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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This plan has been prepared in accordance with the Interagency Policy Guidance and
Direction: Wildland Fire Rehabilitation and Restoration (1998) signed by the Assistant
Secretary of Interior, Policy, Management and Budget and Under Secretary of
Agriculture.  This plan has been prepared according to the draft Interagency Burned
Area Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Handbook (June, 2001).  This plan
provides emergency stabilization and rehabilitation recommendations for all lands
burned within the Oster Lake Fire including lands administered by the US Fish and
Wildlife Service - Hagerman National Fish Hatchery; and Idaho Fish and Game.  The
fire occurred in Gooding County, Idaho.  The primary objective of the Oster Lake Fire
Burned Area Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation (ESR) Plan are:

 " To prescribe post-fire mitigation measures necessary to protect human
life, property, and critical cultural and natural resources; and

 " To promptly mitigate the unacceptable effects of the fire and suppression
impacts on lands within and adjacent to the burned area in accordance
with management policy guidelines and all relevant federal, state, and
local laws and regulations.

This plan address emergency rehabilitation of fire suppression impacts and fire effects
as a result of the Oster Lake Fire that meet national policy guidelines for treatment
under the Burned Area Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation program.  The
Burned Area Emergency Response (BAER) Team has conducted an analysis of fire
effects using ground reconnaissance methods throughout the lands impacted by the
fire.  The watershed group assessed and mapped the overall fire impacts on watershed
conditions and developed a burn severity map.  An archaeologist inventoried
suppression impacts for potential damage to cultural sites as well as initiating
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office.  The vegetation specialist
evaluated and assessed fire effects and suppression impacts to vegetative resources
including noxious weed populations and identified values at risk associated with
vegetative losses. The Team also conducted an assessment of fire effects to
Threatened and Endangered (T&E) wildlife species and their associated, suppression
impacts to wildlife species, and initiated Section 7 Consultation with the US Fish and
Wildlife Service.  The GIS specialist gathered the data layers necessary for the plan,
coordinated GPS activities, processed data calculations for other resource specialists,
and produced maps for the ESR Plan and for presentations.  The Team inventoried fire
suppression impacts and infrastructure impacted by the fire and developed
specifications for each.

Resource assessments produced by these specialists can be found in Appendix I and
treatments identified in the assessments can be located within Part F, Specifications.  A
summary of costs by jurisdiction is located within Part E.  Part I is provided as a
signature page for agency review and approval.  Appendix II contains the National
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Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) compliance summary for all recommended
treatments.  Appendix III contains ESR Plan maps while Appendix IV contains photo
documentation of fire effects.  Appendix V contains supporting documentation.

Hagerman National Fish Hatchery Management

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Hagerman National Fish Hatchery (FWS) was
authorized in 1930 as one of 18 fish culture stations (hatcheries) under an Omnibus
Authorization and was established in 1932.  The hatchery is located on 303 acres
located on a series of terraces above the Snake River.  Construction of the hatchery
commenced in 1932, and fish production began in 1933.  In 1939 the function of the
hatchery was consolidated by the Department of Commerce into the Department of the
Interior to be known as Fish and Wildlife Service. In the late 1970's the hatchery
became part of the Lower Snake River Compensation Plan which was authorized by the
Water Resources Development Act of 1976.  This plan was designed to mitigate for fish
and wildlife losses caused by construction of four dams on the lower Snake River.  

Under an agreement with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Idaho Department of
Fish and Game, the hatchery annually rears 340,000 pounds of summer steelhead
trout.  There are 78 outside raceways at the hatchery.  Of these, 66 are devoted to
steelhead production and 12 are reserved for other programs.  The hatchery �s water
supply is spring-fed at a constant 59 degrees Fahrenheit with a flow rate of
approximately 30,000 gallons per minute.

Wildlife on the hatchery complex is managed by Idaho State under a cooperative
agreement dating from the 1940's.  Of the total hatchery acreage, 218.8  acres are
managed by the State for wildlife; the remaining 78.8 acres are dedicated for fish
production and hatchery operations.

The Integrated Pest Management Plan for the hatchery focuses on weed control within
the 78.8 acres designated as Hatchery Administration.  The remaining 218.8 acres
managed by the State are treated under their management goals.  As part of its fire
prevention program, the Hatchery maintains firebreaks around both the Administration
Area and the property managed by the State.  Control of noxious weeds on the
firebreaks will be by mechanical means. 

Idaho State Wildlife Management Area Management

The Oster Lake Fire effected state lands managed by Idaho Fish and Game.  The
Hagerman Wildlife Management Area (WMA) was created in 1940 and consists of 880
acres, including 223 acres licensed from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.  Sixteen
ponds are located on the WMA.  Spring water flowing through the WMA provides open
water for approximately 50,000 ducks and 4,000 Canada geese during the winter.  The
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WMA is located near several communities and provides fishing opportunities for
hundreds of fishermen.

The Idaho Fish and Game Commission policy directs management to consider the
potential of wildlife to provide recreational opportunities.  The WMA provides
opportunities for wildlife-associated recreation, particularly those opportunities that
further the purchase goal of wildlife restoration.  The following measures have been
proposed for the WMA:

 " Maintenance of ponds, water delivery systems, riparian vegetation, and dryland
habitat to provide habitat for waterfowl and upland game species.

 " Development of irrigated fields to provide nesting cover, food plots, and security
cover.

Included in the WMA Management Goals is a directive to  �Maintain upland gamebird
habitat �.  Wildlife management objectives depend on successful vegetation
management.  Specific direction has been given to managers of the WMA to manage
lands to protect, and enhance wildlife habitat.  Efforts to reduce or eliminate noxious
weeds and the potential for future infestation of undesirable plants are featured in an
integrated pest management approach to weed control.

Other Lands

Grazing, agriculture and aquiculture are the primary activities occurring on private lands
within Gooding County.  The primary concern for private landowners is rehabilitation of
suppression impacts and potential impacts from fire effects.

Fire Background

The Oster Lake Fire originated from a human caused fire the afternoon of September 7,
2001, on the east side of Highway 30 approximately six miles south of Hagerman,
Idaho.  Winds gusting to 40 mph pushed the fire east across the State Fish Hatchery,
State Wildlife Management Area and Hagerman National Fish Hatchery.  Initial attack
was conducted by members of three rural fire departments, hatchery staff, and BLM
engine crews.  At the height of the incident there were 90 firefighters, nine aircraft (3
set, 3 helicopters, and 3 tankers) and a BLM Incident Commander assigned to the
incident.  On September 10, at 2000 hours the f ire was declared contained.  The fire
was declared controlled on September 14, at 2000 hours.

The Oster Lake Fire consisted of: Fish and Wildlife Service - 279.9 acres; Idaho State -
154.3 acres; and Private - 143.2 acres.  Elevation within the fire areas ranges from
2,900 to 3,100 feet.
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Oster Lake Fire
Summary of Acres by Ownership

 Managed by Agency       Managed as
WMA by                                                   
Idaho State

Total

Fish & Wildlife
Service

63.6 216 279.9

Idaho State 2.7 151.6 154.3

Private 143.2 143.2

Total 577.4

Fire suppression actions included 0.2 miles of handline.  One helispot was created
during the incident.  A quarter-mile of secondary road was also impacted by
suppression vehicles. Rehabilitation of 2.6 miles of vehicle tracks on Fish and Wildlife
lands will need to be initiated.

The Fish and Wildlife Service - Hagerman National Fish Hatchery initially requested the
Interagency Burned Area Emergency Response (BAER) Team (Gasser) on September
10 and on September 15 the agencies conducted a briefing with the team to identify the
resource issues.

Upon arrival at the Oster Lake Fire the BAER Team was requested to prepare an
Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan to address potential effects of the fire
and fire suppression impacts to all jurisdictions affected by the fire.  There were 6
people on the BAER Team with a number of resource specialists from the Hatchery and
State assisting in information compilation.

On September 20, the BAER Team Leader delivered a presentation to the Agencies 
providing preliminary findings and identifying proposed emergency stabilization and
rehabilitation treatments. 

The BAER Team, tasked with evaluation of short and long-term emergency fire
rehabilitation needs, developed this plan to address the following issues:

"� Protection of life, public safety, property, and critical cultural and natural
resources.

"� Protection of cultural and natural resource  values impacted by the fire or
fire suppression actions.

"� Rehabilitation of roads and other improvements impacted by the fire or the
suppression of the fire.
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"� Assessment of Threatened and Endangered plant and animal species and
their habitat.

"� Rehabilitation requirements established by Federal law, policies, and
relevant agency resource management mandates.

"� Water quality.
"� Noxious weed and invasive species establishment and expansion within

the fire area.
"� Implementation of treatments in a timely manner, prior to the first

damaging storms.

Resource Damages and Threats to Human Safety and Resources

The Oster Lake Fire impacted a total of 577.4 acres on Federal, State and private lands. 
The fire has been mapped by the BAER Team for burn severity.  Low burn severity
occurred on 530.3 acres, while 47.1 acres were unburned.

Suppression impacts were minimal, thanks to the Minimum Impact Suppression
Techniques (MIST) used by the suppression forces.  Except for the removal of the
burned BLM engine, all suppression impacts have been rehabilitated. 

Watershed response following this fire will be minimal.  The entire burned area was
mapped as low burn severity, however, there will be some localized run-off on the
slopes above the hatchery.  Some ash may make it to the waterways.  Straw bale silt
fencing has been placed in the locations most likely to erode.  In addition, hydro-
seeding will be done once the rains have settled some of the ash.  Infiltration of
precipitation during the two rain events experienced since the fire has been good.  To
counter any sediment that may make it to the raceways an increase in the monitoring
and cleaning of the filters is recommended following storms. 

The primary vegetative impacts occurred within the shrub/steppe vegetative type. 
Shrub/steppe plant community makes up 90% of the burned area.  The main
components are cheatgrass, which was the carrier of the fire and basin big sagebrush. 
The sagebrush that was burned was killed.  The cheatgrass was top killed but the seed
bank within the soil remains intact.  This is due primarily to the low residence time of the
fire and its fast spread.  Along the riparian areas, mostly Riley Creek, the tree species
will either resprout or recover with the next growing season.  Some trees will probably
die.  The wetland/pond areas will recover without any treatment.  It was identified by
Hagerman National Fish Hatchery and the Wildlife Management Area to take advantage
of this fire to revegetate the cheatgrass areas with native grasses.  It is being
recommended to treat cheatgrass with a herbicide this fall and again in late winter
followed by a seeding of native grasses including basin big sagebrush.  In addition to
the seeding, a planting of willow cuttings is recommended in selected burned areas
along water edges.  This activity will take place while the plant is dormant.
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Section 7 Consultation was initiated and concluded under the Endangered Species Act
for Federally listed T&E species.  Threatened and Endangered species included three
molluscs, bald eagle, and Ute ladies tresses.  It was determined that none of them were
present in the fire area and therefore no effect.

Prehistoric cultural resources were absent from all steep and mid-slope areas. 
Elsewhere, a previously documented prehistoric site was affected by the fire when the
vegetation covering it was burned off.  Hydro-seeding will help stabilize the site from
po0tential erosion.  A historic stacked stone wall, probably from the ranch era, was not
impacted by the fire.  Wood pipe segments were burned leaving the skeleton of wire
used to wrap the pipe.  Further, no undocumented archaeological sites were found
during the survey of suppression impacts.  Section 106, National Historic Preservation
Act was initiated and completed for this plan.

Based on ground surveys the BAER Team has identified the following treatments for
implementation.  These treatments meet the new policy, June, 2001, Interagency
Burned Area Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Handbook.

Fire Suppression Stabilization:
 " Rehabilitate Suppression Impacted Roads
 " Rehabilitate handline
 " Rake Off-Road Vehicle Tracks
 " Burned Engine Removal
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Emergency Stabilization:
 " Catchment Basin
 " Remove tree hazards
 " Hydro-Seeding
 " Storm Patrol
 " Straw Bale Silt Fences
 " Rain Gauge
 " Emergency Relocation of Fish
 " Invasive Plant Control
 " Revegetation
 " Replace Fence
 " Replace Boundary Signs
 " Replace Satellite Dishes
 " Replace Burned PVC Pipeline
 " Implementation Leader

Rehabilitation:
 " Monitor Seeding Effectiveness
 " Monitor Water Quality

Implementing erosion control treatments, seeding, monitoring vegetation recovery, and
mitigating non-native species invasion are necessary tasks .  These activities should be
initiated as quickly as possible through the Implementation Leader.  It will be important
for the Implementation Leader to coordinate the recommended activities, track budgets,
coordinate contracts, and prepare accomplishment reports.

This BAER Plan is the initial funding request for Emergency Fire Rehabilitation (EFR)
funds.  This plan may also be used as a justification to seek funding from other sources
for treatments proposed/recommended that are not covered by EFR funds.  Additional
supplemental requests may be made after this document has been reviewed and
approved.  It is recommended that supplemental requests be made on an annual basis,
if necessary.

The Emergency Fire Rehabilitation funding for this plan extends over three years from
the date control of the fire.  At the conclusion of the funding period, a final
Accomplishment Report will be due to the approval authority.  The Accomplishment
Report will document the funding received (initial and supplemental funding), treatments
installed, the effectiveness of the installed treatments, and the results of monitoring
activities.  A template for this report is provided with the transmittal memorandum to
Hagerman National Fish Hatchery and the Wildlife Management Area.

This BAER Plan was submitted to FWS - Hagerman National Fish Hatchery and Idaho
Department of Fish and Game, in accordance with interagency Burned Area Emergency
Stabilization and Rehabilitation guidelines within 10 days of fire control.
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INTERAGENCY

BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

AND ACCOMPLISHMENT REPORT

PART A FIRE LOCATION

Fire Name Oster  Pond  Fie Total Acres Burned 577.4

Fire Number IDHFH-421 Acres / Juridiction

Agenc y Unit FWS, Hagerman National

Fish Ha tchery

BIA

Region Pacific (1) BLM

State(s) Idaho FWS 279.9

County(s) Gooding NPS

Ignition

Date/Source

Septe mbe r 7, 2001 / C able

Contractor Accident

State 154.3

Date Contained September 8, 2001 Private 143.2

Date Controlled September 14, 2001 Other

PART B NATU RE OF  PLAN

I. Type of Plan (check one box  below):

Sup pres sion  Reh abilita tion (c om plete  Parts  A, B, C , and  H on ly)

Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation (ESR- complete all parts)

"� Both Suppression Rehabilitation and ESR

II. Type of Action (check one box be low):

"� Initial Plan Submission

Updated or Revised Initial Submission

Plan Amendment

Different Project Phase 

Final Re port (to co mply with th e closur e of the E SR ac count)
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INTERAGENCY

BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

PART C PLAN OBJECTIVES AND BAER TEAM ORGANIZATION

I. Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Objectives

 " Locate and stabilize severely burned slopes which pose a direct threat to water quality, fisheries,

life, and property at the Hagerman National and State Fish Hatcheries

 " Recomm end post-fire stabilization and rehabilitation prescriptions to prevent irreversible loss of

natural and cultural resources within the burned area

 " Assess and prescribe treatments for repair or replacement of minor infrastructure damaged by the

fire to provide for safety and resource protection

 " Ass ess  and p resc ribe tr eatm ents  for re hab ilitation  of na tive pla nt comm unities as  prac tical      

II. Fire Suppression Rehabilitation Objectives 

 " Conduct immediate post-burn reconnaissance for fire suppression related impacts to cultural

resources

 " Asses s and p rescribe  treatm ents for re habilitation of a ll fire suppre ssion re lated im pacts

III. Team  Organ ization an d Me mbers

TEAM POSITION NAME/AGENCY RESOURCE  ASSESSMENT

PREP ARED (Y es or N/A)

Team Leader Erv Gasser (NPS) N/A

Hydrologist Judy Hallisey (FS) Yes

Soil Scientist Jeff TenPas (P rivate Contractor) Yes

Archeologist Carla Burnside (FWS) Yes

Vegetation Erv Gasser (NPS) Yes

GIS Specialist John Price (BLM) Yes

Environmental Compliance

Specialist

Richard Hadley (FWS) Yes

Documentation Specialist Richard Hadley (FWS) N/A
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IV. Resource Advisors: Resource Advisors are individuals who assisted the BAER Team with the

preparation of this plan (see Part H - Consultations for a full list of agencies and individuals who

were consulted or otherwise contributed to the development and/or review of the plan)

NAME AFFILIATION, SPECIALTY, OR PROFESSION

Bryan Kenworthy Manager, Hag erman N ational Fish Hatchery

Lance  Robe rts Fire Management Officer, SW Idaho NWRC

Jae Ahn Assistant Manager, Ha german N ational Fish Hatchery

Steve Money Maintenance, Hag erman N ational Fish Hatchery
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INTERAGENCY

BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

PART D SUMMARY O F APPROVAL AUTHORITIES

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

ACTIVITIES RE QUIRING  HATCH ERY MAN AGER APP ROVAL

Fire S uppr essio n Re habi litation  (char ged to  Fire S uppr essio n Acc ount)

Regrade Roads $1,728

Rake Off-Road Veh icle Tracks F

Handline Rehabil i tat ion F

Burned Engine Removal $600

Tree Hazard Mit igation F

SUBTO TAL $2,328

ACTIVITIES RE QUIRING  REGION AL DIREC TOR  APP ROVAL

Eme rgen cy Stab ilization  and R ehab ilitation  (char ged to  ESR  Acco unt)

Straw Bale Silt Fence $1,800

Hydro-Seeding $9,485

Catch men t Basin $739

Storm Patrol $8,392

W ater Q uality M onitor ing $6,888

Emergency Relocation of Fish $2,098

Invasive Plant Control $9,972

Revegetation $81,894

Monitoring Seeding Effectiveness $13,500

Replace Fence $47,983

Replace Boundary Signs $280

Replace Spring Cover and Satell i te Dishes $1,355

Replace Burned PVC Pipeline $18,835

SUBTO TAL $203,221

TOTAL COST (F ires Suppress ion Rehabi li ta t ion p lus ESR) $205,549
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Idaho Department of Fish and Game

ACTIVITIES RE QUIRING  WILDLIFE M ANAGEM ENT ARE A  MANAGE R APPR OVAL

Fire S uppr essio n Re habi litation  (char ged to  Fire S uppr essio n Acc ount)

 

SUBTO TAL  

ACTIVITIES RE QUIRING  MAGIC VAL LEY REG IONAL SU PERVISO R  APPRO VAL

Eme rgen cy Stab ilization  and R ehab ilitation  (char ged to  ESR  Acco unt)

Storm Patrol $1,450

Invasive Plant Control $4,776

Revegetation $36,886

Monitoring Seeding Effectiveness $7,500

Replace Burned PVC Pipeline $9,384

Implementation Leader $7,636

SUBTO TAL $67,632

TOTAL COST (F ires Suppress ion Rehabi li ta t ion p lus ESR) $67,632
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

PART E COST SUMMARY

Part E provides both a summary of the specifications and trackable costs charged or proposed for funding
from fire suppression rehabilitation, emergency stabilization and rehabilitation (ESR), agency operations
accoun ts, or o ther f und ing so urce s. Only trac kab le exp end itures  are d isplaye d in the  total c ost c olum n in
the summary table.  They are coded with appropriate cost authority.  The total cost of the rehabilitation
effo rt to da te, ex clud ing the cos t absorbe d by the fire ( fire c rew, la bor a nd as soc iated  overhead) is
displayed as either Fire Suppression Rehabilitation (F), Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation (ESR),
Agency Operations (O P), or Other (O).

Oster Lake Fire
FUNDING SUMMARY 

 ESTIMATED STABILIZATION AND REHABILITATION $273,181

EFR - $ 203,221
Fire - $ 2,328
IF&G - $67,632
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INTERAGENCY
BURNED AREA EMERGENCY STABILIZATION AND REHABIL ITATION PLAN

PART E COST AND SPECIFICATION SUMMARY TABLE - U.S. F ISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

SPECIFICATION TITLE UNIT UNIT 
COST

# OF
UNITS

COST BY FUNDING SOURCE METHOD TOTAL
SPECIFICA

TION 
COST FIRE EFR OPERAT

IONS

FIRE SUPPRESSION REHAB.

1. Regrade Roads Miles $ 7,513 0.23 $ 1,728 C $ 1,728

2. Rake Off-Road
Vehicle Tracks

Miles F 2.5 F FC F

3. Handline
Rehabilitation

Miles 0.19 F FC F

4. Burned Engine
Removal

Engine $ 600 1 $ 600 C $ 600

PUBLIC SAFETY

5. Tree Hazard
Mitigation

Trees - 260 F FC F

SOIL WATERSHED
STABILIZATION

6. Straw B ale Silt
Fence

Feet $ 3 525 $ 1,800 C/FC $ 1,800

7. Hydro-Seeding Acres $ 1,975 3 $ 5,974 C $ 5,974

8. Catchm ent Basin Basin $ 739 1 $ 739 C $ 739

9. Storm Patrol Patrol $ 1,399 6 $ 8,392 P $ 8,392

10. Water Quality
Monitoring

Sample $ 96 72 $ 6,888 C $ 6,888

NATURAL RESOURCES

11. Emergency
Relocation of Fish

Runs $ 525 4 $ 2,098 C $ 2,098

12. Invasive Plant
Control 

Acres $ 51 196 $ 9,972 C $ 9,972

13. Revegetation Acres $ 418 196 $ 81,894 C $ 81,894

14. Monitor Seeding
Effectiveness

Survey
s

$ 13,500 1 $ 13,500 P $ 13,500

MINOR INFRASTRUCTURE

15. Replace Fence Miles $ 17,772 2.7 $ 47,983 C $ 47,983

16. Replace Bound ary
Signs

Signs $ 7 40 $ 280 C $ 280

17. Replace Spring
Cover & Satellite
Dishes

Minor
Facilitie

s

$ 452 3 $ 1,355 C/P $ 1,355

18. Replace Burned
PVC Pipeline

OTHER

19. Implementation
Leader

Positio
n

$ 18,835 1 $ 18,835 P $ 18,835

TOTAL COST $ 2,328 $ 205,549 $ 205,549



 INTERAGENCY
BURNED AREA EMERGENCY STABILIZATION AND REHABIL ITATION PLAN

PART E COST AND SPECIFICATION SUMMARY TABLE - IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

SPECIFICATION TITLE UNIT UNIT 
COST

# OF
UNITS

COST BY FUNDING SOURCE METHO
D

TOTAL
SPECIFICA

TION 
COST FIRE EFR OPERATIONS

FIRE SUPPRESSION REHAB.

1. Regrade Roads  

2. Rake Off- Road Veh icle
Tracks

 

3. Handline Rehabilitation

4. Burned Engine Removal  

PUBLIC SAFETY

5. Tree Hazard Mitigation  

SOIL WATERSHED
STABILIZATION

6. Straw Bale Silt Fence  

7. Hydro-Seeding  

8. Catchm ent Basin  

9. Storm Patrol Patrol $ 242 6 $ 1,450 $ 1,450

10. Water Quality
Monitoring

 

NATURAL RESOURCES

11. Emergency Relocation
of Fish

 

12. Invasive Plant  Control Acres $ 52 91 $ 4,776 $ 4,776 

13. Revegetation Acres $ 405 91   $ 36,886 C $ 36,886

14. Monitor Seeding
Effectiveness

Surve
y

$ 7,500 1 $ 7,500 P $ 7,500

MINOR INFRASTRUCTURE

15. Replace Fence

16. Replace Bound ary
Signs

17. Replace Satellite
Dishes

18. Replace Burned PVC
Pipeline

Feet $ 4 2,640 $ 9,384 $ 9,384

OTHER

19. Implementation Leader Positi
on

$ 7,636 1 $ 7,636 P $ 7,636

TOTAL COST $ 67,632 $ 67,632
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: REGRADE ROADS JURISDICTIONS: FWS-HNFH

PART E L INE ITEM: 1. Regrade Roads FISCAL YEAR: 2001

ESR REFERENCE #: N/A SPECIFICATION TYPE: F

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. Gen eral D escr iption: Rehabil itat ion of pre-existing roads is necessary to prevent r isk of addit ional erosion of the road
surface, and minimize the risk of sedimentation into springs and the stream system.  The intent of this rehabil itat ion is to re-
estab lish the  prior d raina ge of f of, an d aro und a ctive ro ad sys tems .  Abn orma l amo unts o f traffic a re no rmall y asso ciated  with
suppr ession  activities a nd ther efore th ere is ne ed to tak e action  to re-esta blish the  prope r draina ge an d ma intain an d/or rep air
the cu lverts  associa ted  w ith  the  road sys tem.

B. Loca tion (S uitab le) Site s: See  Roa d Imp acted  by Su ppre ssion  Action s Ma p, Ap pend ix III.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):

1. On out-sloped roads the reshaping wil l be done to provide for adequate drainage off of the road surface within an
adequate distance not to create abnormal road surface erosion.  Berms wil l  not be placed on the downslope side of the
road surface.  In addit ion al l  dips in the road constructed as part of the overall  surface drainage wil l be maintained or
recon structe d wh ere n eces sary.

2. On roads requiring re-crowning, as part of the overall reshaping of the surface, all residual material will not be left as a
berm on the ditch-line side of the road.

3. Completion of the desired specif ications wil l meet the approval of the off icer in charge prior to signing off on the
completion of the work.

4. On road across Len Lewis Dike Road elevations needs to be brought back to pre-f ire grade.

D. Purp ose o f Trea tme nt Sp ecific ation : The use of proper maintenance of the road system is to reduce potential
sedimentation entering waterways.

E. Trea tme nt Effe ctiven ess M onitor ing: Roads repaired wil l be visually inspected during and after major storm events (greater
than .5 inches in 24 hours) during f irst six months after control of f ire.  Signif icant problems wil l  be reported and repaired.

I I .  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

1½ gravel @ $12 / yard X 12 yards delivered $144

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST $144

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST
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CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Back -hoe  @ $ 65/hr . X 16 h ours +  $400  travel c ost $1,440

TOTAL CONTRACT COST $1,440

I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Mile $7,513 0.23 $1,728 F EFC

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL Mile $7,513 0.23 $1,728 F EFC

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabilization P = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabilization & Rehab. R = Rehabilitation C = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC = Cre w Labo r Assigned to Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources C

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P = Personnel Services M = Materials/Supples T = Travel C = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V.  RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:
See  Reh abilita tion O pera tions  Asse ssm ent, Ap pend ix I and  Roa ds Im pact ed by S uppr essio n Actio ns M ap, Ap pend ix III.

VI . UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS-HNFH 0.23 Miles of Road $1,728

TOTAL COST 0.23 Miles of Road $1,728
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: VEHICLE TRACKS REHABILITATION JURISDICTIONS: FWS-HNFH
IDFG

PART E L INE ITEM: 2. Rake Off-Road Vehicle Track FISCAL YEAR: 2001

ESR REFERENCE #: N/A SPECIFICATION TYPE: FS

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. Gen eral D escr iption: Fire e ngin es trav eled  off-ro ad to s uppr ess th e fire a nd lef t tracks  and r uts in s oft soil s.  Trac ks are  to
be raked-out by handcrews.

B. Loca tion (S uitab le) Site s: Various locations through-out the Oster Lake Fire burned area.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):
1. Use  steel ra kes o r Mclo uds to  rake- out tra cks to  matc h surr ound  conto urs an d.  Tra cks sh ould  roug hly ble nd w ith

adjoining soil  elevations and appearance.

D. Purp ose o f Trea tme nt Sp ecific ation : To prevent erosion and discourage additional off-road use by visitors.

E. Trea tme nt Effe ctiven ess M onitor ing: Visually inspect areas raked during the f irst growing season for addit ional off-road
use.  I f you use is detected considered addit ional measures to obli terated tracks or restrict vehicle use.

I I .  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

Vehicles tracks rehabil itated by f ire crews assigned to the f ire - cost not tracked in ESR plan FS

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST FS

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL CONTRACT COST
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I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Miles - 2.5 - FS FC

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL Miles - 2.5 - FS FC

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabilization P = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabilization & Rehab. R = Rehabilitation C = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC = Cre w Labo r Assigned to Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account F

P = Personnel Services M = Materials/Supples T = Travel C = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V.  RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:
See  Soil an d Wa tersh ed As sess men t Appe ndix I.

VI . UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS-HNFH 1.75 Miles of Vehicle Tracks FS

IDFG .75 Miles of Vehicle Tracks FS

TOTAL COST 2.5 Miles of Vehicle Tracks FS
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: HANDLINE REHABILITATION JURISDICTIONS: FWS-HNFH

PART E L INE ITEM: 3.  Handline Rehabilitation FISCAL YEAR: 2001

ESR REFERENCE #: N/A SPECIFICATION TYPE: F

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. Gen eral D escr iption: Reha bilitation o f supp ression  constru cted  � hand  lines �  is nece ssary to a void ero sion tha t would re sult
in gullies and to restore natural landscape surface water flows.

B. Loca tion (S uitab le) Site s: See incident Fire Suppression Impacts map for location of known hand l ine.  Additional hand line
should be rehabil itated as they are discovered in the field.  Al l  newly discovered l ine should be mapped.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):

1. Use hand tools only  �  chainsaws included.
2. Tren ching  (if any) s houl d be f illed in  and th e han d line  restor ed to b lend  with the  undis turbe d soil c ontou rs.  
3. Berm s, tops oil, and  orga nic m atter sh ould  be pu lled b ack o nto the  hand  line.  
4. Green trees/branches, dead limbs, and cut downed logs are to be re-scattered onto the hand line to obliterate evidence

of the line  as mu ch as p ractical.
5. Waterbar spacing should be every 50 feet depending upon slope and soil susceptibi l ity to erosion with waterbar spacing

decreasing on steeper slopes. Generally....Waterbars are to be built on slopes as follows:
SLOPE SPACING
    0-5 % 400 f t.
  6-10 % 300 f t.
11-20 % 200 f t.
21-40 % 100 f t.
41-60 %   50 ft. or less

Waterbars should be skewed horizontally from the fal l l ine of the slope (not the hand l ine) approximately 15 to 20
degrees from horizontal and drained away from the f ire burned area if  possible.

6. Uti l ize natural rolls and dips whenever possible.
7. Scatter branches, wood, rock, sod, pine needles, or other material to natural ize the f ire l ine and further retard mineral

soil  movement.  Scattered material should be randomly placed along the hand l ine.  Strive for 65% to 85% ground cover
on areas treated with scattered material to prevent mineral soil movement and channe ling of the hand line.  In grassy
areas, replace soil  and sod, waterbar as necessary and scatter rocks or l imbs to natural ize the hand l ine location.

8. Seed ing of h and line s is not n ecess ary unles s require d by spe cific and  uniqu ely sens itive area s such  as high ly erodible
soils o r othe r critical a reas.  

9. Remove all  trash, equipment, and flagging.

D. Purp ose o f Trea tme nt Sp ecific ation : To prevent surface and gully erosion along the length of or in areas adjoining hand
lines.  W aterb ars ar e to be  cons tructed  on the  hand  line to r estore  natur al surf ace ru noff p attern s and  to pro vide a dequ ate
drainage on the hand l ine.  Waterbars should not prevent the natural drainage of the adjacent landscape and should be
cons tructed  near ly perp endi cular to  the co ntour  of the  slope .  W aterb ars ar e only in tende d to sta bilize d isturba nce. 
Waterbars should gradually disappear, blending with the adjacent terrain within a 2 to 4 year period.

E. Trea tme nt Effe ctiven ess M onitor ing: Reh abilita ted ha ndlin e sho uld be  inspe cted a fter the  first thre e ma jor rain  even ts
(greater then 0.5 inches/24 hours) to ensure that water is adequately diverted from the l ine and resource damage is not
occurring.  Signif icant problems should be reported and corrected.

I I .  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

Handline rehabil itated by f ire crews assigned to the f ire - cost not tracked in ESR Plan F

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST F
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EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL CONTRACT COST

I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Miles - 0.19 - FS FC

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL Miles - 0.19 - FS FC

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabilization P = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabilization & Rehab. R = Rehabilitation C = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC = Cre w Labo r Assigned to Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account FS

P = Personnel Services M = Materials/Supples T = Travel C = Contract FS = Fire Suppression

V.  RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:
See  Wate rshe d Ass essm ent Ap pend ix I, and  Trea tme nt Ma ps, Ap pend ix III.

VI . UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS-HNFH 0.19 Miles FS

TOTAL COST 0.19 Miles FS
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: REMOVE BURNED ENGINE JURISDICTIONS: IDFW-WMA

PART E L INE ITEM: 4. Remove Burned Engine FISCAL YEAR: 2001

ESR REFERENCE #: N/A SPECIFICATION TYPE: FS

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. Gen eral D escr iption: A BLM fire engine was burned over on Idaho Department of Fish and Wildl i fe land.  Upon completion
of f ire investigation vehicle needs to be removed.

B. Loca tion (S uitab le) Site s: Adjo ining  High way 3 0 (see  Trea tmen t Map  App endi x III)

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):
1. Rem ove on d estroyed fire en gine (picku p).
2. Vehicle is accessible via dike off of Highway 30.
3. BLM wil l  need to determine where the vehicle should be taken in consultation with the Manager, Hagerman National

Fish H atche ry.

D. Purp ose o f Trea tme nt Sp ecific ation : Remove and disposal of burned fire engine.

E. Trea tme nt Effe ctiven ess M onitor ing: Inspect site after removal to ensure that all  materials have been removed.

I I .  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

4 WD tow truck @ $600 / Tow $600

TOTAL CONTRACT COST $600
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I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 TOW $600 1 $600 F C

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL TOW $600 1 $600 F C

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabilization P = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabilization & Rehab. R = Rehabilitation C = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC = Cre w Labo r Assigned to Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources C

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P = Personnel Services M = Materials/Supples T = Travel C = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V.  RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:
See  Trea tme nt Ma p, App endix  III

VI . UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

IDFW-HWMA 1 engine $600

TOTAL COST 1 engine $600
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: TREE HAZARD MITIGATION JURISDICTIONS: FWS-HNFH

PART E L INE ITEM: 5. Tree Hazard Mitigation FISCAL YEAR: 2001

ESR REFERENCE #: N/A SPECIFICATION TYPE: FS

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. Gen eral D escr iption: Fellin g tree s dam aged  or killed  by fire w hich p ose a n imm edia te thre at to pu blic sa fety or p rope rty

B. Loca tion (S uitab le) Site s: Trees within one tree length of roads ditches and other access points.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):

1. Trees within one tree length of the  roadways, ditches, other public and other access points that poss an immediate or
short-term (within 1 year) to the public, employees, or hatchery infrastructure.

2. Tree s will be  felled , buck ed an d slas h will b e sca ttered  as m ulch.  
3. Stumps will  be f lush cut as low as possible.
4. Pow er com pany h as be en no tified o f haza rd tree s on p rivate la nds a djoin ing po werlin e and  they ha ve ag reed  to

mitigate.

D. Purp ose o f Trea tme nt Sp ecific ation : To provide for public safety and protection of hatchery infrastructure.

E. Trea tme nt Effe ctiven ess M onitor ing: During n ormal op erations con duct visual ins pection of s tand dea d trees and  report
and mitigate any newly discovered tree hazards.

I I .  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

Wo rk comp leted by fire sup pression c rews assig ned to fire prior to  control - cost ch arged to fire
suppression account and not tracked in ESR Plan

FS

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL CONTRACT COST
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I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 TREE - 260 - F FC

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL TREE - 260 - F FC

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabilization P = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabilization & Rehab. R = Rehabilitation C = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC = Cre w Labo r Assigned to Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account F

P = Personnel Services M = Materials/Supples T = Travel C = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V.  RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS-HNFH 260 Tree Hazards F

TOTAL COST 260 Tree Hazards F
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: STRAW BALE SILT FENCE JURISDICTIONS: FWS-HNFH

PART E L INE ITEM: 6. Straw Bale Silt Fence FISCAL YEAR: 2002

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.21.1 Surface Stabilization and Prevention
Strategy

SPECIFICATION TYPE: ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. Gen eral D escr iption: Insta ll  fences of  s traw ba les to  fi lte r out  sed iments which would enter  the water  supply to  the HNFH,
Brails ford D itch,  an d the ID FG F ish H atche ry. 

B. Loca tion (S uitab le) Site s: Locations are shown on the Watershed Treatments Map - Appendix III.   Straw bale si lt  fences
were  locate d wh ere th ey will ca tch se dime nt abo ut to en ter Bra ilsford  Ditch  or Bic kel Sp ring, a nd be low o ther slo pes w ith
higher erosion potential.  Fences are located at points where runoff from more erodible areas would concentrate.    The
fence s are no t located  in incise d chan nels, or in  other ar eas w hich sh ow sign s of con centrate d runo ff in the p ast.  The  silt
fences are not expected to impound water more than a few inches deep.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):
1. Bale s: Use  straw b ales c ertified  as we ed-fre e.  
2. Installa tion: P lace s traw b ales e nd-to -end  in a tigh t row.   O peni ngs o r crack s betw een b ales s houl d be s tuffed  with

loose  straw.  T he fe nces  shou ld follo w the  conto ur an d be tu rned  up slig htly at the  ends .  Stake  the ba les in p lace w ith
wood stakes driven through the bales.

D. Purp ose o f Trea tme nt Sp ecific ation : To fi lter sediments out of water f lowing toward hatchery water sources, irr igation ditch,
and s tream s. 

E. Trea tme nt Effe ctiven ess M onitor ing: Monitor the si l t fences after the first several storm events.  Check that no
conc entra ted w ater flo ws ar e esc apin g betw een b ales o r arou nd the  ends .  Rep air an d rein force  as ne cess ary.

I I .  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

Initial instal lat ion:  Type 1 Crew, charged to fire suppression F

Followup ,  remedial sta king and  placem ent of add itional silt fences: W G-10 @  $25.93 x 4 0 hrs   $ 1,037

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST $ 1,037

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Straw bales @ $3.50 each x 175 $ 613

Wood stakes @ 1.50 each x 100 $ 150

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST $ 763

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST
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CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL CONTRACT COST

I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 
Construct

Feet $ 2.88 525 $ 1,513 ESR FC, P

FY-2
Main tain

Feet $ 0.50 525 $ 287 ESR P 

FY-3

TOTAL Feet $ 3 525 $ 1,800 ESR FC, P

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabilization P = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabilization & Rehab. R = Rehabilitation C = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC = Cre w Labo r Assigned to Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources M

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost. P

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account P

P = Personnel Services M = Materials/Supples T = Travel C = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V.  RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

HNFH 525 Feet of Straw Barrier Fence $ 1,800

TOTAL COST 525 Feet of Straw Barrier Fence $ 1,800
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: HYDRO-SEEDING JURISDICTIONS: FWS-HNFH

PART E L INE ITEM: 7. Hydro-Seeding FISCAL YEAR: 2002

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.21.1 Surface Stabilization and Prevention
Strategy

SPECIFICATION TYPE: ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. Gen eral D escr iption: Hydro-seed 3 acres in two priority areas to protect high priority resource values.  Use the same seed
mix a s that s pecif ied fo r the re vege tation s pecif ication .  See ding  shou ld be d one th is fall, b ut afte r the a sh is s ettled b y rain. 
The a reas a re ge nera lly of 50 -60%  slope .  

B. Location (Suitable) Sites: 
1. Site 1.  The site includes the steep slopes below the Brailsford pipeline, from about 200' east of Spring 15 to the west

end of the access road.  The area includes a band about 120 to 150 feet wide, from the foot of the road f i ll  and down the
steep  slope s abo ut 120 '  to the p oint w here  slope s dec rease .   It includ es the  area  abov e Sp ring 1 5.  

2. Mulch Site 2.   This site lies southeast of Bickel Spring and covers a steep gullied area that feeds into the stream
channel running along the boundary with private property.  The upper l imit of the area is about 100' above the l imit of
vehic ular a cces s at a b urne d olive  tree.   

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):
1. Hydro-seed: Contractor wil l  uti l ize mulch and tackif ier appropriate for 60 degree slopes.  Mulch rate should be 2000

lbs/acre of cellulose fiber.  Contractor is responsible for supplying all  materials and equipment except seed.  Material
shou ld con tain no  fertilizer .  The ta ckifier  shou ld be s tarch b ased  and m ust no t conta in a po lyacryla mide . 

2. Seed mix:: Snake River wheatgrass                         8 lbs/acre PLS
                               Bannock Thickspike Whea tgrass 8 lbs/acre PLS
                               Great Basin Wildrye                                 8 lbs/acre PLS

3. Mixing  Seed : Seed  should  be thoro ughly m ixed be fore ad ding to th e hydro -mulch .  Contra ctor mu st ensu re the se ed is
thoroughtly mixed in the mulch.

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: To protect soils from raindrop impact and erosion, to preserve the water quality of the
water supply from Spring 17 to the Hatchery, to protect the water quality in Riley Creek which supplies water to the IDFG Fish
Hatc hery, a nd to p rotect a n arch eolo gical s ite from  erosio n or d epos ition of  sedim ents.  

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring:  Monitor treated and untreated areas after signif icant storm events.  I f a measured
storm  prod uces  signif icant e rosion  and s edim entatio n from  untre ated o r treate d slop es, an d ther e is a s ignific ant pr obab ility
(>10%)  that another storm of equal or greater size wil l  occur before vegetative cover is established, then addit ional treatment
or retreatment should be considered.

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

None.  Contracting and administration provided by Implementation Leader (see Implementation
Leader Specification)

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST
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MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

None.  Hydro-seeding equipment to be included in contract for hydro-seeding services.

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Contracte d hydro-see ding includ ing mate rials, supplies, eq uipmen t, and applica tion @ $1 ,700/acre
x 5 acres.

$ 8,500

Seed cost @ $197/acre x 5 acres (for 24lbs/acre PLS) $ 985

TOTAL CONTRACT COST $ 9,485

I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Acres $ 1,897 5 $ 9,485 ESR C

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL Acres $ 1,897 5 $ 9,485 ESR C

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources C

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:
 See Appendix III , Watershed Treatments Map.

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS-HNFH 5 Acres of Hydro-Seeding $ 9,485

TOTAL COST 5 Acres of Hydro-Seeding $ 9,485
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: CATC HM ENT  BAS IN JURISDICTIONS: FWS-HNFH

PART E L INE ITEM: 8. Ca tchm ent B asin FISCAL YEAR: 2002

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.21.1 Surface Stabilization and Prevention SPECIFICATION TYPE: ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. General Description: Construction of a catchment basin for runoff and sediment from storm events on the burned uplands of
FW S Ha germ an N ationa l Fish H atche ry land s.  

B. Location (Suitable) Sites: One si te, located at forks in Upper Bench road within the N2SE4 Sect ion 6, Twp 8S, Rge 14E.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):

1. Natu ral de press ion ar ea be hind  forks in  road  shou ld be e nlarg ed to a  20 fo ot diam eter a rea a nd de epen ed 1 f oot.
2. Excavated material should be used to create a berm along roads � edge to reinforce catchment basin.
3. Equ ipme nt - sm all ba ckho e with  appr opria te safe ty and f ire eq uipm ent.
4. Cultu ral res ource  cleara nce m ay be n eede d from  certifie d arch eolo gist.

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: Prev ention  strateg y for roa d dra inag e infra structu re an d poll ution o f sprin g wa ters. 
Capture of increased surface runoff and associated sediments from upslope watershed which may drain into culvert system
of Up per B ench  Roa d and   into M ain S pring .  

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring:  Associated water quality monitoring specif ication

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

GS-1 2 Su pervis or   $2 9.86 x  4 hrs x  1 yr. $ 119

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST $ 119

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Misc. supplies $ 100

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST $ 100

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Backho e and o perator @ $65/hr. X 8 h rs. X 1 yr. $ 520

TOTAL CONTRACT COST $ 520
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I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Each $ 739 1 $ 739 ESR P/ C

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL Each $ 739 1 $ 739 ESR P/C

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources C

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost. P

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:
Watershed Assessment report, Watershed Treatment Map

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS-HNFH 1 catch  basin $ 739

TOTAL COST 1catch  basin $ 739
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INTERAGENCY
BURNED AREA EMERGENCY STABILIZATION & REHABILITATION

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: STORM PATROL JURISDICTIONS: FWS-HNFH,
IDFG

PART E L INE ITEM: 9. Storm Patrol FISCAL YEAR: 2002, 2003,2004

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.21.2 Property Protection Strategy SPECIFICATION TYPE: ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. General Description: Patrol o f road, ca nal, pipe line and  spring in frastructu res after e ach m ajor storm  event to  determ ine if
plug ging  of infra structu res m ay occ ur.  Imp leme nt app ropria te me asure s for cle an ou t and d iversio n of flo ws if n eces sary.

B. Location (Suitable) Sites: Culverts along Upper Bench road, Len Lewis road;  headgates for Brailsford pipeline and Len
Lew is Spr ing, inta kes fo r Brails ford, M ain S pring , Sprin g 15 a nd 17 , Bicke l Sprin g and  Riley C reek.  

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):
1. Patrol infrastructure of road culverts, road prism, outlets for Len Lewis spring, and water intakes for both the National

and State  Hatcherie s after receiving  major pre cipitation even t that may prod uce runo ff. Approxim ately 0.5 inch or m ore
of pre cipitatio n with in 6 ho urs w ould  be co nside red a  majo r prec ipitatio n eve nt.

2. Spring intakes and pipeline intake would be cleaned of debris and sediments during patrols by raking of debris away
from intakes and cleaning of screens with a high pressure pump.

3. If f lows at Len Lewis  increase 10% and/or level of pool water is at r isk of overtopping the Len Lewis road, excess water
may be pumpe d from the spring pool into small ephemeral draws leading to Riley Creek.

4. Culvert inlets along the Upper Bench road would be visually monitored for debris and sediment accumulations and kept
clear for free flow of runoff water.  Particular attention must be paid to the 22 inch culvert under the road immediately up
stream  of Sp ring 1 5 wh ich ap pear s mo st vuln erab le to plu ggin g and  overto ppin g of th e roa d.  

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: Prop erty pro tection .  An in creas e in sm all de bris, de tritus, an d sus pend ed se dime nts
will increase d ue to the bu rned wa tersheds.  Intak es for hatch ery operation s would n eed incre ased m aintenan ce to insure
open and unobstructed f lows. Water levels may put road prisms at r isk of failure if  al lowed to overtop; water levels may be
contro lled b y pum ping  exce ss wa ter.  Ke epin g culv erts in u pper  benc h roa d clea r of de bris w ould  redu ce risk  of fill fail ure.  

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring: Wa ter qua lity monitorin g of sa mples  taken a fter storm  events  at hatch ery intake s will
indicate need for increased maintenance or upslope treatments.

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

Maintenance Mechanic,  WG-10, 10 hrs /event x  6  events/yr  x  38.90/hrs  x  3  yrs  (HNFH) $ 7,002

Maintenance Mechanic, 2 hr/event x 6 events/yr x 38.90/hr x 3 yrs (State of Idaho) $ 1,400

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST $ 8,402

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Pump, Honda, high pressure, 5.5 hp, OHV, 132 gallons/minute capacity, HNFH $ 890

Misc. supplies (vehicle expenses, gasoline for pump, additional rakes) HNFH $ 500

Misc. supplies, State of Idaho $ 50

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST $ 1,440
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TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST  

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL CONTRACT COST

I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Ea $ 59 66 $ 3,894 ESR , O P

FY-2 Ea $ 45 66 $ 2,970 ESR , O P

FY-3 Ea $ 45 66 $ 2,970 ESR , O P

TOTAL Ea $ 50 198 $ 9,834 ESR , O P

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost. P, M

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:
See So il and W atershed A ssessm ent, Appe ndix I

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWF-HNFH 180 $ 8,392

IDGF 18 $ 1,450

TOTAL COST 198 $ 9,842
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: WATER QUALITY MONITORING JURISDICTIONS: FWF-HNFH

PART E L INE ITEM: 10. Water Quality Monitoring FISCAL YEAR: 2002, 2003, 2004

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.11 Monitoring SPECIFICATION TYPE: ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. General Description: Certi fied lab analysis of water samples taken from hatchery intakes for water quality standards as set
by State of Idaho

B. Loca tion (S uitab le) Site s:   Samples taken at hatchery intakes at Springs 17, Bickel, Brai lsford, and Main on the Hagerman
National F ish Hatche ry

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):

1. Samples of flow will be taken according to State of Idaho Department of Environmental Quality Protocols.
2. Sam ples w ill be tak en af ter ea ch m ajor p recipi tation e vent, a ccum ulatin g mo re tha n 0.5 in ches  in a 6 h r perio d by a d ata

logger rain gauge.  Samples taken in conjunction with Storm Patrol of intakes.
3. Samples wil l be analyzed by a cer ti f ied water  laboratory  for  suspended so lids,  phosphorus, n i trogen and pH.
4. If two co nsec utive s amp les ind icate s edim ent an d elem ent lev els ab ove s tate sta ndar ds, ad dition al ups lope  treatm ents

should be considered to reduce pollutants.

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: To monitor for determination of treatment effectiveness in reducing sediment and
associated nitrogen and phosphorus elements from entering hatchery waters.  And to determine if  addit ional upslope
treatments are necessary to reduce sediments and elements if monitoring shows an increase above state standards.

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring:  None needed

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

Maintenance mechanic, WG-10, 1 hr x 6 events x 3 yrs. X 38.90 (OT rate) $ 700

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST $ 700

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Metered rain gauge, t ime and date logger for 0.01" event, 1 each x 1 year x 380 $ 380

Software for data logger rain gauge $ 95

Misc. supplies and expenses for rain gauge - set up, shutt le, batteries $ 300

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST $ 775

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST
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CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Certified lab a nalysis, @ $7 5.00/sam ple x 4 sam ples x 6 eve nts/yr x 3 yrs $ 5,400

TOTAL CONTRACT COST $ 5,400

I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Ea $ 117 24 $ 2,808 ESR P, C

FY-2 Ea $ 85 24 $ 2,040 ESR P, C

FY-3 Ea $ 85 24 $ 2,040 ESR P, C

TOTAL 72 $ 6,888

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources C

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost. P

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List rele vant d ocum entatio n and  cross -refer ence s within  ESR  Plan :  
See   W atersh ed A sses sme nt, Ap pend ix I and   Hydro logy M ap loc ation o f sprin gs, Ap pend ix III

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWF-HNFH 72 Samples $ 6,875

TOTAL COST 72 Samples $ 6,875
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: EMERGENCY FISH RELOCATION JURISDICTIONS:  FWS-HNFH

PART E L INE ITEM: 11. Emergency Fish Relocation FISCAL YEAR:  2001

ESR REFERENCE #:  6.21.3 Removal Strategy SPECIFICATION TYPE:  ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. General Description: Remove 81,187 f ish and plant them earl ier planned to reduce the risk fish mortal i ty associated with 
unsta ble po st-fire w atersh ed co nditio ns ab ove fi sh ha tchery in takes . 

B. Location (Suitable) Sites: Fish were released into Horsethief Resevior, and C.J. Strike.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):
1. Fish were transported using FWS tanker and co ntracted truck 

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification:  Wh ile early release o f fish will result in an inc reased risk  of mortality due  to
unfavora ble environ mental co nditions an d fish size, wate rshed co nditions an d potential se dimenta tion of fish facilities we re
considered a greater risk.

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring: N/A

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

 Reloca ted 81,187  rainbow trou t through co ntract driver and  equipm ent (see co st summ ary
Appendix IV, Supporting Documentation)

$2,098 

TOTAL CONTRACT COST $2,098 
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I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 TRIPS $525 4 $2,098 ES C

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL TRIPS $525 4 $2,098 ES C

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources C 

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:
 

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS-HNFH 4 Round Trips $2,098

 

TOTAL COST 4 Round Trips $2,098 
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: NON-NATIVE INVASIVE PLANT CONTROL JURISDICTIONS: FWS, IDFG

PART E L INE ITEM: 12. Invasive Plant Control FISCAL YEAR: 2002

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.4.1 Non-native Invasive Plant Control SPECIFICATION TYPE: ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. General Description: To prevent or reduce the spread of undesirable non-native invasive plants, e.g., cheat grass, on FWS
and IDFG lands and to assist in the establishment of native grasses

  
B. Location (Suitable) Sites: Prima ry treatme nt area s wou ld be the  shrub s teppe  lands w ithin the b urned  area.  S ee Ap pend ix

III, Vegetation Map for locations.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):

1. Control cheat grass in the fal l  and again in late February-early March, 2002, prior to seeding.
2. Approximate acreage is: FWS  - 196 acres; IDFG - 91 acres.
3. Herbicide recommended to be used is Round-Up.  In areas where there is l ive native vegetation do not use Round-Up,

instead use the herbicide Plateau.
4. There should be a buffer zone of 25 feet between any treatment areas and water areas.  This includes creeks, springs,

irr igation ditches, and ponds.  If  i t  is necessary to get closer to water areas then the herbicide Rodeo should be used.
5. The application method can be by hand sprayer or tractor/ATV mounted sprayer.  Aerial application is not

recommended.
6. The area to be sprayed should be posted.
7. W inds in th e area  to be sp rayed sh ould b e less th an 3 m iles per h our.
8. Applicator or person supervising the application should be state cert if ied.

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: To prevent or reduce the spread of non-native plants and to reduce the competition
for recovering native vegetation and to promote the establishment of seeded vegetation.

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring:   See Monitor Seeding Effectiveness Specification.

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST
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CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

FWS - Herbicide and spraying of 196 acres @ $15/acre + 6 gal. x $341/gal x 2 sprayings $9,972

IDFG - Herbicide and spraying of 91 acres @ $15/acre + 3 gal. x $341/gal x 2 sprayings $4,776

TOTAL CONTRACT COST $14,748

I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Acres $51 287 $14,748 ESR , O C

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL Acres $51 287 $14,748 ESR , 0 C

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources C

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan: See  App endi x I, Veg etation  Res ource  Asse ssm ent. 
See Appendix III , Resource Treatments map.

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FW S - 196 acres $9,972

IDFG - 91 acres 4,776

TOTAL COST 287 acres $14,748
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: REVEGETATING BURNED CREEKBANKS,
WATER EDGES, AND CHEAT GRASS
AREAS

JURISDICTIONS: FWS, IDFG

PART E L INE ITEM: 13. Revegetation FISCAL YEAR: 2002

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.4.3 Revegetation SPECIFICATION TYPE: ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. Gen eral D escr iption: Revegetate areas of cheat grass by seeding to facilitate the natural succession of vegetative
communit ies which will  be subject to immediate and aggressive invasion by cheat grass.  Revegetate along Riley Creek, Len
Lewis Spring, and other water edges  with willow cuttings.

B. Loca tion (S uitab le) Site s: Areas  of che at grass  as sho wn on  the Ve getation  Map  and R esour ce Trea tments  Map ,  Appe ndix
III.   Seed 196 acres on FWS lands and 91acres on IDFG lands.  Revegetate burned creekbanks and water edges along Riley
Creek, Len Lewis Spring, and other burned water edges with willow cuttings.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):

1. Seed Mixture Selection and Certif ication: The seed mix tu re fo r the Oster  Pond Fi re  was se lec ted  by Idaho F ish  & Game
in concurrence with FWS, NRCS, and BAER Team special ists.  The seed mix should be tested for purity and
germination rates.  Before accepting delivery of seed shipment the contractor must provide written evidence (seed label
and letter) to the hatchery manager that the seed conforms to the purity and germination requirements in the
specif ication.  Test methods specif ied in Rules for Testing Seeds, Proceedings of the Association of Off icial Seed
Analyst will be ac ceptab le for de terminin g the ge rmina tion rate.  S eed sh all confo rm to sp ecificatio ns outlin ed within
 �Request for Formal Bid for Seed � contained in Appendix V.

Seed M ix: Indian ricegrass Achmenoides hym enoides (var. Nezpar) 8 lbs./acre PLS 10%
Great Basin wildrye Leymus cinereus (var. Trai lhead) 8 lbs./acre PLS 25%
Snake River wheatgrass Pseudoroegneria spicata (var. Secar) 8 lbs./acre PLS 25%
Bannock thickspike wheatgrass Elymus lanceolatus 8 lbs./acre PLS 40%
Basin Big sagebrush Artem isia tride ntata s sp. tride ntata .1lbs./acre PLS

2. Deliv ery: Deliv er cer tified w eed- free s eed s old on  pure  live se ed ba sis.  De liver to H ager man  Natio nal Fis h Ha tchery,
Hagerman, Idaho, by March 1, 2002.

3. Storage: Seed should be applied as soon as possible after delivery.  If  immediate application is not possible the seed
should be stored under dry, cool condit ions and protected from rodents and other wildl i fe.  Seed also needs to be
protected from dew and rain.

4. Timing of Seeding Application: See ding  shou ld occ ur in m id-Ma rch, two  wee ks afte r herb icide a pplica tion (F ebru ary-
early March).  See Specification: Control Invasive Species.

5. Application Rate: See d will b e app lied a t the ab ove ra tes, on  a PL S ba sis.  If the  seed  appli cation  is broa dcas t it �s
recommended that the seeding rate be doubled.

6. Application Method: Seed can be applied by hand broadcast seeder, ATV broadcast seeder, hydro-seeding, or dri ll ing or
a com bination  of me thods d epen ding o n the terra in.  Indian  ricegras s will nee d to be d rilled to 3"-4 " depth, s o it shou ld
be ap plied  first by itse lf follow ed by th e rem ainin g see d app lication  by drillin g or b road cast o r a com bina tion.. 

7. Mulch:  Certified weed-free straw mulch or a compost should be applied immediately after seeding.  If applying compost
the se ed co uld be  mixe d with  it.

8. Wil low revegetation: Take  cutting s from  existin g live s andb ar or p each -leaf w illow ( ¼ -1" dia mete r x 4-5f eet in le ngth) . 
Cutt ings should be made while the plant is dormant.  The cut should be made at a 45°-60° angle.  Once cut the wil low
cut sho uld be  kept m oist until pla nting.  Pla nting sh ould b e don e within o ne da y of cutting .  To plan t, the cut en d shou ld
be placed into the soil  approximately 6" so that the cutt ing is near vert ical.  Spacing should be between 3' - 5' apart.  The
soil should then be tamped firm.  Plant the willow cuttings starting near the creek/water edge, not at the edge, and back
from the edge approximately 10 feet.  This should be done only along burned creekbanks and wa ter edges.

9. Coordination: This tre atme nt sho uld be  coord inated  betw een a genc ies.  C ontac t Mala d Go rge S tate P ark an d NR CS to
assis t with the  final s eedi ng pla n.  Co ntacts  can b e fou nd in th e Ve getatio n Re sourc e Ass essm ent.

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: To protect water quality, maintain site productivity, reduce the risk of noxious weed
invasion into the burned area, and to facil i tate the vegetative recovery to a native grassland.

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring:  Monitoring should be conducted to determine the relative establishment and
effectiveness of seeding and revegetation.  Supplemental seeding requests may be warranted should monitoring determine
that init ial seed did not meet resource protection objectives.  See Monitoring for Treatment Effectiveness Specif ication.
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II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

FWS  Seed cost @ $274 .62/acre PLS x 196 acres $53,826

FWS Certi f ied weed-free straw mulch, @ 3.75/bale (FOB) x 25 bales/acre x 196 acres $18,375

IDFG Seed cost @ $274.62/acre PLS x 91 acres $24,990

IDFG Certified weed-free straw mulch, @ 3.75/bale (FOB) x 25 bales/acre x 91 acres $8,531

2000 wil low cutt ings ( ¼-1" diameter x 4-5feet in length, cut at 45°-60° angle) (cut on-site) $0

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST $105,722

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

FWS Hand/ATV/tractor broadcast seeding and dri l ling @ 80 hours x $50/hour x 1 f iscal year $4,000

FWS straw mulch application @ $15/acre x 196 acres $2,940

IDFG Hand/ATV/tractor broadcast seeding and dri l ling @ 40 hours x $50/hour x 1fiscal year $2,000

IDFG straw mulch application @ $15/acre x 91 acres $1,365

FW S Planting  willow cuttings (cre w of 6 x 40  hours x 11 .47/hour) $2,753

TOTAL CONTRACT COST $13,058

I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Acres $411 287 $118,780 ESR , O C

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL Acres $411 287 $118,780 ESR , O C
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FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources M, C

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan: See  App endi x I, Veg etation  Res ource  Asse ssm ent. 
See Appendix III , Resource Treatments Map.

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS 196 acres $81,894

IDFG 91 acres 36,886

TOTAL COST 287 acres $118,780
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INTERAGENCY
BURNE D AREA EM ERGE NCY STABIL IZATION & RE HABILITATION P LAN

PART F -  SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: MONITOR REVEGETATION AND SEEDING
EFFECTIVENESS

JURISDICTIONS: FWS, IDFG

PART E L INE ITEM: 14. Monitor Seeding Effectiveness FISCAL YEAR: 2002, 2003

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.11 Monitoring SPECIFICATION TYPE: R

I. WORK TO BE DONE

A. General Description: Conduct seeding monitoring in first year following seeding treatment to determine success of seeding
efforts on the Oster Lake Fire on both FWS and IDFG managed lands.

B. Location (Suitable) Sites: Establish monitoring transects within each plant association type seeded.  Final site selections to be
made by Agency personnel.  Within revegetated areas along burned creekbanks and water edges, visual observation is all that
is necessary.   See Appendix III, Vegetation and Resource Treatment Maps.

C. Design/Con struction Specification (s): Monitoring transects shall be established and methodologies designed to determine:

1. This sp ecification c an be a ccom plished th rough a  contrac t with a co llege/unive rsity.
2. A minimum seedling establishment of 9-15 plants per square foot should be present in seeded areas.  If seedling

establishment does not meet this requirement then a second application of seed should be applied.
3. Sampling should determ ine species comp osition, root depth and area, plant height, and vigor.
4. Count seedlings per square foot - Seeded species/Native species/total # and compare to seeding rate per square foot for

treatment success.
5. Estimate root mass/square foot - Pull plants on representative area, measure diameter of root wad and test for

hydrophobic layer (H2P) in root mass to estimate treatment effectiveness of grass roots in penetrating to H2P.
6. Estimate effective root cover area due to grasses.
7. Sampling methodologies shall represent all plant community types, all aspects, and all slope variations within the seeded

areas.  Digital photos shall accompany data records as supporting documentation of findings.
8. In areas along creekbanks and water edges where willow cuttings have been planted, an assessment of whether or not

the pla nting to ok effe ct is all th at is ne cess ary.  A re plantin g ma y occu r to rep lace p lanting s that d id not s urvive  or if it is
determined that more density is desired.

9. Observations should be documented to record other factors such as herbivory, surface erosion, etc.
10. A final report shall be published that documents sampling methodologies, techniques, areas sampled, and summary of

findings.  This report should be submitted with the Accomplishment Report at the conclusion of funding.

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: To ens ure esta blishm ent of willow  cuttings a nd see ded sp ecies for  water q uality
protection, prevention of noxious weed establishment, maintaining site productivity, and conversion from cheat grass to native
grassland.

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring: See above.

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost /hour X # hours X f iscal year  = cost/ item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST

EQUIPMENT PUR CHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST
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TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT CO ST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

FWS - Monitoring 196 acres $5,400 x 2 fiscal years + 25% overhead $13,500

IDFG - Monitoring 91 acres $3,000 x 2 fiscal years + 25% overhead 7,500

TOTAL CONTRACT COST $21,000

I I I.  SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Surveys $10,500 1 $10,500 ESR, O C

FY-2 Surveys $10,500 1 $10,500 ESR, O C

FY-3

TOTAL Surveys $21,000 1 $21,000 ESR,O C

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabilization P = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabilization & Rehabilitation R = Rehabilitation C  = Con tract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC = Crew Labo r Assigned to Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources C

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estimate base d upon g overnmen t wage rates an d materials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = TravelC  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS, MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan: See Appendix I, Vegetation Resource Assessment.  See
Appendix III, Resource Treatment Map.

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

F W S 1 Survey $13,500

IDFG 1 Survey $7,500

TOTAL COST 2 Surv eys $21,000
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: REPAIR BOUNDARY FENCE JURISDICTIONS: FWS-HNFH

PART E L INE ITEM: 15. Replace Fence FISCAL YEAR:  2002

ESR REFERENCE #:  6.8.1 Minor Facilities SPECIFICATION TYPE:  ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. General Description: Repair al l fences damaged by f ire.

B. Location (Suitable) Sites: See Tre atment M ap App endix III. for fence line s within burn ed parim eter.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):
1. Repa ir 4-strand fenc es with 12 ½  gauge  barbed w ire
2. Rem ove a nd dis pose  of bu rned  wire a nd w oode n pos ts
3. Rep lace w oode n bra ce po sts an d corn er po sts
4. Replace wooden g ates.

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: To pr otect b urne d are a dur ing re cove ry.
E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring: Contra cted ins talled fen ce lines  will be visu ally inspe cted for q uality con trol 

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Remove and dispose burned 4 strand bared wire fence @ $750 / mile X 2.7 miles $2,025

4 stran d bar bed w ire insta lled (u sing e xisting  meta l t-post)  $2.25  / foot X 1 4,256  feet $32,076

H-brace instal led @ $100 / ea. X 50 $5,000

HD 16 foot gate installed @ 250 each X 5 $1,250

6 ft. X 80 ft. 9 gauge cyclone fence galvanized plus 5 posts and 10 foot cross bar instal led $660

engineering overhead $6,972

TOTAL CONTRACT COST $47,983 
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I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1

FY-2 MILES $17,772 2.7 $47,983 EFR C

FY-3

TOTAL MILES $17,772 2.7 $47,983 EFR C

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources  

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies C

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:
 See  Trea tmen t Map  App endi x III.

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS-HNFH 2.7 Miles Remove & R eplace Fence $47,983

 

TOTAL COST 2.7 Miles Remove & R eplace Fence  $47,983
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: REPLACE BOUNDARY SIGNS JURISDICTIONS: FWS-HNFH

PART E L INE ITEM: 16. Replace Boundary Signs FISCAL YEAR: 2002

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.8.1 Minor Facilities SPECIFICATION TYPE: ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. General Description: Replace resource protection signs burned in the fire including boundary signs.

B. Location (Suitable) Sites: On National Fish Hatchery Boundary fence (see Treatments Map, Appendix III for location of
fencelines.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):

1. Replace burned boun dary signs with standard National Fish Hatchery Boundary Signs.
2. Rep lace d ama ged s igns a long  Natio nal Fis h Ha tchery B ound ary.

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: To inform  area visitors of N ational Fish H atchery bou ndary

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring: N/A

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

National Fish Hatchery boundary sign @ $7 ea. X 40 $280

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST $280

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL CONTRACT COST
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I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1

FY-2 Signs $7 40 $280 ES C

FY-3

TOTAL Signs $7 40 $280 ES C

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies C

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:
See Appendix III for location of fence line with boundary signs.

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS-HNFH 40 Signs $280

TOTAL COST 40 Signs $280
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: SPRING COVER AND SATELLITE DISH
REPLACEMENT

JURISDICTIONS: FWS-HNFH

PART E L INE ITEM: 17. Replace Satellite Dish FISCAL YEAR: 2002

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.8.1 Minor Facilities SPECIFICATION TYPE: ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. General Description: Replace government owned metal spring cover and satell i te dishes burned in f ire.

B. Loca tion (S uitab le) Site s: Reside ntial Area H agerm an Nation al Fish Ha tchery

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):

1. Purchas e and ins tall 2 dama ged sate llite dishes burn ed by Oste r Lake Fire
2. Purchase and instal l 1 spring metal spring cover

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: Replace minor faci l it ies destroyed by f ire.

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring: Inspect spring cover and dish installation location and function of new units.  Correct
any pr oble ms id entifie d.  

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

WG-GS 10 @  $19.10 / hr. X 16 hours remove and instal l  metal spring cover $ 305

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST $ 305

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Replac e Burne d Metal S pring Co ver @ $ 450 ea ch (include s all materials) $ 450

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST $ 450

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Remove burned satell i te dishes and purchase and instal l  satel l ite dish @ $300 ea. X 2 dishes $600

TOTAL CONTRACT COST $600



46

I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Minor
Facilities

$452 3 $1,355 ESR C

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL Minor
Facilities

$452 3 $1,355 ESR C

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources C

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:
See Treatment Map for location of Hagerman National Fish Hatchery housing area.

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS-HNFH 3 Minor Facil i ties $1,355

TOTAL COST 3 Minor  Facil i ties $1,355
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: REPLACE PVC PIPELINE JURISDICTIONS: IDFG-HWMA

PART E L INE ITEM: 18. Replace PVC Pipeline FISCAL YEAR: 2002

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.8.1 Minor Facilities SPECIFICATION TYPE: ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. Gen eral D escr iption: Replace PVC Irrigation Line damaged by fire.

B. Location (Suitable) Sites: See Treatment Map Appendix III  for location.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):
1. Removed and recycle burned 12 inch PVC irr igation pipeline.
2. Purchase and instal l new 12 inche PVC irr igation pipeline.

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: Rep lace m inor in frastru cture n eces sary to m aintai n wild life ha bitat.

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring: Visua lly inspe ct site fo r rem oval o f all ma terials a fter co nstruc tion an d for fu nction . 
Remove any construction materials and repair any leaks detected.

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

Two pe rson crew  @ $4 0 / hour X 30  hours $1,200

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST $1,200

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

12 P VC p ipe @  $3.10  / ft X 2,64 0 fee t $8,184

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST $8,184

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL CONTRACT COST
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I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Feet $4 2,640 $9,384 O P

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL Feet $4 2,640 $9,384 O P

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources P/M

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan:
See Treatments Map Appendix III  for location of pipeline

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

IDFG-HWMA 2,640 feet of pipeline $9,384

TOTAL COST 2,640 feet of pipeline $9,384
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BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: IMPLEMENTATION LEADER JURISDICTIONS: FWS, IDFG

PART E L INE ITEM: 19. Implementation Leader FISCAL YEAR: 2002

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.0 Implementation Leader (New) SPECIFICATION TYPE: ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. General Description: Project Imp lementa tion Lead er will coordina te and ov ersee the im plemen tation of the O ster Pond  Fire
ESR Plan on FW S lands.  This specification provides funding for 4 months.

B. Location (Suitable) Sites: Treatment areas are located on FW S lands.  Duty station will be at the Hagerman National Fish
Hatc hery.

C. Design /Constru ction Spe cification(s):  The Project Implementat ion Leaders are responsible for the oversight of the ESR
Plan implementation on FW S/IDFG lanss.  The Leaders will coordinate on cross-jurisdictional projects to achieve efficient use
of funds, personnel, equipment, and contracts.  The Leaders will  specif ically oversee implementation, monitoring, program
review, proposed plan amendments and funding requests.   The Leaders track ESR budgets and complete Accomplishment
Reports.  (Options for these positions can include: temporary hire, detai l , contract, or a Cooperative Agreement with IDFG or
BLM).

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: To provide quality control over project implementation and to ensure a comprehensive
plan implementation.

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring: The respe ctive hatche ry manag ers  will superv ise the Imple mentation  Leade r.

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)
Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

FWS  - GS-11 @ $49,102/year (4 months) $16,367

IDFG - Bio -Tech @  $11.23/ho ur x 680 ho urs 7,636

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST $24,003

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X
fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

FWS - GSA Pickup Rental (½ ton) @ $417/month x 4 months $1,668

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST $1,668

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

FW S - Adm inistrative m aterials $800

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST $800

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL TRAVEL COST

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL CONTRACT COST
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I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 
YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING
SOURCE

METHOD

FY-1 Project $13,236 2 $26,471 ESR P

FY-2

FY-3

TOTAL Project $13,236 2 $26,471 ESR P

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:
F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services
ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 
OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract
EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost. P, M

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within ESR Plan: See  Exec utive S umm ary.

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS Project $18,835

IDFG Project 7,636

TOTAL COST Project $26,471
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BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

PART G CONSULTATIONS

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Bryan Kenworthy, Hatchery Manager, Hagerman National Fish Hatchery, Hagerman, Idaho
Bill Leenhouts, National BAER Coordinator, National Interagency Fire Center, Boise, Idaho
Pam Ensley, Regional Fire Management Coordinator, R1, Portland, Oregon
Steve Money, Maintenance Mechanic, Hagerman National Fish Hatchery, Hagerman, Idaho
Jae Ahn, Assistant Manager, Hagerman National Fish Hatchery, Hagerman, Idaho
Lance Roberts, Fire Management Officer, Southwest Idaho National Wildlife Refuge Complex,

Pocatello, Idaho
Anan R aymo nd, US FW S, Reg ional Arch aeologis t, Tualatin, O R
Alison Beck Hass, Snake River Basin, Ecological Services, Boise, Idaho 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Joseph Russell, Wildlife Biologist, Shoshone Field Office

IDAHO  DEPAR TM ENT O F FISH AN D GAM E
Scott Gamo, Wildlife Biologist, Hagerman Wildlife Management Area
Dave Parrish, Idaho Department of Fish and Game

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
Susan Neitzel, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, Idaho State Historic Preservation Office,

Boise 208-334-3847

IDAHO POWER COMPANY
Dianne Cazier, Aquatic Invertebrate Biologist, Idaho Power Company, Boise, Idaho

IDAHO STATE PARKS
Kevin Lynott, Park Manager, Ma lad Gorge State Park

NATURAL RESOURCE CONSERVATION
Steve Thompson, Office Manager, Gooding, Idaho

PRIVATE LANDOWERS
Lee Mitchell,  Hagerman, Idhao
Walter McRoberts, Hagerman, Idaho
John Sandy, Hagerman, Idaho
George Waltz, Hagerman, Idaho
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

PART H REVIEW AND APPROVAL - U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

A. Suppressio n Related Re habilitation Approval (che ck one bo x below):

%¡Approved Expla nation  for revis ion or d isapp roval:

%¡Approved with Revision

%¡Disapproved

Project Le ader, Hag erman  Nationa l Fish Hatc hery Date

B. Emergen cy Stabilization and R ehabilitation (ESR) R eview (che ck one bo x below):

%¡Concur Explanation for revision or non-concurrance:

%¡Concur with Recommendations

%¡Do not Concur

Project Le ader, Hag erman  Nationa l Fish Hatc hery Date

C. Emergen cy Stabilization and R ehabilitation (ESR) R eview (che ck one bo x below):

%¡Concur Explanation for revision or non-concurrance:

%¡Concur with Recommendations

%¡Do not Concur

Regional Fire Management Coordinator, R1, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Date

D. Emergen cy Stabilization and R ehabilitation (ESR) App roval (check on e box):

%¡Approved Expla nation  for revis ion or d isapp roval:

%¡Approved with Revision

%¡Disapproved

Regional Director, Region 1, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Date
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

PART H REVIEW  AND APP ROV AL - IDAHO  DEPAR TM ENT O F FISH AN D GAM E

A. Idaho Dep artment of Fish  and Gam e Review  (check one b ox below ):

%¡Concur Explanation for revision or non-concurrance:

%¡Concur with Recommendations

%¡Do not Concur

Manager, Hagerman Wildlife Management Area Date

B. Idaho Dep artment of Fish  and Gam e Approval (chec k one box ):

%¡Approved Expla nation  for revis ion or d isapp roval:

%¡Approved with Revision

%¡Disapproved

Magic Valley, Regional Supervisor Date
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

APPENDIX I   -   BAER TEAM RESOURCE ASSESSMENTS

%Ï SOIL AND WATERSHED ASSESSMENT

%Ï CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT

%Ï THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES ASSESSMENT

%Ï VEGETATION RESOURCE ASSESSMENT
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

OSTER LAKE FIRE
SOIL AND WATERSHED  ASSESSMENT

I. OBJECTIVES
 " Assess overall watershed changes caused by the fire, particularly those that pose

substa ntial threats to  hum an life, prop erty, and critica l natural and  cultural res ources .  
This includes evaluating changes to soil conditions, hydrologic function, and watershed
response to precipitation events.

 " Identify the most critical soil and watershed areas  and issues related to the Oster Lake  Fire
based on increased flood potential, loss of soil resources, and water quality impacts and
prescribe treatments to mitigate impacts and risks.

 " Dev elop m aps  of bu rn se verity a nd tre atm ents , if nec essary.
 " Identify future monitoring needs.

II. ISSUES
 " Risk to the water quality of several springs used as source waters for the Hagerman

National Fish Hatchery (HNFH), with ensuing threat to aquatic life .
 " Risk to the water quality of Riley Creek, a source water for the State of Idaho Fish Hatche ry

and a 303(d) water quality limited stream.
 " Increased erosion from the upland slopes, with associated loss of site productivity and

sediment transport to downstream waters.

III.  OBSERVATIONS

A.  BACKGOUND

Geology
Geology.  The burned area is on lands along the Snake River in the Snake River Plain, a high
volcanic plateau built by basalt lava flows during the last few million years.  The lava flows
intermittently blocked watercourses and created pluvial lakes that filled with sediment.  About
14,000 years ago, the Bonneville Flood swept down the Snake River canyon and over the plateau,
adding a mixture of sandy and gravelly flood deposits.  A mixture of the basalt flows, lacustrine
deposits,  volcanic materials, Bonneville Flood deposits, alluvial deposits, and glacial debris are
represented in the area.  These materials form the basis for the topography and soils.

The s ite begins u p on the p lateau ab out 300 f t. above the  Snak e River.  F rom  the plateau  the site
falls about 200 feet to a terrace about 100 ft above the Snake River, then falls over basalt ledges
to the Snake River.  The shape of the slopes from the upper plateau to the terrace is varied
depending on the geologic strata.  West of Spring 17 the plateau breaks steeply down, sometimes
over a basalt ledge, falls in a concave slope toward a midpoint, and then breaks and falls down a
secon d conc ave slop e to Riley Cre ek and  the terrac e.  East of  Spring 1 7 and in the  watersh ed to
Len  Lew is Sp ring,  th e upp er slo pe se gm ent is  less s teep , arou nd 20 %.  O n the  terra ce the terr ain
is genera lly flat to rolling or hum moc ky and a bout 100  ft above th e Snak e River.  

Soils
The m ajor soil map units in the burned area are those listed below.   The pred ominant soils are
light textured  soils with sa ndy surfa ces, m ostly they were  form ed from  the sand y flood dep osits
and  alluvia l depo sits, a nd lac ustrin e dep osits  desc ribed  abov e.  Sm all are as of  silt tex tured  soils
are a lso fo und .  The  sand y soils h ave rapid p erm eab ility and h igh inf iltration , but a re als o eas ily
detached and eroded.  The sandy soils have low available water capacities, generally less than
0.10 inch/inch.
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Table 1.  Major soil map units occurring within the Oster Lak e Fire

101 Kecko-Vining-Rock Outcrop
complex, 2 to 15 percent slopes

Kec ko - c oars e-loa my, m ixed , me sic X erollic
Cam borth id
Vining - co arse -loam y, mix ed, m esic  Xerollic
Cam borth id

160 Rubbleland-Typic Calciorthids
complex, 20 to 65 percent slopes

198 Ticeska-Minveno-Taunton
complex, 3 to 10 percent slopes

Tice ska  - coa rse- loam y, mix ed, m esic  Xerollic
Durorthids
Minv eno  - loam y, mix ed, m esic , sha llow X erollic
Durorthids
Tau nton  - coa rse- loam y, mix ed, m esic  Xer ic
Haplodurids

60 Fathom-Taunton complex, 1 to 4
percent slopes

Fathom - sandy, mixed, mesic Xerollic Calciorthids
Tau nton  - coa rse- loam y, mix ed, m esic  Xer ic
Haplodurids

202 Tupper extremely bouldery fine
sandy loam, 2 to 8 percent slopes

Tup per - lo am y-skeleta l, mix ed, m esic  Durix erollic
Camborthids

59 Fathom-Kudlac-Anchustequi
complex, 8 to 35 percent slopes

Fathom - sandy, mixed, mesic Xerollic Calciorthids
Kud lac - fin e-silty, m ixed , calc areo us, m esic  Xer ic
Torriorth ents
Anc hus tequ i - coa rse- loam y, mix ed, calca reou s, m esic
Aquic T orriorthen ts

Climate
The climate is primarily continental, with some moderating effect due to maritime air flows
following up the Snake River.  The average annual precipitation in the Hagerman Valley, is 8 - 10
inches, w ith approx ima tely 25  inche s of a nnual sno wfall.  S now fall is tr ans ient w ithin th e valle y,
often m elting within ho urs of oc curren ce.  Dur ing the su mm er, the clim ate is gen erally arid, with
little rainfall between May and October.  Temperatures range from minus 35 degrees to 110
degrees Fahrenheit.  The growing season averages approximately 6 months.

Hydrology
The most conspicuous hydrologic features in the analysis area are the thousand springs which
emerge from below the rimrock cliffs.  These springs are the outflow from the Lost River basin a
hundred miles to the north and east of the area, and as such, are not influenced by the local
climate or watersheds.  Recent monitoring of the springs have noted a steady decline in flows,
attributed to changes in irrigation methods in agricultural lands to the north and east.  There are
13 developed springs within the burn area and numerous small free-flowing springs. Water from
these s prings em erges a t 59 degr ees Fa hrenhe it and is relatively fre e from  sedim ent.    

The HNFH has decreed and established water rights permits for Springs 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 and
17, Bickel Main and Len Lewis Springs, and Riley Creek.  The University of Idaho Hagerman Lab,
an inholding located within the HNFH proper,  has decreed and established water right permits for
Springs 8, 9, and 10.  In addition, a local water district has water right permits to Len Lewis Spring
and  the B railsf ord P ipeline  trans ports  wate r dow nstre am  for irrig ation  purp oses.  All w ater r ights  in
the State o f Idaho a re curre ntly under re view in the S nake  River Ba sin Adjud ication Co urt. 
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Other n otable hydr ologic fea tures within  the burn  area are  Oster L akes , five impo undm ents
supplied by diverted water from the springs and hatcheries and by direct precipitation.  These
sma ll lakes pro vide recre ational fishing  to the local a rea.  

Riley Creek (Hydrologic Unit Code 17043212) is fed by springs on the Hagerman National Fish
Hatchery (HNFH) proper and flows 2.47 miles to its confluence with the Snake River.  HNFH uses
Riley Cree k as re ceiving wa ters from  its settling pon ds.  The  State of Ida ho Fish  Hatche ry diverts
flow from Riley Creek for source waters for its operations.  Riley Creek was listed in 1994 by the
State of Idaho as water quality limited (water quality segment 2385) due to bacteria, dissolved
oxygen, sediment, nutrients, and nitrogen as pollutants of concern.  It remains on the 303(d) list
under Cle an W ater A ct reg ulations un til a To tal Ma xim um  Daily L oad  (TM DL)  is set .  The  mid
Snake River Basin is currently undergoing the setting of a TMDL which will cover Riley Creek and
all other con tributing wa ters. 

Reconn aissance M ethodolog y and Resu lts 

The purpose of a burned area assessment is to determine if the fire caused emergency watershed
conditions and if there are values at risk from these conditions.  If an emergency is not identified,
the assessment stops.  If emergency conditions are found, and values at risk are identified, then
the magnitude and scope of the emergency is mapped and described, values at risk and
resources to be protected are analyzed, and treatment prescriptions are developed to protect
value s at ris k.  Em erge ncy waters hed  cond itions  includ e both hydr ologic  and s oil fac tors;  typica lly
pote ntial fo r flash floo ds an d deb ris flow s and  dete riora tion o f soil c ond ition, p articu larly los s of s oil
cove r, lead ing to  a dec line in s oil pro duc tivity. Ta ble 2 d esc ribes  term s comm only us ed in
assessing soils and watersheds that have been burned.

Table 2.  Definitions of terms comm only used in soil and watershed burned area assessments.

    Term                                      Definition

Fire Intens ity         Based on temperature, flame length, rate of spread, heat of combustion and
total amount and size of fuel consumed.  Accounts for convective heat rising into
the atmosphere and fire effects to the overstory.

Fire Sev erity         A relative measure of the post-fire appearance of vegetation (residual
fuels/mortality) as it relates to the intensity of the fire and its consumptive effects
on vegetation.

Burn Inte nsity         Based on temperature, moisture content of duff and fuels lying on the ground,
heat of combustion of conductive and radiant heat that goes down into the soil,
affecting soil characteristics.

Burn S everity         A relative measure of the degree of change in a watershed that relates to the
intensity of the fire on soil hydrologic function.  Burn severity is delineated on
topographic maps of polygons.  Classes of burn severity are high, moderate, low
and unburned.

Watershed Response A qualitative deg ree a nd/o r mo deled  me asu re of  how  a watersh ed w ill
respond to precipitation.  Parameters include pre-existing soil moisture;
amount of soil cover; amount and distribution of impermeable surfaces
(rock ou tcrop , hydro phobic so ils) am oun t and  dura tion o f rainf all; lag t ime
between initiation of storm and peak flow runoff; and peak flow discharge
and sediment yield.  Changes in the characteristics of a watershed brought
about by a fire will increase the efficiency with which a watershed yields
runoff.
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Field visits and direct soil observations were conducted to identify the spatial distribution and
extent of fire severity and burn severity conditions.  Burned area evaluations included, but were
not limited to:
 " Fire-caused changes in soil properties and hydrologic function;
 " Areal extent and strength of hydrophobic soil conditions;
 " Map ping b urn s ever ity;
 " Conditions of sediment source areas;
 " Threats to human life and property from flood or mud and debris flows.

Burn Sev erity
Burn severity is not the same conce pt as fire intensity and fire severity as recognized by fire
behavior specialists.  Fire intensity and fire severity relate to fire behavior and fire effects on
oversto ry and und erstory veg etation, res pectively, while b urn sev erity relates sp ecifically to effec ts
of the fire on soil conditions and hydrologic function (e.g., amount of surface litter and duff,
erod ibility, so il struc ture,  infiltra tion ra te, run off re sponse ).  Altho ugh  burn  seve rity is no t prim arily a
reflection of fire effects on vegetation, vegetative conditions and pre-fire vegetation density are
am ong  indica tors u sed  to assess bur n sev erity.

Site indicators used to evaluate and map burn severity include soil hydrophobicity (water
repellency), ash depth and color (burn intensity), size of residual fuels (fire intensity), soil texture
and structure, and post-fire effective ground cover.  Thes e criteria provide clues about fire
residence time, depth of litter layer consumed, radiant heat throughout the litter layer and upper
topsoil; as well as ease of detachability of the surface soil.  Using these indicators, burned areas
are m apped  into three p rinciple relative  burn se verity catego ries - high, m oderate , and low.  A
category of  �unburned � may be mapped separately if there are large unburned islands inside the
burn perimeter.  Alternatively, mosaics of low and moderate burned areas with unburned islands
that are too small to be mapped individually may be lumped together for mapping and assessment
purposes.

In some  cases there m ay be c om plete  cons um ption  of vegeta tion by fire, w ith little e ffec t on soil
and watershed function.  In general, the denser the pre-fire vegetation and the longer the
residence time, the more severe the effects of the fire are on soil hydrologic function.  For
example, deep ash after a fire usually indicates a deeper litter layer prior to the fire, which
generally supports longer residence times.

Incre ased res idenc e tim e pro mo tes th e forma tion o f wate r repe llent laye rs at o r nea r the s oil
surf ace , and  loss o f soil s tructural s tability.  T he re sults  are in crea sed  runo ff and soil p article
detachment by water and transport off-site (erosion).  The presence of white ash can indicate a
hotte r fire a nd m ore c om plete  cons um ption  of org anic  ma tter.  P owd ery as h with out identifia ble
remnants of twigs and leaf litter also indicates more complete consumption.  Generally there is a
close cor relatio n betwee n soil p rope rties a nd the am oun t of he at experie nced by the soil a s we ll
as the res idenc e tim e of th e hea t in contac t with th e soil.

The burn severity map becomes a basis to predict the hydrologic response of soil as a result of
the fire and the rate of natural revegetation of the site following the fire.  It is important to note that
burn severity polygons are usually mapped at no less than 40 acres in size and may include areas
of other b urn sev erity, which are  too sm all to segreg ate.  Sm all areas o f different b urn sev erity
(inclusions ) can the refore b e prese nt in each  map  unit.

Soil Condition
Soil condition and hydrologic function are important components of healthy ecosystems These
can be affected by wildfires.  A wildfire has the potential to impact the soil beyond the limits of
natural variability, including reduced soil aggregate stability, reduced permeability, increased
runoff and erosion, and reduced organic matter/nutrient status.  These combined effects can
cause the runoff following a rain event to increase significantly; increasing the overland flow



63

available to initiate soil erosion, either as sheet or rill erosion.  The potential for erosion is highest
on the steepe r slop es that bu rned  with a  high b urn s ever ity.

The soil processes most important to hydrologic function include infiltration and percolation. The
fire effects on infiltration and percolation were evaluated by observing the changes in litter and
duff (vegetative ground cover), soil structure, destruction of fine and very fine roots in the surface
horizon, and developmen t of hydrophobic (water repellent) soil surfaces.  Changes in vegetative
ground cover as affected by the fire were noted and compared to pre-fire conditions.  Stability and
strength of surface soil structural aggregates were examined.  Surface soils were examined for
the presence of fine and very fine roots.  Water repellency (hydrophobic soils) was evaluated by
observing the depth and thickness of a water repellent horizon in surface soils where it exists, and
the length  of tim e a wa ter dr op re ma ined b eaded on  the surface.  S oils were a ssessed in the  field
to determ ine if there is a n increas ed risk o f erosion . 

Form ation o f Hydro phob ic Soil:  The  heat  of a fir e can  caus e the  deve lopm ent o f a hyd roph obic
layer on or in the surface soil horizon.  This occurs due to volatilization of organic matter that has
high amounts of lignin and other waxy compounds.  After the fire passes, the gasses cool to a
waxy coating on soil particles.  The effect is similar to putting wax on a car to cause water to bead
up and run off.  If the hydrophobic layer is thick, or the degree of water repellency is strong, it can
seriously inhibit infiltration of rainfall, increasing runoff and detachment of soil particles, and
increasing  flooding, erosion and sedimentation.  Some soils can be significantly hydrophobic,
even without fire.  Vegetation type, amount of organic matter and so il texture are the primary
factors that determine whether or not soils will become hydrophobic.

Soil Erosion Estim ates:  The expected erosion from the burned area was estimated with the
Universal Soil Loss Equation.   The effects of fire and its burn severity were reflected in the values
assigne d to term s in the eq uation: 

A = R x K x LS x C x P

The terms are as follows:
A Estimated soil loss (tons/acre/yr)
R Rainfall ero sivity
K Soil erodibility
LS Slope factor
C Cover factor - which change s due to fire
P Cons ervation p ractice fa ctor - whic h can c hange  due to trea tmen ts

The  R fac tor wa s bas ed on  the  2- yr 6-hr  rainfa ll for the are a wh ich is 0 .6 inches .  This  is a m ild
storm and yields a low R of 0.10. The K factors were taken from the tables of soil properties
provided by the NRCS.  The LS factor was taken from the table of LS factors based on the median
slope and estimated slope length for each soil map unit. The P factor was 1.00 to reflect
conditions before any treatments.

The C factor is the term that is altered by the fire because the fire destroys part or all of the
over story,  unde rstor y, and  surface  cove r of the soil.   In this  case, we  used  a C fa ctor o f 0.36 .  This
is a co nse rvative est ima te; ba sed  on a C  facto r of 0.45 fo r a bu rned  woodland  site w ith poor so il
condition, no live vegetation, and no litter cover, as modified by an allowance for the fine root mat
of 20  perc ent unde r 100  perc ent bare s oil.

Watershed Response
Field observations within and downstream of the burn area were conducted to determine the
potential for high runoff response.  Channel features related to transport and deposition processes
were noted, along with channel crossings and stream outlets.  Observations included condition of
riparian vegetation and the volume of sediment stored in channels and on slopes that could be
mobilized.  Field reconnaissance included upland slope pro cesses and po tential for runoff
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con tributio ns to  sprin gs, c hannels  and d own slope valu es.   Burn s ever ity and  chan ges  in soil
infiltration were considered.

On many burn area analyses, the Natural Resource Conservation (NRCS) model for runoff, TR-
16, is used to compu te peak flows and perce nt increase in flow between pre-fire and post-fire
conditions.  However, TR-16 will not be used for this analysis. The small watersheds contributing
to each spring are too small for valid modeling results.  Similarly, the entire thousand springs � Lost
River watershed is too large for the model. Instead, selected Runoff Curve Number Tables from
the SCS National Engineering Handbook were used to estimate changes in runoff conditions for
the site.  NRCS hydrologists were consu lted for appropriate pre-fire conditions; Runoff Curve
Number 71 was selected for use based on herbaceous/grassland/shrub communities and
hydrologic soil group B.  Group B soils are mode rately deep with good infiltration rates.   Post fire
conditions of low burn severity but with higher fire severity on vegetation suggest a Run off Curve
Num ber of 80 .  

B.  FINDINGS

Burn Sev erity
Field investigations of the size of fuels consumed, litter and duff consumption, ash color and
depth, fine roots, and soil structure were done.  This field reconnaissance showed that In most
places with accumulated litter, the fire left charred and blackened litter.  This is an indicator of low
resid ence tim e and  a low d egre e of s oil hea ting.  A sh colors  were  pred om inant ly black  with only
scattered patches of white ash.  Ash depths were generally shallow, about 1 inch.  Short charred
gras s stu bble f rom  chea tgras s rem ained  over  mu ch of  the a rea.  F ine ro ots in  the surface soil
were un burned  and co ntinued to  bind the s oil.  

Based on these indicators, we m apped the fire all in the low burn severity class.  There were
minor inclusions of moderate burn severity which were too small to map, and no areas of high
burn severity.  The moderate bu rn severity occurred where there was m ore fuel and longer fire
residence time.  This was the case were the fire burned out small areas of trees or heavier brush
with accumulations of litter on the ground, including some wooded slopes above Riley Creek, and
in some more heavily vegetated drainages.

Soil Condition
Soil chara cteris tics w ere in vest igated at num erou s poin ts ac ross  the burne d are a with  em phasis
on the steeper slopes.  We also checked soil conditions in unburned areas as a basis for
com parison .  

Hydrophobicity was very slight across the burned area.  The slight hydrophobicity, including water
beads that las ted fo r up to  10 se conds, occu rred  at the  interf ace  of the  litter an d the  min eral s oil in
burn ed an d unb urne d are as bo th.  No  hydro phobicity w as fo und  at any depth belo w the  min eral s oil
surface.  There was no significant change as a result of the fire.

Surface textures were predominantly sandy, but included areas of silty and silty clay loam.  The
sandy areas have a high permeability and a high infiltration rate.  The silty and silty clay loam areas
were on contrasting soils which could generally be identified by the blocky almost columnar pattern
of the  surface .  The  silty so ils will ha ve slo wer in filtratio n esp ecia lly after  the surface be com es fu lly
wetted.  The silty surface soils are limited.

The presence and condition of fine root mats was observed at many points.  The presence of a root
mat w as close ly tied to vegetatio n and pa rticularly to chea tgrass. C heatgra ss and  other gra ss roots
survived the fire in condition to bind the soil.  The density of the cheatgrass varied depending on
soil de pth and sh rub a nd tre e cov er.  In th e are as which  had a  sage  brus h and  gras s cover, th ere is
generally 30 to 70 percent of the surface area with a fine root net.  Where grasses were shaded out
under a tree or shrub canopy, the fine root mat is generally sparse or missing.
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Soil Erosion Estimates
The  overall soil e rosio n rate  from  the burn a rea is  expe cted  to be  quite  low an d with in allow able
ranges for the preservation of soil productivity.  However two soil units had erosion rates over 5
tons/acre/year.  Soil map unit (SMU) 160 is 6.55 acres, and is differentiated by the steep 20 to 65
percent slopes in this unit.  SMU 59 is 5.21 acres, and is differentiated by the slopes of 8 to 35
perc ent in  com binat ion w ith fine r textu red s oils w ith low er pe rmeab ility.  In genera l, the re latively
mild nature of rainstorms in this region are a benefit in keeping erosion low.

Discussions of rainfall and runoff with local sources indicate pre-fire runoff was very low and even
uncom mo n from th ese  lands .  Obs erva tions  of the  ditches an d slop es be ar this  out, s how ing little
sign of concentrated overland flow.  Swales showed no signs of erosion or deposition.  A closed
basin with  a drainag e area e stimate d at 20 ac res was  not repo rted to pon d water.  

Table 3.  Soil erosion estimates using USLE method.
SMU Est. Erosion

(tons/acre/yr)
Acres

160 Rubbleland-Typic Calciorthids complex 6.55 103 

59 Fathom-Kudlac-Anchustequi complex 5.21 30 

198 Ticeska-Minveno-Taunton complex 1.37 79 

56 Fathom 0.84 9 

53 Ephra ta 0.61 20 

101 Kecko-Vining-Rock Outcrop complex 0.43 136 

206 Vining-Kecko-Rock Outcrop complex 0.43 2 

66 Fluvaqu ents 0.22 10 

202 Tupper 0.19 33 

60 Fathom-Taunton complex 0.13 69 

193 Taunton-Ticeska complex 0.09 23 

Watershed Response
The annual hydrologic cycle for Hagerman Idaho, based on an 18 year period of record, indicates
probability of rainfall increases in November through March.  Rainfall in this area is normally of low
intensity with most precipitation events amounting to less than 0.25 inches.  Soil erosion ratings are
based on the 2 year, 6 hour rainfall event which for Hagerman amounts to 0.6 inch.  This rain event
has a 50% likelihood of occurring.  Pre-fire conditions produced little surface runoff from 0.6 inch of
rain.  Post fire conditions of bare soil and no evapotranspiration, according to Runoff Curve
Number 80, will begin to produce runoff under this rainfall amount.  Larger precipitation events,
such a s rapid sn owm elt, could pro duce ru noff wh ich entrain s soil particles , ash, and  debris.  

W ith inc reas ed ru noff  and s edim ent, th e upla nd waters heds m ay not  have  the capacity to s tore th is
input.  Flows which normally would infiltrate and dissipate, may now concentrate and cause in-
channel scour, increasing sediment loads.  Small depressions in the landscape now serve as
storage  but they m ay not be larg e enou gh in cap acity to hand le any significa nt increas e in runoff . 

Within the uplands above the rimrock and springs, normal drainage has been diverted from several
sma ll drainages  into one w hich drain s to the we st of sprin gs 13 a nd 14 into  a culvert s ystem  to
carry runoff through the upper bench road system and across Len Lewis pond.  This culvert system
teles copes do wn in  size, w ith a po tentia l bottle neck in th e lower cu lvert w hich  is m uch  sm aller in
diameter than upslope culverts.  If the inlet plugs from sediment and debris, downstream
infrastruc ture (road , spring intak es, wate r quality) is at risk f rom  increas ed flows  and se dime nt.

The e astern p ortion of the  burn oc curred  on the up per ben ch and  rimroc k area  on HN FH pro perty. 
These areas are quite flat with rocky soils.  Runoff from these low burn areas is expected to be
limited because infiltration should remain high.  Should runoff occur, drainage over the rim rock cliffs
may occur.  Private homes and fish farms are built below the cliffs but have buffers of unburned
vegetation  to filter and dive rt flows.  
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Springs in the area are supplied by flows from watersheds over a hundred miles to the north and
east.  Local conditions do not drive their hydrologic cycles.  Monitoring at the HNFH have not
detected seasonal fluctuations in flows.  Seasonal runoff from winter and early spring precipitation
would not be enough direct input to change flows o f the springs for any detection in the hatchery
source  waters.  

With the increase in runoff and sediments, an increase in nitrogen and phosphorus from ash and
soil most likely will occur.  These elements and sediment pose a risk to water quality of the springs,
Riley Cree k, and ind irectly to the aqu atic life. 

Water quality of Oster Lakes may be compromised from erosion on banks and additional
sediments discharged from the hatchery.  However, this is considered to be of low risk and may
only cloud the lakes � waters.  Scenic values may be reduced temporarily but other recreational
activities should not be affected.

Values at Risk
Aquatic life, including steelhead trout, rainbow trout, and white sturgeon in confined raceways at
the national and state hatcheries are at risk from fire effects.  Ash flushes during initial precipitation
events will pass readily to the stream and spring network and m ay increase turbidity of waters
temporarily.  Sight feeding by the fish may be limited during such times.  Sediment increases in the
waters can irritate fish gills, disrupt sight feeding, increase phosphorus and n itrogen of the waters
and stress the fish in general.  Cumu latively these effects could lower survival rates of the hatchery
fish. 

W ater q uality o f Riley C reek , a wa ter qu ality stre am  segm ent on the  Idaho 303 (d) list .  Fire is
recognized as a natural disturbance and fire effects to water quality are not regarded as violations
to Sta te wa ter qu ality sta nda rds.  H owe ver, in crea sed  pollutant loads  from  natu ral ca uses m ay lim it
the hatch eries � load alloca tion for disc harge into  the water s of Riley C reek.  Inc reased  pollutants
from any source would slow recovery trends.  Cumulative effects to the waters must be considered
and so urces o f all pollutants b e limited a nd trans port pote ntial reduc ed for the  genera l water qua lity
of Riley Creek.

Operations and infrastructure at the national and state hatcheries are at risk from increased
sediment in water intakes, pumps, filtration systems, and raceways.  Sediment transported from
upland slopes m ay clog intake grates, valves and pump s and shorten their working life.  If culvert
inlets in the road system plug, water may overflow onto the road prism, erode the running surface,
result in fill failure and cumulatively increase sediment into the spring intakes.  Increased
maintenance of all operations on the hatcheries would be incurred.

IV.  RECOMMENDATIONS

A. Emergency Stabilization

Management Recommendations   

Spec ification  # 8. Catc hme nt Bas in
Situation: Increased runoff and erosion are expected in the uplands.  Pre-fire conditions
produced little runoff.  A small watershed basin �s normal drainage pattern has been diked
by the Upper Bench road.  A depression area behind the road prism serves as a catchment
for water  and se dime nt but m ay not be larg e enou gh to acc omm odate inc reased  runoff. 
The  road  wou ld be a t risk  of failu re.  Down strea m c ulver ts and spr ing de velop me nts w ould
be at risk.

Reco mm endation : Excav ate the de pressio n area b ehind the  Uppe r Bench  road fork s to
increas e its holding c apacity.  Fur ther enlarg e the cap acity by using e xcava ted m aterial to
berm the road.
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Specification # 7. Hydro-Seeding
Situa tion: S lopes  with estim ated  eros ion po tentia l over  5 tons/ac re are  located dir ectly
above Sp ring 1 7 and  Riley C reek .  Ano ther s lope w ith significa nt ero sion  potential is
located above an archeological site and an unnamed creek. Sediments washed from these
slopes w ould threa ten wate r quality for the h atcheries .  Erosion n ear the a rcheolo gical site
could thre aten the s ite. 

Recomm endation: Hydro-seed the slopes with a cellulose fiber mulch, a starch based
tackifier, and a native seed mix.  These slopes were covered mainly in trees or shrubs and
may no t have se ed ban k, so sh ould be s eeded . 

Specification # 6. Straw Bale Silt Fence
Situa tion: S lopes  with an ero sion  potential g reate r than  5 ton /acre  lie abo ve the  Len L ewis
spring, Main spring, Bickel spring, and the Brailsford Ditch.  Sediments delivered to these
points would affect the water quality for the hatcheries, and would decrease the
conve yance ca pacity of the B railsford D itch with the p otential to bloc k it.    

Recomm endation: Construct straw bale sediment fences at identified points on the slopes
above these water sources.  The specified sites are mainly at the foot of slopes where the
gradient declines to less than 15 percent and the fences can impound shallow water
without danger of washing out.  The sediment fences should be constructed to enhance
the natur al depos ition in favora ble slope  locations.  

Specification # 9. Storm Patrol
Situation: Due to lack of vegetation on the upland slopes, rainfalls over 0.5 inch may
produce increased su rface runoff.  Increases in debris, detritus and sedimen t will transport
into th e spr ing intake s for  the H NFH , the B railsf ord p ipeline , and  at the  State  hatchery �s
Riley Creek intake due to the burned watershed conditions.  Intakes will need additional
cleaning  to keep  flows run ning free ly into the hatch eries.  

Reco mm endation : Increas e ma intenanc e of the inta kes to ins ure free  flow.  Rainf all events
over 0.5 inch within a 6 hour period should trigger a storm patrol for cleaning and
monitoring of the intakes and culverts.  A data logger rain gauge to measure rainfall in 6
hou r perio ds is n eeded fo r this tr igger .  A high pre ssu re pu mp  to clean intake s is
recom men ded.  

Monitoring Recommendations

Specification # 10. Water Quality Monitoring
Situation: Changes in sediment, nitrogen, phosphorus and pH may occur to the water
quality of the spring waters due to the fire and anticipated increased runoff.   High
stan dard s of w ater q uality a re req uired  in the o pera tions  of the  HNFH f or su stain ing aq uatic
life.  Assura nces a re need ed that so urce wa ters for the  hatche ry mee t water qu ality
standards after fire effects.  In addition, water quality monitoring would show whether
uplan d trea tme nts (s torm  patro l, catc hm ent basin , hydro mu lching , seeding)  adeq uate ly
reduce  sedim ent and r unoff. 

Recomm endation: During storm patrols of the spring intakes, water samples should be
taken a nd then a nalyzed by a c ertified wate r laborator y to determ ine if water q uality
standa rds are b eing m et for aqu atic life and s upport o f the ben eficial uses .  If water qua lity
standards are violated by two consecutive samples, additional upslope treatments may be
neede d and im plem ented.  
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Management Recom mendations - Non Specification Related

Examine the need for upgrading headgates on Len Lewis Spring Pond relief valves for
better co ntrol of poo l level man agem ent.  

B. Rehabilitation Recommendations

None recommended

V.  CONSULTATIONS

Steve Thompson, Office Manager, Natural Resources Conservation Service,  Gooding, Idaho

Bryon Kenworthy, Hatchery Manager, Hagerman National Fish Hatchery, Hagerman, Idaho

Steve Money, Maintenance Mechanic, Hagerman National Fish Hatchery, Hagerman, Idaho

Jae Ahn, Assistent Manager, Hagerman National Fish Hatchery, Hagerman, Idaho
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

OSTER LAKE FIRE
CULTURAL RESOURCE ASSESSMENT

I. OBJECTIVES

 " Assess potential damage to cultural resources for the purposes of recommending
treatments to stabilize and rehabilitate archaeological sites from adverse effects following
wildland fires, suppression activities and rehabilitation projects.

 " Conduct cultural resource inventory of land disturbance activities associated with the Oster
Lake Fire and recommend treatments of those sites adversely affected by suppression
activities and rehabilitation projects in a manner that meets legal requirements.

II. ISSUES

 " Possible impacts to kno wn prehistoric and historic resources resulting from fire
suppression activities, proposed rehabilitation activities and fire effects.

 " Possible impacts to previously unknown prehistoric and historic resources resulting from
fire suppression activities, proposed rehabilitation activities and fire effects.

III. OBSERVATIONS

A. Background

The  Oster La ke F ire be gan  on Septe mb er 7, 2 001  on the eas t side  of Sta te Hig hwa y 30.  T his
human caused fire rapidly spread eastward aided by 30-40 mph winds.  Within minutes of ignition,
dense vegetation in the Idaho State W ildlife Management Area and  at the State Fish Hatchery
carried the fire onto lands administered by Hagerman National Fish Hatchery.  Initial suppression
efforts, which included engines from three Rural Fire Departments, Hatchery and BLM fire engines,
helicopte rs and ta nkers  were ab le to protec t hatcher y buildings an d facilities, and  private
residences in the vicinity of the fire.  The fire consumed 577.4 acres between State Highway 30
and ag ricultural fields lo cated a bove the  Hatche ry. 

The fire was contained on September 10, 2001 at 20:00 after suppression efforts extended to hand
line construction along a riparian area, and mop up of sm okes within the fire perimeter.  The fire
was declared controlled on September 14, 2001.  The fire burned the bench above the Snake
River; the south side of Riley Creek; above and south of Bickel Spring; around Springs 13, 14, 15,
17, and Len Lewis Spring; on the mid slope between the hatchery complex and Len Lewis road;
and into the  alfalfa fields a bove the  basalt cliffs o f the Ha tchery. 

Cultural H istory

The cultural history of Hagerman National Fish Hatchery is summarized in a Cultural Resource
Overview prepared for the Hatchery (Burnside and Parks 2000).  Cultural resources fall into two
categories: prehistoric and historic, which includes early ranching/agriculture on the property and 
hatchery developments beginning in the 1930's.  The Hatchery sits on the northeast bank of the
Snak e River a t the base  of basa lt cliffs which d ischarg e ma ssive am ounts o f spring w ater. 
Historically the springs have been important areas for habitation; both prehistoric and historic.

The H atchery is loc ated nea r the ups tream  limit of the an adrom ous fish ery in the Sn ake R iver. 
Two prehistoric sites associated with this fishery have been recorded within the 279.9 acres of the
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Hatc hery.  O ne of  these sites has  been  dete rm ined e ligible to  the N ational Re giste r of H istoric
Places, the other site is unevaluated.  The unevaluated site is within the burn area of the fire.

Historic properties are associated with late 1880's ranching, Public Works Administration Projects,
and Hatchery Developments.  With the exception of irrigation ditches and segments of wooden
water pipes, historic properties are not found within the burn area.

B. Reconn aissance M ethodolog y and Resu lts

Cultural resources anticipated in the burn area include prehistoric flake scatters, isolated stone
tools, and temporary camps.  Historic resources would include ditches, wood pipe segments,
foundations, and road segments.  Prehistoric and historic resources are more likely to occur on
areas with little or no slope.  However, given the importance of spring water to historic agricultural
and hatchery operations and for prehistoric occupation of the area the potential exists for cultural
resources in the immediate vicinity of springs.

In anticipation of rehabilitation activities around hatchery springs, slopes abo ve the springs were
examin ed fo r the p rese nce  of his toric a nd pr ehis toric r esource s.  Slo pes  betw een  the Len Le wis
road an d the hatc hery com plex wer e surve yed wher e poss ible. Areas  imm ediately adja cent to
springs received high priority for survey.  Other high probability areas for survey included: the river
bench  betwee n the Ha tchery Co mple x and the  Snak e River fro m O ster Lak e #1 to the  south
boundary of the hatchery, and the burned area adjacent to Riley Creek between the Bickel Ditch
and the Hatchery Access Road.  The area between Bickel Spring and Site 10GG36 was examined
for the presence of historic wood pipe segments which were noted during an earlier survey of the
area.

Approximately 0.19 miles of suppression hand line constructed along the south side of Bickel
Spring was surveyed for evidence of cultural resources.

Prehistoric Site 10GG36 was examined with the Team Hydrologist and Soil Scientist to determine
the potential for erosion of the site due to removal of vegetative cover by the fire, the effects of
suppression and rehabilitation effects.

As a result of the above fieldwork, all areas subject to rehabilitation efforts, and considered high
probability areas were surveyed during one and one-half days of fieldwork.  Surface visibility was
variable and depended upon the density of vegetation prior to the fire.  Flat and low slope areas
covered with cheat grass and sagebrush had shallow layers or no ash covering the surface of the
ground providing fair to good visibility of mineral soils.  Slopes with dense vegetation (shrubs and
trees) had thick layers of ash permitting little direct observation of mineral soils.  Ash was swept
aside in areas exhibiting a high potential for cultural resources. Springs in the burn area issue
directly from  talus on the  steep s lopes wh ich obsc ure m ineral soils.  

C. Findings

Prehistoric cultural resources were absent from all steep and mid slope areas.  A historic stacked
stone wall probably dating from the ranch era was  found along the low cliff above the Brailsford
Ditch.  It was not effected by the fire or suppression efforts and will not be effected by rehabilitation
efforts.

W ood pipe  segm ents loca ted betw een Bic kel Sprin g and S ite 10GG 36 were  consu med  by the fire. 
All that rem ains of the  segm ents are  concre te conn ections a nd wire us ed to wra p the pipe s. 
Segm ents bu ried in the so il were burn ed from  both end s until the en tire segm ent was  consu med . 
The ditch containing portions of the pipe was denuded of vegetation by the fire.

The Riley Creek survey did not located any cultural resources.  It appears that this area has been
mod ified by depo sition of fill dirt, leveling an d subs equen t attemp ts by Idaho  Fish and  Gam e to
grow sagebrush on the area.
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The survey of the bench above the Snake River did not result in the identification of cultural
resources.  A stone and concrete building foundation was found at the southwest corner of the
survey area.  It may represent the remains of a small storage building, possibly dating from the
ranching era of the property.  It was not effected by the fire or suppression efforts, and it will not  be
effected by rehabilitation activities.

Examination of Prehistoric Site 10GG36 was complicated by the presence of a thick layer of ash
obscu ring appr oxim ately 80%  of the m ineral soil on th e site.  Prev ious veg etation on  the site
consisted of sagebrush and cheat grass which was all consumed by the fire.  Cheat grass root
mas s rem ains acr oss a g ood po rtion of the s ite and is ex pected  to regrow .  Erosion is  likely to
occur on the east side of the site where existing erosional gullies extend into the site from the
adjacent drainage.  Artifacts can be seen eroding out of gully cutbanks.  The ash layer also
obscu red the d ifferentiation  previous ly seen betw een distu rbed an d undistu rbed are as of the  site. 
Other th an rem oval of veg etation by the  fire, no fire eff ects we re obse rved for th e site. 
Suppr ession e fforts we re directe d away fro m the  site by hatch ery staff, so  no sup pressio n effec ts
are present.  Erosion of soil during runoff events remains a concern.    Vegetation rehabilitation
efforts using broadcast or hydro-seeding methods will benefit stabilization of the site.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

Erosion  on Site 10 GG3 6 appe ars to be  the bigge st threat to s ite integrity.  To pre vent im med iate
erosion along the east side of the site, hydro-mulching will be applied to the northeastern side
where th e slope b egins.  T he m ulch can  be applied  from  the road  along the  north side  of the site. 
This will stop erosion which extends from the nearby drainage.  Overall stability of the site will be
accomplished by the application of native grass seed, which will be broadcast or hydro-seeded
across  the site in Sp ring 2002  after che mica l remo val of che at grass  from  the site.  

V. CONSULTATIONS

Susan Neitzel, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer, Idaho State Historic Preservation Office,
Boise 208-334-3847

Anan Raymond, USFW S, Regional Archaeologist, Tualatin, OR (503)625-4377

VI. REFERENCES

Burnside, Carla and Virginia Parks, Hagerman National Fish Hatchery, Cultural Resources
Overview. 2000, MS on file, Hagerman National Fish Hatchery, Hagerman.

Carla Burnside, USFWS, Malheur National Wildlife Refuge, Princeton, OR (541)493-4236
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

OSTER LAKE FIRE
THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES RESOURCE ASSESSMENT

I. OBJECTIVES

 " Identify and locate Threatened and Endangered species impacted by fire and/or
suppression actions.

 " Determ ine imp acts of fire  or propo sed em ergenc y stabilization or reh abilitation action s to
Threa tened an d Enda ngered  species  and/or the ir habitat.

II. ISSUES

 " Determine presence of Threatened and Endangered species within the burned area.

 " Determine impacts of fire, its suppression, and proposed emergency stabilization or
rehabilitation a ctions to T hreaten ed and  Endan gered s pecies a nd/or the ir habitat.

III. OBSERVATIONS

This  assessme nt addres ses  potential T hrea tene d and  Endangered  (T& E) sp ecies tha t ma y be in
the area of Hagerman National Fish Hatchery and Hagerman Wildlife Management Area near
Hagerman, Idaho.  It also identifies and addresses potential impacts of the fire, its suppression,
and proposed rehabilitation actions within the 577 acre burned area.  Initial discussions with 
hatchery staff and that of Hagerman Wildlife Management Area (WMA) indicated no presence of
T&E species within lands managed by the two agencies.

A. Background

The Oster Lake Fire burned 530 acres within a perimeter of 577 acres within three vegetation
types.  Land ownership within the burned area consisted of: federal - 280 acres; state - 154 acres;
and private - 143 acres.  The federal acreage consisted of 64 acres managed by the hatchery and
216 acres managed by the state under a Cooperative Agreement.  The state acreage consisted of
151 acres managed as a Wildlife Management Area and 3 acres managed by the University of
Idaho.  The private acreage con sisted of 143 acres m anaged prima rily as farm land.  The fire
started on September 7, 2001 and was declared controlled on September 14th.  

The B AER T eam  �s hydrolog ist and so il scientist ass essed  the burn ed area  for burn s everity
(reaction of vegetation and soils to the fire) and declared the entire burn area, 530.3 acres, as low
burn  seve rity.  W ithin th e bur ned  perim eter o f the f ire the re we re 47 .1 ac res u nbu rned , mo stly
around the hatchery facilities and some of the riparian/wetland-pond areas.

W ithin the burn ed area , vegetation  com mun ities included : riparian - 34 .4 acres ; wetland/p ond -
25.6 acres; and shrub steppe - 517.4 acres.  The dominant vegetation type in the shrub-steppe
community consists of: basin big sagebrush (Artem isia tridentata  tridentata); spiny hopsage (Gra yia
spinosa); rabbitbrush (Crysothamnus spp.); Indian ricegrass (Orysopsis hymenoides); streambank
wheatgrass (Agropyron riparium); Sandberg bluegrass (Poa  sand berg ii); sand dropseed
(Sporobolus cryptandrus); cheatgrass brome (Bromus tectorum); crested wheatgrass (Agropyron
cristatum); purple aster (Machaerantha canescens); penstemon (Penstemon spp.); and  tum ble
mustard (Sisymbrium altissimum).

Riparian vegetative cover exists along Riley Creek, spring seeps, and irrigation canals and 
consists primarily of:   Russian olive (Elaegnus ang ustifo lia); sandbar willow (Salix exigua);
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peachleaf willow (S. Amygdlaoides); black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa); black loc ust (Rob inia
pseudoacacia); river birch (Betula nigra); reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea); goldenrod
(Solidago spp.); dock (Rumex spp.); golden c urrant (Ribes aereum); scouringrush (Equisetum
hyemale ); bulrush (Scirpus spp.); sedges (Carex spp.); rushes (Juncus spp.); and  catta il (Typha
spp.).

The wetland/pond vegetative cover type are dominated by: hardstem bulrush (Scripus acutus);
cattails (Typha spp.); sedges(Carex spp.); and rushes (Juncus spp.).

Elevational range within the burned area ranged from 2900 feet to 3100 feet.  Approximately 10
inches of precipitation occur annually, primarily in winter and mostly in the form of snow.  Riley
Creek is perennial within the fire area.  There also exist a number of irrigation ditches/canals,
ponds, and springs that emanate from the basalt cliffs above the hatchery, and Oster Lakes.  The
federal and state lands provide habitat for a wide variety of wildlife species.  The lands have been
an important wintering area for waterfowl such as Canada geese (Bran ta canadens is); mallards
(Anas platyrhynchos); gad wall (Anas strepera ); red heads (Aythya americana); and ruddy ducks
(Oxy ura ja maic ens is).  Other wildlife species include: ring-necked pheasants (Phasianus
colchicus); Ca liforn ia qua il (Lophortyx californicus); mourning doves (Zenaidura macro ura); yellow-
bellied marmots (Marmota flav iven tris); mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus); muskrats (Onsatra
zibethicus); beaver (Cas tor ca nadens is); weasels (Mustela spp.); coyotes (Canis latrans); and river
otters (Lutra  cana densis).

Guidelines for the treatment of T&E species require Section 7 consultation with US Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS) personnel.  Federally listed T&E species are protected under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, 16 USC 1531 wt.feq.  Therefore, Federally Listed T&E species
identified for  the area  by FW S are ad dresse d in this ass essm ent.

B. Reconn aissance M ethodolog y and Resu lts

On September 15, 2001, the Burned Area Emergency Response (BAER) Team met with resource
specialists from the Hagerman National Fish Hatchery and Hagerman W ildlife Management Area
for the initial briefing and to obtain baseline information relating to resource impacts caused by the
Oster Lake Fire, resource issues of concern, and objectives for the BAER Team.  It was identified
that no Threatened and Endangered species were known to occupy the burned areas within the
fire.

On September 17, 2001, the BAER Team Leader attempted to contact the Region 1 office of FWS,
Ecological Services to initiate emergency consultation.  On September 18th, a FAX was sent by the
BAER Team Leader requesting an updated T&E species for the burned area.  A return FAX that
day identified the listed and candidate spec ies (Appendix V, Supporting Doc umentation).

Emergency consultation was held with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FW S) on Threatened
and Endangered (T&E) species with the potential to occur within the burned area of the Oster Lake
Fire.  Research was conducted on species currently listed by FWS to determine the presence of
T&E species within the fire area.  Contacts were made with local experts to determine presence
and if add itional sens itive species  of conc ern wer e potentia lly affected by the  fire or its sup pressio n. 

FW S listed the following species:

Bald Eagle (LT)'6 Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Utah valvata snail (LE) Valv ata u tahe nsis
Idaho springsnail (LE) Fon telice lla idah oensis
Bliss Rapids snail  (LT) Tay lorco ncha ser pen ticola
Ute ladies � tresses (LT) Spira nthe s diluv ialis
Yellow-billed cuckoo (C) Coccyzus americanus
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'6 LT Listed Threatened
LE Listed Endangered
C Cand idate

The purpose of this assessment is to discuss the potential effects of the fire, suppression actions,
and proposed emergency rehabilitation activities to Federally listed, species that occur within,
adjacent to, or downstream from the Oster Lake Fire area.  Effects to other plant or animal species
are not discussed.  The focus of this assessment is only to determine the potential for immediate,
emergency actions that may be necessary to prevent further affects to federally listed species.

A review of hatchery files revealed the results of a mollusc survey conducted in 1996.  The
objective  of the su rvey was to  determ ine the pre sence  Endan gered S pecies A ct listed m olluscs. 
The survey covered Riley Pond (Creek) and Bickel Pond.  The detailed survey assessed all the
areas that seemed likely macroinvertebrate habitat.  The survey found no evidence of endangered
molluscs.  Furthermore, an Environmental Assessment completed in September, 1999, states that
the habita t necessary to s upport the  abov e listed sna ils doe s not  occur on  hatchery p rope rty.

That same Environmental Assessment, written for the Brailsford Ditch Pipeline project, also
addressed the bald eagle and Ute Ladies � tresses.  The Threatened bald eagle is an occasional
winter m igrant as d eterm ined by the E nvironm ental Ass essm ent.

The only listed plant which may occur in the area is the Ute ladies � tresses, classified as
Threatened.  The plant is known to occur within the upper Snake River Plain.  Primary habitat is a
gravel or cobble substrate and has the potential to occur in wetland and riparian areas including
springs, wet meadows, and river meanders.  The Environmental Assessment mentioned states that
the gravel or cobble substrate is not found in the spring area.

C. Findings

The emergency rehabilitation activities proposed in this plan will have the effect to hold soils on the
slopes, protect water quality, revegetate burned creekbanks a nd water edges, treat non-native
invasive plants, and seed the burned areas with native grasses.

The habitat within Hagerman National Fish Hatchery does not support the federally listed molluscs
or Ute ladies � tresses.  In addition, bald eagles, which may use the site as a migrant during the
winter was not present during the fire.  Further, there are no proposed emergency rehabilitation
activities which will take place during the winter.  Therefore, the finding for each of the species
identified in the  listing reque sted from  FW S is no eff ect.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS 

No treatments recommended.

V. CONSULTATIONS

Bryan Kenworthy, Project Leader, USF W S, Hagerm an National Fish Hatchery
Scott Gam o, Wildlife Biologist, Idaho Department of Fish and G ame, Hag erman W ildlife

Management Area
Dianne Cazier, Aquatic Invertebrate Biologist, Idaho Power Company, Boise, Idaho
Joseph Russell, Wildlife Biologist, Bureau of Land Management, Shoshone Field Office
Kevin Lynott, Park Manager, Ma lad Gorge State Park
Dave Parrish, Idaho Department of Fish and Game

VI. REFERENCES

Cazie r, Dianne , Idah o Power C om pany, Lette r doc um enting no e viden ce of  T&E  mo lluscs fou nd in
Riley Pond or Bickel Pond, May 20, 1996.
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Fire Effe cts Inform ation Syste m (F EIS) W eb site.  (http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis).

Idaho Department of Fish and game, Hagerman W ildlife Management Area Management Plan,
July, 1999.

USFW S, List of federally listed T&E species received from Region 1 by FAX from Alison Beck
Haas, September 18, 2001.

USFW S, Hagerman National Fish Hatchery, Finding of No Significant Impact - Brailsford Ditch
Pipeline, September 29, 1999.

Erv Gasser, BAER Team Leader, Nation al Park S ervice, S eattle, W A 206-220-4263
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

OSTER LAKE FIRE

VEGETATION RESOURCE ASSESSMENT

I OBJECTIVES

 " Evaluate and assess  fire and suppression impa cts to vegetative resources and identify
values at risk associated with vegetative losses.

 " Determine rehab ilitation needs supported by spec ifications to aid in vegetative recovery
and soil stabilization efforts.

 " Provide management recommendations to assist in vegetative recovery, physical
improvement repairs and species habitat protection and rehabilitation.

II ISSUES

 " Short and long-term fire impacts to plant communities and vegetative resources within the
Oster Lake Fire.

 " Protection and enhancem ent of other resource values including site productivity, wildlife
hab itat an d wa tersh ed st ability.

 " Management strategies which provide for the natural recovery and revegetation of
impacted areas.

 " Management strategies for the conversion of cheat grass to a native grass ecosystem
com ponen t.

 " Identification and early detection of noxious weed spread into fire areas.

III OBSERVATIONS

This report identifies and addresses known and potential impacts to vegetative resources within the
Oster Lake Fire on hatchery lands managed by Hagerman National Fish Hatchery and lands
man aged b y Idaho Sta te Fish an d Gam e, W ildlife Mana gem ent Area . 

The burned areas consist of lands managed by US Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) as Hagerman
National Fish Hatchery and Idaho Department of Fish & Game (IDFG) primarily for the production
of fish an d for wildlife ha bitat.  Both F W S and ID FG op erate fish  hatche ries within the  burned  area. 
The vegetative resource provides forage and cover for a variety of wildlife species as well as
protection  of the wa ter quality of m any spring s, lakes , ponds , and Riley C reek. 

Findings and recommendations contained within this assessment are based upon information
obtained from personal interviews with hatchery, IDFG, Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS), M alad Gorge State Park , and Bureau of Land M anagem ent (BLM) staff; literature
research and field reviews of the fire area.

Rec onnaissance of im pac ted a reas  was  cond ucte d utilizin g gro und  surv ey m etho ds. T his
assessment captures the concerns expressed by FWS and IDFG staff for the future management
of these lands; will detail the known damage to the vegetative resource; will discuss revegetation
needs and monitoring criteria; and outline management considerations for recovery of the
vegetative resources.
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A. Background

The  Oster La ke F ire orig inated as a  hum an-c aused fire  on Septe mb er 7, 2 001 , at ap prox ima tely
1400 h ours. T he fire sp read rap idly becaus e of erratic  winds an d extrem ely dry vegetatio n. 
Che atgra ss w as the prim ary ca rrier o f the f ire.  The O ster L ake  Fire im pac ted 280 ac res o f federally
manage d lands on the Hagerm an National Fish Hatchery (HNF H); 154 acres on H agerman  W ildlife
Mana gem ent Area  (W MA); an d 143 ac res of pr ivate land.  T he burn ed acre age wa s 530 a cres with
47 acre s within the fire  perim eter unb urned. 

Resource concerns expressed by staff of HNFH and WMA for vegetative resources include:
vegetative  loss and  the shor t and long  term im pacts to  site produ ctivity, loss of wildlife ha bitat,
acceler ated so il deposition into  Riley Cree k and th e springs , ponds  and lak es on H NFH .  In
addition, concern was expressed about hazard trees, invasive species management, and
suppression impacts.  Additional resource management direction was obtained for HNFH from the
W ildfire Preve ntion Plan , Integrated  Pest M anage men t Plan, Co operative  Agreem ent with IDF G-
WM A, and personal communications with the hatchery Project Leader.  Additional direction was
obtained for the WMA from its Long Range Management Plan.

Plant associations within the fire area includes shrub/steppe, riparian, and wetland/pond.  The
dominant vegetation type in the shrub-steppe community consists of: basin big sagebrush
(Artem isia tridentata  tridentata); spiny hopsage (Grayia spinosa); rabbitbrush (Crysothamnus spp.);
Indian ricegrass (Orysopsis hymenoides); streambank wheatgrass (Agropyron riparium); Sandberg
bluegrass (Poa  sand berg ii); sand dropseed (Sporobolus cryptandrus); cheatgrass brome (Bromus
tectorum); crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum); purple aster (Machaerantha canescens);
penstemon (Penstemon spp.); and tumble mustard (Sisymbrium altissimum).

Riparian vegetative cover exists along Riley Creek, spring seeps, and irrigation canals and 
consists primarily of:   Russian olive (Elaegnus ang ustifo lia); sandbar willow (Salix exigua);
peachleaf willow (S. Amygdlaoides); black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa); black loc ust (Rob inia
pseudoacacia); river birch (Betula nigra); reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea); goldenrod
(Solidago spp.); dock (Rumex spp.); golden c urrant (Ribes aereum); scouringrush (Equisetum
hyemale ); bulrush (Scirpus spp.); sedges (Carex spp.); rushes (Juncus spp.); and  catta il (Typha
spp.).  The ov erstory veg etation within th e riparian a reas is pr imarily com prised of  black loc ust,
black cottonwood, river birch, willow, and Russian olive.

The wetland/pond vegetative cover type is dominated by: hardstem bulrush (Scripus acutus);
cattails (Typha spp.); sedges(Carex spp.); and rushes (Juncus spp.).

Elevational range within the burned area ranges from 2900 feet to 3100 feet.  Approximately 10
inches of precipitation occur annually, primarily in winter and mostly in the form of snow.  Riley
Creek is perennial within the fire area.  There also exist a number of irrigation ditches/canals,
ponds, and springs that emanate from the basalt cliffs above the hatchery, and Oster Lakes.  The
federa l and state  lands pro vide hab itat for a wide  variety of wildlife sp ecies.   

Fire impacted plant communities of special note, include the riparian zones in and around Oster
Lakes, Riley Creek, and many springs and ponds.  Each plant community has been evaluated
within this assessment.  Plant com munity types and fire effects vary across the landscape therefore
treatme nt rec om me nda tions  will be k eyed  appr opria tely.

B. Reconn aissance M ethodolog y and Resu lts

On September 15, 2001, the Interagency Burned Area Emergency Response (BAER) Team
arrived and received an initial briefing and orientation to the Oster Lake Fire by HNFH and W MA
staff.  Gr ound s urveys co ntinued th e following d ay by the BA ER T eam  Vegeta tion Spec ialist to
observe fire effects concerning vegetation resources, Threatened and Endangered species,
noxious  weeds , suppre ssion im pacts a nd infras tructure d ama ge cau sed by the  fire.  In addition to
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the ground surveys, telephone consultation was conducted with Natural Resource Conservation
Service (NRCS), Malad Gorge State Park, and Bureau of Land Management regarding
recom men dations fo r revege tation poten tial and invas ive plant co ntrol treatm ents.  

During the ground surveys vegetation losses w ere assessed, fire effects to vegetative species were
determined, and vegetative rehabilitation actions were analyzed.  Ground reconnaissance included
traversing affected areas and recording observations on plant community types, species
composition, burn severity and impacts on vegetation and duff, topographic features, noxious weed
species, and fire and suppression damage.

In order to better address resource issues and concerns, each major issue will be discussed
separa tely.  These  issues, h oweve r, are intertwin ed and  canno t be prop erly asses sed se parately. 
Management recommendations follow these issues to more succinctly address treatment actions
and prescriptions.

1. Vegetation

The O ster Lak e Fire bu rned ap proxim ately 280 ac res of fe deral land s, 154 ac res of sta te
lands, and 143 acres of private lands.  Due to extremely dry fuel conditions and
weather/wind patterns during the incident, a significant amount of vegetative ground cover
was lost within the shrub/steppe vegetation type on approximately 517 acres or 90% of the
fire area.

The BAE R watershed group  (hydrologist and soil scientist) characterized the entire fire
area as low burn severity.  Cheatgrass was the primary carrier of the fire.  As a result of the
fast moving fire there was a low residence time within the shrub/steppe vegetation type
which ha s left the se ed ban k within the  soils intact.  

Shrub/Steppe Vegetation

Within the fire perimeter, 517 acres, or 90% of the burned acres make up the shrub/steppe
vegetation type.  The predominant species include basin big sagebrush and cheatgrass.

Cheatgrass is a highly flammable species due to its complete summer drying, its fine
structure, and its tendency to accumulate litter.  Although above ground vegetation was
completely consumed wherever it burned, cheatgrass will recover.  Research shows that
following a late summer burning the next spring �s cheatgrass production may be reduced.

Other grasses burned such as Indian ricegrass and crested wheatgrass, although burned,
will also recover by the next growing season.  Other shrubs in this category will resprout
and recovery will be realized in two to three years.

Basin b ig sageb rush is re adily killed whe n above ground  plant parts  are cha rred by fire. 
The plant does not resprout after fire.  Throughout the fire area sagebrush affected by the
fire was c omp letely consu med  for the m ost part.

Riparian

The riparian areas within the fire perimeter consisted of 34 acres, mostly located along
Riley Cree k and irriga tion ditches /canals.  T he dom inant spe cies includ e black  locust,
willow, river birch , and Ru ssian olive .  Scorch  heights a mon g the can opy spec ies was  up to
12 feet o r mor e in som e instanc es, how ever the h eat from  the fire turne d the leave s brown . 
Some of the younger trees may not survive, others will resprout from the bole or roots.

Wetland/Pond

The ponds are dominated by hardstem bulrush, cattails, sedges, and rushes.  Although
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som e plan ts we re top -killed  they w ill reco ver.  R eed  cana rygrass a lthough top-kille d in
som e locations  will come  back th icker. 

2. Non-native Invasive Species

Noxious weeds within the fire area include Canada thistle musk thistle, and field bindweed
among others.  Cheatgrass is a non-native as well as Russian olive.  Other weed species
include Russian thistle, stinging nettle, and kochia.  Although many of these species were
top-killed they will recover by the next growing season.

3. Suppressio n Impacts

Suppression tactics (Minimum Im pact Suppression Techniques) used by the suppression
forces  mad e a m inimum  impac rt to vegeta tion.  Only .2 m ile of hand line was c onstruc ted. 
Suppression vehicles did impact .23 mile of the Len Lewis spring road and 2.6 miles of
deep vehicle tracks across the shrub/steppe vegetation type.  One other suppression
impact was that of a Burea u of Land Mana gement eng ine which was overrun by the fire
and bu rned on  W MA lan ds. 

4. Infrastructure Impac ts

Some minor facilities were affected by the fire.  They included: two satellite dishes, 2.7 
miles of barb wire fencing on HNFH lands and .4 mile on WMA lands, 80 feet of galvanized
cha in-link  fenc ing on  HNFH la nds , .5 m ile of 1 2 inch  PVC  pipe o n W MA lands , and  the tin
cover box on Spring 17.

C. Findings

1. Vegetation

Natura l regener ation is exp ected to re vegetate  the m ajority of the fire a rea ade quately to
protect soil productivity and prevent unaccep table erosion and site degradation. However,
in the shrub/steppe vegetation type, emergency revegetation actions should be taken to d
protect ecological integrity of the site.

Because of the low residence time throughout most of the fire area and the resulting low
burn severity, vegetative recovery for grasses and forbs should be realized by the next
growing season.  Root systems and the seed bank within the soil is intact.  Shrub species
for the most part will resprout, except for basin big sagebrush, and recovery is expected
within  two to  three  years .  Tre e m ortality s hou ld be m inim al.

Natu ral reg eneration  of gra ss, fo rb, sh rub a nd tre e spe cies  throu ghout the  fire ar ea sh ould
occur within 2-3 years.  No emergency vegetation treatments are proposed from the
standpoint of erosion control as natural regeneration will effectively revegetate the burn
area.  Adequate seed is available within the soil profile to promote natural regeneration on
these s ites.  

How ever , in ord er to ta ke a dvan tage  of this  fire an d to m eet long-range m anagem ent goals
in relation to the vegetation type, planting, seeding, and non-native invasive plant control
recommendations have been developed.  In consultation with the HNFH Project Leader
burned creekbanks and water edges will be spot planted with willow cuttings.  Riparian
areas, creekbanks, water edges, and areas adjacent to existing trails should be evaluated
for spot treatment.  Willow cuttings should be made while the plant is dormant and planted
within a few days of cutting.  Plant spacings have been recommended on a three-five foot
patte rn fo r two r ows  away from  wate r edg es.  T he pr ima ry function  of the se tre atm ents  will
be to control non-native invasive plants, promote the reestablishment of native species,
and to inh ibit the imm ediate an d aggre ssive inva sion of ch eatgras s.  
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Tree h azards h ave alrea dy been re mov ed.  How ever, visitor s afety is still a conc ern. 
Visitors should be advised to stay on established roads and trails because of the potential
hazards of stump holes.

2. Non-native Invasive Species

Noxious weeds present included Canada thistle, musk thistle, Scotch thistle, puncturevine
and  field b indweed .  The se spec ies ar e inva ders  into dis turbe d sites and  will pro bab ly
spread into the burn area.  Recom mendations prop osed are to conduct non -native invasive
plant control and to monitor for revegetation effectiveness.  Monitoring may indicate the
need for additional control, in which case an amendment will need to be submitted for the
funding .  Plant con trol is recom men ded for c heatgra ss prior to s eeding w ith native gra sses. 
Noxious weed invasion potentials exist, therefore fire areas should be reviewed for the next
two years  to identify any ne w weed  occurre nces a nd treat.

3. Suppressio n Impacts

Except for the removal of the burned BLM engine, suppression impacts have been
rehabilitated.  There still exist a number of evident off-road vehicle tracks throughout the
burn.  Once the seeding activity has been accomplished these tracks will have been
obliterated.

4. Infrastructure Impac ts

The barb-wire fence line that burned is a boundary fence which is being recommended for
replacement.  Some interior burned fence lines have been removed and will not be
replaced.  The two satellite dishes are being recommended for replacement.  The cover
box for Spring 17 is also being recommended for replacement.  These minor facilities,
damaged by the fire, are addressed in the hatchery �s facility plan or the WMA �s Long-
Range Management Plan.

IV RECOMMENDATIONS

Outlined below are the eme rgency stabilization and rehabilitation recomm endations for fire
suppression, vegetative resource and infrastructure.

A. Fire Suppression Rehabilitation

Specification # 1, Regrade Road - The Len Lewis Spring road (.23 mile) was used
extensively by suppression forces.  The road surface will need to be regravelled and the
surface regraded.  This activity is in the process of being completed.

Specification # 2, Rake Off-Road Vehicle Tracks - Numerous tracks were made across
the landscape during the fire suppression effort.  Some tracks were ruts in the soil.  The
ruts have been rehabilitated.  The remaining tracks will be obliterated during the seeding
operation.

Specification # 3, Handline Rehabilitation - The handline was .19 mile long and has
been rehabilitated.

Specification # 4, Remove Burned Engine - A BLM engine was burned over during the
fire.  Once the investigation is completed the engine can be removed.

Specification # 5, Tree Hazard Mitigation - Tree hazards have been removed by the
suppression crews.  In addition, the crews chipped the branches and spread it as mulch.

B. Emergency Stabilization
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Specification #12, Non-native Invasive Plant Control - The  purp ose  of this  treatm ent is
to prevent or reduce the spread of undesirable non-native invasive plants, e.g., cheatgrass,
and to assist in the reestablishment of native grasses.  The control method being
recomm ended is a herbicide spraying of RoundU p in the fall and again in late February
while che atgrass  is growing .  This trea tmen t needs  to be coo rdinated w ith the see ding. 
There will be a barrier of 25 feet between the treatmen t areas and any water.  Near water,
the herbicide Rodeo can be used.  Herbicide applications will need to comply with agency
approval authorities.  Aerial application of herbicide for this site is not recommended.

Specification #13, Revegetation - There are two aspects to this specification, seeding
and plan ting.  The s eeding w ill protect wate r quality on the s lopes, m aintain site
productivity, reduce the risk of weed invasion, and facilitate the vegetative recovery to a
native gra ssland.  T he prop osed s eed m ix consis ts of:  

Seed M ix: Indian ricegrass Achmenoides hym enoides (var. Nezpar) 8 lbs./acre PLS 10%

Great Basin wildrye Leymus cinereus (var. Trai lhead) 8 lbs./acre PLS 25%

Snake River wheatgrass Pseudoroegneria spicata (var. Secar) 8 lbs./acre PLS 25%

Bannock thickspike wheatgrass Elymus lanceolatus 8 lbs./acre PLS 40%

Basin Big sagebrush Artem isia tride ntata s sp. tride ntata .1lbs./acre PLS

The seed can be drilled or broadcast spread by hand or with the use of an ATV with an
attached spreader.  This can be followed with a machine to bury the seed called the Back-
country Mechanical Vector (BMV-sweet sixteen) and can be borrowed from Malad Gorge
State Pa rk.  Befo re initiating this pro ject con sultation sh ould occ ur with W MA an d NRC S. 
See ding s hou ld occ ur two  weeks fo llowing the  second  herb icide a pplica tion, a ppro xim ately
mid-M arch.  Fo llowing see ding con sideration  should b e given to m ulching the  seede d site
with certified w eed-fre e straw o r com post.

Planting of willow cuttings can be done selectively along Riley Creek where the banks
burned.  This will fill in any areas that may not recover.  The willow cuttings should be
made while the plant is dormant and planted within a few days of cutting.  The cut end
should be kept moist, not wet, during this period.

Specification #15, Replace Fence - This treatment will repair the burned 4-strand barbed
wire fence along 2.7 miles of boundary.  It also replaces a burned 80 foot section of
galvanized chainlink fence around a pond which keeps visitors from falling in.

Specification #16, Replace Boundary Signs - Replaces 40 resource protection signs
burned including boundary signs.

Specification #17, Replace Satellite Dishes - Replaces 2 burned satellite dishes
identified as minor facilities.  This Government property is part of the employee housing
contract administered by Contracting and General Services.

Specification #18, Replace PVC Pipeline - Replaces .5 mile of 12 inch PVC pipe burned
on WM A lands.

C. Rehabilitation

Specification #14, Monitor Seeding Effectiveness - This specification will determine the
success of seeding and planting efforts and identify areas of additional treatment.  Funding
for additional seeding treatments will need to be requested if the need can be
demonstrated.
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D. Management Recommendations (non-specification related)

Coordinate rehabilitation treatments to ensure proper application and success (e.g.
invasive plant control and seeding).

Assess the many visitor-made roads and identify which roads will be used and which to be
closed and rehabilitated.  Signing or physical barriers may be used to designate roads.

Following consultation with NRCS, W MA, and Malad Gorge State Park, prepare a
vegetation management plan for the lands beyond the administrative facili ty of the HNFH.

Immediately hire implementation coordinators to ensure timely application of treatments.

V CONSULTATIONS:

Bryan Kenworthy, Project Leader, Hagerm an National Fish Hatchery 208-837-4896
Bob Josaitis, Range Conservationist, Natural Resource Conservation Service 208-934-8481
Kevin Lynott, Malad Gorge State Park 208-837-4505
Scott Gamo, Idaho Department of Fish and Game 208-324-4359

VI REFERENCES:

Fire Effects Information System: < www.fs.fed.us/database/feis>.

Hagerman National Fish Hatchery, Wildfire Prevention Plan, 2001.

Hagerman National Fish Hatchery, Integrated Pest Management Plan.

Hagerman W ildlife Management Area, Long Range Management Plan, Magic Valley Region, Idaho
Department of Fish and Game, July, 1999.

SagebrushSagebrush Country, A Wildflower Sanctuary, Ronald J. Taylor, Mountain PressSag ebru sh C oun try, A W ildflow er Sa nctu ary, R ona ld J. T aylor, M oun tain P ress  Pub lishing  Com pany,
Missoula, MT, 1992.

Weeds of the W est, Western Society of Weed Science, 1991.

Erv Gasser, National Park Service, Seattle, Washington 206-220-4263
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

APPEN DIX II  - ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE DOCUMENTATION

%Ï National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Compliance Documentation

%Ï Environmental Action Statement, Categorical Exclusion Checklist
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OSTER LAKE FIRE
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  REHAB ILITATIO N PLAN

Environmental Compliance Considerations and Documentation

I. FEDERAL, STATE, AND PRIVATE LANDS ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE
RESPONSIBILITIES

All projects proposed in the Oster Lake Fire Interagency Burned Area Emergency Stabilization and
Rehabilitation (ESR) Plan that are prescribed, funded, or implemented by Federal agencies on
Federal, State, or private lands are subject to compliance with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) in accordance with the guidelines provided by the Coun cil on Env ironme ntal Qua lity
(CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508).  This Appendix documents the Interagency BAER Team
considerations of NEPA compliance requirements for prescribed rehabilitation and monitoring
actions described in this plan for all jurisdictions affected by the Oster Lake Fire burned area
em erge ncy.

This plan has been developed by an Interagency BAER Planning Team comprised of
representatives from the: U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) ,National Park Service (NPS), U.S.
Fish and W ildlife Service, and Bureau of Land Managem ent; and U.S. Departm ent of Agriculture
(DOA), Forest Se rvice (FS).

II. REL ATED  PLAN S AND  CUM ULAT IVE IM PACT S ANAL YSIS

Hagerman National Fish Hatchery Management Plans: The BAER Team E nvironmental Protection
Specialist reviewed the: Hagerman National Fish Hatchery Master Plan; Integrated Pest
Mana gem ent Plan; W ildlife Mana gem ent Plan; a nd W ildland Fire M anage men t Plan.  In
consultation with the Project Leader the Environmental Protection Specialist has determined that
the actions proposed in the Oster Lake Fire BAESR Plan within the boundary of the Hagerman
National Fish Hatchery are consistent with the man agemen t objectives established in the Hatchery
and Federal best management practices for emergency watershed protection and rehabilitation.

Hagerman Wildlife Management Area (WMA):
The BAE R Team  Environmental Protection Spec ialist reviewed both the Hagerman W ildlife
Management Area Long-Range Management Plan and determined that actions proposed in the
Oster Lake Fire BAESR Plan within the boundaries of the WMA are consistent with the Long-
Range Plan.

III. AGENCY AND PUBLIC SCOPING

Multi-Agency Sc oping: Upon arrival at the Oster Lake Fire the Interagency BAER Team
immediately requested the establishment an informal multi-agency group to review BAER Team
recommendations for post fire treatments.  Representatives of each affected jurisdictions detailed
above were represented on the group and each of the specifications within this plan have been
review by loc al repres entatives .  

Technical Scoping: Upon arriving at the Oster Lake Fire incident BAER Team Technical
Specialist immediately consulted with local agency Technical Spec ialist to scope issues of concern
and develop a mutual agreed to approach to the assessment of resources damages, analysis of
findings, a nd deve lopm ent of rec omm endation s. All spec ifications an d resou rces as sessm ents
were development and reviewed after extensive consultation with and review by local technical
specialist fo r the affec ted agen cies. 

Public Outreach: Public scoping and review was further facilitated through several news releases,
individual contacts with interested members of the public, and a public briefing / scoping meetings
held in Hagerman, Idaho on September 20, 2001.  Issues of concern to the public where recorded
and ad dresse d throug h the plan  develop men t.  BAER  Team  represe ntatives w ere ava ilable to
answe r question s during a nd after th is mee ting.  
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The BAER Team  was also interviewed by local and regional television news stations and
newspapers which broadcasted and printed stories on the damage assessment under way at the
Natio nal F ish H atch ery.

IV. APPLICABLE AND RELEVANT CATEGORICAL EXCLUSIONS

U.S. Fish and W ildlife Service: The individual actions proposed in this plan for Hagerman
National Fish Hatchery are Categorically Excluded from further environmental analysis as provided
for in the Department of the Interior Manual Part 516 and 516 DM 2, Appendix 1 and 516 DM 6,
Appendix 1.4. All applicable and relevant Department and Agency Categorical Exclusions are listed
below.  Department exceptions (516) DM 2.3 do not apply to any of the individual actions
proposed.  Categorical Exclusion decisions were made with consideration given to the results of
required emergency consultations completed by the BAER Team and documented in Section E
below.

(1) Non-destructive data collection, inventory (including field, aerial and satellite surveying and
mapping), study, research and monitoring activities.

B. Reso urce M anage men t.  Prior to carr ying out thes e actions , the Servic e shou ld coordin ate
with affected Federal agencies and State, Tribal, and local governments.

(2) The operation, maintenance, and management of existing facilities and routine recurring
management activities and improvements, including renovations and replacements which
result in no or only minor changes in the use, and have no or negligible environmental
effects on-site or in the vicinity of the site.

(3) The construction of new, or the addition of, small structures or improvements, including
structures and improvem ents for the restoration of wetland, riparian, instream, or native
habitats, which result in no or only minor changes in the use of the affected local area. The
following are examples of activities that may be included.
i.  The installation of fences.

    ii.  The construction of small water control structures.
    iii.  The planting of seeds or seedlings and other minor revegetation actions.
    iv.  The construction of small berms or dikes.
    V. The development of limited access for routine maintenance and management

purposes.
    

(5) Fire management activities, including prevention and restoration measures, when
conducted in accordance with departmental and Service procedures.

V. STATEMENT OF CO MPLIANCE FOR THE OSTER LAKE FIREINTERAGENCY BURN ED AREA
EME RGE NCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

This se ction doc ume nts con sideration s given in d evelopm ent of the O ster Lak e Fire BA ER Pla n to
the requirements of specific environmental laws.  Specific consultations initiated or completed
during developmen t and impleme ntation of this plan are also documented. Th e following executive
orders and legislative acts have been reviewed as they apply to the Oster Lake Fire BAESR Plan.
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1. Executive Order 11593.  Protection and Enhancement of Cultural Environment and
National Historic Prese rvation Act (NHPA).   The BAER Team archeologist has initiated
necessary consultation with the Idaho State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding
treatments proposed in the Oster Lake Fire Interagency BAESR Plan.  In some instances,
treatments have been implemented as emergency measures subsequent to SHPO
consu ltations and  prior to com pletion of this  plan.  Sho uld the BA ESR p lan be m odified to
adapt to post-flood emergencies individual agencies will be responsible for continued
SHPO consultations.

2. Executive O rder 11988. Flood plain Man agemen t.  Some treatments proposed within the
Oster Lake Fire Interagency BAESR Plan occur within the 100-year floodplain. The BAER
Team Environmental Protection Specialist has determined that the treatments prescribed
in this  plan d o not  cons titute s tructures , fills, or  chan ges  in land  use a s def ined u nde r this
order.

3. Executive Order 11990. Protection of Wetlands. The BAER Team E nvironmental
Protection Specialist has determined that the treatments prescribed in this plan do not
occur w ithin a jurisdiction al wetland .  

4. Executive Order 12372.  Intergovernmental Review. Coo rdina tion and co nsu ltation  is
ongoing with affected Tribes, Federal, State, and local agencies. A copy of the BAESR
Plan will be disseminated to all affected agencies.  The Interagency BAER Team has
specifically U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Idaho SHPO, Idaho Department of Fish and
Game, U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service, and private landowners.

5. Execu tive O rder 12 892. Fe deral Act ions to  Addres s Env ironm ental Ju stice in
Minority and Low-Income Populations.  All Fe dera l actions m ust addre ss and ide ntify,
as appropriate, disproportionally high and adverse human health or low-income
populations, and Indian Tribes in the United States.  The actions proposed in this plan
have been designed to protect properties that contain cultural resources of interest to local
Tribes.  The BAER Team Environmental Protection Specialist has determined that the
actions proposed in this plan will result in no adverse human health or environmental
effects for minority or low-income populations and Indian Tribes.

6. Endangered Species Act. The Interagency BAER Team W ildlife Biologists has consulted
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Idaho Department of Fish and Game
regarding actions proposed in this plan and potential affects on federally and State listed
species  and has  determ ined that the re is no aff ect. 

7. Secretarial Order 3127. C ontamina nts and Ha zardous W aste. .  There are no known
contaminated sites on Federal or state lands affected by the Oster Lake Fire.

8. Clean Water Act.  Any alteration to streams or waters of the United States requires
compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  The BAER Team Environmental
Protection Specialist has determined that the actions proposed in this plan will result in no
alteration to streams or waters of the United States.

9. Clean Air Act.  Federal Amb ient Air Quality Primary and Secondary Standards are
provided by the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), as established by the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) (Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C.  7470, et seq., as
amended).  The BAER Team Environmental Protection Specialist has determined that
treatments prescribed in the Oster Lake Fire burned area will have short-term minor
impacts to air quality that would not differ significantly  from routine land use practices for
the area.  Long-term, treatments proposed in this plan would be expected to have a
beneficial impact to air quality through stabilization of ash and soils within the Oster Lake
Fire burned area.
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE AND CONSULTATIONS
DOCUMENTATION AND DECISION

Oster Lake Fire Burned Area Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan

NEPA CHECKLIST: If any of the following exception applies, the project cannot be Categorically Excluded
and an Environmental Assessment (EA) is required.

(Yes) (No)

&� &� Advers ely affect Pu blic Health  and Sa fety

&� &� Adversely affect historic or cultural resources, wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, aquifers,

prime farmlands, wetlands, floodplains, ecologically critical areas, or Natural Landmarks.

&� &� Have highly controversial environmental effects.

&� &� Have highly uncertain environmental effects or involve unique or unknown environmental

risks.

&� &� Establish a precedent resulting in significant environmental effects.

&� &� Relates to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant

environmental effects.

&� &� Adve rsely e ffec ts pro pertie s listed or e ligible f or listin g in the  Natio nal R egis ter of  Histo ric

Places.

&� &� Affect a species listed or proposed to be listed as Threatened or Endangered.

&� &� Threaten to violate any laws or requirements imposted for the  �protection of the

environment � such as Executive Order 1198 (Floodplains Management) or Executive Order
11990 (Protection of W etlands).

NATIONAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION ACT

Ground Disturbance:

&� None

&� Ground disturbance did occur and an archeologist survey, required under section 110 of the NHPA

has been performed.  A report has been prepared by the prepared by the BAER Team
archeo logist. 

A NHPA  Clearance Form :

&� Is required because the project affects a site that is eligible or on the national register.  The

clearance form is attached.  SHPO has been consulted under Section 106 (see Cultural Resource
Assessm ent, Appendix I).

&� Is not required because the project has no potential to affect cultural resources (initial of cultural

resource specialist).
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OTHER REQUIREMENTS

(Yes) (No)

&� &� Does  the projec t have po tential to affec t any Native A mer ican use s? If so, c onsultation  with

affiliated tribes is needed (see C ultural Resource Assess ment, Append ix I).

&� &� Are any toxic chemicals, including pesticides or treated wood, proposed for use? If so,

local agency integrated pest management specialists must be consulted.

I have reviewed the proposals in the Oster Lake Fire Burned Area Emergency Stabilization and
Rehabilitation Plan in accordance with the criteria above and have determined that the proposed actions
would not involve any significant environmental effect.  Therefore it is categorically excluded from further
environmental (NEPA) review and documentation.  BAER Team technical specialists have completed
neces sary coo rdination an d cons ultation to insu re com pliance w ith the Nation al Historic P reserva tion Act,
Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act and other Federal, State and local environmental review
requirements.

BAER Team, Environmental Protection Specialist Date

&� I concur and it is my decision to approve the plan.

&� I do not concur because.

Manager, Hag erman N ational Fish Hatchery Date
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

APPEN DIX III  - PLAN M AP

%Ï JURISD ICTION  MAP

%Ï BUR N SEV ERITY  MAP

%Ï VEGE TATIO N MAP

%Ï WATE RSHE D TR EATM ENT M AP

%Ï WATE RSHE D TR EATM ENT O RTH O PHO TO M AP

%Ï RESO URC E TRE ATM ENT M AP
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APPENDIX IV - PHOTO DOCUMEMENTATION
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INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  AND RE HABILIT ATION  PLAN

APPENDIX V  - SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION

%Ï COST/RISK ANALYSIS 

%Ï BAER NEWS RE LEASE (9/16/01)

%Ï AGENCY SCO PING MEETING  NOTES (9/15/01)

%Ï TRIP REPORT, U.S. FISH & WILDLIFE SERVICE NATIONAL BAER COORDINATOR
(9/1801)

%Ï ESA SE CTIO N 7 CO NSU LTAT ION P ACKAG E (corre spon denc e, spec ies lists, etc .)

%Ï EMERGENCY FISH RELOCATION COST DOCUMENTATION

%Ï SEED BID SOLICITATION PACKAGE

%Ï MAGIC VALLEY NEW S - ARTICAL ON CAUSE OF FIRE (9/11/01)

%Ï THE TIME NE WS - ARTICAL ON BAER DAM AGE ASSESSMENT  (9/19/01)

%Ï GOODING  COUNTY  LEADER - ARTICAL ON BAER DAMAGE ASSESS MENT (9/20/01)

%Ï HAGERMAN FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT FIRE INCIDENT REPORT

%Ï BAER CLOSE-OUT AGENDA AND BRIEFING PACKAGE

%Ï FIRE EFFECTS INFORMATION SYSTEM VEGETATION REPORTS



UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

MEMORANDUM
DATE: August 14, 2002

TO     :Regional Director, Region 1
Attn: Rich Johnson, Fisheries

       
FROM   :Project Leader, Hagerman National Fish Hatchery

SUBJECT: Spring 17 Amendment, Oster Lake Fire, Burned Area Emergency Stabilization and
Rehabilitation (BAER) Plan

I have enclosed for your review and approval the subject amendment to the BAER Plan for the fire that
occurred at the Hagerman National Fish Hatchery September 7, 2001.  It addresses the rehabilitation of
Spring 17.  The issues identified in the assessment need to be corrected soon due to a potential risk of
losing the spring if the erosion is not stopped.  It is important to note, this amendment does not request
any additional funds.  All costs identified in the amendment will be covered by savings realized for
contracts already completed in the BAER Plan.

This amendment was developed in consultation with Mr. Wayne Patton, Implementation Coordinator,
Oster Lake Fire BAER Plan.  Mr. Patton has had over 30 years of experience in the  field of wildland
restoration with the Forest Service and as a private contractor since his retirement from government
service.  Mr. Mike Eberle, Supervisory Hydraulic Engineer, FWS Region 1, has  also assessed the
situation and has provided input in development of this Document.

Please call me if you have any questions regarding this matter.

Approved: Regional Director______________________________ Date_________________
Concur: Fire Mgt Office Manager________________________ Date_________________
Approved: Fishery Supervisor_____________________________ Date_________________
  
Enclosures

cc: Rich Johnson Fisheries
Chuck Eggleston Fisheries
Mike Eberle Engineering
Randy Schmeller Engineering
Wayne Patton Implementation Coordinator
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BURNE D AREA EM ERGE NCY STABIL IZATION & RE HABILITATION P LAN

PART F - SPECIFICATION

SPECIFICATION TITLE: Rehabilitation of Spring 17 JURISDICTIONS: FWS-HNFH

PART E L INE ITEM: Amendment request FISCAL Y EAR(S): 2002, 2003

ESR REFERENCE #: 6.21.1 Surface Stabilization and Prevention

Strategy

SPECIFICATION TYPE: ES

I . WORK TO BE DONE

A. Gen eral Description: Clean up approximately 9 yards of rocks, dirt and stumps around the edges of Spring 17 fol lowed by re-

seeding and mulching.  The spring-box wil l be modif ied to take care of drainage and f low problems exacerbated by the Oster

Lake Fire.

B. Location (Suitable) Sites: Spring 17 at the Hagerman National Fish Hatchery.  See Oster Lake Fire Jurisdict ion Map in the

Oster Lake Fire BAER Plan.

C. Des ign/Cons truction Sp ecification(s):

1. Carefully remove 9 yards of unstable dirt and rocks from around and within the spring.

2. Remove stumps of fire-killed trees.

3. Temporari ly divert  spr ing f low.

4. Extend the  existing spring-b ox by appro ximately 14-fee t and recon struct the cove r (Specification  #17).

5. Ra ise he ight of  wate r over  the inta ke pip e by ra ising h eigh t of ne w wa ll by 1 to 1 .5-fee t.

6. Ra ke in n ative s eed m ix prev iously u sed in  Spe cificatio n #7 a nd sp read  wee d-free  straw m ulch to  a dep th of 1 /4" to 1/2 ".      

This cost wil l be covered by funding listed in Specif ication #7, Hydro-Seeding.

D. Purpose of Treatment Specification: Cleaning out the spring and extending the spring-box will  al low the capture of all  the

water in the spring and wil l stop its channeling around the box.  The fai led hyromulch job wil l be re-seeded to stabilize slope

aroun d the sp ring.  Incre asing th e dep th of wa ter over th e intake  pipe b y raising th e heig ht of the c oncre te wall will p reven t air

traps and the subsequent problem of gas supersaturation.

E. Treatment Effectiveness Monitoring: W ater q uantity a nd qu ality from  Sprin g 17 w ill be m easu red a t no ad dition al cos t.

II.  LABOR, MATERIALS AND OTHER COST

PERSONNEL SERVICES (Grade @ cost/hour X # hours X fiscal year = cost/item)

Do not include contract personnel costs here - see contract services below

COST/ITEM

GS-12, 80 hrs x $48 for design and COR work on Spring 17 $                                3840

TOTAL PERSONNEL SERVICE COST $                                3840

EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE OR RENTAL (item @ cost/hour or day X #hours or days X

fiscal year = cost) Do not include contract personnel costs here -see contract services below

COST/ITEM

TOTAL EQUIPMENT PURCHASE, LEASE, OR RENTAL COST

MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES (item @ cost/each X quantity x fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

TOTAL MATERIALS AND SUPPLY COST

TRAVEL COST (Personnel  @ rate X round trips X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Engineer, GS-12 @ $377 X 5 round trips $                                1885

TOTAL TRAVEL COST $                                1885

CONTRACT COST (Labor, equipment, and travel  @ cost/hr. X hrs. X fiscal year = cost COST/ITEM

Con tract wo rk inclu ding  labor , equip men t, and m ateria ls @ $ 2846 /day X 1 0 days $                              28460

TOTAL CONTRACT COST $                              28460



I II . SPECIFICATION COST SUMMARY

FISCAL 

YEAR

UNIT UNIT COST # OF UNITS COST FUNDING

SOURCE

METHOD

FY-2 Ea $34,185 10 da ys $34,185 ESR C

TOTAL Ea $34,185 10 da ys $34,185 ESR C

FUNDING SOURCES: SPECIFICATION TYPE METHODS FOR COMPLETION:

F = Fire Suppression Account ES = Emergency Stabil ization P  = Agency Personnel Services

ESR = Emergency Stabil ization & Rehabil itat ion R = Rehabil itat ion C  = Co ntract 

OP/O = Agency Operating or Other Account FS = Fire Suppression EFC  = Emergency Fire Contract

EWP = Emergency Watershed Protection (NRCS) FC  = Crew  Labor A ssigned to  Fire

IV. SOURCE OF COST ESTIMATE

1. Estimate obtained from 2 - 3 independent contractual sources

2. Documented cost figures from similar project work obtained from local agency resources C

3. Estimate supported by cost guides from independent sources or other federal agencies

4. Estima te based  upon go vernme nt wag e rates a nd ma terials cost.

5. No cost estimate required - cost charged to Fire Suppression Account

P  = Personnel Services M  = Materials/Supples T = Travel C  = Contract F = Fire Suppression

V. RELEVANT DETAILS,  MAPS, AND DOCUMENTATION INCLUDED IN REPORT

List relevant documentation and cross-references within Oster Lake Fire BAER Plan: See page 25; Specif ication #7, Hydro-

Seeding. See page 47; Specification #17, Replace Satelli te Dish.  See  Appendix III,  Jurisdict ion Map.

VI. UNITS AND COSTS BY JURISDICTION

JURISDICTION UNITS TREATED COST

FWS-HNFH / Pre-funded BAER Plan 1 Spring $                                 34,185

TOTAL COST 1 Spring $                                 34,185



INTERAGENCY
BUR NED AR EA EM ERG ENCY  STABIL IZATION  & REH ABILITAT ION PL AN

OSTER LAKE FIRE

SOIL AND WATER SHED ASSESSMENT
          AMENDMENT

I. OBJECTIVES

%Ï The purpose of this Burned Area Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Plan
Amendment is to assess Spring 17 which is not responding to earlier stabilization
treatments. The objectives are to develop treatments that will stop degradation of Spring
17, which was triggered by the Oster Lake Fire, and to stay within the Oster Lake BAER
Plan spending authorization. No new funding will be requested.  Cost savings realized
from  specifica tions alrea dy com pleted will be u sed for th is project.

II. ISSUES

%Ï The Oster Lake Fire burned all the riparian vegetation around Spring 17 (Photo 1).   The
loss of this riparian zone has resulted in destabilization of the slope and talus rock
proximate to the spring diversion box (Photo 2.).  The temperature of the fire was
sufficiently hot in that the organic matter in the soil was affected and dry ravel caused
rocks and soil to fall into the spring.  Additionally, all trees around the spring were killed by
the fire resulting in woody material further compromising the spring. A fall hydromulch
seeding failed and made many of the fire-caused soil stability problems worse. Without
additional treatment, the soil slumping and related stability problems will continue.

%Ï Because of the soil instability, water is leaking around the spring-box.  As this erosion
continues it exasperates the soil stability problem and reduces spring flow diverted to the
fish rearing ponds.  The hatchery staff had to place sandbags in and around the spring
box, on  two occ asions s ince the fire , to stop wa ter loss an d ma intain adeq uate flow s to
the fish rea ring pond s (Photo  3). 

%Ï Any sudden water loss from the spring due to accelerated erosion will cause the water
level in the spring box to lower.   This results in the formation of a venturi at the pipeline
intake.  The venturi action traps air in the water which has the potential to cause super
saturation of nitrogen gas in the water supply. This situation can be stressful and even
lethal to fish.  It manifests as a nitrogen gas embolism in the fish �s blood, analogous to the
 �bends  � in hum an scu ba divers .  

 %Ï Without physical repairs to the spring box and concrete retaining wall, maintaining an
adequate water flow to the rearing ponds will be a problem.  Continued erosion around
the spring has the potential for complete loss of this spring flow.

 

III. OBSERVATIONS

A. Background - Background � Soil stability problems were first discovered by the
Interagency BAER Team in their assessment of the damage caused by the Oster Lake
Fire of September 7, 2001. They recommended hydromulch seeding which was
completed around Spring 17 during October 2001.  This seeding failed and soil, rocks and
woody debris continue to slump into the spring.  Moreover, some of the spring water has
found a new route out of the unstable side of the spring and is flowing into Riley Creek at
a point wh ere it is lost for fis h rearing .  This valu able reso urce sh ould be ro uted bac k into
the hatch ery.

B. Reconn aissance M ethodolog y and Resu lts - Ocular methodology was used to assess
the lack of plant cover and the lack of roots to hold the soil together.  One could easily see
that the fire-killed trees continue to fall onto the spring box lid and into the spring.  The



new spring opening where water is escaping into Riley Creek is also easy to see. Water
levels and flows were measured directly at the spring.

C. Findings - Results show that soil, rocks and woody debris falling into Spring 17 has, and
is disrupting the flow from the spring.  Moreover, periodic diminished flow has occurred
due to erosion in and around the spring box.  On February 12, 2002 hatchery staff placed
sandbags in t he sp ring b ox to  stop  a leak . This  incre ased flow  appr oxim ately 0 .1 cubic
feet per second.  On May 5, 2002 it was necessary for the crew to sandbag the spring box
again resulting in an increase in flow by approximately 0.5 cubic feet per second
(Attachment #1 REC ORD  OF IN -LINE FLOW METER M EASUREMENTS , HAGERMAN  NFH , 2002). 
The sudden loss of water level in the spring box pool creates air funneling at the intake
pipe and  the poten tial for gas s uper sa turation of th e water s upply which  can be  lethal to
fish.  The spring box cover has been damaged by fire and badly dented as a result of
rocks and limbs falling on it.  Repair of this damage is already addressed in Specification
#17.  All this damage was directly caused by the Oster Lake Fire which burned very hot at
the mouth of Spring 17.

IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the results of the above observations, the following recommendations are made:

A.
%Ï Rehabilitation

1. Approximately 9 yards of rocks and soil will be removed from around the spring,

from  the spring  itself a nd from  the a rea e xcavated  for the new  wall.

2. Stumps of trees killed by the fire will be removed to prevent woody debris from

falling into the spring.

3. Once this clean-up work is complete, native seed will be raked into the soil and

weed free straw mulch will be scattered to stabilize the site. This work will be

done with BAER fun ding still available in the hydromulch cost center.

4. The existing, concrete spring box will be extended by about 14 feet to stabilize the

west side of the spring at the point where water is now escaping and eroding the

slope.

5. The new wall will be 1 to 1.5 feet higher than the existing wall.  At the same time,

an extension will be poured on top of the old wall, making it the same height as

the new  wall. 

6. Spring water will be temporarily diverted from the area of the new wall while work

is being done.  The steep, rocky talus slope and running water make this a

difficult and c omp lex projec t, so estim ated co sts for the  work a re high. R efer to

the attached Specification Sheet for the cost estimates. All funding for this 

project will come from existing BAER Plan spending authorization that was saved

from  other co st cente rs.  No ad ditional fund ing is requ ested. 

%Ï Management Recommendations (non-specification related)

1. Hatc hery S taff w ill cont inue to m onito r wate r flow  from   sprin g 17 o n a we ekly

basis.

2. Hatchery staff will continue to include Spring 17 as part of Specification 9. Storm

Patrol. 

V. CONSULTATIONS

Consultations for work around this spring were completed as documented in the Oster

Lake Fire Burned A rea Emerg ency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Report of 

September 21, 2001.



VI. REFERENCES

Several references in this Amended Request were made to the Oster Lake Fire Burned

Area Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation Report, Hagerman National Fish

Hatchery, Hagerman W ildlife Management Area, Gooding County, Idaho. Prepared by the

Interagency Burned Area Emergency Response Team, September 21, 2001.

Add itiona l quotes an d referen ces  were  ma de to  discu ssions be twee n Brya n Kenwo rthy,

Michael Eberle and Paul Rauch regarding engineering solutions to problems at Spring 17.

Additional consultation with Brian Patton, a civil engineer at the Idaho State Department of

Water Resources.

Bryan Kenworthy, Project Leader Hagerman National Fish Hatchery - (208) 837-4896

Wayne Patton, Implementation Coordinator, Oster Lake Fire BAER Plan - (208) 377-4583


