effect on recreation uses or 
visual resources in the project area.  However, under this alternative, the potential 
for a stand-replacing wildfire in the future is increased.  A stand-replacing 
wildfire would greatly affect available recreation opportunities, potentially reduce 
the quality of remaining recreational experiences, and diminish visual resources 
until sufficient vegetative cover has reestablished. 

 
b. Cumulative Effects: 
Given that there is no potential for direct effects to recreation and visual resources 
as a result of the No Action Alternative and the potential for indirect effects is 
largely unknown (i.e., chance of stand-replacing wildfire in the future), no 
cumulative effects are anticipated as a result of this alternative.   
 

 
 
CULTURAL/PALENTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Affected Environment  
  
The project area falls within lands traditionally used by the Spokane people.  Like other Native 
Americans of the Columbia Plateau, Spokane groups employed a settlement and subsistence pattern 
characterized by winter residence in semi-permanent villages along major streams, and travel to various 
resource procurement areas throughout the rest of the year to collect and process such staples as roots, 
berries, fish, and game (Anglin 1995, Wynecoop 1969).  The Fishtrap area is known to have been used by 
aboriginal groups for hunting, fishing and resource gathering.  Descendants of some of the earliest 
homesteaders in this area recall seasonal fishing trips from tribes in the Lewiston, Idaho area in the early 
to mid-1900s (Jim Scroggie, 2008).  Others have documented that the Sprague area was a regularly-used 
stop for Indian people traveling established trails between the Snake River and points to the north 
(SLCHS 1982:11). 
 
Non-native use of the Fishtrap area grew after the Colville Road was built between Walla Walla and Fort 
Colville in 1859.   In the 1860s, cattlemen began to drive herds of cattle into the Fishtrap - Sprague area 
as free range for their herds of shorthorn or "Oregon Cattle".  By 1880 however, the preference of sheep 
over cattle emerged in Lincoln County.  The Northern Pacific rail line reached the nearby community of 
Sprague, WA by May 1881.  With it came more settlers to the area.  Wheat growing in Eastern 
Washington was replacing ranching in loess soil areas as early as the 1800s.   
 
Cultural resources observed in the project area include Native American sites as well as those of early 
homesteaders and ranchers.  Site types include rock alignments and walls, prehistoric tools, historic debris 
scatters, and others that indicate diverse activities over time such as sheep and cattle ranching, hunting 
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and fishing, and permanent or seasonal settlement.   
 
The project area was inventoried to Class III BLM cultural resource standards.  A number of sites have 
been recorded, both historic and prehistoric, within the project area. No paleontological resources are 
known to occur in the Fishtrap area. 
 
 
Environmental Consequences 
 

a) Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
Because the entirety of the project area has been inventoried to Class III 
standards, it can be presumed that most visible cultural resources have been 
identified and documented as sites. Thick duff layers resulting from fuel loading 
and thick vegetative growth could have obscured some small-sized or partially 
buried cultural resources during the inventory which could be affected by the 
burning.  The intent of a Class III cultural resources inventory, however, is to use 
standard survey practices to identify surface features which are of historical or 
archaeological significance. Known cultural resources will be protected by buffers 
established around sites near the burn piles. Therefore, there should be no direct 
or indirect effects to known cultural resources within the project area as the burn 
area will be outside of the site buffer.  Burning the piles may allow for better 
historical aesthetic value by allowing for a more natural appearing landscape. 

 
b. Cumulative Effects: 

There will be no cumulative effects to cultural resources under this alternative. 
 

 
 

b) Alternative 2 (No Action) 
 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
There would be no direct impacts to cultural resources of leaving the piles 
unburned.  However, the piles add to the fuels problem indirectly in that they 
could create conditions that might cause higher burn intensities and spread rates 
in the event of a wildfire, if the piles were left untreated.  This could pose 
additional threats to cultural sites in and outside of the proposed project area, 
regardless of the locations of the piles.  

 
b. Cumulative Effects:   

There would be no cumulative impacts to cultural resources in the second 
alternative. 
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AIR QUALITY 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Washington Department of Ecology, and 
the Washington Department of Natural Resources regulate air quality in Washington through 
implementation of the Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) (42 U.S.C. §§ 7401-7671q) and the 
Washington Clean Air Act (RCW 70.94). The Clean Air Act (CAA) is a Federal air quality law, 
which is intended to protect human health and the environment by reducing emissions of 
specified pollutants at their source. 
 
Under the Washington Clean Air Act the Washington Department of Natural Resources was 
appointed to regulate silviculture and forest fire hazards burning to reduce statewide emissions 
(RCW 70.94). Under the Washington Clean Air Act the Washington State Department of Natural 
Resources along with other partners including the Spokane District BLM developed the WA 
State Smoke Management Plan in 1993 and revised in 1998. Under this plan all smoke 
management decisions over 100 tons is regulated by the Washington State Department of 
Natural Resources. Smoke management decisions less than 100 tons is regulated by the local 
district (in this case Spokane District BLM) as long as the Department of Ecology or local board 
has not declared a stage of impaired air quality as defined in RCW 70.94.473. 
 
The CAA outlines three types of airshed classification areas: Class I, II, and III. Class I areas 
include wilderness areas designated as of August 7, 1977 that are 5,000 acres or greater in size, 
and also include public lands over 6,000 acres. These areas have the most stringent degree of 
protection from current and future air quality degradation.  Class I Airsheds include restrictions 
on prescribed burning during weekends from July 1 through Labor Day. Since no prescribed 
burns would take place during the restricted time periods, Class I Airsheds will not be analyzed 
further. 
 
The CAA requires the adoption of national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) to protect the 
public health and welfare from the effects of air pollution. The CAA defines NAAQS as levels of 
pollutant above which detrimental effects on human health and welfare could occur. Standards 
are provided for sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone 
(O3), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 
(PM2.5), and lead (Pb), which are known as the criteria pollutants (EPA 2008a). The EPA has 
identified PM10 particle sizes as the standard for evaluating emissions and its effect on human 
health. PM10 particles are those particles in smoke less than 10 microns in size. These particles 
are too small to be filtered out by the human respiratory system. These small particulates can 
cause respiratory problems, especially to smoke sensitive portions of the population. 
 
A state or region is given the status of “attainment” if the NAAQS thresholds have not been 
exceeded for any criteria pollutant, or “nonattainment” for a specific pollutant if the NAAQS 
thresholds have been exceeded for that pollutant. An area designated as nonattainment may 
request redesignation if it can be shown that the area has not exceeded the NAAQS for a period 
of three years. Redesignation requires the appropriate agency with jurisdiction over the area to 
prepare a maintenance plan and demonstrate compliance with NAAQS for 10 years. 
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The closest non-attainment area to the project area is the city of Spokane.  However, smoke from 
prescribed burning in the Fishtrap Pile Burn project area is not anticipated to disperse that far.  
Therefore, non-attainment areas will not be addressed further in this Environmental Assessment. 
 
Both prescribed fires and wildfires are potential sources of air pollutant emissions. The amount 
of emissions depends on the size and intensity of the fire (determined by meteorological 
conditions such as temperatures and wind speed and direction); the fuel type and fuel moisture 
content (including age class, size, and mixture of vegetation types); and the available fuel 
loading (the total mass of combustible fuels). 
 
 
Environmental Consequences 
 

a) Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
Under the Proposed Action Alternative, prescribed fire activities would 
result in adverse short-term minor effects in the immediate vicinity of the 
project area. Prescribed fire treatments would be conducted in compliance 
with an approved burn plan and state-issued burn permit. These two 
documents would establish criteria for burning activities, such as 
meteorological conditions, season, and treatment acreages, such that 
treatment activities would have only short-term minor adverse effects to 
local air quality. Burn plans and smoke permits would not be approved or 
allowed if the proposed treatments were expected to result in major effects 
to smoke sensitive areas, effects to nonattainment areas, or any 
exceedances of NAAQS. 

 
Adverse smoke effects from the burning of slash piles would be short-term 
and minor. Adverse smoke effects from broadcast burning activities would 
be variable, but still within the permissible PM10 criteria.  Smoke effects 
would be of short duration (2-5 days) and have only temporary effects. 
Smoke is expected to remain at nuisance or negligible levels rather than at 
levels that could impair human health. 

 
Impaired visibility in the immediate area of burning is possible. The BLM 
and prescribed fire managers would coordinate directly with nearby 
residents to ensure that they are aware of the proposed fire treatments and 
potential hazards. It is not expected that visibility would be reduced such 
that driving safety would be impaired. 

 
The proposed fuels reduction treatments would, in the long term, result in 
a beneficial reduction of potential emissions during natural wildfire events 
in the project area by reducing the availability of fuels for future, 
unplanned wildland fires. In the long term, reduced fuel loads throughout 
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the project area would have a minor beneficial effect on severity and 
extent of air quality effects as a result of future wildland fires. 

 
In addition to potential smoke effects from fire treatments, the operation of 
heavy equipment and vehicles under Alternative 1 would generate low 
levels of particulate emissions (road and travel way dust) and exhaust 
emissions. Air quality effects as a result of these emissions would be short 
term adverse and negligible, and would be localized to active treatment 
units. Road dust would result in short-term adverse minor effects to the 
private inholding. However, these effects would be limited primarily to the 
summer and early fall months when soil (i.e., road surface) moisture is 
low.  

 
b. Cumulative Effects: 
Considering the increasing susceptibility of forests to high severity 
wildfires throughout the west, the proposed fuels treatments would result 
in minor long-term beneficial cumulative effects to air quality in the 
project area. The proposed treatments would ultimately delay, diminish, or 
altogether impede the effects of reasonably foreseeable future stand-
replacing wildland fires and the subsequent high-volume PM10 emissions 
in the project area, thereby preserving local air quality conditions in the 
long term. On a regional scale, however, the Proposed Action Alternative 
would have no cumulative effect on air quality, as the project area is 
largely insignificant compared to the burnable area in proximity to 
population centers or smoke sensitive areas.  
 

 
b) Alternative 2 (No Action) 

 
a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
The No Action Alternative would have no direct effect on local or regional 
air quality. Alternative 2 would indirectly perpetuate hazardous fuel 
accumulation and increase the potential for high severity wildland fires in 
the project area.  

 
b. Cumulative Effects: 
Given that no direct effects are anticipated, the potential for indirect 
effects are largely unknown (e.g., future wildland fire), and the relatively 
small size of the project area, it is unlikely that this alternative’s effects, 
when combined with the effects of other projects, would contribute to 
cumulative adverse effects to air quality.   
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CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The movement of carbon between the earth and its atmosphere controls the concentration of 
carbon dioxide (CO2) in the air. CO2 is important because it is a greenhouse gas and traps heat 
radiation given off when the sun warms the earth. Higher concentrations of greenhouse gases in 
the atmosphere cause the earth to warm. As more CO2 is added to the air, temperatures will 
continue to increase and the warmer earth will have an impact on the earth’s climate, climate 
variability, and ecosystems (Ryan et al. 2010, p. 2). Although, it is known that greenhouse gases 
have an effect on climate change, it cannot be directly determined what that affect is. 
 
Current global emissions of carbon dioxide total 25 billion metric tons of carbon dioxide 
(Denman et al. 2007), and current U.S. emissions of carbon dioxide total 6 billon metric tons 
(EPA 2009, p. 2-3). In its recent report, Climate Change Indicators in the United States (EPA 
2010), the EPA determined that carbon dioxide accounts for most of the nation’s emissions of 
greenhouse gases, and most of the increase in emissions in recent decades. The report also 
identifies electricity generation as the largest source of greenhouse gases in the U.S., followed by 
transportation.  
 
Average annual fire emissions in the continental U.S. were estimated as 213 million metric tons 
of carbon dioxide (213 Tg CO2 yr-1) from 2002-2006. While relatively small when compared 
with average annual fossil fuel-based emissions in the U.S., the potential emissions contribution 
of wildfires is substantial and presents a risk to forest carbon offset projects (Wiedinmyer 2010, 
p. 1926) 
 
In the dry, fire prone forests of the western U.S., wildfire size and severity have been increasing 
as a result of changing climatic conditions and past management activities (Wiedinmyer 2010, p. 
1930-1931). Also, the proportion of fuel combusted during a fire event tends to increase with 
increasing burn severity (degree to which a site has been altered or disrupted by fire). Prescribed 
fires are typically less severe than wildfires since they are implemented when atmospheric 
conditions are stable and fuel moisture is high enough to maintain flame length, combustion, and 
spread rates within prescription, combusting less than 50 percent of the available fuel. 
 
Forests store large amounts of carbon in live and dead wood and soil and play an active role in 
controlling the concentration of CO2 in the atmosphere. In the U.S. in 2003, carbon removed 
from the atmosphere by forest growth or stored in harvested wood products offset 12-19 percent 
of U.S. fossil fuel emissions (the 19 percent includes a very uncertain estimate of carbon storage 
rate in forest soil) (Ryan et al. 2010, p. 2). 
 
Environmental Consequences 
 

a) Alternative 1 (Proposed Action) 
 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
Pile burning to dispose of slash after commercial and pre-commercial thinning, 
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which is not used for biomass energy, would result in the consumption of 1 ton of 
biomass per acre and 1,150 tons of biomass for the entire project area. This is 
equivalent to 0.03 metric tons of carbon emissions per acre or 34.5 metric tons of 
carbon emissions for the project area (BLM Timber Harvest Carbon Calculator). 

The total approximated combined carbon emissions for all treatments in the 
project area, not including carbon neutral offsets (carbon sequestration from the 
forest) is 1,725 metric tons of CO2.  Overall, this is a negligible effect at both the 
regional and global scales. 
 
b. Cumulative Effects: 
Changes in land use patterns and forestry projects, such as commercial thinning, 
nationally results in a net sink of carbon dioxide of 1 billion metric tons (EPA 
2009, p. 2-3); the emissions from the Proposed Action Alternative  and similar 
actions in the area would represent 0.0001 percent of this net sink. 

Greenhouse gas emissions resulting from continued prescribed fires across the 
U.S. have the potential to reduce the overall CO2 emissions produced from 
wildfires (Wiedinmyer 2010, p. 1931). Although, in the short term continued 
prescribed fires will contribute to the overall local CO2 emissions in the region.  

Biomass energy that is produced from forestry activities as seen in present any 
reasonably foreseeable projects help to reduce the amount of CO2 emitted into the 
atmosphere. In addition wood and bark that are burned to run a mill or heat 
houses, or made into liquid biofuel, lower emissions from fossil fuel use (Ryan et 
al. 2010, p. 5). 

Electricity generation followed by transportation will continue to account for most 
of the nation’s greenhouse gas emission (EPA 2010). 

a) Alternative 2 (No Action) 

a. Direct and Indirect Effects: 
Forest vegetation would continue to grow and sequester carbon, but would be 
more susceptible to forest insect/disease and severe wildfire outbreaks. The level 
of greenhouse gas emissions would depend on the severity, intensity and extent of 
the outbreak.  

Live tree mortality rates from wildfire are typically greater than from prescribed 
fire resulting in fewer trees remaining to sequester carbon (Wiedinmyer 2010, p. 
1931) and there is evidence that not treating fuels increases the fuel availability. 

In the event of a severe wildfire, the mortality of living trees and the amount of 
forest biomass consumed would be increased compared to a prescribed fire. The 
impacts resulting from a wildfire would be comparable to that of the Proposed 
Action Alternative in comparison to the total global CO2 emissions. Except that 
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the forest products (lumber and bio-fuel) would not be placed in long term 
storage. This would cause the breakdown and release of CO2 back into the 
atmosphere at an accelerated rate compared to the Proposed Action Alternative.  

 
Overall, the direct and indirect effects of the No Action Alternative on greenhouse 
gas emissions are anticipated to be negligible.   

 
b. Cumulative Effects: 
Given that the likely direct and indirect effects of the No Action Alternative are 
anticipated to be negligible, the No Action Alternative is not anticipated to have 
any measurable cumulative effect on greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
  

 

COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION 
 
This Environmental Assessment was prepared by an interdisciplinary team of BLM resource 
specialists representing various resource values, including soils, hydrology (water), wildlife 
habitat, cultural values, forestry, fuels, and fire, with public collaboration consistent with the 
2006 10-Year Strategy Implementation Plan. 
 
The BLM collaborated with surrounding communities, adjacent landowners, and local fire 
districts during the planning of this project. 
 
The BLM initiated consultation for this project with the Washington State Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP), the Confederated Tribes of the Colville 
Reservation, and the Spokane Tribe of Indians on June 1, 2009 for the majority of the project 
area. Concurrence on the finding of “no historic properties affected” was received from DAHP 
on August 25, 2009. A small add-on portion (135 acres) in 2010 required additional consultation 
with the DAHP and the Spokane Tribe of Indians.  Initiation for the add-on was June 24, 2010 
and concurrence of “no historic properties affected” was received from DAHP on January 10, 
2011.  The Spokane Tribe responded to this consultation on June 30, 2010; the THPO requested 
monitoring of known sites in the project area. No other comments were received. 
 
The BLM will notify project partners, stakeholders, and the general public when a decision is 
made on the proposed project.  Public notification will be disseminated through a press release 
and/or public notices in local newspapers or other media outlets.   
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Attachment #1-Fishtrap Treatment Areas 
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Attachment #2- Soil Characteristics within the Fishtrap project area 
 
 
Soil Series Soil Characteristics / Soil Typical Slope Acreage 

Formation Range within Project 
Area 

Cocolalla ashy silt Deep to very deep, poorly 0 to 3% 36 acres 
loam drained soils that formed in 

alluvium from volcanic ash 
mixed with loess in the upper 
part. Cocolalla soils are in 
linear or slightly concave 
depressions and drainageways 
in the channeled scablands. 

Speigle-Rock Very deep, well drained soils 15 to 30% 24  acres 
outcrop complex on basalt plateaus, canyons, 

and mountain side slopes. 
They formed in colluvium 
weathered from basalt mixed 
with loess and volcanic ash in 
the upper part. 

Speigle-Rubble Very deep, well drained soils 30 to 90% 81 acres 
lad-Rock outcrop on basalt plateaus, canyons, 
complex and mountain side slopes. 

They formed in colluvium 
weathered from basalt mixed 
with loess and volcanic ash in 
the upper part. 

    
Alecanyon-Rockly Very deep, somewhat 0 to 15% 1.5 acres 
complex excessively drained soils that 

formed in a glacial outwash, 
mixed with loess, volcanic ash 
and pumice. They are on 
glaciated plateaus and glacial 
outwash terraces. These soils 
are shallow to sandy-skeletal 
glacial outwash. 

Northstar-Rock Moderately deep, well drained 0 to 15% 35 acres 
outcrop-Rockly soils formed in colluvium and 
complex residuum from rhyodacite and 

quartz latite with a component 
of loess and volcanic ash in the 
upper part. These soils are on 
plateaus, and on mountain 
ridges, shoulders, and 
backslopes 

Benco cobbly silt Very deep, well drained soils 0 to 7% 70 acres 
loam on toe slopes, foot slopes, and 

side slopes of foothills  /  
Formed in mixed glacial till, 
with an admixture of loess and 
volcanic ash 

Rockly-Rock Shallow and very shallow, well 0 to 15% 3 acres 
outcrop-Deno drained soils formed in 
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Soil Series Soil Characteristics / Soil 
Formation 

Typical Slope 
Range 

Acreage 
within Project 
Area 

Complex residuum and colluvium from 
basalt with an influence of 
loess and minor amounts of 
volcanic ash. Rockly soils are 
on mesas, ridges, plateaus, 
structural benches, canyon 
walls, and south and west 
slopes on hills. 

Saltese muck Very deep, very poorly drained 
organic soils formed in 
decomposed remains of reeds, 
sedges and other plant 
materials with a component of 
alluvium, diatomite and 
volcanic ash. Saltese soils are 
in basins, potholes, river 
valleys, and around perimeters 
of lakes. 

0 to 3% 18 acres 

Hardesty ashy silt 
loam 

Very deep, moderately well 
drained soils that formed in 
alluvium having more than 60 
percent volcanic ash mixed 
with loess in the upper part. 
Hardesty soils are on low 
terraces, in broad basins, in 
depressions, and on alluvial 
fans. 

0 to 3% 8 acres 

Rockly-Deno 
Complex 

Shallow and very shallow, well 
drained soils formed in 
residuum and colluvium from 
basalt with an influence of 
loess and minor amounts of 
volcanic ash. Rockly soils are 
on mesas, ridges, plateaus, 
structural benches, canyon 
walls, and south and west 
slopes on hills. 

0 to 15% 5 acres 

Rockly-
Fourmound 
complex 

Shallow and very shallow, well 
drained soils formed in 
residuum and colluvium from 
basalt with an influence of 
loess and minor amounts of 
volcanic ash. Rockly soils are 
on mesas, ridges, plateaus, 
structural benches, canyon 
walls, and south and west 
slopes on hills. 

0 to 15% 110 acres 

Rock outcrop-
Northstar complex 

 Moderately deep, well drained 
soils formed in colluvium and 
residuum from rhyodacite and 
quartz latite with a component 
of loess and volcanic ash in the 
upper part. These soils are on 

15 to 30% 28 acres 
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Soil Series Soil Characteristics / Soil 
Formation 

Typical Slope 
Range 

Acreage 
within Project 
Area 

plateaus, and on mountain 
ridges, shoulders, and 
backslopes. 

Rock outcrop-
Rubble land 
complex 

Shallow and very shallow, well 
drained soils formed in 
residuum and colluvium from 
basalt with an influence of 
loess and minor amounts of 
volcanic ash. Rockly soils are 
on mesas, ridges, plateaus, 
structural benches, canyon 
walls, and south and west 
slopes on hills. 

0 to 90% 17 acres 

Emdent silt loam Very deep, somewhat poorly 
and poorly drained soils that 
formed in a mixture of alluvium 
high in volcanic ash. Emdent 
soils are on bottomlands, 
depressions and basins. 

0 to 5% 7 acres 

Tucannon-Rock 
outcrop 

Moderately deep, well drained 
soils formed in loess and minor 
amounts of volcanic ash. They 
are on benches and plateaus 
and in the channeled 
scablands. 

0 to 65% 483 acres 

Source: NRCS 1982.  
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