
 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

  

  

   
  

 
 

 
   

 
   

 
  

 
  

 
 

  
 

 
 

     
  

  
  

  
  

 
  

  
 

 
   

    
 

  
 

DECISION RECORD 
Hawk Creek Field Restoration 

DOI-BLM-0R-135-2013-0017 
Bureau of Land Management
 

Border Field Office
 
1103 North Fancher Road
 

Spokane Valley Washington 99212
 

1. Background 

This field restoration project consists of approximately 460 acres of previously farmed 
lands within the boundaries of the Hawk Creek Allotment located approximately 8 miles 
west of Davenport, Washington (Map A).  The 4,050 acre Hawk Creek Allotment was 
acquired by BLM in 2007 as part of the Columbia Basin Shrub-Steppe Assembled Land 
Exchange (EA#OR130-05-EA-1) for the following purposes:  1) contribute to more 
efficient Federal land management, 2) protect and preserve larger areas of contiguous 
native shrub-steppe habitat for sensitive plant and animal species, and 3) provide the 
public with greater access and recreational opportunities in the region. 

Since acquiring this land, the BLM has conducted various resources inventories for range 
health and wildlife habitat.  Since this parcel lies within recovery zones of two State-listed 
wildlife species, sage and sharp-tailed grouse, opportunities for improving the habitat for 
the two grouse species, while providing for livestock grazing and recreation were 
identified.  Because restoration of old agricultural fields has proven to be highly beneficial 
to maintaining/improving grouse populations, we identified this opportunity at Hawk 
Creek. 

2. Decision 

It is my decision to implement the Hawk Creek Field Restoration project as described in 
the attached document (DOI-BLM-0R-135-2013-0017) and shown on attached maps & 
drawings.  This includes removing non-native vegetation through mechanical and chemical 
methods, preparing the soil for seeding, and applying a seedmix of native and non-native 
vegetation that both resembles the ecological site type and is useful to wildlife, especially 
grouse. 

Herbicide treatment will be implemented in accordance with the Vegetation Treatments 
Using Herbicides Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, and any subsequent 
updates, revisions, or replacements. 

Short term livestock management of the treated areas would consist of resting the treated 
areas from livestock use for two growing seasons after seeding to ensure establishment of 
the re-vegetation effort.  This will be accomplished by temporary electric fence to be 
established around the treated areas. 

This decision will be implemented no sooner than 30 days after this decision record is 
signed. 
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3. Authority 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) directs the BLM to manage 
the public lands “on the basis of multiple use and sustained yield unless otherwise 
specified by law” (Sec. 102. [43 U.S.C. 1701] (a)(7)). In addition, FLPMA mandates that 
the BLM manage “public lands in a manner that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, 
historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric water resources, and 
archeological values; that, where appropriate, [the BLM] will preserve and protect certain 
public lands in their natural condition; [and] that [the BLM] will provide food and habitat 
for fish and wildlife…” (Sec. 102. [43 U.S.C. 1701] (a)(8)). 

The Spokane Resource Management Plan identifies a general management objective of 
“managing upland habitat to meet wildlife population targets” (pg 12, Spokane Resource 
Management Plan Record of Decision, 1987).  Furthermore, the RMP directs the BLM to 
“conduct habitat improvement projects where necessary to improve unsatisfactory wildlife 
habitat condition” (pg 19, Spokane Resource Management Plan Record of Decision, 1987). 

4. Rationale 

The project area lays within a mapped Habitat Concentration Area for State-listed sharp-
tailed grouse, and several studies have shown that grouse use of restored fields is high 
especially when a diversity of native plants, forage legumes and shrub are used.  The 
project is also within a Priority Area for Conservation (PAC) for the Greater sage-grouse, 
which are also known to make disproportionate use of restored fields.  Migratory birds and 
mule deer also benefit from such habitat improvements.  The allotment has sufficient 
forage to temporarily rest the restored fields while they establish so that livestock grazing 
can continue without reducing grazing opportunities.  The restored field is expected to 
provide more total forage after the fields are established, which will benefit both livestock 
and wildlife. 

5. Public Involvement 

Scoping notices were made available to the public by posting on the Spokane BLM’s 
Internet website. 

Two public scoping periods were offered to solicit comments on this project.  Initially, this 
project was included in the scoping for the Hawk Creek Allotment Management Plan 
(AMP).  That scoping period was open from July 7, 2011 to August 15, 2011. Four 
commenters provided input during this period, but only one commented regarding 
restoration.  That comment identified the importance of restoring “early seral” plant 
communities to “late seral” communities and the importance of using native species. The 
proposed action does target the early seral plant community of intermediate wheatgrass 
in old agricultural fields and proposes to establish late seral plants such as bluebunch and 
sage brush.  Native species present in the Ecological Site Description are proposed for use 
along with non-native forage legumes recommended for grouse habitat objectives. 
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The second scoping period was open from July 24, 2013 to August 15, 2013.  This scoping 
period focused on only the field restoration project because it was decided to remove the 
restoration action from the AMP because the purpose and need for the restoration is 
substantively different than that of the AMP.  No comments were received during this 
second scoping period. 

6. Coordination and Consultation 

Grazing Lease Permit Holder 
Spokane Tribe of Indians 
Colville Confederated Tribes 
Washington State Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife 

7. Protest and Appeal 

This decision may be appealed to the Interior Board of Land Appeals, Office of the 
Secretary, in accordance with the regulations contained in 43 CFR, Part 4. Appeal of this 
decision may be made to the Interior Board of Land Appeals in accordance with 43 CFR § 
4.410. The Interior Board of Land Appeals must decide an appeal of this decision within 
60 days after all pleadings have been filed, and within 180 days after the appeal was filed 
as contained in 43 CFR § 4.416. Any appeal should state clearly and concisely as to why 
the final decision is in error. If an appeal is taken, notice of appeal must be filed in the 
office of the authorized officer at the following address within 30 days from receipt of the 
decision. All grounds of error not stated shall be considered waived and no such waived 
ground of error may be presented at the hearing unless ordered or permitted by the 
administrative law judge. Any appeal should be submitted in writing to: 

Field Manager, Border Field Office 
Spokane District Bureau of Land Management 
1103 N Fancher Rd 
Spokane Valley, WA 99212 

Filing an appeal does not by itself stay the effectiveness of the final BLM decision. The 
appeal may be accompanied by a petition for a stay of the decision pending final 
determination on appeal, in accordance with 43 CFR § 4.471 and 4.479. Any request for a 
stay of the final decision in accordance with 43 CFR § 4.21 must be filed with the appeal. 
In accordance with 43 CFR § 4.21 (b)(1), a petition for a stay must show sufficient 
justification based on the following: The relative harm to the parties if the stay is granted 
or denied, The likelihood of the appellant’s success on the merits, The likelihood of 
immediate and irreparable harm if the stay is not granted, and Whether the public interest 
favors granting the stay. Additionally, in accordance with 43 CFR § 4.471(b), within 15 
days after filing an appeal and petition for a stay with the authorized officer, the appellant 
must serve copies on: 1) All other person(s) named in the address heading of this 
decision; and 2) The appropriate office of the Office of the Solicitor as follows, in 
accordance with 43 CFR § 4.413(a) and (c): Office of the Solicitor, US Department of the 
Interior, Pacific NW Region, 805 SW Broadway, Suite 600, Portland, OR 97205 
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Finally, in accordance with 43 CFR § 4.472(b), any person named in the decision from 
which an appeal is taken (other than the appellant), who wishes to file a response to the 
petition for a stay, may file with the Hearings Division a motion to intervene in the appeal, 
together with the response, within 10 days after receiving the petition. Within 15 days 
after filing the motion to intervene and respond, the person must serve copies on the 
appellant, the appropriate office of the Office of the Solicitor in accordance with Sec. 
4.413(a) and (c), and any other person named in the decision. 

/s/ Linda Clark August 28, 2013 
______________________ _______________ 
Linda Clark Date 
Field Manager 
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    Hawk Creek Field Restoration EA



FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
  
Hawk Creek Field Restoration 
 

 
Environmental Assessment No. DOI-BLM-0R-135-2013-0017
  

 
Bureau of  Land Management
  

Border  Field Office
  
1103 N Fancher Rd.
  

Spokane, Washington 99212
  
 

 
A.  Background Information  

 
This  field  restoration  project  consists of approximately 460 acres of previously farmed lands within the  
boundaries of the  Hawk Creek Allotment located approximately 8 miles west of Davenport, Washington 
(Map A).  The 4,050 acre Hawk Creek Allotment was acquired by  BLM in 2007 as part of the  Columbia  
Basin Shrub-Steppe  Assembled Land Exchange  (EA#OR130-05-EA-1) for the following purposes:  1)  
contribute to more efficient Federal land management, 2) protect  and preserve larger areas of  contiguous  
native shrubsteppe  habitat for sensitive plant and animal species, and 3) provide the public with greater  
access  and recreational opportunities in the region.  
 
Since acquiring this land, the BLM has  conducted various resources inventories for range health and 
wildlife habitat.   Since this parcel lies within recovery zones of two State-listed wildlife species, sage  
and sharp-tailed grouse, opportunities for improving the habitat for the two grouse species, while  
providing for livestock grazing and recreation were identified.  Because restoration of old agricultural  
fields has proven to be highly beneficial to maintaining/improving g rouse populations, we identified this  
opportunity at Hawk Creek.  
 

B.  Finding of No Significant Impact  
 
Based on the effects discussed in the environmental  assessment,  I have determined that the  
Proposed Action (Alternative  B) is not a major federal action which would significantly  affect the 
quality of the human environment, individually or cumulatively with other  actions  in the general area.  
None of the  environmental effects identified meet the definition of  significance in context or intensity  as  
defined in 40 CFR §1508.27. Therefore, an  environmental impact statement is not necessary and  will not 
be prepared. This finding is  based on the following:  
 
1. Beneficial, adverse, direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts discussed in  
the EA have been disclosed.  The physical and biological effects are limited to the site of the  
proposed action and adjacent lands. Rationale:  Ground disturbance  for this project will be  temporary  
(1-2 years until vegetation establishes) and limited to  460  acres  of public land.   Wildlife, especially  
sharp-tailed grouse, on B LM and adjacent lands will  benefit from improved habitat.  
 
2. Public health and safety  would not be adversely impacted.  Rationale:  Public safety  is not affected by  
restoration activities  since work is conducted by tractor in open terrain.  Use of the herbicide  glyphosate 
(Round Up)  was analyzed in the 2007 PEIS for Vegetation Treatments on BLM land in 17 Western  



States and found:  For both workers  and members  of the general public, there are no risks associated with 
nearly all exposures to  glyphosate  at the typical or maximum application rate.   
 
3. There would be no adverse impacts to wetlands,  floodplains, areas  with unique  
characteristics, or  ecologically  critical areas.  Rationale: None are present.  
 
4. There  are no highly controversial effects on the  environment.  Rationale:  Field restoration practices  
have been implemented routinely by many agencies, and manuals have been written that explain the  
application of various methods, so there is no disagreement about the nature of the effects.   
 
5. There  are no known effects that are highly uncertain or involve unique or unknown risk. 
 
Rationale:  Field restoration practices have been implemented routinely by many  agencies, and manuals
  
have been written that explain the application of various methods, so past experience  gives us high 

confidence that the effects are well known.  

 
6. This alternative does  not set a precedent for other projects that may be implemented in the  
future.  Rationale:  Each  restoration  project is individually judged based on its merits  
and the anticipated  benefits, therefore approval of  this project will not set a precedent for the  approval  of 
like projects.  
 
7. This alternative is not related to any other existing or  anticipated actions with  
cumulatively significant impacts.  Rationale:  No adverse cumulative impacts were identified.  
Incremental beneficial impacts relating to 460 acres of improved habitat, vegetation condition, and  
forage production were identified that partially off-set past, present and foreseeable impacts relating to  
fire disturbances, agricultural conversion and historic overgrazing.      
 
8. The degree to which the action may adversely  affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or objects  
listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or may  cause loss or destruction of  
significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources.  Rationale:   The project area has been inventoried 
for cultural resources, and all will be avoided.  Monitoring will mitigate any  inadvertent discovery of  
cultural resources during  implementation.    
 
9. No adverse impacts to any threatened or  endangered species or habitat determined to be  
critical under the Endangered Species Act were identified.  Rationale:  None are present  
 
10. This alternative is in compliance with relevant federal, state, and local laws and  
regulations, and requirements for the protection of  the environment.  Rationale:  Federal laws such as  
FLPMA, NEPA, ESA, FIFRA, and NHPA have been addressed.  No relevant state or local laws apply  to 
this action.  
 
/s/  Linda Clark                                                September 13, 2013  
______________________   _______________  

Linda Clark      Date  
Field Manager  
 




