
Table 1:  Comparison of BLM vs and revised PFCA results for 5 study reaches in GSENM in summer 2000 and 2001.
TG-The Gulch, DC-Deer Creek, HW-Harris Wash, CW-Cottonwood Creek, IC-Indian Creek.

BLM Original PFCA Criteria Revised PFCA Criteria
BLM Results:   Revised PFCA Results:

Topic Checklist Questions TG DC HW CW IC Water Quality TG DC HW CW IC
WQ1. Perennial flow? no? yes no no yes
WQ2. Excessive algal growth 4 4 n/a 4 unk
WQ3. Turbidity 5 5 n/a 4 unk
WQ4. Channel shading 3 4 2 2 2

Section Mean 4 4.3 2.0 3.3 2.0

Hydrology/Geomorphololgy
Hydro/Erosion Sinuousity, w/d ratio, gradient GC yes yes yes yes yes HG1. Sinuosity 2 2 2 2 n/a

HG2.  Hydrograph resembles the natural hydrograph? n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Hydrology Floodplain inundated relatively frequently
yes yes yes yes yes HG3. Floodplain inundation frequency

3 4 3 3 3
Erosion/Dep. No excessive erosion/ deposition yes yes yes yes yes HG4. Fine sediment deposition 4 5 3 3 4

Erosion/Dep. System is vertically stable yes yes yes yes yes HG5. Vertical bank stabilty 3 5 4 3 3
Hydro/Erosion Lateral stream movement assoc'd.with 

sinuousity
n/a yes yes yes yes HG6. Lateral channel stability

3 5 2 3 n/a
HG7. Hydraulic habitat diversity 2 4 2 3 4

Hydrology Active/stable beaver dams no no no n/a no HG8. Beaver sign 1 1 1 n/a 1
Section Mean 2.6 3.7 2.4 2.8 3.0

Fish/Aquatic Habitat
F/AH1. Perennial stream? no? yes no no yes
F/AH2. Pool distribution 2 3 2 3 3
F/AH3a. Underbank cover 2 3 1 2 2
F/AH3b. Overbank cover 2 4 2 2 2
F/AH4. Embeddedness 2 4 2 4 3
F/AH5. Large woody debris (LWD) cover 2 3 2 4 1
F/AH6. Aquatic invertebrate distribution 3 4 n/a 3 n/a
F/AH7. Terrestrial insect habitat 3 4 2 4 3
F/AH8a. Native fish distribution unk unk unk unk unk
F/AH8b1 Non-native fish distribution unk unk unk unk unk

Section Mean 2.3 3.6 1.8 3.1 2.3



Table 1, continued
Riparian  Vegetation

Veg/Erosion
Diverse composition, point bar 
recolonization yes n/a no yes yes

RV1a. LRZ native grass and forb composition
3 4 2 4 3

Veg/Erosion
Diverse composition, point bar 
recolonization yes n/a no

RV1b. LRZ native shrub composition
4 4 3 3 2

Veg/Erosion Diverse composition yes yes no RV1c. LRZ native mid-canopy composition 2 4 2 5 2
Veg/Erosion Diverse composition yes yes no RV1d. LRZ native upper canopy composition 3 4 2 5 1
 LRZ Subsection Mean 3.0 4.0 2.3 4.3 2.0
Veg/Erosion Diverse composition yes yes no RV1e. URZ native grass/forb composition 2 3 1 3 3
Veg/Erosion Diverse composition yes yes no RV1f.  URZ native shrub composition 2 4 3 3 2
Veg/Erosion Diverse composition yes yes no RV1g. URZ native mid-canopy composition 3 4 2 5 2
Veg/Erosion Diverse composition yes yes no RV1h. URZ native upper canopy composition 3 4 2 5 2

URZ Subsection Mean 2.5 3.8 2.0 4.0 2.3
Hydro/Veg/ Ersn* Adequate cover to protect banks/dissipate 

energy no yes no no yes
RV2a. LRZ %GC to dissipate energy, support wildlife

2 3 2 3 2
Hydro/Veg/ Ersn* Adequate cover to protect banks/dissipate 

energy no yes no
RV2b. URZ %GC cover to dissipate energy, support 
wildlife 2 2 3 3 2

Veg/Erosion Diverse age structure yes yes yes yes yes RV3. Plant demography 2 3 3 3 3
RV4a. LRZ non-native plant cover 3 3 2 3 3
RV4b. URZ non-native plant cover 3 4 3 3 2
RV5a. LRZ non-native plant diversity 2 4 2 3 3
RV5b. URZ non-native plant diversity 4 4 2 3 2
RV6. Palatability 2 3 2 3 2

Vegetation
Vegetation provides adequate source of 
LWD yes yes no n/a no

RV7. Potential LWD production
2 5 3 3 2

RV8a. Mammal impacts on soil/ground cover 4 4 1 2 2
RV8b. Mammal impacts on native browse cover? 

5 4 1 2 2

Vegetation
Species present indicate riparian soil 
moisture yes yes yes yes yes

RV9. Soil moisture
4 5 2 5 n/a

Vegetation Riparian plants exhibit high vigor yes yes yes yes yes RV10a. LRZ plant vigor 4 5 2 4 X
Vegetation Riparian plants exhibit high vigor yes yes yes RV10b. URZ plant vigor 4 4 3 4 X

Vegetation
Root masses capable of withstanding high 
flows no yes yes yes yes

(Not addressed - difficult to determine in the field)
X X X X X

Erosion/dep. Point bars are revegetating n/a n/a yes yes yes Addressed through RV1a,b X X X X X
Section Mean 3.0 3.8 2.2 3.3 2.2

Table 1, continued



Wildlife Habitat
WH1a. Aquatic hab. quality for sensitive species

2 3 n/a 3 X
WH1b.  Terr. hab. quality for sensitive species 2 3 2 2 X
WH2a. Shrub patch density 4 5 3 2 1
WH2b. Mid- & upper canopy patch density 3 5 3 2 1
WH3. Upper canopy patch connectivity 2 4 2 2 2
WH4. Fluvial landform diversity 2 4 3 3 4
WH5. Habitat distribution 3 4 2 3 x

Section Mean 2.6 4.0 2.5 2.4 2.0

Human Impacts/activities
HI1. Naturalness of hydrograph unk unk unk unk unk

Hydrology
Upland watershed not contributing to 
degradation

yes yes yes yes no HI2. Upland watershed integrity
2 unk 2 n/a X

HI3. Livestock grazing within prescription unk 5 unk unk X
HI4. Extent of development 4 2 4 4 X
HI5. Naturalness of channel geomorphology 2 3 2.4 3 X
HI6a. Extent of road impacts 2 3 2 3 X
HI6b. Proximity of road impacts 2 2 2 3 X

Section Mean 2.4 3.0 2.5 3.3 X

Final Rating PFC PFC FAR PFC PFC
FINAL PFCA RATING (average score for 
each 5 sections, except HI) 2.9 3.9 2.2 3.0 2.2

 

TREND unk unk up up unk
TREND: Upward, static or downward*

 
T1. Upward, static or downward n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
T2. Geomorphic improvement n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
T3. Fish/aquatic habitat improvement n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
T4. Vegetation improvement n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
T5. Wildlife habitat improvement n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

 Section Mean n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a
*answerable after repeat visits

 



 






