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Dear Reader Letter

Dear Reader:

Attached for your review and comment is the Craters of the Moon National Monument and
Preserve Draft Monument Management Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement
(Draft MMP Amendment/EIS) for the Idaho Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Shoshone Field
Office. The BLM prepared this document in consultation with cooperating agencies, and in
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended, the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976, as amended, implementing regulations, the
BLM’s Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1), and National Environmental Policy Handbook
(H-1790-1), and other applicable law and policy.

The planning area consists of about 753,200 acres of land which includes about 275,100 acres
of lands managed by the BLM’s Shoshone, Burley, and Upper Snake Field Offices. Based
on this analysis, the Craters of the Moon National Monument and Preserve Management
Plan (2007 MMP) will be amended and guide livestock grazing management of public

lands within the Monument administered by the Shoshone, Burley, and Upper Snake

Field Offices and Craters of the Moon National Monument into the future. The Draft

MMP Amendment/EIS and supporting information is available on the project web site at:
http://www.blm.gov/id/st/en/prog/nepa_register/Craters-plan-amdt 2013.html

The BLM encourages the public to provide information and comments pertaining to the analysis
presented in the Draft MMP Amendment/EIS. We are particularly interested in feedback
concerning the adequacy and accuracy of the proposed alternatives, the analysis of their respective
management actions, and any new information that would help the BLM as it develops the plan.
In developing the Proposed MMP Amendment/Final EIS, which is the next phase of the planning
process, the decision maker may select various management options from each of the alternatives
analyzed in the Draft MMP Amendment/EIS for the purpose of creating a management strategy
that best meets the needs of the resources and values in this area under the BLM multiple use and
sustained yield mandate. As a member of the public, your timely comments on the Draft MMP
Amendment/EIS will help formulate the Proposed MMP Amendment/Final EIS. Comments will
be accepted for ninety (90) calendar days following the Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) publication of its Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. The BLM can best utilize
your comments and resource information submissions if received within the review period.

Comments may be submitted electronically to: BLM_ID CRMO@blm.gov. Comments may
also be submitted by mail to:

Craters of the Moon National Monument Planning Team
BLM Shoshone Field Office

400 West F Street

Shoshone, ID 83352

To facilitate analysis of comments and information submitted, we strongly encourage you to
submit comments in an electronic format.

Your review and comments on the content of this document are critical to the success of this
planning effort. If you wish to submit comments on the Draft MMP Amendment/EIS, we request
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http://www.blm.gov/id/st/en/prog/nepa_register/Craters-plan-amdt_2013.html
mailto:BLM_ID_CRMO@blm.gov

that you make your comments as specific as possible. Comments will be more helpful if they
include suggested changes, sources, or methodologies, and reference to a specific section or page
number. Please note, if reviewing the document electronically, page numbers at the bottom of
each page are different from the Adobe Reader page number listed at the top of the program
window. Please make note of which page numbers you are referencing. Comments containing
only opinion or preferences will be considered and included as part of the decision making
process, but they will not receive a formal response from the BLM.

Before including your address, phone number, email address, or other personal identifying
information in your comment, be advised that your entire comment - including your personal
identifying information - may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in
your comment to withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot
guarantee that we will be able to do so.

Copies of the Draft MMP Amendment/EIS have been sent to affected Federal, state, and local
government agencies, as well as Tribal governments. Due to the BLM’s paper-use reduction
initiatives, we encourage the public to review electronic copies of this plan. The Draft MMP
Amendment/EIS will be available online and on CD. A limited number of hard copies will be
printed and available upon request on a first come, first served basis.

Thank you for your continued interest in the Draft Craters of the Moon National Monument and
Preserve Management Plan Amendment and Environmental Impact Statement. We appreciate the
information and suggestions you contribute to the planning process. For additional information
or clarification regarding this document or the planning process, please contact Lisa Cresswell,
MMP Team Lead, at (208) 732-7200.

Sincerely,

B0LLs Uowhsr-4

Holly Crawford
Craters of the Moon Monument Manager
Bureau of Land Management
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Executive Summary

What is BLM proposing to do in this plan?

The BLM has completed the Draft MMP Amendment/EIS to determine the appropriate
management of livestock grazing on BLM-administered lands (public lands) within the
Monument (approximately 275,100 acres). This MMP Amendment/EIS analyzes management
options for the BLM-managed portions of the Monument that were not previously addressed

by the 2007 MMP and will amend that plan. Among the most important decisions the BLM
will make through this plan amendment are what lands should be made available for livestock
grazing and with what protections for greater sage-grouse (sage-grouse). (For more information,
see Chapter 1, Introduction).

Why is BLM doing this plan?

In 2008, Western Watersheds Project filed a complaint in the United States District Court for the
District of Idaho (Court) alleging the Secretary of the Interior and the BLM violated NEPA

and FLPMA when the BLM issued Records of Decision (ROD) on 16 Resource Management
Plans (RMP) between 2004 and 2008, including the 2007 MMP. In 2011, the Court found

that the planning decision violated NEPA and FLPMA because the underlying EIS supporting
the Management Plan was deficient by (1) failing to adequately address the 2004 Nature
Conservancy Report [Jurs & Sands, 2004], the 2004 Western Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies Conservation Assessment, the BLM’s own Special Status Species Policy, and the
National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy and (2) failing to consider a no-grazing
alternative or any alternative that would have reduced grazing levels. In November 2012, the
Court ordered the BLM to revise the 2007 MMP in order to address these deficiencies. The BLM
proposed to accomplish this by completing a set of plan amendments analyzing no-grazing and
reduced-grazing alternatives, in addition to developing measures for sage-grouse conservation
within the Monument.

How is this proposed plan amendment different from the 2007 Craters of the Moon National
Monument and Preserve MMP?

The 2007 MMP was not vacated by the 2012 Court Order and management direction found in the
existing plan will remain in effect. As such, alternatives developed for this planning effort are
consistent with the management objectives found in the 2007 MMP.

This document analyzes a range of options for managing livestock grazing while protecting
sage-grouse and its habitat, including reduced-grazing and no-grazing alternatives. This document
will amend the existing 2007 MMP.

Since the 2007 MMP was signed, the BLM finalized the Greater Sage-Grouse Approved Resource
Management Plan Amendment (GRSG ARMPA), which amended the 2007 MMP to address
several of the deficiencies identified by the Court with regards to sage-grouse conservation in

the Monument. Please refer to Chapter 1, Introduction for more details on the relationship of
the two Amendments.

What are the major issues and focus of controversy?
The major issues in the Draft MMP Amendment/EIS are decisions on the location and amount of

livestock grazing and protection of Monument values, including sage-grouse and their habitat.
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The Draft MMP Amendment/EIS examines a range of alternatives for livestock grazing, while
also offering appropriate sage-grouse protections.

To understand the current condition, the planning team applied the Habitat Assessment
Framework (HAF) methodology in 2012 and 2013 to evaluate current habitat suitability for
sage-grouse. Occupied seasonal habitats were mapped using recent telemetry data and current
habitat data, which were reviewed by Federal and State biologists.

Data showed that a lack of sagebrush cover resulting from wildfire is primarily responsible

for habitats not meeting the seasonal requirements for sage-grouse throughout the Monument
(Table 3.5, “Site-Scale Suitability Summary of Occupied Greater Sage-Grouse Habitats on
BLM-Administered Lands in the Monument”). Adequate breeding habitat is an indicator of
other habitat needs, and a lack of sagebrush was the sole cause of 73% of evaluated sites being
unsuitable for breeding habitat, whereas herbaceous components were the sole cause of 3% of
sites being unsuitable. Grasses and forbs are sufficient components of the sage—grouse breeding
habitat on 89% of all sites evaluated, whereas sagebrush was sufficient in 61%. 16% of sites
evaluated were unsuitable for summer habitat, and sagebrush was a cause in 95% of them and
herbaceous components were a cause in 43% (38% are a combination of the two). A lack of
perennial grass cover and height (19% of sites) and a low availability of forbs (16% of sites)
have detracted from the ability of areas to provide for the life-cycle needs of sage-grouse in the
planning area, but not nearly to the extent of sagebrush (95% of sites). 67% of BLM-managed
Monument lands have burned in the last 15 years. Just over half of which has burned more than
twice since 1999. Re-establishing adequate sagebrush cover would substantially increase habitat
quality within the Monument for sagebrush obligate species, including Greater sage-grouse.

Noticeable changes in plant community species composition caused by historic grazing

(late 1800°s-early 1900’s) are persisting and exacerbated through frequent, sometimes

recurrent wildfire. Historic livestock grazing still has measurable effects, but BLM’s current
livestock grazing management in the Monument has improved, particularly since the inception of
Idaho’s Standards for Rangeland Health in 1997.

The NRCS Ecological Site Descriptions (potential vegetation) were used to estimate the amount
of forage present in the Monument, supported by data collected in 2012 and 2013. Estimates
range from a minimum of 111,000 AUMs of perennial grass production in low production years
to 222,000 AUMs of perennial grass production in high production years. Considering that 46%
of the Monument is within reference state and 40% is rangeland seeding, grass production
could achieve the high-end potential. The current allocation of 38,187 AUMs is only 34% of
the minimum possible production.

What alternatives are being considered by BLM?

The Draft MMP Amendment/EIS contains five alternatives that provide a range of livestock
grazing availability and sage-grouse protections. For more information on the alternatives
analyzed, see Chapter 2, Alternatives. Alternative C is BLM’s preferred alternative.

Alternative A, the no action alternative, would continue the management established in the current
ROD for the 2007 MMP. Under this Alternative, 273,900 acres would be available for livestock
grazing, with 38,187 animal unit months (AUMSs) available.

Alternative B would reduce AUMs allocated for livestock grazing by approximately 75% and
close six areas to grazing: Little Park kipuka, the North Pasture of Laidlaw Park Allotment,
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Larkspur Park kipuka, the North Pasture of Bowl Crater Allotment, Park Field kipuka, and a
portion of the Craters Allotment. This alternative would adjust two allotment boundaries and
make 21,000 acres (about 8% of those currently available) unavailable for livestock grazing, for
the protection of Monument values.

Alternative C would make 273,600 acres available for livestock grazing and adjust two allotment
boundaries, which would set the maximum number of AUMs at 37,792. Where appropriate,
livestock grazing could be used as a tool to improve and/or protect wildlife habitat. Guidelines for
livestock grazing management would be set based on vegetation and wildlife habitat conditions
and needs.

Alternative D would remove livestock grazing from BLM-managed lands within the Monument
boundary and adjust two allotment boundaries. All livestock-related developments would be
removed and some fences may be required to exclude livestock from the Monument.

Alternative E would reduce AUMs available for livestock grazing to 19,388 AUMs and close
Larkspur Park kipuka to grazing. Where appropriate, livestock grazing would be used as a tool to
improve and/or protect wildlife habitat. Guidelines for livestock grazing management would be
set based on vegetation and wildlife habitat conditions and needs.

How does the preferred alternative compare to the alternatives in the Draft MMP Amendment/EIS?

The Preferred Alternative—Alternative C—is similar to Alternative A, as it makes similar

lands available to livestock grazing, but it adjusts the AUMSs permitted slightly and includes

new direction for grazing management for the benefit of sage-grouse and cultural resources

not currently found in Alternative A as amended by the ARMPA. Alternative C also requires
analysis of season or timing of use, duration and/or level of use (AUMs), and grazing schedules at
grazing permit renewal when livestock management practices are not compatible with meeting
or making progress towards Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health. The Preferred Alternative
offers opportunities to provide for sustainable livestock grazing while protecting Monument
values and sage-grouse habitat. The Preferred Alternative would give land managers the ability to
conduct active vegetation restoration projects and the opportunity to use livestock grazing as a
tool to attain restoration objectives. For example, the Preferred Alternative would direct grazing
for sagebrush recovery and to benefit the diversity of seedings, thereby enhancing the value of
sagebrush steppe communities for wildlife such as greater sage-grouse and pygmy rabbits.

While historic grazing practices were a factor contributing to the decline of sage grouse habitat
[Jurs and Sands, 2004], grazing management on BLM lands has changed and rangeland health
has steadily improved in recent decades. BLM managed lands in the Monument currently must
meet or make progress towards meeting Idaho’s Standards for Rangeland Health, which include
requirements for sage-grouse habitat. The AUM levels are not dramatically reduced in Alternative
C because the forage to provide for the full permitted use is currently present provided proper
management is followed. For a variety of economic and logistical reasons, as well as current
trends and effective cooperation with permittees, it is unlikely permittees would graze to that
level. By adjusting the AUM level slightly, land managers retain the flexibility to use livestock
grazing as a tool to attain restoration objectives.

Wildfire and the incursion of invasive plants are currently identified as primary threats to
sage-grouse habitat on public lands in Idaho [USDI USFWS, 2013], including within the
Monument [Jurs and Sands, 2004]). Since the 2007 MMP, wildfires have markedly reduced the
amount of key sage grouse habitat to 27% of the habitat in the Monument. The 2007 MMP set

xVvii



forth a Desired Future Condition (DFC) that sage-grouse restoration habitat R1 and R2 will
achieve significant progress toward reclassification as key habitat and restoration projects were
planned at that time, but subsequent wildfires reduced much of the key habitat to R1. The
restoration DFC was not vacated by the court and is still an important element of Alternative C,
although it is not described in detail in this Draft MMP Amendment.

There are major contrasts between Alternatives B, C, D and E. Alternatives B and E would reduce
livestock grazing within the Monument, both in acres and in AUMSs, while Alternative C would
maintain current livestock AUM levels. The emphasis in Alternative B would be on protection of
Monument values and biological resources, including habitat values for sage-grouse. Alternative
D would eliminate livestock grazing completely, thus failing to meet the DFC set forth in the
2007 MMP to provide sustainable forage for wildlife and livestock.

How long will this plan direct BLM management of Craters of the Moon National Monument and
Preserve?

The dynamic nature of public land resources and uses requires that BLM maintain, amend, and
when necessary, revise its land use plans. Typically, the life of a land use plan is about 20 years.

What is next?
The BLM will accept public comments on the Draft MMP Amendment/EIS for the next 90 days.

Based on public comments received, the agency will prepare a proposed Final Craters of the
Moon National Monument and Preserve MMP Amendment/EIS and ROD.
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Craters of the Moon National Monument 1
Draft MMP Amendment

The BLM, Twin Falls District, Shoshone Field Office is preparing a Draft MMP Amendment/EIS
addressing livestock grazing management on public lands within the Craters of the Moon National
Monument and Preserve (Monument). The 2007 MMP dictates management over National
Monument and Preserve lands and resources. This MMP Amendment will guide livestock grazing
management on BLM lands within the Monument boundary. Figure 1.1, “Craters of the Moon
National Monument and Preserve Agency Management”, shows the administrative breakdown of
Monument Lands. Please note that the National Park Service (NPS) Monument and Preserve
lands are those administered by NPS, and no grazing is permitted there.

The preparation and adoption of a land use plan, or MMP Amendment in this case, by BLM is a
Federal action subject to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended.
NEPA requires that an EIS be prepared for any Federal action that may significantly affect the
human environment. This Draft MMP Amendment/EIS has been prepared in accordance with
NEPA, the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) regulations on the implementation of
NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), the Resource Management Planning regulations (43 CFR 1610.1 et
seq.), the BLM National Environmental Policy Handbook (H-1790-1), and the BLM’s Land Use
Planning Handbook (H-1601-1). It analyzes and discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of the alternatives considered.

FLPMA requires the BLM to develop, maintain, and revise land use plans to ensure public lands
are managed in accordance with the principles of multiple use and sustained yield. FLPMA
recognizes the nation’s need for minerals, food, timber, and fiber from public land as well as the
importance of maintaining some lands in their natural condition to provide food and habitat for
fish and wildlife and opportunities for outdoor recreation.

This MMP Amendment is also subject to the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA),
as amended and affords the public the opportunity to comment under Section 106 and the State
Protocol Agreement (2014), Stipulation IV.B.

This Draft MMP Amendment/EIS will provide the BLM with a comprehensive framework for
administering grazing on public lands and analyzes the future use and management direction of
the many natural and cultural resources found in the planning area over the next 20+ years.
Within the planning area, BLM manages approximately 275,100 acres of public land surface in
Blaine, Butte, Lincoln, Minidoka, and Power counties. Table 1.1, “Land Ownership within

the Planning Area”, describes the land surface ownership. The management discussed in this
analysis and the decisions to be made based on the MMP Amendment/EIS are within the BLM’s
administrative authority and responsibilities.
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Figure 1.1. Craters of the Moon National Monument and Preserve Agency Management

1.1. How to Read this Document

This Draft EIS (1) provides the BLM with sufficient information to make informed, reasoned
decisions concerning the planning area, and (2) informs the public about potential management

options.

This document is organized to provide the reader with sufficient information to understand (1)
the issues to be addressed, (2) the range of management actions available to address issues, (3)
the environment in which these issues occur, and (4) the consequences of these actions for the

human environment.
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Craters of the Moon National Monument 3
Draft MMP Amendment

e Chapter 1 (Introduction) introduces the planning area and describes the purpose and need for
the MMP Amendment. This chapter provides a brief description of the area, scoping and
planning issues, DFCs, planning criteria and process, and consistency with other plans.

e Chapter 2 (Alternatives) provides detailed descriptions of the five alternatives and how they
were developed. It summarizes environmental consequences by alternative and, as appropriate,
their effectiveness in achieving objectives, thus providing a clear basis for choice among
alternatives. It also summarizes alternatives that were considered, but dropped from further
analysis.

e Chapter 3 (Affected Environment) describes the planning area’s existing conditions that would
affect or be affected by the management actions being considered. This chapter provides the
baseline for analyzing the effects of the alternatives discussed in Chapter 4.

e Chapter 4 (Environmental Consequences) presents a detailed analysis of the consequences of
implementing each alternative, including the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. Both
short- and long-term impacts are discussed.

e Chapter 5 (Consultation and Coordination) provides information on how consultation was
conducted, opportunities for public involvement, and how the BLM will respond to comments.

1.2. Purpose and Need for the Monument Management Plan
Amendment

The BLM published the MMP in 2007. In 2008, Western Watersheds Project (WWP) filed a
complaint in the United States District Court for the District of Idaho (Court) alleging the
Secretary of the Interior and the BLM violated NEPA and FLPMA when the BLM issued RODs
on 16 RMPs between 2004 and 2008, including the Craters of the Moon MMP. In 2011, after
briefing and oral argument, the Court noted that,

“... the MMP/EIS failed to adequately address the best science and the agency’s
own policies designed to protect that habitat. Moreover, the MMP/EIS failed to
discuss alternatives to the status quo regarding grazing.”

Specifically, the Court found that the EIS supporting the 2007 MMP planning decision violated
NEPA and FLPMA by (1) failing to consider a no-grazing alternative, (2) failing to consider the
recommendations for sage-grouse conservation contained within a 2004 Nature Conservancy
Report [Jurs & Sands, 2004] and the 2004 Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
(WAFWA) Conservation Assessment, (3) failing to fully discuss the agency’s Special Status
Species Policy and National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy, and (4) failing to
consider any alternative that would have reduced grazing levels. In November 2012, the Court
ordered the BLM to correct these defects. The BLM has done so with two RMP amendment
processes supported by EISs.

Prior to beginning the amendment process, a national strategy for sage-grouse management
was initiated through issuance of BLM's Instruction Memorandum (IM) No. 2012-044. The
IM provided direction to all of the planning efforts across the range of sage-grouse to consider
applicable conservation measures when revising or amending RMPs in sage-grouse habitat.
The IM also directed BLM to consider the measures set forth in "A Report on National Greater
Sage-Grouse Conservation Measures" [NTT Report, 2011]. The national planning strategy
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4 Craters of the Moon National Monument
Draft MMP Amendment

responded to an increasing national concern over the future of the sage-grouse and its habitat,
including the U.S. Fish & Wildlife's March 2010 finding that sage-grouse was "warranted but
precluded" from listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

As part of the national planning strategy, the BLM developed the GRSG ARMPA which
considered sage-grouse conservation measures from the NTT Report. Specifically, the ID/SW MT
GRSG ARMPA amended 29 BLM and U.S. Forest Service land use plans for twelve BLM field
offices in Idaho and southwestern Montana, including the 2007 Craters of the Moon MMP.

An alternative submitted by Idaho Governor Butch Otter was considered and analyzed in the
GRSG ARMPA. The GRSG ARMPA analyzed reduced-grazing and no-grazing alternatives as
well. The Craters of the Moon MMP Draft EIS/Amendment also analyzes reduced-grazing and
no-grazing alternatives at the local level for the planning area.

At the completion of the Craters of the Moon MMP Amendment, the BLM’s goal is to have a land
use plan for the Craters of the Moon planning area that includes the following: (1) sage-grouse
specific conservation measures that help to alleviate threats to sage-grouse in the Monument and
(2) management actions and goals for livestock grazing within the Monument that will guide
management of those BLM lands.

In short, the GRSG ARMPA now addresses the Court-identified defects in the 2007 MMP
associated with sage-grouse analysis. The Craters of the Moon MMP EIS/Amendment will
incorporate its outcomes as stipulated, and address all of the Court’s deficiencies, specifically the
lack of no-grazing and reduced-grazing alternatives.

The Court Order did not vacate the 2007 MMP, thus management direction regarding livestock
grazing and sage-grouse habitat found in the existing plan did not change. In 2015, the GRSG
ARMPA amended the Craters of the Moon MMP. The No Action alternative for this Amendment
is the 2007 MMP as amended by the GRSG ARMPA. The decisions in the Craters of the Moon
MMP that were made through the GRSG ARMPA amendment process will not vary among

the alternatives in this Amendment process. The alternatives developed for this Draft MMP
EIS/Amendment are consistent and comply with the DFCs found in the GRSG ARMPA and the
2007 MMP, except for Alternative D which is not consistent with the 2007 MMP livestock DFC
to “provide livestock forage on a sustainable basis for the life of the plan”.

1.2.1. Purpose

The purpose of this MMP Amendment is to update the 2007 MMP’s grazing management
direction to make it consistent with current laws, regulations, and policies regarding greater
sage-grouse habitat conservation. More specifically, its purpose is to consider a range of NEPA-
and FLPMA-compliant management options for livestock grazing and greater sage-grouse on
BLM-managed lands in the planning area in a manner that maintains the Monument values listed
in Proclamation 7373, which expanded the Monument in 2000.

The BLM will analyze a reasonable range of livestock grazing management alternatives consistent
with goals for the greater sage-grouse and its habitat outlined in the BLM’s current policies, the
existing objectives for vegetation and wildlife resource management as identified in the DFCs

in the 2007 Craters of the Moon MMP, Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines

for Livestock Grazing Management (Standards), protection of Monument Values, as well as
other relevant agency policies and guidance.
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Proclamation 7373 provides the basis for the protection, conservation, and enjoyment of
Monument Values or Objects by declaring “Craters of the Moon holds the most diverse and
youngest part of the lava terrain that covers the southern Snake River Plain of Idaho, a broad
plain made up of innumerable basalt lava flows during the past 5 million years. The most
recent eruptions at the Craters of the Moon took place about 2,100 years ago and were likely
witnessed by the Shoshone people, whose legend speaks of a serpent on a mountain who, angered
by lightening, coiled around and squeezed the mountain until the rocks crumbled and melted,
fire shot from cracks, and liquid rock flowed from the fissures as the mountain exploded.” The
original Proclamation, subsequent proclamations and legislation, and the public planning process
associated with the 2007 MMP, resulted in the identification of all Monument Values/Objects
related to the importance of the Monument. For the purposes of this plan amendment, Monument
Values/Objects, as identified through proclamations, legislation, and the public scoping process,
to be protected will refer to:

e All volcanic features in the Monument, including, but not limited to kipukas, craters, cones,
lava flows, caves, and fissures

The Great Rift

Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas

Scenic vistas and great open landscapes

Important habitat for Greater sage-grouse

Historic and traditional relationships with the land including but not limited to traditional
ranching, hunting, and all traditional Native American practices

1.2.2. Need

This MMP Amendment is needed to cure deficiencies identified by the Court in the 2007
MMP/EIS. The Court found that BLM failed to adequately address the current science and agency
policies designed to protect sage-grouse habitat, primarily with regard to managing livestock
grazing in Monument. The Court also found that BLM failed to consider a range of alternatives
related to livestock grazing, including consideration of a no-grazing alternative or any alternative
that reduced grazing. As discussed above, the GRSG ARMPA addresses the Court-identified
defects associated directly with sage-grouse habitat conservation, while the need for the Craters of
the Moon MMP Amendment is to address defects in the range of livestock grazing management
alternatives considered. Both amendments utilize and observe the 2004 Nature Conservancy
Report [Jurs & Sands, 2004], WAFWA Conservation Assessment, BLM’s Special Status Species
Policy, and the National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy.

The MMP Amendment also needs to maintain compliance with FLPMA, the Monument values
listed above, the objectives for vegetation and wildlife management identified in the DFCs in the
2007 MMP, Standards, as well as other relevant agency policies and guidance.

1.3. Planning Area and Maps

The planning area is located in south-central Idaho in Blaine, Butte, Lincoln, Minidoka, and
Power counties. It extends roughly from the Snake River near Lake Walcott, north to Arco,
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Idaho Figure 1.2, “Planning Area Overview Map”. It is a component of the BLM’s National
Conservation Lands (NCL) and contains NPS Monument, NPS Preserve, and BLM Monument
lands Figure 1.1, “Craters of the Moon National Monument and Preserve Agency Management”.

National Conservation Lands

Craters of the Moon National Monument and Preserve is a component of the BLM’s NCL. The
mission of the NCL is to conserve, protect, and restore these nationally significant landscapes that
are recognized for their outstanding cultural, ecological, and scientific values.

NCL are part of an active, vibrant landscape where people live, work, and play. They offer
exceptional opportunities for recreation, solitude, wildlife viewing, exploring history, scientific
research, and a wide range of traditional uses. The NCL sustain these remarkable landscapes of
the American spirit for the future.

The Monument

Craters of the Moon National Monument was designated in 1924 by President Coolidge to
preserve its ‘lunar’ landscape thought to resemble that of the Moon and was described in the
Proclamation as a, “weird and scenic landscape peculiar to itself.” Since 1924, four other
presidential proclamations expanded and adjusted the Monument boundary, from roughly 25,000
to 53,000 acres. In November 2000, Presidential Proclamation 7373 expanded the Craters of the
Moon National Monument from approximately 50,000 acres to nearly 750,100 acres, where
management of exposed lava was transferred from BLM to NPS and BLM-managed lands were
included to assure protection for the entire Great Rift volcanic zone, a, “remarkable fissure
eruption together with its associated volcanic cones, craters, rifts, lava flows, caves, natural
bridges, and other phenomena characteristic of volcanic action which are of unusual scientific
value and general interest.” [Proclamation 7373, 2000]

Craters of the Moon is the largest basaltic volcanic field of dominantly Holocene (less than 10,000
years old) lava in the continuous United States. Its central focus is the Great Rift, a 52-mile
long crack in the earth's crust. The Great Rift is the source of a remarkably preserved volcanic
landscape with an array of exceptional features. Craters, cinder cones, lava tubes, deep cracks,
and vast lava fields form a volcanic sea on central Idaho's Snake River Plain. This composite
volcanic field was formed by a series of eight separate eruptive episodes separated by series of
quiet periods. The now dormant volcanic field is currently in the latest of these quiet periods.
Some lava flows traveled distances up to 43 miles from their vents, and some flows diverged
around areas of higher ground and rejoined downstream to form isolated islands of older terrain
surrounded by new lava. These areas are called ‘kipukas.’

Kipukas can provide a window to vegetative communities of the past that have been unmodified
by human influence like most of the remaining Snake River Plain. In many instances, the rugged
lava surrounding small pockets of soils has protected kipukas from people, animals, and even
exotic plants. As a result, a few of these kipukas represent some of the last nearly pristine and
undisturbed vegetation in the Snake River Plain, including relict stands of sagebrush that are
essential habitat for the sensitive greater sage-grouse populations. These tracts of vegetation are
remarkable benchmarks that aid in the scientific study of changes to vegetative communities from
recent human activity as well as the role of natural fire in the sagebrush steppe ecosystem.

Following the 2000 Monument expansion, NPS and the BLM completed a joint MMP to
guide all activities in the Monument and Preserve. Because of the different laws and policies
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constraining each agency, the process was hybridized to include all of the mandatory portions
of each agency’s planning process.

Key management objectives were identified in the 2007 Craters of the Moon MMP. Specific
management objectives in the 2007 MMP related to this planning effort include:

e Proactively protect and restore sagebrush steppe communities,
e Emphasize protection of vegetation resources in North Laidlaw Park,
e Maintain a road network suitable for aggressive fire management within the Monument, and

e Support a large and proactive integrated weed management program.
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1.3.1. Land Ownership and Administration in the Planning Area

The Monument is the planning area, as it is the unit covered by the 2007 MMP which will be
amended on the basis of this MMP Amendment/EIS. The Monument comprises lands managed
by the BLM, the NPS, and the State, as well as limited private land. Table 1.1, “Land Ownership
within the Planning Area”, provides the breakdown. State and private lands are grazed in
conjunction with the adjoining BLM lands throughout the majority of the planning area; however
the management actions included in this MMP Amendment/EIS apply only to BLM-managed
lands in the planning area.

Table 1.1. Land Ownership within the Planning Area

Land Ownership Acres Percent
BLM 275,100 37%
NPS 463,300 62%
State 8,200 1%
Private 6,600 1%

Craters of the Moon National Monument, Shoshone, Burley, and Upper Snake Field Offices
and the Planning Area

The 2000 Proclamation that designated the current Craters of the Moon National Monument and
Preserve boundary incorporated lands from three BLM Field Offices: Shoshone, Burley, and
Upper Snake, as well as National Park Service lands. Shoshone and Burley Field Offices lie
within the Twin Falls District, while the Upper Snake Field Office is in the Idaho Falls District.
Shoshone Field Office was named as the lead BLM office for Monument management, although
management of livestock grazing remained with the Field Office that originally managed those
allotments.

Of the 275,100 acres managed by BLM, 273,900 are currently available for livestock grazing.
Table 1.2, “Planning Area Livestock Grazing Administration” further summarizes the acres of
BLM lands that are available to grazing by which Field Office administers them. Figure 1.4,
“Allotment Administration” shows the location of these grazing lands and the allotments they
comprise by administering field office.

Table 1.2. Planning Area Livestock Grazing Administration

Livestock Grazing Administration BLM Acres Percent
Craters of the Moon National 110,800 40%
Monument

Burley Field Office 53,400 19%
Shoshone Field Office 34,000 13%
Upper Snake Field Office 75,500 28%

Chapter 1 Introduction
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1.3.2. Geographic and Social Setting

Socioeconomic conditions in these counties have followed roughly the same pattern as the rest of
the U.S. since 2008: a long upward trajectory in economic variables such as personal income
and employment was interrupted by the 2007-2009 recession. Although growth has resumed, the
growth rate has slowed from what it was prior to the onset of the recession. In contrast with many
other parts of the U.S. and Idaho, the five-county region has experienced net out-migration. In
other words, more residents have moved away from the area than have moved to the area. In spite
of this out-flow of residents, total population has increased due to local births.

The Monument plays multiple roles within the socioeconomic structure of the surrounding
community. Grazing feeds revenues into the local agricultural economy at multiple levels. The
Monument attracts visitors from outside the region, who spend money in local retail and service
industry outlets. In addition, Monument employees’ salaries and employee spending contribute to
the community economy. Payments in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) from the Federal government to the
State make an additional contribution to the regional economy.

1.4. Scoping

Scoping is a term used in the CEQ regulations to describe the early and open process for
determining issues to be addressed in an EIS. A list of stakeholders and other interested parties
is also confirmed and augmented during the scoping process. Scoping involves soliciting input
from other stakeholders, including other agencies, organizations, and the general public. It also
entails the internal, interdisciplinary review required by NEPA. Agency regulations and standard
procedures also play a role in determining the issues and alternatives to be considered in an EIS.

1.4.1. The Public Scoping Process

A Notice of Intent (NOI) informs the public of BLM’s intent to initiate the planning process and
prepare an EIS. It invites participation from affected and interested agencies, organizations,

and the general public in determining the planning criteria, scope, and significant issues to be
addressed in the alternatives. The NOI to prepare the Craters of the Moon Plan Amendment was
published in the Federal Register on June 28, 2013. This Notice served as the beginning of BLM’s
formal scoping process. The BLM also uses the NEPA public participation requirements to assist
the agency in satisfying the public involvement requirement under Section 106 of the NHPA.
Information about historic and cultural resources within the area potentially affected by the MMP
Amendment will assist the BLM in identifying and evaluating impacts to such resources in the
context of both NEPA and Section 106 of the NHPA.

A project email address and website were created when the NOI was published. The website
provided information on the open houses, instructions for submitting scoping comments, a link to
the Federal Register NOI, scoping information, and a link to the current management plan for
Craters of the Moon National Monument and Preserve.

A press release was sent out on July 22, 2013. Letters to interested parties and permittees were
sent on July 23, 2013. A public notice of the scoping meetings was placed in five newspapers and
ran in July and August. Newspapers included: The Times-News, The Arco Advertiser, The Post
Register, The Idaho Mountain Express, and the Idaho State Journal.

Chapter 1 Introduction
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In July and August of 2013, “open house” style scoping meetings were held in Rupert, Carey,
Arco and American Falls, Idaho. This format was used to encourage discussions about (1) issues
to be addressed in the plan, (2) concerns about the process/planning criteria, and (3) development
of the alternatives to be analyzed in the Draft MMP Amendment/EIS. At each meeting, at least
three members of the MMP Interdisciplinary (ID) Team, plus the BLM Monument Manager, were
available to answer questions. Maps and a presentation were also displayed. Some attendees
submitted written comments at that time. Forty individuals participated in these meetings (see
Table 1.3, “Scoping Meeting Locations, Dates, and Attendance”).

Cooperating Agency invitations were sent to five counties, five cities, and fourteen State and
Federal agencies. Blaine County, Power County, the City of American Falls, and the Idaho State
Department of Agriculture requested Cooperating Agency status. Memoranda of Understanding
(MOUs) have been signed with these four cooperators.

Table 1.3. Scoping Meeting Locations, Dates, and Attendance

Location Date Number of Public Attendees
Rupert City Hall July 30, 2013 1

Carey City Council August 1, 2013 20

Arco/Butte Business Incubator August 6, 2013 2

American Falls District Library August 9, 2013 18

The BLM initiated formal government-to-government consultation with the Shoshone-Paiute
Tribe through the Wings and Roots process in August 2013. Government-to-government
consultation with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes was initiated through correspondence in
September 2013 and in person on November 2013.

As a result of public scoping efforts, 26 responses were received. Responses were submitted in
the format of comment forms provided during public scoping meetings, letters, and e-mails.

For a detailed description of all issues identified during scoping, refer to the 2013 Craters of the
Moon National Monument Final Scoping Report. The report is available on the Craters of the
Moon MMP Amendment web site at: https://eplanning.blm.gov

1.4.2. Management Concerns

In addition to issues identified through public scoping, the scope of this analysis includes pertinent
BLM management concerns, as identified in the Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1).
Management concerns are generally of a program-specific nature, and while they may not be
externally generated or controversial, they deserve consideration in the planning process. The ID
team reviewed planning handbook direction as part of their internal, interdisciplinary review of
the proposal to identify the issues and concerns to be addressed. This resulted in refinement of
broad management concerns to reflect the context of this Draft MMP Amendment/EIS.

1.4.3. Issues and Concerns Addressed

The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook defines a planning issue as, “disputes or controversies
about existing and potential resource allocations, levels of resource use, production, and related
management practices” [USDI BLM, 2005a]). It is more than just a position statement about
current policies. An issue:

Chapter 1 Introduction
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e Has a cause and effect relationship with the proposed action or alternatives,
e [s within the scope of the analysis,

e Has not been decided by law, regulation, or previous decision, and

e [s amenable to scientific analysis rather than conjecture.

Issue identification is critical for alternative development for resource management planning.
For this Draft MMP Amendment/EIS, a three-step process was used to identify and group the
issues. First, the ID Team read all 26 scoping comment letters and identified 316 individual
comments. Next, they determined which comments were within the scope for analysis in this
amendment because they (1) suggest a reasonable alternative, (2) contribute to developing
reasonable alternatives, (3) contribute to developing design features or mitigation measures, (4)
suggest credible information or methodologies that should be considered during the analysis, (5)
present information that is relevant to the analysis, (6) describe changes to the proposed action
along with supporting reasons why the changes should be made, or (7) suggest analysis that is
necessary to make a reasoned choice among alternatives. They were grouped into nine broad
resource or management-driven concerns.

As noted above, management concerns are generally broad and program specific in nature but
were refined through ID team review to develop concerns specific to this analysis.

1.4.3.1. Issues and Concerns Used to Develop Alternatives

As outlined in section 1.2, Purpose and Need, alternative development in this Draft MMP
Amendment/EIS was driven primarily by law and regulation, as well as the 2012 Court Order,
rather than by specific environmental issues and concerns. The results of public scoping and
internal, interdisciplinary review were used to flesh out the alternatives framed in response to
the Court Order.

1.4.3.2. Issues and Concerns Analyzed in Greater Depth

Based on public scoping and internal, interdisciplinary review of the proposed amendment, the
following issues and concerns were identified to guide this analysis.

Monument Values: How will grazing management affect the values for which the Monument
was designated?

Soil Resources: How will grazing management changes affect planning area soils in terms of
erosion and compaction?

Water Resources: Water is a scarce commodity in the Monument. How will grazing management
changes affect riparian areas and playas?

Vegetation Resources: The Monument supports diverse and unique vegetation communities,
and the 2007 MMP mandates their protection. Some special status plant species occur within
these communities. How will potential changes in livestock grazing management affect these
communities and species? How will potential changes in livestock grazing management,
specifically those proposed by this amendment, affect fuel loads and fire behavior within the
Monument? How will they affect introduction and spread of noxious weeds?

Chapter 1 Introduction
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Wildlife and Fish: The Monument’s diverse habitats support important wildlife resources,
including some special status species. Greater sage-grouse are a serious concern. How will
changes in grazing management affect these wildlife species?

Native American Rights and Interests: The Monument is important to certain Native American
rights and interests. How will these be affected by changes in grazing management?

Cultural Resources: How will changes in grazing management affect protection of the
Monument’s cultural resources?

Visual Resources: The 2007 MMP recognized the importance of the Monument’s visual
resources. How would these resources be affected by changes in grazing management?

Wilderness Study Areas: The Monument includes several Wilderness Study Areas. How will
changes in grazing management affect these areas?

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics: How will lands with wilderness characteristics in the
Monument be affected by changes in grazing management?

Livestock Grazing: How will the proposed changes affect grazing management flexibility,
complexity, forage allocation, availability, and accessibility?

Travel and Transportation: The 2007 MMP recognized the importance of the road network for
fire management and control. How will changes in grazing management affect the road network?
How will roads that could potentially become unnecessary due to changes to grazing be treated?

Recreation and Visitor Experience: The monument provides unique opportunities for recreation
and tourism, and the 2007 MMP supports these activities. How will changes in grazing
management affect these opportunities?

Socioeconomic Values: Ranching is an important component of the local socioeconomic setting.
How will changes in grazing management affect counties, communities, and permittees?

Climate Change: How could BLM reduce management effects on climate change?

1.4.4. Issues and Concerns Considered but Not Analyzed in Depth

Several types of comments did not warrant in-depth analysis in the EIS because they did not
provide information that was helpful to make a reasoned choice among alternatives. Such
comments included, but were not limited to, (1) stating a personal opinion with no supporting
rationale, (2) discussing other projects or other project areas, (3) stating a disagreement with BLM
policy, (4) discussing decisions that have already been made, or (5) simply stating agreement or
opposition to the project. Such issues and concerns raised through public scoping and internal,
interdisciplinary review are noted below, followed by the BLM rationale for dropping them
from in-depth analysis.

Predator Control: Controlling predatory populations will benefit greater sage-grouse populations.

Rationale: Management and control of predators is outside the jurisdictional authority of BLM.

Scope of the MMP Amendment/EIS: The BLM should look beyond livestock grazing in the
Monument and update all components of the 2007 MMP.
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Rationale: The 2007 MMP process has already addressed and analyzed the other land use
allocations and activities within the planning area. The scope of this planning effort is limited to
resolving specific defects identified by the Court in 2012 (see Section 1.2, “Purpose and Need for
the Monument Management Plan Amendment”) which were not addressed in the 2015 GRSG
ARMPA. The BLM will focus on analyzing a range of reasonable alternatives for livestock
grazing management, including reduced- and no-grazing alternatives. DFCs, management goals,
and management actions that are not directly related to livestock management in the Monument
will remain unchanged.

ACEC Creation: The BLM should consider an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
designation for sage-grouse.

Rationale: While the BLM 1613 — Area of Critical Environmental Concern Manual (1988)
provides guidance on how the public can nominate ACECs, in this case it’s considered outside
the scope of this Draft MMP Amendment/EIS because it does not address the purpose and need
(see Section 1.2, “Purpose and Need for the Monument Management Plan Amendment”). The
analysis of ACEC nominations took place during the 2007 MMP planning process. The scope
of this planning effort is limited to resolving specific defects identified by the Court in 2012, as
discussed in Section 1.2, “Purpose and Need for the Monument Management Plan Amendment”.
The GRSG ARMPA preparers received an ACEC nomination for the protection of sage-grouse
that included part of the Monument. That nomination was considered in the GRSG ARMPA and
will not be considered again in this planning effort.

1.5. Planning Criteria/Legislative Constraints

Land use plans are changed through either a plan amendment or a plan revision. The process

for conducting plan amendments is basically the same as the land use planning process used in
creating RMPs, or in this case the 2007 MMP. Plan amendments (see 43 CFR 1610.5-5) change
one or more of the terms, conditions, or decisions of an approved land use plan. These decisions
may include those relating to desired outcomes; measures to achieve desired outcomes, including
resource restrictions; or land tenure decisions. Plan amendments are most often prompted

by the need to:

1. Consider a proposal or action that does not conform to the plan,

2. Implement new or revised policy that changes land use plan decisions, such as an approved
conservation agreement between the BLM and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),

3. Respond to new, intensified, or changed uses on public land, and/or

4. Consider significant new information from resource assessments, monitoring, or scientific
studies that change land use plan decisions.

The BLM regulations set out in the Code of Federal Regulations 43 CFR 1600 and the NEPA
process detailed in the CEQ regulations in 40 CFR 1500 guide preparation of plan amendments
and associated environmental review.

The regulations ensure that plan amendments are tailored to the identified issues and that
unnecessary data collection and analyses are avoided. Planning criteria are based primarily on
standards prescribed by applicable laws, regulations, and agency guidance, and consultation with
Native American Tribes. They are also based on consultation and coordination with public, other
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Federal, State, and local agencies and government entities. Planning criteria serves to keep
analysis of information pertinent to the planning area.

Below are the planning criteria and laws, regulations, and policies that form the basis for
these criteria and are relevant to each of the resource topics discussed in this Draft MMP
Amendment/EIS. This process will:

e Comply with NEPA, FLPMA, NHPA, the Idaho State Protocol Agreement with SHPO (2014),
Presidential Proclamation 7373, and all other applicable laws, regulations, and policies;

e Comply with the Court’s November 2012 order;

e Consider reasonable alternatives in accordance with regulations at 43 CFR part 1610 and
40 CFR part 1500;

e Only apply to public lands and the mineral estate managed by the BLM in Craters of the Moon;

e Follow the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook H-1601-1 and the BLM NEPA Handbook
H-1790-1 where appropriate;

e Comply with all applicable climate change policy and direction, including Secretarial Order
#3289, Amendment 1;

e Comply with guidance found in the BLM Manual 6100 - National Landscape Conservation
Systems;

e Comply with guidance found in the BLM Manual 6220 - National Monuments, National
Conservation Areas, and Similar Designations;

e Comply with guidance found in the BLM Manual 6840 - Special Status Species Management
and other policies related to Special Status Species;

e Comply with guidance found in the BLM Manual 6310 - Conducting Wilderness Characteristics
Inventory on BLM Lands;

e Comply with guidance found in the BLM Manual 6320 - Considering Lands with Wilderness
Characteristics in the BLM Land Use Planning Process;

e Comply with guidance found in the BLM Manual 6330 - Management of Wilderness Study
Areas;

e Comply with guidance found in the BLM Manual 6280 - Management of National Scenic
and Historic Trails and Trails Under Study or Recommended as Suitable for Congressional
Designation;

e Include broad-based public participation;

e Include coordination with State, local, and Tribal governments to ensure that BLM considers
provisions of pertinent plans; seeks to resolve any inconsistencies among State, local, and
Tribal plans; and provides ample opportunities for State, local, and Tribal governments to
comment on the development of the Plan Amendment;
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e Rely on available inventories of the lands and resources as well as data gathered during the
planning process, including, but not limited to, Habitat Assessment Framework data collected
in 2012 and 2013;

e Follow requirements to address greater sage-grouse habitat and conservation as outlined in the
National Sage-Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy and the subsequent GRSG ARMPA;

e Consider actions that will ensure BLM lands in Craters of the Moon meet or make significant
progress toward meeting Idaho’s Standards;

e Use Geographic Information Systems (GIS) and incorporate geospatial data to the extent
practicable and Federal Geographic Data Committee standards and other applicable BLM data
standards will be followed,;

e Incorporate and observe the principles of multiple use and sustained yield;
e Involve consultation with Native American tribal governments;
e Recognize valid existing rights; and

e Use analysis in the 2007 Craters of the Moon Final EIS to the extent possible and practicable.
1.6. Planning Process

The process for the development, approval, maintenance, and amendment or revision of RMPs, in
the case of the 2007 MMP, is initiated under Section 202(f) of FLPMA and Section 202(c) of
NEPA. When developing a land use plan, BLM uses a multi-step process, some of which may
happen concurrently. Where more detailed management direction is required, BLM will prepare
and analyze activity plans after the MMP Amendment’s completion.

The steps in this process are:

e Issues Identification. The BLM identifies issues and concerns through the scoping process,
which includes the public, State and local governments, other Federal agencies, and internal,
interdisciplinary review. Issues are also identified through consultation with Native American
tribes.

e Criteria Development. Planning criteria are drafted to ensure decisions are made to address
issues pertinent to the planning effort. They are derived from a variety of sources, including
applicable laws and regulations, existing management plans, other agencies’ programs, tribal
consultation, and public scoping.

e Data and Information Collection. Data and information on the natural and cultural resources
in the planning area are collected based on the planning criteria and issues developed during
scoping.

e Analysis of the Management Situation. Current natural and cultural resource management
practices are assessed to identify issues and potential opportunities in the planning area.

e Alternatives Formulation. A reasonable range of management alternatives are developed that
address issues identified during scoping and meet the purpose and need.
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e Alternatives Assessment. The effects of each alternative are analyzed, including the No
Action Alternative.

e Preferred Alternative Selection. The alternative that best resolves planning issues is identified
as the Preferred Alternative.

e Management Plan Selection. First, the Draft MMP Amendment/EIS is made available for
public review for at least 90 days. After comments have been received and analyzed, the
document is modified as necessary. The Final EIS and Proposed MMP Amendment are then
published and made available for a 30-day protest period concurrent with a 60-day Governor’s
consistency review. Land use plan decisions are subject to protest in accordance with planning
guidance, and any protest would be resolved by the National BLM Director. If the Idaho BLM
Director approves a Final MMP Amendment, then a Record of Decision would be signed by
the Director to approve it.

e Implementation and Monitoring. The management measures outlined in the approved MMP
amendment would be implemented on the ground, and future monitoring conducted to test
their effectiveness.

1.6.1. Relationship to BLM Policies, Plans, and Programs

According to FLPMA (Section 209 [9]), “...the Secretary shall, to the extent he finds practical,
keep apprised of State, local, and tribal land use plans; assure that consideration is given to those
State, local, and tribal plans that are germane in the development of land use plans for public
lands; assist in resolving, to the extent practical, inconsistencies between Federal and non-Federal
government plans, and shall provide for meaningful public involvement of State and local
government officials, both elected and appointed, in the development of land use programs, land
use regulations, and land use decisions for public lands, including early public notice of proposed
decisions which may have a significant impact on non-Federal lands.”

If these entities do not have officially approved or adopted resource-related plans, then RMPs
and their amendments must, to the extent practical, be consistent with those entities’ officially
approved and adopted resource-related policies and programs. This consistency will be
accomplished so long as BLM RMPs and amendments incorporate the policies, programs, and
provisions of public land laws and regulations.

As previously described, this MMP Amendment/EIS will amend the existing 2007 MMP. The
2007 MMP covers a broad area and addresses a wide range of programs, concerns, and resources.
It must, therefore, function at a general level. Decisions still valid in the 2007 MMP have been
carried forward.

The BLM is required to manage lands in accordance with the Fundamentals of Rangeland Health
and Standards and Guidelines for Grazing Administration [43 CFR 4180]. These Fundamentals
are minimum standards for watersheds, ecological processes, water quality, and wildlife

habitat. They also dictate that if it is determined that livestock grazing management needs to be
changed to meet the Fundamentals of Rangeland Health that it must be done within one year

of the determination. Each state has implemented its own specific Standards related to these
fundamentals. Idaho’s Standards and Guidelines are provided in Appendix H.

The more specific actions required to attain the goals and DFCs defined in the 2007 Plan
and carried forward in this EIS are accomplished through monitoring and implementation
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plans. These plans apply to specific program areas, projects, or operational and development
strategies for specific areas of the planning area. Because planning is an ongoing and continuous
process, this MMP Amendment must be viewed as a dynamic document. Future, site-specific
implementation plans would use the goals and DFCs defined in the 2007 MMP as their starting
point. Implementation plans for actions with potential environmental effects would require formal
alternatives analysis in compliance with NEPA and related legislation. All such documents would
be prepared with the appropriate level of public input.

1.6.2. Data Summary

The interdisciplinary planning team used the most accurate and current data available when
analyzing the impacts of alternatives, so it was essential that data was from reliable and reputable
scientific sources. In addition to the BLM, Federal agencies such as the U.S. Geological Survey,
USFWS, NPS, and Department of Energy, and State of Idaho agencies, including Fish and Game,
Department of Lands, Office of Species Conservation, Department of Commerce, and Department
of Agriculture, have provided high-quality GIS data and tabular data that was used in the analysis.

Data collection efforts throughout 2012 and 2013 included Habitat Assessment Framework data
collection for allotments within the Monument. Data were collected at nearly 400 sites, and the
information has been used to determine seasonal greater sage-grouse habitat suitability within
the Monument. In addition, a number of telemetry studies have been initiated in the Twin Falls
District over the last several years. Data collected from those studies regarding the movement of
sage-grouse in the vicinity of and within the Monument will be used in this Plan Amendment/EIS.

New and existing resource information in the Shoshone Field Office, including existing GIS
thematic maps (i.e., fire history, range improvements, vegetation treatments, land status, cultural
resources, etc.), monitoring data, and grazing files, was used in formulating alternatives and in
the impact analysis.

The ID team has reviewed, updated, and evaluated its data collection and has no additional data
needs. They have compiled the data and put it into a digital format for use during the planning
process and to develop resource maps for the MMP Amendment/EIS.

Pre-existing digital data has been updated to the same standards required for new data where
practical. The process of reviewing and updating data is important to the adequacy of the planning
process, as the data is needed to quantify resources, create updated maps, and analyze information
during alternative formulation. New data generated as part of the MMP Amendment/EIS process
will meet applicable established standards and will be available to the public upon request at the
completion of the project.

Metadata must be created and appropriately maintained for GIS data to be used in review.
Metadata is information about data and/or geospatial services, such as content, source, vintage,
spatial scale, accuracy, projection, responsible party, contact information, method of collection,
and other descriptions. Reliable metadata development, structured in a standardized manner, is
essential to ensuring that data are used appropriately and any resulting analysis is creditable.

The ID Team did not receive any new data from sources outside of the BLM and Idaho
Department of Fish and Game during scoping.
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1.6.3. Collaboration

The BLM approaches planning based on collaboration, in which interested groups and people,
often with varied or opposing interests, work together to seek solutions for managing BLM
lands. Collaboration mandates methods, not outcomes; and does not imply that parties will
achieve consensus. Collaboration implies that tribal, State, and local governments, other Federal
agencies, and the public will be involved well before the planning process is underway, rather
than only at specific points stipulated by regulation and policy. Cooperating local, State, and
Federal agencies have been a part of the MMP Amendment effort to the fullest extent possible.
During plan implementation, BLM will continue partnerships with those entities to select high
priority projects and resolve emerging issues.

1.6.3.1. Intergovernmental, Interagency, and Tribal Relationships

Section 202(c)(9) of FLPMA requires BLM to provide for public involvement of other Federal
agencies and State and local government officials in developing land use decisions for public
lands, including early public notice of proposed decisions that may have a significant effect on
lands other than BLM. It also requires that the BLM, to the extent practical, keeps itself informed
of other Federal, State, and local plans; assures that consideration is given to those plans germane
to the development of BLM land use plan decisions; and assists in resolving inconsistencies
between Federal and non-Federal plans, if possible.

The CEQ regulations require an early and open process for identifying significant issues related to
a proposed action and obtaining input from the affected public prior to making a decision that
could significantly affect the environment. These regulations specify public involvement at
various junctures in the development of an EIS. The BLM designed an iterative review process
in order to capture issues from numerous public sources and to satisfy CEQ and FLPMA
requirements. These reviews consisted of:

e |D Team product development and internal agency review;

e Formal government-to-government consultation with Native American Tribes;

e Review from the Resource Advisory Council (RAC) and Cooperating Agencies;
e Review from Federal, State, and local agencies;

e Review and comment from the general public; and

e |D Team revisions based on this feedback.

1.6.3.2. Cooperating Agencies

The CEQ defines a cooperating agency as any agency that has jurisdiction, by law or special
expertise, with respect to any environmental impact involved in a proposal under the purview
of NEPA [40 CFR 1501.6]. Any Federal, State, or local government authority with such
qualifications may become a cooperating agency by agreement with the lead agency. Agencies
cooperating formally for this plan include the Idaho State Department of Agriculture, Blaine
County, Power County, and the City of American Falls.
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1.6.3.3. Tribes

Consultation and participation in the planning process by the Shoshone-Bannock and
Shoshone-Paiute Tribes began with publication of the Federal Register NOI. Throughout the
development of this Draft MMP Amendment/EIS, the Tribes have played an active role. Their
contributions will result in an amendment to the 2007 MMP that provides for better, more
responsive land stewardship.

Consultation with the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes is conducted through the Wings and Roots Native
American Campfire, an established government-to-government consultation process. Plans for
the Draft MMP Amendment/EIS were first presented to the Tribes at a Wings and Roots meeting
in August 2013. The Shoshone-Paiute Tribe has indicated that they are interested in any action
that would result in ground disturbances or impacts to sage-grouse. Government-to-government
consultation with the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes was initiated through correspondence in
September 2013 and in person with the tribal Environmental Staff on November 13, 2013. No
formal comments have been received to-date from the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe, but they did
informally indicate they were most concerned with management actions that might affect tribal
access, native plants, and sagebrush obligates. The BLM will continue to collaborate with the
Tribes during the ongoing planning process.

1.6.3.4. Other Federal Agencies

Other Federal agencies contributed to the planning process through comments and cooperation
throughout the planning process. We have received written comments from the EPA and NPS and
have been in contact with USFWS.

1.6.3.5. Other Stakeholder Relationships

The Twin Falls RAC is a 15-member advisory panel which provides advice and recommendation
to the BLM on resources and land management issues. Membership includes a cross section

of Idahoans representing energy, tourism and commercial recreation, environmental, and
archaeological or historic interests, as well as elected officials, a tribal representative, and the
public-at-large. Council members are selected for their ability to provide informed, objective
advice on a broad array of public-land issues, and their commitment to collaboration in seeking
solutions to those issues. RAC members are updated and coordinated with throughout the
planning process.

WWP submitted three comment letters (two dated August 21, 2013 and one dated August

23, 2013) during scoping that suggested a number of issues and concerns they felt should be
addressed in the MMP Amendment. They also met with BLM representatives on July 1, 2014, to
discuss the alternatives the ID Team developed. They have been active in the initial stages of the
planning process and will continue to be involved throughout the process.

1.7. Related Plans

In addition to the Federal mandates and guidelines mentioned above, the planning team considered
a number of existing management plans, programmatic documents, and implementation plans
in the preparation of this Draft MMP Amendment and EIS. The MMP Amendment will strive
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for consistency with plans and their revisions pertaining to lands included in and surrounding
the planning area, including, but not limited to, the following:

e County comprehensive plans for Blaine, Butte, Lincoln, Minidoka, and Power counties

e State agency plans and comprehensive wildlife conservation strategies

O

Idaho Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy, 2005

O

Idaho State Water Plan, 1996

o

Idaho Transportation Plan, 2004

o

Working for Recreation: The 2007-2010 IDPR Strategic Plan

o

Idaho Statewide Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation and Tourism Plan (SCORP), 2007-2010
o Conservation Plan for the Greater Sage-Grouse in Idaho, 2006

e Federal agency plans
o Craters of the Moon National Monument and Preserve MMP, 2007

o Craters of the Moon National Monument and Preserve Comprehensive Travel Management
Plan, 2009

o Idaho and Southwest Montana Sub-regional Greater Sage-Grouse Land Use Plan
Amendment and EIS/ROD, 2015

The BLM used applicable information from the land use plans and programmatic NEPA
documents to develop the management actions in Chapter 2.

The Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments for the Great Basin Region,
including the Greater Sage-Grouse Sub-Regions of Idaho and Southwest Montana, Nevada
and Northeastern California, Oregon, and Utah

In response to a 2010 determination by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) that the listing
of the Greater sage-grouse (GRSG) under the ESA was “warranted, but precluded” by other
priorities, the BLM, in coordination with the US Forest Service, developed a landscape-level
management strategy, based on the best available science, that was targeted, multi-tiered,
coordinated, and collaborative. This strategy offers the highest level of protection for sage-grouse
in the most important habitat areas. It addresses the specific threats identified in the 2010 USFWS
“warranted, but precluded” decision and the USFWS 2013 Conservation Objectives Team report.

The ROD and approved RMP Amendments are for the Great Basin Region Greater Sage-Grouse
Sub-Regions of Idaho and Southwestern Montana, Nevada and Northeastern California,
Oregon, and Utah. The Craters of the Moon planning areas falls within the Sub-regional Idaho
and Southwestern Montana Approved Amendment area. The Amendments include habitat
management direction that avoids and minimizes additional disturbance in sage-grouse habitat
management areas. Moreover, they target restoration of and improvements to the most important
areas of habitat. Management under the approved Amendments is directed through land use
allocations that apply to sage-grouse habitat. These allocations accomplish the following:
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* Eliminate most new surface disturbance in the most highly valued sagebrush ecosystem areas
identified as Sagebrush Focal Areas

* Avoid or limit new surface disturbance in Priority Habitat Management Areas (PHMA) and
Important Habitat Management Areas (IHMA), of which Sagebrush Focal Areas are a subset

* Minimize surface disturbance in General Habitat Management Areas (GHMA)

In addition to protective land use allocations in habitat management areas, the Amendments
include a suite of management actions, such as establishing disturbance limits, sage-grouse habitat
objectives, mitigation requirements, monitoring protocols, and adaptive management triggers
and responses. They also include other conservation measures that apply throughout designated
habitat management areas.

The cumulative effect of these measures is to conserve, enhance, and restore sage—grouse habitat
across the species’ remaining range in the Great Basin Region and to provide greater certainty
that BLM land use decisions in sage-grouse habitat across the species’ remaining range in the
Great Basin Region can lead to conservation of the sage-grouse and other sagebrush-steppe
associated species in the region.

The scope of the Craters of the Moon Draft MMP Amendment/EIS is more narrow than that of the
broader GRSG ARMPA. Specifically, the Craters of the Moon Draft MMP Amendment is focused
on livestock grazing management decisions within the Monument. While the two planning
efforts overlap to a limited extent, they focus on separate and distinct planning decisions to be
made at different geographic scales. The GRSG ARMPA broadly addresses livestock grazing
best management practices, sets a prioritization scheme whereby grazing permits will be renewed
to incorporate GRSG protections, and provides for sage-grouse conservation across Idaho and
southwestern Montana. The Craters of the Moon Draft MMP Amendment/EIS specifically
considers the allocation of AUMs within the Monument and the availability of Monument lands
for grazing.

1.8. Overall Vision

1.8.1. Desired Future Conditions

DFCs or goals are the primary focal points for implementing the MMP, and should reflect the
values of the management agency and general public by expressing a desired condition for the
area’s natural and cultural resources in the foreseeable future. DFCs are very broad statements
used to describe the most desirable future condition of resources and/or land uses within

the planning area. DFCs aid BLM in identifying actions that will most effectively address
unsatisfactory resource conditions, as required by laws and regulations, national policy (e.g.,
BLM Strategic Plan Goals), State Director guidance, and resource or social considerations.

The listed DFCs do not describe specific actions needed to attain those conditions, but rather are
the future vision for the Monument used to develop a course of action. They resulted from

a collaborative process involving the ID Team, and include concepts from existing planning
document decisions. DFCs were also developed through consultation with Native American
Tribes. The following DFCs were developed during the original 2007 planning process from
issues or concerns raised by the public and the ID Team during scoping. Addressing these 2007
MMP DFCs remains an objective of this MMP Amendment/EIS. The Court Order did not vacate
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the 2007 MMP; management direction regarding livestock grazing and sage-grouse habitat found
in the existing plan will remain in effect and is now amended by the GRSG ARMPA. Where there
may be conflicts, the DFCs of the GRSG ARMPA take precedence over the 2007 MMP DFCs
(Appendix C). The pertinent 2007 MMP DFCs for this planning effort are as follows. A complete
list of the 2007 MMP DFC:s is contained in Appendix B.

1.8.1.1. Soil and Water Resources

Soils are stable and functional. The amount of bare mineral soil and cover of perennial vegetation,
litter, and biological soil crust are within 10% of that expected for the ecological site.

Riparian areas and wetlands within the planning area are maintained, restored, or enhanced
so that they provide diverse and healthy habitat and water quality conditions for riparian- and
wetland-obligates and other wildlife species.

1.8.1.2. Vegetation Resources

The high ecological condition of the vegetation of North Laidlaw Park and Bowl Crater is
maintained.

There is no net loss, and preferably a net gain, of sagebrush steppe communities over the life
of the plan.

Native plant communities sustain biodiversity and provide habitat for native wildlife.

Woodland communities are maintained as healthy mixed-age communities within their natural
range and distribution.

Natural ecological processes are the dominant factor in determining the composition and
distribution of plant communities in the Preserve and Wilderness areas.

Continuity of habitat for special status species and general wildlife is emphasized.

Preventing or limiting the spread of noxious weeds using integrated weed management
perpetuates the natural condition and biodiversity of the planning area.

The areas dominated by invasive annual species are minimized.

Kipukas in the Pristine Zone (Figure 2.3, “Craters of the Moon National Monument and Preserve
Management Zones”) are free of noxious weeds.

Sustainable forage is available for livestock and wildlife.

All plant communities are in or making progress toward Fire Condition Class 1.

1.8.1.3. Fish and Wildlife

Habitat within the planning area supports a diverse range of native wildlife species and gives the
public high-quality opportunities for wildlife-based recreation.

Habitat for migratory birds, including forage, water, cover, structure, and security is available
within the Monument to support healthy populations of resident and migrant species.
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Sage-grouse restoration habitat (R1 & R2) will achieve significant progress toward reclassification
as Key habitat. (See Section 3.2.4, “Wildlife and Fish, Including Special Status Species”.)

High-quality habitats for sagebrush-obligate species are provided.
Species composition in Key sage-grouse habitat will reflect site potential.

The DFCs of the GRSG ARMPA apply to the Monument as well. Where there may be conflicts,
the DFCs of the GRSG ARMPA take precedence over the 2007 MMP DFCs.

1.8.1.4. Wildfire Ecology and Fuels Management

Fire is allowed to function as a natural process in the Wilderness and Preserve.

1.8.1.5. Native American Rights and Interests

Traditional cultural properties of Native American tribes and access to those properties are
preserved within the Monument for the use and benefit of current and future tribal members.

For Native American tribes that have ties to this land as part of their ancestral homeland, the
Monument holds meaning and value and is a place where treaty rights and religious/sacred
traditions may be practiced in a manner supportive of the purpose of the Monument.

Agencies and tribes maintain a government-to-government relationship, and the agencies
routinely consult on matters involving the treaty interests and/or rights of tribes.

Tribal oral history will be considered and incorporated into interpretive materials, as well as
resource management.

1.8.1.6. Cultural Resources

The extent and condition of cultural resources and traditional cultural properties are documented
and adverse effects are avoided.

The agencies maintain a single, consolidated cultural resource database.

Archaeological resources either listed on or eligible to be listed on the National Register of
Historic Places are protected in an undisturbed condition unless it is determined through
appropriate consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) that disturbance or
natural deterioration is unavoidable.

The qualities that contribute to the eligibility for listing or listing of prehistoric/historic structures
and historic trails on the National Register are preserved and protected in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, unless it is determined through appropriate consultation that
disturbance or natural deterioration is unavoidable.

1.8.1.7. Visual Resources

Existing opportunities to experience solitude, dark night sky, and views of landscapes remain
substantially free of human intrusions.
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A primitive and natural visual setting is retained.
The visual integrity of Goodale’s Cutoff historic trail corridor remains protected.

Management activities meet or exceed adopted Visual Resource Management (VRM) classes.

1.8.1.8. Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas

Natural conditions in Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs), including air quality, dark
night skies, and natural quiet, are substantially free of human influences.

Air quality degradation and adverse impacts to air quality related values, particularly visibility,
within the Class I air quality area of the Craters of the Moon Wilderness Area do not occur.

Future generations enjoy the enduring wilderness resources of the Craters of the Moon
Wilderness, including its conservation, scientific, cultural, educational, and recreational benefits.

WSAS retain the wilderness values identified in the wilderness inventory and study process.

1.8.1.9. Livestock Grazing

Sustainable rangeland ecosystems are healthy; public rangelands are maintained or restored to
meet Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management
[USDI BLM, 1997].

Livestock forage is provided on a sustainable basis for the life of the plan, consistent with other
resource objectives and with public land use allocations.

Livestock developments are consistent with DFCs for natural, cultural, and visual resources.

1.8.1.10. Transportation and Travel Management

There is a net decrease of road mileage within the Monument.

The road system in the planning area provides access for visitors, permittees, non-Federal
landowners, and administrative needs while protecting those resources and values the Monument
was established to preserve.

The agencies coordinate road management inside and outside of the Monument in a cooperative
fashion with local government agencies so that the transportation system is managed in a
comprehensive, logical manner.

The agencies also work cooperatively with local government agencies to provide appropriate
access to the Monument and private lands within the Monument.

The road system within the planning area supports efficient response time for fire suppression
activities.

Most management direction related to travel and access is covered by management zone
allocation.
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1.8.1.11. Recreation and Visitor Experience

The Monument builds and maintains positive relationships with visitor user groups and education
organizations.

The public perceives the Monument as a single entity, and its management as a model of public
service.

The public understands and appreciates the area’s natural and cultural resources, including its
history and uses.

The public has access to Monument information and learning opportunities, both on- and off-site.

Information/orientation materials such as travel maps, safety bulletins, resource information, and
recreation information are available.

Visitors are offered a variety of interpretive media within the Frontcountry Zone.

1.8.1.12. Social and Economic Conditions

Gateway and other nearby communities benefit economically and socially from the presence of
the Monument.
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2.1. How to Read This Chapter

Development and evaluation of a reasonable range of alternatives is required by NEPA, CEQ
regulations [40 CFR1502.14], and BLM and NEPA planning handbooks (H-1601-1 and H-1790-1,
respectively). This Draft MMP Amendment/EIS evaluates five resource management alternatives
including the continuation of current management, or no action alternative. The process used in
deciding what topics needed to be analyzed in depth for this amendment, including incorporation
of consistent and valid management practices from the current land use plan is described in
Figure 2.1, “Process Used to Define Analysis Topics”. The process used to develop alternatives
to the current management alternative is depicted in Figure 2.2, “Process Used to Develop
Alternatives to Current Management (No Action)”. These alternatives constitute a range of
reasonable public-land management actions that set different priorities and measures.

Although each alternative has unique objectives and management actions, some management
actions are common to some or all alternatives. Each alternative represents a complete land use
plan amendment that could guide management in the planning area.

The alternatives were developed to address the purpose and need for action discussed in section
1.2. Management actions from the 2007 MMP that are still applicable were carried forward. Some
management actions were not considered because they: (1) did not meet BLM planning criteria
within the scope for this amendment, or (2) were not consistent with current policy or guidance.
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Figure 2.1. Process Used to Define Analysis Topics
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Figure 2.2. Process Used to Develop Alternatives to Current Management (No Action)

DFCs describe the goals or outcomes for the next 20+ years within the planning area (see
Section 1.8, “Overall Vision™). To support these broad DFCs, additional management actions
were developed for this MMP Amendment that describe a measurable process to achieve them.
DFCs are an important consideration in alternative development, MMP implementation, and
monitoring effectiveness. Management actions may vary across alternatives.

2.2. General Description of Alternatives

This draft MMP Amendment/EIS considers five alternatives. Alternative A is the current
management based on guidance from the 2007 MMP. Alternatives B, C, D, and E represent a
reasonable and feasible range of management options that emphasize different resource use
combinations, allocations, and management actions to address issues and improve consistency.
The management actions comprised by each alternative are identified in Section 2.5. Each
alternative represents a complete plan, developed to be flexible as technology and management
policies change. The decisions from the GRSG ARMPA apply to all alternatives.

Management Zones

All Federal lands within the Monument are currently assigned to one of four management
zones. The management zones - Frontcountry, Passage, Primitive, and Pristine - guide future
management actions within the Monument (see Figure 2.3, “Craters of the Moon National
Monument and Preserve Management Zones” and Table 2.1, “Management Zone Areas in Craters
of the Moon” for an acres breakdown). For a detailed description of each Zone, see the 2007
MMP. The basic concept of each Zone is as follows:

The Frontcountry Zone is defined by structures and grounds provided for visitor support services
such as information, education, and recreation. Access is easy and convenient and the encounter
rate with other visitors is very high.

The Passage Zone is intended to accommodate the flow of people and vehicles from one place to

another and to provide minimal accommodations such as parking, trailheads, primitive campsites,
and information kiosks or signs for people preparing to venture into the Primitive and/or Pristine

Zones of the Monument.
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The Primitive Zone provides an undeveloped, primitive, and self-directed visitor experience while
accommodating motorized and mechanized access on designated routes. Facilities are rare and
provided only where essential for resource protection.

The Pristine Zone includes mostly lava flows, designated Wilderness, and Wilderness Study
Areas. This zone provides an undeveloped, primitive, and self-directed visitor experience,
generally without motorized or mechanized access. Facilities are virtually nonexistent.

Table 2.1. Management Zone Areas in Craters of the Moon

Management Zone

BLM-Managed Acres

NPS-Managed Acres

Percent of BLM-
Managed Acres in the
Total Monument

Frontcountry Zone 218 2,070 <1%
Passage Zone 5,700 794 1%
Primitive Zone 202,100 10,146 27%
Pristine Zone 67,100 450,333 9%
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2.2.1. Alternative A

CEQ regulations at Section 1502.14(d) require an EIS to analyze the “No Action” Alternative.
The No Action Alternative is defined as no change from current management direction and may
also be referred to as “No Action” or “Alternative A” in this document. The existing designations,
allowable uses, and management actions contained in the 2007 MMP would continue to be
implemented, unless changed by laws, regulations, or policies.

Alternative A serves as the baseline for comparison with the other four alternatives.

The amount of forage allocated in the Monument is 38,187 animal unit months (AUMs, the
amount of forage needed to support a cow/calf pair or livestock equivalent for one month) and is
based on the best available GIS data. This total is based on the percentage of BLM land within the
Monument, compared to the total BLM land within each allotment. The 2007 MMP estimated the
forage available in the Monument based on the calculated percentage of each allotment within the
Monument compared to the size of the entire allotment, regardless of land ownership within the
allotment boundary. The GIS data at that time calculated the forage at 36,963 AUMSs. This is not
a change in the total forage allocation, merely a more accurate estimate of the current condition.

Actual livestock use for allotments in the Monument, however, has been much lower than the
permitted numbers since 1998 when Idaho Standards were implemented. The 15-year average
actual use for allotments in the Monument has been determined to be 11,791 AUMs with a range
of 7,744 AUMs to 16,805 AUMs in any particular year. The full range of Actual Use, while
accounting for fires, varying forage conditions, and permittee operations is 5,847 AUMs to 19,388
AUMs. This range is based on adding the low actual use for each allotment compared to the high
actual use for each allotment since 1997. Approximately 1,200 acres are currently unavailable for
grazing, leaving 273,900 acres of BLM land open to grazing in the Monument.

Under the No Action Alternative, livestock grazing would continue to be managed under direction
found in the 2007 MMP, which will be analyzed in two ways:

1. Actual use: 11,791 AUMs over 273,900 acres of public land based on a 15-year average
arrives at the existing condition.

2. Full permitted use: Active permitted livestock use of 38,187 AUMs annually over 273,900
acres of public land analyzes full implementation of the alternative.

In addition:
e No new areas of livestock exclusion would be proposed in this alternative.

e All management actions related to livestock grazing and sage-grouse management that were
outlined in the 2007 MMP would be carried forward. The decisions in the GRSG ARMPA are
common to all alternatives, including the No Action Alternative.

e Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health would be the driving force in determining livestock
grazing levels (permitted use) and practices (grazing systems) in the future, within the current
licensed use. Upon completion of Land Health Assessments (LHAs), it would be determined
whether Standards are being met, and if not, the causes for not meeting the Standard(s) would
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be determined. If current livestock grazing practices were determined to be the cause of an
allotment not meeting one or more standards, then livestock grazing practices would be
changed. Some practices that could be considered include, but are not limited to, changes in:

o Season or timing of use

o Duration and/or level of use (AUMs)

o Grazing schedules (including rest or deferment)

o Numbers of livestock

o Distribution of livestock use

o Kind of livestock (e.g., cattle, sheep, horses, or goats)
o Voluntary measures such as temporary non-use.

New range improvements for management of livestock would continue to be considered on a
case-by-case basis. All new livestock developments would be designed to benefit the resources
affected and help achieve Standards, and must be compatible with achievement of MMP
goals and objectives. No new livestock developments would be permitted in the Bowl Crater
Allotment or the North Pasture of Laidlaw Park Allotment unless they result in a net benefit to
those resources identified as needing improvement or protection.

2.2.2. Alternative B

Alternative B, emphasizes protection of Monument values and biological resources, including
habitat values for greater sage-grouse, through significantly reduced livestock grazing.

1.

Livestock grazing would be removed from 6 areas (Little Park kipuka, the North Pasture of
Laidlaw Park Allotment, Larkspur Park kipuka, the North Pasture of Bowl Crater Allotment,
Park Field kipuka, and part of the Craters Allotment) to eliminate livestock grazing impacts
to Monument features and values specifically mentioned in Proclamation 7373 (total of
19,800 acres). Existing pasture fences and natural barriers would be employed to exclude
grazing from these areas.

The boundary between the Kimama and Poison Lake Allotments would be adjusted to
coincide with the Monument boundary to resolve a management issue. Those acres in the
Kimama Allotment that are within the Monument would be absorbed into the Poison Lake
Allotment, and acres in the Poison Lake Allotment that are outside the Monument would
be absorbed into the Kimama Allotment.

Approximately 254,100 acres of public lands in the Monument would be available and
21,000 acres (closed areas plus those currently unalloted) would be unavailable for livestock
grazing for the life of the plan.

A 20% reduction from the 15-year average actual use would be applied to those areas
remaining available to livestock grazing, setting the maximum number of AUMs allowed
in the Monument to 9,432. AUM reductions would be implemented during the grazing
permit renewal process in order of priority, based on current policy. Reduction methods
could include the following:
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a. Meeting rangeland health Standards

b. Closing the areas identified in Alternative B and reducing the corresponding allotment
AUMs proportionately

c. Adjusting AUMs to reflect allotment boundary adjustment removing Kimama
Allotment from the Monument

d. Asking permittees for voluntary reductions or relinquishments

e. Reviewing site specific Monument values present in each allotment, such as geological
features, native biological communities, wilderness character and/or WSAs.

Range improvements would be restricted to only allow those that would be a net benefit to
wildlife habitat as determined by the Authorized Officer.

Guidelines for livestock grazing management (seasons of use, stocking rates, livestock type,
etc.) would be set based upon vegetation and wildlife habitat conditions/needs and would
be applied during the implementation of the Plan (the Standards and Guidelines/permit
renewal process).

2.2.3. Alternative C

Alternative C emphasizes maintenance or enhancement of intact vegetation communities and
biological integrity, and reduced impacts on greater sage-grouse habitat and life-cycle needs,
through increased flexibility to use grazing as an ecological management tool.

1.

Approximately 273,600 acres of public lands in the Craters of the Moon National Monument
would be available for livestock grazing and 1,500 acres (closed areas plus those currently
unalloted) would be unavailable for livestock grazing for the life of the plan.

The boundary between the Kimama and Poison Lake Allotments would be adjusted to
coincide with the Monument boundary to resolve a management issue. The Kimama
Allotment would be excluded from the Monument and those acres would be absorbed into
the Poison Lake Allotment thereby setting the maximum AUMs at 37,792. (See Figure 1.4,
“Allotment Administration” for a visual description.)

Where appropriate, livestock grazing could be a tool (seedings, fuel breaks, restrictions, etc.)
utilized to improve or protect wildlife habitat.

Guidelines for livestock grazing management in each allotment/for each permit (seasons of
use, stocking rates, livestock type, etc.) would be set based upon vegetation and wildlife
habitat conditions/needs and would be applied during implementation of the Plan (the
Standards and Guidelines/permit renewal process).

2.2.4. Alternative D

Alternative D emphasizes protection for geologic, cultural, and natural resources and features
through elimination of livestock grazing on BLM-administered lands within the Monument and
removal of infrastructure coincident to livestock grazing management on BLM lands.
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1. No grazing permits would be authorized in the Monument. No public lands would
be available for livestock grazing for the life of the plan. The current livestock use
authorizations would remain in effect for 2 years following the signing of the Record of
Decision (43 CFR 4110.4-2(b) (2005)).

2. All livestock developments (e.g., corrals, cattleguards, fences, tanks, troughs, pipelines,
reservoirs/ponds, spring developments, wells) on BLM-administered lands within the
Monument would be removed or decommisioned, unless needed for fire suppression.

3. Infrastructure and disturbance attributed to livestock use and livestock management would
be prioritized for removal, rehabilitation, or restoration.

4. Additional fencing may be required to keep livestock out of the Monument.

5. Monitoring data for allotments would still be collected and LHAs would still occur consistent
with priorities and current policy. Because of the intermingling of private and State lands
in the Monument and the BLM land adjacent to and contiguous with the Monument, each
allotment would also need to be evaluated to determine the extent to which additional
fencing would be required to enforce a grazing closure.

2.2.5. Alternative E

Alternative E emphasizes maintenance or enhancement of intact vegetation communities and
biological integrity, and reduced impacts on greater sage-grouse habitat and life-cycle needs,
while reducing permitted AUMs to maximum actual use levels. The AUM level in Alternative
B was a reduction based on average Actual Use levels, whereas this alternative’s AUM level is
based on the amount of use in each allotment since the implementation of Idaho’s Standards for
Rangeland Health. Use levels have fluctuated in the Monument based on variations in permitte
operations, fires and subsequent closures, drought, and other annual occurrences. This level takes
these variations into account and sets the AUM level based on the amount of grazing that has
resulted in the current conditions.

1. Approximately 272,800 acres of public lands in the Craters of the Moon National Monument
would be available for livestock grazing and 2,200 acres (closed areas plus those currently
unalloted) would be unavailable for livestock grazing for the life of the plan

2. A reduction from the full permitted 38,187 AUMs would be applied to those areas available
to livestock grazing, setting the maximum number of AUMs allowed in the Monument to
19,388. AUM reductions would be implemented during the grazing permit renewal process
in order of priority, based on current policy. Reduction methods could include the following:

a. Meeting applicable rangeland health Standards.
b.  Closing Larkspur Park and reducing the corresponding allotment AUMs proportionately

c. Adjusting AUMs to reflect allotment boundary adjustment removing Kimama
Allotment from the Monument

d. Asking permittees for voluntary reductions or relinquishments

e. Reviewing site specific Monument values present in each allotment, such as geological
features, native biological communities, wilderness character and/or WSAs.
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3. The boundary between the Kimama and Poison Lake Allotments would be adjusted to
coincide with the Monument boundary to resolve a management issue. The Kimama
Allotment would be excluded from the Monument and those acres would be absorbed into the
Poison Lake Allotment.(See Figure 1.4, “Allotment Administration” for a visual description.)

4. Larkspur Park kipuka would be closed to livestock grazing.

5. No net gain in disturbance from livestock-related infrastructure or developments would be
allowed. Any new infrastructure must follow previously established corridors/areas or be
offset by rehabilitation of disturbance elsewhere.

6. Where appropriate, livestock grazing could be a tool (seedings, fuel breaks, restrictions, etc.)
utilized to improve or protect wildlife habitat.

7. Livestock grazing management in each allotment/for each permit (seasons of use, stocking
rates, livestock type, etc.) would be set based upon vegetation and wildlife habitat
conditions/needs and would be applied during implementation of the Plan (the Standards and
Guidelines/permit renewal process).

2.3. Alternatives Considered but Not Analyzed in Detail

The ID Team members discussed and considered different alternative concepts and approaches
based on future planning trends, public comments, and BLM expertise. As a result of these
discussions, alternative themes were developed and revised to reflect a reasonable range of
options. Some proposed alternatives were not carried forward for detailed analysis due to the
following:

e They did not fulfill the requirements of FLPMA 43 United States Code (USC) Part 1701 et
seq. or other existing regulations.

e They did not meet the purpose and need as described in Chapter 1.

e They were outside the scope of the BLM’s authority.

A brief description of the alternatives considered, but not analyzed in detail is provided below.
Close All Kipukas to Grazing

The ID Team discussed closing all kipukas in the Monument to livestock grazing as a possible
alternative. This alternative was not analyzed in detail because it was deemed too similar to
Alternative D and would be duplicative. Most of the larger kipukas are analyzed for removing
livestock grazing in Alternative B, but the removal of livestock grazing from Laidlaw Park, the
Monument’s largest kipuka, is analyzed as part of Alternative D. It is also important to note that
not all kipukas in the Monument are representative of relic vegetation. For example, Laidlaw Park
has a number of rangeland seedings throughout. The rugged lava described in Proclamation 7373
did not, in this instance, protect Laidlaw Park from people, animals, and exotic plants. In addition,
making Laidlaw Park unavailable to livestock grazing would result in no livestock use in Laidlaw
Park, without affecting the AUM level across the rest of Monument. (This Amendment analyzes
Monument-wide AUMs. If livestock use was reduced in one place, the overall AUMs would be
reduced, but the reduction would have been localized and not applied over the entire Monument.)

Passive Restoration
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Passive restoration would be similar to Alternative D, but the BLM would have no active role in
restoring areas that were disturbed in the past. This alternative was not analyzed in detail because
it is not responsive to the purpose and need (Section 1.2, “Purpose and Need for the Monument
Management Plan Amendment”) and it is addressed with management action VEG-8 in the 2007
MMP, which emphasizes proactive restoration of areas with poor to fair biotic integrity through
active and passive means.

Aggressive Restoration

This alternative would be similar to Alternative D, but with more concerted effort to actively
return the Monument to its native state. Actions could include removal of undesirable vegetation
through chemical and mechanical means, reseeding native plant species, and removing human
infrastructure, for example. This alternative was not analyzed in detail because it is not responsive
to the purpose and need (Section 1.2, “Purpose and Need for the Monument Management Plan
Amendment”). Aggressive restoration is addressed in Alternative C, and restoration activities
outside of livestock grazing were already addressed in the 2007 MMP.

The Governor’s Sage-Grouse Alternative

The Governor’s sage-grouse alternative was considered in the BLM’s GRSG ARMPA. Addressing
the same alternative in two EISs would be duplicative and inconsistent with NEPA practice.
Section 1.2, “Purpose and Need for the Monument Management Plan Amendment” outlines

the roles of the GRSG ARMPA and this MMP Amendment/EIS. In addition, the Governor’s
alternative for the GRSG ARMPA was not limited to addressing grazing in the Craters of the
Moon National Monument and Preserve, which is the focus of this effort.

Western Watersheds Project Proposed Alternative

WWP submitted three comment letters (two dated August 21, 2013, and one dated August

23, 2013) during scoping that suggested a number of issues and concerns they felt should be
addressed in the MMP Amendment. None of these concerns were specifically identified by
WWP as a complete alternative, but rather as matters that needed to be taken into account by the
planning team. The ID Team subsequently crafted five alternatives using input from all the public
scoping comments BLM received, including the WWP comment letters.

On March 30, 2014, a representative of WWP requested a meeting with the BLM via e-mail to
discuss a WWP alternative. A meeting was held on July 1, 2014 with two representatives of
WWP and Idaho BLM to discuss WWP’s proposal. The BLM shared the draft alternatives the
planning team had developed, and WWP commented on those alternatives. WWP suggested that
Alternative C should be eliminated from analysis because they felt it was too similar to the No
Action Alternative. However, Alternative C was not eliminated from analysis as it provides

for flexible grazing management as a management tool and is thus substantially different from
the No Action Alternative. It is part of a range of reasonable alternatives, which is required

by CEQ NEPA regulations.

Based on this meeting, BLM summarized several WWP requests as a single alternative including
the following elements:

e BLM-managed land in Laidlaw Park would be unavailable for livestock grazing,
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e Remaining BLM Monument lands would be closed to spring grazing, early summer grazing,
and winter grazing to protect greater sage-grouse and sagebrush steppe communities during
these seasons,

e Utilization levels would be established for the entire Monument,

e Any lands undergoing wildfire rehabilitation and/or restoration efforts would be closed to
grazing for a minimum 10-year period,

e Specific protection measures would be developed for microbiotic soil crusts,

e Designation of an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) to protect sage-grouse
habitat would be considered, and

e Livestock grazing administration, including changes in allotment boundaries, within the
Monument would be changed from three field offices and the Monument to a single
administering office.

WWP’s proposed alternative has been considered as a whole by the BLM, and eliminated from
detailed analysis for the following reasons.

Allocating BLM-managed lands within Laidlaw Park as unavailable for grazing is currently
analyzed in Alternative D. The impacts of restricting spring, early summer, and winter grazing are
currently analyzed in Alternatives B and D. Should the deciding official choose to select any or all
of these management actions, the option to do so will have been analyzed.

Utilization levels are typically set during the grazing permit renewal process, if necessary, to
allow BLM land managers to make site-specific decisions for flexibility in allotment management
(i.e. allowing managers to respond to current on-the-ground conditions and updated policies).
Appendix C in the BLM Planning Handbook does not include utilization levels as a necessary
component of a LUP. It is an implementation-level, allotment specific decision and will not be
determined at the land use plan level.

The Twin Falls District Programmatic Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan and
Environmental Assessment (October 2013), which includes the Monument area, gives BLM
land managers the discretion to rest post-fire rehabilitation areas until treatment and/or resource
objectives are met. There is no need to set an arbitrary 10-year rest period since the BLM has the
authority to rest lands to meet emergency stabilization and rehabilitation treatment objectives.

The current 2007 MMP addresses preservation of biological soil crusts (i.e. microbiotic soil
crusts) in the Monument and Preserve, while recognizing that these crusts have not been observed
as a highly conspicuous element there. This may be due to soil texture and chemistry, annual
precipitation amount and timing, associated vegetation, and disturbance history. However,

the 2007 MMP does set a DFC and management actions for soils that include provisions for
biological soil crusts. Those provisions were not vacated by the Court and will be carried forward
in the MMP Amendment.

Several proposed ACECs were analyzed in the 2007 MMP but were not designated at that time.
ACECs have been deemed outside the scope of this effort, and proposals for ACEC nominations
were not solicited during public scoping. For these reasons, an ACEC is not analyzed.
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The delegation of authority for the livestock grazing administration of the BLM Monument
lands was set forth in the Updated Idaho Supplement of the Delegation of Authority Manual
(IM-ID-2012-004). Delegation of Authority decisions are internal State Director decisions and
not subject to formal public review and comment. As such, it would be inappropriate to make
such delegation changes through the planning process.

As noted above, several elements of WWP’s proposal have been incorporated into one or more
of the alternatives that the BLM has developed for detailed analysis. Other elements have been
deemed to be outside of the scope of this planning effort. Considering all these suggested
management actions as a whole, the WWP proposed alternative did not constitute a complete
land use plan amendment as the other alternatives do. After all the restrictions and additional
closure areas, the Monument would be effectively closed to livestock grazing, which is analyzed
in Alternative D. It was deemed too similar to Alternative D to warrant a separate analysis in the
document. Based on these considerations, it was not carried forward as a stand-alone alternative.

2.4. Management Common to All Alternatives

All of the management guidance in the 2007 MMP is carried forward and will continue to apply
under all alternatives. See Appendix B, Management Common to All Alternatives - Carried
forward from the 2007 Craters of the Moon MMP for a list of Management Actions that still
apply. The decisions in the GRSG ARMPA are also common to all alternatives.

New Management Actions Common to All Alternatives
Wildlife and Fish Management Action

WLIFE-11A: Schedule small-scale construction and routine maintenance activities to avoid or
minimize disturbance to priority species and their habitat during important seasonal periods.

2.5. Description of Management Actions by Alternative

This section describes the management actions that would apply to those actions under each
alternative. Land use plans identify outcomes, or DFCs, expressed in terms of specific actions
which direct BLM actions.

Management actions are identified for and pertain to resources, resource uses, and social and
economic conditions. They are usually quantifiable, measurable, and may have established
time frames for achievement, as appropriate. Management actions can either be common to all
alternatives or specific to one or more. Table 2.2, “Comparison of Management Actions by
Alternative” summarizes the management actions listed below. Because livestock trailing does
not fall under livestock use allocation and has been addressed in the 2013 Livestock Trailing for
Shoshone Field Office EA (DOI-BLM-ID-T030-2012-0044-EA), trailing management actions
are not addressed in this MMP Amendment.

2.5.1. Alternative A - No Action

Existing Livestock Grazing Management Actions
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GRAZ-2A: BLM land available for livestock use totals approximately 273,900 acres. BLM land
not available for livestock use totals approximately 1,200 acres. NPS land not available for
livestock use totals approximately 463,300 acres. (Please note that acres are different from how
they were identified in the 2007 MMP. Acres for this plan amendment were updated as part of a
GIS data-cleaning exercise in 2013.) See Figure 2.4, “Livestock Grazing Availability-Alternative
A”.

GRAZ-3A: Permitted livestock use totals 38,187 AUMSs. The current livestock use authorizations
will be maintained until LHAs are completed and the BLM determines that adjustments in
livestock use are necessary to meet Standards, vegetation, wildlife, livestock, or resource
objectives.

GRAZ-4A: Use of existing livestock developments in Primitive and Pristine Zones may continue.
The BLM may remove developments if they are no longer serving a useful purpose or resource
objectives warrant their removal. Sites will be restored.

GRAZ-6A: There will be no new livestock developments permitted in the Bowl Crater Allotment
or the North Pasture of Laidlaw Park Allotment unless they result in a net benefit to those
resources identified as needing improvement or protection.

Chapter 2 Alternatives
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2.5.2. Alternative B

New Management Actions proposed under Alternative B:
Water Resources Management Actions

WATER-4B: Implement actions that would restore all riparian areas to proper functioning
condition (PFC). Where riparian areas and wet meadows meet PFC, strive to attain reference
state vegetation relative to the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) Ecological Site
Description.

Wildlife and Fish Resources Management Actions

WLIFE-12B: During permit modification, develop specific habitat objectives for priority wildlife
species (e.g., big game, sage-grouse, Idaho dunes tiger beetle).

Vegetation Resources Management Actions

VEG-24B: During permit renewal, where possible, adjust grazing systems to focus livestock use
on non-native perennial seedings.

Livestock Grazing Management Actions

GRAZ-2B: BLM land available for livestock use totals 254,100 acres. BLM land not available for
livestock use totals approximately 21,000 acres. NPS land not available for livestock use totals
approximately 463,300 acres. See Figure 2.5, “Livestock Grazing Availability-Alternative B”.

GRAZ-3B:Permitted livestock use totals 9,432 AUMSs. The current livestock use authorizations
would be maintained until Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health evaluations or similar
NEPA-compliant decisions identify the need for adjustments in livestock use to meet Standards,
Monument values, resource objectives, or plan AUM levels. AUM reductions would be
implemented during the grazing permit renewal process in order of priority based on current

policy, by:

1. Closing the areas described in the alternative and reducing the corresponding allotment
AUMs proportionately

2. Adjusting AUMs to reflect allotment boundary adjustment removing Kimama Allotment
from the Monument

3. Accepting voluntary reductions or relinquishments from permittees

4. Reviewing site specific Monument values present in each allotment, such as native biological
communities, wilderness character and/or WSAs, and sage-grouse habitat.

GRAZ-4B: All livestock developments (e.g., corrals, cattleguards, fences, tanks, troughs,
pipelines, reservoirs/ponds, spring developments, wells) in areas that are unavailable for livestock
grazing would be identified, analyzed, and prioritized for removal, consolidation, or modification
to maintain and improve intact habitats.

GRAZ-6B: There would be no new livestock developments in areas closed to grazing.
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GRAZ-7B: Adjust the Poison Lake and Kimama Allotment boundaries to coincide with the
Monument and Preserve boundary.

GRAZ-8B: Locate new salt, minerals, supplements, troughs, reservoirs, and holding facilities
more than 200 meters from lava edges and playas, to ensure that they avoid conflicts with cultural
resources. Evaluate existing water developments and corrals to identify conflicts with cultural
resources, and prioritize for removal or relocation if a conflict exists.

GRAZ-14B: In allotments with a single permittee and/or intact native plant communities,
prioritize retiring the permit or closing the allotment if grazing privileges are relinquished or an
allotment becomes vacant.

GRAZ-15B: No spring or early summer livestock grazing (March 15 - June 15) would be allowed
in sage-grouse nesting or early brood-rearing (i.c., breeding) habitats .1

GRAZ-22B: No new spring developments will be permitted.

GRAZ-25B: During implementation (i.e. permit renewal) and when/where necessary, provide
flexibility in grazing permit terms and conditions to allow annual/seasonal adjustments in the
intensity, timing, duration and frequency of grazing use over time that best supports management
objectives.

GRAZ-26B: Conversions in kind of livestock may be allowed as long as the following are
addressed through an appropriate environmental review:

e Concerns of other permittees in the affected allotment would be considered in analysis of the
conversion proposal

e The amount of AUMs converted from one livestock kind to another would be in proportion to
the allotment's suitability for grazing that kind of livestock

e All conversions would be initially conservative (50% conversion for the first 3 years as
modified by suitability and water availability)

e Necessary range improvements would be completed prior to livestock use

e Results of ongoing monitoring studies would determine whether the new AMP and level of
conversion is satisfactory

e Final conversion levels will depend on the desired season of use, initial balance between spring
and fall sheep use, and resource response to that use.

IThe breeding season dates (March 15- June 15) are consistent with the Breeding/Nesting Season identified in the NMV
LWG Sage-grouse Conservation Plan (2011). These seasonal dates are specific to management actions 15B, C, and E. The
focus of these dates is to capture the core of the breeding season as identified in the NMV LWG Sage-grouse Conservation
Plan (2011). Table 2-2 of ID/SW MT Greater Sage-Grouse RMP Amendment identifies a Lek Habitat seasonal use period
from March 1 to May 15, and a Nesting/Early Brood Rearing seasonal use period from May 1 to June 30. Cumulatively,
these seasonal dates are broader. However, Table 2-2 of the Amendment also identifies that seasonal dates can be adjusted
by local unit according to geographic region. Although, the core of breeding season for this amendment has been identified
as March 15 to June 15, these dates may be adjusted to reflect the broader seasonal habitat dates identified in the Table 2-2
of the ID/SW MT Greater Sage-Grouse RMP Amendment.
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2.5.3. Alternative C

New Management Actions proposed under Alternative C

Water Resources Management Actions

WATER-4C: Implement actions that would restore all riparian areas to PFC.
Vegetation Resources Management Actions

VEG-24C: During permit renewal, where possible, adjust grazing systems to focus livestock use
on non-native perennial seedings.

VEG-25C: Consider directing grazing for sagebrush recovery and/or to benefit the diversity of
seedings.

VEG-26C: Identify and implement scientific reference areas to study the effects of livestock
grazing on different vegetation communities/conditions. Each reference area would be paired
with an adjacent grazed area in a similar vegetation type and condition to monitor the effects
of livestock grazing on a variety of plant communities. The absence of grazing would be the
only difference between management of reference areas and that of adjacent areas with similar
vegetation. Each reference area would be a minimum of 40 acres, and the total acreage of all
reference areas would not exceed 1,000 acres. Fencing would vary depending on the objective
of the treatment, but would be built to meet BLM standards.

Livestock Grazing Management Actions

GRAZ-2C: BLM land available for livestock use totals 273,600 acres. BLM land not available
for livestock use totals approximately 1,500 acres. NPS land not available for livestock use totals
approximately 463,300 acres. See Figure 2.6, “Livestock Grazing Availability-Alternative C”.

GRAZ-3C: Total permitted livestock use is 37,792 AUMs. The current livestock use
authorizations would be maintained until Idaho Standards evaluations or similar NEPA-compliant
decisions identify the need for adjustments in livestock use to meet Standards, vegetation,
wildlife, livestock, resource objectives, or plan AUM levels.

GRAZ-7C: Adjust the Poison Lake and Kimama Allotment boundaries to coincide with the
Monument and Preserve boundary.

GRAZ-8C: Locate new salt, minerals, supplements, troughs, reservoirs, and holding facilities
more than 200 meters from lava edges and playas, to ensure that they avoid conflicts with cultural
resources. Evaluate existing water developments and corrals to identify conflicts with cultural
resources, and prioritize for removal or relocation if a conflict exists.

GRAZ-12C: During permit modification, use monitoring information and LHAs to develop
specific management objectives and grazing management plans designed to maintain, enhance, or
restore vegetation condition.

GRAZ-13C: When livestock management practices are not meeting or making progress

towards Standards, implement changes in grazing management through grazing authorization
modifications, or AMP implementation. In the analysis the following actions must be considered,
but are not limited to:

Chapter 2 Alternatives
Alternative C



Craters of the Moon National Monument 49
Draft MMP Amendment

e Season or timing of use;
e Duration and/or level of use (AUMs);
e Grazing schedules (including rest or deferment).

GRAZ-15C: Within sage-grouse nesting or early brood-rearing (i.e., breeding) habitats, coordinate
with the permittee to manage grazing use to avoid the sage-grouse breeding period (March 15 -
June 15)1, such as through rotations, scheduling, or managing water sources when practical.

GRAZ-25C: During implementation (i.e. permit renewal) and when/where necessary, provide
flexibility in grazing permit terms and conditions to allow annual/seasonal adjustments in the
intensity, timing, duration and frequency of grazing use over time that best supports management
objectives.

GRAZ-26C: Conversions in kind of livestock may be allowed as long as the following are
addressed through an appropriate environmental review:

e Concerns of other permittees in the affected allotment would be considered in analysis of the
conversion proposal

e The amount of AUMs converted from one livestock kind to another would be in proportion to
the allotment's suitability for grazing that kind of livestock

e All conversions would be initially conservative (50% conversion for the first 3 years as
modified by suitability and water availability)

e Necessary range improvements would be completed prior to livestock use

e Results of ongoing monitoring studies would determine whether the new AMP and level of
conversion is satisfactory

e Final conversion levels will depend on the desired season of use, initial balance between spring
and fall sheep use, and resource response to that use.
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2.5.4. Alternative D

New Management Actions in Alternative D:

Water Resources Management Actions

WATER-4D: Implement actions that would restore all riparian areas to PFC.
Livestock Grazing Management Actions

GRAZ-2D: BLM land available for livestock use totals 0 acres. BLM land not available for
livestock use totals approximately 275,100 acres. NPS land not available for livestock use totals
approximately 463,300 acres. See Figure 2.7, “Livestock Grazing Availability-Alternative D”.

GRAZ-3D: No livestock grazing would be permitted through the life of the plan. The current
livestock use authorizations would remain in effect until 2 years from the signing of the ROD. [43
CFR 4110.4-2(b) (2005)]

GRAZ-4D: Infrastructure coincident to livestock grazing management on BLM lands would
be removed or decommissioned. Access and developments related to State and private lands
would remain.

GRAZ-6D: There would be no new livestock developments on public land in the Monument.

GRAZ-7D: Adjust the Poison Lake and Kimama Allotment boundaries to coincide with the
Monument and Preserve boundary.
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2.5.5. Alternative E

New Management Actions in Alternative E:
Water Resources Management Actions

WATER-4E: Implement actions that would restore all riparian areas to proper functioning
condition (PFC).

Vegetation Resources Management Actions

VEG-24E: During permit renewal, where possible, adjust grazing systems to focus livestock use
on non-native perennial seedings.

VEG-25E: Consider directing grazing for sagebrush recovery and/or to benefit the diversity of
seedings.

VEG-26E: Identify and implement scientific reference areas to study the effects of livestock
grazing on different vegetation communities/conditions. Each reference area would be paired
with an adjacent grazed area in a similar vegetation type and condition to monitor the effects
of livestock grazing on a variety of plant communities. The absence of grazing would be the
only difference between management of reference areas and that of adjacent areas with similar
vegetation. Each reference area would be a minimum of 40 acres, and the total acreage of all
reference areas would not exceed 1,000 acres. Fencing would vary depending on the objective
of the treatment, but would be built to meet BLM standards.

Livestock Grazing Management Actions

GRAZ-2E: BLM land available for livestock use totals 272,800 acres. BLM land not available for
livestock use totals approximately 2,200 acres. NPS land not available for livestock use totals
approximately 463,300 acres. See Figure 2.8, “Livestock Grazing Availability-Alternative E”.

GRAZ-3E: Permitted livestock use totals 19,388 AUMs. The current livestock use authorizations
would be maintained until Idaho Standards for Rangeland Health evaluations or similar
NEPA-compliant decisions identify the need for adjustments in livestock use to meet Standards,
Monument values, resource objectives, or plan AUM levels. AUM reductions would be
implemented during the grazing permit renewal process in order of priority based on current
policy, by:

1. Meeting applicable rangeland health Standards.
2. Closing Larkspur Park and reducing the corresponding allotment AUMs proportionately

3. Adjusting AUMs to reflect allotment boundary adjustment removing Kimama Allotment
from the Monument

4.  Accepting voluntary reductions or relinquishments from permittees

5. Reviewing site specific Monument values present in each allotment, such as native biological
communities, wilderness character and/or WSAs.
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GRAZ-6E: No net increase in disturbance from livestock-related infrastructure or developments
would be allowed. Any new infrastructure must follow previously established corridors/areas or
be offset by rehabilitation of disturbance elsewhere. Disturbance buffers for new infrastructure
follow:

e Fences and pipelines — must be within route disturbance (20 ft. from center of primitive
roads, 30 ft. from center of roads)

e Troughs and wells — must be within a historically used watering site, identified prior to
development

e (Corrals — must remain within existing corral sites

GRAZ-7E: Adjust the Poison Lake and Kimama Allotment boundaries to coincide with the
Monument and Preserve boundary.

GRAZ-8E: Locate new salt, minerals, supplements, troughs, reservoirs, and holding facilities
more than 200 meters from lava edges and playas, to ensure that they avoid conflicts with cultural
resources. Evaluate existing water developments and corrals to identify conflicts with cultural
resources, and prioritize for removal or relocation if a conflict exists.

GRAZ-12E: During permit modification, use monitoring information and LHAs to develop
specific management objectives and grazing management plans designed to maintain, enhance, or
restore vegetation condition.

GRAZ-13E: When livestock management practices are not meeting or making progress
towards Standards, implement changes in grazing management through grazing authorization
modifications, or AMP implementation. The following actions must be considered, but are not
limited to, in the analysis:

e Season or timing of use

e Duration of use

e Lcvel of use (AUMs)

e Grazing schedules (including rest or deferment).

GRAZ-15E: Within sage-grouse nesting or early brood-rearing (i.e., breeding) habitats, coordinate
with the permittee to manage grazing use to avoid the sage-grouse breeding period (March 15 -
June 15)1, such as through rotations, scheduling, or managing water sources when practical.

GRAZ-25E: During implementation and where necessary, modify grazing management to meet
seasonal sage-grouse habitat requirements. When practical, provide flexibility in grazing permit
terms and conditions to allow annual/seasonal adjustments in the intensity, timing, duration, and
frequency of grazing use over time that best supports management objectives.

GRAZ-26E: Conversions in kind of livestock may be allowed as long as the following are
addressed through an appropriate environmental review:

e Concerns of other permittees in the affected allotment would be considered in analysis of the
conversion proposal
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e The amount of AUMs converted from one livestock kind to another would be in proportion to
the allotment's suitability for grazing that kind of livestock

e All conversions would be initially limited (50% conversion for the first 3 years as modified by
suitability and water availability)

e Necessary range improvements would be completed prior to livestock use

e Results of ongoing monitoring studies would determine whether the new AMP and level of
conversion is satisfactory

e Final conversion levels will depend on the desired season of use, initial balance between spring
and fall sheep use, and resource response to that use.
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2.6. Comparison of Alternatives

The Comparison of Alternatives table below summarizes all new management actions proposed
under Alternatives A through E, which would be in addition to the current management actions
in the existing plan.
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Table 2.2. Comparison of Management Actions by Alternative

Resource

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Water Resources

WATER-4B: Implement
actions that would restore
all riparian areas to
PFC. Wherever riparian
areas and wet meadows
meet PFC, strive to
attain reference state
vegetation relatives to the
NRCS Ecological Site
Description.

WATER-4C: Implement
actions that would restore
all riparian areas to PFC.

Same as Alternative B.

Same as Alternative C.

Wildlife and Fish

WLIFE-11A: Schedule
small-scale construction
and routine maintenance
activities to avoid or
minimize disturbance to
priority species and their
habitat during important
seasonal periods.

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative A.

Same as Alternative A.

WLIFE-12B: During
permit modification,
develop specific habitat
objectives for priority
wildlife species (e.g., big
game, sage-grouse, Idaho
dunes tiger beetle).

N/A

Vegetation
Resources

VEG-24B: During permit
renewal, where possible,
adjust grazing systems

to focus livestock use

on non-native perennial
seedings with the primary
purpose of deferral or rest
and/or reduced utilization
levels in areas of desirable
native vegetation.
(Monument-wide)

Same as Alternative B.

N/A

Same as Alternative B.

VEG-25C: Consider
directing grazing for
sagebrush recovery and/or

N/A

Same as Alternative C.
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Resource Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E
to benefit the diversity of
seedings.
VEG-26C: Identify and N/A Same as Alternative C.

implement scientific
reference areas to

study the effects of
livestock grazing on
different vegetation
communities/conditions.
Each reference area
would be paired with an
adjacent grazed area in

a similar vegetation type
and condition to monitor
the effects of livestock
grazing on a variety of
plant communities. The
absence of grazing would
be the only difference
between management of
reference areas and that
of adjacent areas with
similar vegetation. Each
reference area would be
a minimum of 40 acres,
and the total acreage

of all reference areas
would not exceed 1,000
acres. Fencing would
vary depending on the
objective of the treatment,
but would be built to meet
BLM standards.
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Resource

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Livestock Grazing

GRAZ-2A: BLM land
available for livestock
use totals approximately
273,900 acres. BLM
land not available for
livestock use totals
approximately 1,200
acres. NPS land not
available for livestock
use totals approximately
463,300 acres.

GRAZ-2B: BLM land
available for livestock
use totals 254,100 acres.
BLM land not available
for livestock use totals
approximately 21,000
acres. NPS land not
available for livestock
use totals approximately
463,300 acres.

GRAZ-2C: BLM land
available for livestock
use totals 273,600 acres.
BLM land not available
for livestock use totals
approximately 1,500
acres. NPS land not
available for livestock
use totals approximately
463,300 acres.

GRAZ-2D: BLM land
available for livestock
use totals 0 acres. BLM
land not available for
livestock use totals
approximately 275,100
acres. NPS land not
available for livestock
use totals approximately
463,300 acres.

GRAZ-2E: BLM land
available for livestock use
totals 272,800 acres. BLM
not available for livestock
use totals approximately
2,200 acres. NPS land
not available for livestock
use totals approximately
463,300 acres.

GRAZ-3A: Permitted
livestock use totals
38,187 AUMs. The
current livestock use
authorizations will be
maintained until Idaho
Standards for Rangeland
Health evaluations or
similar NEPA-compliant
decisions identify the
need for adjustments in
livestock use to meet
Standards, vegetation,
wildlife, livestock, or
resource objectives.

GRAZ-3B: Permitted
livestock use totals
9,432 AUMs. The
current livestock use
authorizations would be
maintained until Idaho
Standards for Rangeland
Health evaluations or
similar NEPA-compliant
decisions identify the
need for adjustments in
livestock use to meet
Standards, Monument
values, resource
objectives, or plan AUM
levels. AUM reductions
would be implemented
during the grazing permit
renewal process in order of
priority based on current
policy, by:

1) Meeting rangeland
health Standards,

2) Closing the areas
identified in alternative
B and reducing the
corresponding allotment
AUMs proportionately,
3) Adjusting AUMs to
reflect allotment boundary

GRAZ-3C: Permitted
livestock use totals
37,792 AUMs. The
current livestock use
authorizations would be
maintained until Idaho
Standards for Rangeland
Health evaluations or
similar NEPA-compliant
decisions identify the
need for adjustments in
livestock use to meet
Standards, vegetation,
wildlife, livestock,
resource objectives, or
plan AUM levels.

GRAZ-3D: No livestock
grazing will be
permitted through the
life of the plan. The
current livestock use
authorizations would
remain in effect until 2
years from the signing
of the ROD. (43 CFR
4110.4-2(b)(2005))

GRAZ-3E:Permitted
livestock use totals
19,388 AUMs. The
current livestock use
authorizations would be
maintained until Idaho
Standards for Rangeland
Health evaluations or
similar NEPA-compliant
decisions identify the
need for adjustments in
livestock use to meet
Standards, Monument
values, resource
objectives, or plan AUM
levels. AUM reductions
would be implemented
during the grazing permit
renewal process in order of
priority based on current
policy, by:

1) Meeting rangeland
health Standards,

2) Closing the areas
identified in the alternative
and reducing the
corresponding allotment
AUMs proportionately,

3) Adjusting AUMs to
reflect allotment boundary

juswpuawy JININ Jelq

09

JUoWInuoJA [euornjeN UoOJA Y} JO sIdjel)



Saapud]]y Jo uostanduioy)
Saaypuidl]y ¢ 4o1dvy)

Resource

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

adjustment removing
Kimama Allotment from
the Monument,

4) Accepting voluntary
reductions or
relinquishments from
permittees, and

5) Reviewing site specific
Monument values present
in each allotment, such
as native biological
communities, wilderness
character and/or WSAs.

adjustment removing
Kimama Allotment from
the Monument,

4) Accepting voluntary
reductions or
relinquishments from
permittees, and

5) Reviewing site specific
Monument values present
in each allotment, such
as native biological
communities, wilderness
character and/or WSAs.

GRAZ-4A: Use of
existing livestock
developments in
Primitive and Pristine
Zones may continue.
The BLM may remove
developments if they
are no longer serving

a useful purpose or
resource objectives
warrant their removal.
Sites will be restored.
Consider removing
projects that are not
needed for livestock
management throughout
Monument or negatively
effect GRSG habitat.

GRAZ-4B: All livestock
developments (e.g.,
corrals, cattleguards,
fences, tanks,

troughs, pipelines,
reservoirs/ponds,

spring developments,
wells) in areas that

are unavailable for
livestock grazing would
be identified, analyzed,
and prioritized for
removal, consolidation, or
modification to maintain
and improve intact
habitats.

Same as Alternative A.

GRAZ-4D:
Infrastructure coincident
to livestock grazing
management on BLM
lands would be removed
or decommissioned.
Access and
developments related

to state and private lands
would remain.

Same as Alternative A.

GRAZ-6A: There will
be no new livestock
developments permitted
in the Bowl Crater
Allotment and the
North Pasture of the
Laidlaw Park Allotment
unless they result in

a net benefit to those
resources identified as

GRAZ-6B: There would
be no new livestock
developments in areas
closed to grazing.

Same as Alternative A.

GRAZ-6D: There would
be no new livestock
developments in the
Monument.

GRAZ-6E: No net

gain in disturbance

from livestock-related
infrastructure or
developments would

be allowed. Any new
infrastructure must follow
previously established
corridors/areas or be
offset by rehabilitation
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Resource

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

needing improvement or
protection.

of disturbance elsewhere.
Disturbance buffers for
new infrastructure follow:
Fences and Pipelines-must
be within route
disturbance (20 ft from
center of primitive roads,
30 ft from center of roads)
Troughs and Wells-must
be within a historically
used watering site (to be
identified prior to project)
Road-30 ft from center
Primitive Road-20 ft from
center

Corral-must remain within
an existing corral site

GRAZ-7B: Adjust the
Poison Lake and Kimama
Allotment boundaries

to coincide with the
Monument and Preserve
boundary.

Same as Alternative B.

Same as Alternative B.

Same as Alternative B.

GRAZ-8B: Locate

new salt, minerals,
supplements, troughs,
reservoirs, and holding
facilities more than 200
meters from lava edges
and playas, to ensure
that they avoid conflicts
with cultural resources.
Evaluate existing water
developments and corrals
to identify conflicts with
cultural resources, and
prioritize for removal or
relocation if a conflict
exists.

Same as Alternative B.

N/A

Same as Alternative B.

GRAZ-12C: During
permit modification, use

N/A

Same as Alternative C.

juswpuawy JININ Jelq

29

JUoWInuoJA [euornjeN UoOJA Y} JO sIdjel)



Resource

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E
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monitoring information
and LHAs to develop
specific management
objectives and grazing
management plans
designed to maintain,
enhance, or restore
vegetation condition.

GRAZ-13C: When N/A Same as Alternative C.
livestock management
practices are not
meeting or making
progress towards
Standards, implement
changes in grazing
management through
grazing authorization
modifications, or AMP
implementation. The
following actions must be
considered, but are not
limited to, in the analysis:
1) Season or timing of use
2) Duration and/or level
of use (AUMs)
3) Grazing schedules
(including rest or
deferment).
GRAZ-14B: In allotments N/A
with a single permittee
and/or intact native plant
communities, prioritize
retiring the permit or
closing the allotment
if grazing privileges
are relinquished or an
allotment becomes vacant.
GRAZ-15B: No spring or | GRAZ-15C: In N/A Same as Alternative C.

early summer livestock
grazing (March 15- June
15) would be allowed in

sage-grouse nesting
or early brood-rearing
(i.e., breeding) habitats,
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Resource

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

sage-grouse nesting or
early brood-rearing (i.c.,
breeding) habitats.

coordinate with the
permittee to manage
grazing use to avoid the
sage-grouse breeding
period (March 15- June
15) , such as through
rotations, scheduling, or
managing water sources
when practical.

GRAZ-22B: No new
spring developments will
be permitted.

GRAZ-25B: During
implementation (i.e.
permit renewal) and
when/where necessary,
provide flexibility in
grazing permit terms
and conditions to

allow annual/seasonal
adjustments in the
intensity, timing, duration
and frequency of grazing
use over time that best
supports management
objectives.

Same as Alternative B.

N/A

Same as Alternative B.

GRAZ-26B: Conversions
in kind of livestock may
be allowed as long as the
following are addressed
through an appropriate
environmental review:

* Concerns of other
permittees in the affected
allotment would be
considered in analysis of
the conversion proposal,
* The amount of AUMs
converted from one
livestock kind to another
would be in proportion to

Same as Alternative B.

N/A

Same as Alternative B.
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Resource

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

the allotment's suitability
for grazing that kind of
livestock,

« All conversions would
be initially conservative
(50% conversion for

the first three years as
modified by suitability
and water availability),

* Necessary range
improvements would

be completed prior to
livestock use,

* Results of ongoing
monitoring studies would
determine whether the
new AMP and level of
conversion is satisfactory,
and

* Final conversion levels
will depend on the desired
season of use, initial
balance between spring
and fall sheep use, and
resource response.
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2.7. Comparison of Impacts

Craters of the Moon National Monument
Draft MMP Amendment

Table 2.3, “Relative Comparison of Impacts Among Alternatives” summarizes potential impacts
among each of the alternatives. Where appropriate, the table quantifies potential impacts
anticipated from the proposed management actions for each of the five alternatives. The table
summarizes impacts under the five alternatives in acres (e.g., more acreage implies more impact,
either beneficial or adverse) or qualitative descriptions comparing the impact potential among the
alternatives (e.g., high potential, moderate potential, or low potential) with a brief description

of the qualifying rationale.

The following table was developed in reference to Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.
This table does not compare each alternative to the No Action Alternative, nor does it include
cumulative impacts. The Summary section for each resource in Chapter 4 provides a more
detailed comparison of impacts between the alternatives and definitions of the descriptors. Please
also refer to Chapter 3, Affected Environment for more information about specific Monument
resources (i.e., number of WSAs and existing infrastructure statistics).

Table 2.3. Relative Comparison of Impacts Among Alternatives

Resource Impact Alternative | Alternative B | Alternative C | Alternative D | Alternative E
A
Soil Potential to Lowest Moderate Minor potential; | Highest Minor to
Resources stabilize soils |potential; potential; slightly potential; moderate
fewest acres | substantial more acres most acres potential;
unavailable to |increase unavailable to |unavailable to |due to no
grazing in acres grazing than grazing net increase
unavailable to |Alterative A in livestock-
grazing related
infrastructure
disturbance
Acres 1,200 21,000 1,500 275,100 2,200
unavailable
to livestock
grazing
Water Potential Minor to Moderate Moderate Highest Minor to
Resources to protect Moderate to High potential; potential; Moderate
riparian potential, potential; continue due to the potential;
vegetation, continue Substantially | management elimination continue
fisheries, and | management | reduced for PFC of livestock- | management
water quality | for PFC AUMs, related for PFC
manage for activity in the
reference state Monument
Potential Moderate High Moderate to Highest Moderate
to improve potential; potential; due | High potential; | potential; potential;
playas continue to closed areas | seasonal due to the seasonal
management | and reduced | restrictions elimination restrictions
for playas AUMs will benefit of livestock- | will benefit
playas related playas
activity in the
Monument
Chapter 2 Alternatives
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Resource Impact Alternative | Alternative B | Alternative C | Alternative D | Alternative E
A
Vegetation Potential to Moderate Moderate Moderate to Highest Moderate
Resources protect intact | potential; to High High potential; | potential; to High
native plant current potential; due | management due to the potential;
communities | management | to closed areas | actions elimination management
offers some | and reduced | are more of livestock- | actions
protection AUMs restrictive than | related are more
Alternative A | activity in the | restrictive
Monument than
Alternative
A
Wildlife and | Potential to High High High potential; | Highest High
Fish protect greater | potential, potential; due | seasonal potential; potential;
sage-grouse continued to closed areas | restrictions due to the seasonal
habitat management | and reduced | will benefit elimination restrictions
*Monument for sage- AUMs and sage-grouse of livestock- | and no net
Value grouse habitat | continued habitat and related increase in
provided management | continued activity in the | livestock-
by GRSG for sage- management Monument related
ARMPA grouse habitat | for sage- and continued | infrastructure
provided grouse habitat | management | disturbance
by GRSG provided for sage- will benefit
ARMPA by GRSG grouse habitat | sage-grouse,
ARMPA provided as well as
by GRSG continued
ARMPA management
for sage-
grouse habitat
provided
by GRSG
ARMPA
Native Potential to Moderate Moderate Moderate Highest Moderate
American protect and potential; potential; due |potential; due to | potential; potential,
Right and preserve Native| Tribes have  |to reduced more intensive |due to the due to more
Interests American not identified |AUMs management elimination intensive
Rights and any specific of livestock of livestock- | management
Interests threats under grazing related activity |of livestock
*Monument |the current grazing and
Value management reduced AUMs
Cultural Potential Moderate Moderate Moderate Highest Moderate
Resources to protect potential; potential; due |potential; due to | potential; potential,
and preserve |no specific to reduced more intensive |due to the due to more
cultural threats under |AUMs management elimination intensive
resources the current of livestock of livestock- | management
*Monument |management grazing related activity |of livestock
Value grazing and
reduced AUMs
Visual Potential to be | Moderate Moderate Moderate High Moderate
Resources commensurate | potential; potential; potential; potential; due | potential;
with continued continued continued to reduced continued
designated management | management | management human management
VRM classes | for current for current for current impacts for current
*Monument classes classes classes classes
Value

Chapter 2 Alternatives
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Resource Impact Alternative | Alternative B | Alternative C | Alternative D | Alternative E
A
Wilderness Potential Low Moderate Low potential; | Highest Low potential;
Study Areas | to enhance potential, potential; due to potential; due | due to
characteristics | due to due to some | continuation to reduced continuation
of WSAs continuation | removal of current human of current
of current of human management impacts management
*Monument management | impacts
Value within WSA
boundaries
Lands with Potential Low potential | Moderate Low potential | Highest Low potential
Wilderness to enhance potential due | yet higher potential; due | yet higher
Characteris- | wilderness to removal/ potential than | to reduced potential than
tics character in reduction Alternative A | human Alternative
lands with within with proposed | impacts A; due to no
wilderness lands with habitat net increase
characteristics wilderness improvements in livestock-
characteristics related
infrastructure
disturbance
Livestock Acres 1,200 21,000 1,500 275,100 2,200
Grazing unavailable
to livestock
grazing
AUMs 38,187 9,432 37,792 0 19,388
available to
livestock
grazing
*Monument
Value
Travel and Potential Low potential; | Minor Low potential, |Highest Minor to
Transporta- to change no change potential; due |no change from |potential; due |Moderate
tion travel and from existing |[to reduction |existing levels |to elimination |potential; no
transportation |levels in livestock- of livestock- |change or very
use related traffic related traffic  |slight reduction
in livestock-
related traffic
Recreation Potential for |Low user Minor Low user Lowest Minor
and Visitor user conflict conflict; no potential; conflict; no potential; due |potential,
Experience change from |reduction change from to elimination |slight reduction
existing levels |from existing |existing levels |of livestock from existing
levels; users grazing levels; users
may notice may notice
some removal some removal
of livestock of livestock
grazing grazing
Chapter 2 Alternatives
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Resource Impact Alternative | Alternative B | Alternative C | Alternative D | Alternative E
A
Socioeco- Potential to Low Moderate Low potential; | Highest Minor to
nomics impact so- potential; no | potential; due | no change potential; due | Moderate
cioeconomics | change to reduction of to elimination | potential but
*Monument AUMs of grazing less than
Value Alternative
B; due to
reduction of
AUMs
Climate Percentage of | 0.004% 0.0009% 0.004% 0% 0.018%
Change annual U.S.
greenhouse

gas emissions
from livestock

Chapter 2 Alternatives
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3.1. How to Read this Chapter

This chapter describes the existing conditions for BLM resource programs, resource uses, special
designations, other management areas, and the socioeconomic environment within the Craters

of the Moon National Monument Planning Area. Management of resources and resource uses

on BLM-managed public land is directed by various laws, regulations, policies, and other
requirements. Information in this chapter refers only to BLM lands within the Monument
boundary (Figure 1.2, “Planning Area Overview Map” and Figure 1.3, “Detailed Planning Area”).

This chapter describes both the biotic (living) and abiotic (non-living) components that may

be affected by the actions described in the alternatives. In addition to describing existing
conditions in the planning area, Chapter 3 identifies, where appropriate, management challenges
for resources and resource uses on BLM land.

This chapter serves as the baseline against which the impacts of the alternatives, described in
Chapter 2, are analyzed and then compared in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.

For place locations (streams and communities, for example) please reference Figure 1.2,
“Planning Area Overview Map”, Figure 1.3, “Detailed Planning Area”, and Figure 1.4,
“Allotment Administration” as well as the lava field and flow map below (Figure 3.1, “Craters of
the Moon Eruptions, Lava Flows, and Lava Fields”).

Chapter 3 Affected Environment
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Craters of the Moon Lava Flows
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Figure 3.1. Craters of the Moon Eruptions, Lava Flows, and Lava Fields
3.2. Resources

3.2.1. Soil Resources

Soils within the Monument vary and reflect the differences and interactions between parent
material, topography, vegetation, climate, and time. The most significant differences depend on
the presence or absence of lava flows and the degree of soil development on volcanic substrates.
Soils in this region are volcanic in origin and described by the USDA Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) as being volcanic-ash and mesic soil temperature. Soils on flows
less than 13,000 years old are dominated by shallow organic soils called Folists, while older
flows have deeper mineral soils which include Entisols, Aridisols, and Mollisols [Vaughn et al.,
2011]. Vaughn et al. (2011) reports the difference in soil development on these lava surfaces as
related to the availability of loess following volcanic activity, where older flows were subjected
to relatively large depositions of loess during and following the most recent glacial activity

in the region [Vaughn et al., 2011].

Chapter 3 Affected Environment
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The lava flows, which occupy two-thirds of the Monument, are made up of basalt lava rock. Soils
on the younger basalt flows (lava that is visible on the surface) and cinder beds are limited to

the initial decomposition of rock and cinders and deposition of windblown loess within crevices,
cracks, and fissures. Some plants can establish and grow in little to no soil. As time progresses,
soil development continues and more vegetation establishes. Sagebrush steppe, mountain areas,
and kipukas within the Monument have deeper, well-formed soils, and include those areas that
are visibly vegetated.

The high desert environment of the Monument results in lighter-colored soils with low organic
matter content. Most of the soils in the Monument are silt loam to sandy loam and vary in depth.
They are moderately drained to well drained, except where clay horizons are present. Playas are
scattered throughout the Monument and exhibit a much slower rate of percolation due to the soil
composition. Playas remain ephemerally moist late into the summer months. Soils that are
disturbed, not properly vegetated, or located on steep slopes are susceptible to water and wind
erosion.

Soil conditions vary throughout the Monument. Areas impacted by concentrated uses, such as
OHVs, road travel, range improvements, and sheep bed-grounds exhibit more compaction and
erosion than other areas where uses are more distributed or receive less use. Soil compaction
reduces the infiltration of water and impedes healthy root system development in plants. This
can lead to the establishment or expansion of noxious weeds and invasive plant species and
decreases the ability of the site to support desirable vegetation. Typically, these uses are limited to
localized areas that vary little from year to year.

Sheep bed grounds and watering areas are specific sites that have been used since grazing began
in the Monument in the early 1900s. Not all sites are used every year, but new sites are no longer
established, and impacts to these sites are all similar. These areas and range improvement projects
are monitored for invasive species.

Roads and trails were evaluated during the 2009 Craters of the Moon National Monument and
Preserve Comprehensive Travel Management Plan (TMP), and redundant, unused, or unneeded
routes were identified for closure and subsequent rehabilitation. To date, several of these routes
have been rehabilitated, and soil compaction issues associated with the routes are decreasing. As
the rehabilitated areas continue to establish vegetation, soil erosion will diminish as well.

Figure 3.2, “Natural Soil Susceptibility to Wind Erosion” and Figure 3.3, “Natural Soil
Susceptibility to Water Erosion” summarize soil susceptibility to wind and water erosion on
BLM-managed land within the Monument. The Soil Conservation Service (SCS) (1993) defines
wind erosion as detachment, transport, and deposition of soil by wind, and water erosion is the
removal of soil by water, such as rainfall or runoff. These processes are accelerated by exposed
soil after a wildfire.

Chapter 3 Affected Environment
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Figure 3.2. Natural Soil Susceptibility to Wind Erosion

[Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS), 2013]

Chapter 3 Affected Environment
Soil Resources



Craters of the Moon National Monument 77
Draft MMP Amendment

300,000 B =
250,000 =
200,000 - = ——
£ 150,000
-
100’000 = L 24 sAEes e Lide s FT ST = E L T SRRy 1Y iy o WWERE. =0 )
50,000
0 — : [
No Data Low Medium High
Acres 7 5,600 | 900 255,800 7 12,800
[Percent Acres 2.1% 0.3% | 93.0% | 4.6%

Figure 3.3. Natural Soil Susceptibility to Water Erosion

[NRCS, 2013]

3.2.2. Water Resources

Surface water resources are limited in the Monument. Stream channels are largely nonexistent
within the exposed lava flows, and streams draining from the Pioneer Mountains rapidly become
subterranean once they encounter the lava flows. Several small perennial streams and ground
water dependent springs occur in the Pioneer Mountains at the north end of the Monument.

The BLM has identified 14 surface water sources within the BLM administered portion of

the Monument. The majority of these sources are groundwater dependent springs. Portions

of two perennial streams do occur within the BLM administered portion of the Monument.
Approximately 916 meters of Huff Creek and 66 meters of Copper Creek have been identified
and are unavailable to grazing. Very short segments of the Little Wood River and waterways
associated with Fish Creek also occur within the Monument boundary; however, these segments
appear to be representative of original stream channels, which currently do not support surface
water, and are also unavailable to grazing. The active channel for these systems occurs outside
the Monument boundary. A portion of Champagne creek also intersects the BLM administered
portion of the Monument; however, this segment also does not support surface water and is
unavailable to grazing. A small portion of Lava Lake and Huff Lake, approximately two acres
each, occur on BLM administered land within the Monument. The presence of surface water at
Lava Lake does not appear to be persistent, and there does not appear to be any presence of
surface water at Huff lake. The remainder of the surface water sources are groundwater dependent
springs. BLM has condition assessments for five of these springs, two are identified as Functional

Chapter 3 Affected Environment
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at Risk, one as Functional at Risk-Upward Trend, and two as Proper Functioning Condition.
These assessments were completed in June of 2005. The majority of these springs are available
to livestock grazing. The watersheds of Big Cottonwood Creek and Copper Creek span BLM
lands immediately north of the Monument and could be indirectly affected by livestock grazing
management in the planning area.

Seasonal playa lakes are scattered throughout the sagebrush steppe desert, including the
Monument. Many of these playas have been developed by the BLM to create reservoirs, which
increases their water-holding capacity and longevity. Numerous caves within the Monument lava
flows contain ice deposits, which become melt water during the summer.

Wetlands and Riparian Communities

Wetland and riparian communities rarely occur in the Monument. The cold-water springs, creeks,
lakes, and marshes on lower slopes of the Pioneer Mountains support limited aquatic, wetland,
and riparian habitat for numerous plant and animal species. Several species of water-loving
(hydrophilic) plants, waterfowl and marsh birds, two frog types, several small mammals,
beaver, and moose use these habitats. Many other species use the water sources these areas
provide. Wetlands mapped by the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) are limited to the
northwest corner of the Monument. Most wetlands and wetland habitats are palustrine (non-tidal,
inland wetlands dominated by terrestrial and emergent vegetation) and are only seasonally or
temporarily flooded.

The Monument is mostly composed of a semiarid sagebrush steppe ecosystem. These areas
generally receive 8 to 16 inches of precipitation a year. Given the lack of significant precipitation,
snow runoff is the primary source of water in the Monument. The snow runoff accumulates in
playas which hold water long enough to allow some specialized aquatic organisms to grow and
reproduce, but not long enough for a pond or marsh ecosystem to develop. Most of the playas

dry up by July.
Water Rights/Water Use

The State of Idaho granted the NPS federal reserved water rights within the Monument boundaries
in 1998. The priority dates of the rights range from 1924 to 1996, depending on the date when
each area was added to the Monument. These rights grant diversions of 54.5-acre feet per year
from all surface water and groundwater sources to provide for domestic, irrigation, or industrial
use within the Monument [Hurlbutt, 1998]. The rights do not entitle the United States to maintain
any specific water table elevation in the Snake River Aquifer beneath the Monument.

The BLM has 337 water right claims on file with the Idaho Department of Water Resources
including 18 springs, 192 playa lakes, and 127 reservoirs within the Monument. The claims,
primarily used for stock water and wildlife, are for 333.5 total acre-feet per year, and a minimal
amount of 0.02 cubic feet per second on each source. Priority dates of the water rights claims
start as early as 1926.

Water resources in the Monument are used in a variety of ways: drinking water for the Monument
Visitor Center, livestock watering sites, and recreational opportunities like bird watching. Due to
the small size and ephemeral nature of playa lakes, there is negligible human recreational use that
involves primary or secondary contact with water. However, human use and activities sometimes
alter water and associated resources. Playas and reservoirs developed by BLM are an integral part
of this semiarid ecosystem, and they often are the only source of water for wildlife and livestock.
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The aquatic and wetland habitat supported by Carey Hot Spring has historically been altered by
concentrated livestock use and human recreation. In 2004, the perimeter of the spring was fenced
to avoid further degradation by livestock and conditions inside the exclosure have improved.

Water Quality

Steep-sided canyons with high gradient channels and a narrow floodplain characterize the
watersheds of Big Cottonwood Creek and Copper Creek. These streams are very similar in
geology consisting of sagebrush-covered hillsides in short valleys of sand- and clay-type surface
soils. High discharge typically occurs in late spring and early summer due to snowmelt (< 5 cubic
feet per second); low discharge occurs in late summer or early fall (<1 - 2 cubic feet per second,
[Falter & Freitag, 1996]; [Beneficial Use Reconnaissance Program (BURP), 2007]).

Mining activities in the Big Cottonwood Creek drainage north of the Monument boundary
pre-date establishment of the Monument in the 1920s. Outbuildings and tailing materials from
the Paymaster Mine remain along the west fork of the creek; however, it is not likely that water
quality is currently impacted by past mining activities.

Streamwater quality in Big Cottonwood Creek has been monitored and has generally been found
to be good, with no violations of Idaho State standards for temperature [BURP, 2007], dissolved
oxygen, and/or turbidity [Falter & Freitag, 1996]. Total dissolved solids content of the water,

as indicated by electrical conductivity, has been found to be moderate to low [Falter & Freitag,
1996]; [BURP, 2007]. The stream’s waters are carbonate-based, of moderately low alkalinity
and carbon dioxide, and neutral to slightly basic pH. Streamwater nutrient concentrations of total
phosphorus have been shown to be moderately high with nitrogen limitation indicated, and
streamwater concentrations of nitrate nitrogen are high [Falter & Freitag, 1996].

Low to moderate levels of fecal coliform with high fecal streptococcus bacteria in streams suggest
animal, rather than human, influence on the stream. Aquatic insect associations are relatively
balanced; the community is predominantly comprised of Dipterans, Ephemeropterans, and
Plecopterans. Stream bank and channel stability is good, with little indication of eroding or
collapsing banks [Falter & Freitag, 1996]; [BURP, 2007].

Big Cottonwood Creek and Copper Creek, and grouped stream orders thereof, are identified as
not supporting beneficial uses and are classified as a 303 D impaired stream. Huff Creek, and
grouped stream orders thereof, are not classified as a 303 D impaired stream. Several segments of
Huff Creek were not assessed for beneficial uses. However, one segment of Huff Creek which
was assessed for beneficial uses was found to not be supporting [DEQ, 2014].

3.2.3. Vegetation Resources

Although some of the younger lava flows are devoid of vegetation, there is surprising diversity
among plants and plant communities in the Monument (see Appendix E, Common and Scientific
Names of Plant and Animal Species Occurring at Craters of the Moon National Monument &
Preserve). The type and density of vegetation varies widely, depending on the availability of soil.
Lava flows and kipukas show a full range of ecological succession - from pioneer plants, such as
lichens and mosses on basalt surfaces, to complex plant communities in kipukas and rangelands
bordering lava flows. Rough topography of the lava flows creates numerous microsites where soil
and water accumulate and can support plants that would normally occur in higher precipitation
zones.
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Limber pine stands occur on cinder cones and lava flows in the northern part of the Monument.
The transition between limber pine and juniper vegetation communities occurs between Blacktail
Butte and the Craters of the Moon National Wilderness Area. This ecotone normally occurs in
montane regions and is an unusual feature for the lava flows [USDI BLM, 1980]. Quaking aspen
and Douglas-fir stands are found on some north-facing slopes in the northern portion of the
Monument. Riparian and wetland habitats are limited to the northern periphery due to geology,
topography, and climate of the area.

Early successional plant communities on the cinder cones produce diverse spring wildflower
displays. Areas with greater soil development support the sagebrush steppe vegetation that
typifies the Snake River Plain. Sagebrush steppe is found on approximately 60% of the Monument
and covers the more developed soils of rangelands, kipukas, cinder cones, older lava flows, and
the Pioneer Mountain foothills, most of which is in the BLM-managed portion of the Monument.
Sagebrush steppe vegetation type was once common throughout the Snake River Plain, as well
as in the Intermountain West and Upper Columbia River Basin. However, fire, agriculture, and
historical livestock management practices have modified composition and reduced the extent of
this vegetation type throughout these regions [Blaisdell, Murray, & McArthur, 1982]; [Whisenant,
1990]; [Bunting et al., 2002]; [Strand & Launchbaugh, 2013].

Some portions of the Monument, such as isolated kipukas on NPS lands, have been infrequently
grazed by livestock and have seen little in the way of other human-related disturbances.
Consequently, these areas, which are protected by newer, rough lavas, offer some of the best
remaining examples of native sagebrush steppe in the Snake River Plain. They are considered
Monument values and exemplary of range conditions before European-American settlement and
the introduction of domestic livestock. Some of these areas offer a unique opportunity to observe
native plant communities that have experienced low anthropogenic disturbance levels, as well

as successional processes associated with disturbances, such as fire, and weeds introduced by
wildlife, recreation, or airborne means.

Fire and Vegetation Management

Between 1970 and 2015, approximately 310,000 acres have burned in wildfires within the
boundary of the expanded Monument, primarily on BLM-administered land. About two-thirds
of this acreage has burned two or more times (Figure 3.4, “Fire Frequency in the Monument
(1970-2015)”).
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Peak fire years occurred in 1992 (61,000 acres), 1999 (87,000 acres), 2005 (56,000 acres), and
2006 (65,000 acres). Extensive acreages outside of and adjacent to the Monument also burned
during this period. About half of Laidlaw Park and Paddelford Flat and nearly all of Little Park
have remained unburned in the last decade. Relatively small fires have burned on vegetated lava
and in kipukas, notably Little Prairie in 1992 (1,900 acres), Echo Crater in 2000 (600 acres), and
most recently the Point Well Fire in 2015 (1,000 acres).

Fire plays a key role in determining the diversity and condition of vegetation communities.
Large tracts of sagebrush have been lost due to extensive wildfires, and fires have perpetuated
exotic annual grasslands. However, fire also plays an important role in the maintenance of some
vegetation types, including aspen and mountain shrub. Please refer to the 2007 MMP, Chapter
2, Natural Resources, Vegetation, including Special Status Species and Fire Management (pp.
22-23) for more details about wildland fires in the Monument.

Vegetation in the original Monument and parts of the expanded Monument has been inventoried
and mapped through various efforts [Day & Wright, 1985]; [Whipple, 1992]; [Jurs & Sands,
2004]. A 2003 vascular plant inventory effort estimated the presence of more than 600 species
within the Monument [Popovich, 2006]. Since the current MMP was published in 2007, NPS has
completed an inventory in 2008, estimating about 175 non-vascular plant species [Hutten, 2008].

The most current vegetation map of the Monument was created with the use of Landsat imagery.
Data from various vegetation studies, as well as inventory and monitoring points, were used

to define spectral signatures detectable from the Landsat satellite. Vegetation inventory and
ground-truthing of the map are ongoing; the vegetation map is a dynamic resource. This map,
which is relatively broad in scale, is intended to provide a frame of reference for vegetation
distribution and diversity within the Monument. The following discussion describes complexes
that group and define the various vegetation types illustrated in Figure 3.5, “Existing Vegetation
Types in the Monument (2013)”.
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Vegetation Types in the Monument

The Monument is part of the Snake River Plain ecoregion [NatureServe, 2013]. The National
Vegetation Classification Standard (NVCS) has been set as the standardized vegetation
classification system for BLM land use planning efforts. BLM Policy IM 2013-111 defines the
strategies and levels to use for consistent mapping and classification efforts across the BLM.
RMP amendments are directed to use Macrogroups to define cover types for general existing
vegetation. Table 3.1, “Vegetation Types in the Monument [NatureServe, 2013] and BLM
datasets™ lists the Macrogroups found in the Monument, as well as their corresponding BLM
Midscale description, and a more general vegetation complex grouping. The following vegetation
types are found in the Monument:

Table 3.1. Vegetation Types in the Monument [NatureServe, 2013] and BLM datasets

Complex BLM Midscale Macrogroup
Mountain Shrub Northern Montane & Foothill Forest Northern Rocky Mountain Lower
Montane & Foothill Forest
Subalpine & High Montane Forest Rocky Mountain Subalpine & High
Montane Conifer Forest
Juniper & Mountain Mahogany Intermountain Singleleaf Pinyon -
Woodlands and Scrub Western Juniper Woodland
Riparian Shrubland Western North American Montane Wet
Meadow & Low Shrubland
Montane Shrubland & Grassland Great Plains Mixedgrass Prairie &
Shrubland
Northern Great Plains Woodland
Sagebrush Steppe Tall Sagebrush Shrubland Great Basin & Intermountain Tall
Sagebrush Shrubland & Steppe
Dwarf Sagebrush Shrubland Great Basin & Intermountain Dwarf Sage
Shrubland & Steppe
Grasslands Dry Non-Sagebrush Shrubland & Great Basin & Intermountain Dry
Grassland Shrubland & Grassland
Intermountain Basins Semi-Desert
Grassland
Dry Non-Native Perennial Grassland Introduced & Semi Natural Vegetation
Dry Non-Native Annual Grassland Introduced & Semi Natural Vegetation
Vegetated Lava Unconsolidated Materials, Volcanic Intermountain Basins Cliff, Scree &
Rock, Bedrock, Scree, Cliff and Canyon |Badland Sparse Vegetation
Other Land Use Urban Developed & Urban
Herbaceous Agriculture Herbaceous Agricultural Vegetation
Roads Roads

Mountain Shrub Complex

The mountain shrub complex occurs at the north end of the Monument in the Pioneer Mountains.
This complex covers about 4% (<10,000 acres) of the BLM portions in the Monument, but

it includes vastly different and important habitat types that contribute to the diversity of the
complex. These areas are typically at the higher ranges of elevation in the Monument, but
inclusions are found where adequate moisture or temperature regimes exist, such as in rocky
outcrops along the lava edges. Livestock use is usually lower in these areas than in the other
complexes across the Monument, due in part to the scattered nature of this complex, and limited
accessibility when compared to the more widespread complexes. However, the mountain shrub
complex is important to wildlife, and is used as part of the landscape by various species.
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Four vegetation types are included in this complex. The Northern Montane & Foothill Forest and
Subalpine & High Montane Forest types are found on relatively steep, north-facing slopes of older
cinder cones. The Riparian Shrubland type, which can be found along Little Cottonwood Creek,
is characterized by dense woody vegetation such as black cottonwood, chokecherry, willow, alder,
and a dense layer of tall forbs near permanent watercourses. The Montane Shrubland & Grassland
vegetation type includes communities dominated by mountain big sagebrush, low sagebrush, and
mountain snowberry that occupy slopes and ridges of the Pioneer Mountains.

Sagebrush Steppe Complex

Sagebrush steppe includes all areas where adequate soil deposition or development has occurred
to allow sagebrush taxa and associated shrubs with a bunchgrass understory to dominate. The
sagebrush steppe complex and associated midscale classifications comprise 35% of BLM portions
of the Monument (97,000 acres). Due to the drastic reduction of sagebrush steppe in southern
Idaho by cultivation, fire, and weed invasion [Hironaka, Fosberg, & Winward, 1983], some of the
sagebrush communities in the Monument are the best remaining examples of this vegetation type
on the Snake River Plain, and considered as Monument values.

The sagebrush steppe appears to be a monotonous landscape; however, there is a remarkable
diversity of plant and community types. Many factors influence the diversity, density, cover,
distribution, and health of this high desert sagebrush steppe. Factors include differences in soil
depth and development, precipitation gradient (ranging from 8 to 14 inches), elevation gradient
(ranging from 4,000 to 7,500 feet between the southern and northern ends of the Monument),
historical and current land management, invasive species, and fire frequency. In turn, vegetation
structure and composition influence the ability of the community to resist invasive species
infestation, as well as recover from fire.

Sagebrush steppe vegetation in the Monument is dominated by four species of sagebrush. Three
subspecies of big sagebrush include mountain big sagebrush, basin big sagebrush, and Wyoming
big sagebrush and threetip sagebrush is the fourth species. Midscale classifications include Tall
Sagebrush Shrubland and Dwarf Sagebrush Shrubland, but can be further broken down into Mid-
to High-Elevation Sagebrush Steppe and Low-Elevation Sagebrush Steppe because of elevation
and precipitation gradients.

The Mid- to High-Elevation Sagebrush Steppe vegetation type is generally defined by the
presence of mountain big sagebrush and antelope bitterbrush, which are found in the northern end
of the Monument and occur in higher-elevations that are colder and receive more precipitation.
Low sagebrush is also found in this vegetation type, occurring as a mosaic within mountain

big sagebrush.

The Low-Elevation Sagebrush Steppe vegetation type is defined by basin big sagebrush,
Wyoming big sagebrush, and threetip sagebrush, though these may overlap to some extent

with the mid-elevations. Basin and Wyoming big sagebrush are adapted to the hot, seasonally
dry conditions of the Snake River Plain and can be found intermixed. Basin big sagebrush
communities occur in pockets of deeper, more fertile soils. Wyoming big sagebrush communities
tend to be found in shallower soils.

Threetip sagebrush is widespread throughout the Monument, particularly in areas that burned
within the last 20 years. Threetip sagebrush is the only sagebrush found in the Monument that
re-sprouts following fire. The Low- and Mid- to High-Elevation Sagebrush Steppe vegetation
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types contain other common shrubs such as antelope bitterbrush, rubber rabbitbrush, and green
rabbitbrush.

Understory components in the sagebrush steppe complex vary widely in type and abundance,
but common species include Sandberg bluegrass, Idaho fescue, needle-grasses, bluebunch
wheatgrass, and the exotic annual cheatgrass. Forbs such as buckwheats, arrowleaf balsamroot,
lupine, phlox, and milkvetches are also commonly found growing in these vegetation types.
Both diversity and abundance of herbaceous plants increase with rising elevation and moisture
throughout the Monument.

The reduction of large tracts of sagebrush through increased size and frequency of wildfires is a
concern in the area. Less obvious is the loss of native understory plants, particularly native
bunchgrasses that are valuable components to the ecosystem. Plants such as bluebunch wheatgrass
and Idaho fescue may not be resilient under conditions of closed shrub communities, frequent
fire regimes, cheatgrass invasion, altered climate or site conditions, or excessive grazing. The
reduction in these native species by one factor increases their susceptibility to other factors. Once
native understory species are excluded, they are very difficult to reestablish [Hironaka et al., 1983].

The variation of sagebrush steppe communities influences the multiple values and uses of this
landscape in the Monument. These areas are valued as crucial winter range habitat for mule deer
and pronghorn, essential habitat for sagebrush-obligate wildlife like sage-grouse, important
watersheds, sources of livestock forage, and for recreational use. Conditions of the sagebrush
steppe community in the Monument vary greatly, primarily due to relative isolation and past
and present land uses.

The Monument contains more than 500 kipukas, many of which contain relatively undisturbed
native sagebrush steppe communities. Fire, livestock grazing, recreation, or cheatgrass invasion
have altered some of the kipukas; however, other kipukas in the Monument have been protected
from access and buffered by rough lavas. The abundance and condition of resources within most
of these kipukas is undocumented and relatively unknown. Nevertheless, those kipukas that have
been documented and studied make it clear that these unique islands of native vegetation are
important rangeland and scientific benchmarks [Henderson & Murie, 1958]; [Yingst & Handy,
1961]; [Tisdale, Hironaka, & Fosberg, 1965]; [Caicco & Wellner, 1983a, 1983b, 1983c].

Laidlaw Park, Paddelford Flat, Larkspur Park, and Little Park are kipukas, but are referred to as
“parks” due to their larger size, accessibility, and land uses. There is road access to and within
these parks, and livestock grazing is a current and historical use. All four parks contain the
sagebrush steppe vegetation type, as well as areas dominated by annual and perennial grasslands.
The abundance of native species and the quality of these sagebrush steppe communities depends
mainly on management practices and cumulative effects of environmental responses. For
example, the northern parts of Laidlaw Park retain sufficient native understory and sagebrush.
Conversely, historical grazing practices, frequent wildfires, Aroga moth infestations, cheatgrass
invasion, and noxious weeds have negatively affected the southern portions of Laidlaw Park. In
addition, the southern part of Laidlaw Park receives less rainfall than the northern part, making it
less resilient to disturbance [Jurs & Sands, 2004].

Grasslands Complex

The Dry Non-Native Perennial Grassland and Dry Non-Sagebrush Shrubland & Grassland
vegetation type is dominated by native or introduced perennial grasses. The grasslands complex
covers 60% of the BLM portions of the Monument (166,000 acres) and covers a wide range of
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precipitation and elevation. Historically, Dry Non-Sagebrush Shrubland & Grasslands were part
of the sagebrush steppe complex and formed because of disturbance, primarily through wildfire.
Shrubs would eventually reestablish in perennial grasslands if they remain unburned for several
decades. In most cases, fire is the main cause of shrub removal. Some shrubs such as threetip
sagebrush, rubber rabbitbrush, and green rabbitbrush are able to re-sprout, and mountain big
sagebrush is able to reestablish more rapidly (roughly 10 years). However, Wyoming and basin
big sagebrush must regenerate from seed and can be slow to reestablish after fire.

Dry Non-Native Perennial Grasslands typically lack a shrub component, such as sagebrush, and
possibly have reduced forb diversity. Established, non-native perennial seedings function to
reduce soil movement from both water and wind erosion, and limit invasive species expansion
and establishment. They are resilient to disturbances, requiring little input to maintain a stable
system following natural disturbance events like wildfires, and are more able to withstand repeat
moderate to heavy grazing than mid-size native perennial bunchgrasses. Crested wheatgrass is
a key component of Dry Non-Native Perennial Grass communities in the Monument. Peak
production of crested wheatgrass typically occurs in April-June, tapering off in July. An initial
leaf height of at least 4 inches prior to grazing is recommended to sustain productivity and vigor
of grazed plants [Meays, Laliberte, & Doescher, 2000].

The Dry Non-Native Annual Grassland vegetation type is the result of altered disturbance
regimes, such as soil surface disturbance or frequent fires in areas with longer natural fire return
intervals. Cheatgrass is the primary component and is an exotic species that perpetuates short
fire-return intervals and conditions that maintain its dominance.

In many cases, microsite conditions have often been altered to the extent that native grasses are
unable to effectively compete with cheatgrass and noxious weeds. Under these conditions, burned
areas are revegetated by seeding perennial vegetation to prevent the establishment of annual
grasslands. In areas where altered site conditions and high competition from exotic species
exist, select cultivars of introduced and native perennial grasses and forbs have been used

to rehabilitate burned areas. Some of the species seeded in rehabilitated areas are crested or
Siberian wheatgrass, Snake River wheatgrass, tall wheatgrass, bluebunch wheatgrass, Sherman’s
big bluegrass, and Sandberg bluegrass. Forbs such as blue flax, sainfoin, scarlet globemallow,
and alfalfa have also been seeded. Exclusively native plant seedings have also been completed
in Wilderness Study Areas. Both the NPS and BLM encourage the use of native species for
restoration and rehabilitation efforts.

Vegetated Lava Complex

This system is limited to basalt lava, and cinder cones or fields. Scattered occurrences of
buckwheats, limber pine, and juniper may be present.

Exposed lava flows are the newest lava flows and are mostly devoid of vascular plants; however,
lichens and mosses are frequently present. Vegetated lava is defined as lava fields with greater than
5% total vegetative cover, with plants occurring as islands, pockets, or clustered individuals in the
lava flow. This complex covers less than 1% of the BLM portions of the Monument (roughly
1,100 acres). The vegetated lava complex mainly consists of early successional and adaptable
plants that grow in limited soil that blows into the cracks and fractures on young basalt rock.

The type of lava and the amount of soil determine the type and density of vegetation. Penstemon
and sticky cinquefoil grow in shallow soils, while desert sweet, rockspirea, and Lewis’ mock
orange are present in deeper crevices. Trees, such as limber pine in the north end of the Monument
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and juniper in the south end, also grow in crevices and cracks where sufficient moisture is
funneled and retained. These trees may grow as scattered individuals or as small woodlands.
Antelope bitterbrush, rabbitbrush, and sagebrush can also be found (up to 15% of vegetative
cover) where more soil development or deposition has occurred.

Vegetation Condition

Each of the aforementioned vegetation complexes is represented by a multitude of Ecological Sites
in varying conditions. Ecological Site Descriptions (ESD) produced by the NRCS characterize
these Ecological Sites and they provide estimates of the plant community composition that would
be typical for a particular soil type, elevation, slope, and aspect on the landscape. They describe
the reference state if there were no disturbances, such as excessive grazing or fires, as well as
multiple states that could occur under various disturbance regimes.

Monitoring data and various assessments (Standards and Guidelines Assessments, HAF
assessments, Jurs and Sands (2004)) have sought to characterize the condition of the plant
communities in relation to these ESDs. In 2004, a study was published to establish the current
condition and provide management recommendations for the vegetation communities in Laidlaw
Park, Little Park, and Paddelford Flat, the three largest kipukas in the Monument [Jurs and Sands,
2004]. The conditions described in this report mirror those that are used in the ESD State and
Transition Models. In the State and Transition Models, vegetation communities are described
by the degree of departure from the reference state. The plant community of the Ecological Site
is able to withstand a certain level of disturbance and maintain its stable state, recovering from

a fire or withstanding grazing pressure. If a threshold of disturbance level is crossed, then the
community cannot return to reference state without significant inputs, such as seeding.

For comparison, the Jurs and Sands report uses biotic integrity ratings of “Good,” “Fair,” and
“Poor.” “Good” was defined as, “the plant community has the capacity to sustain its natural
biological diversity (plants and animals) and values within the context of normal environmental
stress (fire, drought, flood, herbivory, etc.).” “Fair” was defined as, “the community’s biological
diversity and capacity has been diminished, it is vulnerable to further degradation, but it can
return to a higher level of organization if environmental stressors are low and infrequent enough
to allow recovery.” “Poor” was defined as, “the community’s biological diversity and capacity
has been seriously degraded and it has crossed a threshold. It cannot return to higher levels of
organization within any reasonable time frame without substantial external inputs (i.e. seeding).”

The basis for both sets of ratings are similar, as well as the means of maintaining the ratings or
causing progression towards the reference community or retrogression towards another stable
state. In the State and Transition models, State 1A is the reference community, which would be
comparable to Good biotic integrity. These communities can sustain themselves given proper
grazing and fire management.

State 1B (sometimes it is State 1.2 or other designation, but for simplicity, comparable states will
be referred to as 1B in this document) in the State and Transition models is generally a plant
community that has maintained its shrub component, but lost some of its herbaceous component,
generally due to improper grazing and a lack of fire. This state is comparable to a Fair biotic
integrity rating, as it still maintains the components for natural recovery to reference state (State
1A or Good) with proper livestock management, such as light utilization rates and periodic rest.

State 1C in the State and Transition models is generally brought about by wildfire in a reference
community. It generally has an intact herbaceous component, but some species, such as Thurber’s
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needlegrass may be reduced and cheatgrass may invade due to the wildfire disturbance. The Jurs
and Sands report did not have a comparable category to the State and Transition models for this
category. The report designated them as Good, Fair, or Poor based on the aforementioned criteria.

State 2 in the State and Transition models is comparable to the Poor biotic integrity rating. These
sites have crossed a threshold and are generally dominated by cheatgrass and Sandberg bluegrass.
Significant inputs would be necessary to improve the biotic integrity of these sites. They cannot
recover to reference state without seeding.

The Jurs and Sands report assessed seeded areas as it assessed native areas, but the State
and Transition models allow for another stable state in which an area is seeded with native or
non-native cultivars.

The Jurs and Sands study was conducted during the fall of 2001 and spring of 2002. 2001
was a severe drought year, and 2002 was slightly below average, which may explain some of
the discrepancies in the following maps. Fall data collection can result in missing some of the
herbaceous components of a plant community, and many forbs do not express themselves fully
during a drought. Early season sampling can make plant identification difficult, as well. Both
limitations were noted in the Jurs and Sands report. The same limitations apply to the HAF
methodology (i.e. seasonal and/or drought data collection limitations), however the HAF is
designed to sample for sage-grouse habitat at the time the habitat is used. The following maps
depict the biotic integrity ratings presented by the Jurs and Sands report with a comparison to
those comparable ratings from data collected in 2012 and 2013.
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Nonvascular Plants

A non-vascular plant inventory completed in 2008 found about 70 moss, 10 liverwort, and 95
lichen species in the Monument [Hutten, 2008]. These organisms, also known as biological

soil crusts, occur to some extent in every vegetation type in the Monument and are commonly
observed on exposed lava. Non-vascular plants perform a number of ecologically important
functions; they actively decompose detritus, break down rock, and add structure and nutrients to
the soil. They are important components of the functioning ecosystem and serve as environmental
quality indicators.

Noxious Weeds and Invasive Plant Species

Eleven species of weeds designated as noxious by Idaho State Law have been identified in the
Monument: spotted knapweed, diffuse knapweed, Russian knapweed, rush skeletonweed, leafy
spurge, Canada thistle, musk thistle, Scotch thistle, Dalmatian toadflax, Dyer’s woad and field
bindweed [State of Idaho, 2001]. Disturbed areas such as road rights-of-ways, intensively grazed
areas, and burns are particularly susceptible to invasion by exotics; consequently, most of the
noxious weeds are found specifically in these areas.

Table 3.2. Noxious Weeds and Invasive Plant Species in Craters of the Moon

Common Name Scientific Name Statewide List Type
Russian knapweed Acroptilon repens Control
Musk thistle Carduus nutans Control
Diffuse knapweed Centaurea diffusa Containment
Spotted knapweed Centaurea stoebe Containment
Rush skeletonweed Chondrilla juncea Containment
Canada thistle Cirsium arvense Containment
Field bindweed Convolvulus arvensis Containment
Leafy spurge Euphorbia esula Containment
Dyer’s woad Isatis tinctoria Control
Dalmation toadflax Linaria dalmatica dalmatica Containment
Scotch thistle Onopordum acanthium Containment

Note

“Control” means to obtain control through any or all of the following methods:
prevention, rehabilitation, eradication, or modified treatments.

“Containment” means halting the spread of a weed infestation beyond specified boundaries.
[Idaho Code Title 22 Agriculture and Horticulture, Chapter 24 Noxious Weeds, Idaho State
Department of Agriculture]

Spotted knapweed and diffuse knapweed have been documented extensively along U.S. Highway
20/26/93 through the northern extent of the Monument. More than 200 infestations of knapweed
occur along the highway within Monument boundaries. NPS mapped and treated these locations
in 2001 and 2003. Spotted and diffuse knapweeds have also been documented and treated in
Paddelford Flat and Laidlaw Park, along the west and east edges of the Monument, respectively.

Rush skeletonweed has been reported in various locations in Laidlaw Park and the west side of
the Monument; it is also found in the vicinity of Bear Trap Cave and Kings Bowl on the east side
of the Monument. Many observations of this species have not been officially documented, but
incidental observations suggest that it is much more widespread than any current mapping effort
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shows. For instance, from data collected for habitat assessments in 2012 and 2013, 24% of
transects had at least one occurrence of rush skeletonweed. This weed also takes advantage of
disturbed soil and spreads primarily by seed.

Leafy spurge has been documented in the west part of the Monument as small, scattered sites
within the sagebrush steppe and vegetated lava vegetation types (Carey Lava Field). It has also
been recently documented in the group campsite north of highway 20/26/93. Large infestations
are known to exist along the west edge of the Monument near Monument Butte, Sand Butte, and
the town of Carey. These large infestations have increased potential for further introduction and
spread onto the Monument by way of birds, deer, livestock, and vehicles. BLM is continuing a
control program specifically developed to address infestations on lava-based terrain.

Thistles are scattered throughout the Monument. Nearly 100 total locales have been documented
for all three noxious thistles.

Dyer’s woad has been found and treated near Brigham Point. Other scattered occurrences have
been treated along the east and west sides of the Wapi Flow. Dyer’s woad is known to occur
across the Wapi Flow.

Both BLM and NPS have initiated integrated noxious weed programs. Efforts to control these
species are in effect, including the use of mechanical and spray techniques, as well as limited use
of biological control agents. The priority species discussed have been targeted specifically for
mapping, treatment, and prevention programs. Education and public awareness are emphasized
by both agencies. Involvement in Cooperative Weed Management Areas has resulted in strong
community commitment and cost-effective management of noxious weeds.

Other invasive, exotic species, such as cheatgrass, are as much of a concern as state-listed
noxious weeds. Cheatgrass, a common and widespread invader throughout the West, is extremely
competitive and readily invades and dominates disturbed land. It can be a component of
undisturbed or otherwise healthy sagebrush. For example, cheatgrass has been documented in
several kipukas that lack a history of common human disturbances such as livestock grazing. This
annual grass out-competes native vegetation and perpetuates a frequent fire regime, which further
discourages the regrowth of native species and encourages more cheatgrass. This has been a key
management concern for BLM and has driven the development of more effective disturbed land
rehabilitation and restoration techniques. Approximately 28,000 acres of BLM-managed lands in
the Monument have cheatgrass and other invasive annuals as a dominant component, or greater
than 50% composition. As soils types change with increased precipitation and elevation and
decreased temperature, the amount of cheatgrass present decreases.

BLM and NPS have implemented nationwide policies against invasive and harmful exotic
species. All the species mentioned in this discussion have been targeted for eradication,
containment, or control.

The dispersal and spread of noxious weeds can happen through a variety of means, including
the visitor use for resources offered in the Monument (e.g. hunting, camping, and OHV use),
wildfires, as well as natural transportation means, such as wind, birds, and other wildlife.
Livestock can contribute to the dispersal of weed seeds and materials through feed consumption,
and seeds can be transported by livestock coats and also by vehicles and equipment related to
livestock grazing. Certified weed-free hay is required on all BLM lands (USDI BLM, 2011).

Special Status Plants
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Special status plants are those federally listed under the ESA and species recognized by Idaho
and BLM as sensitive. All species identified as sensitive by BLM must be managed proactively
by BLM to protect these species, and NPS strives to manage its land to protect any federally
listed, state-listed, or special status species. The most current list will always be the applicable
special status species list.

The Idaho Native Plant Society and Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG) Natural Heritage
Program (INHP) meet annually with State and Federal agencies to review the status of plants
considered to be globally, state, or locally rare. The resulting list is used to determine which
species lack federal protection under the ESA, require, or would benefit from protection at a
local or regional level.

Two BLM sensitive plants are known to occur within the Monument: obscure phacelia and Picabo
milkvetch. Areas within and surrounding the Monument have been systematically surveyed for
both obscure phacelia and Picabo milkvetch, and population information is documented in status
and monitoring reports [Moseley & Popovich, 1995]; [Murphy, 2002].

Obscure phacelia is one of Idaho’s rarest plants, with only six occurrences (population areas)
known statewide. Obscure phacelia is an erect-stemmed annual that grows primarily on
moderately steep, north and east facing slopes of volcanic-based mountains and buttes at
approximately 5,390 to 6,200 feet elevation. It often grows in dark-colored, well-drained
silt-loams with varying amounts of sand, gravel, cobble, stone, and boulder colluvium intermixed.
Most microsites are not cindery or extremely gravelly. Soils are derived from and overlay
volcanic substrates. Areas supporting obscure phacelia usually lack litter accumulation, are
always relatively loose or scarified (due to animal and erosion disturbance), and lack dense
perennial vegetation. The soil depth varies from shallow (over boulders) to moderately deep. The
range of obscure phacelia in Idaho is from the eastern side of the Great Rift of the Upper Snake
River Plain to the foothills of the Pioneer Mountains [Murphy, 1995].

Picabo milkvetch is narrowly endemic to stable, sandy soils in the north-central portion of the
eastern Snake River Plain, near the foothills of the Pioneer Mountains and Picabo Hills. Picabo
milkvetch is frequently found in open grassy areas (often in previously burned patches within
sagebrush shrubland) and is rarely found in the understory of late-seral sagebrush stands [Moseley
& Popovich, 1995]; [Alexander, Liston, & Popovich, 2004].

Table 3.3. Special Status Plants in the Monument

Common Name Scientific Name Type
Obscure phacelia Phacelia inconspicua 2
Picabo milkvetch Astragalus oniciformis 3

Note

Type 2 — Species that are imperiled because of rarity or because other factors

demonstrably make it very vulnerable to extinction.

Type 3 — Globally rare, very rare in Idaho, or uncommon but not imperiled,

with moderate endangerment factors.

Type 4 — Generally rare in Idaho with small populations or localized distribution and currently
have low threat levels.
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3.2.4. Wildlife and Fish, Including Special Status Species

During a single year, about 200 species of birds, 60 mammals, ten reptiles, and at least three types
of amphibians occupy the Monument (Appendix E, Common and Scientific Names of Plant and
Animal Species Occurring at Craters of the Moon National Monument & Preserve). Late 1960s
surveys identified more than 2,000 species of insects in a very small portion of the northernmost
part of the Monument [Horning & Barr, 1970].

Wildlife and Fish Habitats and Common Monument Animal Species

Sagebrush steppe communities comprise much of the wildlife habitat within the Monument.
Numerous species are found in sagebrush habitats [Braun, Baker, Eng, Gashwiler, & Schroeder,
1976]; [Trimble, 1989]. Some of these are sagebrush obligates (restricted to sagebrush habitats
during breeding season or year-round) or near obligates (occurring in both sagebrush and
grassland habitats [Paige & Ritter, 1999]. Sagebrush obligates or associates that occur in the
Monument include the sagebrush sparrow, Brewer’s sparrow, sage thrasher, sage-grouse, pygmy
rabbit, sagebrush vole, and sagebrush lizard.

Sagebrush and the native perennial grasses and forbs of the sagebrush steppe are important
sources of food and cover for wildlife [Dealy, Leckenby, & Concannon, 1981]. During winter, the
evergreen foliage of sagebrush often provides the only available green vegetation, and its protein
level and digestibility are higher than that of most other shrubs and grasses [Peterson, 1995].
Pronghorn, pygmy rabbits, and sage-grouse may exclusively eat sagebrush in winter, and it also
becomes a major portion of mule deer and elk diets. Taller sagebrush provides cover for mule
deer and sage-grouse [Dealy et al., 1981], and the crowns of sagebrush break up hard-packed
snow, making it easier for animals to forage on the grasses beneath [Peterson, 1995].

Throughout the rest of the year, sagebrush provides food for pygmy rabbits and sage-grouse;
protective cover for fawns, calves, rabbits, and grouse broods; and nesting sites for many
shrub-nesting birds. The sage thrasher, Brewer’s sparrow, sagebrush sparrow, and sage-grouse
most frequently nest in or beneath sagebrush.

The Monument encompasses some lower slopes of the Pioneer Mountains, which contain both
perennial and ephemeral springs. Several of these springs feed small creeks and marshes. A
number of species of waterfowl and marsh birds, two frog species, several small mammals,
beaver, moose, and several other species use these habitats exclusively. Numerous species of
birds use these areas as primary habitat.

Inland redband trout, a subspecies of rainbow trout, may also be present in the isolated cold-water
creeks just north of the Monument. Current range-wide abundance of redband trout is unknown;
however, resident populations of the species persist at some level in all major areas of their
historical distribution in Idaho [IDFG, 2005].

Fairy and tadpole shrimp, two types of freshwater crustacean, can be found in almost every
seasonal water pool [Bratton, 1990] in more arid regions of the Monument. Fairy shrimp serve
as a valuable food source for migratory waterfowl that use playas as resting areas along their
long trek north in spring and early summer.

The Monument contains some scattered stands of trees, including riparian stands of black
cottonwood, willows, alders, and quaking aspen; upland stands of quaking aspen or Douglas
fir; and lava- or cinder-based stands of limber pine and junipers. These forested sites are used
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by more than 110 species of birds, at least four species of reptiles, and at least 37 mammals.
Migrant forest birds are highly selective of stopover habitat [Kerlinger, 1995], and these forest
stands are important to birds traveling from the Northern Rocky Mountains. Many resident
species, including Clark’s nutcracker, chickadees, nuthatches, woodpeckers, and others, use them
exclusively. Forested sites also provide critical thermal cover for deer, elk, and moose in the
foothills of the Pioneer Mountains [Griffith, 1983].

Extensive lava flows serve as habitat for numerous animal species. At least seven species of bats,
several species of rodents, and several species of cave invertebrates use lava tubes and flows in the
Monument. The flow surfaces are also used by many species of vertebrates and invertebrates, and
several species are dependent on the lava structures. Species such as pika, woodrats, skinks, and
rock wrens are found primarily on the rock surfaces. Several snake and bat species are dependent
on cavities in the lava for hibernation sites.

Subspecies of the Great Basin pocket mouse, the pika, and the yellow-pine chipmunk are endemic
to the lavas of the Great Rift. Darker fur characterizes these subspecies, which may be an
adaptation to the black lava rock. Pikas are known primarily as residents of high-elevation alpine
regions, and those living on the Craters of the Moon Lava Field occupy lower elevations and the
highest mean temperatures within the species’ range [Beever, 2002].

Several species of birds are also dependent on the lava structures. The Monument has a large
population of rock wrens that nest almost exclusively on basalt formations. Many cavity-nesting
species nest in rock cavities on the flows. Chickadees and swallows are typically associated with
woodlands but will use rock crevices when these features occur near limber pine or juniper stands.
Mountain bluebirds and violet-green swallows nest primarily in tree cavities but are known to use
rock crevices for nesting. Both species have been documented nesting in crevices and bubbles in
flow surfaces in the Monument [Rich, 1984].

Both western and mountain bluebirds have experienced major range-wide declines as result of
habitat loss and competition from introduced European starlings. Bluebirds nest in high densities
in the north part of the Monument, but are seen far less frequently in southern areas, where
substantial flocks of starlings now breed.

Numerous bird species, such as sagebrush sparrows, sage thrashers, and long-billed curlews

are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (USC Title 16, Chapter 7, Subchapter II;
Appendix C) and have been documented in the Monument, occupying all habitat types. The
migrant patterns include permanent residents, summer residents, migrants only using resting areas
a few days a year, and winter-only residents.

Reptiles in the Monument also occupy a wide range of habitats. Ten species of reptiles have been
identified in the Monument, including five snakes and five lizards. Several hibernating sites

for snakes have been identified in the Monument [Lee, 2002]. These hibernacula may contain
animals from several square miles of summer habitat both inside and outside the Monument.
Garter snakes and rubber boas are predominantly riparian species, and skinks and gopher snakes
usually use rocky habitats with sparse vegetation. Night snakes may occupy the area but are
rare and difficult to survey [Peterson, 2003].

Two frog species occur in the Monument, Boreal chorus frog and Pacific tree frog. Two toad
species may exist in the Monument as well. One, the Great Basin spadefoot toad, has been
detected only once in recent inventory work, but it can remain dormant for several years and is
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not readily detected while in burrows. Western toads have not been detected in surveys since
1987; they may have been locally extirpated.

Six species of large mammals are known to inhabit the Monument: mule deer, elk, pronghorn,
moose, cougar, and black bear. Most are widespread throughout the Snake River Plain and
Pioneer Mountains and regularly can be found in or near the Monument.

Mule deer are scattered throughout most of the vegetated areas year-round; the south part of

the Monument contains substantial winter range for deer [IDFG, 2003]. Mule deer occupy the
northern areas in spring and summer, with two distinct herds migrating into the Pioneer Mountains
by autumn [Griffith, 1983]. One of these herds comes from lands to the north and west of the
Monument. The other herd winters in the desert area south of the Craters of the Moon Lava Field.
This herd slowly migrates to the northwest as vegetation dries out throughout the summer. By
late summer or early fall this herd has merged with the herd from the northwest. Upon reaching
the riparian areas, they have access to water and browse that is still fresh. NPS monitoring since
1988 in the northwest part of the Monument indicates a very dynamic population that fluctuates
greatly with varying annual conditions. This may even include shifting migration routes out of the
area in some years [[IDFG, 2003].

Elk occupy widely scattered areas of the Monument year-round, with recorded sightings from
both immediately east and west of the Craters of the Moon Lava Field and in larger kipukas like
Laidlaw Park. Large numbers of elk winter in the Pioneer Mountains along the northwest part of
the Monument. Two distinct groups of more than 100 animals each were recorded moving back
and forth across the west boundary during early 2003 [IDFG, 2003]. In summer, most of these elk
move to mesic habitats west and north of the Monument; however, summer use has also been
recently reported in central portions of the Monument such as the southern half of Laidlaw Park.

Pronghorn are found within much of the Monument and are common throughout the year in
Laidlaw Park [IDFG, 2003]. A migrant herd of pronghorn uses the west part of the Monument
as a migratory corridor and birthing area [IDFG, 2003]. Occasional use during winter has also
been recorded in this area. Smaller numbers of animals can be found along the east boundary
and near the Great Rift. Winter range has been identified in the southern areas and near the
Great Rift [IDFG, 2003].

Moose colonized the riparian areas of the Monument in 1999 and are common in both the Big and
Little Cottonwood Creek watersheds of the Pioneer Mountains. Suitable habitat is limited in the
Monument, so further expansion is not likely.

Cougar and black bear are also found in the Pioneer Mountains area of the Monument. In recent
decades, documented observations have been confined to the north part of the Monument in or
adjacent to the Pioneer Mountains. Sightings of these two species are rare, and little is known
about their status in the Monument.

Bighorn sheep infrequently occur in the Pioneer Bighorn Sheep Population Management Unit
(PMU), which is approximately ten miles north of the Monument. This is the closest bighorn
sheep PMU to the Monument. IDFG defines a PMU as: ““a population or groups of connected
populations in similar habitats with similar management priorities [IDFG, 2010]” The IDFG does
not manage to maintain a population of bighorn sheep in the Pioneers PMU, and there does

not appear to be a persistent bighorn sheep population in this PMU [IDFG, 2010]. Sporadic
observations of bighorn sheep are documented within the Pioneer PMU every few years. Bighorn
sheep have been observed 8—20 miles north and west of the Monument on 12 occasions from
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1970-2006 [IDFG, 2013]. The source population for these sheep is unknown; they may be
associated with either the East Fork Salmon River population or the Lost River population [IDFG,
2010]. Domestic sheep pose risk of disease transmission to bighorn sheep; contact between
species can result in mortality to bighorn sheep individuals and reduce long-term herd health.
Therefore, management focuses on minimizing potential contact between bighorn sheep and
domestic sheep and preventing bighorn sheep that contact domestic sheep in this area from
returning to an established population of bighorn sheep. The IDFG has agreed to BMPs with all of
the known domestic sheep producers who operate within this PMU. These BMPs were developed
to reduce the potential for contact between domestic and wild sheep. Specifically, the BMPs focus
on prompt communication of bighorn sightings and minimizing the likelihood of contact between
domestic and bighorn sheep. Furthermore, the BMPs outline methods IDFG may use when a
bighorn sheep is sighted. These methods include monitoring, deploying a radio collar on, or
euthanizing the bighorn sheep [IDFG, 2010].

Due to the lack of a persistent bighorn sheep population within the Pioneer PMU, a core herd
home range has not been identified by the U.S. Forest Service for this unit. Core herd home
ranges were delineated by the U.S. Forest Service to inform the Risk of Contact Tool USDA, 2013
where appropriate [Foster and Foster, 2015]. The Risk of Contact Tool is a GIS spatial model
that provides a logical and documented process that quantifies the risk (percent probability) of a
bighorn sheep intersecting a domestic sheep allotment, pasture, or trailing corridor [Mugoitio &
Wilhelm, 2014;[USDA, 2013]]. The USFS defines a Core Herd Home Range (CHHR) in the
Payette National Forest FSEIS (2010) as: “the area within which most herd individuals spend
most (95 %) of their time.” The nearest CHHR to the Monument is associated with the Lost River
PMU, which is approximately 19 miles from the Monument. The East Fork PMU/CHHR is
approximately 56 miles from the Monument.

The Risk of Contact Tool was not utilized for the Pioneer PMU because of the lack of a persistent
bighorn sheep population, no CHHR, and the need to incorporate hypothetical data. The Risk

of Contact Tool was not utilized for the East Fork PMU because the distance from this PMU

and associated CHHR is too great to register with the Risk of Contact Tool, which is spatially
limited to 22 miles. The Risk of Contact Tool was utilized for the Lost River PMU, because some
allotments overlapping the Monument occur within 22 miles of the Lost River CHHR. For the
Lost River PMU/CHHR the analysis was considered for all allotments, regardless of current
livestock type, because the conversion from cattle to sheep is allowed.

Four species of large mammals and one small mammal were extirpated from the Monument
during the twentieth century. The North American bison, Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep, gray
wolf, and grizzly bear were last documented in the early twentieth century [Smithsonian Institute,
2003]. One previously extirpated species, the porcupine, has recently reoccupied historical
habitat within the Monument. Wolves from the reintroduced Central Idaho packs occupy territory
immediately north of the Monument.

Special Status Wildlife and Fish

Special status species are those listed as endangered or threatened under the ESA, candidates or

species proposed for listing under the ESA, listed by BLM as sensitive, or listed by the USFWS

as a Bird Species of Conservation Concern or Focal Species. The BLM manages BLM sensitive
species to provide conservation for those species and their habitats, and to minimize the need for
future listing as threatened or endangered under the ESA. The NPS strives to manage its lands to
protect any federal, state, or BLM-listed species.
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Table 3.4, “Special Status Animal Species in the Monument Area”lists the special status animal
species that are known or reported in the Monument area. The table is a representation of a
dynamic list that is expected to change over the life of the plan. The most current list will always
be the applicable special status species list.

Table 3.4. Special Status Animal Species in the Monument Area

MAMMALS

Big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus) California myotis (Myotis Gray wolf (Canis lupus)
californicus)

Kit fox (Vulpes macrotis) Fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes) |Little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus)

Long-legged Myotis (Myotis volans) |Long-eared myotis (Myotis evotis) Pallid bat (4Antrozous pallidus)

Piute ground squirrel (Urocitellus Pygmy rabbit (Brachylagus Western Small-footed Myotis (Myotis

mollis ) idahoensis) ciliolabrum)

Townsend’s big-eared bat

(Corynorhinus townsendii)

BIRDS

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus Black-throated sparrow (Amphispiza |Black tern (Chlidonias niger)

leucocephalus) bilineata)

Brewer's sparrow (Spizella breweri) |Calliope hummingbird (Selasphorus | Columbian sharp-tailed grouse
calliope) (Tympanuchus phasianellus

columbianus)
Eared grebe (Podiceps nigricollis) Ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis) Grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus
savannarum)

Green-tailed towhee (Pipilo Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) Greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus

chlorurus) urophasianus)

Lesser scaup (dythya affinis) Lewis’s woodpecker (Melanerpes Loggerhead shrike (Lanius
lewis) ludovicianus)

Long-billed curlew (Numenius Northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis)| Northern pintail (4nas acuta)

americanus)

Olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) |Sage thrasher (Oreoscoptes

cooperi) montanus)

Sagebrush sparrow (4Artemisiospiza | Short-eared owl (4sio flammeus) Williamson’s sapsucker (Sphyrapicus

belli) thyroideus)

Willow flycatcher (Empidonax Western burrowing owl (Athene

traillii) cunicularia)

REPTILES & AMPHIBIANS

Western toad/Boreal toad (Anaxyrus

boreas)

FISH

Inland redband trout (Oncorhynchus

mykiss gairdneri)

INVERTEBRATES

Idaho point-headed grasshopper St. Anthony sand dunes tiger beetle |Blind cave leiodid beetle

(Acrolophitus pulchellus) (Cicindela arenicola) (Glacicavicola bathyscioides)

The USFWS has provided a list of endangered, threatened, and proposed species that may be
present in the five-county area surrounding the Monument. According to this list, threatened and
endangered animal species that could potentially occur in counties that span the Monument

are Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), bull trout
(Salvelinus confluentus), and the Snake River Physa snail (Physa natricina). Although not
identified on the list, the Bliss Rapids snail (Taylorconcha serpenticola) and Banbury Springs
limpet (Lanx sp.) were considered. However, habitat for these species is not available in the
Monument. The Monument is not in a lynx analysis unit, does not contain critical habitat, and is
not considered to provide suitable habitat for Canada lynx. The Monument also lacks suitable
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habitat for the yellow-billed cuckoo. Individuals could occur in the vicinity of the Monument
during migration but require relatively large (= 20 ha) stands of cottonwood with a dense shrub
understory for nesting. Cuckoos have been observed 10 - 20 miles south and west of the
Monument in the Big Wood River and Snake River corridors. Surface water conditions are not
adequate for the survival of bull trout or the snails, all of which require substantial riverine or
cold-water spring habitat. There are several small perennial streams in the Pioneer Mountains
at the north end of the Monument, but these streams rapidly become subterranean once they
encounter the lava flows.

Animal species that were formerly federally listed but are now considered to be recovered include
the gray wolf and bald eagle. The gray wolf was delisted on May 5, 2011. Wolves are known to
occur in the vicinity of the Monument [Williams, 2002]; [IDFG & Nez Perce Tribe, 2014] and
were observed and tracked just north of the Monument in spring and winter of 2001. The pack
was thought to have followed migrating elk and deer. Individual wolves have also been observed
near the boundary of the Monument, with several confirmed sightings in this area since 2000.

The bald eagle was delisted as a federally threatened species on August 8, 2007. There is a bald
eagle breeding territory just west of the Monument near Carey Lake Marsh. Transient, wintering
bald eagles might be found anywhere throughout Blaine, Butte, Lincoln, Minidoka, and Power
Counties, including parts of the Monument.

The USFWS recently completed a status review for listing the greater sage-grouse as a
Threatened or Endangered species under the ESA. In 2010 the USFWS determined that listing the
sage-grouse was warranted for listing under ESA, but precluded by higher priority listing actions.
This decision classified sage-grouse as a Candidate species under the ESA. In a subsequent
settlement agreement, the USFWS was directed by the Court to make a final listing determination
by September 30, 2015. In light of the 2010 "warranted but precluded" finding, and the USFWS
conclusion that BLM and USFS land use plans were lacking adequate regulatory mechanisms to
conserve sage-grouse, the BLM and USFS embarked on an effort to amend land use plans across
most of the west to incorporate land use allocations and other measures designed to conserve
sage-grouse. A Record of Decision for these amendments was signed on September 21, 2015.
After a thorough analysis of the best available scientific information and taking into account
ongoing key conservation efforts and their projected benefits the USFWS on September 22, 2015
determined that greater sage-grouse do not face the risk of extinction now or in the foreseeable
future and does not need protection under the ESA. Sage-grouse will continue to be managed as a
BLM Sensitive Species in Idaho. Sage-grouse occur throughout the sagebrush steppe ecosystem
and are commonly found on the Monument and adjacent lands.

In 2000, Idaho BLLM initiated the "Key Habitat Map" outlining areas of sagebrush used by
sage-grouse at some point of the year, as well as potential restoration areas. The map ha<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>