
TWIN FALLS PLANNING UNIT 

Activity Plans and Schedules 

Starting Date Completion Date 
Allotment Name FY Quarter FY Qua r te r r-

South Mule Creek 85 1st 85 2nd 

Whiskey Creek 86 1st 87 1st 

Barton-Schutte 86 1st 86 4th 

U-2 - Lost Creek 87 1st 87 4th 

·West Kunkel 88 1st 88 4th 

Loughmiller 88 1st 88 4th 

Salmon Falls Natural Area Management Plan 88 1st 89 1st 

0°ff Road Vehicle Plan 88 2nd 89 3rd 

South Big Creek 89 1st 89 4th 
'? •• 

Snake River He rt !age 89 3rd 90 2nd 



L-1.1 

L-2.1 
-a .. -lc 

L-2.2 

L-2.3 

L-2.4 

L-2.5 

L-3.1 

L-3.2 

L-4.1 

L-4.2 

L-4.3 

L-5.1 

TWIN FALLS MFP 
MONITORING/REVIEW 

FY 1987 

Lands 

Encourage urban-suburban expansion to private rather than 
public lands. [OK] 

Use 120 acres (MFP 2 Overlay shows 240 acres) of public land 
for expansion of Twin Falls County Landfill. [Area may not be 
suitable; R&PP no longer applicable.] 

Retain the present dump sites at Filer (40 acres), Murtaugh (40 
acres, and Twin Falls (260 acres). [OK] 

Authorize an R&PP lease on 40 acres for a landfill at 
Rogerson. [R&PP no longer applicable; dump site is closed.] 

Clean up the defunct dumps at Clover, Lilly Grade and Dry Gulch 
south of Kimberly (240 acres total) by close coordination with 
Twin Falls County. [Has been completed.] 

Request Bureau of Reclamation to modify their Salmon Tract 
withdrawal application to include only the 1900 acres of public 
land that would became private. [Needs action.] 

Continue multiple-use management with no reservations on 12,500 
acres of specific sites for future agricultural development. 
[OK] 

Continue existing land uses on 4,000 acres, but do not alter 
the characteristics that make the area potentially suitable for 
intensive agriculture. [OK] 

Allow major power transmission lines (46 to 138 KW) to be 
.constructed within or between the designated corridors, but not 
to the east or west of the two corridors. Distribution lines 
are exempt from this restriction. [OK] 

Confine oil and gas pipelines to the designated corridor 
locations. [OK] 

Make public land available, if needed, for a highway 
right-of-way to relocate a portion of U.S. Highway 93. [OK] 

Allow construction of a communication site on Sugarloaf Butte. 
If a second building is needed, locate it a short distance from 
the first, using the same site. [OK] 



L-6.1 

L-6.2 

L-7.1 

L-7.2 

L-8.3 

Revoke the following withdrawals: 

1. Stock driveway in SW1/4NE1/4, Section 35, T. 11 S., R. 18 
E. 

2. Military withdrawal in El/2, Section 29, T. 11 S., R. 17 E. 
3. Military range in Sl/2Sl/2, Section 25, T. 9 S., R. 13 E. 

Authorize military use with MOU, if applicable. 

[Stock driveway has been terminated; Military wants to retain 
their withdrawals.] 

Revoke the Twin Falls MUC, except as it segregates against 
mining on Rabbit Spring, Cauldron Linn, Spring Town, Dry Town, 
and Dry Cataracts. [OK] 

Complete exchange I-6561 with Steve Ellis. [Done] 

Prioritize and proceed to process the following exchanges: 
Larsen, Schnell, Idaho Department of Lands, Chadwick, Williams, 
McCollum, and Wegener. Lands to be offered and selected as 
listed, with remaining public lands to be retained in public 
ownership. Reject exchanges E-7, E-23, E~34, E-55, E-56, E-58, 
E-62, and E-64. Exchanges to benefit other agencies will be 
processed last. [Continuing] 

Resolve all agricultural trespasses by: 1) Restoring to 
multiple use, 2) entering into a cooperative farming 
agreement, 3) granting an agricultural lease, or 4) disposing 
of the land by public sale. Sites meeting certain criteria 
will be retained. [Continuing] 



M-1.1 

M-2.1 

M-3.1 

M-4.1 

M-4.2 

M-4.3 

M-4.4 

TWIN FALLS MFP 
MONITORING/REVIEW 

FY 1987 

MINERALS 

Revoke CMU segregation from General Mining Laws on Salmon Dam, 
Grays Landing, Norton Bay, and China Creek Sites. Retain CMU 
mining segregation on Rabbit Springs, Springtown, Cauldron 
Linn, Drytown, and portions of Dry Cataracts. [OK] 

Maintain all public lands open to oil and gas exploration and 
development, subject to surface protection requirements, e.g. 
WL-1.2, 2.12; RM-2.1, 2.2, 2.5; WS-2.1, 3.1. [OK] 

Allow geothermal exploration, leasing, and development on lands 
identified as prospectively valuable for such purposes. An EA 
will be needed for geothermal leasing in the Twin Falls 
Planning Unit. [OK; no EA needed to date.] 

Establish community pits for sand and gravel at: T. 12 S., R. 
16 E., Section 1: SW1/4SE1/4, and T. 11 S., R. 18 E., Section 
32, El/2SE1/4. [The first site is still within a military 
withdrawal.] 

Designate "building stone extraction areas" in portions of 
sections 8, 17, 18, and 19 in T. 15 S., R. 15 E., as shown on 
the overlay. [May involve conflicts with mining claims.] 

Designate Rabbit Spring area as a "rockhounding area," Retain 
Public water reserve and CMU classification. [OK] 

Develop new material sites based on tech exams and EAs. [OK] 



CRM-1.1 

CRM-1.2 

CRM-1.3 

CRM-1.4 

CRM-1.5 

CRM-1.6 

CRM-1. 7 

CRM-1.8 

CRM-1. 9 

TWIN FALLS MFP 
MONITORING/REVIEW 

FY 1987 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Protect and stabilize the historic structures at Dry Town, 
Spring Town, Salmon Dam Kilns, Ellis Exchange House, and Mr. 
Jeff's House. Initiate restoration and interpretation of 
Spring Town and Dry Town so these sites can be included in the 
"heritage system." [OK] 

Establish trend study plots at sites ID2 TF 92 and 93, and 
adjacent areas of the Basin Well Fire Rehab seeding to 
determine relative effects of drill and broadcast seeding, 

Eliminate unauthorized excavation and vandalism at Bogg's Hole 
(ID2 TF 23) and the Hendrix Site (ID2 TF 83). 

Designate certain sites as test excavation sites. [OK] 

Implement ORV restrictions on closures when monitoring shows 
that sites are being seriously threatened or damaged. [OK] 

Protect cultural resource sites by incorporating them into 
wildlife and range fencing projects, when possible. [OK] 

Establish fenced study plots at Three-Mile Spring (ID TF 41) 
and Rock Cabin Spring (ID TF 12) to determine the effects of 
livestock trampling. 

Coordinate cultural resource property acquisitions with other 
exchanges, as identified in L-7.2. [OK] 

Conserve all known cultural resources (coordinate, excavate, 
inventory, and monitor). [OK] 



F-1.1 

TWIN FALLS MFP 
MONITORING/REVIEW 

FY 1987 

FORESTRY 

Designate the juniper stand (T. 16 S., R. 16 E.) as a 
protective forest management zone, disallowing minor forest 
products sales. [OK] 



R-1.1 

R-1.2 

R-1.3 

R-1.4 

TWIN FALLS MFP 
MONITORING/REVIEW 

FY 1987 

RECREATION 

Acquire parcels of land along Salmon Falls Creek, as shown on 
overlay, to be coordinated with L-7.2 and NH-1.1. Acquire 
access easements in the following order: 

1. McMullen Creek, 
2. North Cottonwood Creek, 
3. Jackpot-Magic Hot Springs Road, 
4. Cherry Spring Road, 
5. Big Creek-Hot Creek, 
6. Salmon Falls Dam, 
7. Deep Creek Reservoir, 
8. Mule Creek-McCongle Canyon, 
9. China Creek, 
10. Fifth Fork of Rock Creek, 
11. Buhl Dunes, 
12. Shoshone Basin, 
13. Hannah's Fork, 
14. Squaw Joe Road, 
15. Twin Springs, 
16. UPRR Bed. 

[Pending] 

Upgrade existing facilities at Rabbit Spring, Winter Spring, 
Norton Bay, Gray's Landing, Salmon Falls Dam, and Milner 
Bicentennial Site. When funds become available, develop 
facilities at Upper Salmon Falls Creek, Shoshone Creek, 
Sugarloaf Springs, and China Creek. [OK] 

Designate the Salmon Falls Creek Natural Area (see NH-1.l and 
WM-1.2), the Dry Cataracts National Natural Landmark (see 
NH-1.2), and the Salmon Falls Reservoir Recreation Lands. 
Implement specified actions for the Oregon Trail at the Milner 
Bicentennial Site. Include the Foothills area and the Heritage 
System (See R-2.2) as special recreation management areas. 
[Pending] 

Retain public lands along waters having fishery 
potential.Implement grazing systems that help protect riparian 
and aquatic habitat. Establish study exclosures on McMullen 
Creek and Shoshone Creek. Plant vegetation to provide shade 
along streams on reservoirs where grazing isn't a problem. 
[Continuing] 



R-1.5 

R-1. 6 

R-1. 7 

R-1.8 

R-1.9 

R-1.10 

R-1.11 

R-1.12 

R-2.1 

R-2.2 

Provide water and plant vegetation for wildlife where needed. 
Allow waterrowl nu.,L .. rs to construct their own hunting blinds. 
Limit ORV use to existing roads and trails between March 15 and 
June 15 on critical sage grouse nesting and brood-rearing 
complexes. Close critical sage grouse wintering areas to 
snowmobiling. [OK] 

Provide additional boating access facilities on Salmon Falls 
Reservoir as appropriate, considering location of raptor 
nesting sites. Maintain existing number of access points for 
canoeing/kayaking on Upper Salmon Falls Creek. [OK] 

Designate Rabbit Spring as a rock-hounding site, retain the 
mining withdrawal, and take any protective measures necessary 
to protect the cultural resource site. [OK] 

Fence and install interpretive signing at the Blow Hole (T. 11 
S., R. 14 E., Section 34). Protect and sign a representative 
site of the Melon Valley gravel deposit (T. 9 S., R. 14 E., 
Section 11) and important cultural resource sites (see CRM-1.1, 
R-1.3, R-2.1, and R-2.2). [OK] 

Do not develop a trail along Salmon Falls Creek. Develop a 
trail system as needed in the South Hills, in conjunction with 
the Forest Service. Provide facilities and control vehicles in 
winter recreation areas. [OK] 

Finalize the Twin Falls ORV Designation Plan, allowing for 
public review as needed. Change the ORV limitation in critical 
mule deer winter range from November 1st to November 15th. [OK] 

Develop trails and trailhead facilities only when 
user demand, as determined by monitoring studies. 
Dunes and Indian Springs available for use as ORV 

warranted by 
Keep Buhl 

parks. [OK] 

Designate either or both of two sites (T. 9 S., R. 13 E., 
Section 25, and T. 11 S., R. 17 E., Section 29) as public 
shooting areas (would require revocation of National Guard 
withdrawals). [Withdrawals are still in effect.] 

Protect, preserve, and interpret the Oregon Trail on public 
lands in the planning unit (see R-1.3). [OK] 

Protect and interpret features on public land related to 
Cauldron Linn, Salmon Dam Spillway, Milner Dam, Berger Tract, 
Springtown, Dry Town, and Shoshone. Encourage the State to 
place these sites on the National Register of Historic Places. 
[OK] 



VRM-1.1 

VRM-1.2 

TWIN FALLS MFP 
MONITORING/REVIEW 

FY 1987 

Visual Resource Management 

Manage Salmon Falls Canyon (rim to rim) from Lilly Grade to 
Salmon Falls Dam as VRM Class I. Manage the canyon from Lilly 
Grad to Balanced Rock as VRM Class II. [OK] 

Designate 12,695 acres as VRM Class II, as shown on overlay 
D.5. Specific guides are given, including to "manage the areas 
so that activities are not visually apparent to the casual 
visitor." 

VRM-1.3 Designate 32,819 acres as VRM Class III, as shown on overlay 
D.5. Specific guidelines are applicable. [OK] 

VRM-1.4 Designate 184,257 acres, shown on overlay D.5, as VRM Class 
IV. [OK] 

VRM-1.5 Rehabilitate VRM Class V areas to conform with the guidelines 
for the surrounding land. Some specific sites are listed. [OK] 

VRM-1. 6 

VRM-1. 7 

VRM-1.8 

VRM-1. 9 

See L-7 .2. [OK] 

Allow site-by-site consideration of developments along 
highways, consistent with VRM-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and 1.4. [OK] 

Fence Rabbit Spring to exclude grazing, and plant shrubs and 
trees in the area. Enlarge the fenced area at Winter Spring, 
and plant shrubs and trees in the area. [OK] 

Implement grazing systems listed under Range decisions. Fence 
springs or overflows, providing for livestock water, based on 
individual site situations. Limit ORV use in the South Hills 
during moist spring conditions. [OK] 



WM-1.1 

WM-1.2 

TWIN FALLS MFP 
MONITORING/REVIEW 

FY 1987 

Wilderness Management 

Recommend the Lower Salmon Falls Creek WSA Unit (17-10) as 
non-suitable for wilderness. [OK] 

Designate Lower Salmon Falls Creek from Salmon Dam to Balanced 
Rock, including a 500-foot buffer along the rim, as an 
outstanding natural area. [OK] 



NH-1.1 

NH-1.2 

TWIN FALLS MFP 
MONITORING/REVIEW 

FY 1987 

Natural History 

See WM-1.2. Acquire listed private and State lands within the 
outstanding natural area. [Coordinate with L-7.2 and R-1.1] 

Cooperate with the NPS in designating the Dry Cataracts as a 
national natural landmark. Do not allow surface disturbance on 
the two western parcels. Allow limited sale of materials from 
the two eastern parcels, mitigating impacts to geologic and 
wildlife values. [Gary Stone's access road has impacted one of 
the western parcels.] 



RM-1.1 

RM-1.2 

RM-1.3 

TWIN FALLS MFP 
MONITORING/REVIEW 

FY 1987 

Range Management 

Implement deferred-rotation grazing systems on the allotments 
listed below: 

No. Name Pastures Acres 
4034 Point Ranch 3 33,453 
4035 Whiskey Creek 6 18,719 
4040 Noh Sections 6 1,455 
4044 South Mule Creek 3 3,018 
4046 Griff 3 2,244 
4049 Peters 4 1,213 
4055 Hub Butte-Davis 4 800 
4057 Fuller 4 1,070 
4066 Barton-Schutte 2 1,611 
4101 Magic Common 2 9,168 
4114 Squaw Joe 2 1,133 

Squaw Joe 3 4,809 
4120 Gravel Pit-Salmon Tract 2 700 

79,393 

Manage the following listed allotments as stated: 

4097 
4031 
4053 

4074 

Cameron 
Western Stockgrowers 
Hub Butte 

Amersterdam-Kunkel 

Custodial Management 
Seasonal Use 
Remain in the existing 
rest-rotation grazing system. 
Seasonal Use 

Implement rest-rotation grazing systems on the allotments 
listed below: [OK] 

No. 
4079 
4092 
4108 

Name 
Lilly Grade 
South Big Creek 
Lost Creek-U2 

Pastures 
4 
3 
3 

Acres 
1,644 
1,549 
1,792 
4,985 

Continue the existing rest-rotation grazing systems until range 
studies show that another form of management would better 
achieve the multiple use objectives: [OK] 



RM-1.4 

RM-1.5 

No. 
4001 
4003 
4006 
4007 
4010 
4012 
4015 
4016 
4038 
4041 
4042 
4054 
4071 
4073 

Name 
Buhl Group-Berger 
Ellis-Tews-Berger 
Kaster-Berger 
Kunkel-Berger 
M. Lierman-Berger 
Lanting-Berger 
Parrott-Berger 
PVGA-Berger 
Kerr-Lost Creek 
Mule Creek-PVGA 
Horse Creek-PVGA 
Salmon Tract-Ind. 
Jones-Goat Springs 
West Kunkel 

Acres 
4,145 
9,768 
1,510 
1,516 

640 
3,233 
1,478 
7,389 
6,666 
7,014 
3,322 

80 
1,386 
1,517 

49,664 

Continue the Existing deferred-rotation grazing systems on the 
following allotments: [OK] 

No. 
4000 
4002 
4004 
4005 
4008 
4009 
4011 
4013 
4014 
4017 
4018 
4019 
4020 
4023 
4024 
4039 
4076 
4098 
4102 
4119 

Name 
Babcock-Berger 
Kerr-Berger 
Chadwick-Berger 
Koch-Berger 
Lassen-Berger 
Lierman-Berger 
Lierman-Wegener 
Martens Bros.-Berger 
Noh-Berger 
Berger-Schnitker 
Smith-Berger-PVGA 
Wrigley-Berger 
Skeem-Berger 
J.E. Baker-Deep Creek 
J.E. Baker-Lost Creek 
Noh-White Rock 
Loughmiller 
Schnell-Salmon Tract 
Lost Creek 
Ridge 

Acres 
607 

2,229 
1,360 

948 
640 
720 

2,044 
839 

5,105 
400 
320 

1,675 
316 

3,339 
2,598 
1,597 
1,675 

15,121 
1,002 
6,823 

49,358 

Continue to allow seasonal grazing on the following 
allotments: [OK] 



RM-1.6 

RM-1. 7 

No. Name Acres 
4031 Western Stockgrowers 23,505 
4036 Moore-Lost Creek 80 
4050 Rock Creek-Coiner 148 
4051 Courtnay 280 
4063 Soldier Creek 284 
4077 Salmon Tract 54 
4095 Randell Isa. 103 
4096 Lemmon-Ring 258 
4106 Salmon Tract-Isolated 280 
4109 Salmon Tract-U2 280 
4121 Section 22-Salmon Tract 160 
4122 Highway Unit 122 
4123 East Kunkel 280 
4124 Highway Kunkel 447 
4074 Kunkel-Amsterdam 1,100 

27,381 

Allow livestock grazing on the following allotments under 
custodial grazing licenses: [OK] 

No. 
4037 
4043 
4059 
4060 
4072 
4085 
4097 
4114 
4119 
4125 
4128 
4135 
4141 

Name 
North Big Creek 
Frahm-PVGA 
Green Private 
Salmon Tract-Guerry 
Lost Creek 
Salmon Tract-McCoy 
Cameron 
Squaw Joe Isa. 
Ridge Isa. 
Isa. Tracts-Kunkel 
Hot Creek 
Ellis-Tews-Berger Isa. 
Big Creek Isolated 

Install the following listed facilities to allow implementation 
and continuation of intensive grazing management: [OK] 



No. 
4001 

4012 
4013 
4014 
4017 

4031 

4034 

4035 

4038 

4039 
4040 

4041 

4049 

4053 
4055 
4057 

4066 

4074 
4079 

4092 

4101 

4102 

4106 
4108 

4114 

4119 
4120 

Name 
Buhl Group-Berger 

Lanting-Berger 
Martins-Berger 
Noh-Berger 
Schnitker-Berger 

Western Stockgrowers 

Point Ranch 

Whiskey Creek 

Kerr-Lost Creek 

Noh-White Rock 
Noh-Sections 

PVGA-Mule Creek 

Peters 

Hub Butte-WSGA 
Hub Butte 
Fuller 

Barton-Schutte 

Kunkel-Amsterdam 
Lilly Grade 

South Big Creek 

Magic Common 

Sharp-Lost Creek 

Stewart 
Lost Creek-U2 

Squaw Joe 

Ridge 
Gravel Pit-Salmon Tract 

Facilities 
.75 miles of pipeline 

2 troughs 
1 cattleguard 
2 cattleguards 
2 cattleguards 
1.25 miles of pipeline 
1 trough 
4 reservoirs 
1 spring 
7 miles of pipeline 
1 pumping station 
6 troughs 
1 cattleguard 
1.5 miles of pipeline 
1 trough 
5 cattleguards 
1.5 miles of pipeline 
1 trough 
2.5 miles of pipeline 

.5 miles of pipeline 
1 trough 
1 mile of pipeline 
l reservoir 
2.5 miles of fence 

.5 miles of pipeline 
2 troughs 
l spring 

.5 miles of fence 
1 mile of pipeline 
3 troughs 
1 mile of fence 
1 mile of pipeline 
1 mile of pipeline 
1 cattleguard 

.75 miles of pipeline 
1 trough 

.5 miles of fence 

.3 miles of pipeline 
1 trough 
1 reservoir 
2.75 miles of pipeline 
3 troughs 
1 cattleguard 
1 mile of fence 
2.25 miles of pipeline 
3 trough 
2.75 miles of fence 

.2 miles of pipeline 
1 trough 
1 cattleguard 
1 cattleguard 
1.25 miles of pipeline 
1.25 miles of fence 

.75 miles of pipeline 
2 troughs 

.75 miles of fence 
1 reservoir 
1 mile of fence 



RM2.l Treat 34,770 acres of existing seedings described below to 
reduce invading brush species and improve production and 
grazing condition. [OK] 

No. 
4000 
4001 
4002 
4003 
4005 
4006 
4007 
4008 
4012 
4013 
4014 
4015 
4016 
4017 
4019 
4021 
4023 
4024 
4031 
4035 
4036 
4038 
4039 
4041 
4042 
4044 
4053 
4055 
4057 
4071 
4079 
4098 
4102 
4114 

Name 
Babcock-Berger 
Buhl Group-Berger 
Kerr-Berger 
Ellis-Tews-Berger 
Koch-Berger 
Kaster-Berger 
Kunkel-Berger 
Lassen-Berger 
Lanting-Berger 
Martens-Berger 
Noh-Berger 
Parrott-Berger 
PVGA-Berger 
Schnitker-Berger 
Wrigley-Berger 
Whiskey Creek Buffer 
Baker-Deep Creek 
Baker-Lost Creek 
Western Stockgrowers 
Whiskey Creek 
Moore-Lost Creek 
Kerr-Lost Creek 
Noh-White Rock 
Mule Creek-PVGA 
Horse Creek-PVGA 
South Mule Creek 
Hub Butte-WSGA 
Hub Butte-Davis 
Fuller 
Jones-Goat Springs 
Lilly Grade 
Schnell-Salmon Tract 
Lost Creek 
Squaw Joe 

Acres 
246 

2,192 
1,347 
3,563 

250 
665 
306 
170 
960 
160 
540 
756 

2,160 
320 

1,511 
436 

1,086 
790 

1,206 
2,252 

80 
3,751 

465 
1,176 
1,817 

69 
2,351 

517 
1,025 
1,187 

594 
702 
337 
651 

AUMs 
79 

480 
485 

1,303 
100 
205 

50 
40 

160 
24 

170 
190 
525 

53 
503 

65 
362 
388 
205 
811 

22 
1,463 

246 
370 
370 

6 
807 
127 
341 
262 
100 

92 
146 
266 

The primary treatment method will be burning-spraying, to be 
conducted only after careful study, coordination, and consultation 
with all user groups and agencies. All treatments will be guided by 
the following stipulations: 

1. Identify all cultural sites and take necessary steps to 
protect, test, or salvage as applicable. 

2. For projects in areas proposed for use in sanitary landfills, 
coordinate with Twin Falls County commissioners. When their 
future landfill needs are ten years or more in the future 
proceed with the seeding maintenance subject to a benefit-cost 
determination. 



3. Determine when the lands in the WPRS withdrawal would be 
changed from grazing to farming. If it exceeds ten years from 
the time the sites can be scheduled for maintenance; go ahead 
with the project if it has a favorable benefit-cost ratio. 

4. The project in Kaster-Berger Allotment is in the area that is 
suitable for agriculture. Proceed with the seeding maintenance 
until such time that the use of the allotment changes to 
agricultural. 

5. The existing seeding along Salmon Falls Canyon will be 
maintained to its original boundary as long as it does not 
impair the natural values as viewed from within the canyon. 

6. The Visual Resource Management Class III recommendation will be 
resolved by modifications for wildlife habitat. These 
modifications are: 

a. In project No. 19 on Range URA IV-1.2 overlay do not treat 
the draws as identified on the wildlife MFP 1 overlay for 
quail. This area is the bottom of the draws where there 
are large brushy areas. 

b. In project areas numbered 19, 21, 56, 57, and 65 on Range 
URA IV-1.2 overlay treatments will leave strips and 
islands of brush. These strips and islands will be 
determined in the project planning (survey and design) 
stage of implementation by range and wildlife specialists. 

7. The Wilderness and Recreation conflicts are resolved by 
performing maintenance of the existing seeding to its original 
boundary as long as the naturalness of the canyon is not 
adversely affected as seen from within the canyon. 

8. Avoid treating areas that are scheduled for excavation in a 
time frame that eliminates effective cost recovery from 
treatment. Attach adequate revegetation stipulations to 
authorizations for oil and gas or geothermal leasing and 
mineral material sources. 

9 . Modify the recommendations on areas numbered 3 and 10 on Range 
URA IV-1.2 overlay to leave untreated areas and irregular 
patterns in the vegetation. All islands that were omitted from 
treatment in the initial treatment projects will remain 
untreated islands of brush in future maintenance projects. In 
areas 3 and 10 spraying will not be used within 1/2 mile of the 
agricultural land to avoid liability for damage to private 
property on nearby farms. Vegetation treatment projects within 
1/2 mile of Salmon Falls Canyon will be designed to leave 15 
percent of the project area untreated. The untreated area is 
to be irregular in pattern to create additional edge effect to 
improve the raptor prey base and wildlife species diversity. 
Projects will be specifically evaluated by Range, Wildlife, and 
Watershed specialists to determine needed leave and problem 
areas that will be excluded from treatment. 



The remainder of area 10 can be burned or sprayed. All 
projects will be evaluated by an interdisciplinary team 
consisting of at least Range, Wildlife, Archaeology, and 
Watershed. 

Area 2 is too badly deteriorated to have adequate fuel to burn 
so will have to be treated chemically or mechanically. If 
spraying is used it will be by a ground method of application. 
Chaining or railing can be used but would not be expected to do 
as good a job of eradication as spraying. 

All the areas 2, 3, 10, 16, 18, 21, 34, 35, 42, and 46 will be 
treated for seeding maintenance. The primary treatment methods 
will be spraying or burning. Alternative methods to use when 
fuel is inadequate for burning or the areas are not located 
properly for spraying will include railing, chaining, and 
livestock trampling, 

10. Modify the recommendation on areas 19, 21, 39, 56, 57, 63, 64, 
65, 70, 74, and 75 to provide for sage grouse needs by leaving 
critical areas for strutting, nesting, and brood rearing, The 
projects will be planned through coordinated efforts of range 
and wildlife specialists to assure the values are adequately 
assessed. Critical sites will be further inventoried and leave 
areas and strips will be designed into projects. 

11. The sharp-tailed grouse recommendation will be mitigated by the 
same modification that is recommended for sage grouse in number 
10 of this part. 

12. All ferruginous hawk and golden eagle nests will be located and 
avoided by not operating machinery or spraying within 1/2 mile 
during the period of nesting, When possible do project work 
during the non-nesting period. 

13. Leave islands of brush or create islands of desirable brush 
species in seedings if there is a need for the habitat. 
Coordinate with wildlife biologist to determine the need and 
location of the islands of brush habitat. 

14. Spray the portions of the Range URA IV-1.2 areas numbered 3, 8, 
34, and 39 that are in severe erosion class, rather than 
burning, to maintain the maximum amount of cover possible. The 
portions of areas 10, 37, and 42 that are in the severe erosion 
class are to be leave areas. 
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Twin Falls Management Framework Plan 

Record of Decision 

Decision: It is my decision to implement the Preferred Alternative and 
amend the Twin Falls Management Framework Plan to designate 
the Playas as ACEC. Two seperate Playas, each 30 acres in 
size, are included in this amendment. Both areas shall be 
designated ACEC. 

Rationale: The subject lands meet the planning criteria for ACEC 
designation. These Playas have been found to be important 
habitat for the Davis playa mustard, Lepidium davisii. ACEC 
designation of these Playas will protect these endangered 
plants. 

Finding of No Significant Impact: The Environmental Assessment has been 
analyzed and a finding of no significant impact has 
resulted. It is concluded that the proposed action will not 
adversely affect the quality of the human environment. 
Preparation of an environmental impact statement pursuant to 
Section 102 (2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 is not required for this action. 

Recommended: 

9-/8- 87 
Date 

Approved: 

Date Idaho State Director 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objecti v1: 

N a me (MFPi 

Twin Fa ll s 
A ctivity 

Lands 
Obje c tive Number 

L-1 

Encourage city and county government officials to confine Urban or Suburban 
expansion to vacant lands within the city limits or to lands that are 
contiquous to existing communities. 

Rationale: 

The Twin Falls County Population projections and anticipated Urban-Suburban 
expansion needs indicate that no public lands would be needed within the 
foreseeable future to accommodate urban or suburban expansion. The Twin Falls 
Comprehensive Plan has as a goal to "Encourage urban growth to areas contig­
ous to existing urban centers ••• 11 and to 11 Encourage development and re-use of 
vacant or underutilized urban land. BLM's support of these goals will help 
the county achieve their planninq qoals. 

(Ins tructions on reverse ) F orm 16 00 - 20 (April 1 975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Refe re nce 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-1. }j Step 3 

Recommendation: L-1. 1 

Encourage City and County government 
officials to confine urban-suburban 
expansion to vacant land within the 
city limits or to lands that are 
contiguous to existing communities. 

Support Needs: 

Public Affairs Specialist and 
Planning Coordinator to work 
with Twin Falls County on 
implementing the Comprehensive 
Plan. 

Rationale: 

The Twin Falls County population 
projections and urban-suburban 
expansion needs indicate that 
no public lands will be needed 
to accommodate community expansion. 
BLM's encouragement to the county 
to attain the goals set in their 
Comprehensive Plan will help to 
achieve orderly and cost-efficient 
urban development. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not require a land use allocation decision so it will 
not be analyzed further. The BLM is presently working with the county to 
include all cooperative requests to meet the needs of the county when 
possible. 

Decision=· 

Accept recommendation to encourage 
urban-suburban expansion to private 
rather than public lands for now. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Ins/ructions on revers e ) 

Rationale: 

While no public lands are presently 
needed for canmunity expansion, future 
county needs as guided by their 
canprehensive plan may include both 
private and public land requests. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Range 

I I. Wildlife 

I I I. Forest r.v 

IV. Minerals 

V. Recreation 

VI. Cultural Resources 

VII. Watershed 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 1.1 

!;, 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

L-2 

Provide 8,300 acres of public land to accommodate public purpose projects 
in Twin Falls county. 

Rationale: 

Although Twin Falls County is in the process of building a thermal solid 
waste processing and steam generating plant, a need will still exist for 
landfill sites. Rocks, dirt, debris left from the thermal processing 
plant, inflammable products, and bulky wastes will still be disposed of 
in a landfill. The county is also using a transfer station concept at 
the Filer dump area and hope to use one for the Murtaugh dump. Even 
with these facilities, some of the debris, rock, dirt, etc., will have 
to be deposited in a landfill. The dump at Rogerson is unauthorized and 
a need exists to have a dump site in this area. 

Providing landfill sites close to the outlying communities, especially 
considering the critical energy shortage and high fuel costs, is a 
must if indiscriminate dumping is to be controlled. 

The Water Power Resource Service (formally the Bureau of Reclamation) 
has proposed the Salmon Tract Irrigation project. This project is to 
provide 35,840 acres of private land with supplemental water and full 
irrigation service to 21,370 acres. Approximately 7,900 acres of 
public land has been requested for the project. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: L-2.1 

Designate 120 acres of public land 
adjacent to the Twin Falls main 
landfill for public purposes. 
This land should be reserved for 
future landfill expansion and 
managed so as to not impair 
its suitability for landfill 
purposes. The installation 
of underground pipelines or permanent 
improvements would impair its 
suitability. 

N ame (MF P ) 

Twi n Fa lls 
Ac tiv ity 

Lands 
Overlay Refe re nce 

Step 1 L-2, 1 Step 3 

Rationale: 

The Twin Falls County Solid Waste 
Management Department has 
expressed a need for additional 
dump area. They indicate that 
the soils are deep enough for 
good landfill operation and are 
in a favorable location for 
county use. Even though the 
county will be developing 
a thermal solid waste processing 
plant and is utilizing a transfer 
station concept, a need exists 
for landfill sites. The landfill 
would still be used to dispose of 
rock, dirt, inflammable materials, 
bulky items, etc. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The Twin Falls County Commissioners and the Solid Waste Management Department 
have repeatedly expressed a need for additional areas for future expansion of 
the landfill. One of the problems they have encountered is finding sites with 
soils deep enough to accommodate their needs. The areas they have identified 
are adjacent to their present sites and have adequate soil depths. 

The conflicts with range can be eliminated by determining when the sites will 
be needed for the landfills. Plan the range development schedule around that 
time frame. The proposed range seeding maintenance should proceed if the 
landfill needs are 10 or more years away from the proposed treatment date, and 
if 10 years allows a positive benefit cost. If 10 years is not enough then 
use the number of years that is needed to yield a positive ratio. 

The conflicts with implementing qrazing systems could be eliminated the same 
way. As the lands are filled and reclaimed by reveqetation practices they 
would be returned to multiple resource management. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if n eeded 

0 11struclions on reve rse) Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name(MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-2 .1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept the L-2.1 and make the suitable 
portions of the described lands avail­
able for future land fill expansion. 
The site in T. 8 S., R. 14 E., Sec. 29 
would be used for garbage transfer 
station. 

Support Needs: 

R.A. Staff 
Coordinate with County Officials to 
determine a schedule and coordinate 
range management program and 
maintenance proposals. 

Realty 
Process R & PP applications and 
assist RA in monitoring compliance. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple use recommendation to 
use 120 acres of public land as 
identified for land fill expansion.· 
Inform the county of the Assetf. 
Management Program, the Property 
Review Board and their procedures and 
public land disposal. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/12slrnc1ions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

There has been a demonstrated concern 
for future solid waste disposal sites 
and these sites have been tested and 
shown as suitable. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 

2. 

Reject LM-2.1 and not make the 
sites available. 
Modify LM-2.1 by making part of 
the area available. 

Rationale: 

A need exists in the county for future 
solid waste disposal. The selected 
site appears suitable for this 
purpose. However, land acquisition 
procedures have changed so that the 
county may have to compete wth private 
interests for the tract. Public lands 
are no longer easily obtained at a 
nominal fee. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I' 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 -------
L - 2.1 

I. Range 

I I. 

III. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VI I. 

R-2.1 Seeding Maintenance Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - As land surface would be torn up for landfill 
purposes, any large expenditures of money for maintenance would be 
wasted. 

b. Modification - Allow no or only minimal expenditures of money on 
L-2. 1 lands. 

R-1.2 Formulate New AMP 1 s Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - New AMP's could include water developments i.e. 
buried pipelines, fences, etc. These improvements woul have to be 
torn out when land was developed for landfill purposes. WASTE OF 
MONEY. 

b. Modification - Allow no fences, buried pipelines, etc. on L-2.1 
lands. Water could be hauled, pumped from the canals, piped to edge 
of L-2.1 lands, etc. 

Wildlife No Conflict 

Forestry No Conflict 

Minerals No Conflict 

Recreation No Conflict 

Cultural Resources - No Conflict 

Watershed No Conflict 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 1 L-2 • 2 Step 3 

Recommendation: 1-2.2 

Retain the present dump sites 
at Filer, Murtaugh, and Twin 
Falls for solid waste disposal. 
The Filer & Murtaugh dumps should 
be confined to 40 acres each and 
the Twin Falls Main landfill 
should be confined to 160 acres as 
currently authorized in the R&PP 
lease. 

Rationale: 

These dump sites when used in 
conjunction with the county 
transfer station concept and 
with the proposed thermal solid 
waste processing and stream 
generating facility will 
accommodate landfill needs for 
the foreseeable future. 

Additional land at the Twin Falls 
main landfill will be required 
(See L-2.1), however, the additional 
land would not be needed immediately. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The analysis given in L-2.1 is applicable for this recommendation as these 
sites are the currently used landfill sites and include expansion ability. 

These sites are currently being used for solid waste disposal in the Twin 
Falls County Landfill system. The authority for this use is a R&PP lease. 
The long range plan on the landfill areas is to rehabilitate them and return 
them to multiple resource management. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept the L-2.2 and continue the 
present use as planned. 

Support Needs: 

R.A. Staff and Realty Specialist 
Continue to work with County and 
State Officials. 

Realty 
Assist the RA in compliance monitor­
ing. 

Note : Attach additiona l s heet s, if nee de d 

(/11str11c t ions on reve rse) 

Reasons: 

There is an undisputed 
waste disposal sites. 
suitable and currently 
being used. 

need for solid 
These sites ar 
authorized and 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reduce the acreage. 

F orm 1600-21 (April 1 975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMEND AT ION-ANALYSIS-DEC ISi ON 

Decision: 

Accept Step 2 multiple use decision to 
retain existing dump sites at Filer, 
Murtaugh, and Twin Falls for solid 
waste disposal. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/ruclions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 L-2. 2 Step 3 

Under authority of the R&PP lease 
provisions, these sites are now being 
used for this purpose satisfactorily 
and this should continue. The Assett 
Management Program does not apply to 
existing R&PP's already filed and 
issued. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT AtJALYS IS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 2.2 

I. Range 

R-2.1 Seeding Maintenance 

Same as L-2.1 conflict and Modification but this L-2.2 recanmend is 
for the Twin Falls Main Landfill. 

R-1.1 Formulate New AMP's 

II. Wildlife 

Same as L-2.1 conflict and Modification but this L-2.2 recommend is 
for the Twin Fal 1 s Main Landfil 1. 

WL-3.1 Wetland Riparian Areas Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of conflict - The Filer Dump is authorized under a R & PP 
lease. The dump has already impacted the riparian area and could 
continue. 

I I I. Forestry 

IV. Minerals 

Modification - The R & PP lease could be reduced in size so there is 
no authority to occupy the riparian area. Rehab on impacted area 
could be required within practical limits. The types of feasible 
rehabilitation methods would have to be decided. 

- No Conflict 

M-4.4 Saleable Minerals Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The L-2.2 lands are currently used for landfill 
purposes (Filer) or are future expansion sites (Twin Falls). 
Removing material from under the Fil er dump would be impractical • 
To remove material from the Twin Falls site would reduce the amount 
of soil and fill to cover the litter and debris of the dump. 

Modification - Reduce the size of the M-4.4 sites to exclude the 
Filer dump area (SEl/4 NEl/4 Sec. 8, T. 11 S., R. 16 E.) and the SE 
corner of the Twin Falls Landfill area. 

V. Recreation No Conflict 

VI. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 

VI I. Watershed No Conflict 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 2.3 

I . Range 

R-1.2 Seeding Maintenance Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Eighty acres in section 10, Wl/2 NWl/4, T.11 S, 
R. 16 E. is a material site right-of-way. Approximately 40 acres in 
the NW corner of the tract is proposed for landfll purposes. Any 
1 arge expenditures of money for maintenance would be wasted. 

b. Modification - Allow no or only minimal expenditures of money on the 
above described land. 

II. Wildlife 

WL-2.4 Upland Game Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The proposed Rogerson Dump would result in the 
destruction of sagebrush within 1/4 mile of private land. 

b. Modification - Allow brush to be removed where land rehabilatation 
is a required part of an R & PP lease. As the dump is filled, the 
area could be reseeded to appropriate species for wildlife habitat. 

III. Forestry 

IV. Minerals 

No Conflict 

M-4.4 Saleable Minerals Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of conflict The Rogerson dump area is on a material site 
right-of-way. It would be impractical to remove the material from 
under the garbage. Removal of the fill material would reduce the 
amount of fill needed to cover the garbage. 

b. Modification - Exclude the proposed 40-acre dump site (NWl/4 NWl/4 
Sec. 10, T. 14 S., R. 16 E.) from the M-4.4 area. There would 
appear to be sufficient material to meet future dermands without the 
above described land. 

V. Recreation 

VI. Cultural Resources 

VI I. Watershed 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

I 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Stepl-2.3 Step3 

Recommendation: L-2.3 

Authorize the use of 40 acres near 
Rogerson for public purposes of a 
sanitary landfill. The present dump 
site is unauthorized and is on a 
material site right-of-way. The 
material site R/W should be 
relinquished and a Recreation and 
Public Purpose Classification 
initiated. 

Rationale: 

Except for the present dump site, the 
Rogerson dump is the only one that 
serves the southern portion of the 
planning units. Considering the 
high cost of fuel, an approved dump site 
must be close enough to populated areas 
that people will take their refuse there 
rather than dump it in public land. A 
classification for R&PP would allow the 
county to file for a R&PP lease and thus 
would allow the present dump site to be 
legalized. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The 40 acres near Rogerson have been used for a dump site for several years. 
This is the only dump site in the southern end of the Planning Unit. The dump 
is being used for a sanitary landfill under the regulation of the State of 
Idaho Department of Health and Welfare. 

The dump site is being used without proper authorization from the Bureau. The 
site is on a material site right-of-way. The way to authorize the use of the 
site for a county land fill is to classify the land as suitable for public 
purposes, then have the county apply for a Recreation and Public Purposes 
Permit. 

The conflict with range can be worked out by coordinating the schedule of 
surface distubance and rehabilitation to determine a beneficial economic 
return from any maintenance or development work performed on the site. 

The dump and landfill needs outweigh the wildlife habitat value. When the use 
terminates, and the site is ready for rehabilitation, vegetative species that 
meet the wildlife habitat needs should be incorporated into the seed mix. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onstmctions on reverse) 
Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step l_ Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept L-2.3 
Authorize the use by a R&PP lease 
as soon as possible. Try for the 
right-of-way relinquishment by July 
31, 1981. 

Support Needs: 

Resources - Realty Specialist 
and Minerals Specialists 

-Get material site R/W relinquished 
-Get county R&PP application 
-Process EA, Land report, etc. 

Resource Area 
Issue the R&PP Lease 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use recommendation 
to authorize use of the Rogerson 40 
acres for a sanitory landfill. 
Apprise the county of the R&PP 
procedures in light of the Assett 
Management Program. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if ne eded 

(/11str11clions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

The use of the site for a landfill 
appears to be the most urgent and 
important use at the present time. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject L-2.3 and disallow dumping 
on the site. 

Rationale: 

The southern end of Twin Falls County 
needs a land fill site to accanmodate 
demand fran local residents. Presently 
this appears to be the highest and 
best use of the site. However, 
acquisition may be inhibited by the 
Assett Management Program as mentioned 
under L-2 .1. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

Recommendation: L-2.4 

Require that Twin Falls County 
clean up all dump sites that were 
under R&PP lease (I-013457), but 
that are now closed, to the 
satisfaction of the Burley 
District Manager. Three sites 
are involved, the Clover site, 
Lilly Grade site, and the site 
south of Kimberly near the 
mouth of Dry Gulch. 

The three sites involve 240 acres 
and should be completely cleaned 
up and the land rehabilitated by 
1982. 

/I 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay R e ference 

Step 1 L-2. 4 Step 3 

Rationale: 

A condition of an R&PP lease is 
that " ... upon termination of this 
lease .... the Lessee shall surrender 
possession of the premises to the 
United States in good condition and 
shall comply with such provisions .... 
as may be made by the Authorized 
Officer .... ". These sites have 
had some rehabilitation work, but 
there is still debris scattered 
about and a need for rehabilitation 
work. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation is not a land use allocation and a Multiple Use Recom­
mendation is not beinq developed. 

The three sites referen~ed in this recommendation do need to be cleaned up 
according to the conditions of the R&PP lease. Coordination efforts with the 
county officials will need to be continued to achieve this end. 

This rehabilitation is nearly completed on the Lilly Grade and Kimberly sites. 
The three sites need be examined with a county official and agreement made on 
how the rehabilitation will be completed. 

A cultural examination is needed to determine the boundaries and siqnificant 
value of cultural site number ID-2-TF-52. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if neede d 

(/ns/mctions on reverse) Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MF P) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step l- • Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept the recanmendation to clean up 
the now defunct dumps covering these 
sites and 240 acres by close 
coordination with Twin Falls County 
officials. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/ns t mctions on reve rse} 

Rat i anal e: 

Rehabilitation work is part of the 
R&PP lease provisions and need to be 
enforced. However, coordination 
between all involved parties is the 
best approach for a ssuccessful 
rehabilitation job. 

F orm 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

II. 

II I. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 2.4 

Range No Conflict 

Wildlife No Conflict 

Forestry No Conflict 

Minerals No Conflict 

Recreation - No Conflict 

Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.9 Conservation of Site Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Site 10-2-TF-52 is located on a R & PP area 
proposed for clean-up. Any surface disturbance could destroy the 
site. A neqative clearance would prevent total clean-up of site. 

b. Modification - Determine boundary of site and see if clean-up can be 
completed without disturbance to the site. 

VI I. Watershed No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: L-2.5 

Allow the Water Power Resource 
Service (formally the Bureau 
of Reclamation) to acquire 
7,900 acres of public land for 
irrigation canals, irrigated 
farmland, and irrigated and 
non-irrigated wildlife habitat. 

Rationale: 

Name (M F P) 

Twin Falls 
A ctivit y 

Lands 
Overla y R e fe rence 

St ep 1 L- 2 • 5 Step 3 

The Water Power Resource Service has 
had a pending withdrawal application 
with the Bureau of Land Management 
since 1967. They deleted 3,372 
acres of public land from their 
application on February 22, 1980. 
The present lands selected by the 
WPRS have been reviewed jointly 
by the BLM, Fish and Game Depart­
ment and the WPRS and tentatively, 
the lands appear to be suitable 
for development. 

The Salmon Tract has a shortage of 
water and much of the private 
lands do not have a full water 
supply. The Salmon Tract project 
would supply approximately 35,840 
acres of private land with 
supplemental water supplies. 
The project would also bring into 
private ownership about 1,900 
acres of public land that would 
be developed for irrigated 
agriculture. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not actually allocate the described lands. The 
pending wi t hdrawal appl icat i on and accompanying en vironmental assessment and 
development pl an are the author i t i es used to hold these l ands i n their 
present ly wi thdrawn status. The pl an describes, hy lega l subdi visi on, the 
exact l ands that wou l d be used for canals , developed for ag ri cultu ral 
producti on, i rrigated fo r wil dli fe hab i tat , and l eft non-ir r igated fo r 
wildlife. 

The WPRS has modif i ed their wit hdrawa l in t he past . The recent chan e was in 
Februa ry 1980, when they de l eted 3372 acres of pub li c l and. The lands 
presently i n the app li cation ha ve been revi ewed by the BLM, Fi sh and Game 
Department and WPRS and aqreed that the l and appears suitab le for de vel opment . 

Note : Atta ch ad ditiona l s hee ts , if n eed e d 

(In s tru c t ions on re v e rse ) F orm 1600-2 1 (A pr il 1 975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step i-2. 5 Step 3 

The proposed Salmon Tract project is intended to pump water from the Snake 
River near Milner Dam and run it in a canal system to the Salmon Tract 
irrigation district. The water is to be used to supplement the irrigation 
system on about 35,840 acres of private land that is presently under 
irrigation, but has a water shortage. There would be enough water to bring 
about 1900 acres into private ownership for irrigated agricultural purposes. 

The delay on the project is that the canal company has not been able to get 
water or water rights. Until they get water, the project is at a stand still. 
There is still strong opinion from people working on the project that they 
willeventually get the water and go ahead with the proposed development. 

WPRS has withdrawn 7900 acres and would turn 1900 of these acres in private 
irrigated farm land. The other 6000 acres would be canal, and wildlife 
habitat. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify L-2.5 
Allow the canal on a R/W. Issue the 
withdrawal on the 1900 acres that 
would become private land. Retain 
and manage under co-op agreement all 
the other land according to the 
plans currently in effect. 

Support Needs: 

Reasons: 

It appears that irrigated agriculture 
is one of the highest and best uses of 
these lands when water is available. 

Alternatives Considered: 

R.A. Staff and District Realty Spe- 1. Reject L-2.5. 
Accept L-2. 5. cialist and Mineral Special- 2. 

ist -
Provide an interdisciplinary 
approach for the land disposals and 
for the development of the coopera­
tive agreements. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011s/mctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES Name (MPPJ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Twin Falls 
1-------------B URE AU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

Lands 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-2. 5 Step 3 

Decision: Rationale: 

Accept multiple use recanmendation 
with the following modifications: 

1. Require that a water right be 
granted by the State to the Canal 
Canpany prior to R/W approval from 
the BLM for the proposed canal. 

2. Request that the Bureau of 
Reclamation (WPRS) further modify 
their withdrawal application to the 
1,900 acres that would become 
private land. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/ns/mclions on reverse) 

Evidence of water right approved by 
the State Department of Water 
Resources must be filed in order to 
allow a R/W on public lands for 
irrigation facilities, including 
canals. 

The remainder of the 7,900 acres can 
affectively be managed for wildlife 
habitat under Cooperative Agreenent. 
With reference to the withdrawal 
application, it segregated the lands 
from all entry under land laws and 
mining, but not miner~ leasing. This 
application must be processed and 
adjudicated to conclusion within 15 
years, and will terminate unless so 
processed. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 2.5 

I. Ranqe 

R-1.2 Seeding Maintenance Competitive Conflict 

R-1.1 

a. Nature of Conflict - The public lands under withdrawal application 
(other than non-irriqated wildlife habitat) would be developed for 
farminq purposes. Any larqe expenditures of money for seeding main­
tenance would be wasted when the lands would be plowed for farming. 

b. Modification - Allow'no seedinq maintenance on L-2.5 lands (could do 
it on non-irrigated wildlife areas) unless application is 
relinquished. 

Formulate New AMP's Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - New AMP's could involve seedings, fences, water 
developments, etc. Should these be put in and the lands later 
developed for farming, public funds would have been wasted. 

b. Modification - Allow no AMP improvements to be installed (could put 
them in a non-irrigated wildlife area) until withdrawal application 
is relinquished. 

II. Wildlife 

WL-2.8 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The Water and Power Resources Service (WPRS) 
has ma de applicati on to acquire these lands for farming or wildlife 
purposes. Quail habitat could not be retained on the lands that 
would qo into private ownership. 

b. Modification - Allow no habitat developments on those L-2.5 lands 
that are designated for agricultural development. Should the 
withdrawal application be relinquished, development could occur. 

WL-2.3 Upland Game - Chuckars Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Same as for WL-2. 8. 

b. Modification - Same as for WL-2.8. 

WL-2.4 Upland Game - Pheasants Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Same as WL-2.8. 

... 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 2.5 (cont.) 

b. Modification - In the L-2.5 areas, allow brush removal only on those 
lands designated for farm development should the withdrawal be made. 
The L-2.5 lands identified for wildlife habitat could be protected 
for pheasants. 

WL-4.2 Golden Eagle Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The L-2.5 lands located in Section 34, T. 11 
S. ,R. 17. E. are within the proposed Salmon Tract project. Activity 
on this land could not be regulated if it went into private owner­
ship. 

b. Modification - For the lands described above, the recommendation 
could apply only as long as the lands are in Federal ownership. 

WL-3.7 Waterfowl Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The L-2.5 lands around the Loughmiller Gravel 
Pits (7) are proposed as part of the WPRS withdrawal. Also, the 
Twin Falls belt route road proposal would qo through this area. 
Making wildlife developments prior to knowing the definite plans of 
the Highway Dept. or the WPRS could result in counter productive 
actions. 

b. Modification Allow no fencing and planting of riparian vegetation 

III. Forestry 

IV. Minerals 

until definite plans are known for the withdrawal. 

No Conflict 

M-4.4 Minerals Saleable Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The L-2.5 lands could be transferred into 
private ownership for agricultural use. Materials on these lands 
would not be reserved on the patent as the removal of them would 
conflict with farming use. 

b. Modification - Allow no mineral development on these lands until it 
is known for sure if the withdrawal will be finalized. The applica­
tion for withdrawal affords protection also. 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L-2.5 (cont.) 

M-3.la Geothermal Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Some of the L-2.5 lands have a potential for 
qeothermal development without reserving qeothermal resources in the 
lands, leasinq revenue would be lost. 

b. Modification - Reserve geothermal resources in all land transfers on 
L-2.5 lands. 

V. Recreation 

VRM-1.7(3) Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The WPRS has made applicaiton to withdraw 
public lands north of Hollister for agricultural development. These 
lands would be transferred into private ownership. 

b. Modification - No solution. 

Alternatives: (1) Deny the withdrawal request on L-2.5 lands 
that lie within VRM-1.7 area. 

(2) Allow land to be withdrawn and developed. 
This would add more farm land scenery to the 
area. It would not be a visual contrast to 
surroundinq land use! 

VI. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.9 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Several cultural sites are located on lands to ! 1 

be withdrawn and developed for agriculture. Without mitigation, the 
lands could not be disposed. 

b. Modification - None. 

VII. Watershed 

Alternatives: (1) Retain land with site on it in Federal 
ownership. 

(2) Salvage site or do other mitigation work. 

No Conflict 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

L-3 

Reserve 16,500 acres of public land for agricultural development. As 
adequate water supplies, energy supplies, and economic feasibility are 
proven, classify the public land as suitable for desert land entry or Carey 
Act development. 

Rationale: 

Approximately 23,000 acres of public land within the planning unit have 
soils and climatic conditions that are suitable for agricultural development. 
About 16,500 acres of the 23,000 acres can be blocked into logical farm 
blocks that adjoin private lands and that have a majority of Class II 
soils. As the economy of Twin Falls is based on agriculture, it is 
important to reserve suitable land for future agricultural development. 
It is anticipated that approximately 3,700 acres of farm land would be 
needed by the year 2000 to replace that lost to urban-suburban development. 

Population projections for Twin Falls County indicate that about 3,700 
acres of land will be needed for urban expansion. These lands are 
generally adjacent to urban areas and are mostly agricultural land. With 
available water and energy supplies and with proven agricultural feasibility, 
the public lands could maintain the agricultural land base for the planning 
unit within the foreseeable future. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: L-3.1 

Reserve 12,500 acres of public 
land for future agricultural 
development. These lands should 
be managed as to not impair their 
suitability for agricultural 
development. Permanent structures, 
power lines, severe erosion, or 
shallow buried pipelines would impair 
the land for agriculture. 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 L-3. 1 Step 3 

Rationale: 

Approximately 23,000 acres of public 
land within the planning unit 
have soils and climatic conditions 
that would favor agricultural 
development. However, the lack of 
a reliable water source has 
prevented their previous development. 
As the economy of Twin Falls County 
is based on agriculture with 
indications that it will remain 
that way, it is important to 
reserve public land for future 
agricultural development. 

Management geared towards not 
impairing the land's agricultural 
suitability will assure their 
availability when adequate water 
supplies, energy supplies and 
economic feasibility are proven. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This area contains soils that are suitable for irriqated agricultural 
development.~ The soils are Class II and III soils. These soils are mixed 
with soils tht are not suitable. This area is not as suitable as area L-3.2 
shown on the 1ands MFP overlay. This area is not located as well for getting 
water out of the High Line canal in the Twin Falls Irrigation Co. 

Interest in lands suitable for farming is intense from a few individuals who 
are desirous of obtaininq these lands for agricultural development. Interest 
aqainst agricultural development is also intense from the people who depend on 
the area for grazing. The area is crested wheat qrass seedings and is managed 
according to intensive grazing management plan and produces about 320 AlJM's 
per 640 acre section. 

In conversation with the Twin Falls County Commissioners on April 23, 1981, 
they recommended that the land be retained in public ownership and current 
usercontinue. They further recommended that the lands not be altered in their 
agricultural ability. Events and priorities are rapidly changing from year to 
~ear and no one can know if water and power will be available someday in the 
iuture. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

Ons/mc/ions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name(MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Lands 
Overla y R e ference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step ll-3 .1 Step 3 

Presently there is no water available for developing these sites into 
agricultural production. There are no indications that water will be 
available in the next several years. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify L-3 .1. 
Keep these lands in multiple use 
resource management. Continue the 
present level and intensity of use and 
mana gement with emphasis on range and 
wildlife according to those 
recommendations. 

Support Needs: 

None. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation to 
manage 12,500 acres of public land 
under a multiple use concept without 
specific reserve for future 
agricultural development. 

Reasons: 

The soils cannot be farmed without 
water. Presently in Twin Falls County 
Class I land that is in agricultural 
production is being removed from 
production at a steady rate indicating 
that additional land is not needed for 
prorluction. Also, these lands are 
currently producing an agricultural 
producf that is important to the 
economy and well being of the 
operators and the people. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Put the lands up for sale. 
2. Make the lands available for 

exchange. 
3. Encourage transfer of ownership 

through DLE or Carey Act. 

Rationale: 

Agricultural development of these 
lands are limited by lack of reliable 
water and power and opposition from 
local government and livestock 
operators using the area for grazing. 
Present management and land uses are 
compatibly with the resource and 
public, and should be continued. 

Note : Attach additional sheets , if needed 

( /n s tm ct i r •. ) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 3.1 

I. Range No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

II. Wildlife 

I I I. Forestry 

IV. Minerals 

v. 

M-4.4 Saleable Minerals Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The L-3.1 lands are to be reserved for agricul­
tural development and are to be managed as to not impair their suit­
ability for agriculture. Removing the materials would impair the 
suitability. 

b. Modification - Allow no removal of material from the Berger M-4.4 
area until no other sources of material are available within an 
economic haul distance of the place of need. 

Recreation No Conflict 

VI. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.9 Cultural Site Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - A cultural site is located on L-3.1 land in 
section 15, T. 12 S., R. 15 E. Disposal of this land could not be 
done with the cultural site on it. 

b. Modification - None. 

Alternatives: (1) Retain land in Federal ownership. 

(2) Salvage site or do other mitigating work. 

VI I. Watershed No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Ste p 1 L-3 • 2Step 3 

Recommendation: L-3.2 

As adequate water supplies, energy 
supplies, and economic feasibility 
are proven, make 4,000 acres of 
public land available for desert land 
entry or Cary Act development. 

Support Needs: 

Suitability determination. 

Rationale: 

Population projections for Twin Falls 
county indicate that about 3,700 acres 
of private land will be needed for 
urban-suburban expansion. Most of these 
lands are presently being farmed. Use 
of suitable public land for agricultural 
use would help offset the loss of 
agricultural land to urban-suburban 
uses. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Interested parties have inquired about the availability of public land for 
farming through the Desert Land Act. These people have asked specifically how 
to apply for OLE on lands in the north end of the Berger area adjacent to 
existing farms and the High Line Canal system. 

The Twin Falls Canal Company officials have said that water in the canal 
system can be used to irrigate any land as long as the water is not trans­
ferred down stream. They also said that there are several people on the canal 
that have water available in excess of the needs of their farms. 

Most of the area included in L-3.2 is presently included in intensive grazing 
allotment management plans. These plans include specific grazing systems. 
The area contains part of an extensive stock watering system known as the 
Berger Well and Pipeline System. The well is in excess of 1000 feet deep and 
there are about 89 miles of pipeline. 

The soil surveys and climatic records show that there are areas of public land 
with soils and climatic conditions that would favor agricultural development. 
Presently the lack of a water source has prevented their development. 

Predictions are that the electric power needs in Magic Valley will double by 
1993. At the current rate of increased demand, electric power production will 
have to double every eleven years to meet the increased demand according to a 
report from Morrison-Knudson Co. aired on KBAR radio on April 22, 1981. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s 1111ctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Analysis 

N ame (MPP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
A c tivity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step l-3. 2 ( CeRp"O) 

The Idaho Department of Lands has expressed interest in acqu1r1ng public lands 
in the Berger area by exchanging them for State owned lands scattered through 
Twin Falls and Cassia Counties. Several tracts of land in this Twin Falls MFP 
area have multiple use values and could be advantageous to the Bureau's multi­
ple use management. 

It appears that there may be an opportunity for the State to acquire saleable 
lands and for the Bureau to acquire, for the public, lands with multiple 
resource values. 

In a recent telephone conversation with Howard Kestie, May 6, 1981, it was 
determined that the State is not interested in exchanging for lands that would 
be transferred to private ownership. Howard indicated that the State is not 
interested in the lands that have agricultural potential. 

In a conversation with the Twin Falls County Commissioners on April 23, 1981 
they recommended that this land be retained in public ownership and the pre­
sent management and uses continue. They further recommended that the lands 
not be altered to become non-suitable for irrigated agricultural development. 
Techniques and priorities concerning water and power are changing so rapidly 
that it is difficult to assess what the needs will be over the next two years. 

In the 1974 Land Use Plan these lands were recommended for retention for 
multiple use values and for livestock grazing. The lands are highly developed 
for livestock grazing. They are seeded to highly productive crested wheat­
grass, have an extensive water system consisting of a well and pipelines, and 
are part of an allotment management plan. 

Public input to the planning process has revealed at least four options for 
the use of this land in the immediate future. 

1. Trade the 1 ands to the State of Idaho for scattered tracts of state 
owned lands in Twin Falls County that have multiple use values and 
would compliment the resource management of the public lands. 

2. Classify the lands as suitable for Agricultural development in 
private ownership and make the land available for disposal by OLE. 

3. Classify the lands as suitable for Agricultural development in 
private ownership and make the land available for disposal by 
PUBLIC SALE. 

4. Decide that the highest and best use is the existing use and keep 
the lands in multiple use management. Continue to use the lands as 
they are and not alter the character of the lands so that they 
maintain their suitability for agriculture. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nslmction s on r e vers e ) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Overla y Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Reject L-3.2 
Retain the lands for multiple use. 
Continue the present use of the 
1 ands and do not alter the character 
of the land to change the suitabil­
ity for intensive agriculture. 

Support Needs: 

None. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11str11clions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

These lands have been extensively de­
veloped by seeding, an extensive water 
system, and intensive grazing manage­
ment systems. The livestock forage 
produced on these lands has been 
allocated and the users have developed 
a dependency on this production. 

Changing the use from grazing to irri­
gated agriculture would increase the 
yield in pounds of biomass per acre. 
The change would cause a hardship on 
the agricultural segment presently 
using these lands. Not changing the 
~gricultural use eliminates the hard­
ship at the cost of the increased 
production. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Refer to the Multiple Use Analysis. 
If the land has to be made available 
for intensive agricultural develop­
ment and the state is not interested 
in an exchange the PUBLIC SALE option 
would be the most expedient transfer 
at the least cost to the public and 
with the greatest return to the 
Federal Treasur~y. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recanmendation to 
continue existing land uses of the 
4,000 acre recognizing that future 
intensive agriculture development may 
occur. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/ns/ruclions on reverse) 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Rationale: 

In the interim, management for other 
land uses should continue at the same 
level as they now exist. Highly 
developed range improvements should 
continue to serve intensive grazing 
management systems for livestock 
production and other multiple use 
values. 

If it is determined that the lands 
should go to the private sector for 
intensive agricultural development and 
use, the PUBLIC SALE process should be 
used wherever possible to get market 
value for the public. Also, this 
disposal method is probably the least 
costly method canmonly used. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



I. Range 

R-2.1 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 3.2 

Seeding Maintenance Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Approximately 4,000 acres of L-3.2 lands are to 
be developed for agriculture. Any large expenditures of money for 
seeding maintenance would be wasted since the land would be plowed 
up for agricultural development. 

b. Modification - Allow no seeding maintenance on L-3.2 lands. 

II. Wildlife 

WL-2.4 Pheasant Areas Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The L-3.2 lands are proposed for agricultural 
development. Farming would destroy the 1/2 mile perimeter of 
vegetation and cover. 

b. Modification - Require that farm land disposals be on a planned 
basis (roads, farm parcels, wildlife leave areas, etc. designated 
prior to disposal). The leave areas would retain valuable habitat. 

III. Forestry 

IV. Minerals 

No Conflict 

M-4.4 Saleable Minerals Competitve Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The L-3.2 lands could be developed for 
agricultural purposes. The removal of material would impair the 
lands suitability for agriculture. 

b. Modification - Allow no mineral material removal on the L-3.2 lands 
near Rogerson. A minerals source (480 acres) on public land, also 
within M-4.4 area, is adjacent to L-3.2 lands. This source may be 
sufficient to meet the demand for materials. 

V. Recreation 

VRM-1. 7 {3) Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Approximately 420 acres north of Hollister 
would be disposed of for agricultural development. The VRM 1.7(3) 
recommendation is to not allow land disposals in the corridor. 

.; 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 3.2 (cont.) 

b. Modification - No solution. 

Alternatives: {1) Retain in public ownership. This would re­
sult in potential agricultural land not being 
available for development. 

{2) Lease the land for farming. This would allow 
agricultural development but retain land in 
public ownership. 

VI. Cultural Resources 

No conflict, but would have to get clearance before disposal. 

VII. Watershed No Conflict. 

Ii 
I 



I. 

I I. 

I II. 

IV. 

V. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 4.1 

Ranqe No Conflict 

Wildlife No Conflict 

Forestry No Conflict 

Minerals No Conflict 

Recreation 

VRM-1.1 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - In sections 21, 28 and 32, the transmission 
line corridor lays into VRM Class I. Any new powerlines that exceed 
10 in the visual contrast rating would not be allowed. (Any lines 
built west of the existing line would be into Class I.) 

b. Modification - Require that all future power transmissions be built 
east of the existing lines in this area. 

VRM 1.7 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Right-of-way corridors are not to be allowed in 
this zone. The Nevada to Hunt transmission line already crosses 
through this travel influence corridor. 

b. Modification - Allow right-of-way in this corridor but consider 
visual resources and mitigation prior to the granting of the right­
of-way. 

R-l.3(b) Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - A power transmission line corridor through a 
natural area would not help the naturalness of the area. 

b. Modification - Adjust corridor area to be only east of the present 
powerline. Adjust natural area east of bounrlary to be the existing 
power transmission line. 

VI. Cu ltu ra l Resources 

A.4 Cultural Sites 11 Conflict 11 

Archaeological clearance would have to be made before any new lines 
were put in. Could mitigate impacts through stipulations, etc. 

.. 

I 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 4 .1 (cont. ) 

VII. Watershed 11 No Conflict" 

The Nevada to Hunt powerline area will be rehabilitated before proof 
of construction is accepted. 

Recommend that watershed specialist be part of the compliance team. 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

L-4 

Confine future power transmission lines and oil and gas pipelines to 
designated corridor locations. 

Rationale: 

Two major electrical power transmission lines cross the planning unit. 
These lines are located where the impact to private agricultural lands are 
a minimum. There are no physical constraints that would prevent other 
lines from being installed alongside the existing lines. (By confining ,./ 
future power transmission lines to designated corridors, the adverse 
impacts to aesthetics and to land use can be minimized. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step ll-4.1 Step 3 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple-use reconmenda­
tion. Allow future major power trans­
mission lines (lines of at least 
46-138RV which originate and 
terminate outside of the MFP area) to 
be constructed within the recommended 
corridors. Also allow construction of 
transmission lines between the 
corridors. Do not permit power lines 
to the west or the east of the two 
corridors. Exempt service lines from 
this restriction. 

Note: Attach additional shee ts, if needed 

Ons/ructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Utility corridors serve to acconmodate 
major power lines in a designated 
route which minimized envirorrnental 
impacts from construction and provides 
a feasible, econonical route for power 
transmission. 

1 ~ 
Major transmission lines could cause " 
serious adverse envirorrnental impacts 
in the Foothills area, the Shoshone 
Basin, and along Salmon Falls Creek 
and Reservoir. For this reason, 
construction of major lines to the 
east and west of the two corridors is 
prohibited. Although it would be 
best to have all future lines confined 
to the corridors, allowing power lines 
between the corridors will provide for 
additional routes which may be more 
feasible than the two corridors. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Ste p 1 L-4 .1 Step 3 

Recommendation L-4.1 

Confine all future power 
transmission lines to the 
designated corridor locations. 

Rationale: 

,·confining transmission lines to 
·corridors allows for a better 
utilization of land. The impacts 
to the aesthetics and to agricultural 
-land are minimized. 

Multi ple Use Anal ysis 

Power producing companies usually request routes for their lines that are the 
most direct route and in the most accessible sites to provide the least costly 
alternative. These route generally conflict with various resource values if 
the site does not already have a similar intrusion on it. 

The corridors shown contain existinq facilities so additional lines will not 
add as much intrusion as they would on sites that do not have exiting 
faciliies. The present power lines that cross the planninq unit are located 
where the impact to private aqricultural lands are minimal. There are no 
physical constraints that would prevent future lines from beinq installed 
beside them. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept L-4.1 
Confine future power transmission 
lines to the designated corridor 
locations. Refer to L-4.1 Impact 
Analysis for modifications and 
specific locations for VRM-1.1, 
VRM-1.7 and R-1.3. 

Support Needs: 

Cultural examination for all 
construction. 

Note : Attach additional sheets , if needed 

//12stmctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

To avoid additional adverse resource 
impacts by having these intrusions 
scattered through the planning unit. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 

2. 

Allow lines to be put wherever 
the companies want them. 
Establish additional corridors. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Lands 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-4 • 2 Step 3 

Recommendation: L-4.2 

Confine future oil and gas 
pipelines to the designated 
corridor location. 

Rationale: 

Confining pipelines to designated 
corridors will allow for a better 
utilization of land. The impacts 
to the aesthetics and to agricultural 
land would be minimized. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The corridor proposed in L-4.2 is the present location of natural gas 
pipelines. By continuinq to use this existing location for a corridor the 
adverse impacts will be kept in one location. This corridor would minimize 
the adverse impacts to all resource values encountered. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept L-4.2 
Confine oil and gas pipelines to the 
designated corridor locations. 

Support Needs: 

None. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda­
tion_. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/11s I ructions on reve rse) 

Reasons: 

The corridor is the preseent location 
of two natural gas pipelines. Keeping 
pipelines in this corridor will mini­
mize adverse impacts to the resources 
and land uses. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 

2. 

Not to limit pipelines to a 
corridor. 
Establish a corridor in a 
different location. 

Rationale: 

Impacts to resource values can be 
minimized by routing future oil and 
gas pipelines to corridors where this 
use exists and is established. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

III. 

IV. 

Range 

Wildlife 

Fore st r.v 

Minerals 

M-4.4 

a. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Saleable Minerals Competitive Conflict 

Twin Fa 11 s 

MFP 2 

L - 4.2 

Nature of Conflict - Material removal along the pipeline corridor 
could result in damaqe to buried pipelines and impair suitability 
for additional pipelines. 

b. Modification - Allow no mineral material removal along pipeline 
corridor. 

V. Recreation No Conflict 

VI. Cultural Resources 

A.4 Cultural Sites "Conflict 11 

Would have to get archaeological clearance before new pipelines were 
installed - mitigate impacts by stipulations, etc. 

VI I. Watershed No Conflict 

I 
J 

( ' 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Lands 
Overlay Refe rence 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step ll-4 • 3 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use reccmmenda­
tion. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onstmclions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Public needs for transportation 
improvement should be accommodated 
across public lands if that develops 
into the best route. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L- 4 . 3 Step 3 

Reconnnendation: L-4.3 

Should the Department of Highways 
choose to route the Twin Falls 
"Belt Route" across public 
lands northeast of Hollister, 
make the land available for 
highway R/W purposes. 

Rationale: 

The Idaho Transportation Department 
is proposing to construct a "belt" 
highway around the city of Twin Falls. 
This highway would allow traffic to 
move from Perrine Bridge around the 
city to highway 93, the main highway 
from Idaho to Wells, Nevada. One 
of the proposed routes involves 
public lands near Hollister. This 
route as well as any of the other 
routes may be used. It is not known 
which route will be selected. 

Multip l e Use Analysis 

The Idaho Department of Highways is proposinq to construct a highway around 
the city of Twin Falls from the Perrine Bridge to Hwy 93 to Nevada. One of 
the routes being studied involves public lands north east of Hollister. 

The BLM should be involved with the Department of Highways in selecting the 
best route for the highway location. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept L-4.3 
Make the land available for the 
highway R/W when the best route has 
been determined. 

Support Needs: 

RA Staff 
Coordination and planning. 

Realty Specialist 
R/W processing. 

Note : Atta ch additional sheets , if needed 

(/11stmclions on reverse) 

Reason: 

BLM needs to be instrumentatal in 
facilitating public needs. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Do not let the highway cross 
public land and keep it on the 
current Hwy. 93 R/W. 

Form 1600-21 (Apr il 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 4.3 

I. Range 

R-1.1 Formulate New AMP 1 s Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The Hiqhwa.v Department has proposed a "Belt 
Route 11 around Twin Falls. This route would cross public lands 
(L-4.3) northeast of Hollister. Any new AMP could involve fencing, 
water developments, etc. Should improvement he put in, a roadway 
could result in them having to be removed or the allotment dividied 
so the AMP grazing system would not work as planned. 

b. Modification - Allow no new AMP to be formulated until a decision is 
reached on the proposed "Belt Route." 

II. Wildlife 

WR-3.7 Waterfowl Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The Highway Department has proposed a belt 
route road that would cross the Loughmiller gravel pit area. To 
fence and plant riparian species just before a road was to be built 
would be counter productive. 

b. Modification - Allow no fencing or planting of riparian plant 
species along proposed road route until definite plans for the road 
a re known. 

III. Forestry 

IV. Minerals 

No Conflict 

V. 

M-4.4 Saleable Minerals Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The proposal belt route passes throuqh a M-4.4 
area. Removal of mineral material along proposed belt route would 
impair the lands suitability for highway puposes. 

b. Modification - Allow no mineral removal along the proposed belt 
route until a determination is made that the road would not be built 
in the porposed location. 

Recreation No Conflict 

/ 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 4.3 (cont.) 

VI. Cultural Resources 

A.4 

VI I. Watershed 

Cultural Sites 11 Confl ict 11 

Would have to get archaeological clearance before road was con­
structed. Could mitiqate impacts by stipulations, etc. 

- No Conflict 

/R 
I 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

L-5 

Grant Communication site rights-of-way only when the facility has the 
capability for multiple occupancy (modular design concept) and the color 
and design is such that it blends with a mountain-top setting. 

Rationale: 

Mountain-top communication sites can become easily congested with many 
small buildings and numerous antenna structures. This impairs the aesthetics 
of the area and results in poor land utilization. Multiple occupancy of a 
building allows for better land utilization, improved aesthetics, and more 
cost-effective construction and maintenance programs. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name(MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L- 5. 1 Step 3 

Recommendation: L-5.1 

Require Autophone Inc. to construct 
a communication site on sugarloaf 
butte large enough to house 
multiple users, in a location 
approved by the Burley District, 
and painted a color approved by 
the Burley District. 

Should the first building become 
overcrowded allow another building 
to be built on to the Autophone 
building following a modular design 
concept. 

Support: 

Landsca pe Architect to recommend 
t he design and setting for a 
communication building. 
District Engineer to evaluate 
building design. 

Rationale: 

A buildinq of a modular design and 
painted a color that would blend into the 
natural landscape will help mitigate 
adverse environmental impacts. A 
building large enough to accommodate 
Autophone's equipment plus several other 
users will allow the use of one building 
for several years. Other than Autophone, 
there has been no demand for communica­
tion sites on public land wihtin the 
foreseeable future. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

A location on Sugarloaf Butte has been examined and determined to be a 
desirable site for radio communication facilities and equipment. The location 
would provide good communiction access over a lot of the Magic Valley area and 
is close enough to the Twin Falls area to facilitate access for maintenance. 

A facility could be constructed that would accommodate several users, and 
could be added to if needed in the future. 

A right-of-way for a Communication Site R/W has been granted for the site. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/n stmclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION Step 1 L-5. 1 ~ef'lt. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Since the application is analyzed and a decision has been made to allow the 
use, a land use decision is not needed for this recommendation. 

All communication site needs for this general area will be directed to this 
site until it can be clearly shown that another site is better. 

Decision: 

Accept recommendation to allow 
construction of a communication site 
on Sugarloaf Butte. Should a second 
building be needed, it should be 
located a short distance away from the 
first, utilizing the same site • . 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

/111s/1•11ctions on r e vers e ) 

Rationale: 

Experience with communications sites 
in other locations show a rapid demand 
by other users develops after a site 
is established. The most canmon con­
flict develops between two way commu­
nication and FM Stations that are not 
compatible even with shielding. For 
this reason, a second building apart 
from the first, is often the most 
practical solution to the problem. 

Form 1600-21 (April 197 5) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

I. Range No Conlfict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 5.1 

II. Wildlife 

WL-1.2 Big Game Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Autophone, Inc. will have a communicaiton site 
on Sugarloaf. If their radio equipment needs repair they have to 
fix it. That equipment may need repair when the area is closed to 
vehicle travel: access to their site could not be made. 

b. Modification - Allow vehicle travel, with permission from District 
Manager, to reach autophone communication site for necesssary 
repairs and maintenance. 

I I I. Forestry 

IV. Minerals 

V. Recreation 

- No Conflict 

- No Con fl i ct 

No Conflict 

VI. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 

VI I. Watershed No Conflict 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
A c tivity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

L-6 

Revoke or partially revoke all withdrawals on lands where the withdrawal is 
not serving the purpose for which they were withdrawn. 

Rationale: 

The Federal Land Management Policy Act requires the review of all withdrawals. 
The withdrawal review program is to be directed toward minimizing restrictions 
on the use of withdrawn lands, reduction in total acreage withdrawn, or the 
elimination of withdrawals. All withdrawals which, upon review and analysis, 
lack a demonstratable justification for continuation or extension must be 
recommended for either total or partial revocation. 

(Instructions on re v erse) Form 1600-20 (Apri! 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step lL-6. 1 Step 3 

Recommendation: L-6.1 

Revoke the following withdrawals 
in their entirety: 

1. Livestock Driveway Withdrawal 

T.llS., R.18E., B.M. 
Sec. 35: SW!t;NE!i; 

2. Twin Falls Military Reservation 

T.llS., R.17E., B.M. 
Sec. 29: E~ 

3. Buhl Military Range 

T. 9S., R.13E., B.M. 
Sec. 25: S~S~ 

Rationale: 

1. The livestock driveway withdrawal 
near Rock Creek is an isolated 40 
acre tract of land cut diagonally 
by a county road. Part of the tract 
is a gravel pit and is unuseable by 
livestock. Part of the tract is 
under agricultural trespass and is 
very close to a milking barn. No use 
of the tract by trailing livestock 
has been made in the recent past. 
Use of the tract in the future seems 
unlikely. 

2. & 3. Both the Twin Falls and Buhl 
military reservations are used one or 
two weekends each year by the national 
guard for small arms target practice. 
The shooting facilities are in poor 
repair and have been that way for at 
least 5 years. Some other method of 

authorization could accomplish the 
intenci:ed use. A Temporary Use Permit 
for the intended weekend use could 
accomplish the same purpose of the 
withdrawal. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Preliminary analysis of the withdrawals in Twin Falls MFP area shows that the 
three areas described in L-6.1 are either not being used for the purpose of 
the withdrawals or the use could be authorized by permit. The stock driveway 
withdrawal on T. 11 S., R. 18 E., Sec. 35: SW1/4NE1/4 is not used for 
livestock trailing. The two Military Reservation withdrawals are not needed 
to authorize the use that the military is makinq. A Temporary Use Permit for 
the specific needs could accomplish the needs on the military ranges. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11slmctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name(MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

L nd 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step l-6 .1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept L-6.1 
Revoke the withdrawals as listed in 
L-6.1. 

Support Needs: 

Realty 
Withdrawal review and accompanying 
reports. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation to 
revoke the existing withdrawals. 
Authorize military use of the tracts 
with a Memoradum of Understanding, if 
applicable. 

Note: Attach additional shee ts, if neede d 

( /11 s /m c 1ions on reve rs e) 

Reasons: 

The withdrawals are not needed for the 
uses that the tracts are withdrawn 
for. The stock driveway is not used, 
and the military needs could be 
authorized by a TUP. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject L-6.1. 
2. Modify L-6.1 by revoking the 

withdrawal on the stock driveway 
tract and continuing it on the 
military reservations. 

Rationale: 

The livestock driveway tract is not 
being used for the need that the 
withdrawal was originally made. The 
Idaho National Guard and BLM now use a 
Memorandum of Understanding to 
authorize military needs for several 
years on public lands which is more 
convenient and applicable than a TUP. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I • Range 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 6.1 

No Conflict 

The SWl/4 NEl/4 Section 35, T. 11 S., R. 18 E. has not been used as 
a stock driveway for many years - the need to maintain it is 
unnecessary. 

II. Wildlife No Conflict 

No Conflict I II. Forestry 

IV. Minerals 

M-4.1 

a. 

M-4.4 

a. 

Saleable Minerals Postive Impact 

Nature of Impact - The need for a community gravel pit in the Buhl 
area would add justification for the withdrawal revocation. 

Saleable Minerals Postive Impact 

Nature of Impact - The need to reserve material sources and make 
them available for community needs would add justification for the 
withdrawal revocation. 

V. Recreation 

R-1.12 Positive Impact 

a. Nature of Impact - The R-1.12 recommendation is to have the military 
withdrawal for rifle ranqes revoked and made into a country rifle 
ranqe. This would support withdrawal review action that the 
military is not using or maintaining the facilities as intended. 

VI. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 

VI I. Watershed No Conflict 

/ 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Fal 1 s 

Activitl d ans 
Overlay Refe rence 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-6 • 2 Ste p 3 

Recommendation: L-6.2 

Revoke that portion of theTwin falls 
Multiple use Classification that 
segregated the public lands from 
appropriation under the Homestead 
Laws, Public Sale Laws, and the 
General Mining Laws (see attached list 
of lands that were segregated from 
operation of the mining laws). 

Rationale: 

The Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act replaced the Homestead Law and the 
Public Sale Law {KS2455). The Public 
Sale Act of 1964 expired on its own 
provisions on June 30, 1969. Since 
these Acts were repeated by FLPMA, 
there is no need to carry the segrega­
tion on the records. As the Desert 
Land Act and Indian Allotments Act is 
still in force, the segregation 
against the filing of these applica­
tions is still appropriate. The lack 
of adequate water supplies within the 
planning unit prevent any developments 
under these laws. The acreage limita­
tions in the Indian allotments would 
prevent the development of economic 
units within the planning unit. Also, 
the segregation against OLE and Indian 
allotments assist greatly, adminis­
tratively, in handling any applica­
tion. 

Several tracts of land were segregated 
from operation of the mining laws. 
These lands were recreation sites, 
potential recreation sites on propsed 
natural areas. The present 43 CFR 
3809 regulations provide adequate 
protection to the surface resources. 
There is little need to maintain this 
seg reg at ion. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Recreation, Natural History, Cultural Resources, and Minerals have identified 
specific sites that need protective withdrawals to ensure that they are 
protected from damage and destruction from mining activities under authority 
of the mining laws. These sites have various resource and econanic investment 
values that would be lost or destroyed through mining activity according to 
existing mining laws. 

Note: Attach additional s he ets, if neede d 

Uns t ructions on reverse) Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-6 • 2 Ste p 3 

Multi ple Use Analysis (cont. ) 

(1) Orytown, Springtown, and Culdron Linn need protection from surface 
mining activity that could destroy the cultural resoruce and natural 
history values. 

(2) Rabbit Springs needs a protective withdrawal to avoid having a 
mining claim placed on the geodes that the minerals activity has 
recommended be kept available for rockhounding. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify L-6.2 
1. Revoke that portion of the Twin 

Falls Multiple Use Classification 
that segregated the public lands 
from appropriation under the 
Homestead Laws , Pub l i c Sa 1 e Laws 
and Mining Laws other than the 
exceptions listed below in part 2. 

2. Retain a segregative classifica­
tion against mineral entry or 
initiate a protective withdrawal 
on the five sites identified in 
the M. U. analysis and described 
as: 

T16S,R15E,Sec.2:SW1/4 Rabbit Sprg. 
Rec. Site 

T9S,Rl8E, Sec.32: Lot 7,8 
Sec .33: Lot 2 

TlOS,Rl8E,Sec.4: Lot 4 
Ory Cataracts 

TlOS,R18E,Sec.11: Lots 3,4,7,8 
NW12/4SW1/4 Springtown 

T11S,R20E,Sec.4:Lot 3 Cauldron Linn 
Sec .6: Lot 1 Orytown 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/m,tions on reve rse) 

Reasons: 

The Homestead Law and Public Sale Law 
were replaced by FLPMA. The Public 
Sale Act of 1964 expired on June 30, 
1969. The segregation against OLE and 
Carey Act is no longer needed. Lands 
are identified for retention or 
disposal through the land use plan 
decisions. 

These sites identified for protective 
withdrawal are subject total destruc­
tion through mining activity according 
to the mining laws. These sites have 
potential to contain minerals or 
mineral material that could be claimed 
and ranoved resulting in the loss of 
cultural. natural history, and 
recreational values. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activ itY. 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 L-6 • 2 Step 3 

Support Needs: Alternatives Considered: 

Realty L Reject L-6.2. 
Accept L-6. 2. Prepare detailed farm unit manage- 2. 

ment plans according to the land use 3. 
plan decisions. 

Recommend other sites for protec­
tive withdrawal. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation 
that revokes multiple use classifica­
tion on public lands except for Rabbit 
Spring, Cauldron Linn, Spring Town, 
Drytown, and Dry Cataracts as 
described by legal subdivision. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

Ons/mcl ions on reverse) 

Rat i anal e: 

Lands are identified in a land use 
plan for retention or disposal and 
FLPMA repealed several disposal laws; 
therefore, the C&MU classification is 
no longer needed on most public lands. 
However, there are significant 
geological, historical, cultural and 
recreation values on the excepted 
tracts that require additional 
protection to prevent damamge and 
destruction from mining activity. 
C&MU can continue to segregate and 
protect these areas from uneue 
degradation. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

I I I. 

IV. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Range 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 6.2 

Wildlife 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict Forestry 

Minerals 

M-4.2 

a. 

Competitive Conflict 

Nature of Conflict - By establishing Norton Bay and Gray's Landing 
as a common use building stone area, there would be a conflict with 
revoking the C&MU classification. The mineral segregation would 
protect the building stone area from mining claims that would tie up 
the material. 

b. Modification - Retain the C&MU segregation on mineral entry for 
Norton Bay and Gray's Landing. 

M-4.3 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Establishing a rockhounding area at Rabbit 
Springs and protecting the area from mining claims would conflict 
with the lands recommendation to revoke the C&MU segregation. The 
C&MU segregation would provide protection against the filing of 
mining claims. 

b. Modification - Retain the C&MU segregation on mineral entry for the 
Rabbit Spring site. 

V. Recreation 

R-1.2 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Withdrawing the China Creek recreation site 
would conflict with the recommendation to revoke the C&MU mineral 
segregation. 

b. Modification - Retain the C&MU mineral segregation on the China 
Creek recreation site. 



IMPACT AtJALYSIS 

Twin Falls ---- - -

MFP 2 

L - 6~cont.) 

R-1.3 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Withdrawing the Salmon Dam area would conflict 
with revoking the C&MU mineral segregation. 

b. Modification - Retain the C&MU mineral segregation on the Salmon dam 
area. 

R-1.7 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Retaining the C&MU segregation on Rabbit Spring 
conflicts with the Lands recommendation to revoke the segregation. 

b. Modification - Retain the C&MU segretation against mining for the 
Rabbit Springs site. 

VI. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.1 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The CRM-1.1 recommendation is to protect 
Drytown, Springtown and Caludron Linn. Mining activity would damage 
these sites. 

b. Modification - Retain C&MU mineral segregation on the Drytown, 
Springtown and Cauldron Linn sites. 

CRM-1.9 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation is to conserve all cultural 
resources which would segregate the sites from other use 
allocations. This would conflict with revoking a protective mineral 
entry segregation. 

b. Modification - The 3809 m1n1ng regulations would afford adequate 
protection for known archaeological sites and would afford a period 
of review for potential sites. No modification wo~ld be needed in 
the Lands recommendation to revoke the segregation. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Objective Number 

Complete the written exchange proposals currently in the District files. 
Proceed with the exchanges that are in the public interest and reject those 
that are not. 

Rationale: 

As the various resource plans are developed they will show the areas that have 
resource values. When these values are determined the exchange proposals can 
be evaluated. The proposals that have no public values will be dismissed and 
the applicants so notified by letter. 

The cases in the District files represent a backlog upwards of 15 years or 
more in some cases. Action should be taken to process or dismiss every 
proposal that exists . Guidance based on resource, social, and economic values 
should be developed that more readily allows the manager to evaluate when an 
exchange proposal has public value. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Na me (MP P ) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Refe rence 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Ste p 1 L- 7 • 1 Step 3 

Recommendation: L-7.1 

Complete Exchange I-6561 (Steve 
Ellis) as proposed in the 
application. 

Rationale: 

The Selected public lands are classified 
for exchange and a formal application 
had been filed with the BLM prior to the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act. 
Althrough the exchange was held up 
pending evaluation of the selected land 
for inclusion in the Cassia-Twin Falls 
isolated tract wildlife management 
program, it has been determined that no 
wildlife or pu~lic values are present on 
the tract. Exchanges of the public land 
is consistent with the Twin Falls MFP 
that was completed in 1974. 

Acquisition of the offered land will 
block the public land, provide improved 
livestock management opportunities and 
would bring into public ownership the 
ruins of a historic rock homesteaders 
home. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The Exchange I-6561 is nearly complete and is proposed to be completed 
according to the values identified in the exchange process. 

No Multiple Use recommendation is needed. 

Decision: 

Accept recommendation to consummate 
exchange I-6561. 

Note: Atta c h additional sheets , if nee ded 

U ns /ru c tion s on r e verse ) 

Rationale: 

Public benefit would be derived from 
the exchange which has been identified 
as favorable in previous land use 
plans. 

I-;, ! 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 7.1 

I. Range - No Conflict 

I I. Wildlife - No Conflict 

II I. Forestry - No Conflict 

IV. Minerals - No Conflict 

V. Recreation - No Conflict 

VI. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 

VI I. Watershed - No Conflict 

/:J ,, 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSJS-DECJSJON Step iL- 7 • 2 Step 3 

Recommendation: L-7.2 

Within one year after the MFP is 
approved, process all exchange 
proposals in light of the other 
resource activities to determine the 
initial feasibility of the exchange. 

Rationale: 

All exchanges made must be in the public 
interest and the values and objectives 
which the Federal land to be conveyed 
may serve if retained in Federal owner­
ship must not be more than the values of 
the non-Federal lands and the public 
objectives they could serve if acquired 
(Sec. 206(a) Federal Land Management 
Pol icy Act). 

Multiple Use Analysis 

All exchange proposals on record in the District files have been evaluated by 
each resource activity. In the cases where no values have generated showing 
the offered private lands would benefit the Bureau programs they are being 
dropped. The individual applications will be notified in ~,riting that their 
exchange proposal is being dropped. The reason for dropping it is that 
evaluation of the proposal through our land use planning process shows that 
the exchange would have little or no public value. Specifically it is not 
clearly in the public interest for the government to acquire the offered 
private lands. 

The cases where the offered private lands are shown to have resource values 
that benefit the Bureau programs and values will be further evaluated and the 
exchange application processed according to procedures. 

As a consequence of the MFP-Step II public meetings, the Idaho Department of 
Lands has responded to the Bureau with a showing of their lands classification 
for the State lands in the planning unit. This classification shows their 
proposed land tenure adjustments. They have identified State owned parcels 
that they would like to exchange to BLM for addition to existing State owned 
blocks. It appears that all the lands they have idenfified for exchange to 
BLM would add to the public values already existing thereon. The values are 
quite variable from tract-to-tract such as public access, perennial streams, 
springs, riparian habitat, wildlife ranges, livestock forage, and a 
combination of all resource values. These State owned lands should be 
acquired by the go vernment through an exchange of public lands having l ess 
values. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify L-7. 2 
A. Proceed with processing the 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/mctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

The patented lands in these proposals 
have, or appear to have, greater 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Act\vityd 

Lan s 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION SteJ-r 7 • 2 ( COs\ti, h 

Note: 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

following list of exchanges to 
acquire the patented lands 
identified. 

1. Ne i 1 La rs en ( E-2 2 ) 
T.12 S,R.18 E., Sec. 15 

E l/2El/2 
Recommended by wildlife and range. 

2. Ralph Schnell (E-33 and E-71) 
T.15 S.,R.16 E., Sec. 5,6,8,18, 

19,20 

3. Idaho Department 
T.11 S.,R.13 E., 
T.12 S.,R.14 E., 
T.12 S.,R.15 E., 
T.12 S.,R.17 E., 
T.12 S.,R.18 E., 
T.13 S.,R.14 E., 
T.14 S.,R.15 E., 
T. 15 S. , R. 15 E. , 
T.15 S.,R.16 E., 
T.15 S.,R.17 E., 
T.16 S.,R.15 E., 
T.16 S.,R.16 E., 

of Lands 
Sec • 16 ( Rec ) 
Sec.36 (Rec) 
Sec • 16 ( M. U.) 
Sec.36 (S.D.wdl) 
Sec.16 & 36 (M.U.) 
Sec.36 (Rec) 
Sec.36 (M.U.H20) 
Sec.16 & 36 (M.U.) 
Sec.16 & 36 (M.U.) 
Sec.16 (wlife) 
Sec.16 & 36(wlife) 
Sec .16 & 36 

(M.U. H20) 
T.16 s.,R.17 E., Sec.16 & 36 (M.U.) 

4. David Chadwick (E-81) 
T.16 S., R. 18 E., 

Sec. 3: 40 acres 
Sec. 10: Lot 2 ( SEl/4 NWl/4) 
Sec. 11: Sl/2 SWl/4 
Sec. 14: NEl/4 SE 1/4 
Sec. 15: Lot 1 (NEl/4 NWl/4) 

Sl/2 NW 1/4 
SEl/4 NEl/4 
SEl/4 SEl/4 

Sec. 22: NEl/4 SEl/4 
Sec. 23: SWl/4 SW 1/4, 

NWl/4 NEl/4 
Attach addition~fb~ei?ii rnui NWl/4 

0 11s t ruc t ions on r e v e rse) 

Reasons (cont.): 

resource values for public land 
management than public lands being 
desired for exchange. The values are 
specific for each case or tract and 
will have to be evaluated through the 
exchange process to determine the 
specific values and extent thereof. 

1. These lands have mule deer winter 
range habitat. They also contain a 
water source that would be valuable 
for better management of all 
resource values in the area. 

2. These lands have sagegrouse and 
mule deer habitat values and con­
tain a valuable water source that 
would add to the total resource 
management success of the area. 

3. These lands have been proposed for 
exchange to the BLM by the Idaho 
Department of Lands. These tracts 
have all been identified as con­
taining resoruce values that would 
add to the values of adjacent 
public lands. The identified 
values are recreation, wildlife 
habitat, stock driveway, grazing 
management, water, and total 
multiple resource management. 

4. These lands lie within the USFS 
boundary and are i dent i fi ed as 
having grazing, wildlife, and 
visual values as well as sources of 
water that would allow better 
management of all resources present 
in the area. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activityd Lan s 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION SteJ-r 7 • 2 ( co~t, 1 

Note: 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

following list of exchanges to 
acquire the patented lands 
i dent ifi ed. 

1. Ne il La rs en ( E-2 2 ) 
T.12 S,R.18 E., Sec. 15 

E l/2El/2 
Recommended by wildlife and range. 

2. Ralph Schnell (E-33 and E-71) 
1". 15 $.? ~- /&:, ~ ") 

SC kJ Yi,e-lt . 

Sec . s: J:.,;t: i+ > Sw11
Nw ~ """51).), SE "sw'* 

3. (,, ~ ;f.,-1;- 1 J "=> € "-nc" 

& : ,,w&1 E 2sw") W ~£ ~ f"' ,+., ~ 
J G -a.£>. w. G~ j:t",.c.C.. 

1e: s z. "s,f 'f 

19: Y1£" [. ~~'f 
} 

~: _,,J.w'ln w" 
T.15 s.,R.16 E., Sec.16 & 36 (M.U.) 
T.15 s.,R.17 E., Sec.16 (wlife) 
T.16 s.,R.15 E., Sec.16 & 36(wlife) 
T.16 S.,R.16 E., Sec.16 & 36 

(M.U. H20) 
T.16 s.,R.17 E., Sec.16 & 36 (M.U.) 

4. David Chadwick (E-81) 
T .16 S. , R. 18 E. , 

Sec. 3: 40 acres 
Sec. 10: Lot 2 (SEl/4 NWl/4) 
Sec. 11: Sl /2 SWl/4 
Sec. 14: NEl/4 SE 1/4 
Sec. 15: Lot 1 (NEl/4 NWl/4) 

Sl/2 NW 1/4 
SEl/4 NEl/4 
SEl/4 SEl/4 

Sec. 22: NEl/4 SEl/4 
Sec. 23: SWl/4 SW 1/4, 

NWl/4 NEl/4 
Attach additionSJe~t,e~? if JilJ2t NW 1 / 4 

(/nslmctions on reverse) 

Reasons (cont.): 

resource values for public land 
management than public lands being 
desired for exchange. The values are 
specific for each case or tract and 
will have to be evaluated through the 
exchange process to determine the 
specific values and extent thereof. 

1. These lands have mule deer winter 
range habitat. They also contain a 
water source that would be valuable 
for better management of all 
resource values in the area. 

2. These lands have sagegrouse and 
mule deer habitat values and con­
tain a valuable water source that 
would add to the total resource 
management success of the area. 

3. These lands have been proposed for 
exchange to the BLM by the Idaho 
Department of Lands. These tracts 
have all been identified as con­
taining resoruce values that would 
add to the values of adjacent 
public lands. The identified 
values are recreation, wildlife 
habitat, stock driveway, grazing 
management, water, and total 
multiple resource management. 

4. These lands lie within the USFS 
boundary and are identified as 
having grazing, wildlife, and 
visual values as well as sources of 
water that would allow better 
management of all resources present 
in the area. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

5. W. T. Williams (E-39) 
Proceed according to the applica­
tion and acquire the offered lands 
for their wildlife and recreation 
values. 
T.12 s .• R.17 E •• Sec.28 Sl/2 SWl/4 

SWl/4 SEl/4 
Sec.33 NWl/4 NEl/4 

Nl/2 NWl/4 
Sl/2 Nl/2 
Nl/2 Sl/2 

Sec.34 SWl/4 NWl/4 
Nl/2 SW 
SEl/4 SWl/4 
Wl/2 SEl/4 

6. J. D. McCollum (E-41) 
Proceed with the proposed exchange 
and acquire the private land west 
of the public land tract under the 
Perrine Bridge. 
T.9 s .• R.17 E •• Sec. 33:Lot 8 and 

access from the Canyon Rim Road 
7. Erich Wegener (E-46) 

Proceed with the proposed exchange 
and acquire the patented land 
offered. 
T.11 s .. R.15 E •• Sec.3: SWl/4 SEl/4 

8. Public lands to exchange and 
public lands to retain and manage 
for resource values identified in 
the land use plan (MFP-1 and 2) as 
shown in the MFP-2 multiple use 
recommendations. After the pro­
posal has been evaluated and 
processed the lands not ecxchanged 
will be retained for multiple 
resource management according to 
the Land Use Plan. 

All other lands in the Planning 
Unit will be retained in public 
ownership for multiple resource 
management. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nslructions on reverse) 

Reasons (cont.): 

Name(MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Refere nce 

Step JL-7 • 2 ( CSUlit ~ ) 

5. These lands contain sage grouse, 
quail and mule deer habitat. 
Cottonwood Creek flows across a 
portion of the allotment. Acquisi­
tion of this land would also block 
up a portion of the public land and 
add to the public acces to the area 
and to the National Forest. 

6. This property is to be added to the 
existing parcel of public land and 
provide legal access to the tract 
from the Canyon Rim Road. The tract 
to be developed for a recreation 
site when funds are available as a 
cooperative BLM and County venture. 

7. The resource values appear equal. 
The advantage is better range and 
livestock management and an even 
property boundary which would 
improve the total resource manage­
ment on the area. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

1. Neil Larson (E-22) 
Proceed as applied. 
Exchange to private: 
T.11 s.,R.18 E., Sec.33:NEl/4 SEl/4 

Sec.35:SWl/4 NEl/4 
T.12 s.,R.18 E., Sec. 5: El/2 NEl/4 

NEl/4 SEl/4 
Supported by Wildlife, Range, 
Recreation. Retail access up 
Mc Mull en Creek. 

2. Ralph Schnell (E-33 and E-71) 
Modify selected lands that can be 
tranferred to private ownership. 
Retain lands that are part of a 
public land block or part of a 
block of critical mule deer or sage 
grouse habitat. 

Exchange to private: 
T.14 s.,R.15 E., Sec.13:NWl/4 

Sec.14:SEl/4 SEl/4 
Sec .15: NWl/4, 

Nl/2 NEl/4 
Sec.26:Sl/2 NWl/4 
Sec.27:Wl/2 SEl/4 
Sec.35:El/2 El/2 

T.14 s.,R.16 E., Sec.20:SWl/4 
T.15 s.,R.16 E., Sec.3:El/2 NEl/4, 

SEl/4 NWl/4, 
NEl/4 SWl/4, 
Nl/2 SEl/4 
SEl/4 SEl/4 

Sec .4 :NEl/4 
T.15 s.,R.16 E., Sec.10:El/2 NEl/4 

Sec.21:Wl/2 SEl/4 
Sec.22:Sl/2 SWl/4, 

NEl/4 SEl/4 
Sec.23:Wl/2 NWl/4, 

NWl/4 SWl/4 
Sec.27:Nl/2 NWl/4, 

SWl/4 NWl/4 
Sec.28:NEl/4 SEl/4 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(l11slmc t ions on reverse) 

Reasons (cont.) : 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fal 1 s 
A c tivity d 

Lan s 
Overlay Reference 

Step4-7 • 2 ( CQfl!v) 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

_ Retain in public ownership: 
T.14 S.,R.16 E., Sec.29:NWl/4 

Sec.32:El/2 NEl/4, 
NEl/4 SEl/4 

T.14 S.,R.16 E., Sec.5:El/2 Wl/2 
North of fence 
Sec.17:SWl/4 NEl/4 

NWl/4 SEl/4 
Sl/2 NEl/4 

T.15 s.,R.16 E., Sec.32:NEl/4 
East of fence 

Critical deer habitat and part of 
public block. 

3. David Chadwick (3-81) 
This exchange involves private 
lands in the Sawtooth National 
Forest. A lot of the selected land 
is critical mule deer winter range 
and will be retained in public 
ownership. 

- Exchange to private: 
T .14 S. ,R.16 E., Sec.9:Sl/2 SEl/4 

Sec.10:Nl/2 SWl/4, 
SWl/4 SWl/4 

T.14 s.,R.17 E., Sec. 20:El/2 NWl/4 
T.15 s.,R.18 E., Sec.32:Sl/2 SWl/4, 

SEl/4 
Sec.33:Wl/2 SWl/4 

T.16 S.,R.17 E., Sec.23:El/2 SWl/4 

- Retain in public 
T.14 S.,R.16 E., 

ownership: 
Sec.13:Wl/2 SWl/4, 

SW1/4NE1/4SW1/4 

Reasons (cont.): 

Name (M FP ) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

[ands 
Overlay Refere nce 

Step 1L-7 • 2 ( Ce2~t~) 

r' ' j ; , .. 

Wl/2SE1/4SW1/4, ~· L ~ 
Sec.23:El/2 SWl/4 ,{'le -rxlA,i .. J kC• "-~- · ··,·' ; r 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Sec.24:Wl/2 Wl/2 w .. ,J ,&, &..i·-Jf (~ ''( '-~-,Q ·~ 
Sec.25:SWl/4 NEl/4 

SWl/4 SWl/4 
Sec.26:Sl/2 SEl/4 

NWl/4 NEl/4 

, .. 

(/11stmcti ons on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Falls 

Actit~nds 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Overlay Ref.er~nc e ) 
Ste p 'r--] • ~ ~ cgpe\•3 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

Critical mule 

Sec.27:Sl/2 El/2, 
NWl/4, 
El/2 SWl/4, 
NWl/4 SWl/4 
NEl/4 SWl/4 
SWl/4 

Sec.28:Nl/2 i), . ,, , 
( 

deer winter range. 

4. W. T. Williams (E-39) 
Proceed with the aplication as 
filed and transfer the lands to 
private ownership. 

T .12 S. ,R.17 E., Sec.3: Lot 3 
SEl/4 NWl/4, 
Nl/2 SWl/4 

Sec.9:NWl/4 NWl/4 
Sec.10:Sl/2 Nl/2, 

Nl/2 Sl/2, 
Sl/2 SWl/4, 
SWl/4 SEl/4 

Sec.15:NWl/4 NEl/4 
Nl/2 NWl/4 

Sec.21:NEl/4 NEl/4 

5. J. D. Mc Co 11 um ( E-41) 
Exchange the selected lands for the 
offered private lands and access 
from the Canyon Rim Road. 
T.9 s.,R.17 E., Sec. 33: Lot 3 

6. Erich Wegener (E-46) 

C. 

Exchange the selected lands for the 
offered potential lands. 
T.11 s.,R.15 E., Sec. 3:NEl/4 SEl/4 

Land exchange applications on 
record ( E- 7, E-23, E-34, E-55/ 
E-56, E-58, E-62, and E-64) in the 
District files that are not advan­
tageous for resource management. 
These cases will be closed and the 
applicants notified, in writing, 
that their proposals are being 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s /m c tions on reverse) 

Reasons (cont.): 

I 

The resource values appear about 
equal. The advantage is better range 
and livestock management and a uniform 
property boundary. 

Through the land use planning process 
it has been shown that these exchange 
proposals are not in the public 
interest. The public lands have more 
public resource value than the private 
lands offered for exchange. The 
values considered are range manage­
ment, widlife habitat, visual 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 
Twin Fal 1 s 

Actiyity d Lan s 
Overlay Refere nce 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL Y SIS-OECISION Ste p4-7 • 2 ( cqntp•) 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

rejected and the public lands they 
applied for are not available for 
disposal by exchange and are 
identiifed for retention in public 
ownership for multiple use resource 
management. 

Note : Attach additional sheets , if needed 

Onslmctions on reverse) 

Reasons (cont.): 

resources, cultural resources, 
watershed values, recreation values, 
acess, existing land ownership of 
adjacent lands, and the proposed 
ownership of adjacent lands. 

The selected lands contain more of 
the identified values than the offered 
lands or the offered lands lie in an 
area where public lands have been 
identified for disposal. 

Specific reasons by case are: 

E-7 The offered lands are mixed with 
PL identified for disposal. The 
selected lands are no management 
problem and are adjacent to PL 
block. 

E-23 There is no advantage and the 
resource values appear to be about 
equal • 

E-34 The selected lands appear to have 
greater resource values because of 
the canal. Even if all things 
were equal there would be no bene­
fits. Also, Schutte has sold out 
so the application should be 
discarded. 

E-55 The resouce values appear about 
equal and would fragment the PL 
boundary. 

E-56 Dismissed - letter 4/26/76. No 
advantage to the public are 
identified. 

E-58 The selected lands have wildlife 
values and the offered lands are 
isolated and in an area where the 
public land is identified for 
exchange out of public ownerhsip. 

E-62 No resource values have been iden­
tified that require public acquis­
tion of this private land and no 
public lands were selected in the 
application. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP ) 
Twin Falls 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step'-i- l • 2 ( ccmt,- l 
Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

Support Needs: 

Realty Specialist 
Appraiser 

Decision: 

Modify as follows the multiple-use 
recommendation (A) to process the 
proposed exchanges to acquire the 
lands identified: 

1. Prioritize in Step 2 each tract 
based upon the public benefit to be 
derived on those lands that will be 
acquired and managed by BLM. 

2. Proposed acquisitions that result 
in lands being conveyed to another 
Agency will be processed last. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011 s 1mctions on reverse) 

Reasons (cont.): 

E-64 The tract of land is identified as 
needed for future community expan­
sion for solid waste sanitary 
landfill after the present is 
used. The trail al so has ranqe 
forage and wildlife habitat 
values. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject all exchange proposals. 
2. Continue as the last 10 years and 

address each case as funding, man­
power, and priorities allow. 

3. Process all exchange proposals as 
applied. 

Rationale: 

Land exchanges are a lengthy process 
at best, and to consummate all the 
proposals would take several years. A 
priority rating would assure that 
those with the most public beneift 
would be considered first. 

Patented lands acquired within USFS 
boundaries by the U.S. governnent are 
administered and managed by USFS. 
That agency should process their own 
exchanges since manpower and funds in 
the lands acitivity in BLM is 
insufficient for their own needs. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step il-7 • 2 Step 3 

Accept multiple-use recanmendation 
{B) that identifies public lands to 
exchange and those to retain and '(Y\_ti.r...­

age unless specifically needed for 
disposal under the Asset, Management 
Program. 

Accept multiple use recommendation (C) 
that rejects in writing the applicants 
change proposal as identified. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nslmctions on reverse) 

The lands to be exchanged appear to 
have less public value than those to 
be acquired by BLM. Retention of man­
designated tracts is for a specific 
resource need or for pbulci beneift. 

These lands exchange have been 
analyzed in the land use planning ex­
process and have been determined not 
to be in the public interest. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I• Range 

I I. Wildlife 

II I. Forestry 

IV. Minerals 

V. Recreation 

VI. Cultural Resources 

VI I. Watershed 

1 MPACT ANALYSIS 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 7.2 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Objective Number 

L-8 

Terminate all unauthorized uses (indiscriminate dumps, agricultural 
trespass, occupancy trespass, and utility line trespass) occurring on 
the public lands,cand collect fair market value for the unauthorized 
uses that have taken place. 

Rationale: 

The use of public lands without proper authority is unauthorized and 
will subject the person or persons occupying or using the land to 
prosecution and liability for trespass. Settlement of the trespass 
would comply with Bureau policy and the termination and clean-up of the 
dump areas will improve the lands quality of the affected area. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name(MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step L-8.1 Q. tep 3 

Recommendation: L-8.1 (0) 

Reclaim and restore all indiscriminate 
dump sites on public land within the 
planning unit by 1990. 

Support Needs: 

Force Account Crews and equipment 
Summer temporary and YACC help. 

Rationale: 

Indiscriminate dump sites on public 
land greatly detract from the visual 
qualities of the area. They also 
reduce the productivity of the land on 
the area occupied by the dump. With 
adequate funding, manpower, and 
equipment, all dumps could be cleaned 
up within 10 years. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The recommendation L-8.1 to clean up all indiscriminate dump sites on public 
land in the planning unit by 1990 is an action that needs to be done, but a 
land use allocation is not needed to accomplish the job. A Multiple Use 
Recooimendation is not being developed for the recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if neede d 

(/11stmctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Reconunendation: L-8.2(0) 

Two known occupancy trespass 
situations exist within the 
planning unit. Survey the Crystal 
Springs public land tracts to 
verify the trespass, collect fair 
market value for the past use of 
the land, and, since the improve­
ments are permanent or semi­
permanent, work out some form of 
authorization or relocation of 
the structures. 

By 1982, have the Reed occupancy 
trespass near Murtaugh settled. 
This would involve having Mr. and 
Mrs. Frank Reed relocated in Senior 
Citizen Housing in Kimberly, 
removal of all improvements on 
the public land, and rehabilitation 
of the land. 

Support: 

1. Assistance from the Ageless 
Senior Citizen Center in 
Kimberly. 

2. Force Account Crew needed to 
do clean-up work and rehab­
ilitation work. 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 L-8, 2(~}ep 3 

Rationale: 

The use of public lands without 
proper authority is unauthorized 
and will subject the person or 
persons occupying or using the 
land to prosecution and liability 
for trespass. The trespass is 
located on one of the wildlife 
land parcels included in this 
Twin Falls Isolated Tract 
Habitat Management Plan. 
Occupancy on the tract is not 
compatible with the management 
plan for the tract. The old "home" 
and stockpiled material on the 
site is unsightly and detracts 
from the visual qualities of the 
area. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Trespass regulations and policy are adequate for eliminatinq these trespass 
situations and provide for restitution. BLM Manual 9232 provides policy and 
administrative procedure to apply to unlawful enclosures and occupancy, 
trespass on public lands. One stated objective is to terminate existing 
trespass. 

The rehabilitation needs of the sites will be determined after the trespasses 
are resolved and will be according to applicable activity and land use plans. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Falls 

Actiyity d Lan s 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION Step~-8.3(A) Step 3 

Recommendation: L-8.3(A) 

Detennine the public land boundary 
wherever agricultural trespass is 
present and detennine the party that 
is using the public land without 
authority. Collect fair market value 
for the past use of the land, and make 
appropriate rehabilitation of the 
land. 

Sign the boundary of the public land 
to prevent future trespass. 

Support: 

Cadastral Survey 

Rationale: 

The use of public land without proper 
authorization is unauthorized and will 
subject the person or persons occupy­
ing or using the land to prosecution 
and liability for trespass. Settle­
ment of the trespass will return fair 
market rental to the public for the 
past use of the land. It would al so 
allow perennial vegetation to be 
re-established on the tract which 
would protect watershed values and 
improve wildlife habitat. 

Some settlements would also re­
establish small areas of vegetation 
that would be in grazing allotments, 
thus making more livestock forage 
available. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

A land use allocation is not needed for this recanmendation as the current 
trespass regulations provide the authority and direction for resolving tres­
pass. BLM Manual 9234 provides policy and procedures applicable to agricul­
tural trespass. Objectives are to facilitate achievement of Bureau missions 
and objectives identified in BLM manuals 1602 and 1603 and 43 CFR 1725. 

Each case has to be evaluated on its specific conditions to detennine the best 
solutions and management of the lands after restitution has been made. 
Example are: cooperative farm agreements for wildlife, agricultural leases, 
rehabilitation, and disposal by public sale. 

As the trespass cases are examined and resolved, decisions will be needed 
concerning the future use of the land. Options available include: 

1. Cooperative wildlife farming agreements; 
2. Agricultural leases; 
3. Rehabilitation; 
4. Public Sale. 

Other options can be added to this list when they become apparent. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
(/ns I me/ions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step l L-8. 3 A t e p 3 

Decision: 

Determine the boundary of each 
agricultural trespass, detennine the 
party in violation, settle the 
damages due the government based on 
fair market value. 

Terminate the unauthorized use by one 
of the following actions. 

1. Restore the land to its prior state 
for multiple resource management. 

2. Enter into a cooperative wildlife 
farming agreement. Use the Sikes 
Act authority where applicable. 

3. Enter into an agricultural lease 
with multiple resource values 
identified and collect fair market 
value rental for the government. 

4. Dispose of the fanned land to the 
private sector through public sale. 

Sites containing any of the following 
criteria will be retained in public 
ownership for multiple use resource 
management. 

1. cultural or archeol ogi cal 
2. natural history values 
3. threatened or endangered plant 

species 
4. threatened or endangered animal 

species and their habitats. 
5. critical wildlife habitat such as 

mule deer winter, sage grouse 
winter, pheasant winter, pheasant 
nesting, etc. 

6. located on a floodplain 
7. contains riparian habitat 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

All agricultur~ trespass sites will 
ultimately be discovered and 
identified. Each site will be 
evaluated to detennine the existance 
or absence of the resource values 
stated in this decision. Sites 
containing identifed resource values 
will be retained in public ownership 
for multiple use management. 

If a tract clearly and obviously does 
not contain any resource values other 
than intensive farming its should be 
offered for public sale. 

This criteria will be applied during 
the activity process to ensure that 
the benefits received or gained equal 
or exceed the benefits foregone. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: L-8.4(U) 

Tenninate unauthorized utility line 
trespasses by collecting fair market 
value for the past use of the land and 
by issuing a right-of-way by 1982. 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Lands 
Overlay Reference 

Step t-8. 4 Step 3 

The use of public land without proper 
authority is unauthorized and will 
subject the person or persons occupy­
ing or using the land to prosecution 
and liability for trespass (43 CFR 
2801.1-4). 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Current regulations and guidance provide direction for tenninating the 
unauthorized utility line trespasses. Refer to BLM Manual 9200 for policy and 
Administrative procedures. 

A land use allocation is not necessary for this recanmendation. A Multiple 
Use Recommendation is not being developed for this recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
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I. Range 

I I. Wildlife 

II I. Forestry 

IV. Minerals 

V. Recreation 

VI. Cultural Resources 

VII. Watershed 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

L - 8.1 to L - 8.4 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVIT Y OBJECTIVES 

Objective: M-1 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
A ctiv ity 

Minerals - Locatable 
Objective Number 

M-1 

Promote production of locatable minerals by encouraging exploration within 
the planning unit, particularly along the Snake River and in those areas 
near or adjacent to the Sawtooth National Forest. 

Rationale: 

The Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970 (84 Stat. 1876) states that 
it is the "policy of the Federal Government in the national interest to 
foster and encourage private enterprise in (1) the development of 
economically sound and stable domestic mining, minerals, metal and 
mineral reclamation industries, (2) the orderly and economic development 
of domestic mineral resources, (and) reserves, ..• " 

Industry and government mineral authorities predict that requirements 
and demands for mineral commodities in the future will far exceed 
all of the minerals consumed by mankind to date. This will necessitate 
the continued exploration and development of much lower grade deposits 
as well as those deposits which lie at greater depths and have to 
date been inaccessible. 

The PAA indicates that the U. S. will have a moderate to major Reserve 
inadequacy to the year 2000 in 45% of the 99 nonfuel minerals listed 
with a vulnerability to foreign disruptions of 31% of these commodities. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Acti'(.i,,tY l Mlnera s 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 M-1.1 Step 3 

Recommendation: M-1.1 

r&;ntinue to keep those public lands 
· indicated on the overlay by M-1.1 open 
to mineral location. Work with mining 
claimants to reduce envirionmental 
impacts. 

Rationale: 

Congress has set policy (84 Stat.1876) 
that the federal government is to 
encourage private enterprise in the 
development of the nation's mineral 
resources under the Mining Law of 
1872. Closing public lands to 
location and restricting access is 
incompatible with this policy. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Minerals expl ora!,i on and extract i o_n are important to the country, but we need 
to work with the/ mining interest on access needs to provide adequate planning 
for minimal disturbance and rehabilitation. The new surface management 
regulations, 43 CRF 3809, give the direction and authority for administering 
locatable mineral activity on public land. All mining operations will have to 
comply with the requirements of the Idaho Surface Mining Act, Title 47, 
chapter 15, Idaho Code or the Idaho Dredge and Placer Mining Protection Act. 
Activities in conflict with this recommendation are Natural History, Visual 
Resources, Cultural Resources, Wildlife and Watershed, all of which should 
have input on mitigating mining activites when and if they materialize. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify M-1.1 
/Keep the public land, indicated on 
!the overlay, open to mineral explor­
ation, while minimizing the distur­
bance of mining activities. Develop 
criteria for mineral development in 
the Snake River Canyon that will not 
adversely damage the Spring Town 
site. The site has natural history, 
cultural, and general recreation 
values and is proposed for restora­
tion i n R-2. 2. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons/mclions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Mining is a valid existing activity on 
public land. The best administra­
tion of mining activites is provided 
through implementation of the surface 
management regulations, 43 CFR 3809. 

Form l&,00-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fal 1 s 
Activity 
Minerals 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION s'bl, 1 ( conts~p 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

Retain the classification and multi­
ple Use classification that segre­
gates the followintg sites from 
appropriation under the general 
mining 1 aws. 

T14S,R15E, Sec.17:Lots 4, i' 3 
El/2Wl/2, NW NW ~ 
Salmon Dam 

T15S,R15E, Sec.8:SW1/4SW1/4 1 · 

El/2SW1/4 Gray's Landing 
Sec. 19: NEl/4 Norton Bay 

T16S,R15E, Sec.2:SWl/4 Rabbit Spg. 
Sec.6:Lot 7, SE1/4SW1/4 

China Creek 

T10S,R18E, Sec.11:Lots 3, 4, 7, 8 
NW1/4SW1/4 Springtown 

T11S,R20E, Sec.4:Lot 3 Cauldron Linn 
Sec.6:Lot 1 Drytown 

Support Needs: 

Reasons (cont.): 

These sites have resource values 
that are subject to being destroyed 
by normal mining activity under the 
mining laws since they contain min­
eral values that are subject to 
appropriation. These resource 
values are mostly natural history, 
cultural , and general recreation 
developments. If they are des­
troyed or lost they are not replace­
able or repairable. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Minerals 1. Reject M-1-1. 
To coordinate with miners and the 
affected activities in order to 
mitigate permanent damage to the 
resources and ensure rehabilitation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011 s tmclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 
Minerals 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step f'i1-1 • 1 Step 3 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple use recommendation 
as follows: 

a) Revoke the C&MU classifications on 
the Salmon Dam, Grays Landing, 
Norton Bay and China Creek Sites. 

b) Maintain the C&MU classifications 
for Rabbit Spring, Springtown, 
Cauldron Linn and Drytown. 

c) Retain the C&MU classification that 
segregates a portion of Dry 
Cataracts from appropriation under 
the general mining laws. Those 
lands to be included are: 

T.9 S., R.18 E., Sec. 32: Lots 7, 8 
Sec. 33: Lot 2 

T.10 S., R.18 E.,Sec. 4: Lot 4 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Instmctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

The Salmon Dam, Grays Landing, Norton 
Bay and China Creek sites have only 
nominal mineral values. There is lit­
tle likelihood of significant mining 
activity in these areas. Should mining 
occur management of this activity 
through 43 CFR 3809 provides adequate 
procedures to prevent unnecessary and 
undue degradation of non-mineral 
values on the public lands and 
provides for reclamation of disturbed 
areas. Cancellation of these 
segregations is consistenet with the 
cancellation criteria outlined in 
Organic Act Directive 81-112, 2.d. 

Retention of the C&MU classification 
for Rabbit Springs, Springtown, 
Cauldron Linn and Drytown is necessary 
to protect the significant recreation, 
cultural and historical values 
associated with these areas. There 
are strong indications that renoval of 
the segregative effect could cause 
significant management problems. 

Dry Cataracts has been deemed to be of 
national geological significance. The 
area was officially proposed as a 
National Natural Landmark in the 
Federal Register on December 18, 1979. 
Mineral development would impact the 
areas geologic character. Once 
destroyed the area•s value and 
national significance is lost forever. 
The Classification and Multiple Use 
Act segregated portions of the area 
from appropriation under the general 
mining laws. This segregation 
protects the character and potential 
of Dry Cataractrs till it receives 
final designation as a National 
Landmark. 

I ( 

CY 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
A CTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: M-2 

Name (MFP ) 

Twin Falls 
A ctivity 

Minerals - Oil & Gas 
Objective Number 

M-2 

Promote the production of oil and gas by allowing continued leasing and 
exploration activities within the planning unit. 

Rationale: 

Demand for crude oil is expected to rise at an annual rate of 4.5% through 
the 1980's, while domestic production is expected to continue to decline 
unless exploration for new reserves is highly encouraged. The current 
policy of the United States is to decrease its dependency on foreign oil 
by promoting domestic production. 

Rock units underlying the planning unit may provide favorable environments 
for the accumulation of hydrocarbons. The U. S. Geological Survey has 
classified the entire planning unit as prospectively valuable for oil 
and gas. 

- ' Oil and gas leasing and exploration activities are governed by the 
regulations published in 43 CFR 3045 and 3100 and 30 CFR 221. These 
regulations also provide a mechanism for the protection of the environment 
and other surface resource values. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Falls 

A~tivity l Qi' l & M1 ne ra s - Gas 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION ~rJ"l.1 Step 3 

Recommendation: M-2.1 

Continue to keep all public lands as 
open for oil and gas exploration and 
development. 

Rationale: 

The conflicts with other resource 
values within the planning unit have 
been analyzed. There are no reasons 
not to make recommendations within a 
reasonable period of time. This is 
beneficial to the companies so they 
can begin planning exploration, to the 
government in that revenues are ob­
tained sooner, and to the econany as a 
whole by promoting reduction in 
foreign oil dependence. 

Make recanmendations on Oil and Gas 
lease offers within 20 days of receipt 
of request, based on the canbi ned 
Idhao Falls - Burley District EA and 
supplements. Review EA periodically 
for necessary updates and changes. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

All lands should be open for oil and gas exploration, but all activity is · >::. , 
subject to surface protection stipulations developed cooperatively by the · · 
Burley District BLM, the United State's Geological Survey (USGS) anc:i--M-i-R-e.c.a.ls 
Ma-A-agemetn ~rvice ("MMS}. All operations that disturb the surface or affect 
the environment, 11 surface disturbing ope rat ion, 11 shall be subject to prior 
approval by the Oil and Gas Supervisor in consultation with the appropriate 
surface management agency and to such reasonable conditions, not inconsistent 
with the purposes for which the lease is issued, as the Supervisor may require 
to protect the surface of the leased lands and the environment. The Burley 
District stipulations are specific for existing situations to protect the 
resource values. The values include cultural and paleontological or 
antiquities, critical upland game habitat, critical deer winter range, 
historic trails, timber areas, raptor nesting sites, archaeological sites, 
wilderness protection, and stipulations required by Idaho National Guard. 
This current land use plan will add stipulations for critical erosion­
susceptible soil, critical deer fawning range, wetland/riparian areas, and 
water courses. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

. ( 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Fa 11 s 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept M-2.1 
All public lands are open for oil 
and gas exploration and development, 
subject to the surface protection 
requirements shown in the multiple 
use analysis. 

Support Needs: 

Geologist and R. A. Staff 
Issue stipulations on surface 
disturbing operations. 

WL-1.2, WL-2.12 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onslm c tiorzs on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Oil and gas exploration can and should 
be allowed in a way that does not dam­
age other resource values. Seasonal 
closures will take care of all the 
wildlife conflict. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Allow oil and gas exploration and 
development without stipulations 
without regard for other resource 
values. 

2. Do not allow oil and gas explora­
tion and development. 

Rationale: 

With appropriate surface protection 
measures the oil and gas resource can 
be developed while other resource 
values are protected. The following 
surface protection requirements have 
been drawn from non-minerals portions 
of the MFP. These protective measures 
should become standard surface 
protection stipulations: 

RM-2.1 
RM-2. 2 
RM-2.5 
WS-2.1 
WS-3.1 

Require reclamation of 
disturded sites to minimize 
soi 1 1 os s. 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Minerals 
Overlay Refere nce 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION StepM-2.1 COM:e.p 3 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/n s /ructions o n re ve rse ) 

Rationale (cont.): 

WL-1.2 Restrict vehicle traffic 
associated with oil and gas 
exploration activites to 
existing roads and trails 
during the period 11/15 to 
4/30 in big game winter range 
and 4/16 to 6/14 in big game 
fawning areas. 

WL-2.12 Restrict vehicle traffic 
associated with oil and gas 
exploration activities to ex­
isting roads and trails during 
the period 4/15 to 6/15 in 
areas identified as critical 
sage grouse nesting-brood 
rearing areas. 

WL-3.1 Prohibit surface occupancy or 
road development within 100 
feet of all wetland-riparian 
areas. 

WL-4.2 Permit oil and gas explora­
tion, surface mining and other 
activities except during the 
following periods. 

( 1) 

( 2) 

within one-half mile from ) 
Salmon Falls Creek rim for · 
the period March 1 through 
July 15; 
within one-half mile of 
known, active golden eagle 
eyries for the period 
March 2 through June 30; 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fal 1 s 
Activity 

Minerals 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Stepfi-2 .1 COn;te.p 3 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/ns/ructions on reverse) 

Rationale (cont.): 

(3) within one-half mile of 
active ferruginous hawk 
nests for the period March 
1 through July 15. 

CRM-1.9 Conserve all knwon cultural 
resorucees. Complete Class III 
inventories prior to authori­
zing surface disturbing 
activities. 

The environmental consequences of oil 
and gas leasing in Southeast Idaho 
have been analyzed in an environmental 
assessment c001pl eted January 13, 1977. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: M-3 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activ ity 

Minerals - Geothermal 
Obj e ctive Number 

M-3 

Allow and encourage the exploration for and development of geothermal 
resources within the planning unit. 

Rationale: 

Considerable exploration and development work is required to adequately 
establish the conunercial potential of the planning unit's geothermal 
resources. Demands for utilization of warm and hot water geothermal 
resources will markedly increase as the traditional sources of energy and 
fuels become more costly. 

Geothermal leasing and exploration activities are governed by the regulations 
published in 43 CFR 3000 and 3200, 30 CFR 270, and the Geothermal Resources 
Operational Orders of the USGS. These regulations and orders provide for 
the protection of the environment and other surface resource values. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 160n-'ln 1
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: M-3.1 

Allow geothennal exploration, leasing, 
and development on those lands 
identified on the MFP Step 1 Overlay 
as being prospectively valuable for 
geothermal resources for exploration, 
leasing, and development. Those areas 
labeled M-3.la have the highest 
potential for development. 

Support Needs: 

Archaeological clearance for areas to 
be disturbed. Surface Protection 
Specialist to provide compliance 
checks. 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fal 1 s 
A c tivity 
Minerals - Geothermal 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 M-3 • 1 Step 3 

Alternate energy sources are becoming 
more economically attractive. In 
order to carry out U. S. policy to 
develop these resoruces, public lands 
must be left open to leasing, explora­
tion and development. 

All geothermal leasing and exploration 
activities are governed by regulations 
in 43 CFR and 30 CFR and the standing 
G.R.O. Orders. These rules state the 
operational standards, procedures, and 
environmental protection requirements 
that are required on all geothermal 
operations. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with identified sage grouse nesting-brood 
rearing areas, pheasant habitat areas and deer winter range. The Watershed 
Recommendation for protection of high erosion susceptible soils conflicts with 
this recommendation. Range conflicts all relate to disturbance of vegetation 
and improvements. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept M-3.1 
Geothermal leasing and exploration 
activities are regulated by 43 CFR 
3000 and 3200, 30 CFR 270 and 
Geothermal Resources Operational 
Orders of the USGS stating opera­
tional standards, procedures, and 
evironmental protection require­
ments. An environmental assessment 
will be needed for Geothermal 
Leasing in the Twin Falls Planning 
Unit. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstructions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Geothermal resources should be de­
veloped if possible. The country is 
definitely in an energy shortage 
situation and all sources are going to 
need to be utilized when they are 
economically and physically feasible. 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Na me (MF P) 

Twi n Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 M-3.1 Step 3 

Support Needs: Alternatives Considered: 

Minerals 1. Reject M-3.1. 
Prepare necessary environmental 2. Modify M-3.1 by reducing the open 

area. assessments to determine mitigation 
prior to any exploration, leasinq or 
development. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use 
recommmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11slmc t ions on r e verse) 

Rationale: 

Energy independence is a national 
goal • Alternative energy sources such 
as geothermal steam or hydrothermal 
waters should be explored and 
developed to help the U. S. lower its 
dependence on foreign energy sources. 
Interest in the geothermal productiv­
ity of Twin Falls county stems from 
the many existing thermal wells that 
are located throughout the planning 
area. 

Geothermal leasing was discussed in 
the Burley Di strict Phased Geothermal 
EA #ID-020-82-36, completed March 24, 
1982. The decision based upon that EA 
was of total geothermal leasing in the 
planning area. 

This decision to allocate all public 
lands open to geothermal leasing will 
have no effect upon non-mineral values 
if the mitigating measures listed in 
component D.(l) and the conditions on 
plans of operations D.(2) of EA-ID 
020-82-36 are incorporated in any 
leasing and exploration activities. 
43 CFR 3204 provides surface manage­
ment requirements to protect non­
mineral values. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: M-4 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
A c tiv ity 

Minerals - Saleable 
Objective Number 

M-4 

Provide for local needs of sand and gravel, borrow, and other varieties of 
saleable mineral materials to meet the requirements of the building 
construction industry, for road construction and maintenance, and for 
other private non-commercial use. 

Rationale: 

The population of the planning unit is expected to increase by at least 
50% over the next two decades. Demands for sand and gravel and other 
construction materials will deplete the currently producing deposits. 
This will necessitate the development of new deposits and alternate 
sources of material. The expanding population, a potential influx of 
industrial development, and continued construction and maintenance of 
county and state roads will require a constant supply of sand and gravel, 
crushed stone, and other construction materials to meet these needs. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: M-4.1 

Establish 20 to 30 acres along 
Desert Creek near Hollister as 
a community pit for sand and 
gravel. Location is T.12S., 
R.16E., B.M. Section 1: SW\SE\. 

Establish 80 acres along Foothills 
Road as a community pit for sand 
and gravel. Location is T.llS., 
R.18E., B.M. Section 32: E~SE\. 

Establish 40 to 80 acres west of Buhl 
near Salmon Falls Canyon as a 
community pit for sand and 
gravel. Location is in T.9S., 
R.13E., B.M. Section 25. 

Support Needs: 

The last site is within a temporary 
withdrawal to the Idaho National 
Guard and a Withdrawal Revocation 
will need to be initiated prior 
to establishment of the pit. 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Minerals - Saleable 
Overla y Reference 

Step 1 M-4. 1 Step 3 

No community pits within the Twin 
Falls Planning Unit, Sand and 
gravel have been taken without 
authorization from federal lands. 
Establishing a controlled area 
for the remova~ of sand and 
gravel for construction and 
maintenance purposes will provide 
an acceptable and convenient method 
of selling material and producing 
income from a location that is 
environmentally acceptable. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Sand and gravel are in short supply in Twin Falls Planninq Unit. Sources are 
available for development but have not been established in useable pits. The 
establishment of the community pits could neutralize two problems of today. 
First, it would provide three locations in the county where the public could 
acquire sand and qravel for a minimial charge. Second, ready access to 
inexpensive sources of material should reduce the occurrence of unauthorized 
removal of material from public land. There are no substantial conflicts with\ 
other acitivities, as long as the excavated areas are rehabilitated after use:) 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/mclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 197 5) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Minerals 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 M-4.1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept M-4.1 
Establish community sand and qravel 
pits at the areas listed in the 
recommendation. 

Support Needs: 

Lands 
Initiate a withdrawal revocation of 
the withdrawn 160 acres in T. 9 S., 
R. 13 E. Sec. 2 5. 

Minerals 
Technical exams and environmental 
assessments. 

Decision: 

Accept those portions of the multiple 
use recommendation calling for 
establishment of community sand and 
gravel pits near Hollister alfong 
Desert Creek and west of Buhl near 
Salmon Falls Canyon. 

Reject that portion of the multiple 
use recommendation calling for a 
community sand and gravel pit along 
Foothills Road, locaton R.11 S., R.18 
E., B.M. Section 32: El/2SE1/4 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onstmclions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Sand and gravel is needed by the 
public at increasinq rates. We get 
frequent requests for the materials. 
The materials are available so they 
should be made accessible. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject M-4.1. 
2. Establish only one or two of the 

pits. 

Rationale: 

Allocation of the recommended lands 
near Ho 11 i ster and Buhl for a 
community sand and gravel source will 
reduce the occurence of unauthorized 
removal of these materials from 
public lands. In addition, this 
allocation would satisfy an expressed 
public demand for the need of sand and 
gravel in these local areas. 

The Foothills road site is unsuitable 
for consideration as a community pit. 
Gravel size material is overlain by up 
to two feet of overburden and four 
feet of cobble which requires 
crushing prior to its use as gravel. 
The gravel source itself is unclean, 
containing a high percentage of clay 
fines, rendering it unsuitable for 
community use. Specifics about this 
are contained in Mineral Report P-33 
dated August 14, 1981. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

N a me (MF P) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
A c tivity 

inerals - Saleable 
Overlay Refe re nce 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-DECJSJON Ste p 1 M-4, 2 Ste p 3 

Recommendation: M-4.2 

Designate those areas indicated 
as having potential for building 
stone as building stone extraction 
areas. 

Rationale: 

With continued growth in the planning 
unit, demand for building stone should 
increase also. Having areas from 
which stone may be removed may help 
abate trespass and wil 1 provide an 
acceptable and convenient method of 
sel 1 ing material. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with Recreation 1.2, Visual Resources 1.2 and 
Watershed 6. 3. 

Recreation 1.2 recommends providing camping facilities at Greys Landing and 
Norton Bay. The conflict arises if extraction efforts from the existing 
community pits cause damage to campinq facilities. Stone gathering activities '\ 1 
are often incorporated with family outings to the Salmon Falls Reservoir. _/ • 

Visual Resources recommends a Class II visual area for a portion of the areas. 
The major conflict centers around disturbances visible from the reservoir by 
boaters. The existing stone extraction areas provide the most potential for ~ 
impactinq the view from the reservoir. No impacts from the existing use have 
been identified. 

Watershed Recommendation 6.3 calls for protection of habitat of Allium anceps. 
This plant is included on the Idaho sensitive species list. The area included 
in the south 1/2 of section 8, T. 15 S., R. 15 E. for stone extraction is 
included in the Allium anceps habitat area. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify 4.2 as follows 
Exclude the SE 1/4 section 8, T. 15 
S., R. 15 E. from the recommenda­
tion. Designate the remaining areas 
as future building stone extraction 
areas. 

Note : Attac h additional sheets , if needed 

(/11slructions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

The habitat for Allium anceps should 
be protected from undue disturbance. 
Proper coordination with the recrea­
tion specialist to find a different 
location for the recreation facility 
will alleviate conflicts between 
campgrounds and visual intrusions. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
A ctivity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

Overlay Refere nce 

Step 3 

Support Needs: 

Geologist 
Prepare plan for orderly expansion 
of stone extraction area as demand 
increases. 

Recreation 
Coordinate store extraction expan­
sion with recreation programs. 

R. A. Staff and Geoloqist 
Prepare technical exam and 
environmental assessment. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use 
recommendations. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/mctions on reve rse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject M-4. 2. 
2. Accept M-4.2. 

Rationale: 

The method of removal of building ', 
stone has been surface collection of 
the stone. Given present demand for 
this product the surface supply of 
stone should be sufficient to meet 
public needs for the next 15 years. 
Surface collection has not proven to 
be in conflict with recreation 
facilities or potential at either 
Grays Landing or Norton Bay nor has it 
proven to detract from visual 
qualities of the area. 

Excluding the SEl/4, Section 8, T.15 
S., R.15 E. at Grays Landing from 
building stone extraction is 
practical because the stone in this 
area is buried by a thick cover of 
overburden. Removal of the stone 
would require the use of heavy 
equipment to scrape off the over­
burden. This type of mining operation 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11structions on re verse) 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Minerals 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1M-4. 2 ( QQt\tJ) 

Rationale (cont.): 

would conflict with Visual Resources 
1.2 and could conflict with Watershed 
6.3 if the sensitive plant Alluim 
anceps did in fact inhabit the area. 
There is an adequate supply of surface 
stone in the SWl/4 of Section 8 at 
Grays Landing to meet current public 
demand for this mineral product for 
the next 10 to 15 years. Present 
surface stone collection practices do 
not appear to have had any adverse 
affect on Allium anceps. However, 
any off-road vehicle use associated 
with stone removal should be closely 
monitored to see if any major 
disturbance to the sensitive plant 
habitat is occurring. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Acqyity 

Minerals - Saleable 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Stepl M-4.3step3 

Recommendation: M-4.3 

Establish a rockhounding area at 
Rabbit Springs for collecting of 
geodes. Location is T.16 S.,R.15 E., 
B.M., Section 2: SW 1/4 

Support: 

During withdrawal review, retain the 
existing Public Water Reserves and 
C & MU Classification. 

Rationale: 

Collecton of geodes and general rock­
hounding have been occurring on this 
site for many years. Establishment of 
an official site will help eliminate 
abuses by commercial rock collectors 
and sellers in taking large amounts of 
these minerals. In addition, the 
formal recognition of this site will 
basically be good public relations for 
the BLM. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The Rabbit Springs area is the only identified site in the Planning Unit where 
significant amounts of rockhounding occur. Upgrading the Rabbit Springs camp­
ground has been recommended under Recreation R-1.2. Recreation recommendation 
R-1.7 supports an official rockhounding area. The Rabbit Sprigns area also 
includes a cultural resources site. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Retain the existing water reserves and 
C & MU Classification. Designate the 
area as a rockhounding area. Take the 
necessary management actions to insure 
the integrity of the cultural resoures 
site. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstmctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

The Rabbit Springs area is the only 
known location where specific provi­
sion for the rockhounding activity can 
be made. This rockhounding use will 
be coordinated with proposed camping, 
picnicing and RV facilities. All 
these uses will be coordinated to 
avoid adverse impacts to the known 
cultural sites. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 M-4. 3 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

District Archaeologist 
Assist in protection of cultural 

resource site. 

Coordinate with Area Outdoor 
Recreation Planner so that a disig­
nated rockhounding area and recom­
mended upgrading of campgrounds are 
com pat ibl e. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/11s/ructions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject M-4. 3. 
2. Reject R-1.7. 
3. Disregard R-1.2. 
4. Disregrad CRM-1.9. 

Rationale: 

Mining claims would be in direct con­
fiict with the recreational rockhound­
ing use of the area. Retention of the 
C & MU classification will continue to 
provide mineral segregation to protect 
the geode resource from mining claim 
location. The segregation would main­
tain the integrity and value of this 
area for public rockhounding. 

The public water reserve withdrawal 
(I-15379) preserves the water for 
general public watering purposes. The 
withdrawal will insure the 
availability of water when existing 
recreation facilities at the site are 
upgraded (see R-1.2). 

The multiple-use recommendation calls 
for insuring the integrity of the 
cultural resource site associated with 
the spring. Management of the area 
for rockhounding should in no way 
impair the suitability of cultural 
site ID2 TF 1 for test excavation (see 
CRM-1.4). If public use of the arae 
conflicts with protection of cultural 
values, then management should be 
adjusted to accommodate preservation 
of this presumably deep and/or 
stratified site. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Minerals - Saleable 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 M-4. 4 Step 3 

Recommendation: M-4.4 

Reserve material source areas 
identified on the overlay for 
anticipated future needs in 
the Planning Unit, 

Rationale: 

Providing adequate supplies of 
mineral materials from designated 
sites will reduce mineral trespass, 
save time and minimize the adverse 
impacts of mineral development, 
and ease the continuing pressure 
for mineral development on public 
lands, 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Many of the identified materal source areas are important areas for other uses 
also. Six sites are alonq hiqhways that have recommended visual corridors 
that preclude qravel pits. Four source areas are in l ocations that are 
recommended for campsite development. The mater i al site immediately north of 
Sa l mon Falls Dam could impact the proposed natural area. Seven sites are in 
areas proposed for VRM Class II designation. Two material sites are currently 
being used as dump sites. Two sites occur within the recommended oil and qas 
corridor. Four locations have been recommended for di sposal for agricultural 
or exchange purposes. A number of sites occur on isolated tracts that provide 
important habitat for wildlife. Many source locations are in areas that have 
been recommended for rangeland treatments to improve grazin g. Many cu l tural 
resource sites coincide with the proposeo material source locations. Extrac­
tion of material would seriously damaqe these cu l tural sites. Development of 
sites along the Snake River could impact the Oreqon Trail, Cauldron Linn, Dry 
Town and a portion of the Porpose Dry Cataract National Natural Landmark. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Utilize existinq material sites. 
Maintain the other identified loca­
tions in their current condition until 
demand warrants their development. 
Development of each new site will re­
quire an environmental assessment and 
technical examination. The relative 
values of a material pit and other 
alternative uses can be better evalu­
ated at that time. 

Note; Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnslmclions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Material sources are limited in Twin 
Falls County. The development of 
gravel pits and oth r materia l sites 
is important for road maintenance and 
other local needs. Material extrac­
tion has the potential of seriously 
impacting many other resources. In 
order to mitigate these potential 
problems, adequate stipulations will 
be needed for each development. 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Complete rehabilitation actions on 
material sites when appropriate. Con­
sider alternative uses (ponds, ORV use 
area, etc.) before initiating rehabil­
itation actions and when developing 
rehabilitation plans. Establish a 
priority ranking of the identified 
source locations according to their 
importance and development feasibil­
ity. Begin actions to reduce the 
impacts of future development of the 
high priority sites (i.e. excavate 
endangered cultural resource sites, 
etc.). Develope adequate stipulations 
for the development of each new site. 

Support Needs : 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Minerals 

Overlay Reference 

Step lM-4 • 4 Step 3 

An interdisciplinary approach is 
needed to insure optimal development 
and rehabilitation plans. 

An activity plan will be developed 
showing the relative value of each 
source, the need, and the feas ibi 1 i ty 
for development. 

Alternatives Considered: 

District and R. A. Staff - 1. Reject M-4 .4. 
Help with interdisciplinary plans 2. Disregard L-2.2, 2.3. 

Disregard L-2.5, 3.1, 3.2. 
Disregard L-4.2. 

for development of material sources. 3. 
Plans would include environmental 4. 
assessment, stipulations, mitigation 5. 
measures and rehabilitation plans. 6. 

Disregard WS-2.1, 3.1. 
Disregard RM-2.5. 
Disregard CRM-1.1, 1.9. 7. 

Develop an activity plan for salable 8. Disregard VRM-1.1, 1.6, 1.7, 1.8. 
Disregard R-1.2, 1.3, 1.7, 2.1, 
2.2. 

minerals. 9. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011s/mctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

The PAA indicates that there is a 
demonstrated public interest in, and 
need for, sand and gravel resources in 
Twin Falls County. The geology of the 
county is such that sand and gravel is 
in short supply. The county 
population is expected to increase 48 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (M F P) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Minerals 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Stei:l-\-4 • 4 ( COS\:t~ ) 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nslructions on reverse) 

Rationale (cont.): 

percent by the year 2000. This 
population increase of 25,830 will 
demand an increase in roads and 
buildings that will require additional 
sand and gravel. This increase in 
people will also result in greater 
traffic on existing roads, resulting 
in increased highway maintenance which 
requires an adequate supply of gravel. 

As demand depletes currently producing 
sand and gravel deposits, new material 
sites should be developed. At this 
time a technical examination and 
environmental assessment will be 
utilized to assess the environmental 
consequences of sand and gravel 
development. These documents will 
permit the identification of 
mitigating measures to protect 
non-mineral values. If the 
envirollllental impacts to other 
resources outweight the benefits to be 
accured through renoval of sand and 
gravel , material site development can 
be denied and the decision documented 
via the EA decision record rationale. 
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UBA 4 MINERALS OPPORTUNITIES NOT CARRIED 
FORTH TO MFP 1 

The following opportunity does not show up as an MFP 1 recommendation because 
it does not require the allocation of land or resources, Nevertheless, decision 
makers should consider the following information since it is critical for the 
effective realization of Recommendation M-2.1 (Oil and Gas Development). 

Opportunity and Rationale 

Issue reasonable stipulations for access to seismic explotation lines and to 
drilling sites permitted under Notices of Intent to Conduct Oil and Gas 
Exploration. 

Modern exploration techniques require extensive geophysical prospecting in order 
to gather sufficient data for making decisions concerning leasing, utilization, 
and test or production drilling. 

All oil and gas leasing and exploration activities are governed by regulations 
published in 43 CFR and 30 CFR. These regulations state the operational standards, 
procedures, and envirorunental protection requirements that are required on all 
oil and gas operations. In addition, standard stipulations have been jointly 
developed by the BLM and USGS that provide pro~ection of all surface resources 
during the leasing action. 



Objective: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Forestry 
Objective Number 

F -1 

Protect and maintain the stand in its current and existing state for purposes 
other than the production of minor forest products i.e., wildlife habitat, live­
stock cover, and/or watershed protection. Defer any consumptive management for 
forest products. 

Objective Rationales: 

The primary reason for deferring consumptive management of the existing stand 
for minor forest products is its small size (approximately 48 acres), low stock­
ing and limited regeneration capabilities which would restrict its capacity for 
sustained yield. Such consumptive management would, in all probability, risk 
depleting the stand beyortd its natural capability to repr<iiduce. Since this small 
juniper stand provides the only forest cover for several miles around, it could 
~easonably serve as useful cover for livestock or wildli~ 

Revision 1/18/~9;' 

( lns!rul·!ions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: F-1 

Designate the juniper stand 
as a protective forest management 
zone, disallowing use of the area 
for minor forest product sales. 

Support Needs: 

None. 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
A c tivity 

Overla y Refere nce 

Step 1 Step 3 

The juniper stand's small size, 
low stocking and limited regen­
eration capabilities, would re­
strict its capacity to yield 
minor forest products on a sus­
tained yield basis. 

Maintaining the stand in its 
existing state would provide 
important alternative management 
potential for wildlife habitat, 
livestock cover and/or watershed 
protection. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The small forestry resource within the Planning Unit does not provide many 
opportunities for resource development. The juniper stand provides more 
benefits in its current state than it would if it were developed for forest 
products or converted to vegetation for qrazing. Benefits provided by the 
stand include wildlife habitat, visual diversity, and watershed protection. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept FP-1 
Maintain the juniper stand in its 
existinq state. 

Support Needs: 

None 

Note: Attach additional shee ts, if needed 

(/11stmctions on re verse) 

Reasons: 

The stand is small and unique. No 
other forest cover is found within 
several mi 1 es of the stand. Any 
development would result in depletion 
of the stand as the regeneration 
capability of the stand is low. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject FP-1. 
2. Disregard WL-2.8. 

1/18/80 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Ste/1-l • 1 Step 3 

' ./ 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use recanmenda­
tion. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstmctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Same as multiple use recanmendation. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name ( /'11FP) 

Twin Falls 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 1 F -1 • 5 Ste p 3 

Recommendation: 

Designate the Whiskey Creek area as a 
limited suppression area. The 
boundaries of this area will be the 
Salmon Dam road on the south, the 
Salmon Falls Creek Canyon on the west, 
the Salmon Butte stock driveway road 
on the east and Whiskey Creek on the 
North. 

Support: 

Pub 1 i c Information Specialist -

Media releases and orientation. 

Resource Area Manager -

Shifting of livestock use to 
compensate for forage losses. 

Rationale: 

This area is considered as having a 
relatively low resource value and 
suppresion efforts and costs should be 
commensurate with established values. 
Suppression action will be taken to 
prevent the fire from escaping the 
designated boundaries or if it is 
considered a hazartd to people, live­
stock, improvement, etc. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with Wildlife Recommendations regarding 
maintenance of habitat for antelope and raptor prey base. The major wildlife 
concern is for possible destruction of sagebrush areas. Antelope require 
large amounts of sagebrush throughout the year, but particularly in the 
winter. Raptor prey, particularly jackrabbits, use brush area for cover 
extensively. 

Note : Attach additional shee ts , if needed 

(/n s tmctions on reverse) Form lt,00-21 (April 1 975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Name (MFPj 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Range Management 

Objective Number 
RM-1 

Implement over the next 10 years, management systems to increase the amount 
of livestock forage produced by 1507 AUM's while improving the quality of 
desired vegetation and improving or maintaining condition and trend over the 
next 30 years. 

Rationale: 

This i s a long term objective designed to solve problems of over obligation 
and deteriorating range condition identified in URA Step 3 by increasing 
production, .improving 23,282 acres by one condition class, reverse downward 
trend on 21,888 acres, change 65 , 398 f rom static to upward trend and in­
crease the use of the vegetative resource. The objective fulfills the URA 
Step 4 opportunities for increasing production and improving or maintaining 
condition and trend through management systems, • 

BLM Manual 1602.12 states a Bureau objective to "Protect the lands, resources, 
environment and public values therein from avoidable destruction, abuse and 
deterioration, and correct past abuses to the extent feasible". 

BLM Manual 1603.12G4C states that "To the extent funds and manpower are avail­
able, AMP's will be made f or all public lands which can reasonabl~ be expected 
to remain in Federal ownership f or multiple-use management and on which live­
stock grazing is a significant use". 

Section 2 of the Taylor Grazing Act directs the Bureau, in part, to preserve 
the land and its resources from destruction or unnecessary injury, to provide 
for the orderly use, improvement and development of the range. 

Section 2(b)(2) of PRIA (PL 95-514) further re-emphasizes the need for manage­
ment of the public land to maintain and improve the condition and productivity. 

Stoddard eta11 states that "Continuous grazing wherein livestock are placed 
on the range and allowed to remain yearlong or throughout the grazing season 
has been shown to result in undesirable successional changes in range forage. 
To prevent this, specialized systems of grazing management have been used 
widely". 

1
stoddard, Laurence A.; Smith, Arthur D.~ and Box, Thadis W. 1975. Range 

Management 3rd ed. New York: McGrew-Hill Book Co., Inc. 

=-============================================ 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Activity 
Ran ge Mana gement 

Ove rla y Refe rence 

RECOMMENDAT IO N-AN A L YS IS-DEC ISION Step 1 RM-1 .1 Step 3 

Recommendation : 

RM-1.1 Implement deferred-rotation 
grazing systems on the following 
a 11 otments: 

Increase 
In 

# Name Pasture Acres AUMs 
4031 Western Stockgrowers 3 23,505 
and 257 
4053 Hub Butte-WSGA -, 4,268 
4034 Point Ranch , 3 33,453 335 
4035 Whiskey Creek-,. 6 18,719 429 
4040 Noh Sect i ons 6 1,455 28 
4044 South Mule Cr eek 3 3,018 15 
4046 Griff 'I- 3 2,244 81 
',049 Peters "f. 4 1,213 18 
·055 Hub Butte-Davis~ 4 800 16 

4057 Full er -. 4 1,070 21 
4066 Barton-Schutte 2 611 29 
4074 Amsterdam-Kunkel 3 1,100 10 
4097 Cameron 2 1,378 9 
4101 Magic Common 2 9,168 48 
4120 Gravel Pit-

Salmon Tr. 2 700 15 
102, 702 1,311 

Support: 

Atrow: (Easements) 
Resource Area Staff (prepare system & 

monitor) 
Operat i ons ( Improvements) 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I l11str11clions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

The proposal for the 16 allotments 
listed is to postpone grazin g on a 
portion of the range on an al terna­
ting basis until after seed ripe 
of most key forage species. This 
deferment will allow the plants 
to complete growth and reproduction. 
Use by livestock after seed r ipe 
will allow for seed scatter and 
trampling . 

Of the 104,242 acres included in 
these allotments, 33,458 acres 
have been seeded to crested wheat­
grass . Of these acres 20,392 are 
i n excellent condition, 10,449 in~ood.C!e.J 

;+,·oAJ and 2,617 are i n fair cond i tion . 

The proposed systems will help to 
maintain the seeding in good and 
excel l ent condition longer than 
continuous grazing. 

Of the 70,784 acres on native range, 
11 426 acres are in good condition, 
38:514 acres are in poor condition, 
10,566 acres of poor and 16,000 
acres of fair range are in the 8-18 11 

precipitation zone and dominated by 
big sagebrush, Sandberg 1 s bluegrass 
and cheatgrass . Implementation of 
a grazing system will not improve 
the ecological condition of these 
acres . ! Hironaka and Fosberg state 
that the only way to improve these 
acres is through land treatment. 
The land treatments proposed in 
RM-2.6 would be enhanced by the 
proposed grazing systems . 17,17~ 
acres of remaining native range 1n 
fair or poor condition would im­
prove by one condition class. This 
prediction is based on an expected 
6% increase in forage production. 
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UNITED STATES Name (MPPJ 

DEPART ME NT OF THE INTERIOR J tr<,J 1 ....,. i=°.-. < '- > 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

f?NVG E //JM A (.; IS"/ "1 t!F;.,T 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Ove rlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 f2.m- /. I Step 3 

Gibbens and Fisser2 found that pro­
duction could be expected to increase 
by 6% after adopting a system which 
provides relief from continuous graz­
ing. An increase of forage by 6% will 
in most cases improve condition by one 
class in those areas which have an 
existing rating in the upper one-third 
of a condition class. The other areas 
would improve, but not enough to move 
up one full condition class. The above 
mentioned 6% increase was used to deter­
mine the increase in AUM's of forage re­
sulting from implementation of grazing 
systems. 

1Hironaka, M. and Fosberg, M.A., 1979. 
Non Forest Habitat Types of Southern 
Ida ho Int erum Report V of I Forest, 
Wildlife and Range Experiment Station. 

2Gibbens, R.P . , and Fisser, H.G. 1975. 
Influence of Grazing Management Systems 
on Vegetation in t he Red Desert Region 
of Wyomi ng Laramie Wyoming: Univers i ty 
of Wyomi ng Press. State Agricultural 
Experiment Station, Science Monograph 
No. 29. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not conflict with any activity recommendation and is 
supported by Visual Resources, Watershed and Wildlife. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

//11stm c tions on revers e ) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMEtn FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Rane Mana qement 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION SteJRft1-1. 1 Step 3 

Visual Resource Management Recommendation supports establishing grazing 
systems to limit livestock use of riparian/wetland areas along streams and 
around reservoirs and springs. The allotments specifically supported are 
Western Stockgrowers, Magic Common and Point Ranch. 

Wildlife supports implementing grazing systems in: 1) the Point Ranch and 
Whiskey Creek Allotments to provide improved critical mule deer and antelope 
habitat; 2) Western Stockgrowers and Magic Common Allotment to improve and 
maintain dense brushy habitat for upland game; 3) all allotments with 
riparian/wetland habitat to improve the condition; 4) all allotments with 
streams or ponds to improve waterfowl nesting habitat; and 5) all allotments 
to enhance non-game habitat. 

These deferred rotation systems are recommended as a measure to maintain 
present range and ecological condition classes. These systems are predicted 
to yield an increase of about 6 percent in forage production. Of the 59,358 
acres in fair or poor ecological condition, 17,178 acres would be expected to 
improve by one condition class. All acres would be expected to improve in 
condition, but not through the whole range of a condition class. 

Season of use, variation in physical features, existing fences, and needs of 
the operators are some of the reasons for selecting the alternative of 
implementing deferred-rotation grazing systems. These systems will be 
designedto satisfy the physiological growth and reproduction requirements of 
the vegetative resources as monitored through the Allotment Management Plan 
(AMP) development process. 

All allotments except Hub Butte-Davis, Fuller, and Cameron are producing 
adequate forage to satisfy the active grazing preference demand as allocated 
in RM-3.1. Hub Butte-Davis and Fuller Allotments are recommended for seeding 
maintenance by burning to reduce sagebrush competition to raise the production 
level to the grazing preference, RM-2.1. The Cameron Allotment does not have 
the potential for further increases without vegetation changes from hrush to 
perennial grass. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify RM-1.1 
Implement deferred-rotation grazing 
systems on the allotments listed. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/12slmcli o ns on rev e rs e) 

Reasons: 

The physiological needs of the plants 
and the management needs of the 
operators will be satisfied so that 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
ActivitY. 

Range Management 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Overlay Reference 
Step 1 R M-1 • 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

Refer to the following modification 
for the change from Step l. 

No. 
4034 
4035 
4040 
4044 
4046 
4049 
4055 
4057 
4066 
4101 
4114 

Name 
Point Ranch De-t 
Whi skey Creek 
Noh Sections 

Pastures Acres 
3 33,453 
6 18,719 

South Mule Creek Po-e..... 
Griff, t>e~c:_ 

Peters P.-
Hub Butte-Davi so--­
Ful l er Ci....... 
Barton-Schutte 
Mag i c Common o.-.. 
Squaw Joe 

6 1,455 
3 3,018 
3 2,244 
4 1,213 
4 800 
4 1,070 
2 1,611 
2 9,168 
2 1,133 
3 4,809 

4120 Gravel Pit-Salmon 
Total 

Tract2~ 700 
79,393 

Modification -
Drop the following listed allotments 
and manage as stated: 

4097 Cameron Change to custodial 
management. The proposed well and 
pipeline are needed before the sys­
tem can be implemented. The cost is 
too high for the benefit and the 
public lands are located where graz­
ing will not cause damage to them in 
custodial management. 

4031 Western Stockgrowers Change 
to seasonal use. The proposed sys­
tem cannot be implemented without 
range improvements and facilites 
that would cost in excess of 
$230,000. Range studies and inven­
tories show that the only resource 
concern is the condition of the 
riparian habitat and water quality 
in McMullen Creek. Management prac­
tices that will be applied are to 

Note; Attachll1RiEliUb~altJ!~etlJMEii~t~e~k balance between 
(/11structions on reverse) 

Reasons (cont.): 

range condition, trend, and production 
is improved or maintained and other 
multiple use values are not adversely 
affected. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Range Management 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 1 RM-1. 1 Step 3 

the east and west sides of the 
allotment and have the operators 
practice herding to keep livestock 
use light in McMullen Creek. The 
proposed water development facili­
ties will be needed to help keep 
livestock from having to use 
McMullen Creek and the Fifth Fork of 
Rock Creek. 

4053 Hub Butte WSGA remain in the 
existing rest-rotation qrazing sys­
tem. This allotment is part of the 
Western Stockgrowers and was pro­
posed to be included in the deferred 
rotation system that is begin 
dropped from further consideration. 

4074 Amstredam Kunkel Change to 
seasonal use. Analysis of the 
facilites that are needed to imple­
ment the proposed system would cost 
in excess of $30,000. The multiple 
use objectives can be maintained 
without the maximum development. 
Production of the allotment will be 
about 216 AUMs less each year than 
at its maximum. The allotment is 
presently producing at a level above 
the grazing preference. 

The rationale for adding 4114 Squaw 
Joe is in RM-1.2. 

Support Needs: 

Complete EIS 

Prepare AMPs 
Develop water sources. 
Construct control projects. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11struc1ions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject the RM-1.1. 
2. Implement rest-rotation. 
3. A 11 ow present grazing practices to 

continue. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (/',IFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Range Man ag ement 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step RM-1 .1 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use reccrnmenda­
tion. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/ns/ructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

It is a generally accepted conclusion 
that intensive grazing management 
systems are desirable multiple 
resource management tools. These 
systems will be implemented through 
the development of activity plans that 
consider all resource values in these 
allotments. 
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I. Forestry 

I I. Cultural 

I I I. Lands 

IV. Natura 1 Hi story 

V. VRM 

VRM-1.9(ca) 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 1.1 

Supports grazing systems on WSGA, Magic Common and Point Ranch. 

VI. Fi re No Conflict 

VII. Wilderness 

VIII. Recreation 

IX. Minerals 

X. Wildlife 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

WL-1.1 Non-Competitive 

Supports grazing systems proposed for 4034 and 4035. 

Wl-2.8 Non-Competitive 

Supports grazing system proposed for 4031. 

WL-3.1 Non-Competitive 

Supports grazing ~ystems for enhancement of riparian areas. 

WL-3.5 Non-Competitive 

Supports grazing systems for waterfowl nesting habitat improvement. 

WL-4.10 Non-Competitive 

Supports grazing system implementation. 

I 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 1.1 

XI Watershed 

WS-2.2 Non-Competitive 

This recommendation suports the implementation of grazing systems 
that 11 allow at least one spring rest. 11 All deferred grazing systems 
proposed would allow at least one springs rest. 

' 

/. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twi n Fall s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM- 1 , 2 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

RM-1.2. - Implement rest-rotation 
grazing systems on the following 
allotments: 

# Name Pasture Ac res 

4079 Lilly Grade Ort 4 1644 
4092 South Big Cr. 3 1549 
4108 Lost Cr.-U2 3 1792 
4114 Squaw Joe 4 5942 

10,923 

() 0 ·1 '• ,_l.· ' '"'-'/ I l ~ 

-- ·T <- ·r,,., i I '· 
. ' \; -·---' 

Support: 

ATROW: (Easements) 

AUMs 

13 
25 
14 
51 

103 

Resource Area Staff: (System Pre­
paration & monitoring) 
Operations: (Improvements) 

Rationale: 

The proposal for the 5 allotments listed 
is to give a portion of the range complete 
rest from grazing for one year. This 
period of rest allows the forage species 
to vigor, produces seed, and establish new 
seedlings. 

It is predicted that 6,104 acres will im­
prove by one condition class. This pred­
diction is based on an expected 6% increase 
in forage production as described under 
RM-1.1. The remaining 6,466 acres will be 
expected to improve, but not enough to 
move up one full condition class. An 
additional 131 AUM's of livestock forage 
would be produced as a result of imple­
menting the management. Implementation 
of rest-rotation systems will stabilize 
the turn-out-dates for the operators 
involved. The carry over of forage in the 
previous years rest pasture allows for 
earlier turn-out the following year. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not conflict with any activity recommendations and is 
supported by the wildlife activity. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (M P P) 
Twin Falls 

~a~'g1~ Management 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-1. 2 Step 3 

WL-3.1 lists range as needed support for the recommendation to improve 
and maintain wetland/riparian habitat by developing and implementing 
intensive livestock grazing systems. 

WL-3.5 lists range as needed support to improve shorebird and waterfowl 
nesting habitat by developing and implementing grazing systems to 
restrict livestock use along shorelines. 

WL-4.10 lists range as needed support to enhance wildlife habitat for 
non-game species by managing livestock grazing to adhere to recommended 
utilization allowances. 

These rest-rotation systems are recommended as a method to improve native 
ranges through manipulation of livestock grazing. It is estimated that the 
ecologic condition will be improved by one class on 2,421 acres. All acres 
are predicted to improve but the remaining 2,566 will not improve through the 
range of a whole condition class. Another advantage to livestock management 
is that spring turnout dates will be stabilized from year-to-year by designing 
the systems so that spring grazing occurs in the previous year's rested 
pasture. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify RM-1. 2 
Implement rest-rotation grazing 
management systems on the allotments 
listed: 

No. Name Pastures Acres 

4079 L i1 ly Grade 4 1,644 
4092 South Big Creek 3 1,549 
4108 Lost Creek-U2 3 1,792 

4,985 

Modification: 

4114 Squaw Joe This allotment was 
dropped from this recommendation and 
added to RM-1.1 deferred rotation. 
The physical location of pastures 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011 s /ru c tions on revers e ) 

Reasons: 

Many resource needs will be met wholly 
or in part by implementing grazing 
systems that sat isfy the physiological 
growt h and reproduction requirements 
of the key vegetative species. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

ement 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM- 1. 2 Ste p 3 

Multiple Use Recommendations (cont.): 

and water sources and the proposed 
developments prohibits the success­
ful use of rest-rotation grazing. 
The system will be two separate 
deferred rotation grazing systems, 
one with two pastures and one with 
three pastures. 

Support Needs: 

Compl et EIS 

ATROW 
Easements. 

R. A. Staff 
Coordinate design and development 
of grazing systems and AMP. 

Operations 
Develop needed water facilities and 
livestock control facilities. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda­
tion. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

( l nslruclions on reve rse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject RM-1.2. 
2. Implement deferred rotation 

systems. 
3. Continue present grazing 

practices. 

Rationale: 

These systems are needed to improve 
identified resource problems and have 
been determined to be the best suit­
able of the available alternatives. 
These systems will be implemented 
through the development of activity 
plans that consider all resource 
values in these allotments. 
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I. 

I I. 

I I I. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 

VIII. 

IX. 

X. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Forestry No Conflict 

Cultural No Conflict 

Lands No Conflict 

Natural Hi story No Conflict 

VRM 

Fire 

Wilderness 

Recreation 

Minerals 

Wildlife 

WL-3.1 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Non-Compet itive 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 1. 2 

Supports grazing systems for improvement of riparian areas. 

WL-3.5 Non-Competitive 

Supports grazing systems for improvement of waterfowl nesting areas. 

Wk-4.10 Non-Competitive 

Supports implementation of grazing systems. 

XI. Watershed 

WS-2.2 Non-Competitive 

This recommendation supports the implementation of grazing systems 
that 11 al low at least one spring rest. 11 All rest rotating grazing 
systems proposed would allow at least one springs rest. 

J 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: 

RM-1.3 Continue to use the existing 
rest-rotation systems on the follow­
ing allotments: 

4001 
4003 
4006 
4007 
4010 
4012 
4015 
4016 
4038 
4041 
4042 
l043 
4054 
4071 
4073 

Buhl Group-Berger 
Ellis-Tews-Berger 
Kaster-Berger 
Kunkel-Berger 
M. Lierman-Berger 
Lanting-Berger 
Parrott-Berger 
PVGA-Berger 
Kerr-Lost Creek 
Mule Creek-PVGA 
Horse Creek-PVGA 
Frahm-PVGA 
Salmon Tract-Ind. 
Jones-Goat Springs 
West Kunkel 

Support: 

4145 
9768 
1510 
1516 

640 
3233 
1478 
7389 
6666 
7014 
3322 

696 
80 

1386 
1517 

50,360 

Resource Area Staff: (Monitoring) 
ATROW: (Easements) 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Ran e Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step tRM-1 . 3 Step 3 

Rationale: 

The recommendation for the 14 allotments 
listed is to continue to rest a portion 
of the range for at least one full year. 
This period of rest allows the forage 
species to recover vigor, produce seed 
and establish new seedlings. 

High erosion does not present a problem 
on any of the allotments included in this 
recommendation. 

Allotments 4001 thru 4016 and 4071 are 
almost entirely seeded to crested 
wheatgrass. Natural reinvasion of sage­
brush into these seedings has resulted in 
downward trend and fair or poor condition 
ratings. No system will stop this natural 
process. 

The four rema1n1ng allotments have been 
heavily used in the past. The over use 
has resulted in deterioration of much 
of the range in spite of rather than in 
addition to the systems in use. Voluntar) 
reductions in use in combination with the 
existing systems and land treatments 
described under objective RM-2 will re­
habilitate the deteriorating range. 

The carry over forage provided by rest 
pastures has been a major factor in 
stabilizing turn-out dates. 

Multi pl~ Qse Anal ysi~ 

Most of these systems have been in operation for several years and are in 
existing AMPs. Some of them have encountered problems such as over-utiliza­
tion during drought years. Several of the allotments are almost entirely 
seeded to crested wheatgrass as part of the Berger Resource Conservation Area 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(ln s tmctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Range Management 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Overlay Reference 
Step 1 RM-1. '.3.3tep 3 

Multiple Use Analysis (cont.) 

project. During the frequent drought years of the last decade sagebrush has 
been invading the seedings and some native range areas at an accelerating rate 
in spite of good grazing management. 

This recommendation to continue the existing rest-rotation systems is not in 
conflict with any activity and is supported by two wildlife recommendations 
for the need to improve wetland/riparian habitat. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify RM-1.3 
Continue the existing rest rotation 
systems until range studies show 
that another form of management will 
better achieve the multiple use 
objectives: 

No. Name 
4001 Buhl Group-Berger 
4003 Ellis-Tews-Berger 
4006 Kaster-Berger 
4007 Kunkel-Berger 
4010 M.Lierman-Berger 
4012 Lanting-Berger 
4015 Parrott-Berger 
4016 PVGA-Berger 
4038 Kerr-Lost Creek 
4041 Mule Creek-PVGA 
4042 Horse Creek-PVGA 
4043 Frahm-PVGA 
4053 Hub Butte-WSGA 
4054 Salmon Tract-Ind. 
4071 Jones-Goat Springs 
4073 West Kunkel 

Acres 
4,415 
9,768 
1,510 
1,516 

640 
3,233 
1,478 
7,389 
6,666 
7,014 
3,322 

696 
4,268 

80 
1,386 
1,517 

54,898 

The rationale for adding 4308 Hub 
Butte-WSGA is contained in RM-1.1. 

Further modify the recommendation to 
allow changing the Frahm Allotment 
to custodial if the operators 
desire. The public land is about 15 
percent of the capacity in the 
allotment and located where grazing 

Note: Attach <1efiltli.9Cai1;ReJ!P,tif JijMJY to occur. 
(/11stmctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Experience in grazing management has 
shown that when an area or allotment 
is suitable for rest-rotation manage­
ment it is nearly always the best 
system to maintain desirable vegeta­
tion to meet multiple use objectives. 
The Pleasant Valley Grazing Associa­
tion President has requested that they 
may want the Frahm Allotment dropped 
from the AMP since only 15 percent of 
the land is public land. The direc­
tors will confer and make a decision 
when appropriate. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Na!T\e (/\-tpPJl 
Twin t-al s 

~~~~~ Management 

Overlay ~~eeie 

Step 1 Step 3 

Support Needs: Alternatives Considered: 

R. A. Staff 
Monitor and evaluate. 

ATROW 
Easements · 

Land treatment to periodically reduce 
competition from sagebrush. Requires 
coordination with other resources in 
the areas. 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple use recommendation 
by dropping the Frahm-PVGA (4043) and 
adding it to the list in RM-1.6. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Unstmctions on reverse) 

1. Reject RM-1.3. 
2. Deferred rotation systems. 
3. Continous grazing. 
4. Repeated early spring grazing. 
5. Repeated fall qrazi nq. 
6. Reduce intensity of use. 

Rationale: 

These systems are reportedly doing the 
job of resource management that they 
were intended. Studies do show that 
some of the existing AMPs need inten­
sive evaluation and revision in many 
cases. These AMPs will be evaluated 
and revised as needed. The Frahm 
Allotment (No. 4043) will be dropped 
from the existing Pleasant Valley 
Grazing Association AMP and managed 
according to the custodial allotment 
criteria. Activity plans will be 
developed where they do not currently 
exist. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 1. 3 

I. Forestry - No Con fl i ct 

I I. Cultural - No Conflict 

II I. Lands - No Conflict 

IV. Natural Hi story - No Conflict 

v. VRM - No Conflict 

VI. Fire - No Conflict 

VII. Wilderness - No Conflict 

VII I. Recreation - No Conflict 

IX. Minerals - No Conflict 

X. Wildlife 

WL-3.1 Non-Competitive 

Supports continuance of grazing systems to improve ri pa ri an areas. 

WL-3.5 Non-Competitive 

Supports continuance of grazing systems to improve riparian areas. 

XI. Wat~rshed - No Conflict 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

ement 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step lRM-1 , 4 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

RM-1 .4 - Continue to use the exist­
ing deferred-rotation systems on the 
following allotments: 

4000 
4002 
4004 
4005 
4008 
4009 
4011 
4013 
4014 
4017 
4018 
4019 
4023 
4024 
4039 
4076 
4098 
4102 
4119 

Babcock-Berger 
Kerr-Berger 
Chadwick-Berger 
Koch-Berger 
Lassen-Berger 
Lierman-Berger 
Lierman-Wegener 
Martens Bros.-Berger 
Noh-Berger 
Berger-Schnitker 
Smith-Berger 
Wrigley-Berger 
J. E. Baker Deep Cr. 
J. E. Baker Lost Cr. 
Noh-White Rock 
Loughmi 11 er 
Schnell-Salmon Tr. 
Lost Creek 
Ridge 

Support: 

607 v 
2229 v' 
1360 v 

948 v 
640V 
720 v 

2044 v 
839 v"' 

5105 V 
400 L/ 

320 vr 
4955 1'17.5 v 

3339 
2598 
1597 
1675 

15,121 
1002 
6823 

49,~ 
()'/~ 

3/~ 

'-/ q 35,B 

Resource Area Staff: (Monitoring) 
ATROW: (Easements) 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onslructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

The recommendation for the 19 allotments 
listed is to continue to postpone grazing 
on a portion of the range on an alternating 
basis until after seed ripe of the key 
forage species. This deferment will allow 
the pl ants to complete growth and reproduc , f .,l.J 
ti on. I 
High erosion does not present a problem on 
any of the allotments included in this 
recommendation. 

Allotments 4000 thru 4023 are almost en­
tirely seeded to crested wheatgrass. Natural 
reinvasion of sagebrush into these seedings 
has resulted in downward trend and fair or 
poor condition ratings. No system will 
stop this natural process. 

The six other allotments are largely in 
good condition with static to upward 
trend over most of the range. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name(MFP) 
Twin Fa 11 s 

'iffniji Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-1. 4Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Most of these systems have been in operation for several years and are in 
existing AMPs. Some of them have encountered problems during the frequent 
recurring drought years during the last decade. The degree of use and climate 
have set the stage for rapid invasion of sagebrush into these ranges. It 
appears that there is no grazing management that can prevent this phenomenon; 
it is even happening in fenced livestock exclosures, often at a more rapid 
rate than properly grazed areas. 

This recommendation to continue to use the existing deferred-rotation systems 
is not in conflict with any resource proposals and is supported by the wild­
life recommendations to improve wetland/riparian and waterfowl nesting 
habitats. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept RM-1. 4 
Continue the existing deferred­
rotation grazing systems on the 
allotments listed in the activity 
recommendation. 

49,~ acres 
oi-J). 

Support Needs: 

R. A. Staff 
Monitoring and evaluating. 

ATROW 
Easements. 

Operations and Area 
Land treatment projects to periodi­
cally reduce competition from invad 
i ng sagebrush. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/12 s tru c ti o ns on rev e rs e ) 

Reasons: 

Experience of grazing management as 
documented through various studies 
shows that properly managed deferred­
rotation systems are adequate to main­
tain and improve seedings and native 
range. Not a 1 ways as rapidly as rest­
rotati on on ranges suitable to rest­
rotation, but at an acceptable level. 
These users and the allotments are 
suitable for the existing management 
and there is no reason identified 
showing a change is needed. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject RM-1.4. 
2. Use rest-rotation. 
3. Use spring grazing only. 
4. Use fall grazing only. 
5. Reduce intensity of grazing. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use recooimenda­
tion. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/11structions on reverse) 

Rati anal e: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Overlay Reference 
ement 

Step 1 RM-1.4 Step 3 

Studies show that these systems are 
meeting the desired objectives that 
have been identified. Existing AMPs 
will be evaluated and revised as 
needed. Activity plans will be 
developed on allotments where they do 
not currently exist. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

I I. Cultural No Conflict 

I I I. Lands No Conflict 

IV. Natural Hi stor.v No Conflict 

V. VRM - No Conflict 

VI. Fire - No Conflict 

VI I. Wilderness No Conflict 

VII I. Recreation No Conflict 

IX. Minerals No Conflict 

X. Wildlife 

WL-3.1 Non-Competitive 

Supports continuance of grazing 

WL-3.5 Non-Competitive 

Supports continuance of qrazinq 
habitat. 

XI. Watershed No Conflict 

systems to imp rove 

systems to improve 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 1. 4 

ri pa ri an areas. 

waterfowl nestinq 

. 
I 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Falls 

'tfJH'tl~ Management 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Overlay Reference 
Step 1 RM-1. 5Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

These allotments are small isolated tracts that are not suitable for operation 
of multi-treatment grazing systems. The desired ecologic and range condition 
of these allotments will be accomplished by establishing the proper season of 
use, keeping grazing levels at or below the biological use limits, and by 
selected land and vegetation manipulation treatments as shown in recommenda­
tion RM-2.1 and analyzed through the multiple resource planning process. 

This recommendation does not conflict with any of the activity recommenda­
tions. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify RM-1.5 
Continue to allow livestock grazing 
on the seasonal use allotments: 

No. 
4031 
4036 
4050 
4051 
4063 
4077 
4095 
4096 
4106 
4109 
4121 
4122 
4123 
4024 
4074 

Name 
Western Stockgrowers 
Moore~Lost Creek 
Rock ~reek-Coiner 
Courtnay 
Soldier Creek 
Salmon Tract 
Randell Iso. 
Lemmon-Ring 
Salmon Tract-Isolated 
Salmon Tract-U2 
Section 22-Salmon Tract 
Highway Unit 
East Kunkel 
Highwa.Y Kunkel 
Kunkel-Amsterdam 

Acres 
23,505 

80 
148 
280 
284 

54 
103 
258 
280 
280 
160 
122 
280 
447 

1,100 
27,381 

The rationale for adding 4074 
Kunkel-Amsterdam and 4031 Western 
Stockgrowers is contained in RM-1.1. 

Support Needs: 

R. A. Staff 
Monitoring and evaluating. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
(lnslmctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

The recommendation does not conflict 
with any other activity recommenda­
tion. 
There are no reasons to change the 
existing management of these tracts. 
Monitoring will be necessary to ensure 
proper stocking levels, seasons and 
utilization. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject RM-1.5. 
2. Custodial Management. 
3. Implement grazing systems. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (/\1FP) 

Activity 

ent 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Referenc e 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM- l . 5 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

RM-1.5 - Continue to allow livestoc 
grazing on the following seasonal 
use allotments: 

4036 
4050 
4051 
4063 
4077 
4095 
4096 
4106 
4109 
4121 
4122 
4123 
4124 

Moore-Lost Creek 
Rock Creek-Coiner 
Courtnay 
Soldier Cr.eek 
Salmon Tract 
Randell Iso. 
Lemmon-Ring 
Salmon Tract Isolated 
Salmon Tract-U2 
Section 22-Salmon Tr. 
Highway Unit 
East Kunkel 
Highway Kun ke 1 

Support: 

Acres 
80 

148 
280 
284 
54 

103 
258 
280 
280 
160 
122 
280 
447 

2,776 

Resource Area Staff: (Monitoring) 

Note: Atta c h additional sheets, if neede d 

Rationale: 

This recommendation includes those allotments 
wh ich are so small that implementation of 
intensive grazing systems are not feasible. 
Improvement of these allotments will be made 
tiy keeping grazing levels at or below the 
biological use limits and by selected land 
treatments, as shown in recommendations RM-2. 1 
t hru 2.5. 

Form lnf10-'.'1 !April 1117~1 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Oeci si on: 

Accept the multiple use recanmenda­
tion. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/11s/r11ctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Range Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-1. 5 Step 3 

The recanmendation was not shown to 
conflict with other resource values 
and does provide enough mangement to 
accomplish objectives that protect 
existing resource values. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 1. 5 

I. Forestry - No Conflict 

I I. Cultural - No Conflict 

II I. Lands - No Conflict 

IV. Natural Hi story - No Conflict 

v. VRM - No Conflict 

VI. Fire - No Conflict 

VI I. Wilderness - No Conflict 

VI I I. Recreation - No Conflict 

IX. Minerals - No Conflict 

X. Wildlife - No Conflict 

XI. Watershed - No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (MF P ) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 
Range Management 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM -1. 6 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

RM-1.6 - Continue to allow livestock 
grazing on the following areas 
currently auth~ized as custodial 
a 1 l ot me nt s : 

4037 
4059 
4060 
4072 
4085 
4114 
4119 
4125 
4128 
4135 

North Big Creek 
Greene Private 
Salmon Tract 
Lost Creek 
Salmon Tract 
Squaw Joe Isolated 
Ridge Isolated 
Isolated Tracts Kunkel 
Hot Creek 
Ellis-Tews-Berger Isa. 
Big Creek Isolated 

Support: 

Acres 
1,011 

321 
46 

317 
35 

2,277 
810 
315 
158 
752 V 
320 

6,362 

Resource Area Staff: (Monitoring) 
ATROW: (Easements) 

Rationale: 

This recommendation includes those 
allotments or portions of allotments 
in which the public land involved 
makes up a small percentage of the 
total forage produces. It is 
impractical for the Bureau to attempt 
to designate the management of those 
areas. 

This recommendation is made in 
accordance with BLM Manual 4130.28. 
The Bureau will actively engage in 
coordination planning on these areas 
in connection with the SCS-Permittee 
and the permittee having the lead 
responsibilities for management. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

These public lands are mixed with private lands and comprise a small percent­
age of the total land unit. Management of these lands would be burdensome on 
the private 1 and owners involved if they were forced to comply. These lands 
can be most effectively managed by the private land owner on a custodial 
license for the grazing capacity of the land as determined by BLM inventories. 
The BLM will actively engage in coordinated planning and management on these 
areas with the permittee and SCS and other parties that may be involved, such 
as the State of Idaho or Forest Service. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/nslmctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept RM-1.6 
Allow livestock grazing on the 
listed allotments authorized for 
custodial grazing licenses. 

No. Name 
4037 North Big Creek 
4059 Green Private 
4060 Salmon Tract 
4072 Lost Creek 
4085 Salmon Tract 
4097 Cameron 
4114 Squaw Joe Iso. 
4119 Ridge Iso. 
4125 Iso. Tracts Kunkel 
4128 Hot Creek 
4135 Ellis-Tews-Berger Iso. 

Big Creek Isolated 

The rationale for adding 4097 
Cameron is contained in RM-1.1. 

Su port Needs: 

R. A. Staff 
Monitoring and evaluation. 

ATROW 
Easements 

SCS coordinated management plans. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstmclions on reverse) 

Name (MF P ) 

Twin Falls 

Overlay Refe re nce 
eme nt 

Step lRM-1. 6 Step 3 

Reasons: 

This recommendation does not conflict 
with any other activity recommenda­
tion. This authorization is currently 
in effect and there apparently is no 
reason to change. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject RM-1.6. 
2. Specify seasons and numbers. 
3. Implement grazing systems. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple use recommendation 
by adding the PVGA's Frahm Allotment 
(No. 4043) to the list in the multiple 
use recommendation. See RM-1.3 for 
more information. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s /mctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Ra n e Man agement 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1RM-l .6 Step 3 

These allotments on public lands fit 
the criteria for custodial use 
management by having a combination of 
several criteria. Some criteria are: 
small percentage of the allotment is 
public land, BLM management is 
burdensome to land owner, land can be 
more effectively managed by the land 
owner on a custodial license. 

The Bureau will actively engage in 
coordinated planning on these tracts 
with the SCS and permittees, with the 
permittees having the lead responsi­
bility for management. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 1. 6 

I. Forestry - No Conflict 

I I. Cultural - No Conflict 

I I I. Lands - No Conflict --
IV. Natural Hi story - No Conflict 

V. VRM - No Conflict 

VI. Fi re - No Conflict 

VI I. Wilderness - No Conflict 

VII I. Recreation - No Conflict 

IX. Minerals - No Conflict 

X. Wildlife - No Conflict 

XI. Watershed - No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOF~ 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEME;\T 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: 

RM-1.7 - Install the following facilities to 
allow implementation of intensive grazing 
systems and development of AMPs: 

~~ Buhl Group-Berger 

,,,.-~ 
401 Z Lanting-Berger 

(:4£1 .31 Martens-Berger 
_40 4 Noh-Berger 

~ 017, Berger-Schnitker 

4023 Baker-Deep Creek 

4031 Western Stockgrowers 

4034 Point Ranch 

4035 Whiskey Creek 

4038 Kerr-Lost Creek 

4039 Noh-White Rock 

4040 Noh-Sections 

4041 PVGA-Mule Creek 

4044 South Mule Creek 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/mctions on re11erse) 

. 75 miles pipe-
line 

2 troughs 
1 cattleguard 
2 cattleguards 
2 cattleguards 

H25~miles pipe­
line 

1 trough 
1.5 miles pipe-

line 
1 trough 
4 reservoirs 
8 miles pipe-

1 ine 
10 troughs 
2 springs 

1. 5 mil es fence 
1 cattleguard 
1 mile pipeline 
1 trough 
5 cattleguards 

1.5 miles pipe­
line 

1 trough 
2.5 miles fence 

.5 mile pipe­
line 

1 trough 
1.0 mile pipe-

1 i ne 
1 trough 
1 reservoir 

2.5 miles fence 
.5 mile pipe-

line 
2 reservoirs 
1 trough 
1 cattleguard 

.5 mile pipe­
line 

2 troughs 

Name (.Iii ' I') 

Activity 

Ra~a,:na.g.emei:i.t--
overta y Referen 1:1 • 

Step 1 . M.,,_1- 7 Step 3 

Rationale: 

The facilities portrayed in this 
recommendation are needed to im­
plement the grazing systems. The 
fences shown will be for deferment 
or total rest of a part of the 
range in each allotment, by ex­
cluding livestock use. The water 
facilities will provide for the 
needs of the livestock and improve 
distribution of cattle over the 
range. The cattleguards will re­
duce the problem of unauthorized 
use resulting from the inability 
to keep gates closed. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

4049 Peters 

4053 Hub Butte-WSGA 
4055 Hub Butte 
4057 Full er 

4066 Barton-Schutte 

4074 Amsterdam-Kunkel 

4079 Lilly Grade V 

4101 Magic Common 

4097 Cameron 

4102 Lost Creek 

4106 Stewart 
4108 Lost Creek-U2 

4114 Squaw Joe 

4119 Ridge 
4120 Gravel Pit-Salmon Tr. 
4092 South Big Creek 

Support: 

.5 mile fence 
1 spring 
1 mile pipeline 
3 troughs 
1 mile fence 
1 mile pipeline 
1 mile pipeline 
1 cattleguard 

.75 mile pipeline 
1 trough 

.5 mile fence 

.3 miles pipeline 
1 trough 

1. 75 miles pipeline 
3 troughs 
1 well 
1 reservoir 

1.25 miles fence 
2.75 miles pipeline 

3 troughs 
2.25 miles pipeline 

3 troughs 
2. 75 mil es fence 

1 mile fence 
1 well 

.5 mile pipeline 
1 trough 
2 mile pipeline 
1 trough 
1 cattleguard 

1.25 miles pipeline 
1. 5 mil es fence 
.75 miles pipeline 

2 troughs 
2. 75 mil es fence 

1 reservoir 
1 mile fence 
1 mile fence 
1 cattleguard 

Operations: (Survey & Design, installation) 
Administration: (Contracting) 
Archeologist: (Cultural Clearances) 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11struclions on reverse) 

Name (t,1FP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 

ement 
Overlay Reference 

Steil™-1 • 7 Step 3 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSJS-OECISJON 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Na me (MP P) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Ran ge Mana gement 
Overlay Refe re nce 

Step 1 RM-1. 7 St ep 3 

The proposed 13.75 miles of fences are needed to divide allotments into 
pastures to facilitate the grazing systems recommended in RM-1.1 and RM-1.2. 

The two proposed spring developments are needed to provide water sources for 
livestock if they are to be confined to smaller pastures as authorized by the 
implementation of the grazing systems and to relieve pressure on the waters. 
like McMullen Creek. These springs are in Western Stockgrowers open range and 
South Mule Creek allotments. 

The two proposed wells are being dropped since the proposed grazing systems 
have been analyzed and changed to seasonal or custodial use. The wells are 
too costly for the returns that would be gained. 

The proposed pipelines and troughs would facilitate both the proposed and 
exisitng grazing systems. Pipelines are needed in the proposed qrazing 
systems amounting to 21.05 miles of pipe and 23 troughs to provide water 
sources for the proposed deferred-rotation and rest-rotation systems. Pipe­
lines and troughs are needed in existing allotment management plans amounting 
to 3.2 miles of pipeline and 6 troughs. These facilities are needed to 
improve the distribution of livestock and the effectiveness of the systems to 
meet multiple use objectives. 

Cattleguards are recommended in fences that cross major roads and trails. 
These 14 cattleguards are needed to help ensure that gates are not left open 
allowing cattle to be in the wrong pastures, thus not meeting the multiple use 
objectives of the allotment management plans. 

Fences will be designed to meet the needs of wildlife identified in the area 
and will be constructed to BLM manual specifications. The input for these 
determinations will be achieved from existing inventories and coordination 
with the Resource Area Wildlife Specialist. 

Spring developments will be done in a manner that protects the environment to 
the maximum, and meets the objectives of the project. Wetland/riparian areas 
will be fenced to eliminate livestock grazing and protect the sites. 

The enclosures will be designed to protect archaeological sites when possible. 
Spring developments will also meet the cultural requirements as dictated by 
the presence of cultural values when the cultural examinations are performed. 

All water developments that result in an overflow at the trough locations will 
be constructed to make beneficial use of the overflow by directing it to the 
most favorable adjacent site for identified wildlife values. Enclosures may 
be needed around overflow areas to meet wetland/riparian habitat and wildlife 
habitat needs. Wildlife and watershed funds should be available to the extent 
that the projects are improving these habitats. 

Note: Atta ch additional s heets, if n eeded 

( In s t ruc t ions on reverse) Form 1600-2 1 (Apri l 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Ranqe Mana qement 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-1 • 7 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify RM-1. 7 
Analysis of the recommendations 
RM-1.1, RM-1.2, RM-1.3, RM 1.4, and 
RM-1.5 has resulted in modifications 
that change the needed facilities. 

Install the following listed facili­
ties to allow implementation and 
continuaiton of intensive grazing 
management. 

Reasons: 

To implement grazing systems discussed 
in RM-1.1 and RM-1.2 and facilitate 
existing operational grazing systems 
to realize additional livestock for­
age, wildlife habitat, and watershed 
cover from the improved vegetation 
cover. Facilities are needed in some 
seasonal use allotments to meet 
resource objectives, such as Western 
Stockgrowers. 

4001 Buhl Group-Berqer 

4012 Lanting-Berger 
4013 Martins-Berger 
4014 Noh-Berger 

.75 mi.pipeline v · 
2 troughs 

4017 Schnitker-Berger 

4031 W. Stockgrowers 

4034 Point Ranch 

4035 14hi skey Creek 

4038 Kerr-Lost Creek 

4039 Noh-White Rock 
4040 Noh-Sections 

4041 PVGA-Mule Creek 

4049 Peters 

4053 Hub Butte-WSGA 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 slmc1ions o n rev e rse) 

1 cattleguard .,,. 
2 cattl eguards .... 
2 cattleguards ~, 

1.25 mi.pipeline 
1 trough 
4 reservoirs 
1 spring 
7 mi.pipeline 
1 pumping sta. 
6 troughs 
1 cattleguard 

1.5 mi.pipeline 
1 trough 
5 cattleguards 

1.5 mi.pipeline 
1 trough 

2.5 mi.fence 
0.5 mi.pipeline 

1 trough 
1 mi.pipeline 
1 reservoir 

2.5 mi.fence 
0.5 mi.pipeline 

2 troughs 
1 spring 

0.5 mi.fence 
1 mi.pipeline 
3 troughs 
1 mi.fence 
1 mi.pipeline 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

4055 Hub Butte 
4057 Fuller 

4066 Barton-Schutte 

4074 Kunkel Amsterdam 
4079 Lilly Grade 

4092 South Biq Creek 

4101 Magic Common 

4102 Sharp Lost Creek 

4106 Stewart 
4108 Lost Creek-U2 

4114 Squaw Joe 

4119 Ridge 
4120 Gravel Pit-

Salmon Tract 

Total miles fence 
Total miles pipeline 
Total troughs 
Total spri nqs 
Total reservoirs 

1 mi.pipeline 
1 cattleguard 

.75 mi.pipeline 
1 trough 

0.5 mi.fence 
0.3 mi.pipeline 

1 trouqh 
1 reservoir 

2.75 mi.pipeline 
3 troughs 
1 cattlequard 
1 mi.fence 

2.25 mi.pipeline 
3 troughs 

2.75 mi.fence 
0.2 mi.pipeline 

1 trouqh 
1 cattl eguard 
1 cattleguard 

1.25 mi.pipeline 
1. 25 mi • fence 

.75 mi.pipeline 
2 troughs 

.75 mi.fence 
1 

1 

reservoir 

mi.fence 

13.75 
25.75 

Tofal pumping stations 
Total cattleguards 

29 
2 
7 
1 

15 

1/ 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Rane Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-1. 7 Step 3 

Support Needs Alternatives Considered: 

Complete the EIS and benefit cost 1. 
analysis for each project. 

2. 
Operations 

Survey and design, installation, and 3. 
contracting. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s /r11 ctions on reverse) 

Reject the project proposals and 
continue management as present. 
Accept only the projects in 
proposed systesm. 
Accept only the projects in the 
existing systems. 

Form 1600-21 (A pril 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Cultura 1 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 1. 7 

I I I. Lands 

IV. 

L-3.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - The areas depicted on the lands overlay in­
clu des the land on which the Berger Well is located. This well is a 
vital part of the intensive management of 21 allotments on the 
Berger RCA. 

b. Modification - Do not allow the Berger Well to be included in any 
transfer of land to private ownership. 

Natural History No Conflict 

V. VRM 

VRM-1.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - The proposed fence south of Whiske_y Creek would 
enter a small section of the proposed Class I VRM. 

b. Modification - Use natural materials (i.e. rocks) for small section 
of fence within the VRM area. 

VRM-1.8 Competitive 

VI. Fi re 

a. Nature of Conflict - Fencing Rabbit Springs recreation site would 
eliminate livest ock use of existing water trough. 

b. Modification - Modify fence to allow livestock use of water 
facility. 

No Conflict 

VII. Wilderness 

VIII. Recreation 

Resolved under VRM 1.1 above. 

R-1.2 Competitive 

Discussed under VRM 1.8 above. 

.... 

(, 



--------- -- -
UNITED ST A TES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Support Needs (cont.): 

Administration 
Contracting and procurement. 

Archaeologist 
Cultural examinations on all 
projects. 

R. A. Staff 
Project planning for multiple use 
values. 
Develop AMPs. 
Monitor and evaluate AMPs. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use recommenda­
tion. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onstruclions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

The listed facilities are needed to 
adequately implement and continue 
intensive grazing management and 
activity plans. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 1.7 (cont.) 

R-1.11 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Twelve fences would be crossed on the Salmon 
Falls ORV trail. This presents a problem of the gate beinq left 
open. Additional 8 fences would have to be crossed on the Mule 
Creek road with the same problem. 

b. Modification - Place cattleguards at all fence crossings along 
trails. 

IX. Minerals 

M-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Exploration for and development of oil and gas 
could result in damaqe to proposed ranqe improvement projects as 
well as exisitng projects. 

b. Modification - Require oil and gas explorers and/or developers to 
repair or relocate any projects which may be damaged by their 
activities. 

M-3.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Same as M-2.1 conflict. 

b. Modification - Same as M-2.1 modification. 

M~4.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Same as M-2.1 conflict. 

b. Modification - Same as M-2.1 modification. 

X. Wildlife 

WL-1.6 Non-Competitive 

Ranqe fully supports WL-1.6 as two springs located on the parcel 
could be used for livestcok water. 
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RM - 1. 7 ( cont. ) 

XI. Watershed 

WS-1.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Allowinq no new sprinq developments until after 
a wetland manaqement plan is written could, and likely would, stop 
all development for the next 20 years. 

b. Modification - Write EAs for developments included under RM-1.7 and 
any future spring developments. This adequately accesses the impact 
of these developments and provides a means of mitiqation. 

WS-1.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - McMullen and Shoshone Creek are both important 
water sources for livestock. Fencing these streams would drasti­
cally reduce management potential for the affected allotments. 

b. Modification - Fence west side of McMullen Creek and use it under 
the deferred system as outlined under RM-1.1. Fence Shoshone Creek, 
but lease winter springs on both north and south side to provide 
1 i vestock water. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

ObjecJive: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa lls 
Activity 

Objective Number 

RM 2 

ement 

Treat over the next 15 years, 86,244 acres of public land in the Twin Falls 
Planning Unit to increase production of livestock forage and improve grazing 
conditions over the next 17 years. 

Rationale: 

This objective is designed to solve problems of over obligation and deterio­
rating range condition identified in URA Step 3 and to help meet the expected 
70% increase in demand for AUM's by the year 2000 as identified in the Malad 
Hill PAA by providing an additional 25,695 AUM's of livestock forage. This 
objective fulfills the URA Step 4 opportunities for increasing production 
through land treatments. Analysis of the vegetative inve·ntory, actual use, 
utilization and trend information shows 27 allotments producing less live­
stock forage than the 5 year average actual use. The proposed land treat­
ments will increase the livestock forage production and reduce the long term 
social and economic impacts associated with reduction in use of public land 
for grazing. 86% of the respondents to the 1980 Twin Falls interview, 
conducted by Paul Card, indicated that it is important to help ranchers 
maintain their unique life style. Only 16% of the respondents were in the 
livestock industry. 

Response to an issue statement mailed by the Burley District showed that 64% 
of the respondents were in favor of land treatments by burning or spraying 
to increase the proportion of productive pasture on public lands. An addi­
tional 9% of the respondents were in favor of improving production by burn­
ing but not spraying. 

Those areas on which the existing vegetation is predominantly big sagebrush­
cheatgrass-Sandbergs bluegrass would not be expected to improve in condition 
from the use of grazing management. Land treatment provides the only viable 
proposal for improvement. 

Section 2 of the Taylor Grazing Act gave as part of the Bureau's responsibil­
ity, "to provide for the orderly use, improvement and development of the 
Range". 

Section 2(b)(2) of the Public Range Land Improvement Act states in part, 
"manage, maintain and improve the condition of the public rangelands so that 
they become as productive as feasible for all rangeland values". 

BLM Manual 1603.12G3B oulines the Bureau's objective to provide forage to 
help meet the needs of the nation, to help stabilize t~e.economy of the live­
stock industry, individual users, and dependent commun1t1es. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: 
RM-2.1 - Treat 34,770 acres of existing seedings 
described below to reduce invading brush 
species and improve production and grazing 
condition. 

# Name 
4000 Babcoc k-Berger 
4001 Buhl Group-Berger* 
4002 Kerr-Berger 
4003 Ellis-Tews Berger 
4005 Koch-Berger 
4006 Kaster-Berger* 
4007 Kunkel-Berger 
4008 Lassen-Berger* 
4012 Lanting-Berger* 
4013 Martens-Berger* 
{014 Noh-Berger* 

115 Parrott-Berger 
16 PV GA-Berger* 

;17 Sc hnitker~Berger 
t019 Wr igley-Berger* 
4021 Wh iskey Creek Buffer 
4023 "-saker-Deep Creek 
4024 Ba ker-Lost Creek 
4031 Western Stockgrowers 
4035 Wh iskey Creek 
4036 Moore-Lost Creek 
4038 Ke rr-Lost Creek 
4039 No h-White Rock 
4041 Mu le Creek-PVGA 
4042 Ho rse Creek-PVGA 
4044 So uth Mule Creek 
4053 Hu b Butte-WSGA 
4055 Hu b Butte-Davis 
4057 Fu ll er 

Jones-Goat Spr. 
Li 11 y Grade* 
Schnell-Salmon Tr. 

4102 Lost Creek 
4114 Squaw Joe 

Acres 
246 

2192 
1347 
3563 
250 
665 
306 
170 
960 
160 
540 
756 

\ 2160 
320 

1511 
436 

10,86 
790 

1206 
2252 

80 
3751 
465 

1176 
1817 

69 
2351 

517 
1025 
1187 

594 
702 
337 
651 

Support: 
'~esource Area Sta ff: (Layout) 

AUMs _ ~ 
79 ~ 

480 ,.p 
485 

1303 
100 
205 

50 
40 

160 
24 

170 
190 
525-i 

53 
503 

65 
362 
388 
205 
811 

22 
1463 

246 
370 
370 

6 
807 
127 
341 
262 
100 

92 
146 
266 

,erati.ons: (Treatment) 
ministration: (Contracts) 

,re Crew: (Burning) 
Archeologist: (Cultural Cle~r~ncei 
*Allotments with forage def1c1enc1es 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Unstmctions on reverse) 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

ement 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-2, l Step 3 

Rationale: 
Analysis of the 1979 SVIM inven­
tory, actual use, utilization and 
trend data indicates 23 allotments 
fall short of providing adequate 
forage to meet the range users 
grazing preference demand. Add­
itionally, the projected 70% 
increase in demand in the planning 
unit by the year 2000 cannot be 
met with existing production. 

Implementing this recommendation 
will protect the existing public 
and private investments in the 
existing land treatments involved. 

The expected increases in capacity 
were determined by comparing the 
existing production of proposed . 
treatment areas with the production"I f 
of similar sites in excellent con- ,.. 
diti on. st.ell/Ale 
The areas included in this recom­
mendation have sufficient peren­
nial forage species present to 
provide for reseeding naturally. 

/ I 1, 
I 

~)fl 6 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Name (MFPJ 

Twin Falls 

ement 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-2.1 Step 3 

The seedings described in this recommendation are in various stages or degrees 
of deterioration as measured by decreasing amounts of desirable forage produc­
ing species and increasing amounts of sagebrush and rabbitbrush. All these 
seedings are producing at levels far below their capability when compared to 
comparable sites in good condition or to the same site production in the first 
several years following treatment. These seedings are all in allotment 
management plans with approved qrazing systems. Range studies and qeneral 
management observations indicate that more intensive grazing management or 
elimination of grazinq will not halt this ecological phenomenon. If the in­
vestments are to be protected and the level of production of forage is to be 
maintained, artificial land treatment practices are needed to supplement fhe 
grazing systems. The recommended treatments to protect existing seedings are 
burning and spraying with herbicide. 

Analysis of the soil-vegetation inventory, actual use, utilization, and trend 
data reveals that several allotments are not producing adequate forage to the 
grazing preference demand. Most of the range trend studies show that the 
condition of the seedings is decreasing in their ability to produce forage 
because of the increasing composition of sagebrush. 

Response received from the BLM Ad Hoc public meetings on March 31 and April 1, 
1981, demonstrated much concern over the wildlife recommendation that no 
vegetation manipulation take place within a 1/2 mile strip of public land 
adjacent to agricultural developed lands. The concern is especially strong 
against the wildlife recommendation on the areas that have been converted from 
sagebrush to crested wheatgrass and are now in intensive grazing management 
plans. Most of the people indicated that they think BLM should maintain the 
seedings as needed when sagebrush comes back into the vegetation complex. 
This wildlife recommendation generated strong concern from local and adjoining 
farmers that the jackrabbit population will explode periodically, causing 
severe economic losses. Studies show that jackrabbits do thrive best in· 
habitat situations where there is sagebrush cover adjacent to a green forage 
source such as provided on irrigated farms. Reports and studies are available 
showing significant acreages of crops that have been totally consumed by 
rabbits grazinq at night and seekinq cover in adjacent sagebrush sites during 
day. 

This recommendation conflicts with several of the other specific activity 
recommendations as shown in the Impact Analysis. Activities with conflicts 
are Cultural Resources, Lands, Natural History, Visual Resources, Wilderness, 
Recreation, Minerals, Wildlife and Watershed. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011 s/r11clions o n reve rse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept the recommendation to treat the 
areas listed in RM-2.1. Due to cost, 
spraying and burning should be used 
when feasible, but consider chaining, 
railing, and livestock trampling as 
alternatives on an indiviual basis. 
The following list of stipulations 
will guide the implementation of 
projects for multiple resource 
management. 

1. Do cultural examination to iden­
tify all cultural sites and take 
necessary steps to avoid damage or 
do testing or salvage as appli­
cable. 

2. Coordinate with Twin Falls County 
commissioners to establish a time 
frame for their sanitary landfill 
needs. When their future needs 
are ten years or more in the 
future proceed with the seeding 
maintenance subject to a benefit­
cost determination. Range pro­
jects numbered 16 and 46 on Range 
URA IV-1.2 overlay. 

3. Determine when the lands in the 
WPRS withdrawal would be changed 
fran grazing to farming. If it 
exceeds ten years fran the time 
the sites can be scheduled for 
maintenance go ahead with the pro­
ject if it has a favorable 
benefit-cost ratio. Range pro­
jects number 16, 18, 19 and 21 on 
Range URA IV-1.2 overlay. 

4. The project in Kaster-Berger 
Allotment is in the area that is 
suitable for agriculture. Proceed 
with the seeding maintenance until 
such time that the use of the 
allotment changes to agricultural. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if nee ded 

Onstmctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Range Management 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-2. lstep 3 

The Bureau has made determinations 
through past land use planning and AMP 
development that the areas needed to 
be seeded, either through vegetation 
changes or fire rehabilitation. The 
forage resource generated fran those 
projects has been allocated on a mul­
tiple use and sustained yield basis. 
Range users have developed a depen­
dency on the use of the forage 
resource and in most cases it has been 
converted to grazing preference. 
There are erosion-susceptible areas in 
existing seedings that should be main­
tained in vegetative cover to provide 
maximum soil stabilization. 

The proposed treatment areas in sage 
grouse strutting, nesting, brood 
rearing and winter habitat; sharp­
tailed grouse habitat, deer winter 
range, and deer fawning areas will 
apply to about one-half the proposed 
acreage. 

Many grazing operators have indicated 
that they prefer spraying as the 
treatment method and are willing to 
pay the total cost and perform the 
maintenance via cooperative agreement. 

A cost analysis has revealed that 
railing would be one of the least 
costly treatment methods if it can be 
shown to give satisfactory results. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

5. The Visual Resource Class I area 
for Salmon Falls Wilderness Study 
Area is proposed to include the 
area within the canyon from rim-to­
rim. The existin9 seeding will be 
maintained to its original boundary 
along Salmon Falls Canyon as long 
as it does not impair the natural 
values as viewed from within the 
canyon. 

6. The Visual Resource Management 
Class III recommendation will be 
resolved by modifications for wild­
life habitat. These modifications 
are: 

• ·~ r 

a. In project No. 19 /on Range URA 
IV-1.2 overlay do not treat the 
draws as identified on the wild­
life MFP 1 overlay for quail. 
This area is the bottom of the 
draws where there are large 
brushy areas. 

b. In project areas numbered 19, 
21, 56, 57 and 65 on Range URA 
IV-1.2 overlay treatments will 
leave strips and islands of 
brush. These strips and islands 
will be determined in the pro­
ject planning (survey and design) 
stage of implementation by range 
and wildlife specialists. 

7. The Wilderness and Recreation con­
flicts are resolved by preforming 
maintenance of the existing seeding 
to its orignal boundary as long as 
the naturalness of the canyon is 
not adversely affected as seen from 
within the canyon. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(l11s/1'11ctions on reverse) 

Name (/',IFP) 

Activity 

Step 1 Step 3 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

8. The minerals conflicts will be 
created by surface disturbance 
activities (a) oil and gas, (b) 
geothermal, (c) community pits for 
sand and gravel, and (d) reserving 
material source areas that will 
remove the soil and vegetation. 
Coordinate range development 
activities with these activities to 
avoid treating areas that are 
scheduled for excavation in a time 
frame that eliminates effective 
cost recovery from treatment. 
Attach adequate revegetation stipu­
lations to the leases. 

9. Modify the recommendation on areas 
numbered 3 and 10 on Range URA 
IV-1.2 overlay to leave untreated 
areas and irregular patterns in the 
vegetation. All islands that were 
omitted from treatment in the 
initial treatment projects will 
remain untreated islands of brush 
in future maintenance projects. In 
areas 3 and 10 spraying will not be 
used within 1/2 mile of the agri­
cultural land to avoid liability 
for damage to private property on 
nearby farms. Vegetation treatment 
projects within 1/2 mile of Salmon 
Falls Canyon will be designed to 
leave 15 percent of the project 
area untreated. The untreated area 
is to be irregular in pattern to 
create additional edge effect to 
improve the raptor prey base and 
wildlife species diversity. 
Projects will be specifically 
evaluated by Range, Wildlife and 
Watershed specialists to determine 
needed leave and problem areas that 
will be excluded from treatment. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011stmctions on reverse) 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 

Ove rlay Reference 
ement 

Ste p 1 RM-2. l,te p 3 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

The remainder of area 10 can be 
burned or spayed. All projects 
will be evaluated by an interdis­
ciplinary term consisting of at 
least Range, Wildlife, Archaeology 
and Watershed. 

Area 2 is too badly deteriorated to 
have adequate fuel to burn so will 
have to be treated chemically or 
mechanically. If spraying is used 
it will be by a ground method of 
application. Chaining or railing 
can be used but would not be 
expected to do as good a job of 
eradication as spraying. 

All the areas 2,3, 10, U6, 18, 21, 
34, 35, 42 and 46 will be treated 
for seeding maintenance. The 
primary treatment methods will be 
spraying or burning. Alternative 
methods to use when fuel is inade­
quate for burning or the areas are 
not located properly for spraying 
will include railing, chaining, and 
1 i vestock trampling. 

10. Modify the recommendation on areas 
19, 21, 39, 56, 57, 63, 64, 65, 70, V 

74, and 75 to provide for sage 
grouse needs by leaving areas iden­
tified as critical. These critical 
areas are strutting, nesting and 
brood rearing. The projects will 
be planned through coordinated 
efforts of range and wildlife spe­
cialists to assure the values are 
adequately assessed. Critical 
sites will be further inventoried 
and leave areas and strips will be 
designed into projects. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onslructions on reverse) 

Name (MF P) 

Twin Fa 11 s 

Overlay Refe rence 
eme nt 

Ste p 1 RM-2. J,te p 3 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

11. The sharp-tailed grouse recommenda­
tion will be mitigated by the same 
modification that is recommended 
for sage grouse in number 10 of 
this part. 

12. Modify the recommendation to 
include the stipulation that all 
ferruginous hawk and golden eagle 
nests will be located and avoided 
by not operating machinery or 
spraying within 1/2 mile during the 
period of nesting. When possible 
do project work during the non­
nesting period. 

13. Modify the recommendation and allow 
for leaving islands of brush or 
creating islands of desirable brush 
species in seedings if there is a 
need for the habitat. Coordinate 
with wildlife biologist to deter­
mine the need and location of the 
islands of brush habitat. 

14. Modify the recommendation to spray 
the portions of the Range URA 
IV-1.2 areas numbered 3, 8, 34, an 
39 that are in severe erosion class 
by spraying rather than burning to 
maintain the maximum amount of 
cover possible. The portions of 
areas 10, 37 and 42 that are in the 
severe erosion class are to be 
leave areas. 

Support Needs: 

Benefit-cost analysis. 

R. A. Staff 
Project planning, layout and 

design. 

Advance coordination with IDFG. 
'lote: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

lnslmctions on reve r se) 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Range Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-2. \tep 3 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Do not maintain existing seedings. 
2. Accept all Wildlife Recommenda­

tions in their entirety. 
3. Reject all Wildlife Recommenda­

tions. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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MFP 2 

RM - 2.1 

I• Forestry No Conflict 

II. Cultural 

CRM-1.9 Competitive 

II I. Lands 

a. Nature of Conflict - Installation of fire guards on proposed burn 
projects could disturb 11 sites located within boundaries of 
proposals No. 3 and No. 42. 

b. Modification - Obtain cultural clearance prior to initiation of 
project work. 

L-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Eighty acres of proposed maintenance on No. 16 
is within the proposed expanded R & PP for the Twin Falls land fill. 
This is a conflict only if the county begins excavatinq the site 
within 10-15 years after maintenance. After this time, the main­
tenance will have paid for itself. 

b. Modification - If expected need for the site is not for at least 10 
years, go ahead with maintenance. If expected need is in less than 
10 years, modify project No. 16 to exclude the affected area. 

L-2.2 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Expansion of the current Twin Falls County land 
fill to the 80 acres directly south of the existing site conflicts 
with proposed maintenance project No. 16. This is a conlfict only 
if the site will be excavated within 10-15 years after maintenance 
of the seeding. 

b. Modification - If expected need for the site is not for at least 10 
years, proceed with seeding maintenance. If the expected need is in 
less than 10 years, modify project No. 16 to exclude the affected 
area. 

L-2.3 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict Cl ass i fyi ng the 40 acres tract near Rogerson as 
an R & PP for a dump site conflicts with proposed seedinq mainte­
nance on No. 46. If the entire site will be needed within the next 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2 .1 ( cont. ) 

10 years, the maintenance action will probably not be fully 
beneficial. 

b. Modification - Modify project No. 46 to exclude the 40 acres. 

L-2.5 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Allow the WPRS to acquire these areas for 
farming conflicts with projects No. 16, 18, 19 and 21. Should the 
Salmon Falls Irrigation project ever get off the qround, these areas 
would be converted to farming. The extent of conflict depends 
entirely on the time frame involved. 

b. Modification - If it can be shown that the Salmon Falls project will 
be implemented in less than 10 years, modify the proposed projects 
No. 16, 18, 19 and 21 so as to exclude affected areas from treat­
ment. If it can not be shown that the project is viable and will 
take place in 10 years or less, proceed with proposals. 

L-3.2 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with seeding 
maintenance proposal No. 4. Should the land involved be turned over 
for farming within 10 years after maintenance, the maintenance 
project would not be fully utilized. 

b. Modification - If it can be shown that this recommendation will be 
carried out in 10 years or less, omit project No. 4. 

IV. Natural History 

NH-1.1 Competitive 

V. VRM 

a. Nature of Conflict - The proposed boundary would extend approxi­
mately 500 ft. into the proposed seeding maintenance project No. 3. 
(Salmon Falls Canyon.) 

b. Modification - Modify project No. 3 so as to stay outside of 
boundary. 

VRM-1.1 Competitive 

/, 



VI. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.1 (cont.) 

a. Nature of Conflict - The proposed VRM Class I extends into proposed 
treamtment project No. 3. 

b. Modification - Modify project No. 3 as stated under IV. above. 

VRM-1.3 Competitive 

Fi re 

a. Nature of Conflict - The proposed VRM Class III areas extend into 
proposed maintenance treatments No. 19, 21, 56, 57 and 65. As 
stated 11 saqebrush clearings should simulate natural openings." 
Projects proposed would be sprayed in blocks. 

b. Modification - None. 

No Conflict 

VI I. Wi 1 derness 

WM-1.2 Conflict resolved under NH-1.1 above. 

VIII. Recreation 

R-l.3A Conflict resolved under NH-1.1 above. 

IX. Minerals 

M-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Exploration for and development of oil and gas 
could result in damaqe to proposed seeding maintenace projects as 
well as existng seedings. 

b. Modification - Require oil and gas explorers and/or developers to 
rehabilitate any disturbance as soon as they have completed their 
activities. 

M-3.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Same as M-2.1 conflict above. 

b. Modification - Same as M-2.1 modification above. 

/ 



IMPACT AtJAL YS IS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.1 (cont.) 

M-4.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Proposed 80 acre ccxnmunity gravel pit conflicts 
with the proposed seeding maintenenace project No. 21 which includes 
the 80 acre parcel. 

b. Modification - Open only a small portion of the pit at any time and 
rehabilitate the areas upon extraction of useable materials. 

M-4.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This reccxnmendation could result in disturbance 
to seeding identified for maintenance under projects No. 21, 39, 46, 
65, 70 and 72 by removing forage through excavations. Additional 
seedings not currently proposed for maintenance could also be 
damaged. 

X. Wildlife 

WL-2.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This reccxnmendation conflicts with maintenance 
proposals No. 3 and 10 from the 1/2 mile buffer around the Berger 
RCA. 

The 1/4 mile buffer portion of the recommendation conflicts with 
projects No. 2, 16, 18, 21, 34, 35, 42 and 46 which include treating 
seedings in this area. 

b. Modification - Leave existing brushy areas within 1/4 mile of pri­
vate land untreated. Coordinate all treatment design with wildlife 
biologist. 

WL-2.8 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This reccxnmdation conflicts with proposed 
seedings maintenance proje·ct No. 19 in that draws are included in 
the proposed project. 

b. Modification - Do not treat draws. 

WL-2.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This reccxnmendation conflicts with proposed 
main t enance proj ect s No. 19, 21, 39, 56, 57, 63, 64, 65, 70, 74, and 
75 which are proposed as single land treatments. 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
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MFP 2 

RM - 2.1 (cont.) 

b. Modification - Modify maintenance so as to leave strips of untreated 
ranqe for saqe qrouse. Coordinate project design with district 
wildife bioloqist. 

WL-2.13 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with proposed 
seeding maintenace project No. 19, 63, 64 and 65 in that sagebrush 
would be removed to increase grass production. 

b. Modification - Maintain seedings, but coordinate with wildlife 
biologist to desiqn leave ftCres for sharptail grouse. 

WL-4.2 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Proposed spray maintenance project No. 2 and 75 
conflict with periods of time when 1/2 mile no disturbance buffer 
would be in affect around Ferruginous Hawk and Golden Eagle nests. 
Sagebrush needs to be sprayed during this period in order to get an 
affecting treatment. 

b. Modification - Do not spray areas within 1/2 mile of nest 
identified. 

WL-4.3 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict Allowing irregular patches of sagebrush (15 
percent of this) to grow back into existing seedings conflicts with 
projects No. 2 and 3 in that these are proposed as complete 
treatment units. 

b. Modification - Leave 15 percent of treatment areas untreated to 
provide the desired edge affect. 

a. Nature of Conflict - The propsed 1/2 mile buffer strip along Salmon 
Falls Creek conflicts with proposed seeding maintenance No. 2 and 3. 

b. Modification - Allow treatment of existing seedings, but leave 15 
percent untreated and do not include any native areas in the pro­
jects. The proposed seedings maintenance in the Lilly Grade Allot­
ment is needed badly as the permittee f~ces a 31 percent reduction. 
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WL-4.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - The recommendation to leave brush islands in 
all treatments conflicts with all seeding maintenance projects. 

b. Modification - Leave islands of brush in all seedings. Coordinate 
individual project design with wildlife biologist. 

XI. Watershed 

WS-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation calls for prohibiting 
mechanical range treatments on severe erosion susceptible soils. 
The proposed burn maintenance projects No. 3, 8, 10, 34, 37, 39 and 
42 include areas of severe erosion susceptibility. The district 
hydrologist (personal communication) has stated that burning would 
also fit in the prohibited actions. 

b. Modification - Spray portions of No. 3, 8, 34 and 39 which fall in 
the severe erosion classification. 

Only small amounts of No. 10, 37 and 42 fit this category. Pro­
ceed with burning on these and include susceptible soils in leave 
areas for wildlife. 

' / 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

t 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL Y SIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-2.1 Step 3 

Support Needs (cont.): Alternatives Considered (cont.): 

Operations 
Contractinq or field work, cost 
estimates. 

Administration 
Contracting 

Fire Control 
Burning 

Archaeologist 
Cultural clearances. 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple use recommendation 
to the extent that the primary method 
for seeding maintenance will be 
burning-spraying, and it will be used 
only after careful study, coordination 
and consultation with all user groups 
and agencies. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Unstmctions on reverse) 

4. Reject all Watershed Recommenda­
tions. 

5. Accept RM-2.1 without modifica­
tion. 

Rationale: 

The investment warrants protection and 
the grazing preference or historical 
use level should be maintatned. The 
maintenance of seedings is needed to 
support the allocation shown in 
RM-3.1 and in the Twin Falls Grazing 
EIS, Alternative A. The stipulations 
listed in the multiple use 
recommendation are to be followed in 
implementing this decision. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: Rationale: 

Name(MPP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-2. 2 Step 3 

RM-2.2 Chemically treat 20581 acres of na- Analysis of the 1979 SVIM inventory, 
tive rangelands to improve production and actual use, utilization and trend 
grazing condition on the areas described data indicates 23 allotments fall 
below: short of providing adequate forage 

# Name Acres 

t-4031 Western Stock 6289 
-,.4037 North Big Cr. 720 

4038 Kerr-Lost Cr. 1004 
'f-4040 Noh-Sections 783 
4063 Soldier Creek 154 
4092 So u th Bi g Cr . 1515 

t-4097 Cameron 1102 
4098 Schnell-Salmon 295 
4102 Lost Creek 159 
4108 Lost Creek-U2 1792 

i'-4114 Squaw Joe 170 
.. 4119 Ridge 2486 

4041 Mule Creek 1813 
4042 Horse Creek 360 

+-4043 Frahm 257 
4044 South Mule Cr. 481 

Support: 

Resource Area Sta ff: (Layout) 
Operations: (Treatment) 
Administration: (Contracts) 
Archeologist: (Cultural Clearance) 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmclions on reverse) 

AUM's 

786 
54 

153 
112 

25 
210 
114 

30 
19 

133 
22 

222 
197 

55 
32 
45 

to meet the range users grazing pre­
ference demand. Additionally, the 
projected 70% increase in demand in 
the planning unit cannot be met with 
existing production. 

Chemical treatment of sagebrush will 
reduce the brush composition of the 
vegetation and release moisture, 
space and light to be used by the 
grass species, thus increasing the 
grass composition and production. 

Predictions on increases in produc­
tion for the proposed treatments 
were based on comparisions of pro­
posed treatment areas with similar 
areas in the planning unit which have 
undergone similar treatments. A re­
view of the literature showed changes 
in productions through treatment rang­
ing from 70 percent (Pechanec) et al 
1954, revised) to 280 percent (Nielsen 
and Hinckley, 1975). From these wide 
variations it becomes apparent that 
no single percent figure will provide 
expected increase figures for all 
treatment areas. 

Chemical control was selected over 
burning based on predictions about 
fuel availability and the presence 
of fire enhanced shrub species 
(rabbit brush). In some cases, suf­
ficeint fuel may be available to 
carry fire through a proposed spray 
area. This recommendation is there­
for flexibility to accommodate changes. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nslmclions on reverse) 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

t 

15,611 acres included in this rec­
ommendation are included as deer 
winter range. Chemical treatment of 
big sagebrush - bitterbrush has been 
shown to not seriously affect bitter­
brush if it is in bloom at the time 
of spraying (Wildlife Management 
Techniques, 1969). Reduction of big 
sagebrush on these sites will release 
the bitterbrush and improve produc­
tion. 

Pechanec, J., G. Stewart and J.P. 
Blaisdell, 1954, Revised. 11 Sage­
brush Burning Good and Bad 11 U.S. 
Depar tment of Agriculture, Bulletin 
#1948 pp. 33-35. 

Nielson, and Hinchley, 1975. 
Economic and Environmental Impacts 
of Sagebrush Control on Utah's Range­
lands: A Review and Analysis. Utah 
Agricultural Experimen t Station. 
Logan Utah State University. 

Wildlife Mana gement Techni ques. ed. 
Robert H. Giles 1969 . p. 177, Wash­
ington D.C.: The Wildlife Society. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Range Mana . ement 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION SteRM-2. 2 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

A hi gh prio ri ty object ive t hat supports recommendation RM-2.2 of chemical 
treatment to improve forage production and condition is to satisfy each 
operator's grazing preference . This need should be actively pursued as long 
as it does not ad versely affect other resource uses. 

Another fa ctor t hat wa r rants high cons irl erat ion in deciding to treat ranges is 
the ecolog i c condition. Priority should be gi ven to ranges in poor and fair 
condition wi th potential for improvement. Another eval uat i on factor that 
helps dete rmine the need for treatment is the range condition trend. 

Recommendation RM-2.2 conflicts with Forestry, Visual Resou rce Class 
proposa l s, Wil dlife recomme ndat ion s and Mine rals extract ion proposals. The 
mine ral s conflicts wi l l be resolved by act ion in t he mineral s activity. 
Stipulations for rehabilitation will be required in all act ivi ties that cause 
su rface di stubance. The impacts between Forestry, Visual Resources, and 
Wi l dlife can be resolved by plannin g and des i gn ing t he nrojects to sat i sfy the 
habitat needs identified by Wil dl i fe WL -2.4, 2. 8, 2.9, 2.13, 4.2 and Forestry 
F-1.1. 

Chaining and railing should be evaluated for physical and cost effectiveness 
as an alternative to spraying. Railing may be less costly if the physical 
features will allow its use and if it meets the resource objectives. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify the recommendation to provide 
for the needs of Visual Resources 
(VRM-1.3), Forestry (F-1.1) and 
Wildlife (WL-2.4, 2.8, 2.9, 2.13, 4.2 
and 4.9). 

Further modify the recommendation to 
treat only the portions of the listed 
allotments that are in POOR and FAIR 
ecologic condition. 

Allotment) 4108 Lost Creek-U2 is 
to receive priority in scheduling 
because it is not producinq at 
grazing preference. 

Second priority will go to those 
allotments with high percentage of 

le: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

/ru c ti ons o n revers e) 

Reasons: 

This recommendat ion most nearly 
satisfies all t he i dent ifi ed resource 
needs in these allotments . All con­
flic ts are eli minat ed and there is 
si nificant benefi t to the range and 
wil dlife resou rces by t he proposals. 
The acrea9es are estimates and are 
mod ifi cations of the proposed t reat­
ments to meet other resource val ues 
and needs, espec i all y wildlife and 
visual. 

Form 1600-21 (Apri! 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-DECISJON 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

range in POOR condition, 4038 
Kerr-Lost Creek, 4098 Schnell­
Salmon, 4043 Frahm. (See RM-1.3, 
provided the Frahm Allotment re­
mains an AMP.) 

Third priority will go to the 
allotments and parts of the 
allotments that are in fair 
condition with downward or static 
trend. 

Drop the Cameron Alltoment as the 
projects needed for facilitating the 
proposed system are too costly to be 
feasible for the small gain in forage 
production. 

Drop the 170 acres in 4114 Squaw Joe 
Isolated. It is proposed for custo­
dial managment and is in good condi­
tion. 

Drop 4031 Western Stockgrowers. See 
rationale in RM-1.1. 

Drop 4043 PVGA-Frahm Allotment. It 
has been determined to be custodial 
management as only about 15 percent of 
the ownership is public. 

Allotments producing at a level 
exceeding preference and in GOOD con­
dition are to be dropped from this 
recommendation; 4037 North Big Creek, 
4040 Sections, 4119 Ridge. 

Summary 

No. Name 
Priority #1 
4108 Lost Creek-U2 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if nee ded 

(/nstmction s on r eve rs e ) 

Increase 
Acres AUM 

896 67 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

ement 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-2. 2 Step 3 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Range Management 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 1 RM-2 • 2 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

No. Name 
Priority #2 
4038 Kerr-Lost Creek 
4098 Schnell-Salmon 

Priority #3 
4041 Mule Creek 
4042 Horse Creek 
4044 South Mule Creek 
4063 Soldier Creek 
4092 South Big Creek 
4102 Sharp-Lost Creek 

Dropped 

Increase 
Acres AUM 

502 77 
148 15 

907 99 
180 20 
241 23 

77 12 
757 105 

80 15 

4031 Western Stockgrowers 
4037 North Big Creek 

no system 
good cond. 
good cond. 
custodi a 1 
no system 
no system 
good cond. 

4040 Noh Sections 
4043 Frahm-PVGA 
4097 Cameron 
4114 Squaw Joe-lso. 
4119 Ridge 

Support Needs: 

Complete the EIS and Benefit-cost 
analysis. 

R. A. Staff 
Planning layout and design. 

Advance coordination with IDFG. 

Operations 
Contracting, project estimates, 

performing the work this is not 
contracted. 

Admi ni strati on 
Contracting 

Arch aeo 1 ogi st 
Cultural examinations. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/11str11ctions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept RM-2.2. 
2. Reject RM-2.2. 
3. Further modifications to exclude 

other projects and allotments. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1 975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple use recanmendation 
to use any best method or combination 
of treatment methods that will meet 
the stated management objectives. 
Chemcial treatment will be used only 
after careful study, coordination and 
consultation with all interested user 
groups. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onstmctions on reverse) 

Rati anal e: 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Fal ls 

A.1ctivity 
Kange Management 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1RM-2 • 2 Step 3 

Each site wil be evaluated on a 
site-specific basis to determine the 
best treatment method or canbination 
of methods that will meet the objec­
tives described in MFP Step 1 and 2 
recommendations. Each treatment will 
be planned in coordination with the 
species wildlife habitat needs indica­
ted in WL-2.4, 2.8, 2.9, 2.12, and 4.2 
and the Forestry recommendation F-1.1. 

The acreage figures are estimates de­
rived through the conflict analysis to 
provide for all resource values in the 
proposed treatments. Coordination and 
consultation are cal 1 ed for by FLPMA. 
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IMPACT NJAL YS IS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.2 

I. Forestry 

II. 

I II. 

IV. 

v. 

F-1.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Portion of juniper stand west of Mule Creek is 
included in proposed spray No. 70. Forestry recommendation is for 
protection of entire stand. 

b. Modification - Do not spray any areas containing juniper trees. 

Cultural - No Conflict 

Lands No Conflict 

Natural History No Conflict 

VRM 

VRM-1.3 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - The proposed VRM Class IV areas extend into 
proposed spray projects No. 23, 53, 55, 57, 68 and 69. As stated 
"sagebrush should simulate natural openings." Projects as proposed 
would be sprayed in blocks. 

b. Modification - Modify spray proposal No. 23, 55, 67, 68 and 69 to 
fit the VRM-1.3 and WL-2.9 recommendations by reducing areas treated 
in proposals. 

VI. Fire No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

VII. Wilderness 

VIII. Recreation 

IX. Minerals 

M-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Exploration for and development of oil and gas 
could result in damage to proposed spray projects. 

b. Modification - Require oil and gas explorers and/or developers to 
rehabilitate any disturbances as soon as they have completed their 
activities. 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.2 (cont.) 

M-3.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Same as M-2.1 conflict above. 

b. Modification - Same as M-2.1 modification above. 

M-4.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation could result in distur­
bance to proposed spray projects No. 66, 67, 68, 69 and 72 by des­
troying plants through excavation. 

b. Modification - Require rehabilitation of all sites after materials 
have been removed. 

X. Wildlife 

WL-2.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with spray 
proposal No. 53 in regards to the 1/4 mile buffer strip around 
private land. 

b. Modification - Modify the proposed project to leave areas for 
pheasant cover. 

WL-2.8 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict This recommendation conflicts with spray pro­
posals No. 23 and 25 in that draws would be sprayed under these 
proposals. 

b. Modification - Do not spray draws included in project areas. 
Coordinate with wildlife biologist. 

WL-2.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with proposed 
treatments No. 23, 44, 53, 54, 55, 58, 59, 61, 62, 66, 67, 68, 69, 
72, 76 and 79. These treatments are all proposed as block spraying 
and the recommendation calls for treated and untreated areas to be 
at least equal. 

b. Modification - Strip treat these projects in coordination with 
wildlife biologist. 

; 



XI. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.2 (cont.) 

~.,3 
WL~ Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with proposed 
spray treatments No. 23, 53, 54 and 59 in that sagebrush would he 
removed to increase qrass production. 

b. Modification - Treat areas in strips to allow for maximum edge 
leaving about 50 percent of treatment areas untreated. Coordinate 
with wildlife biologist. 

WL-4.2 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Proposed spray project No. 23 comes within the 
1/2 mile boundary around a hawk nest. Sagebrush needs to be sprayed 
during this period to qet an affective treatment. 

b. Modification - Do not spray area within 1/2 mile of nest ident1fied. 

WL-4.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - The recommendation to leave brush islands in 
all treatments conlfict with all spray projects. 

b. Modification - Leave islands of brush in all projects. Coordinate 
individual project desiqn with wildlife biologist. 

Watershed No Conflict 

/ 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

ement 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSJS-OECJSJON 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-2. 3 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

RM-2.3 - Chemically treat and seed 14,656 
acres of native rangeland to increase pro-
duction for livestock forage and improve 
grazing conditions. 

Increase 

# Name Acres 

4003 Ellis-Tews Berger* 500 
4019 Wrigley-Berger* 414 
4031 Western Stockgrowers 1498 
4034 Point Ranch 553 
4035 Whiskey Creek 1947 
4038 Kerr-Lost Creek 863 
4042 Horse Creek 145 
~044 South Mule Creek 570 
4053 Hub Butte-WSGA 74 
4055 Hub Butte 269 
4098 Schnell-Salmon 1239 
4101 Magic Common 3925 
4106 Salmon Tract* 300 
4119 Ridge 307 

Support: 

Resource Area Staff: (Layout) 
Operations: (Treatment) 
Administration: (Contracts) 
Archeologist: (Cultural Clearance) 

in 
AUM 1 s 

240 
236 
485 
262 
770 
398 

58 
275 

40 
97 

586 
2449 

75 
136 

*Allotments with forage deficiencies 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11st r11ctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

As stated in RM-2.1 and 2.2, inventory 
results show that 23 allotments are 
producing less livestock forage than has 
been previously allocated. Additionally, 
the present production will not meet the 
projected 70% increase in demand for 
AUM 1 s by the year 2000. 

Chemical treatment of sagebrush will re­
duce the brush competition of the veg­
etation and release moisture, space, and 
light. Seeding will provide the de­
sirable forage species to take advantage 
of the moisture, space, and light. The 
Decision to include seeding in the treat­
ment areas listed was based on a lack of 
availability of desirable native forage 
species. 

The expected increases in capacity were 
determined by comparing the existing 
production of the proposed treatment 
areas with the production of similar 
seeded sites in excellent condition. 

As stated in RM-2.2, chemical treatment 
was selected over burning due to an ex­
pected lack of fuel to carry fire. In 
some cases, fuel may become available 
and burning would be considered, as 
burning is more cost effective than 
spraying in most cases. Additionally, 
burning is a less controversial method 
of land treatment than spraying. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Analysis 

N a me ([\,JF P ) 

Twin Falls 
A c tivity 
Range Management 
Overlay Reference 

Ste p 1 RM-2. 3 Step 3 

These si tes have pot ent i al t o produc e fo raqe i f the proposal RM-2. 3 i s impl e­
men ted . Since t he pro,i ects are not needed to sat i sfy t he qraz in q prefe rence 
demand t hese project s shoul d be des i gna ted t o eliminate impacts wi th ot her 
resources. These projects shoul d be impl emented t o reali ze t he productive 
potential of the soil and water resources but mod i f i ed so they do not 
restrict wildlife habitat and visual resource val ues . Al t houqh t he increase 
i n food produced f rom t hese resou rces i s , ns i gn i f icant on an eco nomi c bas i s 
when consi dered over t he county, t hey can have si gnifi cance t o indivi dual 
operators. Since t hese proj ects can be modi f ied and impl emented so t hat t hey 
do not adversely impact other resources and the sites have potential to pro­
duce, i t i s reason abl e to imp l ement t he modified proposals if they are cost 
effective. 

The t reatment t o reduce the amount of sagebrush should not be limited to 
spraying. Benefit - cost analys i s and additional site specifics may show that 
chaining or railing coul d be vi ab l e alternative treatment methods. Priorities 
fo r impl eme nt at ion by allotment need and capability are: 

1. 4038 Kerr-Lost Creek - The continued success of the existing AMP 
partially depends on continued land treatment. The livestock forage 
production was about double its current rate after fire rehabilita­
tion in 1966 until the 1977 drouqht . Since 1978 t he operat or 
voluntarily reduced the stocki n rate by 1630 AUMs, whi ch i s ahout 
one-half what it was from 1968 t o 1977. Grazinq preference i s well 
below present production and present product ion is about one- hal f the 
capability based on past actual use records. This t reatment will com­
pliment the action the operator sta rted on his l and i n t he allotment 
when he entered into a spray program in 1979. Another important 
factor is that all new land treatments and maintenance of exisitng 
projects are going to have wildlife and visual resource enhancement 
planned into them, so the acres in these treatments will be reduced by 
30 to 50 percent. 

4106 Sa l mon Tract - Th is all otment is producing at a level of about 
one- hal f of graz ing preference but has potential to exceed the prefer­
ence rlemand wi th impl eme ntat i on of this treatment. The treatment 
woul d be coo rdinat ed with wild l ife needs in the area and a grazing 
system des i gned that would protect t he desired vegetation. The system 
cou l d be designed to rotate t he graz ing by year, such as start on 
April 1 fo r two years and on July 1 the next two years. Treatment 
should be ae ri al seed i ng and railing. 

4101 ,Magic Common - The treatment will be needed to facilitate 
implementation of a grazing system and to significantly reduce the 

Note : Attach additional she ets, if nee ded 

(/11slructions on revers e) 
F orm 1600- 2 1 (Apr il 197 5) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twi n F 11 
Activity 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify RM-2.3 
Treat the areas in the following 
priority, eliminatinq those in the 
Drop category. Refer to the Multiple 
Use Analysis for rationale. All 
accepted treatments will be modified 
as shown in the Impact Analysis for 
RM-2.3, except WS-2.1. The treatments 
that are on severe erosion-susceptible 
soils will be examined during project 
design and layout for steepness of 
slope and present conditions. Areas 
that can be improved for watershed 
stability will be included in treat­
ment. 

No. Name 
Priority #1 
4038 Kerr-Lost Creek 
4106 Salmon Tract 
4101 Magic Common 

Priority #2 
4098 Schnell-Salmon 
4042 Horse Creek 
4044 South Mule Creek 
4119 Ridge 

Priority #3 
4034 Point Ranch 
4035 Whiskey Creek 

Orop 
4003 Ellis-Tews Berger 
4019 Wrigley Berger 
4053 Hub Butte-WSGA 
4055 Hub Butte-Davis 

Acres 

432 
150 

1,000 

620 
73 

285 
230 

277 
987 

-
/~ ~' -

4131 Western Stockgrowers 

Note : Attach additional s heets, if needed 

(/nslmctions on reve rs e) 

Increase 
AUM 1 s 

199 
38 

620 

293 
29 

138 
102 

131 
835 

Reasons: 

These treatments can all be implemen­
ted without causing resource conflicts 
and there is site potential for 
increased forage production. There is 
an anticipated increase in future 
demand for all the resource values. 
The sites that are improved and 
maintained best meet current demands 
and are in a position to better meet 
future demands. The acres shown are 
modified from the proposals to meet 
other resources needs, especially 
wildlife habitat and visual. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-2 . 3 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

Complete the EIS and benefit-cost 
analysis. 

R. A. Staff 
Planning layout, survey, design, 
develop AMPs. 

Advance coordination with IDFG. 

Operations 
Treatment, cost data, survey, 

design contracting. 

Admi ni strati on 
Contracting, procurement. 

Archaeologist 
Cultural examination. 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple use recommendation 
to use any best method or combination 
of treatment methods that will meet 
the stated management objectives. 
When chemical treatment is selected it 
will be carefully studied and 
coordinated with user groups and in 
consultation with all interested 
groups. 

Note: Attac h additional sheets, if needed 

(/n s /ructions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject RM-2.3. 
2. Accept RM-2.3. 
3. Make additional or different modi­

fications. 

Rationale: 

These proposals will be closely 
coordinated with other resource values 
in each area. Emphasis will be to 
coordinate with identified wildlife 
habitat values in the areas. Watershed 
values are also high in some of these 
areas. Wherever watershed values 
(soil erosion) can be enhanced they 
will be given highest priority for 
improvement or protection. The 
acreage values are results of the 
conflict analysis and provide for all 
the resource values in each of the 
proposal areas. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Fa 11 s 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.3 

I. Forestry 

F-1.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict Portion of juniper stand west of Mule Creek is 
included in proposed spray and seed project No. 78. Forestry 
recommendation is to protect entire stand. 

b. Modification - Do not spray and seed any of the area containing 
j uniper trees. 

I I. Cultural 

CRM-1.9 Competitive 

I I I. Lands 

a. Nature of Conflict - Seeding could disturb six known sites located 
within the boundaries of projects No. 22, 29, 51, and 73. Unknown 
sites within the boundaries could also be disturbed. 

b. Modification - Obtain cultural clearance prior to initiation of 
work. 

IV. Natural History 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

V. VRM 

VRM-1.2 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - A portion of proposed project No. 73 alon q 
Shoshone Creek extends into VRM 1.2 Class II area. The proposed 
treatment is a solid treatment area. 

b. Modification - Dop not treat areaa within the VRM II area along 
Shoshone Creek. 

VRM-1.3 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Projects No. 22 and 27 fall within the proposed 
VRM Class III area as well as a small protion of project No. 60. 
These projects as proposed are continous without breaks. 

b. Modification - Leave islands of understo~y brush. This modification 
also fits with WL-2.4 and WL-2.9. 

. 
I 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 
RM - 2. 3 ( cont. ) 

\/fl'/11 
tilt-1.6 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with proposed 
project No. 1 which calls for treatinq the entire tract in question. 
VRM-1.6 calls for leavinq this isolated parcel in its natural 
condition. 

b. Modification - Treat only a portion of this tract and do so in coor­
dination with recommendation WL-2.4 thus leaving a natural pattern. 

VI. Fire No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

VII. Wilderness 

VIII. Recreation 

IX. Minerals 

M-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Exploration for and development of oil and gas 
could result in damaqe to proposed spray and seed projects. 

b. Modification - Require oil and gas explorers and/or developers to 
rehabilitate any disturbance as soon as they have completed their 
activities. 

M-4.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Approximately 600 acres of proposed projects 
No. 1, 29 and 40 are within the boundary of M-4. 4 These seedings 
could be destroyed by excavation. 

b. Modification - Require rehabilitation of all sites after materials 
have been removed. 

X. Wildlife 

WL-1.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Brush removal on antelope range. Projects No. 
40, 52 and 73 fall withint the antelope introduction range. 

b. Modification - Modify proposed treatments to provide maximum edge 
effect by treating 50 percent of assigned area in irregular 
patterns. Include legumes in seed mixture. 

.... 

. , . 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.3 (cont.) 

WL-2.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Removal of brush in blocks by spraying under 
projects No. 11, 12, 13, 22, 29 and 36. This contradicts recommen­
dation to leave brush islands. Additionally projects No. 22, 27 and 
36 are included in the 1/4 mile buffer area around private land. 
Projects No. 11 and 12 conflict with the 1/2 mile buffer around the 
Berger seedings. 

b. Modification - Leave islands of brush in all treatments (15 percent 
of treatment area). Include seed mixture beneficial to upland qame 
birds. Drop projects No. 11 and 12. 

WL-2.8 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with projects No. 
22, 27 and 28 in that draws would be sprayed and seeded under these 
proposals. 

b. Modification Do not spray and seed draws included in project 
areas. Coordinate with wildlife biologist. 

WL-2.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with proposed 
treatment No. 51 and 78 which are within the sage grouse winter 
range. 

b. Modification - Eliminate portions of projects No., 51 and 78 which 
are within sage grouse winter areas. 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with proposed 
spray and seed treatments No. 22, 27, 28, 40, 51, 52, 60, 72, 73 and 
78. These projects fall within the saqe grouse nesting, brood 
rearing areas. 

b. Modification - Strip treat these projects in coordination with 
wildlife biologist. 

WL-2.13 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with proposed 
spray and seed projects No. 22 and 28 in that the saqe brush 
component of the recommendation would be removed. The grass 
componenet would be increased. 

' 



IMPACT AtJALYS IS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.3 (cont.) 

WL-4.2 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Proposed spray and seed projects No. 1 and 22 
conflict with this recooimendation. Would need to be cqrried out 
during the time period of no action. 

b. Modification - Drop that portion of project No. 27 which is within 
1/2 mile of active hawk nest. Burn and seed portion of project 
No. 1 leaving brush island. 

WL-4.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - The recommendation to leave brush islands in 
all treatments conflicts with all spray and seed recooimendations. 

b. Modification - Leave islands of brush in all projects. 

XI. Watershed 

WS-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This reocmmendation calls for prohibiting 
mechanical range treatments on severe erosion susceptible soils. 
The proposed seeding of this recommendation No. 22, 27, 28, 29, 36, 
40, 51, 60,73 and 78 include areas of severe erosion susceptibility. 

b. Modification - Drop projects No. 22, 27, 28, and 29 as the bulk of 
these projects are located on susceptible soils. 

Spray and seed around the susceptible soils in projects No. 40, 
51, 60, 73 and 78. This follows wildlife leave area modifications. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

ement 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overl~y Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-2 .4 Step 3 

Recommendation: Rationale: 

RM-2.4 Burn and seed 14,922 acres of nat­
ive rangeland to increase production of 
livestock forage and improve grazing 
condition on the areas described below: 

# Name 

4001 Buhl Group-Berger* mrdvfi 
4012 Lant1ng-Berger~ 
4013 Martens-Berger* 
4015 Parrot-Berger p 
4016 PVGA-Berger* j,o 
4018 Smith-Berger 
4031 Western Stockgrowers 
4034 Point Ranch 
4035 Whiskey Creek 
4044 South Mule Creek 
4049 Peters 
4066 Barton-Schutte 
4074 Amsterdam-Kunkel 
4098 Sc hnel 1-Sa lmon 
4108 Lost Creek-U2* 
4109 Salmon Tract-U2 
4114 Squaw Joe 
4120 Gravel Pit-Salmon 
4121 Section 22 
4119 Ridge 
4122 Highway Unit 
4125 ISO Tract Kunkel 

Support: 

Resource Area Staff: (Layout) 
Fire Crew: (Burning) 
Administration: (Contracting) 
Operations: (Seeding) 

Acres 

402 
110 
124 

76 
345 

38 
155 

2163 
3599 
295 
413 

47 
567 

3237 
79 

280 
1140 
700 
160 
269 
113 

70 

Archeologist: (Cultural Clearance) 

*Allotments with forage deficiencies 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstmctions on reverse) 

AUM's 

141 
50 
54 
30 

158 
21 
63 

876 
1544 
153 
155 

22 
206 

1508 
20 
84 

313 
97 
43 

139 
43 
27 

The treatments included in this recom­
mendation will help to offset existing 
forage deficiencies and will help to 
meet the increases in demand for AUM's 
predicted for the next 20 years. 

Removal of sagebrush will reduce the 
brush competition of the vegetation 
and release moisture, space and light. 
Seedi.ng will provide the desirable for­
age species not present in the exist­
ing composition. 

The expected increases in capacity 
were determined by comparing the ex­
isting production of the proposed 
treatment areas with the production 
of similar seeded sites in excellent 
conditi.on. 

Burning was selected because of ex­
pected fuel availability to carry 
fire and cost involved. Should the 
~xpected fuel not materialize, spray­
ing would work on the areas listed. 

Burning is less controversial than 
spraying. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Name (t<IFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Range Management 
Overla y Refere nc e 

Step 1 RM- 2 • 4 Step 3 

The analysis is the same as for RM-2.3. Treatment for reducing sagebrush 
should not be limited to burning as chaining and railing may be effective and 
acceptable alternatives if burning is unsucessful. 

Priorities for implementation by allotment need and capabilty are: 

1. 4108 Lost Creek-U2 
4016 PVGA Berger 
The level of forage production in these allotments is below that 
needed to satisfy the grazing preference demand. Allotment 4120 is 
proposed for implementation of a rest-rotation grazing sytem (RM-1.2). 
Allotment 4016 is presently a rest-rotation grazing management system 
and recommended for continuation (RM-1.3). There are many small is­
lands of untreated habitat in the area of the two sites in this propo­
sal. Treatment of these two sites (340 acres) would help increase 
production of the allotment to the preference. 

4049 Peters 
4066 Barton-Schutte 
4114 Squa\~ Joe 
4120 Gravel Pit-Salmon -
These proposed treatments are in allotments proposed for implementa­
tion of grazing management systems. The projects would be coordinated 
with management RM-1.1 and 1.2 and with installation of facilties 
RM-1. 7. 

2. 4098 Schnell Salmon -
4119 Ridge 
These are existing AMPs and the pojects would further the 
accomplishment of the objectives of the plans to further meet multiple 
use management of the resources in these allotments. 

3. 4034 Point Ranch 
4035 Whiskey Creek -
These allotments are recommended for implementa- tion of grazing 
management systems RM-1.1. They are currently in good condition and 
additional forage production is recommended because the sites have the 
potential and can be implemented without conflict with the other 
resource values in the area by following the modifications outlined in 
the Impact Analysis. The modifications are to provide for important 
wildlife needs 

Note: Attach additi onal s h eets, if needed 

(/n s tmctions on reve rse) F orm 1600-21 (April 1 975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Na me (M F P) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Range Mana gement 
Overlay R efere nc e 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL Y SIS-OECISION Ste p 1 RM-2. 4 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Drop 4109 Salmon Tract-U2 
4121 Section 22 
4122 Highway Unit 
4125 Isolated Tracts-Kunkel -
These allotments are not in grazing management systems or proposed for 
grazing management systems. If a grazing management system were 
developed that provided for the physio- logical needs of the desirable 
vegetative species they would be moved up to priority 3. 

4074 Amsterdam-Kumkel 
An alysis of the cost of t he proj ects required to implement the system 
propos ed in RM- 1.1 showed that it was excessive since the allotment is 
currentl y produc in g at a l evel exceeding the grazing preference. The 
pro posed sys t em was dropped and recommended for continued seasonal use 
management. 

4001 Buhl Group-Berger -
4012 Lanting-Berger 
4013 Martens Berger 
4014 Noh-Berger 
4015 Parrot-Berger 
4018 Smith-Berger 
These allotments are crested wheatgrass seedings and the recommended 
treatments are on islands of brush that were too shallow and rocky for 
plowing treatment in the intial projects. These areas should be left 
in sagebrush cover to help keep a desirable vegetation complex and 
avoid developing a biological desert. Leaving these island will help 
meet Wildlife and Visual Resource needs in the Berger treatment area. 

4031 Western Stockgrowers -
4034 Point Ranch 
4044 South Mule Creek 
Projects numbered 20, 80 and 82 on Range URA 4 overlay 1.2 treatments 
are dropped as shown in the RM-2.4 Impact Analysis. Project 20 is a 
severe erosion-susceptable soil, project 80 is severe erosion-suscep­
tible soil and sagegrouse winter range, project 82 is sagegrouse 
winter range and Visual Resoure Management Class III. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify RM-2.4 
Treat the areas in the following 

priority and drop the ones in the Drop 

Note : A ttach additional s heets, if neede d 

011stmct ions on r e v ers e) 

Reasons: 

These proposals add to the total 
management of these allotments. The 
acres shown are estimates and are 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Ran~e Manaqement 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-2. 4step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

category. Refer to the Multiple Use 
Analysis for rationale. All accepted 
treatments will be modified as shown 
in the Impact Analysis for RM-2.4. 

No. Name 
Priority #1 
4016 PVGA-Berger cr~~;,,,:· . ) 

4049 Peters " 
4066 Barton-Schutte 
4108 Lost Creek-U2 
4114 Squaw Joe 
4120 Gravel Pit-Salmon 

Priority #2 
4098 Schnell-Salmon 
4119 Ridge 

Priority #3 
4035 Whiskey Creek 

Drop 
4001 Buhl Group-Berger 
4012 Lanting-Ber~er 
4013 Martens-Berger 
4014 Noh-Berger 
4015 Parrot-Berger 
4018 Smith-Berger 

Acres 

340 
207 

47 
80 

570 
500 

1,618 
202 

1,800 

4031 Western Stockgrowers 
4034 Point Ranch 
4044 South Mule Creek 
4074 Ansterdam Kunkel 
4109 Salmon Tract-U2 
4121 Section 22 
4122 Highway Unit 
4125 Isolated Tract-Kunkel 

Supports Needs: 

Increase 
AUM 1 s 

113 
78 
22 
20 

157 
84 

754 
104 

772 

Complete the EIS and benefit cost 
analysis. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stru c tions on reverse) 

Reasons (cont.): 

reduced from the proposal to improve 
other resoruce values in the 
allotments, especially wildlife 
habitat and visual resource needs. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject RM-2. 4. 
2. Accept RM-2.4. 
3. Different amounts of the recommen­

dation. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Ranqe Management 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-2. 4 Step 3 

Supports Needs (cont.): 

R. A. Staff 
AMP development, project planning, 
layout, design. 

Operations 
Treatment, cost-data, survey, 
design, contracting. 

Administration 
Contracting and procurement. 

Archaeology 
Cultural examinations. 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple use recommendation 
to use any best method or combination 
of treatment methods that will meet 
the stated management objectives. 

Note : Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/11stmctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

These proposed projects will be 
coordinated with identified wildlife 
and watershed values to assure that 
all the identified values are provided 
for or improved. The acreages are 
estimates derived through the conflict 
analysis to mitigate adverse impacts 
on all identified resource values in 
each of the treatment sites. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1 975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.4 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Cultural 

CRM-1.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Seedinq could disturb 14 known cultural sites 
within the boundaries of projects No. 15, 17, 33, 38, 80 and 82. 
Undiscovered sites within any project boundaries described in this 
recommendation could also be disturbed. 

b. Modification - Obtain cultural clearance prior to starting project 
work. 

III. Lands 

IV. 

L-2.5 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Allowing the WPRS to acquire these areas for 
farming conflicts with projects No. 14, 15, 17 and 32. Should the 
Salmon Falls Irrigation project be implemented, these areas would be 
converted to farming. The extent of the conflict depends entirely 
on the time frame involved. 

b. Modification - If it can be shown that the Salmon Falls project will 
be implemented in less than 10 years, eliminate projects 14, 15, 17 
and 32. If it cannot be shown that the project will take place in 
10 years or less, proceed with the proposals. 

Natural History 

NH-1.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Project No. 38 extends into the 500 ft. bound­
ary of the proposed natural area. 

b. Modification - Modify project No. 38 so as not to infringe on pro­
posed natural area boundary. 

V. VRM 

VRM-1.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Proposal No. 38 includes burning and seeding 
with the VRM Class I acre along Salmon Falls Creek. 

( 

/ 



VI. 

VII. 

VI I I. 

IX. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.4 (cont.) 

b. Modification - Do not extend treatment area into the VRM Class I 
designated area. 

VRM-1.3 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Project No. 20 is entirely within proposed VRM 
Cl ass III area. A small portion of No. 80 and most of No. 82 are in 
the small designation. 

b. Modification - No. 20 is a small area (approximately 200 acres), no 
modification is necessary. Drop No. 82 and as it is almost entirely 
in the Class III area and is in a sage grouse winter area as out­
lined in WL-2.9. Drop No. 80 on the basis of WL-2.9. 

VRM-1.6 Competitive 

Fire 

a. Nature of Conflict - Project No. 14 is located on a parcel which has 
been recommended to remain in its natural state. This conflicts 
with No. 14. 

b. Modification - Treat only those portions of this tract currently 
dominated by cheatgrass. Leave brush islands as they now exist. 
This also follows WL-2.4. 

No Conflict 

Wilderness - Conflict resolved under NH-1.1 above. 

Recreation 

R-1.3(a) Conflict resolved in NH-1.1 above. 

Minerals 

M-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Exploration for and developme;nt of oil and 
gas could result in damage to proposed burn and seed projects. 

b. Modification - Require oil and gas explorers and/or developers to 
rehabilitate any disturbances as soon as they have completed their 
activities. 

I. 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.4 (cont.) 

M-4.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Approximately 200 acres of projects No. 33 and 
47 are wi t hin the boundary of M-4.4. These seedings could be 
destroyed by excavation. 

b. Modification - Require rehabilitation of all sites after materials 
have been removed. 

X. Wildlife 

WL-1.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Brush removal on antelope ranqe. Projects No. 
38, 50 and 82 are included in this ranqe. 

b. Modification - Modify proposed treatments to provide maximum edge 
effect by treatinq 50 percent of original areas in irreqular 
patterns. Include lequmes in seed mixture. 

WL-2.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Proposed burn and seed projects No. 14, 15, 17, 
30, 31, 32, 33, 43, 47 and 48 have portions within its 1/4 mile 
buffer alonq private land. 

b. Modification - Leave brush islands and include seed mixture 
beneficial to upland game birds. 

WL1-2.8 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with project No. 
20 in that draws would be burned and seeded under these projects. 

b. Modification - Do not burn and seed draws included in project 
areas. 

X. Wildlife 

WL-2.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with proposed 
treatments No. 80 and 82. Both fall within saqe grouse winter 
ranqe. 

... 

I 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2. 4 ( cont. ) 

~ 
b. Modification - Eliminate project No. ffl and modify project No. 80 to 

provide maximum edge by treating only 50 percent of project area. 

a. Nature of Conflict - The recommendation conflicts with proposed burn 
and seed treatments No. 20, 30, 33 and 80. These projects fall 
within the sage grouse nesting and brood rearinq areas. 

b. Modification - Strip treat these projects in coordination with wild­
life biologist. 

WL-2.13 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with proposed 
burn and seed project No. 20 in that the sagebrush component would 
be removed. The qrass component would be increased. 

b. Modification - Treat area in strips to allow for maximum edge. 

WL-4.3 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Recommendation No. 38 conflicts with 1/2 mile 
buffer strip along canyon. 

b. Modification Drop area within 1/2 mile of canyon rim from project. 

WL-4.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - The recommendation to leave brush islands in 
all treatments conflicts with all burn and seed proposals. 

b. Modification - Leave islands of brush in all burn and seed projects. 

XI. Watershed 

WS-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation calls for prohibiting 
mechanical range treatments on severe erosion susc~ptible soils. 
The proposed seedings of this recommendation No. 20, 31, 33, 38, 43, 
48, 50 and 80 include areas of severe erosion susceptibility. 

b. Modification - Drop projects No. 20 and 80. Burn and seed around 
the susceptible soil in projects No. 3-l", 34', 38, 43, 48 and 50. 

?,/ _-3" 

.... 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTr.1ENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name; 11/'l'J 

Twin Falls 
Ac.tivity 

Range Ma nagement 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-2, 5 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

RM-2.5 Plow and seed 
rangeland to increase 
zing condition on the 
low: 

# Name 

4034 Point Ranch 
4124 Highway-Kunkel 

Support: 

638 acres of native 
production and gra­
areas described be-

Acres 

362 
276 

AUM 1 s 

185 
107 

Resource Area Staff: (Layout) 
Archeologist: (Cultural Clearance) 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if neeclccl 

• I, ..... : I ,, I,."' , ,,, TC', ( 'T\"t.) 

Rationale: 

The treatments included in this recom­
mendation will improve the grazing 
condition of the areas included. These 
areas currently dominated by big sage­
brush, cheatgrass, and Sandberg 1 s blue­
grass. Implementation of grazing sys­
tems will not improve the condition of 
these areas.I Land treatments will 
provide for productive perennial forage 
species. The permittees involved have 
expressed a desire to treat the areas 
with plowing and seeding. 

The expected increases in capacity were 
determined by comparing the existing 
production of the proposed treatment 
areas with production of similar seed­
ed sites in excellent condition. 

1. Hironaka, M. and Fosberg, M.A., 1979. 
Non Forest Habitat Types of Southern 
Idah o Interi or Report. V of I Forest, 
Wi ldlife Range Experiment Station. 

==~= -- -·-- -- . - . ·-



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MF P ) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Ran ge Mana qement 
Overlay Refe re nc e 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-2. 5 Step 3 

Multiple ·use Analysis 

The analysis for this recommendation is the same as shown in RM-2.3 which says 
that the sites have potential to produce and can be planned and developed in a 
manner that does not conflict with other resource uses. If these proposals 
have a positive benefit-cost ratio and funding is made available they would 
benefit the human environment. The benefit is not significant by itself, but 
if enough insignificant benefits are added together they do contribute to the 
whole. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify RM-2.5 
Implement the recommendations with 
the modifications shown in the 
Impact Analysis for RM-2.5. 

4034 
4124 

Point Ranch 
Highway-Kunkel 

Support Needs : 

181 acres 
235 acres 

Complete the EIS and benefit-cost 
analysis. 

R. A. Staff 
Planning, design, layout. 

Operations 
Cost-data, design, layout, treat­
ment, contracting. 

Administration 
Contracting, procurement. 

Archaeologist 
Cultural examination. 

Note : Attac h additi onal s heets , i f need e d 

(/11 s tmcti ons on reve rse) 

Reasons: 

The sites have the potential to pro­
duce and can be developed to benefit 
wildlife at the same time. About 75 
percent of the area can be treated in 
a broken irregular pattern to create 
"edge. 11 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject RM-2.5. 
2. Accept RM-2.5 
3. Additional acres. 
4. Other treatment methods. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1 975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Fal 1 s 

ement 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step RM-2. 5 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use recommenda­
tion. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons/ructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

The proposal will meet identified 
resource objectives. The acreage 
stated in an estimate derived through 
the resource conflict analysis. 
Resource coordination will be part of 
the project design to meet all 
i dent ifi ed objectives. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.5 

I. Forestry 

I I. Cultural 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

III. Lands 

L-3.2 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation conflicts with proposed 
No. 45. Should the land involved be turned over for farming within 
10 years, the full benefits of the proposed treatment will not be 
obtained. 

b. Modification - If it can be shown that this recommendation will be 
carried out in 10 years or less, then drop project .No. 45. If it 
cannot be shown that the proposal will be carried out in this time 
frame, proceed with project No. 45. 

IV. Natura 1 Hi story No Conflict 

V. VRM 

VRM-1.3 Competitive 

VI. Fire 

a. Nature of Conflict - Project No. 81 is located within a VRM Class 
III area. The proposal project is proposed as a single unit 
treatment. 

b. Modification - Break up the treatment area leaving islands of brush. 
Leave portion of section 22, T. 16 S., R. 15 E. identified as highly 
susceptible to erosion untreated. This follows WS-2.1. Wildlife 
WL-2.9 would also be mitigated in that sagebrush would be left for 
wintering sage grouse. 

VII. Wilderness 

VIII. Recreation 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

.; 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.5 (cont.) 

IX. Minerals 

M-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Exploration for and development of oil and qas 
could result in damage to proposed plow and seed project~. 

b. Modification - Require oil and qas explorers and/or developers to 
rehabilitate any disturbances as soon as they have completed their 
activities. 

M-4.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Approximately 120 acres of proposed project 
No. 45 is within the boundary of M-4.4. These seedinqs could be 
destroyed by excavation. 

b. Modification - Require rehabilitation of site after materials have 
been removed. 

X. Wildlife 

WL-2.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Proposed plow and seed project No. 45 lies 
within the 1/4 mile buffer with farm land. 

b. Modification - Seed a mixture beneficial to upland qame birds. 

WL-2.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict -Proposed project No. 81 is located within the 
saqe grouse winter area. 

b. Modification - Treat no more than 50 percent of area and seed with a 
mixture beneficial to wildlife. 

XI. Watershed 

WS-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Both projects No. 45 and 81 include hiqhly 
susceptible soils. 

b. Modification - Plow and seed around the highly erosion susceptible 
soils. Incorporate these areas as wildlife leave areas. 

.; 



Recommendation: 

RM-2.6 Seed 600 acres of cheatgrass range 
located in 4031 Western Stockgrowers. 

Support: 

Resource Area Staff: (Layout) 
Operations: (Seeding) 
Archeologist: (Cultural Clearance) 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I I,. ' ., ':, I , '"" "'' fl. r I' r ,·,. I 

Rationale: 

The proposed treatment will improve 
the grazing condition of 600 acres 
burned in the Cottonwood fire of 
1973. The area was scheduled for 
rehabilitation after the fire, but 
was never reseeded. In addition to 
improving grazing condition, the fire 
hazard inherent in pure stands of 
cheatgrass will be reduced by replace­
ment with less volatile perennial 
species. 

The expected increase in capacity was 
determined by comparing the existing 
production of the proposed treatment 
area with production of similar seed­
ed sites in excellent condition. 

=-- - -- - -=- ~- - ~ --



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Range Management 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-2. 6 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The area burned in 1973 was scheduled for rehabilitation, but the Bureau ran 
out of seed. The site has potential to produce additional livestock and wild­
life foraqe. Perennial vegetation would add to the stability of the soils 
from year to year. The increased forage would support facilitation of the 
proposed grazing system in the Western Stockgrowers Allotment and help reduce 
the grazing on McMullen Creek wetland/riparian habitat. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Reject RM-2.6 
Drop the proposal and leave the area 
as is unless future analysis shows 
that more forage is needed to help 
keep stock out of McMullen Creek or 
the watershed and wildlife resource 
values are needed. 

Support Needs: 

Complete the EIS and benefit-cost 
analysis. 

R. A. Staff 
Project planning, layout, design. 

Operations 
Survey, design, treatment. 

Administration 
Procurement. 

Archaeologist 
Cultural examinations. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s tmctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Analysis of the costs of projects 
needed to implement the proposed 
system are too costly for the benefits 
that would be gained. Resource 
objectives should be achieved by 
continuing good management practices 
as described in RM-1.1 modification. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept RM-2.6. 
2. Reduced acreage. 
3. Add tillage. 
4. Add acreage. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MF P ) 

Twin Falls 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step RM-2. 6 Step 3 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple use recommenda­
tion. Evaluate the site to determine 
if the watershed problem would be 
improved by seeding perennial species 
on the unstable soils. Seed perennial 
species that will stabilize or 
increase the stability of these soils. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstru c tions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Soils are the most important resource 
we manage and should be protected 
whenever there is an opportunity. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

II I. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VI I. 

VII I. 

IX. 

X. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.6 

Forestry No Conflict 

Cultural No Conflict 

Lands No Conflict 

Natura 1 Hi story No Conflict 

VRM No Conflict 

Fire No Conflict 

Wilderness No Conflict 

Recreation No Conflict 

Minerals 

M-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Exploration for and development of oil and qas 
could result in damage to the proposed seeding projects. 

b. Modification - Require oil and qas explorers and/or developers to 
rehabilitate any disturbances as soon as they have completed their 
activities. 

Wildlife No Conflict 

XI. Watershed 

WS-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Most of project No. 25 is located on severely 
susceptible soils. 

b. Modification - Seeding perennial species into the existinq cheat­
grass will not remove appreciable amount of cover. Proceed with 
project as outlined. 

' 

I,, 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

ement 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 '(().Z ,1 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

RM-2.7 Initiate limited fire suppression 
on 49,769 acres included in recommendations 
RM-2.1 and RM-2.4, with limited suppression 
defined as "taking wh~tever precautions the, 
tiai~e tcebriviaA a@ fire boss deems necessar 
to contain the fire within the boundaries o 
the proposed project." 

Support: 

Fire Organization 

Rationale: 

The areas included in this recommendation 
have been recommended for treatment by 
controlled burning. By allowing wildfire 
to accomplish the treatment, money will 
be saved. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation is made to include the existinq seedings. It will be on 
the areas maintained as seedinqs and the areas that are proposed for 
conversion to·,seedinqs, RM-2.3, RM-2.4 and RM-2.5. These recommendations 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

2.,1 
ft.(€ 

(/nslructions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) s"p .. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Overlay Refere,;ce 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-2, ]Step 3 

have been modified to contain areas that are not to be converted from sage­
brush cover. In the existing seedings (RM-2.1) it is planned to keep the 
areas of sagebrush that were omitted from treatment in the original project. 
In the proposed burn and seed projects (RM-2.4 as modified) it is proposed to 
leave areas untreated by omitting strategic areas and by strip spraying. The 
Multiple Use Recommendations for RM-2.3, RM-2.4 and RM-2.5 have dropped some 
projects and been modified to eliminate wildlife and visual conflicts. 

The limited suppression areas should include the existing seedings and the 
areas proposed for vegetation conversion. In the various wildlife areas, fire 
control measures will be taken to protect the important wildlife values that 
have been identified such as deer winter range, sagegrouse winter habitat, 
pheasant escape and winter habitat, sagegrouse nesting habitat, stream bank 
woody habitat, antelope winter range, and mule deer fawn rearing habitat. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify RM-2. 7 
Practice limited fire suppression on 
the existing seedings and proposed 
seedings with modificatiins as shown 
in RM-2.3, RM-2.4 and RM-2.5 Multi­
ple Use Recommendations that provide 
for normal fire suppression on sage 
grouse ranges, antelope and mule 
deer winter ranges, mule deer 
critical summer range and isolated 
tracts. 

Support Needs: 

Complete the EIS and benefit-cost 
analysis. 

R. A. Staff 
Fire Management Activity Plan. 

Operations 
Fire Management Activity Plan. 

Administration 
Procurement of seed for rehabilita­
tion projects. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstmclions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Some of the existing seedings need 
maintenance and others will on a 
recurring sequence. New projects will 
need periodic maintenance to maintain 
the resource management objectives. 
If wildfires start on these areas and 
can be managed to achieve these objec­
tives the cost of the projects should 
be reduced significantly. Analyisis 
of existing seedings that have had 
wildfires shows that fire is an 
effective seeding maintenance tool. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Total suppression. 
2. Total area in limited suppression. 
3. Do not consider wildlife habitat. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Fall s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step RM- , Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use reconmenda­
tion. 

This decision is also included in Fire 
F-1.4. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(instructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Limited fire suppresssion (Modified 
Suppression Plan) provides an oppor­
tunity to save dollars and to maintain 
and improve resource conditions at 
minimal expense. Fire management will 
be practiced on the areas identified 
in this decision on a fire-by-fire 
basis. Emphasis will be given to 
adequately protect identifed wildlife 
habitat values on sage grouse ranges, 
antelope and mule deer winter ranges, 
mule deer crtitical summer range, and 
isolated tracts. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.7 

I. Forestry - No Conflict 

I I. Cultural - No Conflict 

I II. Lands No Conflict 

IV. Natural Hi story - No Conflict 

V. VRM - No Conflict 

VI. Fire - RM-2.7 supported by F-1. 2. 

VI I. Wilderness - No Conflict 

VI I I. Recreation - No Conflict 

IX. Minerals - No Conflict 

X. Wildlife - No Conflict 

XI. Watershed No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: 

RM-2.8 Treat exist i ng seedings not 
included in recommendation RM-2.1 and 
any future seedings as the percent 
composition of sagebrush exceeds 20%. 

Support: 

Resource Area Staff: (Monitoring, Layout) 
Fire Crew: (Burning) 
Archeologist: (Cultural Clearance) 

Note: Atta ch additional sheets, if n ·~eded 

Un.•,:tructiun,; (Jtl rc>uerse) 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

ange Management 
Overlay Reference. 

Step 1 RM- 2 .8 Step 3 

Rationale: 

This recommendation provides for 
future successional changes which 
will decrease the forage production 
as sagebrush increases. 

Implementation of this recommendation 
will protect the existing and future 
public and private investments in 
land treatment involved. 

Using the 20% sagebrush composition 
as the treatment criteria will en­
sure that sufficient perennial for­
age species are present to provide 
for natural reseedings. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (t,,lFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Range Mana9ement 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-2. 8step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Experience in seeding management in the Twin Falls Planning Unit is showing 
that periodic maintenance will be needed to keep the sagebrush from reestab­
lishing in most treatment areas. Studies in the Berger area show that 
sagebrush comes back into the areas no matter what the grazing treatment is. 
Sagebrush often comes back in areas totally excluded from grazing more rapidly 
than in many of the grazed areas. The method of treatment appears to 
influence how lonq it takes for sagebrush to come back. The plowed areas take 
longest to convert back to brush and the sprayed areas seem to convert back 
the quickest. The areas that were treated and a few _years later were burned 
maintain the grass type the longest. Ranqe studies and observatf'ns are 
showing that the climatic conditions during the 1970 1 s have been condusive to 
sagebrush establishment at the cost of the grass species. There have been two 
years of extreme drought, 1977 and 1979. Grazing use was reduced in these 
years but percent utilization was high, and in 1977 areas of crested wheat­
grass actually died and had to be reseeded. In 1980 areas were observed with 
thick stands of sagebrush that is about 7 to 10 inches in height and thick 
stands about 1 to 4 inches in height. These invasions often occur in areas 
that have sparse scatterings of mature sagebrush plants. 

It has been determined that if forage production is to continue at a level 
that will satisfy the dependency shown by the grazing preference, periodic 
maintenance will be needed to keep the sagebrush from reestablishing and 
replacing the crested wheatgrass. There are studies (ARS) in the area that 
show the relationship of diminishing pounds of grass production as sagebrush 
cover increases. Decisions were made in the past to convert suitable sites to 
a vegetative complex consisting predominantly of crested wheatgrass. In the 
Berger area most of the treatment cost was funded under an agricultural 
program to reduce the beet-leaf hopper insect that was a menace to some 
agricultural crops. The subsequent forage production has been formally 
adjudicated as grazing preference and allocated to livestock grazing on a 
sustained yield basis managed according to the principles of range management 
and directed through the initiation and adminsitration of allotment management 
plans. Through this process the affected ranching operations have developed a 
dependendcy on this forage production as demonstrated by the currently 
recognized grazing preference. As intensive seeding management areas need 
maintenance to meet resource management objectives, an interdisciplina~y team 
approach should be used to ensure that all resource needs continue to be 
satisfied in the best way. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify RM-2. 8 
Treat existing seedings as needed to 

keep sagebrush reduced so that the 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s tmctions on reve rse) 

Reasons: 

The multiple resource objectives need 
to be maintained and experience has 
shown that sagebrush conversion to 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMEIH FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

eme nt 
Ove rlay Refere nc e 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-2. 8Step 3 

Multi ple Use Analysis 

seedings will retain their productivi­
ty. The value stated that the sage­
brush composition be reduced when it 
exceeds 20 percent is a key evaluation 
factor. 

Support Needs: 

R. A. Staff 
Evaluations, monitoring, planninq, 
layout, design. 

Operations 
Project design, l~yout, cost 
analysis, treatment. 

Fire Management 
Burning 

Archaeologist 
Cultural examinations. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use recommenda­
tion. 

Note: Attach additional shee ts, if neede d 

(/11s/ruclio ns on rev erse) 

crested wheatgrass is temporary. 
Some areas grow back in a few years 
and some take many years, depending on 
initial treatment, soil, and climate. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject RM-2.8 and let brush come 
back. 

2. Design treatment time frame in 
advance, such as every 15 years. 

3. Devel op other criteria to 
determine when to treat. 

Rationale: 

The 20 percent composition by sage­
brush is a rule-of-thumb value and may 
be different on a site-by-site basis. 
Maintenance will be done when the 
management objectives are in jeopardy 
and conditions are proper to 
facilitate treatment, such as adequate 
fuel source for maintenance burning. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Forestry 

I I. Cultural 

I I I. Lands 

IV. Natural Hi story 

V. VRM 

VI. Fire 

VI I. Wilderness 

VII I. Recreation 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict at this time. 
Each project to be looked 

No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

No Conflict 

at individually. 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 2.8 

IX. Minerals 

M-2.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Exploration for and development of oil and gas 
could result in damaqe to existinq seedings through excavation. 

b. Modification - Require oil and gas explorers and/or developers to 
rehabilitate a~y disturbance as soon as they have completed their 
activities. 

X. Wildlife 

XI. Watershed 

Possibly conflicts from treatment of vast acreaqes. Coordinate each 
project individually with biologist. 

Possible conflicts with seedinq maintenance on susceptible soils. 
Make all seeding maintenance on susceptible soils s~ray projects • 

.; 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Fa lls 
Activity 

Ran e Management 
Objective Number 

RM-3 

Allocate, over the next 5 years, livestock forage to livestock operators 
currently using 7S allotments in the Twin Falls Planning Unit within the limits 
necessary to maintain the vegetative and soil resources. 

Rationale: 

Title 43 Code of Federal Regulations, Subpart 4110.2-2(a) states that 
"Grazing preference shall be allocated to qualified applicants following 
the allocation of the vegetation resources among livestock grazing, wild 
free-roaming horses and burros, wildlife and other uses in the land use 
plans". 

Section 2 of the Taylor Grazing Act provides in part that the Secretary of 
the Interior shall regulate occupancy and use within grazing districts to 
preserve the land and its resources from destruction or unnecessary injury, 
to provide for orderly use, improvement and development of the range. 

This objective is designed to correct present range management problems, 
brought out in URA Step 3, caused by use of th~ vegetative resource at a 
level which does not provide for meeting phenological needs. 

This objective reflects the livestock use identified in URA Step 4. 

Heady1 described the consequences of over utilization as, "the individual 
plant responds with fewer and smaller leaves, stems, seed stalks, and roots. 
Energy capture and flow are interrupted , as also is the accumulation of 
carbohydrates. Destruction of vegetation, where plants die and their re­
placement falters, continues". 

Once the forage resource is lost, it may well prove uneconomical to ever 
restore the production to normal levels. By maintaining the resource at 
present levels, no further degradation will occur. 

The desirable livestock forage species include bunchgrass and other herbaceous 
species. The undesirable species include shrubs and forbs. The objective 
is to at least retain the present production of these herbaceous species. 

lHeady, H.F. 1975. Range Management, New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
Inc. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (\II:/> ) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

1-----'-""~""--'-~!..!,!._:,Jement 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Ove rlay Reference 

=======R=E=C=O=M=M=E=N=D=A=T=l=O=N=- =A=N=A=L=Y=S=IS=- =D=E=C=IS=IO= N=======~S=te~p=l =R=M=-=3=·=1=s=te=p=3====: 1, / 
Recommendation: 

RM-3.1 

Allocate forage on 75 allotments in the 
Twin Falls Planning Unit as follows: 

(See attached 11 Forage Allocation 11 table). 

Support: 

District Manager: (Decisions) 
Resource Area Staff: ( Consultati ans 
and Monitoring) 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Uns/111 r /ion . ..,- on r c ,,crse) 

Rationale: 

The allocations listed are made in accor­
dance with 43 CFR 4110.2-2(a). These 
allocations will allow for use of avail­
able forage by livestock within the 
limits necessary to maintain the vege­
tative resource. 

The livestock forage allocations were 
derived from the SVIM inventory, actual 
use, utilization and trend data. The 
22 allotments included in the Berger 
Resource Conservation Area were not in­
cluded in the SVIN inventory. Allocation 
is based on actual use and utlization 
corrected for proper use from 1975-1980. 
The same is true for the Baker-Deep 
Creek a 11 otment. 

Forage allocations for 4049 Peters, 4055 
Flub Butte, 4057 Fuller and 4079 Lilly 
Gra,de were based on two years of actual 
use utiliza,tion due to large discrepan­
cies between SVIM inventory figures and 
actual use-utilization studies. 

The forage allocation for 4054 Salmon 
Tract Isolated wa,s increased from 4 AUM 1 s 
as determined from the SVIM inventory to 
10 AUM 1 s . This increase was based on in­
clusion of approximately 3 acres of 
riparian area not included in the SVIM 
inventory mapping. 

Allotment 4021 Whiskey Creek Buffer is 
a buffer pasture which is used in emer­
gencies. No privileges will be allocat­
ed in this allotment. 

The forage allocation for 4031 Western 
Stockgrowers is based on suitable AUMs. 
An additional 893 AUMs are potentially 
suitable due to lack of water. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name ( .\1/:J>J 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Ran 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 RM-3 .1 St e p 3 

Rationale (con 1 t.) 

levels, livestock will be moved to the 
next pasture if the allotment is cross 
fenced or off the allotment. If the 
maximum allowable utilization levels 
are not reached by the end of the reg­
ular licensed period, permittees would 
be authorized additional use at their 
request. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The currently recognized production levels of the grazing allotments and 
isolated tracts were deteremined from several inventory and study methods. 
The Soil Vegetation Inventory Method (SVIM) was used on most native range 
allotments. Actual use, utilization, and condition and trend studies were 
used on seedinqs and AMP allotments. SVIM and range studies were used to­
qether on some of the native ranqe allotments that have AMPs. A few allot­
ments were rated according to the 2 to 6 years• actual use and utilization. 

Past history and experience shows that there is a lot of rlifference in forage 
production from year to year dependinq on rainfall and temperature. In the 
Berqer seedings production has varied by about 200 percent in consecutive 
years and up to 1,400 percent in a ten-year period. 

In the 22 allotments in the Berger RCA the grazing preference is slightly 
higher than the last 6 years• average actual use adjusted to proper use. All 
the allotments have produced at or near the preference in at least one of the 
last 6 years. All the allotments are administered under AMPs and have enough 
flexibility built into them to adjust stocking to annual production. Manage­
ment is based on percent utilization in each pasture every year. Based on 
these factors the forage allocation would not be changed from the currently 
recognized grazing preference. Thus, there are no reductions or increases. 

On allotments that actual use and utilization data is available, it is the 
most accurate determination of grazing capacity that is available. On 
allotments that do not have good records the SVIM invento~y is the most 
accurate grazing capacity data available. 

There are 15 allotments that have special situations that need consideration. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11struclions on re11erse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

Name(MP P ) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Range Mana gement 
Overlay Refe re nc e 

Step 1 RM-3.1 Ste p 3 

4031 Western Stockgrowers - There is more forage available than the 
average actual use shows. There are 893 AUMs that are not available 
until additional water facilities are developed. McMullen Creek has 
been shown to have water quality potential that is being adversely 
impacted by livestock. The average actual use value is less than the 
allotment production but will be used for the forage allocation until 
it is detertmined that additonal forage use will not adversely affect 
McMullen Creek. 

4039 Noh-l~hiteRock - The SVIM inventory shows 379 AUMs of production and 
there is 333 AUMs perference. The stock driveway withdrawal within 
the allotment has 66 of the 379 AUMs. Therefore, there is enough 
forage available to adequately satisfy the current preference of 333 
AUMs. 

4042 Horse Creek - Six year actual use and utilization show that the SVIM 
inventory data is the most accurate data and the licensees have taken 
voluntary reductions to the SVIM inventory capactiy of 746 AUMS. 

4049 Peters - The average actual use of 405 AUMs can be adjusted by 
utilization to a capacity of 515 AUMs. The allocation should be held 
to the actual use of 405 AUMs and any excess forage licensed annually 
on a temporary non-renewable basis. 

4050 Coiner - This allotment has more than 50 AUMs available because of 
irriqation water. The existing preference of 50 AUMs should not be 
increased because of the temporary nature of the forage production. 
Production in excess of the 50 AUMs should be licensed as temporary 
non-renewable. 

4054 Salmon Tract-Isolated - The SVIM inventory excluded about 1 1/2 acres 
of subirrigated habitat along an irrigation ditch that easily pro­
duces enough to maintain the current preference of 10 AUMs. 

4055 Hub Butte - Allocate 156 AUMs. 
4057 Fuller - Allocate 300 AUMs. 
4079 Lilly Grade - Allofcate 227 AUMs. 

The grazing capaci~y of the prior three allotments is based on two 
years' actual use adjusted to proper utilization because of large 
discrepancies between SVIM and actual use-utilization data. 

4096 Lemmon Ring - The values for actual use, SVIM and preference are all 
comparable so the current preference will remain unchanged. 

Note : Attach additional s heets , if n eeded 

(/n s tmctions on r eve rse) F orm 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity . 
Range Mana gement 
Overlay Refere nce 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM- 3. 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis (cont.) 

4098 Schnell-Salmon - The actual use and SVIM are about the same. There 
are 429 AUMs of stock driveway and 106 AUMs Rogerson holding pasture 
that are not to be allocated but are used by Schnell according to 
valid agreements made in the past. The agreements make the forage 
available to him that is not needed for stock driveway use by 
trailing stock. 

4119 Ridge - Allocate present preference 999 AUMS. 
Ridge Isolated - Allocate present preference 126 AUMs. 
The preference, actual use, and utilization are nearly equal so there 
is no reason to change the allocation from the currently recognized 
preference. 

4120 Salmon Tract Gravel Pit - The current preference is more than the 
average licensed use and less than the SVIM inventory. Based on 
these differences the current preference will remain unchanged. If 
additional foraqe is avaiable it can be licensed on a temporary 
non-renewable basis. 

4121 Salmon Tract-Section 22 - The preference (40 AUMs) nearly equals the 
average licensed use and SVIM inventory (44 AUMs). The current 
preference will remain unchanged and the 4 AUMs will be a buffer to 
climatic and management extremes. 

4123 East Kunkel - This allotment produces 80 AUMs according to SVIM and 
92 AUMs according to actual use. There are 13 AUMs of preference 
attached to this allotment and the remainder is withdrawn for stock 
driveway. The 1 icense can continue to use all the forage that is not 
needed for trailing livestock. His use in excess of 13 AUMs should 
be on a temporary non-renewable license. 

4135 Tews Isolated - The tracts have been licensed on a temporary non­
renewable license for several years and should be changed to 
preference. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify RM-3.1 
Allocate forage to grazing livestock 

as shown in the table on the following 
page. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

//nst r11cli ons on rev erse ) 

Reasons: 

This allocation satisfies as much 
grazing preference as possible and 
still maintains a small margin that 
allows for climatic extremes and 
management needs. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES Name (MFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Twin Falls 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

ment 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-3. l Step 3 

Active 6 year Allotment % change % change 
Number Name Preference Average Use Production from Priv. Actual Use 

4000 Babcock-Berger 420 336 448 +6 +33 
4001 Buhl Grp-Berger 1904 1290 1753 -8 +36 
4002 Kerr-Berger 1500 1285 1365 -9 +6 
4003 Tews-Berger 5000 4357 4933 -1 +13 
4004 Chadwick-Berger 900 889 1104 +23 +24 
4005 Koch-Berger 660 506 687 +4 +36 
4006 Kaster-Berger 910 670 768 -16 +15 
4007 Kunkel-Berger 825 733 947 +15 +29 
4008 Lassen-Berger 420 324 363 -14 +12 
4009 Lierman-Berger 420 340 545 +30 +61 
4010 M.Lierman-Berger 425 283 425 0 +50 
4011 Lierman-Wegener 1050 908 l 035 -1 +14 
4012 Lanting-Berger 2000 1434 1486 -26 +4 
4013 Martens-Berger 400 357 318 -21 -11 
4014 Noh-Berger 3223 2734 2590 -20 -5 

. i; Parrott-Berger 798 789 790 -1 0 
PVGA-Berger 3520 2750 2847 -19 +4 

'-tul7 Schnitker-Berger 217 153 194 -11 +27 
4018 Smith-Berger 210 144 208 -1 +44 
4019 Wrigley-Berger 915 573 763 -17 +33 
4020 Skeem-Berger 215 164 160 -26 -2 
4021 Whiskey Cr. Buffer 0 289 0 
4023 J.E. Baker Op. Cr. 619 741 801 +29 +8 
4024 J.E. Baker Lost Cr. 296 353 480 +63 +36 
4031 Western Stock Gr. 2181 2600 4537 +67 +40 
4034 Point Ranch 3580 4221 5427 +52 +29 
4035 Whiskey Creek 1976 4209 4481 +127 +6 
4036 Moore Lost Cr. 20 20 30 +50 +50 
4037 North Big Cr. 40 160 282 +605 +76 
4038 Kerr Lost Cr. 627 2379 1683 + 168 -29 
4039 Noh-White Rock 333 253 313 -6 +24 

66 SD 
4040 Noh-Sections 220 291 462 + 110 +59 
4041 Mule Cr.-PVGA 430 1177 1422 +231 +21 
4042 Horse Cr.-PVGA 637 1015 746 +17 -26 
4043 Frahm-PVGA 36 157 143 +297 -9 
4044 S. Mule Cr. 226 257 323 +43 +26 
4046 Griff 592 1280 1404 +137 +10 
4049 Peters 298 405 515* +73 +27 
4050 Coiner 50 50 180 0 0 
/1"1:;l Courtnay 68 l 02 145 + 113 +42 

Hub Butte-WSGA 576 1142 1284 +123 +12 
120 SD 

4054 Salmon Tract Iso. 10 8 10 0 +25 
4055 Hub Butte 180 196 156* -13 -20 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

On s tmctions on re ve rse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES Name (MFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Twin Fall s 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 RM-3. l Step 3 

Active 6 year Allotment % change % change 
Number Name Preference Average Use Production from Priv. Actual Use 

4057 Full er 354 353 300 -15 -15 
4059 Green Private 48 48 118 +146 +146 
4060 Salmon Tract 4 6 5 +25 -17 
4063 Soldier Creek 22 49 34 +55 -31 
4066 Barton-Schutte 121 312 483 +299 +55 
4071 Jones-Goat Spring 66 478 441 +568 -8 
4072 Kinsey-Lost Creek 50 40 40 -20 0 
4073 West Kunkel 151 690 723 +379 +5 
4074 Amsterdam-Kunkel 46 142 175 +280 +23 
4076 Loughmiller 255 610 726 +185 +19 
4077 Salmon Tract Ind. 10 10 14 +40 +40 
4079 Lilly Grade 330 266 227 -31 -15 
4085 Salmon Tract-McCoy 5 5 16 +220 +220 
4092 South Big Creek 65 65 246 +278 +278 
4095 Randal 1 I sol. 30 31 10 -67 -68 

Lemmon-Ring 30 24 29 -3 +21 
Cameron 235 188 160 -32 -15 

4u~8 Schnell-Salmon 1535 4633 4061 +165 -12 
4101 . Magic Common 480 723 890 +85 +23 
4102 Sharp Lost Creek 120 378 319 +166 -16 
4106 Salmon Tract Isol. 50 50 24 -52 -52 
4108 Lost Creek-U2 380 381 335 -12 -12 
4109 Salmon Tract-U2 30 49 72 +140 +47 
4114 Squaw Joe 476 898 577 +21 -36 
4114 Squaw Joe Isol. 204 240 240 +18 0 
4119 Ridge 999 882 1140 +14 +29 
4119 Ridge Isol. 126 126 126 0 0 
4120 Gravel Pit-Salmon 170 153 249 +46 +63 
4121 Sect. 22-Salmon 40 44 44 +10 0 
4122 Highway Unit 11 18 16 +45 -11 
4123 East Kunkel 13 92 80 +515 -13 
4124 Highway-Kunkel 16 86 65 +306 -24 
4125 Kunkel Isol. 30 108 77 +157 -29 
4128 Hot Creek 0 47 94 +100 

Tews Isol. 0 0 194 
Big Creek Isol. 0 0 89 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/ructions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



MFP Step 2 

Range Management 

RM-3.1 
Proposed 

Proposed Livestock Wi ldl 1fe 
Proposed Livestock GrazinQ Use AdJustments(:ll Use (AUMs) 

6 Year Short-Term Additional AUMs From Author- From 6-Year 
Authorized Average lnithl Available From: Long-Term ized Use: Average: 
Livestock Licensed forage New Total AUMs short Long Short Long Long 

A 11 otment AUMs Use A 11 ocat ion Projects Maintenance Available Term Term Term Term [nit i al Term 

Babcock-Berger 420 336 417 79 496 -1 +18 +24 +48 
Buh 1 Group-Berger 1,904 1,290 1,775 80 449 2,304 -7 +21 +38 +79 
Kerr-Berger 1,500 1,285 1,365 485 1,850 -9 +23 +6 +44 
El 1 is/Tews-Berger 5,000 4,357 4,933 1 ,196 6,129 -1 +23 +13 +41 
Chadwick-Berger 900 889 I 104 50 1,154 +23 +28 +24 +30 
Koch -Berger 660 506 687 34 721 +4 +9 +36 +42 
Kaster-Berqer 910 670 768 124 892 -16 -2 +15 +33 
Kunke 1-Berqer R25 733 964 80 1,044 +17 +27 +32 +42 
Lassen-Berqer 420 324 363 25 388 -14 -8 +12 +20 
L ierman-Berqer 420 340 545 545 +30 +30 +60 +60 
M. Liennan-Berqer 425 283 425 425 0 0 +50 +50 

•··Li e rma n/WP.qener-Rerger 1,050 908 1,035 46 1,081 -1 +3 +14 +19 
Lantinq-Berqer 2,000 1,434 1,486 253 I, 739 -26 -13 +4 +21 
"1artens-Rerqer 400 357 318 50 368 -21 -8 -11 +3 
Noh-Berger 3,223 2,734 2,590 210 2,800 -20 -13 -5 +2 
Parrott-Oerqer 798 789 790 252 1,042 -1 +31 0 +32 
PVGA-Berger 3,520 2,750 2,847 113 594 3,554 -19 +I +4 +29 
Schnitker-~erqer 217 153 194 120 314 -11 +45 +27 +105 
Smith-Be rger 210 144 208 208 -1 -1 +44 +44 
4ri q 1 ey-Berqer 945 573 648 341 989 -31 +5 +13 +73 
Skeem-Berqer 215 164 160 160 -26 -26 -2 -2 
J, E. Raker-Deep Creek 619 953 741 362 1,103 +15 + 78 -23 +16 
J. E. Raker-Lost Creek 296 353 353 356 709 +19 +140 0 +201 43 46 
!.Jestern Stockqrowers 2,114 2,600 2,600 .850 301 3,751 +23 +77 o +44 1, 544 2,977 
Point Ranch 3,580 4,221 4,221 ·374 ~ 4,595 +18 +28 0 + 9 127 217 
~hiskey Creek 1,976 4,209 4, 209• 1,157 \ II 6,177 +113 +213 0 +47 9 
Moore-Lost Creek 20 20 30 12 42 +50 +110 +50 +110 5 5 
tlorth Bi q Creek 40 160 282 282 +605 +605 + 16 +76 20 23 
Kerr-Lost Creek 62) 2,379 1,683 316 1,063 3,062 +168 +388 -29 +29 12 18 
Noh-White Rock 333 253 333 15 104 452 0 +36 +32 +79 19 27 
tloh-Sect ions 220 291 291 28 319 +32 +45 0 +10 48 55 
Mule Creek-PVr.A 430 1,177 1,326 139 281 1,746 +208 +306 +13 +48 72 96 
Horse Creek-PVGA 637 1,015 746 20 277 1,043 +17 +64 -27 + 3 40 51 
frahm-PVGA 36 157 143 143 +297 • +297 - 9 - 9 39 39 
South Mule Creek 226 257 257 176 26 459 +14 +103 0 +79 59 76 
Griff 592 1,280 1,21\o- 1,280 +116 +116 0 0 
Peters 298 405 405 96 501 +36 +68 0 +24 
Rock Creek-Coiner 50 50 50 50 0 0 0 0 
Courtnay 68 102 102 102 +50 +50 0 0 
Hub Butte-wsr;A 5 76 l, 142 1,142 50 561 I, 753 +98 +204 0 +54 
Salmon Tract !so. (Danos) 10 8 10 10 0 0 +25 +25 
Huh Butte Davis 180 196 156 16 129 301 -13 +67 -20 +54 
Fuller 354 353 300 21 265 586 -15 +66 -15 +65 
Greene Private 48 48 llR 118 +146 +146 +146 +146 19 30 
Salmon Tract-Stewart 4 6 5 5 +25 +25 -17 -17 
Soldier Creek 22 49 34 12 46 +55 +109 -31 - 6 10 14 
Rartol\-Schutte 121 312 312 51 363 +158 +200 0 +16 
Jones-Goat Spri nq 66 478 441 263 704 +568 + 1,067 - 8 +47 
Kinsey-Lost Creek 50 40 40 40 -20 -20 0 0 5 5 
West Kunkel 151 690 690 150 840 +357 +456 o +22 
Amsterdam-Kunkel 46 142 142 142 +209 +209 0 0 
Louohmi 11 er 255 610 610 610 +139 +139 0 0 
Salmon Tract Ind. IO 10 14 14 +40 +40 +40 +40 
Lilly Grade 330 266 227 13 218 458 -31 +39 -15 +72 
Salmon Tract-McCoy 5 5 16 16 +220 +220 +220 +220 
South 8iq Creek 65 65 246 130 376 +278 +478 +278 +478 7 
Randall l so. 30 31 ih 10 -67 -67 -68 -68 
Lemmon-Ring 30 24 30 30 0 0 +25 +25 15 19 
Cameron 235 188 160 160 -32 -32 -15 -15 50 50 
Schnell-Salmon Tract 1,535 4,633 3,526 l ,062 92 4,680 +130 +205 -24 + I 28 39 
Maqic Common 480 723 723 668 1,391 +51 +190 0 +92 54 83 
Sharp-Lost Creek 120 378 319 15 110 444 +166 +270 -16 +17 35 53 
Salmon Tract I so. (Stewart) 50 50 24 38 62 -52 +24 -52 +24 
Lost Creek-U2 380 381 335 100 435 -12 +14 -12 +14 110 148 
Salmon Tract-U2 30 49 72 72 +140 +140 +47 +47 
Squaw Joe 476 898 577 208 188 973 +21 +104 -36 + 8 68 86 
Squaw Joe I so. 204 240 240 240 +18 +18 0 0 
Ridqe 999 882 999 206 1,205 0 +21 +13 +37 222 222 
Ridge lso. 126 126 126 126 0 0 0 0 
Gravel Pit-Salmon Tra ct 170 153 170 84 254 0 +49 +11 +66 
Sect ion 22-Salmon Tract 40 44 40 40 0 0 - 9 - 9 
Hiqhwa_y Unit 11 18 16 16 +45 +45 -11 -11 
East Kunkel 13 92 13 48 61 0 +369 -86 -34 
Hiqhway-Kunkel 16 86 65 91 56 +306 +875 -24 +81 
Kunke 1 l so. 30 108 77 17 +157 +157 -29 -29 
Hot Creek 0 47 94 94 +100 +100 10 10 
Tews lso. 0 o 194 194 
Biq Creek !so. 0 __ o 89 __ 8_9 

TOTALS 45,392 54,472 55,076 6,129 10,0051 71,210 +21 +57 + I +31 2,661 4,405 

An increase of 161 ALIMs would result from maintenance of an existing land treatment on the Whiskey Creek Buffer Pasture. (10,166 ALIMs total 
increase from maintenance.) 

7 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Range Management 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 1 RM-3. 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation (cont.): 

The 1,280 acres of Buffer Pastures 
will not be allocated to grazing 
preference. These four pastures will 
be managed for emergency use as needed 
within the District. Examples of 
emergencies are an allotment or pas­
ture with the annual forage destroyed 
by fire, an allotment with a forage 
shortage caused by drought, or an 
allotment or pasture in non-use status 
for rehabilitation. 

Whiskey Creek Buffer 
Berger Buffer North 
Berger Buffer West 
Berger Buffer South 

Support Needs: 

Complete EIS. 
Implement decisions. 

Decision: 

Pasture 640 ac. 
160 ac. 
320 ac. 
160 ac. 

Accept the multiple use recanmenda­
tion. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons/mclions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept RM-3.1. 
2. Reject RM-3.1 and make no changes. 
3. Maximize the forage allocation to 

livestock. 
4. Minimize the allocation to live­

stock. 

Rationale: 

Through the inventory, planning, and 
EIS efforts it has been determined 
that the follo\'ling table portrays the 
best forage allocation according to 
present production and long-tenn 
potential as evaluated through the 
public participation process. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BURl:<:AU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Nam e: ( ,\II· I ') 

Twin Falls 
Ac ti v ily 

Range Management 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overla y R e ference 

Step 1 RM-3, 1 Ste p 3 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

U11s /mcli o ns on re11erse) 

Rationale (con 1 t.J 

The majority of the forage available 
on 4050 Rock Creek-Coiner is the re­
sult of irrigation waste water from 
adjacent farmland. Should this water 
not be available the production would 
be reduced substantially. It is there­
fore recommended that the existing 50 
AUM's preference remain and that any 
additional use be in the form of tem­
porary non-renewable use. 

East Kunkel #4123 is made up of a por­
tion of a withdrawn stock-driveway. 
The permittee currently has 13 AUM's 
preference attached to this allotment. 
The allotment production is 80 AUM's. 
It's recommended that the permittee's 
preference remain at 13 AUM's due to the 
fact that the allotment is a withdrawn 
stockdriveway. It is further recommended 
that the permitte be allowed to use 
additional forage on a temporary non­
renewable license so long as this forage 
is not needed to accommodate trailing 
1 i ves tock herds. 

Adjustments in livestock use will be 
implemented within a five-year period 
after completion of the Twin Falls EIS 
and would include consultation with 
affected grazing permittees as outlined 
in 43 CFR 4110.3. 

Modifications of initial allocations may 
be deemed necessary, based on the re­
sults of monitoring (actual use, uti­
lization, trend). Modifications of al ­
locations (either upward or downward) 
are provided for in 43 CFR 4110.3-1 (d) 
and 4110.3-2 (e). 

Utilization studies will be conducted 
during the grazing season. When uti­
lization reaches the maximum allowable 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



I • 

I I. 

Forestry 

Cultura 1 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 3.1 

II I. Lands 

IV. 

L-2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.5, 3.1, 3.2 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - All of the listed lands recommendations call 
for the di sposal of public land for purposes other than grazing. 
Forage produced on these areas are beinq allocated under RM-3.1. 

b. Modification - In the cases of L-2.1, 2.2 and 2.3, as dump sites are 
moved, rehabilitate the old sites to make up for foraqe lost by 
excavation of new sites. 

In the cases of L-2.5, 3.1 and 3.2, _as portions of allotments 
are transferred into private ownership and no longer available for 
grazing, reduce affected permittee 1 s privileges to reflect the 
forage lost. 

Natural Hi story 

NH-1.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Placing the boundary of the proposed 
area past the canyon rim includes it within 5 allotments. 
subject these 5 allotments to the same severe limitations 
the canyon itself. 

natural 
This wil 1 

in use as 

b. Modification -Use the guidlines set up in WM-1.2 and make the area 
above the rim a buffer area which will limit only those activities 
which would affect the canyon itself. 

V. VRM 

VRM-1.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict -Fencing streams conflicts with livestocks use of 
forage f rom these hiqhly productive areas and with watering of live­
stock. 

b. Modification - Fence only those streams in poor or fair condition 
that have been shown to be damaged by livestock use. Provide water 
lanes for livestock waterinq. 

.; 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 3.1 (cont.) 

VI. Fi re 

VII. Wilderness 

- No Conflict 

No Conflict 

NO Conflict VIII. Recreation 

IX. Mi nera 1 s 

M-1.1, 2.1, 3.1, 4.1, 4.3, 4.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict -Foraqe produced on the public land involved in 
these recommendations is allocated for livestock use under RM-3.1. 
Disturbances of these acres would reduce the available forage. 

b. Modification - Require anyone who disturbs any~ of public land 
to rehabilitate these areas upon completion of activities. 

X. Wildlife 

WL-1.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - The allocation of forage for the present deer 
herd results in competitive AUM 1 s between deer and wildlife as 
follows: 

AUMs 
No. Name 1980 1990 
4024 Baker Lost Creek 2 2 
4034 Point Ranch 13 
4039 Noh Sections 2 4 
4040 Section 1 
4041 Mule Creek 4 
4042 Horse Creek-PVGA 2 3 
4043 Frahm 1 1 
4044 South Mule Creek 1 
4096 Lemmon-Ring 2 2 
4098 Schnell-Salmon Tract 2 4 
4101 Magic Common 1 
4102 Sharp-Lost Creek 2 4 
4108 Lost Creek-U2 11 19 
4114 Squaw Joe 9 11 
4128 Hot Creek 1 1 

b. Modification - Allocate these competitive AUMs to deer. No conflict 
exist between antelope and livestock. 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 3.1 (cont.) 

b. Modification - Should these areas become farm agreement areas, 
reduce privileges to correct for lost forage. 

WL-1.ZO Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict -The wet areas described provide large quantities 
of livestock forage. This forage was not inventoried and is not 
included under the forage allocation section. 

b. Modification - Accept WL-2.10. 

WL-2.11 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict -The 6/10 use date for meadows conflicts with 
existing turn-out dates on most allotments. 

b. Modification -

Option A Leave everythinq as is. 
Option B - Fence off meadows, springs, and wet areas to stop 

livestock use before 6/10. 

WL-2.13 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Not allowing any meadow use before 8/1 in 
sharptail grouse introduction areas conficts with existing use. Use 
in Baker Lost Creek, Sharp-Lost Creek, Ridqe, Schnell Salmon is 
currently under a deferred rotation system which defers use on most 
wet areas until after 8/1. Use in Noh Sections, Cameron, Lost 
Creek-U2 and Western Stockqrowers is currently before 8/1. Imple­
mentinq proposed deferred systems on these allotments would defer 
use on most meadows each year. 

b. 
Modification -Continue to defer use on existing grazing system 
allotments and implement deferred systems on other allotments to 
defer most meadows. 

WL-3.10 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict -Fencing McMullen Creek and Shoshone Creek 
reduces forage available for livestock as well as water. 

b. Modification - Fence west side of McMullen Creek and use under 
deferred system described under RM-1.1. Fence Shoshone Creek but 
leave water gaps for livestock watering. 

.; 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 3 .1 ( cont. ) 

WL-1.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - The proposed 9/30 grazing cutoff date for 
critical Mule Deer winter range conflicts with use by livestock in 
the Jollowinq allotments: 

403, 

403! 
4037 
4040 
4043 
4098 
4108 
4114 
4119 

Western Stockgrowers 

Point Ranch 
North Big Creek 
Noh Sections 
Frahm 
Schell Salmon 
Lost Creek-U2 
Squaw Joe 
Ridge 

- 4/16 - 5/26 ·Fall trailing 
and proposed DR system. 

- Includes seedings used in winter. 
- Northwest 400 acres applies. 
- 11/21 
- 10/31 
- 12/1 - East portion 
- 1/7 

10/31 
- 11/30 

Present use patterns on critical spring ranqe allotments do not 
conflict with 5/15 date specified. 

b. Modification -

Option A - Allow no use on critical winter range after 9/30. 
Option B - Allow no use on critical winter range after deer 

move into areas. 
Option C - Leave eve~ythinq as is. 

WL-1.8 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict -Allotments included as current or future 
antelope use areas are currently used between the period 4/15-6/15. 
These allotments are Point Ranch, Whiskey Creek, Magic Common and 
Kerr-Lost Creek. 

b. Modification -

Option A -
Option B -

WL-2.5 Competitive 

Allow no t~~n-out in antelope range prior to 6/15. 
Allow use +fit exists now. Future antelope use 
(1990) is expected to be 30 AUM,s for all areas. The 
present use must surely provide sufficient amounts of 
forbs to sustain this amount of antelope use. 

a. Nature of Conflict - Foraqe is being allocated for live~tock use in 
these areas. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 3.1 (cont.) 

WL-4.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation calls for no use before 
6/15 in lonq-billed curlew nesting areas which conflicts with use on 
37 allotments in the LBC ranqe. 

b. Modification -

Option A - Set turnouts back to 6/15 as curlew nest are found. 
Option B - Set all turnouts back to 6/15 to protect unfound 

nests. 
Option C - Leave all turnouts as they are now. 

XI Watershed 

WS-2.2 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Use on Berger seedings was maximized to 60 
percent rather than the 50 percent fiqure shown in WS-2.2 The SVIM 
seedings were figured at 50 percent, but past management has allowed 
60 percent and little moderate erosion has resulted. 

b. Modification - Allow 60 percent utilization on seedings. 

WS-1.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Fencing Fifth Fork of Rock Creek, McMullen 
Creek, and Shoshone Creek will reduce available forage for 
livestock. 

b. Modification - Fifth Fork of 
have good shrub composition. 
should improve these acres. 
defer use. 

Rock Creek and McMullen Creek currently 
The proposed deferred rotation system 

Fence west side of McMullen Creek to 

Shoshone Creek has limited shrub cover. 
but leave water lanes. 

Fence Shoshone Creek 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (/o,IFP) 

Activity 

Overlay R~(erenoe 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 3 • .:I Step 3 

Recommendation: 

RM-3.2 Continue to use the existing with­
drawn stock-driveways for trailing live­
stock herds. Maintain all existing with­
drawals on these driveways. 

Support: 

Resource Area Staff: (Issuance of 
Tra i1 Permits) 

Note: Attach additional shee ts , if needed 

Olls/mctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

During FY-1980 a total of 5925 sheep and 
7868 cattle were trailed along the with­
drawn stock-driveways in the Twin Falls 
planning unit. These trails provide access 
not only to allotments within the planning 
unit, but also to adjacent allotments in 
the Jarbridge resource area and the Elk~ 
District in Nevada. 

It is expected that as fuel costs continue 
to raise, more use will be made of the 
stock-driveways in lieu of trucking live-
stock . · 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Na me (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Rane Manageme nt 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Stepl RM-3.2Step3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Livestock trailing on existing withdrawals has occurred each year. During the 
last two seasons the trailing use has increased and may continue to do so as 
long as fuel prices continue to increase. 

One isolated tract of 40 acres (T. 11 S., R. 18 E., Sec. 35 : SWl/4 NEl/4) is 
removed from normal trail routes and is not needed for a stock driveway any 
longer. 

The area described T. 14 S., R. 16 E., Sec. 10: Nl/2 SWl/4 and SWl/4 SWl/4 is 
allocated as part of the Lost Creek-U2 (4108) allotment and has not been used 
for stock driveway purposes. The allotment is recommended to have a rest­
rotation grazing system implemented (RM-1.2). 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify RM-3.2 
Continue to use the existing estab­

lished stock driveways. Maintain all 
existing stock driveways except T. 11 
S., R. 18 E., Sec. 35: SWl/4 NEl/4 and 
T. 14 S., R. 16 E., Sec. 10: Nl/2 
SWl/4, and SWl/4 SWl/4. If the with­
drawals are revoked these driveways 
need to be segregated by classifica­
tion or designation through this MFP. 

Support Needs: 

R. A. Staff 
Manage the driveways to protect the 
resource and issue trail permits. 

Realty 
Withdrawal review. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011stm c ti o ns on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Stock driveways are needed for moving 
1 i vestock across the county. The 
forage and water are used by trailing 
livestock. The tracts described to 
drop from the withdrawal are no longer 
used for stock driveway. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject RM-3.2. 
2. Add to RM-3.2. 
3. Reduce RM-3.2 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use recanmenda­
tion. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Range Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1RM-3 • 2 Step 3 

The stock driveways receive trailing 
use each year especially in the spring 
and fall. This use is expected to 
become even more important as the cost 
of gasoline continues to increase the 
cost of hauling. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

RM - 3.2 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

II. Cultural 

III. Lands 

IV. Natural History 

V. VRM 

VRM-1.8 Compet itve 

a. Nature of Conflict - The proposed fencinq could include the live­
stock troughs below winter sprinq. These troughs are used by all 
trailinq heads usinq the Maqic stock driveway. This area is 
included in a Federal withdrawal for drving livestock. 

b. Modification - Do not fence off the existing water trouqhs from 
1 i ves t ock. 

VI. Fi re No Conflict 

VII. Wilderness No Conflict 

VII I. Recreation 

R-1. 2 {W 1} Competitive 

Already covered under VRM-1. 8 above. 

IX. Minerals No Conflict 

X. Wildlife No Conflict 

XI. Watershed No Conflict 



Recommendation 

WS-1. 2 

WS-1. 3 

WS-1. 4 

WS-2.3 

WS-2. 5 & 2. 6 

WS-4. 1 

WS-4. 2 

WS-6. 2 

Watershed froject Costs 

Description 

Fenced spring Heads. Estimate lOO'x200' 
fenced enclosure. $425/ea. x 20 enclosures. 

Fenced wetlands. 
200 1 x 300' enclosures 
$635 ea. x 25 enclosures 

2 - 200' x 300' enclosures for Shoshone & 
McMullen Creek Trend Study at 
$635 ea.= $1270 

Gabions are strong possibilities for treat­
ment at about $2162/unit. Will need at 
least two. 

Rehabilitate roads & disturbed sites that 
are no longer used. 

Construction of snow fence in headwaters 
of area streams to increase water yield 
and lessen flood potential. 

Install rain gages & crest stage gages to 
monitor precipitation & peak runoffs. 

Will require fenced playa if Leda is de­
signated as a threatened or endangered species. 

Estimated 
Total Cost 

$ ;~, 500 

$15,875 

$ 1,270 

$ 4,324 

variable 

$ 

$ 
$ 

25/lin ft. max. 

250/ea rain gage 
50/ea flood stage 

gage. 

• 70¢ per lin. ft. 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: WS-1 

Name (MFPj 

Designate 480.5 acres, identified as wetland and riparian areas, as protective 
management areas for watershed values. Maintain 143.2 acres in good and excellent 
condition . Enhance 337.3 acres in fair or poor condition so that they are raised 
at least one condition class in 5 years. 

Rationale: 

BLM Manual 6740 establishes policy and procedures for the identification, pro­
tection, maintenance, enhancement and management of fresh, brackish and saline 
water wetland areas. It applies to all Bureau of Land Management (BLM) programs 
and actions. These areas include, but are not limited to, areas adjacent to 
waterways (whether waters are surface, subsurface or ephemeral), potholes, wet 
meadows, sloughs, marshes, swamps, bogs and muskegs, flood plains, lakes, 
"eservoirs, springs and estuarine areas administered by BLM. Riparian areas 
which presently or potentially support broad-leaf vegetation in arid and semi­
arid ecosystems are of special management concern. 

This manual section implements Executive Order 11990 (Protection of Wetlands). 
Wetland-riparian areas are fragile and comprise an extremely small percentage 
of the public lands administered by the BLM. Many have been destroyed or de­
graded. This degradation is influencing water quality and quantity; flood fre­
quency and severity, pollution, commercial, recreational and subsistence fish­
eries area aesthetics and a wide range of fish and wildlife, including many 
endangered, threatened and sensitive species. 

There were two main types of wetlands identified during the inventory of Twin 
Falls planning unit; those associated with streams (riparian) and those associated 
with springs and seeps. The beneficial hydrological functions of these areas 
are different. 

Riparian areas in good or excellent condition reduce flood velocities, stabalize 
banks, share sediment loads with base flows, serve as ground water recharge 
areas and reduce evaporation losses from surface waters. As discussed in URA 4 
(.4583), these functions improve water quality. Improving water quality follows 
Bureau of Land Management Watershed Objective 1603. 12E3b. 

Most riparian areas are also floodplains. BLM Manual 7221 describes the policies, 
responsibilities and procedures to be used to incorporate floodplain management 
·nto all Bureau activities. This manual section implements Executive Order 11988 
,Floodplain Management). One of the major objectives of floodplain management is 
to restore, maintain and preserve the natura1 ~nd benefici~l f~nctions of fl9od­
plains. This is best accomplished by maintaining floodplains in good ecological 
condition. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Rationa1e (con 1 t.): 

Name (MFPj 

Fa 1 s 
Activity 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

WS-1 

Wetlands associated with springs and seeps can be in direct contact with the 
ground water system. As discussed in URA 4 ( .45B3), these areas are subject 
to overuse by grazing animals which in turn reduces cover and subjects these 
areas to gully formation. Gullies and/or spring development can impact water 
yield at springs and streams that are in contact with the same aquifer. Main­
taining water yield follows BLM Watershed Objective l603.12E3b. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STAT ES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-DECJSJON Step 1 WS- l , 1 Step 3 

Recommendation: WS-1 .l 

Allow no development of undeveloped 
springs or further development of 
other springs pending final management 
designation for wetland preservation. 

Support: 

Rationale: 

Development can cause irreversible 
damage to the existing wetland and to 
the wetland potential. Damage is caused 
by excavation of the soil and by the 
removal of the water from the area. 

It is an accepted range management 
practice to develop springs and distri­
bute the water through pipelines to 
water troughs in order to obtain more 
even utilization of range forage. How­
ever, as discussed above, in URA 4 
( .45B3a) and in Objective WS-1, when 
these springs have associated wetlands 
they have important hydrological and 
biological functions which can be im­
paired by the removal of water. BLM is 
required to manage (protect, maintain 
and enhance) wetlands by Executive Order 
11990 and BLM Manual 6740. 

The majority of springs and associated 
wetlands in Twin Falls Planning Unit have 
been adversely impacted by cattle over­
use and by the removal of water by dev­
elopment. (Twenty-nine of thirty-six 
springs and seeps examined during the 
water-rights inventory were developed.) 

onPriorities for protection and enhance­
ment of wetlands and for development 
and mitigation can be established by 
formulating a comprehensive multidisci-

Range to make conditon ratings based 
successional stage, plant cover and 
composition. Wildlife, range, hydrol­
ogist to develop multidisciplinary 
wetlands management plan. 

Note : Atta ch ad,Htional sheets, if nee ded 

(/11str11ctions 011 re, erse) 

plinary water management plan which 
designates each wetlands management. 

Form 1600--21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Acttvity 

watershed 
Overlay Re fore nce 

Step 1 WS-1.1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The issue is one of proper wetland development and management. A plan is 
needed to show which springs can be developed and which ones cannot. The plan 
should show the water needs for the wetland habitat so a determination can be 
made showing how much water can be removed. Where possible the plan should 
show the method of development that is least damaging to existing resource 
values. Enhancing measures should be shown in the plan to show how the 
wetland habitat can be improved during dvelopment to benefit the various 
resoure values and uses. The plan should show priority groups to establish an 
order of which wetlands should be developed first through last. 

The plan should be a brief documentation prepared as a summary document using 
the information in the existing riparian/wetland inventory done in 1980. The 
plan should be a multidisciplinary effort to evaluate the wetland values of 
each resource present. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WS-1.1 
Develop a multidisciplinary wetlands 
management plan. 

Support Needs: 

Multidisciplinary team to prepare 
documentation from currently existing 
inventories. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstructions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Proper management of wetlands is im­
portant to all resource values. Data 
is needed to show ~,hat the qains and 
losses are from development so judge­
ment can be made as to whether a 
development should be done and to what 
degree it can be done. The informa­
tion is needed to determine some 
modifications that may improve the 
habitat for some resource uses while 
the developemnt is being done. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WS-1.1. 
2. Use the EA process by itself. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
A c tivity 
Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION StepWS-1.1 Step 3 

Decision: 

Reject the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note : Attach additional sheets , if needed 

Ons/mctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Protection of wetlands can best be 
provided on a si t e-by-site basis 
t hrough an adequate EA process. A 
mul t i-di sciplinary EA team will 
prepare a high intensity EA for those 
actions significantly effecting 
wetland areas. This is the best way 
to show the gains and losses on a site 
S pe Ci f i C ba Si S. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Lands 

II. Minerals 

III. Forest Products 

IV. Ranqe Manaqement 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

RM-1.7 Competitive 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 1.1 

a. Nature of Conflict - Sprinq developments proposed without a planning 
area evaluation of conflicts and needs of other values especially 
wetland. 

b. Modification - Adopt WS-1.1 and develop multidisiplinary wetland 
management plan. Then develop springs for range improvement in 
accordance with the plan. 

V. Wildlife 

WL-2.6, 2.8, 2.10, 2.11, 2.13, 3.1, 3.7, 3.8 Complimentary 

VI. Recreation 

A. CRM-1.6 and 1.7 is complimented hy WS-1.1 
B. No Conflict 
C. R-1.2 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Spring development and further development of 
existing developments proposed without an evaluation of wetland 
values and of other conflicts and water needs. 

b. Modification - Adopt WS-1.1 and develop multidisiplinary wetland 
manaqement plan. Then develop springs for recreation in accordance 
with the plan. 

D. Compliments VRM-1.9 
E. No Con fl i ct 

VII Fire Management No Conflict 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: WS-1 .2 

Fence developed spr ing sites to protect 
we t lands and water supply. 

Support: 

Divi s ion of Operations: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activ ity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WS- 1 , 2 Step 3 

Rationale : 

The Wetland-Riparian section of the Manual 
6740.33 recommends that spring sites be 
protected from overuse by grazing animals 
or other conflicting uses by fencing. 
Fencing will allow the establishment of 
better cover and recovery of brushy spec­
ies, if present . This will help prevent 
erosion, provide more di verse wildlife 
habitat and provide visual contrast . 

As discussed in the Objective rationa le 
and in URA 4 (.4583), erosion in wetlands 
can detrimentally impact water yields. 
Preventing erosion and preserving water 
yields are supported by Watershed Ob­
jecti ve 1603.12E3a and b. 

Engineers for layout and design, fencing 
crew to construct fence . 
Watershed and Wildlife: 

To identify extent of wetland requiring 
fencing. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Studies show that fencing is the only accepted, reliable means of protecting 
wetlands from livestock abuse. It al lows the sustained beneficial use of the 
spring waters without affect i ng the productivity of the site. Although 
aesthetics are adversely affected by fences, their protective qualities out 
weigh the inconvenience to the human eye, exemplified by support from Wildlife 
(WL-2.6, 2.10, 3.1, 3.8) and Cultural Resources (CRM-1.6, 1.7). 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WS-1. 2 
Fence wetland around developed 
sprinqs. 

Note : Atta c h additional shee ts , if nee ded 

/ ! ,' •, / 1;, ( ,' · 1 1 I~ r i 1,1 I l' / , r , 

Reasons: 

Concentrations of animals in and near 
springs can deteriorate the quality of 
this resource. 



UNITED STATES Name (MFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Twin Fa 11 s 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

Watershed 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WS-1. 2 Step 3 

Support Needs: Alternatives Considered: 

Division of Operations 
Layout. 

Watershed and Wildlife 
Fencing requirements. 

R .A. Staff 
Determine which sites to fence and 
the specifications needed. Project 
survey and design. 

Administration 
Contracting and procurement. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmenda ti on. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11slructions on reverse) 

1. Reject WS-1. 2. 
2. Select only springs requiring pro­

tection now. 

Rationale: 

Fencing of developed springs is 
necessary to protect the resources as 
well as the development. Excess use 
and trampling of the spring area by 
livestock can seriously degrade the 
water quality and impair water yield. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Lands 

II. Minerals 

III. Forest Products 

IV. Range Management 

RM-1.7 Competitive 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 1. 2 

a. Nature of Conflict - Spring developments are proposed without 
protection for spring sites. 

b. Modification - Incorporate protection of spring sites into all 
spring development plans. 

V. Wildlife 

WL-2.6, 2.10, 3.1, 3.8a Complimentary 

VI. Recreation 

A. CRM-1.6 and 1.7 is complimented by WS-1.2 
B. No Conflict 
C. R-1.2 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Sprinq development at Sugarloaf Spring proposed 
without protecting spring site. 

b. Modification - Incoroporate protection of spring sites into all 
spring development plans. 

D. VRM-1.8 is complimentary. 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fire Management No Conflict 

I 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

Recommendation: WS-1.3 

Pipe overfl ow water f rom water troughs to 
fenced areas where wet l and values can be 
enhanced. Appropri ate areas for pipi ng 
water to are exist ing channels or smal l 
reserviors. 

Support: 

Division of Operations: 

Engineers for layout and design, 
fencing crew to construct fence. 

Name (MF PJ 

Twi n Fa 11 s 
Activity 

d 
Ov erlay Refe r e nce 

Step 1 WS- 1 , 3 Step 3 

Rationale: 

Whe n a spring is developed , water is 
removed from the spr i ng site with a 
concomitant reduct ion i n the size of 
the wet l and . The loss of this wetland 
can be part i al ly mitigated by devel oping 
a wet l and from the trough overfl ow. 
Existing channel s are less likely to 
erode when water is applied than are 
other areas. Frequently, wetland vege­
tat i on may already be present in the 
channel. If channels are not used, then 
small re servoi~s wi l l retain the water 
and allow establi shment of hydrophytes. 
Fenci ng of the area where the water is 
pi ped wil l protect wet soil from com­
pacti on and prevent overutilization of 
vegetation by cattl e . 

When trough overflow is not piped away 
from the trough compaction of the wet 
soil and the continued application of 
water can result in gully formation. 

Mi t i gati on and restoring measures are 
expected for adverse ly impacting wet­
lands by executi ve Orde r 11990 (Protection 
of Wetlands ) and BLM Manual 6740.13C. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Spring devel opme nts norma ll y su pp ly livestock wat er to t roughs . Some of t hese 
development s are wi thout proper overfl ow eq ui pment resultinq in a t r ampl ed and 
deter iorat ed wetla nd. This undes ireabl e situat i on ca n eas ily be chan qed for 
t he bette r by pirinq t hi s over fl ow wate r away fr om t he t rouqh and i nt o its 
natu ral drainaqe or a nea rby pond. Thi s wet l and shoul d then be fe nced , 
protec-t in g i t f rom dest ruct ive forces and preserving its vegetation for 
wi ld li fe and natura l bea uty. 

Note: Attach ,idditional sheets, if needf'd 
-~-==-=----= ~-==== 

f 't , ' , ( ( / '1/.'' r 1/1 !( I , f'. ( ) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSJS-DECJSION Step 1 , _ Step 3 

The fencing of overflow wetlands is supported by Wildlife and conflicts with 
none of the other activities. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WS-1. 3 
Fence and protect overflow wetland. 

Support Needs: 

Division of Operations 
For layout and design and construc­
tion. 

R. A. Staff 

Reasons: 

Livestock can trample a wetland, caus­
ing soil compaction, deteriorated veg­
etation and potential gully cutting. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WS-1. 3. 
2. Fence some of the overflows. 

Identify the sites and implement the 
projects. 

Administration 
Contracting and procurement. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional s heets, if needed 

(/11slructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Fencing of developed springs is 
necessary to protect the resources as 
well as the development. Excess use 
and trampling of the spring area by 
livestock can seriously degrade the 
water quality and impair water yield. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Lands 

II. Minerals 

III. Forest Products 

IV. Range Management 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

RM-1.7 Competitive 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 1. 3 

a. Nature of Conflict - New improvements including pipeline extensions 
and new troughs as well as new sprinq developments proposed without 
including protection of overflow areas. 

b. Modification - Mitigate wetland impacts of sprinq developments and 
enhance wetlands by protecting overflow areas and/or by installing 
necessary devices to retain water at spring site except when being 
userl. 

V. Wildlife 

WL-2.10 Comp l imentar.v 

VI. Rec re at ion 

A. No Conflict 
B. No Conflict 
C. No Con fl i ct 
D ... No Conflict 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fire Management No Conflict 



' I 
,I . .. 

UNITED ST/1.T • S 
DEP ART MENT OF THE lNTERlOR 
BUREAU OF L AND MANA GEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

MA~AGEMENTFRAMEWORKPLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YStS-DEC ISi ON Step 3 

~ ========= ====b==,.l'ltda!!:I=- ===== 

Recommendation: WS-1 .4 

Give maximum protection to the riparian 
habitat bordering perennial streams 
with fisheries value. Fence as necessary 
along the rims of canyons on Fifth Fork 
of Rock Creek, McMullen Creek, Shoshone 
Creek and Salmon Falls Creek to prevent 

aattle access to the riparian area. Rest 
iparian areas from cattle use until in 
ood ecological condition. 

Support: 

Engineers for layout and design. 

Fencing crew to construct fence. 

Range to make condition ratings 
based on successional stage, plant 
cover and composition and to develop 
and implement management plan. 

Note : Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/nstmclions on re11ersel 

Rationale: 

Riparian areas in good ecological con­
dition have beneficial water quality and 
flood values. These are ·discussed in 
URA 4 and Objective 1 rationale. Pro­
tecting riparian habitats on the above 
named streams will conform with Executive 
Order 11990. ( Protection of Wetland) and 
Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Man­
agement). It will implement manual sec­
tions 6740 and 7221 and accomplish Water­
shed objectives 1603. 12E3b and c. 

The State of the Art document on best 
management practices for livestock graz­
ing and water quality protection arrived 
at the followin g principal conclusions: 

1) Severe damage to riparian wildlife 
and fisheries habitat often results 
from riparian zone activities such 
as livestock grazing. 

2) The riparian zone is a critical 
habitat during some life stage for a 
very high percentage of the species 
inhabiting a given geographic area. 

3) In most cases good livestock manage­
ment alone is not adequate to protect 
riparian, fisheries and wildlife 
habitat from severe damage. 

4) Of the livestock grazing management 
techniques available for riparian 
habitat protection, only riparian 
zone fencing appears capable of 
certain protection. 

5) It is not economically feasible to 
fence all riparian habitat on live­
stock grazing lands. 

The above named creeks should be fenced 
because fencing is the only method that 
assures riparian zone protect ion and 
these creeks have important fisheries 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (l't!FP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 1 WS- 1 , 4 Step 3 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

//11s/ r11 c1ions 011 re11erse) 

Rationale (can't.): 

which need protection and water quality 
which should be improved. 

Fencing along access po ints to canyons wi ll 
reduce the amount of fence required and 
provide a larger more manageable unit that 
can be incorporated into a grazing system. 

Also, by locating the fence out of the flood­
plain and away from the riparian zone, 
avoids impacts from cattle trailing along 
the fence. 

Management of riparian areas should be 
based on ecological and stream conditions 
which will require special management and 
an extended period of rest: 

Armour (1977) sunvnarized the concerns 
of fishe r ies bio l og i sts regarding 
fishery hab i tat l oss resulting f rom 
11 improper 11 1 i vestock management . Some 
example, Platts and Rountree (1972}, 
Behnke (1976 ) and Johnson (1976) view 
one year rest- rotation graz i ng system 
as insufficient to protect or restore 
woody and herbaceous riparian vege­
tati on. Studies by Duff (1977 ) , need 
for a rest peri od approaching fi ve 
years--and even this appears somewhat 
optimist i c in ma ny cases. 

Results of the Twi n Falls Issues Survey 
showed 43% of the respondants favored BLM 
gi ving priority to water quality problems 
even if it meant a reduction in other use s. 
The same survey showed that approximately 
one-third of the respondants felt that 
riparian areas should be fenced to protec t 
wildlife habitat and t hat 80% felt that 
range l and projects to increase wil dlife 
habitat and improve overall rangeland 
condition are worthwhile even when their 
costs may not be recouped. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wa te shed 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step J,,JS-1 . 4 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Fencing streams is a controversial and expensive proposition throughout the 
West. The intended purpose is to protect or restore riparian habitat to a 
good to excellent ecological condition. Fences, along with time, accanplish 
this objective, allowing riparian vegetation to grow and multiply unchecked. 

Several conflicts arise with this proposition. First, and most important, is 
that livestock are locked away from their traditional watering streams by the 
fence. Recreation and aesthetics are also affected by the dense vegetation 
and fence, which restricts access for fishing and hunting. Another problem is 
cost and the benefits derived from it. Besides the obvious cost of fence 
installation, there would also be yearly maintenance plus the cost of new 
water sources for the cattle. It would be expensive to fence the streams 
mentioned so the recommendation must be modified. The cost of implementing a 
deferred grazing system in Western Stockgrowers Allotment, including needed 
water sources and forage development to facilitate the rest, is estimated · at 
about $230,000. 

By implementing grazing management in the Western Stockgrowers, Magic Common 
and Baker Lost Creek Allotments the targeted streams will get periodic rests. 
Shoshone and McMullen Creeks could then be monitored for trend by establishing 
ungrazed exclosures that could be compared with selected, long tenn trend 
study plots. Little can be done at Salmon Falls Creek immediately because we 
need the cooperation of the Boise District. It is reasonable to work with the 
cooperator and attempt to find an alternate place for this grazing through 
development of the land use plan in the Jarbridge R.A. The Fifth Fork of Rock 
Creek just passes through a small portion of public land offering the BLM 
little to no chance of improving that stream. With a monitoring systen on the 
two highest potential streams we can watch the effects of the new management 
systems and act accordingly if future change occurs. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify WS-1.4 
Fence exclosures on Shoshone Creek 
in Magic Canmon Allotment and on 
McMullen Creek in Western Stock­
growers. Implement grazing manage­
ment in the allotments bordering 
these streams and monitor for 
riparian trend. 

This modification is consistent with 
WS-3 .1. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons/ruclions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

The cost of fencing the streams plus 
the cost of developing alternate water 
sites and forage is reason to try 
livestock grazing management and moni ­
tor the changes if they occur. Exami­
nation of 1950 and 1978 aerial photos 
and site examination shows that 
Shoshone Creek probably has not 
changed significantly in 30 years, so 
it probably will not change soon. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Overlay R e ference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step~-1.4 Step 3 

Support Needs: Alternatives Considered: 

Division of Operations - 1. Reject WS-1.4. 
For exclosure construction. 2. Fence as proposed and provide new 

water improvements. 
R. A. Staff - 3. Fence as proposed and pump water 

frcxn stream. Develop a monitoring plan and estab­
lish studies such as stream channel 4. 
cross-sections to measure the chan- 5. 
nel characteristics and comparison 
transects in and out to monitor 
vegetation changes. 

Fence water lanes to streams. 
Accept WS-1.4. 

Develop and implement grazing 
systems through the AMP process. 
Refer to WS-3.1 for specific 
monitoring objectives. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
reccxnmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons/mc/ions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Before the expense of fencing off 
entire streams occurs an intensive 
grazing system should be initiated and 
livestock exclosures constructed on 
selected streams. Monitoring studies 
should be conducted both inside and 
outside the exclosure to determine the 
difference in total livestock 
exclusion as opposed to the management 
system. If it is detennined that the 
objectives for improved stream 
conditions cannot be met through the 
intensive grazing managment, the 
fencing of the stream can be canpleted 
at that time. This decision is 
ccxnpatible with those decision under 
the wildlife part dealing with 
riparian areas. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 1. 4 

I. Lands 

II. Minerals 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict III. Forest Products 

IV. Range Management 

V. 

VI. 

VI I. 

RM-1.1 throuqh 1.o Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Grazing systems proposed will not allow 
recovery or maintenance of riparian vegetation alonq streams with 
fishery value. Major conflict appears to be in water supply as the 
riparian zone was not inclurled in calculation of foraqe to be 
allocated. 

b. Modification -

Alternative 1 - Fence as proposed and provide water from wells 
or spring developments. Wells would be the most 
reliable source of water. If properly located 
with a storage system, better range management 
would result because a more uniform distribution 
of water would be achieved. 

Alternative 2 - Fence as proposed and pump water from the Creeks 
with a storage system. This could have problems 
because water in the stream is needed to main­
tain the fishery. 

Alternative 3 - Fence water lanes to the stream. The more water 
lanes allowed and the closer they are placed the 
more detrimental impacts on vegetation, stream 
bank stability, floodplains, water quality and 
fisheries will occur. 

Wildlife 

WL-3.1, 3.10, 3.11, 3.14 Complimentary 

Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
B. No Conflict 
c. No Conflict 
D. Compliments VRM 1. 9 
E. Compliments WM 1.2 

Fire Management No Conflict 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: WS-1.5 

Along perennial streams without f~s~eries 
val ue improve stream chann~l stabil1t~ and 
water quality through the 1mplementat10n 
of grazing practices which reduce adverse 
impacts on riparian vegetation. 

On Upper Deep Creek, drive cattle through 
the livestock driveway. 

On North Cottonwood, Cottonwood and Mule 
Creeks, the remaining segments of Upper 
Deep Creek and the segment of Shoshon~ 
Creek below the Basin cut-off road bridge: 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

Support: 

Encourage livestock utilization 
away from riparian areas through 
the development of non-riparian 
watering sit.es, salt licks and 
shade structures; 

Reduce stocking rates; 

Change season of livestock use 
to times of year when riparian 
zone utilization is minimized; 

Avoid cattle use of riparian 
areas in early spring when soils 
are saturated. 

Range to implement management techniques a~d 
to make condition ratings based on succession­
al stage, plant cover and composition. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(l11str11ctio11<.; on rel/crse) 

Name (t,IFPJ 

Twin F 1 s 
Activity 

O\'erlay Reference 

Step 1 S-1 . 5Step 3 

Rationale: 

The management techniques above have 
been used with varying degrees of 
success and inconsistent results to 
improve riparian conditions. 

The identified streams have such low 
flows that they will not support a 
game fish population and the primary 
beneficial use is irrigation. Water 
quality criteria for irrigation are 
less stringent than those for fish­
eries. Therefore, if these methods 
are not successful, BLM will be 
impacting fewer beneficial uses and 
violating fewer water quality stand­
ards. 

Special management of riparian areas 
is required by Executive Order 11990 
(Protection of Wetlands) and Execu­
tive Order 11988 (Floodplain Manage­
ment) which are implemented in BLM 
Manual sections 6740 and 7221. Water 
shed Objectives 1603.12E3b and c to 
improve water quality and to reduce 
flood damage would be accomplished 
by improving the riparian habitat. 

Results of the Twin Falls Issues 
Survey showed 43% of the respondants 
favored BLM giving priority to 
water quality problems even if it 
meant a reduction in other uses. 
The same survey showed approximately 
one-third of the respondants did not 
favor fencing riparian areas. This 
is an opportunity to see if manage­
ment techniques in lieu of fencing 
can improve riparian conditions. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAH 

Name (tr1FP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step tWS-1. 5 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation seeks to reduce riparian zone abuse from cattle by using 
range management methods and no fences. It applies to streams with no 
fisheries value, but potentially good riparian health. It is supported by 
Wildlife and Visual Resources Recommendations and has no serious conflicts 
with other resources. 

By keeping cattle out of these streams, water quality can be improved by 
increasing riparian vegetation and stabilizing channels. The burden of this 
recommendation is in getting the range users to practice these management 
methods instead of their normal operations that have contributed to the 
present problem. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Drop WS-1.5. This action is not a 
land use decision or allocation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011s I ructions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

This need is addressed and resolved 
through RM-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 
1.6, and 1.7. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 1. 5 

I. Lands No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

III. Forest Products 

IV. Range Management 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 

RM-1.1 through 1.6 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Cattle grazinq in riparian zones that results 
in a perpetual decline of riparian quality. 

b. Modification - Alternatives are stated in the recommednation. This 
recommendation is an attempt to lessen abuse to riparian areas by 
cattle throuqh forms of manaqement other than fence. 

Wildlife No Conflict 

WL-3.10 through 3.15 Supportive 

Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
B. No Conflict 
c. No Conflict 
D. VRM-1.9 is in support 
E. No Conflict 

Fire Management No Conflict 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: WS-2 

Name (MFPj 

T i n Falls 
A ctiv ity 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

WS-2 

Improve or maintain soil productivity by stabilizing non-geologic erosion 
through management and treatments. 

Rationale: 

The Federal Land Policy Management Act of 1976 requires that: 

"the public lands be managed in a manner that will protect the quality 
of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological , environmental, air and 
atmospheric, water resource .... values. 11 

Section 102a(8); "and that management be on the basis of multiple use 
and sustained yield unless otherwise specified by law. 11 

Section 102a(7); (underlining supplied) . 

Basic Manual Guidance (1602.42C2a) supplements this with the objective: 

11 To conduct land use and resource management programs to utilize, and 
at the same time maintain the productive capacity of natural ecosystems 
to meet resource production and other human needs, now and in the future. 11 

Erosion reduces the productive capability of watersheds, creates the potential 
for greater downstream damages from floods and sedimentation and increases 
surface water pollution through contamination from transported sediments and 
dissolved solids. The loss of soil productivity results in a concurrent 
loss in the ability to sustain yield and maintain the productive capacity of 
ecosystems. 

Further support for the prevention of erosion and maintenance of soil pro­
ductivity are contained in: 

Supplemental guidance (1603.12E3a) which conveys the long-term objective 
to "restore, maintain and improve soil productivity to enhance on-site 
resource uses"; 

Watershed Manual 7000 which imparts the policy to: "conserve, i mp rove, and 
manage the soil and water resource base in a manner that will prov ide for a 
sus tai ned ie ld of mult i le use benef its and accom l ish objectives wh ich ma 
enhance t he present and f ut ure qual ity of t he environment." 7000.06 an d 
to spec ifi c obj ective to "cont rol and prevent eros i on to the extent pract­
icable.11 (7000 .0281). 

(lnstructious on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Rationale (con 1 t.): 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

w hed 
Objective Number 

S-2 

And the Idaho five year goal for watershed is to stabilize all non-geologic 
erosion. 

Although vegetative manipulation has been used as an erosion treatment, it 
is not recommended in the Twin Falls Planning Unit because present sheet 
erosion rates are low (URA 3.45A3). Therefore, the major emphasis of this 
objective is on management, with treatments reserved for present or potential 
gully/channel erosion sites. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Over lay R eference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Ste p 1 WS-2 .1 St e p 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Soils of this Severe Erosion Susceptibility Class (SESC) are scattered 
throughout the Planning Unit and are arranged in variable relief. Some are 
relatively flat areas while others are on steep slopes. 

This reconmendation calls for restricted mechanical use of the SESC areas 
regardless of slope, or need for resource treatments. The recommendation 
conflicts with lands and minerals. These conflicts are resolved by managing 
future exploration and developments on these soils for minimal disturbance and 
prooipt rehabilitation. Conflicts are stronger with range improvements, pro­
posing no mechanical treatments on these soils. This recommendation must be 
modified to consider slope and need for treatment, allowing more flexibility 
to treatment planning while advising caution when dealing with these soils. 

When a mechanical range treatment is the best feasible method to accomplish 
resource management objectives, these measures should be followed: 

1. Leave untreated buffer strips along the contours and limit the width 
of treatments. 

2. Do not treat drainage ways. 
3. Use a seed mixture that is well adapted to the specific site. 
4. Use equipment designed to reduce canpaction and surface disturbance. 

If these suggestions are fol lowed, mechanical range improvement on susceptible 
soils can be done with minimal erosion impact. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modi f y WS-2 .1 
Allow mechanical treatments in 
special situations where benefits 
can be greater than losses, taking 
all precautions to minimize soil 
disturbance. 

Refer to overlay MFP-1 WS-2. 

Support Needs: 

Soil Scientist -
To assist in preparing treatment 
pl ans. 

R. A. Staff -
Project identification, planning, 
layout, and design. 

Note : Attach additional s heets , if nee ded 

(/11 s /mcti o 12 s on re ve r s e) 

Reasons: 

All treatment situations are 
different and some demand mechanical 
treatments for success. There are 
sites where watershed conditions can 
be improved by converting fran sage­
brush to perennial grass and forbs. 

This multiple use recommendation is 
consistent with WS-3.1. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept WS-2.1. 
2. Reject WS-2.1. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-UECISION 

Recommendation: WS-2.1 

Control surface disturbing activities on 
soils in the severe erosion susceptibility 
class by prohibiting mechanical range 
treatments and by restricting road build­
ing, ORV and grazing use. 

Nole: /\tt::ich addition.ii sheds. if nef'dcJ 

f{/,'-,'l/1( ,'/ ,• J ( i I• ,f I 

Name (MP P ) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Waters ed 
O·,erlay Reference 

Step 1 WS-2 .1 Ste p 3 

Rationale: 

Soil mapping units with severe 
erosion susceptability are iden­
tified and discussed in URA 2 
(.388). Because of the nature of 
these soils removal of cover even 
for short periods of time can re­
sult in erosion losses high enough 
to reduce the productive capacity 
of these soils. These soils are 
only suitable for aerial treatment 
and this should be guided by the 
maintenance of adequate cover. 

The disturbance from road build­
ing and ORV use is usually local­
ized. However, without design to 
prevent gully formation, produc­
tivity is lost off-site as well as 
on-site. 

The use of soils when they are sat­
urated disturbs and destroys plant 
roots and compacts the soil result­
tng in reduced vegetative cover and 
higher erosion rates. All surface 
disturbing activities including 
grazing should be restricted until 
the soi1 will support the activity 
without disturbing the root zone.,· 

For further discussion see URA 3 
and URA 4 ( .45A2, 45A3 and .4583). 
Preventing loss of soil productivity 
is consistent with FLPMA, Basic BLM 
Manual Guidance (1602.42C2a), supple­
mental Manual Guidance (1603.12E3a) 
the Watershed Manual and the State 
Five Year Goals as discussed in the 
Objective rationale. 

The Twin Falls Public Opinion Sur­
vey indicates that 43% of the res­
pondants favored restrictions, in­
cluding reductions in ORV and cattle 
use, to improve watershed conditions. 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onstmctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Watershed 

Overlay Reference 

Step iWS-2 .1 Step 3 

Mechanical treatment may be the only 
feasible method of reducing erosion on 
some severe erosion sites. However, 
before the work is begun a complete 
soils and climate analysis should be 
made for the site to be absolutely 
certain that the site will support the 
proposed treatment. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 2.1 

I. Lands 

L-4.1 and L.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation would require mechanical 
assistance in erodible soils. 

b. Modification - In the right-of-way or contract, include stipulations 
that would mitigate soils disturbance and require rehabilitation. 

II. Minerals 

M-2.1, 3.1, 4.1, 4.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - This recommendation advocates mineral and 
building material excavation and exploration in areas with suscepti­
ble soils. 

b. Modification - Write stipulations into leases, permits and contracts 
that require a minimal soil disturbance and rehabilitation of 
disturbed sites. 

III. Forest Products 

IV. Range Management 

No Conflict 

RM-2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Mechanical range treatments in areas of suscep­
tible soils. 

b. Modification -
Alternative 1 - Limit mechanical treatments to areas of low sus­

ceptibility and use methods of seed application 
that do not require use of heavy equipment. 

Alternative 2 - Desiqn the treatment for areas with susceptible 
soils to minimize soil loss. Measures should 
include; leavinq untreated strips on the con­
tour, limitinq the width of treatments, not 
treating drainaqeways, seedinq with a mixture 
selected to succeed on that particular soil and 
using equipment desiqned to reduce compaction. 



V. 

VI. 

VII. 

Wildlife 

WL-2.9 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Alternative 2 -
(cont.) 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WS - 2.1 (cont.) 

These measures will not prevent erosion caused 
by removal of cover and disturbance by heavy 
equip- ment. They will reduce the rate of 
removal, localize impacts and reduce sediment 
yield. 

Compliments Alternative 2 

Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
B. No Conflict 
c. No Conflict 
D. No Conflict 
E. No Conflict 

Fire Management No Conflict 

.; 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fall s 
A c tivity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WS - 2 2 Step 3 

Recommendation: WS-2 . 2 

Adjust livestock grazing to maintain 
vegetative cover in areas with severe 
erosion susceptibility. In areas with 
moderate SSF 1 s (41-60) or with signifi­
cantly higher sheet erosion rates insti­
tute management practices that allow 
development of healthy vegetative cover 
and thus reduce surface soil loss. 

The following management practices are 
recommended: 

--for severe erosion susceptible areas 
ajust stocking rates so that utilization 
is 50 percent or less; 
--for areas with identified erosion prob­
lems adjust stocking rates so that utili­
zation is 40 percent or less, or manage 
within a 3 to 6 pasture rest-rotation 
system; 
--for areas with identified erosion 
problems restrict ORV use to roads and 
trails that are properly designed and 
restrict use on saturated soil. 

Restrict ORV Use. 

Support: 

Range to establish grazing practices to 
maintain the desired utilization and 
monitor it·or to manage the rest­
rotation grazing system. 

t.Jole; Attach additional shee ts, if needed 

f/11s/1lf cli on'i' on rC' 1Jerse) 

Rationale: 

Fifty percent utilization is considered 
good range management to maintain 
healthy plants (SCS Range Management 
Handbook, 1003.l(c)) with large, deep 
root systems which act to stabilize 
the soil, provide ample litter to 
encourage germination and seedling 
establishment and minimize surface 
runoff. Thus, reducing erosion and 
maintaining soil productivity as 
required by FLPMA, Basic BLM Manual 
Guidance (1602.42C2a), Supplemental 
Manual Guidance (1603.12E3a), the 
Watershed Manual and the State 
Five Year Goals (See Objective 
Rationale). 

Because maintaining vegetative cover 
is very important on soils in the 
severe erosion susceptibility class 
(URA2.38B) to prevent erosion, utili­
zation should be maintained below 
50 percent. 

When accelerated erosion has been 
identified either by a moderate SSF 
or by modeling high sheet erosion 
(URA3 .45A2 and .45A3) utilization 
has previously exceeded 50 percent. 
Reducing utilization to 40 percent 
in these areas would allow recovery 
of the existing vegetation, litter 
accumulation and seedling establish­
ment. This opportunity was recognized 
in URA 4 (.45B3) and will reduce the 
erosion rates and maintain soil 
productivity. Rest-rotation grazing 
systems with 3 to 6 pastures allow 
at least one spring rest which re­
stores plant vigor and allows seed 
formation. 

The Twin Falls Public Opinion Survey indi­
cates that 43 percent of the respondants 
favored restrictions, including reductions 
in ORV and cattle use, to improve 
watershed conditions. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fl 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with RM-3.1 for those areas with identified 
erosion problems. Allocation of forage in RM-3.1 is based on biological 
limits, through the SVIM process. Thirteen allotments currently have some 
identified erosion problems. All of these allotments are managed or are 
proposed to be managed, under rest or deferred rotation systems. 

Concentrated ORV use is presently occurring on sites in the Western 
Stockgrowers Allotment. None of those erosion problem areas in this or any 
other area can be attributed to ORV use. The areas are currently all open to 
ORV use. Stipulations will be developed to restrict ORV use on areas being 
damaged and during seasons when damage occurs. For example, an ORV recommen­
dation to close the foothills area during wet seasons and coordinate with USFS 
closures in the South Hills. An ORV designation plan is proposed for develop­
ment for the Twin Falls Planning Unit in FY 1981. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify the recommendation to use the 
following management practice: 

-Allow no·more than 50 percent 
utilization on native ranges. 

-Manage those allotments with iden­
tified erosion problems with graz­
ing systems that allow periodic 
spring deferment. 

-Restrict ORV use on areas which can 
be shown to be damaged by excessive 
use. Needed restrictions wil 1 be 
developed as needed in the Twin 
Falls Planning Unit ORV plan based 
on current soil-vegetation inven­
tory data. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Ins/ructions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

As stated in MFP I Recommendation, 50 
percent is considered good range 
management to obtain healthy plants 
with large deep root systems which act 
to stabilize the soil, provide ample 
litter to encourage germination and 
seedling establishment and minimize 
surface runoff. 

As stated in the recommendation, a 
deferred system or a rest rotation 
system will provide rest from spring 
grazing. 

No areas have been identified in 
URA3.45A2 or .45A3 which show resource 
damage due to ORV use. The entire 
Planning Unit is currently open to ORV 
use. Site specific restrictions will 
be instituted as problem areas are 
identified. 
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UNITED ST A TES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION 

Su pport Needs: 

Name (t,1FP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Hatershed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WS-2. 2 Step 3 

Alternatives Considered: 

Range 1. Accept WS-2. 2. 
Reject WS-2.2. Establish qrazinq systems to protect 2. 

susceptible soils. 3. Further modify WS-2.2 restric­
tions. 

Recreation 
Coordinate ORV planning 
problem areas caused by 
ORV use. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

I l11stmctions on reverse) 

to identify 
excessive 

Rationale: 

Li mi ti ng gra zing use t o 50 percent of 
current ye ars growth of key forag e 
species and managing under deferred 
and rest rotation grazi ng systems wi ll 
ma intai n suffi cient vegetative cover 
to prevent serious erosion problems. 
ORV use will be rest ricted under an 
ORV designation plan. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

II I. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 2.2 

Lands No Conflict 

Minerals No Conflict 

Forest Products No Conflict 

Range Management 

RM-1.1, 1.4 , 1.5, 1.6 Compet itive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Allotments in susceptible soils that are 
manaqed as less than 3 pastures, sometimes without rest. 

b. Modification - Allotments No. 4036, 4041, 4044, 4059, 4074, 4097, 
4101, 4108, 4114, and 4124 should be incorporated into a rest 
rotation system to improave range condition and decrease erosion. 
Utilization should be reduced to 40 percent or less. 

Wildlife 

WL-4.10 Compl imentar_y 

Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
B. No Conflict 
C. No Conflict 
D. No Conflict 
E. No Conflict 

Fi re Management No Conflict 

.; 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-DECISICN 

Recommendation: WS-2.3 

Treat actively eroding gullies as they 
are identified by correcting contribu­
ting factors such as poor road placement 
and by using site appropriate methods 
such as gully head stablilization, 
water spreading, dams, dikes on gabions, 
and/or planting of deep rooted species. 

Support: 

Engineer and hydrologist to plan site 
specific treatments. 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 
Watershed 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WS-2 • 3 Step 3 

Rationale: 

Gully erosion, severe enough to de­
stroy site potential and existing 
roads, has been identified at Winter 
Spring and on North Cottonwood Creek. 

These gullies and any others should 
be treated to stop further reduction 
in soil productivity and loss of on­
site resource uses (_Suppl ementa 1 
Guidance 1603.12E3a). Treatments 
should be carefully studied by the 
hydrologist, engineer, and resources 
with on site uses to assure that the 
problems are not aggravated by the 
treatment. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not conflict with any resource. It is an attempt to 
stop ~u l ly type erosion wherever it is identified. Only two problem areas 
have been located and each should be treated to minimize damage. As new 
gullies are found they should be evaluated and proper action taken. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
- -= 

I· ,r: " : 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP ) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-AN ALYSIS-DEC ISION Step lWS-2. 3 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WS- 2.3 
Treat active gullies at Winter 
Spring and North Cottonwood Creek 
to stop their excessive erosion. 

Support Needs: 

R. A. Staff 
Identify additional sites needing 
developments. 

Engineers and Hydrologist 
Plan site specific treatments. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple -use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/n s lmcli o ns on revers e) 

Reasons: 

Gu l lies detract from the beauty of the 
l andscape and contribute to sediment 
accumulations in our streams. Acceler­
ated erosion should be stopped and 
cor rected whenever possib l e and 
economically feasible. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WS-2. 3. 

Rationale: 

Accelerated erosion should be stopped 
and corrected whenever possible. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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I. Lands 

II. Minerals 

I I I. Forest Products 

IV. Range Management 

V. Wildlife 

VI. Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
B. No Conflict 
C. No Conflict 
D. No Conflict 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fire Management 

-

-

-

-

-

-

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 2.3 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFPJ 

Twin Falls 
\ctivity 

e.cs.he. . ..._ ___ _ 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 3 

Recommendation: WS-2.4 

Control surface disturbing activities 
such as roads, trails, and construction 
in riparian areas ~o that use of satu­
rated soils is prevented, adequate buff­
er zones are provided and stream cross­
ings if necessary are selected to mini­
mize impacts. 

Support: 

Engineering for layout and design. 

Noto: Attuch cidd111orwl ,;ll(·<'ls, rl 11,.,.d,•d 

I ,, 

Rationale: 

Riparian areas as special management 
areas are discussed in the rationale 
of Watershed Objective 1 and in URA 
4 (.45B3a). The relationship of 
these areas to water quality is dis 
cussed in URA 4 (.45B3c). By not us­
tng saturated soils vegetative distur­
bances, compactions of the soil and 
shearing stress on banks is reduced. 
A buffer zone of vegetation reduces 
sediment delivery to the stream from 
the disturbing activity and protects 
the stream banks. Stream crossings 
can have varying impacts on stream 
banks and bottom composition depending 
on location. 

Limiting surface disturbing activities 
in riparian areas will comply with 
FLPMA, Executive Order 11990 (Pro-
tection of Wetlands), Executive Order 
11988 (Floodplain Management), The 
Clean Water Act of 1977, Manual sec-
tions 6740, 7221 and 7240. Watershed 
Objectives 1603.12E3b and c to improve 
and maintain water quality and to re-
duce flood damage would be accomplished. 

Some Surface disturbing activities in 
riparian areas may require a 404 per-
mit. For further discussion of permit 
requ i rements see rati onal e, Non Land Use 
Recommendati ons. 2. 1. SLM supplemental 
guidance (1603.12J3b ) requi res that roads 
will be located and des igned t o fit harmon­
ious ly wi t h t he t opography , to do t he least 
damage to t he environment, and to avoid i mme­
diate proximity t o streams and l akeshores 
and other rare or val uable environmental 
values. 

Ei ghty percent of the responda nts t o the 
Twin Fal ls opinion survey fe l t t hat ORV use 
should be restri cted. Two respondent s com­
mented t hat ORV sho ul d be restri cted f rom 
us i ng muddy ground. One comne nted that 
ORV 's shoul d be rest ri cted from sens i t ive 
areas such as riparian !· ·· · 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WS-2 .4 Step 3 

A Multiple Use RecOTimendation is not needed since activities in riparian areas 
are regulated by FLPMA, EO 11990, EO 11988, Clean Water Act of 1977, and BLM 
Manual sections 6740, 7221, and 7240. 

Support Needs: 

R. A. Staff 
Identify projects, planning. 

Division of Operations 
For engineers design. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if neede d 

Ons tructions o n r e v e rse) Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

I. Lands 

II. Minerals 

III. Forest Products 

IV. Range Manaqement 

RM-1.7 Competitive 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

MFP 2 

ws - 2.4 

a. Nature of Conflict - To construct in channel water catchments. 

b. Modification - Planned projects should have an engineers design for 
the dam and a rehabilitation plan for the area disturbed before the 
on-ground work begins. 

V. Wildlife 

WL-3.8 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - To construct ponds in natural drainages. 

b. Modification - Same as above for range. 

VI. Recreation 

A. 1.4 in Support 
B. No Conflict 
C. R-1~11 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - The development of roads in and near stream 
drain aq e hasins. 

b. Modification - If the roads are necessary they shoulcl he as far from 
the stream as possible. A buffer strip will vary in width but 
should he a minimum of 100 feet. All roads should be specially 
desiqned for their site, water bars should be employed and sprinq 
use should be restricted. 

D. VRM-1.9 in Support 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fire Manaqement No Conflict 

.; 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: WS-2.5 

Rehabilitate surface disturbance areas 
by seeding with appropriate seed mix­
ture in late fall or early spring fol­
lowing the disturbance and by insti­
tuting other erosion control measures 
as necessary. 

Support: 

Realty specialist and watershed 
to put appropriate rehabilitation 
stipulations in right-of-ways. 

Name ( ,\1FP) 

s 

Overlay Reference 

Step 5 Step 3 

Rationale: 

By seeding in late fall or early 
spring the success of revegetation 
will be enhanced by seed germina­
tion during the period of high soil 
moisture. Appropriate seed mixtures 
should be selected by precipitation, 
site factors including soils, re­
source values in the area and aes­
thetics. 

Seeding for site rehabilitation should 
be accompanied by appropriate site 
rreparation, erosion prevention mea­
~ures such as water barring and ter­
race formation, mulching and/or 
fertilization to assure revegetation 
and mintmize erosion. 

Jf a site is disturbed and completion 
of the project is delayed, interim 
rehabilitation and erosion control 
measures should be required. 

Two areas were identified in URA 4 
(.45B3b2 and 3) that need immediate 
attention, the powerline access in 
the South Hills and the reservoir 
site on Mule Creek. By preventing 
erosion on these sites and on all new 
disturbed areas the guidance of FLPMA, 
BLM Manual (1602.42C2a), (1603.12E3a), 
(;000.061 and (7000.02Bl) will be 
tmplemented as discussed in Objec­
ttve 2 rationale. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation is not a land use allocation, therefore, a multiple use 
recommendation is not developed. 

N o te: Attach add1t1orwl slw,·t s , if nc E> dc•d 

,1 ·, 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 2.5 

I• Lands - No Conflict 

II. Minerals - No Conflict 

III. Forest Products - No Conflict 

IV. Range Management - No Conflict 

V. Wildlife - No Conflict 

VI. Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
B. No Conflict 
c. No Conflict 
D. No Conflict 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fi re Management - No Conflict 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF ~HE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEi'IORK PLAN 

Name (,\IFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WS-2. 6 Step 3 

Recommendation: WS-2.6 

Prevent gully formation and excessive 
erosion by blocking from use and by 
rehabilitating roads and trails with 
excessive slopes. 

Support: 

Division of Operations to install 
blocks and to seed appropriate 
mixtures. 

Rationale: 

There are several ORV tracks and 
roads identified in URA 4 (.4583b3) 
which require these attention, in­
clude both sides of the Lost Creek 
summit road, ORV tracks in the North 
Cottonwood Creek drainage, and Cherry 
Springs Road. These and any other 
roads and tracks which have excessive 
slopes and have the potential for 
gully formation should be blocked by 
fencing, construction of berms, place­
ment of rocks or other acceptable means 
that will prevent further use. Reha­
bilitation of the scars should follow 
the recommendations discussed in the 
Rationale of WS Recommendation 2.6. 

The prevention of erosion to preserve 
site values is consistent with FLPMA, 
Basic Manual Guidance (1602.42C2a), 
Supplemental guidance (1603.12E3a), 
and Watershed Manual section 7000. 

Public opinion as indicated in the 
Twin Falls Survey supports restrict­
ing ORV use to improve watershed con­
ditions. With 43% of the respondents 
favoring restrictions. 

Multip le Use Analysis 

There are no conflicts from this recommendation, which proposes the blocking 
and rehabilitation of roads and trails on steep slopes in order to stop 
erosion. This type of action could interfere with other interests if the 

Not e: /\ttoch ,i ddit1 onal sh<'ets, if needed 

: / ,,' ·, l \ 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (M FP) 

Twin Falls 
A c tivity 

Overla y Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WS-2 • 6 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis (cont.) 

purpose of the road is unknown. Short cuts and hill climbing trails should be 
blocked and rehabilitated, but other roads with regular traffice should either 
be rerouted or treated so the slope and erosion can be reduced. Proper 
location and construction will resolve most problems of erosion on roads. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify WS-2.6 
Block and rehabilitate unnecessary 
roads and trails on steep slopes, 
but modify well traveled roads 
{Cherry Spring Road) to reduce the 
erosion problem. 

Refer to URA 4 (.45B3b3) for specific 
sites already identified. 

Support Needs: 

R. A. Staff 
Identify the problem roads. 

Division of Operations 
Block and rehabilitate trails, 
survey and design roads in need of 
construction or reconstruction. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmenda ti on. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstmctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

To stop soil loss and loss of site 
productivity on unused trails that 
climb steep slopes. Another need is 
to stop the irresponsible ORV use that 
is causing the problem, otherwise, 
they will likely make trails around 
the blocks. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WS-2.6. 
2. Accept WS-2.6. 

Rationale: 

Roads causing unusual or severe 
erosion problems should be blocked or 
modified to reduce erosion hazards. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 197 5) 



I. Lands 

II. Minerals 

II I. Forest Products 

IV. Range Management 

V. Wildlife 

VI. Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
8. No Conflict 
c. No Conflict 
D. No Conflict 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fire Management 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WS - 2.6 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YStS-OECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

URA 4 Watershed Opportunities 
Not Carried Forth to MFP 1 

Non ~Land Use Recommendations for Objective 2 

Recommendation: 1 

Require engineering design and super­
vision of installation on all structures 
placed in ephemeral or perennial streams 
to prevent adverse channel modicications. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if neede d 

(/11s/ructi o ns on rc-11crse ) 

Rationale: 

As pointed out in URA 4 (.45B3b2) 
both McMullen and .North Cottonwood 
Creek have active channel erosion 
and headcutting apparently caused 
by irrigation dam failures. 

Anytime a channel is modified there 
will be impacts up and downstream. 
When structures are placed in chan­
nels without proper consideration 
for their impacts, there can be 
many unanticipated and undesirable 
consequences. If the structures 
are placed without proper design and/ 
or construction their liklihood of 
failure is much higher. The main 
impacts of channel structures and 
their failure is channel cutting 
either horizontally or vertically. 
This type of erosion reduces ripar­
ian and aquatic habitat, creates 
the potential for greater flood and 
sediment damages ano increases sur­
face water pollution. 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
of 1977 (P.L. 95-217) requires a 
permit from the Corps of Engineers 
for activities that will discharge 
into the Waters of the United States 
of dredged material and of those 
pollutants that comprise fill mate­
rial. Activities subject to COE 
permit i nclude new construction or 
improvement of roads, tra i ls , buil d­
ings, and yards, recreation sites, 
water conservat ion structures (i n­
cluding stock water reservoirs and 
aams). fisheries habitat projects , 
fire control facilities, and similar 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Support: 

UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YStS-DECISION 

Engineering - To either design or approve 
the design of instream structures and 
to superv ise their installation. 
Hydrology - To examine fo r instream 
impacts. 

(• 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wate rshed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Rationale (can't.): 

work or activities. Maintenance 
involving significant disposal of 
fill or removal and fill or re-
moval and replacement of fill mate­
rials also require a permit. 

FLPMA (Sec 501 (a) (.1) a 11 ows the 
issuance of rights-of-ways for 
reservoirs and other facilities and 
systems for the impoundment, storage, 
transportation, or distribution of 
water. Section 505 requires each 
right-of-way to contain terms and 
conditions to minimize damage to 
fish and wildlife values and other­
wise protect the environment and to 
comply with water quality standards 
established by Federal or State law. 
Therefore, engineering design should 
be required for all structures built 
under rights-of-way. This design 
should be reviewed by BLM engineers 
to assure minimum damage. 

The undesirable impacts of improper­
ly designed and installed instream 
structures is inconsistent with 
FLPMA which requires protecting the 
quality of ecological, environmental 
and water resource and with Basic 
Guidance (1602.42C2a) to maintain 
the productive capacity of nature 
ecosystems. 

1ote : Atta ch acl<l ir ional ·hee ls, it needed 
~========================= = 

11 .•,; /ruclion s o n re ,,e ,se ) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: WS-3 

Name (MFP) 

T ·n Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

WS-3 

Meet applicable Federal and State of Idaho water quality standards on 
perennial streams with fishery value by 1985 and on other perennial 
streams in the Twin Falls Planning Unit by 1990. 

Rationale: 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) in Section 
202C(8) provides that in the development and revision of land use plans, 
the secretary shall ... 11 provide for compliance with applicable pollution 
control laws, including State and Federal air, water, noise or other 
pollution standards or implementation plans 11

• 

Basic Manual Guidance (1602.42C3) states that: 

11 All land use and resource management program decisions must be con­
sistent with Federal or State air and water quality standards, and 
with public health and safety standards affecting solid waste dis-
posal and noise abatement. 11 

• 

A long-term objective for the Water Resource Program (Manual 1603.12E3b) 
is to restore, maintain and improve surface and ground water quality for 
both on-and-off site use. 

BLM Manual Section 7240 provides guidance for managing water quality on 
BLM administered lands so that the quality can meet or exceed both Federal 
and State standards. 

Water Quality objectives are to: 

11 A. Provide water in quality and quantity suitable for all intended 
uses. 

B. Control activities which might adversely affect the quality of 
water on or leaving the public lands. 

C. Establish and maintain land-use management practices which assure 
the protection of water supplies and aquatic habitat resources 
from chemical, physical or biological deterioration. 11 

l V 
It is Bureau policy to protect, mai ntain, restore and/or enhance the quality 
of water on public lands so that it 1 s utility for other dependent ecosystems, 
including present and/or desired human environments, will be maintained 
equal to or above legal water quality criteria. The water quality limits are 
those defined by the most stringent applicable laws and regulations. (Manual 

=-~ ,~JLJ161-====== ====== ========== ==== 
(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Rationale (con 1 t.): 

Current water quality laws are: 

Name (MFPj 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

WS-3 

1. The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments (FWPCA) of 
1972 (Public Law 92-500) which is a complete revision of previous 
legislation, although many provisions remain unchanged. 

2. The Clean Water Act of 1977 (Public Law 95-217) which amended 
several sections of Public Law 92-500. Thus both the FWPCA and 
the Clean Water Act must be consulted. 

(The objective of the Clean Water Act is to restore 
~ emical, physical and biological integrity of the 

Pertinent goals and policies of the Act are: 

and maintain the 
nation's water. 

a. That, wherever attainable, an interim goal of water quality 
which provides for the protection and propagation of fish, 
shell fish and wildlife and provides for recreation in and on 
the water be achieved by July 1, 1983. 

b. Water quality standards established under earlier legislation 
are retained and provisions are made to extend them to intra­
state waters. 

The new law puts more emphasis on 11 nonpoint sources 11 of pollution. This law 
will have considerable effect on Federal agencies with nonpoint pollution 
sources such as construction, agriculture, rural, urban and industrial dev­
elopments and most resource and land uses and related activities. 

Nonpoint Source is a term never clearly defined, however, Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), in Federal Register 41 (119), Friday, June 18, 1976, 
gave three general criteria which can be used to discriminate between a point 
and nonpoint source in questionable cases: 

l. The pollutants discharged are induced by natural processes, including 
precipitation, seepage, percolation and runoff; 

2. The pollutants discharged are not traceable to any discrete or 
identifiable facility; and 

3. The pollutants discharged are better controlled through the appli­
cation of best management practices, including process and planning 
techniques. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Rationale (can't.): 

Nam e (MFPj 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

WS-3 

Non point Source, water pollutants, either of natural or1g1n or man-causes, 
tend to gravitate to the streams and waterways with each occurrence of runoff. 
By far, the most widespread pollutant is sediment. Nearly all activities 
conducted on the public land contribute to the disturbance of the soil and 
to the concentration of over-land flow onto unprotected soils. Sediment 
inhibits or destroys biological productivity of aquatic exosystems by fill­
ing the interstitial spaces of stream gravels, smothering fish food organisms 
and fish eggs, and reducing light penetration. Sediment may also trap and 
carry pesticides, nutrients, organic wastes, radioactive minerals, salts 
and minerals. Excessive use and improperly designed structures and facilities 
have greatly accelerated natural runoff and erosion, resulting in degrading 
water quality and loss of site productivity. 

A Best Management Practice (BMP) is a practice or combination of practices 
that are determined after problem assessment and examination of alternatives 
to be the most effective and practicable (technologically, economically and 
institutionally) means of preventing or reducing the amount of pollution from 
nonpoint sources to a level compatible with predetermined goals. 

These predetermined goals are the designated beneficial uses for each stream 
or segment of stream. Designated uses are: protection and propagation of 
fish and wildlife; water for public recreational, agricultural and industrial 
uses; and domestic water supplies. Designated uses for streams in the Twin 
Falls Planning Unit are shown in Table .45A7(1). These designated uses are 
not arbitrary, they are determined by actual use and attainability. 

The water quality criteria which must be met in a segment of stream are 
numerical or narrative biological, chemical, or physical values, usually in 
mathematical terms, which describe the quality of the water to attain and 
maintain the designated use. 

Applicable State water quality standards and EPA water quality criteria are 
listed in Table .45A7a(l). 

Pursuant to the BLM-EPA Cooperative Agreement of January 5, 1976, it is 
imperative that the Bureau work closely with State and area-wide agencies 
in development of BMP's. This includes the use of proposed BMP's and the 
monitoring of their effectiveness. 

Implementation of the BMP's can directly and indirectly constrain multiple­
use land management objectives and operations. The actual land practice 
implementation of applicable water pollution control guidelines (Best Manage­
ment Practices) is the responsibility of each resource function via its own 
activity planning; e.g., allotment management plan implementation. 

(Instructions on reverse) 14 orrr 1 c,... 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECIS10N 

Recommendation: WS-3. l 

Meet water quality standards on stream 
segments that have been designated for 
a salmonoid fishery by implementing 
Watershed recommendation 1.4, 2.4 and 
non-1 and use recommendation 2. l. In 
the drainage basins of these streams, 
implement Watershed recommendations 
2. 1 and 2. 2. 

Support: 

Na me (MFP) 

Activity 

Overla y R e ference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Rationale: 

Streams with salmonoid fishery design­
ation (Fifth Fork of Rock Creek, Mc­
Mullen, Shoshone and Salmon Falls 
Creeks) exceed the Idaho Water Quality 
Standard for temperature during the 
summer. Temperature reduction can 
best be achieved by shading the stream. 
As discussed in URA 4 (.45A7) riparian 
habitat in excellent condition should 
provide the needed shade. The Ration­
ale for Recommendation 1. 4, points out 
that fencing to exclude grazing is the 
only management technique that assures 
protection of riparian habitat from 
severe damage. 

The other water quality standard not 
met is that for fecal coliforms. As 
discussed in URA 4 (.45A7) exclusion 
of cattle from the stream area year 
round would be necessary to eliminate 
fecql coliform contamination. 

Division of Operations: 
out and design, fencing 
fences. 

Engineers for lay- Suspended or non-filterable solids are 
crew to construct the sediment in the stream. There is 

Range: To make condition ratings based on 
successional stage, plant cover and com­
position and to develop and implement 
management plan. 
Hydrology: To assist in developing man­
agement plan and to monitor water quality 
parameters . 
Wildlife: To assist in developing manage­
ment plan and to monitor fisheries. 

not a numerical standard for this 
parameter. Suspended solids concentra­
tion of 80 mg/1 has been shown to 
reduce macroinvertebrate populations 
by 60%. The aquatic habitat inventory 
and concurrent macroinvertebrate anal­
ysts showed sediment problems in each 
of the above named streams. Sediment 
can be lowered by healthy riparian 
vegetation which stabalizes the banks 
thus preventing mass wasting and bank 
cutting. The brushy riparian vegeta­
tion also lowers overbank velocities 
which reduces flood damage and a 11 ows 
the overbank area to share sediment 
loads. An additional function of the 
riparian zone is to trap sediments 
from the adjacent slopes and prevent 
them from entering the stream. 

N o t e : Atta c h a cld 1t1 o n al ,·. \w, •1s . 1f m' <' dcd 

Implementing WS recommendation 1.4 and 
2. 4 wi 11 establ ish _and-cmaintat[l a-~ =-~-

::... - :·--:....:::-_ - - -- ---.:;- - - -- -- - -
. . ' ,, ' 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name! 11/· /') 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION StepWS-3. l Step 3 

Rationale (can't): 

healthy riparian zone as discussed in their 
rationale. Recommendation 2. l prevents 
unnecessary channel disruptions thus lowering 
sediment yield by reducing head cutting, bank 
cutting and channel relocation. 

Reducing soil erosion in drainage basins with 
perennial streams and throughout the water­
shed reduces soil particle displacement 
which eventually becomes sediment in the 
stream. The further from the stream the soil 
erosion the longer the sediment takes to 
arrive at the stream, and the better the con­
dition of the range and riparian vegetation 
the less sediment will be delivered to the 
stream. 

The Twin Falls Public Opinion Survey indicates 
43% of the respondants favored BLM giving 
priority to water quality problems even if it 
meant reductions or restrictions on other 
uses. The same survey that approximately 
one-third of the respondants felt that rip­
arian areas should be fenced to protect wild­
life habitat and the 80% felt that rangeland 
projects to increase wildlife habitat and 
improve overall range condition are worth­
while even when their costs may not be recoup­
ed. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Watershed recommendation 3.1 attempts to improve water quality in salmonoid 
fishery streams by implementing a combination of watershed recommendations 
that toqether would improve fishery habitats and water quality. Through this 
decision process the watershed recommendations have been modified to elimi­
nate conflicts. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11strr1clions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Wate rshed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WS-3. lstep 3 

Therefore, the objectives of this recommendation must be modified to a moni­
toring program for water quality and riparian trend at the targeted streams. 
This monitoring will provide seasonal data that can be interpreted to indicate 
the success of present management techniques on improving fisheries habitat. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify \~S-3.1 
Implement the monitoring studies and 
grazing management in WS-1.4. 

Modify WS-2. 1 
Allow treatment if it is needed and 
beneficial. 

Accept WS-2.4 and non-land use recom­
mendation 2. 1. 

Support Needs: 

R. A. Staff 
Establish and monitor riparian 
vegetation trend studies. 

Watershed 
Monitor seasonal water quality in 
fishery streams. Show whether the 
proposed grazing management is 
successful within a reaasonable time 
such as 6 years in a two-treatment 
grazing system. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
rec001mendation. 

Note: Atta ch additional sheets , if neede d 

(/,,s/1'1/clions on reverse) 

Reason: 

To determine need, if any, for more 
protection of fisheries streams to 
improve quality, if management is not 
adequate to meet the resource 
objectives. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept WS-3.1. 
2. Modify WS-3.1. 

Rationale: 

After a reasonable length of time (5 
years) if monitoring studies do not 
show an improvement in water quality 
both for temperature, fecal coli form 
and suspended sediments, the streams 
should be fenced and livestock 
excluded. 

Form 1600-21 (April 197 5) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Fa 11 s 

MFP 2 

ws - 3.1 

I. Lands No Conflict 

I I. Minerals 

M-2.1, 3.1, 4.2, 4.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Mineral and materials exploration and exploita­
tion that could disturb soils of the area and contribute to 
increased sediment in the streams, particularly Shoshone Creek. 

b. Modification - Include stipulations in the contracts, leases, and 
right-of-ways that involve minimized soil loss. 

III. Forest Products 

IV. Range Management 

No Conflict 

RM-1.1 - 1.7 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Grazing practices that contribute to decreased 
water quality. 

b. Modification - Resolution methods and alternatives are discussed 
under the individual recommendations (1.4, 2.4, 2.1 and 2.2). 
Require engineering evaluation and design for all instream 
structures to prevent channel disruption as discussed in non-land 
use recommendation 2.1 rationale. 

VI. Wilc;Jlife 

WL-3.11 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Instream structures without careful placement 
can severely damage streams rather than enhance them. 

b. Modification - Require engineering evaluation and design as dis­
cussed above in Range. 

VI. Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
B. No Conflict 



;, 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WS - 3.1 (cont.) 

C. R-1.11 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - An ORV trail along McMullen Creek that may add 
sediment and contribute to a decreased water quality. 

b. Modification - Same as WS-2.4. R-1.4 is in support of this recom­
mendation. 

D. No Conflict 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fire Management - No Conflict 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: WS-3.2 

Meet water quality standards on stream 
segments with agriculture and cold water 
biota uses by implementing Watershed 
recommendations 1.5 and 2.4, and non­
land use recommendation 2.1. In drainage 
basins of these streams implement Water­
shed recommendations 2.1 and 2.2. 

Support: 

Rationale: 

Name (i\lFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WS-3. 2 Step 3 

The rationale for the above recom­
mendation has been discussed in the 
individual recommendation rationale 
and in recorrnnendation 3.1. 

Range: To implement management techniques 
and to make condition ratings bases on 
successional stage, plant cover and com­
position. 
Hydrology: To monitor water quality. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This is similar to WS-3.1, without the fisheries value, and the recom­
mendation should be modified. Perennial streams should be monitored on a 
seasonal basis to determine riparian condition, trend and water quality at 
hiqh and low flow periods. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify WS-3.2 
Implement monitorinq studies in 
WS-1.5, 2.1, 2.2 and 2.4. 
Part of 1.5 is accepted. 
Part of 2.1 is accepted. 
Most of 2.2 is accepted. 
Most of 2.4 is accepted. 
The measures in non-land use 
recommendation 2.1 is accepted. 

Note: i\ttnch udd1l1onal s hPcls. if 11c,·d c: d 

Reasons: 

To determine if there is a need for 
more intensive manaqement to improve 
water quality if manaqement is not 
adequate to meet the resources 
objectives. 

. , . ' . 



UNITED STATES Name (MFPJ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Twin Fa 11 s 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSJS-DECISJON Step 1 WS-3 . 2 Step 3 

Support Needs: Alternatives Considered: 

R. A. Staff 
Establish trend and condition 
studies. 

Watershed 
To monitor water quality in non­
fisheries. perennial streams. 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple-use 
recanmenda ti on. 

Meet water quality standards on stream 
segments by initiating decisions made 
for WS-1.5, WS-2.1, WS-2.2, and 
WS-2.4. The use of engineers for 
design of stream channel modification 
will be a standard practice as 
recanmended in Non-Land Use 
Recommendation 2.1. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11str11ctions on reverse) 

1. Accept WS-3.2. 
2. Modify WS-3.2. 

Rationale: 

The law requires management to meet 
water quality standards on al 1 streams 
on public lands. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

II. 

I I I. 

IV. 

v. 
VI. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 3.2 

Lands No Conflict 

Minerals No Conflict 

Forest Products No Conflict 

Range Management No Conflict 

Wildlife No Conflict 

Recreation 

A. 
B. 
c. 

No Conflict 
No Conflict 
R.1.11 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Roads in North Cottonwood Creek and Mule Creek 
that add sediment to the streams and rlecrease water quality. 

b. Modification - These roads exist now. Before improvement begins 
problem spots should be identified and treated, especially where 
buffer strips are less than 50 feet wide and where the road climbs 
steeply. Sprinq use should be restricted on these roads to coincide 
with forest service road closures. 

D • No Con fl i ct 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fire Management No Conflict 

.; 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: WS-4 

Reduce flood damage both on and off public land. 

Rationale: 

Na me (MFPj 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

WS-4 

This objective is consistent with water resource objective (1603.12Ec): 

Reduce and control flood and sediment damage, both on and off the public 
lands. 

/The floodplain Executive Order 11988 was issued to reduce flood damage by 
~anaging floodplains. 

BLM Watershed program objectives (7000.028) include: 

Enhance on-site resource use values, including fish and wildlife development 
and utilization, livestock grazing, timber production, outdoor recreation, 
industrial development, mineral production, and wilderness preservation 
under the principles of multiple-use management and sustained resource yield; 
and 

Enhance off-site values, including improvement of water quality, improved 
timing and yield of streamflow, renewal of ground water supplies, control of 
floods and sedimentation, maintenance of estuaries, protection of public 
health, and stabilization of local economies. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

N anw {.\If' I') 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WS-4 • 1 Step 3 

Recommendation: WS-4.1 

Enhance water yield and reduce flood peaks 
by constructing snow fences in the heads of 
drainages at higher elevations. 

Support: 

Forest Service: cooperative agreement 
because many of the best sites are 
located on the Forest Service. 
Hydrologist: To locate fences on public 
1 and. 
Fencing crew: To install fences. 

Rationale: 

Snow fences accumulate larger drifts 
which melt more slowly. They con­
tribute water to streamflows later 
into the dry season and they melt at 
a more uniform rate reducing the 
chances of high spring runoff causing 
flood damage. 

By trapping snow that would normally 
blow away or sublimate snow fences 
can increase water yields from snow 
melt. In addition, properly placed 
snow fences can increase ground water 
yields if placed in recharge areas. 

The building of snow fences accom­
plishes both the water resource 
objective 1603.12E3c discussed in 
W.S. Objective 4 Rationale and 3b to 
restore and maintain water yield for 
both on-and off-site use. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This is a dual purpose recommendation to reduce flood hazards, but increase 
water yield. It has no conflicts with other activities, but will require a 
cooperative agreement with the Forest Service, since that is where most of the 
streams proposed for treatment originate. It is a plan that would help 
fisheries, wildlife and water users while reducinq flood potenial. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WS-4.1 
Construct snow fences in the head­
waters of area drainages at higher 
elevations. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11strurtio11s 011 reuerse) 

Reasons: 

This measure could reduce flood peaks 
by spreading those flood waters over 
the season, thus increasinq useable 
water yield. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

, 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Watershed 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WS-4 .1 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

Forest Service 
Cooperative agreement to put up 

fences at headwaters. 

Hydrologist 
Locate and mark potential sites. 
Consult Idaho Department of Water 
Resources 

Operations 
Assemble fence. 

Decision: 

Reject the multiple-use 
recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstmctions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WS-4.1. 
2. Add sites to the proposed. 
3. Deduct sites from the proposal. 

Rationale: 

This should not be undertaken on a 
large scale until further studies 
indicate the feasibility both 
technical and econanical. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



:, 

I. Lands 

II. Minerals 

I I I. Forest Products 

IV. Range Management 

V. Wildlife 

VI. Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
B .• No Conflict 
c. No Conflict 
D. No Conflict 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fire Management 

-

-

-

-

-

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 4.1 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

N1"me ('di:/') 

Twin Fa lls 
Ac ti v ity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Refe re nce 

Step 1 $- 4 , 2 Step 3 

Recommendation: WS-4.2 

Restrict actions in the base floodplains 
that impact the natural and beneficial 
floodplain functions. 

Support: 

Hydrology: To establish base flood­
plains, especially on ephermeral chan­
els. Installation of crest stage gages 
and rain gages to assist in delinating 
floodplains. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s truclions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Man­
agement) is implemented by Manual Sec­
tion 7221. The main objectives of 
floodplain management are to: 

1. Reduce the risk of flood loss or 
damage to property. 

2. Minimize the impact of flood loss 
on human safety, health, and wel­
fare. 

3. Restore, maintain, and preserve 
the natural and beneficial func­
tions of floodplains. 

It is Bureau policy that: 

1. Direct or indirect support of 
floodplain development must be 
avoided wherever there is a 
practicable alternative. 

2. The long-and short-term adverse 
impacts on natural and beneficial 
floodplain functions associated 
with the use and modification of 
floodplains must be avoided, to 
the extent possible. 

3. Actions causing definable adverse 
impacts (long-or short-term) to 
the natural and beneficial flood­
plain functions must include pro­
tection, minimization of damage, 
restoration, and preservation 
measures. 

4. Public lands, minerals, and sub­
surface estates within the base 
floodplains must be retained under 
BLM administeration except: 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

N,rn1L' I \I/ · /' J 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

filetshed 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WS-4.2 Step 3 

Rationale: con't 

a. If Federal, State, public and 
private institutions and part­
ies have demonstrated the 
ability to maintain, restore, 
and protect the floodplain on 
a continuous basis. 

b. If transfer of public lands, 
minerals, and subsurface 
estates is mandated by legis­
lation or Presidentail order. 

5. Actions or proposed actions must be 
monitored to ensure the incorpora­
tion of the floodplain objectives. 

An action for floodplain purposes is 
defined as any Federal activity for : 

1. Acquiring, managing, and disposing 
of Federal lands and facilities. 

2. Providing federally undertaken, 
financed, or assisted construc­
tion and improvements. 

3. Conducting Federal activities and 
programs affecting land use, in­
cluding, but not limited to, water 
resources and related land resources 
planning, regulating, and licensing 
activities. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The purpose of this recommendation is to preserve the natural functions of 
flood plains and to reduce losses due to floods. Rain qaqes and crest staqe 
gages are needed so that maximum stream flow data can be analyzed. This data 
will help in planninq for future projects and in predicting flood prone areas 
that are not suitable for development. 

Note: Attach 2dditional sheets. if needed 

(/11s/mctions on rcucrse) For:n 1600-21 (April 197 5) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Analysis (cont.) 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Watershed 

Overlay Reference 

Step WS-4 • 2 Step 3 

The only conflicts with this recommendation are check dams and recreational 
roads and trails that will cross floodplains. As long as the dams are 
adequately engineered, rehabilitated, and their necessity is clear for proper 
management, there is no problem. Roads should stay clear of stream crossings, 
but if it is absolutely necessary there should be minimal channel disturbance, 
and rehabilitation if needed. 

Considering that flood plain protection is Bureau policy, this recanmendation 
must be rejected on the grounds that it is a non-land use allocation. 

This recommendation does not require a land use allocation decision so no 
Multiple Use Recooimendation will be made. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onstmctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Fa 11 s 

MFP 2 

ws - 4.2 

I. Lands No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

III. Forest Products 

IV. Ranqe Manaqement 

V. 

RM-1.7 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Catchment dams constructed in the flood 
channels may alter the drainaqe and cause lonq term cuttinq problems 
if the dam washes out. 

b. Modification - All catchments should be siqht specific and designed 
by a qualified enqineer in conjunction with a soil scientist and 
hydroloqist. 

Wildlife No Conflict 

VI. Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
B. No Conflict 
C. R-1.11 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - These roads will require stream crossings that 
could cause permanent flood plain damaqe. 

b. Modification - Avoid stream crossings, but if they are essential get 
advice from a qualified hydrologist and have all structures desiqned 
by enq i neeers. 

D. No Conflict 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fire Management No Conflict 

.J 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Objective: WS-5 

Name (MFPj 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Objective Number 

WS-5 

Insure the protection and preservation of water supply requirements for all 
BLM resource uses. 

Rationale: 

This objective supports Supplemental Guidance Objective 1603.12E3d. 

To fulfill FLPMA directives for multiple use and sustained yield it is necessary 
to protect present water uses and preserve water for future needs. 

(In structions on reverse) Form 1600-20 ,A"•'' • - -,;) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Watershed 
Ove rla y Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION Ste pWlS- 5. 1 Step 3 

Recommendation: WS-5.1 

Whenever springs which qualify as 
public water are identified, notify 
the State Dierector of their location 
so that the records can be noted of 
the land wihtdrawal (Public Water 
Reserve 107) where the spring is 
located. 

Support: 

Watershed: To systematically measure 
spring flow to see if the springs 
qualify as Public Waters. 

Lands: To notify State Director (943) 
of spring locations. 

Rationale: 

A 11 springs with a fl ow of .145 
gal/minute or greater existing in 1926 
or coming in existence before 1977 are 
interpreted as being reserved by 
Executive Order of April 17, 1926. 
There are many public water reserves 
that have not been noted. 

Noting these springs withdraws the 40 
acres where they are located to 
prevent disruption of the spring for 
public use. Idaho Instruction Memo 
ID-80-50 instructs the District to 

/ inform the State Director (943) of 
'~ hese springs locations. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Reference to Idaho IM ID-80-50 and Executive Order of April, 1926, give the 
direction for completing the action recommended in WS-5.1. An inventory of 
all public waters has been completed showing the current use of each spring 
examined. A water rights - water use inventory has been done and water claims 
and water rights aplications have been filed on all waters with developments. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Allocate all waters that qualify as 
Public Water Reserves for public use. 
Use water rights filings with the 
State for all developed sources and 
Public Water Reserves on all other 
qualified sources. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onslructions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Most waters on public lands are 
valuable for public uses such as fish 
and wildlife, stockwater, people 
water, wetland, riparian, or a combi­
nation of use. These waters should be 
allocated to the public needs and 
uses. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons/ructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Watershed 

Overlay Reference 

Step iWS-5 .1 Step 3 

Protection of public waters is 
paramount to management of resources 
on pub l i c l a nd s • 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Lands 

I I. Minerals 

II I. Forest Products 

IV. Range Management 

v. Wildlife 

VI. Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
B. No Conflict 
c. No Conflict 
D. No Conflict 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fi re Management 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 5.1 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
A c tivity 

Watershed 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Stepl WS-5.:Step3 

Recommendation: WS-5.2 

Reserve water for instream uses, espec­
ially fisheries, by using the State of 
Idaho filing system. 

Support: 

Wildlife and Watershed: To make In­
stream flow need determinations and to 
file with Idaho Water Resources Board. 

Rationale: 

By filing for instream flows on streams 
with fisheries value the minimum flow 
needed for fisheries can be assured. 
New diversions on private land above BLM 
land and change in diversions that would 
impact the minimum flow will not be al­
lowed by the State of Idaho Water Resources 
Board and the fisheries will be protected. 

McMullen Creek, Shoshone Creek, and Salmon 
Falls Creek are listed on the State 
Office's contract with Idaho Department of 
Fish and Game for instream flow determi­
nations. As the minimum flow needed is 
determined, we must file with the Water 
Resources Board. 

Fifth Fork of Rock Creek will have to 
have instream flow needs determined by 
our staff. Idaho law allows filing for 
instream flows for wildlife and other 
beneficial uses beyond the needs of 
fisheries. Filings should be made for 
these uses as needed. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The filinq of a m1n1mum instream flow water right is the only method of 
protecting~ stream and its wild dependents from stream depletion. As water 
and power demands increase it is possible that stream diversions could move up 
the channels to gain the advantage of qravity to avert the need for power thus 
the existing stream flow would be eliminated. There are no peresent draw down 
problems at area streams but as the demand for water increases over the years, 
the need for stream protection will also qrow. By establishinq minimum flows 
with the State Department of Water Resources we can protect the important 
waterways from future diversions, thereby preservinq these natural resources. 

This recommendation is supported hy Wildlife and Recreation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/ructions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twi n Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION Step 1 WS-5. 2 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WS-5.2 
Upon determining the needed m1n1mum 
flows of McMullen Creek, Shoshone 
Creek, Salmon Falls Creek and Fifth 
Fork of Rock Creek, file for that 
amount as a minimum instream flow 
requirement with the State Depart­
ment Water Resources using the State 
of Idaho filing system •• 

Support Needs: 

Watershed 
Determine minimimum flow require­
ments and process the applications 
for the filings with State Depart­
ment Water Resources. 

Wildlife, Range, Recreation 
Coordinate with Watershed to deter­
mine Wildlife, Range and Recreation 
needs on the studied streams. 

Decision : 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11slmctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Further assure protection of the 
streams and their dependent organisms, 
such as fisheries and various wildlife 
needs. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WS-5. 2. 
2. Modify WS-5.2 to include less 

than the four streams listed. 
3. Modify WS-5.2 to add streams to 

the recommendation. 

Rationale: 

Minimum plans are needed to protect 
fisheries and other resource values 
associated with the streams. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 5.2 

I. Lands No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-3.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Geothermal activity in the Shoshone Creek 
drainage may effect the flow of the stream. 

b. Modification - Shoshone Creek should be studied in order to identfy 
any interactions with the groundwater system of the area. 

III. Forest Products 

IV. Range Management 

V. Wildlife 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

WL-3.3(3) Complimented by this recommendation 

VI. Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
B. No Conflict 
C. R-1.4 Supportive 

R-1.4 supports this by advocating enhanced fisheries. 

D. No Conflict 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fire Manaqement No Conflict 

.; 



OBJECTIVE: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 

Watershed 

Objective Number 

WS-6 

Conserve plants officially listed by Federal Government as being in potential 
danger of extinction and prevent sensitive species needing special consideration 
in land-use planning and decisionmaking processes from becoming threatened or 
endangered. 

RATIONALE: 

On December 28, 1973, the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 u.s.c. 1531 et seq.) 
(see Appendix 1) became law and superseded similar acts passed in 1966 and 1969. 
It was declared in Section 2 of the ESA that all Federal departments and 

agencies shall utilize their authorities to conserve species (plants and 
animals) officially listed pursuant to Section 4 of the ESA. This national 
policy is repeated and expanded in Section 7 (16 u.s.c. 1536) of the ESA, which 
sets forth procedures to be used and requirement to be met by Federal 
departments and agencies in order to comply with the Act. Section 7 mandates 
have three objectives: conserving listed species; ensuring that the continued 
existence of listed species is not jeopardized; and ensuring that Critical 
Habitats of listed species are not destroyed or adversely modified. These 
mandates are non-discretionary and are supported by civil and criminal 
penalties. Citizen lawsuits are authorized and could result in penalties being 
assessed against responsible officials of Federal agencies. It is also implied 
by Section 7 of the ESA that adequate cooperation, consultation, and assistance 
will occur in the endangered species conservation effort. The current legal 
procedures for this cooperation and consultation can be found in 50 CFR 402 or 
in the Federal Register, Volume 43, pages 869-876, January 4, 1978 (see Appendix 
2, Interagency Cooperation Regulations). However, amendments to the ESA in 
1976, 1977, 1978, and 1979 have substantially changed Section 7 requirements. 

Draft Manual 6840 establishes BLM policy and guidance for complying with the 
Endangered Species Act. It is Bureau policy to conserve federally and 
State-listed endangered or threatened plants and animals and to utilze its 
authorities in furtherance of the purposes of the ESA and similar State laws. 
The objectives of all Bureau activities and programs will include the means to 
improve the habitat and prove justification for delisting such species. State 
laws protecting plants and animals faced with local extirpation or premature 
extinction apply to BLM activities and programs to the extent that they are 
consistent with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (P.L. 94-579) and 
other Federal laws. It is also Bureau policy to ensure that the crucial 
habitats of sensitive plants and animals will be managed and/or conserved to 
minimize the need for listing such plants and animals by either Federal or State 
Governments in the future. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION StdpS.-6. 1 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

Protect playas that support Lepidium 
davisii by allowing no developments or 
improvements and no ORV use in the playas 
or surrounding area (Section 29, 30, 31, 
and 32, T.14 s., R. 15 E.). 

Rationale: 

As discussed in URA 3 (.45A9) Lepidium 
davisii can withstand a moderate amount of 
disturbance. Since the populations on both 
playas are currently stable, present uses 
do not appear to jeopardize the population. 

ORV use and trampling by large grazing 
animals has adversely impacted Davis' playa 
mustard in other areas. Severe disturbance 
such as plowing or spraying with herbicide 
destroys playa mustard and may 'be the 
reason the mustard was not located on other 
playas in the planning unit. 

As identified in URA 4 (.45B3) the present 
road and fence do not appear to have 
affected the population. However, 
improving the road would increase traffic 
and the risk of ORV use of the playas. 
other improvements such as water troughs 
could result in increase grazing animal 
use. 

Maintenance of status quo in the above 
named sections appear to be the best 
protection. 

Multi ple Use Analysis 

This recommendation is to protect the potentially threatened plant Lepidium 
davisii. It has no conflicts and is supported by Cultural Resources CRM-1.5 
and 1.9, by recommending no road improvements in the area. There is an 
existing road which runs ve~y close to the playas, but as long as it remains 
unimproved there should be no added pressure on the habitat of these plants. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WS-6.1 
Allow no future improvements near 
the playas in T. 14 S., R. 15 E., 
sections 29, 30, 31, 32 that would 
endanger Davis' Playa Mustard. 

Reasons: 

Davis Playa Mustard is a threatened 
species and requires protection. 

Nore: At1ach addi1ional slwc1s, if ncC'dcd 
--··-- --
(/11,:)/ I ',t)I '/.I t•f ('/ 



--
UNITED STATES Name (MPPJ 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Twin Fa 11 s 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

Watershed 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WS-6.1 Step 3 

Support Needs: Alternatives Considered: 

None 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendation. 

1. Reject WS-6.1. 
2. Fence and sign the playas. 
3. Rehabilitate the roads in the 

area. 

Rationale: 

The protection of threatened and 
endangered species is required by law. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Lands 

II. Minerals 

III. Forest Products 

IV. Ranqe Manaqement 

V. Wildlife 

VI. Recreation 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

A. CRM-1.5 Su pportive 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 6.1 

CRM-1.5 is in support of this recommendation by recommendinq 
restricted ORV use in Salmon Falls Creek area. 

B. No Conflict 
C. R-1.11 and R-1.9 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - ORV trail that goes between the 2 playas 
containing Lepidium davisii. Without protection, the playas are 
vulnerable to ORV use. 

b. Modification - Reroute the propsed trail away from the playa area. 
Then block and rehabilitate the existing way. 

ORV designations such as 11 open to existing roads and trails 11 

could endanger this species and fences could be an enticement for 
abuse of the area. 

D. No Conflict 
E. No Con fl i ct 

VII. Fire Management - NO Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION 

Recommendation : 

If Lepidium davisii becomes listed as 
either endangered or threatened, the 
playas and surrounding area should be 
designated as an Area of Critical 
Environment~ Concern (ACEC) and the 
area be withdrawn from mining. 

Support: 

Wildlife - To write the activity plan, 
EA and other supporting 
documents for ACEC 
designation. 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Watershed 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WS-6. 2 Step 3 

If Lepidium davisii is presently under 
consideration as endangerd or 
threatened • Fin al designation as 
threatened or endangered implies that 
the playa mustard is in sufficient 
danger to require more intensive 
management. 

The process of ACEC designation 
requires the writing of a plan 
element. During the development of 
the plan element, the critical habitat 
and potenti~ disturbing factors can 
be more fully evaluated. 

Withdrawal from mining will protect 
the playas from this ultimate 
destruction. 

Present management does not appear to 
jeopardize the population and 
Recommendation WS-6.1 should 
adequately protect the Davis' playa 
mustard until final designation. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

If Lepidium davisii is designated as threatened or endangered, its playas and 
surrounding area should become an Area of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACEC). This would not conflict with any other activity plans, but is not 
necessary until the plant is designated as threatened or endangered. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nslmc/ions on reverse) Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Reject WS-6.2 
Do not designate an ACEC or withdraw 
the area fr001 mining • The surf ace 
will be managed according to the 
3809 regulations. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Un s tmctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fal 1 s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 W _ 

An ACEC designation is not needed to 
provide protection for this potenti­
ally endangered species. It has been 
found on most of the playas along 
Salmon Falls Creek under existing 
management. 

The current political leaders have 
issued directions that guide land 
managing agencies to use management 
rather than withdrawals so a 
withdrawal from mining is out. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept WS-2.6. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Lands 

I I. Minerals 

I I I. Forest Products 

IV. Range Manaqement 

V. Wildlife 

VI. Recreation 

A. No Conflict 
B. No Conflict 
c. No Conflict 
D. No Conflict 
E. No Conflict 

VII. Fi re Management 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 6.2 

.; 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 
Watershed 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION StW~+6 • 3 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

Protect Idaho Sensitive Species by 
prohibiting range improvements and 
other activities which could adverse­
ly affect the natural plant community 
in the area. 

Restrictions should be observed in the 
following locations: 

For Alluim anceps - T. 12 S., R. 18 E., 
Sections 10, 11, 14, and 15 and T. 15 S. , 
R. 15 E., Sections 8 and 5; and 

For Astragalas tetrapterus - T. 16 S., 
R. 15 E., Sections 8 and 9. 

Rationale: 

Bureau policy is discussed in Objective 
6 Rationale. Instruction Memo ID-81-144, 
March 3, 1981, reiterates Bureau policy, 
11 Tha t sensitive species wi 11 be conserved 
and managed to minimize the need for State 
or Federal listing." 

The II Inventory of Threatened and Endangered 
Plants Located in the Twin Falls Planning 
Unit II recommends that "Protection of 
threatened and endangered plant sites 
from heavy use and impact should be 
encouraged until such time as data 
becomes available which indicates that 
the plants can sustain other kinds of 
treatment." 

The 1979 inventory supplied the first 
report of Alluim anceps and the only 
known location of Astragalus tetrapterus. 
Both of which are listed as Sensitive on 
the current Idaho list. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation is mandated by existing law and policy IM-ID-81-144 and 
does not require a land use allocation decision for all identified areas. It 
is required in every development action implemented. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept the recommendation. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use recommenda­
tion. 

Restrict activities that threaten 
sensitive species wherever they exist 
within the planning area. Considera­
tion wil be given through the EA 
process. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

012s/1'11ctions on reve r se) 

Reasons: 

Bureau policy mandates protection of 
sensitive species. 

Rationale: 

Bureau policy is to conserve sensitive 
species to minimize the need to list 
them on the Federal and State T & E 
l i st. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



VI I. Natural Hi story 

VIII. Recreation 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

A. R-1.11 Competitive 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WS - 6.3 (cont.) 

a Nature of Conflict - ORV trails along Salmon Falls Creek rim and in 
the South hills would be enterinq sensitive species areas and could 
adversely effect those habitats. 

b. Modification - Route the trails through areas where there a1e no 
sensitive plants. 

IX. Visual Resources 

VRM-1.1 Supportive 

VRM-1.1 is highly supportive to the area of Astragalas in the upper 
Salmon Falls Creek area b.v advocating only ecological change in that 
region. 

X. Wilderness No Conflict 

No Conflict XI. Fire Management 

..! 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

ws - 6.3 

I. Lands 

L-4.1 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Corridor passes throuqh identified habitat of 
sensitive Astraqalas species. · 

b. Modification - Future corridor developments should be preceded by a 
study of the proposed impact area, with easement decisions based on 
the abundance of Astraqalas. 

II. Minerals 

M-4.2 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Proposed buildinq stone excavation site 
overlaps into Allium habitat. 

b. Modification - Do not allow excavation to spread past the withdrawn 
portion of section 8 at Greys Landinq. This will provide the 
sensitive plants with plenty of habitat while also allowinq stone 
excavation. 

III. Forest Products No Conflict 

IV. Ranqe Manaqement 

RM-2.2 Competitive 

v. 

a. Nature of Conflict - To chemically treat 6,289 acres of native 
rangeland on the Western Stockgrowers allotment where the sensitive 
species Allium anceps exists. 

b. Modification - Study the proposed treatment area and base the final 
decision on the abundance of Allium anceps. 

Wildlife No Conflict 

VI. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.5 Enhancement 

CRM-1.5 enhances this recommendation by advocating no ORV use on the 
rim of Salmon Falls Creek where three different sensiti~e species 
exist. 

.i 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

URA 4 WATERSHED OPPORTUNITIES NOT CARRIED FORTH TO MFP 1 

Non-land use recommendations for Objective 6: 

Recommendation: (1) 

Before initiating actions which would 
affect Salmon Falls Creek Canyon cliffs, 
search for Ivesia baileyi. 

Nore: Attach additional shee ts, if needed 

Uns/ructions on re11erse/ 

Rationale: 

Ivesia baileyi grows on sheer lava cliffs 
and its distribution i .s highly 
discontinuous. The 1979 contract report 
says "Since it tends to occur in small 
pockets, and to be absent from simil·ar 
appearing rock surrounding the pockets, its 
presence can not be ruled out until every 
last square foot of rock in Salmon Falls 
Creek has been checked." 

This species is protected by habitat and is 
only listed as sensitive. Search would 
only be required if an action were to 
directly alter the canyon habitat of the 
plant. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YStS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

URA 4 WATERSHED OPPORTUNITIES NOT CARRIED FORTH TO MFP 1 

Non-land use recommendations for Objective 6: 

Recommendation: (2) 

Maintain surveillance for Erigiron latus 
in the Twin Falls Planning Unit by having 
field personnel search during routine 
field work. 

Support: 
Wildlife - to prepare sight descriptions, 

keys, photos and other 
information needed by field 
personnel to search for 
Erigeron latus. 

Range - field personnel to look for 
Erigiron latus while doing 
other work. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

U11structio11s on reuerse) 

Rationale: 

In order to comply with the Endangered 
Species Act, ELM must document the presence 
or absence of federally listed or proposed 
listed species or their habitat in each 
planning unit. 

Although Erigiron latus was not located 
during the 1979 survey, the right habitats 
were. The contract report recommends 
searching for this species for several 
seasons. 

Erigiron latus was located on Middle 
Mountain in West Cassia Plannig Unit during 
a 1980 survey. This extends the eastern 
extent of the species and increases the 
likelihood of its presence in Twin Falls 
Planning Unit. 

Astragalus purshii var ophiogenes is not 
included in the above recommendation 
because the Endangered and Threatened 
Plants of Idaho indicates that the species 
is probably neither threatened or 
endangered and that it is reasonably 
abundant and widespread. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Fire Mana ement 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 

ACTIVIT Y OBJECTIVES 
Objective Number 

I 

Objective F-1 

To protect and enhance the resources of public lands in order to preserve 
their· capability to contribute toward meeting the resource needs of the 
nation, 

Rationale: 

This objective is supported by policy statements within Bureau manual 9210 
and other authority sources as outlined below. 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

I. 

J. 

K. 

Protection Act of September 20, 1922 (42 Stat. 857; 16 U.S.C, 
594). 

Taylor Grazing Act of June 28, 1934 (48 Stat. 1269; 43 U,S,C, 
315). 

0. and C, Act of August 28, 1937 (50 Stat. 874; 43 U,S,C. 
1181e). 

Reciprocal Fire Protection Act of May 27, 1955 (69 Stat. 66; 
42 U,S,C. 1856, 1856a). 

Economy Act of June 30, 1932 (47 Stat. 417; 31 U,S,C, 686), 

Public Land Administration Act of July 14, 1960 (74 Stat. 
506; 43 u.s.c. 1361). 

Disaster Relief Act, Section 417 (Public Law 93-288). 

Annual Appropriations Acts for the Department of the Interior. 

United States Department of the Interior Manual (590 DM 1.3), 

Planning area analysis, 

Normal year fire plan, 

· (Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Na me (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Fire Mana ernent 
Overlay Refe rence 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 1. J Step 3 

F-1.1 

Recommendation: 

Designate a permanent Fire Guard 
Station site in the vicinity of 
Salmon Dam in T. 14 S., R. 15 E., 
Sec. 8: SE~. Construction of the 
facility could be accomplished by 
the fire crew resulting in a 
considerable savings. 

Support: 

Rationale: 

At the present time we are maintaining 
a temporary Guard Station facilities 
at the old Rogerson School house. This 
situation is less than desireable as our 
crew is constantly in the public view, 
the rental fees are exceedingly high, 
poor utility services and limited storage 
and parking areas. With the construction 
of a new site these problems would be 
eliminated and, in addition, the facility 
could also be utilized by the resource 
area for office space, storage of equip­
ment, materials and supplies. 

Engineering: Survey and design complex and compile materials lists . 
Public information specialist: Media releases and orientation. 
Administration: Procurement of required materials and/or services. 
Realty: Prepare required withdrawals. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not conflict with any other activity recommendation. 
Construction of a permanent guard station would reduce or eliminate problems 
of high rent, poor utility service and limited storage and parking areas. 
Additionally, the station could be used as a base for other district personnel 
working in the area. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/ruc t ions on reverse) Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 
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UNITED ST A TES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Fi re Mana ement 
Overlay Refere nce 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 F -1. 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept F -1. 1. 

Support Needs: 

As described in MFP 1 Recommendation. 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple use recommenda­
tion to the extent that construction 
will be accomplished in the most 
feasible and economical manner. 

Note: Atta ch additional sheets , if needed 

0 11s /m c tions on reve rse) 

Reasons: 

Construction of a permanent Fire Guard 
Station in the Rogerson area will be 
beneficial to fire control operations 
and other personnel working in the 
Rogerson-Shoshone Basin area. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject F-1.1. 
2. Choose a different location. 

Rationale: 

Same as for multiple use recommenda­
tion. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMEND AT ION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

F-1. 2 
Reconnnendation: 

Designate the area lying within the 
Salmon Creek Canyon below Salmon Dam 
as a limited suppression area. All 
fires occurring in this area will be 
left in their natural state and only 
suppression effort expended would be 
in a case of threatening life or es­
caping the confines of the canyon. 

Support: 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Fire Management 
Overlay Refe re nce 

Step 1 F ~ /, J. Ste p 3 

Presently this area is being con­
sidered for wilderness designation 
of which fire is considered a nat-
ural part of the overall wilderness 
scheme. Fires occuring within this 
area for the most part will remain 
relatively small due to the natural 
terrain and existing barriers such as 
canyon walls, rock slides, creeks, etc. 
Suppression costs, limited access and 
personnel safety is also a contributing 
factor in designating this area as a 
limited suppression area. 

Public Information Officer: News media releases 
Area Personnel: Development of EA 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The recommendation is supported by Wilderness 1.2 which recommends establish­
ing the canyon as a natural area. Fire is considered a natural part of the 
overall wilderness scheme. No conflicts were identified between this and any 
other recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

On s /mctions on re ve rse) Form 1600-21 (April 197 5) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept F-1.2. 

Support Needs: 

As stated in MFP 1 Recanmendation. 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple use recommenda­
tion to the extent that the limited 
suppression area will be that area 
downstream from the dam to the area at 
Balanced Rock. Suppression in these 
areas will be by ground forces or 
mechanical means. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11str11clions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Falls 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 F -1 • 2 Step 3 

Designation of Salmon Falls Canyon 
below Salmon Falls Dam as a limited 
suppression area will compliment the 
natural area recanmendation. Limited 
access and rugged terrain make fire 
suppression very difficult and 
hazardous. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject F-1.2 and continue to use 
normal suppression. 

Rationale: 

Minimum suppression is compatible with 
the management of the Salmon Falls 
Canyon. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

F-1. 3 
Recommendation: 

Restrict the use of aerial retardant 
on resource value class II lands with­
in the Twin Falls Planning Unit. Re­
tardant should be used on Class II 
Lands only to protect and/or ensure 
the safety of private property, struc­
tures, livestock, general public and 
fire suppression personnel, 

Rationale: 

Name(MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivit y 

Fire Mana ement 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 ;:: ( , '} Step 3 

Suppression costs should be commen­
surate with established resource 
values, Since aerial retardant is 
an extremely expensive tool costing 
approximately a dollar per gallon or 
two thousand dollard per load de­
livered on the fire, it is felt use 
should be limited in areas of low 
values with the exception of the 
areas identified in the recommen­
dation, 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with Wildlife Recommendations to maintain and 
enhance sage grouse and mule deer winter range and critical mule deer summer 
range. The importance of these areas is based on the listed wildlife species 
needs for large amounts of browse in the diet during the winter. Retention of 
brushy areas on the isolated parcels identified in WL-2.2 ·and WL-2.4 is 
important for providing cover areas for pheasants. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify the recommendation to remove 
the identified sage grouse, antelope 
and mule deer winter areas, mule deer 
critical summer range, and isolated 
tracts from the restricted retardant 
recommendation. 

Support Needs: 

Reasons: 

The values described for the areas 
identified should be protected from 
fire with all standard fire suppres­
sion methods. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Fire Management Operations 1. Accept F-1. 3. 
Reject F-1.3. Determine fire supression techniques 2. 

necessary to protect identified 
values on a fire by fire basis. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstruclions on rev erse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Fi re Man a ement 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 F-1. 3Step 3 

Oeci si on: 

Modify the multiple use recanmenda­
tion. 

Do not use aerial retardant on 
resource value Class II lands except 
when needed to protect or ensure the 
safety of private property, 
structures, livestock, general public 
and fire suppression personnel. 

Do not use aerial retardant on any 
open waters such as reservoirs, ponds, 
streams, and springs. 

Aerial retardant can be used to aid in 
protecting identified sage grouse, 
antelope, and mule deer winter areas, 
mule deer critical summer range, and 
isolated tracts. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(Instructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

The decision to use or not use 
retardant within these areas will be 
detennined on a fire-by-fire basis by 
management after considering input by 
the Fi re Management Team. Retardant 
use will be avoided unless high value 
resources need protection, or life and 
private property is at risk. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: 

Use fire as a management tool in those 
areas identified for vegetation mani­
pulation or land treatment. Limit 
suppression efforts in the areas with­
in the Berger that are scheduled for 
land treatment maintenance. Suppres­
sion efforts will be conducted in 
accordance with an approved plan. 

Areas identified for land treatment 
maintenance: 

1. Parrott Allotment 

- Burn pasture 3 
- Burn pasture 2 

Burn pasture 1 

2. Wrigley Allotment 

- Burn pasture 2 
- Burn pasture 3 
- Burn pasture 1 

3. El 1 i s Allotment 

- Burn pasture 4 
- Burn pasture 2 
- Burn pasture 9 
- Burn pasture 3 

4. Buhl Group 

- Burn pasture 1 
- Burn pasture 2 
- Burn pasture 3 
- Burn pasture 4 

5. Kerr Allotment 

- Burn 300-400 acres every 
year. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/ructions on reverse) 

Name(MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activiri re Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 F -1. 4,tep 3 

Rationale: 

In support of this recanmendation it 
would be advantageous if a fire 
occured within one of the identified 
areas. If a fire occurs in a pasture 
within one year of the scheduled main­
tenance, no suppression action will be 
taken until the fire has accanplished 
the prescribed requirements or until 
the fire is determined to be a hazard 
to livestock, improvements, etc. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

Recommendation (cont.): 

6. Kaster Allotment 

- Burn pasture 3 
- Burn pasture 2 

7. Lanting Allotment 

- Burn pasture 4 
- Burn brush areas in other 

pastures as fits schedule. 

8. PVGA Allotment 

Burn brush areas in 
pastures as fits schedule. 

9. Schnitker Allotment 

- Burn pasture 

10. Noh Allotment 

- Burn brushy islands as 
fits schedule. 

11. L & W Allotment 

- Burn brushy isl ands in 
pasture 3. 

12. Chadwick Allotment 

- Burn brush on west edge 
of west pasture. 

13. Koch Al 1 otment 

- Burn brush in pasture 3 

14. Kunkel Allotment 

Burn pasture 4 
- Burn brush islands in 

pasture 3. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstmclions on reverse) 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fal 1 s 
Ac tivi~y 

F1 re Management 
Overlay Refere nce 

Step 1 F-1.4 s(~Ojlt •) 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation (cont.): 

15. Whiskey Creek Buffer 

Support: 

- Burn brush area along west 
side. 

Public Information Specialist: 
Media news releases 

Range and Wildlife Specialist: 
Project and/or activity plans 

Area personnel : 
Development of EAR's and assistance 
with burns 

Name(MPP) 

twin Falls 
A c t ivity 
Fi re Management 

Oveday Reference 

Step 1 F -1 • 4 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendaton does not conflict with any other activity recommendation. 
The recommendation as stated requires an approved maintenance burn plan for 
the area being burned. It further states that limited suppression activities 
will be in effect only until the fire has accomplished the prescription 
requirements. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept F-1.4 and add the following 
All reasonable efforts will be made 
to protect islands of brush which 
are present within any limited 
suppression areas. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons/n,c/ions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

The recommendation requires an 
approved maintenance burn plan in 
order for limited suppression action 
to be used. The addition of the brush 
isl and paragraph will further ensure 
that attempts are made to protect 
identified wildlife values on the 
Berger Resource Conservation Area. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac;:tivitY. 
F1 re Management 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 F-1.4 ~ry:.) 

Support Needs: 

Range 
Completion of burn EA. 

Wildlife 
Identification of protection areas 
in burn plans. 

Fi re Management 
Completion of burn plan. 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple use recommendation 
to include all the identified area and 
to agree with the range multiple use 
recommendation RM-2.7. RM-2.7 says 
practice limited fire suppression on 
existing seedings and proposed seed­
ings with the modifications shown in 
RM-2.3, RM-2.4, and RM-2.5. Aggressive 
fire suppression will be initiated to 
protect wildlife values on sage grouse 
strutting grounds, antelope and mule 
deer winter range, mule deer critical 
summer range and on the Twin Falls­
Cassia Isolated Sikes Act Tracts. Fire 
management will consult closely with 
the area manager on actions in these 
areas. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/n s /mctions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject F-1.4. 
2. Accept F-1.4 as written. 

Rationale: 

A fire management plan is to be pre­
pared for the entire resource area 
including the Twin Falls Planning Unit 
that will show the detail required to 
accomplish this action. Include 
F-1.4, F-1.5, and RM-2.7 in the plan. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

--- - -----

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Fire Management 

Overla y Refere nce 

RECOMMEND AT ION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 F -1 • 5 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modity F-1.5 as follows 
Designate the treated areas of the 
Whiskey Creek area as limited 
suppression areas. Take normal 
suppression efforts on any fires 
burning or threatening native sage­
brush areas. The boundaries of this 
area will be the Salmon Dam road on 
the south, the Salmon Falls Creek 
Canyon on the west, the Salmon Butte 
stock driveway road on the east and 
Whiskey Creek on the north. 

Support Needs: 

Reasons: 

Modification of this recommendation 
will protect high resource value areas 
identified by wildlfie. The seedings 
will be enhanced by allowing fire to 
burn through them. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Fire Management 1. Reject F -1. 5. 
Accept F-1. 5. Provide for suppression fires within 2. 

or threatening native sagebrush 
within the Whiskey Creek limited 
suppression area. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple use recommenda­
tion. 

Note: Attach additional shee ts, if neede d 

(/11 s/l'11 c t io ns on r e v erse ) 

Rationale: 

This decision is also to be imple­
mented through a modified suppression 
plan and/or a fire management plan . for 
the resource area as identified in 
F-1.4 and RM-2.7. 

Form 1600 - 2 1 (April 1975) 



OBJECTIVE: 

UNfTED STATES 
DEPAPTME?\T OF THE INTEi~!()[~ 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGFMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

-==----=-=-========== 

I N..im1 · \1/ /'i 

Twin Falls 
Ac1 iv ll y 

Wildlife - Big Game 
Objective Number 

WL-1 

Improve and maintain terrestrial habitat for big game throughout the Planning Unit. 

RATIONALE: 

Basic Guidance (1602.13A) states that the Bureau, in deciding among alternative uses 
of available resources and among management alternatives, will utilize both physical 
and social data in evaluating the immediate and long-range impact of proposed actions 
on environmental quality and ecological balance and will strive to maintain and 
enhance environmental quality. 

The Planning Area Analysis (PAA) indicates that by 1995 the demand for big game hunter 
days on public land in the Planning Unit will increase 81 percent from the current 
level. In 1995, it is estimated that the gross value of hunter days attributable to 
public land wildlife habitat in the Planning Unit for big game hunting will be 
$91,731.80. 

BLM's Wildlife Program Activity Policy Statement (1603.12D) describes in the following 
narratives, rationale for managing wildlife and their habitats. 

1. Description of Program Activity. The Wildlife Program is primarily concerned with 
the protection and use of mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fishes, and 
invertebrates through the enhancement and maintenance of their habitat components. 
The program activity is closely coordinated with State wildlife agencies. 

2. Long-Term Objectives. 

a. Maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet 
public demands. This will be accomplished by means of habitat management. 

b. Sponsor or conduct the research, studies, and inventories necessary to insure 
adequate data for decision making relating to the maintenance of habitat expressed in 
a. above. 

3. Major Principles and Standards. 

a. Maintain cooperative relations with States, other Federal Agencies, public 
interest groups, and individuals interested in or responsible for wildlife use, 
protection, and habitat management. 

b. The essential requirements of wildlife -- food, cover, and water -- will be 
maintained so as to provide optimum "edge effect" and interspersion of habitat 
components in important wildlife areas. 

(lnstTUcfio1JS Oil TCIJCTSe) 
F orrn 1600-~0 (April 197 ~' 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

'Na me (:\IFP) 

Twin Falls 

A c tivitx 
Wildlife - Big Game 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

O verby R e fere nce 

Skp lWL-1 • 1 Step 3 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Allocate the following AUM's to mule deer 
and pronghorn antelope during their 
seasons of use in 26 livestock grazing 
allotments for the present populations and 
as the populations increase to a 1990 
level. See the attached AUM allocation 
tables. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Allocation of AUM's to deer and 
antelope and a reduction in live­
stock numbers and/or use if a 
conflict arises. 

Wildlife-Management of habitat to sustain 
optimum populations. 

RATIONALE: 

ELM and IDFG fully concur with the figures 
on the following table. See the letter from 
Region IV-IDFG, 1/9/81, in the Twin Falls 
Public Participation Plan. The Forest Ser­
vice, Region IV-IDFG and Burley District 
ELM jointly concur that the deer herd as­
sociated with the forest in Game Management 
Unit #54 can be doubled by 1990 with proper 
management (Gary Will, Region IV-IDFG, 
1/14/80, Personal Communication). This deer 
herd winters on public land. 

Game Management Unit #54 in the Twin Falls 
MFP area is extremely popular for mule deer 
hunting. Approximately 28 percent of the 
mule deer habitat and 6 percent of the 
hunting days are attributable to public 
land in the Planning Unit. The Planning 
Area Analysis (PAA) shows an 81 percent 
increase in the number of hunter days from 
1975 to 1995. ELM habitat includes 72 per­
cent of the critical summer and winter 
range for Unit #54. Therefore, the popula­
tion increase or decrease is directly pro­
portional to management of these critical 
habitats. Improved fawn survival in con­
juction with present harvest programs and 
other management efforts, should, under 
current management levels and habitat 
trends, provide for a steady rebuilding of 
mule deer numbers and harvest through 1990. 
Success rates, while initially lower, will, 
by 1985, improve over those currently ex­
isting. 1 The PAA shows that $11,605.60 
was spent in 1980 in the Planning Unit 
hunting mule deer on BLM land. This will 
increase to an estimated $91,731.80 by 
1995. Forage competition between antelope 
and other wildlife and/or domestic live­
stock does not appear to be a major pro-

Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 
IDAHO'S FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES. 
1975-1990. IDFG. Boise, Idaho. 

1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
Volume I: GOAL'S, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needc•d 
~==- --

(I,;..,/ 111, I l r,11 <:; r fl rr' 11c rsc) Form l(inO- 21 (i\pril 1CJ7S) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

N a me (M F P ) 

Twin Fall s 
A c tivity 

Overlay Refe rence 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-1. 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-1.1 
Allocate the followinq foraqe to 
mule deer and pronghorn antelope for 
present numbers and allow increases 
to the projected AUM's. 

Reason: 

A SVIM conducted in 1979 shows 
adequate forage overall by allotment 
for both present and projected mule 
deer and antelope numbers. 

Mule Deer 

No. 
4024 
4031 
4034 
4036 
4037 
4038 
4039 
4040 
4041 
4042 
4043 
4044 
4059 
4063 
4072 
4092 
4096 
4097 
4098 
4101 
4102 
4108 
4114 
4119 
4128 

No. 
4034 
4035 
4038 
4098 
4101 

Allotment 
J.E. Baker-Lost Creek 
Western Stockgrowers 
Point Ranch 
Moore-Lost Creek 
North Big Creek 
Kerr-Lost Creek 
Noh-White Rock 
Noh Sections 
Mule Creek-PVGA 
Horse Creek-PVGA 
Frahm-PVGA 
South Mule Creek 
Greene Private 
Soldier Creek 
Kinsey-Lost Creek 
South Big Creek 
Lemmon-Ring 
Cameron 
Schnell-Salmon Tract 
Magic Common 
Sharp-Lost Creek 
Lost Creek-U2 
Squaw Joe 
Ridge 
Hot Creek 

Pron ghorn 

Allotment 
Point Ranch 
Whiskey Creek 
Kerr-Lost Creek 
Schnell-Salmon Tract 
Magic Common 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if n e ede d 

(/11s lr11c t ions on r e v e rse) 

Present 
1980 AUMs 

43 
1,544 

120 

Antelope 

5 
20 
12 
19 
48 
72 
40 
39 
59 
19 
10 

5 
7 

15 
50 
28 
54 
35 

110 
68 

222 
10 

Present 
1980 AUMs 

7 

Projected 
1990 AUMs 

46 
2,977 

204 
5 

23 
12 
27 
55 
96 
51 
39 
76 
30 
14 

5 
7 

19 
50 
35 
76 
53 

148 
86 

222 
10 
~ 11.e p 

Projected 
1990 AUMs 

13 
9 
6 
4 
7 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 l4L-1. 1 Ste p 3 

Support Needs: 

Finalize EIS by 1982. 

Inventory by BLM and IDFG. 

EA. 

Transplants. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use recommendation 
to allocate forage to mule deer and 
antelope at the levels stated for both 
present and projected AUMs. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011structions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 

Reject l4L-l. l. 
Disregard WL-1.4, WL-1.5, WL-1.7, 
WL-1.8 and WL-1.9 

Rationale: 

Sufficient forage exists to satisfy 
the present and future numbers of deer 
and antelope. Demand projection for 
wildlife resources on public lands 
indicates that an increase in wildife 
numbers is in order. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



MULE DEER nuM ALLOCATION 

Allotment Spring-Early SUmmer Summer-Early Fall Late Fall-Winter 
No. Name (4/15 - 6/30) (7/1 - 10/31) (11/1 - 4/15) 

1980 1980 1990 1990 1980 1980 1990 1990 1980 1980 1990 1990 
Number AUM's Number AUM's Number AUM's Number AUM's Number AUM's Number AUM's 

4024 J.E. Baker-Lost Creek 8 4 10 5 8 6 10 8 30 33 30 33 
4031 Western Stockgrowers 200 100 200 100 65 52 90 72 1,265 1,392 2,550 2,805 
4034 Point Ranch 20 10 30 15 20 16 30 24 85 94 150 165 
4036 Moore-Lost Creek 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
4037 North Big Creek 15 8 18 9 15 12 18 14 0 0 0 0 
4038 Kerr-Lost Creek 0 0 0 0 15 12 15 12 0 0 0 0 
4039 Noh-White Rock 6 3 8 4 6 5 8 6 10 11 15 17 
4040 Noh Sections 20 10 25 13 20 16 25 20 20 22 20 22 
4041 Mule Creek-PVGA 30 15 40 20 30 24 40 32 30 33 40 44 
4042 Horse Creek-PVGA 5 3 5 3 5 4 5 4 30 33 40 44 
4043 Frahm-PVGA 10 5 10 5 15 12 15 12 20 22 20 22 
4044 South Mule Creek 15 8 20 10 15 12 20 16 35 39 45 so 
4059 Greene Private 6 3 10 5 6 5 10 8 10 11 15 17 
4063 Soldier Creek 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 6 7 10 11 
4072 Kinsey-Lost Creek 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
4092 South Big Creek 5 3 5 3 5 4 5 4 0 0 0 0 
4096 Lemmon-Ring 6 3 8 4 6 5 8 6 6 7 8 9 
4097 Cameron 25 13 25 13 5 4 5 4 30 33 30 33 
4098 Schnell-Salmon Tract 5 3 5 3 5 4 5 4 19 21 25 28 
4101 Magic Common 10 5 15 8 20 16 30 24 30 33 40 44 
4102 Sharp-Lost Creek 10 5 15 8 10 8 15 12 20 22 30 33 
4108 Lost Creek-U2 60 30 60 30 10 8 10 8 65 72 100 110 
4114 Squaw Joe 10 5 15 8 10 8 15 12 50 55 60 66 
4119 Ridge 120 60 120 60 120 96 120 96 60 66 60 66 
4128 Hot Creek 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 5 6 5 6 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE AUM ALLOCATION 

Allotment I Spring-Early Summer Sununer-Early Fall Late Fall-Winter 
No. Name (4/15 - 6/30) ( 7 / 1 - 1 0 /31 ) (11/1 - 4/15) 

1980 1980 1990 1990 1980 1980 1990 1990 1980 1980 1990 1990 
Number AUM's Number AUM's Number AUM's Number AUM's Number AUM's Number AUM's 

4034 Point Ranch 6 2 10 3 8 4 15 7 2 1 5 3 
4035 Whiskey Creek - - 8 2 - - 10 4 - - 5 3 
4038 Kerr-Lost Creek - - 8 2 - - 8 4 - - 0 0 
4098 Schnell-Salmon Tract - - 3 1 - - 4 2 - - 2 1 
4101 Magic Common - - 10 3 - - 10 4 - - 0 0 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1.1 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

I I I. Watershed 

IV. Cultural Resources 

V. Recreation 

VI. 

VI I. 

VI I I. 

IX. 

X. 

A. Natural Hi story 
B. Recreation Mgmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

Lands -
Fire 

Wildlife 

Wilderness 

Range 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No Conflict 
R-1.5 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 
No Conflict 

Conflict 

Conflict 

Conflict 

Conflict 

RM-3.1 Forage Allocation Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Allocation of forage to livestock without 
enough left for wildlife. 

b. Modification - Allocate forage to wildlife first and then to live­
stock. 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

N .::m e (.\If' I') 

Twin Falls 

Activitv 
Wildlife - Bi g Game 

Overlnv Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step rlL-1 • 2 Step 3 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Permit oil and gas leasing, and vehicular 
traffic to existing roads and trails that 
have been established and/or used via 
actual management intent. Allow off-road 
vehicle use on present and future big game 
winter range areas from 5/1 to 10/31 and 
in fawning areas fro~15 to 4/15 as they 
become identified. ·------- - . °' . 

SUPPORT: 

Minerals - Restriction of oil and gas 
leasing at critical times of 
the year. 

Recreation - Minimization and/or restric­
tion of ORV use at critical 
times of the year. 

Wildlife 

IDFG 

- Designation of restricted 
areas and specific time 
frame. 

- Coordination with BLM in de­
signation of restricted 
areas. 

RATIONALE: 

Mineral development and recreational uses 
have an adverse effect on big game during 
the winter months and the fawning season. 
Access roads have been developed over a 
period of years by ranchers, hunters, other 
recreational users and through BLM develop­
ments. Oil and gas leasing will bring 
about even more access roads. The existing 
roads already open up a wide area that has 
previously been fairly inaccessible. They 
create a situation where big gaine are quite 
vulnerable to human intrusion and harass­
ment, especially during the winter months 
when they are already stressed because of 
adverse weather conditions. Stress during 
the fawning period could cause a population 
to decrease through die-offs from stress 
and loss of fawns. 

There should be close coordination with 
IDFG. IDFG actively supports the preser­
vation and protection of critical mule deer 
habitat through restricting and/or minimi­
zing use on critical ranges at various 
times of the year. 1 

1 Idaho Department of Fish and Gaine. 
IDAHO'S FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES. 
1975-1990. IDFG. Boise, Idaho. 

1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
Volume I: GOAL'S, OBJECTIVES, AND POLICIES 

!~o tp · Attach addilionnl s lwt'!s , if flPPcied - = ~ =- ---=-=- -===~ 
Form ir,nn-7 1 ,April JCJ7~) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-1. 2 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with minerals recommendations for minerals 
exploration and development throughout the Planning Unit in that exploration 
often requires off road travel. Conflicts with recreation center around ORV 
use at any time anywhere on the public lands. The recommendation calls for 
limiting all use to existinq roads and trails and closing ORV use on deer from 
winter range 11/1 to 4/30 and fawninq areas from 4/15 to 6/15. The current 
existing non restricted use has not been closely studied enough to actually 
determine affect of ORV use on the survival of mule deer. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify the recommendation as follows: 
Allow oil and gas exploration and 
aev-e'iopment activities and vehicle 
use on existing roads and trails on 
critical big game winter ranges from 
November 1 to April 30 and on deer 
fawning ar-eas from April 15 to ,June 
15. If future studies produce 
evidence that the herd populations 
are adversely affected an activity 
plan will be developed and implemen­
ted to manage the resource uses as 
determined to meet the wildlife 
needs. 

Support Needs: 

Reason: 

In order to prevent undue harassment 
and stress to mule deer, vehicular 
traffic should be retricted 1:clex1st­
ing_ roads -arfd ·tr\ffls-au·r,rfg cri1Tca 1 
t_imes of t he_::rea r. Tnere is reascfri to 
suspect that harrassment is occurring 
to a limited extent. There is no rea 1 
evidence to show that it is a real 
problem to the deer herds at this 
time. This recommendation will be 
coordinated tfi rougn--M.:2~1.~ ----

Alternatives Considered: 

Wildlife 1. Accept t~L-1.2. 
Reject WL-1.2. Monitor mule deer activities to 2. 

determine location and times of deer 3. 
concentrations on winter range. 

Recreation 
Monitor ORV use to identify any 
problems resulting from open 
designations in the planning unit. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

/lnslmclions on reverse) 

Leave entire area open. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION SteMl-1. 2 Step 3 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple-use reconmenda­
tion, allow vehicular use, and oil and 
gas exploration without restriction 
except during: 

1. November 15 to April 30 on big 
game critical winter range. 

2. April 15 to June 15 on deer 
fawning areas. 

During these periods, and in the 
applicable areas, vehicular travel 
will be restricted to existing roads 
and trails. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmction s on reverse) 

Rationale: 

This action will allow unrestricted 
vehicular use all the time except the 
periods November 15 to April 30 on big 
game critical winter range and April 
15 to June 15 on deer fawning range. 
These restrictions will protect the 
deer needs during these critical 
periods of their annual life cycles. 

The restrictive date was modified to 
allow vehicle use to continue through 
the hunting season. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1. 2 

I • Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-1.1, 2.1, 3.1, 4.2, 4.4 Minerals Exploration Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The conflict is vehicular traffic and 
exploration, etc. on biq qame winter ranqe areas from 11/1 to 4/30 
and in fawninq areas from 4/15 to 6/15. 

b. Modification - Allow vehicluar traffic and exploration, etc. at 
times other than listed above. 

I I I. Watershed 

WS-2.1, 2.4, 2.6 support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. R-1.2 Campqround Development Competitive Conflict 

VI. Lancts 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of campgrounds in critical area and 
hence OR V use during recommended closed seasons. 

b. Modification - Allow campground to be developed but closed according 
to WL-1. 2. 

R-1.10 ORV Use Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Open during critical periods. 

b. Modification - Close winter ranqe and fawning areas as recommended 
in WL-1. 2. 

c. Visual Res. Mqmt. - No Conflict 

L-5.1 Vehicular Traffic to Autophone Site Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Vehicular traffic to autophone site durinq the 
winter. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

Wl - 1. 2 (cont. ) 

b. Modification - Allow limited vehicular traffic to autophone site for 
emergencies during the restricted use periods. 

VI I. Fi re - No Conflict 

VIII. Wildlife - No Conflict 
. 

IX. Wilderness - No Con fl i ct 

X. Range - No Conflict 



Note: 

UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANt,L YSIS-DECISI ON 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Improve mule deer and antelope habitat by 
making all existing and future livestock 
water available to these species. u:iwer 
existing livestock troughs in antelope 
range to allow antelope fawn use. Provide 
water even when livestock are not using 
the water systems. Provide water for ex­
clusive use by big game. Install 12 big 
game guzzlers in the critical mule deer 
summer range and present and expansion 
antelope range. Construct a 30-inch high 
barbed wire antelope fence around the big 
game guzzlers. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Assistance in livestock 
trough modification and use 
of troughs by big game when 
livestock are not present. 

Operations - Modification of existing 
livestock troughs for use by 
big game. Construction and 
installation of big game 
guzzlers. 

Recreation - Assistance in layout to 
complement the landscape. 

N ame ( ,\/Ff') 

Twin Falls 

l', c tivity 

Wildlife - Bi g Game 
(Jvt'rlay Reference 

Step tWL-1 • 3 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Before deer can be expected to permanently 
establish in an area, dependable water must 
be available. Guidelines outlined in BLM 
Technical Note T/N 305 should be follow­
ed. 1 

Pronghorn antelope densities are highest on 
well watered ranges. The availability of 
water every mile will improve habitat for 
an increasing herd. Antelope water at 
least once each day and often twice. Ante­
lope cannot be re-established without per­
manent water sources. Free water can be 
very important to antelope during the sum­
mer and fall. 2 

The development of big game guzzlers would 
provide a permanent water supply for big 
game during the spring, summer and fall 
periods. These water developments will im­
prove mule deer and antelope habitat and 
allow them to make better use of their 
range in the dry season. Protective fenc­
ing would prevent trampling damage or com­
petition for use of water by livestock. 

Wilson, L.O. 1977. GUIDELINES AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DESIGN AND MODIFICATION OF 
LIVESTOCK WATERING DEVELOPMENTS TO FACILITATE SAFE USE BY WILDLIFE. Technical Note 
Number T/N 305. u.s. Department of the Interior. Bureau of Land Management. 

2 

Denver Service Center. Denver, Colorado. 

Sundstrom, C. 1968. WATER CONSUMPTION BY PRONGHORN ANTELOPE AND DISTRIBUTION 
RELATED TO WATER IN WYOMING'S RED DESERT. Antelope States Workshop Proceedings. 
4:39-46. 

Attach additiorwl sheets, if tlC'f•<kd 
~=====~= 
/ I 11 '- /I/I 1 {Ir J II<., ( J 1, re / 1 l~ f\- (' ) Form 1h00-21 ,,\pri\ I Cl7S) 



UNJTPn ST A TES 
• vl:' rK.c. INTERIOR 

uF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Big Game 

Over' "Y Reference 

Step fIT,- 1 • 3 Step 3 
-======= ========= ========:=:!c====== =====-= 

~ECOMMENDATION (cont.): 

Wildlife - Layout and design of big game 
guzzler locations and live­
stock trough modification 
areas in coordination with 
range and operations. Prepar­
ation of EA's. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not conflict with any other activity recommendation. 
Increasinq available water for biq qame will improve habitat conditions and 
provide water for other wildlife at the same time. Pipelines in existing and 
future antelope areas are operated and maintained by livestock operators. 
Leavinq water in the pipeline after livestock have left would need to be 
coordinated with the users. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-1.3 with the followinq 
modifications 

As wells are shut downJtrouqhs 
should be left full of water. Add 
wildlife facilities to systems if it 
is less expensive than alterinq 
existinq facilities or will avoid 
creatinq a competitive conflict for 
water. Install biq qame quzzlers as 
described. 

Support Needs: 

Wildlife -
Inventory existinq water facilities 
and determine needed modifications. 
Coordinate with users in reqards to 
leavinq water in pipelines after 
livestock have left. 

Operations 
Modify existing troughs as needed. 
Install biq qame guzzlers. 

Note: Attach c1clditional sheets, if needed -· --= --=-----=--~- .. --·- -
(/11..,/U((/lO}}', ()fl fC/ 1 ('T5(') 

Reasons: 

Providing water for big game animals 
will improve habitat conditions and 
provide benefits to other wildlife 
species. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 

Re.i ect WL-1. 3. 
Modify WL-1.3 to arid quzzlers, 
and not leave water in existinq 
systems. 

·== =--===,== 
Form l(iOO-.'l (April l'l7S) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

win Fa 11 s 
Activity 

i l dl i fe 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION SteiWh.-1 • 3 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use recanmendation 
as written. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstmctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Providing water for big game animals 
is critical for improved wildlife 
habitat. It may be necessary for the 
wildlife program to fund a share of 
the operation and maintenance of some 
of the water systems. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Forestry 

II. Minerals 

III. Watershed 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

WS-1.2, 1.3 su pport this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.6 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1. 3 

B. Recreation Mqmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mqmt. -

R-1.Sa fully supports this wildlife recpmmendation. 
No Conflict 

VI. Lands 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. 

x. 
Wilderness 

Ranqe 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

-l 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name(MF/1) 
Twin Falls 

Acti~i:i.1'.l.dlife - Mule Deer 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

==ll~OOMMENOO."l'=l~,==============~~~~~ 

Overlay Reference 

Step '1:L- 1 • 4 Step 3 

Implement livestock grazing systems to 
insure adequate production of useable 
forage for mule deer. 

The grazing dates for the following allot­
ments which lie in critical mule deer win­
ter range should not be extended past 
9/30: 

4031 
4036 
4063 
4097 

Western Stockgrowers 
Moore - Lost Creek 
Soldier Creek 
Cameron 

4/16 - 5/26 
5/1 - 5/31 
6/15 - 8/14 
7/1 - 9/15 

Restrict livestock use after 9/30 in that 
portion of the following allotments which 
lie in critical mule deer winter range: 

4034 Point Ranch 3/1 2/28 
4037 North Big Creek 4/1 - 11/30 
4040 Noh Sections 5/5 - 11/21 
4043 PVGA - Frahm 5/1 10/31 
4098 Schnell-Salmon Tr. 3/1 2/28 
4108 Lost Creek - U2 4/20 - 1/7 
4114 Squaw Joe 3/1 2/28 
4119 Ridge 5/1 - 11/30 

Limit livestock utilization of important 
winter forage shrubs to less than 20 
percent of the annual growth on mule deer 
winter ranges. 

No domestic livestock grazing should be 
allowed on native ranges prior to 5/15 
each spring on the critical mule deer 
summer range located in the following 
allotments: 

4034 
4041 
4119 

Point Ranch 
PVGA - Mule Creek 
Ridge 

3/1 2/28 
5/1 - 11/30 
5/1 - 11/30 

The turn-out date for 4102---Sharp-Lost 
Creek 5/20-11/19 should not be made any 
earlier. 

Not<': Attach additional shef'!s, if nt'E'de , 
= 
( / 11 \/I / / ( it' Jll \ (JI} I('/ 11 '(\ ()) 

The management of livestock grazing has the 
greatest potential for affecting mule deer 
habitat. Intensive grazing systems com­
bined with moderate stocking rates are 
needed to insure adequate production of 
useable forage for mule deer. 

Domestic livestock often compete with mule 
deer for forage. Cattle use of browse dur­
ing later summer and fall can result in a 
shortage of deer winter forage. Management 
should be aimed at providing maximum vigor 
and production of browse species on deer 
winter range areas. Excessive grazing can 
also eliminate grass and forbs that provide 
important spring and early summer deer for­
age. Restriction of livestock use on na­
tive summer ranges until after 5/15 will 
allow the vegetation to be more developed . 
and will serve to reduce grazing pressure 
on important forage shrubs later in the 
grazing season. Management should be aimed 
at providing the maximum succulent forage 
possible during the spring/summer period. 

- - ---- -~- -- -·- ------ --- --=--====== 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSJS-OECJSJON 

Support (cont.): 

Range - Livestock management on the 
above allotments to agree 
with the corresponding 
dates. 

Wildlife - Coordination with range on 
designation of critical 
ranges which need livestock 
management. 

Name (/'r1PP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL-1 • 4tep 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with the existing fall use made on eight other 
allotments which include Point Ranch, North Big Creek, Noh Sections, PVGA­
Frahrn, Schnell-Salmon Tract, Lost Creek U2, Squaw Joe and Ridge. The portion 
of the recommendation which calls for no use on mule deer summer range before 
5/15 does not conflict with any existing or proposed use. An analysis of 
available forage based on biological use levels of forage and dietary 
requirements of cattle and deer showed 34 competitive AUMs between 1980 deer 
numbers and livestock. An additional 37 competitive AUMs result from the 
projected mule deer population increase by 1990. Mule deer will receive the 
AUMs through the forage allocation recommendation RM-3.1 and WL-1.1. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify the recommendation as follows: 
Implement livestock grazing systems 
to insure adequate production of 
useable fora e fo mule-de.er: -n 
their crit'ical winter rang~s. These 
sys ems wfll be de.signed to enmi­
nate or mi ni_~i ~e grazing- after 
September 30. Limit livestock util-

-iza ,on of- important winter forage 
shrubs to less than 20 percent of 
the annual growth on mule deer 
winter range. No domestic livestock 
grazing will be allowed on native 
range prior to 5/15 each spring on 
the critical mule deer summer range. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if nee ded 

(lnstmclions on reverse) 

Reason: 

Intensive management systems will help 
to ensure adequate production of 
useable forage for mule deer. Elimina­
ting or minimizing grazing on 
crtitical winter ranges along with the 
AUM computations used to determine 
competitive AUM's between cattle and 
deer were based on 20 percent biolo­
gical use levels for shrubs. The 
competitive AUM's will be allocated to 
deer, so 25 percent use by cattle will 
not conflict with existing or projec­
ted deer numbers. This allocation 
process also insures that livestock 
using critical deer winter range after 
9/30 do not use more than is necessary 
to sustain wintering mule deer. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-1 • 4 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

Range 
Develop grazing systems to 
intensively manage these areas. 

Wildlife 
Monitor deer ranges to identify any 
specific conflicts tht might arise 
in the future. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use reccxnmendation 
as written. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/ructions on reverse) 

Reason ( cont. ) : 

The area included as critical deer 
summer range is not ready for live­
stock use prior to 5/15 based on the 
phenogoly of the major forage species 
in these areas. This portion of the 
recommendation comp Uments proper ./ 
livestock management[ 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 

Reject WL-1. 4. 
Accept WL-1. 4. 

Rationale: 

The forage allocations made insure 
adequate wildlife forage is available 
on an allotment basis to meet present 
and future wildife demands. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

I I I. 

IV. 

V. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Forestry No Conflict 

Minerals No Conflict 

Watershed No Conflict 

Cultural Resources No Conflict 

Recreation 

A. Natura 1 Hi story No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. No Conflict 
C. Visual Res. Mqmt. - No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1. 4 

VI. Lands No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Ranqe 

RM-1.1 
RM-1. 2 
RM-1. 3 
RM-1. 4 
RM-1. 6 

Deferred Rotation 
Rest Rotation 
Rest Rotation 
Deferred Rotation 
Custodial Allotments 

Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Livestock use on critical mule deer ranges 
before or beyond recommended dates. 

b. Modification - For critical mule deer winter ranqe have livestock 
off by 9/30. For critical mule deer summer range, put livestock out 
after 5/15 on native ranges. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Provide high quality mule deer forage on 
public land by: 

(1) maximizing the "edge" effect; 
(2) planting wheatgrasses, alfalfa, 

four-wing saltbush and bitterbrush 
as the primary plants used in all 
reseeding efforts on mule deer 
range. 

SUPPORT: 

Range 

Lands 

- Provide the "edge" effect in 
all land treatments and the 
above seed mixture on all re­
seeding efforts on mule deer 
range. 

- Inclusion of seeding mixture 
and "edge" effect in all land 
reports and EA's dealing with 
vegetative manipulation on 
mule deer range. 

Operations - Layout and design, contract 
work, and on-the-ground work 
involving vegetative projects 
on mule deer range should 
include the "edge" effect and 
above seed mixture. 

Recreation - Assistance in design to com­
plement the natural landscape 
characteristics. 

Wildlife - Designation of "edge" effect 
areas within a land treat­
ment area. Identification of 
specific types and pounds of 
seed for the seed mixture. 
Close coordination with 
lands, range and operations 
in applying the above recom­
mendation. 

Note: Attach additional s heets, tf 11 ePd e d 

( I u ., ,1 1 tu 11 n,; ...- ()l/ re fie '"C') 

RATIONALE: 

Name (\IFP) 1 

Twin Falls 

Activit y 
Wildlife - Mule Deer 

Overlal' Refere nce 

St eptW..-1 • 5 Step 3 

Land treatments are needed to set back 
plant succession to a more "desirable" com­
munity with respect to mule deer. Great 
plant species diversity is created when ex­
tensive big sagebrush stands and/or mono­
typic stands of crested wheatgrass seedings 
are altered. When done properly there is 
an increased "edge" effect. The size and 
shape of the treated area has a significant 
effect on the subsequent use of the area by 
mule deer. Specific guidelines are out­
lined in the URA Step IV opportunities 
wildlife narrative entitled "B.1. Mule 
Deer". 

The recommended seed mixture should be used 
for the purpose of supplying succulent for­
age over a longer period. Sagebrush may 
have to be reseeded for range rehabilita­
tion on some winter ranges. Additional im­
portant forage species have been identified 
in the URA Step III present situation wild­
life narrative entitled "A.1. Mule Deer". 

Fc,rm 1(,nO-~l (1\,,nl ICJ7:i) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-1. 5 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with proposed range management recommendations 
for land treatments within mule deer range. These treatments were proposed as 
bulk treatments. 11 Edqe 11 is the key to qood wildlife habitat. A balance of 
shrub, forbs and grass vegetative types interspersed over an area is prefer­
able to vast expanses of single land treatments. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-1. 5. 

Support Needs: 

Reason: 

Allowing vegetative treatments on mule 
deer range as proposed in this 
recommendation will increase livestock 
forage and maintain and improve mule 
deer habitat. Habitat for other 
wildlife species will also be improved 
through increases in 11 edge. 11 

Alternatives Considered: 

Range 1. Reject WL-1.5. 
Coordinate all treatment projects in 
mule deer ranqe with wildlife to 2. Accept edge but leave out seeding 

mixture. increase edge. 
Wildlife 

Help identify leave -areas in land 3. Accept seeding mixture, but 
reject leave areas. treatment projects to maximize 

edge. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use recommendation 
as written. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/nslmctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Although this recommendation is 
accepted it must be realized that 
there may be some sites treated that 
are not conducive to the 
establishlment of bitterbrush and 
fourwing saltbrush and it would serve 
N0 purpose to waste seed on those 
sites. In those cases there may be 
other important big game forage 
species that should be considered in 
place of fourwing and bitterbrush that 
may be more adapted to the specific 
site. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

IMPACT AtJALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1. 5 

III. Watershed 

IV. 

WS-2.5, 2.6 support this wildlife recommendation if appropriate mule deer 
forage is used in the reseeding effort. 

Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural Hi story 
B. Recreation Mqmt. 

C. Visual Res. Mqmt. -

No Conflict 
R-1.5 is in full support of this wildlife 
recommendation. 
VRM-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.7 support this wildlife 
recommendation. 

VI. Lands 

L-4.1, 4.2 does not conflict, but all reseedinq mixtures should be 
coordinated with the area biologist. 

L-7.2 Exchanqe Proposal Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of critical mule deer winter habitat and 
fawninq habitat. 

b. Modification - Retain in public ownership all land exchange pro­
posals until they have been carefully examined by the area bioloqist 
and their wildlife values identified. 

VI I. Fi re No Conflict 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. 

x. 
Wilderness 

Ranqe 

RM-2.1 
RM-2.2 
RM-2.3 
RM-2.4 
RM-2.5 
RM-2.6 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Treat Existin g Seedings for Brush Invasion 
Chemically Treat 
Chemically Treat and Seed 
Rurn an d Seed 
Plow and Seed 
Seed Cheatqrass 

Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 

. / 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1. 5 (cont.) 

a. Nature of Conflict - The proposed treatments do not max1m1ze the 
11 edge 11 effect. The range seeding of only crested wheatgrass will 
not highly benefit mule deer. 

b. Modification - Look carefully at areas to be treated and identify 
areas t o provide a good 11 edge 11 effect. Include the recommended 
variety of plants in all reseeding efforts on mule deer range. 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife - Mule Deer 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-bt0p 3 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Acquire the following parcel of land to 
provide additional critical mule deer 
winter range habitat: 

T. 12 S., R. 18 E. - South Hills Strip 
Sec. 15: El /2 El/2 

SUPPORT: 

Lands - Preparation of land report 
and EA for land acquisition. 

Range - Assistance in acquisition for 
range benefits. 

Watershed - Assistance in acquisition for 
watershed benefits. 

Recreation - Assistance in acquisition for 
hunter day benefits. 

Wildlife - Assistance in acquisition. 

RATIONALE: 

Acquisition of this 160 acre parcel of land 
will preclude any future private develop­
ment on this critical mule deer winter 
range. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976, Public Law 94-579, Title II, 
Section 205(a) states that "Notwithstanding 
any other provisions of law, the Secretary, 
with respect to the public lands, is 
authorized to acquire pursuant to this Act 
by purchase, exchange, donation, or eminent 
domain, lands or interests therein ••• " 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This parcel of land identified for acquisition is located on critical mule 
deer winter range. It is important that this parcel of land remain in its 
natural condition, free from developments which would deter mule deer use on 
and around the area. The spring which exists is an important habitat 
component of mule deer. The lands recommendation L-7.2 identified this parcel 
as a proposed exchange. Acquisition of this parcel through an exchange 
supports this wildlife recommendation. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-1. 6 
Acquire through purchase or exchange 
this 160 acre parcel of private land 
for critical mule deer habitat 
needs. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstructions on reverse) 

Reason: 

BLM ownership and administration will 
insure that the land use and wildlife 
benefits provided will remain 
available. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Wil dl ife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-1. 6 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

Lands 
Preparation of land report and EA 
for exchanqe proposal. 

ISO Apprasial. 

Decision : 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/n s tmctions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

Reject WL-1.6. 1. 
2. Reject L-7.2 for this parcel. 

Rationale: 

Acquisition of this 160 acres of 
private land by BLM will serve to 
insure that conflicting developments 
do not occur within the critical deer 
winter range cover. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

I. Forestry - No Conflict 

II. Minerals - No Conflict 

III. Watershed - No Conflict 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

VI. 

VI I. 

VI I I. 

IX. 

X. 

A. Natura 1 Hi story 
B. Recreation Mqmt. 

- No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict C. Visual Res. Mqmt. -

Lands 

L-7.2 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

Fire - No Conflict 

Wildlife - No Conflict 

Wilderness - No Conflict 

Ranqe - No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1. 6 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Wilrllife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-HtJ,p 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-1.7 

Support Needs: 

Range 
Develop intensive management system 
to improve and maintain range 
condition. 

Wildlife 
Monitor proposed introduction areas 
to determine if any habitat 
components necessary for successful 
antelope introduction are absent. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmctions on reverse) 

Reason: 

Maintenance and enhancement of 
antelope habitat will help to ensure 
that any future transplants of 
antelope into the Planninq Unit are 
successful. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 

2. 

Reject WL-1.7. 

Reject F-1. 5. 

Rationale: 

Maintenance of existing habitat does 
not conflict with other resource users 
in the area. This action will help to 
insure proper habitat for increased 
population of antelope should they 
occur through transplant or through 
natural increases. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STA TES 
DEPARTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAk,EWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-uECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Maintain and enhance the existing habitat 
for the introduction of antelope in the 
following allotments: 

#4034 
#4035 
#4038 
#4098 
#4101 

SUPPORT: 

Range 

Point Ranch 
Whiskey Creek 
Kerr-Lost Creek 
Schnell-Salmon Tract 
Magic Common 

- Management of allotments to 
benefit antelope trans­
plants. 

Recreation - Assistance with HMP and EA 
since an increase in hunter 
days will come about. 

IDFG 

Wildlife 

Transplanting of antelope in­
to designated areas. 

- Inventory of transplant 
areas, preparation of HMP and 
EA, and coordination with 
range and IDFG. 

RATIONALE: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

A c tivity 
Wildlife - Antelope 

Oveday Reference 

Step VJL-1 • 7 Step 3 

Pronghorn antelope numbers are below 
optimum in the Twin Falls Planning Unit. 
The available habitat is not being utilized 
due to the low antelope population. Region 
IV-IDFG fully supports an antelope trans­
plant (Gary Will, 4-4-80, Personal Communi­
cation). By transplanting antelope, the 
available habitat would be more fully 
utilized since the antelope is a desirable 
species for which to manage. Currently, 
the demand for antelope exceeds the supply. 
Every effort should be made to build up the 
antelope population in Game Management Unit 
#47 so an allowable harvest will be avail­
able to the hunter. Unit #47 will be clos­
ed to antelope hunting starting in 1981 due 
to low antelope numbers. Hunter demand in 
the Planning Unit will increase in the 
future. 

Multiple llse Analysis 

This recommenrlation conflicts with Fire Manaqement F.I.5, however, WL-1.8 is 
based on a need for hiqh concentrations of forbs for sprin~ anrl early summer 
antelope use. One of the primary results of fire is an increase of forh 
production for several years. The chances of the entire area hurninq off are 
relatively small in any qiven year. Additionally, hurninq enhances qrowth of 
rabbitbrush which is listed as a primary browse species for antelope. 
Proposed and existinq grazing management systems will be expected to maintain 
and enhance habitat for antelope. 

Note: Attach additional s heet,,, if rw P,kd 
--- ---- -~=== 

lf11\!rl1( /trJI c,· r>U rt'/ 1 ('/S('/ F o rm 1600-~ l \1\pril lC/7:i) 



1· 

I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1. 7 

II I. Watershed 

IV. 

WS-2.5 supports this wildlife recommendation if appropriate antelope 
foraqe is used in the reseedinq effort. 

Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Nat u r al Hi st o r.v No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. R-1.5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

No Conflict C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

VI. Lands 

L-4.1, 4.2 reseeding efforts should be coordinated with the area bioloqist. 

L-3.1 Aqricultural Development Competitive Conflict 

VI I. Fi re 

a . Nature of Conflict - The development of BLM land into aqricultural 
land overlaps into the proposed antelope ranqe. 

b. Modification - Make the 15 percent retention of public land for this 
block of land fall within the proposed antelope range. 

F-1.5 Whiskey Creek Let Burn Area Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - By allowing this area to 11 let burn 11 would cause 
the habitat to become less desirable for antelope. Antelope are 
primarily browsers. Rrowse species such as saqebrush (Artemesia 
spp.), rabbitbrush (Chrvsothamnus spp.) etc. comprise 95 percent of 
their winter diet, 70 percent of their spring diet and 37 percent of 
their summer diet. See the wildlife portion A.2.b)(3) in URA Step 
Ill for more detail on antelope diet. 

b. Modification - The Whiskey Creek area should not be desiqnated as a 
limited suppression area. Reqular fire suppression efforts should 
be continued to maintain a desireable stand of browse species. 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMEN 'f FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Implement grazing systems on current and 
future antelope ranges which emphasize 
increasing the composition of forbs. No 
livestock grazing should occur from 4/15 
to 6/15 in specific areas where forbs are 
present. 

SUPPORT: 

Range Design grazing systems to deter 
livestock use in areas of forbs 
from 4/15 to 6/15. 

Wildlife - Inventory and designate forb 
concentration areas. Coordi­
nate livestock non-use areas 
from 4/15 to 6/15 with range. 

RATIONALE: 

Name (MFPJ 
Twin Falls 

ActitJt1dlife - An tel ope 

Overlay Reference 

Step T.tL- 1 • B Step 3 

Antelope depend on areas where a high 
concentration of forbs can be found in the 
spring and early summer. Forbs and browse 
species should be considered when estab­
lishing grazing systems for livestock since 
they are key species for antelope. Live­
stock grazing systems which restrict, 
alter, limit or deleteriously affect the 
habitat requirement of antelope should be 
minimized and alternate procedures devel­
oped to enhance antelope habitat. Pre­
scription grazing by livestock should be 
practiced in seedings and certain native 
ranges where high antelope habitat values 
exist. 

... 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation could conflict with existinq livestock use on four allot­
ments based on 4/15 to 6/15 deferrment in "forb areas." Wildlife lJRA III 
states that "The antelope-cattle conflict is very sl iqht with respect to 
foraqe competition. The existinq pasture of native veqetation should not he 
subject to any mechanical treatments to ensure adequate foraqe for antelope." 
Based on the current use made by antelope andthe dietarypreference stated in 
Wildlife URA III a total of 2064 pounds of browse, 2256 pounds of forhs, and 
280 pounds of qrass are needed to meet the existinq needs of antelope in the 
planninq unit. Projected 1990 population levels would require 17,696 pounds 
of browse, 11,952 pounds of forbs and 1552 pounds of qrass for one year. This 
needed foraqe is not competitive with proposed livestock allocations. All of 
the allotments containinq existinq or potential antelope ranqe have been 
proposed for intensive manaqement to improve and maintain range condition. 

Note: Allach additional slwets, 1f neede d 

, I 11": 111 i fl 'J/l,;; (111 re 1 ·c r,;;;r' I Form Hi!l!l--.'l (Aprtl lCJi:=;) 
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VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1. 7 (cont.) 

No conflict presently, possibly in future if livestock grazing and land 
treatments interfer with antelope habitat requirements. 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (M F P ) 

Twin Falls 
Activ ity 

Wi ldlife 
Ove rlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL- 1. 8 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify the recommendation as follows: 
Implement grazing systems on current 
and future antelope range which will 
emphasize increasing the composition 
of forbs. Maintain and improve 
range condition with emphasis on 
increasing the composition of forbs. 
Range improvement projects on the 
antelope ranges will be done in 
irregular patterns to increase edge 
and forbs will be included in seed 
mixtures in areas to be seeded. 

Support Needs: 

Range 
Design grazing systems to maintain 
and improve range condition. 

Wildlife 
Develop management plan for the in­
troduciton of antelope. Inventory 
potential introduction areas to 
determine if possible habitat com­
ponents are lacking. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendat ion. 

Note: Atta ch additional s heets, if needed 

(In s / me/ions on re verse) 

Reason: 

A good management system will provide 
for a balance of vegetative species 
including browse, grass and forbs. 
The deferred use on 11 forb areas 11 was 
modified. Wildlife URA III stated 
that any conflicts between antelope 
and cattle were 11 very slight. 11 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 

Accept WL-1.8. 
Reject WL-1. 8. 

Rationale: 

Information in the URA indicates that 
sufficient forage currently exists to 
satisfy both the current and projected 
number of antelope. A good management 
system will insure that this situation 
is maintained or improved. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

I. Forest r.v 

I I. Minerals 

II I. Watershed 

IV. Cultural Resources 

v. Recreation 

A. Natura 1 Hi story 
B. Recreation Mgmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mqmt. -

VI. Lands 

VII. Fire 

VII I. Wildlife 

IX. Wi 1 derness 

X. Range 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

RM-1.1 Deferred Rotation 
RM-1.3 Rest Rotation 
RM-1.4 Deferred Rotation 

Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1. 8 

a. Nature of Conflict Livestock qrazinq from 4/15 to 6/15 in specific 
areas where forbs are present. 

b. Modification - Through deferred rotation, rest the forb areas each 
spri ng from 4/15 to 6/15. Implement a grazinq system on other 
antelope areas which emphasizes increasing the composition of forbs. 



UNITED STA TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Improve existing and future antelope 
habitat by interseeding monocultures of 
crested wheatgrass seed- ings with forbs 
and shrubs. Improve dense stands of 
sagebrush in selected areas (draws out of 
wind, etc.) in areas of crested wheatgrass 
seedings. Include a minimum of six 
species each of grasses, forbs, and shrubs 
in all rehabilitation efforts. Do not 
consider sagebrush re- duction projects in 
proposed antelope in- troduction sites, at 
this time, so as to maintain adequate 
winter forage, fawning sites and fawn 
cover areas. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Coordinate all land treat-
ments with wildlife. 

Watershed - Assistance in all land treat­
ment projects to help protect 
the watershed. 

Wildlife - Inventory and designation of 
areas to be seeded with forbs 

Name (i\lFI') 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Antelo e 

Overlay Reference 

Step 'itlL-1 • 9 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

An increase in the forb component of the 
vegetative composition in the existing 
antelope habitat and expansion areas would 
improve the spring and summer use areas for 
antelope. The forb component is very im­
portant for antelope in the spring and 
early summer. In the large stands of 
crested wheatgrass seedings this important 
component is quite limited. Antelope 
ranges having insufficient native plants 
for natural reproduction need to be seeded. 
High antelope densities are found in those 
areas associated with big sagebrush and/or 
silver sagebrush communities. A lack of 
cover in draws and similiar areas is a 
limiting factor to antelope in the winter 
in large crested wheatgrass seedings. 
Seeding mixtures of a variety of plant 
species have often proven beneficial to 
antelope, especially when legumes have been 
planted. All habitat components must exist 
in an area if wildlife species are going to 
do well. The fact that antelope exist in 
the Planning Unit indicates that the habi­
tat is somewhat suitable. We still need 
more detailed information on important use 
areas, migration routes between Idaho and 
Nevada and between the Burley District and 

and shrubs, areas of sagebrush Boise District, etc. 
protection and improvement and 
seed mixtures. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with Fire Manaqement 1.5, however, WL-1.8 and 
part of 1.9 are based on increasinq the forb component of the areas involved. 
One of the primary results of fire is an increse in forb production for 
several years. G·iven the existinq livestock use and fuel availability, the 
chances of the entire area burninq off in one year are ver.v small. The 
conflicts with ranqe manaqement center around that portion of the recommenda­
tion dealinq with no saqebrush reduction projects in proposed antelope intro­
duction areas and interseeding existinq seedinqs with forbs and shrubs. These 
seedinqs were made to reduce brush competition. 

Nole: Attach sctditw11;,' shC'ets, if ne<'clt·d 

Form 1(,rJO-~l (April l'l7c,) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MP P ) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
A c tivity 

Wildlife 
Ove rlay Refere nc e 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Ste p 1 WL-1. 9Ste p 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify 
1. 

2. 

3. 

the recommendation as follows: 
Improve existing and future 
antelope habitat by interseed­
ing crested wheatgrass seedings 
with forbs and shrubs or allow 
some areas to revert to brush 
if inventories and studies show 
a definite lack of browse 
available for antelope. 

Include a mixture of grasses, 
forbs, and shrubs in rehabilit­
ation efforts. 

Include a sizeable leave area 
in new land treatment projects 
to increase edge effect. 

4. Improve dense stands of sage­
bursh in selected areas (draws 
out of wind, etc.) in areas of 
crested wheatgrass seedings. 

Support Needs: 

Range 
Coordinate all treatment project 
with wildlife to determine leave 
areas. 

Wildlife 
Inventory proposed introduction 
areas to determine the amount of 
forage deficiencies for antelope 
that do exist. Coordinate all 
interseeding projects with ranqe. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if n eeded 

(/11s/mctions on reverse) 

Reason: 

Interseed crested wheatgrass seedings 
when a definite lack of forbs and 
shrubs is noted. A mixture of 
grasses, forbs and shrubs in rehabili­
tation projects will improve condi­
tions for both cattle and wildlife. 
Mixtures for each site should be de­
termined based on physical conditions 
of the site. 

Inclusion of leave areas and improve­
ment of sagebrusdh areas wi 11 increase 
the edge effect and improve habitat 
conditions for not only antelope, but 
other wildlife species as well. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept \IJL-1. 9. 
2. Reject WL-1. 9. 
3. Reject F-1.5. 
4. Reject all proposed range treat­

ments in areas included in WL-1.9. 

Form 1600-2 1 (Apr il 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION StepWl-1 • 9 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 slmctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Current ivnentories show that 
sufficient forage now exists to 
provide for the needs of all current 
and future antelope numbers. An 
increase of forbs and shrubs through 
~ ~r~~ of crested wheatgrass 
w----i-Tl-improve the quality of antelope 
habitat. The use of forb and shrub 
mixtures, and including sizeable 
irregular leave areas in fufture land 
treatmenmts, will insure that adequate 
habitat is maintained. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1. 9 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

II I. Watershed 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VI I. 

WS-2.1, 2.3, 2.5 support this wildlife recommendation with no mechanical 
ranqe treatments in proposed antelope introduction areas and if the 
appropriate antelope foraqe is planted in reseedinq efforts and hy plantinq 
deep-rooted species in gullies. 

Cultural Resources No Conflict 

Recreation 

A. Natural Hi story No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. R-1. 5 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 
c. Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

Lands No Conflict 

Fi re No Conflict 

F-1.5 Whiskey Creek Let Burn Area Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - By allowing the Whiskey Creek area to be a "let 
burn" area improvement of existinq and future antelope habitatwould 
be difficult. 

b. Modification - Continue regular suppression efforts on Whiskey Creek 
so as to maintain a desirable stand of forbs and shrubs in crested 
wheatqrass seedinqs and to maintain dense stands of saqebrush in 
selected areas. See the wildlife section A.2.b)(3) for more details 
on the antelope diet. 

VIII. Wildlife No Conflict 

No Conflict IX. l~i l rlerness 

X. Range 

RM-2.1 
RM-2.2 

Treatment of Existinq Seedinqs 
Chemicall y Treat 

Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

RM-2.3 Chemically Treat and Seed 
RM-2.4 Burn an d Seed 
RM-2.7 Limited Fire Suooression 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1.9 (cont.) 

Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Brush removal on antelope ranges. 

b. Modification - Allow land treatments only after the area has been 
carefully looked at and provisions for improved forb and shrub com­
position and the protection of saqebrush areas, etc. has been iden­
tified. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MfNAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOtviMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OEC1Sl0N 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Improve current and future antelope 
habitat by modifying existing fences and 
constrhcting new fences to conform to the 
current antelope fence specifications. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Assistance in identification 
of existing and future fence 
modifications. 

Operations - On the ground modification of 
fences which should conform 
to Bureau standards. 

Recreation - Assistance in fence project 
work in order to accommodate 
the visual resource. 

Wildlife - Inventory, identification and 
preparation of EA for ante­
lope fence projects. Coordi­
nation with range and opera­
tions on locations. 

Name ( :\ll ' f' ) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Antelope 

Overlay R e ference 

Step WT-,-1. 10 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

All existing fences in the present antelope 
range and antelope expansion areas that 
impede antelope movement should be 
modified. Antelope mortality due to too 
many fences and/or improperly constructed 
fences is well documented in other states. 
Construction of fences to present Bureau 
standards will allow for passage and 
movement of, not only antelope, but other 
wildlife species as well. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The existing livestock fences in current and future antelope range areas were 
constructed prior to the time when standardized antelope design fences became 
mandatory. It is important to identify areas \vhere antelope movement does and 
will occur. These selected sections of fence should then be modified to allow 
antelope unrestricted movement. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
= ~-=---==---===----=----=- --==-----==:-..:;-:-.:..=:~~::::=._- __ =-.~:=-- :..... ----------------··-·· - - -- --- ----. 

Form 11 •J0-~.1 1 (April lCJ7:i) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fal s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 W _ ostep 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept ~~L-1.10 
Identify areas where existing fences 
would cause a problem. Modify 
fences at these locations. Con­
struct new fences in antelope range 
to antelope specifications. 

Support Needs: 

Fence inventory. 

Operations 
Fence modification 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/n s lmctions on reverse) 

Reason: 

Fences which impede antelope movement 
need to be modified to allow for 
passage and movement of antelope 
without causing them harm. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-1.10. 

Rationale: 

The free movement of antelope must be 
insured if future planned herd 
expansion is to occur. This can be 
done without conflicts to other range­
land users. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1.10 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals No Conflict 

I I I. Watershed No Conflict 

IV. Cultura 1 Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natura 1 Hi story No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mgmt. R-1. 5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 
c. Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

VI. Lands No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

No conflict presently, possibly in future. 

RM-1.7 Installation of Facilities Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Range fences not conforming to current antelope 
fence specifications. 

b. Modification - Build all new range fences according to the current 
antelope fence specifications. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
r~ECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Provide habitat for the introduction of 
bighorn sheep in Salmon Falls Canyon from 
Salmon Falls Dam downstream to Lilly 
Grade. 

SUPPORT: 

Range · - Elimination of livestock 
grazing in the designated 
bighorn sheep introduction 
area in Salmon Falls Canyon. 

Archaeology - Protection of cultural 
resources. 

IDFG 

Wildlife 

- Introduction of the bighorn 
sheep into the canyon. 

- Inventory of introduction 
area, preparation of HMP and 
EA and coordination with 
range and IDFG. 

Name (1\ ll-' P) 

Twin Falls 

A c tivity 
Wildlife - Big Game 

Overlay Reference 

Ste p IWL-1. 11 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Historically, bighorn sheep inhabited 
Salmon Falls Canyon. "Bighorn sheep were 
common in southwestern Idaho prior to 
settlement by the whiteman. Archaeological 
excavations and occassional sightings of 
sheep skulls indicate bighorns were found 
in Salmon Falls Creek, ••• In 1972, a 
rancher living in Oneal Basin unearthed a 
cache of bighorn skulls on the South Fork 
of Salmon Falls Creek. This site is ap­
proximately 20 miles south of the Idaho 
border in Nevada." 1 

Currently, IDFG notes that the demand for 
bighorn sheep exceeds the supply.2 IDFG 
considers the area to be a prime candidate 
for a transplant (Gary Will, Regional Wild­
life Manager, Region IV-IDFG, 4-3-80, Per-,, 
sonal Communication). The URA Step IV 
opportunities narrative provides for im­
provement and maintenance of the habitat in 
order to support a bighorn sheep popula­
tion. An intensive inventory is needed to 
determine the range condition, trend, 
species composition, etc. 

1 Hanna, P. and Rath, M. 1976. A aucCESSFUL BIGHORN SHEEP REESTABLISHMENT PROGRAM 
IN SOUTHWESTERN IDAHO. IDFG and BLM. Boise, Idaho. 

\ 
2 Idaho Department of Fish and Garrre~, 1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 

Nole: At1t~N!5tt:t~ol:rn1\t ,f:.!:1I?r ~t:H1Qf,IFE RESOURCES. 
= - t97-5--1990'~ i---E>FGf - Boise, 0 Itlaho". 
I I 11 \,'JI( 1 / l 1 )/I<.. ()/} f(' /!( f\'(' I 

Volume I: GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

Forr:1 Hin0--21 \April 1q7_,) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step lWL-1.11 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

An intensive inventory needs to be conducted by the Idaho Department of Fish 
and Game and BLM to determine the feasibility of a bighorn sheep introduction. 
Historically, bighorn sheep inhabited Salmon Falls Canyon. IDFG has shown an 
interest in the possibility of an introduction. It may be several years 
before the project would be approved and funded. If recreation developments 
mentioned under R-1.2f, R-1.11 and NH-1.1 occur, there would be a conflict. 
If recreation designates the area as a 11 Natural Area 11 with no developments, 
there would be no conflict. The presence of bighorn sheep would enhance the 
natural area and compliment the recreational experiences. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-1.11 
Study the feasibility of bighorn 
sheep introduction into Salmon Falls 
Canyon. Complete a management plan 
before introduction. 

Proceed with the introduction if the 
habitat is suitable and the benefits 
of bighorn sheep exceed the benefits 
of the resource values foregone. 

Support Needs_: 

Feasibility study. 
Coordination with IDFG. 
Introduction. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onstmctions on reverse ) 

Reason: 

A study will allow a thorough analysis 
for determination of feasibility of an 
introduction • 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Reject WL-1.11. 
Disregard R-1.2 and R-1.11. 
Modi fy NH-1.1. 

Rationale: 

Bighorn sheep introductions into 
Salmon Falls Canyon should be 
proceeded by adequate feasibility 
studies and a habitat management plan. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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I. Forestry 

II. Minerals 

III. Watershed 

IV. Cultural Resources 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1.11 

CRM-1.5 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History - NH-1.1 supports this wildlife recommendation if the 
area is to be maintained as it is or in a primative state. If the area 
is to be developed there wil be a competitive conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Bighorn sheep and development do not go 
together. 

b. Modification - Designate the area as a "Natural Area" but leave it 
in a 11 primitive" state. 

B. Recreation Mgmt. - R-1.3a supports or conflicts with this wildlife 
recommendation for the same reasons as listed above. 

- R-1.10 supports this recommendation. 

- R-1.2f Campgrounds Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of campgrounds in the area of the 
bighorn sheep introduction is detrimental to the sheep population. 

b. Modification - Designate Salmon Falls Canyon as a natural area and 
only allow "primitive-type" camp sites (i.e. fire pit only). 

- R-1.11 Road/trail development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of a road or trail for motorized 
vehicles along Salmon Falls Creek or rim would be detrimental to a 
sheep population. 

b. Modification - Designate Salmon Falls Canyon as a Natural Area but 
use existing roads for motorized vehicles. Only develop hiking 
trails. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 1.11 (cont.) 

C. Visual Res. Mqmt. - VRM-1.1 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VI. Lands - No Conflict 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wi 1 derness 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

WM-1.2 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

X. Ranqe - No Conflict 



UNITEl 1 -:TATES 

UEPAf.n'MENT OF TIIE INTEl<JOF'. 
BUl(EAU OF LAND MANACEfilENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN -- STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

1 Name• , II/ /' J 

Twin Falls 

Activ ity 

Wildlife - Upland Game 

Objective Number 

WL-2 

Improve and maintain terrestrial, aquatic and wetland-riparian habitats for upland 
game species throughout the Planning Unit. 

RATIONALE: 

Basic Guidance (1602.13A) states that the Bureau, in deciding among alternative uses 
of available resources and among management alternatives, will utilize both physical 
and social data in evaluating the immediate and long-range impact of proposed actions 
on environmental quality and ecological balance and will strive to maintain and 
enhance environmental quality. 

The Planning Area Analysis (PAA) indicates that by 1995 the demand for big game hunter 
days on public land in the Planning Unit will be 10,454 days. In otherwords, overall 
hunter days will increase 44 percent from the current level. In 1995, it is estimated 
that the gross value of hunter days attributable to public land wildlife habita't in 
the Planning Unit for upland game hunting will be $2,543,980.90. 

BLM's Wildlife Program Activity Policy Statement (1603.12D) describes in the following 
narratives, rationale for managing wildlife and their habitats. 

1. Description of Program Activity. The Wildlife Program is primarily concerned with 
the protection and use of mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fishes, and 
invertebrates through the enhancement and maintenance of their habitat components. 
The program activity is closely coordinated with State wildlife agencies. 

The Sikes Act (P.L. 93-452) authorizes the BLM, to jointly develop and carry' out 
wildlife programs with State wildlife departments on Federal lands. Currently, in the 
Twin Falls Planning Unit, the Sikes Act program covers the Cassia-Twin Falls Sikes Act 
Isolated Tracts and the Milner Habitat Management Plans. 

2. Long-Term Objectives. 

a. Maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet 
public demands. This will be accomplished by means of habitat management. 

b. Sponsor or conduct the research, studies, and inventories necessary to insure 
adequate data for decision making relating to the maintenance of habitat expressed in 
a. above. 

3. Ma j or Principles and Standards. 

a. Maintain cooperative relations with States, other Federal Agencies, public 
interest groups, and individuals interested in or responsible for wildlife use, 
protection, and habitat management. 

b. The essential requirements of wildlife -- food, cover, and water -- will be 
maintained so as to provide optimum "edge effect" and interspersion of habitat 
components in important wildlife areas. 

(In s tru ction s 0 11 revers e ) Form 1600-20 (April l<J'i5) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Acquire the following parcel of land to 
provide additional upland game habitat: 

T. 10S., R. 18 E. - Springtown 
Sec 11: N 1/2 N 1/2 SE 1/4 Lane 

SUPPORT: 

Nam e ( ,\JF f' ) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Upland Game 

Overlay Reference 

Step y,7L- 2 0 1 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Acquisition of this 40 acre tract of land 
will allow for continuous "rim-front" 
public land for over two miles. It will 
also allow public access to a now "inacces­
sible-to-the-public" portion. Currently, 
the adjacent public lands are Sikes Act 
tracts. The Sikes Act (PL 93-452) autho­
rizes the BLM to jointly develop and carry 
out wildlife programs with state wildlife 
departments on federal lands. This parcel 
would also be included in the Cassia-Twin 
Falls Sikes Act Isolated Tracts Habitat 

Lands - Preparation of land report Management Plan. 
and EA for land acquisition. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
Recreation - Assistance in acquisition to of 1976, Pubiic Law 94-579, Title II, 

provide sportsman access. 

Archaeology - Assistance in acquisition to 
provide access to Spring­
town. 

Section 205(a) states that "not withstand­
ing any other provisions of law, the 
Secretary, with respect to the public 
lands, is authorized to acquire pursuant to 
this Act by purchase, exchange, donation, 
or eminent domain, lands or interests 
therein • • • " Wildlife - Assistance in acquisition. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This 40 acre parcel of land was identified for acquisition because it would 
serve the public need for access. Acquisition of this parcel would provide 
the following benefits: (1) continuous "rim-front" public land for over two 
miles; (2) public access to a now "inaccessible-to-the-public" portion of 
public land; (3) inclusion into the Sikes Act proqram; (4) CRM-1.1 and CRM-1.8 
--access and further preservation of Sprinq Town; and (5) R-1. 8 and R-2.2 -­
protection, preservation and interpretation of Sprinq Town. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-2.1 
acquire this 40acre parcel of 
private land. 

Note: Attflch iidditior·al sheds, ii nc•Pded 

(I,,,\ t 111 l t 1 1 n, ._,- rn1 , c l'r' r o;c) 

Reason: 

BLM ownership and administration will 
insure that the lanrl use and wildlife 
benefits provided will remain 
available. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION Step 11,JL - 2. 1 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

Lands 
Preparation of land report and EA. 

ISO Apprasial. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

/111s/mclion s on rev erse) 

Alternati ves Con sidered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Reject WL-2.1 . 
Reject CRM-1. 1 and CRM-1.8. 
Reject R-1.8 and R-2.2. 

Rationale: 

Public access is paramont to the use 
and enjoyment of existing public lands 
along the Snake River. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I 

I. Forestry 

II. Minerals 

III. Watershed 

IV. Cultural Resources 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

CRM-1.1, 1.8 fully support this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History - No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.1 

B. Recreation Mqmt. - R-1.8, 2.2 support this wildlife recommendation. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

VI. Lands 

VI I. Fi re 

VII I. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

.; 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Provide upland game habitat, primarily 
pheasants and public hunting areas, by: 
maintaining small isolated parcels of 
public land which are surrounded by pri­
vate land in public ownership (these 
tracts must be in legal subdivision); in 
all future desert land entries, Carey Act, 
public sales, land exchanges, etc.: retain 
a minimum of 15 percent of the land in 
public ownership; retain the following 
isolated parcels in public ownership and 
maintain them in their present condition 
until such time when the surrounding 
private land goes into agriculture. 

T. 12 S., R. 15 E. 
Sec. 24: SE1/4SE 1/4 

- Hollister West 
T. 12 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 19: Lot 4, SE1/4SW 1/4 

T. 12 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 19: SE1/4SE1/4 - Hollister East 

SUPPORT: 

Range 

Lands 

Development of graing sys­
tems on those parcels with 
grazing to maintain them in 
good condtion. 

- Retention of 15 percent of 
public land in all land 
disposal actions. 

Recreation - Assistance in implementation 
of recommendation for the 
benefit of sportsmen. 

Archaeology - Assistance in retention of 
parcels for protection of 
cultural resources. 

Name (\IFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activi!y 
wildlife - Upland Game 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1WL-2 • 2 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Isolated parcels of public land adjacent to 
private land are extremely_t_rn:r:>gr1:ant as 
upland game habitat. These areas provide 
the required food and cover which cannot 
always be found on private land. According 
to the Twin Falls Survey, 51.8 percent of 
the people surveyed feel that the BLM 
should continue to hold isolated tracts of 
undeveloped public land and to manage these 
tracts to help offset shrinking pheasant 
habitat. 1 This survey shows the 
importance of maintaining and managing 
these isolated parcels for upland game. As 
they become identified these parcels should 
be included in the Cassia-Twin Falls Sikes 
Act Isolated Tracts Habitat Management 
Plan. 

Criteria for land retention is consistent 
with the principals developed in the 
Agricultural Development EA and Boise 
District Agricultural Development EIS for 
Southwest Idaho. 

Burley District Memo. 1607. RESULTS OF THE TWIN FALLS SURVEY. November 19, 1980. 

Nole: Attach additional sheets, if 11,,,,rJed -- ---------- ----~-----=----- --- _ _____,:. ----- ---- ----

Form l(i00-.71 (April 1'17.'i) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (/IIFP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

i~i l d 1 . 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-2 • 2 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This is a recommendation to insure adequate wildlife habitat in areas of 
private agricultural lands. It is supported ~Y cultural resources, natural 
history, recreation, visual resources, and some of the lands recommendations. 
Lands recommendations also cause some major impacts. 

The proposed agricultural developments and DLE's must provide for retaining 15 
percent of the total land involved in public ownership and be managed for 
wildlife habitat. Surface disturbing activities like road construction, dump 
and material extraction sites (proposed by land and minerals) should be 
rehabilitated to good habitat following use. 

ORV use should be exc l uded from isolated tracts that have no access in order 
to minimize disturbance. Fire suppression on these isolated tracts should be 
made a priority. Fire shou be extinguished by -any means as soon as possible 
to minimize habitat damage. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-2.2 
Retain and maintain isolated parcels 
of public land in public ownership 
to provide upland game habitat. 

Support Needs: 

Reason: 

To provide habitat for upland game in 
areas of intensive agriculture 
development. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Range 1. Reject WL-2.2. 
Develop grazing systems for parcels. 

Lands 
Retain 15 percent of all public land 
in all land disposal actions in 
public ownership. 

Rec re at ion 
Assistance in planning for sports­
men. 

Wildlife 
Identify the sites to remain in 
public ownership to meet wildlife 
objectives. 

Note : Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/11structions on r e verse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activitf 
Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION SteJ'JL-2 • 2 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons I me/ions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Intensive agriculture nearly 
eliminates wildilfie habitat, 
particularly nesting and winter cover. 
Insolated parcels of public land can 
provide some of the needed cover to 
insure at least moderate population of 
upland game. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.2 

I. Forest r.v No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-4.4 Material Source Areas Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - These isolated parcels need to be maintained 
for pheasants, not as a material source. 

b. Modification - Allow as a material source with strict stipulations 
for rehabilitation. 

II I. Watershed No Conflict 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.9 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural Hi story NH-1.2 supports this wildlife recommendation. 
R-1.5, 1.8 support this wildlife recommendation. 
R-1.10 - ORV use - Competitive Conflict 

B. Recreation Mgmt. 

a. Nature of Conflict -ORV use on isolated parcels. 

b. Modification - Isolated parcels which do not have public access or 
existing roads or thorough-fares need to have a "closed" ORV desig­
nation. 

C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - VRM-1.6 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VI. Lands 

L-2.4, 8.l(o), 8.3(A) support this wildlife recommendation if proper upland 
game rehabilitation effortsciccurr. 

L-2.1 Landfill Expansion Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Landfill expansion onto pheasant habitat. 

b. Modification - Rehabilitate area with wildlife vegetation as land­
fill use expires. 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.2 (con.t) 

L-2.2 Dump Sites Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Retention of dump sites. 

b. Modification - Confine dump sites to noted acreaqes and rehabilitate 
for upland qame as use expires. 

L-3.1 Aqricultural Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Aqricultural development on important wildlife 
habitat. 

b. Modification - Maintain existing isolated parcels surrounded by 
private land in public ownership; retain a minimum of 15 percent of 
the land in public ownership in all land dealings. This 15 percent 
should be prime habitat. Retain all wetland-riparian areas in 
public ownership. 

L-3.2 OLE'S and Carey Act Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Disposal of land through DLE's and Carey Act. 

b. Modification - Same as WL-2.2 above. 

L-4.3 Belt Route Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Belt route across Huh Butte. 

b. Modification - Route road so as to cause as little disturbance as 
possible to existinq wildlife habitat. Rehabilitate any damaqe. 

VII. Fire 

F-1.3 Aerial Retardant Use Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Several isolated parcels are denoted as 
restricted retardant use areas. 

b. Modification - Do not designate any isolated parcels as restricted 
retardant use areas. Maintain them with normal fire suppression 
efforts. 

VIII. Wildlife No Conflict 

No Conflict 
No Conflict 

IX. 
x. 

Wilderness 
Range 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Improve upland game habitat by making all 
existing and future water developments 
available to all upland game birds. 
Improve the chukar habitat by installing 
~~rmanent water sources in chukar range. 
Construct and install bird guzzlers along 
Salmon Falls Creek rim for chukar and near 
the juniper trees by Mule Creek for quail. 
Install additional guzzlers as locations 
become identified. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Identification of existing 
and future livestock water to 
modify for upland game 
birds. 

Operations - Construction, installation, 
and modification of water de­
velopmenmts for upland game 
birds. 

Recreation - Assistance in implementing 
recommendation to provide 
pleasing aesthetic values. 

Wildlife - Location of future water 
developments for upland game 
birds. Coordination with 
range and operations on 
design. 

1 Idaho . neoartment of Fish and Game. 1978. 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activit y 
Wildlife - Upland Game 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1WL-2 • 3 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Water is an essential requirement of all 
upland game. Improved water distribution 
is important for sage grouse. They normal­
ly select areas near water for rearing 
broods and spending the summer. Water is 
important to the pheasant for survival. 
Quail require water daily. It is an essen­
tial part of their habitat. Watering 
places should be widely distributed, pre­
ferably within one-half mile of each other. 
Doves require water daily. Water availa­
bility is the only limiting factor for this 
highly adaptable species. For the chukar, 
water is a limiting factor and has a great 
effect on distribution, particularly during 
the summer. The chukar would benefit from 
any water development in its range since it 
is not regularly seen more than one mile 
from water during hot, dry summers. IDFG 
fully supports the develop- ment of addi­
tional water sources to increase chukar 
distribution and numbers over their current 
range. 1 The Planning Area Analysis (PAA) 
shows ' that 68 percent of the chukar habitat 
in the Planning Unit is on public land with 
7 percent of the hunting days taking place 
on public land. From 1975 to 1995 hunter 
days are expected to make a 97 percent in­
crease on public land. In 1980, $5,719.77 
was spent hunting chukar on public land in 
the Planning Unit. This will increase to 
an estimated $72,274.95 by 1995. It is 
projected that under current management 
levels and habitat trends chukar popula­
tions will continue to decline in Idaho. 
Increased demand will result in harvest 
levels remaining essentially constant while 
success rates drop. At current success 
rates, demand will exceed supply by 1985. 
By improving and maintaining chukar habitat 
in optimum condition, an increase over the 
current levels of the chukar population, 
harvest and success rate will occur. 1 

Water developments should be designed for 
exclusive use by upland game. 

A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
Nore: Al 11cF, 11rlcl1tTona1 l'ht• '!.:\, iT 11 c• rlt•, r -
---=- = H}Afl€)!.S-=FI:SH-'ru'1D ·WILDLIFE=RESOURCE olu me--· -. G01rL , BJ'EC''il'l'VES'"-ANITJmLTCI1':.~ _ .. 

-- l·orm l +",i'il)--:! ITApr1f1TI , :,) 
'1''' 1"" 

11''f97'5.!.fi'§'9<6' ! Idaho Departrnen t o f Fi sh and Game• Boise, Idaho. 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 , _ Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There is a high demand for upland game hunting that will continue to increase 
in the future. This increase in demand creates the need to increase game 
habitat in order to retain a balance and perpetual abundance of game animals. 

Water is clearly the limiting factor in this arid region. By making all 
future water developments available to upland game, their range and 
populations can be increased, helping to balance the hunting pressure. 

This recommendation does not conflict with other activities and is supported 
by forestry, watershed and recreation. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-2.3 
Install future water improvements so 
that the water is available to all 
wildlife. 

Support Needs: 

Reason: 

To improve and increase habitat, range 
and populations of upland game. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Wildlife 1. Reject WL-2.3 
To coordinate with Range to identify 
potential development sites. 

Operations 
Construction, installation and 
modification of water developments. 

Recreation 
Beautification assistance. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
reconmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011 s /mc1ions on reverse) 

Rat ion ale: 

Water developments should be designed 
for multiple use purposes to satisfy 
all possible needs including upland 
game. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.3 

I. Forestry 

F-lA Juniper trees - Supports this wildlife recommendation. 

I I. Minerals No Conflict 

I I I. Watershed 

WS-1.2, 1.3 support this wildlife recommendation by providinq water for use 
by upland game. 

IV. Cultural Resources 

V. Rec re at ion 

A. Natural History 
B. Recreation Mgmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

VI. Lands 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. 

X. 

Wilderness 

Ranqe 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 
R-1.5 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 
No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 



UNITED STA TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Maintain existing islands of brush in all 
crested wheatgrass seedings to provide 
cover and food for upland game. Retain 
brush islands in all land treatme~t areas. 
~rotect brushy cover on public land adja­
cent to private land. No sagebrush eradi­
cation of any type such as burning, spray­
ing, chaining, etc. should take place on 
areas of public land within 1/4 mile of 
private land within the pheasant habitat 
range. A one-half mile perimeter of vege­
tative cover should be maintained around 
the Berger Resource Conservation Area. 
Provide "travel lanes" for pheasants to 
move between cover, food and water sources 
if these components are as far as one­
fourth to one-half mile apart by protect­
ing fence-rows, waterways, ditchbanks, 
field borders, odd areas, week patches, 
etc. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Provide required "vegeta-
tive" areas for upland game 
in the preparation of EA's 
involving land treatments. 
Coordination with wildlife. 

Operations - Coordination with wildlife 
in design and location of 
leave areas in all land 
treatment projects. 

Archaeology - Assistance in layout of pro­
jects to protect cultural 
resources. 

RATIONALE: 

Name {,\JFPJ 

Twin Falls 

Activity 

Wildlife - Up land Game 
Overlay Reference 

Step lWL-2. 4 Step 3 

Islands of brush in monotypic stands of 
crested wheatgrass seedings and the reten­
tion of brush islands in all land treat­
ments is important in the maintenance of 
optimum upland game habitat. Nuttall's 
cottontail and pygmy rabbits inhabit brushy 
areas. They are highly dependent on cover 
for protection from predators. 1 The ex­
isting Nuttall's cottontail and pygmy rab­
bit habitat (i.e. "brushy" cover) must be 
improved and maintained so as to support a 
population of 19,855 animals on public land 
in the Planning Unit by 1995. The Planning 
Area Analysis (PAA) shows that in the Plan­
ning Unit 30 percent of the cottontail/rab­
bit habitat is found on public land and 31 
percent of the hunting days take place on 
public land. From 1975 to 1995 hunter days 
are expected to make a 92 percent increase 
on public land. The PAA reflects the im­
portance of these species as upland game in 
the Planning Unit. It is reflected in the 
expenditure of $33,657.15 spent in 1980 in 
the Planning Unit hunting cottontails/rab­
bits on public land. This will increase to 
an estimated $549,971.00 by 1995. Cotton­
tail and pygmy rabbit populations fluctu­
ate on an approximate 10-year cycle. Al­
lowing for these cyclic fluctuations, pop­
ulations have remained essentially stable 
from 1960 through 1975 and, under present 
management levels and habitat trends, are 
projected to maintain past and present 
levels through 1990. With increasing num­
bers of hunters, some additional interest 
in cottontail and pygmy rabbit hunting is 
foreseen and harvests and success rates 
should increase over past and present 
levels. 2 

1 u. s. Department of Agriculture. 1976. HABITAT MANAGEMENT FOR RABBITS. Soil 
Conservation Service. Boise, Idaho. 

2 Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
IDAHO'S FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES. Volume I: GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
1975-1990. Idaho Department of Fish and Game. Boise, Idaho. 

Note: Att;ich acid it ion;il s lH'ets, if ncerkd 
----- - _ _________ :_ _ - -------- - -· --==--·---:._. ____ __ -·· _- _ ___ - - ----- --··-- =======~==~~~===-= 
r I,,": 111 ( 11 fJt1" r ,,, ,,. 11 c' ,..,-( · J Ferm \600 - ~l (1\pril 1'1751 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LJ\ND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMEN DATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION (can't): 

Recreation 

Watershed 

Wildlife 

Assistance in design of 
areas to provide aestheti­
cally pleasing landscape 
values and for consumptive 
and non-consumptive 
recreation values. 

- Assistance in design of 
projects to protect water­

shed. 

- Location and design of leave 
areas for upland game. 

Note : t'ltt"ch addition,,! sh<'etS, if n f'ede d 

Na me (AIFPJ 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildli 
Overl ay R e ference 

c.te p lWL-2. 4 Step 3 

RATIONALE (can't): 

Ring-necked pheasant use of public land is 
largely limited to the cropland/wildland 
interface. Brushy cover on public land ad­
jacent to cultivated land is critical to 
pheasant populations in many locals and 
they are increasing in importance. Sage­
brush eradication in these areas eliminates 
critical winter habitat, escape and nesting 
cover. "Travel lanes" are important in as­
sisting the birds in fulfilling their daily 
requirements. Existing pheasant habitat 
must be improved and maintained so as to 
support a population of 2,166 birds on pub­
lic land in the Planning Unit by 1995. The 
Planning Area Analysis (PAA) shows that in 
the Planning Unit only 11 percent of the 
pheasant habitat is on public land, and, 
smaller yet, 5 percent of the hunting days· 
take place on public land. All of the 
pheasant habitat (11 percent of the total 
pheasant habitat in the Planning Unit) is 
critical habitat. More than 11 percent of 
the pheasant population in the Planning 
Unit depend on this habitat. Therefore, 
failure to manage these critical areas will 
result in reduced overall populations on 
all lands regardless of land status. 

From 1975 to 1995 hunter days are expected 
to make an 86 percent increase on public 
land. The PAA reflects the importance of 
the pheasant as a game bird in the Planning 
Unit. It is reflected in the expenditure 
of $65,057.52 spent on hunting pheasants on 
public land in 1980. This will increase to 
an estimated $618,595.70 by 1995. Popula­
tions and harvest of ring-necked pheasants 
were at a high level from 1960 through 
1970. There was a significant decline in 
population, harvest and success rates by 
1975 and under current management levels 
and habitat trends this decline is project­
ed to continue through 1990. Because of 
the very high non-hunting related, natural, 
annual mortality rate, it is not possible 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMt::NDATION-ANAL YSIS-DFCISION 

Name (MF/>) 

Twin Falls 

Act ivity 
Wildlife - Sage Grouse 

Overlay R e ference 

Step 1WL-2 • 4 Step 3 

RATIONALE (cont.): 

to maintain or increase pheasant popula­
tions by reduced hunter harvest when habi­
tat is declining. If the decline in pheas­
ant populations is to be halted, habitat 
will have to be provided to compensate for 
that being lost. With improved habitat, 
pheasant populations, harvest and success 
rates could be restored to 1970 levels by 
1990. 2 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Recommendation 2.4 shows the need to retain brushy cover for wildlife in areas 
where brushy vegetation is not plentiful. It is supported by watershed, 
recreation and visual resources but conflicts with lands, minerals, fire and 
ranqe. All of these conflicts arise from proposed land treatments that vary 
from material extraction to veqetative manipulation. The friction comes from 
the possibility that land treatments may eradicate the brush and thus wildlife 
cover. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify HL-2.4 
All land treatment proposals 
affectinq brushy islands or buffer 
strips, should receive multiple 
resource input to assure considera-
tion of the wildlife habitat needs 
and keep the needed patches and 
islands of brush habitat. The exist-
inq islands and leave areas from the 
initial projects will remain leave 
areas in future maintenance unless 
wildlife input indicates that the 
areas are not critical habitat, in 
which case treatment can be dare in 
a manner that benefits the wild ' ife 
values. 

Reason: 

To allow for flexible planninq and 
adequate consideration of brush cover 
for wildlife species. 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
IDHAO'S FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES. Volume I: GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
1975-1990. Idaho Department of Fish and Game. Boise, Idaho. 

... 

Nole>: Attach rnlditierrnl sheets, if nef'ded 

Fo,m 1(,110-2 1 (J\prll 1'17"i) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 1 WL-2. 4 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

Same as recommendation. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

/112s/mctions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 

Accept WL-2.4. 
Reject l4L-2.4. 

Rationale: 

Adequate consideration of the needs of 
all wildlife species must and will be 
considered before any land treatments 
are initiated. The land treatmens 
proposed for a particular area should 
be designed to benefit the wildlife 
species existing on that area. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.4 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-4.4 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of veqetative cover within one-half mile 
of the perimeter of the Berqer. 

b. Modification - Allow the material source if strict stipulations for 
rehabilitation are included. 

I I I. Watershed 

IV. 

WS-2.1, 2.3, 2.5 support this wildlife recommendation by maintaininq brush 
islands, restrictinq saqebrush eradication anrl reseedinq areas to wildlife 
species. 

Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mgmt. R-1.5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VRM-1.6 supports this wildlife recommendation. C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

VI. Lands 

L-3.1 Agricultural Development Competitive Conflict 

VII. Fire 

a. Nature of Conflict - Agricultural development on BLM land currently 
adjacent to private land would be detrimental to pheasant habitat. 

b. Modification - Retain 15 percent of land in public ownership as 
11 travel lanes. 11 Move the pheasant ranqe further onto the Berger if 
the perimeter goes into aqricultural development. Retain isolated 
parcels in public ownership. 

F-1.3 Aerial Retardant Use Competitive Conflict 

F-1.4 Berger Let Burn Areas Competitive Conflict 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.4 (cont.) 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of upland game habitat (i.e. brushy cover, 
etc.) by allowing restricterl retardant use and let burn areas on the 
Berger and other areas. 

b. Modification - Move the restricted retardant use and limited 
suppression area lines onto the Berger one-half mile to allow for a 
perimeter of vegetative cover. For all other restricted retardant 
use areas in the pheasant range, place the restricted retardant 
lines one-fourth mile onto public land to allow a vegetative buffer 
with private land. 

VIII. Wildlife No Conflict 

No Conflict IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

RM-2.1 
RM-2.3 
RM-2.4 
RM-2.5 
RM-2.6 
RM-2.7 
RM-2.8 

Treatment of Existinq Seedinqs 
Chemically Treat and Seerl 
Burn and Seed 
Plow and Seed 
Cheatqrass Seeding 
Limited Fire Suppression 
Treatment of Existing Seedings 

Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 
Competitive conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The removal of brush islands, brushy cover, 
sagebrush eradication, etc. on public land within recommended 
limits. 

b. Modification - Allow land treatment only after an on-the-ground 
observation and identification of leave areas by the wildlife 
biologist. Travel lanes must be provided. Most of the Berger 
enclosures are one-half mile from private land. This is why a 
one-half mile buffer is needed around the Berger. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWOt<K PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

A , tivity 

i ldlife - Oland Game 
Ov e rl a y Reforence 

RECOMMENDATION--ANAL YSIS-DECISION Step WL-2. 5 Step 3 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Implement the following cooperative farm 
agreements to enhance upland game bird 
habitat: 

T. 11 S., R. 14 E. 
Sec. 11: NE1/4 SW1/4 

North of Canal 

T. 12 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 24: SE1/4 NW1/4 

SW1/4 NW1/4 
South of Canal 

SUPPORT: 

- McCoy 

- Courtnay 

Recreation - Assistance in implementation 
of agreements to enhance re­
creational values. 

Wildlife - Location and design of 
wildlife vegetative plantings 
and identification of plant 
species to be used. Coordi­
nation with operations and 
adjacent landowners. 

RATIONALE: 

Currently, these parcels are isolated from 
their respective grazing allotments and are 
burdened with one form of trespass or 
another. The trespasses should be cleared 
and cooperative farm agreements should be 
implemented. The quality is such that when 
properly developed these parcels could pro­
vide very high quality nesting and brood 
rearing areas for upland game, especially 
the ring-necked pheasant. The pheasant is 
an important and highly sought after game 
bird in this area. Good pheasant habitat 
on public land is in short supply. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation is an attempt to eliminate unauthorized activities by 
working with allotment users to implement cooperative farm agreements. This 
action would allow the entire parcel to be farmed, but only half harvested 
leaving the other half for wildlife feed and cover. This compromise would 
tend to satisfy both interests (wildlife and the cooperative farmer). 

The proposal is supported by recreation and lands, but conflicts with lands 
and range recommendations. The lands conflict comes from a proposed land 
exchange that would stop a cooperative farm agreement. The range conflict is 
from proposed vegetation treatments and forage allocation. The problem could 
be solved by planning with the permittees to determine the best alternative 
management. 

N o t e: A t t n ch Hddition,:il shee t s , ir n ee cl e cl 
- -

1/11,:uu (tr)!/\ ()11 T('/i('TSC'I 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

l~il dl ife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-2. 5 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-2. 5 
The permittees have voiced a will­
inqness for the agreements. BLM 
will work with the permittees in the 
future to accomplish cooperative 
farm agreements. 

Suppo rt Needs: 

Lands -
To help carry out cooperative 
agreements. 

Recreation 
To enhance recreational values. 

Wildlife 
To coordinate agreements and plan 
wildlife landscape. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
rec001mendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Unslmctions on reverse) 

Reason: 

It serves both interests equally and 
eliminates the unauthorized uses. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 

Reject WL-2.5. 
Accept L-7.2. 

Rationale: 

The primary objective for use and 
management of the tracts will be for 
wildlife habitat enhancement. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

I I I. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.5 

Forestry No Conflict 

Minerals No Conflict 

Watershed No Conflict 

Cultural Resources No Conflict 

Recreation 

A. Natural Hi story No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. R-1. 5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

Lands 

L-8.l(D), 8.3(A) support this wildlife recommendation for present and 
future cooperative farm agreements. 

L-7.2 Land Exchanqe Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - If the land is exchanged no cooperative farm 
agreement coul d take place on the proposed location. 

b. Modification - Allow land exchange with the stipulation of a 
cooperative farm agreement to take place on the exchanged lands or 
do not allow land exchange. 

VI I. Fi re 

VIII. Wildlife 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict IX. Wilderness 

X. Ranqe 

RM-2.4 Burn and Seed 
RM-3.1 Forage Allocation 

Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of 
(1) 

( 2) 

Conflict -
Burninq and seeding of Courtnay's potential cooperative 
farm area. 
Allocation of foraqe to potential cooperative farm areas. 

b. Modification - Talk to permittees and find out what they would 
pre fer. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name ( ,\IF!') 

Twin Falls 
Ac,ivity 

Wildlife - U land Game 
Ov.:. da y R e fe re nc e 

RECOMMENOATION--ANAL YSIS-DECISION Ste p WL-2. 6 Ste p 3 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Enhance upland game habitat by developing 
the following wildlife enclosures: 

( 1 ) 

( 2) 

( 3) 

enlarge the Shellrock Spring 
wildlife enclosure 
T.12 S., R. 18 E. 
Sec. 34: NW1/4 NE1/4 
to include the existing 
spring development; 
fence off the canal in 
T.14 S., R. 15 E. 
Sec. 13: N1/2 NW1/4 

pond and 

to abate livestock grazing; 
construct one two-acre wildlife 
enclosure on the north end of the 
Callen Reservoir 
T. 15 S., R. 15 E. 
Sec. 32: SE1/4 NE1/4 
and four two-acre wildlife enclo­
sures around the overflow areas of 
four water troughs on the north end 
of the Salmon Butte pipeline. 

T. 13 S., R. 15 E. .,(J\J, 
Sec. 23: SW1/4 SE1/4 if"~ '( Sec. 2 5: SE1/4 SW1/4 f° V 
Sec. 26: NW1/4 SE1/4 
Sec. 35: NE1/4 NE1/4 
to benefit upland game; 

(4) build an enclosure and improve the 
habitat in 
T. 12 S., R. 18 E. 
Sec. 6: S1/2 NE1/4, SE1/4 NW1/4 
for sole use by upland game. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Assistance in location of 
wildlife enclosures. 

Operations - Construction of fences for 
wildlife enclosures. 

RATIONALE: 

Areas need to be developed for exclusive 
use by upland game. Periodic livestock 
grazing will be necessary for habitat main­
tenance. Some of the varied uses which 
would occur include nesting and brood rear­
ing, escape cover from predators, protec­
tive cover from inclement weather, etc. 
The limited use by livestock grazing and 
other non-wildlife uses will insure that 
high quality habitat will be available for 
upland game. 

IDFG states that mourning dove riparian 
nesting habitat is being reduced. 1 Habi­
tat for the mourning dove needs to be im­
proved and maintained so as to support a 
population of 22,740 birds on public land 
in the Planning Unit by 1995. The Planning 
Area Analysis (PAA) shows that in the Plan­
ning Unit 30 percent of the dove habitat is 
found on public land and 45 percent of the 
hunting days take place on public land. 
Currently, the supply exceeds the demand 
for the dove and this is expected to per­
sist through 1990. 1 From 1975 to 1995 
hunter days are expected to make a 56 per­
cent increase on public land. The PAA re­
flects the importance of the dove as a game 
bird in the Planning Unit. It is reflected 
in the expenditure of $42,995.55 spent on 
hunting dove on public land in 1980. This 
will increase to an estimated $549,727.65 
by 1995. 

1 Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
Not e AttWrMf&l.J'iRo,f.i+~lAA,,~t-:Qr WJ~P;LIFE RESOURCES• Volume I: GOAL'S, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
~/ -:-----:---1~ 19"9-0--;)------raanolJeparl:.Ynentorr'Isifand--=Game . Toise, raa o . 
r // '-,11u11 u~t<'o"'1J ·-,c 1•er_<,c' F o rm 1()00-21 (J\p1.l lf'l7~) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF' THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

RECOMMENDATION (cont.): 

SUPPORT (con' t) : 

Recreation - Assistance in design to pro­
vide pleasing aesthetics and 
to benefit sportsmen. 

Archaeology - Assistance in design of pro­
jects to protect cultural 
resources. 

Watershed 

Wildlife 

Assistance in development of 
projects to benefit water­
shed. 

- Location and design of wild­
life enclosures. Coordina­
tion with range and opera­
tions. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Falls 

Act ivi!y 
wildlife - Sage Grouse 

Overlay Reference 

Step lWL-2 • 6 Step 3 

This is a recommendation to develop wildlife enclosures around water sources 
in the area. It is supported by watershed, cultural resources, recreation and 
lands. The conflicts come from fire which advocates restricted retardent use 
at some of the sites which would cause a loss of habitat and fence damaqe. 
Attempts should be made to quickly extinquish these fires in order to save 
rehab costs on fences and habitat. 

Another conflict is with ranqe improvements planned around these enclosures. 
The solution is to allow for a flexible buffer strip around the fence since 
each situation will differ. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-2. 6 
Develop enclosures around wetlands 
listed in the recommendation. 

Support Needs: 

Same as in recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if necdPd 

Reason: 

To protect wetland riparian habitat 
and to provide habitat for wildlife. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-2.6. 

- ---·· -- -------------=---· -::::::-....:.: _:-=-:-_-_:_ ---=--.-=:=::-

(/11,,1,,u /t1J11,· ()11 re1 1 rrs<') 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011s/mc/ions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac~ivit7i: 

Wl l d Ii fe 
Overlay Reference 

Step iWL-2 .6 Step 3 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.6 

I I I. Watershed 

WS-1.2, 1.3 fully support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.6 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History 
B. Recreation Mqmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mqmt. -

No Conflict 
R-1.5, 1.8 support this wildlife recommendation. 
No Conflict 

VI. Lands 

L-8.3(A) supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VII. Fire 

F-1.3 Aerial Retardant Use Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Restricted retardant use in the area of these 
enclosures would require fire rehabilitation maintenance on fences. 

b. Modification - Designate enclosure areas as areas of normal fire 
suppression efforts. 

VIII. Wildlife No Conflict 

No Conflcit IX. Wilderness 

X. Ranqe 

RM-2.1 - Treatment of Existinq Seedinqs-burn - Competitive Conflict 
RM-2.2 - Chemically treat - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Several of the enclosures would be affected 
throuqh burninq or sprayinq. 

b. ~gg~f~fig~~~Qr~.Durinq treatments, leave a 200 yard buffer around 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Provide improved upland game bird habitat 
by planting vegetation which will out com­
pete noxious weeds, are non-spreading in 
nature but will provide the same benefits 
as many of the noxious weeds. Until this 
can be accomplished, herbicide and pest­
icide use will have to be selective. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Coordination in the weed con­
trol program with wildlife 
along areas of important up­
land game habitat. 

Watershed - Assistance with this recom­
mendation for watershed 
benefits. 

Wildlife Identification of areas to in­
corporate this recommenda­
tion. 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Upland Game 

Overlay Reference 

Step iWL-2 • 7 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Weed-seeds are an important component in 
the diet of the Hungarian partridge year 
around. "Huns" select nest sites in weed 
patches and value them as important escape 
areas. Weed control programs adversely 
affect the "Hun" by reducing its habitat. 
It is important to improve and maintain the 
existing Hungarian partridge habitat so as 
to support a population of 13,265 birds on 
public land in the Planning Unit by 1995. 
A gradual decline in populations, harvests 
and success rates from the present plateau 
is predicted through 1990 under current 
management levels and habitat trends. By 
improving and maintaining Hungarian par­
tridge habitat in optimum condition, the 
demand should result in greater harvests 
and a slight increase in success rates. 1 
The Planning Area Analysis (PAA) shows that 
in the Planning Unit 30 percent of the 
Hungarian partridge habitat is found on 
public land and 44 percent of the hunting 
days take place on public land. From 1975 
to 1995 hunter days are expected to make a 
47 percent increase on public land. This 
demand can be met with improvement and 
maintenance of existing Hungarian partridge 
habitat in top condition. The PAA reflects 
the importance of the "Hun" as a game bird 
in the Planning Unit. It is reflected in 
the expenditure of $44,629.77 spent on 
hunting "Huns" on public land in 1980. This 
will increase to an estimated $556,541.45 
by 1995. 

The general widespread use of herbicides 
and pesticides adversely affects pheasants, 
either through reduced cover and/or food 
supply. 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
IDAHO'S FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES. Volume I: GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
1975-1990. Idaho Department of Fish and Game. Boise, Idaho. 

Note: Att"ch arlditional ,;he•, ts, if rH'<·clecl 
..:.=.- ---:_-:·--==-.~-·---··--- --- _: -----· ----·---- - --

Form l(i00-21 ,1\pr1l l'l7~) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Overlay Ref erence 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This is a good recommendation but one that is nearly impossible to accomplish 
at the prsent time. The plant suggested is unknown here. Plant experiment 
stations will need to be contacted to determine if a~y species meeting our 
requirements become developed. The noxious weed control program will continue 
in the area, but the herbicides beinq used are relatively non selective. 
Where it is applied, broad leaf plants will die. 

Multiple Use Recommendation : 

Accept WL-2.7 
Continue noxious weed program with 
emphasis on finding a plant that can 
satisfy wildlife needs without 
causing the associated problems. 

Support Needs: 

Wildlife --
To investigate plants that can fill 
the proposed roll. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmc1ions on reverse) 

Reason: 

This is a feasible plan that should be 
pursued for its merits. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-2.7. 

Rationale: 

BLM has responsibility to control 
noxious weeds on public lands. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

II I. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VI I. 

VII I. 

IX. 

X. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Forestry - No Conflict 

Minerals - No Conflict 

Watershed No Conflict 

Cultural Resources - No Conflict 

Recreation 

A. Natural Hi story - No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mgmt. - No Conflict 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

Lands - No Conflict 

Fire - No Conflict 

Wildlife . No Conflict 

Wilderness - No Conflict 

Range - No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.7 

.; 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAM 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Improve quail habitat by establishing 
artificial quail roosting sites (brush 
piles on platforms) every one-half mile in 
quail range. Protect the 160 acres of 
juniper trees near Mule Creek. Maintain 
dense brushy areas in wetland-riparian 
situations. Maintain the natural shrub­
tree mixtures and native vegetation. 
Maintain 25-50 percent shade provided by 
woody cover which is needed for successful 
quail nesting. 

SUPPORT: 

Forestry 

Range 

- Maintenance of existing 
juniper area. 

- Development and implementa­
tion of grazing systems to 
protect "dense" brushy areas. 

Operations - Construction and installation 
of artificial roosting sites. 

Recreation - Assistance in design to en­
hance aesthetic values and 
recreational benefits. 

Watershed - Assistance in implementation 
of recommendation to enhance 
watershed. 

Wildlife - Location and design of arti­
ficial roosting sites. Coor­
dination with other resources 
in protection of quail 
habitat. 

RATIONALE: 

N ame (/'.II'/>) 

Twin Falls 

A c tivity 
Wildlife - Quail 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1WL-2 • 8 Step 3 

If roosting sites are not present quail 
will be few and scattered. For night 
roosting, quail require stiff-twigged, 
densely foliaged evergreen trees or tall 
shrubs. In good quail habitat, there is at 
least one roosting site every one-half 
mile. 

The mountain quail is a "sensitive" 
species. In desert habitats mountain quail 
nests are often found associated with juni­
pers and other such woody plants. 1 It is 
important to maintain the natural shrub­
tree mixtures and native vegetation that is 
an integral part of mountain quail habitat. 

Since quail nesting occurs in dense vegeta­
tion near a water s~~rce it is important to 
keep livestock from removing the vegetation 
around watering areas in quail habitat. 

The existing vally/mountain quail habitat 
should be improved and maintained so as to 
support a population of 2,100 birds on 
public land in the Planning Unit by 1995. 
The Sikes Act (PL 93-452) authorizes the 
BLM to jointly develop and carry out wild­
life programs with state wildlife depart­
ments on federal lands. The Planning Area 
Analysis (PAA) shows that in the Planning 
Unit 55 percent of the quail habitat is 
found on public land but only 2 percent of 
the hunting days take place on public land. 
From 1975 to 1995 hunter days are expected 
to make a 64 percent increase on public 
land. Under current management levels and 
habitat trends, it appears that peak 
populations were reached in 1975 and a 
gradual decline in population, harvest and 
hunter success are projected through 1990. 

Johnsgard, P. A. 1973. GROUSE AND QUAIL OF NORTH AMERICA. University of 
Nebraska Press. Lincoln, Nebraska. 

Note: Attach arlditional sheets, if 1H' <' <I C' tl ---- --~---- -~--~~-===== ===== == =~- --=·~-=----·· -___ - -------
I/}},/ 1 // L r' l ' JI/<., ( J// I('/'(' f',;c•) Form l•f•0--'.'1 (Apr!l [,,~:,) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Falls 

A ctit:j-f~ dl i fe 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step iWL-2 .8 Step 3 

Rationale (cont.): 

At current success ratres, the demand has 
exceeded the supply.2 In 1980, $700.38 
was spent hunting quail on public land in 
the Planning Unit. This will increase to 
an estimated $9,003.95 by 1995. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This is a recommendation to improve quail habitat by preserving existing sites 
and establishing artificial roosting sites to expand and improve quail range 
and their populations. This recommendation artificial specifies roosts every 
1/2 mile through quail range where roosting sites are sparse. 

This quail proposal is supported by forestry, watershed, recreation and visual 
resources. The only conflict canes fran proposed range treatments that could 
affect the shrub cover in existing quail range. All range treatments should 
include wildlife input to detennine leave areas before treatment. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-2.8 
Increase and improve quail range by 
creating artifical roost sites in 
drainages where they are needed and 
by maintaining existing habitat. 

Support Needs: 

Covered in Step I WL-2.8. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda­
tion. 

Reason: 

To expanded and improve quail habitat 
tp help increase the population. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-2.8. 

Rationale: 

2 Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGE­
MENT OF IDAHO'S FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES. Volume I: GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND 
POLICIES 1975-1990. Idaho Department of Fish and Game. Boise, Idaho. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/mctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.8 

I. Forestry 

F-lA Juniper trees - Supports this wildlife recommendation. 

I I. Minerals No Conflict 

I I I. Watershed 

IV. 

WS-1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5 all lend support to this wildlife 
recommendation. 

Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History 
B. Recreation Mgmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

No Conflict 
R-1.5 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 
VRM-1.9 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VI. Lands No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

VI I. Fi re 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

RM-2.1 - Treatment of existinq seedinqs 
RM-2.2 - Chemical Treatment 
RM - 2.3 - Chemically treat and seed 
RM-2.4 - Burn and Seed 
RM - 2.6 - Cheatgrass Rehab 
RM-2.8 - Seeding treatment 

- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of Juniper trees, brushy cover, woody 
vegetation, native veqetation and roosting sites through land 
treatment projects. 

b. Modification - Do not allow any disturbance to the Juniper trees. 
Maintain dense, brushy cover in all draws. Protect roosting sites 
during land treatments. Incorporate a wildlife seed mxiture into 
all seedings. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Maintain at least 20 percent live sage­
brush cover within nesting, brood rearing 
and winter sage grouse habitat areas. 
Limit control of vegetation to a site by 
site basis within two miles of leks. 
Apply all treatment measures in irregular 
patterns. Treated areas will not be wider 
than 100 feet and untreated areas will be 
at least as wide as treated areas in sage 
grouse range. No control of sagebrush 
will be considered in any suitable area 
known to have supported wintering 
concentrations of sage grouse within the 
past ten years. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Design land treatments in 
accordance with the above 
recommendation. 

Operations - Layout of land treatment 
areas. Coordination with 
wildlife. 

Name (/IIFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Sage Grouse 

Ov e rlay R e fe rence 

Ste p iWL-2 • 9 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Sage grouse are intimately, probably 
inseparably, associated with sagebrush. 
Almost all cover types used are composed of 
various combinations of growth forms and 
densities of sagebrush. Sage grouse 
dependence on sagebrush cannot be over­
emphasized. They are solely dependent upon 
sagebrush from October through April of 
each year. 1 Sagebrush is essential for 
food and cover requirements of sage 
grouse. 

Bean, R. 1941. LIFE HISTORY STUDIES OF THE SAGE GROUSE (Centrocercus 
urophasianus) IN CLARK COUNTY, IDAHO. B. s. Thesis. Utah State Agricultural 
College. Logan, Utah. 

Griner, L. A. 1939. 
SPECIAL REFERENCE TO 
TION. M. s. Thesis. 

A STUDY OF THE SAGE GROUSE, (Centrocercus urophasianus), WITH 
LIFE HISTORY, HABITAT REQUIREMENTS, AND NUMBERS AND DISTRIBU­
Utah State Agricultural College. 

Oakleaf, R. J. 1971. THE RELATIONSHIP OF SAGE GROUSE TO UPLAND MEADOWS IN NEVADA. 
Job Final Report W-48-2. Nevada Department of Fish and Game. '\ 

Patterson, R. L. 1952. THE SAGE GROUSE IN WYOMING. Wyoming Game and Fish 
Commission. Sage Books, Incorporated. Denver, Colorado. 

Savage, D. E. 1969. RELATION OF SAGE GROUSE TO UPLAND MEADOWS IN NEVADA. Job 
Progress Report W-39-R-9. Nevada Department of Fish and Game. 

Wallestad, R. O. and Pyrah, D. 1974. MOVEMENT AND NESTING OF SAGE GROUSE HENS IN 

Note AttSr~N'J'Jmti,0 J~?W.Jt:~~"ir nc'1,9iVtt°nal of Wildlife Management. 2 8~ 630-63_3=· ==~-
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

,'~ANAGEMEtH FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION (cont.): 

Recreation - Assistance in design to pro­
vide pleasing aesthetic 
values. 

Name ( \! Fl') 

Twin Falls 
Act iv ity 

Wildlife - Sage Grouse 
Overla y R e fe rence 

Step lWL-2 • 9 Step 3 

Watershed Assistance in design to pro­
tect watershed values. 

Archaeology - Assistance in design to pro­
tect cultural resources. 

Wildlife Designation of important and 
critical sage grouse use 
areas. Coordination with 
range and operations before 
any on-the-ground work 
begins. 

Note: 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This is a recommendation to protect stands of saqebrush that play intimate 
roles in the life cycle of sage qrouse. These birds are dependent on sage­
brush for food and shelter throuqhout much of their lives. By following this 
proposal their dependence can be accommodated without sacrifice by other 
activities. 

WL-2.9 is supported by watershed, recreation and visual resource management. 
The conflicts are with lands, fire and ranqe. The lands conflict is caused by 
a proposed exchanqe of critical sage grouse range. The conflict would be 
compromised by allowing no exchanges until an HMP is developed for this 
critical sage grouse range. 

The problem with fire is solved by changing sage qrouse winter range from the 
protection proposed restricted retardent use to normal fire suppression 
methods. This would insure that the winter ranqe is not totally decimated by 
fire. 

Ranqe recommendations RM-2.1 through RM-2.8 address land treatments that do 
notconsider sage qrouse habitat. To resolve this problem wildlife should be 
consulted on all land treatments that affect saqe qrouse habitat. Wildlife 
should recommend patterns of treatments and leave areas that will benefit 
wildlife. 

All in all the modifications to other activity plans are inconsequential 
compared to the benefits of preservinq sage qrouse and their habitat. 

Attach r,clditional s h ee t s , if nf'erl e cl ---
ff11,-u·11c/lo17 <:; ()fl f( r ('f'l(') Form liifl0-21 (i\pril 1CJ7:i1 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MF P ) 

Twin Falls 
Activity w, l dl i fe 
Overlay Referenc e 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-2 • 9 Ste p 3 

Multiply Use Analysis (cont.) 

Priority consideration will be assigned to maintaining the productivity of 
existing seedings. Seedings in sage grouse strutting/nesting habitat will be 
evaluated to detennine sites critical to sage grouse nesting needs. These 
specific sites will be eliminated or strip treated in 100 foot wide strips. A 
general objective will be to maintain up to 75 percent of the existing seeding 
acreage. However, if interdisciplinary evaluation shows that more modifica­
tion is needed for the best resource management it will be done accordingly. 
The wildlife objective of maintaining 20 percent live sagebrush cover in the 
nesting-brood rearing sites will be the wildlife objective for the leave 
sites. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify WL-2.9 
Give sage grouse nesting, brood­
rearing, and winter habitat needs 
priority consideration in these ha­
bitat areas. The guidelines devel­
ped by IDFG will guide the habitat 
management of these areas. M~ 
exi_§_ti.ng _an_gg_ j_m_provement pr act ices 
tnat exi st_wi thin these habitat 
a_reas. The key in detemining the 
nesting-brood rearing habitat sites 
will be the location of leks rela­
tive to the 2-mile radius rule. 
Multiple use management of these 
areas will aim at maintaining ade­
quate nesting cover. Brood-rearing 
needs in these areas will strive to 
maximize succulent forbs and in­
sects. Management of wintering areas 
will be to maintain adequate 
sagebrush cover in identified winter 
areas. 

Support Needs: 

Lands --
Coordinate with wildlife on land 
exchanges. (same as MFP-1) 

Note : Atta ch additional sheets , if need e d 

(/11s/ruction s on reverse) 

Reason: 

Sage grouse are an important resource 
and are dependent on sagebrush for 
many of their life functions. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 

2. 

Reject WL-2. 9. 

Modify WL-2.9. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1 975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activl_ty 

Wi 1 d 11 fe 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step~-2 • 9 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note : Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/n s /mction s on rev e rse) 

Rat i ona 1 e: 

Sagebrush is critical for nesting, 
brood-rearing and winter forage for 
sage grouse. The recommendation will 
insure that sufficient consideration 
is given to their needs when planning 
land treatments. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.9 

I I I. Watershed 

WS-2.1 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mgmt. R-1.5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VRM-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4 support this wildlife C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -
recommendation. 

VI. Lands 

L-7.2 - Exchange Proposals - Competitive Conflict 

VI I. Fi re 

a. Nature of Conflict - Land within critical sage grouse range is up 
for exchange. 

b. Modification - Retain all exchange proposals in public ownership 
until a Habitat Management Plan for the area in question has been 
completed. 

F-1.3 - Aerial Retardant Use - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Fifteen square miles of public land within sage 
grouse winter range has been designated as a restricted retardant 
use area. 

b. Modification - Normal fire suppression methods should be used in 
the sage grouse wintering area because of the fact that sage grouse 
are solely dependent upon sagebrush from October through April each 
year. See the wildlife URA Step III B.6 b)(3) for more detail on 
sage grouse diet. 

VIII. Wildlife No Conflict 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.9 (cont.) 

IX. Wilderness No Conflict 

X. Range 

RM-2.1 - Treatment of existing seedings 
RM-2.2 - Chemical treatment 
RM-2.3 - Chemically treat and seed 
RM-2.4 - Burn and Seed 
RM-2.5 - Plow and Seed 
RM-2.6 - Cheat grass seed inq 
RM-2.8 - Treatment of existing seedings 

- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of sagebrush cover and no treatment 
patterns on wildlife values included in range projects. 

b. Modification - On a site-~y-site basis follow WL-2.9 recommendation 
for sage grouse. Do not allow sagebrush control on wintering areas. 
Include shrubs and forbs in seedings. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Nam e (1\I F P ) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Sage Grouse 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMEND.A. T ION-ANALYSIS-DEC ISi ON 

Ov erlay Reference 

Step plL-2 • 10 Step 3 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Limited work will be permitted along 
streams, meadows or secondary drainages 
(dry and intermittent). A 100-yard strip 
(minimum) of living sagebrush will be re­
tained on each edge of meadows and drain­
ages for protection of sage grouse 
habitat. Install protective fencing on 
selected springs, seeps, meadows and well 
overflow areas, as they become identified, 
to protect succulent forage and improve 
sage grouse habitat. 

SUPPORT: 

Range 

Recreation 

Designate leave areas for 
all range land treatment 
projects in sage grouse 
range. 

- Assistance in design to pro­
vide a pleasing aesthetic 
value. 

Archaeology - Assistance in design to pro­
tect cultural resources. 

Watershed - Assistance in design to en­
hance watershed values. 

Operations - Layout of no control work 
areas for land treatments. 
Construction of protective 
fencing. 

Wildlife Location and design of leave 
areas for sage grouse and 
for protective fences. Coor­
dination with range and 
operations on projects. 

RATIONALE: 

High quality water is an important habitat 
component for sage grouse. This is parti­
cularly true in the late summer and early 
fall. Wet meadows and riparian habitats 
are critical brood rearing habitats for 
most upland game birds. Sagebrush is 
essential for food and cover requirements 
of the sage grouse. Sagebrush areas are 
critical along the edge of meadows and 
drainages because sage grouse normally 
select areas along water for rearing broods 
and loafing. Protective fencing should be 
constructed on selected sites, especially 
meadow areas which are heavily grazed in 
the spring. Periodic livestock grazing 
will be necessary for wet meadow mainte­
ance in some locals. Studies of the rela­
tionship of sage grouse to upland meadows ., 
in Nevada showed that meadows are critical 
in provid- ing succulent forbs and insects 
as a food source for sage grouse chicks 
between one and eleven weeks of age. 1 

The existing sage grouse habitat needs to 
be improved and maintained so as to support 
a population of 1,329 birds on public land 
in the Planning Unit by 1995. The Planning 
Area Analysis (PAA) shows that in the 
Planning Unit 40 percent of the sage grouse 
habitat is found on public land but only 26 
percent of the hunting days take place on 
public land. From 1975 to 1995 hunter days 
are expected to make an 86 percent increase 
on public land. In 1980, $18,598.98 was 
spent hunting sage grouse on public land in 
the Planning Unit. This will increase to 
an estimated $187,866.20 by 1990. There 
have been annual fluctuations but sage 
grouse populations have generally shown an 
increasing trend since 1960 with a peak 

Oakleaf, 
NEVADA. 

R. J. 1971. THE RELATIONSHIP OF SAGE GROUSE TO UPLAND MEADOWS IN 
Job Final Report W-48-2. Nevada Department of Fish and Game. 

Savage, D. E. 1969. RELATION OF SAGE GROUSE TO UPLAND MEADOWS IN NEVADA. Job 
Proar.ess Renart W-3Q-R-9 Nevada Department of Fish and Game. Note : A ttftcT, at1iliflon al srre et s, if ne e ,re d • 

==-=- -==- -~======s============ 
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Note: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISJON 

Name ( ,\/J0 P) 

Twin Falls 

A ctivity 
Wildlife - Sage Grouse 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1WL-2 • 10 Step 3 

RATIONALE (cont.): 

around 1970. A decline below peak levels 
was evident in 1975. It is projected that 
populations will gradually rebuild through 
1990 under current management levels and 
habitat trends. These increasing popula­
tions and greater demand will result in 
larger harvests while maintaining essent­
ially current success rates. If adequate 
consideration is given to preserving and 
enhancing existing sage grouse habitat and 
more refined management implemented, re­
building of sage grouse populations can be 
accelerated. This would result in greater 
harvest and success rates than would be 
possible under current management levels 
and habitat trends.2 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This is a recommendation to protect and conserve critical saqe qrouse habitat. 
It is supported by recommendations from watershed, cultural resources and 
visual resources. The conflicts come from recreation, 1 ands and ranqe. 

The problem with recreation is roads and trails along streams which in turn 
would disturb an important sage qrouse habitat. This conflict is eliminated 
by leaving a 100 yard buffer strip between new roads and streams when the 
physical nature of the land will allow it. 

The lands conflict involves exchanges in critical sage grouse range. Once out 
of public ownership the sage grouse habitat value would be lost. The poten­
tial land exchange should be posponed until an HMP is prepared for the area. 
The HMP would allow biologists to select important sage qrouse areas and 
recommend they be retained for public purposes. 

Cnflictinq ranqe recommendations are proposed ranqe treatments affecting 
meadows and drainaqes. WL-2.4 recommends input on land treatments from 
wildlife interests so they can propose leave areas, rehabilitation methods and 
seed mixtures. 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
IDAHO'S FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES. Volume I: GOAL'S, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
1975-1990. Idaho Department of Fish and Game. Boise, Idaho. 

Attach addit10nal sheets, if needed __ - ------- ------------ ----=-==== 
I/ 11 \,'I :' l I Jl/ \ I J // ref r• ,_...,-(,) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MF P ) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Wildlife 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 
Step 1WL-2.10Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-2.10 
To protect and conserve wetland and 
riparian areas and vegetation in 
sage grouse habitats. 

Support Needs: 

Fire 
Coordinate with wildlife on leave 
areas in prescribed burns, (see 
MFP-1 support needs). 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
(/11 s tmctions on reverse) 

Reason: 

These areas are critical for sage 
grouse survival. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 

Reject WL-2.10. 
Accept L- 7. 2. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.10 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

No conflict presently, possibly in future. 

I I I. Watershed 

WS-1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 2.1 all fully support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.6, 1.7 fully support this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Rec re at ion 

A. Natural History - No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. - R-1.4, 1.5, 1.8 support this wildlife 

recommendation. 
- R-1.11 - Road/trail Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of roads or trails along streams 
would be detrimental to sage grouse habitat. 

b. Modification - Continue to use existinq roads or trails. Allow no 
development of new roads or trails more than 10 yards from drain­
ages, streams, etc. to maintain habitat. 

C. Visual Res. Mqmt. - VRM-1.9 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VI. Lands 

L-7.2 - Exchange Proposals - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Land within critical saqe qrouse ranqe is up 
for exchange. 

b. Modification - Retain all exchanqe proposals in public ownership 
until a Habitat Manaqement Plan for the area in question has been 
completed. 

VI I. Fi re 

VIII. Wildlife 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.10 (cont.) 

IX. Wilderness No Conflict 

X. Range 

RM-2.1 - Treatment of existing seedings 
RM-2.2 - Chemically Treat 
RM-2.3 - Chemically treat and seed 
RM-2.4 - Burn and Seed 
RM-2.5 - Plow and Seed 
RM-2.6 - Cheatgrass seed1n g 
RM-2.8 - Treatment of existinq seedings 

- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Treatment in meadows and drainages. No 
wildlife mixture included in seedings. 

b. Modification - Allow treatment only if the WL-2.10 recommendation is 
followed. Include a wildlife seed mixture in all seedinqs. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS ·-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Allow livestock use in meadow areas as 
necessary to enhance sage grouse habitat. 
Cattle grazing should be curtailed in the 
nesting-brood rearing complex until after 
June 10. Delay sheep bands from utilizing 
known sage grouse nesting areas until the 
first week in June. Livestock grazing 
should be administered in such a manner to 
maintain and/or improve important sage 
grouse wintering areas. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Development of livestock 
grazing systems to adhere to 
the above recommendation. 

Recreation - Coordination with other re­
sources to attain good 
aesthetic value. 

Watershed - Coordination with other re­
sources to reduce erosion 
and enhance the watershed. 

Wildlife - Coordination with range in 
location of important and 
critical sage grouse use 
areas. 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Sage Grouse 

Overlay R e fe rence 

Step 1 WL-2 • 11 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Livestock tend to concentrate in meadow 
areas and essentially remove all of the 
vegetation which is detrimental to sage 
grouse populations. Loss of sagebrush, 
grass and forbs reduces the quality of sage 
grouse habitat. By delaying the grazing 
until after June 10, the sage grouse will 
have largely completed their nesting. 
Sheep bands should be delayed until young 
sage grouse have hatched in the particular 
locality. Domestic sheep are known to have 
caused considerable nest abandonment around 
bedgrounds, in trailing areas, and during 
normal feeding. 1 Heavy utilization of 
important wintering areas may leave inad­
equate forage for sage grouse. This will 
depend on the size of the wintering area 
and the amount of sagebrush, depth of snow~ 
and severity of the winter. 

1 Patterson , R. L. 1952 . THE SAGE GROUSE IN WYOMING. Wyoming Game and Fish 
N o te : /\t l.H<'I, nrl ! il 101wl s heel,- , if n<'<' cl f'< l 
=--=- = C0mm1.s-.s 1.on . - · a-ge -Boo ks,- Tocor--por-atea-.~ - Denv eT-7 - e6xo-raoo • ======~ 
r/11',lli/1 1 ;rn1 '-· (J}l f('/'('T"(') Fr)rm l(in0-}1 (April 1()7_:,1 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
A ctivity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-2 . 11 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The visual resource recommendation to protect riparian areas supports this 
recommendation as do watershed recommendations WS-1.4, WS-1.5 and WS-2.2. The 
major conflict with range management centers around curtailing livestock use 
in the nesting-brood rearing complex until after June 10. A total of 16 
allotments are included in this complex. As stated in the recommendation, 
turnout dates would have to be setback at least 1 month. Proposed and 
existing grazing systems ensure that most of the area is not grazed prior to 
6/10. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify the recommendation as follows: 
Through the use of intensive grazing 
management systems maintain and en­
hance nesting-brood rearing com­
plexes and wintering areas for sage 
grouse. 

Support Needs: 

Range 
Develop intensive grazing systems 
and maintain existing systems to 
insure maintenance and enhance 
riparian areas nesting-brood rearing 
complexes and wintering areas for 
sage grouse. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
reccxnmenda ti on. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/r11ctions on reverse) 

Reason: 

Intensive grazing management systems 
will ensure that meadow and riparian 
areas receive perodic rest from spring 
grazing and that the bulk of riparian 
areas will be free from livestock 
while saqe grouse are nesting. 
Wintering areas should be managed for 
improvement and/or maintenance. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept WL-2.11. 

2. Reject WL-2.11. 

Rationale: 

Grazing management systems can be 
designed to benefit specjific life 
cycle needs of sage grouse without 
underly restricting grazing use in the 
area. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

I II. Watershed 

WS-1.4, 1.5, 2.2 support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural Histo~y - No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. - No Conflict 

Twin Fa 11 s 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.11 

C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - VRM-1.9 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VI. Lands No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Ranqe 

RM-1.1 - Deferred-rotation 
RM-1.2 - Rest-rotation 
RM-1.3 - Rest rotation 
RM-1.4 - Deferred-rotation 
RM-1.5 - Seasonal Use 
RM-1.6 - Custodial Use 

- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Livestock use in nestinq-brood rearing 
complexes before June 10. 

b. Modification - Through the grazing systems set up, these critical 
sage grouse areas should be rest areas during the spring. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGl:MENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Allow energy exploitation for oil and gas 
leasing, ORV races and other ORV use in 
critical sage grouse nesting-brood rearing 
complexes after June 15. Close critical 
sage grouse wintering areas to 
$nowrnobling. 

SUPPORT: 

Minerals - Assistance in complying with 
above recommendation for 
energy exploitation for oil 
and gas leasing. 

Recreation - Designation of ORV use dates. 

Wildlife 

Contact with ORV user groups. 
Development of ORV plan 
implementing the above 
recommendation. 

- Designation of critical 
areas. Coordination with 
minerals and recreation. 

Name (MFPJ 
Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Sage Grouse 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1WL-2 • 12 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Most effects of increased energy exploita­
tion and oil and gas leasing to bird life 
of the sagebrush type can be detrimental. 
The impacts to sage grouse when they are 
concentrated in the winter and under addi­
tional stress can result in reduced numbers 
and productivity. 

Occassional nest abandonment or destruction 
will be caused by vandals, unthinking per­
sons, or by accident incidental to human 
recreational activities on the public 
lands. Of primary concern on public lands 
is the authorization of ORV races across 
habitats that are critical sage grouse 
areas. These events should be conducted 
after the reproductive period or in an are~ 
where no loss to habitats will occur. The 
potential of fire caused by hot mufflers 
and tail pipes or by sparks or hot exhaust 
in brushy or grassy areas must also be con­
sidered. Prevention of such fires is nec­
essary to preserve important habitat. Re­
strictions on snowmobile use in critical 
wintering areas is important so as not to 
add additional stress to the species. 

According to the Twin Falls County Survey, 
28.6 percent of the people surveyed feel 
that since the public lands provide some of 
the best and most diverse wildlife habitat, 
the potential for improving this habitat-­
and thus increasing game and non-game pop­
ulations---is present. They felt public 
land habitat should be improved solely for 
wildlife. 1 

1 Burley District Memo. 1607. RESULTS OF THE TWIN FALLS SURVEY. November 19, 
1980. 

Nofr: Att~c-h c1dditior1ol sheets, ir ,wrdrd 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activit_y 

Wi I dl i fe 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step WL-2 .12 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recanmendation conflicts with minerals recanmendations to explore for and 
develop minerals resources in sage grouse range. Recreations lack of 
recanmendations to close sage grouse nesting areas during nesting periods 
conflicts with this recommendation. Lack of snowmobile closures on sage 
grouse winter range conflicts. No existing problems with ORV use in relation 
to sage grouse have been identified. Wildlife URA III states in regard to 
wintering areas "The sagebrush must be above the accumulated snow." Those 
areas are not condusive to snowmobiling and are thereby protected without 
additional regulations. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify WL-2.12 
Allow vehicle use on existing roads 

and trails and allow ORV events after 
June 15 in critical sage grouse 
nesting-brood rearing complexes. 
Close crtitical sage grouse wintering 
areas to snowmobiling. 
Coordinate this recanmendaiton with 
M-2 .1. 

Support Needs: 

Wildlife --
Monitor recreation and minerals 

activities to identify problems that 
may arise. 

Recreation 
Monitor ORV use to ensure that sage 
grouse are not being unduly affected 
by human activities. 

Minerals 
Monitor mineral activities to ensure 
that sage grouse are not being un­
duly offended by human activities. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/mctions on rev erse) 

Reason: 

No existing problems have been identi­
fied in the sage grouse areas. Wild-
1 if e URA II I says "Presently, the 
specific magnitude conflicts between 
visitor and ORV management and sage 
grouse disturbance is not known." 
Wildlife URA IV says occasional nest 
abandonment or destruction will be 
caused by vandals, unthinking persons 
and accidents incidental to recrea­
tional activities. The amount of 
production lost through such activit­
ies will probably not be significant 
to most sage grouse populations." 
Depending on the size of the popula­
tion, there could definitely be a 
problem. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-2 .12. 

2. Accept WL-2 .12. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES Name (MFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Twin Fal 1 s 
1---------- ---B URE AU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

Wildlife 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step tWL-2 .12 Step 3 

Decision: Rationale: 

Modify the multiple-use recommenda­
tion. 

a. Allow vehicular use and oil and gas 
exploration without restriction 
except during the period from March 
15 through June 15 in critical sage 
grouse nesting-brood rearing 
com pl exes. During this period, 
vehicular use will be limited to 
existing roads and trails. 

b. Close critical sage grouse 
wintering areas to snowmobiling. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/nstmctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.12 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-1.1, 2.1, 3.1, 4.2, 4.4 Minerals Exploration , etc. Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The conflict is vehicular traffic and explora­
tion, etc. on critical sage qrouse nestinq-brood rearinq complexes 
between April 15 and June 15 and on critical saqe qrouse ranqe in 
the winter. 

b. Modification - Allow use in these areas at times other than listed 
above. 

III. Watershed 

WS-2.1, 2.4 support this recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History - No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mgmt. - R-1.5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

- R-1.11 - Road/trail Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of roads or trails in critical sage 
grouse range. 

b. Modification - Use existing roads or trails without further develop­
ment with ORV date-of-use stipulations or if new roads are 
developed, develop them away from critical sage qrouse areas. 

R-1.10 - ORV Use - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - ORV use in critical sage grouse areas. 

b. Modification - Allow ORV use at times other than those recommended 
in WL-2.12. Change ORV desiqnation. 

C. Visual Res. Mqmt. - No Conflict 



r 

VI. Lands 

VI I. Fi re 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

x. Ranqe 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.12 (cont. ) 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Maintain and enhance habitat for a sharp­
tailed grouse introduction. Maintain a 
grass understory at least 12 inches in 
height. Maintain present cover on public 
land adjacent to dryland grain fields. 
Protect areas of Idaho fescue and Sandberg 
bluegrass inter-mixed with bitterbrush and 
sagebrush and draws and small canyons with 
dense stands of berry producing vegeta­
tion. Allow grazing in meadows and 
spring and seep complexes after August 1. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Development and implementation 
of livestock grazing systems 
to provide optimum sharp­
tailed grouse habitat. 

Watershed - Assistance in implementation 
of recommendation to enhance 
watershed values. 

Wildlife Coordination with range in 
location of sharp-tailed 
grouse areas. 

Name ( ;\Ir P) 

Twin Falls 

Act: ·ity 
Wil life - Sharp-tailed Grouse 

Ove rlay Reference 

Step l WL-2 • 13 .tep 3 

RATIONALE: 

Historically, there are sharp-tailed grouse 
reported for only the extreme southern por­
tion of the Twin Falls Planning Unit and 
recent range maps and reports show no 
sharp-tailed grouse anywhere in the Plan­
ning Unit. 1 IDFG fully supports a 
sharp-tailed grouse introduction into the 
Twin Falls Planning Unit (Gary Will, 
Regional Wildlife Manager, Region IV-IDFG, 
4-1-80, Personal Communication). 

The sharp-tailed grouse is a "sensitive" 
species. These birds occur in semidesert 
shrub in grass cover types as well as near 
cultivated fields which provide important 
food and cover requirements during most of 
the year. 2 A healthy native grass under­
story is important to the-grouse in the 
breeding and nesting seasons. Successful 
nests are usually in ungrazed or lightly 
grazed pastures where grass understory is 
at least 12 inches in height.3 

Sharp-tailed grouse are found in brushy 
draws and densely covered hillsides in the 
winter time. 4 These areas are important 
winter habitat. They provide essential 
protection from the weather and an impor­
tant source of food. Native habitat is 
essential to sharp-tailed grouse popula­
tions. 

1 Parker, 
IDAHO. 

T.L. 1970. ON THE ECOLOGY OF THE SHARP-TAILED GROUSE IN SOUTHEASTERN 
Unpublished M.S. Thesis. Idaho State University. Pocatello, Idaho. 

2 Bent, A.C. 1963. LIFE HISTORIES OF NORTH AMERICAN GALLINACEOUS BIRDS. Dover 
Publications, Inc. New York, New York. 

3 Hillman, C.N. and Jackson, W.W. 1973. THE SHARP-TAILED GROUSE IN SOUTH DAKOTA. 
Department of Game, Fish and Parks. Technical Bulletin Number 3. 

4 McArdle, B.A. 1977. THE EFFECT OF SAGEBRUSH REDUCTION PRACTICES ON SHARP-TAILED 
GROUSE USE IN SOUTHEASTERN IDAHO. Unpublished M.s. Thesis. Utah State University. 
Logan, Utah. 

Nole: /\ttach "dditional sheet s , ir '"'" cl ,,(I =-----~--- - ---= 
Forro. lr,'10--21 (/\pii\ 1 ') 7 ;';) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wil life - Shar -tailed Grouse 
Overlay Reference 

Step lWL-2 .13 Step 3 

RATIONALE (can't): 

Livestock grazing is a myjor factor limit­
ing sharp-tailed grouse. Overgrazing 
can affect escape cover, cover and food in 
wintering areas and nesting habitat. The 
young feed on insects and herbacious plants 
in wet areas during the summer. 

Populations of this bird are at a low level 
but have been slowly increasing and under 
current management levels and habitat 
trends this gradual increase in both pop­
ulation and harvest is expected to continue 
through 1990. A proportionate increase in 
demand will maintain success rates at 
approximately the current level. Larger 
populations would result in increased 
harvest and success rates over current 
levels.5 

Multiple Use Analysis 

A conflict with a proposed land exchange was identified. All land exchanges 
require an EA and land report. This process provides multidisciplinary input 
to identify values of both offered and selected lands in regard to sharp­
tailed grouse habitat. 

Range management recommendation for use in allotment through Objective 1 prior 
to 8/1 conflicts with a portion of this recommendation. Additionally, over 75 
75percent of meadow and spring complexes are located on private land. The 
best chance of preserving use on any meadow area lies with managing the areas 
under grazing systems along with the public land. 

Sharp-tailed grouse are not known to inhabit this habitat at the present time. 
The identified land exchange has other resource benefits identified and will 
receive priority consideration in this land use plan. Refer to lands 
recommendation L-7.2 for specific exchange recommendation • 

. 5 Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
IDAHO'S FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES. VOLUME I: GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
1975-1990. Idaho Department of Fish and Game. Boise, Idaho. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11slmc t ions on reve rse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify 2-13 as follows 
Maintain and enhance habitat for 
sharp-tailed grouse through the use 
of intensive grazing management 
systems. Maintenance of a 12 inch 
high grass understory is important. 
Maintain present cover on public 
lands adjacent to dryland grain 
fields. Protect grass areas inter­
mixed with bitterbrush and sagebrush 
in draws and small canyons with 
dense stands of berry producing 
veg et at ion. 

The exchange proposal will have 
priority because of the multiple 
resource values as explained in the 
multiple use analysis. 

Support Needs: 

Range 
Develop and implement grazing 

systems to provide optimum sharp­
tailed grouse habitat. Coordinate 
all land treatments with wildlife. 

Wildlife 
Prepare a management plan which 

includes specific habitat components 
necessary for sharp-tailed grouse. 
Provide input in land treatment 
design and location. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11structions on reverse) 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL-2.Wep 3 

Reasons: 

Good quality grasslands and brushy 
cover are essential for sharp-tailed 
grouse populations. Implementation of 
grazing systems is the best method for 
attaining good quality grasslands. 
Limiting land treatments in draws and 
other selected locations will ensure 
brushy cover is available when 
needed. 

The proposed exchange is for some 
scattered parcels within the habitat 
units. It appears that the total 
multiple use values would benefit from 
the exchange if it can be accom­
plished. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-2.13. 
2. Accept WL-2.13. 

Rationale: 

Grazing management systems can be 
designed to enhance sharptail habitat 
without underly restricting grazing 
use. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2.13 

III. Watershed 

WS-1.4, 1.5, 2.1, 2.2 support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History 
B. Recreation Mgmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mqmt. -

No Conflict 
No Conflict 
VRM-1.9 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VI. Lanrls 

L-7.2 - Exchange Proposals - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Land within the sharp-tailed grouse proposerl 
introduction area is up for exchange. 

b. Modification - Retain all land exchange proposals in public owner­
ship until a Habitat Management Plan for the area in question has 
been written. 

VI I. Fi re 

VIII. Wildlife 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

RM-1.1 - Deferred-rotation 
RM-1.2 - Rest-rotation 
RM-1.3 - Rest-rotation 
RM-1.4 - Deferred-rotation 
RM-1.6 - Cust odi al Use 

- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 2-13 (cont.) 

a. Nature of Conflict - The use of meadow, spring and seep complexes 
before August 1. 

b. Modification - Implement use in these areas after August 1 into the 
grazing system. 

RM-2.1 - Treatment of existing seedings 
RM-2.2 - Chemically Treat 
RM-2.3 - Chemically Treat and Seed 
RM-2.4 - Burn and Seed 
RM-2.6 - Cheatgrass Seeding 

- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of present cover as described in WL-2.13. 

Modification - Allow land treatments only after an on-the-ground 
b. lay-out by the area biologist has taken place so that critical areas 

can be preserved and enhanced. 



OBJECTIVES: 

UNITED STATES 

DEPAr~TMENT OF TIIE INTERIOI< 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

1 · amc /,\I/· I' I 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Aquatics 

Objective Number 
WL-3 

Improve and maintain terrestrial, aquatic and wetland-riparian habitats for 
furbearers, waterfowl, shorebirds, and game fish. 

RATIONALE: 

Basic Guidance (1602.13A) states that the Bureau, in deciding among alternative uses 
of available resources and among management alternatives, will utilize both physical 
and social data in evaluating the immediate and long-range impact of proposed actions 
on environmental quality and ecological balance and will strive to maintain and 
enhance environmental quality. 

Wetland and/or riparian habitats are extremely important to this group of wildlife and 
fishery species. IDFG in their Goals, Objectives and Policies 1975-1990 book fully 
support the protection of wetland-riparian habitats. Executive Order 11900, 
Protection of Wetlands are intended to improve the protection and management of 
wetlandand riparian areas of ELM-administered lands. These procedures are part of the 
BLM manual section 6740 and were effective as of October 1, 1979. 

The Planning Area Analysis (PAA) indicates that by 1995 the demand for fisherman days 
on public land in the Planning Unit will be 4,720 days for streams and 32,800 days for 
reservoir fishing. In otherwords, overall fisherman days per mile on public land 
habitat will increase by 49 percent for stream fishing and 60 percent for reservoir 
fishing over the current level. 

In 1995, it is estimated that the gross value of fisherman days attributable to public 
land habitats in the Planning Unit will be $767,944.00 for stream fishing and 
$5,336,560.00 for reservoir fishing. 

The total economic value for furbearing species has increased from $3,620.31 in 
1970-1971 to $86,256.97 in 1978-1979. This value will continue to increase. 

BLM's Wildlife Program Activity Policy Statement (1603.12D) describes in the following 
narratives, rationale for managing wildlife and their habitats. 

1. Descrip tion of Program Activity. The Wildlife Program is primarily concerned with 
the protection and use of mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fishes, and 
invertebrates through the enhancement and maintenance of their habitat components. 
The program activity is closely coordinated with State wildlife agencies. 

2. Assumptions. 
a. Increasing recognition and use of ecosystem concepts in the planning, use, and 

development of the public lands will result in the production of greater varieties and 
populations of wildlife. 

b. Air, water, and noise pollution abatement programs and improved technology 
will result in improved wildlife habitat. 

(/11stmctio11s 011 reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST /\TES 

DEPARTMENT OF TI-IE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

I Nam e I \1/:l'J 

Twin Falls 

Activity 

Wildlife - Aquatics 

Objectiv e Number 

WL-3 

c. Increasing public interest in non-game wildlife species and concern for 
species threatened with extinction will shift management efforts. 

3. Long-Term Objectives. 

a. Maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet 
public demands. This will be accomplished by means of habitat management. 

b. Sponsor or conduct the research, studies, and inventories necessary to insure 
adequate data for decision making relating to the maintenance of habitat expressed in 
a. above. 

4. Major Principles and Standards. 

a. Maintain cooperative relations with States, other Federal Agencies, public 
interest groups, and individuals interested in or responsible for wildlife use, 
protection, and habitat management. 

b. Consider the welfare and habitat requirements of all wildlife, including 
predacious animals, in programs affecting the public land. 

c. The essential requirements of wildlife -- food, cover, and water -- will be 
maintained so as to provide optimum "edge effect" and interspersion of habitat 
components in important wildlife areas. 

(/11structio11s on revers e) Form 1600-20 (April 197.'i) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMEIH FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (AIFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wi dlife - Wetland-Ripa1 

Overlay Reference Areas 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step ¥,1L-3 • 1 Step 3 

===-==-= 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Retain in public ownership all public land 
adjacent to and including all water bodies 
and wetland-riparian areas. Improve 28 
acres of wetland-riparian habitat current­
'iy-in PQOr condition and 3 09 acres cur- -. 
rently in fair condition to good and ex-. 
cellent condition. Maintain current good 
and excellent co; dition wetland-riparian 
areas in these classes. Prohibit surface 
occupancy or road development within 100 
feet of all wetland-riparian areas. Expand 
wetland-riparian areas by diverting runoff 
water from troughs and piping water from 
springs into protected areas. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Development and implemen-
tation of intensive live­
stock grazing systems or 
abatement of grazing in 
wetland-riparian areas to 
to improve the condition 
class. 

Lands - Retention of all lands 
adjacent to and including 
water bodies and wetland­
riparian areas. 

Operations - Construction of wetland­
riparian expansion 
areas. 

RATIONALE: 

Executive Order, (EO) 11990, Protection of 
Wetlands, are intended to improve the 
protection and management of wetland and 
riparian areas on ELM-administered lands. 
ELM manual section 6740.06E states to 
retain under ELM administration and owner­
ship all wetland and riparian habitats. 

Wetland-riparian habitats are critical 
wildlife areas as well as conflict areas 
with livestock. Where these areas are 
currently in poor 'and fair condition, they 
need to be improved to good and excellent. 
In order to improve some of these areas, 
livestock grazing needs to be abated. 
"Vegetation in certain areas, such as 
meadows and drainage ways are invariably 
closely utilized under any stocking rate oy;_,, 
system of grazing. Such use may be detri­
mental to wildlife, aesthetic, recreational 
or other values. Where this is the case 
about the only way to preserve values is to 
fence the area off from grazing. Reducing 
livestock or adjusting the grazing season 
usua~ly will not solve such a problern. 111 

Other than the fencing of streams to 
exclude livestock, there are few known 
practical practices which can be 
implemented to improve or maintain quality 
habitat for trout. 2 According to a Twin 
Falls County Survey, 32.1 percent of the 
people surveyed indicated that they thought 
riparian areas should be fenced of to 
protect wildlife habitat.3 ELM manual 

Telephone conversation between Bruce Smith, Fisheries Biologist--Rock Springs BLM 
District and August L. Horrnay, Grazing Management Specialist--DSC, on August 11, 
1976, concerning rest-rotation grazing management. 

2 Armour, C. L. 1977. EFFECTS OF DETERIORATED RANGE STREAMS ON TROUT. 
Land Management. Idaho State Office. Boise, Idaho. 

Bureau of 

3 Burley District Memo. 
1980. 

Nole: Attach ml<lition;il sh<'ets, if nc<>ded 

1607. RESULTS OF THE '!WIN FALLS SURVEY. 

=~-===~ ---~-- - --- ------ ------ --- -- -----~ -
( 1 n" · 1,,, c t, on". (JI/ rr ,,e r,;,;c) 

November 19, 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (\IF P J 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wi dlife - Wetland-Riparian 
O·; ' rlay R e ference Areas 

l'<ECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-DECJSJON Step lWL-3. 1 Step 3 

RECOMMENDATION (cont.): 

Archaeology - Assistance in protection of 
wetland-riparian areas for 
cultural resource 
protection. 

Recreation - Assistance in protection of 
wetland-riparian areas for 
recreational use. 

Watershed - Assistance in protection of 
wetland-riparian areas for 
watershed benefits. 

RATIONALE (cont.): 

section 6740.22 states to establish buffer 
strips to protect wetland-riparian areas 
from disturbance. 

Wetland-riparian areas support many forms 
of wildlife, several of which are 
"sensitive" species. BLM manual section 
6740--Wetland-Riparian Area Protection and 
Management should be consulted before any 
type of action is taken involving any 
wetland or riparian area.3 

Wildlife - Location of improvement and 
expansion areas. Coordination 
with other resources on 
issues concerning wetland­
riparian areas. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation could conflict with lands recommendations relating to land 
disposal if these lands include riparian areas or bodies of water. Conflicts 
with minerals center around possible mineral activity within 100 feet of 
wetland-riparian areas. Proposed recreation roads and campgrounds within 100 
feet of wetland-riparian areas also conflicts with this recommendation. 
Season-long grazing use of riparian areas in fair or poor condition would also 
conflict with this recommendation. The recommendation gives the option of 
intensive management or fencing to improve wetland-riparian areas. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify 3.1 as follows 
1. Retain in public ownership on all 

public lands adjacent to and inclu­
ding all water bodies and wetland­
riparian areas. 

2. Improve 28 acres of wetland­
riparian habitat in poor condition 
and 309 acres in fair condition by 

N o te: Atta c h ,1ddit1onnl sh ('C' t !' , ii 1lC'<'<iC'd 

1 / 1,-, / /,il / i()f1 I, (JI/ re fl('f<;"C) 

Reasons: 

Wetland-Riparian habitat areas are 
critical wildlife areas and should be 
manaqed and protected as such. BLM 
Manual section 6740.0GE states th~t 
all wetland and riparian habitats 
should be retained under BLM adminis­
tration and ownership. Improvement of 
riparian areas along Shoshone and 

F o rm lr,no-21 (i\p, :I l'li:i) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

N ame (MFP) 

Activit y 

Overlay R e fere nc e 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

implement ing grazing systems which 
provi de pe riodic deferrment from 
grazing. Estab l ish exclosures 
alon9 ri pa rian areas on Shoshone 
and McMull en Creek to monitor the 
effects of grazing systems on 
riparian vegetation. If riparian 
areas do not begin to respond to 
grazing treatments within 5 years, 
consider reducing livestock use in 
riparian areas by fencing or other 
means. 

3. Maintain current good and excellent 
condition wetland-riparian areas in 
these classes. 

4. Design new roads and facilities in 
a manner which will not damage 
riparian areas. 

5. Expand wetland-riparian areas by 
diverting runoff water from troughs 
and piping water from springs into 
protected areas. 

Support Needs: 

Salmon Falls Creek will improve values 
for wildlife, fisheries, recreation 
and visual resources. The option of 
using intensive management initially 
is related to costs involved in 
fencing and the aesthetics of fences 
along streams. A monitoring plan 
will determine the effectiveness of 
intensive grazing management toward 
improving riparian habitat. 
The original 100 foot buffer strip was 
modified because each riparian area is 
unique and requires individual 
attention. ··---. 
Expansion of wetland-riparian areas 
will improve wildlife habitat in the 
Planning Unit and reduce livestock 
trampling of soils around watering 
areas. 

Alternatives Considered : 

Range - 1. Fence all riparian areas. 
Reject WL-3.1. Help to set up monitoring plan to 2. 

determine affects of intense live-
stock management systems on riparian 
habitat. 

Wildlife 
Help set up monitoring plan to 
determine affects of intensive live­
stock management systems on riparian 
habitat. 

Operations 
Construction of wetland-riparian 
expansion areas. 

Archaeologist 
Cultural examinations of exclosure 
sites. 

Note: Attach additiona l she ets , i f n ee ded 

(/11slruc1ions on reve rse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overla y Reference 

SteiWL-3 • 1 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additi onal sheets, if needed 

(/nstmctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

The only alternat ive to t his rec001men­
dat ion for prote ct ion of riparian 
area s is to fence each of them t o ex­
clude grazing animals. Th i s is not a 
practi cal solution to the problem and 
should be done only as a last resort . 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.1 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-1.1,2.1,3.1,4.1,4.2,4.3,4.4 Mineral Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Mineral development within 100 feet of all wet­
land-riparian areas. 

b. Modification - Do not allow any mineral development within 100 feet 
of any wetland-riparian area. 

I I I. Watershed 

WS-1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 2.1, 2.4 fully support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.9 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History - NH-1.1, 1.2 support this wildlife recommendation. 
B. Recreation Mgmt.- R-1.2g, 1.2h, 1.3a, 1.4, 1.5, 1.8, 1.10, 2.2 

support this wildlife recommendation. 

- R-1.11 Road/trail Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of roads or trails along streams, 
creeks, etc. would be detrimental to wetland-riparian areas. 

b. Modification - Allow road/trail development beyond 100 feet of 
wetland-riparian areas or continue to use existing roads or trails 
without any new development. 

- NH-1.1,R-1.2 Campqround Development Competitive 
Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of campgrounds along wetland­
riparian areas. 

b. Modification - Oevelop campqrounds 100 feet from all wetland­
riparian areas. 

C. Visual Res. Mqmt. - VRM-1.9 fully su ppo rts this wildlife recommendation. 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3. 1 ( cont. ) 

VI. Lands 

L-2.5 - Water Power Resource Land Acquisition - Competitive Conflict 
L-3.1 - Agricultural Development - Competitive Conflict 
L-7.2 - Exchanqe Proposals - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of public land with wetland-riparian 
values. 

b. Modification - All land should remain in public ownership until it 
is determined that it has no wetland-riparian values. 

VI I. Fi re 

VIII. Wildlife 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

IX. Wilderness 

WM-1.2 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

X. Range 

a. Nature of Conflict - There could be a conflict with range if 
livestock are allowed to continue to graze in wetland-riparian areas 
which are currently in poor and fair condition. Any land treatment 
which would adversely affect a wetland-riparian area is also in 
conflict. 

b. Modification - Protect all wetland-riparian areas through improved 
grazing systems and/or fencing. Manage wetland-riparian areas 
according to EO 11990. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (Mr'P) 

Twin Falls 

A c tivity 
Wildlife - Furbearers 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDA-1-ION-ANAL YSIS-Ot::CISION 

O verlay R e ference 

Step '\iL-3 • 2 Ste p 3 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Predator control will be allowed only on 
those areas where there is documented 
evidence of extreme depredation on domes­
tic livestoci<·and/or wildlife. See the 
URA Step III wildlife habitat overlay 
en titled "A. 8. Preda tor Damage Control • " 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Identification of problem 
areas between predators and 
livestock. 

Recreation - Coordinate sport hunting 
areas with range and 
wildlife. 

Wildlife - Coordination with range and 
USFWS on predator control 
problem areas. 

RATIONALE: 

Wanton killing of predators usually does 
very little to solve depredation problems. 
Predator control, if directed to problem 
areas, can reduce spe~~fic problems. 
Presently' we do not hav·e any information 
that indicates that predators, primarily 
coyotes, pose any serious threat to other 
wildlife populations. 

The sport hunting of predators has added 
substantial amounts of money into the local 
and/or regional economy. Any form of 
predator control reduces the opportunity 
for sport hunting success. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Existing predator control programs are carried out by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service and sport hunters. The BLM is consulted prior to actual field 
operations and determines: (1) if predator control is .iustified; (2) the 
method of control (trapping, aerial gunning, etc.); and (3) the time of 
control. This information, together with actual predation kills of livestock 
documented by the operator, forms the basis for a decision to allow the Fish 
and Wildlife Service to proceed. 

Not<>: Attach "ddit1onal ~h<>ds, if llC'Pded 
-- -
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (/1,JFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-3. 2 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-3. 2 
Continue present policies for 
predator control programs. 

Support Needs: 

Reason: 

At this time predator populations are 
not being seriously threatened and the 
control efforts are sati sfyi nq the 
livestock operators and agreements 
between Federal and State Agencies. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Keep Federal and State Agency predator 1. 
control agreements up-to-date. 2. 

Reject WL-3.2. 
Disregard present policies and 
signed agreements with other 
agencies. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011stmctions on re verse) 

Rationale: 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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I. 

I I. 

II I. 

IV. 

v. 

VI. 

VII. 

VI II. 

IX. 

X. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Forestry - No Conflict 

Minerals - No Conflict 

Watershed No Conflict 

Cultural Resources No Conflict 

Recreation 

A. Natura 1 Hi story - No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mgmt. - No Conflict 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

Lands - No Conflict 

Fire No Conflict 

Wildlife - No Conflict 

Wilderness - No Conflict 

Ranqe - No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.2 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Improve furbearer habitat by implementing 
the following recommendations: 
(1) modify existing and install future 

water developments so that water is 
readily available at ground level to 
all furbearers; 

(2) designate leave areas (i.e. islands of 
brush) in all areas where land treat­
ments are conducted to provide and 
maximize the "edge" effect. Protect 

( 3) 

present native vegetative communities; 
prevent a loss of habitat from exces­
sive reduction of stream flow or draw 
downs of any water source from their 
present levels. Avert the future 
channelization of water courses. 
~~~~~ain ~!pari~n habitat in opt~~~ 
condition. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Preparation of EA's for range 
land treatment projects. 

Watershed - Assistance in preservation of 
current stream flow levels 
and protection of existing 
water courses. 

Operations - Layout of leave areas in land 
treatment projects. Improve­
ments on water developments. 

Recreation - Assistance in layout of pro­
jects to provide pleasing 
aesthetic values. 

Wildlife - Designation of leave areas. 
Coordination with range 
watershed and operations. 

Name (,liFPj 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Furbearers 

O,·erlay Reference 

Step 1WL-3 • 3 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

The Wildlife Program Activity Policy 
Statement 1603.12D4b states that one of the 
major principles and standards of the wild­
life program activity is to consider the 
welfare and habitat requirements of all 
wildlife, including predac"fous animals, in 
programs affecting the public lands. 

All furbearers are or can be associated 
with riparian habitats. Water is a neces­
sity for all furbearers. For several, it 
is an absolute requirement. IDFG fully 
supports the protection of riparian 
habitat. They state that riparian habitat 
is extremely important to the maintenance 
of quite a few furbearing species. 1 The 
river otter, a "sensitive" species, are 
well adapted to an aquatic existence and 
are seldom found far from water. 

Table 8 in the wildlife portion of the Twin 
Falls URA Step III shows the number of 
animals taken, the average pelt worth and 
total economic value of furbearers/preda­
tors in Twin Falls County. The total 
economic value for all species listed 
increased from $3,620.31 in 1970-1971 to 
$86,256.97 in 1978-1979. This shows that 
the demand for furbearers is ever-increas­
ing In order to meet the continuing demand 
the furbearer habitat must be maintained in 
optimum condition in order to support the 
increase in furbearer populations. Habitat 
for several furbearer species, which have 
been designated as "sensitive," must be 
enhanced. 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 
IDAHO'S FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES. 

1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
Volume I: GOAL'S, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

1Q75-1990. Idaho Denartment of Fi sh and Game. 
Not, Att<1cT1 add, tonnl shc>E>ts, iT n (" E'ff<'<I Boise, Idaho. 
= --~ -=---= -=--= =============== 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

_..., 

N ame (MF P) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-3. 3 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with minerals recommendations for exploration 
anct development of mineral resources, if riparian areas would be damaged. 
Lands conflicts are baserl on areas being developed for agricultural produc­
tion. Fire F-1.3, F-1.4 and F-1.5 may conflict with this recommendation in 
that the "ed e" would be destroyed. In most cases, fire can be expected to 
increase "edge" by burning in irreqular patterns. Range treatment proposals 
that include treating blocks of land conflict with the recommendation to leave 
islands of brush and maximize edge effects. The minimum stream flow recommen­
dation is unnecessary as water from streams crossing public land is diverted 
below public land. The water in Salmon Falls Creek Reservoir is controlled by 
the Salmon River Canal Company and therefore, we do not have control over draw 
down. Economics of pumping prevent drawing water from Salmon Falls Creek 
below the dam on public land. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify WL-3.3 as follows 
Improve furbearer habitat by imple­
menting the following recommenda­
tions. 

(1) Modify selected existing and 
future water developments so that 
water is available at ground level 
to furbearers and other wildlife 
species. Areas with available 
water deficiencies will be identi­
fied prior to modification. 

(2) Designate leave areas (i.e. is­
lands of brush) in all areas 
where land treatments are con­
ducted to provide "edge effect." 
Protect present native vegetative 
communities. 

(3) Avert the future channelization of 
water courses on public land. 
Maintain riparian habitat in 
optimum condition. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if nee ded 

011slmc t ions on reverse) 

Reason: 

Before major expenditures are made 
for modification of existing facili­
ties, the need for such modifications 
needs to be shown. Some areas are 
more likely to have an abundance of 
available water without the need for 
modification. Designation of leave 
areas in land treatment projects will 
increase the "edge" and the protection 
of native vegetative communities will 
optimize wildlife habitat. 
Channelization of streams has been 
proven to increase erosion and reduce 
productivity of streambanks. 

Form 1600-21 (Apri l 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

il dli fe 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL -3. 3 Step 3 

Support Needs: Alternatives Considered: 

Range 1. 
Coordinate with wildlife on land 2. 
treatments to provide leave areas on 3. 
land treatments. 

Wil dli fe 
Dete rmi ne whi ch exi sti ng and fut ure 
wate r de velopments req uire modi f ic a­
tion for wil dl i fe use. Coordi nate 
wit h range in dete rmini ng l eave 
areas for land treatments. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons/mctions on r e verse) 

Reject WL-3.3. 
Reject F-1.2, F-1.4, F-1.5. 
Accept WL-3.3. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.3 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-l.1,2.1,3.1,4.1,4.2,4.3,4.4 Mineral Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss or reduction of riparian habitat. 

b. Modification - Allow development away from riparian areas. Do not 
allow water or water courses to be disturbed. 

I I I. Watershed 

WS-1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 2.1, 4.1, 5.2 support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. R-1.5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VRM-1.9 supports this wildlife recommendation. C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

VI. Lands 

L-3.1 - Agricultural Development - Competitive Conflict 
L-7.2 - Exchange Proposals - Competitive Conflict 

VII. Fire 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of public land would be a loss of native 
vegetative communities for furbearers. 

b. Modification - Retain 15 percent of land in public ownership in all 
land losses. Retain all exchanges in public ownership until they 
have been evaluated for wildlife values. 

F-1.3 - Aerial Retardant Use - Competitive Conflict 
F-1.4 - Berger Let Burn Area - Competitive Conflict 
F-1.5 - Whiskey Creek Let Burn Area - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - By allowing the above fire recommendations, the 
"edqe" effect and present native vegetative communities would be 
destroyed. 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.3 (cont.) 

b. Modification - Set aside areas within the above recommendations to 
protect and control with normal fire suppression efforts. Do not 
allow or specifically burn, for any reason, brushy islands or areas 
of brush on the Berger. 

VI I I. Wildlife No Conflict 

No Conflict IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 
--

Objective 2 - Land Treatments - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of present native vegetative communities, 
brush islands and no maximization of the "edge" effect in land 
treatment projects. 

b. Modification - Allow land treatments only if the "edge" effect and 
leave areas and native vegetation are preserved. 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-3. 4 Step 3 

Multi ple Use Analysis 

These parcels of land totaling 760 acres have been identified for acquisition 
because of their wetland-riparian values for waterfowl, shorebirds, fisheries 
and other wildlife found in the area. Acquisition would also enlarge sports­
mans use areas and enhance access availability. The recreation recommendation 
R-1.1 identifies access needs for several of the parcels listed in WL-3.4. 
The areas identified in WL-3.4 are critical to the survival and maintenance of 
water-oriented wildlife species. It is important that these areas be acquired 
to insure that they remain in prime condition to meet the needs of wildlife 
which use the area. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-3. 4 
Acquire all six parcels of land, 
totaling 760 acres, to benefit 
waterfowl, shorebirds and fisheries 
values. 

Support Needs: 

Lands 
Preparation of land report and EA. 

ISO Appraisal. 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

A. Acquire the recommended lands on 
Shoshone Creek, South Hil 1 , 
McMullen Creek, Horse Creek 
Reservoir, and Fifth Fork of Rock 
Creek. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s tructions on reve rse) 

Reason: 

BLM ownership and administration will 
insure that the land use and wildlife 
benefits provided will remain 
available. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-3.4. 
2. R ej ec t R-1. 1. 

Rationale: 

Federal ownership of the parcels of 
land included in A would provide 
opportunity to enhance wildlife values 
and protect the riparian vegetation. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

A c tivity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Decision (cont.) : 

B. Do not acquire the lands containing 
Cottonwood Reservoir or Deep Creek 
Reservoir 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(instructions on reverse) 

Rationale (cont.): 

Federal ownership of the Deep Creek 
and Cottonwood Reservoir tracts would 
not insure the objective desired for 
these tracts. The reservoirs were 
constructed to provide storage for 
irrigation water. If we were to 
acquire these lands we would still not 
control the water rights and thus 
water level fluctuations in the 
reservoir would be controlled by the 
irrigation interests. Under this 
situation we could not guarantee 
protection of riparian and wildlife 
values. These are man-made reservoirs 
for irrigation purposes and they 
continue to serve that need. Federal 
ownership in this situation would be 
inconsistent with the purpose and use 
of the reservoir. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Acquire the following parcels of land for 
the benefit of waterfowl, shorebirds, 
fisheries and other water oriented and 
wildlife species. 

T. 12 S.,R. 17 E. Cottonwood Creek 
Sec. 2: NEl/4, Wl/2 SEl/4 Reservoir 

T. 13 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 29: Wl/2 NEl/4 

T. 16 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 24: Nl/2 NEl/4 

T. 12 S., R. 18 E. 
Sec. 8: Wl/2 El/2 
Sec 17: NEl/4 NWl/4, 

NWl/4 NEl/4 
T. 16 S., R. 17 E. 
Sec. 24: SEl/4 NWl/4 

T. 12 S., R. 18 E. 
Sec. 25: SWl/4 SWl/4 
Sec. 36: Wl/2 NWl/4 

Deep Creek 
Reservoir 

Shoshone Creek 

South Hi 11 s­
McMull en Creek 

Horse Creek 
Reservoir ~ 

Fifth Fork of 
Rock Creek 

Protect these wetland-riparian areas after 
acquisition. 

SUPPORT: 

Lands - Preparation of land report 
and EA for 1 and 
acquisition. 

Archaeology - Assistance in acquisition 
for protection of cultural 
resources. 

Recreation - Assistance in acquisition 
for the benefit for hunter 
and fisherman days. 

Watershed - Assistance in acquisition 
for watershed benefits. 

Wildlife Assistance in acquistion. 
Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nslm c tions on reverse) 

Name(MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Wildlife - Waterfowl 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL-3 ,.slep 3 

RATIONALE: 

Acquisition of these parcels, (760 acres), 
will increase the amount of wetland-ripari­
an areas in the Planning Unit. These areas 
are extremely important to many wildlife 
species. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976, Public Law 94-579, Title II, Sec­
tion 205(a) states that "not withstanding 
any other provisions of law, the Secretary 
with respect to the public lands, is 
authorized to acquire pursuant to this Act 
by purchase, exchange, donation, or eminent 
domain, lands or interests therein ••• " 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.4 

I • Forestry No Conflict 

I I. Minerals No Conflict 

II I. Watershed No Conflict 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

v. Recreation 

A. Natural Hi story No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. - R-1.1 supports this recommendation. 
c. Visual Res. Mqmt. - No Conflict 

VI. Lands No Conflict 

VI I. Fire No Conflict 

VI I I. Wildlife No Conflict 

IX. Wilderness No Conflict 

X. Ranqe No Conflict 

..i 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Ac tivity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 1 WL- 3. 5 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Restricting livestock use along all shorelines conflicts with range manage­
ments facilities which were installed to provide stock water. Fencing half of 
the ponds does not conflict with any activity. Lack of livestock use on the 
earthen dam has resulted in some rodent related dam failures in the Planning 
Unit. Ponds in the Planning Unit depend on runoff for water. For this 
reason, it is impossible to insure that adequate water will be available in 
the spring. No conflicts exist with planting vegetation so long as shrubs and 
trees are not planted on retention structures. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify WL-3.5 as follows 
(1) Fence off upstream portion of 

existing and future stockpond 
developments. The whole reservoir 
can be fenced in some cases if a 
draw-down pipe and trough are 
installed to provide stock water. 

(2) Plant vegetation to enhance cover 
as needed. 

Support Needs: 

Wildlife 
Design necessary fences and 
plantings. 

Operation 
Install fences and plantings. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmclions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Fencing half of ponds will provide an 
area for nesting cover for waterfowl 
and shorebirds without restricting 
livestock use in spring and early 
summer. We have no way of insuring 
water will be present in ponds during 
spring or at any other time. Planting 
vegetation along edges of ponds will 
enhance cover. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL 3.5. 
2. Accept WL 3.5. 

Rationale: 

This recommendation will provide for 
multiple-use management of rangeland 
resources. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL '< SIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Improve shorebird and waterfowl nesting 
habitat in the following manner: 

(1) restrict livestock use along all 
shorelines during the spring and 
early summer; 

(2) fence off half of each side of exist­
ing and future stockpond develop­
ment; 

(3) insure adequate water in stockpond 
developments in the spring; 

(4) plant vegetation to enhance cover. 

SUPPORT: 

Range Development of grazing sys­
tems to restrict livestock 
use along shorelines in the 
spring and early summer. 
Coordination with wildlife 
in the development of future 
stockponds. Assurance of 
water availability. 

Operations - Construction of fences a­
round stockponds and plant­
ing of vegetation. 

Archaeology - Assistance in design to pro­
tect archaeological values. 

Watershed 

Recreation 

Wildlife 

- Assistance in design of pro­
jects to provide watershed 
benefits. 

Assistance in project de­
sign to benefit hunter days 
and to provide pleasing 
aesthetics. 

- Coordination with range and 
operations in location and 
desing of fences around 
stockpond and the plant 
species to be planted. 

Name (,\ JFT' ) 

Twin Falls 

A c tiv ity 
Wildlife - Waterfowl 

Overlay Refe re nc e 

Step lWL-3 • 5 S tep 3 

RATIONALE: 

Population numbers can be increased by 
improving existing habitat. The livestock 
interaction of primary concern is the 
impact of grazing on waterfowl nesting 
cover. Waterfowl nest density and nesting 
success are both a function of the quantity 
and quality of nesting cover, and heavy · 
livestock grazing on wetlands impacts the 
composition and density of native marsh 
vegetation. Hence, waterfowl production 
values are severely reduced. 1 Limited 
grazing removes some of the dense plant 
cover which ducks avoid, and generally 
makes the area more attractive. A fence 
should be constructed to cover half of the 
dam and half of the upper area of all 
stockponds. This is a necessity since 
livestock tend to concentrate in these 
areas. In these areas, livestock grazing 
would have an adverse effect on nesting 
habitat. Fencing, in this case, is the 
only feasible method to enhance the shore­
line for waterfowl and shorebird produc­
tion. Stockponds need to have an assured 
water source in the spring to supply the 
water requirements for waterfowl and 
shorebirds. Plantings can be made around 
the edges to enhance the cover. The 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976, Public Law 94-579, Title I, Section 
102 ( a) ( 7) calls for a "broad management and 
authority under the principles of multiple 
use and sustained yield." Refer the Tech­
nical Note Number T/N 327 on "Construction 
and Management of Stockponds for Waterfowl" 
for specific details. The primary 
shorebird of concern is the long-billed 
curlew, a "sensitive" species. 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

I I I. Watershed 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.5 

WS-1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 2.1, 2.2, 2.5 support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.6 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural Hi story 
B. Recreation Mgmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

VI. Lands 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

No Conflict 
R-1.5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 
VRM-1.9 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

RM-Objective 1 - Grazing - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Livestock use along shorelines in spring and 
early summer. 

b. Modification - Fence or implement grazing systems which would 
protect these areas. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (,IIFPJ 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Waterfowl 

O verlay Refe rence 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 1WL-3 • 6 Step 3 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Construct brush piles along all wetland­
riparian areas used by waterfowl. Con­
struct and install floating islands on the 
following bodies of water: 

Berger Reservoir 
Horse Creek Reservoir 
Deep Creek Reservoir 
Cot ton wood Creek Reservoir 
Bluegill Lake 

and at additional sites as they become 
identified. 

Construct and install artificial goose 
nesting platforms along the following 
water bodies: 'J) 

Snake River ,, ('.Y?"-' -,~ 1 r >( 

Salmon Falls Creek - ["' ~-y.,J.r 
Salmon Falls Creek Reservoir 
Deep Creek Reservoir 
Murtaugh Lake 
Cottonwood Creek Reservoir 
Shoshone Creek 
Bluegill Lake 

RATIONALE: 

Nesting materials in the form ofbrush 
piles, when correctly constructed and 
located, provide nesting cover and protec­
tion as would a good stand of natural vege­
tation. 

The value of islands to waterfowl is well 
documented in the literature. 1 Islands 
possess certain characteristics which make 
them beneficial to nesting waterfowl. Small 
islands are frequently free of resident 
mammals and usually, most mammalian nest 
predators are discouraged from investiga­
ting, consequently, a high nesting security 
and nesting success results.2 Islands 
increase the shoreline surface-acre ratio 
which in turn increases the capacity for 
territorial occupancy by breeding pairs of, . 
waterfowl. Following the breeding season, 
this same additional shoreline provides 
secure loafing areas for broods plus added 
shallow areas for brood rearing. Islands 
properly placed in stockponds are usually 

Hammond, M. c. and Mann, G. E. 1956. 
Wildlife Management. 20(4):345-352. 

WATERFOWL NESTING ISLANDS. Journal of 

Atwater, M. G. 1959. 
Wildlife Management. 

A STUDY OF RENESTING IN CANADA GEESE IN MONTANA. 
23(1):91-97. 

Journal of 

Keith, L. B. 1961. A STUDY OF WATERFOWL ECOLOGY ON SMALL IMPOUNDMENTS IN 
SOUTHEASTERN ALBERTA. Wildlife Monograph 6. 

Deubbert, H. F. 1966. ISLAND NESTING OF GADWALL IN NORTH DAKOTA. Wilson 
Bulletin. 78:12-25 

Drewien, R. c. and Fredrickson, L. F. 
SOUTH DAKOTA ISLAND. Wilson Bulletin. 

1970. HIGH DENSITY MALLARD NESTING ON A 
82:95-96. 

Hook, D. L. 1973. PRODUCTION AND HABITAT USE BY CANADA GEESE AT FREEZEOUT LAKE, 
MONTANA. M. s. Thesis. Montana State University. Bozeman, Montana. 

McCarthy, J. J. 1973. RESPONSE OF NESTING CANADA GEESE (Branta canadensis) TO 
ISLANDS IN STOCKDAMS IN NORTH CENTRAL MONTANA. M. S. Thesis. Montana State 
University. Bozeman, Montana. 

N o rc:2 Attael\ additional sheets , if n ,,- dcd _ . S<il"·~ - ---== ==== 
- Ke:r- , L.-= • 96-1-i'--"-A= STUDY9:>F,7~TERF'OW 'ECOLOG'l O >Clfil.JJ.J .L•·LrvUNDMF.NTs-T 

1/ 11 ,1, 11 , tu 111 , ...!.!U r r1•N~r) V orm l' •ilTft-2T {A pril 1CJ7:i) 
SOUTHEASTER ALBERTA. Wildlife Mongraph 6. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

M,:NAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION- /'.1NAL YSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION (cont.): 

and at additional sites as they become 
identified. 

Construct several islands in Deep Creek 
Reservoir. 

SUPPORT: 

Operations - Construction and installation 
of brush piles, floating 
islands and goose nesting 
platforms. 

Wildlife - Coordination with operations 
on design and location of 
waterfowl developments. 

Name (,\! P f') 

Twin Falls 

Activity 

Wildlife - Waterfowl 
Overlay Refe renc e 

Ste p 1WL-3. 6 St e p 3 

RATIONALE (cont.): 

isolated from cattle grazing at least dur­
ing the growing season. As a result, they 
often provide good to excellent nesting 
cover regardless of the grazing treatment 
being imposed on the surrounding shoreline. 
Lack of suitable nesting and rearing 
habitat is the major limiting factor for 
local production of Canada geese. These 
birds respond very favorably to improve­
ments in existing habitat or creation of 
new habitat of this type and there is still 
an excellent potential for further 
increases in goose numbers. Expansion 
programs and more refined management can 
result in much greater production than 
current conditions. Harvests have fluctu­
ated but have shown an increasing trend. 
Significantly increased demand after 1970. 
has resulted in a reduction in success 
rates. Substantial increases in population 
and harvests over the current level will 
continue through 1990 under current 
management levels and habitat trends. A 
relatively modest increase in demand is 
expected and success rates will improve 
sightly.3 Artificial goose nesting 
platforms will enhance the production 
opportunity for this species. 

3 Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 
IDAHO'S FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES. 

1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
Volume I: GOAL'S, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 

( / 11 \ f I It ( / t ()11 \. (J /1 I (' / 1 (> T<:; (' ) F orm lG00 - .'.'1 (/\pr1l 1CJ7 S) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-3. 6 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Nesting cover provided along and on bodies of water would greatly enhance 
waterfowl nesting areas and hence, increase nesting success rates. The 
installation of artificial goose nesting platforms would only be beneficial to 
this pop ul at ion since a lack of suitable nesting and rearing habitat is the 
major limiting factor for local production of Canada Geese. These birds 
respond ver.v favorably to improvements in existing habitat or creation of new 
habitat. Several qoose nesting structures have been erected along the Snake 
River. These platforms have been readily used by nesting geese. Several 
recreatio n recommendations which are in conflict with this wildlife recom­
mendation are: (1) R-1.2 - Campground Development; and (2) R-1.11 -
Road/Trail Development. For hoth of these recommendations, these recreation 
developments should be located away from critical waterfowl areas and a 
seasonal spring closure should be enforced to protect these birds during the 
nesting season. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-3.6 
Construct and install brush piles, 
floating islands and artificial 
goose nesting platforms along areas­
identified in WL-3.6. 

Support Needs: 

Determination of specific locations. 

Operations 
Manpower for construction and 
installation. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda­
tion. Confine all improvement work 
and fund expenditures to public 
lands. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmctions on reve rse) 

Reason: 

These developments will enhance exist­
ing waterfowl areas and help to expand 
habitat. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-3.6. 
2. Disregard R-1.2 and R-1.11. 

Rationale: 

These developments are beneficial to 
wildlife where they have been 
installed on other sites and will 
improve habitat quality on these 
sites. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.6 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

I I I. Watershed 

IV. Cultural Resources 

V. Recreation 

VI. 

VI I. 

VI I I. 

IX. 

X. 

A. Natural History No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. R-1.2 Campqrounrl Development Competitive Conflict 

C. 

Lands 

Fire 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of campqrounds along waterfowl 
development areas are in conflict. 

b. Modification - Develop campgrounds away from waterfowl areas and 
developments. 

R-1.11 Road/trail Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of roads or trails along streams, 
etc. conflict s with waterfowl. 

b. Modification - Develop roads or trails with closure dates for the 
nesting season or do not develop any new 11 wa.vs 11 and just continue to 
use the old ones. 

Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Wildlife No Conflict 

Wilderness No Conflict 

Ranqe No Conflict 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMFNDATION-ANAL YSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Provide enhanced habitat for waterfowl 
and shorebirds by fencing and planting 
riparian vegetation in the following 
areas: 

(1) Cottonwood Creek Reservoir, one-half 
mile of fence along the east side 

( 2) 

(3) 

( 4) 

( 5) 

( 6) 

T. 12 S., R. 17 E. 
Sec. 2: NE1/4 SE1/4; 

Horse Creek Reservoir, the western 
edge which lies on public land 
T. 16 S., R. 17E. 
Sec. 24: SW1/4 NW1/4; 

two Mule 
T. 16 S., 
Sec. 32: 

Creek Reservoirs 
R. 16 E. 

NW1/4NW1/4; 

two ponds along the draw in #4040 Noh 
sections allotment 
T. 15 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 2 

L & N and Schnitker gravel pits 
T. 11 s.' R. 16 E. 
Sec. 3 5: S1/2 SW1/4; 

isolated pond near Auger Falls 
T. 9 s.' R. 16 E. 
Sec. 24: SE1/4 SE1/4; 

Name (MFf'j 

Twin Falls 

A c t ivity 
Wildlife - Waterfowl 

Overlay Refe1 ence 

Step 1WL-3 • 7 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

The livestock interaction of primary con­
cern is the impact of grazing on waterfowl 
nesting cover. Waterfowl nest density and 
nesting success are both a function of the 
quantity and quality of nesting cover, and 
heavy livestock grazing on wetlands impacts 
the composition and density of native marsh 
vegetation. Hence, waterfowl production 
values are severely reduced. 1 Vegeta-
tion in certain areas, such as meadows and 
drainage ways are invariably closely util­
ized under any stocking rate or system of 
grazing. such use may be detrimental to 
wildlife, aesthetic, recreational or other 
values. Where this is the case, about the 
only way to preserve values is to fence the 
area off from grazing. Reducing livestock 
or adjusting the grazing season usually 
will not solve such a problem. 2 Other 
than the fencing of streams to exclude 
livestock, there are few known practical 
practices which can be implemented to 
improve or maintain quality habitat for 
trout.3 Duck harvests have varied 
depending upon population levels and the 
number of hunters. Success rates have 
generally decreased as demand increased. 
It is projected that under current 
management levels and habitat trends, 
essentially this same situation will 
persist through 1990. Populations and 
success rates will decrease slightly while 

Molini, W. A. 1977. LIVESTOCK INTERACTIONS WITH UPLAND GAME, NONGAME, AND 
WATERFOWL IN THE GREAT BASIN. A WORKSHOP SYNOPSIS. Department of Fish and Game. 
Reno, Nevada. 

2 

3 

Telephone conversation between Bruce Smith, Fisheries Biologist--Rock Springs ELM 
District and August L. Hormay, Grazing Management Specialist--DSC, on August 11, 
1976, concerning rest-rotation grazing management. 

Armour, C. L. 1977. EFFECTS ON DETERIORATED RANGE STREAMS ON TROUT. 
Land Management. Idaho State Office. Boise, Idaho. 

Bureau of 

Not<': Attach mld,tional sheets, if needed 

f I 11,: 111 c It ,,11 <, r,1? re , .. r,""c') Form 1(,00-21 lAplll 1ri~s) 



UNITED ST'\ TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMEND AT ION-ANAL'( SIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION (cont.): 

(7) Loughmiller gravel pits 
T. 12 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 1: SW1/4 
Sec. 2: E1/2 SE1/4; 

( 8) Deep Creek Reservoir 
T. 13 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 19: E1/2 SE1/4 
Sec. 20: SW1/4 
Sec. 29: NE1/4 NW1/4; 

(9) Two Springs Reservoir 
T. 16 S., R. 18 E. 
Sec. 21: NE1/4 SW 1/4; 

(10) Baker Pit Reservoir 
T. 13 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 31: SW1/4 SE1/4; 

(11) #4042 PVGA - Horse Creek--
five ponds on public land in Idaho 
and two ponds in Elko District on 
public land managed by Burley 
District BLM. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Coordination with wildlife 
in determining where live­
stock will water. 

Operations - Construction of fences and 
planting of riparian vege­
tation. 

Archaeology - Assistance in design of pro­
jects to protect archaeolo­
gical values. 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Falls 

A c tivit Y. 
Wildlife - Waterfowl 

Overlay Refe re nce 

Step lWL-3 • 7 St e p 3 

RATIONALE (cont.) 

demand and harvest will show a slight 
increase. If existing wetland production 
habitat can be preserved and nesting and 
rearing condition enhanced, it should be 
possible to improve on the current situa­
tion and provide increased populations, 
harvest and success rates through 1990.4 

4 Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
IDAHO'S FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES. Volume I: GOAL'S, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
1975-1990. Idaho Department of Fish and Game. Boise, Idaho. 

Not e : At ! •c h mld it io n n l s heets , if n eeded 

(/11\/ll/('(I0/7'1 (J/l T('/ICTSr) Form lG'lll-21 (April 1 )75) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF Ti!E INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION (cont.): 

Recreation 

Watershed 

Wildlife 

Assistance in design of pro­
jects to enhance the 
aesthetic value and to 
benefit recreationalists. 

- Assistance in design of pro­
ject to further enhance the 
watershed. 

- Location and design of 
fences and species list of 
riparian vegetation to 
plant. Coordination with 
range and operations. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Name (i\1 1-'P) 

Twin Falls 

A c t ivity 

Wildlife - Waterfowl 
Overl a y Reference 

Step 1 WL-3 • 7 Step 3 

This recommendation conflicts with range needs to provide water for livestock. 
The proposed WPRS acquisition may or may not prevent a conflict with improving 
waterfowl habitat. The plan calls for developinq 40 small wetland ponds and 
providing 1,050 acres of irriqated cooperative farming areas, 510 acres of 
permanent irrigated cover and 1,100 acres of dryland areas seeded to wildlife 
benefiting vegetation. 

Proposed mineral developments conflict with the proposed fencing of 
Loughmi 11 er gravel pits. Waterfowl recurrently nest on reservoirs # ( 1), (2), 
(7), (8), (9), (10) and (11). No increases in the waterfowl are discussed in 
relation to these or the other proposals in this recommendation. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-3. 7 
Provide enhanced habitat for water­
fowl and shorebirds by fencing and 
planting riparian vegetation. Inven­
tory areas and develop a management 
plan to identify waterfowl needs. 

Support Needs: 

Reasons: 

A more complete picture of the 
existing situation and potential 
increase in waterfowl and shoregbirds 
production should be identified before 
developments occur. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Wildlife 1. Reject WL-3.7. 
Inventory areas to determine present 
nesting use and determine possible 
future nesting with protection from 
grazing. 

Note: Att~c h mlditional s h ee t s , if needed 
----=--=-.:.--=.:::;~ -=- - - ...=: - -

( / 1; 'i ,'Iii C I l ()/} <:: (ill I{' / 1 (' T~(') Form 1 liCJO- 21 (A prll 1 CJ7 :=;) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step WL-3 • 7 Ste p 3 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. Confine all 
improvement work and fund expenditure 
to public lands. 

Note; Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/n s /mctians an reverse) 

Rationale: 

Many of these water bodies encanpass 
both public and private lands. We 
have no authority to expend public 
funds on private lands. 

Form 1600-21 (Apri l 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.7 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-4.1 - Community Pit Development - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Minerals wants to develop a community pit for 
sand and gravel where a waterfowl pond is to be developed -
T. 12. S., R. 16 E., Section 1. 

b. Modification - Develop the gravel pit adjacent to the pond or 
develop the pond more by extracting gravel for a short period of 
time during times when water is absent from the area. 

I I I. Watershed 

WS-1.2, 1.3, 2.1, 2.4 support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.6 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History 
B. Recreation Mgmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

VI. Lands 

No Conflict 
R-1.5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 
VRM-1.9 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

L-2.5 - Water Power Resource Acquisition - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of this land would be a loss of waterfowl 
habitat. 

b. Modification - Allow this land to be acquired by Water Power 
Resources only with the stipulation that it be maintained for water­
fowl or retain in public ownership. 

VI I. Fi re 

VIII. Wildlife 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3. 7 ( cont. ) 

IX. Wilderness No Conflict 

X. Range 

No conflict presently, possibly in future with land treatments. A 
200 yard buffer should he maintained around all enclosures if and 
when any type of land treatment occurrs. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name ( ,\IFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Waterfowl 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1WL-3 • 8 Step 3 
=======:::=!==~========= 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Enhance waterfowl habitat by making the 
following improvements: 

(1) enlarge the Rock Cabin Spring 
enclosure 

( 2) 

T.16 s., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 21: SE1/4 NE1/4 
to at least two acres, down the draw. 
Construct small potholes within the 
enlarged enclosure; 
construct small potholes in the 
Sagehen Meadow wildlife enclosure ~ 
T. 16 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 28: NE1/4 NE1/4, NW1/4 NE1/4; 

(3) retain the isolated parcels of public 
land around Murtaugh Lake in public 
ownership; identify boundaries, settle 
trespasses, construct fences and 
manage for waterfowl. 

SUPPORT: 

Operations - Construction of fences and 
of pothole blasting. 

Lands - Trespass settlement on pub-
lic land around Murtaugh 
Lake. 

Recreation Assistance in design of pro­
jects to enhance the aesthe­
tic value and to benefit re­
creationalists. 

Watershed - Assistance in design of pro­
jects to further enhance the 
watershed. 

Archaeology - Assistance in design of pro­
jects to protect archaeolog­
ical values. 

Wildlife - Coordination with lands and 
with range on location and 

Nole: Attach additionnl sRf(-'1i~P11rl1ed'rojects. 
--- ===='-

r /,:, ,', 11 ( t Inn c_; (J17 rr uc r,;;;c) 

RATIONALE: 

Water is an essential element to all kinds 
of waterfowl. Dabbling ducks prefer shal­
low ponds for feeding. Courting, pairing 
and mating activities are generally per­
formed on small open-water areas. Mating 
habitat is usually one or several small, 
shallow, open water ponds in fields, pas­
tures, or marshy lands. Water depths of 
such ponds are generally less than six 
inches deep and may disappear within sever­
al weeks. A shallow pond with extensive 
vegetation is preferred habitat for rearing 
broods. 

Murtaugh Lake is an important area for 
waterfowl, especially geese. Existing 
public land adjacent to the lake needs to 
be retained in public ownership and ., 
enhanced for geese since a lack of suitable 
nesting and rearing habitat is the major 
limiting factor for local production of 
Canada geese. 

F orrn 11,no-::> 1 (A pr ii 1 g·; ,; l 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-3. 8 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation draws support from cultural resource which also proposed 
enlarging the Rock Cabin enclosure to include more of the existing cultural 
site and set up studies to monitor the effects of cattle use on cultural re­
sources. The proposed potholes could conflict with known archaeological 
sites. 

The recommendation to retain Murtaugh Lake parcels conflicts with an existing 
R & PP Lease issued to Twin Falls County for construction of a park. The park 
has been completed and the county now has the option of purchasing this 
parcel. The level of development and use of this parcel severely limits its 
importance for waterfowl. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify WL-3.8 as follows 
Enhance waterfowl habitat by making 
the following improvements. 

(1) enlarge the Rock Cabin Spring 
enclosure 

T.16 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 21: SEl/4 NEl/4 

to at least two acres, down the 
draw. Construct small potholes 
within the enclosure. 

(2) Construct small potholes in the 
Sagehen Meadow wildlife enclosure 

T. 16 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 28: NEl/4 NEl/4, 

NWl/4 NEl/4 
(3) Retain parcels of land located at 

the following location on Murtaugh 
Lake: 

R. 11 S. , R. 20 E. 
Sec. 18: W 1/2 NWl/4 SWl/4 
Sec. 17: S 1/2 S 1/2 SEl/4 

Identify boundaries, settle 
trespasses, construct fences and 
manage for waterfowl. 

Su pport Needs: 

Same as MFP 1 Recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstructions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Increasin the size of the Rock Cabin 
enclosure and adding several potholes 
will increa se waterfowl production 
while helping other wildlife species. 
Constructing potholes in the Sagehen 
Meadow enclosure will provide habitat 
for more waterfowl nesting. 
The parcel of public land not carried 
forward from the MFP I Recommendation 
has already been developed for recrea­
tion use and is of limited value for 
waterfowl production. The isolated 
areas are more well suited to water­
fowl. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-3.8. 
2. Accept WL-3.8. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Oeci si on: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons I ructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Overlay Reference 

Step ;JL-3 • 8 Step 3 

This action will enhance wildlife 
values and improve the multiple use 
values of each area. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

II I. Watershed 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.8 

No Conflict 

No conflict presently, possibly in future. 

WS-1.2, 1.3, 2.1 support this wildlfie recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.6, 1.7 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History 
B. Recreation Mqmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mqmt. -

VI. Lands 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Ranqe 

No Conflict 
R-1.5 support this wildlife recommendation. 
No Conflict 

No conflict presently, possibly in future. 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

RM-2.1 - Treat existing seedings - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Land treatment overlaps onto project area. 

b. Modification - Leave a 200 yard buffer around enclosures if and when 
any land treatment project takes place. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

M,:\NAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name ( ,\IFP) 

Twin Falls 

A c tivity 
Wildlife - Waterfowl 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMEND AT ION-·ANAL YSIS-DEC ISi ON Step rIT-,-3 • 9 Step 3 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Designate several upland feeding fields 
through cooperative farm agreements, where 
cultivated grains will be available for 
waterfowl. Establish these areas adjacent 
to Salmon Falls Creek Reservoir, Deep 
Creek Reservoir and other areas as they 
become identified. 

SUPPORT: 

Recreation - Assistance in formulation of 
agreements to provide non­
consumptive and consumptive 
recreational values. 

Watershed 

Wildlife 

Assistance in formulation of 
agreements to prevent 
erosion. 

- Coordination and agreements 
with adjacent landowners in 
implementation of this recom­
mendation. 

RATIONALE: 

The provision of upland feeding areas near 
waterfowl areas through cooperative farm 
agreements would not only improve, but 
expand waterfowl habitat. Upland feeding 
on domestic grains, seasonally, is very 
important. Ducks will fly several miles to 
upland fields where cultivated grains are 
available. Goose pastures (green forage 
containing clovers and/or alfalfa), located 
near nesting cover, are essential for 
successful production areas. Various cul­
tivated grains such as wheat, corn, rice, 
barley, oats, etc. are becoming ever more 
important as food for waterfowl along 
migration paths and on wintering grounds. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with existing grazing use in the areas identi­
fied. The majority of this area is seeded to crested wheatgrass. None of the 
public land in the area is currently being farmed. Approximately 80 acres of 
public land located in the recommendation area would be Class III agricultural 
land if water were applied. Approximately 60 acres would be Class II aqricul­
tural land if water were applied. The remainder of the public land shown in 
the recommendation is not suitable for aqricultural development. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

( /11 •,;t ruc //()/7 ',; r1n N'l 1 t'l' ,c) F, r•n lC,n0 -2 1 (J\prcl 1'17~1 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name(MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Wi ld l ife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION Step lWL-3. 9 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-3. 9. 

Support Needs : 

Wildlife 
Coordination with IDFG and adjacent 
landowners in establishing coopera­
tive agreements. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendat ion. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/11s/ructions on rev e rse) 

Reasons: 

Establishment of upland feeding areas 
would benefit wintering waterfowl by 
providing good sources of high energy 
grains during periods of extremely 
cold weather. 
Other wildlife species in the area 
including ring-necked pheasants and 
Hungarian partridge would also benefit 
from these cultivated areas. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-3. 9. 

Rationale: 

Development of waterfowl feeding areas 
on adjacent public lands to waters 
would expand the existing waterfowl 
habitat in these araes. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

II I. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 

VIII. 

IX. 

X. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Forestry - No Conflict 

Minerals - No Conflict 

Watershed - No Conflict 

Cultural Resources - No Conflict 

Recreation 

A. Natural Histor.v No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mgmt. No Conflict 
C. Visual Res. Mqmt. - No Conflict 

Lands No Conflict 

Fi re - No Conflict 

Wildlife - No Conflict 

Wilderness - No Conflict 

Range - No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.9 

-! 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Develop and implement intensive livestock 
grazing management systems along all 
streams, reservoirs and wetland-riparian 
areas to improve water quality and 
fisheries and habitat condition classes. 
Fence approximately 8 miles along portions 
of the following streams and reservoirs to 
improve fishery habitat through the 
abatement of livestock grazing: 

McMullen Creek 
Salmon Falls Creek~ 
Shoshone Creek ' 
Horse creek Reservoir y 

Fence additional areas as the need 
becomes identified. 

SUPPORT: 

Range Implementation of grazing 
systems. Coordination with 
wildlife in fencing. 

Archaeology - Assistance in design of 
fences to protect cultural 
values. 

Watershed 

Recreation 

Assistance in fence loca­
tions. 

Assistance in fence layout 
to provide pleasing aesthe­
tic values and for recrea­
tional access. 

Name (:\IFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Fisheries 

Overlay Reference 

Step l WL-3 • 10 Ste p 3 

RATIONALE: 

IDFG surveys have determined that 
approximately 44 percent of both resident 
and nonresident anglers in Idaho prefer 
fishing for trout species in streams. An 
estimated 1,800,000 fisherman days or 48 
percent of the state total are expended in 
this pursuit. 1 

The restriction of livestock use from a 
riparian zone will improve aquatic-riparian 
habitat. This improvement can be measured 
via reduced sedimentation, increase in 
streambank cover, etc. These systems must 
include periods of rest to improve vegeta­
tive cover. If grazing systems are not 
practical, fencing appears to be the only 
available alternative to protect the 
streams. Where grazing use is detrimental. 
to wildlife, aesthetic, recreational or 
other values, about the only way to pre­
serve values is to fence the area off from 
grazing. 2 These areas proposed for fenc­
ing have high fishery value and/or poten­
tial. Fencing will enable streamside cover 
to improve and the sediment load in the 
streams will be reduced to some extent. The 
stream will narrow up and deepen. The end 
result will be cooler, cleaner water with 
better cover for the fish. other than the 
fencing of streams to exclude livestock, 
there are few known practical practices 
which can be implemented to improve or 
maintain quality habitat for trout.3 
Areas recog- nized as high quality fishery 
and/or spawning sites should continue to be 
managed under existing practices. 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game. 1978. A PLAN FOR THE FUTURE MANAGEMENT OF 
IDAHO'S FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES. Volume I: GOAL'S, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES 
1975-1990. Idaho Department of Fish and Game. Boise, Idaho. 

2 Telephone conversation between Bruce Smith, Fisheries Biologist--Rock Springs BLM 
District and August L. Hormay, Grazing Management Specialist--DSC, on August 11, 
1976, concerning rest-rotation grazing management. 

3 Armour, c. L. 1977. EFFECTS OF DETERIORATED RANGE STREAMS ON TROUT. Bureau of 
Lann .Manaaementr Tdaho State Office. Boise, Idaho. 

te: Attacfi- c1i'fd1linnal "5hcels 1 1 nee7l e(r 
=:·---==-===-=.::--::--: = ~--::.:.:: _==-..:=.=::::..:-=-==-=-:-:-_:_--:-;:-.=.=-------:::::.=--- --- ---- --- ----- ; _____________ _ 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa ll s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Ste p lWL-3 . lQ Step 3 

RECOMMENDATION (cont.): 

Operations - Construction of fences. 

Wildlife - Location and design of 
fences. Coordination 
with range and opera­
tions. 

RATIONALE (cont.): 

The BLM policy on "Wetland-Riparian 
Area Protection and Mangement, 11 

Federal Register, Volume 45, Number 
25, February 5, 1980, states that 
"riparian areas will qet protection 
necessary to maintain and restore 
habitat cover and diversity, etc. 11 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The portion of this recommendation dealing with fencing McMullen and Shoshone 
Creek conflicts with existing livestock use which depends upon water from 
these streams. Watershed recommendations support fencing of these streams as 
do visual resource recommendations. Range management recommendations support 
development and implementation of grazing systems. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify WL-3.10 as follows 
Develop/ and implement intensive 
livestock grazing management systems 
to improve water quality and fisher­
ies and habitat conditon classes in 
allotments along McMullen Creek, 
Salmon Falls Creek, Shoshone 
Creek and Horse Creek Reservoir. 
Install enclosures on selected areas 
and compare the ungrazed to grazed 
areas. If there is no response to 
grazing systems, fence as necessary 
to improve condition class. Fence 
additional areas as the need becomes 
identified. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if nee ded 

(/11s1ruc1ions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

The choice of using intensive manage­
ment initially is related to the costs 
involved in fencing and the aethetics 
of fences along streams. A monitoring 
plan will determine the effectiveness 
of intensive grazing management toward 
improving riparian habitat. If the 
intensive management systems do not 
improve habitat conditon, fencing 
should be initiated. 

F orm 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wi ld l ife 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 
Step 1 WL-3.10Step 3 

Support Needs: 

Range 
Initiate intensive management to 
improve fisheries habitat condi­
tions. Help set up monitorin~ plan 
to determine affects of intensive 
management systems on riparian 
habitat. 

Wildlife 
Determine areas along waterways to 
be fenced. 

Decision : 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendat ion. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 
(/11structions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-3.10. 
2. Accept WL - 3.10. 

Rationale: 

Intensive management systems may 
provide the riparian and aquatic 
habitat improvement needed without the 
expense of fencing. A monitoring plan 
can tell us where fences are needed to 
meet management objectives. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.10 

I I I. Watershed 

IV. 

V. 

WS-1.4, 1.5, 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, 3.1, 3.2, 4.1, 5.2 support this wildlife 
recommendation. 

Cultural Resources 
CRM-1.6 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

Recreation 

A. Natural History No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. - R-1.4 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

R-1.11 Road/trail Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of roads or trails along streams to 
be fenced. 

b Modification - Develop roads or trails outside of fences. If the 
proposed road or trail runs inside of fence, install cattleguards to 
prevent livestock from entering the fenced area. 

C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - VRM-1.9 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VI. Lands No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

VII. Fi re 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Ranqe 

RM-Objective 1 - Grazinq - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Non-implementation of qrazinq ~ystems to 
improve wetland-riparian areas. 

b. Modification - If grazing systems to improve wetland-riparian areas 
can not be implemented or do not work, areas should be fenced and 
livestock use abated. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMEW' 

Name (M F F') 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Fisheries 

MANAGEMEl'H FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Refe rence 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1WL-3 • 11 Step 3 
=======:c!============= 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Improve bank stabilization and fisheries 
habitat along the following streams by 
planting willows, cottonwoods, grasses, 
roses, etc. where vegetation is scarce or 
lacking or by installing rip-rap, brush, 
log barriers or drop logs, etc. along the 
banks and by installing instream 
structures such ask-dams, logdams, trash 
catchers, digger logs, etc. in: 

McMullen Creek 
Shoshone Creek 
Salmon Falls Creek 
Fifth Fork of Rock Creek 
Horse Creek Reservoir 
Salmon Falls Creek Reservoir 

Improve bank stabilization and fisheries 
habitat along additional water bodies as 
they become identified. 

SUPPORT: 

Operations - Construction, installation 
and planting of various bank 
stabilization projects. 

Watershed - Assistance with bank stabili­
zation projects for watershed 
protection. 

Recreation - Assistance in projects to 
provide pleasing aesthetic 
values and for the benefit of 
fishermen. 

Wildlife - Design and location of bank 
stabilization projects. 
Coordination with operations 
in implementation. 

Note: Attach adclit,on al sheets, if nE'Pcl,,cl 

( / 11 "/ rue fl lJ/1 ,;,,· ()/I rr 11cr-.;e) 
==---=--

RATIONALE: 

Improvements would enhance water quality, 
pool quality (depth/size), spawning gravels 
(silt/sediments), streambank cover stabili­
ty (soil/vegetation) and fisheries survival 
and productivity. The vegetation will 
provide very important shade to the stream. 
This shade will lower the water temperature 
and thus result in improved fishery habi­
tat. The overhanging willows will also 
serve as important cover for the fish. The 
structures along the bank will help to con­

and 
The 

trol livestock use along the shoreline 
reduce sediment load into the stream. 
instream structures will improve instream 
cover for the fish by forming deeper pools 
on the downstream side of the structure. 

Form 1600--21 (:\;,-r1l l'l75) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Na me (MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSJS-DECISION Ste p iWL-3.11 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation is supported by watershed recommendations to improve water 
quality and recreation recommendations to increase available fisheries. 

Thi s recomme ndat i on relates to i mprovement of stream hab i tat and li sts me a­
su res to imp rove st reams for f i sheri es . It al so li st s Horse Creek Rese rvoir 
and Salmon Fa ll Creek Reservoi r. In t he case of Hor se Creek Reservoir , the 
meas ures li st ed would do li tt l e to improve f isher i es. Th is rese rvoir i s 
sp ring fed and as such, wat er quality measu res as appli ed to the st ream are of 
li ttle consequence . Imp roving shading al ong t he edge of rese rvoirs does 
litt l e t o red uce wate r temperat ures over the bu l k of the reservoir. Fis her i es 
i n rese rv oirs depends on suf fi cient depth to retain low enough water tempera­
t ures t o support col d wat er f i sheri es . See WL-3.12. Salmon Falls Reservoir 
coul d be improved through the i rnp rovememt of water quality in its tributary 
st reams . This rese rvo i r cu rrent ly is an excellent fishery. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-3.11 

Sup port Needs: 

Wildlife 
Determine the most effective loca­
tions for structures and plantings. 

Watershed 
Assist in determining planting loca­
tions to increase bank stabiliza­
tion. 

Operations 
Construction and installation of 
structures and plantings. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstructions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Installation of the proposed struc­
tures on selected waterways will sig­
nificantly improve existing fisheries. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-3.11. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step WL-3 .11 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmctions on re v e rse) 

Rationale: 

Significant improvement is needed in 
order to provide maximum public 
benefit from the fisheries involved. 
Work should be confined to public 
1 and. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.11 

I I I. Watershed 

WS-1.4, 1.5, 2.1, 3.1, 3.2 support this wildlife recommedation. 

v. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natura 1 Hi story No Conflict 
R-1.4 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

B. Recreation Mqmt. - R-1.11 Road/trail nevelopment Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of roads or trails will not improve 
bank stabilization. 

b. Modification - Develop roads or trails away from streams, etc. or 
only develop foot trails or no development; use existinq roads or 
trails. 

C. Visual Res. Mqmt. - No Conflict 

VI. Lands No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. 

x. 
Wilderness 

Ranqe 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Improve fisheries habitat in the following 
streams in the following ways: 

(1) dredge Horse Creek Reservoir to make 
it deeper; 

(2) maintain the fish barrier in Upper 
Salmon Falls Creek; 

(3) poison the squawfish in Shoshone Creek 
and Salmon Falls Creek with 
"Squawtoxin;" 

(4) reduce and abate the sediment from 
agricultural and rangeland runoffs 
entering lower Salmon Falls Creek from 
public land from Lilly Grade to the 
Snake River. 

SUPPORT: 

Watershed - Assistance in recommended 
projects to benefit 
watershed. 

Recreation - Assistance in recommended 
projects to enhance aesthetic 
values and improve recrea­
tional values. 

Operations - Construction and installation 
of projects. 

IDFG 

Wildlife 

- Poisoning of squawfish with 
"Squawtoxin." 

- Design and location of 
projects. Coordination with 
operations and IDFG. 

Note: Attach .,dditional shePts, if llL'l'dt• d 
~--'~~ ·-- ---- ------
1 f ,1 \ /, 11 c I l <J11 .,- (JI/ re 11(' r ,,,c•) 

Name (i\lFf' ) 

Twin Falls 

Act ivity 
Wildlife - Fisheries 

Overla y Reference 

Step 1WL-3 • 12 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Horse Creek Reservoir should be made deeper 
by dredging via a drag line. This would 
help to prevent winter kills and kills due 
to a low draw down if a drought should ever 
occur again. 

The fish barrier should be maintained so as 
to prohibit the movement of trash fish from 
Salmon Falls Creek Reservoir upstream into 
Shoshone Creek. Maintenance of the fish 
barrier would help to maintain the integri­
ty of the fisheries in Shoshone Creek. 

The squawfish is an aggressive predator of 
trout. They not only eat small trout, but 
prey heavily upon the eggs and fry (or 
young). Squawtoxin is 90 percent restrict­
ed to squawfish. It may kill some of the. 
other trash fish, but will not bother the 
game fish. This project should be done in 
full cooperation with IDFG. 

The sediment from agricultural and range­
land runoffs entering Salmon Falls Creek 
needs to be abated so as to reduce the 
sediment load entering Salmon Falls Creek. 
By reducing this additional sediment load, 
the water quality, and hence fisheries 
habitat, would improve. 

Form trin0--21 1April 1()7~) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (t,1FP) 

Activity 

Overla y Referenc e 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The improvement of fisheries habitat would be beneficial, not only to the 
fisheries, but to the sportsman as well. The improvement of Horse Creek 
reservoir wou l d provide a better fisheries. Maintenance of the fish ba rri er 
in Upper Salmon Fa lls Creek would help to ma intain the integrity of the 
fisheries in Shoshone Creek. The use of squawtoxin in Shoshone Creek and 
Salmon Falls Creek would reduce the squawfish, an aggressive predator of 
trout ,and hence, improve the trout fishery. The reduct i on and abatement of 
sediment runoff i nto Salmon Fa ll s Creek would improve the water qua lity and 
eventua lly the fisheries . It is important that the So il Conservation Service 
work with pr ivate landowners in order to abate sediment runoff. Th e Idaho 
Department of Fish and Game support these habitat improvements. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-3.12 
Work with the appropriate agency and 
private landowners to implement 
WL-3.12. 

Su pport Needs: 

Reason: 

Implementation of WL-3.12 would 
improve the fisheries in various 
areas. Sport fishing would improve. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Coordination and cooperation with SCS, 1. Reject WL-3.12. 
IDFG, irrigation districts, private 
landowners, etc. 

Complete signed agreement. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note : Atta ch additional she ets, if nee ded 

( /11str11 c ti o ns on r e v ers e ) 

Rationale: 

These actions wi 11 improve fisheri es 
values of the waters involved. 
However, before the dredging work is 
accanpl i shed on Horse Creek Reservoir, 
the private land should be acquired 
and appropriate water rights should be 
obtained to guarantee the maintenance 
of a minimum pool. 

F orm 1600-2 1 (April 1 975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.12 

I. Forestry - No Conflict 

I I. Minerals - No Conflict 

I I I. Watershed - No Conflict 

IV. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural Hi story - No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mgmt. No Conflict 
c. Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

VI. Lands - No Conflict 

VI I. Fire - No Conflict 

VII I. Wildlife - No Conflict 

IX. Wilderness No Conflict 

x. Range - No Conflict 

..J 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Provide habitat for the sculpin found in 
Dry Creek by controlling or abating the 
introduction of wastewater into Dry Creek. 

SUPPORT: 

Watershed - Assistance in controlling or 
abating the wastewater out­
fall to improve water 
quality. 

Recreation - Assistance in improving Dry 
Creek to make it a trout 
fishery for sportsmen. 

IDFG - Identification of the sculpin 

Wildlife 

found in Dry Creek. 

- Determination of exact loca­
tion (public or private land) 
of wastewater outfall and 
then abatement of wastewater 
into Dry Creek. 

Name (MFl'j 
Twin Falls 

A c tivitY. 
Wildlife - Fisheries 

O verlay R efe re nce 

Step iWL-3 • 13 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

There are two endemic species of scuplins 
in Idaho, one of which is currently found 
in Riley and Billingsly creeks in the 
Hagerman Valley and at several springs 
along the Snake River (Box Canyon, Blue 
Heart Springs, etc.). This is the Shoshone 
sculpin, a "sensitive" species. The 
sculpin which was found in Dry Creek should 
be identified by IDFG to determine if it 
may-in-fact also be a "sensitive" species. 
If it is found to be "sensitive," the habi­
tat must be improved to a good or excellent 
condition class. The wastewater outfall 
should be abated to improve the current 
fisheries habitat not only for the 
possibility of the Shoshsone sculpin 
residing in the creek, but also for the 
trout fishery potential which exists for '" 
Dry Creek. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The Shoshone sculpin is considered a "sensitive" species in Idaho. The IDFG 
conducted a stream survey for the BLM durinq the summer of 1979. No qame fish 
were collected, but seven sculpins were found. At that time, the sculpins 
were not identified to species. Since the Shoshone sculpin has been found in 
creeks cominq into the Snake River, it is important to determine the specific 
species of the sculpin in Dry Creek. It is important to control or abate the 
introduction of wastewater into Dry Creek not only for the Shoshone sculpin, 
if in fact it does exist, but also for the trout fishery potential which 
exists. It is important that the Soil Conservation Service become involved in 
the abatement of waste water into Dry Creek. The IOFG supports this habitat 
improvement. The minerals recommendation M-4.4 could be implemented only if 
it does not adversely affect the fisheries. 

Note: Att,ich additional sheets, if llCC'ded 

Fon:. H,00-21 (April 1'1. S) 



UNIT ED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFPJ 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step tWL-3.13 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-3.13 
Work with the appropriate agency and 
landowner to implement WL-3.13. 

Support Needs: 

Reason: 

Implementation of WL-3.13 would pro­
vide habitat for a sensitive species 
and improve the trout fishery. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
Coordination and cooperation with SCS , 2. 
IDFG, irrigation districts, private 
landowners, etc. 

Reject WL-3.13. 
Modify M-4. 4. 

IDFG identification of sculpin. 

Complete signed agreement. 

Oeci si on: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmc ti o11s on reve rse) 

Rationale: 

The recommended action is necessary to 
improve aquatic habitat of the creek. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.13 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

II I. 

IV. 

v. 

VI. 

VI I. 

VII I. 

IX. 

X. 

M-4.4 - Material Source Area - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of a material source could affect 
t he fi sheries habitat. 

b. Modification - Allow the material source onl y if it does not affect 
the water quality in any way. 

Watershed No Conflict 

Cultural Resources No Conflict 

Recreation 

A. Natural History No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mgmt. No Conflict 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

Lands No Conflict 

Fire No Conflict 

Wildlife No Conflict 

Wilderness No Conflict 

Ranqe No Conflict 



; 

~ 
! 

UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (,\IFP) 
Twin Falls 

Activj tl 
W1 dlife - Fisheries 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference 

Step prr.-3 • 14 Step 3 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Enhance and maintain the habitat in and 
along the following streams and reservoirs 
for the stocking of the following game 
fish species: 

Fifth Fork of 
Rock Creek 

McMullen Creek 

Shoshone Creek 

Bluegill Lake 

Horse Creek 
Reservoir 

- Brook Trout 
Cutthroat Trout 

- Brook Trout 
Cutthroat Trout 

- Rainbow Trout 
Brook Trout 
Cutthroat Trout 

- Largemouth Bass 

- Rainbow Trout 
Cutthroat Trout 
Brown Trout 

Berger Reservoir - Black and White 
Crappie 

Stock additional areas as they become 
identified. 

SUPPORT: 

Watershed - Assistance in habitat en­
hancement to improve water 
quality. 

Recreation - Assistance in habitat en­
hancement to provide an im­
proved fisheries for sports­
men. 

IDFG 

Wildlife 

- Stocking of fish in desig­
nated areas. 

- Work with IDFG in the stock­
ing of fish in the Planning 
Unit. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if nee ded 

( I 11..., i 111< ! t <>11, (J,z rr• r 1<·ro.;c• 

RATIONALE: 

Fisherman days per year on public land for 
streams and reservoirs in the Planning Unit 
has and will continue to increase in the 
future. The Planning Area Analysis (PAA) 
shows an average increase of 42 percent in 
fisherman days from 1975 to 1995. The PAA 
reflects the importance of fisheries in the 
Planning Unit. It is reflected in the 
expenditure of $104,392.24 and $737,667.00 
for stream fishing and reservoir fishing, 
respectively, on public land in 1980. This 
will increase to an estimated $767,944.00 
for stream fishing and $5,336,560.00 for 
reservoir fishing by 1995. 

.. 

Form lr,00-21 (Apr!l 1 ·7:i) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa ll s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-3 14Step 3 

Multi ple Use Analysis 

The only conflict identified with this recommendation relates to the proposed 
road and trail development alonq streams in the Planning Unit. This conflict 
only exists if road and trail building is not coordinated with wildlife. 
Recreation R-1.4 and several watershed recommendations support this 
recommenda-tion as stated in the Impact Analysis. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-3.14. 

Support Needs: 

As listed in MFP I WL-3.14. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onstl'llclions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Demand for fishing opportunities will 
increase by 42 percent through 1995. 
Fishing generates the largest recrea­
tional oriented expenditure in the 
Planning Unit. Additionally, E. 0. 
11990 regulates protection and en­
hancement of wetland-riparian areas. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-3.14. 

Rationale: 

The recommended action will improve 
fishing opportunities to help meet 
exisitng demands. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.14 

No Conflict 

No conflict presently, possibly in the future. 

II I. Watershed 

IV. 

WS-1.4, 1.5, 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, 3.1, 3.2, 4.1, 5.2 support this wildlife 
recommendation. 

Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History 
B. Recreation Mgmt. -

No Conflict 
R-1.4 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 
R-1.11 Road/trail Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of roads or trails along streams, 
etc. does not enhance fisheries habitat. 

b. Modification - Develop only foot trails or develop roads or trials 
away from streams or no development; use existinq roads or trails. 

C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - VRM-1.9 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VI. Lands No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

VI I. Fi re 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

No conflict presently, but possibly in the future if grazing systems 
or land treatments affect stream and reservoir habitat. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Protect, maintain and encourage the beaver 
activity in the Fifth Fork of Rock Creek 
and Shoshone Creek. Provide habitat in 
McMullen Creek to support a beaver 
introduction. 

SUPPORT: 

Wildlife - Coordination with IDFG in 
introducing and maintaining 
beaver populations. 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Falls 

ActivilY. , • • 
Wildlife - Fisheries 

Overla y Refe re nc e 

Step lWL-3 • 15 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Beaver activity should be encouraged so as 
to act as a buffer against reduced water 
flow in late season and seasons of drought. 
The beaver will create instream structure 
that in turn will provide excellent pools 
for use as fish holding and overwintering 
areas. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The encouragement of beaver activity is important in that it will act as a 
buffer against reduced water flow in late seasons and seasons of drought. 
Watershed supports this recommendation. The instream structures constructed 
by the beaver will provide excellent pools for use as fish holding and over­
wintering areas. Sport fishing would be enhanced. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-3.15 
Protect, maintain and encouraqe 
beaver activity. 

Support Needs: 

Transplant by IDFG. 

Note : Atta c h arlditio,wl s hee t s, if nPNl e d 

( /11 \ / 111( ,' i u \ (!!} f('/i('f'\{') 

Reason: 

Beaver activity in streams will be 
beneficial not only to wildlife, but 
watershed and recreation as well. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-3.15. 

• I 

Form IG<l0--21 \J\prtl Jn70) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fal 1 s 
Activity 
Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step WL-3 .15 Step 3 

Decision : 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstruclions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Protection of the beaver is the 
responsibility of IDFG. Through this 
decision we wil 1 support and encourage 
population of beaver through habitat 
management in their areas. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Forestry 

II. Minerals 

III. Watershed 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 3.15 

WS-1.4, 1.5, 2.1, 2.2, 2.4, 3.1, 3.2, 4.1, 5.2 support this wildlife 
recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History 
B. Recreation Mgmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict 

VI. Lands 

VI I. Fi re 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Con fl i ct 



OBJECTIVE: 

UNI rED ST/\ TES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOI~ 
BUREAU OF LJ\ND lvlJ\NAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

I Name' i.\11: I ' 1 

Twin Falls 
A c t iv1 l y 

Wildlife - In General 

Objective Numbe r 

WL-4 

Improve and maintain terrestrial, aquatic and wetland-riparian habitats for threatened 
and endangered, sensitive and high interest mammalian and avian species, amphibians 
anc¥"eptiles, and all other non-game mammalian and avian species. 

RATIONALE: 

Basic Guidance (1602.13A) states that the Bureau, in deciding among alternative uses 
of available resources and among management alternatives, will utilize both physical 
and social data in evaluating the immediate and long-range impact of proposed actions 
on environmental quality and ecological balance and will strive to maintain and 
enhance environmental quality. 

Non-game wildlife species are scattered throughout the Planning Unit. They are found 
in all habitat types. BLM has the responsibility to maintain the habitat to support 
viable populations of all vertebrate species as a wildlife resource to accommodate 
consumptive and non-consumptive uses. Public interest in non-game species has 
increased in recent years. Nearly each and every wildlife species currently has a 
public advocate. Interest will continue to increase in response to growing 
environmental awareness. 

Non-game wildlife also provide an economic benefit. Expenditures related to sport 
hunting are a factor. Value of non-game pelts taken is significant. Non-consumptive 
uses such as observational, educational, photography and scientific study also involve 
considerable expenditures at the present time. There is the potential for a very 
large increase in monetary values related to non-consumptive uses. 

Many of these non-game mammalian and avian species are listed on the Idaho Sensitive 
Species list (Instruction Memo Number ID-77-96). The bald eagle is on the Federal 
Threatened and Endangered Species list. It merits special consideration. BLM manual 
6840 provides direction with respect to both sensitive and threatened and endangered 
wildlife species. FLPMA, NEPA, and ESA, are among other laws, all provide a strong 
basis to support this objective. 

BLM's Wildlife Program Activity Policy Statement (1603.12D) describes, in the 
following narratives, rationale for managing wildlife and their habitats. 

1. Descrip tion of Program Activity. The Wildlife Program is primarily concerned with 
the protection and use of mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fishes, and 
invertebrates through the enhancement and maintenance of their habitat components. 
The program activity is closely coordinated with State wildlife agencies. 

The Sikes Act (P.L. 93-452) authorizes the BLM to jointly develop and carry out 
wildlife programs with State wildlife departments on Federal lands. Currently, in the 
Twin Falls Planning Unit, the Sikes Act program covers the Cassia-Twin Falls Sikes Act 
Isolated Tracts and the Milner Habitat Management Plans. 

(fostrnctions on reverse) F o rm lb00-20 (April 1 975) 



UNITE!l STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTEl~IOI~ 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

2. Assumptions. 

Nam0 l.\1/:l'i 

Twin Falls 

A ct ivity 

Wildlife - In General 

Objective Number 

WL-4 

a. Increasing public interest in non-game wildlife species and concern for 
species threatened with extinction will shift management efforts. 

3. Long-Term Objectives. 

a. Maintain a maximum diversity of wildlife species in sufficient numbers to meet 
public demands. This will be accomplished by means of habitat management. 

b. Sponsor or conduct the research, studies, and inventories necessary to insure 
adequate data for decision making relating to the maintenance of habitat expressed in 
a. above. 

4. Major Principles and Standards. 

a. Maintain cooperative relations with States, other Federal Agencies, public 
interest groups, and individuals interested in or responsible for wildlife use, 
protection, and habitat management. 

b. The essential requirements of wildlife -- food, cover, and water -- will be 
maintained so as to provide optimum "edge effect" and interspersion of habitat 
components in important wildlife areas. 

(lnstr11ctio11s on reverse) Form 1600--20 (April 197 5) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

N amc (1\l I' I') 
Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Raptors 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL \'SIS-DECIS,ON Step 1WL-4 • 1 Step 3 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Acquire the following parcel of land to 
improve the raptor habitat prey base: 

T. 11 S., R. 14 E. 
7 Berge:i:- Section 

Sec. 36 

SUPPORT: 

Lands 

,) 
• ,; .,.,.!-

- Preparation of land report 
and EA for land acquisition. 

Recreation - Assistance in acquisition to 
provide aesthetic value to 
the Berger. 

Watershed - Assistance in acquisition to 
protect watershed values. 

Wildlife - Assistance in acquisition. 

RATIONALE: 

Acquisition of Section 36 (Kerr private) 
will allow expansion of raptor habitat on 
public land by providing an expansion area 
for the raptor prey base. 

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act 
of 1976, Public Law 94-579, Title II, 
Section 205(a) states that "Notwithstanding 
any other provisions of law, the Secretary, 
with respect to the public lands, is 
authorized to acquire pursuant to this Act 
by purchase, exchange, donation, or eminent 
domain, lands or interests therein • • • " 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not conflict with any activity recommendation. 
Acquisition of this section of untreated ranqeland would not only ensure cover 
for raptor prey species but could also serve as an area to illustrate the 
condition of the entire Berger Tract prior to treatment. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-4.1 
Acquire section 36, T.11 S., R.14 E. 

Reason: 

Acquisition of this section will 
ensure cover for raptor prey species 
and thereby ensure a food supply for 
raptors in the area. 

Note: Atu, ch aclditional sheets, if nePrled --------------- -~------- --=-~=---- =-=-··-------~--= --=-~~====== 
( I ,1, t, tic I 11 ,11 ,· r,,, re l'l' rs(') F o rm l(iilO -'.' l (April ICJ1'i ·1 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MF P) 

Twin Fa ll s 
Activity 

O verlay R e ferenc e 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Ste p 1 WL- 4 1 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

Lands 
Preparation of land report and EA. 

Recreation 
Assistance in acquisition to provide 
aesthetic value to the Berger. 

Watershed 
Assistance in acquisition to protect 
watershed values. 

Range 
Assistance in acquisition for use as 
comparison area. 

Wildlife 
Assistance in acquisition for 
protection of wildlife values. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendation. 

Note:· Attach additional sheets, if nee ded 

( in slmcl i ons on reverse ) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-4.1. 

Rationale: 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.1 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

III. Watershed 

IV. Cultural Resources 

V. Recreation 

VI. 

A. Natural Histo~y No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. R-1.10 - ORV Use - Competitive Conflict 

Lands 

a. Nature of Conflict - ORV use in Section 36 after acquisition. 

b. Modification - Oesiqnate this area as limited to existinq roads and 
trai 1 s. 

No Conflict 

VII. Fire 

No conflict presently, possibly in the future with F-1.3 -
Restricted Retardant Use - Competitive Conflict and F-1.4 - Berqer 
Let Burn Areas - Competitive Conflict. 

a. Nature of Conflict - The reduction of sagebrush cover on this 
section through no fire control. 

b. Modification - Use normal fire suppression methods on this section. 

VIII. Wildlife No Conflict 

No Conflict IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

No conflict presently, only after acquisition when ranqe wants to 
come in and plant the whole section to crested wheatgrass. 



UNlTED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMEND ATION-ANALYSI S-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Permit oil and gas exploration, surface 
mining and other activities except during 
the following periods: 

(1) within one-half mile from Salmon 
Falls Creek rim for the period March 
1 through July 15; 

(2) within one-half mile of known, active 
golden eagle eyries for the period 
March 1 through June 30; 

(3) within one-half mile of active 
ferruginous hawk nests for the period 
March 1 through July 15. 

SUPPORT: 

Minerals - Assistance in implementing the 
above recommendation. 

Wildlife - Coordination with all resources 
in restricting activities along 
Salmon Falls Canyon rim and 
around nest sites of golden 
eagles and ferruginous hawks. 

N ame (MFf') 
Twin Falls 

A ctivity 
Wildlife - Raptors 

O verlay R e ference 

St e p 1 WL-4 • 2 St e p 3 

RATIONALE: 

The high density of nesting raptors in 
Salmon Falls Canyon should be protected by 
restricting all activity and surface occu­
pancy within one-half mile of . Salmon Falls 
Canyon rim for the period recommended. The 
influence of human activity is responsible 
for reduced nesting success of raptors. 1 
Several sensitive and many high interest 
raptors inhabit Salmon Falls Canyon. In 
the Birds of Prey Natural Area adult eagles 
tolerate activity in the Snake River Canyon 
below their nests but are very intolerant 
of human activity on the canyon rim above, 
particularly during the early nesting 
season. 2 Golden eagles nest frequently 
and readily desert their nest during the 
period of incubation. Human activiity 
should be restricted from the time the 
eagles start incubating their eggs until 
the eaglets are two weeks old. It is 
unlikely that the adults would desert the 
nests and young after that. Desertion by 
the adults and/or premature leaping from 
the nest by the young can result from human 
disturbance. Human activity in an area 
where golden eagles nest or hunt will be 
sufficient to cause them to desert even if 
harassment is not deliberate. Although 
eyries may not be disturbed, hunting terri­
tory may be disrupted and prey population 
reduced, which may have adverse effects on 
eagles. During the incubation period, 
ferruginous hawks are sensitive to human 
activity and even slight disturbances may 
cause nest abandoment.3 They will readi­
ly abandon their nests even after a single 
visit if the young are still unhatched. 

Craighead, J. J. and Craighead, Jr., F. c. 1956. 
The Stackpole Company. Harrisburg, Pennsylvania. 
Washington D. c. 

HAWKS, OWLS AND WILDLIFE. 
Wildlife Management Institute. 

2 Kochert, 
Library. 

M. N. 1973. GOLDEN EAGLE CRITIQUE. Available at Conservation 
Denver Public Library. 

3 Olendorff, R. R. 1973. THE ECOLOGY OF THE NESTING BIRDS OF PREY OF NORTHEASTERN 
!"~1"'_:_~~~etlt.J:ili:.llil}'!'} .~ nt"ei'n'a:.e-IBka,L -Bi0legi.ca~- Er.--e.g,~arn. c,~~ eehm:-eacl==Report:=-Nfilllber=z 11. Nat ural 
l/1/ \(/ , ,( 11 'Rest'j\if1t!"e's' Ecology Labratory. Colorado State University. Fort can±WM1

; ·
2c61.l:ft1a\i16~1 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Ove rlay R e ference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1WL-4. 2 Ste p 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The areas 
raptors. 
sensitive 
Desertion 

described in this recommendation have high densities of nesting 
Studies have shown that golden eagles and ferruginous hawks are 
to human activities during incubation and early post-hatch period. 
of nests during this period is common. 

The ferruginous hawk is listed as a sensitive species in Idaho. The golden 
eagle is a high interest species. 

This recommendation conflicts with recommendation in minerals, recreation, 
lands and range management as shown in the Impact Analysis. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-4.2 
Evaluate each site to determine 
nesting activity and the disturbance 
that can occur within the dates 
1 i sted in MFP 1. 

Support Needs: 

Wildlife 
Coordinate with all resources in 
analyzing activities along Salmon 
Falls Canyon rim and around nest 
sites of golden eagles and 
ferruginous hawks. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendat ion. 

c : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

:/mctions on reverse) 

Reason: 

Numerous studies have previously docu­
mented the affects of human activity 
upon nesting raptors. Non-restriction 
of activities during critical nesting 
periods has been determined to be 
detrimental to nesting raptor popula­
tions. The impacts of any new 
activities can best be assessed on a 
site specific basis. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-4. 2. 

Rationale: 

Protection from disturbance during the 
nesting season is necessary to 
maintain populations of sensitive and 
endangered raptor species. 

k'-- ·· 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.2 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-1.l,2.l,3.l,4.1,4.2,4.3,4.4 Mineral Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Mineral development durinq the periods stated 
in WL-4.2 is an impact upon nesting raptors. 

b. Modification - Allow mineral development at times other than those 
stated. 

I I I. Watershed No Conflict 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History 
B. Recreation Mgmt. -

NH-1.1 supports this wildlife recommendation. 
R-1.3a supports this wildlife recommendation. 
R-1.10 - ORV Use - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - ORV use along Salmon Falls Canyon rim during 
the recommended closed dates. 

b. Modification - Designate one-half mile from Salmon Falls Canyon rim 
as a closed area for the recommended time period. 

R-1.ll(l)(b) ORV Roads and Trails Competitive 
Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development and use of these trails durinq the 
time period listed in recommendation WL-4.2 would be detrimental to 
nesting raptors. 

b. Modification - Allow trails to be developed, but restrict use during 
the recommended time frames listed in WL-4.2 or develop only foot 
trails or no development. 

NH-1.1, R-1.2 Campground Development Competitive 
Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of campgrounds and their use would 
interfer with nesting raptors. 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.2 (cont.) 

b. Modification - Develop campgrounds but restrict use during the dates 
as listed in WL-4.2. 

C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - VRM-1.1 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VI. Lands 

L-4.1 - Power Transmission Lines - Competitive Conflict 
L-4.2 - Oil and Gas Pipelines - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Construction times could conflict with nesting 
activities. 

b. Modification - Allow construction at times other than those listed 
in l~L-4. 2. 

VII. Fire No Conflict 

No Con lfi ct VI I I. Wi 1 d 1 if e 

IX. Wilderness 

X, 

WM-1.2 supports this wildlife recommendation pending the recommended closed 
dates are adhered too. 

Range No conflict presently, possibly in future. 

RM-1.7 - Installation of Facilities - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Construction of facilities during the recom­
mended closed periods on WL-4.2. 

b. Modification - Construct projects at times other than those listed 
in WL-4.2. 

RM-Objective 2 - Land treat~nts - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Treatment projects occurring during recommended 
closed periods. 

b. Modification - Allow treatments at times other than those recommend­
ed as closed. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Provide habitat for the raptor prey base 
by maintaining native sagebrush communi­
ties and allowing irregular patches of 
native brush to grow back into vast grass 
areas to increase the "edge" effect, thus 
wildlife species diversity. Prohibit any 
type of land treatment, (except fire 
rehabilitation efforts), within one-half 
mile of Salmon Falls Canyon rim. Provide 
for a minimum of 15 percent for the total 
land treatment area, (spraying, discing, 
burning, crested wheatgrass planting, 
etc.), to be left in its present stage of 
succession in the form of islands 
scattered throughout the treated area to 
improve ferruginous hawk habitat. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Coordinatin with wildlife 
for all range land treat­
ments 

Operations - Layout of land treatment 
areas. 

Recreation - Assistance in design of pro­
jects to provide pleasing 
aesthetic values. 

Watershed - Assistance in design of pro­
jects to enhance watershed 
value. 

Archaeology - Assistance in implementing 
recommendation to protect 
cultural values. 

Wildlife - Design and location of 
"leave" areas and areas to 
be protected. Coordination 
with range and operations 
before on-the-ground work 
commences. 

Note: i\tt"ch additiorwl shrets, if rwed,·d 
= 

Name (MF!') 
Twin Falls 

Overlay R e ference 

Step lWL- 4 " 3 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

The majority of raptors in the Planning 
Unit depend upon ground dwelling mammals 
for a substantial portion of their diet. 
Any land treatment that will break up 
large, monotypic stands of vegetation will 
enhance raptor habitat. This will result 
in diverse, thus improved prey base; the 
prey will be more available to the hunting 
raptor. It is important to protect the 
native vegetation within one-half mile of 
the Salmon Falls Canyon rim in order to 
maintain the integrity of the raptor prey 
base. Development of large monotypic areas 
reduces the number of prey available to the 
raptors living in the canyon, who do much 
of their hunting on the rim and adjacent 
areas. Treating small tracts of land, 
creating many interspersion areas, will be 
most beneficial to raptors. This allows 
for some habitat suitable for possible 
reproduction and re-establishment of the 
prey base in the treated areas. 

'• 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

Name (M F P) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Ove rlay Reference 

Step 1 WL-4.3 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The area described in this recommendation is used extensively by raptors. 
Raptors hunt extensively along the edge of sagebrush areas and over crested 
wheatgrass seedings. These crested wheatgrass seedings are also an important 
forage source for livestock using the area. Four allotments included in this 
recommendation are currently not producing adequate forage to meet the grazing 
preference demand. I 

(\ 

This recommendation conflicts \with several of the specific activity recommen­
dations as shown in the lmpact~Analysis. Activities with conflicts are 
recreation, lands, fire and range. 

;, 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify the recommendation to allow for 
vegetative treatment within the half 
mile buffer strip. Evaluate each pro­
ject proposed to determine leave areas 
and problems. Do not treat islands of 
brush ori qi na lly omitted from treat­
ments. All treatments within the 
buffer strip will be evaluated to in­
clude recommendations from the wild­
life biologist to determine specific 
areas to leave and layout of the 
treatment to ensure irregular treat­
ment patterns. A minimum of 15 
percent of the treatment area wi 11 be 
omitted from treatment. 

Support Needs: 

Range 
Coordinate with wildlife for all 
range treatments. 

Recreation 
Assistance in design of projects to 
provide pleasing aesthetic values. 

Wildlife 
Design and locate the leave areas to 
be protected Coordination with 
range and operations before on-the­
ground work commences. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons/ructions on reverse) 

Reason: 

The recommendation allocates the 
resources as a compromise that will 
provide rapt or habitat and 1 i vestock 
forage. The reocmmendation does not 
provide maximum benefits for raptors 
or livestock forage but does provide 
benefits for both. The recommendation 
as modified appears to be favorable to 
all resource values that have been 
identif ied . .u ,t_p t.. L'.r 

• ,\ I I 

• I 

. .- ' 
~ '\ .· 

I 

' L•.\ -~ 
I \ (,, i I I " 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept WL-4.3. 
2. Reject WL-4.3. 
3. Modify WL-4.3 to do no land treat­

ment within one-half mile of 
Salmon Falls Canyon rim. 

Form 1600-21 (April 197 5) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11slmctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activi ty 

Wi 1 dl i fe 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL-4. 3 Step 3 

Each specific treatment should be 
individually designed to insure 
protection and enhancement of raptor 
habitat while meeting other multiple 
use needs. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.3 

I I I. Watershed 

WS-2.1 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History - NH-1.1 supports this wildlife recommendation. 
B. Recreation Mqmt. - R-1.11 Road/trail Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of roads or trails would disturb 
the habitat and hence the raptor prey base. 

b. Modification - Develop roads or trails one-half mile from Salmon 
Falls Canyon rim or develop only foot trails or no development. 

C. Visual Res. Mqmt.- VRM-1.1 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VI. Lands 

L-4.1 - Power Transmission Lines - Competitive Conflict 
L-4.2 - Oil and Gas Pipelines - Competitive Conflict 

VI I. Fi re 

a. Nature of Conflict - Destruction of habitat for the raptor prey base 
alonq corridors. 

b. Modification - Rehabilitate areas to enhance habitat for the raptor 
prey base. 

F-1.3 Aerial Retardant Use 
F-1.4 Berqer Let Burn Area 

Competitive Conflict 
Comeptitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict F-1.5 Whiskey Creek Let Burn Area 

a. Nature of Conflict - Use of the above recommendations would not 
provide the habitat for the raptor prey base as listed in WL-4.3. 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.3 (cont.) 

b. Modification - Move the restricted retardant use and limited 
suppression area lines to the east, one-half mile from Salmon Falls 
Canyon rim to maintain a one-half mile strip of native vegetation 
along the canyon rim. Retain islands of brush throughout limited 
suppression areas by employing normal fire suppression techniques in 
these critical areas. 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

No Conflict 

WM-1.2 supports this wildlife recommendation as long as no developments 
occur. 

X. Range 

RM-2.1 - Treatment of existing seedings 
RM-2.2 - Chemical Treatment 
RM-2.3 - Chemically Treat and Seed 
RM-2.4 - Burn and Seed 
RM-2.5 - Plow and Seed 
RM-2.6 - Cheatgrass Seeding 
RM-2.7 - Limited Fire Suppression 
RM-2.8 - Treatment of Existing Seedings 

- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 
- Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of native vegetative communities, "edge" 
effect, etc. through land treatment projects. Land treatment 
projects within one-half from Salmon Falls Canyon rim. 

b. Modification - Allow land treatment projects only if WL-4.3 
recommendation is followed. 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Initiate livestock grazing in known curlew 
nesting areas after June 15 to maintain 
habitat and to prevent nest losses from 
trampling and abandoment. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Develop grazing systems to 
adhere to the above recommen­
dation. 

Watershed - Assistance in implementing 
recommendation to enhance 
watershed values. 

Wildlife Identification of areas in 
which to implement grazing 
systems. 

Name (,',IFP) 

Twin Falls 

A c tivity 
Wildlife - Raptors 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1WL-4 • 4 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Generally, grazing is compatible and often 
beneficial to long-billed curlew and 
burrowing owl populations. Trampling of 
ground nests is a problem with livestock 
grazing in curlew nesting areas in the 
spring. The long-billed curlew and western 
burrowing owl are considered "sensitive" 
species in Idaho. It is important that 
their habitat be maintained in optimum 
condition. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation has the potential for conflict with the normal use on over 
30 a~lotmen~s in the Planninq Unit. The proposed restrictions on restrictinq 
grazing until after 6/15 could affect any permittee upon who 1 s allotment a 
nest is found. No quantification of nest trampling or abandonment is given. 
No such cases have been reported in the Planning Unit to date. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify l~L-4. 4 
If a crtical nesting area is iden­
tified, modify the grazing system 
protect the long-billed curlew. 

N o t <": Attac h additional slw e t s , if rl E'c> d e cl 

( / 11.., / 1 /1 l I Hn· un r<' ur· r'>C') 

Reason: 

The chances of a nest being trampled 
or abandoned as a result of livestock 

to grazing is not sufficient to disr~pt 
existing livestock use periods. The 
spring period is a critical time for 
the nesting long-billed curlew which 
is a 11 sensitive 11 species. 11 Any 
measures which can be implemented to 
prevent this species from becoming 
endangered should be incorporated into 

__ mgna_q~..m.ep.t .Ql..an.s~ ==-== 
Form 11,no-:>1 (/lpril I 'l7:i) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MF P) 

Twin Fall s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

Range 
Develop grazing systems to protect 

critical nesting areas as they 
become identified. 

Wildlife 
Identification of critical 

long-billed curlew nesting areas. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

//11s/mclions on reve rse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept WL-4.4. 
2. Reject WL-4. 4. 

Rationale: 

Protection must be given to nesting 
habitat of long-billed curlew. This 
can be accomplished through modifica­
tion of grazing systems during the 
nesting sea son. 

Form 1600-21 (Apri! 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

I. Forestry 

I I. Minerals 

I I I. Watershed 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

WS-1.4, 1.5, 2.1, 2.2 support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History 
B. Recreation Mqmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mqmt. -

No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict 

VI. Lands 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Ranqe 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

No Conflict 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.4 

a. Nature of Conflict - Livestock grazinq in curlew nesting areas. 

b. Modification - As curlew nesting areas become more clearly 
identified, livestock grazing should be curtailed. 

.J 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEM~NT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PL/-N 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Maintain the habitat in Salmon Falls Creek 
Canyon for the nesting and brood rearing 
of endangered, sensitive and high 
interest raptors. 

SUPPORT: 

Range 

Recreation 

- Assistance in reducing 
and/or abating livestock 
grazing in the canyon. 

Assistance in implementing 
the recommendation to 
provide pleasing aesthetic 
values to sportsmen. 

Archaeology - Assistance in implementing 
recommendations to protect 
cultural resources. 

Watershed 

Wildlife 

- Assistance in implementing 
recommendation to enhance 
watershed. 

- Maintain optimum raptor 
habitat in Salmon Falls 

Name ( ,\IF!') 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Wildlife - Ra t o rs 
Overlay Reference 

Step IWL-4. 5 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Salmon Falls Creek canyon exhibits a unique 
concentration of nesting raptors, including 
golden eagles, prairie falcons, red-tailed 
hawks, Swainson's hawks, American kestrels, 
Great-horned owls, barn owls, etc. To 
date, ten different raptorial species have 
been observed nesting on public land in the 
canyon. In 1980, 19 pairs of golden 
eagles, 19 pairs of prairie falcons and 22 
pairs of red-tailed hawks were ob- served 
nesting in the area. 1 For the 45 linear 
miles of public land along Salmon Falls 
Creek, the following data was derived. 

Number of 
Nesting Number of 

Year Pairs SEecies Densit:t: 
1979 29 5 .6/linear mile 
1980 67 6 1. 5/linear mile 

This data is not all inclusive. 

Several "sensitive" and numerous high 
interest raptorial species inhabit Salmon 
Falls canyon. The Bald Eagle, an endanger­
ed species, has been observed in the canyon 
during the winter (Linda Parsons, Personal 
Observation 1-9-81), and near the canyon at 
other times of the year. 

Canyon. Work with other According to the Twin Falls County surv ey, 
resources in protecting this 26.8 percent of the individuals surveyed 
area. were against grazing and ORV use in Salmon 

Falls Canyon. They felt that the canyon 
from Salmon Dam downstream to Balanced Rock 
should be managed as a special management 
area with no livestock grazing or ORV 
recreation allowed. 

1 Western Environmental Research Associates (WERA). 1980. INVENTORY OF THE 
THREATENED, ENDANGERED AND SENSITIVE BIRD SPECIES IN THE BURLEY BLM DISTRICT. 
Pocatello, Idaho. 

2 Burley District Memo. 1607. RESULTS OF THE TWIN FALLS SURVEY. November 19, 1980. 

N o te : Atl.ac h ,irl,iitional she e t s , i f neeri<> cl 
--==-=-~--=:=--· ·--::_·~-~-=---=----- -·- - - - ----
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Ac tivity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The area described in this recommendation is used extensively by raptors for 
nesting and brood rearing. A nest density of 1.5 nesting raptor pairs per 
linear mile of canyon was found in a 1980 survey. 

Recreational use of Salmon Falls Reservoir and Salmon Falls Canyon constitute 
c}tnajor use of the public land in the Twin Falls Planning Unit. The Twin Falls 
PAA projects an increase in demand for camping of 72 percent in the Planning 
Unit by the year 2000. Approximately 15 percent of the camping occurs on 
public land. Boating demand is expected to increase by 91 percent by 2000. 
Over 40 percent of boating in the Planning Unit occurs on public land. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-4.5 
Maintian the habitat in Salmon Falls 
Creek Canyon for the nesting and 
brood rearing of raptors. Assess 
any new proposed activities on a 
case by case basis to determine 
impacts to raptor habitat. 

Support Needs: 

Wildlife 
Assess proposed projects through the 
EA process to determine compatibil­
ity of any proposed projects or 
activities with existing raptor 
nesting activities. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11str11ctions on r e verse) 

Reason: 

This recommendation will provide for 
protection of existing raptor habitat 
and ensure that proposed activities 
are harmonious with current levels of 
raptor nesting in the Salmon Falls 
Creek Canyon. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-4.5. 

Rationale: 

Protection of raptor habitat in the 
Salmon Falls Creek Canyon is 
consistent with the multiple use 
objectives for the canyon area. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Forestry 

II. Minerals 

II I. Watershed 

IV. Cultural Resources 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.5 

CRM-1.5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natura 1 Hi story - NH-1.1 supports this wildlife recommendation if 
Salmon Falls Canyon Natural Area is maintained in a 11 primative 11 state. 
If the area is developed, there will be a competitive conflict. 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of the natural area would conflict 
with nestinq raptors. 

b. Modification - Maintain the natural area in a "primitive" state or 
if it is developed, restrict use until the nesting season is over -
June 30. 

- R-1.10 fully supports this recommendation. 

B. Recreation Mgmt.- R-1.3a Natural Area Development Competitive Conflict 
same as NH-1.1 above. 

- R-1.2 Campqround Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of campgrounds and their use would 
interfer with nesting raptors. 

b. Modification - Develop campgrounds but restrict use until after June 
30 or develop only "primitive-type' campsites (i.e. fire pits only). 

- R-1.11 Road/trail Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of roads or trails in the canyon or 
along the rim would interfer with nestinq raptors. 

b. Modification - If roads or trails are developed, restrict use until 
aft er June 30 or develop only foot trails or use existing roads. 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.5 (cont.) 

C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - VRM-1.1 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VI. Lands 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

No Conflict 

WM-1.2 supports this wildlife recommendation as long as no developments 
take place in the canyon. 

x. Range - No Conflict 

.J 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Protect existing trees which serve as 
hunting, perch or nest sites for raptors. 
Plant and fence trees, singly, in clumps 
or small groves, along canals, reservoirs, 
waterholes and near other semi-permanent 
water sources. Construct and install 
artificial raptor hunting, perching and 
nesting platforms. Construct and install 
artificial burrowing owl nest boxes and 
perches. 

SUPPORT: 

Recreation - Assistance in protection of 
existing and planting of fu­
ture trees to enhance recrea­
tional value. 

Operations - Construction and installation 
of projects and the planting 
of trees. 

Wildlife - Coordination with operations 
in the location and design 
of all recommended projects. 

Name (,\Jf'P) 

Twin Falls 

A c tiv itl( . 
Wi~dl1fe - Raptors 

Overlay Reference 

Step lWL-4 • 6 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Trees serve as an important habitat compo­
nent for the various raptors. In the Twin 
Falls Planning Unit, the few trees which do 
exist on public land need to be protected 
from damage. Some of the raptors found in 
the Planning Unit which readily utilize 
trees are the bald eagle, an endangered 
species, uses large trees as perching 
sites; the ferruginous hawk, a sensitive 
species, uses isolated trees for nesting; 
and several other high interest raptors 
which utilize trees are the golden eagle, 
Swainson's hawk, red-tailed hawk, etc. The 
planting of trees near water sources will 
allow for expanded and improved raptor 
nesting and perching habitat. The instal­
lation of artificial developments for use 
as nesting, hunting and perching sites are 
important due to the lack of natural sites 
in the Planning Unit. These developments 
will expand a species habitat by allowing 
it to use an area not previously used due 
to a missing "link" in its habitat. 

Multiple Ilse Analysis 

This recommendation calls for improving and/or expandinq raptor habitat in the 
Planninq Unit. Specific locations are not qiven for any of the improvements. 

Conflicts exist with lands, fire and ranqe management. These conflicts are 
described in the conflict analysis for this recommenrlation. 

Plantinq trees on canal banks and dams can cause structural failures through 
root growth. Trees should be planterl alonq waterways. There is an opportunity 
to benefit from seeps that are beinq lost from these water systems. · 

Note: Atta_c h additional she<'ls, if nef'df'd 

Form 1 CJn - 21 (Aprtl 1"7~) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
r,uRF.\C OF L.\~m 1,1A~I\CE~.1ENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: ( ~"'--) 

Protect existing trees which serve as 
hunting, perch or nest sites for raptors. 
Plant and fence trees, singly, in clumps 
or small groves, along canals, reservoirs, 
waterholes and near other semi-permanent 
water sources. Construct and install 
artificial raptor hunting, perching and 
nesting platforms. Construct and install 
artificial burrowing owl nest boxes and 
perches. 

SUPPORT: 

Recreation Assistance in protection of 
existing and planting of fu­
ture trees to enhance recrea­
tional value. 

Operations - Construction and installation 
of projects and the planting 
of trees. 

Wildlife - Coordination with operations 
in the location and design 
of all recommended projects. 

Namcc, I \11: r> i 

Twin Falls 

I \, · I · · i • -~ 

Wi~dlife - Raptors 

Overlay Reference 

Step lWL-4 • 6 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Trees serve as an important habitat compo­
nent for the various raptors. In the Twin 
Falls Planning Unit, the few trees which do 
exist on public land need to be protected 
from damage. Some of the raptors found in 
the Planning Unit which readily utilize 
trees are the bald eagle, an endangered 
species, uses large trees as perching 
sites; the ferruginous hawk, a sensitive 
species, uses isolated trees for nesting; 
and several other high interest raptors 
which utilize trees are the golden eagle, 
Swainson's hawk, red-tailed hawk, etc. The 
planting of trees near water sources will 
allow for expanded and improved raptor 
nesting and perching habitat. The instal­
lation of artificial developments for use 
as nesting, hunting and perching sites are 
important due to the lack of natural sites · 
in the Planning Unit. These developments 
will expand a species habitat by allowing 
it to use an area not previously used due 
to a missing "link" in its habitat. 

Multiple Ilse Analysis 

This recommendation calls for improving and/or expandinq raptor habitat in the 
Planning Unit. Specific locations are not qiven for any of the improvements. 

Conflicts exist with lands, fire and ranqe management. These conflicts are 
described in the conflict analysis for this recommenrlation. 

Plantinq trees on canal banks and dams can causA structural failures through 
root qrowth. Trees should be pl anted al onq waterways. There is an opportunity 
to benefit from seeps that are beinq lost from these water systems. · 

Note: Attac h additional shL·e ts , if nee d ed 

F o rm l '10--2 1 (Arm! 1117° ) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMEtH FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name(MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1WL-4. 6 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-4. 6 
Identify needed installation in HMP 
to ensure that all improvements are 
placed in areas with existing 
shortages. 

Support Needs: 

Wildlife 
Complete HMP to identify existing 
raptor habitat deficiencies. 

Operations 
Survey and design. Installation 
of facilities identified in HMP. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/,,s/mclions on rev e rse) 

Reasons: 

Improving habitat for raptors will 
help to increase and maintain raptor 
populations. These raptors are an 
important part of the ecological 
balance in the Planning Unit. 
Completion of a management plan prior 
to any construction will ensure that 
money and time are spent in areas with 
genuine needs for improvement. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-4. 6. 
2. Modify WL-4.6 by dropping new 

structures and plantings. 

Rationale: 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.6 

I. Forestry 

F-lA supports this wildlife recommendation. 

II. Minerals 

I II. Watershed 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict IV. Cultural Resources 

V. Recreation 

VI. 

A. Natural History 
B. Recreation Mqmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

Lands 

No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict 

L-3.1 
L-7.2 

Agricultural Development 
Exchanqe Proposals 

Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of trees throuqh loss of public land. 

b. Modification - Allow land development and exchanges after tree 
retention areas have been identified. Retain 15 percent of land in 
public ownership. 

VI I. Fi re 

F-1. 4 
F-1.5 

Rerger Let Burn Area 
Whiskey Creek Let Burn Area 

Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Let burn areas could destroy existing trees 
which are a critical habitat component of raptors. 

b. Modification - Protect existing trees by usinq normal fire suppres­
sion methods. 

VIII. Wildlife No Conflict 

No Conflict IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

No conflict presently, but possibly in the future if land treatments 
interfer with WL-4.6 recommendation. A buffer should be maintained 
around all WL-4.6 projects. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK P;_AN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Improve raptor habitat by modifying selec­
ted sections of power lines and/or poles 
to prevent electrocution hazard. Place 
future power lines underground if 
possible. 

SUPPORT: 

Recreation - Assistance with lands and 
wildlife in location and/or 
design of power lines, 

Lands 

Wildife 

power poles, etc. to enhance 
aesthetic values. 

- Insure that all future power­
line right-of-ways and right­
of-way renewals conform to 
raptor proof specifications. 

- Work with lands to insure 
that powerlines conform to 
raptor proof specifications. 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Raptors 

Overlay R e ference 

Step 1 WL-4 • 7 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Eagles and raptors tend to use power poles 
in areas where natural perches are lacking. 
In the Planning Unit, very few perch sites, 
other than power poles, are available to 
the high population of raptors in the area. 
The design of power lines should be altered 
to prevent electrocutions. Since an elec­
trocuted eagle frequently causes an inter­
ruption in transmission, such alterations 
should also be benficial to the power 
companies by reducing the time they need to 
repair such power outages. In many cases 
the entire line will not have to be modi­
fied but only sections of a line and/or 
related poles. Raptors tend to select 
preferred poles and these must be raptor 
proofed. New power lines should be placed 
underground, if possible, or constructed 
according to specifications which eliminate 
electrocutions. Raptor proof power line 
construction specifications are outlined in 
the following publication: 

Miller, D., Boeker, E. L., Thorsell, R. s. 
and Olendorff, R. R. 1975. SUGGESTED 
PRACTICES FOR RAPTOR PROTECTION ON POWER­
LINES. Raptor Research Foundation, Inc., 
for Edison Electric Institute. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not conflict with any other activity recommendation. 
Modification of powerlines to prevent raptor electrocutions will help to 
protect existing raptor populations in the Planninq Unit. 

Installation of underground powerlines across public land in the Planning Unit 
would be expensive to the power companies involved. Power companies have 
indicated that underground lines are cost prohibitive for major transmission 
lines. 

Note: Att,ach Hdditiorwl sheets, if nc'edecl 
::::.::=.:-; ~-- - - - =~-
( f 11 \ / l,I( /11n)'·i ·11 rr1 1(~rs.;c) Form IGriO<?l (J\prci qi-,-~) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-4. 7 
Improve raptor habitat by modifying 
selected sections of powerlines 
and/or poles to prevent electrocu­
tion hazards. Pl ace future power-
1 i nes underground if possible. 

Support Needs: 

Lands 
Insure that all new powerlines are 
constructed to "raptor safe" 
standards. 

Wildlife 
Identifiy existing powerlines which 
require modification. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recooimendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/ 11s /mcti ons on r eve rse) 

Reasons: 

Modification of existing unsafe lines 
will help to protect existing popula­
tions from existing hazards. 
Construction of raptor safe powerlines 
in the future will protect future 
raptor populations. Proper installa­
tion of these new lines will protect 
raptors as well as underground lines 
and provide hunting perches. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Require all lines be placed 
underground. 

2. Reject WL-4. 7. 

Rationale: 

Modification of existing unsafe lines 
will be required to insure raptor 
safety. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.7 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

I I. Minerals No Conflict 

II I. Watershed No Conflict 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natura 1 Hi story No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. No Conflict 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

VI. Lands 

L-4.1, 8.4(U) support this wildlife recommendation if power lines and 
power poles conform to raptor proof specifications. 

VI I. Fi re 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Ranqe 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

.J 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Protect abandoned mine shafts, tunnels, 
caves, cliff areas and ponds and their 
associated riparian vegetation to enhance 
spotted bat habitat. 

SUPPORT: 

Minerals 

Recreation 

- Assistance in protection of 
recommended areas to protect 
minerals. 

Assistance in protection of 
recommended areas for non­
consumptive recreational 
uses. 

Archaeology - Assistance in implementation 
of recommendation to protect 
cultural resources. 

Wildlife - Coordinate the protection of 
these areas with the other 
resources. 

Watkins, L. c. 1977. Euderma maculatum. 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife - Raptors 

Overlay R(:ference 

Step 1WL-4 • 8 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

The spotted bat is a "sensitive" species. 
It has been collected most often in desert 
terrain that is rough and dry. 1 This 
species might be found in caves.2 This 
is why it is important to protect abandoned 
mine shafts, tunnels and cave areas. The 
spotted bat normally roosts in rocky 
crevices of canyon and cliff walls. 3 Any 
type of water impoundment would only be 
beneficial to spotted bats, especially if 
located in close association to roosting 
sites. Spotted bats prefer to feed on 
insects found on and adjacent to ponds in 
arid areas. Pond developments and the 
encouragement of aquatic vegetation would 
support numerous insect populations and 
hence enhance spotted bat habitat. Since 
the spotted bat is a "sensitive" species,· .• 
we are obligated to give it some special 
management consideration. 

Mammalogy Special Note 77. 

2 Vorhies, C. 
Mammalogy. 

J. 1935. THE ARIZONA SPECIMEN OF Euderma rnaculaturn. 
16:224-226. 

Journal of 

3 

Hardy, R. 1941. SOME NOTES OF UTAH BATS. Journal of Mammalogy. 22:289-295. 

Easterla, D. A. 1973. 
NATIONAL PARK, TEXAS. 

ECOLOGY OF THE 18 SPECIES OF CHIROPTERA AT BIG BEND 
Northwest Missouri State University Study. 34(2 -& 3). 

Easterla, D. A. 1976. NOTES ON THE SECOND AND THIRD NEWBORN OF THE SPOTTED BAT, 
Euderma maculaturn, AND COMMENTS ON THE SPECIES IN TEXAS. American Midland 
Naturalist. 96:499-501. 

Poche, R. M. and Ruffner, G. A. 1975. ROOSTING BEHAVIOR OF MALE Euderma macula~um 
FROM UTAH. Great Basin Naturalist. 35:121-122. 

Note: Attach additional shcl'ts, if 11f'Pd<'d 
- -=-=--=-=~-- =============== 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not conflict with any other activity recommendation. 
The 1980 WERA report on threatened, endangered and sensitive mammals of the 
Burley District found no spotted bats in the Planning Unit. No records of 
spotted bats in the Planning Unit have ever been found. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-4.8 
Protect abandoned mine shafts, 
tunnels, caves, cliff areas, and 
their associated riparian vegetation 
to enhance spotted bat habitat. 

Support Needs: 

Wildlife 
Determine where spotted bats are 
located in the Planning Unit. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation • 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/ructions on rev erse) 

Reasons: 

No studies have been conducted 
specifically for spotted bats, hence, 
none have been found in the Planning 
Unit. Protection of all of these 
areas will ensure suitable habitat for 
the spotted bat, a 11 sensitive 11 

species. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-4.8. 

Rationale: 

The spotted bat is a "sensitive" 
species in Idaho. This recommendation 
does not conflict with any other 
resource uses or values identified. 
Normal safety measures and practices 
will still be followed on all areas 
that are hazardous. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Forestry 

I I. Minerals 

III. Watershed 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

WS-2.1, 2.4 support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.6, 1.9 support this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History - No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mgmt. - No Conflict 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

VI. Lands 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.8 

..i 



UNITED STA TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MMIAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLM~ 
RECOMMENDATION-/\ NAL YSIS-OECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Plant windbreak, cluster plantings of 
various fruits and berry-producing plants 
and other vegetative species, as they 
become identified on a site-by-site basis, 
in the wildlife enclosures in the Planning 
Unit to increase the food base and to 
enhance wildife habitat for all nongame 
wildlife species. Protect fence rows, 
shorelines, streambanks and odd areas for 
wildlife. Retain islands of brush and 
promptly initiate reseeding projects on 
burned, chained, drilled, plowed, sprayed, 
etc. areas to provide food and cover for 
all wildlife species. Include a minimum 
of the following species in reseedings: 

- - fourwing saltbush 
- - ladak alfalfa 
- - small burnett 
- - wheatgrasses 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Protection of certain areas 
and retention of brush 
islands in all land treatment 
projects. 

Operations - Vegetative plantings and lay­
out of brush retention areas 
for wildlife. 

Recreation - Assistance in implementation 
of recommendation to provide 
pleasing aesthetic value and 
for non-consumptive 
recreational uses. 

Watershed - Assistance in implementation 
of recommendation to reduce 
wind erosion. 

Wildlife - Coordination with range and 
operations in location and 
design of plantings and brush 
retention areas. 

Name (,\IFP) 

Twin Falls 

Acti v ity 
Wildlife - Non-Game 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WL-4 • 9 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Food for non-game wildlife species consists 
of a variety of items. The type and amount 
of cover required by non-game mammalian 
species is variable. For non-game birds, 
cover is an important factor in their life. 
It provides nesting, brood-rearing, escape 
and protection from the elements. It is 
important to enhance non-game avian habitat 
because a loss of suitable habitat is in 
direct conflict with bird populations. 
Many non-game wildlife species fulfill an 
important function as major prey species 
for avian and mammalian predators. Many of 
these non-game species are endemic to cer­
tain vegetative types. Trees and shrubs 
are necessary for some song bird migra­
tions. Any disruption of their narrow 
ecological niche results in the disappear-,, 
ance or reduction of this particular 
species. By planting various vegetative 
species and protecting existing vegetative 
areas, non-game wildlife species will be 
insured of having suitable habitat required 
for their survival. In the Twin Falls 
County survey, 17.9 percent of the people 
surveyed were in favor of emphasiz- ing the 
wildlife program on public land. 1 This 
shows that there is a true interest in the 
Planning Unit for wildlife preservation and 
enhancement. It is in the non-game area 
that BLM can show a true multiple use 
philosophy of land use management. 



---------

UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Ac tivity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with range management land treatment recom­
mendations which identify large areas for treatment without leaving islands. 
Fire management let burn recommendation F-1.4 and F-1.5 were identified as 
conflicting with this recommendation, however, in most cases fire increases 
"edge effect" by burning in irregular patterns and at varying intensities. 
This pattern results in a combination of shrub, shrub-grass, forb and grass 
areas. Recreation R-1.11 conflicts with this recommendation in those areas 
where new trails are proposed along riparian areas. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-4.9 
Plant windbreaks and fruit and berry 
producing plants in wildlife 
enclosures. Portect fence rows, 
shorelines, streambanks and odd 
areas for wildlife. Retain islands 
of brush and include seed benefi­
cial to wildlife in reseeding 
projects. 

Support Needs : 

Reason: 

Providing a diversity of habitat will 
enhance wildlife in the Planning Unit. 
Planning treatments to leave brush 
areas and inclusion of shrubs and 
forbs in seeding mixtures will improve 
livestock grazing without detrimental­
ly affecting wildlife. The proposed 
let burn areas will not negatively 
impact wildlife. Wildlife species 
evolved and thrived under let burn 
conditions for thousands of years 
before white mans appearance. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-4.9. 
Range 2. Modify WL-4.9 to not leave brush 

islands. Coordinate all land treatment 
designs with wildlife to ensure that 3. 
areas are left for wildlife. 

Wildlife 
Coordinate with range to identify 
the most beneficial mixture of 
seeded and untreated areas and to 
include shrub and forb seed in 
mixtures. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstruction s on reverse) 

Modify WL-4.9 to use only 
wheatgrasses in seedings. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onstmctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Name (MF P) 

win Falls 

Overlay Reference 

Ste~~ -4 • 9 Step 3 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.9 

II I. Watershed 

WS-1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 2.1, 2.4, 2.5 support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

VI. 

A. Natural History No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. - R-1.11 Road/trail Development Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of roads or trails alonq shorelines 
and streambanks would degrade habitat. 

b. Modification - Develop roads or trails away from wetland-riparian 
areas by 100 yards or develop only foot trails or no development. 

C. Visual Res. Mgmt.- VRM-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.7, 1.8, 1.9 support this 
wildlife recommendation. 

Lands No Conflict 

VII. Fire 

F-1. 4 
F-1. 5 

Berger Let Burn Area 
Whiskey Let Burn Area 

Competitive Conflict 
Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Let burn areas could destroy plantings, odd 
areas, brush islands, etc. which are important to wildlife. 

b. Modification - Designate areas to protect with normal suppression 
efforts within limited suppression areas. Rrushy islands and brush 
areas should not be burned. 

VIII. Wildlife No Conflict 

No Conflict IX. Wilderness 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.9 (cont.) 

X. Range 

RM-Objective 2 - Land Treatments - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of habitat in enclosures, along fence 
rows, shorelines, etc. and islands of brush, etc. in land treatment 
projects. 

b. Modification - Allow land treatments but leave a 200 yard buffer 
around wildlife enclosures; protect fence rows, shorelines, etc.; 
retain brush islands; include a wildlife seed mixture in all range 
seedings. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Enhance wildlife habitat for non-game 
species by implementing the following for 
livestock management: 

--for seeded areas, avoid more than the 
following utilization percentages: 

40 percent utilization for spring use, 
60 percent utilization for summer use, 
60 percent utilization for fall and 

winter use; 
~ --for native ranges of key species, avoid 

more than the following utilization 
percentages: 

30 percent utilization of spring use, 
40 percent utilization of summer use, 
50 percent utilization of fall and 

winter use; 
--increase plant vigor and seed and forage 

production of desirable plants via seed 
trampling and management systems. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Management of livestock to 
adhere to recommended 
utilization percentages. 

Recreation - Coordination with range in 
implementing this recommen­
dation to provide pleasing 
aesthetic value of the 
landscape. 

Watershed - Coordination with range in 
implementing this recommenda­
tion to enhance watershed 
values. 

Wildlife Work with range in following 
recommended utilization for 
enhancement of non-game wild­
life habitat. 

Name ( ,\JFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 

Wildlife - Non-Game 
O v erl,i; R c ferenc, 

Ste p .t WL-4 • 1 £:liep 3 

RATIONALE: 

By not allowing more than the recommended 
utilization, this will insure that suffi­
cient vegetation will be available to pro­
vide adequate nesting, forage, cover, etc. 
for non-game animals. It is imperative 
that the habitat be maintained, especially, 
to provide for small mammal needs because 
many of these animals have very small home 
ranges and cannot move to the "rest" areas. 
Non-game habitat will be greatly improved 
by increasing plant vigor and seed and for­
age production of desirable plants. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if llCPr;cd -=- --==---== ~==============~= 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin F 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

s 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECJSION Step 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not conflict with any other activity recommendation. 
This recommendation is supported by range management RM-3.1 under which live­
stock forage allocations were made based on the utilization described in this 
recommendation. Range management recommendations for grazing systems also 
support this recommendation. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-4.10 

Su pport Needs: 

Reason: 

This recommendation follows the use 
criteria established by range and will 
result in proper management of the 
rangeland in the Planning Unit for the 
benefit of wildlife, range and 
watershed objectives. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Range 1. Reject WL-4.10. 
Management of livestock to adhere to 
grazing systems and utilization 
percentages. 

Wildlife 
Work with range in following 
recommended utilization and grazing 
systems. 

Watershed 
Work with range in followin g 
recommended utilizations and 
systems. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s t111ctions on reve rse) 

grazing 

Rat i anal e: 

Proper use of range will benefit all 
users of the public land. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Forestry 

II. Minerals 

I I I. Watershed 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

WS-2.2 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History 
B. Recreation Mgmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict 

VI. Lands 

VI I. Fi re 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.10 

No conflict presently, but possibly in the future if utilization is 
not closely monitored. 

..f 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISICN 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Enhance cover and provide water for 
wildlife by: 
(1) maintaining running water into the 

seven wildlife enclosures on the 
Berger: 

( 2) 

L & W 
Parrott 
Lierman 
Kaster 
Koch 
~ 

Martens 
from 4/1 through 9/30 each year.i 
installing three-fourths mile of 

Na me (MF P ) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Wildlife - Non-Game 
Overlay Reference 

Step WL-4. 11 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

By providing water to the wildlife enclo­
sures on the Berger and to the playa area, 
there will be increased food, cover and 
water supply to all wildlife species. This 
habitat enhancement project will also 
expand the range of several non-game spe­
cies which require water daily. Since 
livestock tenq to concentrate in wet areas 
construction of a fence around the playa 
will protect it from livestock grazing and 
trampling. Since the playa is a unique 
area it should be protected. 

pipeline to provide water to the ,\o 
playa area in ·~o /'. ·./ · ,;,,/' 

T. 11 s., R. 14 E. ,d~c( ri,V dY 
Sec. 33: NE1/4 SW1/4 V' f)!}Y' 

and then construction of a fence to 
protect the area from grazing. 

SUPPORT: 

Operations - Installation of pipeline to 
the playa area and fence 
construction. 

Recreation - Assistance in implementing 
this recommendation to 
provide pleasing aesthetic 
values and recreational 
opportunities. 

Archaeology - Assistance in implementing 
this recommendation to 
protect cultural resources. 

Watershed 

Wildlife 

- Assistance in implementing 
this recommendation to en­
hance watershed. 

Coordination with range in 
leaving water turned on for 
the wildlife enclosures and 
in the development of the 
playa area. 

Note: Attach addit1onnl shee ts, if net'cled - --··-··- - -- ----- - --- . ------_··-- -·--- -·--- ~'~---~----- - - - -- -- -======= = ...::..:.=:.-=-=.=----=-==-=------ -- ----- - -·-- -- - - _ - -
( f 11.., /I/(( / l (Jl,' \" (JI/ f(' 11<' f')(' I !·- ,,rm 11 ,rio-J I \/1 pr il 1 q7 :i ·, 

.. 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

-
Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

\~i ldl ife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step lWL-4.11 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation conflicts with lands L-3.1 which identifies areas 
including~xclosures to be developed for agriculture. Fire F-1.4 includes 
thesearea~ in the Berger limited suppression area. Range RM-2.1 includes 
theseareas in seedin9 maintenance proposals. The water for these exclosures 
and -t he proposed playa pipeline come from the Berger pipeline system. Pumping 
and operation of this system is paid for by the livestock permittees using the 
system. Use of water for wildlife at periods when livestock are not in the 
area could be a problem from a monetary standpoint. 

The cost of power for running water to the enclosures based on 1980 power 
costs would be $50 per enclosure. A wet area in the playa could be maintained 
for about $200 per year for pumping cost. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept l~L-4. 11. 

Support Needs: 

Reasons: 

Supplying water to the enclosures and 
playa will ensure a water source for 
wildlife species in the area at times 
when water is in limited supply. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Wildlife 1. Reject WL-4.11. 
Develope agreement with Berger Water 
Association. 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple-use recommenda­
tion. 

Do not provide water to the playa 
area. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Unslmctions on reverse ) 

Rationale: 

Provide water to the seven listed 
wildlife enclosures. 

The playa supports a sensitive plant 
species (Lepidium davisii). Running 
water onto the playa would increase 
livestock and wildlife use resulting 
in possible injury to the plants. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.11 

I I I. Watershed 

WS-1.3 fully supports this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural Hi stor.v 
B. Recreation Mgmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mqmt. -

No Conflict 
No Conflict 
VRM-1.9 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

VI. Lands 

L-3.1 - Agricultural Development - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of critical wildlife areas to aqricultural 
development. 

b. Modification - Allow agricultural development and at the same time 
include the enclosure areas as the 15 percent land to be retained in 
public ownership. 

VII. Fire 

R-1.4 - Berqer Let Burn Area - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The areas in WL-4.11 could be destroyed by 
allowinq these areas to remain in a let burn area. 

b. Modification - Desiqnate the areas in WL-4.11 as areas to protect 
within the Berqer let burn area. 

VII I. Wildlife No Conflict 

No Conflict IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

No conflict presently, but possibly in the future when land treat­
ments occur. Leave a buffer around WL-4.11 recommended areas to 
prevent disturbance from land treatment projects. 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Na me (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Ac tivity 
Wildlife - Non-Game 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS -DECISION Step WJ.-4 • 12 Step 3 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Install bird guzzlers in the following 
locations and at future locations as they 
become identified. 

T. 14 S., R. 15 E. 
Sec. 26: E1/2 NE1/4 

~ 
- Yraugi Sections 

T. 11 S., R. 17 E. 
Sec. 28: SE1/4 SE1/4 - Hub Butte~ 

or 
Sec. 33: NE1/4 NE1/4 

T. 12 S., R. 16 E. 
Sec. 13: SE1/4 SW1/4 

11 
T. til: S., R. 16 E. 

Sec. 35: NW1/4 

T. 11 S. , R. 14 E. 

Sec. 36 

- Landing Strip 

- Gravel Pits ~.I" 

- Berger (pending 

acquisition) 

Install bird guzzlers on existing and 
future pipelines as they become identi­
fied. Modify existing and design future 
water developments to make water readily 
available at ground level to all wildlife 
species. Install wildlife escape ramps on 
all existing and future livestock watering 
developments. Fence wildlife waters to 
prevent use by livestock. 

SUPPORT: 

Range - Identification of the loca­
tion of existing and future 
pipelines and livestock 
watering developments. 

Operations - Construction and installation 
of bird guzzlers, wildlife 
escape ramps and fences. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if n eP ded 

RATIONALE: 

Water collection and storage facilities, 
"bird guzzlers," should be constructed at 
strategic locations in order to provide 
year-long water for wildlife. The guzzler 
would provide water during the summer and 
fall periods when free water is not as 
readily available. The installation of 
bird guzzlers on pipelines would provide 
available water for sole use by wildlife. 
Modification of water developments and 
installation of wildlife escape ramps is 
important to all wildlife species. These 
developments would enhance water 
availability. 

-- -- --- ---------- ------~---- ---- -- ==--'-'===c-===== 
I l 11 ".' 111 cf 1 ()n.., ()l/ rr ,,cr.-..·c·) Form 11,00--'.'l (April 1CJ7S) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (.\IFP) 

Twin Falls 

A c tiv i t y 
Wildlife - Non-Game 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step yIT,-4 • 12 Step 3 

RECOMMENDATION (cont.)_: 

Recreation - Assistance in design of pro­
jects to provide pleasing 
aesthetic values. 

Watershed - Assistance in design of 
fences to protect watershed 
values. 

Wildlife - Coordination with range and 
operations in design and 
location of bird guzzlers, 
escape ramps and other rela­
ted developments. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not conflict with any activity recommendation. 
Installation of bird guzzlers will provide an available water source for any 
wildlife species in the areas identified. Modification of existing water 
development should not conflict as long as existing livestock water is not 
decreased. Fencing of wildlife water areas will not conflict as long as live­
stock water is accessible. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-4.12 
Inst al 1 guzzlers, modify water de­
velopments, install wildlife escape 
ramps, and fence wildlife waterinq 
areas. 

Note: Attach additiorwl sheets, if 110,·rk•d ===c.-== ---~ -- -- . ·-·- - - -- _- ----~---, 
I/ JJ..., ,'III ( ! I 017 \ (J)1 f(' / 1C'T\(') 

Reason: 

Installation of bird guzzlers and 
modification of existing facilities 
will improve availability of water for 
wildlife. Installation of wildlife 
ramps will reduce drowning losses. 
Fencing wildlife water areas will 
increase escape and nesting cover near 
water. 

:::...:..:==---=------·--------~ 

Form 1000-21 1,Aprtl lfJiS) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

- .... ------- -

Name (M P P ) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Overla y Refere nce 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1\~L-4.1 2 St ep 3 

Support Needs: 

M.R.A. Staff 
Identification of existing water 
facilities which could be modified 
without disrupting livestock use. 

Operations 
Construction and installation of 
bird guzzlers, wildlife escape ramps 
and fences. 

Wildlife 
Coordination with range and 
permittees in design and location of 
bird guzzlers and modification of 
existing water developments. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note : Attach additional shee ts , if needed 

(/ns I ruc tions on r e ve rs e ) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-4.12. 
2. Reject modifying existing 

developments. 
3. Reject bi rd guzzlers. 

Rationale: 

The development of water will enhance 
wildlife values for the planning unit. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1 975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

I. Forestr.v 

II. Minerals 

II I. Watershed 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.12 

WS-1.2, 1.3 support this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.6 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natura 1 Hi story 
B. Recreation Mgmt. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

VI. Lands 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wilderness 

X. Range 

No Conflict 
R-1.5 supports this wildlife recommendation. 
No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No conflict presently, but possibly in the future from the use of 
fire as a management tool. Leave buffer zones around these 
recommended areas. 

..! 



UNITED STA TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMEMT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Develop nesting structures having the pro­
per size and shape of entrance holes for a 
particular species to provide nesting 
habitat. 

SUPPORT: 

Operations - Construction and installation 
of bird houses. 

Recreation - Assistance in developing 
projects to provide increased 
non-consumptive recreational 
values. 

Wildlife - Design and location of bird 
houses. 

Na me (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Ac tivit y 
Wildlife - Non-Game 

O verla y Reference 

Ste p 1 WL-4. 13 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

In the Planning Unit relatively few trees 
exist on public land. In order to expand 
non-game avian habitat on public land, bird 
houses need to be installed. Installation 
of these houses will provide nesting 
habitat where it currently does not exist. 
To date, a dozen kestrel nest boxes have 
been put up in the Planning Unit. Nest 
success in these artificial nest boxes the 
first year out proved to be 100 percent, 
less hum.an disturbance to boxes, (Linda 
Parsons, 1979, 1980, Personal Observation). 
This goes to show that nest boxes will be 
readily accepted and used. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation does not conflict with any other activity recommendations. 
If sufficient natural nestinq sites are available, there is little need for 
artificial structures other than having birds nesting on public land rather 
than private land. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-4.13 

Note: /\tt:1ch additinrwl shc•'ts, ir r,eeclf'd ======= -==c==c.·,:c·.- -
1/,,,.,1,111- r1 r1u c: r111 ]('(!('?',(') 

Reason: 

Where it can be shown that a deficien­
cy in nestinq sites exists for a 
particular species , artificial nesting 
structures can improve habitat and 
increase populations of these species. 

Form lriOO--n (/\pr:l l'l75) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step lWL-4. 13 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

Wildlife 
Determination of nesting site 

deficiencies for avian species. 

Operations 
Construction and installation of 

nesting structures. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11structions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-4.13. 

Rationale: 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.13 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

I I. Minerals - No Conflict 

I I I. Watershed - No Conflict 

IV. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 

v. Recreation 

A. Natural History - No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mgmt. No Conflict 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

VI. Lands - No Conflict 

VI I. Fire - No Conflict 

VI II. Wildlife - No Conflict 

IX. Wilderness - No Conflict 

x. Range - No Conflict 

.i 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS--DECISIOhl 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Acquire the following easement and/or 
access routes to allow public access to 
ELM land for fishing, hunting and wildlife 
management: 

Name crnd Number 
Priority of Easement 
_ _ N_o_._ .,_o_r_Ac_c_c_s_s_R_o_a_<l_ Les:111 Dc11cr 1~ t!on 

4 

1,000 Springs , 'l'.%., l(. ll,E. 
North Tract Sec. 9: M.;r};r-1\r}r, 

1,000 Sprin~s 
South Tract 

Cottonwood Tract 

T.9S., R.ll+E. 
Sec, 9: Sh'l.:~W]r, 

1,llS., R.171: 
St.!t'. 24: S1;;~)\H; 
$Qt-, 25: ~1:\Wl 
.-r.11s., R.lSE. 
S<"<". 30: SW LSW'. 

Springtown Tt-acl: r.1os. 1 R. 18E 

fs t i11,~ t eel 
L('nr,th 

25 rni le 

7 5 r:, i IL 

3 mi le 

----1------- --t------'i-'-,··.c..SccE' . .____-i-----

6 

1,000 Spring West T.9S., R L4E . 
Spc. 17: Shit 

F~cilo Lake TraL'. t T. 10S , , R. 18E , 
S~c. /i.: SE\S\•n, 

River West Tract 1'.llS , lC:2.01~ . 

Sec. 5 

River l:'..:i:,r Tract T.11S., l{ . 20E. 
SeL. 4 

-----;,~~~~~'"'~ 
'J 

10 

ll 

12 

"rlcen Tr,icl T.lCIS., ll.19[. 

?!iracle Spring~:; 
Tract 

Dt'(~p C rcl'k 
R~::,ervui r 

South llllls via 
Kunkel 

SL"(' :!.Cl: 1: 1
, 

T.9S., R. lLi~ . 
S e.c. 6: E12\.J12, 

W~2E\ 

T.l'lS . , 1\.161'. 
S('( . l!J: St·,1~;SEt 
Sc'c. 20: KE\S\rt.. 

S!~\S0.{ 
Sec. ?9: NE:-tNF:}; 

T. US., R. 181·: . 
Sec. 2: l·)2SE1; 

.h nu I,.._. 

I 
J , 25 mi JP 

1•1i 1 C I 
• 7 1:1 i_ l L·. 

• R n1i 1 L' 

, 7 5 1111 le 

, '_; l!l il1 · 

I 

----1--------1---------1'----I , , •1u ,~. 13 Fit :..,h Fu1 k 

14 Pk>1u11cn Cree.le 

15 Slwsho1w C1 eek 

T . i J :; , , I~ • l ~~ t ·, 

Sec. 25: S}:'S\~~. 
Sl·c. '36: \·! 1,-,Nw 1 

.. 

T.12S .. l\,lSE. 
Sec. 8: h'\iE~;> 

T.lf,S , , !LIGE , 
St•c. 2L1: t:W 1c:;NE\ 

1 :,i le 

• 25 111i l t• 

Name ( .\ll'P) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wi ld l ife in Gen e ra l 
Overlay Reference 

Step WL-4. 14 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

An ATROW Specialist should begin an aggres­
sive easement acquisition program on wild­
life habitat related access needs. With 
each passing year these easements are be­
coming more difficult to acquire. The pub­
lic is being "locked" out of more and more 
public land. This lack of legal access 
also creates problems for BLM with respect 
to its management of isolated parcels. The 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 
1976, Public Law 94-579, Title V, Section 
502(a) states that "The Secretary, 
with respect to the public lands, is 
authorized to provide for the acquisition, 
construction and maintenance of roads 
within and near the public lands • • and 
at the same time meet the requirements for 
protection, de- velopment and management of 
such lands for utilization of the other 
resources there-of." 
Falls County survey, 
people surveyed felt 

According to the Twin 
58.9 percent of the 
that ELM should do 

something in acquiring legal access to 
public land. Other comments included, 
"access should be provided" and "provide 
better access for young and old." 1 It 
appears to be obvious that access to the 
public lands is a strong concern of user 
groups. Easements and/or access should be 
acquired expeditiously. 

Burley District Memo. 
November 19, 1980. 

1980. RESULTS OF THE TWIN FALLS SURVEY. 1607. 

Note: Attnch additional sheets, 1f ,w,·d,,cl 

Fure, 11,r1n--n (April 107c;1 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife in General 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1WL-4 • 14 Step 3 
=================================-= 

Note : 

RECOMMENDATION (cont.): 

16 

17 

18 

19 

----------
Green Private T. il,S., R.17E . I 

Sec. 4: sw.~ 
Sac . 5: NE\, ::F.,m, 

North Cottonwood 
Creek 

Squaw Joe 

Goat Springs 

T 12S. R.17E. 
Sec. 35: SE\ 

T.12S., R.17E. 
~ic~. '31 : swt NE-1: 

'l' . 13S., R.17E. 
Sec . 18: ~'F.1r.S1·.I: 

8 mile 

. 3 mile 

.25 mile l 

---1---------'----
20 Ridge Isolated 

21 Sharp-Lost Creek 

--- -+-----·--

r .1ss . • 1t.1111::. 
sec 5: swtswi: 

1sec 8: W!, 
Sec: 13: Sl; I 

.!!.!!!i;! I S •c:. 14 : SE\, NW/i; 
:;.,... . 15: NE/i;, SW/i; I 
S •c. 19: El; 
Se,• . 22: Wl;Wl, 

T . 15S R.16E. 
s '" ? ~, ~· ~oc: :>6; ~I~' .l~~ 

b. 8 wi l,·: 

3 miles 

_
-2_2_-lf-P-01_· n_t_R_a-nc_h ___ 

4

.;:.-!;:;;a· !:.;~:..s..::
3..:..5_: R:.:.

8
,;.:., ~'-J.;'-~-· --I- ._j7 5 mil el ·r.15s .• I( 1~r. 

S~ l: N~-N\ 

23 Noh Sections T . l 5S . , R.lbR. 1.4 mile! 

24 

25 

26 

27 

;:ichnell-Salmon 
h:ract 

'outh Mule Creek 

>VG,\-Hu le Creek 

.oot Creek-U2 

lfa tm:, "'"'tl Number 
•Priority of Easement 

No. or :.cccss Ron(! 

28 PVGA-Frahm 

29 South P.i~ Creek 

30 Magic Common 

Sc 11: SE\:Si;;1: 
Sec . 12: W\Wli 

1 Sec . 14: N1;:._s 1°:'., 

T.14S., R.lSE. .15 milell 
Sec . 26: SEli;SEli; 

•~-- ,, . "·'k"'~\. 

T.16S., R.16E. 
Sec. 5: wliwli 
Sec. 8: w(w~ 
1' .ll,S . R.16C, 
Sec. 11: WW~ 
Sc 14: Wli 
S , . . 23: E1 
l.<.111 t Ci-ock-1'2 
5.,., . 24 , s~:-i:si.• !. 
Sc,c . 25: N\Nli 

I Lcr.nl Dl!nc,·ih t inn 

T.14S. R.17E. 
Sec. 18: SE/i;i!Eli;, 

SE.\: 
T.165. R.l7E. 
Sec. 11: SEli;'·TE:\;, 

'IE/i;SEJ,; 

T.16S., R.17E, 
Sec. 22: SE/i;SEJ,; 
Sec . 23: i'W/i;SWli; 
Sec 27: NEt'IIE/i; 

2.2 mile 

3 mile ' 

Estimated 
La1\t!_l ll 

. 8 mile 

5 mile 

i 
' 

I 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION (cont.) 

SUPPORT: 

Operations - Take responsibility for 
easement and/or access of 
designated priorities. 

Recreation - Assistance in easement 
and/or access for improved 
recreational management and 
public use access. 

Watershed 

Range 

Minerals 

- Assistance in easement and/ 
or access for improved 
watershed management. 

- Assistance in easement 
and/or access for improved 
range management. 

- Assistance in easement and/ 
or access for better 
minerals management. 

Archaeology - Assistance in easement and/ 
or access for better 
cultural resource 
management. 

Lands 

Wildlife 

- Assistance in easement 
and/or access for improved 
land related management. 

- Write-up of the "Justifica­
tion for Easement and/or 
Access" report. Coordination 
with operations' ATROW 
Specialist. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if nef'clecl 

l/11s.'n1,·tiun•,; (}J/ rf'11rrsC') 

Name (MFP) 
Twin Falls 

ActivitY. , . 
W1ldl1fe 1n General 

Overlay Referen.;e 

Step 1 WL-4 • 14 Step 3 

For"l 1(,00-21 (J\prcl 1<17S) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

There are no conflicts with this recommendation. All other activities support 
some or all of the easements described. There is strong public support for 
providing access to the public lands. Additionally, access is needed to all 
public land if Bureau personnel are going to manage these lands. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WL-4. 14 
Acquire as many of the easements 
listed as can be acquired cost 
effectively to meet the resource 
management needs. 

Support Needs: 

Operations 
Take responsibility for easement 
and/or access acquisition. 

Other Resources 
Assistance in acquisition for 
improvement of program management. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/ructi ons on rev erse) 

Reason: 

As described above there is strong 
public support for acquiring legal 
access to the public lands for a 
variety of uses. Lack of legal access 
may, in the future, severely limit the 
mangement and use of the public 
lands. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WL-4.14. 

Rationale: 

Access is a must for management of all 
public lands. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Forestry 

II. Minerals 

III. Watershed 

IV. Cultural Resources 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

CRM-1.1 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natural History - No Conflict 
B. Recreation Mqmt. - R-1.1 supports this recommendation. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. - No Conflict 

VI. Lands 

VII. Fire 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Wi 1 derness 

X. Range 

- No Con fl i ct 

No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

- No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.14 

.J 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-tJE.CISION 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Retain and maintain all isolated parcels 
in public ownership to provide wildlife 
habitat prior to an inventory and 
incorporation into a habitat management 
plan. 

SUPPORT: 

Recreation - Assistance in implementing 
recommendation to provide an 
increase in recreational use 
areas. 

Wildlife - Identification and inventory 
of isolated parcels. Devel­
opment and implementation of 
a habitat management plan. 

Name (,\IFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Wildlife in General 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1WL-4 • 15 Step 3 

RATIONALE: 

Isolated parcels of public land which are 
identified as having high wildlife values 
need to be managed as such. All isolated 
parcels in public ownership need to be in­
ventoried for their wildlife values. Next, 
it is essential that they become incorpo­
rated into a respective habitat management 
plan. The Federal Land Policy and Manage­
ment Act of 1976, Public Law 94-579, Title 
I, Section 102(a)(1)(8) and Title II, 
Section 201 (a) state that " ••• the public 
lands will be retained in Federal owner­
ship ••• ," " ••• the public lands be managed 
in a manner that will provide food and 
habitat for fish and wildlife ••• ," and 
" ••• The Secretary shall prepare and main­
tain on a continuing basis an inventory of 
all public lands and their resource and 
other values ••• " According to the Twin 
Falls County survey, 51.8 percent of the 
people surveyed felt that the BLM should 
continue to hold isolated tracts of unde­
veloped public land and manage them for 
wildlife. 1 

Multiple Use Analysis 

This recommendation is in some conflict with lands L-2.5 which calls for 
allowinq WPRS to acquire 7,900 of public land for aqricultural development. 
Lands L-7.2 calls for evaluatinq all exchange proposals within one year after 
completion of the MFP. An EA and land report would be required prior to any 
exchange takinq place. An EA has been completed on the WPRS proposal. 

Burley District Memo. 1980. RESULTS OF THE TWIN FALLS SURVEY. 1607. 
November 19, 1980. 

Note: Attach <1ctdition,il sheets, if ncPdPd 
=---=---- --==------ --- - - -

Form lti'l0--21 <.April lCJ7ii) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wildlife 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WL-4. lS.tep 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify WL-4 .15 
Retain and maintain ALL isolated 
parcels in public ownership. If an 
opportunity arises that would bene­
fit the resource values, the best 
use of the tract should be imple­
mented. 

Support Needs: 

Same as MFP Step 1 WL-4.15. 

Lands 
Evaluate al 1 exchange proposals. 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use 
recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

011stmctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

This recanmendation does not allow for 
the resource manager to balance all 
resource values. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept WL-4.15. 
2. Reject WL-4.15. 

Rationale: 

Retention of isolated tracts is 
imperative for continued protection of 
natural resource values. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.15 

No Conflict 

No conflict presently, possibly in future. 

II I. Watershed 

WS-2.1 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

IV. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.9 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

V. Recreation 

A. Natura 1 Hi story NH-1.1, 1.2 support this wildlife recommendation. 
R-1.4, 1.8 fully support this wildlife B. Recreation Mgmt. 

recommendation. 
C. Visual Res. Mgmt. -

recommendation. 
VRM-1.6 fully supports this wildlife 

VI. Lands 

L-8.3(a),L-8.4(u) support this wildlife recommendation. 
L-2.5 Water Power Resource Acquisition Competitive Conflict 
L-3.1 Agricultural Development Competitive Conflict 
L-7.2 Exchange Proposals Competitive Conflict 

VI I. Fi re 

a. Nature of Conflict - Loss of isolated parcels of public land through 
the above processes. 

b. Modification - Retain isolated parcels in public ownership until 
such time that they are identified as insignficant for wildlife. 
Retain 15 percent in public ownership for all development cases. 

F-1.3 - Restricted Retardant Use - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Restricted retardant use on these isolated 
parcels could be detrimental to the surrounding private lands. 

b. Modification - Delete the restricted retardant use designation from 
all isolated parcels. Use normal fire suppression methods. 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WL - 4.15 (cont.) 

VIII. Wildlife - No Conflict 

IX. Wilderness 

WM-1.2 supports this wildlife recommendation. 

X. Range - No Conflict 

.! 



wildlife habitat is loc:ated on the lands to be ao:;ruire::l. Up:)n completion 
of the exchange, the meadow lands will be manage:i for the maintenance, 
.improvement, and enhancement of riparian, fisheries, and upland wildlife 
habitat. 

Specifically, objective number WL-4 of the Twm Falls MFP will be amande:i 
to include the following multiple use recommendation, to be identifie:i as 
WL-4.16: 

WL-4.16 - Acquire the following described private property through 
exchange: 

T. 16 s., R. 17 E., B.M. 
sec. 3: S\SE\ 
sec. 10: E\ 
sec. 11: S\NW\ ,N\SW\ 
sec. 15: E~ 
sec. 22: NE\,N\SE\ 

Upon acquisition of the above descri.be:i property, the 605 acre 
riparian area located on the parcel will be manage:i for the 
:rraintenance, improvement, and enhancement of riparian, fisheries, and 

,) upland wildlife habitat. No grazing privileges will be attache::l to 
':c.;, the riparian area and there will be no permanent alloc:ation of 

livestock forage. For the first 4 years follawing acquisition of the 
land, the riparian area may ba use:i as a buffer pasture in order to 
impleID"'--nt the vegetation treatment proposals outline:i in the Shoshone 
Cr-eek Riparian Project Plan. Grazing after th.e four year period will 
occur as a secondary use and will be use:i only as a tool to meet the 
objectives of fisheries, wildlife, and riparian needs. 'Ihe decision 
to allow such sul:sequent grazing of the m=--adow will be made by the 
&-ea Manager upon recommendation by an interdisciplinary team, and 
will involve coordination with the Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
and the public. 

'Ihis amo-Ildrnent 'WOuld also nodify the list of lands identifie:i to be 
retaine:i in public CYwI1ership in exchange proposal# 2, by naking available 
for disposal, the public land lcx:::aterl in the NW\ of section 29, T. 14 s., 
R. 16 E., B.M. and the public land loc:aterl in the sw~,NW\SE\,S\NE\ of 
section 17, T. 15 s., R. 16 E., B.M. '!his amendm;nt "WOuld allow for the 
transfer of the subject lands by exchange if it is shown through the 
environmo--ntal assessrrP..nt/land report process that the disp:)Sal 'WOuld not 
adversely impact any threatene:i or endangere:i s:pscies or cultural 
resources, and that the disposal "WOuld meet the exchange criteria outlined 
in Section 206 of FLFMA. Rights-of-way would be reserved across i.nq:x)rtant 
access roads prior to any disposal action. 

Specifically, recommendation Ir7.2, section A (private lands to be 
acquired) #2 of of the Twin Falls MFP would be a:mo....nded as follows: 

2. Ralph Schnell (I-26430) 

Attachment 9 - p:tge 7 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Wilderness Management 
Overlay Refe rence 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WM-1. 2 Step 3 

Recommendation WM-1.2: 

Designate the Lower Salmon Falls Creek 
WSA Unit (17-10) as an outstanding 
natural area. Include in the designa­
tion the canyon area between Lilly 
Grade and Balanced Rock and a 500-foot 
buffer strip along each canyon rim. 

Support Needs: 

District Resources or Area Staff 
Realty Specialist to initiate 
withdrawal procedures (General 
Mining Laws, OLE, Carey Act, etc.) 

Rationale: 

Salmon Falls Creek Canyon contains 
wilderness characteristics, and if it 
is not included in the National Wilder­
ness Preservation System, it should 
receive alternative protection. The 
canyon contains the most primitive area 
within the Twin Fall Planning Unit. 
The imprints of man in the area are 
substantially unnoticeable. The values 
of the opportunities for solitude and 
for primitive and unconfined recreation 
are significant. 

Much of the public comment obtained 
during the wilderness inventory ex­
pressed interest in protecting the 
area. A recommendation to designate 

nrea of Salmon Falls Creek Canyon as 
natural area was approved in February 

976 by the Burley District Multiple 
__ use Advisory Board. The 1973 Twin 

Falls MFP effort identified substantial 
public interest in designating the 
canyon as a natural area. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

An outstanding natural area designation would help maintain the primitive 
nature of Salmon Falls Creek Canyon. This designation would help protect the . 
significant opportunities for solitude and for primitive recreation that are 
found within the canyon. Provisions for primitive recreation will be possible 

Note: Attach addition al s heets, if nee ded 
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Objective: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFPj 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Cultural Resources 
Objective Number 

CRM-1 

Maintain and enhance cultural resource values associated with socio-cultural, 
current scientific, management, conservation, potential scientific, and pro­
tection uses. 

Rationale: 

Bureau policy states that the Bureau " ... protects and manages the cultural 
resources under its jurisdiction or control, and avoids inadvertent loss 
or destruction of cultural resources" (BLM Manual 8100.06A). It is Bureau 
policy to develop and maintain the capability needed to manage cultural re­
sources located on Bureau lands (BLM Manual 8100.06B). 

Bureau responsibilities involve cultural resources located on both Bureau 
administered land and cultural resources located on non-Federal land when­
ever a Bureau action may involve or impact a cultural resource located on 
non-Federal land. This responsibility is dictated by Federal law and Bureau 
policy summarized in the following paragraphs. 

Antiquities Act of 1906 (P.L. 59-209; 34 Stat. 225; 16 U.S.C. 432, 433) is 
the basic legislation for the preservation and protection of antiquities on 
all Federal land. It provides penalties for those who excavate or appro­
priate the values without Secretarial permits; provides for the establish-
ment by Presidential proclamation of national monuments from the public lands; . 
and provides for permits for investigation of cultural and scientific resources 
to be issued to public, scientific, and educational institutions. 

Uniform Rules and Regulations (43 CFR Part 3 and DM Part 310.7.6) have been 
i ssued by the Secretaries of the Interior, Agriculture, and War (now Defense) 
to carry out the provisions of the Antiquities Act. 

Recreation and Public Pur oses Act of June 14, 1926 (P.L. 69-386; 44 Stat. 
741; 43 U.S.C. 869, as amended, aut orizes the lease or sale of lands for re­
creational and public purposes, including historic sites under certain condi­
tions. (See 43 CFR 2740). 

Historic Sites Act of 1935 (.P.L. 94-292; 49 Stat. 666; 16 U.S.C. 461 et seq) 
declares it a national policy to identify and preserve for public use historic 
sites, buildings, objects, and antiquities of national significance for the 
inspiration and benefit of the people. 

(Instructions on reverse) Farm 1600-20 (April 197 5) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFPj 

Twin Falls 
Activ it y 

Cultural Resources 
Objective Number 

CRM-1 

Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 (P.L. 86-523; 74 Stat. 220, 221; 16 U.S.C. 469), 
as amended by the Archaeolo ical and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 (P.L. 
93-291; 88 Stat. 174; 16 U.S.C. 469 , provides for the preservation of his­
torical and archaeological data which might otherwise be lost as the result 
of Federally funded construction projects. Any reservoir of over 5,000 acre­
feet or 40 surface acres must be reported to the Secretary of the Interior so 
that arrangements can be made to survey the reservoir for archaeological and 
historical values and to salvage those present. The amendment extends the 
Act to include any Federal construction project or Federally licensed or 
assisted activity or program affecting cultural resources. The Act further 
provides that up to one percent of funds from the program or construction 
project affecting cultural resources may be spent to recover, preserve, and 
protect the cultural resource data. 

National Historic Preservation Act of October 15, 1966 (P.L. 89-665; 80 
Stat. 915; 16 U.S.C. 470), as amended (P.L. 94-422; 90 Stat. 1313; and P.L. 
94-458; 90 Stat. 1939), expands the national policy toward cultural resources 
to include those of State and local as well as national significance. These 
resources should be preserved as a living part of our community life and de­
velopment in order to give a sense of orientation to the American people. It 
also establishes the National Register of Historic Places, the Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation, State Historic Preservation Officers, and a matching 
grants-in-aid program for the National Trust. Section 106 directs all Federal 
agencies to take into account the effects of their actions on properties in­
cluded in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register and affords oppor­
tunities for the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to comment on the 
proposed actions and their effects. The Act has also been amended to provide 
for the withholding from disclosure to the public of information relating to 
the location of sites or objects listed on the National Register if the dis­
closure of specific information would create a risk of destruction or harm to 
such sites or objects. 

National Environmental Polic Act of 1969 (P.L. 91-190; 83 Stat. 852; 42 U.S.C. 
4321 establishes national policy for protection and enhancement of the environ­
ment. Part of the function of the Federal Government in protecting the environ­
ment is to "preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our 
national heritage." 

Council on Environmental Quality Guidelines (40 CFR Part 1500) provides di­
rections for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and directs 
Federal agencies to comply with consultation and compliance requirements 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. Combining these require­
ments with those of the National Environmental Policy Act presents a single 
document 11 which meets all applicable requirements. 11 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Na me (MFP j 

Twin Falls 
Activ ity 

Cultural Resources 
Objective Number 

CRM-1 

Executive Order 11593 ( 11 Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environ­
ment11, 36 F.R. 8921, May 13, 1971) directs all Federal agencies to inventory 
their cultural resources, to submit to the National Register of Historic 
Places all qualified sites meeting the criteria, and to protect all nominated 
sites, It also directs the Federal agencies to use due caution with all 
cultural resources until the inventory, evaluation, and nomination processes 
are completed. A leadership posture for the Federal Government in cultural 
resource protection is made policy in this order. 

Procedures of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (36 CFR Part 800) 
estab l i shes procedures f or compliance wi t h Section 106 of the National His­
toric Preservation Act of 1966, and Section 1 (3) and 2(b) of Executive Order 
11593. 

The De partment of Transportation Act of 1966 (P.L. 89-670; 80 Stat. 931; 49 
U.S. C. 1653) de clares it to be nati onal policy that a 11 special effort should 
be made to preserve the natural beauty of the country side and public park 
and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites. 11 
It requires planning to minimize harm to historic sites where there are no 
feasible and prudent alternatives to transportation plans. 

Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 (P.L. 66-146; 41 Stat. 437), as amended and supple­
ment ed (30 U.S. C. 181 et seq), provides for the disposition, through permitting 
and leasing , of minerals on public lands (including coal, oil, oil shale, gas, 
phosphate, sodium, and potassium) for purposes of mineral exploration and ex­
traction. The Secretary of the Interior ~s authorized to condition mineral 
permits and leases to ensure the protection of environmental and other land use 
values, including cultural resources. In addition, the permittee or lessee may 
be required to bear the expense of compliance with stipulations. 

Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-581; 84 Stat. 1566; 30 U.S.C. 1001-1025) 
au t horizes t he Secret ary of the Interior to issue leases for development and 
utilization of geothermal resources and byproducts in lands administered by 
him, the national forests, or other lands administered by the Department of 
Agriculture through the Forest Service, and in conveyed lands to which the 
United States has reserved the right of geothermal steam and associated re­
sources. Regulations implementing the Act include the protection of environ­
mental qualities and surface use and resources. Lessees are required to 
comply with lease terms and stipulations related to discovered, known, or sus­
pected archaeological, paleontological, or historic sites (43 CFR 3204.1 ). 

National Park Sys tem Mining Activity Reg ulations Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-429; 90 
Stat. 1342; 16 U.S.C . 1902 et seq ) provi des t hat whenever t he Secretary of the 
Interior finds or is notified by an appropriate scientific, historical, or 
archaeological authority that a property found to be nationally significant in 
illustrating the history of the United States and designated as a natural or 

(Instructions on rev ers e ) 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Cu l tural Res ource~ 
Objective Number 

CRM-1 

historical landmark may be irreparably lost or destroyed by surface mining 
activities, he shall notify the person conducting the activity and submit a 
report to the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, with a reqeest for 
alternative measures to mitigate or abate the activity. The Act also autho­
rizes the Council to report to Congress on actual or potential effects of 
surface mining activities on those properties and include recommendations 
for legislation to protect the properties. 

Federal Land Poli cy and Management Act of 1976 (P.L . 94-579; 90 Stat. 2743; 
43 U.S.C . 1701) di rects t he Bureau of La nd Ma nagement to manage public lands 
on the basis of multiple use, and in a manner that will " ... protect the 
quality of scientific, . .. historical, ... environmental . . . resources, and 
archaeological values," and that, where appropriate, will preserve and protect 
certain public lands in their natural condition. The Act authorizes the dis­
position, exchange, and acquisition of land; requires the inventory of public 
land; provides for long-range, comprehensive resource planning ; authorizes the 
Secretary of the Interior to make rules and regulations pertaining to the 
public lands; and provides for the enforcement of public land laws and re­
gulations . 

Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (P.L. 96-95) strengthens the 
pol i cy of t he Uni ted States to protect archeological resources and sites on 
public lands by providing stiff penalties to those found guilty of excavating, 
removing, transporting, or selling those resources without a permit. It 
provides Bureau land managers with a strong legal position from which to cur­
tail the illegal removal and excavation of cultural resources from the public 
land. 

Ran eland Pro rammatic Memo randum of A reement with the Advisor Council on 
Hi stor i c Preservat ion January 14, 1980 ensures that hi stori c and cu l tural 
propert ies will be given adequate consideration in grazing management program 
decisions and implementation. 

The Bureau is not only responsible for actions on Bureau administered lands 
but also Bureau actions on non-Federal lands. Responsibility for non-Federal 
cultural resources is defined in BLM Manual 8100 . 07 as follows: 

A. The Bureau assures that its actions or authorizations take into consider­
ation their effects on cultural resources located on non-Federal land. 

B. The Bureau undertakes, or has unde rtaken , the inventory and evaluation 
of cultural resources on all non-Federal lands within the area of po­
tential environmental impact by a Bureau project or Bureau-authorized 
action. The level of inventory requ i red depends upon the type of action 
being considered and the nature of the cultural resou rce involved. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Cultural Resources 
Objective Number 

CRM-1 

C. The Bureau mitigates, or has mitigated, direct effects upon non-Federal 
cultural resources caused by Bureau projects or Bureau-authorized 
actions. The degree of mitigation implemented depends upon the impact 
and the scientific and socio-cultural values of the resource involved. 

D. Cultural resource materials (e.g., artifacts) recovered from non-Federal 
land remain the property of the landowner. Data acquired in the form of 
studies, notes, or analyses are always the property of the United States 
when the cultural resource work is funded by the Federal Government. 

E. Inventory and/or mitigation can be undertaken as a stipulation of a 
lease, permit, or license whenever the specific approval authority allows. 

In addition to the various legal and policy mandates, public interest groups 
are expected to play an increasing role in cultural resource use allocations. 
Several groups in the Twin Falls area are active in maintaining and enhancing 
values associated with cultural resources. The Twin Falls Historical Society 
has been in existence for some time and maintains a museum. The recently 
organized Historical Heritage Council of Magic Valley is representitive of 
the growing interest in hisoric preservation. In addition, recent develop­
ments in Native American cultural expression, especially religeous expression 
are expected to add a new dimension to the demands on prehistoric site use. 

Several planning documents developed for Twin Falls County in the last decade 
have addressed the issue of protecting and preserving cultural resources. The 
Canyon Rim Area Land Use Study Plan recommended the preservation of historical 
locat ions. The Twin Fal ls County Comprehensive Plan states that it will be 
a goal in Twi n Fal ls County to retain local cul t ura l character by inventorying 
and protecting significant archeological and historical sites. 

Accomplishment of the objective will fulfill URA-4 opportunities, insure 
compliance with numerous laws and policy statements, and meet the demands of 
various Native American and Euroamerican user groups. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (t'r!FP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS- DECISI ON Step 1 A , 4 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

CRM-1.1 Protect the historic structures 
at Dry Town, Spring Town (102 TF 2), 
Salmon Dam Kilns (102 TF 89), Ellis Ex­
change House (102 TF 82), and Mr. Jeff 1 s 
House (102 TF 80) by cleaning and stabi­
lizing to prevent further deterioration. 

Support Needs: 

State Office: State Archaeologist to 
provide physical protection expertise. 
Other: Local historical societies to 
provide photographs and other forms of 
jocumentation pertaining to structural 
details. · 
YACC and YCC Crews: To assist with 

N thP 1 abQ.t~ . . 
ote : ~ttacn aui:ht10nal sheets , 1f neede d 

(/nstructions on rc'11erse) 

' 

Rationale: 

The sites have general heritage values 
associated with early developments in 
mining, irrigation, and homesteading. 
Dry Town, Spring Town, and the Salmon 
Dam Area are specifically mentioned in 
the Twin Falls Count y Comprehensive 
Plan. Spring Town i~ ment i oned i n the 
Canyon Rim Area Land Use Study Plan. 
They are vulnerable to adverse impacts 
from weathering and vandalism. Socio­
cultural values associated with them 
could best be developed through recon­
struction and interpretation. However, 
these are functions of the Recreation 
Program. See Recreation recommendation 
R-2.2. 

Form 1600--21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

Name (MF P) 

Twin Falls 
Act ivity 

Cultural Resource Mgmt. 
Overlay Reference 

Step :CRM-1.1 Ste p 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The identified sites contain structures that have been subject to deteriora­
tion from various causes. The recommended protection does not conflict with 
other resource activities except minerals development. Mining of locatable 
minerals in the Snake River Canyon could affect Spring Town and Ory Town. 
Extraction of salable materials could impact Ory Town and the Salmon Dam 
Kilns. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept CRM-1.1 
Provide protection for the identi­
fied sites. Stabilize the struc­
tures to prevent further deteriora­
tion. Initiate restoration and in­
terpretation of Sprinq Town and Dry 
Town so that these sites can be 
included in a heritage system with 
Cauldron Linn and the Milner 
Bicentennial Site. Work with miners 
to provide for cultural resource 
protection in mining plans. Provide 
intense monitoring of any salable 
or locatable mineral operations near 
Spring Town and Dry Town to insure 
protection of these sites. 

Support Needs: 

District Archaeologist 
Direct protection and monitoring 

activities. 

District Geologist 
Help incorporate site protection 

into mininq plans. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(l11slrttclions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Historic structures are a nonrenewable 
resource. To obtain the benefits that 
these sites can provide, the sites 
require protection and interpretation. 

Alternatives Considered : 

1. Reject CRM-1.1. 
2. Reject R-2. 2. 
3. Accept M-1.1, 4.4 without limita­

tions. 
4. Disregard L-7 .1. 
5. Disregard WL-2.1. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name(MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/ns/ructi o ns on reve rse) 

Rationale: 

Lands decision L-6.2 retains C&MU on 
two of the tracts in recognition of 
heritage values. The tracts also have 
values that merit protection from 
other land uses, especially mining. 
Interpretation facilitates public 
understanding of the heritage values. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1.1 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-1.1 Minerals - Locatable - Competitive 
a. Nature of Conflict - Vehicular traffic and exploration activities 

within the Snake River Placer Mining District could cause further 
deterioration at Spring Town (ID 2 TF 2) and Dry Town. 

b. Modification - Withdraw the site areas from mineral location 
activities. 

M-2.1 Minerals - Oil & Gas - Competitive 
See CRM - 1. 9 

M-4.4 Minerals - Saleable 
See CRM - 1. 9 

III. Watershed 

WS-1.1 supports this cultural resource recommendation. 

IV. Recreation 

A. Natural History No Conflict 
B. Recreation 

R-2.2 full y su pports this cultural resource recommendation. A 
protection and in t erpretation program that includes the Bicentennial 
Site, Cauldron Linn, Dry Town and Spring Town as a system. 

C. VRM No Conflict 

V. Wilderness No Conflict 

VI. Fire No Conflict 

VI I. Lands 
L-7.1 fully supports this recommendation. 

VIII.Wildlife 
WL-2.1 su pports this recommendation by acquiring access to Spring Town 
(ID 2 TF 2) , and enabling protection and stabilization measures to be 
more easily implemented. 

IX. Range No Conflict 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: 

CRM-1.2 Establish trend study plots at 
sites ID2 TF 92 and 93, and adjacent 
areas of the Basin Well Fire Rehab seed­
ing in order to determine the relative 
effects of drill and broadcast seeding. 

Support Needs: 

Distirct Resources Staff: Range Conser­
vationist to do the trend readings. 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Step Step 3 

Rationale: 

Objective data on which to base decisions 
concerning conflicts between fire 
rehabilitation projects and cultural 
resources is currently lacking. The 
trend studies will help to determine if 
the surface stability provided for 
a cultural resource site by broadcast 
seeding is sufficient to eliminate 
drill seeding of sites in the future. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The recommended study plots would not conflict with a~y other resource 
activity. Data obtained from these plots would help determine appropriate 
seeding methods to be used in future ranqe, wildlife and fire rehabilitation 
plantinqs. 

This recommendation does not require a land use allocation decision so~ 
Multip le Use Recommendation will be made. "? 

"- ~ - -- -- ·- --- . ·- -- . -· I 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s1mc/io11s 011 re11erse) 
Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMEIH FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Cultural Resources 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1CRM-l. 2 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept reccxnmendation to establish 
trend studies to determine the 
effectiveness of seeding methods on a 
cultural resource site. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/ructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

There is a lack of data that evaluates 
drill and broadcast seeding as a means 
to stabilize a cultural resource site. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. Forestry 

II. Minerals 

III. Watershed 

IV Recreation 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

A. Natural History - No Conflict 
B. Recreation No Conflict 
C. VRM - No Conflict 

V. Wilderness No Conflict 

VI. Fi re No Conflict 

VII. Lands No Conflict 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Range 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1. 2 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: 

CRM-1.3 Install unobtrusive signs at 
Boggs• Hole (ID2 TF23) and the Hendrix 
site (ID2 TF83) warning of the penalties 
for unauthorized excavation. 

Support Needs: 

None. 

Name (!',IFP) 

Twin Fa ll s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 Step 3 

Rationale: 

These sites are being vandalized by pot­
hunters. They are located in areas 
such that signs can be installed with­
out attracting much attention from the 
general public. It is felt that the 
majority of sign observers will be van­
dals, and that the signs will not di­
rectly lead to additional pothunting. 
It is assumed that the signs will dis­
courage further vandalism. This as­
sumption will have to be validated 
through periodic monitoring. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The installation of signs would not impact any other resource or resource 
activity. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stru c t i ons on re11erse) Form 1600-21 (April 197 5) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

ul tural Re sou rce M mt . 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Stei:CRM-1. 3 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The installation of signs would not impact any other resource or resource 
activity. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify CRM-1.3 
Protect the sites by eliminating 
unauthorized excavation of pot 
hunting and general vandalism at the 
two sites known as Boggs Hole (I02 
TF23) and Hendrix (I02 TF83). 

Support Needs: 

Di strict Arch aeo 1 ogi st 
Monitor sites to determine if more 
protective measures are needed. 

Admi n i strati on 
Acquire signs. 

Operations 
Install signs. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmclions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

The sites are deteriorating due to 
illegal vandalism and pot hunting. 
Protection is warranted. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject CRM-1.3. 

Rationale: 

Unauthorized excavation of 
archaeological sites and vandalism 
from the public can be reduced through 
protection measures such as sign 
installation. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



!' 

I. Forestry 

II. Minerals 

III. Watershed 

IV Recreation 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

A. Natural History - No Conflict 
B. Recreation No Conflict 
C. VRM - No Conflict 

V. Wilderness No Conflict 

VI. Fire No Conflict 

VII. Lands No Conflict 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. Range 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1.3 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

ls 
Activity 

1--~~~ 4.A,j~~~~-Re-s~ces 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YStS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

CRM-1.4 Designate the following pre­
sumably deep and/or stratified sites 
as test excavation sites in order to 
determine the nature of their cultural 
remains: 

10 TF 154 
10 TF 253 
ID2 TF l 
ID2 TF 5 
ID2 TF 9 

ID2 TF 19 
ID2 TF 23 
ID2 TF 24 
ID2 TF 25 

Support Needs: 

ID2 TF 28 
ID2 TF 29 
ID2 TF 78 
ID2 TF 79 

State Office: State Archaeologist to · ' 
assist with excavations. 
Other: YACC and other district 
archaeologists to assist with ex­
cavations. 

Rationale: 

Information contained in these sites would 
add considerably to the achievement of the 
general research goals mentioned in URA 4. 
The information would also encourage the 
preparation of adequate evaluations, which 
would, in turn, encourage the more effec­
tive management of cultural resources. 

I • 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Excavation and utilization of the recommended sites would prevent damaqe to 
the resource from other activities. Collection of the information contained 

Note : Atta ch addition a l shee ts, if neede d 

(/11slructin11, on rer}(! rse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMEtH FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Cul tu ral Resour e 
Overlay Referenc e 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION Ste p (RM-1. 4 Step 3 

in these sites could then allow utilization of the areas for additional 
purposes. Minerals activites (exploration for and/or development of locatable 
minerals, salable minerals, and oil and gas) have the potential of destroying 
all or parts of the sites listed. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept CRM-1. 4 
Designate the sites as test excava­
tion sites. 

Support Needs: 

Excavation crews. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional shee ts , if nee ded 

(/11s/mctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Excavation of these sites would allow 
better determination of their value. 
Better understanding of these sites 
would lead to better management. 
Activity by other resource uses would 
no longer jeopardize the cultural 
values of the sites. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject CRM-1. 4. 

Rationale: 

Management of cultural resources and 
achievement of researh goals can be 
facilitated by test excavation on the 
identified sites. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1. 4 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 
M-1.1 Minerals Locatable - Competitive 
a. Nature of Conflict - Vehicular traffic and exploration activities 

could destroy all or portions of sites 10 TF 154 and ID 2 TF 5 and 
reduce their suitability for test excavation purposes. 

b. Modification - Remove the site areas from mineral location activities. 

M-2.1 Minerals - Oil & Gas - Competitive 
See CRM - 1. 9 

M-4.3 Minerals - Saleable - Competitive 
a. Nature of Conflict - The establishment of an official rock-hounding 

site at Rabbit Springs might be translated by the public to mean 
that the collection of the cultural resources at the spring is 
officially approved. 

b. Modification - If the collecting area is established, make it 
explicit that only geodes are to be collected. Perhaps fence 
the cultural site, use maps, signs or whatever to clearly de­
lineate the geode collecting area. 

M-4.4 Minerals - Saleable 
See CRM - 1. 9 

II I. Watershed 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VI I. 

VIII. 

IX. 

WS-1.1, 1.2 supports this cultural resource recommendation. 

WS-1.4 generally supports this recommendation for sites ID 2 TF 28 & 29. 
Fencing would require a Class III inventory. But, once the fence is in, 
the sites would be subjected to less trampling. 

Recreation 
A. Natural History No Conflict 
B. Recreation No Conflict 
C. VRM No Conflict 

Wilderness No Conflict 

Fire - No Conflict 

Lands - No Conflict 

Wildlife No Conflict 

Range No Conflict 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YStS-DECISION 

Recommendation: 

CRM-1.5 Restrict ORV use in Salmon Falls 
Creek and Snake River canyons, their ad­
jacent rims, and Shoshone Basin. 

Support Needs: 

District Resources and Area Staffs -
Outdoor Recreation Planner and ORV 
Specialist to coordinate cultural 
resource input for designation plan. 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Cul tura l Resources 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 A , 4 Step 3 

Rationale: 

Uncontrolled and unrestricted use of ORV's 
is detrimental to the protection and pre­
servation of cultural resources. Numer­
ous sites have already been irreparably 
damaged by them. The recommended rest­
rictions apply to areas of high site 
density. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Off-road vehicle (ORV) use is an important concern of many resources. Wild­
life and Watershed recommendations support ORV restrictions. Range, Minerals, 
and Recreation activities require the allowance of ORV use. Impacts can occur 

Note: Attach additional ,sheets, if needed 

(/11structions on re11erse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

ultural Resource Mgmt . 
Overlay Reference 

Step lCRM-1. 5 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis (cont.) Twi 

to cultural resource sites from the responsible use of ORVs. Without knowing 
how to identify sites or knowing site locations, ORV users can damage sites 
and not realize any problem has occurred. Most vehicle use, however, occurs 
on existing roads and trails due to terrain. Use of areas that have not 
already been impacted appears to be minimal. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Reject CRM-1. 5 
ORV restrictions will not be imple­
mented at this time for cultural 
resources protection. When monitor­
ing shows that sites are being 
seriously threatened or damaged, 
restrictions or closures will be 
implemented. 

Support Needs: 

Area Recreation Planner 
Develop designation plan for ORVs 
and write environmental assessment 
on plan. 

Di strict Arch aeo l ogi st 
Provide input for environmental 
assessment and provide monitoring of 
sites to determine ORV impacts. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/12structions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

The benefits of implementing ORV 
designations for cultural resource 
protection do not exceed the cost of 
such regulations at this time. Cost, 
in this context, is defined to be the 
loss of freedom to the public land 
users and the burden of additional 
regulation on these users. When 
anticipated cultural resource damage 
approaches this cost, ORV designations 
will need to be planned and 
imp 1 eme nt ed. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept CRM-1.5. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activ ity 

Cultural Resources 
Overla y Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step lCRM-1. 5 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recanmendation. 

Note : Attach additional sheets , if neede d 

011stmctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

On a site protection program rather 
than a blanket ORV, restriction can 
more effectively prevent damage to 
cultural resource sites. In addition, 
restrictions are difficult to enforce 
under the present level recreation 
funding, and intensive management is 
not now feasible. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1. 5 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-1.1 - Minerals - Locateable - ComRetitive 
a. Nature of Conflict - ORV trafffic associated with mineral 

location activities in the Snake River Canyon and the adjacent 
rim could prove detrimental to known sites, ID 2 TF 2, 4, 5, 44, 
and 94, Dry Town and Cauldron Linn. 

b. Modification - Limit ORV traffic associated with mineral location 
to ex i sting roads and trails. 

M-2.1 - Minerals - Oil & Gas - Competitive 
See CRM - 1. 9 

II I. Watershed 

WS-2.1 supports this cultural resource recommendation by limiting ORV 
use to some extent adjacent to Salmon Falls Creek Canyon and Shoshone 
Basin. 

IV. Recreation 
A. Natural History 

NH-1.1 supports this recommendation by possibly curbing ORV 
act ivities in a portion of Salmon Falls Creek Canyon. 

B. Recreation 
R-1.3 supports this recommendation. See above. 

R-1.10 - Competitive Conflict 
a. Nature of Conflict - The uncontrolled use of ORV 1 s adjacent to 

Salmon Falls Creek in the Berger area could lead to destruction 
of cultural resources. 

b. Modification - Change the designation in the Berger area from 
"Open 11 to 11 Limited to Existing Roads and Trails 11 within 1 mile 
of the canyon rim. 

R-1.11 - Competitive Conflict 
a. Nature of Conflict - The development of motorcycle and/or ORV 

trails along Salmon Falls and Mule Creeks could lead to numerous 
primary impacts from construction, and secondary impacts 
from increased visitor use (i.e., collecting and pot hunting}. 

' I 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRl~r - 1~5 (cont. ) 

C. VRM - No Conflict. 

V. Wilderness - No Conflict 

VI. Fire No Conflict 

VII. Lands - No Conflict 

VIII. Wildlife 

WL-1.2 SLIEEOrts this recommendation for part of the year. 

IX. Range - No Conflict 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

ul ural Resource M mt. 
Overlay Reference 

RECO MMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DEC ISi ON Step 1 A. 4 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

CRM-1.6 Protect cultural resource 
sites by incorporating them into 
wildlife an drapge fencing projects, 
when possible. 

Sup port Needs: 

District Resources and Area Staffs -
Wildlife Biologists and Ranch 
Conservat i onists to coordinate 
fencing projects. 

Rationale: 

Wildlife and range fencing projects 
often involve riparian zones, seeps 
and springs - water resources that 
atttract man, as well as wildlife. By 
including cultural resource sites, 
when present, within a fences area, 
trampling impacts can be largely 
elimi nated. 

Multi ple Use Analysis 

Mult i ple use recommendation is not needed as the fencing of cultural sites in 
conjunction with other projects is standard operating procedure and is not an 
additional resoruce allocation. 

Decision: 

Accept recommendation and multiple use 
analysis that utilizes multiple use 
fencing to protect cultur al resources. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11struction s on reverse) 

Rati anal e: 

Disturbance to cultural resource sites 
can effectively be reduced and 
possibly eliminated by locating 
protective fence projects for wildlife 
and other purposes while considering 
cult ura 1 aspects. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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I. 

I I. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1.6 

III. Watershed 

WS-1.2 supports this cultural resource recommendation. 

IV. Recreation 

A. Natural History No Conflict 
B. Recreation No Conflict 
C. VRM - No Conflict 

V. Wi lderness No Conflict 

VI. Fire No Conflict 

VII. Lands No Conflict 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. 

WL-2.6 supports the protection of the Shellrock Spring Site (ID 2 TF 8) 
by incorporating it into a wildlife enclosure. 

W.-3.7 supports the protection of 3 sites (ID 2 TF 49, 50, and 53) by 
including them within a waterfowl and shorebird enclosure at Deep Creek 
Reservoir. 

WL-3.8 su pports the protection of the site at Rock Cabin Spring 
(ID 2 TF 12) by enclosing more of it in an enclosure. 

Range No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Cultural Resources 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 A, 4 Ste p 3 

Recommendation: 

CRM-1.7 Establish fenced study plots at 
Three-Mile Spring (ID2 TF 41) and Rock 
Cabin Spring (!02 TF 12) to determine 
the effects of livestock trampling. 

Support Needs: 

District Operations - Fencing crews 
to erect the fences. 

Rationale: 

The information derived from these study 
plots will provide for more effective 
resolution of rangeland use projects. 
Much discussion has surfaced concerning 
the effects of livestock trampling on 
archaeological sites. However, very 
little objective data is available upon 
which to base these discussions. By 
fencing portions of the sites, mapping 
their surface features (both physical 
and cultural), and making periodic 
evaluations of both fenced and unfenced 
portions, some objective data necessary 
for the intelligent discussion of the 
effects of trampling will be provided. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Object ive data from effect ive studies will enhance management capabilities. 
Wi thout supportive facts, objective evaluation of livestock damage to cultural 
sites is difficult to atta in. Fencing the two study plots would also benefit 
wildlife and watershed resources by protecting riparian ve9etation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

On s lmclions on rev e rs e) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Cultural Resource M. mt . 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step JCRM-1. 7 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept CRM-1.7 
Establish fenced study plots at 
Three-Mile Spring and Rock Cabin 
Spring as recommended. 

Support Needs: 

District Operations 
Fencing crews. 

Area Wildlife Biologist 
Coordination concerning Rock Cabin 
Spring study plot. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

( Ins/rue/io ns on rev e rs e) 

Reasons: 

The study plots will provide a better 
data base on which to make management 
decisions. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject CRM-1.7. 
2. Disreqard WS-1.2. 
3. Reject WL-3.8. 
4. Disregard CRM-1.6. 

Rationale: 

Study plots established to determine 
effects of livestock trampling on 
archaeological sites should provide 
beneficial data as well as providing 
spin off benefitd for wildlife and 
watershed. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

II. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

III. Watershed 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1. 7 

WS-1.2 supports this cultural resource recommendation. 

IV. Recreation 

A. Natural History No Conflict 
B. Recreation No Conflict 
C. VRM No Conflict 

V. Wilderness No Conflict 

VI Fire No Conflict 

VII. Lands No Conflict 

VII I. Wi l dl i fe 

IX. 

WL-3.8 supports this recommendation. Enlargement of the enclosure at 
Rock Cabing Spring would provide a fenced study plot. 

Range No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: 

CRM-1.8 Acquire through exchange or 
donation, significant cultural 
resoruce properties, when available, 
for conservation purposes. These 
properties might include the Stricker 
Store, Oregon Trail segments, parcels 
adjacent to Spring Town and Dry Town, 
rock-shelters, village sites, and 
fishing stations. 

Support Needs: 

District Resource Staff -
Realty Specialist to assist with 
acquisition procedures. 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

ultural Resource M mt. 
Overla y Reference 

Step 1 A • 4 Step 3 

Rationale: 

Currently recorded cultural resources 
in the planning unit are of limited 
diversity. Bureau objectives include 
the protection and preservation of a 
representative sample of the full 
array of cultural resources. Aquisi­
tion of significant, diversified 
resourses will help to meet this 
objective. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Acquisition of lands that have cultural resource sites will provide site 
protection for public benefit. Such acquisitions can be in conjunction with 
acquisition for other purposes such as the proposed acquisition near Spring 
Town for wildlife habitat protection (see WL-2.1). A variety of cultural 
sites exist on private land. Many of these sites could enhance the sites 
already contained on public land. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept CRM-1. 8 
Acquire cultural resource proper­
ties, when available, and coordinate 
resource management of all values 
present on the sites. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011s/ m c /i o ns on rev e rse ) 

Reasons: 

By acquiring additional sites, the 
Bureau can conserve a greater diver­
sity of cultural resources. Cultural 
resource acquisition may provide a 
basis for future land exchanges. Such 
land exchanges would probably include 
isolated parcels which could be mana g­
ed to protect visual resources and 
wildlife habitat as well as cultural 
resource sites. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
ActivitJ 

Cul tural Resource Mgmt. 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 A• 4 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

District Realty Specialist -
Assist with acquisition procedures. 

Decision: 

Modify multiple-use recommendation to 
coordinate cultural resource property 
acquisitions with land L-7.2. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s tmclions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject CRM-1.8. 
2. Disregard L-7.1. 
3. Disregard WL-2.1. 

Rationale: 

This will assure that significant 
cultural resource properties are 
considered by priority with all other 
identified acquisitions. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

III. 

IV. 

Forestry 

Minerals 

Watershed 

Recreation 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

A. Natural History No Conflict 
No Conflict 

Conflict 
B. Recreation 
C. VRM No 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1. 8 

V. Wilderness No Conflict 

VI. Fire No Conflict 

VI I. Lands 

L-7.1 fully supports this recommendation by acquiring an historic 
property uncommon to the public land in the Twin Falls Planning 
Unit. 

VIII. Wildlife 

IX. 

WL-2.1 fully supports this recommendation by acquiring land adjacent 
to Spring Town. 

Range No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Cul tural Resource Mgmt . 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 A • 4 Step 3 

Recommendation: 

CRM-1.9 Conserve all known cultural 
resouces for future use. 

Support Needs: 

None. 

Rat i ona 1 e: 

Al 1 ocat i ng cultural resource sites for 
conservation segregates the sites from 
other use allocations until specific 
conditions are met in the futre. 
These conditions might include the 
development of new research methods 
and techniques, the exhaustion of all 
other similar sites, or the institu­
tion of more adequate evaluation 
procedures. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Cultural resource sites are generally located in areas that are valuable to 
other resource activities. This situation is due mainly to the importance of 
water. A variety of activities have the potential of seriously damaging known 
cultural sites. These activities include locatable minerals development, oil 
and gas development, salable materials extraction, campground and picnic area 
establishment, recreation trail development, off-road vehicle use, fencing 
projects, planting projects, agriculture developments, spring improvements and 
land treatments. The importance of these conflicts cannot be denied. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/l't1rtions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

C ltural Resource Mgmt . 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step :CRM 1-9 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept CRM-1.9 
Conserve all known cultural re­
sources. Coordinate all development 
activities with staff Archaeologist 
so that project impacts can be 
mitigated. Excavate sites that are 
seriously threatened by development 
projects. Complete Class III inven­
tories before authorizing surface-
disturbing activities. Provide 
adequate monitoring of such activi­
ties to ensure minimization of 
cultural resource damage. 

Support Needs: 

Reasons: 

Cultural resource sites are nonrenew­
able resources that need to be pro­
tected. Site protection will help 
optimize the benefits that can be re­
covered from these sites. 

Conserving sites for use over time 
will allow excavation of threatened 
resources. By limiting excavation to 
sites endangered by development, the 
majority of cultural resources can be 
allocated to long-term future use. 
Thus, known cultural resources will be 
used gradually over time. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Coordination between resource activity 1. Reject CRM-1.9. 
specialists and Archeologist during 
planning and implementation of 
projects. 

Archaeologist to provide adequate 
monitoring of development activities 
to ensure minimization of cultural 
resource damage. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s /mcti o ns on rev ers e) 

Rationale: 

Protection of cultural sites through 
prov1s1ons such as EAs, cultural 
clearances, site excavations, 
inventories, and monitoring can 
minimize damage that might otherwise 
be done by surface disturbance. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1. 9 

I. Forestry No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-1.1 Minerals - Locateable - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Vehicular traffic and exploration activities near 
Goat Springs Creek and in the Snake River Placer Mining District could 
be detrimental to sites 10 TF 150, 151, 154, ID 2 TF 2, 4, 5, 17, 44, 
94, Dry Town, and Cauldrol Linn. 

b. Modification - Exclude mineral location activities in the area of 
known sites. 

M-2.1 Minerals - Oil & Gas - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Activities associated with oil and gas explora­
tion and development, including vehicular traffic, drill pads, and 
seismic exploration lines, could destroy cultural resource values. 

b. Modification - Conduct Class III inventories prior to exploration 
and development activities. 

M-4.3 Minerals Saleable 
See CRM 1.4 

M-4.4 Minerals Saleable - Competitive 

a . Nature of Conflict - Sites 10 TF 60, 61, 116, 150, 151, 154, 196, 
197, 198, 299, 205, 208, ID 2 TF 1, 21 29, 30, 52, 59, 68, 94, 
Dry Town, and Cauldron Linn are all located in areas recommended 
as material source areas, and would presumably be destroyed by 
quarrying. 

b. Modification - Exclude site areas from material source areas. 
Conduct Class III inventories prior to sales. 

III. Watershed 

WS-1.1, 1.2 support this cultural resource recommendation. 

WS-1.4 generally supports this recommendation. Sites located along 
the major streams, primarily Salmon Falls Creek, would be subjected 
to less trampling, and hence conserved, if WS-1.4 is accepted. 
Class III inventories would be required. 



! 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1.9 (cont.) 

WS-2.1 generally supports this cultural resource recorrnnendation. 
Approximately 70 percent of the known sites are located in areas 
of severe erosion susceptibility. 

WS-2.3 supports this cultural resource recommendation by helping 
to conserve the site at Winter Spring (ID 2 TF 13), which is 
being subjected to considerable erosion. 

WS-2.4 generally su pports this cultural resource recorrunendation by 
minimizing impacts to si tes located along Deep Creek, Mule Creek, 
and upper Salmon Falls Creek. 

IV. Recreation 

A. Natural History 

NH-1.1 supports this recommendation by providing additional 
protection to numerous known and potential sites in Salmon 
Falls Creek Canyon. 

B. Recreation 

R-1.2 - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The development of camping and picnic 
facilities could have primary impacts on the sites at 
China Creek (10 TF 116), Rabbit Spring (ID 2 TF 1), and 
Winter Spring (ID 2 TF 13). Secondary impacts from 
increased visitor use could occur at Shoshone Creek 
(ID 2 TF 92), and Upper Salmon Falls Creek (ID 2 TF 62, 
66, 67, 68). 

b. Modification - Relocate the proposed developments at 
China Creek, Shoshone Creek and Upper Salmon Falls Creek 
to avoid the primary and secondary impacts. Develop 
mitigation plans for the upgrading of existing facilities 
at Winter and Rabbit Springs. 

R-1 . 3 supports this recommendation by providing additional 
protection for the Oregon Trail (ID 2 TF 94). 

R-1.8 su pports this recommendation. 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Fa 11 s 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1. 9 (cont.) 

R-1.9(1) - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - The development of hiking and horseback 
riding trails could lead to primary impacts to numerous sites 
adjacent to Salmon Falls and Shoshone Creeks. Secondary 
impacts from increased visitor use would also result. 

b. Modification - Design the project to avoid known sites, especially 
at access points and trailheads. Conduct Class III inventory 
prior to design and layout. 

R-1.10 generally supports the conservation of cultural resources 
by limiting ORV use to existing roads and trails in most areas. 

R-1.11 - Competitive Conflict 
See CRM - 1. 5. 

R-2.1 su pports this recommendation by protecting the Oregon Trail 
( ID 2 TF 94). 

R-2.2 fully supports this recommendation for five sites: Cauldron 
Linn, Salmon Dam Kiln s (ID 2 TF 89), Oregon Trail (ID 2 TF 94), 
Ellis Exchange House (ID 2 TF 82), and Spring Town (ID 2 TF 2). 

C. Visual Resource Management 

VRM-1.1 supports this recommendation by providing a measure of 
protection and preservation to two areas of high cultural 
resource site density along Salmon Falls Creek. 

VRM-1.8 - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Fencing and planting shrubs at Rabbit 
Spring and Winter Spring may destroy cultural resource values. 

b. Modification - Develop mitigation plan to insure that cultural 
resource val ues are not impacted. 

VRM-1.9 su pports this conservation recommendation by limiting 
trampling impacts in areas of high site densities. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1.9 (cont.) 

V. Wilderness 

WM-1.2 supports this conservation recommendation by limiting 
impacts in an area of high site density. 

VI. Fi re 

F-1.1 may conflict with the conservation of site 10 TF 19. Class III 
inventory and possible mitigation should take care of any problems. 

VI I. Lands 

L-2.5 - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Four sites (ID 2 TF 47, 10 TF 208, 210, and 
216) are located on lands designated L-2.5, for acquisition by 
Water and Power Resources Service. Three of the sites have been 
evaluated by Idaho State University (10 TF 208, 210 and 216). 
None were recommended for nomination to the National Register 
(See TF-URA 3-CRM-15), although 10 TF 216 was reconvnended for 
further testing prior to any major impacts. 

b. Modification - Exclude the parcels of land containing 10 TF 216 
and ID 2 TF 47 from transfer to WPRS. These sites are located 
near the edges of proposed transfer parcels and should not 
radically effect the intent of the transfer. The two remaining 
sites (10 TF 208 and 210) do not appear to warrant further 
investigation. 

L-3.1 - Agricultural Development - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Site ID 2 TF 48 is located in an area 
proposed for future agricultural development. 

b. Modification - Exclude a parcel of approximately 20 acres from 
potential agricultural development. 

L-4.1 and L-4.2 generally supports this conservation recommendation 
by confining future impacts to previously impacted areas. 

L-7.1 supports the conservation of ID 2 TF 82 by acquiring it, and 
hence, bringing it under protective management. 



VIII. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1.9 (cont.) 

Wildlife 

WL-1.11 may support the conservation of numerous sites on Salmon Falls 
Creek Canyon if the number of bighorn sheep is such that trampling 
impacts from them are less severe than those from current livestock 
grazing. 

WL-2.3 may conflict with the conservation of sites along S. F. Creek. 
The installation of guzzlers should be preceeded by a Class III 
inventory. 

WL-2.4 complements this conservation recommendation, by retaining 
brush islands on land treatment areas. That is, CRM leaves and 
wildlife leaves can be incorporated. 

WL-2.6 supports - See CRM-1.6. 

WL-2.9 complements this recommendation in the same manner as WL-2.4. 

WL-2.10 generally supports the conservation of cultural resources by 
limiting livestock grazing, and, hence trampling impacts, along streams 
and at springs, seeps and meadows - areas likely to have CR sites. 

WL-3.1 supports the conservation of cultural resources by protecting 
wetland-riparian areas, which generally have high site potential. 

WL-3.7 supports - See CRM - 1.6 

WL-3.8 may conflict - The placement of potholes will require coordi­
nation with Archaeologist. 

WL-3.10 generally supports the conservation of cultural resources 
by limiting trampling impacts along streams. Class III inventory 
would be required for fencing. 

WL-4.3 Complements the conservation of cultural resources by creating 
raptor leave areas in land treatment areas. These leave areas can 
be incorporated with cultural resource leave areas. 

WL-4.3 supports the conservation of cultural resources by prohibiting 
land treatments (except fire rehab) within~ mile of Salmon Falls 
Creek Canyon, an area of extremely high site density. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1.9 (cont.) 

WL-4.8 supports the protection of caves and rockshelters, often the sites 
of significant cultural resources. 

WL-4.9 may conflict with the conservation of cultural resources. The 
planting of vegetative species may destroy portions of sites. Coordinate 
with Archaeologist. 

IX. Range 

RM-1.7 - Possible Conflict - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - The range recommendation calls for the development 
of a spring in T. 12 S., R. 18 E., Section 26. The probability of a 
cultural resource site being present is high, and would create a 
conflict. 

b. Modification - If a site is present, a mitigation plan would have 
to be developed. This might involve test excavations, salvage, or 
changes on the development design. 

RM-2.1 - Maintenance Burns - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Fire lines constructed in conjunction with the 
burns could destroy cultural resource sites. Eleven sites are 
presently known within the burn areas. Two of these are in the 
canyon, and would not be affected. Additional unknown sites may 
exist in the burn areas. 

b. Modification - Design fire lines so that they do not impact sites. 
Conduct Class III inventories to identify and avoid additional 
sites. 

RM-2.3 - Spray and Seed - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Drill seeding can be destructive to cultural 
resource sites. Six sites are presently known on the spray and 
seed areas. Two of them, however, are within the Basin Well 
Fire Reahb area, and will not be impacted. Additional unknown 
sites may occur in the spray and seed areas. 

b. Modification - Avoid the known sites when drilling. Conduct 
Class III inventories to identify and avoid additional sites. 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

CRM - 1.9 (cont.) 

RM-2.4 - Burn and Seed - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Fire lines and drill seeding can destroy 
cultural resource sites. Fifteen sites are known to exist 
within the burn and seed areas, 3 or 4 of which would probably 
not be impacted. Additional unknown sites may be present on 
the burn and seed areas. 

b. Modification - Avoid the known sites when drilling and 
constructing fire lines. Conduct Class III inventories to 
identify additional sites for avoidance. 

RM-2.5 and 2.6 - Plowing and Seeding - Possible Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Plowing and seeding are detrimental to 
cultural resource sites. 

b. Modification - Conduct Class III inventories prior to plowing 
and seeding. 



URA Reconciliation 

Numerous opportunities identified in URA Step 4 have not been brought forward to 
MFP Step 1. These opportunities often involve the acquisition of additional data, 
or the preparation of adequate evaluations, and, as such, do not lend themselves 
to the land use decisions called for in the MFP process. Other opportunities are 
more appropriately addressed by other programs, especially the Recreation program. 

Socio-Cultural Use Opportunities 

Opportunities for additional inventory, reconstruction, and/or interpretation at 
Spring Town, Dry Town, the Oregon Trail, Cauldron Linn, Salmon Dam Kilns, Ellis 
Exchange House, and Mr. Jeff's House have not been brought forward. Reconstruction 
and interpretation are functions of the Recreation program. Inventory does not 
involve a land use decision. The development of an interpretive office display 
would also be a Recreation function. Interviewing individuals to assess their atti­
tudes towards cultural resources is not a land use problem and can be better address­
ed through activity planning. 

Current Scientific Use Opportunities 

Since the Oregon Trail studies do not involve any land use or disturbance, the 
opportunity was not brought forward. 

Management Use Opportunities 

Opportunities for management use will generally involve studies associated with 
impacts to cultural resources form Bureau implemented or authorized projects. 
Since these studies will require 11 before 11

, as well as 11 after 11
, components, it is 

difficult at this time to make specific recommendations. In the future, when 
projects are proposed that could include a management use study, recommendations 
wi 11 be made. 



OSC-1!541·2 

UNITED STATES GOV ,~MENT 

Memorandum 

To District Manager, I-2 

DEPARTMENT OF THE:.. ,,HERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Idaho State Office 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

1600 (920) 

Date: December 15, 1981 

FROM 

SUBJECT : 

Chief, Division of Planning & Environmental Coordination 

Twin Falls MFP Wilderness Recommendations 

We have reviewed the Wilderness recommendations for the Twin Falls MFP 

and agree that they satisfy the intent of IM ID-82-36. Incidentally you 

should be more precise in WM-1.2 Recommendation as to a "research" or an 

"outstanding" natural area designation. 
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DEC:171981 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Refer to WM-1.2 

• 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

NH - 1.1 
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OBJECTIVE: 

UNITED STATES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFPj 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity Na t i ona 1 Hi story 

Res ource Management 
Objective Number 

NH-1 

Designate representative natural ecosystems and areas which represent the ecological 
and geological character of the United State~ in order to Rrotect, preserve, interpret 
and provide for scientific study of these areas. ' 

RATIONALE: 

Provisions of such areas will enhance the educattonal and scientific values of the 
areas, strengthen cultural appreciation of natural history, and foster a wider in­
terest and concern in the conservation of the nation's natural heritage. 

Several national programs have been established to irentify, designate, study, and 
monitor these areas. These programs include, but are not limited to, the following: 

1) The National Natu~l Landmark System - Established in 1963 under the ad­
ministration of the National Park Service, the program is now administer­
ed by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service. The program en­
courages the preservation of areas containing 11 unique 11 and/or "representa­
tive type" ecological and geological characters of the United States. 

2) Research Natural Area System - Initially started in 1927, the program is 
sponsored and promoted by the Federal Committee on Ecological Reserves 
(inter-departmental committee consisting of representatives from eight 
cooperating ~gencies). Natural areas serve: as control or baseline areas 
for comparison with those influenced by man; as educational and research 
areas for ecological and environmental studies; and to protect gene pools 
for typical as well as rare and endangered organisms. 

3) The National Parks and Monuments System. 

4) The Wilderness System. 

BLM Manual 1603.12C.3 Long-Term Objectives. 

b. Identify, evaluate, and bring under protective development all significant 
natural, historic, and cultural values found on public lands. Provide for 
the public use and development of these values where consistent with pre­
servation goals. 

BLM Maual 1603-II.G.2. Specific Goals. 

a. Identify, through the planning system, areas which qualify for management 
as 11 primitive 11

, "back country", or "natural areas". Prior to making any 
formal designations, management plans should be prepared and there must be 
assurance through the budgeting process that funding to implement management 
plans will be available. 

, l,:,.'ru . .'1,>11..,· 011 rr•uersc) Form 1600-20 (April 197 5) 
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BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Boise District Office 
3948 Development Avenue 

Boise, Idaho 83705 
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In Reply Refer To: 
1600 ... ....... . 
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.. 
October 15, 1990 

/ . 

Memorandum 

To : Burley District Manager 

From: Boise District Manager 

Subject: Land Use Plan Amendment Decision Record/Rationale 

Enclosed is an original of the subject document, approved by the State 
Director. The two substantive protests to the amendment have been resolved. 
This decision record/rationale concludes the plan amendment process that 
designates a portion of the Salmon Falls Creek Canyon as an ACEC. The ACEC 
designation involves both the Boise District and the Burley District; 
therefore, we expect to work closely with your district on any future 
management actions involving the ACEC. 

We have retained one original of the subject document for our records. If 
you have any questions on the enclosure, please contact Terry Costello at FTS 
327-3395. Thank you for your cooperation and assistance in prepar ing and 
reviewing the amendment and the decision record/1ati onale. 

Enclosures: AS 



LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENT 

DECISION RECORD/RATIONALE 

BACKGROUND 

The Proposed Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Assessment (EA) for the 
Jarbidge Resource Management Plan (RMP) and the Twin Falls Management 
Framework Plan (MFP) was distributed to the public on February 24, 1989. This 
amendment/EA addressed the need to construct additional range improvement 
projects (fences, pipelines, and water developments) to meet management 
objectives in the Jarbidge RMP, It also addressed the need to designate 30 
miles of Salmon Falls Creek Canyon as an Area of Critical Environmental 
(ACEC), Because the ACEC would include lands in both the Boise and Burley BlM 
districts, amendment of both the applicable land use plans was proposed. 

Following extensive public review of the proposed amendment/EA, three protests 
were filed with the BlM Director. The protests were denied with the exception 
of the following three provisions in the BlM Director's responses: 

1. "We have directed the BlM State Director to ensure that a system is 
implemented so that public participation occurs for these projects." 

2. "After review of the language concerning Wilderness Study Areas 
(WSA's) on page 14 of the EA, we .. , have directed the BlM State 
Director to amend the language in order to clarify the intent." 

3. " . we are directing the BlM State Director to modify the 
phraseology to more clearly indicate the management intent of the two 
areas immediately adjacent to, but outside the ACEC," 

In response to the requirement of item 1 above, the Boise and Burley district 
managers will: (1) publish news releases for the Grazing Advisory Board 
meetings in which B1.M's annual proposals for range improvements are discussed 
and recommendations are received from the Board; (2) make available to the 
public upon request lists of annually approved range improvements; (3) 
continue to allow for public review of the chronological register of EA's for 
each district; (4) mail notice of individual range improvements to those 
requesting such notice; and (5) work closely with interest groups to consider 
and accommodate their ideas on designing range improvements to best meet the 
land use plan objectives, 

Item 2 above is addressed in paragraph 6 of the Jarbidge RMP Amendment 
Decision, on page 2 of this document. As indicated, no range improvement is 
proposed within a WSA. If one were proposed in the future, no construction 
would be allowed unless it would enhance wilderness values and meet all other 
Interim Management Policy (IMP), planning, and management requirements. 

Item 3 above is addressed in paragraph 3 of the Jarbidge RMP Amendment 
Decision (page 2) and paragraph 4 of the Twin Falls MFP Amendment Decision 
(page 3). The intent of the amendment is to continue existing multiple use 
management on the areas outside Salmon Falls Creek Canyon, while protecting 
the ACEC from visual intrusions or obviously incompatible uses on the areas 
adjacent to the Canyon. 

- 1-



JARBIDGE RMP AMENDMENT DECISION 

The Jarbidge RMP Record of Decision is hereby amended as follows: 

1. The Management Prescription for MUA-14 (page II-54, items D and I) is 
changed to recognize and designate the entire MUA as a part of the Salmon 
Falls Creek Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), the 
remainder of which is in the Burley District. 

2. The section entitled "Areas of Critical Environmental Concern," beginning 
on page II-62, is changed to identify Salmon Falls Creek Canyon as one of the 
ACEC's. The MUA-14 Management Prescription provides the ACEC objectives, 
description, and special management requirements. Also, Appendix Table B-1 
and Map 5 are changed to recognize Salmon Falls Creek Canyon as an ACEC. 

3. Coordinate with the Burley District on all management actions within MUA 
14, to provide for consistency in protecting the unique natural and scenic 
values in the entire ACEC. Also, coordinate management actions in other MUA's 
of the Jarbidge Resource Area, Boise District, to avoid any adverse impacts to 
the ACEC, e.g. visual intrusions or obviously incompatible uses on the 
adjacent uplands. 

4. Section Hin each of the MUA Management Prescriptions is changed to 
reflect the number of range improvements listed below in item 5. No range 
improvements are proposed in MUA's 1, 4, and 14, which are not listed below. 

5, The sixth, seventh, and eighth columns of Appendix Table D-3 (page D-13) 
are changed to reflect the number of range improvements listed in the table 
below. "Water developments" include reservoirs, wells, and springs, 

Multiple Use Area (MUA) 
Type of Range Total 
Improvement 2 3 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 15 16 

Fences (miles) 10 8 6 35 100 5 0 8 46 42 19 18 9 306 

Pipelines (miles) 0 17 7 34 149 0 2 1 76 85 35 26 12 444 

Water developments 8 0 0 0 2 0 0 3 2 2 0 0 2 19 

6. An environmental assessment will be prepared for each range improvement 
project prior to construction, and public participation will be encouraged in 
effectively locating and designing the projects to meet RMP objectives. No 
range improvement will be constructed in a Wilderness Study Area unless it 
would enhance wilderness values as required by the Interim Management Policy 
(IMP) and would meet all other IMP, planning, and management requirements, 
including the Resource Management Guidelines on pages II-71 through II-95 of 
the Jarbidge RMP Record of Decision. 

-2-



TWIN FALLS MFP AfvIENDMENT DECISION 

The Twin Falls MFP is hereby amended as follows: 

1, Decision NH-1.1 is changed to designate the area between Salmon Falls 
Creek and the eastern canyon rim, from Salmon Falls Creek Dam to Balanced Rock 
road, as a part of the Salmon Falls Creek Canyon ACEC. The rest of the ACEC, 
west of the Creek, is in the Boise District. 

2, The ACEC is subject to the following resource management restrictions: 
(1) exclude livestock grazing, (2) avoid all utility rights-of-way, (3) close 
to agriculture entry, (4) close to all motorized vehicle use, and (5) prohibit 
mechanized fire suppression equipment. 

3. Coordinate with the Boise District on all management actions within the 
designated area, to provide for consistency in protecting the unique natural 
and scenic values in the entire ACEC. 

4. Management direction for the uplands adjacent to the east side of the ACEC 
remains the same as it has been since approval of the Twin Falls MFP in 
September 1982: livestock grazing may continue, and a 500-foot-wide buffer 
strip will continue to be managed to avoid any visually intrusive construction 
and to restrict other uses that would be obviously incompatible with the ACEC. 

AMENDMENT DECISION RATIONALE 

Salmon Falls Creek Canyon meets the criteria of relevance and importance for 
being designated as an ACEC. It requires special management on both sides of 
the Creek to ensure continued protection of its unique natural ecosystem, and 
it has special importance because of the unusual natural and scenic values 
within the Canyon. Public comments have indicated a broad support for 
designating and protecting the area. 

Based on information obtained after the Jarbidge RMP was prepared, the amounts 
of range improvement projects listed above are necessary to meet the land use 
plan objectives. The additional improvements are needed for maintaining or 
improving soil, vegetation, and watershed conditions, and for providing 
adequate forage for identified numbers of livestock, wildlife, and wild 
horses. Also, the improvements are needed to improve lands in poor ecological 
condition, to maintain existing vegetat· improvements, and to manage big 
game habitat to suppor populatio cified in the RMP. 

Recommended by: 
~Date 

Approved by: 
Tnite 

-3-
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United States Department of the Interior 

Dear Reviewer, 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
BOISE DISTRICT OFFICE 

3948 DEVELOPMENT ROAD 
BOISE, IDAHO 83705 

- -- . 
IN REPLY REFER TO: 

1600 

A copy of a draft Land Use Plan Amendment and Environmental Assessment is 
enclosed for )-our review, As we inf0rmed you in March 1988, the amendment 
addresses the need to construct additional range improvement projects (fences, 
pipelines, and water developments) to fully meet the land use objectives 
identified in the Jarbidge Resource Management Plan. The amendment would not 
change any of the established objectives or guidelines for managing any of the 
resources or land uses within the Jarbidge Resource Area. 

The other issue addressed in the enclosed amendment is the need to designate a 
30-mile stretch of Salmon Falls Creek Canyon as an Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC). Salmon Falls Creek forms a boundary between the 
Boise and Burley BLM districts; therefore, the ACEC would lie partially within 
each of the districts. The area involved is presently identified as an 
Outstanding Natural Area, which is subject to protection for its unique 
natural features. Designation as an ACEC would not be eA-pected to result in 
any significant changes in management. of the area. 

If you have any questions or comments regarding this draft document, please 
call either Terry Costello, P.Lanning Coordinator, at 334-9311 or Gan- Carson, 
Area Manager, at 334-9249 or send written comments to: Bureau of Land 
Management, Boise District Office, 3948 Development Road, Boise, Idaho 83705. 
Please submit an;v comments by October 11, 1988. 

Sincerely 

Enclosure: AS 
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INTRODUCTION 

R1RPOSE AND NEED FOR AMEt.lX1ENT 

The purpose of this amendment is to (1) modify the Jarbidge Resource 
~lanagement Plan (RMP) to provide for sufficient range improvement projects to 
meet the R.""'IP management objectiYes and (2) modify both the Jarbidge RMP and 
the Twin Falls Management Framework Plan <MFP) to design.ate a new Area of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) in Salmon Falls Creek canyon. The 
general guidelines and the management objectives in both the Jarbidge RMP and 
the Twin Falls MFP will remain the same as they are now. 

Additional Range Improvements 

The Jarbidge RMP was approved by the Idaho State Director on March 23, 
1987. In implementing the plan it quickly became apparent that the proposed 
level of structural range improvements (water developnents, pipelines, and 
fences) was not adequate to implement the 39 proposed Allotment Management 
Plans (AMP's). AMP's are the primary means used to achieve the overall 
objectives of the range management program; therefore, without sufficient 
range improvements, the objectives cannot be met. Generally, these 
objectives are to maintain or improve the soil, vegetation, and watershed 
conditions within the resource area and to provide forage for livestock, 
wildlife, and wild horses. Specific objectives comnon to most Multiple Use 
Areas (MUA's) also would not be met. These include: (1) to improve lands in 
poor ecological condition, (2) to achieve projected forage use levels, (3) to 
maintain existing vegetative improvements, and (4) to manage big game habitat 
to support a specified ntDnber of animals. 

Insufficient range improvement projects were included in the Jarbidge RMP 
because of inadequate infonnation on what projects would be needed, 
Subsequent to developnent of the information for the RMP, the Boise District 
has completed a Sagebrush Management Plan, a Greenstripping Plan, and a 
Normal Fire Year Rehabilitation Plan, Information in these documents, plus 
observations and experience over the past few years relating to forage 
production and availability, have all indicated a need to amend the RMP, 

The Jarbidge RMP Record of Decision, on page II-96, specifically allows 
for additional range improvements (ones not addressed in the RMP) to be 
developed. without going through the land use plan amendment process. 
However, because range improvements were a controversial issue in preparation 
of the RMP, and the proposed increases in improvements would be relatively 
substantial in some MUA's, it was decided to use the amendment process to 
evaluate the additional improvements, Also, this process will provide an 
opportunity for the public to review and conment on the total level of 
proposed range improvements in the Jarbidge Resource Area. 

Areas of Critical Envirorunental Concern 

In the Jarbidge RMP, Salmon Falls Creek Canyon (HUA 14) is identified as 
an Outstanding Natural Area. The area is comprised of a steep-walled canyon 
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containing many pristine, scenic, natural features. Recent BLM Manual 
guidance (1623.31Al) requires that any Outstanding Natural Area be evaluated 
as an ACEC, following the RMP procedures. This plan amendment document t.:ill 
meet that requirement. 

Salmon Falls Creek forms a BLM district boundary, i.e., the west side of 
the Creek is in the Boise District, and the east side is in the Burley 
district. However, both sides have been identified as special management 
areas, have similar resource values, and are subject to similar management 
decisions, Therefore, both sides of the Creek will be addressed in this 
doctunent as a single proix>sed ACEC, which would extend across the district 
boundary. 

LOCATION 

The Jarbidge Resource Area (Boise District) includes approximately 
1,690,000 acres of public land in Elmore, Owyhee, and Twin Falls counties in 
southern Idaho, and in Elko County in northern Nevada. Map 1 indicates the 
general location of the Jarbidge Resource Area. The additional area inYolved 
in the pro}X)sed ACEC is in the Twin Falls Planning Unit of the Snake River 
Resource Area (Burley District), which lies adjacent to the eastern boundary 
of the Jarbidge Resource Area. The proposed ACEC includes approximately 
3,000 acres of public lands identified in the Twin Falls MFP for protection 
as the Salmon Falls Creek Natural Area, and 2,947 acres of public lands (MUA 
14) identified in the Jarbidge RMP for protection as an Outstanding Natural 
Area. The proposed ACEC includes the stretch of Salmon Falls Creek Canyon 
(from rim to rim) between Salmon Falls Dam on the south and the Balanced Rock 
road on the north, which is a meandering distance of approximately 30 miles. 

PLA.'JNING PROCESS 

The BLM planning process consists of nine steps: (1) Issue identifica­
tion, (2) Planning criteria, (3) Inventory, (4) Management situation 
analysis, (5) Alternative formulation, (6) Estimation of effects, (7) 
Selection of the preferred. alternative, (8) Selection of the R."'iP, and (9) 
Monitoring and evaluation. These steps are follot.:ed to prepare an RMP and 
also, in a modified fonn, to prepare a plan amendment, Public participation 
is an integral pa.rt of the process for either an RMP or a plan amendment. 

OONFORMANCE STATEMENT 

BLM planning regulations (43 CFR 1610.5-3) require that all resource 
management authorizations and actions shall conform to the approved land use 
plan, The number of range improvements that is now considered necessary 
substantially exceeds what is listed in the Jarbidge RMP Record of Decision, 
and Salmon Falls Creek Canyon was not designated as an~ in either the 
Jarbidge RMP or the Twin Falls MFP. Therefore, this plan amendment document 
is being prepared to evaluate the prop:,sed land use plan changes. 
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PLANNING ISSUES AND CRITERIA 

PLANNING ISSUES 

Planning issues were identified. in the draft and proposed. Jarbidge &'111P. 
''Livestock grazing" and ''special designations '' were among the issues 
addressed. in the RMP, Specific planning questions applicable to this 
amendment are: (1) What major t)l)es of (range) improvements are needed? and 
(2) What areas should be identified. for special designation and management 
l ACEC , etc. ) ? 

PLAf..NING CRITERIA 

General planning criteria from the RMP will be applied to this 
amendment. These criteria are: 

1, Social and economic values; 
2, Plans, programs, and policies of other Federal, State, and local 

government agencies, and Indian tribes; 
3. Existing laws, regulations, and BI11 policy; 
4. Future needs and demands for existing or potential resource 

corrmod.ities and values; 
5. Public input; 
6. Public welfare and safety; 
7. Past and present use of public and adjacent lands; 
8. Public benefits of providing goods and seI'\·ices in relation to cost; 
9. Quantity and quality of nonco1IU1odity resource values; and 

10. Environmental impacts. 

In addition to the above criteria, BI11 Manual 1622,31A3b indicates that 
grazing management actions addressed in the RMP are to include the general 
t~i,es, locations, and magnitude (miles, acres, nlDilbers) of range improvements 
for allotments or groups of allotments. This guidance applies to the range 
improvements addressed in this amendment document. 

BIB Manual 1623.31Al states that natural areas (including Outstanding 
Natural Areas) " ••• must be designated as Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC's) ••• " Two additional criteria also apply to identification of 
ACEC' s: ( 1) Relevance ( requiring special management) , and ( 2) Importance 
(having special worth, meaning, distinctiveness, or cause for concern), The 
proposed Salmon Falls Creek Canyon ACEC meets these criteria because it 
requires special management to restore and protect its unique natural 
ecosystem, and it has special importance because of the unusual natural and 
scenic values within the Canyon. · 
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ALTER\1ATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

NO ACTIO~ 

The No Action Alternative would limit the amount of structural improve­
ments to the numbers identified. in the Jarbidge P.MP Record of Decision, or to 
those constructed. between 1984 and 1988, whichever is greater, by MUA. Some 
projects were ongoing while the R'1P was being prepared.. Also, the RMP 
allowed for exceeding the number of projects identified in the plan, without 
preparing a plan amendment, provided. that: (1) National Environmental Policy 
Act requirements were met, (2) additional projects were in confonnance with 
objectives for the MUA, and (3) they would not conflict with the management 
guidelines and objectives of other resource activities. Ho~ever, for this 
analysis, the No Action Alternative will be limited to the projects already 
constructed. or specifically identified. in the RMP, as stated above. This 
level of range improvements t,10uld include a total of 215 miles of fence, 165 
miles of pipelines, and 12 water developnents. The amm.mts of range 
improvements included in the existing Jarbidge R."iP and the amounts completed. 
to date in each MUA a.re presented in Table 1. 

Also, under the No Action Alternative, Salmon Falls Creek would remain 
undesignated as an ACEC, but would continue to receive protective management 
under its existing designation as an Outstanding Natural Area. This 
management consists of excluding livestock grazing; a.voiding any overhead, 
surface, or underground utilities; closure to agriculture entry; closure to 
all motorized vehicles; and restriction of any mechanized. fire suppression 
equiµnent in the canyon. 

PROPOSED ACTION 

Range Improvements 

The Proposed Action would provide for more range improvements in the 
Ja.rbidge Resource Area than were identified in the approved. Jarbidge RMP, 
Based on a more detailed. analysis of the amount of improvements required. to 
fully implement the A"iP's that are needed to meet the land use plan 
objectives, it is proposed. to: (1) increase miles of fence from 166 to 306, 
(2) increase miles of water pipelines from 131 to 444, and (3) increase water 
developnents (wells, reservoirs, or springs) from 5 to 19. Table 1 lists how 
many of these improvements would be in each of the 16 MUA's. The Proposed. 
Action is represented by the difference between "Approved RMP'' and "Proposed 
Total" in the table. Map 2 shows the geographical distribution of the 
increase in proposed improvements in relation to the Jarbidge Resource Area. 

The numbers of proposed range improvements listed are estimates of what 
would be implemented over the next 20 years, based on the best infonnation 
available at this time. The numbers could be modified, subject to National 
Environmental Policy Act requirements, as provided for in the Jarbidge RMP 
Record of Decision, page II-96. No changes in the level of land treatments 
identified. in the RMP are being proposed. 
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TABLE 1 

JARBIDGE RESOURCE AREA 
RANGELAND IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 

MUA APm)VED RMP m1PLEI'ED ADDITIONAL PROrosED TOTAL 

fence pipln watr fence pipln watr fence pipln watr fence pipln watr 

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
2 5 0 0 1 0 3 9 0 5 10 0 8 
3 8 0 0 5 2 0 3 15 0 8 17 0 
4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
5 0 0 0 1 0 0 5 7 0 6 7 0 
6 35 30 0 6 3 0 29 31 0 35 34 0 
7 100 100 2 43 25 1 57 124 1 100 149 2 
8 0 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 0 
9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 2 0 

10 4 1 3 0 0 0 8 1 3 8 1 3 
11 5 0 0 32 6 1 14 70 1 46 76 2 
12 9 0 0 17 20 1 25 65 1 42 85 2 
13 0 0 0 4 3 0 15 32 0 19 35 0 
14 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
15 0 0 0 0 3 0 18 23 0 18 26 0 
16 0 0 0 4 0 2 5 12 0 9 12 2 

'IUl'L 166 131 5 118 62 8 188 382 11 306 444 19 

Fences (fence) and pipelines (pipln) are shown by miles. Water 
developnents (watr) are shown by m.unber of sites and include wells, 
reservoirs, and springs. 

Projects listed as "Completed" are those implemented between 1984 (when 
the original proposed project levels were developed for the RMP) and 
the present time (1988), "Additional" projects are the ones still 
needed to meet RMP objectives, including those in the approved RMP 
that haven't been implemented. 

For MUA 10, which is a Wilderness Sttdy Area (WSA) , the levels of 
developnent shown are based on the Proposed Action analyzed in the 
Jarbidge Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement. Any projects 
that could impair wilderness characteristics would not be 
implemented wtl.ess or lDltil Congress determines that the area is 
partially or entirely lDlSuitable for wilderness designation. 
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Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

The Proposed Action would designate the stretch of Salmon Falls Creek 
Canyon between Salmon Falls Dam and Balanced Rock road as an ACEC. Although 
the lands to be designated lie within two Bl.M Districts (separated by Salmon 
Falls Creek), they are being considered as a tmit because of their 
geographic, scenic, ecologic, and management similarities. The proposed 
designation coincides with two existing designations: (1) The Outstanding 
Natural Area in MUA 14 of the Jarbidge RMP, and (2) The Salmon Falls Creek 
Natural Area in Decision NH-1,1 of the Twin Falls MFP, 

The Proposed Action would continue the existing planning decisions 
regarding the portion of Salmon Falls Creek Can.yen in the Jarbidge Resource 
Area of the Boise Bl.M District, and would establish identical decisions for 
the eastern portion of the canyon, in the Snake River Resource Area of the 
Burley District. Although the Twin Falls MFP identified the Salmon Falls 
Creek Natural Area as extending 500 feet east of the canyon rim, the ACEC is 
proposed to include only the lands within the canyon (rim to rim), so as to 
be consistent on both sides of the canyon, Future management of the canyon 
as an ACEC would be consistent with past actions ·to recognize and protect the 
area. Specific management decisions would be to exclude livestock grazing; 
avoid any overhead, surface, or underground utilities; close the area to 
agricultural entry; close it to all motorized vehicles; and restrict any 
mechanized fire suppression equipnent from the canyon. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Descriptions of range and wildlife resources, along with related 
backgrotmd infonna.tion, are presented below. These descriptions are intended 
to provide a convenient reference and comparison for evaluating the 
anticipated impacts of the proposed action. other resources are not expected 
to be affected by the proposed action and, therefore, are not described in 
this doctunent. Anticipated impacts of grazing systems will be assessed when 
the allotment management plans are developed. A more comprehensive 
description of the environment is included in Chapter 3 of the Proposed 
Jarbidge RMP and Final EIS, which is available from the Boise District Bl.M 
Office. 

Livestock Grazing 

The grazing program in the Jarbidge Resource Area encompasses virtually 
all of the 1,690,473 acres of public lands, much of the 102,509 acres of 
State lands, and some of the 302,537 acres of private lands located within 
the Area. Approximately 36,505 acres of the public land is tmgrazed, This 
acreage is mostly comprised of isolated wildlife tracts, river canyons, or 
other isolated areas, 
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There are 79 grazing allotments in the area, used by 86 livestock 
pennittees, that have a current active grazing preference of 166,318 animal 
unit months (AUM's) of livestock forage. Because of increased forage 
availability, primarily as a result of wildfire rehabilitation, the average 
annual use is approximately 190,000 AlJM's. Total estimated forage production 
levels indicate that approximately 110,000 AUM's of forage are available 
above the current grazing preference. These AUM's are the result of 
extensive seedings developed in the past 15 years in MUA's 5, 6, and 7. 
Additional water and fencing would be required to effectively use this 
forage. 

There are currently seven allotment management plans (AMP's) and four 
coordinated. resource management plans (CRMP's) in the area. All allotments 
have general constraints on the timing and amounts of grazing use. Livestock 
seasons of use vary considerably throughout the resource area. Year-around 
grazing use (with rotation between pastures) is made in the Saylor Creek 
Allotments and under five of the existing Ar.iP's. Most allotments have an 
eight-month continuous season or a split spring-fall season of use. 

Vegetation 

The vegetation on the higher slopes of Bennett Mountain and the Anderson 
Ranch area consists mostly of big sagebrush/bluebunch wheatgrass. On the 
lower elevations near the Snake River, the vegetation is predominantly big 
sagebrush/Sandberg bluegrass. The Saylor Creek Unit south of the River 
(MUA's 5, 6, and 7) has a native stand of depleted. sagebrush range invaded 
with extensive ammmts of cheatgrass. Large areas have been seeded to 
crested wheatgrass as a result of fire rehabilitation projects. Further 
south, the sagebrush comnunity persists with an understory of Thurber's 
needlegrass and bluebunch wheatgrass. In the upland areas near the Nevada 
border, a mix of big sagebrush/Idaho fescue and low sagebrush/Idaho fescue 
grade into a mix of various mountain sagebrush and mixed mountain shrub 
areas. Pockets of aspen are conman near the Nevada border. 

The range condition of the areas grazed by livestock is approximately 2 
percent excellent, 5 percent good, 9 percent fair, 42 percent poor, 12 
percent burned, 1 percent sprayed, and 29 percent seeding. Approximately 80 
percent of MUA 2, which, includes all or major portions of the allotments on 
Bennett Mo\mtain, is in poor condition. In the Environmental Consequences 
section of this document, acres of poor condition range are displayed in 
Table 3, by MUA, to facilitate compe.rison with projections for the Proposed 
Action and No Action Alten1ative. 

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Plants 

'lbreatened, endangered, and sensitive plant species occurring within the 
Jarbidge Resource Area are listed below: 
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Astragalus atratus var. inseptus 
Erigeron latus 
Leptoda.ctylon glabrum 
Astragalus atratus var. owyheensis 
Astragalus kentrophyta var. jessiae 
Qyrnopterus acaulis var. greeleyorum 
Eriogonum shockleyi var. shockleyi 
Glyptopleura ma.rginata 
Gymnosteris nudicaulis 
Lepidium montam.un var, papilliferum 
Ma.lacothrix glabrata 
Mentzelia torreyi var. acerosa 
Penstemon janishiae 

Status 

Federal Category 2 
Federal Category 2 
Federal Category 2 
State Sensitive 
State Sensitive 
State Sensitive 
State Sensitive 
State Priority 1 
State Sensitive 
State Priority 1 
State Sensitive 
State Priority 2 
State Sensitive 

In addition, Lepidium davisii (Federal Category 2) is expected to occur, 
since it is present in resource areas on either side. It grows only in 
playas, of which there are many within the Jarbidge Resource Area, 

"Federal Category 2" plants are defined as those for which inadequate 
data exist to support listing as either Threatened or Endangered. The State 
of Idaho also maintains a Sensitive Plant List, in which there are several 
categories. "State Priority 1" species are those in danger of becoming 
extinct or extirpated from Idaho in the forseeable future if identifiable 
factors contributing to their decline continue to operate. "State Priority 
2" species are likely to be classified as Priority 1 within the forseeable 
future in Idaho if factors contributing to their population decline or 
habitat degradation continue. "Sensitive" species have small populations or 
localized distributions within Idaho and their populations and habitats may 
be jeopardized if current land use practices continue. 

It is BI.M policy to protect, conserve, and manage federally listed and 
State-listed or candidate listings of sensitive, threatened, or endangered 
plants. Because of their habitat, the species in the Jarbidge Resource Area 
most likely to be affected by range improvements include Astragalus atratus 
var. inseptus and var. oW)'heensis, Glyptopleura marginata, Lepidium montanum 
var. pa.pilliferum, Gymnosteris nudicaulis, and Lepidium davisii, if it is 
present. However, threatened and endangered plant clearances will be done 
prior to each project to eliminate any potential species destruction or 
habitat loss. 

Wild Horses 

The Saylor Creek wild horse area is located in MUA 7, includes 
approximately 106,000 acres, and supports an average of 50 horses 
year-around. 
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TERRESTRIAL WILDLIFE 

Big Game 

A summary of estimated current big game population numbers is presented 
below in Table 2. Mule deer are the most ab\mdant big game species in the 
Jarbidge Resource Area. They range over habitat varying in elevation from 
2,500 feet along the Snake River to about 7,400 feet on Bennett Motmtain. 
Most of the Sl.DIIDer use is on higher elevations of the Boise and Humboldt 
national forests. Principal s\.lllller use on public land occurs on Bennett 
Mountain, along the Bn.meau/Jarbidge River complex, and on the Jarbidge 
upland along the Idaho/Nevada border. Riparian areas are key sumner habitat 
for mule deer, wherever they occur. Mule deer make the greatest use of 
public lands during the winter and early spring months. Principal winter 
ranges include the south slopes of Bennett Molllltain, Big Island, Coltnnbet 
Tables, Dorsey Table, Murphy Air Strip, Black Rock Pocket, and a band of 
habitat along the Rogerson-to-Murphy highway. 

MUA # 

1 
2 

3 

4 
5 
6 ... 
I 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 
13 
14 
15 

16 

TABLE 2 

JARBIDGE RESOURCE AREA 
CURRENT BIG GAME ro:ruLATIONS 

Elk Mule Deer Antelope 

70 200 ---
125 350 ---

3,350 W 
--- 60 10 

300 W 
--- 50 ---
--- 50 ---
--- 25 ---
--- 50 15 
--- 5 ---
--- 5 ---
--- 200 105 

1,320 W 
--- 300 100 

50 
--- 150 250 
--- 125 25 
- 50 ----- 995 900 

1,200 W 
--- 520 140 

1,475 W 

Bighorn 

---
---
---
---
---
---
-·--
---
---

21 

---
------
---

2 

2 

All of the above population numbers represent 
resident (yearlong) animals, except those 
followed by a "W," which represent wintering 
animals. 

11 



Elk are foW1d in MUA's 1 and 2, mostly on Bennett Mountain during the 
winter. Most of the summer use is on higher elevations on the Boise National 
Forest. In the winter many of the elk share the slopes and hills on public 
land with wintering mule deer, 

Pronghorn antelope are fotmd in the Jarbidge Resource Area north and 
south of the Snake River. A small poPJ,lation on the north side is found in 
MUA 3. The largest population is foW1d along the south end of the resource 
area in the vicinity of the Rogerson-to-Murphy Highway. A portion of the 
population is comprised of yearlong residents, while the remainder sunmer in 
Nevada and winter in Idaho, An additional small, isolated population is 
f Olmd in MUA' s 10 and 16 on the Diamond A Ranch. These animals also summer 
principally in Nevada, Antelope crucial winter range is foWld on the north 
point of the Diamond A, Murphy Air Strip, and Browns Bench. Other 
Significant wintering areas may exist. 

In December 1982 and December 1984, two groups of twelve California 
bighorn sheep were reintroduced in the West Fork of the B:n.meau Canyon, and 
in February 1981 and March 1984 two additional groups of twelve were 
transplanted to the Fast Fork of the Jarbidge River in Nevada, Five lambs 
were counted from the West Fork population in 1983. Some of the sheep 
released in Nevada were lost to moW1tain lions, but a few survived and moved 
down the canyon to Idaho. Future transplants are proposed to increase the 
gene pool, 

Upland Game 

Upland game birds in the Jarbidge Resource Area include sage grouse, 
ring-necked pheasant, Hungarian partridge, chukar partridge, mourning dove, 
California quail, and motmtain quail, Sage grouse were once the most widely 
distributed and abtmdant game bird in the area. They are still scattered 
throughout, although their m.unbers have declined due to loss of habitat 
through conversion of sagebrush lands to cropland, reduction of shrubs by 
wildfire, and the irnpe.ct of livestock grazing on nesting and brood rearing 
associated with riparian areas. 

Pheasant populations are principally found adjacent to agricultural 
lands along the Snake River, The public lands generally provide winter 
cover, which is an essential supplement to the food and nesting cover usually 
provided by private lands, 

Hungarian partridge are also found in greatest nunbers in the vicinity of 
fannlands on the Snake River plain, Available cover determines the quality 
of habitat, and clean farming practices are detrimental. 

Chukar partridge are found in the steep, rugged canyons with talus slopes 
and rocky outcrops. 'lbe Snake River Canyon, B:nmeau/Jarbidge River Canyon 
complexes, steep slopes on Bennett Mol.Dltain, Bennett Creek, King Hill Creek, 
Cedar Creek, Devil Creek, and Salmon Falls Canyon comprise the major portion 
of their habitat. Population levels are controlled mainly by winter and 
spring wea~er. 

California quail are usually associated with dense riparian habitat along 
stream bottoms. Management: for this species includes protection of riparian 
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areas. Mountain quail, a State-listed sensitive species, are found in only a 
few places within the Jarbidge Resource Area. They are also usually 
associated with riparian areas. 

Waterfowl 

Important waterfowl areas include the Snake River, C. J, Strike 
Reservoir, and to a lesser extent Salmon Falls Creek, Cedar Creek Reservoir, 
BrtD1eau River, and Jarbidge River. Small ponds are important for waterfowl 
such as teal. Cover along pond shorelines and stream banks is crucial for 
nesting and brood rearing, 

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species 

Of the animals in the Jarbidge Resource Area, only the bald eagle and 
peregrine falcon are on the federal list of threatened or endangered 
species. Bald eagles winter along the Snake River, and peregrine falcons 
rarely migrate through the area. Ferruginous and Swainson's hawks are 
''candidate species," which may become federally listed as threatened or 
endangered if warranted by rangewide status review. Both species occur in 
the area in low numbers. 

Sensitive species are ones whose restricted range, habitat requirements, 
or low population numbers make them vulnerable to elimination if they suffer 
significant habitat loss. Sensitive species in the Jarbidge Resource Area 
include the California bighorn sheep, river otter, bobcat, kit fox, spotted 
bat, western burrowing owl, long-billed curlew, mountain quail, and western 
ground snake, Of these, the long- _ 
billed. curlew is the most m.Dllerous in the area. Approximately 7,000 acres of 
habitat within MUA 7 currently supports 20 to 25 pairs of curlews. 

Birds of Prey 

Prairie falcons, golden eagles, and red-tailed hawks are relatively 
conmon within the Resource Area. They occupy traditional territories and 
tend to return to the same nest site year after year. They hunt in grassland 
and shrub/grassland armmd their nest sites. Their major prey species are 
black-tailed. jackrabbits, motmtain cottontails, Townsend gromld. squirrels, 
various pe.sserine birds, chukar, quail, and reptiles, Birds of prey require 
solitude during their reproductive cycle and a large foraging area to feed 
themselves and their young. A portion of the world-famous Birds of Prey Area 
lies within MUA 5, and relatively high densities of wintering golden eagles 
occur in the eastern portion of MUA 7 and the northeast corner of MUA 12, 

Nongame 

Approximately 330 species of nongame bird and manmal species inhabit, and 
comprise the bulk of fauna within, the Jarbidge Resource Area. Most of these 
species fill an important ecological niche as prey species for bird and 
maJIID8.l predators. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CX>NSEQUENCES 

BASIS FOR ANALYSIS 

The following analysis is based on the fact that all Resource Management 
Guidelines included in the Jarbidge RMP Record of Decision (pages II-71 to 
II-96) will continue to be followed in implementation of the management 
decisions. For example, all construction of management facilities will be 
designed to minimize adverse impacts to the soil, water, and air resources; 
and areas disturbed during construction will be reseeded with vegetation that 
meets MUA objectives. 

All projects will require clearances for threatened and endangered 
species, cultural resources, and visual resource management, as specified in 
the RMP. Any construction within a wilderness study area will meet all 
requirements of the Wilderness Interim Management Policy. New water 
developnents will be designed to provide water during seasons of need for 
wildlife, new fences will be built to allow for wildlife passage, and 
riparian habitat will have a high priority for protection and enhancement. 
These and other management guidelines in the Record of Decision are expected 
to limit the envirorunental impacts to those discussed below. 

ACEC DESIGNATION 

Although designation of the Salmon Falls Creek ACEC would provide a 
somewhat more formal recognition of the need to protect the area's special 
natural resource values, it would not significantly change any management 
decisions that are already in place. As mentioned previously, management 
decisions under the ProJ.X)sed Action (ACEC designation) for the west side of 
Salmon Falls Creek (in the Jarbidge Resource Area of the Boise District) 
would remain the same as they are presented in the Jarbidge RMP Record of 
Decision. Consequently, the ProJ.X)sed Action and the No Action Alternative 
are identical when considering the related management and environmental 
consequences for the Jarbidge Resource Area. 

Management decisions lmder the ProJ.X>sed Action (ACEC designation) for the 
east side of Salmon Falls Creek (in the Snake River Resource Area of the 
Burley District) would be the same as for the west side. These decisions 
would be to exclude livestock grazing; avoid all utility rights-of-way; close 
the area to agricultural entry; close it to all motorized vehicles; and 
restrict any mechanized fire suppression equipnent from the canyon. Although 
these decisions are not specifically stated in the Twin Falls MFP, they are 
consistent with the existing designation of the area as the Salmon Falls 
Creek Natural Area and are compatible with the present management of the pa.rt 
of the area within the canyon. Whereas the existing designation extends 500 
feet east of the Salmon Falls Creek Canyon rim, the ACF£, designation under 
the ProJ.X)sed Action would include only the canyon itself, from rim to rim, 
The 500-feet buffer on the east side of the canyon would not be pa.rt of the 
ACEC and would continue to be managed for multiple use, as it is now. 
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As indicated above, management of Salmon Falls Creek Canyon is not 
e::-..-pected to change as a result of designation as an ACEC. Therefore, the 
environmental consequences of this pa.rt of the proposed land use plan 
amendment \.ill not be analyzed any further. 

NO ACTION - RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 

Consequences for Range Resources 

Under the No Action Alternative the number of range improvement projects 
would be limited to the ones identified in the RMP Record of Decision or to 
those constructed between 1984 and 1988, whichever is greater, by MUA. Based 
on information contained in recent doctnnents such as the Boise District's 
Sagebrush Management Plan, a Greenstripping Plan, and a Normal Fire Year 
Rehabilitation Plan, plus observations made over the last four-year period, 
this level of project developnent would not be sufficient to achieve the land 
use plan objectives in the Jarbidge RMP. Specifically, 39 new allotment 
management plans (A"1P's) identified as needed could not be fully implemented, 
all poor condition range could not be improved, the projected livestock 
forage production and use levels could not be achieved, and the existing 
downward trend in MUA's 2, 3, and 15 would be e>..-pected to continue. 

AMP's, which in turn require additional water developnents, pipelines, 
and fences, provide the primary means of achieving objectives for range 
management. Without the additional range improvements in the Proposed 
Action, the No Action Alternative would result in a total 954,000 acres 
managed under AMP's, compared to a total of 1,427,000 acres managed under 
AMP's in the Proposed Action. As a result, only about 292,000 acres of range 
in poor condition would improve, leaving approximately 394,000 acres in poor 
condition. Approximately 225,560 AUM's of forage would be available for 
livestock grazing, which is 54,941 AUM's less than the amounts identified in 
the objectives of the Jarbidge RMP Record of Decision. A listing of 
acreages, by MUA, of public land to be managed under AMP's, along with the 
expected improvement in poor condition range and the estimated AUM's of 
forage to be available for livestock, for both the No Action Alternative and 
the Proposed Action, is presented. in Table 3. 

Consequences for Terrestrial Wildlife 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be an anticipated. impa.ct on 
future condition of wildlife habitat, specifically for big game. Although 
the habitat would support increased. populations in each of the MUA's (with 
one exception), many of the population objectives identified. in the Jarbidge 
RMP Record of Decision would not be met. In MUA 2, a continued. decline in 
spring and winter forage quality would be expected., leading to a decrease of 
an estimated. 100 resident mule deer and 600 wintering deer. Estimated. 
long-term (20-year) big game population numbers for the No Action Alternative 
and the Proposed Action are presented. in Table 4. Current population 
estimates were presented earlier in Table 2. 
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MUA 
# 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

Totl 

TABLE 3 

PUBLIC LAND MANAGED UNDER AMP's, 
IMPROVEMENT IN RX:>R CONDITION RA.~GE, 

AND Al.JM's OF AVAILABLE FORAGE, BY MUA 
FOR THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE AND THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Public Land Managed Under Improvement in Available 
Acres (000s) AMPs (000s) Poor Cond, ( OOOs) Forage (Al.J~) 

Total Poor No Prop. No Prop. No Prop. 
Land Cond. Action Action Action Action Action Action 

11 -- 0 0 -- -- 406 406 
62 49 20 53 15 49 3,785 4,983 
50 25 13 33 8 25 5,971 8,152 

9 8 0 0 0 0 378 378 
49 28 20 30 6 28 5,000 5,631 

177 72 120 120 65 72 40,000 47 I 772 
347 77 280 317 60 77 50,000 70,113 

4 3 0 0 3 3 0 0 
3 3 1 3 1 3 137 137 

96 57 50 71 40 57 6,238 7,021 
212 105 100 197 20 105 25,000 33,423 
256 115 120 249 45 115 35,500 44,854 
108 43 20 93 8 43 18,750 20,169 

3 3 0 0 3 3 0 0 
205 51 130 168 10 51 25,095 26,466 
98 47 80 93 8 47 9,300 10,996 

1,690 686 954 1,427 292 678 225,560 280,501 

All acreage figures have been rounded and are shown in thousands, The 
figures for the No Action Alteniative are estimates of what could be 
achieved without implementing the range improvements added in the 
Proposed Action, The figures under the Proposed Action would precisely 
meet the objectives of the Jarbidge RMP Record of Decision. 

No condition inventory has been completed in MUA 1, which is made up of 
smaller, scattered parcels of public land surrounded by private land, 

MUA 4 is comprised of a narrow strip of public land along the Snake River 
that includes only portions of allotments that are primarily in other 
MUA's. A separate Habitat Management Plan or Riparian Plan will be 
developed to address any needed improvements in that area. 

No livestock arazing is allowed in MUA 8 (Hagerman Fossil Beds) and MUA 14 
(Salmon Falls Creek), 

For MUA 10, which is a Wilderness Study Area, the estimates shown are 
contingent on a finding by Congress that the plateau areas are non­
suit.able for wilderness, which is analyzed as the Proposed Action in 
the Jarbidge Wilderness'Final EIS. 
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MUA 
.IL 
'If 

1 
2 

3 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 

12 
13 
14 
15 

16 

TABLE 4 

JARBIDGE RESOURCE AREA 
ESTIMATED BIG GAME PORJLATIONS 

FOR NO ACTION AND THE PROR:>SED ACTION 

No Action Alternative Proposed Action 

Elk ~le Ante- Big Elk Mule Ante-
Deer lope Horn Deer lope 

100 250 --- --- 100 250 ---
165 250 --- --- 200 350 ---

2,750w 3,350w 
--- 60 25 --- --- 75 25 

300w 350w 
--- 75 --- --- --- 75 ---
--- 150 --- -- --- 150 ---
--- 40 --- --- --- 40 ---
--- 75 30 --- --- 100 30 
--·- 5 --- --- --- 5 ---
--- 5 --·- --- --- 5 -·--
--- 260 191 208 --- 260 191 

2,160w 2, 160w 
--- 300 200 --- --- 350 200 

70w 70w 
--- 150 270 --- --- 225 270 
--- 125 25 --- --- 175 50 
--- 50 --- --- --- 50 ---
---- 995 1,170 56 --- 1,285 1,170 

2,100w 2,400w 
--- 620 151 100 ---- 820 151 

1,580w 1,780w 

Big 
Horn 

---
---
---
---
---
---
---
---
---
208 

---
---
---
---

56 

100 

Numbers followed by a "w" represent wintering populations; all others 
represent resident (yearlong) animals, As shown, differences 
between the two alternatives are projected in MUA 2 for elk and 
deer; in MUA 13 for deer and antelope; and in KJA's 3, 7, 12, 
15, and 16 for deer only. 
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PROPOSED ACTION - RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 

General Analysis 

The Proposed Action includes three categories of range improvements: (1) 
fences; (2) pipelines; and (3) wells, reservoirs, and spring develoµnents. 
The fences would be used to restrict livestock grazing to portions of 
allotments for pre-scheduled periods of time, By fonning separate pastures 
within an allotment, the fences provide for developnent of rotational grazing 
and resting of areas to meet the biological needs of the plants. As a 
result, desirable vegetation can gain in vigor, reproduce, and compete 
favorably with invading annuals and noxious weeds. In time, ecological 
condition will improve, forage production will increase, and wildlife habitat 
will be enhanced. Although ecological improvement within the 20-year 
planning projections may not be sufficient to raise the rating to the next 
condition class (i.e., from poor to fair), progress will be made in terms of 
plant vigor, vegetative cover, and species composition. 

The remaining types of proposed range improvements (pipelines, wells, 
reservoirs, and spring develoµnents) are all intended to improve distribution 
and availabiltiy of water for both livestock and 'h·ildlife. Water is a 
critical element for all animals, particularly in a desert environment such 
as the Jarbidge Resource Area. When allotments are divided into pastures, as 
described above, at least one water source is necessary in each use area. 

Currently there are about 480,000 acres of seedings (primarily crested 
wheatgrass) in the Jarbidge Resource Area. These seedings produce a large 
quantity of forage; however, a large portion of them are not grazed because 
of a lack of water. If a well, reservoir, spring, or pipeline (depending on 
what may be feasible) can be developed in an unused or underutilized seeding, 
livestock grazing can be redistributed, reducing the grazing pressure on 
areas of native vegetation and making more total forage available. This 
opportunity to improve livestock distribution and develop beneficial grazing 
systems would benefit the vegetation, the livestock grazing program, and 
wildlife habitat management. The new water sources would not only improve 
existing habitat, but make new habitat available in areas that are presently 
unused because of the absence of water. 

Consequences for Range Resources 

The Proposed Action would allow for sufficient range improvements to 
implement the 39 AMP's identified as needed in the Jarbidge RMP Record of 
Decision, Improved management of livestock under the AMP's, made possible by 
the additional range improvements, would provide for reversing· the current 
trend of declining ecological condition in MUA's 2, 3, and 15; maintaining or 
improving approximately 480,000 acres of existing seedings; improving 678,000 
acres of public land in poor ecological condition; and producing sufficient 
livestock forage (280,501 AUM's) to meet the use levels projected in the 
Record of Decision. The acreages of public land to be managed under AMP's, 
the expected improvement in poor condition rangeland, and the availability of 
livestock forage are shown by MUA in Table 3, In comparison to the No Action 
Alternative, the Proposed Action would result in an additional 473,000 acres 
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managed under AMP's, an additional 392,000 acres of improvement in poor 
condition rangeland, and an additional 54,941 AUM's of forage available for 
livestock. This level of use would be consistent with the Jarbidge R.MP 
Record of Decision. 

C-0nseguences for Terrestrial Wildlife 

Under the Proposed Action, new water developments would bring a scarce 
resource to some of the areas that are presently dry. Game and nongame 
species would benefit from these developments. In the past the only observed 
negative impact of water developnents on wildlife has been the occasional 
drowning of upland game or nongarne in troughs or water storage tanks if there 
was a delay in installing a bird ladder or if it became non-functional. 
Installation of bird ladders is a Bl.M requirement and is specifically 
mentioned on page II-82 of the Resource Management Guidelines in the Jarbidge 
RMP Record of Decision. An increased effort toward coordination between the 
BL~ and the livestock permittees will help to eliminate this problem. 

~ew fences, like existing fences, have the potential to trap big game 
species. However, similar to the above, a decision has been included in the 
Jarbidge RMP Record of Decision to build any new fences to allow for wildlife 
passage. Although entrapment and death of big game individuals occasionally 
occurs even with proper fence specifications, big game species tend to become 
accustomed to new fences and learn to pass through them safely. 

The most tangible beneficial result of the Proposed Action is e::-.."J)eeted to 
be an increase in big game populations to meet the objectives presented in 
the Jarbidge R.f1P. Specifically, the populations of elk and deer in MUA 2; 
deer and antelope in MUA 13; and mule deer in MUA's 3, 7, 12, 15, and 16, 
would be affected beneficially by the increased water distribution and 
improved ecological condition of the range, made possible by the additional 
range improvements in the Proposed Action. Comparisons of projected big game 
populations, by MUA, for the No Action Alternative and for the Proposed 
Action are presented on a previous page in Table 4, Current big game 
populations were presented in Table 2. 

CCX)RDINATION, CONSISTENCY, AND PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

This RMP amendment doclDJlent was prepared and/or reviewed by an 
interdisciplinary team of specialists with expertise in range 
management,wildlife, recreation, wilderness, soils, watershed, botany, and 
cultural resources. Ideas were solicited from various interest groups, and 
individual projects were discussed with the involved livestock permittees. 
All of the RMP objectives and the resource management guidelines, 1'ilich were 
developed with comprehensive coordination during preparation of the Jarbidge 
RMP, will remain unchanged under this amendment. 

A Notice of Intent for this amendment was published in the Federal 
Register on February 25, 1988. In March 1988, over 600 notices containing a 
brief sunma.ry of the Proposed Action were mailed out to government agencies, 
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organizations, pennittees, and individuals who were identified as possibly 
interested in this amendment. These notices included a franked, 
pre-addressed return mailer for the recipients to inform BlM if the~- were 
interested in the amendment and whether they ~ished to remain on the mailing 
list. Of the 185 parties that returned the mailers, 12 requested remo,·al 
from the general Bl.M mailing list; 19 indicated no interest in this 
amendment, but requested to remain on the general mailing list; and 154 
requested to remain on the mailing list for this amendment. On April 29, 
1988, a special meeting was scheduled to provide information and solicit 
comments on the Proposed Action from several representatives of key interest 
groups; however, none of the invited parties were able to attend. 
Subsequently, some of these parties did provide conments, indicating minimal 
concern regarding the proposals. 

As required by 43 CFR 1610.7-2(b), a notice will be published in the 
Federal Register notifying the public of the proposed designation of an ACEC 
and providing 60 days for comment. All parties indicating an interest in 
this amendment will be provided a draft of the document and be asked for 
cormnents during the same time period, After considering all conunents and 
making any necessan· adjustments in the draft amendment, the BlM State 
Director will suhnit the official proposed RMP amendment to the State 
Governor for a 60-day "consistency review" to ensure that the dOCtmJent is 
consistent with all State or local plans, policies, or programs. At the same 
time, the BlM District Manager will issue a public notice of the action taken 
on the draft amendment and allow for a 30-day protest period on the proposed 
amendment. After all comment and review periods have been completed, and any 
protests have been resolved, a decision on the proposed amendment will be 
doc\.Dilented and a copy will be filed with the Jarbidge RMP Record of Decision, 

LIST OF ffiEPARERS 

The Bl.M employees involved in preparing (writing or reviewing) this RMP 
amendment doc\.Dilent are listed below: 

Gary Carson 
Chuck Jones 
Jim Clark 
Ann DeBolt 
Dana Danzer 
Jack Young 
Wally Meyer 
Fred Minckler 
Terry Costello 
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Jarbidge Resource Area Manager 
Range Conservationist 
Wildlife Biologist 
Botanist 
Watershed Specialist 
Archaeologist 
Recreation/Wilderness 
Environmental Coordinator 
Chief, Planning and 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: NH-1.1 

Designate an area of Salmon Falls 
Creek (Canyon) between Salmon Falls 
Dam and Balanced Rock as the Salmon 
Fa1ls Creek Natural Area. Eastern 
boundary would extend approximatley 
500 feet beyond th canyon rim. 

Acquire the following parcels of 
private and State 1 ands to insure the 
integrity of the Natural Area 
designation: 

T.10 S.,R.13 E. ' Sec.33:SWl/4 NWl/4 
T.11 S. ,R.13 E. ' Sec. 4:SWl/4 NWl/4 
T.11 S. ,R.13 E. ' Sec.16:NEl/2 NEl/4, 

and SEl/4 NEl/4 
T.12 S. ,R.14 E., Sec.36:Nl/2 NEl/4 

and SEl/4 NEl/4 
T.13 S.,R.14 E.' Sec. 36: NEl/4 

Shown on overlay C.7 as R-1.1-2 thru 
R-2.2-6.) See also R-1.3a. 

Support Needs: 

St ate Office - Cada st ra l Survey may be 
needed to identify boundary. 

District Resources or Area Staff -
Realty Specialist to initiate 
withdrawals that may be desired to 
protect the area from mining, public 
acquisition, etc. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/12 s truclions on reverse) 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Step 1 _ Step 3 

Rationale: 

The proposal to designate the Salmon 
Falls Creek Canyon as a natural area 
has been discussed for several years 
and it has been, in some publications, 
listed as a Research Natural Area 
(Research Natural Area Needs in Idaho 
- A First Estimate, edited by C. A. 
Wellner and F. D. Johnson, Dec. 1974 -
Table 1. Established Research Natural 
Areas in Idaho). In Feb. 1976, the 
Burley District Multiple Use Advisory 
Board approved a recommendation to 
designate an area of Salmon Falls 
Canyon as a natural area (extending 
1/4 mile either side of stream). 

Public response has generally 
supported providing some type of 
restrictive management designation on 
this area, though a recent public 
survey in the planning unit indicated 
that only 26.8 percent of those 
responding supported no grazing or ORV 
use in the area. Yet 17 of 19 
responses received after the State 
Director's initial announcement not to 
propose the Lower Salmon Falls Creek 
Unit (17-10) as a Wilderness Study 
Area supported identifying the area as 
a WSA. Considering these responses, 
the State Director's final announce­
ment on which units would be place in 
WSA status included the Lower Salmon 
Falls Creek Unit. Therefore, there is 
considerable support for maintaining 
the canyon in a natural state. 

The Twin Falls Recreation Committee, 
in 1969, identifed this area as being 
the most primitive area in Twin Falls 
County and recommmended that it be 
preserved as such. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (t<IFP) 

Twin Fal ls 
Activity 
Natural Hi story 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS- DECISION Step NH-1.1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Refer to Wilderness Recanmendation WM-1.2 for discussion of natural area 
designation. Refer to Recreation Recommendation R-1.1 for discussion of land 
acquisition. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept NH-1.1 -
Designate the part of Salmon Falls 
Creek Canyon between Salmon Dam and 
Balanced Rock as the Salmon Falls 
Creek Natural Area. 

The eastern boundary would be 
approximately 500 feet beyond the I/" 
canyon rim. 

Acquire the following listed State 
and private lands to ensure the 
integrity of the designation: 

T.10 S.,R.13 E. ' Sec.33: SWl/4 NWl/4 
T .11 S.,R.13 E. ' Sec. 4: SWl/4 NWl/4 
T.11 S.,R.13 E.' Sec .16: Nl/2 NEl/4 

SEl/4 NEl/4 
T.12 S.,R.14 E. ' Sec. 36: Nl/2 NEl/4, 

SEl/4 NEl/4 
T .13 S.,R.14 E.' Sec.36: NEl/4 

Support Needs: 

Cooperative Agreement with Boise 
District concerning management of 
canyon. 

Area Realty Specialist to work on 
exchanges. 

Development of natural area management 
pl an. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if need e d 

(/nstructioris on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Public concerns for the proteciton of 
Salmon Falls Canyon has been expressed 
for the past several years. ,The 
canyon is a unique area that should be 
managed for retention of its primitive 
characterisitics. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject NH-1.1, WM-1.2, R-1.3a 
2. Reject VRM-1.1. 
3. Reject R-1.1. 
4. Disregard CRM-1.9. 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Natural Hi story 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1NH-l. l Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda­
tion. Also, coordinate the 
acquisition of private and state lands 
with Lands L-7.2. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/ 11s I ructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

The natural area proposal expands the 
WSA top 500 1 above the canyon rim and 
extends down the canyon to Balanced 
Rock on the north. This is a larger 
area than the WSA, but still covers 
the Salmon Falls Creek Canyon. 
Monitoring the canyon in its natural 
state can be accomplished with a 
natural area designation subject to 
the outcome of the WSA. 

This will ensure that the acquisition 
needs for the natural area are 
considered by priority with all other 
identified land acquisitions. 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation: NH-1.2 

Designate the Dry Cataracts area as a 
National Natural Landmark and insti­
gate management in the areas which 
will preserve the geological character 
of the area (erosional features 
resulting from overflow of the Lake 
Bonneville). This would entail a 
limit on surface-disturbing activities 
(mining, gravel, extraction, land 
f il l S , et C • ) • 

Support Needs: 

Determine the boundaries. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(ln s tmctions on reverse) 

Rat i ona 1 e: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Natural Histor. 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1NH-1.2 Step 3 

A study of the subject area by 
professional ecologists and geologists 
in concert with the Heritage Conserva­
tion and Recreation Service (HCRS) 
(after two initial studies had identi­
fied the area.for possible inclusion in 
the program) found the area to be of 
national significance. It should be 
understood that HCRS is the designat­
ing agency and that BLM only supports 
the designation through management. 

Formal notification of the HCRS 
proposed recommendation to designate 
the site as a national natural 
landmark was published in the Federal 
Register, December 18, 1979 (Public 
Notice published in the Twin Falls 
Times New on December 27, 1979 and 
January 3, 1980). 

The following points from the draft 
BLM-HCRS Cooperative Agreement and the 
draft National Natural Landmark 
Interim Regulations are important to 
this disc"i:i's"sion: 

1. HCRS is expected to obtain the 
approval of the Director, BLM, prior 
to submission of a site administered 
by BLM, to the Secertary of the 
Interior Advisory Board for considera­
tion as a National Natural Landmark. 

2. Only those potential landmarks 
approved through, or consistent with, 
a BLM Management Framework Plan will 
be approved for nomination to the 
Advisory Board. 

3. The BLM is responsible for 
managing National Landmarks on Bureau 
lands. Designation does not automati­
cally preclude other resource uses. 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

N t u al Hi sto r 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 NH-1. 2Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Manage the public land in the Dry 
Cataracts area so as to support a na­
tional natural landmark designation. 
The National Park Service (NPS) has 
been given the responsibility for the 
landmark program from the defunct 
Heritage Conservation and Recreation 
Program. Cooperate with the NPS in 
obtaining national designation for the 
area. Do not allow surface-disturbing 
activities on the two western parcels. 
Allow limited extraction of saleable 
materials from the two eastern par­
cels. Coordinate such development 
with the NPS and with area wildlife 
biologist to mitigate impacts on the 
area's geologic character and wildlife 
habitat. 

Support Needs: 

Reasons: 

The Dry Cataracts area contains unique 
geologic characteristics of regional 
and national significance. This area 
is testimony to the tremendous power 
of the Bonneville flood. This flood 
is one of only two such catastrophic 
floods known to have occurred in the 
United States. The blind canyons, 
terraces, plunge pools, waterfalls and 
scablands illustrate a geologic 
process unparalleled in historic time. 

Alternatives Considered: 

Cadastral Survey. 1. Reject NH-1.2, R-1.3d. 
Disregard VRM-1.2. 
Accept M-1.1. 

2. 
Cooperative agreement with the Nation- 3. 
al Park Service and Shoshone BLM 4. 
District. 

Accept M-4.4 with no modifica­
tions. 

Develoment of a Dry Cataracts Manage­
ment Pl an. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons/mclions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Visible evidence of the Bonneville 
flood found in the geologic features 
of the Dry Cataract area are 
considered unique. Interim management 
wi 11 preserve this area for possible 
inclusion into a national natural 
landmark designation. 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa ll s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step lNH-1.2 Step 3 

Rationale (cont.): 

However, any use of the land or re­
sources in the area has to be compati­
ble with the intent and integrity of 
National Landmark status. 

4. The HCRS is required to monitor 
National Landmarks to determine 
whether the landmarks have retained 
those qualities making them nationally 
significant. HCRS prepares an annual 
report to Congress which identifies 
those National Landmarks which exhibit 
damage of threats to their integrity. 

5. For those proposals or projects 
which would damage or affect the 
integrity of National Landmarks 
environmental impact statements may be 
required. 

(From State Office Information 
Memorandum 10-80-53, Feb. 27, 1980) 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Designation of a Dry Cataracts National Natural Landmark would include 
approximately 120 acres of public land in the Burley District. No legal 
access has been obtained to the four parcels of land that are within the 
proposed landmark boundary. One parcel is approximately 40 acres in size and 
is adjacent to 40 acres of land under R & PP lease to the city of Kimberly for 
use as a park. The lease is expected to go to patent. Management of the 
parcel adjacent to the park has been oriented toward compatibility with the 
park. This management objective is similar to management for a natural 
landmark. Two minerals recommendations would impact the geologic character of 
the Dry Cataracts. Development of locatable minerals and extraction of 
saleable materials would not be compatible with a natural landmark 
designation. The Idaho Department of Transportation has a material site 
right-of-way on the parcel in the southeast corner of the Dry Cataracts area. 
Oil and gas development would not have much effect on the area's geologic 
character. One parcel is currently included in the Sikes Act program for 
wildlife management. Two other parcels are proposed for inclusion in this 
program. Management for wildlife and for some livestock grazing would be 
compatible with a natural landmark designation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstmctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

NH - 1. 2 

I. Lands No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-1.1 - Minerals - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of minerals would impact area's 
geologic character. Impacts would be lonq term on a national land­
mark. 

b. Modification - Restrict mineral development on public land within 
landmark boundary. 

M-2.1 - Oil and Gas - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Oil and qas rlevelopment would impact area. 
Impacts would probably be minor, but could be lonq term. 

b. Modification - Limit oil and qas development on public land within 
landmark boundary. 

M-4.4 - Saleable Material - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Future development of material sites (T. 10 S., 
R. 18 E., Section 3 and 4) would damage area's geologic character. 
Long term impacts on national landmark. 

b. Modification - Restrict development of material sites on public land 
within landmark boundary. 

III. Forestry 

IV. Range 

V. Watershed 

VI. Wildlife 

VII. Recreation 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

A. Cultural Resources No Conflict 
No Conflict B. Natural History 

.; 



C. Recreation 
D. Visual 

VIII. Wilderness 

IX. Fire 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

NH - 1.2 (cont.) 

- R-l.3d identical recommendation. 
VRM-1.2 supports this natural history 
recommendation. 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 



OBJECTIVE: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Recreation Mana eme nt 
Objective Number 

R-1 

Provide for the orderly use of public lands by recreational visitors, insuring that 
facilities to meet the growing demand are provided at a level commensurate with the 
capability of the land to support the use and in a manner which will provide for 
the safety of the users. 

RATIONALE: 

BLM Manual 1602. 11 Bureau Responsibilites. As authorized and directed by law, the 
President, and the Secretary of the Interior, the Bureau of Land Management is re­
sponsible for: 

Management, development, and protection of the public lands for domestic 
livestock grazing, fish and wildlife development and utilization, indus­
trial development, mineral production, occuprancy, outdoor recreation, 
timber production, watershed protection, wilderness preservation, and pre­
servation of public val~es, including environmental values. 

BLM Manual 1602.12 Bureau Objectives. To plan for and manage or dispose of public 
lands, in a manner providing the maximum benefit to the general public. To do 
this, the Bureau will: 

Protect the lands, resources, environment and public values therein from 
unavoidable destruction, abuse and deterioration, and correct past abuses 
to the extent feasible. Manage, develop, and dispose of public lands and 
resources to maintain a quality environment to help meet the people 1 s need 
for the lands and their resources, and to contribute to the stability and 
orderly growth of dependent users, industries, communities, and regions. 

BLM Manual 1602.41C.3. The Bureau conducts information and education activities 
to provide prompt information in response to public and press inquiry, to ob­
tain public comment and input to planning and management decision making, and 
to perform information and education activities as necessary for effecient opera­
tion of the Bureau 1 s land and resource management programs. The Bureau, at all 
1 eve 1 s wi 11 : 

a. Make factual and timely dissemination of information about actions 
taken or planned by the Bureau in conducting its programs, so that a 
better informed citizenry may express their wishes on multiple use of 
public land and resources. 

b. Encourage greater care and respect on the part of the public for the 
public lands and resources, thereby keeping to a minimum costs aris­
ing from destructive activities such as man-caused fire, littering, ... 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP j 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation Management 
Objective Number 

R-1 

BLM Manual 1603.12C.3. Implement a visitor management program to protect the re­
sources, inform the public, and improve the safety of visitors. The program will 
include the development of facilities to help control visitors and to distribute ,, 
use and will provide for a ranger force with law enforcement authority. 

b. Identify, evaluate, and bring under protective development all significant 
natural, historic, and cultural values found on the public lands. Provide 
for the public use and development of these values where consistent with 
preservation goals. 

c. Establish and maintain a sound data base of qualitative and quantitive 
recreation inputs into the Bureau planning system using Recreation Infor­
mation System procedures. 

d. Bring under control the commercial and other users of the public lands who 
derive revenue from recreational use of the public land base. 

e. Provide for an adequate variety and supply of outdoor recreation uses on 
the public lands commensurate with public needs and resource potentials, and 
consistent with a quality environment. 

F. Provide a complete maintenance program for every constructed recreation site. 
The program should include sufficient manpower to regulate or ration visitor 
use if necessary. 

g. Plan, develop, and manage water-based recreation opportunities where: BLM 
has a dominant land management interest, or has a land pattern that clearly 
indicates that the assumption of responsibilities would be an integral part 
of a total land management responsibility; MFP indicates that BLM is the 
logical management agency; recreation opportunities of the project are not 
only compatible with but compliment BLM management programs in the areas; 
and BLM is not competing with other interests when such responsibilities 
should be borne by those interests. 

BLM Manual 1603-II.G.2. Specific Goals 

a. Identify, through the planning system, areas which qualify for management 
as 11 primitive, 11 11 back country 11 or 11 natural areas. 11 Prior to making any 
formal designations, management plans should be prepared and there must 
be assurance through the budgeting process that funding to implement 
management plans will be available. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

T in Falls 
Activity 

Recreation Management 
Objective Number 

R-1 

b. Develop a system of recreation roads and trails (hiking, horseback, four­
wheel drive, trail bike, snowmobile, cross country ski, and waterbased) 
in each resource area, including an effective maintenance system, adequate 
to meet current and projected needs. Utilize existing roads and trails 
regardless of their origin as the nucleus for the recreation system. 

c. Where a variety of land-based recreation opportunities are available with­
in a confined area, a more intensive concentration of base facilities may 
be justified. Normally, facilities to accommodate extensive use should 
be limited to primitive level camp sites, trail heads with parking and 
loading ramps (adaptable for winter use where feasible) and, possibly with 
heavier visitor use, contract stations. 

d. Where demand exists, as a minimum, near each major population center, 
publc lands should be made available for concentrated recreation vehicle 
use. Such use should be allowed in accordance with a management plan de­
signed to accommodate vehicle use while providing for site protection and 
artificial rehabilitation where necessary. 

In Recreation URA Step 3 - Use Problems, the growth in recreational use of public 
lands over the past fifteen years was discussed. As this growth continues to in­
crease over the coming years (see Table R-1: Vistor Use Projections in the Re­
creation PAA), the demand for more recreational facilities and opportunities on 
public lands is going to grow as well. Growth rates in many activities are expected 
to exceed the rate of growth for the general population. Though public lands can 
not be expected to meet all the increasing demand, opportunities and facilities 
should be provided at a level commensurate with the ability of the land to support 
such use. Opportunities for meeting this need are identified in URA Step 4. 

Though the economic impact of recreation on Twin Falls County (less than 1% of total 
earnings) is small, the presence of such opportunities is important in meeting social 
needs. Even with the rising costs of transportation, less than half of those inter­
viewed indicated that planning for future recreation may be wasted . Though the 
economic benefits of recreation are limited, the demand for recreation opportunities 
will always be present in order to provide the release mechanism for tensions, etc., 
resulting from the working world. 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BURFAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

RECOMMENDATION R-1.1: 

Acquire access to public lands where it is 
needed to enhance present and future recre­
ation needs. A limited number of land 
parcels should also be acquired to enhance 
recreation opportunities. 

The following access needs, by priority, 
should be acquired: 

, I a) Fifth Fork of Rock Creek - T. 12 S., 
R. 18 E., Sec. 25, 26 - for fishing, 
hiking access 

b) McMullen Creek - T. 12 S., R. 18 E., 
Sec. 8, 17 - for fishing, ORV 1 s and 
access to proposed campground 

c) North Cottonwood Creek - T. 12 S., 
R. 17 E., Sec. 35, 36 - for ORV use 

d) Jackpot - Magic Hot Springs Road -
T. 16 S., R. 16 E., Sec. 29 - for 
sightseeing, hunting 

e) Buhl Dunes - T. 8 S., R. 14 E., Sec. 
29, 32 - for ORV use 

L f) 

g) 

h) 

i ) 

Cherry Spring Road - T. 12 S., R. 
18 E., Sec. 2 - for hunting, ORV use, 
sightseeing 

Union Pacific Railroad Bed - T. 15 S., 
R. 15 E., Sec. 2 - for ORV use 
(motorcycles) 

Salmon Falls Reservoir (China Creek) 
- T. 16 S., R. 14 E., Sec. 1 for 
access to head of reservoir, 
possible campground location 

Big Creek - Hot Creek (from Basin 
Cut-off) - T. 16 S., R. 17 E., 
Sec. 11, 22, 23, 27 - for fishing, 
hunting 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation Management 
Overlay Reference C 
Step 1 R-1 , 1 Step 3 ' 

7 

RATIONALE: 

Legal access is one of the most limit­
ing factors for recreational use of 
the public lands. As the demand for 
recreation increases, easement acqui­
sition will become more and more im­
portant in making public lands avail­
able to the public. Both the response 
to the issue statement survey and the 
personal interview (see PAA) indicate 
that approximately 60 percent ( of 
those sampled) feel the BLM should do 
something to insure access to public 
lands. 

Acquisition of additional lands of rec­
reational purposes is needed only in a 
few areas, primarily to insure that 
the intent of a special management de­
signation can be fully realized and 
that utilization of recreation op­
portunities can be at its highest level. 
As use increases, the private landowners 
may be more inclined to prohibit or 
limit use on some recreationally im­
portant properties. See Recreation URA 
Step 3 - Use Problems - for further 
discussion. 

-- ==== =-- ==· = ================ 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIO!x 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

j) Shoshones Basin - T. 16 S., R. 17 E., 
Sec. 16 - for fishing, hiking, ac­
cess to proposed campground 

k) Deep Creek Reservoir - T. 13 S., 
R. 16 E., Sec. 20 - for ORV use 

1) Mule Creek - McCongle Canyon -
T. 15 S., R. 16 E., Sec. 5, 8, 19 and 
T. 16 S., R. 16 E., Sec. 5, 6, 7, 8, -
for hunting, sightseeing 

m) Salmon Falls Dam - T. 14 S., R. 15 E., 
Sec. 18 - for sightseeing (in con­
junction with Salmon Falls Natural 
Area) 

n) Big Creek Road (Hannah 1 s Fork) 
- T. 16 S., R. 18 E., Sec. 7 - for 
hunting, fishing 

o) Twin Springs - T. 16 S., R. 15 E., 
Sec. 12 - for sightseeing, hunting 

p) Squaw Joe Road - T. 12 S., R. 17 E., 
Sec. 31 - for sightseeing, hunting 

The following acquisition of lands 
should be made to enhance recreation 
opportunities. 

At Salmon Falls Reservoir -
1) T. 16 S . , R. 14 E . , Sec. 1 : 

W\NE\ and SE\ (east of reservoir) 

In and adjacent to Salmon Falls Creek 
Natural Area -

2) T. 10 S., R. 13 E. , Sec. 33: 
SW\NW\ 

3) T. 11 S., R. 13 E. ' Sec. 4: 
SW\NW\ 

4) T. 11 S., R. 13 E., Sec. ~ : 
N\NE\ and SE\NE\ 

5) T. 12 S., R. 14 E., Sec. 36: 
N\NE\ and SE\ NE\ 

Note: Attilch additional sheets, if ncc,led 
=-----= -
t I 1, \ ,1 I, I 1 / I 'I I 111 f(' / ! 'f \ t' I 

Name (\IF/'J 

,____T ..... w, i n Fa 11 s 
Activity 

-8e..c::.reatian Management 
Overl.iy Refcrenc'C. 7 
Step 1 Step 3 
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UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF l'l IE INTEI<IOI~ 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMEWJATION-ANAL YSIS-DECISION 

I ~.J:l\C T~1i ~J Fa 11 s 

r LliviR~creati on Management 

Step 1 R-1.1 Step 3 _[

LJ crl.,y Reference 

============-'"--====== ==== 

6) T. 13 S. , , R. 14 E. , Sec. 36: NE\ 

(All acquisitions include acreage in 
the Boise District). 

Other -

7) T. 12 S. , R. 18 E. , Sec. 8: 
SW\SE\ and Sec. 17: 
NE\NW\ and NW\NE\ 

(For location of campground/picnic area 
on McMullen Creek). 

Support Needs: 

State Office - Appraisals, Cadastral Sur­
vey for working on land ·acquisitions. 
District Operations - ATROW Specialist for 
working on access (Easements). 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Access to public lands is a major concern of many people who use these lands. 
Currently much of the public land within the planninq unit can not be used 
without illeqal trespass on adjacent private lands. The acquisition of legal 
access across private lands would benefit a wide variety of public land users. 

Acquisition of land parcels alonq Salmon Falls Creek would help provide 
consistent manaqement of the ca~von from the dam to Balanced Rock. Such 
acquisition would enable the protective status of the natural area to be more 
complete. The acquisition of the parcel at the upper end of Salmon Falls 
Reservoir would be for the development of a camping area. 

Note: Att;ich additional sheets. if ncPded =- --- -:--- -
I/ 1; ',,'I I, / 1 I! ! 1// f(' / 1 'T\ t' I 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION Step 1 R-1. 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify R-1. 1 
Acquire the parcels of land along 
Salmon Falls Creek and Reservoir as 
recommended. Do not acquire the 
parcel of land along McMullen Creek 
for recreation purposes. Acquire 
the access across private lands as 
recommended but in the following 
priority: b; c; d; f; i; m; k; 1; 
h; a; e; j; h; p; o; g. 

Su pport Needs: 

State Office 
Appraisals and Cadastral Surveys. 

District ATROW Specialist 
Help secure access. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use rec001mendation to 
acquire the parcels of land along 
Salmon Falls Creek and modify to 
coordinate the effort with L-7.2 and 
NH-1.1. Accept access recommendation 
in the prioirity order as stated in 
Step 2. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(l11sll'llclions on rev erse) 

Reasons: 

Access to public lands is necessary to 
insure that the public can benefit 
from these lands. Acquisition of the 
five parcels of land will supplement 
the management of Salmon Falls Creek 
and Reservoir. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Reject R-1.1. 
Reject various portions of R-1.1. 
Disregard WM-1.2, NH-1.1, R-1.3. 

Rationale: 

The acquisition lands can enhance the 
Salmon Falls Creek WSA and/or natural 
area management, whichever occurs. 
Access private lands is a critical 
link to the recreational use of public 
lands. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Fa 11 s 

MFP 2 

R - 1.1 

I. Lands 

L-2.5 - Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - lands recommendation would allow Water and 
Power Resource Service to acquire land along McMullen Creek. 

b. Modification - maintain at least a right-of-way through the SW~SE\ 
of Section 5, T. 12 S., R. 18 E. 

L-7.2 - Supportive - acquisition of North Cottonwood parcel and parcel 
between Mule Creek Canyon and McCongle Canyon would eliminate the 
need for two easements. 

II. Minerals 

M-2.1 - access will help oil and gas exploration. 

M-3.1 - access will aid geothermal exploration. 
M-4.4 - access will help development of material sites. 

III. Forestry - No Conflict 

IV. Range - No Conflict 

V. Watershed - No Conflict 

VI. Wildlife 

WL-4.4 - Similar recommendation 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 

B. Natural History 

NH-1.1 - land acquisition would benefit Salmon Falls Natural Area. 

C. Recreation 

R-l.3a - land acquisition would benefit Salmon Falls Natural Area. 

D. Visual - No Conflict 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Fal 1 s 

MFP 2 

R-1.l(cont.) 

VIII. Wilderness 

WM-1.2 - land acquisition along Salmon Falls Canyon would benefit 
natural area. 

IX. Fire - No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Recreation Management 

Overlay Reference C. 8 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSJS-DECJSJON Step 1 R-1 . 2 Step 3 

Recommendatton :R-1.2: 

Develop and maintain cam~ing ~nd pic~ic 
facilities at the following sites. F1!e. 
for protective withdrawals (General cM1~1ng 
Laws, D~E. public- sale, etc.) on all sites 
when none exist. 

Ra ti ona 1 e: 

PAA projections for such activities as 
fishing, hunting, camping, picnicking, 
off-road vehicle operation, etc., all 
show substantial increases in use for 
the next several years. In addition, 
the 1977 Idaho SCORP indicates a short-

a) Shoshone Creek (T.16 S., R.17 E., fall in the supply of camp and picnic 
Sec. 21: S~SE~) . sites in the Springs Region. These 

b) 

Facilities: 1 toilet facility, 2 facilities will help provide for the 
tables, 2 fire pits, 1 trash re- projected increase in use as well as 
ceptacle. No developed wate,r suppl 11 • helping to rectify the facility short-
Use: Camping and picnicking. fall. All sites identified for develop-
Access: Would need to acquire mentor improvement were shown as oppor-
access acorss T.16 S., R.17 E., tunities in URA Step 4. 
Sec. 16 (State-owned). May re-
quire some improvement. 

Upper Salmon Falls Creek 
(Site 2) (T.16 S., R.15 E., Sec. 20i 
NW~NE~) develop two areas. One 
area ; will be walk-in and canoe 
site other will h~ve vehicle 
access. 
Facil,ties: 2 toilet facilities 
(1 set), 9 tables, 6 fire pits, 
3 trash receptacles, developed 
water source. 
Use: Camping, canoe camping, 
picnicking. 
Access: All BLM. May require some 
.improvement. 

c) China Creek (T.16 S., R.15 E., 

d) 

Sec. 6: sw~sw~ or T.16 s., R.14 E!, 
Sec. 1: SE~ - if acquired ) 
Facilities: 1 toilet facility, 3 
tables, 3 fire pits, 1 trash re­
ceptacle. No developed water sup­
ply. 
Use: Picnicking, camping, takeout 
point for canoei~g. 
Access: All BLM. May require some 
improvement. 

McMullen Creek (T.12 S. ,,R.18 E., 
Sec. 8~ SW~SE~ - if acquired (pre- · 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstmctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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ferred) or T.12 S., R.18 E., Sec. 
17: SE\SR\) 
Facilities: 1 toilet facility, 3 
tables, 3 fire pits, 1 trash recep­
tacle, developed water source (pre­
ferred site only). 
Use: Picnicking; camping (at~pre­
ferred site only). 
Access: Needed in T.12 S., R.18 E., 
Sec. 8,17. May require some im­
provement. 

e) Sugarloaf Sprinq (T.12 S., R.18 E., 
Sec. 21: NE\ NW~). 
Facilities: 1 toilet facility, 2 
tables, 2 fire pits, 1 trash recep­
tacle. 
Use: Picnicking. 
Access: Al 1 BUi-: May require some 
improvement. 

f) Lower Salmon F~ll~ ·· Creek 
Sites will be identified in the 
Salmon Falls Creek Natural Area 
Management Plan. 

Upgrade facilities at the following exist­
ing sites: 

g) Rabbit Springs (T.16. S., R.15 E., 
Sec. 2: NW~SW~) 

1) Approach Idaho State Department 
of Transportation to develop 
and manage the facility, either 
under R&PP lease or through a 
cooperative agreement, as a 
highway rest area with rest­
rooms, water, RV dump station, 
picnic facilities, etc. 

2) Develop a cooperatJve agreement 
with Twin Falls County to joint 
ly develop and m·a·nage the facil 
ity . . fhis could include vault­
type toilets, RV dump station, 
dev-effoped water source, etc. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s tmcti o ns on rev ers e ) 

Name (M F P ) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Recreation Management 
Overlay Reference C, 7 
Step 1 R-1 , 2 St ep 3 

Form 1600-21 (April 197 5) 
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3) Barring any agreement,1 the 
foll owi ng,0 actions should be 
undertaken: 

- Fence the site from live­
stock grazing (barbed wire) . 

- Provide additional signing. 

- Undertake a revegetation 
and vegetation enhancement 
program. 

- develop a source of potable 
water. 

- Provide increased mainten­
ance and patrol. 

h) Winter Springs (T.15_S., R.17 E., 
Sec. 30: NW~NW~ 

1) Enlarge the exclosure to in­
clude spring, natural drainage 
course, additional acreage. Add 
additional facilities. 

2) Undertake a vegetative rehabil­
itation program. May require 2 
some fill and recontouring. 

3) Develop area for parking four 
to six vehicles. 

4) Witrndraw site from General 
Mining Laws, etc. 

i) Norton's Bay (T.15 S., R.15 E., 
Sec. 19: NE~) and Grey's Landing 
{T . 15 . S . , R . 15 E . , Sec . 8 : 
sw~sw~ and E~sw~) 

1) Add 2 tables and 2 fire pits 
to existing facilities at each 
site. 

2) Provide boat liunching=facili­
ties for larger boats (at one 

Note: Attach eddiUcit(iH) s.heets , if needed 

(/,,s/ruclions on reverse) 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

Overlay Reference C . 7 
Step 1 R-1 , 2 Step 3 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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3) Improve access roads. 

j) Salmon Falls Dam Recreation Site 
(T.14 S., R.15 E., Sec. 17: W~) 

1) Continue the yearly cooperative 
maintenance agreement and renew 
the Cooperative Management 
Agreement with Twin Falls Coun ty 
arid the Salmon Canal Company. 

2) Monitor use to determine the 
adequacy of the existing facil­
ities and determine future ex­
pansion ·plans. 

k) Mitn~r Bicentennial Site -
Discussed in Recommendation R-2.3 -
Special Management Areas. 

,)port Needs 

State Office - Cadastral Survey and Ap­
praisa l if acquisition of private property 
at China Creek and McMullen Creek are need­
ed. Landscape Architect to assist in fac­
ility design, particularly in upgrading 
of Rabbit Spring and Winter Spring sites. 
District Operations - '-:ATROW Specialist for 
acqui r i ng access r ights where needed. 
Engineers for road improvements and site 
design. 
District Resources of Area Staff - Land­
scape Architect for layout and design. 
Reality Specialist to initiate required 
withdrawals. Two Recreation Rangers 
(summer) to provide maintenance, patrol, 
etc. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

/Ins/ructions on reverse) 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Recreat ion Manaaement 
Overlay Reference C, 7 
Step 1 R-1. 2 Step 3 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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Name (M F P) 

T\'1in Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Much of the recreation on public land within the planning unit is associated 
with Salmon Falls Creek and Reservoir. This area represents the greatest 
potential for the development and use of camping areas. This area also 
contains the highest concentration of cultural resource sites in the Planning 
Unit. Campground development would benefit boating and fishing activities in 
the area but could also cause damage to some of the cultural sites. Campsite 
development throughout the Planning Unit will help to reduce the existing 
deficiency of developed camping areas. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify R-1.2 
Upgrade the facilities at the 
following sites · as recommended: 

Rabbit Spring 
Wint er Spring 
Norton's Bay & Grey's Landing 
Salmon Falls Dam Recreation Site 
Milner Bicentennial Site 

Develop facilities at the following 
sites as recommended: 

Upper Salmon Falls Creek 
Shoshone Creek 
Sugarloaf Springs 
China Creek 

Do not develop facilities along 
McMullen or Lower Salmon Falls 
Creeks. 

Coordinate closely with District 
Archaeologist in specific site 
location and facility installation. 

Protect the China Creek, Norton Bay, 
Gray's Landing, Rabbit Spring, and 
Salmon Dam sites according to L-6.2 
and M-1.1. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if neede d 

(/11stm c ti o ns on re v erse ) 

Reasons: 

Developed campsites are quite limited 
within the Planning Unit. Upgrading 
existing facilities will be the most 
cost-effective expenditures and should 
be completed first. Development of 
additional sites will help meet pre­
sent and future demand. A facility 
along McMullen Creek would seriously 
threaten the minimal fishery present 
in that stream. A developed facility 
along Lower Salmon Falls Creek would 
conflict with the proposed natural 
area designation. The District Arch­
aeologist must be consulted as good 
campsite locations generally contain 
cultural sites. 

It has been determined by inventories 
and public input that it is in the 
public interest to keep these sites at 
China Creek, Norton Bay, Gray's 
Landing, Rabbit Spring, and Salmon Dam 
for recreation development and use. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL Y SIS-OECISION Step ~-1. 2 ( C~m~t,) 

Support Needs: 

District Landscape 
Architect to assist in project 
layout and design. 

District Operations-Engineers 
Help with project design and 
implementation. 

District Archaeologist 
Assist in facility location. 

Two Recreation Rangers 
Patrol and maintenance of 
facilities. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation to 
upgrade recreational facilities at the 
existing sites, but modify to develop 
additional facilities when funds are 
available in Upper Salmon Falls Creek, 
Shoshone Creek, Sugarloaf Springs and 
China Creek. Accept protection 
measures for those sites listed with 
reference to L-6.2 and M-1.1. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons/ruclions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Reject R-1.2 in full. 
Accept R-1.2 in full. 
Modify R-1.2 differently. 
Disregard CRM-1.9. 

Rationale: 

While recreation demand for developed 
campsites on public lands continue to 
grow, funds to properly construct, 
operate and maintain these facilities 
are not adequate. Upgrading developed 
sites is the highest priority since 
they are the most cost effective and 
presently have a known demand. 
Protection of the listed recreation 
sites will preserve high recreation 
value for public use at China Creek, 
Norton Bay, Gray I s Landing, Rabbit 
Springs and Salmon Dam. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1.2 

I . Lands - No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M - 1.1 Competitive Conflict - Mineral Development 

a. Nature of Conflict - mineral development at Milner would conflict 
with campground. 

b. Modification - restrict mineral development in and imnediately 
surrounding the Milner campground. 

M - 2.1 Competitive Conflict - Oil and Gas 

a. Nature of Conflict - withdrawal of areas from mining laws will 
restrict oil and gas exploration and leasing. 

b. Modification - determine oil and gas importance at each site and 
relocate campground if oil and gas resources are vital at a given 
site. 

M - 3.1 Competitive Conflict - Geothermal 

a. Nature of Conflict - geothermal development could impact camping 
areas at Shoshone Creek, McMullen Creek, and Sugarloaf Spring. 

b. Modification - limit geothermal development within and 
immediately surrounding these three areas. 

M - 4.2 Competitive Conflict - Building Material 

a. Nature of Conflict - development of building stone site at Norton"tt~ 
Bay and Grey's Landing could impact camping area. 

b. Modification - limit removal of building stone from the campground 
area. 

M - 4.3 Supports this recommendation by designating rockhound site near 
Rabbit Spring Campground. 

M - 4.4 Competitive Conflict - Saleable Materials 

a. Nature of Conflict - development of material sites could impact 
camping areas at China Creek, Rabbit Spring, Milner. 

b. Modification limit development of these material sites. 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1.2 (cont.) 

III. Forestry No Conflict 

IV. Range No Conflict 

V. Watershed No Conflict 

VI. Wildlife - No Conflict 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources 

CRM - 1.9 Competitive Conflict - Site Protection 

a. Nature of Conflict - development of camping areas could impact 
known cultural sites at Upper Salmon Falls Creek, China Creek, 
Lower Salmon Falls Creek, Rabbit Spring, Winter Spring, and 
Milner. 

b. Modification - insure cultural resource specialist aid in 
specific site location for these camping areas. 

B. Natural History - No Conflict 

C. Recreation 

R - 1.1 Supportive - access and land acquisition will benefit 
development and use of camping areas. 

D. Visual 

VIII. Wilderness 

No Conflict 

WM - 1.2 Supportive - development of camping and picnic sites 
along Lower Salmon Falls Creek would benefit recreation use of 
natural area. 

IX. Fire 

F - 1.1 Supportive 
management. 

office facility would aid in campground 
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Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation Mana qement 
Overlay Reference C, 7 
Step 1 R-1 , 3 Step 3 

Recommendation R"'.1.3: Rationa 1 e: 

Designate four areas in Twin Falls Plannin ~ a) 
Unit as special recreation mana§ement 
areas. 

a) Designate an area between Salmon 
Falls Dam and Balanced Rock as the 
Salmon Falls Creek Natural Area. 

b) Designate an area adjacent to Sal­
mon Falls Reservoir as the Salmon 
Falls Reservoir Recreation A-i<>e-a-L.,.l'lds 
(would include some area in the 
Boise District and, possibly, in 
the Elko District). 

b) 

c) Oregon Trail - Milner Bicentennial 
Site - Though facilities have al-
ready been developed at this site c) 
(in Twin Falls and West Cassia 
Planning Units), management of the 
site is not doing an adequate job 
at the present time. The following 
management actions should be under­
taken at the site: 

1) Fence the Oregon Trail itself, 
hopefully keeping vehicular 
traffic off this significant 
historic site. 

See rationale f6r NatOral History 
Recommendation NH-1.1. 

Recreational use at and in ' the area 
of Salmon Falls Reservoir is presently 
a significa nt portion of the recreational 
use on public lands . The area, though, 
is still not receiving use at its max­
imum capability. In order to insure 
that the potential of the area for 
recreational use is recognized and to 
insure that development is coordinated 
to best provide for the needs and demands 
of the recreating public, a special 
management designation should be estab­
lished. 

The National Historic Trail designation 
places added meaning and importance on 
the Oregon Trail, both f~&m the preser­
vation standpoint anct the recreational 
use of the trail. This legislation 
requires the development of a management 
plan for the trail, incorporating both 
preservation and interpretive (recrea­
tional use) proposals. The Oregon Trail 
is considered an important part of the 
history of the West and, as such, deserves 
special management. 

2) Replace the existing fencing 
along the parking lot (chain) 
with a material that is less 
desirable and less expensive 
to replace), hopefully reduc­
ing the theft that is occur­
ri11g. 

d) See rationale for Natural History 
Recommendatton NH-1.2. 

3) Maintain the nature/interpretiv b 
trail and trail to the ptcnic 
ramadas, thus making it easier 
for foot access to the ramadas. 

4) Construct at least one addi­
tional ramada nearer the park­
tng area (or move existing 

Note : Attach addiftortlliHlffekts, if needed 

011s/mctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 197 5) 
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5) Provide other picnic facilities 
on Milner Reservoir (i.e. - at 
the site of the new boat launch. 

In addition, the legislation which 
designated the Oregon Trail as a 
National Historic Trail requires the 
development of a management plan for 
the trail. Two stuides presently 
being completed will be used to 
develop this plah. Plan should be 
completed by FY 83. No presently 
identified segments of the trail 
(visible) have been identified in 
the Twin Falls Planning Unit except 
at the Milner Bicentennial Site. 

d) Support the HCRS proposal to 
designate the area known as Dry 
Cataracts as a National Natural 
Landmark. See Recommendation 
NH-1.2 for what needs to be done 
to support this proposal. 

Support Needs: 

Survey - Determine the boundaries for 
Salmon Falls Natural Area and Dry 
Cataracts. Recreation Planner and 
Landscape Architect to provide 
provide assistance in developing 
management plans, etc. 

District Resources or Area Staff -
Landscape Architect to assist in 
developing management plans and 
layout and design. Reality 
Specialist for any withdrawal action 
required and land reports. 
Geologists for mineral reports. Two 
Recreation Rangers for maintenance, 
monitoring and patrol. 

Other - Cassia County and Twin Falls 
County Sheriff's Departments for 
site patrol (particularly at the 
Milner Site). 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstruclions on reverse} 

Name (MFP) 

win Falls 
Activity 

ecreation Mana ement 
Overlay Reference 

Step ~-1. 3 Step 3 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 R-1. 3 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Refer to WM-1.2 for discussion of Salmon Falls Natural Area. Salmon Falls 
Reservoir and the surrounding public land provirle for a large amount of public 
recreation. The proposed designation would identify the significance of the 
area. The development of a recreation management plan is important for the 
improvement and use of the recreation opportunities in the area. More effec­
tive management of the Oregon Trail and Milner area will reduce the need for 
restrictive management in the future. Refer to NH-1.2 for discussion of Dry 
Cataracts National Natural Landmark. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept R-1. 3 
Refer to WM-1 .2 concerning Salmon 
Falls Natural Area. Refer to NH-1.2 
concerning Dry Cataracts National 
Natural Landmark. Designate an area 
adjacent to Salmon Falls Reservoir 
as the Salmon Falls Reservoir 
Recreation Lands. Implement the 
management action s for the Oregon 
Trail as recommended. 

Support Needs: 

State Office 
Cadastral Survey for boundary of 
Dry Cataracts Area 

Area Outdoor Recreation Planner 
and Other Area Staff -

Develop management plan for each of 
the four areas 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s tmctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Salmon Falls Reservoir is an important 
center of recreation activities in 
Twin Falls County. Designatinq the 
surrounding area as recreation lands 
will help identify the significance of 
the area for recreation. Adequate 
management is required for the protec­
tion of the Oregon Trail. This man­
agement is warranted by the trail's 
importance. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

Reject R-1. 3. 
Disregard NH-1.1, WM-1.2. 
Disregard NH-1.2. 
Disregard R-1.6. 
Reject R-2.1. 
Disregard CRM-1.8. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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Name (MP P) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 1 R-1. 3Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation 
concerning Salmon Falls Canyon in 
accordance with NH-1.1 and WM-1.2. 
Accept Dry Cataracts recommendation 
with reference to NH-1.2. Accept 
Salmon Falls Reservoir Recreation 
Lands and accept action of the Oregon 
Trail as recommended. 

Modify the recommendation by including 
the Foothills area and the Snake River 
Heritage System as special recreation 
management areas. Refer to R-2.2 for 
description of the heritage system. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/ 11s tmcti ons on reve rse) 

Rationale: 

A decision to designate the Salmon 
Falls Canyon area as suitable or 
unsuitable for wilderness should 
precede a natural area designation. 
Interim management in accordance with 
WSA provisions serves to protect most 
of the natural area until the EIS is 
completed and a decision reached. 

Recreation use of lands near Salmon 
Falls Reservoir appears to be its 
highest and best public use. 

The importance of the Oregon Trail 
should be recognized by protection and 
special management. 

The Foothills area is a popular area 
and receives a large amount of dis­
persed recreation use. This use has 
resulted in resource damage. A spe­
cial recreation management area des ig­
nati on would facilitate more intensive 
management to improve recreation 
opportunities and reduce environmental 
damage. 

The historic sites included in the 
heritage system provide unique insight 
into the early development of the Twin 
Falls area. These sites are optimum 
locations for providing the public 
with interpretive recreation 
opportunities. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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I. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1. 3 

Lands 

L - 2.4 Supports natural area designation. 

L - 4.1 Supports natural area designation. 

L - 7.2 Supports reservoir recreation area. 

L - 8.l{D) Supports natural area designation. 

L 8.4(U) Competitive Conflict - Power line right-of-way in natural 
area. ( See WM - 1. 2) 

I I. Minerals 

M - 1.1 Competitive Conflict - Mineral Development in Dry Cataracts 
National Landmark (See NH - 1.2) 

M - 4.4 Competitive Conflict - Saleable Materials 

a. Nature of Conflict - development of material sites could 
impact natural area. (See WM - 1.2), Dry Cataracts Landmark 
(See NH - 1.2) and Oregon Trail at Milner. 

b. Modifications - limit development within the boundaries of 
these areas. 

III. Forestry - No Conflicts 

IV. Range - No Conflicts 

V. Watershed 

WS - 1.4 Supports natural area designation. 

VI. Wildlife 

WL - 1.11 Supports natural area designation. 

WL - 4.5 Supports natural area designation. 



r 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources 

CRM - 1.5 Supports natural area designation. 

CRM - 1.8 Supports protection of Oregon Trail. 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1.3 (cont.) 

CRM - 1.9 Supports natural area designation and Oregon Trail 
protection. 

B. Natural History 

NH - 1.1 Identical recommendation as 1.3. 

C. Visual 

VIII. Wilderness 

No Conflict 

WM - 1.2 Identical natural area recommendation. 

IX. Fire 

F - 1.1 Guard station facilities would benefit management of natural 
area and reservoir area. 

F - 1.2 Supports natural area designation. 
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Twin Falls 
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Mf,NAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECO)~MEND AT ION-ANAL Y SIS-UECISIClN 

Recreation Management 
O ,· crlav l<efc.rPnCl' Unit Wide 
Step 1 R-1 .4 Stvp 3 

Recommendation R-1,4: 

Enhance fishing opportunities in the MFP 
area by taking the following action: 

a) Retain all public lands bor­
dering on streams or reser­
voirs with fishery potential 
in order to insure the main­
tenance of a quality habitat 
and to insure public access 
to said streams and reser­
voirs. 

Support Needs: 

NONE. 

Rationale : 

Fishing is the sinBle most popular recrea­
t ional activity ( aside from s i ght- seeing) 
on public land in the Twin Falls Planning 
Unit . Though not a significant economic 
fact or in the county ( less than 1% of 
to t al county earnings ), there is a defin­
ite demand for opportunities to partici­
pate in this activity . Because of its 
popularity , the BLM should enhance fishing 
opportunities on public lands to the ful­
lest exten possible . This is in compliance 
with policy identified in the Twin Falls 
County Comprehensive Plan (Nov . 1977 ) 
which says ''Encourage maintenance and 
development of sport fisheries in the 
County by controllang water quality and 
land development . " 

In addition , BLM Manual 6740 includes 
regulations for the protection and manage­
ment of wetland- riparian areas . These 
regulations identify as Bureau policy the 
retention of all wetlands and riparian 
habitats ( 6740 . 0GE) . The regulations 
state that 1'11/etland-1·iparian areas are 
fragile and comprise an extremely small 
percentage of the public lands admini­
stered by the BLM. Many have been de­
stroyed or degraded . Thi s degradation 
is influencing water quality and quan­
tity; ••• commercial, recreational , and 
subsistence fisheries ; ••• 11 (67L~0 . 07 ). 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Streamside corridors are important to ma~y activities that occur on the public 
lands. Protection of riparian habitat is warranted from watershed wildlife 
visual and recreation standpoints. Total protection is in most c~ses ' 
prohibitively expensive. Streams and reservoirs are im;ortant areas f~r 
1 i vestock use. 

l ,rr: 1 ·, · - .... l .\ 
1
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Nam e (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 R-1. 4 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify R-1.4 
Retain all public lands along waters 
with fishery potential. Implement 
grazing systems designed to help 
protect riparian and aquatic habi­
tat. Establish a study exclosure on 
McMullen Creek in the Western Stock­
growers Allotment and one on 
Shoshone Creek in the Magic Common 
Allotment to monitor the success of 
the grazing systems for WS-1.4. 
Along stream sections and reservoir 
shorelines where grazing is not a 
limiting factor, plant vegetation in 
areas that lack shading. 

Support Needs: 

Area Wildlife Biologist and Watershed 
Specialist 

Identify specific areas for protec­
tion and rehabilitation. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation. 

Note: Atta ch additional sheets, if needed 

(/ns/mclions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Due to the cost of fencing entire 
steam lengths, grazing systems geared 
toward protecting streams will be used 
first. The recommended exclosures 
will show how much streamside damage 
is caused specifically by livestock. 
This data will be used to determine 
the cost-effectiveness of fencing 
entire stream lengths. Vegetation 
plantings will help improve areas that 
lack shading. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Accept R-1.4 in full. 
Reject R-1.4 in full. 
Disregard WL-3.1; 3.10; 3.11. 
Reject WL-3.1. 

Rationale: 

Lands retained in public ownerhsip 
that provide access to fishery waters 
facilitate one of the most popular 
recreational activities in the Twin 
Falls planning unit. Streams with 
fishery potential can be enhanced by 
properly designed grazing systems, 
vegetation plantings, and fencing 
where applicable. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Fa 11 s 

MFP 2 

R - 1.4 

I. Lands 

L - 2.5 - Competitive Conflict - Water and Power Resources Service 

a. Nature of Conflict - disposal of short stretch of land along 
McMullen Creek to WPRS conflicts with retention recommendation. 

b. Modification - retain 40 acres near McMullen Creek (SW~SE~, 
Section 5, T. 12 S., R. 18 E.) 

II. Minerals - No Conflict 

I II. Forestry - No Conflict 

IV. Range No Conflict 

V. Watershed 

WS - 1.4, 3.1 Supports this recommendation. 

VI. Wildlife 

WL - 3.1 Supports this recommendation by protecting riparian. 

WL - 3.4 Supports this recommendation through land acquisition. 

WL - 3.10 , 3.11 Supports this recommendation by protecting riparian. 

WL - 3.12 , 3.13 , 3.14, 3.15 Supports this recommendation by improving 
f ishing. 

WL - 4.14 Supports this recommendation by obtaining access. 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources 

CRM - 1.9 Supports this recommendation. 

B. Natural History - No Conflict 

C. Recreation - No Conflict 

D. Visual - No Conflict 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1.4 (cont.)-

VIII. Wilderness 

WM - 1.2 Supports this recommendation by providing retention of land 
along Salmon Falls Creek. 

IX. Fire - No Conflict 



UNITED STATES 
l)El'ARTMENT OF TIIE INTEI./JOI..: 

EU!;:EAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Twin Falls - - -----
Acti\'it, 

MA.NAGEMENT FRAM'."WORK PLAN 
RF.COMMEND Ar ION-1\ i,AL Y SIS-DECISION 

Recreation Management 
(),, crlav R<'fl'rl'nCt' Unit Vlide 
Step 1 R-1 .5 s1 ' I' 3 -- ---~---~--- --::_-

Recommendation R-1.5: 

Enhance hunting activities in the MFP 
area by taking the following actions: 

a) Implement an intensive habitat 
management program to increase 
and improve game populations in 
the South Hills and Shoshone 
Basin in order to increase 
opportunities for wildlife 
viewing and hunting in these 
areas. 

b) Continue to implement the Twin 
Falls Isolated Tracts HMP in 
order to improve pheasant and 
other game bird hunting and 
wildlife viewing apportunities 
and to acquire public access 
to these tracts of public land. 

c) Close all known sage grouse nest­
ing areas and strutting grounds 
to off-road vehicle use to im­
prove population numbers and, 
thus, hunting opportunities. 

d) Improve shoreline cover and/or 
provide hunter blinds in water­
fowl hunting areas (Murtaugh 
Lake, Salmon Falls Reservoir, 
Snake River) • 

Support Needs: 

District Resources or Area Staff -
Wildlife Biologist to prepare Habitat 
Management Plans, identify critical 
sage grouse nesting and strutting 
grounds, etc. 

Rationale: 

Hunting, though providing only a small 
amount to the economy of Twin Falls 
County, is a significant contributor to 
the income generated by recreation and 
·will contribute more in the future. By 
improving game populations and providing 
for improved hunting experiences, the BLM 
is not only providing for this increase 
in economic growth, but it is also better 
providing for a user demand which will 
always exist. These recommendations will 
help provide for an adequate supply of 
hunting opportunities on public lands 
commensurate with public needs and re­
source potentials (BLM Manual l603.12c.3). 

Interviews of 50 residents of Twin Falls 
County in order to determine attitudes 
regarding the management of public lands 
in the county resulted in some rather 
conflicting results regarding hunting. 
Over half of those contacted (58%) felt 
that multiple use plans should consider 
"people" needs over those of wildlife 
with 46% favoring those individuals 
making a living from the land receiving 
first consideration ahead of recreation, 
wildlife, etc. In spite of this, 78% 
felt that no single use should receive 
special consideration. Though appearing 
contradictory, this is indicative of the 
basic conflict of income procedure uses 
vs. pleasure uses. Equal treatment for 
all is desired, but recognized as a goal 
that cannot always be obtained. 

Results of the issue statement survey of 
Twin Falls County resulted in approxi­
mately the same conclusions regarding 
attitudes about wildlife and hunting. 
Because attitudes are mixed, the BLM 
needs to provide for hunting activities 
(and other wildlife-related opportun­
ities) in a manner which, while improving 
hunting opportunities on public lands, 
does not result in a significant altera­
tion of livestock grazing activities on 
public lands. 

i: , 1r:: l ·, ·, - .~ l '. /\ i1:-1 l 111-,- ~) 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (/'rJFP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 R-1. 5 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Hunting is an important recreation activity for many people in Twin Falls 
County. Enhancement of wildlife populations will benefit recreation. 
Coordination between range and wildlife during the planning and implementation 
of water improvements will allow provisions for both resources. Off-road 
vehicles are used by a variety of public land users. Closing all known sage 
qrouse strutting and nesting areas would affect many other activities. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify R-1.5 
Implement vegetation plantings for 
wildlife in areas identified as 
lacking sufficient wildlife forage. 
Provide water sources as determined 
in WL-1.3, 2.3, 3.3 and 4.11. Con­
tinue implementation of the Twin 
Falls Isolated Tracts HMP. Do not 
close sage grouse nesting or strut­
ting grounds to ORVs until objective 
data concerning conflicts are col­
lected. Monitor ORV use so that 
conflicts can be quickly identified 
and remedied. Allow waterfowl 
hunters to provide for their own 
huntinq blinds. 

Support Needs: 

Wildlife Biologist and 
Range Conservationist 

Provide coordination of area for 
wildlife projects. 

Area Outdoor Recreation Planner 
Monitor ORV use. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11slructions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Providing for wildlife needs will ben­
efit hunting as well as general recre­
ation and siqhtseeinq. Sage grouse 
currently use many areas for nesting 
and/or strutting. Due to the large 
number of use areas that have been 
identified, the grouse appear to be 
copinq with the current ORV situation 
and no restrictions appear warranted 
at this time. Construction of hunting 
blinds should be a low priority ex­
pense as most hunters are willing to 
provide their own. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Accept R-1.5 in full. 
Reject R-1.5 in full. 
Disregard wildlife recommenda­
tions. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Decision: 

Modify the multiple-use reconmendation 
consistant with WL-2.12 and R-1.10. 

a. Allow ORV use without restriction 
except during the period from 
March 15 through June 15 in 
critical sage grouse nesting­
brood rearing complexes. During 
this period, vehicular use will 
be limited to existing roads and 
trails. 

b. Close cri teal sage grouse 
wintering areas to snowmobiling. 

Accept the remainder of the multiple 
use reconmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(Ins/ructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 R-1. 95tep 3 

Improvement of wildlife habitat 
benefits the wildlife populations as 
well as providing public recreation. 
However, this effort is best 
implemented by considering other land 
uses and actual public need. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



r 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1. 5 

I. Lands 

L - 2.5, 3.2, 7.2 Competitive Conflict - Land Disposal 

a. Nature of Conflict - disposal of isolated tracts through any means 
will not benefit hunting. 

b. Modification - retain isolated tracts with important habitat for 
wildlife. 

II. Minerals - No Conflict 

I I I. Forestry 

F - lA Supports this recommendation 

IV. Range 

RM - 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.8 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Action - land treatments will impact wildlife habitat. 

b. Modifications - utilize 11 leave 11 areas and shrub borders within 
and around treatment areas. 

V. Watershed 

WS - 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 2.4, 2.5, 4.1 Supports this recreation 
recommendation by benefitting wildlife habitat. 

VI. Wildlife 

WL - 1.1, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7, 1.8, 1.9, 1.10, 1.11 Supports this 
recommendation by improving big game habitat. 

WL - 2. 1, 2. 2, 2. 3, 2. 4, 2. 5, 2. 6, 2. 7, 2. 8, 2. 9, 2. 10, 2. 11, 2. 12 , 2. 13 
Supports this recommendation by improving upland game habitat. 

WL - 3.4 Supports this recommendation 

WL - 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.8, 3.9 Supports this recommendation by improving 
waterfowl habitat. 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1.5 (cont.) 

WL - 4.14 Supports this recommendation by obtaining legal access. 

WL - 4.15 Supports this recommendation by retaining isolated parcels. 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 

B. Natural History - No Conflict 

C. Recreation 

R - I.IO Competitive Conflict - ORVs 

a. Nature of Conflict - Off-Road Vehicle use in sage grouse 
habitat. 

b. Modification implement seasonal closure in sage grouse 

C. Visual 

VIII. Fire 

habitat for ORVs. 

No Conflict 

F - 1.3, 1.4 Competitive Conflict - Fire Suppression 

a. Nature of Conflict - limited suppression and no use of retardant 
on isolated tracts will impact wildlife habitat. 

b. Modifications - identify areas of important wildlife values so 
that normal fire suppression can be implemented. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
A c tivity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
Recreation Ma na ement 

Ove rla y Refe re nce C, 8 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DEC SION Ste p 1 R-1 , 6 Step 3 

Recommendation R-1.6: 

Develop the Following fattlities to bene­
fit boating activities: 

a) Additional boat access and launch­
ing/docking facilities on S~1mon 
Falls Reservoir. 

b) Access points for put-in and take­
out of canoes, kayaks, etc., on 
Upper Salmon Falls Creek. 

Support Needs: 

District Operations - Engineering to de­
sign and construct boat launches, docks, 
etc ~ 

Rationale: 

Boating activities provide the second largest 
amount of Retail Trade Sales of all the recre­
ation activities. Though total recreation 
earnings in Twin Falls County are less than 
1% of the total, public demand for water 
sports is, and will continue to bei a signifi­
cant factor in total recreation use. Nearly 
20 percent of the recreation visitor days on 
public land are attributable to boating activ­
ities. 

Though no specific written comments have ad~ · 
dressed boating or identified a specific need 
for additional facilities, the Twin Falls 
County Commissioners have specifically ident-
; fi ed, a need for more 1 aunchi ng facilities on 
Salmon Falls Reservoir due to the heavy use 
the existing launch is receiving. This occur­
red on a tour Burley District personnel attend­
ed with the commi·ssioners in June; ,0 1980. In 
addition, the 1977 Idaho Statewide Comprehen­
sive Outdoor Recreation Plan identified a need 
for additional boat launching faci~ities in 
the Springs Region. See tables 4-62 and 4-68 
in recreation PAA. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The public has identified a need for additional boating facilities at Salmon 
Falls Reservoir. This need was expressed at an issue-identification meeting 
held by the Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation in March 1980. Addition­
al facilities may impact raptors that nest along the canyon. 

(~~) 
Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify R-1.6 
Provide additional boat access and 
launching facilities on Salmon Falls 
Reservoir as appropriate. Consider 
location of existing raptor nesting 
sites during the planning and con­
struction of developments. Maintain 
the current status of access points 

Reasons: 

The current Salmon Falls Reservoir 
facilities have been receiving high 
amounts of use. Additional develop­
ments will help to alleviate crowding. 
The current canoeing/kayaking use on 
Upper Salmon Falls Creek is adequately 
supplied with access points at this 
time. 

Note: Attach adflfjp,neJaI111et}nq gmt!P~ayak i nq on Uppe l=r========== ========= 
Onstm,tiarzs orz Sa,}m@Pl Fa l l s Creek. Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name(MFP) 

Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 3 

Support Needs: 

District Operations 
Engineering for facility design and 
construction. 

Area Wildlife Biologist 
Help mitigate impacts on raptors. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation 
with reference to R-1.2. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Onstn,c tions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Reject R-1.6 in full. 
Accept R-1.6 in full. 
Disregard WL-4.5. 

Rationale: 

Additional boat facilities at Salmon 
Falls Reservoir will help satisfy 
public demand at that location. 
Access points at Upper Salmon Falls 
Creek are adequate in their present 
condition. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



I. 

I I. 

I I I. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Lands - No Conflict 

Minerals No Conflict 

Forestry - No Conl fi ct 

Range - No Conflict 

Watershed No Conflict 

Wildlife No Conflict 

Recreation No Conflict 

A. Cultural Resources No Conflict 

No Conflict B. Natural History 

C. Recreation No Conflict 

D. Visual No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1.6 

VIII. Wilderness No Conflict 

IX. Fi re 

F - 1.1 Supportive - the proposed guatd station should benefit 
management of Salmon Falls Reservoir. 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Overlay Refe rence C, 7 
Step 1 R-1. 7 Step 3 

Recommendation R-1.7: Rationale: 

Retain the General Mining Law withdrawal 
on the quarry site near Rabbit Springs 
(T.16 S., R.15 E., Sec. 2: SW\) 

This site is the only identified area bf pub­
lic land in the Twin Falls Planning Unit where 
significant amounts of rockhounding occur. 
Though rockhounding may be done in other areas 
it is this area that apparently is most im­
portant. Though no specific contact has been 
made with rockhounding organizations in the 
Twin Falls area, it is known through Ttte 

Support Needs: 

None. 

Magic Valley Gem News (a monthly publication 
of the Magic Valley Gem Club, Twin Falls) 
that members of that club use the site fre­
quently on an individual basis and infrequent­
ly as a site for club outings. Therefore, it 
should be retained for public use for this 
activity. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The Rabbit Springs area is the only identified site in the Planning Unit where 
significant amounts of rockhounding occur. The minerals activity has recom­
mended .a rockhounding area. Upgrading of the Rabbit Springs campground has 
been recommended. The Rabbit Springs area also includes a cultural resources 
site. 

(~) 
Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify R-1. 7 
Retain the withdrawal as recommend­
ed. Designate the area as a rock­
rockhoundi ng site ( see M-4. 3). Take 
any necessary protective measures to 
ensure the integrity of the cultural 
resource site. 

Reasons: 

The Rabbit Springs area is the only 
known location where specific pro­
v1s1on for the rockhounding activity 
can be made. 

Note: Atta ch additional sheets , if needed 

Onstmctions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name(MFP) 

T 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 _ Step 3 

Support Needs: 

District Archeaologist 
Assist in cultural resource site 
protection. 

District Geologist 
Implement the designation. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation 
with reference to L-6.2, Rabbit 
Springs area. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmction s on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Reject R-1.7. 
Reject M-4.3. 
Disregard R-1. 2. 
Disregard CRM-1.9. 

Rationale: 

An important public rockhounding area 
can be recognized and protected for 
that recreational use through continu­
ance of an existing withdrawal. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1.7 

I. Lands - No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M - 4.3 Supports this recommendation by establishing official 
rockhound area. 

M - 4.4 Competitive Conflict - Saleable Materials 

a. Nature of Conflict - mining withdrawal would conflict with 
material site development in the area. 

b. Modification - limit development of material site. 

III. Forestry - No Conflict 

IV. Range - No Conflict 

V. Watershed - No Conflict 

VI. Wildlife - No Conflict 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources 

CRM - 1.9 Supports this recommendation. 

B. Natural History - No Conflict 

C. Recreation - No Conflict 

D. Visual - No Conflict 

VIII. Wilderness - No Conflict 

IX. Fire - No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Recreation Management 

Overlay Refere nc e C • 8 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 R-1 • 8 Step 3 

Recommendation R-1,8: 

Take the following actions to preserve, 
protect, and interpret sites with value 
for sightseeing activities: 

1) Fence and place interpretive 
signing at the Blow Hole 
(T. 11 s., R. 14 E., Sec. 34). 

2) Protect a representative site 
of the Melon Valley gravel depos~ 
its and place interpretive sign­
ing at the site (T. 9 s., 
R. 14 s., Sec. 11). 

3) Retain in public ownership all 
isolated parcels of public land 
in order to provide greater 
diversity in the landscape, 
making sightseeing more pleas­
urable. 

4) Protect (by fencing, if neces- · 
sary) and place interpretive 
signing at a variety of archae­
ological, historic, and cultural 
sites as identified in MFP 1 for 
Cultural Resource Management and 
in MFP 1 Recreation Management 
Recommendations R-1.3, R-2.1, 
and R-2.2. 

Support Needs: 

District Resources or Area Staff -
Archaeologist and Geologist to deter­
mine interpretive needs, Realty 
Specialist to initiate any needed 
withdrawals. 

District Operations - Engineers for 
layout and design of fencing, etc. 

additional she ets , if n eede d 

; on r eve rse) 

Rationale: 

Sightseeing (including driving for plea~ 
sure) is the most participated in recrea­
tion activity in this country. The 1977 
Outdoor Recreation Survey (HCRS) reported 
that the four most participated in activ­
ities were picnicking, sightseeing, swim­
ming, and driving for pleasure. Though 
difficult to quantify, figures in URA 
Step 3, Table c.1 show nearly 250,000 
visitor days of use just on the major 
highways in the planning unit. Because 
so much use is identifiable as "sight­
seeing" use, the BLM should be providing 
facilities (roads, overlooks, etc.) and 
programs which will provide the sight­
seer with activity opportunities. By 
protecting and signing (interpretive) 
various geologic, historic, cultural, 
etc., sites, · "destination" opportunities 
would be provided and protected, ,offering 
the sightseer specific areas to view. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1 975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

Name (MFPJ 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Refere nce 

Step lR-1 • 8 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Provision of sightseeing locations will benefit the public by providing 
interpretive information about significant areas. Refer to VRM-1.6 for 
discussion concerning isolated tracts. Refer to CRM-1.9 for discussion 
concerning cultural resources protection. Refer to R-1.3, R-2.1, R-2.2, 
CRM-1.1 and CRM-1.3 for discussion concerning specific cultural resource 
sites. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify R-1. 8 
Implement the recommended actions 
concerning the Blow Hole and the 
Melon Valley gravel site. Provide 
protection and interpretation of 
important cultural resource sites 
(see CRM-.11, CRM-1.3, R-1.3, R-2.1 
and R-2.2). 

Fencing the Blow Hole should not be 
done until adequate on-site assess­
ment is done to determine that the 
fencing has a purpose relative to 
protecting the safety of observers. 
Fencing alone will not keep people 
away from the hole if they want to 
get close to or in it. 

The Melon Valley material can con­
tinue to be used. Coordinated plan­
ning is needed to determine the 
amount and location of material and 
the best method to use for protect­
ing enough to meet the sightseeing 
objective. 

Support Needs: 

District Archeologist & Geologist 
Assist in the interpretation of 

sites. 

District Operations 
Assist with fencing. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011 s /ru c lions on re ve rse) 

Reasons: 

Even though fuel prices are rising, 
sightseeing will remain an activity 
with high participation rates. By 
providing identification, protection 
and interpretation of sites, the 
Bureau can help the public benefit 
from these locations. All the values 
of isolated tracts can not be ade­
quately assessed at this time. Dis­
posal actions require an environmental 
assessment and a land report. During 
this analysis process, the relative 
values of retention and disposal can 
be compared and an appropriate decis­
ion can be made. Protection and in­
terpretation of cultural resources is 
needed to allow the public to benefit 
from these nonrenewable resources. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Reject R-1.8 in full. 
Accept R-1.8 in full. 
Disregard L-2.5 and 7.2. 
Disregard R-1.3, R-2.1, R-2.2, 
CRM-1.1 and CRM-1.3. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 197 5) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMEND AT I ON-AN AL YSIS-DEC ISi ON Step 1 R-1.8 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recanmendation. 
Refer to L-6.2 with reference to 
retaining isolated parcels of public 
land. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

011s/ructio ns on rev ers e) 

Rationale: 

Cultural resources should be 
identified, protected and enhanced for 
public benefit where sightseeing 
values are high. 

Land disposal or retention is quided 
by a land use plan, FLPMA and environ­
mental assessment. Recreation values 
for sightseeing wil 1 be recognized 
during these processes. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1. 8 

I. Lands 

L - 2.5, 7.2 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - disposal of land versus retention of 
isolated tracts. 

b. Modification - identify vital isolated tracts and retain, 
dispose of others as the need arises. 

L - 2.5, 3.1, 7.2 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - land disposal will not benefit cultural 
resource protection (See CRM - 1.9). 

II. Minerals - No Conflict 

III. Forestry 

F - lA Supports this recommendation. 

IV. Range 

RM - 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 2.7, 2.8 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - land treatments could impact cultural 
resource sites (See CRM - 1.9) 

V. Watershed 

WS - 2.1, 2.4 Support this recommendation by limiting surface 
disturbance. 

VI. Wildlife - No Conflict 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources 

CRM - 1.1, 1.3, 1.9 Support this recommendation. 

B. Natural History - No Conflict 



r 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

C. Recreation 

R - 2.2 Supports this recommendation. 

D. Visual - No Conflict 

VIII. Wilderness - No Conflict 

IX. Fire - No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1.8 (cont. ) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (M F P ) 

Twin Falls 

A c tivity 
Recreation Management 

O verla y Refe rence C • 8 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 R-1.9 St ep 3 

Recommendation R-1.9: 

Develop facilities for snowplay, cross­
country skiing, hiking/backpacking, and 
horseback riding activities. Include 
the following: 

1) Hiking and horseback riding 
trails from the Nevada border 
to Balanced Rock on Salmon 
Falls Creek and on Shoshone 
Creek with appropriate access 
points. 

2) Develop a system of trails for 
cross-country skiing, hiking, 
and horseback riding in the foot­
hills area which will tie into 
trails and facilities on the 
Sawtooth National Forest's Cas­
sia Division (South Hills). 

3) Designate areas suitable for win­
ter use, either for snowplay or 
cross-country skiing. 

4) Provide facilities - parking, 
loading ramps, toilet facilities, 
trash receptacles, and water 
sources (where appropriate) -

at trailheads as needed. And 
parking areas at sites identi­
fied for snowplay activities. 

5) Restrict vehicular use in snow­
play areas and on trails where 
conflicts are occurring and can­
not otherwise be resolved. 

Support Needs: 

District Operations - Engineer, Equip­
ment Operator for trail and trail­
head layout and design and con­
struction. 

Other - Recreation Aide (summer) for 
maintenance and use monitoring. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if neede d 

(/n s trucli o ns on rev e rs e ) 

Rationale: 

Participation rates in these activities 
are growing at a significant rate. 
Though participation on public lands in 
the planning unit is low, much of this 
can be attributed to a lack of facilities. 
By providing additional facilities, the 
Bureau is attempting to provide an ade­
quate variety and supply of outdoor rec­
reation uses on the public lands commen­
surate with public needs. 

Though the income generated from these 
activities is small, public demand for 
such facilities will always exist. 

Interest in utilizing public lands for 
these activities has recently surfaced, 
particularly for cross-country skiing 
trails. Identified as an area where 
additional facilities are needed (SCORP), 
inquiries as to availability of trails 
on public land (for cross-country 
skiing) have been received at this office 
from instructors at the College of 
Southern Idaho. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

Step 1 R-1 . 9 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Trail development results in primary and secondry impacts. Primary impacts 
are centered around actual trail and facility construction. These concerns 
are watershed and soil oriented and can be mitigated with proper trail design 
and construction. Seconda~y impacts concern the additional use of areas due 
to new trails. Additional use along the Salmon Falls Canyon Rim could result 
in serious damage to cultural resource sites. Nesting raptors in that area 
could also be adversely affected. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify R-1.9 
Do not develop the recommended trail 
along Salmon Falls Creek. Develop a 
trail system in the South Hills in 
conjunction with Forest Service as 
needed. Use existing roads and 
trails as a base for the system. 
Provide trailhead facilities where 
appropriate. Provide for winter 
recreation as recommended. 

Support Needs: 

District Operations 
Assist in trail developments and 
facility constructions. 

RA & Resource Staff Specialists 
Develop plans and environmental 
assessments for proposed facilities 
when they become identified. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11st r11ctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Generally, small benefit would be 
obtained from expenditures for trail 
development on public land in Twin 
Falls County. The South Hills area, 
due to its proximity to Twin Falls, 
would receive enough use to warrant 
development of a trail system. The 
potential for winter recreation on 
public land is questionable due to low 
snow levels. Areas of public land may 
be well suited as instruction areas 
for beginning cross-country skiers. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Accept R-1.9 in full. 
Reject R-1.9 in full. 
Disregard WL-4.2 and CRM-1.9. 

Form 1600-21 ,(April 1975) 
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UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fal 1 s 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 R-1. 9 Step 3 

Oeci si on: 

Accept multiple-use recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional shee ts, if needed 

(/11 s 1mctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

A trail system and trail head 
facilities in conjunction with the 
USFS in the South Hills can help meet 
the year-round recreational demand 
fran the Twin Falls area. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1. 9 

I. Lands - No Conflict 

II. Minerals - No Conflict 

III. Forestry No Conflict 

IV. Range - No Conflict 

V. Watershed - No Conflict 

VI. Wildlife 

WL - 4.2 Competitive Conflict - Raptor Protection 

a. Nature of Conflict - trail along Salmon Falls Canyon Rim would 
adversely affect raptor population along rim. 

b. Modification - limit season of use of trail. 

VII. Recreation 

a. Cultural Resources 

CRM - 1.9 Competitive Conflict - Site Protection 

a. Nature of Conflict - development and use on the trail along 
the rim of Salmon Falls Canyon would seriously damage known 
cultural resource sites. 

b. Modification - do not develop a trail along the canyon rim. 

B. Natural History - No Conflict 

C. Recreation - No Conflict 

D. Visual - No Conflict 

VIII. Wilderness 

WM - 1.2 Supports this recommendation. 

IX. Fire - No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MPP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation Management 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference Un.i. t Wide 
Step 1 R-1 • 1 O Step 3 

Recommendation R-1,10: 

Designate all public lands in the Twin 
Falls Planning Unit as open, limited, 
or closed to off•road vehicle use. 

Support Needs: 

District Resources or Area Staff -
Resource specialists (wildlife biolo• 
gist, hydrologist, range conserva­
t±onist, etc.) to provide input in 
developing the designation plan. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstm c lions on re ve rse) 

Rationale: 

All public lands are to be designated 
for ORV use by 1987 (E.o. 11644 and 11989 
and regulations contained in 43 CFR 8340). 
ORV recreation is a legitimate use of 
public lands and can be better managed to 
protect other resource values when desig­
nations are implemented and enforced. 

Off-road vehicle use on public land is of 
great concern to the citizens of Twin 
Falls County. Of the 50 citizens inter­
viewed to gather information for the PAA, 
25 (50%) expressed the opinion that ORV 
use should be controlled by restricting 
use to certain areas. Several of the 
issue: statements and responses involved 
ORV use. On a statement dealing specif­
ically with ORV use on public lands, 
45 of the 57 respondents (80%) supported 
placing restrictions on ORV use. In 
response to a statement on banning live­
stock and ORV use from Salmon Falls 
Canyon, approximately 45% of the respon­
dents favored ORV use, either singly 
or with grazing. Response to a state­
ment concerning watershed (water quality/ 
quantity), nearly one-third of those 
responding felt that uses such as live­
stock grazing and ORV use should not be 
reduced in order to improve watershed 
conditions. 

The interest in and use of public lands 
for ORV recreation is obviously present 
in Twin Falls County as can be noted by 
the response supporting such use, but 
there is also an obvious concern over 
possible damage to other resources by ORV 
use which indicates that better control 
over the activity may be desirable, 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Actkvity 

Kecreat ion 
Ovei-lay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step ~ -1 • 1 Q Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Off-road vehicles are used by a variety of public land users. Many different 
activities involve utilization of ORVs. High ORV use can cause damage to 
watershed, wildlife and cultural resource values. Few high use areas occur in 
the Planning Unit. The primary high use area is the foothills area of the 
South Hills. ORV use has damaged 38% of the cultural resource sites that are 
accessible to vehicles. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept R-1.10 
Designate the foothills area so that 
ORV use is allowed on existing roads 
and trails. Implement a spring clo­
sure in this area. Make the closure 
compatible with the adjacent Forest 
Service closure. Limit ORV use to 
existing roads and trails in mule 
deer critical winter range from 
November 1 to April 30. Limit use 
to existing roads and trails in the 
critical mule deer fawing range from 
April 15 to June 15. During March 
15 to June 15, 1 imit ORV use to 
existing roads and trails in sage 
grouse nesting and strutting 
grounds. Close the sage grouse 
critical winter range to snowmo­
biles. Except for the limitations 
that have been listed, designate the 
public land in the Planning Unit as 
open to off-road vehicle use. Pro­
vide adequate monitoring of ORV use 
so that needed revisions in the 
designations can be identified and 
implemented. 

Support Needs: 

Reasons: 

Soil erosion problems are occurring in 
the foothills area due to ORV use. 
A spring closure will help curb many 
of these problems. Limitations on ORV 
use in critical wildlife habitat will 
help protect mule deer and sage grouse 
during critical times of their life 
cycle. Additional restrictions are 
not warranted at this time. 

Alternatives Considered: 

District & Area Resource Specialists - 1. Reject R-1.10. 
Provide input for environmental 2. 
assessment of designation plan. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstm c tions on reverse) 

Designate entire planning unit as 
open. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recreation Aide (summer) -
Montioring for ORV use. 

Decision: 

Modify multiple-use recommendation to 
finalize the Twin Falls Off-Road 
Vehicle Designation Plan based on the 
Step 2 recommendations. Complete the 
designation plan and an EA through 
public review as needed (local 
motorcycle and 4-wheel clubs). 

Also change the ORV limitation in mule 
deer critical winter range from the 
date November 1 to November 15. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11slructi o ns on rev e rse) 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 R-1.MJp 3 

3. Designate area between powerline 
and Salmon Falls Creek as limited 
to existing roads and trails 
(Accept CRM-1.5, WL-4.2). 

4. Limit ORV use in sage grouse 
nesting and strutting areas 
(Accept WL-2.12). 

Rationale: 

All public lands must be des ignated as 
11 0pen11

, 
11 Limit ed 11

, or "Cl os ed 11 t o ORV 
use by 1987. A des igna t ion pl an and 
an EA best analyze and docu ment t his 
process. The purpose is t o provide 
for continued ORV use i n a man ner 
compatible with other resource values, 
primarily critical wildlife habitat, 
watershed and cultural values. 

The November date is changed to 
coincide with current hunting seasons 
and wildlife recommendations. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1.10 

I. Lands No Conflict 

I I. Minerals 

I I I. 

IV. 

v. 

M-1.1, 2.1, 3.1, 4.2 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - ORV desiqnations could restrict exploration and 
development of mineral resources. 

b. Modification - Consider more lenient ORV desiqnations. 

Forestry No Conflict 

No Conflict Ranqe 

Watershed 

WS-2.1, 2.4, 2.6 - Surface Protection - Competitive -------------
a. 

b. 

Nature of Conflict - Additional restrictions on ORVs for surface 
protection will reduce ORV recreation opportunities. 

Modification - Be very specific on ORV restrictions so that surface 
protection is accomplished with minimum loss of recreation 
opportunities. 

VI. Wildlife 

WL-1.2 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - ORV use in deer winter range, fawning areas. 

b. Modification - Include seasonal closures in ORV designation plan to 
protect deer. 

WL-2.12 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - ORV use in critical sage grouse habitat. 

b. Modification - Include seasonal closure in ORV designation plan to 
protect sage grouse. 

.i 

I 



Twin Fa 11 s 

MFP 2 

R - 1. 10 (cont. ) 

WL-4.2 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - ORV use alonq the rim of Salmon Falls Ca~yon 
wi 11 impact raptor populations. 

b. Modification - Limit ORV use alonq the rim to the times of year when 
such use is not harmful. 

VIII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.1, 1.5, 1.9 Supportive - ORV Designations 

Should help protect cultural resources 
(competitive conflict - additional restriction may be needed.) 

B. Natural History No Conflict 
C. Recreation 

R-1.5 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - ORV use in critical sage qrouse habitat. 

b. Modification - Limit season of use in areas of important habitat. 

D. Visual 

VIII. Wilderness 

No Conflict 

IX. 

WM-1.2 supports this recommendation - ORV closure in Salmon Falls Canyon 
will protect naturalness. 

Fire No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation R-1.11: 

In conjunction with the designation of 
public lands for ORV use, develop the 
following vehicular recreation facilities: 

1) Trails and roads to accommodate needs 
of motorcyclists, snowmobilers, and 
four-wheel drive enthusiasts. Spec­
ific areas for trail development (or 
maintenance) include: 

a) South Hills (McMullen Creek, 
N. Cottonwood Creek, etc.); 

b) Salmon Falls Canyon Rim or 
Creek; 

c) Union Pacific Railroad bed; and 
d) Mule Creek. 

2) Provide facilities - parking, loading 
ramps, toilet facilities, trash recep­
tacles, and water source (where ap­
propriate) - at trailheads as needed. 

3) ORV use parks (motorcycles, four­
wheel drives, dune buggies) for in­
tensive use opportunities. Spec­
ific areas for such development 
include: 

a) The Buhl Dunes area; and 
b) The Indian Springs use area (just 

off the "Foothills" Road) - T. 12 S. 1 

R. 18 E., Sec. 4, 9. 
In layout and design of these facilities, 
locations should be selected for ma.ximwn 
user enjoyment while minimizing adverse 
environmental impacts. Consideration 
should be given to characteristics such 
as degree of difficulty, user aesthetics, 
proximity to population centers, safety, 
etc. Local user groups should be con­
sulted during all phases of planning as 
should other agencies (e.g., USFS) invol­
ved with providing recreation trails. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s tructi ons on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
A~Lyity 

Recreation Mana·ement 
Overlay Reference C • 8 
Step 1 R-1 • 11 Step 3 

Recreational use of public lands by 
various types of off-road vehicles 
is growing at a rapid pace. The pop­
ularity of vehicles such as snowmo­
biles, motorcycles, and four ... wheel 
drives has grown significantly in the 
recent past, though higher equipment 
and energy costs are tempering this 
growth. 

As indicated in the rationale for 
Recreation Recommendation R-1.10, 
there is considerable concern - both 
in support of and about - ORV use o~ 
public lands in Twin Falls County. 
An additional statement included in 
the issues survey related to the 
incompatibility of various recrea­
tional activities (e.g., horseback 
riding and ORV use) and recreational 
activity with other non-recreational 
uses. This statement considered the 
need for designating certain areas of 
public land for specific uses (ex­
clusive use areas such as an ORV park 
where other recreational uses would 
not be allowed). Nearly 54% agreed 
with this statement, while less than 
1/3 of the respondents disagreed. 

The demand for facilities for ORV 
use is obviously present and, even 
though income generated from the 
activity is relativeley small, should 
be provided for. As with most rec­
reational activities, the provision 
of opportunities to participate meets 
a psychological and social need 
rather than an economic need. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LhND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Support Needs: 

State Office - Landscape Architect to as­
sist in layout and design of ORV use 
parks to minimize visual impacts. 

District Operations - Engineer for layout 
and design of trails, use parks, etc. 
Equipment Operators for construction. 

District Resources or Area Staff - Land­
scape Architect for layout and design. 
Other resource specialists to identify 
problems with other resources. 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation Management 
Overlay Reference C • 8 
Step 1 R-1 • 11 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Development of ORV trails has been identified as a conflict with watershed, 
wildlife and cultural resource values. Initial conflicts result from actual 
trail and facility developments while secondary impacts result from increased 
use due to provision of the trails. Multiple use trails that accommodate 
hikers and horseback riders could also provide for motorcycle riders. Another 
consideration is that existing roads and trails provide vehicle access to 
almost the entire Planning Unit. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify R-1.11 
Do not develop additional trails 
until warranted by user demand. 
Provide trailhead facilities as 
needed. Keep the Buhl Dunes area 
and Indian Springs area available 
for use as_ ORV p_~cks. Provide trail 
corrections as needed. 

Support Needs: 

Reasons: 

The demand for additional ORV develop­
ments has not been expressed at this 
time. Demand is low due primarily to 
poor visual aesthetics of the public 
land within the Planning Unit in com­
parison to other areas of use. As 
land allocations are made, locations 
for motocross tracks and other inten­
sive ORV uses become limited. The 
Buhl Dunes and Indian Springs areas 
are both well suited for this type of 
use. 

Alternatives Considered: 

District Realty Specialist 1. Accept R-1.11 in full. 
Assist in development of R&PP lease 2. 
agreement with Twin Falls County for 3. 
ORV park areas. 4. 

Recreation aide (summer) 
Maintenance and use monitoring. 

Note: Atta c h a dditio na l - nee ts, if nc,c •ded · 
-

tfn,tr1u /l'll?' "'·' re1•,·r,·<·J 

Reject R-1.11 in full. 
Disregard WL-4.2 and CRM-1.9. 
Disreqard WS-2.1, 2.4 and 2.6. 

=c-====--===-o-=~=~==·- =--=-
F urm u,nn - .' l , . .\pri! I,.·;_; 1 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twi n F 1 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept Step 2 multiple-use rec001menda­
tion. Modify to include monitoring 
studies to detennine the level of ORV 
use that should be accommodated. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/11stmctions on reverse) 

Rationale : 

Public demand and ORV funding have not 
reached a level where intensive 
development and facilities should be 
initiated. Monitoring the existing 
ORV demand and impact of the resources 
will provide data to base future 
management. 

Form 1600-21 (April 197 5) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1.11 

I. Lands 

L-2.5 Competitive Conflict - Water Power Resource Service 

a. Nature of Conflict - Disposal of land in South Hills will interfere 
with development of ORV park area. 

b. Modification - Retain land along Indian Springs Road for ORV park 
area. 

L-7.2 supports this recommendation throuqh land acquisition alonq North 
Cottonwood Creek and between Mule Creek Canyon and McConqle Canyon. 

II. Minerals 

I I I. Forestry 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict IV. Range 

V. Watershed 

WS-2.1, 2.4, 2.6 Competitive Conflict 

a. Nature of Conflict - Restrictions on surface disturbance will limit 
ORV recreation opportunities. 

b. Modification Restrict development in fraqile area. Utilize qood 

VI. Wildlife 

trail design to mitiqate as much actual surface disturbance as 
possible. 

WL-4.2 Competitive Conflict - Raptors 

a. Nature of Conflict - Trail along rim of Salmon Falls Canyon would 
impact raptor populations. 

b. Modification - Drop this trail from the recommendation. 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1.11 (cont.) 

VI I. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.9 Competitive Conflict - Site Protection 

a. Nature of Conflict - A trail along the rim of Salmon Falls Canyon 
would seriously impact known sites both during construction and use. 

b. Modification - Drop this trail from the recommendation. 

B. Natural History - No Conflict 
No Conflict 

- No Conflict 
C. Recreation 
D. Visual 

VIII. Wilderness - No Conflict 

IX. Fi re - No Conflict 



UNITED STATES 
DEl'i\RTMENT OF TIIE INTERIOR 
RL,l(l·:AU OF LAND MANAGEl\1ENT 

~.:_!rnL' : i! / /') 

Twin F~a_l_l_s~~--~~~-
A,_,t1vity 

Recreatio M~g~.filll-
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Ov,·rh, v Rd<'rt'flC<' c.7 

RECOMMENDATIOl~-ANALYSIS--DECISION Ster 1 R-1 0 12 St, i' -~3 ______ _ 

==---=::::=.-==-=---- -------- -
= ========== --=- -~- -------- ~-- -----

Recommendation R-1.12: Rationale: 

Designate either or both of the fol~ 
lowing sites (presently under with­
drawal to the Idaho National Guard) as 
public rifle siting and target shooting 
area(s): T. 9 s., R, 13 E., Sec. 25: 
sfsf and T. 11 s., R. 17 E., Sec. 29: 

BLM Manual l603.12c.3 - Long-Term Objec­
tives states that it is Bureau philosophy 
to "Provide for an adequate variety and 
supply of outdoor recreation uses on the 
national resource lands commensurate with 
public needs and resource potentials, and 
consistent with a quality environment." E-h 

This would require revocation of the 
existing withdrawals. 

Both sites were identified by the Twin 
Falls Recreation Committee in June, 
1969, as being rifle range sites used 

Support Needs: 

District Resources or Area Staff -
Realty,Specialist to initiate with­
drawal revocation process. 

by the general public. An obvious need 
is, therefore, present for establishment 
of these facilities as Officially recog­
nized and designated sites since public 
use is already occurring. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The two sites are receiving minimal use from the National Guard. The Lands 
activity has also recommended revocation of the existinq withdrawal. The Buhl 
site is also used as a community pit and a storage area for county asphalt. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept R-1.12 
Revoke the withdrawals for both 
sites. Designate the site south of 
the airport as a shooting area. Pro­
vide some minimal developments to 
enhance the use of the area. Desig­
nate the Buhl site as a shooting 
area only when sufficient demand ex­
ists for a shooting area in that 
part of the county. Maintain the 
trail and trailhead on the west side 
of the Buhl site. 

( /II ~ I 'I ( / I ; > 'I ! '!/ r I' I '.' .' '~ t ; 

Reasons: 

Some rifle shooting is currently 
occurring in both sites. Provision of 
a specific site and adequate facilit­
ies for this acitivity can help reduce 
the use of other areas. Target shoot­
ing in these other areas represents a 
potential hazard to other public land 
users. The military needs for the 
sites can be facilitated by a special 
use permit for their periods of need. 



- ---- ~ 

UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step ~-1.12 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

District Realty Specialist 
Process withdrawal revocation. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation 
with reference to L-6.1 that revokes 
withdrawal status of the two parcels. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

( Ins I l'llctions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Reject R-1.12. 
Reject L-6.1. 
Disregard M-4.1. 

Rationale: 

Indiscriminate public shooting is a 
hazard that can be partially allevia­
ted by designating suitable sites for 
that purpose. Military needs can be 
accommodated in accordance with 
L-6. L 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 1.12 

I. Lands 

L-6.1 supports this recommendation. 

II. Minerals 

I I I. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VI I. 

VII I. 

IX. 

M-4.1 Competitive Conflict - Community Pit 

a. Nature of Conflict - Use of area as an active community pit will not 
be compatible with rifle range. 

b. Modification - Utilize as a community pit and when exhausted, 
develop as a rifle range. 

Forestry No Conflict 

Range No Conflict 

Watershed No Conflict 

Wildlife No Conflict 

Recreation 

A. Cultural Resource - No Conflict 
B. Natural Hi story No Conflict 
c. Recreation - No Conflict 
D. Visual No Conflict 

Wilderness - No Conflict 

Fi re - No Conflict 

.; 



OBJECTIVE: 

UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFPj 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation Mana ement 
Objective Number 

R-2 

Protect, preserve, and interpret significant historical and cultural sites located 
on the public lands. 

RATIONALE: 

The Antiquities Act of 1906 (Public Law 59-209, 34 STAT. 225; 16 U.S.C. 431-433): 
This act sets forth the basic principle that the federal government, acting for 
all the people, should work toward the protection, preservation, and public avail­
ability of the nation's historic and prehistoric archeological resources. With 
accompanying guidelines, the act provides for federal control of all archeological 
resources on federally owned or controlled land and establishes a permit system 
for investigating them. 

The Historic Sites Act of 1935 (49 STAT. 666) declares it a national policy to 
11 preserve for the public use historic site, buildings and objects of national 
significance for the inspiration and benefit of the people of the United States 11

• 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (80 STAT. 915), as amended reempha­
sizes as national policy the 11 protection, rehabilitation, restoration, and recon­
struction of districts, sites, buildings, strucures, and objects significant in 
American history, architecture, archaeology, or culture." The Act authorizes the 
maintenance and expansion of a National Register of Historic Places for cultural 
sites significant in American history. 

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (83 STAT. 852) declares that it is 
the policy of the Federal Government to ''preserve important historic, cultural, 
and natural aspects of our national heritage," and directs that "to the fullest 
extent possible ... the policies, regulations, and public laws of the United States 
shall be interpreted and administered in accordance with the policies set forth 
in this Act. 11 

Executive Order 11593, issued on May 13, 1971, states that the Federal Govern­
ment shall provide leadership in 11 preserving, restoring, and maintaining t he 
historic and cultural environment of the Nation. 11 And that agencies of the 
executive branch of the Government must: a) "administer cultural properties under 
their control in a spirit of stewardship and trusteeship for future generations;" 
b) ensure that "federally owned sites, structures, and objects of historical, 
architectural, or archaeological significance are preserved, restored, and main­
tained for t he inspiration and benefit of the American people," and c) provide 
the Federal plans and programs contribute to the preservation and enhancement 
of non-federally owned properties of cultural significane. 11 Section 2b of the 
rxecutive Order requires the heads of Federal agencies shall exercise caution 
11 to assure that any federally owned property that might qualify for nomination" 
to the National Register of Historic Places 11 is not inadvertently sold, demolish­
ed, or substantiially altered. 11 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTEl<IOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

N,1:11(' I 111: I') 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Recreation Management 
Overl;iy Reference 

Step 1 R-2 Step .3 

Public Law 95-625, Nov. 10, 1978 (92 STAT. 3511), Subtitle B - Trails, Sec. 55) 
amends the National Trails System Act (82 STAT. 919; 16 U.S.C. 1241) to include 
as a national historic trail 11 The Oregon National Historic Trail, a route of 
approximately two thousand miles extending from near Independence, Missouri, to 
the vicinity of Portland, Oregon ... The trail shall be administed by the Secre­
tary of the Interior. 11 This law provides for the development of a management 
plan to provide protection to the trail as well as providing for recreational 
uses (I.E. - interpretation, day use facilities along the trail, etc.). 

In addition, BLM Manual 1603.12C.3. Long-Term Objectives. 

b) Identify, evaluate, and bring under protective development all significant 
natural, historic , and cultural values found on public lands. Provide for 
the public use and development of these values where consistent with pres­
ervation goals. 

Significant support for this activity is shown by the Twin Falls County government. 
The following goal was identified in the Comprehensive Plan prepared in 1976 and 
revised in November, 1977. 

11 It shall be the Goal in Twin Falls County to retain cultural character in our 
local society to save prime historical buildings and sites. 11 

Additional recommendations (found in county documents) on a more site-specific 
basis will be included with specific recommendations under this objective. 

Note: Att.:ich additional sheets, if rwf'ded 
=-- -~ - - - - a- - - •- - a 

J," rJ r:~1 I , 11 111 • \ , \ 1, r, 1 1 , .. ... , 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Activity 
Recreation Management 

Overlay Reference C • 7 ( as 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 R•2e 1 Step 3 R-1.3c) 

Recommendation R-2 1 1: 

Protect, preserve, and interpret the 
Oregon Trail (National Historic Trail) 
on public lands in the planning unit. 
See Recreation Recommendation R-1.3c 
for detailed proposals. 

Support Needs: 

State Office - Recreation Planner, 
Landscape Architect to aid in devel­
oping preservation proposals, etc. 

District Operations - Engineers, Equip­
ment Operators to implement protec­
tion measures. 

District Resources or Area Staff -
Landscape Architect, Archaeologist 
to aid in developing protection and 
preservation proposals and interpretive 
facilities. Recreation Ranger (sum­
mer) for added patrol and site main-

. tenance. 
Other - Sheriff's Departments (Twin 

Falls and Cassia Counties) for in­
creased security patrol. 

Rationale: 

The National Historic Trail designation 
places added meaning and importance on 
the Oregon Trail, both from the preser­
vation standpoint and recreational use 
of the trail. This legislation requires 
the development of a management plan for 
the trail, incorporating both preserva­
tion and recreational use (interpreta­
tion) proposals. The Oregon Trail is 
considered an important part of the 
history of the West, and as such, deserves 
special management. 

-The Twin Falls County Comprehensive Plan 
makes the following recommendation re­
garding the Oregon Trail: 

"Obtain more recognition for the 
Oregon Trail by locating and clearly 
marking that portion which passes 
through Twin Falls County." 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Refer to R-1.3 for discussion of Oregon Trail. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept R-2.1 . 
Implement the management actions for 
the Oregon Trail as recommended in 
R-1.3. 

Support Needs : 

Refer to support requirements listed 
above. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Uns t ruc tions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Increased management of the Oregon 
Trail is warranted by the trail's 
importance. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject R-2.1, R-1.3 and CRM-1.8. 

Form 1600-21 (Apr il 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFPJ 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 R-2 .1 Ste p 3 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use rec011mendation 
with reference to R-1.3. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/,zs/mctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

The Oregon Trail is of historical 
significance that merits special 
management attention to provide 
protection, interpretation and 
preservation for public enjoyment. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 2.1 

I. Lands - No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-4.4 Competitive Conflict - Saleable Materials 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of material site at Milner could 
erase Oregon Trail in that location. 

b. Modification - Restrict material site development on or near Oregon 
Trail. 

III. Forestr.v 

IV. Range 

V. Watershed 

VI. Wildlife 

VII. Recreation 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

A. Cultural Resources 

CRM-1.8, 1.9 support this recommendation. 

B. Natural Hi story - No Conflict 
C. Recreation 

R-1.10 Competitive Conflict - ORVs 

a. Nature of Conflict - ORV use on the Oregon Trail would seriously 
damage the trail. 

b. Modification - Limit ORV use in the area. 

D. Visual 

VII I. Wilderness 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

IX. Fi re No Conflict 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DEC SION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation Manaoement 
Overlay Reference C, 8 
Step 1 R-2, 2 Step 3 

Recommendation R-2.2: Rationale: 

Protect and interpret the following his­
toric and cultural sttes. Additional 
sites of significance which warrant con­
sideration for protection and interpreta­
tion are identified in the Cultural 
Resource Management MFP I. Include the 
specific recommendations made for each 
of the following sites. 

1) 

2) 

Cauldron [ i:nn 

a) 

b) 

Determine what, if any, public 
land is included in the site 
as identified on the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

Provide app~0priate level of 
management to preserve the 
character of the site, if on 
public land, or if public is 
visible from the site (i.e. -
maintain or enhance existing 
visual quality). 

Salmon Dam and Spillway 

a) Provide interpretive signing 
relating the history of the 
dam and irrigation project. 
Most suitable location in on 
Salmon Canal Company property, 
so an agreement would probably 

Cauldron-tinn has been identifi~d as a signif­
icant historic site and is listed on the Na­
tional Register of Historic Places. But just 
what property is included is not known by 
Burley Distric personnel r. Because of the 
site's significance it is important to protect 
the character of the site and adjacent areas. 

The Salmon and Mi~ner Dam projects were both 
constructed in the early 1900 1 s and have 
played a significant role in the agricultural 
development of the Twin Falls area. Because 
of their significance to the way of life of 
many of the citizens of tfue region, their 
preservation and the relating of the story of 
their development, both to locals and visitors, 
provides for a clearer understanding of the 
growth w~tch has occurred in the region. 

The "Berger Conservation Area" development, 
like the dam projects, has had an inft uence 
on the way of Hfe o.f many area residents. 
Whereas the dam projects have influenced irri­
gatAd cropland development, the seeding pro~ 
jects on the Berger Tract have influenced the 
growth of the livestock industry in the Twin 
Falls area. By providing interpretive facili­
ties, both visitors to the area and locals can 
better understand the significance of the pro­
ject to the survival of the regional agricul­
tural economic base. 

need to be worked out. Also Though the Spri,ngtown site is badly deterior"' 
located near the dam are three ated, there has been some interest in the 

3) 

11 Turkish 11 ovens, reportedly possible restoration of at least a portion of 
used for baking bread by the the site and use of the site for interpretive 
crews building the dam. In- purposes by some of the local historians in 
terpretive facilities should the Twin Falls area. This area at one time 
also by provided for this site. was a flourishing mining community of several 

.hundred people and has historic value in repre-
Milner Dam senting the history of settlement and mining 

activities in the Twin Falls area. 
a) Provide interpretive signing 

relating the history of the 
dam and irrigation project. 
Incorporate with the interpre-

As additional rational~,the following recom­
mendations from The Canyon Rim Area: Land Use 
Study Plan (Canyon Advisory Committee, April, 

Note, Attach additional s hee ts , if needed 

(/11 s lmct i o11s on revers e) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Activity 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN C.8 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 3 

4) 

tive facility at the Bicenten­
nial Site. 

Berger Tract 

a) Provide tnterpr~ttve sfg~ing 
relating the history and use 
of the "Berger Conservation 
Area". Include signing of the 
Piemeisel Study Plots and 
signing on the main travel 
~outes through the Tract. In 
addition, a recent land ex­
change near the Berger Tract 
has resulted in the BLM ac­
quiring the remains of a stone 
house which should be included 
in the interpretive signing 
program for the area. 

5) Springtown 

a) Provide interpretive signing 
relating the history of this 
mining town on the Snake River. 

b) Consider a project to restore 
the site if any public inter­
est is shown in the site and 
assistance offered by any of 
the local historical societies. 

Support Needs: 

State Office - Archaeologist, Landscape 
Architect 

District Operations - Sign Coordinator, 
Engineer 

District Resources o~ Area Staff -
Archaeologist, Landscape Architect 

Other - Local historic societies, fire 
crew, YCC, and YACC 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s / mctions on reverse) 

1975) should be noted, not only in relation 
to sites along the Snake River Canyo rt (Spring­
town), but as a general feeling regarding 
preservation and interpretation of signifi­
cant archaeologic, histor t c, and cultur.al 
s ites . 

"1. Primary· ntstorical locations ·should be 
preserved for a 11 citizen viewing with 
complete preservation of viewing areas 
and historical sites. Access should be 
available. 

2. Secondary and tertiary areas should be 
available to the public by both sight: 
and physical access.!! 

Form 1600-21 (April 197 5) 



-
UNITED ST A TES 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fall s 
A c tiv ity 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step ~- 2. 2 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The sites listed are important historic and cultural sites. Site deteriora­
tion has occurred due to a lack of protection. Without interpretive signing, 
the importance of these sites will not be related to the public. Development 
of minerals along the Snake River could threaten Spring Town and Cauldron 
Linn. Material sites have been identified near Cauldron Linn, the Milner 
facilities, and the Salmon Dam. Extraction of saleable materials could cause 
damaqe to these sites. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept R- 2. 2 
Provi de protect i on fo r t he i dent ifi ­
ed s i tes. Stabi ~ize t he structures 
t o prevent dete rio rat ion. Develop a 
heri tage system includin g Spring 
Town, Dry Town, Cauldron Linn and 
the Mi 1 ner Area. Initiate restora­
tion of Spring Town and Dry Town. 
Provide interpretive signing for the 
system. Provide for the Salmon Dam 
and Spillway area as recommended. 
Provide for the Berger Tract as 
recommended. Provide for complete 
rehabilitation of mineral activities 
on these sites. 

Support Needs: 

District Archaeologist 
Provide guidance for projects. 

District Landscape Architect 
To assist in project designs. 

District Operations 
Sign Coordinator, Fire Crews 

Other-Local Historical Societies 
Aid in project development. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

llnstmctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

The identified sites are important 
historic areas in the planning unit. 
Provisions are needed for their 
protection. Interpretive signing is 
needed so the public can better 
understand and appreciate the areas. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Reject R-2.2. 
Reject CRM-1.1. 
Disregard M-1.1, 4.4. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fal 1 s 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 R-2. 2 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation 
with reference to L-6.1 and CRM-1.1. 
Encourage the State to place as many 
of the sites as possible in the 
heritage system on the National 
Register of Historic Places. 

Modify by adding the historical m1n1ng 
site called Shoshone to this list of 
sites. The Shoshone site is located 
in T.9 S., R.18 E., BM, Sec. 33: 
SW1/4SW1/4SW1/4; T.10 S., R.18 E., 
BM, Sec. 4:NW1/4NW1/4. 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/11structions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Several sites with important historic 
and cultural values can be stablized 
and rehabilitated to preserve sign ifi­
cant public recreation attractions for 
both locals and visitors. 

Im put from adj a cent private landowner, 
Gary Stone, has indicated that this 
site may have been the first town site 
in the Twin Falls area. It was a gold 
mining town and was reportedly 
occupied prior to the development of 
Springtown and Dry Twon. This site 
would be an important addition to the 
system of sites. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 2.2 

I. Lands 

L - 3.1 Competitive Conflict - OLE, Carey Act 

a. Nature of Conflict - development of the Berger for agricultural 
purposes would deter protection of the area. 

b. Modification - limit land disposal in the area. 

II. Minerals 

M - 1.1 Competitive Conflict - Mineral Development 

a. Nature of Conflict - mineral development in Snake River 
Canyon could impact Spring Town. 

b. Modification - limit mineral development within the vicinity 
of Spring Town. 

M - 4.4 Competitive Conflict - Saleable Materials 

a. Nature of Conflict - development of material site could impact 
Cauldron Linn. 

b. Modification - limit development of material site near Cauldron 
Linn. 

III. Forestry - No Conflict 

IV. Range - No Conflict 

V. Watershed - No Conflict 

VI. Wildlife - No Conflict 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources 

CRM - 1.1, 1.9 Support this recreation recommendation. 

B. Natural History - No Conflict 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

R - 2. 2 (cont. ) 

C. Recreation 

R - 1.10 Competitive Conflict - ORVs 

a. Nature of Conflict - ORV use could adversely affect 
historic/cultural sites. 

b. Modification - limit ORV use when such use would damage 
sites. 

D. Visual - No Conflict 

VIII. Wilderness - No Conflict 

IX. Fire 

F - 1.1 Supportive - the recommended guard station could aid in the 
protection of the Salmon Dam historic site. 



Reconciliation - Recreation 

A number of items discussed in the Recreation URA were not carded for­

ward into the MFP recommendations. In many instances, these items are 
non-land use projects which are tied into being able to complete the 

land use recommendations. These include: 

1) Management plan for Salmon Falls Creek Natural Area (including 
Lands and Mi nera 1 s Reports) which nee.d:s to be completed be fore 
final designation of the area is made. 

2) Management plan for the Oregon Trail as per National Trails 

Act ammendment which designated the Oregon Trail as an Historic 
Trail. 

3) Updating the recreation study of the area around Salmon Falls 
Reservoir (Salmon Falls Reservoir Recreation Area) to determine 
w_hether a special designation is still feasible (appropriate) 

and whether a management plan is needed. 
4) Studies of Dry Cataracts area, Melon Valley gravels, Milner 

Dam history, Salmon Dam history, Springtown site, Cauldron 
Linn, Berger Conservation Area, etc., for determining inter­

pretive needs. 
5) Studies to identify areas where rockhounding is occurring 

(working with local rockhounding clu5s, etc.). 

6) Completing more detailed inventories in order to identify 

specific areas suitable for snowplay activities, cross-country 
skiing trails, snowmo5ile trails, hiking and horseback trails. 

ThJs i.s parttcul arly important for winter activities in order to 
determi.ne suitable snow conditi.ons. 

Some items discussed in URA 4 as opportunities involving the protection 
and/or enhancement of recreation activities, but which are not tied 

to land use recommendations. These include: 

1) Developing a program to provide the public with information on 

opportunities which exist on public lands and on how to protect 

the natural resources (e.g., environmental education, recreation 
brochure, land status map, talks with public groups, newspaper 
articles). 



2) Signing of all publis lands. 
3) Encouraging Idaho Department of Fish and Game to continue pro­

grams such as stocking of fish and game birds, removing trash 
fish species from streams and reservoirs, reintroduction of 
game species, etc. 

4) Patrolling waters (Salmon Falls Reservoir, Murtaugh Lake, and 
the Snake River) to insure that all beating hazards are removed. 

5) Support for the continuation of the Special Recreation Permit 
program. 

A few items involving land allocation or land use were also not carried 
through into the MFP 1 recommendations for recreation. These include: 

1) Acquiring of certain access routes which were determined to be 
less significant than others. 

2) Acquiring property now privately owned along Salmon Falls 
Reservoir (with one exception). Access to the reservoir is 
already assured on public lands. 

3) Elimination of two proposed picnic sites. 
4) Other items which were determined to be inappropriate, costly, 

or otherwise non-beneficial at this time. 



Objective: 

UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP l 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (M FP j 

Twin Falls 
Activity Vi sua 1 Resource 

Management 
Objective Number 

VRM-1 

Manage all public lands in a manner which will protect and maintain the existing 
visual qualities, provide for enhancement where consistent with management policies, 
and provide for rehabilitation of lands which presently do not meet the visual 
quality standards of surrounding lands. 

Rationale: 
Visual resource values have been recognized as important elements of the human 
environment. Degradation of the visual resource represents an adverse impact 
to the human environment. 
Public Law 91-190, the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, states in 
part 11 

••• assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive and aesthetically 
and cultura 11 y pleasing surrounding ... 11 

Public Law 94-579, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, states 
in part that 11 the pub 1 i c 1 ands be managed in a manner that wi 11 protect the 
quality of scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental ... values; 11 

(Sec. 102 (a)(8)) and 11 regulations and plans for the protection of public land 
areas of critical environmental concern be promptly developed; 11 (Sec. 102 (a)(ll)). 

BLM Manual 1603 states that visual resource management techniques should be 
applied to all Public Lands through the planning system. These same techniques 
should be utilized in the analysis of specific development proposals initieated 
by the BLM or under permit. 
An inventory of scenic quality in the planning unit was completed in the summer 
of 1980 in accordance with BLM Manual 8411 - Upland Visual Resource Inventory 
and Evaluation. Results of this inventory identified scenic quality (A, B, or C) 
throughout the planning unit and is documented in URA Step 3 for Visual Re­
source Management. In addition, cultural modifications were identified and 
visual significance identified. 

Additional procedures, as outlined in the 8411 manual were completed before 
delineating the VRM Classes which form the basis for the following recommenda­
tions. These procedures include a seen-area analysis, distance zone mapping, 
a consideration of use volume, and an extensive (low level) survey to determine 
user interest in visual resources and their concern for changes in the existing 
landscape. Therefore, the importance of visual quality is determined for the 
planning unit using several criteria. 

(Instructions on reverse) ForrT' 1600-20 (P • ..,1il 1975.' 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (/lfl'P) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Visual Resource 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation VRM-1.1: 

Designate 3,665 acres as VRM Class I. 
These areas are to be managed primarily 
for natural ecological change only. 

a. Any management proposals which would 
not preserve or maintain present 
ecological and environmental resource 
values will be in conflict with this 
management classification. 

b. Any intrusions (dumps, old cars, etc.) 
exceeding 10 points when the visual 
contrast rating (BLM Manual 8431) is 
applied would need to be removed. 

c. No mechanical vegetation manipulation 
would be allowed. Minor range pro­
jects such as some fences, spring 
developments, etc., could be done 
with hand labor and using natural 
materials. Projects shall not exceed 
10 on the visual contrast rating. DO 
or SO Landscape Architect should be 
consulted during the early planning 
stages of any project. 

Support: 

District Resource of Area Staff -
Landscape Architect (should be hired) 
to perform visual contrast ratings and 
to identify areas where rehabilitation 
is needed (and how to complete rehabil­
itation). 

Note: Attach additional s heet,;, if need e d --
( f 11 ~ /III ( 'I ' 111 \. (, J,I / I / I I •, ( • ) 

Rationale: 

For the protection and maintenance of 
these unique ecological and environmental 
resource areas. According to FLPMA, Sec. 
603, the Bureau of Land Management is man­
dated to complete a wilderness inventory 
on all Public Lands in 1991. Until such 
a time as a parcel of land has been drop­
ped from further wilderness consideration, 
it shall be managed in a manner so as not 
to impair the suitability of such areas 
for preservation as wilderness. 

BLM Manual 8400.07 A. General Philosophy .. 
one of the quality environment ,sits ap­
pearance, aesthetics is receiving more and 
more attention ... Many of BLM's land manage­
ment activities involve some alteration of 
the natural character of the landscape. 
It is imperative that these alterations be 
understood and managed to fit the natural 
character and quality of the landscape. 
Public lands have a variety of scenic 
values, but management objectives of the 
many other resources may conflict with 
the protection of the visual resource. 
These different values and objectives 
warrant different levels of protection 
for the visual resource. Because it is 
not practical to provide the same degree 
of management to the visual resource on 
all BLM lands, it becomes necessary to 
have a system to evaluate the visual re­
sources and to determine what degree of 
management is desirable and practical, 
including protection, rehabilitation and 
enhancement. 

l•- r• IO ,, I I \ I 1 j f ..... 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

isual Resource Mgmt. 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1VRM-l. 1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Refer to Wilderness Recommendation · WM-1.2 for discussion of Salmon ~~lls Creek 
Natural Area. Salmon Falls Canyon possesses important scenic qualities. Up 
to the present time, the canyon has, in effect, protected itself. Develop­
ments that would disturb the visual qualities of the area have not been 
economically feasible. Such protection can not be relied on completely. The 
natural area and VRM Class I designations would insure that all management 
proposals do maintain the ecological and environmental resource values that 
are currently found in the canyon. An analysis of other resource activities 
indicates no major proposal that would conflict with a Class I designation 
within the canyon. , 

The state director has issued a proposed decision concerning the wilderness 
inventory unit 17-26, the Salmon Falls Creek Unit. The proposed decision 
stated that this unit would be dropped from further consideration. An 
analysis of other resource activities indicates that no major proposals would 
conflict with either a Class I or Class II designation. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify VRM-1.1 
Manage Salmon Falls Canyon between 
the Salmon Falls Dam and Lilly Grade 
for natural ecological change in 
accordance with a VRM Class I 
designation. This designation would 
include only the area from rim to 
rim. Manage the canyon from Lilly 
Grade to Balanced Rock under a VRM 
Class II designation. 1,532 acres 

Support Needs: 

Di strict Landscape Architect 
Review future management proposals 
and to help mitigate any 
disturbances of visual resources. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11 s /ruclions on reverse ) 

Reasons: 

A large amount of public concern 
exists for the protection of the 
scenic beauty found in Salmon Falls 
Canyon. A VRM Class I designation 
will help protect and maintain a 
unique ecological area. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject VRM-1.1. 
2. Disregard WM-1.2, NH-1.1, R-1.3a. 
3. Disregard L-2.4, VRM-1.5. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (M P P) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Visual Resource Mgmt. 
Ove rlay Referenc e 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 1 VRM-1 • lstep 3 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recanmendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmctions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

The Salmon Falls Canyon between the 
dam and Lilly Grade is under WSA 
status which is VRM Class I designa­
tion by policy. The Salmon Falls 
Creek Wilderness Inventory Unit 17-26, 
has been recommeded as not suitable 
for designation as a WSA. But this 
recommendation is under appeal to 
IBLA, thererfore, t hi s area must be 
man aged as VRM Cl ass I. This VRM 
desi gn at ion will protect t he areas by 
allowing na t ural ecological or 
landscape changes only. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

VRM - 1.1 

I. Lands No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-4.4 - Saleable Material - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of material resources in sections 6 
and 7 (T. 14 S., R. 15 E.) could seriously affect visual resources. 

b. Modification - Keep development of material resources back from 
canyon rim. Do not allow any dumpinq of material into the canyon. 

II I. Forestry 

IV. Range 

V. Watershed 

VI. Wildlife 

VII. Recreation 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

A. Cultural Resources No Conflict 
B. Natural History 
C. Recreation 
D. Visual 

VIII. Wilderness 

NH-1.1 supports this visual recommendation. 
R-1.3a supports this visual recommendation. 
No Conflict 

WM-1.2 supports this visual recommendation. 

IX. Fire No Conflict 



UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MAN/1GEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Recommendation VRM-1.2: 

Designate 12,695 acres as VRM Class II. 
This Class requires management activities 
to be designated and located to blend into 
the natural landscape and not to be visu_ 
ally apparent to the casual visitor. 

The following resource management guides 
shall apply: 

1) Range Management 

Juniper and sagebrush removal must be 
made to simulate adjacent natural open­
ings. 

Fences, water developments, etc., would 
require construction with mostly hand 
tools and be of natural materials. No 
red fence posts allowed. 

2) Structures 

Structures must incorporate the natur­
al lines, colors, and materials of the 
natural landscape. Skylined structures 
would be prohibited. 

3) Roads 

Required roads must be concealed by 
vegetation, follow natural landforms, 
and be seeded as soon as possible. 
Overland 11 roads 11 may be necessary in 
some areas to protect the scenic 
values. Cut and fill areas that ex­
ceed 5 feet will generally not be 
accepted unless the fill can be re­
placed and vegetation established in 
2 years. 

Note: t\ltvch ndd1:1or1al ~-,h('f'f~>. if :1C'C'<kd 

Name (Ml'!') 

Activity 
Visual Resource Management 
Overlny Reference Ver ay[f. 5 

_ I Step 1 VRM-1, 2c;tep 3 

Rationale: 

Because of the scenic quality in these 
areas and the public sensitivity about 
resource managment activities as deter­
mined by an 11 extensive 11 (survey described 
in the Recreation PAA), these lands must 
receive careful environmental consider­
ation design to minimize visual contrast. 

See also Rationale with VRM Class I Re­
commendation - BLM Manual 8400.07A. 
General Philosophy . 



UNITED STATES 
DJ::P/\r(D1FNT OF THE INTEf~IOR 
BUimAU OF LAND l\1ANAGEl\1ENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMEND AT ION-At-.JAL_ Y SIS-DEC .SION 

:,.;;,me · 11/ /' I 

Twin Falls 
Act i v !1\ 

·cS.U.al.___Re..s.oo LC_e Ma nag em en t 
O , crla v Rd<' r< ' ll <'< Overlay D.5 
Step 1 VRM-1. 2 Stq, 3 ___ _ 

============= ~ c:.= ---= . .....:. --===-~=---==--=--=~---- -- -~-- ---

Recommendation VRM-1.2 con't. 

Any intrusions (VRM Class V) shall be re­
habilitated to meet levels appropriate to 
Cl ass II area. 

Support Needs: 

State Office - Landscape Architect to as­
sist in project lay-out and design on 
major projects proposed for Class II 
areas. 

District Resources or Area Staff - Land­
scape Architect to complete contract 
ratings and assist in project lay-out 
and design. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Areas being considered for Class II designations contain important scenic 
qualities. Within these areas, proposed site disturbances are minimal. The 
removal of building stone near Salmon Falls Reservoir does not present a major 
conflict as the stone is exposed and does not require excavation. Land 
treatment proposals for grazing improvements have considered maintenance of 
visual qualities. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept recommendation as proposed by 
desiqnatinq identified areas as VRM 
Class II. Manage the areas so that 
activities are not visually apparent 
to the casual visitor. 

1 ! •1 ~ n 1c ! l 11 ' .', r , ,: ri , , · •' 1 I 

Reasons: 

The Class II areas qenerally occur in 
canyon areas: Snake River Canyon, 
Salmon Falls Creek Canyon, Shoshone 
Creek Canyon, Rock Creek Canyon and 
Mule Creek Canyon. Management of 
these areas needs to include careful 
consideration for the minimization of 
visual impacts. 



UNITED STATES Name (MFP) 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Twin Fa 11 s 
1----- -------B URE AU OF LAND MANAGEMENT Activity 

Visual Resource M mt. 
MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Stei\/~M-1. 2 Step 3 

Support Needs: 

District Landscape Architect 
Assist in lay-out and design of 
activity projects and to determine 
VRM ratings for all proposed 
actions. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/mctions on reverse) 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject VRM-1. 2. 
2. Modify VRM boundaries. 

Rationale: 

Site disturbances within the designa­
ted areas are presently minimal. A 
VRM Class II status assures that 
management activities allowed will 
blend into the natural landscape and 
preserve scenic qualities. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

VRM - 1. 2 

I. Lands No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-4.2 - Building Stone - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development and removal of building stone would 
impact visual resources along Salmon Falls Reservoir. 

b. Modification - Keep development of building stone from being visible 
to boaters on the reservoir. 

I I I. Forestry No Conflict 

IV. Range 

V. 

RM-2.3 Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Large scale land treatments would impact visual 
qualities on a long term basis. 

h. Modification - Do not treat Class II area along Shoshone Creek. 

Watershed No Conflict 

VI. Wildlife 

WL-4.3 supports this recommendation as 1'1ildlife "leave" areas in land 
treatments will benefit visual. 

WL-4.9 supports this recommendation since habitat diversity will benefit 
visual. 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict 

B. Natural History 
C. Recreation 
D. Visual 

VIII. Wildernes 

IX. Fire 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 



UNITED STATES 
DEl,/\RTMENT OF TIIE INTEf~IOI~ 
RUJm/\U OF LAND MANAGEI\IENT 

MANAGF.MENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL 'i' SIS-OECIS10t'-J 

_ ___ __:...-=-...::..:::;·::_ -~ 

-

Recommendation VRM-1.3: 

Designate 32,819 acres as VRM Class III. 
(see overlay 0.5). This class provides 
the management activities may be evident 
to the casual visitor; however, the act iv­
ity should remain subordinate to the visual 
strength and natural character of the land­
scape. 

The following resource management guides 
shall apply: 

1) Range Management 

Juniper and sagebrush clearings shall 
simulate typical natural openings. 

?) Structures 

Structures should incorporate the 
natural lines, colors and materials 
of the natural landscape. Skylined 
structures should be avoided, if 
possible. 

3) Roads 

Roads should be partially concealed 
by vegetation, follow natural land­
forms, and be seeded as soon as 
possible. 

Any intrusions (VRM-Class V) shall be 
rehabilitated to meet a level appropriate 
to Class III area. 

Support Needs: 

District Resource or Area Staff - Land­
scape Architect to complete contrast 
ratings and to insure that visual con­
siderations are incorporated into pro­
ject lay-out and design. 

• , ,, ... ' .. , 'f... ~ . , , 

Rationale: 

Because of the scenic quality in these 
areas and the public sensitivity about 
resource management activities (as 
determined by an 11 extensive 11 survey 
described in the Recreation PAA), these 
lands must receive careful environmental 
consideration and project design to 
minimize visual contrast. 

See also Rationale with VRM Class I Re­
commendation - BLM Manual 8400.07A. 
General Philosophy. 

·-- ~ 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFPJ 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 
isua1 Resource Mqmt. 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step YRM-1. 3 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Areas being cons idered for Class III des ignations are generally areas of high 
visibility. The areas are background areas such as the front of the South 
Hills, the ridges in the Shoshone Rasin and the land along the southern part 
of Highway 93. Withi n these areas, dist urbances may occur but must not 
dominate the natural landscape. Range treatments offer potential impacts to 
visual resources, but impacts can be mitigated without difficulty. Incorpora­
tion of wildlife 11 leave 11 areas and simulation of natural openings in sagebrush 
areas help to reduce the impacts of vegetation manipulation. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept the visual resouce recommenda­
tion and designate the areas as VRM 
Class III. Manage the areas so that 
development activities may be evident 
but not dominant within the natural 
landscape. 

Support Needs: 

Reasons: 

The areas are easily visible and 
should be adequately protected to 
minimize visual contrast. 

Alternatives Considered: 

District Landscape Architect 1. Reject VRM-1.3. 
Assist in project lay-out and design 2. 
and determine contrast ratings for 3. 
proposed projects. 

Modify VRM boundaries. 
Disregard WL-4.3. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation. 

Note : Attach additional sheets , if needed 

(/11stmc/ion s on reverse) 

Rationale: 

VRM Class III designations allow 
disturbance that will not dominate the 
natural landscape which is appropriate 
for the areas identified. 

Form 1600-2 1 (April 1 97 5) 
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I. Lands 

II. Minerals 

I I I. Forestr.v 

IV. Range 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

- No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

VRM - 1. 3 

(Any competitive conflict should be mitiqated by wildlife and 
cultural resources "leave" areas.) 

V. Watershed No Conflict 

VI. Wildlife 

WL-4.3 supports this recommendation as wildlife "leave" areas in land 
treatments will benefit visual. 

WL-4.9 supports this recommendation since habitat diversity will benefit 
visual. 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict 

B. Natural History 
C. Recreation 
D. Visual 

VI I I. Wilderness 

IX. Fire 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-DECJSJON 

Recommendation VRM-1.4: 

Designate 184~253 acres as VRM Class IV. 
(See Overlay 0.5). This class provides 
that management activities may be visu­
ally apparent to the casual observer and 
may also become dominant in the landscape. 

The following resource management guides 
shall apply: 

1) Range Management 

Junipers and sagebrush clearings shall 
simulate typical natural openings. 

2) Structures should incorporate the 
natural lines, colors, and materials 
of the natural landscape. 

3) Roads should follow the natural land-
forms and be seeded as soon as possible. 

Any significant intrusions (VRM Class V) 
shall be rehabilitated to meet a level 
appropriate to Class IV areas. 

Support: 

District Resource or Area Staff - Land­
scape Architect to insure that 

Rationale: 

Name (MPPJ 

Twin Fall s 
Activity 

Step 1 VRM-1. 4st p 3 

Due to their low scenic quality and 
public sensitivity values (as iden­
tified in an 11 extensive 11 level sur­
vey described in the Recreation PAA), 
management actions in these areas may 
dominate the natural landsca pe char­
acter. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

VRM Class IV includes areas that have low scener.v and public ensitiv it.Y 
values. Other resource activi ties genera lly domin ate the natural landscape. 
Resource management guide li nes are most libera l with in th i s VRM cl ass and 
other ac itivi t.Y proposa l s can be reasonably sure of proceeding as recommended. 

Nofc: Attach add it ion al slwcts, if nct·dcd 

I I!.' ~ .1 I:: ,' • I •. . \: . . ~ 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
isual Resource Mgmt. 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step '!RM-1. 4 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept the VRM-1.4 
Designate the recommended areas as 
\i'RM Class IV. 

Support Needs: 

District Landscape Architect 
Determine visual contrast ratings 
for proposed projects. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/n s tmclions on reve rse) 

Reasons: 

Disturbance in these areas is easily 
accepted as aesthetic values and 
public concerns are not high. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject VRM-1.4. 
2. Modify VRM boundaries. 

Rationale: 

Where disturbance exists and 
intrusions wi 11 occur to areas where 
aesthetic values and public 
sensitivity are low, a Class IV VRM 
designation is appropriate. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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I. 

I I. 

II I. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 

VI I I. 

IX. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Fa 11 s 

MFP 2 

VRM - 1. 4 

Lands No Conflict 

Minerals No Conflict 

Forestry No Conflict 

Range No Conflict 

Watershed No Conflict 

Wildlife 

WL-4.3 supports this recommendation as wildlife 11 leave 11 areas in land 
treatments wi 11 benefit visual. 

WL-4.9 supports this recommendation since habitat diversity will benefit 
visual. 

Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 
B. Natural Hi story - No Conflict 
C. Recreation No Conflict 
D. Vi sua 1 No Conflict 

Wilderness - No Conflict 

Fire - No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (M F P) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity Visual Resource 

Management 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 
Overlay Reference D • 5 
Step 1 VRM-1 • 5 Step 3 

Recommendation VRM-1.5: 

Rehabilitate areas identified as VRM 
Class Vin order to bring the site back 
into character with the surrounding 
landscape (into the VRM Class of sur­
rounding lands). These sites include 
garbage dumps (unauthorized), abandoned 
gravel pits, etc. Many of the sites 
have been identified during the scenic 
quality inventory (shown on overlay 
D.5), but other sites exist which have 
not yet been identified and will be 
added to the list as necessary. 

Areas for rehabilitation have been 
identified at the following sites: 

Garbage Dumps - T. 12 s., R. 18 E., 
Sec. 9: NE,}SE,} 

Gravel Pits 

Support Needs: 

- T. 12 s., R. 17 E,, 
Sec. 28: NW,}NW,} 

- T. 16 S., R. 16 E., 
Sec. 30: SE,}SEJil; 

- T. 11 s., R. 14 E., 
sec. 19: sw,l-

- T. 10 S., R. 14 E., 
Sec. 30: NEJil;NEJil; 

T, 16 S., R. 17 E., 
Sec• 2: NE-il:-NW-;J:-

Other - Fire crews, YACC, etc., to 
complete cleanup operations at 
sites. 

Rationale: 

These sites are visually intrusive to 
the natural character of the landscape 
and are, particularly in the case of 
the garbage dumps, hazardous to human 
health, livestock, wildlife, etc. 

This class applies to areas where the 
naturalistic character has been distur­
bed to a point where rehabilitation is 
needed to bring a site back into char­
acter with the surrounding landscape. 
This class applies to areas identified 
in the scenic evaluation where the qual­
ity class has been reduced because of 
unacceptable cultural modification. The 
contrast is inharmonious with the char­
acteristic landscape, 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Indiscriminate garbage dumps are visual intrusions found at various locations 
in the Planning Unit. These sites require rehabilitation. Unauthorized dumps 
are incompatible with land management objectives. Abandoned gravel pits are 
intrusive but not to the extent of dump sites. Other uses for gravel pits 
should be considered before rehabilitation is implemented. Alternative use 
possibilities could include an intensive ORV use area or a public shooting 
range. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if nee ded 

(/11 s tmctions on reverse) Form 1600-2 1 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activ ity 
Visual Resource Mgmt. 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALY SIS-DECISION Step 1VRM-l. 5 Step 3 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept VRM-1. 5 
Rehabilitate the identified dump 
sites and gravel pit. Rehabili­
tate other dump sites as they are 
identified. 

Support Needs: 

Coordination with Twin Falls County 

District fire crews to help with 
clean-up operations. 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation 
with reference to Land Decision L-8.1. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmct i ons on rev e rse) 

Reasons: 

Public lands are not for use as 
indiscriminate garbage dumps. Such 
sites are health hazards as well as 
visual disturbances. Rehabilitation 
of these sites and abandoned gravel 
pits will help improve landscape 
aesthetics. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject VRM-1.5. 

Rationale: 

Rehabilitation of public lands to 
restore them to a more natural 
appearance can upgrade their Class v 
status or provide alternative uses for 
the sites. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

VRM - 1. 5 

I. Lands 

L-2.4 supports this recommendation. 
L-8.1 supports this recommendation. 

I I. Minerals - No Conflict 

II I. Forestry - No Conflict 

IV. Range No Conflict 

v. Watershed - No Conflict 

VI. Wildlife No Conflict 

VI I. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 
B. Natura 1 Hi story No Conflict 
C. Recreation No Conflict 
D. Visual No Conflict 

VII I. Wilderness No Conflict 

IX. Fire No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 R-1.6 Step 3 

Decision: 

Modify multiple-use recanmendation in 
accordance with Lands Decision L-7.2. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

( / 11s t ructions on reve rse) 

Rationale: 

Land parcels with recreational value 
have been identified and evaluated 
with other resource uses on the tracts 
and a determination made for their 
retention or disposal. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Na me (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 
Visual Resource Mgmt. 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference • 5 
Ste p tVRM-1.6 Ste p 3 

Recommendation: VRM-1.6 

Retain in public ownership all isola­
ted parcels of public land in the 
agriculturally developed northern 
portion of the planning unit. Limit 
developmemnt of these parcles in order 
to preserve their 11 natural II character. 

Support Needs: 

None. 

Rationale: 

These parcels provide visual contrast 
with the surrounding irrigated crop 
lands. Though no specific input has 
been identified for preserving these 
parcels from a visual quality 
standpoint, 44 percent of those 
interviewed and 52 percent of those 
responding to the issue statement 
survey, supported retention of these 
tracts in an undisturbed state (or 
developed for pheasant habitat). 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The identified parcels of public land have a number of resource values. Three 
parcels have been identified for development by the Water and Power Resources 
Service. All parcels have been identified as important for wildlife habitat. 
Four parcels have been identified for development of saleable mineral 
materials. Before any isolated parcel is developed or disposed, an Environ­
mental Assessment and land report must be written. This process allows 
decisions to be made on a site by site basis for each parcel. The process 
also allows each activity to state the values contained on each parcel. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify VRM-1.6 
Refer to Lands - Multiple Use 
Recommendation L-7.2 for lands 
identified for disposal and 
acquisition by exchange. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11stmctions on revers e) 

Reasons: 

Multiple use resource values have been 
evaluated for the entire Planning Unit 
to identify which parcels should be 
retained, disposed of, and acquired. 
The isolated tracts are identified on 
a site specific basis showing how they 
should be developed and used to best 
appreciate the resource values. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept VRM-1.6. 
2. Accept WL-4.15. 
3. Accept L-2.5, 7.2. 
4. Reject M-4.4. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

VRM - 1. 6 

I. Lands 

L-2.5 - Water Power Resource Service - Competitive 

a Nature of Conflict - nevelopment of isolated tracts south of Berqer 
for farmland would deteriorate visual quality. 

b. Modification - Retain tracts, or maintain cooperative aqreement with 
WPRS so that disposed isolated tracts would be developed for wild­
life habitat and not irrigated farmland. 

L-7.2 - Exchanges - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Disposal throuqh exchange of four selected 
parcels north and east of Hollister is in direct conflict with this 
recommendation. 

b. Modification - Allow selection of other land for the exchanges or 
establish cooperative agreement limiting development of tracts after 
exchange. 

II. Minerals 

II I. 

IV. 

v. 

M-4.4 - Saleable Material - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Many isolated tracts have been identified as 
having saleable mineral materials and development would impact 
visual. 

b. Modification - ·Limit material development on important isolated 
tracts. 

Forestry No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Range 

Watershed 

VI. Wildlife 

WL-2.2 supports this recommendation. 

WL-4.15 similar recommendation - retention for wildlife. 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

VRM - 1.6 (cont.) 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources - CRM-1.1 this recommendation supports the 
protection of Spring Town and Dry Town. 

B. Natura 1 Hi story 
C. Recreation 
D. Visual 

VIII. Wilderness 

IX. Fire 

- CRM-1.9 supports this recommendation. 

No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Name (MFP) 

Activity Vis ua 1 Resource 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN Overlay Referenc e D. 5 
Step 1 tep 3 RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

Recommendation VRM-1.7: 

Designate a 1 mile corridor(\ mil~ 
either side of center line of highway) 
of land adjacent to U.S. Highways 93 and 
30, State Highway 50, and the Rock Creek 
County Road as a traffic influence zone. 
Manage this corridor in a manner which 
will preserve or enhance the existing 
scenic quality on publ~c lands. 

1) Allow no new road construction, 
gravel extraction, etc., in the 
corridor. 

2) Right-of-way corridors should not 
be allowed within the zone. If 
necessary, visual resource con­
siderations need to be carefully 
considered prior to granting of 
rights-of-ways and construction 
of facilities. 

3) Desert Land Entries or other means 
of disposal of public lands should 
not be allowed in the corridor. 

Support Needs: 

District Resources or Area Staff -
Realty Specialist to initiate with­
drawal procedures on lands included 
in the corridor which are not presentl 
withdrawn (form OLE, Homestead laws, 
General Mining Laws, etc.). 

Note: Attach additional sheets , if needed 

U11s/ructions on reverse) 

Ra.'tionale: 

Large numbers of people travel these State 
and U.S. Highways: 

1) U.S. 93 at Perrine Bridge - 11,000 
vehicles/day 

2) U.S. 93 at Holli~ter - 2,380 
vehicles/day 

3) U.S. 93 at Newada ·~tate Line - 2,000 
vehicles/day 

4) U.S. 30 at Buhl ~ 2,310 vehicles/day 

5) U.S. 30 at Twin-Cassia Line - 630 
vehicles/day 

6) State 50 at Hansen Bridge - 4,150 
vehicles/day 

Because of the large number of people viewing 
public lands in these corridors, it behooves 
the BLM to manage the use in these areas in 
a manner which will not lead to the deteriora­
tion of scenic quality. This is particularly 
important because of the relatively low 
amount of undeveloped lands in the northern 
portion of the planning unit and the large 
block of low scenic quality land which exists , 
along U.S. 93 in the souther.n portion of the 
unit. 

A visual corridor adjacent to the Rock Creek 
County Road is recommended because of the 
rural atmosphere which exists in this narrow 
canyon. It is important, in order to pre­
serve this quality, to carefully analyze any 
development occurring within the main fore­
ground visual zone of the highway. Though 
traffic volume is considerably below that of 
the major transportation routes, this road 
provides the major access into a heavily 
used year-round recreation area. 

From the Twin Falls County Comprehensive 
Plan (November, 1977.), comes the following 

_statement· 
Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 

Overlay Reference • 

${ij'1rl. 7 Step 3 

"The establishment of open space corr­
idors is one potential which could be 
realized through cooperative planning 
of the County's major creeks and river 
canyons. Development of these linear 
open space corridors could vary with 
the nature of the resources, the type 
of ownership and available access. 
Generally, the concept of these con­
tinuous open spaces would be twofold. 
It would provide for recreational 
enjoyment of the trip between specific 
open space attractions and enhance the 
habitat of fish and game by protecting 
its continuity and adjacent lands." 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Two land parcels along U. S. Highway 93 have been recommended for disposal. 
These two areas are VRM Class IV lands. The material site at Rabbit Springs 
is within the recommended highway corridor for Highway 93. Gravel extraction 
has already occurred at this material site. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify VRM-1. 7 
Allow site by site determination of 
impacts of developments along high­
ways. Resource uses and develop­
ments will be planned and executed 
to meet the designation criteria in 
recommendations 1.1, 1.2, 1.3 and 
1.4. 

Support Needs: 

Reasons: 

Much of the land included in the 
recommended highway corridors has low 
scenic qualities. The environmental 
assessment process for developoment 
proposals will allow for consideration 
of visual resource values. 

Alternatives Considered: 

District Landscape Architect 1. Accept VRM-1. 7. 
Reject L-2.5, 3.2. 
Disregard M-4.4. 

Help with project lay-out and design 2. 
and determine VRM ratings for 3. 
proposed projects. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(lnstmclions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 
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IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

VRM - 1.7 (cont.) 

VI. Wildlife - No Conflict 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources - No Conflict 
B. Natural History - No Conflict 
c. Recreation - No Conflict 
D. Visual - No Conflict 

VI I I. Wilderness - No Conflict 

IX. Fi re - No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (~1FP) 

Twin Falls 
Ac tivity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 R-1. 7 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use rec001mendation. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(ins/rue/ions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

The 1 ow scenic value and disposal 
status of portions of some public 
lands within the proposed corridor 
detracts from its designation as a 
traffic influence zone. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

VRM - 1.7 

I. Lands 

L-2.5 - Water Power Resource Service - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - WPRS development between Berger and Hollister 
would impact visual. 

b. Modification - Limit the type of development on public land disposed 
to WPRS within highway corridor. 

L-3.2 - Land Disposal - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Land Disposal (DLE, Carey Act) for aqri culture 
development (north of Roqerson) would impact visual qualities 
adjacent to Highway 93. 

b. Modification - Limit disposal of lands immediately adjacent to hiqh­
way. 

II. Minerals 

M-1.1 - Minerals - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of mineral resources is possible 
within corridors. This development would impact visual resources 
within highway corridor. 

b. Modification - Limit mineral development on land adjacent to 
hiqhway. 

M-4.4 - Material Resources - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of material sites along hiqhways 
wi 11 impact vi sua 1 resources. 

b. Modification - Limit material development on land adjacent to 
highway. 

III. Forestry No Conflict 

No Conflcit 

No Conflict 

IV. Range 

V. Watershed 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity Visual Resource 

Mana ement 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSJS-DECJSION 
Overlay Reference D • 5 
Step 1 VRM-1 • 8 Step 3 

Recommendation VRM-1.8: 

Enhance existing recreation sites by 
taking the following actions: 

Rabbit Springs Recreation Site -
1) Fence site to eliminate grazing, 

preferably with a barbed wire 
fence. 

2) Plant shrubs and trees (pre­
ferably natives) within the 
fenced recreation site. 

Winter 
1 ) 

2) 

Spring Picnic Area -
Enlarge (by fencing additional 
area) the site to include the 
spring, drainage way, etc. This 
will reduce the overall visual 
impact the site creates pres­
ently. 

Plant shrubs and trees (prefer­
ably natives) within the fenced 
site. 

Support Needs: 

District Operations - Engineer, Fire 
crew for fencing, planting trees, 
shrubs, etc. 

District Resources or Area Staff -
Landscape Architect to work with 
engineering on lay out and design 
of fences, plantings, etc. 

Rationale: 

Because these sites are provided for 
public use, they need to be visually 
appealing in order to attract use. The 
utilization of money and manpower to 
develop and maintain these sites is 
wasted if they do not attract any visitor 
use. The more visually appealing the 
sites can be made, the more use they 
will receive. 

Low scenic quality at Rabbit Springs and 
Winter Spring has an adverse impact on 
the a.mount of use these sites receive. 
The proposed enhancement at these sites 
will, in all probability, result in 
increased use. 

Both sites are located on traffic routes 
which receive considerable use, thus 
there is a need to create and maintain 
an attractive site. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Cultural resource sites exist near both springs. Increased use of the areas 
could result in deterioration of the cultural sites. Also, the improvement 
work itself could physically impact the sites. The watershed activity has 
recommended rehabilitation of a qully adjacent to the Winter Sprinq exclosure. 
Also recommended was the plantinq of veqetation to help in soil stabilization. 
A saleable mineral materials site has been identified near Rabbit Sprinqs. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11slmc1ions on reverse) Form 1600-21 (April 1975 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Visual Resource Mgmt. 
Overlay Reference 

Step \LRM-1. 8 Step 3 

Although a potential conflict, such a community pit could be an opportunity 
to provide a place for ORVs. Problems often occur when small kids are allowed 
to ride their small motorcycles around campqrounds. The material site could 
provide a riding area close to the camping area but separated enouqh to 
minimize conflicts within the campground. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept VRM-1. 8 
Improve the Rabbit Springs and 
Winter Spring areas as recommended. 
Incorporate watershed recommenda­
tions for Winter Spring. Consult 
district archaeologist so that no 
surface disturbance activities 
endanger the cultural resources in 
the two areas. Livestock water will 
be provided by piping water to a 
trough located away from the Rabbit 
Spri nqs site. 

Support Needs: 

District Landscape Architect 
Project lay-out and design. 

District Archaeologist 
Design and/or direct improvement 
activities to mitigate potential 
impacts to cultural sites. 

Area Watershed Specialist 
Provide input for improvement of 
Winter Spring area. 

Fire Crews 
Help with fencing. 

Boy Scouts, 4-H Group 
Help with tree and shrub plantings. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Unstmclions on 1'eve rse) 

Reasons: 

The quality of the two areas can be 
greatly enhanced by the recommended 
improvements. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject VRM-1.8. 
2. Reject R-1.2. 
3. Disregard CRM-1.9. 
4. Disregard WS-1.3, 2.3. 
5. Reject M-4. 4. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (M F P ) 

Twin Falls 
A c tivity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION Step 1 R-1.8 Ste p 3 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use rec001mendation. 

Note : Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(ln.stmctions on reverse) 

Rat i anal e: 

Recreation use of the two sites can be 
enhanced by protective fencing, 
vegetation improvements, and provision 
for other resources such as watershed 
protection and cultural values. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Fa 11 s 

MFP 2 

VRM - 1. 8 

I. Lands No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

M-4.3 supports this recommendation by establishing an official rockhounding 
area. 

M-4.4 - Material - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Matertial site/community pit at Rabbit Spring 
would detract from visual quality. 

b. Modification - Limit development of this material site. 

III. Forestry No Conflict 

No Conflict IV. Range 

V. Watershed 

WS-1.2, 1.3, 2.3 support this recommendation. 

VI. Wildlife No Conflict 

VII. Recreation 

VII I. 

IX. 

A. Cultural Resources CRM-1.9 - Site Protection - Competitive 

B. 
c. 
D. 

a. Nature of Conflict - Improval of the springs (planting brush, etc.) 
could physically impact cultural sites in the two areas. Also, 
improvements could result in increased use which could impact the 
sites. 

b. Modification - Consultation with cultural resource specialist during 
improvement is needed. Mitigate surface disturbance activities. 

Natural Hi story No Conflict 
Recreation R-1.2 similar recommendation. 
Visual No Conflict 

Wilderness No Conflict 

Fire No Conflict 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT F .iAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFPJ 

Tvrin Falls 
Activity Visual Resource 

Mana ement 

RECOMMENDATION-ANAL YSIS-OECISION 

Overl a y Reference Uni t Wide 
Step 1 VIm-1 • t ep 3 

Recommendation vm1-1.9: 
Protect riparian/wetland areas through­
out the planning unit by: 

a) Limiting livestock use of ripar­
ian/wetland areas along streams 
and around reservoirs and springs 
identified in the Riparian Inven­
tory as Class I, II, or III -
limiting spring use, implementing 
grazing systems which allow sea­
sonal (or periodic) resting of 
these areas, or by fencing stream 
sections. 

b) Designation of streamside corri­
dors where no vegetation can be 
removed. Primarily areas identi­
fied as Class I or II in the Rip­
arian Inventory, but should also 
consider major stretches Ct mile 
or greater) where condition. is 
less than good. 

3) Limiting ORV use during spring 
(March 1 to May 15) season to 
prevent damage to wetland/ripar­
ian areas. 

Support Needs: 

District Resources or Area Staff -
Range Conservationist to develop 
grazing systems, seasons of use cri­
teria, etc., for livestock. V/ildlife 
Biologist and Hydrologist to identify 
critical areas which need protection. 
Landscape Architect to provide better 
guidance to the VRN program than is 
now available with the Outdoor Recrea­
tion Planner handling the program. 
Additional Use Suuervision of these 
sites will also be necessary to insure 
these actions are carried out and the 
desired affects are being achieved. 

Note: Attach miclitional sheets, if n ee derl 

; J I; ', ,' .1 / r' , / ; 1 1 I ,l ~ , ! ! 1 I , ' r ' , / 

Rationale: 

Because the dominant plant communities 
in the planning unit are sagebrush/grass 
communities, riparian/wetland areas pro­
vide visual contrast in the natural 
landscape. These areas ore often in 
poor condition because of the livestock 

" grazing , ORV use, or other activities. 
Providing protection of these areas is 
important in order to preserve the nat­
ural visual contrasts that exist in the 
landscape. 

An issue statement brochure which was 
distributed to over 200 residents of 
Twin Falls County contained several 
statements which related directly or 
indirectly to the protection of ripar­
ian/wetland areas. Statement 10 dealt 
specifically with riparian and stream­
bank areas and fencing of such areas. 
Response to this issue was split almost 
equally between those supporting fencing 
and those against fencing. Water quality, 
which can benefit from riparian habitat 
protection, was discussed in statement 
6. Of those responding, approximately 
43% felt that water quality should be 
improved, while smaller percentages 
favored other resource uses (ORVs, 
grazing) or were undecided. Finally, 
statement 1 dealt with ORV use on public 
lands. Eighty percent of those respon­
ding believed restrictions on this use 
were needed. Specific comments included: 
"Set fines for ORV use on muddy ground." 
"ORV use should be restricted only 
during muddy conditions." and "Restrict 
ORV1s from sensitive areas (e.g., 
riparian)." 

V/etland - Riparian Area Protection and 
Management guidelines (BLM Manual 6740) 
identify these areas as visually impor­
tant. "Wetland-riparian areas are pop­
ular recreation areas, ••• and provide scenic 
variety ••• Nany have been destroyed or 
degraded. This degradation is influ­
encing water quality and quantity, ••• 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Overlay Reference Unit Wide 
Step 1 Vm1-1 • 9'tep 3 

area aesthetics •• •'' ( 6740 .07). Tho.ugh 
the regulations do not specifically 
discuss visual quality in the manage­
ment section (6740.2), visual quality 
preservation and/or enhancement are 
a "secondary effect" of other management 
practices identified for protecting 
wetland-riparian areas. 

Multiple Use Analysis 

Riparian areas are the center of a number of conflicting recommendations. 
These areas are important to wildlife and livestock. These areas also offer 
watershed protection and visual enhancement. Manaqement of riparian areas 
should strive for optimization of the various uses of these areas. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Modify VRM-1. 9 
Implement grazinq systems as listed 
under the ranqe activity. Fence 
headbox and/or overflow of sprinqs 
dependinq on individual site 
situations. Where fencinq is done, 
provide for livestock water. 
Limit the use of ORVs in the South 
Hills durinq moist sprinq 
conditions. 

Support Needs: 

R. A. Staff 
Interdisciplinary aproach to 
riparian management should include 
Range Conservationist, Wildlife 
Biologist, Hydrologist Landscape 
Architect and Outdoor Recreation 
Planner. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed =-~=--~ 
1 / ,,, ·,: • 11 ( / 1 ·, • , , 111 re I t r· , • 

Reasons: 

Riparian areas are critical to many 
resource activities. Protection of 
these areas is important for visual 
contrast, watershed protection and 
wildlife habitat. Fencinq of streams 
would be prohibitively expensive. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Accept VRM-1. 9 without modifica-
ti on. 

2. Reject VRM-1. 9 without modifica-
tion. 

3. Disregard RM-1.1, 1. 2' 1. 3' 1. 4' 
1. 5' 1. 6' 1. 7. 

4. Disregard WS-1. 2, 1. 3' 1. 4, 1. 5' 
2. 4. 

5. Disregard WL-2.10, 3.1, 3.3, 3.4, 
3.7, 3.8, 3.10. 

1-'(Jrrn l(i!lt)- _' l (:\pr1! i · ·/_;,, 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP ) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Recreation 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 R-1 . 9 Step 3 

Decision: 

Accept multiple-use recommendation, 
also refer to Decision CRM-1.5. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

Ons/mclions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Seasonal ORV closures, speci fie site 
fencing, and appropriate grazing 
systems can feasibly protect riparian/ 
wetland areas. This action also 
recognizes Executive Order 11990 
"Protection of Wetlands." 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

VRM - 1. 9 

I. Lands No Conflict 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

II. Minerals 

I I I. Forestry 

IV. Range 

RM-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 1.6, 1.7 Grazinq Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Grazing of riparian areas will adversely impact 
vegetation. 

b. Modification Limit early use in important riparian vegetation. 
Implement grazing manipulations that reduce impacts on riparian 
area. Fence critical vegetation. 

V. Watershed 

WS-1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5, 2.4 similar recommendations for wetland/riparian 
protection. 

VI. Wildlife 

WL-2.10 supports this recommendation by 
WL-3.1 similar recommendation. 
WL-3.3, 3.4 supports this recommendation. 
WL-3.7, 3.8, 3.10 supports this recommendation by 

protection, fences. 
WL-3.11 supports this recommendation by 

stabilization. 
WL-4.8 supports this recommendation by 

of riparian habitat for spotted 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict 
No Conflict 

B. Natural History 
C. Recreation 
D. Visual 

VIII. Wilderness 

recommending fences. 

recommending riparian 

recommending bank 

recommending protection 
hat. 

WM-1.2 supports this recommendation as a natural area designation would 
help protect riparian vegetation along Lower Salmon Falls Creek. 

IX. Fire No Conflict 



Reconciliation - Visual Resources 

Several items discussed in Visual Resources URA Step 4 were not carried 

forward (or were significantly modified) into MFP 1. These items in­

cluded either non-land use or land allocation decisions or were deemed 

inappropriate at this time. These items include: 

1) Modification of isolated parcel retention, eliminating those 

parcels outside the developed agricultural portion of the 

planning unit. 

2) Performance of Visual Contrast Ratings on all proposed 

developments. This is required by the BLM Manual. 

3) Watering program at Salmon Dam, Rabbit Springs, and 

Winter Spring. 

4) Preservation of remains of stone houses was eleiminated 

because of the minor area they impact. 

5) Rehabilitation of ORV track (T. 12 s., R. 18 E., Sec. 9) 

and rock quarry (T. 16 S., R. 15 E., Sec. 2) were eliminated 

because of recreational use which outweighed the need to 

improve visual quality. 



OBJECTIVE: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 

Wilderness Management 
Objective Number 

WM-1 

Provide for the protection, use, and management of the Lower Salmon Falls 
Creek Unit (17-10), a roadless area identified as a Wilderness Study Area (WSA) 
by the wilderness inventory process. 

RATIONALE: 

PUBLIC LAW 94--579-0CT. 21, 1976 90 STAT. 2785 

BUREAU OF LAND l\IAN AGEMENT WILDERNESS STUDY 

SEc. 603. (a) Within fifteen years a 'ter the date of approval 0£ 
this Act, the Secretary shall review those roa.dl ss areas of five 
thousand acres or more and roadless island of the public lands, 
idenj;ilied <lurin~ the inventory requil'ed by section 201 (a) of this 

ot U..13 havi"l)g wildemess e.luiracteristics described jn the ilderness 
Act of Septeruber 3, 1964 (78 tnt. 890; 16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.) and 
shall from time to time report to the President his recommendation 
ns to tJ1e suitability or nonsuitability of each such area or island for 
nreservation as wik1 rness : P1·ovided. That prior to an,y recommenda­
.. •as for the, designation of an area n wildem s the Secreta1·y shall 
,tH(Se minet'.~I smveys to be ondu ted by the Geologicu.l S u1·vey and 
die Bureau of Mines to determine the mine~·al values, if any that may 
b pres nt iu such areas: l 1·0'IJidecl fu.1•th,w, That the ecretary shall 
report to the Pt· ident by July 1 1980, hi recomm ndations 011 those 
n.rens wJ1iqb th 'Cretal'y has prior to o ember 1 1975, formnJ.ly 
irlentified as natural or primitive areas. The review required by this 
subsection shall be conducted in accordance with the procedure speci­
fied in socti n 3 (cl) of Lhe "\• ildemess .A.ct. 

(b) TlH1 resident shall advise the President of the Senate and 
the Speaker of the Ious of Representatives of his recommendations 
with respect to designation as wilderness of each such n.1·ea, together 
with a map ther,of and a de6-1:ution of its boundaries. 11 h advice 
by the resid nt shn.11 be given witbin two years of the receipt of 
each report from th S( .r tary. A 1.· commendation of tibe Pl'esident 
for designation as wilu mess shnU b om ffectivo ouly ii so provided 
by an Act of ' ougress. 

( c) During the period o·f 1· ~iew of such iueas and 1.Ultil Congress 
hns'determi-'!1.ecl oth l'W-ise, the ecrctruy shall contiJrne to m1in(\ge such 
lands according to hh; 1U1thority uucle1· this ct a11d ot h L' applicable 
law in ll n1um 1· o 11.s not to iropniL· the suita.bility of such areas for 
preservation ns wilderness, subject howev l' to th ontinun.tion of 
existi n" mining and grnzing II " s imll min t·i,I leas iJ1g in the 11 a.muw 
n,nd dcgr · in w hi h the same wns b0:it1g conch1 ctecl on the date of 
app1·oval o:f this t : P1·ovidccl '11)at in n n11ngi1 g h public land 
the Secreta1:y shall by t·eguhttion 01· otherwise take any action required 
to prevent uun cessn.ry or 1mdne degmchtt ion of 1 lands urtd their 
resources or to atl:ol'd environmental p ·otection. nless pl'eviously 
withdrn.wn from appropriation 1111d r the mining laws, snch lantls 
shall continue to b subject to such nppr priation during th pel'iod 
;! review unle. withdr1Lwn by tho Si> retm·y uud r the procedures 
Jf se tion 20 o:f this ct .for reasons other thn,n pr •servo.t.ion of th fr 

. ;vilderness character. Once an area has been designated for preserva­
uion as wilderness, the provisions of the iVilderness Act which apply 
to national fotest wilderness areas shall apply with respect to the 
administration and use of such designated area, including mineral 
surveys required by section 4(d) (2) of the Wilderness Act, and min-

= eral development, access, exchange of lands, and ingress and egress 
(I for mining claimants and occupants. 

Review; 
report to 
President. 
43 USC 1782. 

Report to 
President. 

Recommendations 
to President 
of the Senate 
and Speaker 
of the House. 

Regulation. 

Ante, p. 2751. 

16 USC 1131 
note. 

16 USC 1133. 
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UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN - STEP 1 
ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

ISO Inst. Memo ID-78-84 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Wilderness Management 
Objective Number 

WM-1 

ISO Inst. Memo ID-78-84, Change 1 
Organic Act Directive #78-61 
Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for Wilderness Study Areas 
Wilderness Inventory Handbook 
Draft Wilderness Study Policy: Policies, Criteria and Guidelines for Conducting 

Wilderness Studies on Public Lands 
Draft Wilderness Management Policy 

(Instructions on reverse) Form 1600-20 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (/',1FP) 

Twin Fa 11 s 
Activity 

Wilderness Mana ement 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WM-1. 1 Step 3 

Recommendation WM-1.1: 

Recorrunend the Lower Salmon Falls 
Creek WSA Unit (17-10) as non­
suitable for wilderness. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/nstruclions on rev e rse) 

Rationale: 

Based on criterion Number 1, 11 eva 1 uati on 
of wilderness values, 11 of the wilderness 
study policy as published in the Federal 
Register on February 3, 1982, this WSA 
fails to qualify for wilderness designa­
tion. 

The small size and narrow configuration 
of Salmon Falls Canyon limit the canyon 1 s 
ability to provide a high degree of out­
standing opportunities for solitude and 
outstanding opportunities for primitive 
and unconfined recreation. These wilder­
ness characteristics are present ii the 
canyon, but not to the degree that merits 
wilderness designation. The canyon is 
better suited for a natural area designa­
tion that could include the WSA unit, 
the canyon area between Lilly Grade and 
Balanced Rock, and a buffer strip along 
each canyon rim. This designation would 
include a longer and wider acreage, thus 
improving the recreation opportunities 
and the area 1 s manageability. 

Inclusion of the Lower Salmon Falls Creek 
Unit in the National Wilderness Preserva­
tion System (NWPS) would provide very 
minimal enhancement of the system on the 
statewide, regional, and national levels. 
The wilderness regional profile includes 
many WSAs with landform and ecosystem 
features that are very similar to those 
of the Lower Salmon Falls Creek Unit. 
Most of these WSAs are considerably larger 
than Salmon Falls Creek Canyon and offer 
better opportunities for a wilderness 
experience. Inclusion of the Lower Salmon 
Falls Creek Unit in the NWPS would do little 
to expand the opportunities for solitude 
or recreation within a day•s driving time 
(five hours) of any major population center, 
nor would such action help to balance the 
geographic distribution of wilderness areas 
on a statewide, regional, or national basis. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name (MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Wilderness Management 

Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WM-1.1 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis 

The Lower Salmon Falls Creek WSA Unit contains wilderness characteristics. 
Although these characteristics are considered outstanding, the unit has 
limitations which make it nonsuitable for wilderness designation. The unit is 
small and narrow. Opportunities for solitude and for primitive and unconfined 
recreation are generally much better in larger units. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WM-1.1 
Recommend WSA Unit 17-10, Lower 
Salmon Falls Creek, as nonsuitable 
for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. 

Support Needs: 

None 

Decision: 

Accept the multiple-use recommenda­
tion as stated in NH-1.1. Accept the 
recommendation when the Lower Salmon 
Falls Creek WSA is determined to be 
unsuitable. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/111ctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

The canyon confines visitors in a 
corridor with few access/exit points. 
This situation limits the wilderness 
experience opportunities available to 
visitors. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WM-1.1. 
2. Disregard WM-1.2, NH-1.1, R-1.3a. 

Rationale: 

Same as NH-1.1. The Natural Area 
proposal as described expands the WSA 
to a more manageable unit which would 
provide more public benefit. However, 
a non-suitable wilderness designation 
should not be adopted prior to its 
being subjected to the WSA procedures 
in a non-based manner. 
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I. 

I I. 

I I I. 

IV. 

V. 

VI. 

VII. 

VI I I. 

IX. 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

Lands - No Conflict 

Minerals - No Conflict 

Forestr.v - No Conflict 

Range - No Conflict 

Watershed - No Conflict 

Wi 1 dl ife - No Conflict 

Recreation 

A. Cultura 1 Resources - No Conflict 
B. Natura 1 Hi stor.v - No Conflict 
c. Recreation - No Conflict 
D. Visual - No Conflict 

Wilderness - No Conflict 

Fire - No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WM - 1.1 



UNITED ST A TES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 
RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION 

Name (MF P) 
Twin Falls 

"HY1iferness Management 
Overlay Reference 

Step 1 WM-1. 2 Step 3 

Multiple Use Analysis cont. 

downstream from the Salmon Falls Dam while developed recreation sites can be 
implemented upstream from the dam. Limiting development below the dam will 
benefit the wi 1 dl ife and cultural resources within the canyon. Deve 1 opments 
along the rim would be restricted only if they are visible from within the 
canyon. Vehicle access to the canyon rim would be allowed on existing roads 
and trails. Fencing, land treatments, water developments and grazing would 
all be allowed within the buffer strip. Provisions for improvement of the 
Lilly Grade and Salmon Dam roads are needed as these are important links 
between the western and eastern portions of Twin Falls County. Oil and gas 
development would affect the naturalness of the canyon if the drilling pad 
could not be set back from the canyon rim. 

Multiple Use Recommendation: 

Accept WM-1-2 
Designate Salmon Falls Canyon 
between Salmon Dam and Balanced Rock 
as an outstanding natural area. In­
clude only the area from rim to rim 
and portions of three side canyons: 
Cedar Creek, Whiskey Creek and 
Antelope Canyon. Designate a 500-
foot strip along each rim as a 
buffer strip to limit any develop­
ments on the plateau that would be 
visible from within the natural 
area. Al low oi 1 and gas dri 11 i ng 
when its visual impact can be 
mitigated. Provide for future road 
improvements at Lilly Grade and 
Salmon Dam. 

Su pport Needs: 

Cooperative agreement with Boise 
District concerning management of 
canyon. 

District Realty Specialist to work on 
exchanges. 

Development of natural area management 
plan. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

-1,.uctions on reverse) 

Reasons: 

Public concern for the protection of 
Salmon Falls Canyon has been voiced 
for many years. The canyon is a 
unique area that should be managed to 
allow retention of its primitive 
characteristics. 

Alternatives Considered: 

1. Reject WM-1.2, NH-1.1, R-1.3a. 
2. Reject VRM-1.1. 
3. Disregard R-1.1. 
4. Disregard CRM-1. 9. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



UNITED ST ATES 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK PLAN 

Name(MFP) 

Twin Falls 
Activity 
Wilderness Management 
Overlay Reference 

RECOMMENDATION-ANALYSIS-DECISION Step 1 WM-1 • 2 Step 3 

Oeci si on: 

Accept multiple-use recanmendation in 
accordance with NH-1.1 and WM-1.1. 

Note: Attach additional sheets, if needed 

(/11s/ructions on reverse) 

Rationale: 

Alternate protection for the Lower 
Salmon Falls Creek unit as an 
outstanding natural area should it not 
be included in the Natural Wilderness 
Preservation System is supported by 
the public, and Bureau inventories. 

Form 1600-21 (April 1975) 



Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WM - 1. 2 

I. Lands 

L-2.4 supports natural area by havinq county clean up dump sites at 
Lilly Grade. 

L-4.1 supports natural area by helping to keep power lines out of 
canyon. 

L-8.l(D) supports natural area by cleaninq up all indiscriminate dump 
sites. 

L-8.4(U) Power Line -Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Issuance of power line riqht-of-way 
line in ca~yon will impact the naturalness of the area. 
be considered small since power line is near Lilly Grade 
immediate naturalness has already been impacted. 

b. Modification -

for uti 1 ity 
Impacts can 
and the 

Option 1 - Issue riqht-of-way thus "legalizing" powerline. 
Option 2 - Deny right-of-way and require power line be removed. 

II. Minerals 

M-2.1 - Oil and Gas - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of oil and gas would impact 
naturalness and primitive experience within canyon. 

b. Modification - Withdraw the canyon from oil and gas exploration and 
development. 

M-4.4 - Saleable Mineral Material - Competitive 

a. Nature of Conflict - Development of qravel resources in Sections 6 
and 7 (T. 14 S., R. 15 E.) north of Salmon Falls Dam will affect 
canyon naturalness. 

b. Modification - Keep development of resources on the rim. 
allow development to be visible from inside the canyon. 
allow a~y dumpinq of any material into the canyon. 

Do not 
Do not 



II I. Forestr.v 

IV. Range 

IMPACT ANALYSIS 

No Conflict 

No Conflict 

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WM - 1.2 (cont.) 

a. Nature of Conflict - Competitive conflict with range from Boise 
District. Boise D. O. licenses one user to graze within the canyon. 

b. Modification - License this operator for use in another location. 

V. Watershed 

WS-1. 4 supports natural area by recommendi nq protection of riparian habitat 
alonq Salmon Falls Creek. 

a. Nature of Conflict - Competitive conflict possible if recommended 
fences alonq the canyon rim can he seen from within the canyon. 

b. Modification - Stop fence a short distance from canyon rim and tie 
off at the rim's edqe with other, more natural material. 

VI. Wildlife 

WL-4.5 enhances recreation experience in canyon b_y providinq for raptors. 

WL-1.11 enhances recreation opportunities by introducing biq horn sheep 
into canyon. 

VII. Recreation 

A. Cultural Resources 

B. Natural Histo~y 
C. Recreation 

- CRM-1.5 supports recommendation with ORV closure. 
- CRM-1.9 natural designation supports cultural 

resource protection b_y reducinq competitive uses 
(grazing in can.van, mineral exploration). 
(increased visitor use caused by natural area 
designation could become competitive conflict.) 

- NH-1.1 identical recommendation. 
- R-1.1 supports recommendation with access and land 

acquisitions. 
- R-l.3a identical recommendation. 
- No Conflict C. Visual 

VIII. Wilderness No Conflict 



-

Twin Falls 

MFP 2 

WM - 1. 2 (cont. ) 

IX. Fire 

F-1.1 the recommended guard station supports the natural area by providinq 
close rnanaqement facilities. 

F-1.2 supports this recommendation with a limited-suppression fire 
desiqnation. 




