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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this Biological Assessment (BA) is: 1) To document the analysis of the 
effects of the proposed Twin Falls District Programmatic Emergency Stabilization and 
Rehabilitation Plan (PESRP) and 2) to determine whether the proposed actions may affect 
ESA-listed aquatic or terrestrial species and their habitats which are proposed or 
designated as critical for ESA-listed species. The purpose of a PESRP is to streamline the 
development of post-fire Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation (ESR) plans. 

A PESRP is a programmatic emergency and rehabilitation plan which is developed at the 
landscape level prior to wildfire occurrence. The PERSP contains a description of ESR 
treatments that would be implemented under normal conditions in the event of a wildfire. 
It also contains documentation of the potential treatment impacts. ESR treatments are 
needed to stabilize soils, repair or construct physical improvements, improve lands 
damaged by wildfire, and restore healthy ecosystems. A PESRP promotes timely and cost-
effective implementation of post-fire recovery treatments within time frames that are 
consistent with the urgent recovery of important resources. 

The Twin Falls District currently operates under two Normal Fire Rehabilitation Plans. 
The Normal Fire Rehabilitation Plan Environmental Assessment (EA) (EA#ID-077-2004
008) guides ESR activities in the Shoshone and Burley field offices. ESR actions in the 
Jarbidge Field Office are guided by the Boise District Normal Fire Rehabilitation Plan EA 
(EA #ID-090-2004-050). In 2005, the Twin Falls District was created and the Jarbidge 
Field Office was administratively moved from the Boise District to the Twin Falls 
District. The PESRP will provide consistent guidance for post-fire recovery actions on 
public lands within the Twin Falls District, including the Craters of the Moon National 
Monument and Preserve (Figure 1). 

The PESRP contains information about areas where wildfires are most likely to occur, 
where and what type of ESR treatments could be used, and a National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) document disclosing the potential impacts of proposed ESR 
treatments. Post-fire recovery treatments are typically needed to prevent immediate 
degradation to natural and cultural resources and to restore areas that cannot recover 
naturally from wildfire damage. These treatments meet the intent of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act of 1976 to protect the quality of resource values (i.e. 
scientific, historical, scenic, ecological, environmental, air, water, and archeological), 
preserve certain public lands (e.g. National Landscape Conservation System units) in their 
natural condition, protect Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, provide habitat for 
fish and wildlife and provide for recreation opportunities and other human uses. ESR 
treatments also further the implementation of Idaho BLM’s Rangeland Health Standards 
and Guidelines by restoring desirable vegetation to burned areas. 
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Figure 1. Administrative boundary for the BLM Twin Falls District, including the 
Shoshone, Burley, and Jarbidge field offices. 
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CONSULTATION HISTORY 

For the Shoshone and Burley field offices, the original ESA Section 7 consultation with 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) was initiated on August 5, 2004, with a letter 
requesting concurrence on an attached BA for the Shoshone and Burley Field Offices’ 
Normal Fire Rehabilitation Plan. The BA determined that the proposed emergency 
stabilization and rehabilitation actions “May Affect, but is Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect” the terrestrial and aquatic ESA-listed species or proposed or designated critical 
habitat occurring within the field offices in 2004. The FWS (Snake River Fish and 
Wildlife Office) concurred with this determination in a letter dated September 29, 2004 
(OALS #1-4-04-I-633).  

For the Jarbidge Field Office, the original ESA Section 7 consultation with FWS was 
initiated on December 30, 2004, with a letter requesting concurrence on an attached BA 
for the Boise District Normal Fire Rehabilitation Plan. The BA determined that the 
proposed emergency stabilization and rehabilitation actions “May Affect, but is Not 
Likely to Adversely Affect” the terrestrial and aquatic ESA-listed species or proposed or 
designated critical habitat which occurred within the field office in 2004/2005. The FWS 
(Snake River Fish and Wildlife Office) concurred with this determination in a letter dated 
February 9, 2005 (OALS #1-4-05-I-218). The Boise District Normal Fire Rehabilitation 
Plan consultation was amended in 2006 when slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium 
papilliferum) was proposed for listing under the ESA. The FWS’s Conference Report was 
confirmed as the letter of concurrence for the programmatic action following the 2009 
listing of slickspot peppergrass as threatened under the ESA.  

At the time when the original ESA consultation for ESR activities was completed, the 
Shoshone and Burley field offices were in the BLM Upper Snake River District and the 
Jarbidge Field Office was in the BLM Lower Snake River District. In 2005, the BLM 
reorganized the Shoshone, Burley and Jarbidge field offices into the Twin Falls District. 
This change in administrative boundaries combined with updated agency guidance for 
ESR activities prompted the need for an updated NEPA analysis and programmatic ESA 
consultation for ESR activities in the Twin Falls District. The draft PESRP and EA 
(NEPA No. DOI-BLM-ID-T0000-2011-0001 EA) was provided to the FWS (Idaho Fish 
and Wildlife Office) for review and comment on August 24, 2011. This BA analyzes the 
potential direct, indirect and cumulative impacts from the proposed ESR treatments, as 
described in the PESRP, on ESA-listed species or their habitats which are proposed or 
designated as critical for ESA-listed species. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT AREA 

The Twin Falls District manages approximately 4.1 million acres of public land in south-
central Idaho. The District lies within 12 counties in Idaho (Lincoln, Jerome, Gooding, 
Camas, Minidoka, Elmore, Blaine, Twin Falls, Cassia, Oneida, Power and Owyhee) and in 
Elko County in northern Nevada. The Twin Falls District can be described as having 
several north-south trending basins and mountain ranges, separated by broad valleys and 
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vast agricultural lands. The Snake River, which is a major tributary to the Columbia River, 
flows through the center of the Twin Falls District. 

There are a variety of natural landscapes within the field offices, differing in elevation and 
precipitation. Elevation ranges from a low of 3,000 feet (average) on the Snake River to 
more than 9,000 feet on Blizzard Mountain, located northeast of Carey, Idaho. Average 
annual precipitation varies from 6 inches or less in the Raft River drainage to 22 inches or 
more in higher elevation areas. Most of the precipitation falls during the winter and spring 
months. Mean temperatures vary from 15 degrees Fahrenheit in January to 94 degrees 
Fahrenheit in July. Temperature extremes of -50 degrees Fahrenheit to greater than 100 
degrees Fahrenheit can occur for short periods. 

Soils 
Over the past 30 years, wildfires in the Twin Falls District have mostly occurred in low 
(<5,000 ft) to mid-elevation (5,000 to 7,000 feet) vegetation types. Soil orders 
predominantly found in these areas are Aridisols and Mollisols. Aridisols are semi-desert 
and desert soils. They tend to be coarse textured and are susceptible to wind erosion. 
Sandy and loamy soils are susceptible to accelerated wind erosion when vegetation cover 
is removed. Sandy loam soils have a moderate to high wind erosion potential, but will 
usually not erode readily unless the surface is disturbed and the vegetation is sparse. Water 
erosion can occur on steeper slopes. 

Mollisols are generally found in grasslands, shrub-steppe, mountain shrublands, and along 
riparian zones. They are finer grained than Aridisols and are subject to water erosion and 
soil compaction when wet. The finer textured soils on steeper slopes have a moderate to 
high water erosion potential when disturbed. They are also subject to wind erosion when 
their surfaces are exposed.  

Water Resources 
The Snake River is the principle drainage in the Twin Falls District. Major tributaries of 
the Snake River within the project area include: Raft River, Salmon Falls Creek, Big and 
Little Wood Rivers, Camas Creek, Goose Creek, Clover Creek, Bruneau River and 
Jarbidge River. Peak flows of the Snake River and its tributaries occur between mid-April 
and mid-July as a result of snowmelt and rainfall. Spring and early summer run off may be 
20 to 50 times greater than base flow. Base flows are maintained during the remainder of 
the year by ground water and spring discharges. However, stream flows in the Snake 
River are managed by a series of hydroelectric dams. During the summer, high intensity 
and widely dispersed thunderstorms produce sporadically high discharges of precipitation 
for short durations, however; overland flow and runoff are generally insufficient to sustain 
flows for an extended period of time.  

The Twin Falls District contains a variety of stream types and floodplains, from very small 
spring-fed creeks to reaches of medium and large rivers. Streams and their floodplains 
occur in a wide variety of landscapes; from high elevation slow-moving meadow reaches 
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to mid- and lower elevation fast-flowing basalt canyon reaches. Stream and river 
conditions vary from completely undisturbed river and vegetative communities in 
inaccessible rocky canyons to deep, erodible soil banks at lower elevations. Other surface 
waters include shoreline and open water habitat on lakes, reservoirs, ponds and natural 
springs. Playas are also present and provide a water source to livestock and wildlife when 
present. Playas collect water from small basins and have no external drainage. They 
typically lack water from late June into December. 

Riparian areas and wetlands are generally associated with streams, rivers and 
springs/seeps and are broadly distributed across the Twin Falls District. Riparian areas 
provide cover and food for wildlife and fish as well as water quality benefits by filtering 
out nutrients from runoff, maintaining stream temperature by providing shade and 
controlling erosion. Wetlands are commonly associated with riparian areas but are also 
found in upland areas in association with springs and seeps. Wetlands associated with 
springs/seeps often provide surface and subsurface water to downslope streams and rivers. 

Vegetation 
The 11 most common vegetation cover types found in the Twin Falls District and the acres 
burned over the past 30 years in each vegetation cover type are described in Table 1. The 
vegetation cover types were developed based on ecological site and similar fire regimes 
(BLM 2008). The Lava, Rock, Barren cover type is also found in the Twin Falls District, 
but not discussed since there is little opportunity for ESR projects to occur on these sites. 
In the past 30 years, most wildfires and associated ESR actions have occurred in areas 
currently occupied by the Perennial Grass, Annual Grass and Low-Elevation Shrub cover 
types. A more detailed description of the vegetation cover types for the Twin Falls District 
can be found in Appendix A. 

Table 1. Vegetation Cover Types found in the Twin Falls District. 
Vegetation 
Cover Type 

Description for Vegetation Cover 
Type 

Vegetation Type Cover Type Burned in past 
30 years* 

Perennial Grass 

Seeded areas (native and non
native) and native grasslands 
(bluebunch wheatgrass, 
needlegrass, Idaho fescue, etc.). 

1,649,707 1,762,327 

Annual Grass 
Cheatgrass and medusahead 
wildrye, and to a lesser extent 
tumbleweed, tumble mustard, etc. 

421,027 666,841 

Low-Elevation 
Shrub Steppe 

Wyoming big sagebrush, basin big 
sagebrush, low sagebrush, 
bitterbrush, gray and green 
rabbitbrush, with native grass, forb 
and biological crust understory. 

896,977 1,442,850 

Mid-Elevation 
Shrub Steppe 

Mountain big sagebrush, low 
sagebrush, black sagebrush, 
bitterbrush and gray and green 
rabbitbrush with native grass and 
forb understory. 

562,715 287,061 
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Vegetation  
Cover Type  

 Description for Vegetation Cover  
Type  

Vegetation Type   Cover Type Burned in past 
 30 years* 

Mountain Shrub  

Serviceberry, ceanothus,  
snowberry, mountain mahogany,  
big-tooth  maple, chokecherry,  
currant and antelope bitterbrush,  
etc.,  with native  grass and forb  
understory.  

 149,417  128,848 

Juniper  
 Woodlands 

Utah juniper, limber pine and /or  
single leaf piñon pine. Natural  
juniper, piñon  -juniper and juniper  
encroachment in sagebrush steppe 
and riparian habitats.  

 60,330  31,435 

Salt Desert 
Shrub  

Four-wing saltbush, shadscale,  
spiny hopsage, winterfat,  
greasewood,  etc., with native 
grass,  forb and biological crust  
understory.  

 15,936  81,126 

Riparian/  
 Wetlands  

 Cottonwood, willow, rush and  
  sedge species, as well as 

graminoid communities.  
 7,713  6,673 

Aspen/Conifer  Aspen and stands of aspen with 
conifer.   8,391  7,609 

Dry Conifer   Douglas-fir, limber pine, 
 ponderosa pine.  19,200  16,276 

Wet/Cold  
Conifer  

 Lodgepole pine, sub-alpine, and 
Engelmann spruce.   10,011  18,854 

 Total Acres  3,801,424  4,449,901 
*Acres burned include land that has burned  more than once in the past 30  years (1983  –  2012).  

These vegetation cover types  were aggregated from 51 vegetation cover types originally  
classified by the GAP analysis program for southern Idaho (Scott et al. 1993 and 2001). 
GAP uses  Landsat Thematic Mapper satellite images to  generate digital maps from which 
land cover patterns are delineated at landscape level resolution. However, the mapping  
data may not be a true representation of vegetation on-the-ground since these data have  
not been field checked.  

DESCRIPTION  OF THE PROPOSED ACTION  
 
The primary objective of  the proposed action is to complete a district-wide  PESRP that 
provides for the timely and cost-efficient implementation of post-fire ESR treatments in  
the Twin Falls District. The proposed action includes post-fire treatments and design  
features  that minimize or eliminate potential effects caused by wildfire to  a variety of  
resources.  

The proposed action describes treatments that have been historically implemented through 
normal fire rehabilitation programmatic plans in the three  field offices. Design features  
that apply to sensitive resources are included and are used to mitigate potential effects on  
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sensitive resources. Broad resource objectives and suggested monitoring protocols are also 
described. Treatments are discussed independently of each other, but they could be 
combined and implemented together depending on treatment design and/or site-specific 
resource conditions.  

Post-Fire Recovery Treatments 
Seed Bed Preparation and Seeding Treatments 

The treatments outlined below describe seedbed preparation (which includes treatment of 
invasive plants), seed application, seed cover methods and seed selection that can be used 
in post-fire recovery. Some burned sites may need seedbed preparation prior to seeding in 
order to reduce competition from invasive plants such as cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), 
medusahead (Taeniatherum caput-medusae) and bulbous bluegrass (Poa bulbosa) and 
also condition the soil to increase the germination and survival rates of planted species. 
The two methods that may be used for seedbed preparation include herbicide applications 
to treat invasive plants and mechanical treatments that condition the soil. Design features 
to reduce or eliminate impacts to sensitive resources are listed in Appendix B. 

Herbicide Application 
Large scale (typically >100 acres) herbicide applications would be used to control 
invasive plant infestations prior to seeding. Specifically, herbicide treatments would occur 
where these plants are expected to increase after a wildfire, lowering the probability of 
seeding success or when seeding treatments are delayed in areas where these plants are 
dominant. Events that may cause a delay of seeding treatments or in some cases, result in 
no treatment, include late season fire, weather constraints, a large fire year, lack of seed or 
funding, or a disturbed site that needs additional seedbed preparation for improved seeding 
success. 

The BLM is required to use only U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)-registered 
herbicides that have been properly evaluated under NEPA, and to carefully follow label 
directions and additional BLM requirements (BLM 2007b). Herbicides analyzed in the 
Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on Bureau of Land Management Lands in 17 
Western States Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS, BLM 2007b) and 
approved for use on public lands in the Record of Decision for the PEIS would be 
considered for use in treating invasive plants. All standard operating procedures and 
mitigation measures described in the Record of Decision would be implemented as 
appropriate. In addition, design features described in Appendix B of this document would 
be utilized where needed to reduce or eliminate impacts to sensitive resources. 

Herbicides not approved in the Final Vegetation Treatment Using Herbicides 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement may be considered for use if: 1) they are 
registered by the U.S. EPA under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act 
for use on one or more land types managed by the BLM; 2) the BLM determines that the 
benefits of use on public lands outweigh the risks to human health and the environment; 3) 
they meet evaluation criteria to ensure that the decision to use the active ingredient is 

9 
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supported by scientific evaluation and NEPA documentation. The evaluation criteria are 
outlined in Appendix A of the Record of Decision for the 2007 PEIS. If Idaho law 
prohibits the use of a particular herbicide, the herbicide would not be used on public lands 
in the Twin Falls District. 

Herbicides such as Glyphosate would be used on large scale treatments to control 
cheatgrass and medusahead. All product labels and environmental restrictions will be 
followed. Use restrictions on the herbicide label will be applied in treatment areas 
supporting domestic livestock and wild horses. 

Aerial herbicide applications would be applied to invasive plants while they are growing 
and prior to seed head emergence. Future applications may be done if further germination 
and growth of the targeted vegetation occurs. Vegetation monitoring of the treatment area 
will determine if multiple applications are needed. 

Mechanical Treatments 
Mechanical seedbed preparation and seeding often occur simultaneously. Seedbed 
preparation and seeding will usually occur in the fall. Care will be taken not to work soils 
where the risk of compaction and hardening of the soil surface exists because of excessive 
soil moisture. Depending on site-specific conditions such as soil types and soil moisture, 
mechanical seed bed preparation will typically be done using a harrow, masticator, or by 
chaining. 

A harrow (pulled by a tractor) would be used to break up the soil or remove plants from 
the soil surface. A harrow (e.g. spiked tooth harrow, field harrows) has numerous teeth 
which drag along the soil surface to disturb the upper 1 to 2 inches. Harrows can be used 
on most soil types and are easily adjusted to suit planting conditions.  

A masticator may be used to grind large woody skeletons (e.g. burned juniper) into mulch 
on areas where such trees would inhibit drill seeding. A masticator is a toothed drum 
implement which can be attached to a variety of machines (i.e. excavators, front-end 
loaders, or trackhoes). The masticator grinds the trees to the ground and scatters the 
resulting mulch on the ground. 

Chaining may be used to turn the soil in rocky conditions, uproot invasive plants and 
noxious weeds or break-up remnant large woody skeletons such as juniper. Chaining 
scarifies the soil creating numerous microsites (pits and small depressions) where seed is 
planted at varying depths. Moisture is also collected in the depressions, aiding seedling 
establishment. Chaining can be used on even or irregular terrain during the fall or spring. 
An anchor chain (40-120 pounds/link) is pulled behind two crawler tractors in a “U” or 
“J” pattern. The chain may be of various sizes (generally 100-350 feet long) and may 
weigh up to 32,000 pounds. The width of each swath varies from 50-120 feet. 

Seed Applications 
A variety of planting methods may be used when seeding burned areas. However, 
rangeland drills are the primary method used by BLM to plant seed and have been since 

10 
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the early 1950s. Other planting methods described in this section are not typically used in 
the Twin Falls District, but the option to use them is available. 

To be successful, seeding must be done during the appropriate season. Fall seedings 
generally provide more favorable stands of most seeded herbaceous plant species, 
particularly under arid conditions. Many native shrub species do better when seeded in the 
winter. Shrub seedlings and tree saplings are typically planted in the early spring to take 
advantage of spring precipitation.  

Drill Seeding 
Rangeland drill seeding can be used in a broad range of applications. The furrows created 
by drill seeding vary considerably depending on soil texture, soil moisture, and existing 
grass sod, but usually average about  1-2 inches deep with row spaces at approximately 6
12 inch intervals. Seeds are dropped into these furrows from a seed dispersal tube placed 
directly above each furrow. Rangeland drills can be equipped with depth bands to control 
depth of furrow openings. This seeding method is typically used in open, relatively flat 
topography, which is fairly absent of larger rocks (8-10inches in diameter). 

The no-till drill is used to minimize soil surface disturbance, effectively planting small 
seed at appropriate depths and optimizing seed to soil contact. No-till drills are well 
adapted to planting seed on most areas that have burned where few rocks are present, and 
can be used to plant both small and large acreage. These drills also have the capacity to 
seed a variety of rangeland plant species out of one to three boxes. When practical, the no-
till drill or other low-impact drills will be used in areas where sizable amounts of remnant 
biological crusts remain after a wildfire. Limitations to using the no-till drill include 
marginal seeding success in untreated weed infested areas, drills are not readily available, 
and drills can only be used in non-rocky soils. 

Broadcast Seeding 
Ground broadcast seeding is done using a motor vehicle, all-terrain vehicle or hand 
mounted “whirly-bird” seeder. These methods will generally be utilized in areas with 
small acreages (<10 acres). A tractor mounted broadcast seeder would generally be used 
on larger acreages (>10 acres) that are impractical for aerial seeding application. When 
broadcasting, seeds are dispersed by centrifugal force out of the seeder into small paths 
10-20 feet wide. Broadcast seeders can be used alone or in conjunction with seedbed 
preparation. Surface broadcasting of this nature would be used in areas too rocky for drill 
seeding and on fire lines (e.g. dozer lines, hand lines). 

Aerial Seeding 
Aerial broadcast seeding includes the use of a fixed-winged aircraft or helicopter and is 
primarily used to distribute sagebrush seed. Aerial broadcast seeding is done on large 
areas where ground machines cannot operate efficiently (e.g. rugged topography, steep 
slopes), in wilderness study areas with management restrictions, in Wilderness, or to plant 
seed types that do not tolerate soil covering. It can also be accomplished on wet soils and 
applied at a quicker rate than can be done using ground equipment. 

11 
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Imprint Seeding 
A land imprint seeder consists of a large drum with numerous V-shaped protrusions 
arranged around the circumference. The drum is filled with water to provide weight and is 
then rolled on an axle over the ground to “imprint” small (approximately 4 inches x 18 
inches) impressions in the soil surface. Seed is dispersed in front of the imprinter and 
pressed into the soil by the drum. The impressions trap additional moisture. This seeding 
method is best used in arid to semi-arid environments and can be used on most soils. It is 
also well suited for seeding on loose, unstable soils and barren areas following a wildfire. 
Clary (1989) found “the land imprinter to be most effective when competing plants are not 
present and when the seedbed is light textured or loose from disking or plowing”. The 
imprinter can firm the soil prior to or during planting thus improving seed to soil contact. 
Limitations of land imprint seeders include equipment availability and poor design of 
imprint seeders (i.e. wide shallow imprints) which may result in thin and uneven stands of 
vegetation. 

Brillion type seeders use two cultipacker rollers. The leading roller crushes clods and 
forms a smooth seedbed in front of the seed drop. The trailing roller presses the seed into 
the soil. The rollers are notched to create little pockets to trap moisture. Seed is dispersed 
uniformly eliminating the row effect, resulting in a more natural effect. The Brillion type 
seeder is used in open ground with flat topography that is devoid of rocks. The Brillion 
seeder requires a well-prepared seedbed with a loose surface soil to plant the seed 
properly. 

Shrub seed may be planted with a seed dribbler. This technique involves dribbling seed 
from a container attached to the crawler tractor above the tracks. The seed is pressed into 
the soil as the tractor treads roll over it. 

Seed Cover Methods 
Treatments to cover seed increases the seed-to- soil contact promoting germination and 
survival rates of desirable species and limits the amount of seed available for rodents to 
harvest. Cover treatments would primarily be used when it is not feasible to use rangeland 
drills to plant the seed. 

Chaining or Mastication 
Chaining or mastication can be used to cover seed that is broadcasted in areas where 
remnant large woody skeletons and/or rocky conditions prevent other cover treatments or 
in steep terrain not accessible to drills. The type of chains or masticators and the methods 
used are the same as when using chaining or masticating as a seedbed preparation tool.  

Harrowing 
Harrowing is used following a broadcast seeding on relatively flat terrain. The harrow 
pulls soil over the aerial or ground broadcasted seed to improve soil contact. The types of 
harrows that could be used include the spring toothed or Dixie harrow. The Dixie harrow 
is best suited where there is remnant woody vegetation or rocky conditions. A drawback to 
using a harrow is that only a limited number of acres can be treated in a day. 
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Cultipacker 
A cultipacker consists of a heavy roller, or sets of wheels that roll across the ground to 
provide soil compaction and to improve seed to soil contact. Raking or similar methods 
may be used on small seeding projects to improve seed to soil contact. Cultipackers are 
not generally used for ESR treatments in the Twin Falls District, since they are poorly 
adapted to rough, rocky, steep and/or brushy terrain. 

Seed Selection 
Plant materials would be selected and seed mixtures designed to best meet the objectives 
identified in the site-specific post-fire recovery plans, land use plans and/or activity plans. 
Plant species that may be used in seed mixes for ESR actions and guidance for selecting 
plant materials is provided in Appendix C. This plant list will be updated as new plant 
materials are released and made available for use, including those that best meet land plan 
use plan and/or activity plan objectives. The plant species listed are intended as a guide 
and would be applied at rates applicable to site conditions, other resource or 
environmental considerations and management objectives. Parameters such as soil 
properties, erosion potential, aspect, elevation, precipitation zones, invasive plants and 
noxious weeds competition, human use, potential plant community, watershed stability, 
seed availability and cost would be evaluated in developing seed mixtures. Seed mixes 
would be stratified by elevation and site potential.  

The planting of native plant species is preferred to that of non-natives for ESR treatments. 
However, a mixture of native plant species and non-native plant species may be used in 
certain circumstances such as when the desired native plant materials are not available in 
sufficient quantities, and if the use of non-native plants is consistent with approved land 
use plans. Native seed unavailability can also occur after the site-specific ESR plans and 
decision records have been signed, again due to insufficient amounts of seed during a 
large fire year and unexpected increased seed costs. In these cases, a similar variety or 
cultivar would be used and the change noted in the ESR plan. When competitive non
native grasses (e.g. crested wheatgrass) are used in a mixture with native plants, the total 
amount of non-native grasses in the seed mix should be limited to ≤2.0 lbs/acre pure live 
seed (Ogle et al. 2001). 

In addition, greenstrips (fuel breaks) that utilize fire-resistant plant species may be 
incorporated into ESR plans. Greenstrips would be used to reduce the spread of wildfire 
and protect seedlings, especially shrub species, and other ESR treatment investments from 
the threat of reoccurring wildfire. 

The use of non-native seed is appropriate if: 

Suitable native plant species are not available and there is a need to provide 
perennial plant cover. 
The natural biological diversity of the proposed management area will not be 
diminished. 
Non-native or naturalized plant species can be confined within the proposed 
management area. 
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Analysis of ecological site inventory information indicates that a site will not 
support reestablishment of a species that historically was part of the natural 
environment. 
Resource management objectives cannot be met with native species. 

Important factors that would be considered in selecting a seed mixture that includes native 
plants are: 

Availability at a reasonable cost per acre. 
Plant species adaptability to the area proposed for treatment. 
Impacts of competition (from invasive plants, noxious weeds, other plants in the 
seed mixture, land uses) on native plant establishment and persistence. 
Approved land use planning decisions. 
Approved BLM policy at the State level. 

Local native plant seed sources are recommended and seed collected from local native 
ecotypes is preferred (BLM 2007a). 

Planting Methods 
Hand planting is used in specialized situations (e.g. plant trees and shrubs) because of high 
labor costs and limited success rates when compared to other seeding methods. Bare-root 
stock or containerized stock tree or shrub species are normally used when it is desirable to 
establish them quickly within defined landscape boundaries. Planting methods include 
bars, hodads, augers, and mechanical tree planters. Planting tree and shrub seedlings may 
be done where excessive soil erosion may precipitate mass soil wasting and/or there are 
potential source areas for debris flows due to root rot of dead, burned trees. Plantings may 
also be utilized in habitats for big game, sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus), 
slickspot peppergrass and other habitats where shrubs or trees provide a critical forage or 
habitat component. 

Noxious Weed and Invasive Plant Treatments 

Noxious weeds are managed through annual inventories, treatments and monitoring. 
Noxious weed control work may include integrated chemical, biological, mechanical 
and/or hand treatment methods, as well as post-fire detection and monitoring. Vehicles 
and equipment would be cleaned and inspected prior to entering or leaving a project site 
when operating in areas of noxious weed infestations to prevent their transport. Spot 
treatments on burned areas will be in accordance with the field offices’ current noxious 
weed treatment environmental assessments or subsequent district/field office 
environmental assessments. 

Herbicides approved for use on public lands in the Record of Decision for the 2007 PEIS 
(BLM 2007b) would be considered for use in treating noxious weeds and invasive plants. 
Herbicides not currently approved may also be considered for use if they meet the criteria 
for herbicide application described above in the Seed Bed Preparation section.   
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Selection of an herbicide and the application rate for site-specific applications would 
depend on its chemical effectiveness on a targeted plant species, success in previous 
similar applications, habitat types, soil types and proximity of the noxious weed 
infestation to water and/or private property. Combinations of herbicides may be an 
appropriate treatment where several species of noxious weeds occur together and would 
follow the Record of Decision for the 2007 PEIS. All herbicide use will follow product 
labels and may also include more restrictive measures as determined by BLM. All 
standard operating procedures and mitigation measures described in the Record of 
Decision would be implemented as appropriate. In addition, design features described in 
Appendix B of this document would be utilized where needed to reduce or eliminate 
impacts to sensitive resources. 

Ground based herbicide application of noxious weeds may include broadcast “block” 
spraying or spot spraying with backpack pumps, or spraying from a pump unit on a 
motorized vehicle, an all-terrain vehicle or pack animals to transport and apply herbicides 
in more rugged terrain. Ground based application would occur in smaller, fragmented 
patches of noxious weeds and along trails and roads where herbicide treatment may be the 
most effective means of controlling or eradicating noxious weeds.  

Aerial herbicide application would be used where it is a more feasible method to control 
or eradicate large infestations of noxious weeds (> 100 acres), or for areas that have steep 
slopes, rocky soils, or difficult access.  

Mechanical treatments can also be used to physically destroy, disrupt growth or interfere 
with the life cycle of noxious weeds and would typically be used to control individual 
plants or small, isolated noxious weed infestations. This can be accomplished by hand, 
hand tools, or power tools and may include pulling, grubbing, digging, hoeing, tilling, 
cutting, mowing, mulching and burning with a propane torch. Noxious weeds that have 
seeds may be bagged and destroyed. 

Biological methods would employ living organisms to selectively suppress, inhibit or 
control noxious weeds. Insects, pathogens, mites and nematodes are the primary entities 
that may be used. This treatment method would not eradicate the target plant species but 
reduce it to more tolerable levels. Biological control may be used independently or as a 
supplement to other methods of noxious weed control. 

Watershed Stabilization and Erosion Control Treatments 

The following treatments may be used as needed to reduce surface erosion potential, 
increase infiltration rates, control overland runoff, protect water quality and stabilize roads 
and burned slopes in immediate proximity above and below a constructed trail. 

Log Erosion Barriers, Contour Log Felling, Straw Wattles 
Log erosion barriers (e.g. FlowcheckTM Wooden Erosion Control Structures), contour log 
felling (contour log terrace), or straw wattles (placed perpendicular to slopes that are 

15 



Programmatic Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan 
Biological Assessment 

  
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

 

 
  

 

 
 

  
 

  
  

 

  
  

  
   

 

 
 

  

 
  

 
 

 
 

  

   
 

  
  

>30% and <60%) may be used to reduce soil erosion by trapping sediment, improving 
infiltration, preventing slope rilling, and replacing woody material consumed by fire. 

Lop and Scatter (Slash Distribution) 
Spreading the limbs and branches of trees and shrubs (slash) on a slope would be used to 
provide protection from raindrop impact. If the branches and limbs are crushed or worked 
into contact with the soil surface, the slash will also break up concentrated surface runoff 
and reduce erosion. 

Contour Trenches for Hillslope Stabilization 
Hand contour trenches may be installed on slopes ≥ 20% and ≤ 40%. Trenches can trap 
sediments, improve infiltration and prevent slope rills. 

Mulching 
Mulch material may be used to reduce soil erosion, retard overland flow, protect soil from 
rain drop impact, and increase soil moisture holding capacity. Only certified noxious 
weed-free material will be used. 

Geotextures, Erosion Cloth/Soil Netting 
Biodegradable erosion cloth/soil may be used to stabilize slopes above high-risk areas 
such as campgrounds and highly traveled roads. 

Installation of Water Bars 
Water bars may be installed along fire lines and trails to control or eliminate soil erosion. 
Construction of soil, rock or log water bars would direct water off of trails and fire lines, 
discharging it to adjacent channels or vegetated areas. In short, water bars break up runoff 
into small enough units and/or spread the water so it doesn't have enough energy to erode 
soils. 

Road Stabilization 
Properly spaced rolling dips, water bars and culverts may be used to move water past the 
road prism (cross-section) and to more effectively route water and sediment to prevent 
erosion, road damage, slope failures, and delivery to streams. Culverts would be inspected 
and if needed, maintained, repaired or replaced to prevent road damage, subsequent 
accelerated erosion, and poor water quality. 

Drainage Improvements 
The following treatments are designed to provide effective means to trap and stabilize in-
channel sediments, control down-cutting, maintain the integrity of channel morphology, 
and minimize flash flooding. 

Straw Bale, Rock, and Straw Wattle Check Dams 
Check dams are used to stabilize in-channel sediments, trap suspended sediments and 
control down-cutting for 1 to 3 years, then slowly release stored sediments as the check-
dam material deteriorates. Rock check dams should be limited to use in open channels that 
drain 50 acres or less. Only certified noxious weed-free straw will be used in straw bales 
and to construct straw wattles. 
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Rock Armoring 
The armoring of crossings and culverts would be used to protect water quality by 
providing mechanical strength and protection to sites within a channel system. Typically, 
armoring would be installed as some form of riprap at locations where bridges or culverts 
require protection from flood level flows. 

Silt Fences 
Soil erosion control fences would be used in channels to stabilize in-channel sediments, 
trapped suspended sediments, and control down-cutting. Silt fences generally have a 
longer lifespan than straw bale check dams. 

Instream Treatments for Channel Stability 

Log dams and In-Channel Felling 
Log dams and in-channel felling (preferably whole trees) may be used to slow flow and 
trap sediment. 

Willow Wattles and Woody Riparian Cuttings 
Willow wattles and woody riparian cuttings (i.e. bioengineering techniques) may be used 
in-stream for channel stabilization and grade control. 

Gabions 
Gabions may be used to trap sediment and control down cutting of severely eroded 
drainages. 

Closures 
General Closures and/or Limited Closure Areas 
Areas burned by a wildfire may be temporarily closed to the public by excluding vehicle, 
bicycle, horse and foot use if there is a probability of unacceptable resource damage 
occurring. Access within the ESR project area may be temporarily limited during the 
recovery period (i.e. access limited to existing roads and trails). BLM staff would inspect 
the area to monitor compliance with closures and if needed, may have BLM Law 
Enforcement Officers assist in enforcing closures. 

Public use facilities, structures, roads and/or trails that pose a health or safety risk may be 
closed to public use until they are stabilized. Closures will follow the appropriate NEPA 
process, issuing a Federal Register Notice where required, and sufficient public notices. 

Livestock Grazing Closures 
BLM Handbook H-1742-1 states that livestock are to be excluded from burned areas until 
monitoring results, documented in writing, show that ESR objectives have been met. 
Livestock would typically be excluded from a burned area to promote site stabilization, 
seeding treatment establishment, and natural vegetation recovery. 

Livestock permittees would be informed of the proposed temporary closures early in the 
post-fire recovery planning process. Temporary livestock closures would be a condition or 
term on the grazing license or permit through issuance of a grazing decision or agreement 
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(43 CFR 4110.3-3). Grazing decisions or agreements will specify the terms and conditions 
of closures including the temporary loss of AUMs and ESR objectives and associated 
criteria for re-authorizing livestock grazing on the burned area. If it is determined through 
monitoring that ESR objectives have not been met (normally after 2 years), a new 
proposed decision or agreement would be issued addressing additional rest and/or other 
livestock management direction needed to help meet ESR objectives. There are 
circumstances when livestock grazing closure may not be needed. Such exceptions include 
areas that do not receive post-fire treatment because of small size or inaccessible, steep 
terrain that limits livestock access to the burned area. 

BLM staff would complete an evaluation to determine seeding success and/or natural 
vegetation recovery prior to resumption of livestock grazing. This includes plant 
establishment as well as litter accumulation for soil and watershed protection. Livestock 
grazing would resume once treatment and/or natural recovery objectives in a site-specific 
ESR plan are met. Livestock grazing may resume if a seeding is determined to be a failure 
and there are no immediate plans to reseed the area. Details regarding monitoring methods 
and an example of livestock closure objectives relative to seeding treatments and natural 
vegetation recovery are given in the Monitoring Section of this document. 

Several factors influence the length of time needed to meet treatment objectives. Factors 
such as pre-fire resource conditions, fire severity and continuity, ESR treatment type, and 
post-fire weather will influence the length of the rest period. BLM may determine that a 
treatment has failed or more rest is needed if objectives identified in the site-specific ESR 
plan are not achieved within defined monitoring timeframes. 

Livestock grazing closure would be accomplished through closure of an entire pasture or 
portion of a pasture, depending on the area burned. Livestock may be temporarily 
excluded from a burned area using existing fences or constructing new fences. New fences 
may either be temporary or permanent. A fence may become permanent if a seeding or 
recovered area requires separate management to sustain the rehabilitated area. For 
example, a native seeding fenced in the same pasture as an established crested wheatgrass 
seeding may require different management to meet wildlife habitat objectives. Additional 
NEPA analysis in the form of a separate environmental assessment would be needed to 
establish a temporary fence as permanent. 

Protection fences would be placed around the perimeter of a burned area to the minimum 
degree required. When constructing fences such factors as topography, rocky outcrops, 
soils, and existing fences would be considered. If necessary, cattleguards, gates, and 
caution signs may also be installed on county, agency, or state roads, highways, and areas 
of high recreation use where protection fences are built. Existing interior management 
fences damaged by fire may be reconstructed. Fence construction and reconstruction will 
conform to BLM Handbook H-1741-1. In general, all fence posts, braces, and gates would 
be constructed of steel or wood. 

The proportion of burned versus unburned area in a pasture, difficulty in fence 
construction (e.g. topography, land ownership), special status species habitat protection, 
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the temporary loss of Animal Unit Months (AUMs), and the economic impact to livestock 
permittees would be considered prior to determining if a protection fence is required. Cost 
effectiveness is an important consideration when determining if a fence is needed, 
especially if the tangible benefits produced by the money spent to construct a fence are 
minimal. 

Wild Horse Closures 
Wild horses may or may not be excluded from burned areas, depending on factors such as 
the size of the fire, fire severity, treatment method and location of the fire. An alternative 
to completely removing wild horses from a burned area may be adjusting herd 
management numbers until the burned area has recovered. If exclusion is necessary, wild 
horses would typically be relocated to suitable unburned areas within the herd 
management area or transferred to temporary holding areas until the burned area can 
support them or they are adopted. The total number of wild horses may be reduced 
temporarily as needed to sustain soil and vegetation resources. BLM policy and 
regulations will be followed when temporarily or permanently removing wild horses from 
the herd management area. Temporary fences constructed in wild horse herd management 
areas would be flagged along the wires between line posts to protect the health of the 
animals by reducing the chance for collision and entanglement. 

Facility Repair, Replacement and Public Safety Actions 

Replacement or repair of minor facilities damaged by wildfire (i.e. structural damage to 
recreational facilities, fences, gates, water developments and livestock handling facilities) 
may be done. Actions that address health and safety would also be implemented.  

Examples of minor facility repair and actions to improve public safety include: 

Wildlife and livestock water developments such as guzzlers and troughs may be 
repaired or replaced. 
Foot bridges on trails may be repaired or replaced. 
Campgrounds, kiosks, and recreation buildings may be repaired or replaced. 
Public notices or signs necessary to warn of pending floods, promote public safety 
or otherwise assist with stabilization actions may be posted. 
Downed trees that pose a threat to the public by creating obstructions along rivers 
used for recreational boating could be removed. 
Trees along trails or roads that pose a human health hazard and/or obstruct
 
movement may be cut down.  

Hazardous waste that may be discovered during ESR activities will be reported to 
the appropriate officials immediately. 
Adjoining landowners would be notified of herbicide treatments prior to 

implementation by the appropriate field office staff (BLM 2007b). 

All instream activities would either comply with the guidelines in the BA or other 
current ESA consultations (e.g. Programmatic Stream Crossing Maintenance BA). 
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DESCRIPTION OF  AFFECTED  SPECIES AND THEIR  
HABITAT  

In the Twin Falls District, there are five aquatic animals listed as threatened or endangered  
under the ESA (Table 2).  Also there are two candidate animals, one candidate plant, as  
well as one proposed mammal and one proposed plant which occur in the  district. The  
effects from implementing the PESRP to these species are included in this BA. Greater  
sage-grouse is also a candidate species. However, per BLM policy, potential effects to this  
species as a  result of the  proposed action are not included in this BA. The environmental  
effects to sage-grouse are described in the EA  for the PESRP. The ESA listed species, 
their habitats (designated or proposed critical habitat) and candidate species are listed in 
Table 2.  

Table 2. Threatened (T), Endangered (E), Candidate (C), and Proposed (P)  Species and 
Critical Habitat (Designated and Proposed) within the Burley, Jarbidge, and Shoshone  
Field Offices.  
Common Name  Scientific Name  BLM Field Office of  Known 

Occurrence  
Fish  

 Jarbidge River Bull Trout (T)   Salvelinus confluentus  Jarbidge 
 Designated Critical Habitat for Jarbidge  

 River Bull Trout  Jarbidge 

 Plants 
Goose Creek Milkvetch (C)   Astragulus anserinus  Burley 

 Slickspot Peppergrass (P)   Lepidium papilliferum  Jarbidge 
 Proposed Critical Habitat for Slickspot 

Peppergrass   Jarbidge 

 Invertebrates 
Bruneau Hot Springsnail (E)   Pyrgulopsis bruneauensis  Jarbidge 

 Banbury Springs Lanx (E)   Lanx sp. Shoshone  
Snake River Physa Snail (E)   Physa natriciana Burley/Jarbidge/Shoshone  
Bliss Rapids Snail (T)   Taylorconcha serpenticola Burley/Jarbidge/Shoshone  

 Bird 
 Yellow-billed Cuckoo (C)  Coccyzus americanus Burley/Jarbidge/Shoshone  

Amphibian  
 Columbia Spotted Frog (C)  Rana luteiventris  Jarbidge 

Mammal  
 Wolverine (P)  Gulu gulu Shoshone  

In general, the proposed ESR  actions have the potential to directly or indirectly affect all 
of the species listed in Table 2 with the exception of wolverine. To minimize the potential 
for adverse impacts to ESA-listed species or their habitat, design  criteria have been  
incorporated into the proposed action (Appendix B). This is expected to limit the potential 
for impacts to listed species to levels that would be so small as to be not meaningfully  
measured, detected, or analyzed or would be extremely unlikely to occur.   

Programmatic Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan 
Biological Assessment 
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ESA-Listed Species 
Jarbidge River Bull Trout 

Columbia River Basin bull trout (Jarbidge River) are the only listed species of fish that 
occurs within the Twin Falls District. The Jarbidge River bull trout was listed as 
Threatened in June 1998 (63 FR 31647). The Jarbidge River population includes bull trout 
residing in Idaho and Nevada. Bull trout in this population occur in a single core area 
within the Jarbidge River basin. The Jarbidge River is tributary to the Bruneau River, 
which is tributary to the Snake River. The decline of the Jarbidge River population is due 
to historical and current factors associated with dams and diversion structures, forest 
management practices, livestock grazing, road construction and maintenance, mining, 
fisheries management, water quality, and habitat fragmentation. 

In 2005, critical habitat was designated under a single final rule for five distinct population 
segments of bull trout (70 FR 56211). This decision was appealed and the FWS completed 
a reassessment of the initial critical habitat designation. The revised critical habitat 
designation for Columbia River Basin bull trout was published in the Federal Register on 
October 18, 2010 (75 FR 63898) and includes most of the streams in the upper Jarbidge 
River watershed as well as the Bruneau River from the confluence with the Jarbidge River 
downstream to the slackwater area for C.J. Strike Reservoir. 

The Jarbidge River watershed contains migratory, or fluvial, bull trout and six local 
populations of resident bull trout that occupy the Jarbidge River and its East Fork. Bull 
trout are present in the headwaters of the East Fork Jarbidge River, Cougar, Fall, Slide, 
Dave, Pine, and Jack creeks. Although Cougar, Pine and Jack creeks are managed by the 
Forest Service, all of the listed streams are essential to the long-term conservation of 
Jarbidge River bull trout. 

Bull trout spawning and rearing occurs primarily in the headwater streams in Nevada on 
lands administered by the Forest Service. However, a portion of one known spawning and 
rearing stream (Dave Creek) and the majority of migratory corridors and overwintering 
habitat occurs in the Twin Falls District. Migratory bull trout seasonally inhabit the 
Jarbidge River downstream of the confluence of the East and West Forks to the Bruneau 
River from October through late June. The Jarbidge River population boundary includes 
the entire Bruneau River Subbasin. Although historic distribution records of bull trout in 
the Bruneau River are limited, their occurrence in the headwater tributaries to the Jarbidge 
River indicate they were historically present, at least seasonally, in the Bruneau River. 

In May 2004, the FWS released a Draft Recovery Plan for the Jarbidge River Distinct 
Population Segment of Bull Trout. This draft recovery plan included a comprehensive 
summary of the best scientific data available for Jarbidge River bull trout. Since that time, 
additional data regarding the distribution, genetic composition, and location of bull trout 
spawning and rearing areas have been collected by the USGS (Allen, et al., 2010). The 
FWS will be working on an updated recovery plan for Jarbidge River bull trout in 2013. 
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In April 2008, the FWS completed a 5-year status review for bull trout in the Columbia 
River Basin. The result of this review was a recommendation by the FWS to retain the 
Federal listing status for bull trout as Threatened and to evaluate whether distinct 
population segments exist throughout the range of bull trout that merit protection under 
the ESA. 

In 2002, BLM completed stream habitat surveys on Dave Creek and the Jarbidge River 
and its East Fork, Buck Creek, and Deer Creek tributaries. These surveys were completed 
on sections of stream that had not been previously surveyed and were representative of 
larger stream reaches with similar habitat characteristics such as stream gradient, width, 
and depth. These data are summarized in Table 3.  

Table 3. Habitat data for streams containing bull trout. 

Stream Streambank 
Stability (%) 

Sediment 
(%) 

Embedded 
Fines (%) 

Large Woody 
Debris (#/mile) 

Pools 
(#/Mile) 

Large Pools
A,B (% of pools 

>1.6 feet) 
Riparian 
Management 
Objectives A 

80 <12 <20 48 60 60 

Dave Creek 74 37 50-75 97 150 60 
East Fork 
Jarbidge River 

77 N/A >31 31 51 45 

Jarbidge River 77 >20 N/A N/A N/A N/A 
Buck Creek 100 25 50-75 15 170 73 
Deer Creek N/A N/A N/A N/A 142 N/A 

A Sources: Overton, et al., 1995; USDA, 1995 
B Number is percent of the total number of pools/mile N/A indicates data not available 

BLM began monitoring water temperatures in the Jarbidge Watershed with continuous 
water temperature recorders in 2002. Data for Dave Creek, the Jarbidge River and its East 
Fork, and Buck Creek tributaries indicate water temperatures in July and August exceed 
the 59°F Mean Weekly Maximum Temperature considered to be functioning properly for 
bull trout rearing and migration by 1°F to 12°F. The water temperature requirements for 
bull trout include temperatures ranging from approximately 39°F to 48°F for spawning 
and 39°F to 53°F for summertime rearing. Generally, bull trout spawning occurs from 
mid-September through late October as water temperatures decline to 48°F and colder. 

In 2006 and 2008, the United States Geological Survey (USGS) used passive integrated 
transponder (PIT) tags to study bull trout movements in the Jarbidge Watershed. PIT tag 
detector stations installed at the mouth of selected streams were used to monitor tagged 
fish as they moved between streams. To date, USGS has PIT tagged approximately 1,200 
bull trout in the Jarbidge Watershed. Preliminary data indicate that very few bull trout 
migrate between the Jarbidge River above the confluence with its East Fork and the East 
Fork of the Jarbidge River. This is supported by genetic sampling by the USGS during 
PIT tagging operations. 
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Bruneau Hot Springsnail 

The Bruneau hot springsnail is found in warm water springs and seeps along a 5.2-mile 
reach of the lower Bruneau River near Hot Creek. Critical habitat for this species has not 
been designated. This snail is small (<0.25 inch) and reproduces best in water between 75 
degrees Fahrenheit to 95 degrees Fahrenheit. On June 17, 1998 (63 FR 32981) the FWS 
affirmed its earlier determination that listing the Bruneau hot springsnail as an endangered 
species is warranted. In May 2007, the FWS completed a 5-year status review for the 
Bruneau hot springsnail and found that threats to this species continue to result in a 
decline in its numbers and habitat. The primary threat to this species is the declining 
thermal water table due to groundwater pumping on private land, which has reduced the 
number of geothermal springs on which this species depends. Invasive plant species (e.g., 
reed canary grass and reed) and non-native fish are also threats. 

Banbury Springs Lanx 

The Banbury Springs lanx was listed as endangered by the FWS on December 14, 1992 
(57 FR 59257). Critical habitat for this species has not been designated. This snail is found 
in spring-run habitats with well oxygenated, clear, cold waters (59 to 60.8 degrees 
Fahrenheit) on boulder or cobble-sized substrate. At the present time, the snail is only 
known to occur in four, minimally disturbed spring habitats at Banbury Springs, Box 
Canyon Springs, Thousand Springs and Briggs Springs between Snake River miles 548.8 
and 589.4. All known locations have relatively swift currents. They are found most often 
on smooth basalt and avoid surfaces with large aquatic macrophytes or filamentous green 
algae. Frest and Johannes (1992) found the species in water as shallow as 2 inches, but 
depths up to 6 inches were more typical. There is limited information regarding the 
biological and life cycle requirements of this species. 
. 
The Banbury Springs lanx was first discovered in 1988 at Banbury Springs [river mile 
(RM) 589] with a second colony found in nearby Box Canyon Springs (RM 588) in 1989. 
During 1991, a mollusk survey at The Nature Conservancy's Preserve revealed a third 
colony in the outflows of Thousand Springs (RM 584.6). Subsequent to this discovery, a 
more detailed investigation at the Preserve revealed that the single colony was 
sporadically distributed within an area of only 129 to 150.7 square feet (Frest and 
Johannes 1992). All known colonies of lanx were discovered in alcove spring complexes. 
These spring complexes contain large areas of adjacent, presumably similar, habitat that is 
not occupied by the species.  

Snake River Physa Snail 

The Snake River physa snail was listed as endangered on December 12, 1992 (57 FR 
59244). Critical habitat for this species has not been designated. This species of aquatic 
snail is only known to occur from the Snake River in south-southwest Idaho, with limited 
specimens recorded from a single major tributary. In 1995, the FWS reported that the 
Snake River physa’s “modern” range extended from Grandview [RM 487, river km (Rkm) 
784] to the Hagerman Reach (RM 573, Rkm 922). Recently identified specimens collected 
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by the Bureau of Reclamation (Gates and Kerans 2008) and Idaho Power Company from 
1995 to 2003 (Keebaugh 2009) confirm its distribution to as far upstream as Minidoka 
Dam (RM 675, Rkm 1086.1) and as far downstream as Ontario (RM 368, Rkm 592.1), 
Oregon, some 128 miles (206 km) downstream of its previously recognized downstream 
range (Grandview). Two specimens were recovered from the Bruneau River arm (RM 4, 
Rkm 6.4) of C.J. Strike Reservoir (Keebaugh 2009) representing the only tributary of the 
Snake River from which the species has been recorded. 

Snake River physa snails are found on the underside of gravel to boulder-sized rock in 
swift currents at the margins of rapids. Live specimens have been found on boulders in the 
deepest part of the river, accessible to divers, at the margins of rapids. Other life cycle 
information (e.g. reproduction, food habits) are largely unknown for this species. 

The Snake River physa occurs only in the free flowing Snake River. The free-flowing, 
cold-water environments required by the listed Snake River snail species have been 
affected by, and are vulnerable to, continued adverse habitat modification and 
deteriorating water quality from one or more of the following: hydroelectric development, 
load-following (the practice of artificially raising and lowering river levels to meet short-
term electrical needs at local run-of-the-river hydroelectric projects), water pollution, 
inadequate regulatory mechanisms which have failed to provide protection to the habitat 
used by the listed species and possible adverse effects from exotic species. 

Bliss Rapids Snail 

The Bliss Rapids snail was listed as threatened on December 12, 1992 (57 FR 59244). 
Critical habitat for this species has not been designated. Historically, the Bliss Rapids snail 
was present in the Snake River from the Indian Cove Bridge to an area east of American 
Falls. Currently, they are found in a few discontinuous areas in the tail-waters of the Bliss 
Dam and the Lower Salmon Falls Dam and in a few spring habitats in the Hagerman 
Valley (Thousand Springs, Banbury Springs, Box Canyon Springs, and Niagara Springs) 
between Clover Creek (RM 547) and Twin Falls (RM 610.5).  
Very little is known about the life history of the Bliss Rapids snail. The Bliss Rapids snail 
prefers gravel up to boulder-sized substrates and can be abundant on smooth rock surfaces 
covered with red algae (Hershler et al. 1994). The species does not burrow and avoids fine 
depositional sediment and surfaces with attached macrophytes (FWS 1995), but has been 
found in association with smaller, pebble- to gravel-sized substrates (Stephenson and 
Myers 2003). This species is considered negatively phototaxic and primarily resides on the 
lateral sides and undersides of rocks (Bowler 1990; Hershler et al. 1994). Recently, Bliss 
Rapids snails have been documented in slack water where previously they were not 
expected to occur. 

On September 16, 2009 (74 FR 47536), the FWS completed a 12-month finding on a 
petition to remove the Bliss Rapids snail from the list of endangered and threatened 
wildlife. Based on a review of the best scientific information, the FWS found the species 
continued to meet the definition of a threatened species and removing the Bliss Rapids 
snail from the list was not warranted. 
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Species Proposed for Listing under ESA 
Slickspot peppergrass 

Slickspot peppergrass was listed as threatened under the ESA (74 FR 52014, October 8, 
2009). On May 10, 2011 the FWS proposed designating 57,756 acres as critical habitat for 
slickspot peppergrass (76 FR 90). Unit 4 of the proposed critical habitat is located in 
Owyhee County and the Jarbidge Field Office. This unit contains 29,910 acres, 28,426 of 
which are located on public land administered by the BLM. Following the listing of 
slickspot peppergrass, the State of Idaho and others filed a suit in Federal Court 
challenging the listing. On August 8, 2012 the court issued a decision vacating the listing 
and remanded the matter back to the FWS for further consideration. The current status for 
slickspot peppergrass is now proposed and critical habitat is also proposed. Until slickspot 
peppergrass status changes, Idaho BLM manages slickspot peppergrass under existing 
conservation agreements and ESA Section 7 documents and will conference on any new 
actions that may affect slickspot peppergrass or proposed slickspot peppergrass critical 
habitat.  

The Owyhee Plateau population of slickspot peppergrass is known to occur in the Inside 
Desert area of the Jarbidge Field Office, however; potential habitat occurs over most of 
the field office area (Figure 2). Surveys to identify slickspot peppergrass populations and 
habitats are planned and once completed will better define areas documented as potential 
habitat. Slickspot peppergrass is endemic to the sagebrush-steppe ecosystem of 
southwestern Idaho (Mancuso 2000). Menke and Kaye (2006) describe high-quality 
habitat conditions for slickspot peppergrass as “sagebrush-steppe habitat in late seral 
condition”. Known populations in the Jarbidge Field Office occur in areas dominated by 
native plant communities, crested wheatgrass and intermediate wheatgrass. Part of the area 
supporting the Owyhee Plateau population burned in the 2007 Murphy Complex and 
Inside Desert fires. 

Threats to the survival of slickspot peppergrass have been attributed to general 
degradation of sagebrush-steppe habitat from a variety of sources which include: increased 
frequency and intensity of wildfires, livestock grazing and trampling, irrigated agriculture, 
invasive plant invasions, seedings of non-native grasses, urban development, off-highway 
vehicle use, and military training. The primary threats to slickspot peppergrass are 
changes in wildfire regime and invasive plant expansion. Post-fire rehabilitation is not 
considered to pose a substantial threat to slickspot peppergrass and can protect existing 
habitat and promote reestablishment of appropriate native species following fires. 
However, some short-term impacts associated with ESR activities may occur (USDI FWS 
2009). Slickspot peppergrass is currently managed using conservation measures specified 
in the 2009 Conservation Agreement (USDI BLM & FWS 2009) and the 2009 Biological 
Opinion for existing land use plans (USDI FWS 2009). 

Slickspot peppergrass has two potential life-history strategies; it can be either an annual or 
biannual plant. Like many short-lived plants growing in arid environments, the number of 
slickspot peppergrass plants can widely fluctuate from one year to the next based on 
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annual precipitation patterns (Mancuso 2001, Meyer et al. 2005, Mancuso et al.1998). 
Mancuso et al. (1998) note that sites with thousands of above-ground plants one year may 
have none the next, and vice versa. Above-ground plants represent only a portion of the 
population; the seed bank contributes the other portion and in many years, constitutes the 
majority of the population (Mancuso, et al. 1998). Maintaining a seed bank is important 
for long-term survival of annual plants (Baskin and Baskin 2001). 

Slickspot peppergrass grows in small, sparsely vegetated, visually distinct, edaphically 
determined openings within the sagebrush matrix. These small openings are called 
slickspots and are characterized by high levels of clay and salt as well as higher soil water 
retention than surrounding areas (Fisher et al. 1996). Most occupied habitat occurs on flat 
to gently sloping terrain. 

The vast majority of slickspot peppergrass seeds in slickspots have been located near the 
soil surface (Meyer et al. 2005; Palazzo et al. 2005). Flowering usually occurs in late April 
and May, fruit set occurs in June, and the seeds are released in late June or early July. 
Seeds are dormant for at least a year before germinating. Following this year of dormancy, 
about 6 percent of the initially viable seeds produced in a given year germinate annually 
(Meyer et al. 2005). 

Slickspot peppergrass is known to persist in grass-dominated sites following a wildfire. 
However, studies have shown that slickspot peppergrass abundance goes down as the 
number of wildfires in an area increase and with increased non-native invasive plant cover 
(i.e. cheatgrass) within and adjacent to slickspot microsites (Sullivan and Nations 2009). 
For example, slickspot peppergrass plants still occupy an area burned in the 1983 Kuna 
Butte Fire located in the Boise District, but at much reduced numbers than were present 
before the fire (monitoring data on file in the Boise District). Much of the potential 
slickspot peppergrass habitat in the Twin Falls District has burned one or more times in 
past fires, further threatening the plant and its habitat. Efforts to restore sagebrush to the 
area are ongoing via post-fire rehabilitation and proactive projects. 
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Figure 2. Twin Falls District slickspot peppergrass habitats. 

Jarbidge Field Office

Bruneau Field Office

Burley Field Office

Shoshone Field Office

Four Rivers Field Office

Map Date:February 2013

Projection: UTM Zone 11
Datum: 1983 NAD

Units: Miles

US Depart. of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management

Twin Falls District, Idaho

: 0 5 10

 Miles

Slickspot peppergrass proposed critical habitat

Slickspot peppergrass occupied habitat

Slickspot peppergrass potential to occur

High

Medium

Low

Programmatic Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan 
Biological Assessment 

27 



Programmatic Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan 
Biological Assessment 

  
 

 

 

  
  

 
  
    

 
 

 
  

 
  

   
 
 

  
  

 

  
  

  

 
 

 

 
  

   
  

 
 

 

 

Wolverine 

Wolverines are wide-ranging predatory mammals which belong to the Mustellidae family. 
Wolverines have recently been proposed for listing as threatened under the ESA (78 FR 
7864, February 4, 2013). Extensive climate modeling indicates that the wolverine’s 
snowpack habitat will be greatly reduced and fragmented in the coming years due to 
climate warming, thereby threatening the species with extinction. Wolverines are 
dependent on areas in high mountains, near the tree-line, where conditions are cold year-
round and snow cover persists well into the month of May. 

The FWS does not consider most activities occurring within the high elevation habitat of 
the wolverine, including snowmobiling and backcountry skiing, and land management 
activities like timber harvesting and infrastructure development, to constitute significant 
threats to the wolverine. As a result, the FWS proposed a special rule under Section 4(d) 
of the ESA that would allow these types of activities to continue, should the species be 
listed. 

The Shoshone Field Office is the only Twin Falls District field office which has the 
potential for wolverine habitat (based on snow persistence modeling). Although there are 
19,145 acres of high elevation habitat which occur in the field office, these habitats are all 
situated on the periphery or on isolated pockets distant from core habitat. Because these 
BLM habitats are peripheral and/or poorly connected it is not expected that wolverine 
would be using these habitats for any extended periods of time. Furthermore, the habitats 
involved are not typical habitats which would be treated through ESR under the proposed 
action. To date, no ESR projects have occurred in wolverine habitat in the Twin Falls 
District. Lastly, even if treatments were to occur at such high elevation they would be 
limited to aerially seeding burned areas and would not have any effects to wolverine. 
Although wolverine may occur in the project area, they would not be affected by the 
proposed action and will not be addressed further in this document.   

Candidate Species 
Goose Creek Milkvetch 

Goose Creek milkvetch was recently designated a Candidate for listing under the ESA (74 
FR 46521). Goose Creek milkvetch is a low, tufted perennial forb with small pink-purple 
flowers and curved, brownish-red fruit pods. It is a narrow endemic of the Goose Creek 
drainage near where Idaho, Utah and Nevada share a common border, south of Oakley 
Idaho. Seven of the approximately 20 known range wide occurrences are located in Idaho. 
The others occur in the adjoining two states. In Idaho, occurrences range in size from less 
than ten to perhaps several hundred plants. Goose Creek milkvetch is restricted to 
relatively sparsely vegetated outcrops and openings within sagebrush or juniper habitats. 
They also grow in dry, sandy, light-colored tuffaceous sediments. 
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Yellow-billed Cuckoo 

The yellow-billed cuckoo is designated a candidate for listing under the ESA. Information 
regarding cuckoo populations within Idaho indicates this species is rare, and the breeding 
population is likely limited to a few breeding pairs, at most. Results of a 2005 survey 
(TREC Inc. 2005) concluded that yellow-billed cuckoos have never been particularly 
abundant in Idaho, with only 64 recorded observations of the cuckoo for the state. 

Historic observations of the yellow-billed cuckoo have been documented in the Twin Falls 
and Rupert areas and along the Big Wood River. Surveys conducted in 2003 documented 
yellow-billed cuckoo observations on two occasions along the Big Wood River, south and 
west of Stanton Crossing (TREC Inc. 2005). A single bird was also observed during a 
2005 survey at the Minidoka National Wildlife Refuge (TREC Inc. 2005). 

Yellow-billed cuckoos are low/shrub nesting birds that require at least 5 acres of prime 
riparian habitat (TREC Inc. 2005) for nesting. Dense understory foliage appears to be an 
important factor in nest site selection and cottonwood trees are an important foraging 
habitat (Laymon 1998). 

Columbia Spotted Frog 

The Great Basin population of the Columbia spotted frog (spotted frogs) is designated a 
candidate for listing under the ESA. Extensive surveys throughout Idaho since 1993 have 
led to increases in the number of known spotted frog sites. Spotted frogs appear to be 
widely but sparsely distributed throughout southwestern Idaho, mainly in Owyhee County 
(USDI FWS 2003). 

Historically, spotted frogs were reported in the Jarbidge Field Office in Bear, Shack, 
Rocky Canyon and Timber Canyon drainages in relatively close proximity. Habitat is 
marginal for spotted frogs due to diminished water flows and limited slack water habitat 
(e.g., behind beaver ponds) as beaver no longer occupy these drainages. Beaver ponds 
present in Bear and Shack Creeks and Timber Canyon when spotted frogs were found 
have failed and no longer provide suitable spotted frog habitat. All three drainages have 
experienced down cutting, which lowered the water table and reduced water permanence 
during the summer. Although willows and aspen are present along substantial portions of 
the creeks, the reduced water permanence inhibits beaver re-colonizing the creeks. Spotted 
frogs have been most frequently observed in Rocky Canyon, which has numerous stable 
beaver dams. Occupied spotted frog habitat is vegetated primarily by sedges and rushes. 
Since the late 1990s, grazing use has been reduced along Rocky Canyon Creek through 
herding, contributing to an increase in sedges and rushes along the banks. Beaver have 
also increased the number of ponds. As a result of both improved management and 
increasing beaver activity, spotted frog numbers have increased in Rocky Canyon since 
1998. 
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ANALYSIS OF EFFECTS 

ESA Listed Species 
Jarbidge River Bull Trout and Designated Critical Habitat 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
The analysis of effects for bull trout and their designated critical habitat uses the 
information provided in Appendix D (Checklist for Documenting the Environmental 
Baseline and Effects of the Proposed Action on Relevant Indicators for Jarbidge River 
Bull trout) and the information provided in Appendix E (Bull Trout Critical Habitat 
Effects and Analysis Overview of Primary Constituent Elements (PCEs) of Critical 
Habitat). 

Seeding Methods and Riparian Plantings 
Post-fire treatments in upland areas would focus on restoring native herbaceous and 
woody vegetation and would be accomplished using mechanical and hand planting 
methods. These treatments would expedite the recovery of vegetation which would 
promote the infiltration of surface water and reduce the potential for eroded topsoil from 
entering streams with bull trout and their designated critical habitat. 

There is the potential for mechanical treatments to result in localized ground disturbance 
which could introduce fine sediment into bull trout habitat. As instream fines increase, the 
quality of the habitat is reduced. Fine sediment can accumulate in spawning gravels and 
pool habitats which are important for bull trout spawning, rearing, and overwintering 
(PCEs 2, 4, 6, 8). Fine sediment in spawning gravels reduces egg-to-fry survival and 
increased deposition of fine sediment in pool habitats reduces the amount of substrate 
cover available to juvenile bull trout which makes them more vulnerable to predation. In 
addition, when pools fill with sediment the overall amount of available habitat for all life 
stages of bull trout is reduced.  The proposed revegetation treatments are intended to 
reduce surface erosion and would be locally adapted to avoid steep slopes or drainage 
features that are likely to introduce fine sediment into bull trout occupied streams. ESR 
actions to restore upland vegetation are expected to result in less fine sediment entering 
bull trout occupied streams and designated critical habitat than if no treatments were 
applied to reduce surface erosion from burned watersheds. 

Revegetation treatments in riparian areas would focus on hand planting shrubs to restore 
woody vegetation along stream channels where it is not likely to resprout after fire. Bull 
trout would benefit from re-establishing native woody plant species such as cottonwood, 
aspen, and willow (PCEs 4, 5). Restoring woody vegetation along streams would expedite 
the long-term recovery of vegetation that moderates water temperatures (PCE 5) and 
provides woody debris to streams.  Bull trout are particularly sensitive to increases in 
water temperatures. Increased water temperature can reduce bull trout survival and reduce 
the overall amount of available habitat for all bull trout life stages. Instream woody debris 
provides stability to stream channels and is important for the creation of pools. These 
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pools provide hiding cover and their associated tailouts are preferred spawning areas for 
bull trout (PCE 4). Expediting the recovery of native riparian vegetation would reduce the 
potential for sediment loading to the stream. As instream fines increase, the potential for 
the erosion of streambanks and widening of the stream channel is increased (PCEs 2, 4). 
These channel conditions are undesirable for bull trout and may impact PCEs 1-8. 
Restoring woody vegetation along streams would also restore nutrient cycles that support 
terrestrial and aquatic insect production which are important food sources for bull trout 
(PCE 3). Short-term impacts to bull trout occupied streams and PCEs from riparian 
plantings are expected to be localized and minimal and would primarily be related to 
localized introduction of sediment into the stream channel or damage to streambanks. 
Overall, ESR actions to restore riparian vegetation are expected to result in fewer fire-
related impacts to streams containing bull trout and their designated critical habitat and are 
expected to benefit bull trout in the long-term. 

Watershed Stabilization/Erosion Control Treatments 
Erosion control measures in uplands (i.e., log barriers, contour felling, slash distribution, 
contour trenches, mulching, soil netting, water bars, road treatments) would be used to 
stabilize soil and increase surface water infiltration. These ESR treatments could result in 
some temporary, localized soil disturbance that ultimately enters bull trout occupied 
streams. Some of these treatments would be applied to roads which are likely to introduce 
sediment into streams. Overall, ESR actions to reduce surface erosion from burned 
uplands would reduce the amount of fine sediment entering bull trout occupied streams. 
The fewer fines that enter bull trout streams the more likely it is for pool depth, pool 
quality, and spawning substrate composition to be maintained for bull trout PCEs 2, 4, 6, 
8. 

Generally, upland erosion control treatments would be away from streams so direct 
impacts to bull trout streams are unlikely. Upland erosion control actions would have 
indirect benefits to bull trout streams because they would reduce surface erosion and 
improve surface water infiltration in burned watersheds that contain bull trout streams 
(PCEs 1, 6, 7, and 8). As described above, reduced fine sediment inputs into bull trout 
streams is expected to benefit PCEs 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 8 of critical habitat (Appendix D). 

Treatments to reduce erosion in the floodplain or riparian areas (i.e., check dams, 
armoring stream crossing and culverts, in-channel silt fences, log dams, willow waddles, 
gabions) have the potential for direct adverse impacts on bull trout or designated critical 
habitat. All of these erosion control methods result in disturbance to the streambed and 
streambanks and introduce sediment to the stream channel (PCEs 2, 4, 6, 8). These 
instream activities could directly affect bull trout that may be present within or below the 
treatment area. Some of the proposed treatments are designed to reduce lateral stream 
channel movement by placing rock on unstable streambanks. Although these can slow 
streambank erosion, they also can disrupt the balance between erosion and deposition or 
cause downstream bank erosion (PCEs 4, 6, 7). The placement of rock within the high 
water mark would be kept to the minimum required to protect structures (i.e., bridge, 
culverts, road bed fill materials) and would not be used extensively as a stream 
stabilization treatment. The placement of instream gabions would only be used in the most 
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extreme cases because of the long-term impact of these structures on natural channel 
process which are necessary to maintain the proper function of streams.  

Other ESR Actions 
Noxious weeds and invasive plants could have long-term negative impacts to riparian 
areas containing bull trout where native herbaceous and woody vegetation is displaced by 
non-native vegetation. Controlling the expansion of noxious weeds would reduce 
competition with native plants that are more capable of supporting natural hydrologic 
cycles and maintaining riparian functional condition (PCEs 1, 7). ESR treatments that 
require the use of herbicides in watersheds containing bull trout habitat would comply 
with existing consultations (OALS #1-4-05-I-759), as amended, which would reduce the 
potential for herbicides and other chemicals to enter bull trout streams and impact bull 
trout and PCE 8 (Appendix D). This specific guidance for streamside, wetland, and 
riparian herbicide application would minimize impacts of aerial and ground-based 
chemical weed control on bull trout and their designated critical habitat. Although some 
impacts could occur, such as less than measurable amounts of chemical drift or sediment 
entering bull trout occupied streams, guidance on herbicide use would minimize impacts 
to bull trout streams while still reducing potential of noxious weeds and invasive plants 
invading riparian areas occupied by bull trout or designated critical habitat. 

To avoid chemical impacts to water quality, aerial herbicide applications related to ESR 
activities would not occur within 0.5 mile of water bodies that contain or are upstream of 
bull trout populations or designated critical habitat. Water quality will be further protected 
by use of seed mixtures that do not contain added chemicals such as fertilizer while 
aerially seeding in or upstream of occupied habitat and by not using hydro-mulch in 
riparian areas that support bull trout. Specific ESR treatment guidelines for streamside, 
wetland, and riparian herbicide restrictions would minimize impacts of aerial and ground-
based chemical weed control on bull trout (PCE 8).  

Design features for helicopter landings, fueling or fuel storage areas within 0.5 miles of 
riparian areas would minimize the potential for introduction of other chemicals such as 
petroleum products into aquatic systems. Riparian design features limiting use of off-
highway vehicles in live water to designated crossings and work areas would further 
minimize the potential for impacts to water quality (PCE 8) which would ultimately affect 
bull trout individuals or their designated critical habitat. 

Post-fire actions to repair or replace public land infrastructure in uplands (i.e., powerlines, 
water troughs, fences, cattleguards) would be expected to have minimal impacts to bull 
trout occupied streams because the treatments would occur outside of riparian areas. In 
watersheds containing bull trout, ESR actions to repair infrastructure in riparian areas (i.e., 
roads, culverts, bridges) could have direct and indirect adverse impacts to bull trout and 
their habitat. Culvert and bridge replacements result in localized disturbance of 
streambanks and streamside vegetation, can disturb large quantities of fine sediment 
adjacent to and within the stream channel, and often require temporary dewatering of the 
stream (PCEs 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8). This can result in localized displacement of fish, stream 
channel instability, and fines sediments being washed downstream where they can become 
embedded in bull trout spawning, rearing, and overwintering habitats. Displacement of 
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bull trout makes them more vulnerable to predation, while increased fine sediment in 
spawning gravels is likely to reduce egg-to-fry survival, and increased sediment in rearing 
habitat reduces substrate cover making juveniles more vulnerable to predation.  These 
ESR activities require the use of heavy equipment and also pose an increased risk to water 
quality from having equipment containing petroleum products in the stream channel and 
floodplain (PCE 8). The use of mitigations to reduce impacts to stream channels from 
installing, repairing, or replacing culverts and bridges and compliance with the 
programmatic consultation for Stream Crossing Structure Replacement and Removal 
Program (USDI FWS 2012; No.01EIFW00-2012-F-0015), would substantially reduce 
impacts to bull trout and their designated critical habitat. Overall, the impacts from 
installing and maintaining stream crossings (i.e. culverts, bridges and stream fords) would 
be less than if post-fire erosion caused culvert, bridge, or roadbed failure and stream 
channels were to be inundated with, or destabilized by, sediment and debris. Any instream 
treatments that have the potential to affect bull trout or their designated critical habitat 
beyond the impacts identified in this consultation would be reviewed by the Twin Falls 
District Level 1 Team to determine if additional analysis or ESA consultation with the 
FWS would be required. 

Temporary grazing closures from burned watersheds would expedite the rate of vegetation 
recovery in uplands and riparian areas (PCE 1, 4, 5, 6, 7). Temporary grazing closures in 
uplands would reduce ground disturbance and allow natural vegetation and vegetation 
treatments to become stabilized faster than if burned areas continued to be accessible to 
livestock. In riparian areas, woody and herbaceous vegetation in locations with moderate 
to low fire severity would recover from the fire at a natural rate and would benefit from 
not being grazed during this recovery period. In areas where revegetation treatments are 
applied, the rate of recovery of planted vegetation would be increased where temporary 
grazing closures are used. These combined treatments would result in riparian vegetation 
being in a reduced condition for a shorter period of time than if livestock continued to 
have access to burned riparian areas during vegetation recovery. Bull trout and their 
designated critical habitat would benefit from using temporary grazing closures as an ESR 
treatment. 

Repairing allotment infrastructure would prevent livestock from accessing burned areas. 
This would allow native vegetation and areas with revegetation treatments to recover as 
fast as possible (PCEs 1, 4, 7). There could be some localized impacts from activities 
related to reconstructing fences in riparian areas along streams with bull trout or 
designated bull trout critical habitat, but the effects of fence replacement are expected to 
be negligible or discountable and less than if livestock grazing resumed in riparian areas 
while vegetation was recovering from a wildfire. 

Interrelated and Interdependent Effects 
Interrelated and interdependent actions include those activities that would not occur if not 
for the proposed action. No interrelated or interdependent effects to the bull trout or their 
designated critical habitat have been identified for the proposed action. 
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Cumulative Impacts 
The implementing regulation for Section 7 of the ESA define cumulative effects to include 
those effects of future state, tribal, local, or private actions that are reasonably certain to 
occur in the action area. Ongoing actions that may occur on state or private land within 
watersheds containing bull trout or their designated critical habitat within the Twin Falls 
District (Bruneau and Jarbidge River watersheds) that are part of the baseline include: the 
diversion or impoundment of surface water for livestock or cropland production, 
consumptive and non-consumptive water uses, alteration or removal of riparian 
vegetation, livestock grazing and associated infrastructure, treatment of noxious weeds 
and invasive plants or other vegetation using fire or herbicides, motorized use on roads, 
and various other related human activities. Other actions on non-federal land that may 
affect the species or its habitat include hydroelectric development where the Bruneau 
River historically flowed into the Snake River. All of these activities are expected to 
continue to occur in the future.   

Other Consultations of Federal Action Agency in the Action Area to Date 
Consultations for land use plans have been completed by BLM for all proposed and listed 
species throughout Idaho and Nevada. Consultation and conference activities have also 
occurred or are pending on individual projects in relation to proposed and listed species. 
For example, Section 7 consultations are complete for Stream Crossing Structure 
Replacement and Removal Activities, Noxious and Invasive Weed Treatments, and 
Wildfire Suppression Activities in relation to the Jarbidge River population of bull trout 
and its critical habitat. The current consultation incorporated guidance that was developed 
through existing consultations or subsequent revisions. These consultations comply with 
the direction in INFISH (USDA 1995) for the attainment of riparian management 
objectives and long-term stream channel condition improvement.   

Bruneau Hot Springsnail 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Seeding Methods and Riparian Plantings 
Post-fire treatments in uplands such as mechanical seedbed preparation and seed covering, 
broadcast seeding using motorized vehicles, off-highway vehicle traffic, and aerial 
seeding, would be implemented in a manner that would avoid adverse effects on Bruneau 
hot springsnails or their habitat as described in Appendix B. Fire severity is expected to be 
low to moderate along springs containing Bruneau hot springsnails due to the presence of 
surface water and saturate soil conditions. Any planting actions to restore riparian 
vegetation along springs containing Bruneau hot springsnails would be implemented using 
methods that would not result in trampling of individual snails and would comply with 
existing ESA consultations to avoid the potential for adverse effects to snails or their 
habitat. Bruneau hot springsnail would benefit from re-establishment of native riparian 
plant species which would assist in the maintenance of and/or improvement in water 
quality for Bruneau hot springsnail. 
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Watershed Stabilization/Erosion Control Treatments 
Implementing post-fire recovery actions to reduce surface erosion would reduce the 
amount of sediment entering springs containing Bruneau hot springsnails. These snails 
would benefit from these treatments because less fine sediment would enter and 
potentially degrade the occupied habitats. Overall, upland erosion control treatments 
would occur far enough away from streams that direct impacts to Bruneau hot springsnails 
or their habitat are expected to be less than measurable or completely discountable. All 
erosion control treatments would comply with ESA consultation requirements to avoid 
adverse impacts to Bruneau hot springsnails and their habitat. 

Other ESR Actions 
Noxious weeds and invasive plants could have long-term negative impacts to riparian 
areas or springs containing Bruneau hot springsnail if native herbaceous and woody 
vegetation is displaced by non-native vegetation. Noxious weeds and invasive plants are 
less effective in stabilizing soils and maintaining natural hydrologic processes than native 
vegetation. ESR treatments would reduce the potential for invasive plants to displace 
native vegetation and would ultimately benefit Bruneau hot springsnails in the long-term. 
Noxious weed and invasive plant treatments would comply with existing ESA 
consultation (OALS #1-4-05-I-759, USDI FWS 2005) to reduce the potential for impacts 
to Bruneau hot springsnail to the extent possible. Guidance for reducing impacts to 
Bruneau hot springsnail would include no aerial herbicide applications within 0.5 mile of 
occupied spring habitats. Other herbicide use within 0.5 mile of occupied habitat would be 
ground based spot treatment of noxious weed populations. The surfactant R-900 would not 
be used within or adjacent to occupied spring habitats. These guidelines would reduce the 
potential for ESR herbicide treatments to measurably effect Bruneau hot springsnail 
individuals or their habitat.  

No bridges or culverts currently exist on the springs occupied by Bruneau hot springsnail 
and the Bruneau River canyon in the vicinity of Bruneau hot springsnail habitat is too 
steep to allow for equipment access. Therefore, instream activities are not likely to be 
implemented within occupied Bruneau hot springsnail habitat. Instream ESR activities 
within areas known or suspected to contain Bruneau hot springsnail would require 
additional reviewed by the Twin Falls District Level 1 Team to determine if additional 
analysis or ESA consultation with the FWS would be required. 

Temporary livestock grazing closures, combined with the use of allotment infrastructure 
such as fences, would reduce the potential for direct and indirect affects to Bruneau hot 
springsnail and their habitat. The primary conservation measure that prevents livestock 
from grazing the occupied Bruneau hot springsnail habitat is the use of exclosure fences. 
Maintaining the integrity of these fences after a fire is essential in avoiding adverse effects 
to Bruneau hot springsnail and their habitat from livestock trampling and damage to 
riparian vegetation that maintains spring condition. Bruneau hot springsnail would directly 
benefit from the use of temporary grazing closures and fencing as ESR treatments. 
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Interrelated and Interdependent Effects 
Interrelated and interdependent actions include those activities that would not occur if not 
for the proposed action. No interrelated or interdependent effects to Bruneau hot 
springsnail have been identified for the proposed action. 

Cumulative Impacts 
The cumulative impacts analysis for Bruneau hot springsnail includes the same future 
private and state land actions previously identified for Jarbidge River bull trout and their 
designated critical habitat. One additional cumulative impact that would affect Bruneau 
hot springsnail would be the effects from geothermal development on private or state 
lands that reduce flows in occupied springs on the public land.  

Other Consultations of Federal Action Agency in the Action Area to Date 
ESA Section 7 consultations for Bruneau hot springsnails and their habitat are the same as 
those identified for Jarbidge River bull trout and their designated critical habitat. 

Snake River Snails (Snake River Physa, Bliss Rapids Snail, 
Banbury Springs Lanx) 
Direct and Indirect Effects 

Seeding Methods and Riparian Plantings 
In burned areas with low to moderate fire severity, natural rates of upland and riparian 
vegetation recovery would be expected to restore vegetation over time without the 
potential for localized impacts to Snake River aquatic snails or their habitat from 
stabilization activities. Proposed treatments to restore burned riparian vegetation would 
accelerate soil stabilization and recovery of native hydric vegetation (i.e., rushes, sedges, 
cottonwood, and willow) which would benefit Snake River snails. All treatments such as 
mechanical seedbed preparation and seed covering, broadcast seeding using motorized 
vehicles, and aerial seeding would be implemented in a manner that would avoid adverse 
effect to ESA-listed snails and their habitat in the Snake River as described in Appendix 
B. The recovery of native riparian vegetation would assist in the maintenance of and/or 
improvement in water quality for listed Snake River snails by maintaining bank stability 
and reducing the risk of post- fire erosion and resulting sediment that could enter the 
Snake River and degrade snail habitats.  

Watershed Stabilization/Erosion Control Treatments 
The proposed erosion control measures are expected to reduce the amount of topsoil from 
hillslopes and tributaries that drain toward the Snake River and would reduce fire-related 
impacts to instream conditions for Snake River snails. Some of the treatments could result 
in ground disturbance and soil deposition into the Snake River, which could reduce habitat 
quality for Snake River snails and their habitat. Erosion control treatments would be 
implemented in a manner that would result in impacts to Snake River snails or their 
habitat that are negligible and less than measurable. Overall, erosion control treatments 
would result in less sediment deposition into the Snake River than would be expected if 
soil stabilizing treatments were not used. 
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Other ESR Actions 
ESR treatments to control the spread of noxious weeds and invasive plants would reduce 
competition with native plants that are more capable of supporting natural hydrologic 
cycles in burned watersheds that drain into the Snake River. Specific streamside, wetland, 
and riparian herbicide restrictions would minimize impacts of aerial and ground-based 
chemical weed control on aquatic special status species such as Snake River snails. No 
aerial herbicide applications would occur within 0.5 miles of the Snake River or occupied 
spring habitats. Water quality will be further protected by use of seed mixtures that do not 
contain added chemicals such as fertilizer and avoidance of hydro-mulch use in riparian 
areas that contain or are upstream of snail sites. Since weed treatments would occur in 
riparian areas, there is the potential for herbicides to drift into surface water. Protective 
buffers between treatment areas and surface water would be used to reduce the potential 
for impacts to Snake River snails and their habitat to the extent possible. All noxious weed 
and invasive plant treatments would be implemented in compliance with the 
Programmatic Noxious Weed and Invasive Plant Treatment BA (OALS #1-4-05-I-759). 
Specific streamside, wetland, and riparian herbicide restrictions would minimize impacts 
of aerial and ground-based chemical weed control on ESA-listed Snake River snails. 
Design features for helicopter landings, fueling or fuel storage areas would also reduce the 
potential for fueling of equipment used for herbicide treatments to adversely affect water 
quality for ESA-listed Snake River snails (Appendix B). 

There is a low potential for these ESR treatments to be implemented within the Snake 
River or associated spring habitats that contain ESA-listed Snake River snails. The 
potential for effects to Snake River snails are more likely to occur from instream 
stabilization or replacement activities in the tributaries to the Snake River. The impacts 
would be from sediment inputs to streams from stabilizing eroded fill materials for roads, 
culverts, and bridges. These eroded materials could be deposited into river reaches used by 
Snake River snails for foraging and reproduction. The sediment-related impacts from 
instream stabilization activities in tributaries to the Snake River are expected to be 
localized, short-term and less than measurable. Impacts from other ESR treatments are 
expected to be less than would occur if fire-damaged roads, culverts and bridges were not 
repaired after a wildfire. 

Temporary livestock, off-highway vehicles, and other land use closures would expedite 
the rate of recovery for upland and riparian vegetation and would result in less soil 
erosion, reducing the amount of fine sediments that would enter the Snake River 
compared to the No Action alternative. Repairing allotment and pasture boundary fences 
would also expedite vegetation recovery by preventing livestock from accessing burned 
areas. Localized impacts to Snake River snails are not likely to occur from the 
construction of temporary fences or the repair of boundary fences because disturbance, the 
Snake River, or tributaries to the Snake River could be avoided. 

Replacing allotment infrastructure would prevent livestock from accessing burned areas 
and where grazing would reduce the rate of vegetation recovery after the fire. This would 
allow native vegetation and areas with revegetation treatments to recover as fast as 
possible. There may be some localized impacts to Snake River snails from activities 
related to fence reconstruction in riparian areas along the Snake River, but the effects of 
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replacing fire-damaged allotment infrastructure would be less than if livestock grazing 
resumed in riparian areas while vegetation was recovering from the fire. 

Interrelated and Interdependent Effects  
No interrelated or interdependent effects to the Banbury Springs lanx, Snake River physa, 
or Bliss Rapids snail have been identified for the proposed ESR treatments. 

Cumulative Effects 
The free-flowing, cold-water environments required by the ESA-listed Snake River snails 
have been affected by, and are vulnerable to, continued adverse habitat modification and 
deteriorating water quality from one or more of the following actions on non-federal land: 
hydroelectric development, load-following (the practice of artificially raising and lowering 
river levels to meet short-term electrical needs at local run-of-the-river hydroelectric 
projects), water pollution, inadequate regulatory mechanisms which have failed to provide 
protection to the habitat used by the listed species, and possible adverse effects from 
exotic species. Activities along the Snake River on private land include removal of 
riparian vegetation, livestock grazing, diversion of surface flows, and general recreation 
activities. 

Factors that further degrade water quality include reduced stream flow as a result of water 
withdrawals for agriculture; warming due to impoundment; and increases in the 
concentration of nutrients, sediments, and other pollutants reaching the river. The Snake 
River is affected by runoff from feedlots and dairies, hatcheries, municipal sewage 
effluent sources, and other point and nonpoint discharges. Return of irrigation water into 
the Snake River also plays a major role in degrading water quality, introducing an 
estimated average of over 300,000 pounds of soil into the river daily (EPA 2002). In 
addition, state and private fish culture facilities discharge wastewater into the Snake River 
and its tributaries. These factors coupled with periodic, drought-induced low flows, have 
contributed to reduced dissolved oxygen levels, increased plant growth, and a general 
decline of cold-water, free-flowing river habitats in the Snake River. 

Water quality in the alcove springs and tributary spring streams in the Hagerman Valley 
area have also been affected, though not as severely as the Snake River. The unique 
hydrogeology of the Hagerman area provides conditions for massive cold-water recharge 
from the Snake River Plain aquifer. However, several of these springs and spring 
tributaries have been diverted for hatchery use, which reduces or eliminates clean water 
recharge and contributes flows enriched with nutrients to the Snake River. At The Nature 
Conservancy’s Thousand Springs Preserve, Bliss Rapids snail colonies have recently 
declined or been eliminated at several sites. This decline is due to decreases in water 
quality primarily from agriculture and aquaculture wastewater originating outside of and 
flowing into the preserve (Frest and Johannes 1992). 

Another threat to the listed species is the competition with the New Zealand mudsnail 
(Potamopyrgus antipodarum) in the middle Snake River. The widely distributed and 
adaptable mudsnail is experiencing explosive growth in the Snake River and shows a wide 
range of tolerance for fluctuations in water level, velocity, temperature, and turbidity. 
Based on recent surveys, the mudsnail is not abundant in habitats utilized by the Banbury 
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Springs lanx. However, the species does compete directly for resources with the Snake 
River physa and the Bliss Rapids snail in the Snake River. 

Other Consultations of Federal Action Agency in the Action Area to Date 
ESA Section 7 consultation for Snake River snails and their habitat are the same as those 
identified for Jarbidge River bull trout and their designated critical habitat. BLM has also 
completed Section 7 consultation with FWS for the Boise to Borah Powerline for both 
bald eagle and listed Snake River snails. In 2000, Section 7 consultation for Snake River 
snails was also completed for the Bell Mare ESR Project. 

Species Proposed for Listing under ESA 
Slickspot Peppergrass 

The analysis of affects for slickspot peppergrass and its proposed habitat uses the 
information provided in Appendix F (Matrix of Pathways and Indicators for Slickspot 
Peppergrass) and Appendix G (Crosswalk between primary Constituent Elements for 
Slickspot peppergrass proposed Critical Habitat and Corresponding Pathways and 
Indicators for Making Effects Determinations on the Species). 

Threats to the survival of slickspot peppergrass have been attributed to general 
degradation of sagebrush-steppe habitat from a variety of sources which include increased 
frequency and intensity of wildfires, livestock grazing and trampling, irrigated agriculture, 
exotic plant invasions, seedings of non-native grasses, urban development, off-highway 
vehicle use, and military training. 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
Direct effects to slickspot peppergrass associated with ESR activities could include injury 
or death of individual plants due to aerial or ground-based herbicide application, burying 
the slickspot peppergrass seed bank during ground-disturbing activities such as seeding 
such that young plants could not successfully emerge from the soil, crushing of plants by 
equipment, or construction of structures within slickspots.   

Seeding Methods 
Potential adverse direct effects to slickspot peppergrass associated with ESR treatments 
would be avoided by using project-wide and site specific design features under the 
proposed action. The use of drill seeders equipped with depth bands or use of no-till drills 
would avoid adverse effects due to ground disturbance on the seed bank.  

Potential adverse indirect effects to slickspot peppergrass associated with ESR treatments 
would be avoided by using project-wide and site specific design features under the 
proposed action. Emphasizing the use of native seed where practical and applicable and 
including native forbs in the seed mix would benefit slickspot peppergrass by increasing 
plant diversity and pollen sources for insect pollinators.   

Restricting the use of potentially invasive non-native species such as prostrate kochia 
would reduce the potential adverse impacts from these plants on slickspot peppergrass 
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habitat. However, any use of potentially invasive non-native plants in seed mixes within 
the range of slickspot peppergrass may adversely impact the species. Seeding of 
potentially invasive non-native species such as prostrate kochia within the known range of 
slickspot peppergrass would require additional site-specific ESA Section 7 conference. 

Other ESR Actions 
Ground-based herbicide spraying for control of noxious or invasive weeds may impact 
individual or groups of slickspot peppergrass plants. To minimize this potential effect, 
ground-based herbicide spraying for noxious weed control within slickspot peppergrass 
element occurrences would be conducted using site-specific design features under the 
proposed action. These design features include use of hand sprayers only, and the 
establishment of 10-foot no-herbicide treatment buffers around slickspots located in 
element occurrences. Within this 10-foot buffer zone, weeds will be treated by hand.  

Individual slickspot peppergrass plants could also be damaged or killed if aerial herbicides 
are applied in unsurveyed potential habitat or inadequately surveyed slickspot peppergrass 
habitat. Therefore, aerial application of herbicides in areas that are unsurveyed or 
inadequately surveyed within the known range of slickspot peppergrass, would require 
additional site-specific ESA Section 7 conference. 

Slickspot peppergrass may be impacted by the invasion of noxious weeds and invasive 
plants due to the loss of native species resulting from wildfire. Ground disturbance from 
seeding equipment and restoration efforts could result in localized spread of noxious 
weeds and invasive plants. However, monitoring and treatments would contain and 
eliminate these localized spreads. Slickspot peppergrass would benefit from removal of 
noxious weeds and invasive plants. Actions under the proposed action contribute to the 
recovery of native and functional plant communities and assist in the stabilization of soils 
surrounding the slickspots and slickspot peppergrass populations. The native plant 
communities capture sediment which might otherwise be deposited on slickspots changing 
the saline/clay nature of the slickspot peppergrass habitat. The long-term benefits of 
revegetation under the proposed action following wildfire would be site stability, 
reduction of invasive species density and decreased likelihood of noxious weed and 
invasive plant introduction or spread. 

The use of persistent herbicides such as Tordon could impact slickspot peppergrass 
through soil movement of this chemical by wind or water. Slickspots typically occupy the 
terminus of small scale watersheds in the sagebrush steppe, thus forming natural 
catchments for soil and water movement. The potential for chemicals to be transported by 
wind or water could be eliminated by not conducting noxious weed treatments with 
persistent herbicides within 150 feet of slickspot peppergrass element occurrences. 

Adjustment of proposed fence lines or other structures following pre-construction surveys 
would avoid adverse impacts to slickspots and slickspot peppergrass due to ground 
disturbance. Closing the recovering burned areas to grazing and the use of protective 
fencing would benefit slickspot peppergrass by promoting the reestablishment of 
vegetation and by eliminating the effects of trampling, thus protecting the hydrology of 
slickspot microsites during the post-fire recovery process. 
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Over both the short and long-term, ESR treatments with design features for slickspot 
peppergrass would maintain or enhance soil stabilization and recovery of native 
vegetation. The proposed action would assist in the conservation of slickspot peppergrass 
by reducing future sedimentation, habitat loss, habitat fragmentation and competition from 
invasive species. 

Interrelated and Interdependent Effects 
Interrelated actions are those that are a part of a larger action and depend on the larger 

action for their justification. Interdependent actions are those that have no independent 
utility apart from the action under consideration. No interrelated or interdependent effects 
to slickspot peppergrass have been identified for the proposed action. 

Cumulative Effects 
Cumulative effects include the effects of future State or private actions that are reasonably 
certain to occur in the action area considered in this assessment. Future Federal actions 
that are unrelated to the proposed action are not considered in this section because they 
require separate conference pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA. 

There is strong direction from the BLM, Idaho’s Species Office of Conservation, Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game, Idaho Department of Lands, and the Idaho National Guard 
to improve and maintain slickspot peppergrass populations and habitat. Land use activities 
such as off-highway vehicle use, grazing, and military activities coupled with wildfire and 
resulting noxious weed and invasive plant establishment can degrade watershed 
conditions. Current conditions are a direct reflection of these past activities. Actions on 
private lands which are intermixed with state and public lands can also affect watershed 
conditions and slickspot peppergrass habitat. 

Slickspot peppergrass habitat occurs on state and private lands in the vicinity of potential 
areas for these programmatic actions to occur. The primary use of these non-federal lands 
is livestock grazing. Activities such as road construction, soil and gravel leasing, wildfire, 
and development pose threats to slickspot peppergrass in these areas. Noxious weed and 
invasive plant control or other rehabilitation or restoration activities on state and private 
lands can also impact slickspot peppergrass habitat or individual plants as described in the 
direct and indirect effects sections above. 

Stabilization and rehabilitation treatments on private or state lands may also be 
implemented to avoid soil loss and invasion by noxious weeds or invasive plants. If left 
untreated, slickspot peppergrass populations or habitat could be adversely impacted 
through the offsite spread of noxious weeds or invasive plants onto federal lands. With 
ESR treatments occurring on public land, slickspot peppergrass and its habitat would be at 
a greater risk from wildfire than from the effects of implementing ESR treatments. 
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Candidate Species 
Goose Creek Milkvetch 

Direct and Indirect Effects 

Seeding Methods 
Aerial and hand seeding would also minimize ground disturbance thereby reducing 
impacts to Goose Creek milkvetch habitat and eliminating the potential to damage 
individual plants (see Appendix B). Potentially invasive non-native plant materials will 
not be used in Goose Creek milkvetch habitat. 

Other ESR Actions 
Proposed ESR treatments would have minimal effects to Goose Creek milkvetch because 
design features restricting all but hand treating noxious weeds and invasive plants would 
minimize the potential of herbicide application on Goose Creek milkvetch. 

Interrelated and Interdependent Effects 
Interrelated actions are those that are a part of a larger action and depend on the larger 
action for their justification. Interdependent actions are those that have no independent 
utility apart from the action under consideration. No interrelated or interdependent effects 
to Goose Creek milkvetch have been identified for the proposed action. 

Cumulative Effects 
Other future actions on non-federal lands which may affect Goose Creek milkvetch 
include treatment of noxious weeds in Goose Creek milkvetch habitat, livestock grazing, 
and possibly the Gateway West Transmission Line Project where it may cross private 
land. Noxious weed treatments are ongoing on state and private lands within the Goose 
Creek drainage. There is potential for damage or mortality of Goose Creek milkvetch 
plants due to herbicide spray. However, the species would benefit from removal of 
noxious weed competition. Livestock grazing impacts would occur primarily in the form 
of trampling the plant and its habitat. 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
Proposed ESR treatments would have minimal effects on yellow-billed cuckoo because 
activities would be restricted from occupied habitat during the nesting season. The 
proposed action is also expected to contribute to the return of a more natural fire cycle 
over time, which would assist in the conservation of the yellow-billed cuckoo by reducing 
future habitat loss and fragmentation due to large-scale, high-intensity wildfires. 
Treatments incorporating design features for minimal disturbance near any occupied 
yellow-billed cuckoo habitat would minimize impacts on the yellow-billed cuckoo. 
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Seeding Methods and Riparian Plantings 
ESR treatments can benefit the yellow-billed cuckoo by accelerating soil stabilization and 
recovery of native vegetation, especially riparian trees such as cottonwoods and willows, 
relative to natural recovery or tree plantings. Planting treatments occurring in areas 
previously unsuitable (previously lacking suitable vegetation species) could eventually 
expand the overall amount of suitable habitat thus improving conditions for yellow-billed 
cuckoo. The recovery of riparian vegetation would promote re-establishment of insect 
food sources and potential nesting habitat for the cuckoo, reduce erosion, and reduce the 
risk of post-fire invasion by noxious weeds and invasive plants. 

Watershed Stabilization/Erosion Control Treatments 
ESR treatments that control erosion of stream banks would maintain willows and 
cottonwoods important for insect food sources and nesting habitat. 

Other ESR Actions 
Avoidance of herbicide treatments near occupied yellow-billed cuckoo habitat during the 
nesting season would reduce potential impacts to food resources and cover. Disturbances 
to yellow-billed cuckoo during nesting may decrease reproductive success. While it is 
unlikely that yellow-billed cuckoo would use habitat burned to the extent that ESR 
treatments are necessary, nesting could occur in adjacent unburned habitats. Noise 
generating activities caused by ESR treatment implementation (e.g. motorized vehicles, 
aircraft, construction) may disrupt breeding, nesting, or feeding behavior, and could cause 
nest abandonment. Proposed design features avoid disturbance to yellow-billed cuckoo 
during nesting periods and near nest locations. 

Interrelated and Interdependent Effects 
Interrelated actions are those that are a part of a larger action and depend on the larger 
action for their justification. Interdependent actions are those that have no independent 
utility apart from the action under consideration. No interrelated or interdependent effects 
to yellow-billed cuckoo have been identified for the proposed action. 

Cumulative Effects 
Other future actions on non-federal lands which may affect yellow-billed cuckoo include 
range improvements and ongoing livestock grazing on private or state lands, and clearing 
riparian areas for agriculture. For example, yellow-billed cuckoos could be affected by 
ongoing grazing by having reduced willow growth and recruitment of cottonwood trees. 
Managing riparian habitats suitable for yellow-billed cuckoos in a manner that either 
maintains or attains desirable habitat is expected to continue to provide habitat suitable for 
yellow-billed cuckoo. 

Columbia Spotted Frog 

Direct and Indirect Effects 
Most ESR treatments that incorporate design features to minimize impacts of ground 
disturbance and herbicide applications upstream and adjacent to spotted frog habitat are 
expected to have minimal negative short-term and beneficial long-term impacts (see 
Appendix B). 
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Seeding Methods and Riparian Plantings 
Seeding treatments would be designed to avoid effects to spotted frogs and their habitats. 
Planting riparian vegetation would improve and maintain water quality for the frogs by 
maintaining bank stability, reducing sediment loads entering streams and wetlands, and 
maintaining preferred insect food sources. 

Watershed Stabilization/Erosion Control Treatments 
Implementing post-fire recovery actions to reduce surface erosion could decrease the 
amount of sediment entering streams containing spotted frogs. Although some amount of 
sediment would likely enter these streams from implementing ESR treatments, the impacts 
are expected to be minimal. Overall, upland erosion control treatments would aid in the 
recovery of burned habitats and are expected to result in fewer impacts to spotted frogs 
and their habitat than if no treatments were applied. 

Other ESR Actions 
Design features minimizing impacts of herbicide applications for treatment of noxious 
weeds and invasive plants upstream and adjacent to spotted frog habitat are expected to 
ensure any effects are short term. The most restrictive herbicide design features would be 
implemented on vegetation closest to live water to protect water quality, and wetland, 
riparian, and aquatic habitats. Design features for helicopter landings, fueling, or fuel 
storage would minimize the potential for impacts resulting from the use of equipment near 
these streams. 

The installation of in- or near-channel erosion control structures, or repair or replacement 
of facilities such as roads, culverts, and bridges have the potential to contribute to in-
stream sediment levels, or may directly impact individual spotted frogs. Site-specific in-
stream or sediment generating treatments upstream or adjacent to frog populations would 
be designed to minimize potential impacts. 

Temporary closures (e.g. livestock, OHV, other land uses) in burned watersheds would 
expedite the rate of recovery for upland and riparian vegetation. Less soil erosion is 
expected than if OHV, livestock grazing, and other land uses occurred while burned 
vegetation is recovering. This is expected to reduce the amount of fine sediments entering 
occupied spotted frog habitat. Localized impacts to spotted frogs may occur from 
construction of temporary fences and the repair of boundary fences. However, these 
impacts would be short-lived and repairing allotment and pasture boundary fences would 
expedite vegetation recovery by preventing livestock from accessing burned areas. 

Interrelated and Interdependent Effects 
Interrelated actions are those that are a part of a larger action and depend on the larger 
action for their justification. Interdependent actions are those that have no independent 
utility apart from the action under consideration. No interrelated or interdependent effects 
to Columbia spotted frog have been identified for the proposed action. 
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Cumulative Effects 
Other future actions on non-federal lands which may affect spotted frog include vegetation 
treatments on private land; agriculture activities such as tilling, planting, pest control and 
harvesting; range improvements and ongoing livestock grazing on private and state land. 
Spotted frogs may have been affected by past range improvements if historic habitat was 
altered through spring development of occupied habitat on private or state lands. A range 
improvement project, such as a fence, that excludes or minimizes grazing in a riparian 
area, is expected to benefit the spotted frog. Ongoing livestock grazing could affect 
spotted frog if cattle trample the frogs, eggs, or tadpoles. This is not expected to have 
severe consequences because spotted frogs may benefit from some grazing. Any actions 
that result in a decline of riparian areas and less water in occupied spotted frogs habitats 
would further affect the frogs where burned riparian vegetation did not successfully 
recover naturally. 

MONITORING 

Objectives 
Objectives establish criteria to evaluate success or failure of ESR treatments. Site-specific 
objectives are established for each treatment in individual plans. Treatment objectives in 
ESR plans should be specific, measurable, attainable, reasonable, and there must be 
adequate time available to accomplish them (USDI BLM, 2007a). Seeding treatment 
objectives are based on site potential. Monitoring is then designed to measure progress 
towards meeting objectives. 

In some cases, seeding treatments may not be necessary and the only treatment may be 
temporary livestock grazing closure to allow for natural vegetation recovery. In this case, 
objectives would be established to determine when vegetation recovery is adequate to 
resume livestock use. Objectives addressing natural recovery would be included in ESR 
plans and/or grazing closure decisions or agreements. 

Monitoring Strategies 
Monitoring is required in all site-specific ESR plans. Monitoring strategies would be 
designed and implemented to measure progress in meeting ESR objectives. Monitoring 
methods may be qualitative or quantitative, and would be commensurate with the level of 
treatment complexity and extent. 

The proper location of monitoring sites is critical to gauging the success or failure of a 
treatment and determining when livestock can be allowed back into a burned area. The 
monitoring site should be representative of the soils and topography of the area. 

Monitoring sites should also be representative of areas burned by a wildfire that receive 
treatment or are left to recover naturally. Monitoring sites can be located using existing 
key areas, trend monitoring sites, fuels inventory data sites, Ecological Site Inventory 
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locations, or utilization areas for range monitoring if they occur within the treated or 
natural recovery areas. Other factors, such as location of roads, trails, fences, natural 
barriers, water troughs, and salt areas, as well as grazing history should also be 
considered. 

The number of monitoring plots depends on the size of the burn and number, size, and 
type of seeding treatments. If the soils and seeding treatments are homogenous, fewer 
monitoring plots may be needed. If the soils in the burn area are diverse, or if multiple 
treatments and/or seed mixes are used then more plots would be needed. Monitoring plot 
establishment would be consistent with current guidance. Monitoring would be 
implemented using standard protocols. 

Evaluation of monitoring data should consider several factors. Seeding establishment or 
natural recovery time frames can be highly variable depending on burn severity, weather, 
pre-burn plant community, topography, and other factors. Rangeland health prior to the 
wildfire and burn severity could influence the time needed for seeding establishment or 
natural recovery. For example, rangelands in good ecological health are more resilient 
than ranges with pre-existing rangeland health issues but could take longer to recover 
because of high burn severity. 

Monitoring ESR Treatments and Natural Recovery 
Monitoring Seeding Treatments 
Quantitative monitoring techniques are described below. These techniques are considered 
the minimum required for determining success of treatments. Additional criteria may be 
used to meet local resource needs. 

Quantitative monitoring methods would include density plots and cover transects utilizing 
the line–point intercept method. Photo plots would also be established at each monitoring 
plot. Standard monitoring methods that address seeding treatment objectives are as 
follows. 

The density plot method would be used to measure establishment of seeded 
species. Desired densities would be determined using reference areas or Ecological 
Site Descriptions. 
The line-point intercept or step point cover methods would be used to determine if 
the amount of bare mineral soil (lacking plant canopy cover) is within ranges of 
predetermined reference sites or Ecological Site Descriptions. 

Qualitative methods would be used to supplement quantitative data. Qualitative methods 
typically involve taking photos and collecting descriptive information about the burn, 
vegetation, treatments implemented, seeding establishment, success of other treatments, 
and other factors (Appendix H, Consideration Factors for Qualitative Monitoring). 

Areas with large-scale chemical treatment for invasive plant control would be monitored 
by field observations and photo plots. Monitoring of chemical treatments would determine 

46 



  
 

 

 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

  
  

   
 

  
 

  
 

 

 
  

 
 

 
  

  
 

  
 

  
  

 
 

  
 

 
  

 

	 

•	 

 
 
•	 
•	 

Programmatic Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan 
Biological Assessment 

 
 
•	 
•	 

success in controlling invasive plants and/or noxious weeds and the need to follow-up 
with a second treatment. 

Monitoring Natural Recovery Areas 

Natural recovery areas are burned areas that are not treated and are left to recover 
naturally. Monitoring of these areas would document the recovery of the existing plant 
community and the return of adequate ground cover to support watershed stabilization and 
prevent invasive plants and noxious weed expansion. The line-point intercept or step point 
cover methods and photo points would be used to determine if recovered herbaceous 
vegetation (i.e. native plant community, seeded plant community, or non-native annual 
plant community) is providing sufficient ground cover to protect the site from accelerated 
erosion and expansion/conversion to annual grasses and noxious weeds. A qualitative 
visual assessment of the area using Consideration Factors for Qualitative Monitoring 
(Appendix H) would provide additional monitoring data. 

Examples of Plan-Specific Monitoring Objectives 

The following are examples of monitoring objectives that could be stated in a site-specific 
ESR plan. Plan-specific objectives will vary depending on local site conditions and land 
use plan guidance. 

Example Objectives for Seeding Treatments 
The objective of the seeding treatment is to establish perennial-dominated plant 
communities within 3 years. The following grass, forb, and shrub density objectives are 
based on ecological site potential.  

The drill seed treatments would be considered successful if the seeded grass and forb 
species reach densities of: 

3 plants per square meter for grasses 
0.25 plants per square meter for forbs 

The aerial grass seed treatment would be considered successful if the seeded grasses reach 
densities of: 

3 plants per square meter or 
In qualitative surveys are observed to be established in available microsites 

The aerial sagebrush seed treatment would be considered effective if: 
Sagebrush seedlings average 0.10 seedlings per square meter across all density 
plots; or 
In qualitative surveys seedlings are found to be common 

•
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Example Objectives for Natural Recovery Areas 
Natural recovery areas would be considered recovered and available for grazing when: 

Recovered herbaceous vegetation is providing sufficient ground cover to protect 
the site from accelerated erosion and expansion/conversion to annual grasses and 
noxious weeds. The amount of bare mineral soil (lacking plant canopy cover) is 
within 10% of what would be expected for early seral stages of the ecological sites 
found within the burned area. 
A qualitative visual assessment of the following would also be considered: 

Plant vigor (perennial plants) 
Precipitation information during the non–growing (winter) and growing 
(spring through early summer) seasons 
Competition with invasive annual plants and noxious weed species 
Seed production 

An evaluation of collected monitoring data is completed documenting that 
reintroducing grazing to the area would not cause a downward trend in vegetation 
recovery. 

Example Objectives for Livestock Closure 
Exclusion of livestock is critical for the recovery of burned vegetation. The burned area 
would be closed to promote recovery of burned vegetation and to facilitate the 
establishment of seeded species until monitoring results, documented in writing, show that 
ES&BAR objective have been met, as specified in the BLM ES&BAR Handbook (H
1732-1). The monitoring for grazing availability and recommendations for opening the 
burned area to livestock would be the responsibility of an interdisciplinary team.  

The drill and aerial seed treatment area would be considered recovered and available for 
grazing when: 

The amount of bare mineral soil (lacking plant canopy cover) is within 10% of 
what would be expected for early seral stages of the ecological sites found within 
the treated areas, 
Desirable herbaceous perennial plants are producing seed, and 
Desirable perennial vegetation have developed extensive root and shoot systems to 
provide for soil stabilization and are sustainable under livestock grazing. 

Natural recovery areas would be considered recovered and available for grazing when: 
Recovered herbaceous vegetation is providing sufficient ground cover to protect 
the site from accelerated erosion and expansion/conversion to annual grasses and 
noxious weeds. The amount of bare mineral soil (lacking plant canopy cover) is 
within 10% of what would be expected for early seral stages of the ecological sites 
found within the burned area. Recommended study methods include line-point 
intercept or step point cover methods and photo points. 
A qualitative visual assessment of the following would also be considered: 

Plant vigor (perennial plants) 
 Precipitation information during the non–growing (winter) and growing 

(spring through early summer) seasons 
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Competition with invasive annual plants and noxious weed species 
Seed production 

An evaluation of collected monitoring data is completed documenting that reintroducing 
grazing to the area would not cause a downward trend in vegetation recovery. 

DETERMINATION OF EFFECTS AND RATIONALE 

ESA Listed Species 
Jarbidge River Bull Trout and Designated Critical Habitat 
Determination of Effect 
The determination of effect for the proposed ESR activities is “May Affect, Not Likely to 
Adversely Affect” bull trout or its designated critical habitat. 

Rationale for Determination 
Using avoidance measures or the design features specified for the riparian and aquatic 
habitats (Appendix B), the proposed action would either have no effect or effects that 
would be discountable, insignificant, or completely beneficial to bull trout and proposed 
critical habitat. Design features would avoid adverse effects from decreased water quality 
due to introduction of sediments or chemicals into aquatic systems. Adverse impacts to 
bull trout associated with ESR treatments such as mechanical seedbed preparation and 
seed covering, broadcast seeding using motorized vehicles, fence construction or 
reconstruction, off-highway vehicle traffic, and aerial seeding, or aerial herbicide 
applications would be prevented by avoiding riparian areas containing bull trout or using 
ESA consultation or site-specific design features (Appendix B). Any action with uncertain 
effects would be reviewed for compliance with the analysis provided in this BA. Actions 
that may result in impacts beyond those predicted and analyzed in this BA would be 
reviewed by the Twin Falls District Level 1 Team to determine if additional ESA 
consultation with the FWS would be required.  

Any instream ESR treatments would be conducted according to the existing programmatic 
consultation for stream crossings (USDI FWS 2012, No.01EIFW00-2012-F-0015) for bull 
trout occupied watersheds. Actions that may result in impacts beyond those predicted and 
analyzed in this BA or the existing programmatic consultation would be reviewed by the 
Twin Falls District Level 1 Team to determine if additional ESA consultation with the 
FWS would be required.  

Using the design features identified in this BA (Appendix B) as well as complying with 
existing ESA consultation (Stream Crossings (USDI FWS No.01EIFW00-2012-F-0015; 
Noxious Weed and Invasive Plant Treatments (OALS #1-4-05-I-579), would avoid 
adverse impacts to designated bull trout critical habitat. Because some of the treatments 
could occur in riparian areas with designated critical habitat, there is the potential for 
effects to stream channel characteristics that support bull trout (instream fines, streambank 
stability). Due to the potential for effects, the proposed ESR treatments May Affect, but 
Not Likely to Adversely Affect the PCEs of designated bull trout critical habitat. Since 
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ESR treatments are designed to minimize sediment contributions to the critical habitat or 
prevent authorized uses where riparian areas are recovering from a wildfire, designated 
bull trout critical habitat would likely benefit from ESR treatments in the long-term. 

Bruneau Hot Springsnail 
Determination of Effect 
The determination of effect for the proposed ESR activities is “May Affect, Not Likely to 
Adversely Affect” Bruneau hot springsnails or their habitat. 

Rationale for Determination 
Applying avoidance measures or using the design features specified for the riparian and 
aquatic habitats (Appendix B), the proposed action would either have no effect or effects 
that would be discountable, insignificant, or completely beneficial to Bruneau hot 
springsnails or their habitat. Design features would avoid adverse effects from decreased 
water quality due to introduction of sediments or chemicals into aquatic habitats that could 
ultimately be introduced to the occupied geothermal springs. The potential for impacts to 
Bruneau hot springsnail associated with ESR treatments such as mechanical seedbed 
preparation and seed covering, broadcast seeding using motorized vehicles, fence 
construction or reconstruction, off-highway vehicle traffic, and aerial seeding, or aerial 
herbicide applications would be avoided by using project wide and site-specific design 
features. Any action with uncertain affects would be reviewed for compliance with the 
analysis provided in this BA. Actions that may result in impacts beyond those predicted 
and analyzed in this BA would be reviewed by the Twin Falls District Level 1 Team to 
determine if additional ESA consultation with the FWS would be required. 

Snake River Snails 
Determination of Effect 
The determination of effect for the proposed ESR activities is “May Affect, Not Likely to 
Adversely Affect” Banbury Spring Lanx, Snake River Physa, or Bliss Rapids snails or 
their habitats. 

Rationale for Determination 
Using avoidance measures or the design features specified for the riparian and aquatic 
habitats (Appendix B), the proposed action would either have no effect or effects that 
would be discountable, insignificant, or completely beneficial to ESA-listed Snake River 
snails or their habitat. Design features would avoid impacts from decreased water quality 
due to introduction of sediments or chemicals into aquatic habitats that could ultimately be 
introduced into the Snake River. The potential for adverse impacts to Snake River snails 
associated with ESR treatments such as mechanical seedbed preparation and seed 
covering, broadcast seeding using motorized vehicles, fence construction or 
reconstruction, off-highway vehicle traffic, and aerial seeding, or aerial herbicide 
applications would be avoided by using project wide and site-specific design features. Any 
action with uncertain affects would be reviewed for compliance with the analysis provided 
in this BA. Actions that may result in impacts beyond those predicted and analyzed in this 
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BA would be reviewed by the Twin Falls District Level 1 Team to determine if additional 
ESA consultation with the FWS would be required.   

ESR actions that would result in the treatment of noxious weeds or invasive plants would 
be conducted according to existing ESA consultation (OALS #1-4-05-I-759) which would 
ensure that impacts to Snake River snails or their habitat would not exceed levels that are 
considered more than negligible, discountable or measurable. Any action that may result 
in impacts beyond those predicted and analyzed in this BA or the existing programmatic 
consultation would be reviewed by the Twin Falls District Level 1 Team to determine if 
additional ESA consultation with the FWS would be required. ESR treatments are 
designed to reduce surface erosion, promote recovery of upland and riparian vegetation, 
and reduce sediment contributions to the occupied habitat. ESR actions are expected to 
have some beneficial effects to ESA-listed snails and their habitat in the Snake River.  

Species Proposed for Listing under ESA 
Slickspot Peppergrass 
Determination of Effect 
The determination of effect for the proposed ESR activities is “May Affect, Not Likely to 
Adversely Affect” slickspot peppergrass or its proposed critical habitat. 

Rational for Determination 
The design features specified for slickspot peppergrass in the PESRP would either have no 
effect or the effects would be discountable, insignificant, or completely beneficial to 
slickspot peppergrass and its proposed critical habitat. The ESR recommendations in the 
Conservation Agreement for slickspot peppergrass are incorporated in the general and 
species-specific design criteria. The use of no-till drills or a rangeland drills with depth 
bands would minimize the short-term impacts to slickspot habitat and the resulting plant 
establishment would have long-term benefits to the species and PCEs 1, 2, 3, and 4 for 
proposed critical habitat by re-establishing a natural habitat, reducing invasive annual 
grasses, and contributing to the return of a more normal fire cycle. Emphasizing the use of 
native seed and including native forbs in the seed mix would benefit slickspot peppergrass 
and PCEs 3 and 4 of proposed critical habitat by increasing the diversity and pollen 
sources for insect pollinators. Closing recovering burned areas to grazing and protective 
fencing would benefit slickspot peppergrass and PCE 1 of proposed critical habitat by 
eliminating the effects of trampling and protecting the hydrology of slickspot microsites 
during the rehabilitation process. Design features for invasive species and noxious weed 
treatments would avoid adverse impacts to slickspot peppergrass. The long-term benefits 
of revegetation would be site stability and decreased likelihood of cheatgrass invasion. 

Any treatment within areas containing slickspot habitat that may likely adversely affect 
slickspot peppergrass and its proposed critical habitat, including aerial application of 
herbicides in areas that are unsurveyed or inadequately surveyed, or the use of potentially 
invasive nonnative species prostrate kochia in seed mixes within the known range of 
slickspot peppergrass, would require additional site-specific ESA Section 7 conference. 
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Candidate Species 
Goose Creek Mikvetch 
Determination of Effect 
The proposed ESR activities “May Affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend 
toward Federal listing” for Goose Creek milkvetch and their habitat. 

Rationale for Determination 
Using the design features specified for Goose Creek milkvetch (Appendix B), the 
proposed action would either have no effect or effects that would be discountable, 
insignificant, or completely beneficial to Goose Creek milkvetch or their habitat. Design 
features would avoid adverse effects from herbicide or seeding treatments by limiting 
herbicide application to hand treatments and avoiding ground disturbance from seeding by 
only using aerial treatments in known and suspected Goose Creek milkvetch habitat. It is 
expected that benefits to Goose Creek milkvetch and its habitat could occur from ESR 
actions that restore upland vegetation and reduce competition from noxious or invasive 
plants.  

Columbia Spotted Frog 
Determination of Effect 
The proposed ESR activities “May Affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend 
toward Federal listing” for Columbia Spotted frog and their habitat. 

Rationale for Determination 
Using the design features specified for the riparian and aquatic habitats, the proposed 
action would either have no effect or effects that would be discountable, insignificant, or 
completely beneficial to Columbia spotted frog or their habitat. Design features would 
avoid adverse effects from decreased water quality due to introduction of sediments or 
chemicals into aquatic habitats occupied by spotted frog. The potential for adverse impacts 
to spotted frog associated with ESR treatments such as mechanical seedbed preparation 
and seed covering, broadcast seeding using motorized vehicles, fence construction or 
reconstruction, off-highway vehicle traffic, and aerial seeding, or aerial herbicide 
applications would be avoided by using project wide and site-specific design features. It is 
expected that benefits to spotted frog and their habitat could occur from ESR actions that 
restore riparian vegetation and expedite the recovery of riparian and instream conditions. 

Yellow-billed Cuckoo 
Determination of Effect 
The proposed ESR activities “May Affect individuals, but is not likely to result in a trend 
toward Federal listing” for Yellow-billed Cuckoo and their habitat. 
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Rationale for Determination 
Using the design features specified for the riparian and aquatic habitats, the proposed 
action would either have no effect or effects that would be discountable, insignificant, or 
completely beneficial to Yellow-billed Cuckoo or their habitat. The potential for adverse 
impacts to Yellow-billed Cuckoo or their habitat associated with ESR treatments such as 
mechanical seedbed preparation and seed covering, broadcast seeding using motorized 
vehicles, fence construction or reconstruction, off-highway vehicle traffic, and aerial 
seeding, or aerial herbicide applications would be avoided by using project wide and site-
specific design features. It is expected that benefits to Yellow-billed Cuckoo and their 
habitat would occur from ESR actions that restore riparian vegetation and expedite the 
recovery of riparian and instream conditions. 
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APPENDIX A - GENERAL VEGETATION COVER 
TYPES FOR THE TWIN FALLS DISTRICT 
Perennial Grass 

Vegetation found on native perennial grasslands include Idaho fescue (Festuca 
idahoensis), bluebunch wheatgrass (Pseudoroegneria spicata), western wheatgrass 
(Pascopyrum smithii), thickspike wheatgrass (Elymus macrourus), Thurber’s needlegrass 
(Achnatherum thurberianum), Sandberg bluegrass (Poa secunda), needle-and-thread grass 
(Hesperostipa comata), Great Basin wildrye (Leymus cinereus), and Indian ricegrass 
(Achnatherum hymenoides). Historically, native perennial grasslands formed part of the 
seral mosaic of the sagebrush steppe, although it is unclear how widespread they were 
across the landscape. Perennial grassland is considered an early to intermediate seral stage. 
Perennial grasslands eventually develop into diverse sagebrush steppe habitat if 
undisturbed for 20 to 70 years. 

Other perennial grasslands include areas seeded to non-native and native perennial grass 
cultivars such as crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum), Siberian wheatgrass 
(Agropyron fragile), Snake River wheatgrass (Elymus wawawaiensis), bluebunch 
wheatgrass, thickspike wheatgrass, and Great Basin wildrye. 

Perennial grasslands are stable communities that do not trend quickly toward recovery to 
sagebrush steppe habitat. Sagebrush does not re-sprout after a fire and its seed is short-
lived, therefore; it does not build seedbanks (Young and Evans, 1989). Sagebrush seed 
availability is largely dependent on adjoining unburned areas with sagebrush, however; 
repeated fires can eliminate this seed source, making it necessary to plant sagebrush in 
order to re-establish it in many areas. Sagebrush is more likely to naturally re-establish 
itself in more mesic areas (e.g. mountain big sagebrush) than in arid areas (e.g. basin big 
sagebrush and Wyoming big sagebrush sites).  

Biological soil crusts with compositions similar to those found on low- and mid-elevation 
shrub steppe can occur in healthy perennial grasslands, depending on the number of years 
since the fire and seeding disturbances (Hilty et al. 2004). 

Annual Grass 

The annual grassland type is not part of the historical vegetation found in the Twin Falls 
District. Cheatgrass and medusahead wildrye form a self-perpetuating, dysfunctional state 
in highly disturbed sagebrush steppe (Laycock, 1991). Once annual grasslands and their 
associated fire regime become established, it is difficult to regain a perennial vegetation 
dominated community without aggressive intervention (i.e. chemical and seeding 
treatments). Because cheatgrass and medusahead wildrye mature earlier in the growing 
season than most native perennials, the presence of these species extends the time which 
the plant community is susceptible to wildfire ignitions. Both species are winter annuals 
that can germinate between autumn and spring when temperature and soil moisture 
conditions are suitable. Native grasses, on the other hand, are dormant through winter and 
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germinate and grow later in the spring. This difference in phenology between invasive 
annual grasses and perennial grasses gives the invasive annual grasses a competitive edge 
over the native perennials. 

The criteria for determining when annual plants such as cheatgrass and medusahead 
wildrye become an invasive or fire concern are not readily assigned. The BLM estimates 
about 5 percent cover as an invasive concern and 15 to 20 percent as a fire-fuel concern 
(both percentages are relative to associated species). As noted previously, degraded sites 
are most susceptible to invasive annual grass expansion and dominance after disturbance. 
An abundance of invasive annual grasses such as cheatgrass in the understory enhances 
the likelihood of fire spread and conversion of sagebrush steppe to annual grassland. 
Biological soil crusts tend to be fragmented or absent in annual grasslands due to the 
frequency of fire disturbance and the density of vegetation and litter (Hilty et al., 2004). 

In addition to cheatgrass and medusahead wildrye, other vegetation found on annual 
ranges can include a variety of noxious weeds listed by the State of Idaho, such as diffuse 
knapweed (Centaurea diffusa), Russian knapweed (Acroptilon repens), spotted knapweed 
(Centaurea maculosa), Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), leafy spurge (Euphorbia esula), 
and rush skeletonweed (Chondrilla juncea). 

Low-Elevation Shrub Steppe 

The low-elevation shrub steppe is dominated by Wyoming big sagebrush (Artemisia 
tridentata ssp. wyomingensis) and basin big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata ssp. 
tridentata). This vegetation type is found in areas with 8 to 12 inches average annual 
precipitation and warm soils. 

Much of the low-elevation shrub steppe is comprised of rangelands that have been invaded 
by cheatgrass and medusahead. Basin big sagebrush occurs on deep and well drained 
sandy soils. Wyoming big sagebrush occurs on finer-textured, shallow soils with limited 
water infiltration. Gray rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus nauseosus) and green rabbitbrush 
(Chrysothamnus viscidisflorus) re-sprout following disturbance and may be co-dominant 
in sagebrush communities that have been influenced by fire. Three-tip sagebrush 
(Artemisia tripartita), a re-sprouting species, is locally abundant in areas north of the 
Snake River. 

Understory vegetation associated with low-elevation shrub steppe is dominated by 
perennial grasses and a variety of annual and perennial forbs. Dominant grasses include 
bluebunch wheatgrass, western wheatgrass, thickspike wheatgrass, Thurber’s needlegrass, 
Sandberg bluegrass, bottlebrush squirreltail (Elymus elymoides), needle-and-thread grass, 
and Indian ricegrass. Common forbs include long-leaf phlox (Phlox longifolia), Hood’s 
phlox (Phlox hoodii), Hooker’s balsamroot (Balsamorhiza hookeri), taper-tip hawksbeard 
(Crepis acuminata), fern-leaved desert parsley (Lomatium dissectum), and woolly-pod 
milkvetch (Astragalus purshii). 

Low-elevation shrub steppe communities may support biological soil crusts in the 
interspaces. The composition of biological crusts is dependent on soil texture and 
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chemistry, but is usually dominated by lichens, mosses, and cyanobacteria. Biological soil 
crusts play an important role in stabilizing the soil and preventing erosion, increasing the 
availability of nitrogen and other nutrients in the soil and regulating water infiltration and 
evaporation levels (Johnston, 1997). In addition, biological soil crusts may restrict the 
establishment of invasive annual plants (Deines et al., 2007). Regardless, invasive annual 
grasses occur in varying degrees in most of these communities, which can be susceptible 
to annual grass dominance following wildfire. 

Mid-Elevation Shrub Steppe 

The Mid-Elevation Sagebrush Steppe occurs from about 5,000 to 7,500 feet elevation in 
precipitation zones that range from 12 to 20 inches annually. The Mid-Elevation Shrub 
Steppe vegetation type occurs on cooler soils and often has more intact native 
communities than the Low-Elevation Shrub type. Dominant shrubs are mountain big 
sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata spp. vasyana), gray rabbitbrush, green rabbitbrush, low 
sagebrush (Artemisia arbuscula), black sagebrush (Artemisia nova), and antelope 
bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata). Early low sagebrush (Artemisia longiloba) and silver 
sagebrush (Artemisia cana) dominate minor plant communities. 

Mid-Elevation Shrub Steppe is less vulnerable to conversion to annual grasslands than 
Low-Elevation Shrub Steppe, however; invasive plants (e.g. cheatgrass and medusahead) 
can invade and dominate these communities, particularly drier/warmer sites and/or 
degraded sites. Juniper has invaded some Mid-Elevation Shrub communities as a result of 
fire suppression. 

Perennial grasses such as Idaho fescue, bluebunch wheatgrass, prairie junegrass (Koelaria 
cristata), and Sandberg bluegrass dominate the understory of Mid-Elevation Shrub Steppe 
communities. Perennial forbs are also important understory components of this type and 
may include arrowleaf balsamroot (Balsomorhiza sagittata), Indian paintbrush (Castilleja 
spp.), owl clover (Orthocarpus spp.), beardtongue (Penstemon spp.), and buckwheat 
(Eriogonum spp.). 

Biological soil crusts may be present in Mid-Elevation Shrub communities on drier sites 
which have a lower density of understory vegetation. Low sagebrush, black sagebrush, 
and early low sagebrush communities often have well-developed biological crusts 
occupying the soil between rocks. Biological crusts tend to be abundant on sites 
supporting these shrubs and are dominated by a diversity of lichens and mosses. Areas 
with juniper encroachments often have a mat of twisted moss (Tortula ruralis) where there 
is no competition from herbaceous understory vegetation. Unlike many biological crust 
components, this moss is tolerant of shading and moisture from the juniper overstory. 

Mountain Shrub 

The Mountain Shrub cover type occurs as a transition community between sagebrush 
steppe and conifer types. Mountain Shrub is found at moderately high elevations on sites 
that are more mesic than sagebrush steppe (14 to 16 inch precipitation zones) but drier 
than aspen. This cover type is often in a mosaic with Douglas-fir and aspen communities. 
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Mountain Shrub is usually found on north and east slopes that tend to be cooler and 
moister than south and west aspects. 

Mountain Shrub is a highly diverse plant community containing chokecherry (Prunus 
virginiana), serviceberry (Amelanchier alnifolia), ceanothus (Ceanothus spp.), currant 
(Ribes spp.), mountain snowberry (Symphoricarpos oreophilus), and elderberry 
(Sambucus racemosa). It is often intermingled with mountain big sagebrush. Mountain 
mahogany (Cercocarpus ledifolius) occurs on rocky, often fire-resistant inclusions. The 
Mountain Shrub type, with its high productivity and diverse herbaceous understory 
provides important biodiversity, wildlife habitat, and protective ground cover. 

Most mountain shrubs re-sprout after fire; exceptions include mountain big sagebrush and 
mountain mahogany. Mountain Shrub communities generally recover rapidly following 
wildfire and are considered to be fire tolerant. 

Juniper Woodlands 

The Juniper vegetation type includes stands of natural juniper and piñon pine/juniper, as 
well as areas where juniper has encroached into riparian, Mid-Elevation Shrub Steppe, and 
Mountain Shrub vegetation types. Natural juniper stands occur in fire-safe habitats such as 
shallow soil, rocky areas and lava flows. 

Junipers primarily occur between 4,500 and 6,000 feet elevation on a wide variety of soils 
and in 10 to 15 inch precipitation zones. Two species occur in the Twin Falls District: 
Rocky Mountain juniper (Juniperus scopulorium), and Utah juniper (Juniperus 
osteosperma). Rocky Mountain juniper is uncommon and occurs in isolated locations, 
primarily in and adjacent to riparian areas above 5,500 feet. Utah juniper is common in the 
southern portion of the Burley Field Office, and has encroached into sagebrush steppe, 
mountain shrub, riparian, and aspen communities. 

Biological soil crusts may be present in natural juniper and piñon pine/juniper 
communities depending on soil characteristic, precipitation, and density of the herbaceous 
understory. These crusts are dominated by lichens, mosses, and cyanobacteria. 

Salt Desert Shrub 

Salt Desert Shrub is one of the least extensive vegetation types and is found in the Burley 
and Jarbidge Field Offices. Halophytes and succulent shrubs (saline-tolerant) characterize 
the Salt Desert Shrub. Vegetation includes four-wing saltbush (Atriplex canescens), 
shadscale (Atriplex confertifolia), winterfat (Krascheninnikovia lanata), bud sage 
(Artemisia spinescens), and greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus). Common grasses 
include inland saltgrass (Distichlis stricta), alkali sacaton (Sporobolus airoides), needle
and-thread grass, Indian ricegrass, and bottlebrush squirreltail. Productivity in this type is 
relatively low; understory vegetation is naturally sparse and fuels are generally light. 
Greasewood favors deeper soils with an accessible water table, as well as high pH and 
alkaline content. Fires in some Salt Desert Shrub areas have resulted in conversion of this 
type to Annual or Perennial Grass cover types. These areas have traditionally been 
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difficult to rehabilitate due to low annual precipitation and lack of available plant 
materials adapted to the conditions that support this cover type. 

Biological soil crusts are common in Salt Desert Shrub communities due to sparse 
vegetative cover, large interspaces, and fine-textured soils with high calcium carbonate or 
saline content at the surface. These crusts are primarily dominated by lichens and 
cyanobacteria. 

Riparian/Wetlands 

Riparian and wetland communities are areas of land directly influenced by permanent 
water or seasonably high water tables. These areas have visible vegetation or physical 
characteristics reflective of permanent water influence. Riparian areas and wetlands 
generally can be identified by typical riparian vegetation such as cottonwoods (Populus 
spp.), willow (Salix spp.), sedges (Carex spp.), and rushes (Juncus spp.). 

Riparian and wetland areas constitute only a fraction of the total land area, but they are the 
most productive in terms of plant and animal species. Both Riparian areas and wetlands 
are scattered throughout the Twin Falls District and occur at all elevations. Ephemeral 
streams, washes, or playas are excluded from the riparian type. 

Aspen/Conifer 

The Aspen/Conifer cover type occurs between 5,500 to 8,000 feet elevation on a variety of 
soils, but is best supported in deep, moist, loamy soils in precipitation zones of 16 to 40 
inches. Aspens occur in pure stands or in association with various conifers such as 
Engelmann spruce (Picea engelmannii), lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta), ponderosa pine 
(Pinus ponderosa var. scopulorum) and Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii). Aspen also 
occur as inclusions in the Mid-Elevation Shrub Steppe and Mountain Shrub vegetation 
types. 

Aspen communities can be climax or seral with respect to conifer communities. Although 
conifer invasion is a natural pattern in many aspen stands, long-term fire suppression has 
resulted in an increased representation and dominance by conifers, thus reducing the 
extent of aspen-dominated stands and increasing fire hazard (i.e. diseased trees, insect 
infestations, canopy fires). 

Dry Conifer 

The Dry Conifer vegetation type includes Douglas-fir, limber pine (Pinus flexilis), and 
ponderosa pine. Douglas-fir occurs between 6,000 and 8,000 feet elevation in variable 
soils, but is best supported in deep, moist, loamy soils in 20 to 30 inch precipitation zones. 
Douglas-fir stands often occur between ponderosa pine and spruce/fir communities, and as 
isolated patches on cool north slopes. Limber pine occurs on vegetated lava. Ponderosa 
pine occurs between about 5,000 to 7,600 feet elevation on a variety of soils in 15 to 30 
inch precipitation zones and occurs on warmer, drier sites compared to Douglas-fir. 
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Wet/Cold Conifer 

The Wet/Cold Conifer type occurs at high elevations in the colder, more humid 
environment above the Douglas-fir communities. Wet/Cold Conifer is mainly dominated 
by lodgepole pine. Other localized dominants include Engelmann spruce and sub-alpine 
fir (Abies lasiocarpa). At low and mid-elevation sites, sub-alpine fir occupies areas that 
are too wet, too dry, or too low in nutrients for Engelmann spruce. At higher elevations it 
is not uncommon to find pure stands of Engelmann spruce. 

Spruce/fir communities occur above 7,000 feet elevation on shallow soils in 30 to 40 inch 
precipitation zones. Lodgepole pine communities occur above 6,000 feet on a variety of 
soils in 15 to 30 inch precipitation zones. Lodgepole pine is often regarded as early seral 
for spruce/fir and Douglas-fir communities. The Wet/Cold Conifer type is uncommon in 
the Twin Falls District and is limited in extent to small micro-sites. 
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APPENDIX B - DESIGN FEATURES FOR SENSITIVE 

RESOURCES IN THE BLM TWIN FALLS DISTRICT
 

Resource Design Features 

Soils 

Where practical, minimum tillage or no tillage would be used on soils with high to very high wind 
erosion susceptibility. 

Wet soils at field capacity would be minimally disturbed. 

Drill rows and all seed covering projects would run along the contours of the land, where 
possible, to reduce erosion. 

Slickspot 
Peppergrass 

All wildfires within slickspot peppergrass habitat would be evaluated for ESR treatments, 
regardless of size. (Appendix A, Conservation Agreement for Idaho Bureau of Land Management 
Existing Land Use Plans and On-going Actions Affecting Slickspot Peppergrass, 2009, p. 84.) 

BLM will avoid or minimize activities that could be ground disturbing within element 
occurrences when soils are saturated and/or when slickspot peppergrass is flowering. 

As needed, protect disturbed and recovering areas using temporary closures or other measures. 
BLM will continue to rest areas from land use activities to meet post-fire recovery monitoring 
objectives, defined through the site-specific ESR plans. 

BLM will initiate and complete ESR efforts for slickspot peppergrass (e.g. planting shrubs and 
forbs) within slickspot peppergrass habitat. 

BLM will use seeding techniques that minimize soil disturbance, such as no-till drills and 
rangeland drills equipped with depth bands, in areas where ESR projects may impact potential and 
occupied slickspot peppergrass habitat. 

BLM will use native plant materials and seed during ESR activities, including native forbs that 
benefit slickspot peppergrass insect pollinators. 

If native plant materials and seed are not available, non-invasive, non-native species may be used 
for stabilization activities in slickspot peppergrass habitat. 

In areas adjacent to slickspot peppergrass habitat, if natives are not available, non-invasive, non
native species are acceptable for stabilization activities. 

Potentially invasive non-native plant materials such as prostrate kochia may be used as a last 
resort for stabilization activities in areas adjacent to slickspot peppergrass habitat provided the 
benefits of their use are demonstrated to outweigh the risks to slickspot peppergrass and its 
habitat. 

Aerial application of herbicides in areas that are un-surveyed or inadequately surveyed, or seeding 
of potentially invasive non-native species such as prostrate kochia within the known range of 
slickspot peppergrass would require additional site-specific ESA Section 7 conferencing. 

Biological Assessment 
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Resource Design Features 

Slickspot 
Peppergrass 

Site-specific stipulations for pesticide application would be developed locally using the following 
criteria: 

Evaluate the benefits and risks of vegetation treatment including the following: application 
methods; pesticides, carriers, and surfactants used; needed treatment buffers; and use of non-
chemical weed control (e.g., bio-controls, hand pulling). 

Apply appropriate spatial and temporal buffers to avoid exposure of slickspot peppergrass to 
harmful chemicals. 

Explore opportunities to eradicate competing non-native invasive plants in occupied habitat where 
slickspots are being invaded by such plants. 

Implement appropriate revegetation and weed control measures to reduce the risks of non-native 
invasive plant infestations following ground/soil-disturbing actions in slickspot peppergrass 
habitat. 

Avoid pesticide contact with slickspot peppergrass plants or insect pollinators near element 
occurrences. 

Projects proposed in areas with known threatened or endangered plants would give full 
consideration to protecting these species, including fencing if necessary. If a proposed action is 
predicted, through a NEPA analysis, to have an adverse effect on threatened or endangered plants, 
the action would either be foregone or redesigned to eliminate such adverse effects. 

Herbicide application within slickspot peppergrass element occurrence boundaries would be done 
only with hand sprayers. A 10-foot no-herbicide treatment buffer would be established around 
slickspots located in element occurrences. Weeds would be treated by hand within the buffer 
zone. 

Ground-based herbicide application within management area boundaries using large droplet spray 
only, with reduced pump pressure, and spot spraying techniques to prevent drift of herbicide into 
slickspot peppergrass habitat. 

No persistent herbicides would be used for noxious weed treatments within 150 feet of slickspot 
peppergrass element occurrences. 

Goose Creek 
Milkvetch 

Ground-disturbing activities would not be accomplished, unless it is clearly beneficial for Goose 
Creek milkvetch. Only aerial seedings or hand plantings would occur in Goose Creek milkvetch 
habitat. 

Highly competitive non-native plant materials would not be used in Goose Creek milkvetch 
habitat. 

Only hand treatment methods would be used to control invasive plants or noxious weeds in 
occupied Goose Creek milkvetch habitat. 

Biological Assessment 
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Resource Design Features 

Type 2 and 3 
Special Status 
Plants 

Requirements of individual BLM sensitive plants would be considered when designing ground-
disturbing activities in BLM sensitive plant habitats. 

Highly competitive non-native plant materials would not be used in BLM sensitive plant habitats 
unless native plant materials are unavailable or they are needed to stabilize a site. 

Seeding within occupied habitat would not be done, unless it is clearly beneficial for the BLM 
sensitive plants occupying the site. Only aerial seeding or hand plantings would occur in Idaho 
penstemon habitat. No seeding would occur in playas occupied by Davis peppergrass. 

The needs of BLM sensitive plants would be considered when selecting herbicides and 
application methods. Non-herbicide treatment is preferred over those that use herbicides. Only 
hand treatment methods would be used to control invasive plants or noxious weeds in occupied 
Idaho Penstemon and Davis peppergrass habitats. 

The treatment of invasive annual plants and noxious weeds would be a priority in BLM   sensitive 
plant habitats. Emphasis would be on hand spot spraying and mechanical control in order to avoid 
or minimize risk to BLM sensitive plants. No chemical would be applied directly on BLM 
sensitive plants during spot applications. 

Projects proposed in areas with sensitive plants would give full consideration to protecting these 
species, including fencing if necessary. If a proposed action is predicted, through a NEPA 
analysis, to have an adverse effect on sensitive plants, the action would either be foregone or 
redesigned to eliminate such adverse effects. 

Special Status 
Wildlife 

Where federally threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate species and their designated or 
proposed critical habitat occur, seed mixtures would be chosen that comply with the BLM 
biological assessment and concurrence letter received from the FWS on this environmental 
assessment. 

Seed mixtures would be formulated to benefit wildlife and special status species habitats as 
appropriate. 

All Riparian, 
Wetland, and 
Aquatic 
Habitats 
All Riparian, 
Wetland, and 
Aquatic 
Habitats 

Activities occurring in riparian areas, riparian conservation areas, wetlands, and aquatic habitats 
will be implemented in a manner that promotes the attainment of proper functioning condition. 

Limit the use of heavy equipment to actions necessary to repair facilities (e.g. culverts and 
bridges) or where needed to implement erosion control treatments (e.g. gabion placement). 

Areas with saturated soils or wetland vegetation would not be used as helicopter service landings, 
for equipment fueling, or storage of fuel or other petroleum products. 

Off-highway vehicle use for treatments such as herbicides use in riparian areas would be limited 
to non-ground disturbing actions and to designated water crossings or work areas. 

Fence construction would be strategically located to avoid concentration of livestock and/or wild 
horses in unburned riparian habitats. 

Riparian trees, shrubs, or herbaceous plant species would be planted as needed to prevent 
impairment of riparian and aquatic habitats for special status species, protect stream banks, and 
help to minimize threats to water quality. 

Biological Assessment 
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Resource  

Listed Snake  
River  snails,  
Bruneau Hot 
springsnail,  
Jarbidge River  
bull trout,  
Columbia  
spotted frog, 
Redband trout,  
Snake River  
white  
sturgeon,  
Wood River  
sculpin,  
Yellowstone  
cutthroat,  
Shoshone  
sculpin  

Design Features  
Ground-disturbing activities other than tree and shrub planting would not occur  within 300 feet of  
all  water bodies and springs containing Snake  River snails,  Bruneau Hot springsnail, Columbia  
spotted frog, or bull trout  or their designated critical habitat.  

Walking or disturbances to Bruneau hot springsnail habitat will be avoided  when planting riparian  
plant species adjacent to Bruneau hot springsnail habitat.  
 
Aerial seeding  within  riparian  conservation areas or aquatic habitats containing ESA-listed Snake  
River snails, Bruneau hot springsnail, bull trout or their designated critical habitat, Columbia  
spotted frog, redband trout, Snake River  white sturgeon, Wood River sculpin, Yellowstone  
cutthroat, or Shoshone  sculpin  will be limited to seed  mixtures  with  no added chemicals  such as  
fertilizer.   

Hydro-mulch will not  be  used within riparian conservation areas and aquatic habitats containing  
ESA-listed Snake  River snails, Bruneau hot springsnail, bull trout  or their designated critical 
habitat, Columbia spotted frog, redband trout, Snake River  white sturgeon, Wood River sculpin,  
Yellowstone cutthroat, or Shoshone  sculpin.  

 

 

 
  Helicopter service landings, fuel trucks, and fueling or storage of fuel would not occur within 300 

  feet of live waters containing ESA-listed Snake River snails, Bruneau hot springsnail, bull trout or  
   their critical habitat, or Columbia spotted frogs, redband trout, Snake River white sturgeon, Wood 

River sculpin, Yellowstone cutthroat, and Shoshone sculpin  
 

  Section 7 consultation is required on any in-stream activities that may occur in areas known or 
suspected of supporting ESA-listed Snake River snails, Bruneau Hot springsnail, bull trout or  

 their critical habitat, or Columbia spotted frogs and in drainages that flow directly into waterways  
 upstream of sites that have these species.  

 
    Fine mesh screens (i.e. 3/32 inch) around foot valves will be used when drafting water from 

    salmonid streams for ESR treatments. Pumps used for drafting water from streams must have 
   containment or other protective measures to ensure petroleum products do not directly or 

indirectly affect water quality.  
 

 

Preventative procedures  would be used to ensure that aquatic nuisance species are not spread  
through the implementation of ESR actions. Prior to use for Bureau-administered activities, all 
equipment to be used instream (i.e. during culvert repair or replacement)  will be thoroughly rinsed  
to remove  mud and debris and disinfected with a chloride solution (one part bleach to 32 parts  
water, or stronger) or other FWS approved  disinfectant. Rinsing the equipment with disinfectant 
solutions  will not occur  within 100 feet of natural water sources (streams or springs).  
 



  
 

 

•	  

•	  

•	  

•	  

 
•	  

•	  
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Resource  

Listed Snake  
River  snails,  
Bruneau Hot 
springsnail,  
Jarbidge River  
bull trout,  
Columbia  
spotted  frog, 
Redband trout,  
Snake River  
white  
sturgeon,  
Wood River  
sculpin,  
Yellowstone  
cutthroat,  
Shoshone  
sculpin  

Design Features  
Streamside, Riparian, and Wetland Herbicide Use Restrictions:  

Maximum  wind speed for aerial herbicide applications is 5 miles per  hour for the  following:  
Aerial applications of  herbicides  would  not occur  within 0.5 miles of  riparian  
conservation areas containing  ESA-listed Snake  River snails, Brunuau hot springsnail,  
bull trout or their designated critical habitat, or Columbia spotted frog.  
Aerial  herbicide applications must be >0.5 miles away  from riparian conservation areas  
and aquatic habitats  containing  ESA-listed Snake River snails, Bruneau hot springsnail,  
bull trout and their designated  critical habitat, and Columbia spotted frog.  
Aerial  herbicide applications must be >150 feet from the outer edge of riparian areas  
associated  with perennial water (includes both  fish bearing and non-fish bearing streams)  
that contain or are upstream of  redband trout, Snake River  white sturgeon, Wood River 
sculpin, Yellowstone cutthroat, and Shoshone sculpin, and other special status aquatic  
species.  
Aerial herbicide applications must be  >150 feet from the outer edge  riparian areas for  
intermittent streams that are upstream of reaches containing  redband trout, Snake River  
white sturgeon, Wood River sculpin, Yellowstone cutthroat, and Shoshone sculpin, and  
other special status aquatic species.  

Maximum  wind speed for ground/broadcast spraying m ethods is 8 miles per hour for the  
following:  

Herbicide methods  used within 0.5 miles of  riparian conservation areas containing ESA-
listed Snake River snails, Bruneau  hot springsnail, bull trout or their designated critical 
habitat,  or Columbia  spotted frog  will be ground-based spot treatments of  noxious  
weeds.  
Broadcast boom spraying w ill be >  100 feet from live waters or shallow  water tables  or  
riparian conservation areas containing ESA-listed Snake  River snails, Bruneau hot  
springsnail, bull trout or their  designated critical habitat, or Columbia spotted frog.   

The following applies  when conducting g round/broadcast spraying m ethods near or in riparian  
conservation areas and aquatic habitats containing ESA-listed Snake  River snails, Bruneau hot  
springsnail, bull trout or their  critical habitat, Columbia  spotted  frog, redband trout, Snake  River  
white sturgeon, Wood River sculpin, Yellowstone cutthroat, Shoshone sculpin, or other BLM  
special status species:  

Maximum  wind speed is 8 miles per hour for ground  broadcast spraying  methods  that are 
>100 feet from live waters in  upland areas  where such applications  may influence 
perennial  waters, riparian conservation areas, and aquatic habitats.  
Selective  treatment  target species using g round/spot spraying,  wicking,  wiping, dipping,  
painting, or injecting can occur  >15 feet from live waters or shallow  water tables, or  
within riparian conservation areas and aquatic habitats containing  special status species.  
When conducting these  methods,  maximum  wind speed  will not exceed  8 miles per hour.  
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Resource Design Features 
Listed Snake 
River snails, 
Bruneau Hot 
springsnail, 
Jarbidge River 
bull trout, 
Columbia 
spotted frog, 
Redband trout, 
Snake River 
white 
sturgeon, 
Wood River 
sculpin, 
Yellowstone 
cutthroat, 
Shoshone 
sculpin 

• Selective treatment of target species using a backpack sprayer, hand sprayer, wicking, 
wiping, dipping, painting, or injecting can occur >10 feet from live water or shallow 
water tables when wind speed is 5 miles per hour or less, aquatic approved herbicides are 
used, and use of surfactants are not authorized. 

Neither surfactant R-900 nor Picloram will be authorized for use within or adjacent to riparian 
conservation areas or aquatic habitats containing ESA-listed snails, Bruneau hot springsnail, bull 
trout or their designated critical habitat, Columbia spotted frog, redband trout, Snake River white 
sturgeon, Wood River Sculpin, Yellowstone cutthroat, Shoshone sculpin, or other BLM special 
status species. 

Avoid using the adjuvant R-11 in riparian conservation areas or aquatic habitats containing ESA-
listed snails, Bruneau hot springsnail, bull trout or their designated critical habitat, Columbia 
spotted frog, redband trout, Snake River white sturgeon, Wood River sculpin, Yellowstone 
cutthroat, Shoshone sculpin, or other BLM special status species. 

Limit the use of Diquat in water bodies that have native fish and aquatic resources. 

Off-highway vehicle use for herbicide application in riparian conservation areas and aquatic 
habitats containing special status species would be limited to non-ground disturbing actions and to 
designated water crossings or work areas. 

Yellow-billed 
Cuckoo 

When developing vegetation treatment projects, no ground-based application of herbicides would 
occur from May 1 to August 31 within 200 feet of occupied yellow-billed cuckoo habitat. 

Aerial application of chemicals would not occur from May 1 to August 31 within 0.5-mile of 
occupied yellow-billed cuckoo habitat. 

Sage-grouse 

The Idaho Sage-grouse Preliminary Priority and Preliminary General Habitat maps (BLM, April 
2012) or subsequently approved BLM planning map would be used when developing ESR 
activities that benefit sage-grouse and other sagebrush obligate species. 

When repairing existing fences where repeated sage-grouse collisions have been documented, 
marking or flagging of the fence would be done. 

Fences would not be constructed within 400 yards of an active sage-grouse lek. If sage-grouse 
collisions are possible due to fence placement, marking or flagging would be done. 

ESR treatments within 0.6 miles of occupied sage-grouse leks that results in or could likely result 
in disturbance to lekking birds would be avoided from approximately 6:00 pm to 9:00 am. This 
guideline would apply from March 15 through May 1 in lower elevation habitats and March 25 
through May 15 in higher elevation habitats. 

Biological Assessment 
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Resource Design Features 

Sage-grouse 

Treatments in areas supporting sage-grouse nesting habitat would be limited from April 30 
through June 15. 

Treatments in close proximity to sage-grouse wintering habitats would be limited from December 
1 through March 1. 

Standing dead juniper trees that are potential raptor perches may be felled as needed to protect 
pygmy rabbits and sage-grouse from excessive predation. 

Fences would also be placed to avoid areas of high collision risk for sage-grouse, using the 
Collision Risk model (Stevens et al., in press) or as new science dictates. 

Gray Wolf 
ESR activities within 1 mile of an active gray wolf den or rendezvous site will be avoided from 
April 15 through June 30. 

Biological Assessment 
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Resource Design Features 

Migratory 
Birds 

Western burrowing owl nest sites would be avoided or would not be treated. 

Active long-billed curlew and burrowing owl nests would be avoided from treatment from April 1 
and June 30. 

Aerial seeding treatments within 1000 feet of active bald and golden eagle nests would be avoided 
between January 1 and January 31. 

Aerial seeding treatments and aerial application of herbicides will be avoided within 0.5 miles to 
one mile of active American bald eagle and golden eagle nests during February 1 through August 
15. Avoidance distances would be determined on the amount of screening provided by vegetation 
or topographic features. 

Aerial seeding treatments and aerial application of herbicides within 0.5 miles of bald eagle 
winter concentration sites during November 1 through March 1 will be avoided. 

On-the-ground ESR treatments will be avoided within 0.5 miles to one mile of an active 
American bald eagle nest during January 1 through August 15. Avoidance distances would be 
determined on the amount of screening provided by vegetation or topographic features. 

On-the-ground ESR treatments will not occur within 0.75 miles of an occupied golden eagle nest 
from February 1 through July 31. 

On-the-ground ESR treatments would be avoided within 0.5 miles of direct line of sight or within 
0.25 miles of bald eagle winter concentration sites during the winter roosting season (November 1 
through March 1). 

If treatments are necessary to meet ESR objectives outside of temporal and spatial restrictions for 
bald or golden eagles, the BLM may apply for a Non-Purposeful Take Permit from the FWS. The 
BLM will not conduct such treatments until a permit is acquired. 

From February 1 through August 15, restrictions may be imposed on restoration treatments in 
areas supporting nesting raptors. 

Restrict activity within visual range or 0.75-mile radius of known ferruginous hawk nest sites 
from March 1 to July 15. 

Other Wildlife 
Species of 
Concern 

Treatments in California bighorn sheep habitat would follow the Mountain Sheep Ecosystem 
Management Strategy in the 11 Western States and Alaska. 

Stabilization projects and seeding treatments would not occur in Idaho Dunes Tiger beetle habitat 
(i.e. sand dunes). 

ESR treatments within 0.6 miles of occupied Columbian sharp-tail grouse leks that results in or 
could likely result in disturbance to lekking birds would be avoided from approximately 6:00 pm 
to 9:00 am. This guideline would be applied from March 15 through May 1 in lower elevation 
habitats and March 25 through May 15 in higher elevation habitats. 

Biological Assessment 
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Resource Design Features 

Wilderness 

ESR treatments and design features in the Bruneau-Jarbidge Rivers Wilderness will be consistent 
with management direction defined in the enabling legislation, Bureau policy, and the Owyhee 
Canyonlands Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers Management Plan. A Minimum 
Requirements Decision (MRD) worksheet would be prepared for all proposed ESR treatments in 
wilderness. 

Wilderness 
Study Areas 

ESR treatments and design features in wilderness study areas would be consistent with BLM 
Manual 6330 – Management of Wilderness Study Areas – and would meet requirements for non-
impairment for wilderness suitability. 

National 
Historic Trails 

Historic trails adjacent to proposed treatment areas would be marked and monitored by a cultural 
resource specialist to ensure intact ruts are not disturbed. 

Vegetation treatments should focus on maintaining or improving the visual setting of the Oregon 
NHT to the extent practicable. Surface-disturbing activities should be kept to the minimum 
necessary within a 330-foot distance from the trail. Utilize broadcast seeding, chains, or harrows 
if a feasible alternative to rangeland drills, or a combination of methods with drills that reduce the 
appearance of drill rows. 

Mechanized equipment (both wheeled and tracked) would not be used on the Oregon Trail. 

Seeding along the Oregon Trail would be done using native plant species and broadcasting 
methods. 

Visual Resource Management guidelines and specifications of the Oregon Trail and other scenic 
values would be protected within a 0.25-mile corridor on either side of the Oregon Trail. 

Craters of the 
Moon National 
Monument 

Use of native plants would be emphasized in rehabilitation and restoration projects, and only 
native plants would be used for rehabilitation or restoration projects within the Pristine Zone. 

Integrated noxious weed management principles would be used to: 1) detect and eradicate all new 
infestations of noxious weeds; 2) control existing infestations; and 3) prevent the establishment 
and spread of noxious weeds within and adjacent to the planning area. 

Plant materials used in vegetation treatments would be predominately native. However, non
native species may be used in vegetation treatments in the BLM portion of the Monument on 
harsh or degraded sites where they are needed to structurally mimic the natural plant community 
and prevent soil loss and invasion by invasive plants and noxious weeds. The species used would 
be those that have the highest probability of establishment on these sites without invading 
surrounding areas. These “placeholders” would maintain the area for future native restoration. 
Native seed would be used more frequently and at larger scales as species adapted to the local 
area become available. 

Crucial big game winter range – limit activities from November 15 through April 30. Treatments 
occurring on crucial winter range would be coordinated with the Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game (IDFG). 

Elk calving area – limit activities from May 15 through June 30. Treatments occurring in elk 
calving areas would be coordinated with IDFG. 

Pronghorn and mule deer fawning ground – Treatments occurring in fawning areas would be 
coordinated with IDFG with limited activities occurring from May 15 through June 30. 

Biological Assessment 
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Resource Design Features 

Areas of 
Critical 
Environmental 
Concern 

Areas of critical environmental concern burned in a wildfire would be treated to protect the values 
for which the area was established and treatment would be in conformance with applicable 
management direction contained in the following land use plans and activity plans: Jarbidge 
Resource Management Plan, 1987; Sun Valley Management Framework Plan Amendment, 1991; 
Amendments to Shoshone Field Office Land Use Plans, 2003; Cassia Resource Management Plan 
Amendment, 1987; Twin Falls Management Framework Plan Amendment, 1989; Sand Point 
Natural History Resource Management Plan, 1988. 

Cultural 

A cultural resource inventory and consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer w be 
completed (Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act) according to the National 
Programmatic Agreement. Cultural resource sites identified during the inventory will be recorded, 
marked, and avoided during treatment implementation. Law enforcement patrols may be used to 
protect cultural resources from unauthorized human activities. 

Biological Assessment 
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APPENDIX C - PLANT SPECIES SEED LIST AND 
GUIDANCE FOR SELECTING PLANT MATERIALS 

Plant species for use in ESR seed mixes within the Twin Falls District are identified for 
four geographical areas: 1) low elevation areas (8 – 10 inch ppt.), 2) Big Desert (10 – 12 
inch ppt.), 3) mid elevation (>12 inch ppt.), and 4) juniper sites (>11 inch ppt.). Refer to 
Table 1a for plant species and varieties. 

The geographical areas were identified because of their high fire frequencies; they are the 
locations where most ESR activities occur in the Twin Falls District. Plant species and 
varieties are chosen for a seed mix based on their adaptability to the geographical areas. 
Species not currently listed on Table 1a can be used in ESR seed mixes with field office 
management concurrence. Rationale for seed mixes (i.e. plant species and seed rates) will 
be provided in the ESR plans. 

The following list identifies the plant species that will generally be used in the
 
development of seed mixes in each of the four designated areas.
 

Low Elevation 

Grasses: Snake River Wheatgrass, Bluebunch Wheatgrass, Tall Wheatgrass, Siberian 
Wheatgrass, Bluegrasses, Indian Ricegrass, Bottlebrush Squirreltail, Basin Wildrye, 
Russian Wildrye, Crested Wheatgrass 

Forbs: Lewis Flax, Globemallow, Sainfoin 

Shrubs: Big Sagebrush, Four-winged Saltbush 

Big Desert (i.e. Wildhorse/Minidoka) 

Grasses: Snake River Wheatgrass, Bluebunch Wheatgrass, Bluegrasses, Basin Wildrye, 
Bottlebrush Squirreltail, Indian Ricegrass, Siberian Wheatgrass, Tall Wheatgrass, Crested 
Wheatgrass 

Forbs: Sainfoin, Dark Blue Penstemon, Globemallow 

Shrubs: Antelope Bitterbrush, Big Sagebrush 

Mid Elevation 

Grasses: Bluebunch Wheatgrass, Bluegrasses, Basin Wildrye, Bottlebrush Squirreltail, 
Siberian Wheatgrass, Tall Wheatgrass 

Forbs: Western Yarrow, Palmer Penstemon, Sainfoin, Utah Sweetvetch 
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Shrubs: Antelope Bitterbrush, Black Sagebrush, Low Sagebrush 

Juniper Sites 

Grasses: Snake River Wheatgrass, Bluebunch Wheatgrass, Bluegrasses, Basin Wildrye, 
Russian Wildrye, Tall Wheatgrass, Siberian Wheatgrass, Indian Ricegrass, Bottlebrush 
Squirreltail, Crested Wheatgrass 

Shrubs: Antelope Bitterbrush, Big Sagebrush, Black Sagebrush, Low Sagebrush 

Due to the variability in environmental conditions, wildfire intensity, and seeding methods 
(i.e. drill, aerial), seed rates are not specifically identified, but a range of drill rates for 
individual plant species is shown in Table 1a. Aerial grass seeding rates will generally be 
25-50% higher than the drill seed rates. For a typical juniper burn where chaining or 
mastication is identified in the ESR plan, the amount of grass seed applied should 
approximately double the drill rates. Specific application methods are guided by the 
District’s Programmatic Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan and specifically 
identified in the individual ESR plans. 

The plant species identified for use in ESR seed mixtures are chosen on their ability to 
adapt to the geographic areas in the Great Basin and proven success in past ESR efforts in 
the Twin Falls District. Non-native species are included for their known ability to out-
compete weedy invasive plants. The need to plant more diverse seed mixtures that include 
other native species than those listed above, particularly in areas having specific resource 
needs or higher values (i.e. important sage grouse nesting/brood rearing habitats) is 
preferred. 

As more desirable species and new varieties become available and/or are more 
economical, the plant species identified in Table 1a will be revisited and adjusted 
accordingly. Opportunities to experiment with new varieties should be implemented at a 
smaller scale and on a limited basis to determine whether they might be suitable for more 
widespread use throughout the District. ESR monitoring results will be used to identify or 
modify seed selection in future efforts. 

Seed mixtures for those burned areas/sites that do not fall within the four designations or 
are atypical will be developed on a case-by-case basis, following protocols described in 
the District Programmatic Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan. 
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Drill Seed Mix Rates by Species. 
Common Name Species/Variety 

Seeds/Lb 
Typical Seeding 

Rate-
Lbs/Acre/PLS 

Comments 

Grasses 
Bluebunch 
Wheatgrass 

Whitmar, Goldar, P7, 
Anatone 140,000 2-6 

When mixed with non-natives and 
native species are emphasized, limit 
the non-native species to <2 lbs./acre. 

Snake River 
Wheatgrass 

Secar, Discovery 
170,000 1-3 

Generally mixed with other natives or 
non-natives such as Siberian 
wheatgrass. 

Siberian Wheatgrass P-27, Vavilov, 
Vavilov II 220,000 2-5 

Seeding rates for sole use or with 
other non-natives, or when natives 
are not emphasized. 

Crested Wheatgrass Nordan, Hycrest, 
Hycrest II Fairway, 
Roadcrest 

200,000 2-6 
Seeding rates for sole use or with 
other non-natives, or when natives 
are not emphasized. 

Tall Wheatgrass Alkar 
80,000 0.25-1.0 

Use at lower rate when mixed with 
Basin Wildrye. Use higher when 
mixed alone. 

Basin Wildrye Trailhead, Magnar, 
Continental 150,000 0.25-1.0 N/A 

Russian Wildrye Bozoisky, Bozoisky II 175,000 0.25-1.0 N/A 
Big Bluegrass Sherman 917,000 0.2-0.3 Small seed 
Canby Bluegrass Canbar 930,000 0.2-0.3 Small seed 
Sandberg Bluegrass Reliable, Mountain 

Home 950,000 0.2-0.3 Small Seed 

Bottlebrush 
Squirreltail 

Fish Creek, 
Rattlesnake, Toe Jam 
Creek 

220,000 1.0-3.0 
N/A 

Big Squirreltail Sand Hollow 220,000 1.0-3.0 N/A 
Indian Ricegrass Rimrock, Nezpar 205,000 1.0-3.0 N/A 
Forbs 
Sainfoin Eski 28,000 2.0 Large seed 
Lewis Flax Maple Grove 420,000 0.1-0.2 N/A 
Blue Flax Appar 295,000 0.1-0.2 N/A 
Palmer Penstemon Cedar 600,000 0.1 N/A 
Dark Blue 
Penstemon 

N/A 600,000 0.1 N/A 

Western Yarrow Eagle 2,700,000 0.1 Broadcast seed 
Globemallow Scarlett, Munroe, 

Gooseberry Leaf 500,000 0.1 N/A 

Utah Sweetvetch Timp 90,000 0.5 – 1.0 N/A 
Shrubs 
Antelope Bitterbrush N/A 15,000 0.5-1.0 Should drill seed in separate box 
Big Sagebrush Wyoming, Basin, 

Mountain 2,500,000 0.5-1.0 Bulk rate 

Four-Wing Saltbush N/A 55,000 0.5-1.0 
Black Sagebrush N/A 900,000 0.5-1.0 Bulk rate 
Low Sagebrush N/A 980,000 0.5-1.0 Bulk rate 

Biological Assessment 
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APPENDIX D - CHECKLIST FOR DOCUMENTING THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE AND EFFECTS OF 
PROPOSED ACTIONS ON RELEVANT INDICATORS FOR 
JARBIDGE RIVER BULL TROUT 

This checklist for documenting the environmental baseline and effects of proposed 
action(s) on relevant indicators for the Jarbidge River bull trout distinct population 
segment was created using the instream habitat condition data (HC data) and riparian 
Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) data collected by the BLM Jarbidge Field Office 
(2002 through 2006) in preparation for revising the 1987 Jarbidge Resource Management 
Plan (RMP). This checklist relied on the HC and PFC data and summarized in the Draft 
RMP/EIS (July 2010). The functional condition ratings used to define the environmental 
baseline for bull trout are summarized in the Draft RMP/EIS in Appendix D (Aquatic and 
Riparian Management Strategy for Special Status Aquatic Species (ARMS), Table D-1). 
The functional condition ratings (PFC, FAR, NF) used to define the environmental 
baseline for riparian areas in bull trout watersheds are summarized in Appendix D, Table 
D-4 and Table D-5. Data collected by the USGS (Allen, et al., 2010) under a Cooperative 
Agreement with the FWS (Reno, NV) was also considered in the development of this 
matrix. 

Other factors considered in the development of this matrix include Congressional 
legislation establishing the Bruneau-Jarbidge Rivers Wilderness and Wild and Scenic 
Rivers (Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009). ESR activities described in this 
plan and proposed for the Bruneau-Jarbidge Rivers Wilderness and Wild and Scenic 
Rivers will comply with management actions described in the legislation and future 
management plans. ESR treatments and design features in the Bruneau-Jarbidge Rivers 
Wilderness will be consistent with management direction described in the specific 
legislation, the Wilderness Act of 1964, and future management plans. The Wilderness 
Act designated portions of the Bruneau (40 miles) and Jarbidge (29 miles) Rivers as 
National Wild Rivers incorporating them into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System. Both rivers were recognized for having outstanding and remarkable scenic, 
wildlife, vegetation, recreation, geologic and archaeological values. 

The Bruneau-Jarbidge Rivers Wilderness Management Plan has yet to be developed. Until 
the Wilderness plan is completed, ESR activities will be limited to hand or aerial seeding 
of native vegetation species to restore vegetation to a wilderness where the natural 
processes of healing is not expected to occur (BLM 8560 Manual). Any specific design 
features or management practices related to ESR activities in the Wilderness will be 
incorporated into the Twin Falls District PESRP. 

Due to the programmatic nature of the federal action undergoing consultation, the effects 
analysis is required to consider a variety of actions (i.e. ESR treatments) over multiple 
watersheds (Jarbidge River, Bruneau River and their tributaries). To ensure clarity in the 
checklist, the information is presented using the following: 
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Occupied Habitats Considered: 
A - Bruneau River 
B - Jarbidge River Canyon 
C - East Fork and West Fork Jarbidge Rivers 
D - Jarbidge River headwater tributaries 

Post-Fire Recovery Treatments: 
1 – Seedbed Preparation (Herbicide Application, Mechanical Treatments)
 
2 – Seed Application (Drill, Broadcast, Aerial, Imprint)
 
3 – Seed Cover Methods (Chaining, Mastication, Harrowing, Cultipacker)
 
4 – Seed Selection (Native and Non-Native)
 
5 – Planting (Hand Planting)
 
6 – Noxious Weed and Invasive Plant Treatments
 
7 - Watershed Stabilization (Erosion Barriers, Contouring, Water Bars, Erosion Cloth, 

etc.)
 
8 - Instream Treatments (Willow Waddles, Gabions)
 
9 – Use of Temporary Closures (Road, Livestock/Wild Horse Grazing)
 
10 – Facility Repairs and Replacement/Public Safety Actions
 

DIAGNOSTICS/ PATHWAYS 

INDICATORS 

POPULATION AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE 

(list values or criterion and supporting 
documentation) 

EFFECTS OF THE ACTION(S) 

Functioning 
Appropriately 

Functioning 
At Risk 

Functioning 
at Unaccept
able Risk 

Restore1 Maintain2 Degrade3 
Compliance 
with ACS 

Subpopulation Characteristics: 
Subpopulation Size 

A, B, C, D 
(Migratory 
Component) 

1-10 Yes 

Growth and Survival A, B, C, D 
(UNK) 1-10 Yes 

Life History Diversity and Isolation A, B, C, D 
(Migratory 
Component) 

1-10 Yes 

Persistence and Genetic Integrity A, B, C, D 
(Migratory 
Component) 

1-10 Yes 

Water Quality: 
Temperature 

D A, B, C 
(Seasonally 
elevated) 

5 
(Riparian 
Plantings) 

1-4 
6-10 

Yes 

Sediment A, B, C, D 
(Elevated 
Fine Sed.) 

1-10 1, 3, 7, 8, 
10; Some 
potential for 
ESR action 
to affect 

Yes 

Chem. Contam./Nutrients A, B, D C (West Fork 
Only; 
Mining) 

1-10 Yes 

Habitat Access: 
Physical Barriers 

A, B, C, D (No 
Barriers) 

1-10 Yes 

Habitat Elements: 
Substrate Embeddedness 

A, B, C, D 
(Unk for A, 
West Fork) 

1-10 1, 3, 7, 8, 
10; Some 
potential for 
ESR affects 

Yes 

Large Woody Debris D A, B, C 
(limited data) 

5 
(Riparian 
Planting) 

1-4 
6-10 

Yes 

Biological Assessment 
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DIAGNOSTICS/ PATHWAYS 

INDICATORS 

POPULATION AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE 

(list values or criterion and supporting 
documentation) 

EFFECTS OF THE ACTION(S) 

Functioning 
Appropriately 

Functioning 
At Risk 

Functioning 
at Unaccept
able Risk 

Restore1 Maintain2 Degrade3 
Compliance 
with ACS 

Pool Frequency and Quality D A, B, C (Unk 
for West Fk 
Jarbidge, 
Bruneau R. 

1-10 1, 3, 7, 8, 
10; Some 
potential for 
ESR action 
to affect 

Yes 

Large Pools A, B, C, D C (East Fork 
Only) 

1-10 1, 3, 7, 8, 
10; Some 
potential for 
ESR action 
to affect 

Yes 

Off-channel Habitat A, B, C, D 
(Naturally 
confined 
channels) 

1-10 Yes 

4 Refugia A, B, C, D 
(thermal 
refugia, 
seasonal) 

1-10 Yes 

Channel Cond. & Dynamics: 
Wetted Width/Max.Depth Ratio 

A, B (limited 
data) 

C, D 1-10 Yes 

Streambank Condition A, B, C, D 
(limited data) 

5 1-4 
6-10 

Yes

  Floodplain Connectivity A, B, C, D 
(Natural 
condition) 

1-10 Yes 

Flow/Hydrology: 
Change in Peak/Base Flows 

A, B, C, D 
(Natural 
condition) 

1-10 Yes 

Drainage Network Increase A, B, C D 1-10 Yes 

Watershed Conditions: 
Road Density & Location 

A, B 
(very few) 

D C (road 
location) 

1-10 Yes 

Disturbance History A, B (low) C, D C (West Fork; 
Roads, mining) 

1-10 Yes 

Riparian Conservation Areas A, B C, D 5 1-4 
6-10 

Yes 

Disturbance Regime A, B (naturally 
resilient) 

C, D C (West Fork; 
low resiliency) 

1-10 Yes 

Biological Assessment 
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DIAGNOSTICS/ PATHWAYS 

INDICATORS 

POPULATION AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL BASELINE 

(list values or criterion and supporting 
documentation) 

EFFECTS OF THE ACTION(S) 

Functioning 
Appropriately 

Functioning 
At Risk 

Functioning 
at Unaccept
able Risk 

Restore1 Maintain2 Degrade3 
Compliance 
with ACS 

Integration of Species and Habitat 
Conditions 

A, B: The 
Bruneau R. and 
Jarbidge R. 
(canyon) are 
stable systems. 
Wilderness 
designated will 
ensure habitats 
remain in high 
condition. 
Primary 
concerns 
relative to bull 
trout are 
elevated water 
temps at some 
times of the 
year; Poor 
documentation 
of bull trout in 
these stream 
reaches. 

C, D: Overall 
headwater 
tribs and 
upper East 
Fork 
Jarbidge are 
in good 
condition but 
some 
indicators are 
altered. The 
East Fork 
below 
Murphy Hot 
Spgs is at 
risk due to 
private land 
uses and 
major road in 
RCA. 

C: West Fork 
Jarbidge had 
major road in 
RCA for most 
of its length. 
Mining has 
also affected 
instream fines 
and water 
quality. 
Primary 
concern 
relative to bull 
trout is 
instream fines 
from roads and 
elevated water 
temps at some 
times of the 
year. 

ESR 
actions are 
done to 
reduce the 
impacts of 
wildfire. 
Some 
actions are 
ground 
disturbing 
and may 
introduce 
sediment 
into bull 
trout 
streams in 
the short 
term. 
Actions 
are 
expected 
to reduce 
upland 
erosion 
from 
entering 
streams in 
the long-
term. 

ESR actions 
will comply 
with the 
guidance in 
INFISH and 
the revised 
Jarbidge RMP 
(Appendix D). 

Watershed Name:  Jarbidge River Bull Trout DPS	 Location:_Jarbidge River Watershed____ 
1 

For the purposes of this checklist, "restore" means to change the function of a "functioning at risk" indicator to "functioning 
appropriately", or to change the function of a "functioning at unacceptable risk" indicator to "functioning at risk" or 
"functioning appropriately" (i.e., it does not apply to "functioning appropriately" indicators). Restoration from a worse to a 
better condition does not negate the need to consult/confer if take will occur. 

2 
For the purposes of this checklist, "maintain" means that the function of an indicator does not change (i.e., it applies to all 
indicators regardless of functional level). 

3 
For the purposes of this checklist, "degrade" means to change the function of an indicator for the worse (i.e., it applies to all 
indicators regardless of functional level). In some cases, a "functioning at unacceptable risk" indicator may be further 
worsened, and this should be noted. 

4	 Refugia - Watersheds or large areas with minimal human disturbance having relatively high quality water and fish habitat, or 
having the potential of providing high quality water and fish habitat with the implementation of restoration efforts. These 
high quality water and fish habitats are well distributed and connected within the watershed or large area to provide for both 
biodiversity and stable populations. 
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APPENDIX E - BULL TROUT CRITICAL HABITAT 
EFFECTS ANALYSIS OVERVIEW PRIMARY 
CONSTITUENT ELEMENTS (PCES) OF THE CRITICAL 
HABITAT 

The most effective way to evaluate the impact an activity will have on bull trout critical 
habitat is to analyze the effects of the activity on the Primary Constituent Elements (PCEs) 
of the critical habitat. The effects of emergency stabilization and rehabilitation projects are 
evaluated using the Bull Trout Matrix of Pathways and Indicators (matrix) (USDI FWS 
1998a) in Appendix G. The matrix in Appendix G includes indicators that correspond to 
the bull trout critical habitat PCEs described below. The matrix contains 23 indicators, 
four of which are tied to subpopulation characteristics and 19 which are tied to habitat. 
Twenty of the twenty three indicators are directly or indirectly related to one or more of 
the nine PCEs, and each PCE corresponds to one or more indicators (Table below). The 
refugia indicator is relevant to all PCEs because in order for the refugia indicator to be 
rated “functioning appropriately” most if not all of the PCEs must be present. The PCEs 
for bull trout critical habitat and the associated matrix indicators are: 

PCE 
# 

PCE Description Associated Matrix Indicators 

1 Springs, seeps, groundwater sources, 
and subsurface water connectivity 
(hyporheic flows) to contribute to water 
quality and quantity and provide 
thermal refugia. 

Floodplain connectivity, sediment, substrate 
embeddedness, chemical contamination/nutrients, off-
channel habitat, streambank condition, change in 
peak/base flows, increase in drainage network, road 
density and location, disturbance history, riparian 
conservation areas, and refugia 

2 Migration habitats with minimal 
physical, biological, or water quality 
impediments between spawning, 
rearing, overwintering, and freshwater 
and marine foraging habitats, including 
but not limited to permanent, partial, 
intermittent, or seasonal barriers. 

Physical barriers, substrate embeddedness, average 
wetted width/maximum depth ratio, change in 
peak/base flows, persistence and genetic integrity, 
temperature, chemical contamination/nutrients, and 
refugia 

3 An abundant food base, including 
terrestrial organisms of riparian origin, 
aquatic macroinvertebrates, and forage 
fish. 

Sediment, substrate embeddedness, chemical 
contamination/nutrients, large woody debris, off-
channel habitat, floodplain connectivity, streambank 
condition, riparian conservation areas, and refugia 

4 Complex river, stream, lake, reservoir, 
and marine shoreline aquatic 
environments and processes that 
establish and maintain these aquatic 
environments, with features such as 
large wood, side channels, pools, 
undercut banks and unembedded 
substrates, to provide a variety of 
depths, gradients, velocities, and 
structure. 

Sediment, substrate embeddedness, large woody 
debris, pool frequency and quality, large pools, off-
channel habitat, average wetted width/maximum 
depth ratio, streambank condition, riparian 
conservation areas, floodplain connectivity, road 
density and location, disturbance regime, and refugia 

5 Water temperatures ranging from 2 to 
15 °C (36 to 59 °F), with adequate 

Temperature, off-channel habitat, floodplain 
connectivity, average wetted width/maximum depth 
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PCE 
# 

PCE Description Associated Matrix Indicators 

thermal refugia available for 
temperatures that exceed the upper end 
of this range. Specific temperatures 
within this range will depend on bull 
trout life-history stage and form; 
geography; elevation; diurnal and 
seasonal variation; shading, such as that 
provided by riparian habitat; 
streamflow; and local groundwater 
influence. 

ratio, streambank condition, change in peak/base 
flows, road density and location, disturbance history, 
riparian conservation areas, and refugia 

6 In spawning and rearing areas, substrate 
of sufficient amount, size, and 
composition to ensure success of egg 
and embryo overwinter survival, fry 
emergence, and young-of-the-year and 
juvenile survival. A minimal amount of 
fine sediment, generally ranging in size 
from silt to coarse sand, embedded in 
larger substrates, is characteristic of 
these conditions. The size and amounts 
of fine sediment suitable to bull trout 
will likely vary from system to system. 

Sediment, substrate embeddedness, streambank 
condition, riparian conservation areas, floodplain 
connectivity, increase in drainage network, road 
density and location, disturbance regime, and refugia 

7 A natural hydrograph, including peak, 
high, low, and base flows within 
historic and seasonal ranges or, if flows 
are controlled, minimal flow departure 
from a natural hydrograph. 

Change in peak/base flows, streambank condition, 
floodplain connectivity, increase in drainage network, 
road density and location, disturbance history, 
riparian conservation areas, and refugia 

8 Sufficient water quality and quantity 
such that normal reproduction, growth, 
and survival are not inhibited. 

Temperature, chemical contamination/nutrients, 
streambank condition, riparian conservation areas, 
floodplain connectivity, increase in drainage network, 
road density and location, disturbance regime, and 
refugia 

9 Sufficiently low levels of occurrence of 
nonnative predatory (e.g., lake trout, 
walleye, northern pike, smallmouth 
bass); interbreeding (e.g., brook trout); 
or competing (e.g., brown trout) species 
that, if present, are adequately 
temporally and spatially isolated from 
bull trout. 

Persistence and genetic integrity 

The following discussion describes the relationship of the matrix indicators to the 
individual PCEs. 

1.	 Springs, seeps, groundwater sources, and subsurface water connectivity 
(hyporheic flows) to contribute to water quality and quantity and provide 
thermal refugia. 

The floodplain connectivity indicator directly addresses how well stream channels 
are hydrologically connected to off-channel areas. Floodplains are important to 
maintaining the water table and providing connectivity to the channel for springs, 
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seeps, and groundwater sources which contribute to water quality and quantity 
(Pollock et al. 2007). The sediment and substrate embeddedness indicators 
describe the level of fine sediment in the gravel which affects hyporheic flow. Fine 
sediment fills interstitial spaces making the movement of water through the 
substrate less efficient (Beechie et al. 2007). The chemical contamination/nutrients 
indicator evaluates the water quality of groundwater. The off-channel habitat 
indicator assesses how much off-channel habitat is available, and generally off-
channels are connected to adjacent channels via subsurface water (Pollock et al 
2007). The streambank condition indicator documents bank stability. If the 
streambanks are stabilized by vegetation rather than substrate then it is likely that 
the streambank can act as a sponge that holds water during moist periods and 
releases that water during dry periods which contributes to water quality and 
quantity. The change in peak/base flows indicator evaluates whether or not peak 
flow, base flow and flow timing are comparable to an undisturbed watershed of 
similar size, geology and geography. Peak flows, base flows and flow timing are 
directly related to subsurface water connectivity (Pollock et al. 2007). The increase 
in drainage network and road density and location indicators assesses the 
influence of the road and trail networks on subsurface water connectivity. If there 
is an increase in drainage network and roads are located in riparian areas, it is 
likely that subsurface water is being intercepted before it reaches a stream. If 
groundwater is being intercepted then it is likely that water quality is being 
degraded through increased temperatures, fine sediment and possibly chemical 
contamination (Furniss et al. 1991). The disturbance history indicator evaluates 
disturbance across the watershed and provides a picture of how management may 
be affecting hydrology. The riparian conservation areas indicator determines 
whether riparian areas are intact and providing connectivity. If riparian areas are 
intact it is much more likely that springs, seeps and groundwater sources are able 
to positively affect water quality and quantity.   

2.	 Migration habitats with minimal physical, biological or water quality 
impediments between spawning, rearing, overwintering and freshwater and 
marine foraging habitats, including but not limited to permanent, partial, 
intermittent or seasonal barriers. 

The physical barriers indicator provides the most direct assessment of this PCE. 
The indicator documents whether or not man-made barriers within the watershed 
allow upstream and downstream passage at all flows. However, some indicators 
further evaluate physical impediments and others evaluate the biological or water 
quality impediments that may be present. The substrate embeddedness indicator 
provides a basis for determining if bull trout fry will have difficulty emerging from 
the gravel to access rearing habitat (Curry and MacNeill 2004). The average 
wetted width/maximum depth ratio indicator can help identify situations in which 
water depth for adult passage may be a problem. A very high average wetted 
width/maximum depth value may indicate a situation where low flows, when 
adults migrate, are so spread out that water depth is insufficient to pass adults. The 
change in peak/base flows indicator can help determine if change in base flows 

Programmatic Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan 
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have been sufficient to prevent adult passage during the spawning migration. The 
persistence and genetic integrity indicator addresses biological impediments by 
evaluating interactions with other species. Potential water quality impediments are 
outlined within the temperature and chemical contamination/nutrients indicator 
write-ups. 

3.	 An abundant food base, including terrestrial organisms of riparian origin, 
aquatic macro-invertebrates and forage fish. 

None of the indicators directly address this PCE, but a number of them address it 
indirectly. The sediment and substrate embeddedness indicators document the 
extent to which substrate interstitial spaces are filled with fine sediment. Interstitial 
spaces provide important habitat for aquatic macro-invertebrates and sculpin 
(Suttle et al 2004, cited by Beechie et al. 2007) which are important food sources 
for bull trout. The chemical contamination/nutrients indicator evaluates the level to 
which a stream is contaminated by chemicals or has a high level of nutrients. 
Chemicals and nutrients greatly affect the type and diversity of aquatic invertebrate 
communities present in a water body. The large woody debris indicator documents 
how much large wood is present within a stream. The presence of large wood 
indicates that the diversity of macro-invertebrates may be greater because large 
wood increases habitat complexity (Bjornn and Reiser 1991). The off-channel 
habitat and floodplain connectivity indicators document the presence of off-
channels which are generally more productive than main channels. Off channels 
are important sources of forage, particularly for juveniles. The streambank 
condition and riparian conservation areas indicators both shed light on the food 
base of a stream. Vegetation along streambanks and in riparian areas provide 
important habitat for individual macro-invertebrates. Vegetation hanging over the 
stream provides a surface for terrestrial and aquatic insects to perch and ultimately 
results in insects falling into the stream and becoming bull trout food (Saunders 
and Fausch 2005). 

4.	 Complex river, stream, lake, reservoir and marine shoreline aquatic 
environments and processes that establish and maintain these aquatic 
environments, with features such as large wood, side channels, pools, 
undercut banks and unembedded substrates, to provide a variety of depths, 
gradients, velocities and structure. 

Several indicators address this PCE directly. The sediment and substrate 
embeddedness indicators provide insight into how complex substrates are within a 
stream by documenting percent fines and embeddedness. In general, as percent 
fines and embeddedness increase, substrate complexity decreases. The large 
woody debris indicator provides an excellent picture of habitat complexity. The 
indicator rates the stream based on the amount of in-channel large woody debris. 
Habitat complexity increases as large wood increases (Bjornn and Reiser 1991). 
The pool frequency and quality and large pools indicators address habitat 
complexity by rating the stream based on the frequency of pools and their quality. 
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Habitat complexity increases as the number of pools and their quality increase. The 
off-channel habitat indicator directly addresses complexity associated with side 
channels. The indicator is rated based on the amount of off-channel habitat, cover 
associated with off-channels and flow energy levels. The average wetted 
width/maximum depth ratio indicator also corresponds to complexity. Low width
to-depth ratios indicate that undercut banks may be present. The streambank 
condition and riparian conservation areas indicators both shed light on the 
complexity of river and stream shorelines. Vegetation along streambanks and in 
riparian areas provides important habitat complexity and channel roughness. The 
floodplain connectivity indicator addresses complexity added by side channels and 
the ability of floodwaters to spread across the floodplain to dissipate energy and 
provide refugia for fish (Harvey and Watson 1986, cited by Pollock et al. 2007). 
The road density and location indicator addresses complexity by identifying if 
roads are located in valley bottoms. Roads located in valley bottoms reduce 
complexity by eliminating vegetation and replacing complex habitats with smooth 
riprap. The disturbance regime indicator documents the frequency, duration and 
size of environmental disturbance within the watershed. If scour events, debris 
torrents or catastrophic fires are frequent, long in duration and large, then habitat 
complexity can be greatly reduced in source and transport channels while habitat 
complexity can be greatly increased in downstream response channels. 

5.	 Water temperatures ranging from 2 to 15 °C (36 to 59 °F), with adequate 
thermal refugia available for temperatures that exceed the upper end of this 
range. Specific temperatures within this range will depend on bull trout life-
history stage and form, geography, elevation, diurnal and seasonal variation, 
shading such as that provided by riparian habitat, streamflow, and local 
groundwater influence. 

The temperature indicator addresses this PCE directly. The indicator rates streams 
according to how well temperatures meet bull trout requirements. Other matrix 
indicators address temperature indirectly. The off-channel habitat and floodplain 
connectivity indicators address how well stream channels are hydrologically 
connected to off-channel areas. Floodplains and off-channels are important to 
maintaining the water table and providing connectivity to the channel for springs, 
seeps and groundwater sources which contribute cool water to channels (Pollock et 
al. 2007). The average wetted width/maximum depth ratio indicator also 
corresponds to temperature. Low width-to-depth ratios indicate that channels are 
narrow and deep with little surface area to absorb heat. The streambank condition 
indicator documents bank stability. If the streambanks are stabilized by vegetation 
rather than substrate then it is likely that the vegetation provides shade which helps 
prevent increases in temperature. The change in peak/base flows indicator 
evaluates flows and flow timing characteristics relative to what would be expected 
in an undisturbed watershed. If base flow has been reduced, it is likely that water 
temperature during base flow has increased since the amount of water to heat has 
decreased. The road density and location indicator documents where roads are 
located. If roads are located adjacent to a stream then shade is likely reduced and 
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temperature is likely increased. The disturbance history indicator describes how 
much of the watershed has been altered by vegetation management and therefore 
indicates how much shade has been removed. The riparian conservation areas 
indicator addresses stream shade which keeps stream temperatures cool. 

6.	 In spawning and rearing areas, substrate of sufficient amount, size and 
composition to ensure success of egg and embryo overwinter survival, fry 
emergence and young-of-the-year and juvenile survival. A minimal amount of 
fine sediment, generally ranging in size from silt to coarse sand, embedded in 
larger substrates, is characteristic of these conditions. The size and amounts 
of fine sediment suitable to bull trout will likely vary from system to system. 

The sediment and substrate embeddedness indicators directly address this PCE. 
These indicators evaluate the percent fines within spawning areas and the percent 
embeddedness within rearing areas. The streambank condition and riparian 
conservation areas indicators indirectly address this PCE by documenting the 
presence or lack of potential fine sediment sources. If streambanks are stable and 
riparian conservation areas are intact then there is a low risk of introducing fine 
sediment from bank erosion. Also, the floodplain connectivity indicator indirectly 
addresses this PCE. If the stream channel is connected to its floodplain, then there 
is less risk of bank erosion during high flows because stream energy is reduced as 
water spreads across the floodplain. The increase in drainage network and road 
density and location indicators assess the effects of roads on the channel network 
and hydrology. If the drainage network has significantly increased as a result of 
human-caused disturbance or road density is high within a watershed and roads are 
located adjacent to streams, then it is likely that in-channel fine sediment levels 
will be elevated above natural levels (Furniss et al 1991). The disturbance regime 
indicator documents the nature of environmental disturbance within the watershed. 
If the disturbance regime includes frequent and unpredictable scour events, debris 
torrents and catastrophic fire, then it is likely that fine sediment levels will be 
elevated above background levels.     

7.	 A natural hydrograph, including peak, high, low and base flows within 
historic and seasonal ranges or, if flows are controlled, minimal flow 
departure from a natural hydrograph. 

The change in peak/base flows indicator addresses this PCE directly by 
documenting the condition of the watershed hydrograph relative to an undisturbed 
watershed of similar size, geology and geography. There are several indicators that 
address this PCE indirectly. The streambank condition indicator documents bank 
stability. If the streambanks are stabilized by vegetation rather than substrate then 
it is likely that the streambank can act as a sponge that holds water during moist 
periods and releases that water during dry periods which contributes to water 
quality and quantity. The floodplain connectivity indicator is relevant to water 
storage within the floodplain which directly affects base flow. Floodplains are 
important to maintaining the water table and providing connectivity to the channel 
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for springs, seeps, and groundwater sources which contribute to water quality and 
quantity (Pollock et al. 2007). The increase in drainage network and road density 
and location indicators assesses the influence of the road and trail networks on 
hydrology. If there is an increase in drainage network and roads are located in 
riparian areas, it is likely water is being intercepted and quickly routed to a stream 
which can increase peak flow. The disturbance history indicator evaluates 
disturbance across the watershed and provides a picture of how management may 
be affecting hydrology. The riparian conservation areas indicator determines 
whether riparian areas are intact and providing connectivity. If riparian areas are 
intact it is much more likely that springs, seeps and groundwater sources are able 
to positively affect water quality and quantity.  

8.	 Sufficient water quality and quantity such that normal reproduction, growth 
and survival are not inhibited. 

The temperature and chemical contamination/nutrients indicators directly address 
water quality by comparing water temperatures to bull trout water temperature 
requirements, and documenting 303(d) designated stream reaches. Several other 
indicators indirectly address this PCE by evaluating the risk of fine sediment being 
introduced that would result in decreased water quality through increased turbidity. 
The streambank condition and riparian conservation areas indicators indirectly 
address this PCE by documenting the presence or lack of potential fine sediment 
sources. If streambanks are stable and riparian conservation areas are intact then 
there is a low risk of introducing fine sediment from bank erosion. Also, the 
floodplain connectivity indicator indirectly addresses this PCE. If the stream 
channel is connected to its floodplain, then there is less risk of bank erosion during 
high flows because stream energy is reduced as water spreads across the 
floodplain. The increase in drainage network and road density and location 
indicators assesses the effects of roads on the channel network and hydrology. If 
the drainage network has significantly increased as a result of human-caused 
disturbance or road density is high within a watershed and roads are located 
adjacent to streams, then it is likely that suspended fine sediment levels will be 
elevated above natural levels (Furniss et al. 1991). The disturbance regime 
indicator documents the nature of environmental disturbance within the watershed. 
If the disturbance regime includes frequent and unpredictable scour events, debris 
torrents and catastrophic fire, then it is likely that turbidity levels will be elevated 
above background levels. 

9.	 Sufficiently low levels of occurrence of nonnative predatory (e.g., lake trout, 
walleye, northern pike, smallmouth bass); interbreeding (e.g., brook trout); or 
competing (e.g., brown trout) species that, if present, are adequately 
temporally and spatially isolated from bull trout. 
The only indicator that addresses this PCE is the persistence and genetic integrity 
indicator. This indicator addresses the probability of hybridization or displacement 
of bull trout by competitive species. 
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APPENDIX F - MATRIX OF PATHWAYS AND INDICATORS FOR SLICKSPOT 
PEPPERGRASS 

SLICKSPOT PEPPERGRASS Owyhee Plateau Polygon 

NAME OF PROJECT BEING EVALUATED: Programmatic Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan 

PROJECT TYPE: Restoration 

PROJECT STATUS: Proposed Action 

NARRATIVE SUMMARY OF SLICKSPOT PEPPERGRASS OBSERVATIONS WITHIN ACTION AREA: The action covers the Twin Falls District 
which includes the Shoshone, Burley, and Jarbidge Field Offices. This includes the Owyhee Plateau population of slickspot peppergrass, its associated 
occupied habitat, and 577,677 acres of potential habitat. (Map 1) 

Element Occurrence Number: N/A 

HIP Transect Number(s):N/A 

POTENTIAL 
EFFECTS 
PATHWAYS: 

INDICATORS BASELINE INDICATOR CONDITIONS EFFECT OF ACTION ON INDICATOR CONDITION 

Current Condition Description Current 
Quality 
Ranking 
(H, M, L) 

Description of Potential Effects of 
the Action on the Baseline within the 

Action Area 

Restore, 
Maintain 

or 
Degrade 
Habitat 

Expected 
Modification 
of Baseline 
↑ → ↓ 

A. Slickspot 
Conditions 

A-1. Density of nonnative 
annual and/or nonnative 
perennial plants 
established within 
slickspots 

Slickspots may be occupied by annual 
nonnative grasses and forbs in low to 
high density (1 - >25 plants/square foot). 
Nonnative perennial plants occur in the 
action area, and have potential to be 

L-H Disturbance from ESR activities could 
increase density of nonnative annual 
plants which could further result in 
increased density of nonnative 
vegetation, either through invasion or 
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POTENTIAL 
EFFECTS 
PATHWAYS: 

INDICATORS BASELINE INDICATOR CONDITIONS EFFECT OF ACTION ON INDICATOR CONDITION 

Current Condition Description Current 
Quality 
Ranking 
(H, M, L) 

Description of Potential Effects of 
the Action on the Baseline within the 

Action Area 

Restore, 
Maintain 

or 
Degrade 
Habitat 

Expected 
Modification 
of Baseline 
↑ → ↓ 

found in slickspots. as part of rehabilitation. However, 
conservation measures that avoid direct 
impacts to slickspots and targeted 
treatment of areas known to have 
weeds would tend to maintain or 
reduce the current cover and 
composition of nonnative plants within 
slickspots to benefit both the species 
and its habitat over the short- and long-
term. 

Maintain → 

A-2. Level of ground 
disturbance within 
slickspots 

Ground disturbance within slickspot 
could consist of Owyhee harvester ant 
colonies and native ungulate and cattle 
hoof prints. Harvester ants are more 
common in slickspots within areas with 
little to no shrub cover; hoof prints tend 
to be uncommon on a large scale with 
potential for high impact at local levels 
due to slickspots being in proximity to 
areas where livestock congregate (i.e., 
water, fence lines, salting areas, staging 
areas, etc.). 

L-H 
Habitat change from sagebrush-steppe 
to grassland dominated communities 
due to past fire may contribute to 
presence and/or expansion of harvester 
ants. Re-establishment of native brush 
land communities might reduce the 
number of colonies or change the 
distribution of harvester ants over time. 
The proposed project would not 
increase trampling of slickspots by 
native ungulates or domestic livestock. 
Conservation measures that avoid 
direct project-related impacts to 
slickspots would tend to maintain or 
increase the current slickspot condition 
to benefit both the species and its 
habitat over the short- and long-term. 

Maintain 
to Restore ↑ → 

85 



Programmatic Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan 
Biological Assessment 

  
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
  

 
  

 

 
 

 
  
  
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

  
  

 
   

   
   

 
 

 

 
   

 

 
 

 
  

  
 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

  
 

 

   
 

 
 

 
  

  

 

  
  

 
   

 

  
   

 

 
 

 

 
        
        

POTENTIAL 
EFFECTS 
PATHWAYS: 

INDICATORS BASELINE INDICATOR CONDITIONS EFFECT OF ACTION ON INDICATOR CONDITION 

Current Condition Description Current 
Quality 
Ranking 
(H, M, L) 

Description of Potential Effects of 
the Action on the Baseline within the 

Action Area 

Restore, 
Maintain 

or 
Degrade 
Habitat 

Expected 
Modification 
of Baseline 
↑ → ↓ 

A. Slickspot 
Conditions 
(continued) 

A-3. Level of organic 
debris and/or soil 
deposition and 
accumulation within 
slickspots 

Deposition and accumulation of organic 
matter on slickspots is most likely 
restricted to residual materials from dead 
nonnative annual plants and, sometimes, 
livestock feces. Some slickspots may 
have had sediment deposition following 
large fires such as Sailor Cap, Clover 
Creek, Murphy Complex Fire, and Long 
Butte. 

L-H There are no expected changes in the 
deposition of organic matter in 
slickspots due to the proposed project. 
Recovering vegetation post-fire will 
likely reduce sediment deposition in 
slickspots. There is some slight 
potential for project-related soil 
deposition, however, this should be 
minimal and will benefit both the 
species and its habitat over the short-
and long-term 

Maintain 
to Restore ↑ → 

B. Habitat 
Characteristics 
within the 
Action Area 
Surrounding 
Occupied  
Slickspots 

B-1. Level of ground 
disturbance within the 
action area 

The amount of disturbance across the 
action area varies from highly disturbed 
to slight disturbance. The proposed action 
will focus on areas were fire has been the 
main disturbance. 

L-H The planting of shrubs and native forbs 
into areas lacking shrub cover and 
forbs removed by fire will create 
competition and could create a break in 
fuel continuity. Short term disturbance 
from traffic associated with ESR 
activities would occur. The amount of 
disturbance is minimal over the long 
term. Adding shrubs and native forbs 
to a community provides habitat for 
pollinators that nest in sagebrush-
steppe vegetation, benefiting both the 
species and PCE 2 and PCE 4. 

Restore ↑ 
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POTENTIAL 
EFFECTS 
PATHWAYS: 

INDICATORS BASELINE INDICATOR CONDITIONS EFFECT OF ACTION ON INDICATOR CONDITION 

Current Condition Description Current 
Quality 
Ranking 
(H, M, L) 

Description of Potential Effects of 
the Action on the Baseline within the 

Action Area 

Restore, 
Maintain 

or 
Degrade 
Habitat 

Expected 
Modification 
of Baseline 
↑ → ↓ 

B-2. Condition of native 
vegetation within the 
action area - Level of 
habitat fragmentation 

Native vegetation within the action area 
is fragmented due wildfire. The action 
area has areas that have been drill-seeded 
with a nonnative and native seed and 
sagebrush has been aerial seeded on some 
areas previously burned. Areas with older 
crested wheatgrass seedings are present; 
nonnative annual grasses and forbs are 
scattered to common in patches. Native 
perennial grasses are present, including 
western wheatgrass, bottlebrush 
squirreltail, bluebunch wheatgrass, and 
Idaho fescue. Native annual and 
perennial forbs are also common and 
relatively diverse. 

L-H 
ESR activities will increase the native 
shrub and forb component of a 
community. An increase in shrub cover 
will decrease fragmentation over time 
as the plants mature and connect 
existing stands of sagebrush. The 
increase in shrub cover would provide 
additional sheltering for insect 
pollinators that nest in the ground and 
surrounding vegetation, benefiting both 
the species and PCEs 2 and 4 for 
proposed critical habitat over the short-
and long-term. 

Restore ↑ 

B-3. Condition of native 
vegetation within the 
action area - presence of 
nonnative annuals and/or 
nonnative perennial 
plants 

Nonnative annual and perennial plants 
are scattered to common in patches in the 
action area as result of past fire and 
vegetation treatments. 

L-H Native vegetation will be introduced 
into areas that are lacking natives due 
to fires. There is a slight chance of 
introducing weeds into areas that are 
not infested. However, measures to 
target areas known to have weeds 
would tend to reduce areas occupied by 
weedy species, benefiting both the 
species and its habitat over the short-
and long-term. 

Maintain 
to Restore ↑ → 

B-4. Condition of native Biological crust cover is low to high L-H ESR planting activities may cause 
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POTENTIAL 
EFFECTS 
PATHWAYS: 

INDICATORS BASELINE INDICATOR CONDITIONS EFFECT OF ACTION ON INDICATOR CONDITION 

Current Condition Description Current 
Quality 
Ranking 
(H, M, L) 

Description of Potential Effects of 
the Action on the Baseline within the 

Action Area 

Restore, 
Maintain 

or 
Degrade 
Habitat 

Expected 
Modification 
of Baseline 
↑ → ↓ 

vegetation within the 
action area - % cover of 
biological soil crusts 

across the action area. Low cover is 
likely due to past disturbance associated 
primarily with fire. 

small localized disturbances to 
biological crust cover. However, in the 
long run introduction of shrubs may 
increase biological crust cover, 
benefiting both the species and its 
habitat over the long-term. However, 
minimal localized impacts to biological 
soil crust cover may occur over the 
short term. 

Maintain ↑ 

B-5. Condition of native 
vegetation within the 
action area - % cover of 
native forbs 

Native shrub cover was estimated at 
about 28% in 2009; Most of the area with 
shrub cover has been observed to have a 
common and diverse forb component. 

L-H It is not anticipated that the proposed 
project would decrease native forb 
cover or diversity, benefiting both the 
species and its habitat over the short-
and long-term. 

Maintain → 

SUMMARY Summary of Overall Status of Baseline 
within the Action Area 
EO rank: N/A 

L-H Summary of Potential Effects of the 
Action on the Baseline within the 
Action Area 
There is some potential for the spread 
of invasive nonnative plants due to 
project-related ground disturbance, 
which could result in slight degradation 
of slickspot microsites in localized 
areas. ESR activities are expected to be 
beneficial in the long term even though 

Maintain 
to Restore 

↑ → 
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POTENTIAL 
EFFECTS 
PATHWAYS: 

INDICATORS BASELINE INDICATOR CONDITIONS EFFECT OF ACTION ON INDICATOR CONDITION 

Current Condition Description Current 
Quality 
Ranking 
(H, M, L) 

Description of Potential Effects of 
the Action on the Baseline within the 

Action Area 

Restore, 
Maintain 

or 
Degrade 
Habitat 

Expected 
Modification 
of Baseline 
↑ → ↓ 

there may be small disturbance to soil 
crusts in the short term. The effects 
determination for the proposed action 
is May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely 
Affect slickspot peppergrass or its 
habitat. 
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APPENDIX G - CROSSWALK BETWEEN PRIMARY 
CONSTITUENT ELEMENTS FOR SLICKSPOT 
PEPPERGRASS PROPOSED CRITICAL HABITAT AND 
CORRESPONDING PATHWAY INDICATORS FOR 
MAKING EFFECTS DETERMINATIONS ON THE SPECIES 

PCE PCE Description Corresponding Pathway Indicator 
1 Ecologically functional microsites 

or “slickspots” that are 
characterized by: (a) a high 
sodium and clay content and a 
three-layer soil horizonation and 
(b) sparse vegetation with low to 
moderate introduced plant species 
cover 

A-1. Density of nonnative annual and/or 
nonnative perennial plants established within 
slickspots 
A-2. Level of ground disturbance within 
slickspots 
A-3. Level of organic debris (litter or feces) 
and/or soil deposition and accumulation within 
slickspots 

2 Relatively intact native Wyoming 
big sagebrush vegetation 
assemblages within 820 feet (250 
meters) of slickspots 

B-1. Level of ground disturbance within the 
action area 
B-2. Condition of native vegetation within the 
action area - level of habitat fragmentation 
B-3. Condition of native vegetation within the 
action area - presence of nonnative annuals 
and/or nonnative perennial plants 
B-4. Condition of native vegetation within the 
action area - percent cover of biological soil 
crusts 
B-5. Condition of native vegetation within the 
action area - percent cover of native forbs 

3 A diversity of native plants B-3. Condition of native vegetation within the 
action area - presence of nonnative annuals 
and/or nonnative perennial plants 
B-5. Condition of native vegetation within the 
action area - percent cover of native forbs 

4 Sufficient pollinators for 
successful fruit and seed 
production 

B-1. Level of ground disturbance within the 
action area 
B-2. Condition of native vegetation within the 
action area - level of habitat fragmentation 
B-3. Condition of native vegetation within the 
action area - presence of nonnative annuals 
and/or nonnative perennial plants 
B-5. Condition of native vegetation within the 
action area - percent cover of native forbs 
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APPENDIX H - CONSIDERATION FACTORS FOR 
QUALITATIVE MONITORING 

General 

Allotment-Class of livestock, pasture
 
S&G Assessments completed (yes or no)
 
Age of S&G Assessment (Is the information still current?)
 

Vegetation 

Vegetation type pre-burn (invasive annual vegetation vs. perennial vegetation)
 
Ecological Site description
 
Soil Complex and Types
 
Precipitation zone
 
Existing native/non-native vegetation-post burn
 

Treatments Implemented 

Acres treated
 
Species/cultivars seeded
 
Seeding method utilized (drill, broadcast, harrow, aerial, etc.)
 
Herbicide use for invasive annual plant and noxious weed control-Effectiveness
 
Protection fences-miles
 

Seeded Vegetation Observations 

Type of seed mix (native vs. non-native) 
Root establishment based on above ground growth  
Plant vigor 
Seed production of seeded species 
Precipitation information during the non–growing (winter) and growing (spring through 
early summer) seasons 
Competition with invasive annual plants and noxious weed species 
Competition with existing native vegetation 

Natural Recovery Observations 

Plant vigor (perennial plants) 
Precipitation information during the non–growing (winter) and growing (spring through 
early summer) seasons 
Competition with invasive annual plants and noxious weed species 
Seed Production 
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Watershed 

Soils-evidence of erosion from either water or wind 
Soil Stabilization-watershed, crusts, rock, etc. 
Soil Surface Factors 

Other Factors 

Human Activity Impacts (OHV use) 
Grazing impacts-livestock, wild horses, or wildlife 
Outbreaks of rodents, grasshoppers, crickets, or disease 
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