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In developing alternatives for this RMP, BLM undertook a highly collaborative, community-based 
planning process.  BLM complied with the letter and the spirit of NEPA requirements in developing 
alternatives for this EIS, including seeking public input and analyzing an adequate range of reasonable 
alternatives that included a No Action Alternative.  All alternatives meet the management goals and 
objectives for the RMP as well as for each BLM resource and resource use program.  The four 
alternatives addressed in this EIS are described in Section 2.4.   

2.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED 
ANALYSIS 

The following alternatives and management options were considered as possible resolutions for issues but 
were eliminated from detailed analysis as either unreasonable or impractical because of technical, legal, 
or policy considerations. 

2.2.1 No Grazing Alternative 

Removing all livestock without proven need could be considered arbitrary and would not meet BLM’s 
principle of multiple use and sustained yield; see Federal Land Policy and Management Act  (FLPMA) 
Sec. 302 (a) and Sec. 102(7).  FLPMA Sec. 302(a) states that public lands shall be managed under the 
principles of multiple use and sustained yield, in accordance with the land use plans (when available) 
developed under Section 202 of the act, except where a tract of public land has been dedicated to specific 
uses according to any other provisions of law.  FLPMA Sec. 102(7) directs that goals and objectives can 
be established by law as guidelines for public land use planning and that management can be based on 
multiple use and sustained yield unless otherwise specified by law.  BLM’s management priority is to 
maintain functioning ecosystems, meeting the needs of the land.  To achieve this, BLM developed the 
Fundamentals of Rangeland Health and their companion requirements, the Standards for Rangeland 
Health and Guidelines for Grazing Management.  Where lands are meeting the fundamentals as indicated 
by the Standards for Rangeland Health, there is a presumption that current grazing use may continue.   

A No Grazing Alternative is inconsistent with the Taylor Grazing Act (1934): a regional closure to 
grazing would not comply with the intent of the act, which directs BLM to provide for livestock use of 
BLM lands.  The purpose of the Taylor Grazing Act is “to stop injury to the public grazing lands by 
preventing overgrazing and soil deterioration; to provide for their orderly use, improvement, and 
development; to stabilize the livestock industry dependent upon the public range; and for other purposes.” 
BLM has the authority to control the grazing use to ensure resource objectives are met, and FLPMA 
provides authority through land use planning to allocate uses. 

2.2.2 No Leasing Alternative 

Closing the RMPPA to new federal mineral leasing was considered a possible method to resolve conflicts 
with other resource uses.  Because the federal leasable minerals in much of the planning area have already 
been leased and portions of the area are already developed, this option would not help resolve any 
conflicts that involve those leased parcels.  In addition, because resource conflicts tend to be located in 
specific areas and are not found across the entire RMPPA, it is not considered reasonable to close the 
complete area to leasing on the basis of a localized resource conflict.  Further, in dealing with many of the 
concerns identified during the planning process, it is considered a more reasonable approach to develop 
leasing stipulations that can be applied selectively to areas in the RMPPA.  Closing the entire planning 
area to new mineral leasing would also eliminate the opportunity for mineral development and production 
at a time when national policy is encouraging such development to reduce reliance on foreign sources of 
energy. 
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In addition, based on the reasonably foreseeable oil and gas development scenario  for the RMPPA, BLM 
does not anticipate a large amount of new development that would lead to unacceptably adverse effects in 
all areas of the RMPPA.  The analysis of impacts indicated that effects are not anticipated on every acre 
and that not all acres where development would occur are so sensitive as to preclude all new 
development.  Therefore, because the planning area in its entirety does not have conflicts with fluid 
mineral leasing, it is unreasonable to close the entire planning area to new leasing of federal oil and gas 
resources. 

Because development is likely to be limited in scope and effect, it was concluded that it would not be 
reasonable to analyze this option in detail.  However, not issuing new mineral leases in portions of the 
planning area in response to other identified resource needs is addressed in the alternatives analyzed in 
detail.  These alternatives include various considerations for maximizing individual resource values and 
uses in specific areas where conflicts exist and for closing these areas to mineral leasing and related 
development. 

2.2.3 Douglas Mountain Herd Area 

BLM received a request from the public to consider reopening the Douglas Mountain herd area (HA) to 
wild horse management.  The Douglas Mountain HA is discussed in the 1977 Vermillion Planning Area 
Management Framework Plan (MFP).  The MFP is available to the public at the LSFO.  The document 
recognized that wild horses inhabited two locations within the Vermillion Planning Unit: Douglas 
Mountain and Sand Wash Basin.  The document outlined avenues through which the public was 
encouraged to participate in the planning process to determine where wild horse herds could be managed 
in the spirit of the 1971 Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act.  The MFP documented the 
interagency coordination pursued during the MFP wild horse management planning process.  The MFP 
specified that wild horses be managed in Sand Wash Basin and that all horses be removed from the 
Douglas Mountain HA.  The decision to remove the Douglas Mountain HA from active wild horse 
management was based on the following conflicts: 

 A total of 31,000 acres of the 108,000 acres encompassing the Douglas Mountain HA were part of the 
Dinosaur National Monument administered by the National Park Service (NPS).  The NPS considered 
wild horses as feral animals and therefore not part of the natural ecosystem.  The NPS therefore 
requested removal of all wild (feral) horses from the Monument. 

 A total of 11,000 acres of the Douglas Mountain HA were owned by private landowners, who 
repeatedly requested removal of the wild horses from their lands. 

 These private lands contained the majority of dependable water sources on which the wild horse herd 
relied. 

 Fencing the private land in from wild horse use would negatively impact the wild horse habitat by 
limiting water and forage availability. 

 Managing a herd of wild horses on the Douglas Mountain HA would require substantial animal unit 
month (AUM) reductions by the livestock permittees, adversely affecting the operators. 

The MFP (page 12) determined that further analysis of the 1971 Act reveals that “all management 
activities shall be at the minimal feasible level and shall be carried out in consultation with the wildlife 
agency of the State…” The Douglas Mountain HA does not lend itself to minimal management because 
of the complications from Dinosaur National Monument policy, landownership patterns, access, 
topography, available water, wildlife planning (State agency), and present range conditions. The Colorado 
Division of Wildlife (CDOW) has been consulted regarding the wild horse population, and it has 
recommended removing all horses from Douglas Mountain in an effort to reestablish the vanishing deer 
herd and to encourage expansion of bighorn sheep back onto their historical range. 
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This alternative was eliminated from further consideration because the information leading to the decision 
reached in the 1977 Vermillion MFP and the reason for the original closure of Douglas Mountain to wild 
horse management remain valid. 

2.2.4 Phased or Strategic Leasing and Development in Vermillion Basin 

BLM received a request from the public to consider phased or strategic leasing and development for oil 
and gas resources in Vermillion Basin.  After further research, BLM determined the alternative was not 
viable for the following reasons.   

Phased leasing would cause delays in production of energy resources, and as a result, would increase 
prices because of increased demand and would also exacerbate energy shortages.  There would also be a 
delay in the royalties paid to the Federal Government.  In addition, phased leasing does not take into 
account supply and demand economics.  Large areas need to be leased to justify exploration expenditures 
such as seismic studies.  Without first conducting seismic studies, lessees would be drilling blind, which 
would result in a larger number of exploratory wells drilled.  If seismic studies are not completed for the 
area and geologic structures are not therefore known, phased leasing could accidentally be implemented 
over part of a structure that may require immediate additional leasing to develop the structure logically.  
Such immediate leasing may not be permitted under a phased leasing plan, however.  The number and 
miles of roads and the amount of infrastructure (compressor stations, etc.) may also increase as these are 
developed and sized for each phase.  If the entire area to be leased is offered for leasing and developed in 
an orderly manner, development plans for large areas could minimize the number of roads and central 
facilities.  Roads, central facilities, and pipelines would be better planned, sited, and sized.  With a phased 
leasing regime, BLM would have the added burdens of deciding how much land to consider in each phase 
of leasing, of establishing criteria for that leasing (geologic or environmental: which is more important?), 
and of establishing time frames for that leasing without knowing the future economics of supply and 
demand. 

Phased development, as with phased leasing, would also cause delays in production of energy resources 
and in the royalties paid to the Federal Government.  Phased development also does not account for 
supply and demand economics.  If numerous parties lease an area but only a limited number of wells are 
allowed to be drilled each year, some lessees would be prevented from developing their lease even as they 
are paying rental on the acreage they are leasing.  BLM would have to suspend (extend) leases beyond the 
10-year limit if the result of a phased development plan is that leases are not developed and therefore held 
by production.  If leases could not be developed as a result of BLM phased leasing constraints, rental fees 
would have to be waived, with a loss of revenue to the government.  If only a limited number of wells are 
allowed, BLM has the added burden of choosing who gets to drill in any particular year.  As a result of 
phased development, gas production might occur slowly enough so that pipeline companies might find it 
not economically worthwhile to build the infrastructure needed to get the gas to market.  There must be 
enough gas to fill the pipeline and make it economically worthwhile for companies to build that pipeline.  
BLM would have the added burden of deciding which areas to develop first.  It must determine, again, 
what is more important—geology or environment.  The number and miles of roads and the amount of 
infrastructure (compressor stations, etc.) may also increase as these are developed and sized for each 
phase.  If the entire area is developed in an orderly manner with proper mitigation, then development 
plans could minimize roads and other support facilities.  Roads, support facilities, and pipelines would be 
better planned, sited, and sized.  Site-specific analysis at the application for permit to drill (APD) stage 
and the sundry notice stage would help mitigate environmental impacts.   
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2.3 RMP GOALS  

The planning process included developing broad goals to guide alternative development for the RMP.  
Management goals were also defined for each resource and resource use to guide management actions 
considered for those programs.  Specific goals pertaining to resource and to resource use are presented 
under the respective headings in following sections of this document.  The RMP’s goals are presented 
below: 

 Maintain the rural, open landscape, recognizing the resources—including but not limited to 
agriculture, hunting, ranching, diverse recreational opportunities, wildlife habitat, scenic landscapes, 
and air and water quality—that are integral to the value of such landscapes. 

 Improve understanding of ecosystem functioning and how to maintain long-term ecosystem health. 
 Maintain, improve, and restore (where needed) healthy ecosystems and habitat to support viable 

populations of native fish, plants, and wildlife species, while reducing habitat loss and fragmentation. 
 Protect cultural and natural resources, using the diversity of tools available to BLM, including the use 

of special designations as appropriate.   
 Reduce conflicts between uses and user groups, as feasible. 
 Provide management flexibility, where possible and appropriate, to improve management outcomes 

while protecting natural and cultural resources. 
 Recognize the value of commodity and noncommodity resources, providing a diversity of uses and 

settings that support a variety of economic opportunities. 
 Provide a clear analysis of the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of land use decisions. 
 Work collaboratively with stakeholders and the public in achieving the RMP’s goals and solicit 

public participation throughout ongoing planning. 
 Provide community and visitor education that would include local history and prehistoric cultures. 
 Use adaptive management where appropriate, including best available science, and identify and 

monitor indicators of acceptable landscape or resource health. 
 Encourage full funding of RMP implementation. 

2.4 GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF EACH ALTERNATIVE 

Four alternatives are described and analyzed in detail in this Draft RMP/EIS, including Alternative A (the 
No Action Alternative) and Alternatives B, C, and D, each of which represents varying management 
actions for each resource and resource use for achieving the stated goals and objectives.  These 
alternatives vary based on how fast the objective would be met, the degree to which the objective would 
be met, the priorities within the objective, the emphasis placed on different management activities, and 
what society would be willing to forego within the limitations of current policy.  Integrated resource 
management was emphasized in formulating the alternatives.   

2.4.1 Alternative A (No Action Alternative) 

NEPA mandates consideration of a No Action Alternative.  This alternative provides a basis for 
comparing the impacts of the other alternatives.  The No Action Alternative involves continuing the 
management activities that already occur in the planning area and is based on reasonably foreseeable 
actions, available inventory data, existing planning decisions and policies, and existing land use 
allocations and programs.  These activities are now governed by the existing LSFO RMP and ROD 
(1989) and by amendments that include the Oil and Gas Amendment (1991), the Black-Footed Ferret 
Reintroduction Amendment (1995), and the Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for 
Livestock Grazing Management in Colorado Amendment (1996).  These amendments are described in 
Table 2-1.  Some actions have been determined to be unnecessary to carry forward into the RMP revision 
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because the action is not a land use planning decision, the action reiterates existing policy, or the action is 
a repeat of a similar management action.  Ongoing programs initiated under existing legislation and 
regulations would continue, even as new plans are developed or new planning efforts are conducted 
within the RMP area. 

Alternative A would maintain present uses by continuing present management direction and activities.  
Mineral and energy development would be allowed throughout most of the planning area.  The level of 
resource functionality to meet the Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock 
Grazing Management in Colorado and seasonal protections for wildlife would be maintained.  Existing 
special management areas and special recreation management areas (SRMA) would also be maintained.  
Minimal limitations on motorized travel would provide an enhanced motorized recreational experience.   

Table 2-1.  Relevant Plans and Amendments 

Document Title Year Description 
LSFO RMP and ROD 1989 Current RMP for the LSFO 

Oil and Gas Amendment, Little Snake 
RMP/EIS 1991 

Amendment/EIS for compliance with the 
Supplemental Planning Guidance for Fluid Minerals 
released in 1987 

Black-Footed Ferret Reintroduction 
Amendment, Little Snake RMP/EIS 1995 

Amendment/environmental assessment (EA) for 
proposed reintroduction of black-footed ferret as a 
nonessential experimental population into the Little 
Snake black-footed ferret management area 

Standards for Public Land Health and 
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing 
Management in Colorado (Colorado 
standards and guidelines) 

1996 Amendment/EA for adoption of the Colorado 
standards and guidelines 

 

2.4.2 Alternative B 

This alternative would allow the greatest extent of resource use within the planning area, while 
maintaining the basic protection needed to sustain resources.  Under this alternative, constraints on 
commodity production for the protection of sensitive resources would be the least restrictive possible 
within the limits defined by law, regulation, and BLM policy.  However, BLM would apply conditions of 
approval (COA), as needed, through site-specific analysis before authorization.  Potential impacts on 
sensitive resource values would be mitigated on a case-by-case basis.  The level of resource functionality 
to meet the Colorado standards and guidelines would be maintained.  Area protections, such as 
designations as areas of critical environmental concern (ACEC) would be removed from areas so 
designated currently, and no new such areas would be recommended.  No wild and scenic river (WSR) 
segments would be recommended as suitable for designation.  Current SRMA designations would also be 
removed, and no new SRMAs would be identified.  Opportunities for “unmanaged” motorized 
recreational experiences would increase where fewer off-highway vehicle (OHV) areas are limited or 
closed.  With this alternative, unlike Alternative A, areas designated as no surface occupancy (NSO) for 
oil and gas would also be designated as no ground disturbance (NGD) for other uses (Map 2-1). 

2.4.3 Alternative C (Preferred Alternative) 

This alternative would emphasize multiple resource use in the planning area by protecting sensitive 
resources and applying the most current information to allow BLM to set priorities for flexible, proactive 
management of public lands.  Commodity production would be balanced against wildlife and vegetation 
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protection; however, exceptions would be granted according to adaptive criteria established 
(Appendix E).  Protection of greater sage-grouse and other wildlife habitat characteristics would be 
maintained or increased.  Adaptive management criteria would be used to prioritize implementation 
planning in areas with the greatest need for it (Appendix F).  Area protections, such as designation as 
ACECs and WSRs, would be limited to those areas where such designations are necessary to protect 
sensitive resources, and specific management prescriptions would be applied to areas that do not receive 
such designations.  Existing SRMAs would remain in place, and additional SRMAs and backcountry 
areas would be identified to provide diverse recreational experiences.  There would be an increase in the 
areas closed to or with limitations on OHV use, but there would also be some open OHV areas.  With this 
alternative, as in Alternative B, areas considered NSO for oil and gas would also be designated as NGD 
for other uses (Map 2-2).  Alternative C would be implemented by using the principles of adaptive 
management.  Appendix M explains the adaptive management approach to be employed in 
implementation of this alternative. 

2.4.4 Alternative D 

This alternative would allow the greatest extent of resource protection within the planning area, while still 
allowing resource uses.  Commodity production would be constrained to protect natural resource values 
or to accelerate improvement in their condition.  However, exceptions would be granted according to 
adaptive criteria (Appendix E).  Protection of greater sage-grouse and other wildlife habitat characteristics 
would increase.  Management would focus on restoring vegetation communities to ecologically desirable 
levels.  Area protections such as designation as ACECs and WSRs would be maximized, and more 
restrictions on uses would apply in designated areas to protect sensitive resources and values.  Existing 
SRMAs would remain in place, and additional SRMAs and backcountry areas would be identified to 
provide diverse recreational experiences.  There would be an increase in the areas closed to or with 
limitations on OHV use.  With this alternative, as in Alternatives B and C, areas considered NSO for oil 
and gas would also be designated as NGD for other uses (Map 2-3).   

2.5 RESOURCE DESCRIPTIONS AND MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS 

Resources are considered to be those natural, biological, and/or cultural components found in the Little 
Snake RMPPA.  The requirements of the Colorado Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines for 
Livestock Grazing Management (Appendix A) apply to all resource uses on public lands.  Administrative 
access is made available on a case-by-case basis for emergency purposes, BLM access to managing 
resources, and for persons engaged in valid uses such as mining claims, mineral leases, livestock grazing, 
recreation, and other uses.  The following sections present the goals, objectives, and management actions, 
categorized by resource.   

2.5.1 Air Quality 

Management of air quality is through compliance with federal, State, and local regulations.  The Federal 
Government has established ambient air quality standards for criteria pollutants considered harmful to 
public health and the environment, and these have been accepted by the State of Colorado to comply with 
the Clean Air Act.  Regional haze regulations have been developed to maintain visibility on the least- 
impaired days and to improve visibility on the most-impaired days in mandatory federal Class I areas 
across the United States, which are defined as national parks larger than 6,000 acres, wilderness areas 
larger than 5,000 acres, national memorial parks larger than 5,000 acres, and international parks that 
existed as of August 1977.  Actions authorized on BLM-administered lands and federal mineral estates 
would need to be conducted so as to comply with Clean Air Act requirements, including the applicable 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (Section 109); the State Air Quality Implementation Plan (SIP) 
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(Section 110); control of pollution from federal facilities (Section 118); prevention of significant 
deterioration, including visibility impacts on mandatory federal Class I areas (Section 160 et seq.); and 
conformity analyses and determinations (Section 176(c)).  Section 118 of the Clean Air Act requires 
federal agencies to comply with all federal, State, and local air pollution requirements.  Section 176(c) 
prohibits federal agencies from taking any actions that contribute to a new violation of ambient air quality 
standards, that increase the frequency or severity of an existing violation, or that delay the attainment of a 
standard.  It also requires federal agencies to conform to SIPs.  BLM policy also provides requirements to 
minimize air quality impacts.  For example, prescribed burns must comply with BLM Manual 7723 for 
air quality maintenance requirements to minimize air quality impacts from particulates such as smoke.  
Management actions for air quality included in this RMP include strategies to achieve desired air quality 
conditions. 

2.5.1.1 Resource Goals and Objectives 

Goals and objectives for air quality are established through regulation.  No additional goals or objectives 
were created for the air quality resource specific to this RMP.   

2.5.1.2 Management Actions 

Alternative A: Air quality was not specifically addressed in the 1989 RMP or in any RMP amendments.   

Alternative B: The use of “green” or flareless well completions as a best management practice (BMP) for 
oil and gas operations would be encouraged.   

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative B. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative B. 

2.5.2 Soil Resources 

Standards and goals under the Clean Water Act and the Colorado standards and guidelines require 
measures to minimize soil erosion.  BLM complies through evaluation of management actions and 
implementation of BMPs on a site-specific basis.  Fragile soils areas and steep slopes are more 
susceptible to accelerated erosion, and these require specific management consideration.  Management 
actions for soil resources included in this RMP include strategies to achieve desired conditions. 

2.5.2.1 Resource Goals and Objectives 

 Soils Goal: Maintain or restore soil conditions.  Objectives for achieving this goal include—  
 Mitigate negative impacts on soil productivity from accelerated erosion or physical or chemical 

degradation. 
 Stabilize and rehabilitate areas where accelerated erosion, runoff, and physical or chemical 

degradation have resulted in unacceptable resource conditions.   
 Prevent disturbance to fragile soil areas where resulting erosion could not be controlled.   

2.5.2.2 Management Actions 

Fragile Soils 

Alternative A: Surface disturbing activities would be allowed on isolated sites that meet fragile soil 
criteria but only when performance standards and objectives can be met.  Fragile soil criteria areas are 
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rated as highly or severely erodible by wind or water as described by the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) in the Area Soil Survey Report or as described by onsite inspection.  Fragile soil criteria 
are also slopes greater than or equal to 35 percent if they have one of the other following soil 
characteristics: surface texture that is sand, loamy sand, very fine sandy loam, silty clay, or clay; a depth 
to bedrock of less than 20 inches; an erosion condition rated as “poor”; or a K-factor greater than 0.32. 

Surface occupancy on public land would be permitted only where adherence to performance objectives 
for surface disturbing activities within fragile-soil areas is ensured.  Performance objectives for fragile 
soils include— 

 Maintain soil productivity both by reducing soil loss from erosion and through proper handling of the 
soil material.   

 Reduce the impact to offsite areas by controlling erosion and/or overland flow from these areas.   
 Protect water quality and quantity of adjacent surface and ground water sources.   
 Reduce accelerated erosion caused by surface disturbing activities.   
 Select the best possible site for development to reduce impacts on soil and water resources. 

Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative A. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative A. 

Surface Use 

Alternative A: For new oil and gas leases and all surface disturbing activities permitted under the 1989 
RMP,1 ensure that applicants would demonstrate compliance with performance objectives through a Plan 
of Development (POD) that uses either alternative measures or the following mitigation measures: 

 Retain all sediments generated from the surface disturbing activity onsite. 
 Do not allow construction or other surface disturbing activities when the soils are saturated to a depth 

of more than 3 inches. 
 Limit vehicle use to existing roads and trails. 
 Build all new permanent roads to meet BLM primary road standards in locations approved by the 

authorized officer (for oil and gas purposes, permanent roads are those used for production). Conduct 
all geophysical and geochemical exploration by helicopter, horseback, on foot, or from existing roads. 

 Design any sediment-control structures, reserve pits, or disposal pits so that these can contain 
precipitation from a 100-year, 6-hour storm event, and provide storage volumes within these 
structures that have a design life of 25 years. 

 Before reserve, production, or emergency pits are reclaimed, remove all residue and truck it offsite to 
an approved disposal location. 

 Initiate reclamation of disturbed surfaces before November 1 each year. 
 Approve all reclamation plans by the authorized officer in advance and require a bond, if necessary, 

or if one has not been previously posted. 

                                                      
1 The requirements of the 1989 RMP do not supersede valid existing rights on approved applications for permits to drill, developing 
leases, or entry under the general mining laws.  Construction or maintenance within the ROWs of Moffat County Roads 4, 67, and 
126 would be allowed on a case-by-case basis.  BLM would work with operators/permittees/county engineers to develop appropriate 
compliance measures.   
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Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization.   

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative A. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative A. 

2.5.3 Water Resources 

Management of water quality is provided through compliance with federal, State, and local regulations.  
The Federal Water Pollution Control Act (Clean Water Act) of 1977, as amended, requires the restoration 
and maintenance of the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.  The Clean 
Water Act places responsibility for protecting water quality with the States under the supervision of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).  Standards and goals under the Clean Water Act and water 
quality management objectives developed by the States, as required by the 1987 Water Quality Act 
Amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, were created to protect the quality of States’ 
waters and to prevent, abate, and control water pollution.  The 1976 FLPMA directs and requires BLM to 
comply with State water quality standards and manage public land so as to preserve and protect certain 
lands in their natural condition.  BLM is required to maintain water quality where it presently meets EPA-
approved State of Colorado water quality standards and to improve water quality on public lands where it 
does not meet standards as defined by Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  Any water discharged on 
the surface by industry is controlled through National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits.  
Actions authorized on BLM lands must also comply with the mitigation requirements defined by the 
Office of Surface Mining regulations for coal leasing and by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 
404 permit requirements. 

Management actions would be conducted in conformance with the various regulations in the Clean Water 
Act, the Colorado Water Quality Control Act, FLPMA, and the Colorado standards and guidelines to 
achieve the water quality classifications and standards for surface and ground waters developed by the 
Colorado Water Quality Control Commission.  Management actions for water quality included in this 
RMP include strategies to achieve desired water quality conditions. 

2.5.3.1 Resource Goals and Objectives 

 Water Goal A: Protect and maintain present ground water quality.  Objectives for achieving this goal 
include—  

 Ensure that actions that could potentially affect ground water quality are conducted by using 
BMPs.   

 Water Goal B: Maintain or improve the surface water quality and quantity and the integrity of 
streams and their associated riparian values on public lands.  Objectives for achieving this goal 
include—  

 Use BMPs to limit disturbances in and near streams or riparian/wetland systems.   
 Maintain watershed integrity and functioning hydrology. 
 Achieve proper functioning condition (PFC) in existing riparian/wetland systems that do not meet 

land health and water quality standards. 
 Identify and, if possible, remove existing sources of degradation.   
 Prevent, where possible, accelerated erosion and physical or chemical degradation in upland 

areas.   
 Ensure that land use employs BMPs to protect surface water resources. 
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 Strive for sufficient quantity, quality, and timing of water to support water-dependent resource 
values, including fisheries, riparian communities, wetland communities, aquatic insects, terrestrial 
wildlife, and migratory/nonmigratory birds. 

 Strive for sufficient quantity, quality, and timing of water to support human and economic uses of 
water on public lands, including livestock grazing, recreation, forestry, and mineral development. 

2.5.3.2 Management Actions 

In addition to the management actions listed below, the management actions for soil resources 
(summarized in Section 2.5.2.2) would also achieve water quality goals and objectives. 

Alternative A: Establish NSO stipulations from within 500 feet to 0.25 miles of perennial water sources, 
depending on type and use of the water source, soil type, and slope steepness.  Also see Alternative A 
decisions for soil resources management. 

Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Establish NSO stipulations for up to 0.25 miles from perennial 
water sources, if necessary, depending on type and use of the water source, soil type, and slope steepness.  
Exceptions would be granted according to Appendix E. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C. 

2.5.4 Vegetation 

The FLPMA and the Public Rangeland Improvement Act (PRIA) of 1978 clearly define the objectives 
and priorities for management of public land vegetation resources.  Guidance contained in the Department 
of Interior regulations for Fundamentals of Rangeland Health and Standards and Guidelines for Grazing 
Administration (43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 4180) directs public land management toward the 
maintenance or restoration of the physical function and biological health of rangeland ecosystems.  
Regional standards of rangeland health and guidelines for livestock grazing management were developed 
for public land administered by the BLM.  The Colorado Standards and Guidelines (Appendix A) are the 
minimal acceptable conditions for addressing the health, productivity, and sustainability of rangelands.  
These standards describe healthy rangelands rather than rangeland byproducts.  Achievement of a 
standard is accomplished through observing, measuring, and monitoring appropriate indicators, followed 
by the evaluation of that data.  An indicator is a component of a system whose characteristics (e.g., 
presence, absence, quantity, and distribution) can be observed, measured, or monitored by sound 
scientific principles.  The standards would direct the management of public lands and focus the 
implementation of this activity plan on the maintenance or attainment of healthy rangelands. 

The Riparian-Wetland Initiative for the 1990s (BLM 1991) establishes goals and objectives for managing 
riparian/wetland resources.  Riparian areas would be managed to attain or maintain PFC.  The PFC for 
different types of riparian/wetland systems is fully defined in BLM Technical Reference 1737-15, A User 
Guide to Assessing Proper Functioning Condition and the Supporting Science for Lotic Areas, and in 
BLM Technical Reference 1737-16, A User Guide to Assessing Proper Functioning Condition and the 
Supporting Science for Lentic Areas.  PFC can be summarized as the minimum acceptable level of 
ecological status in which vegetation, landform, and/or woody debris create a level of inherent resiliency 
that allows the stream or wetland system to be protected from erosive forces, capture sediment, provide 
for infiltration, and create appropriate habitat.  Riparian areas would be maintained, improved, or restored 
to enhance forage conditions, provide wildlife habitat, and improve stream and water quality.  To achieve 
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PFC, riparian areas would be managed to maintain dominance by those species capable of stabilizing soils 
and stream banks.  All riparian areas would be assessed, as needed, to determine their existing condition 
and whether specific management actions are needed for improvement. 

2.5.4.1 Resource Goals and Objectives 

 Vegetation Goal: Collaborate with stakeholders and resource users in providing an array of habitats, 
suitably distributed across the landscape, that support biodiversity and viable populations of native 
plant and animal species.  Objectives for achieving this goal include—  

 Manage for a diversity of seral stages within plant communities. 
 Manage for connections between varieties of plant communities on a landscape scale. 
 Manage for juniper and other woody species within their historic range of natural variability. 
 Restore natural disturbance regimes, such as fire, and use vegetation treatments to accomplish 

biodiversity objectives. 
 Establish desired plant communities (DPC), in coordination with stakeholders across the LSFO, 

in a way that focuses on native communities and intact ecosystems while allowing non-native 
species, where appropriate, on a case-by-case basis. 

 Sagebrush Goal A: Sustain the integrity of the sagebrush biome to maintain viable populations of 
greater sage-grouse and other sagebrush obligate species.  Objectives for achieving this goal 
include—  

 Maintain large patches of high-quality sagebrush habitats, consistent with the natural range of 
variability for sagebrush communities in northwest Colorado. 

 Maintain connections between sagebrush habitats on a landscape scale, as allowed by the range 
site condition. 

 Sagebrush Goal B: Identify and initiate restoration and rehabilitation of sagebrush habitat while 
maintaining a mosaic of canopy cover and seral stages.  Objectives for achieving this goal include—  

 Reconnect large patches of sagebrush habitat, consistent with the natural range of variability for 
sagebrush communities in northwest Colorado. 

 Reduce the encroachment of juniper and other woody species into the sagebrush habitat. 
 Restore a diversity of seral stages within sagebrush communities. 
 Restore the quantity, species composition, and species diversity of sagebrush understories. 

 Forestry Goal: Manage for healthy forest and woodland communities.  Objectives for achieving this 
goal include— 

 Manage forests and woodlands to improve forest resiliency to disturbances from insects, disease, 
and wildfires; restore habitats for Special Status Species; and produce a sustainable supply of 
forest products.   

 Manage areas identified as old growth to fully maintain, or to contribute to the restoration of, the 
structure and composition of old growth stands as defined in Old Growth Descriptions for the 
Major Cover Types in the Rocky Mountain Region. 

 Maintain the appropriate species diversity and age-class distribution for forest and woodland 
communities that are resilient to disturbances. 

 Recognize and manage aspen as a unique and limited high-value forest type for a wide variety of 
resources. 

 Riparian and Wetlands Goal A: Maintain or improve the integrity of streams and their associated 
riparian values on public lands that meet land health and water quality standards.  Objectives for 
achieving this goal include—  

 Manage human-caused disturbances in and near riparian/wetland systems. 
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 Maintain or improve watershed integrity and functioning hydrology. 
 Recognize and manage riparian/wetland communities as a limited high-value vegetation type. 

 Riparian and Wetlands Goal B: Achieve PFC in existing riparian/wetland systems that do not meet 
land health and water quality standards.  Objectives for achieving this goal include—  

 Identify and, if possible, remove existing sources of degradation. 
 Protect riparian/wetland systems from new sources of degradation. 
 Work with users to identify ways to improve riparian areas and to minimize degradation from 

existing uses. 

 Weeds Goal A: Reduce the occurrence of noxious and undesirable plant species.  Objectives for 
achieving this goal include—  

 Ensure all land use actions that could potentially increase the occurrence of noxious weeds are 
conducted by using BMPs. 

 Apply principles of integrated pest management. 

 Weeds Goal B: Integrate weed management across landscape and ownership boundaries.  Objectives 
for achieving this goal include— 

 Pursue, wherever possible, the use of cooperative agreements to coordinate weed management 
actions. 

 Identify ways of partnering with resource users and other stakeholders to reduce the occurrence of 
noxious weeds. 

2.5.4.2 Management Actions 

Desired Plant Communities 

Alternative A: No similar action. 

Alternative B: Upland and riparian vegetation would be managed to achieve DPC objectives that have 
been established for a localized area to meet the Colorado standards and guidelines and the objectives for 
the Little Snake Planning Area.  The DPC objectives would be determined through consulting various 
references including the NRCS’s Range Site Guides and updated ecological site inventory data, which are 
targeted to the specific objectives for the area.  The DPC objectives would emphasize commodity uses 
while complying with existing regulations pertaining to sensitive resources.   

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative B.  The DPC objectives would 
emphasize wildlife habitat, livestock grazing, watershed, and biodiversity values while maintaining or 
enhancing habitat for Special Status Species. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative B.  The DPC objectives would emphasize wildlife 
habitat, watershed, and biodiversity values.  There would be particular emphasis on maintaining or 
enhancing habitat for Special Status Species. 

Vegetation Treatments 

Alternative A: No similar action.  Vegetation treatments would be conducted on a case-by-case basis, as 
needed. 

Alternative B: Same as described in Alternative A.  In addition, vegetation treatments to increase forage 
production would be emphasized when consistent with healthy rangeland ecosystems.   
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Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Vegetation treatments would be applied to an average of 4,110 
acres per year over the life of the plan to restore diversity of seral stages and species, as appropriate.  
Work with the Northwest Colorado Sage-Grouse Working Group to identify, maintain, and restore an 
average of 530 acres of sagebrush per year.  Creation of functional blocks of sagebrush as sage-grouse 
habitat would be emphasized.  In addition, vegetation treatments would be applied to an average of 1,600 
acres per year to reduce encroachment of juniper and woody species to mimic natural conditions.  During 
the planning period, a total of 80 acres per year of bitterbrush and other important winter forage species in 
the Sand Hills and Spring Creek watersheds would be restored.  Further, an average of 100 acres per year 
of mountain shrub would be restored.  Vegetation treatments should be used where land health 
assessments (LHA) indicate a standard is not being met for reasons other than livestock (such as areas 
where reclamation efforts have not been successful or areas with heavy OHV use) to improve conditions. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C, with the exception that vegetation treatments would 
be applied to an average of 8,750 acres per year over the life of the plan to restore diversity of seral stages 
and species, as appropriate.  Work with the Northwest Colorado Sage-Grouse Working Group to identify, 
maintain, and restore an average of 2,000 acres of sagebrush per year.  Creation of functional blocks of 
sagebrush would be emphasized.  Further, vegetation treatments would be applied to an average of 3,500 
acres per year to reduce encroachment of juniper and woody species so as to mimic natural conditions.  
An average of 50 acres per year of bitterbrush and other important winter forage species in all areas where 
LHAs have been conducted, starting with the Sand Hills and Spring Creek watersheds, would be restored.  
In addition, an average of 1,000 acres of per year of mountain shrub would be restored.   

Forestry 

Alternative A: Restoration, treatment, improvement, and maintenance would be done on a case-by-case 
basis as needed. 

Alternative B: Same as described in Alternative A. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): An average of 200 acres per year of Ponderosa pine, primarily in 
the Douglas Mountain area, would be restored.  Ponderosa pine restoration projects would likely be 
nonharvest methods such as prescribed fire and mechanical understory reduction.  An average of 50 acres 
per year of lodgepole pine, primarily in the Cold Springs watershed, would be treated.  Treatments would 
likely be a mix of commercial forest product sales and fuels-related treatments aimed at maintaining an 
overall viable stand and reducing the threat of large fires in the area.  There would be improvement or 
maintenance of aspen community health on an average of 50 acres of stands per year, especially in the 
Cold Springs watershed and in Routt County.  Aspen improvement would likely entail using nonharvest 
methods such as prescribed fire, chainsaw thinning, and other mechanical means aimed at promoting 
aspen regeneration.  An average of 500 acres per year of pinyon-juniper woodland would be restored.  
The aim of pinyon-juniper restoration would be to maintain a mosaic of age classes and to balance the 
amount of treatment against natural pinyon-juniper expansion.  Pinyon-juniper restoration could be 
treated through a combination of prescribed burning, mechanical mastication, and designated firewood 
gathering areas. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C, with the exception of restoring an average of 400 
acres per year of ponderosa pine, primarily in the Douglas Mountain area; treating an average of 100 
acres per year of lodgepole pine, primarily in the Cold Springs watershed; and improving or maintaining 
aspen community health on an average of 200 acres of stands per year, especially in the Cold Springs 
watershed and in Routt County. 
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Noxious Weeds 

Alternative A: Noxious weeds would be identified and eliminated on a case-by-case basis, consistent 
with current policy. 

Alternative B: Same as described in Alternative A. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): The spread of noxious weeds would be prevented.  Invasive 
species would be eliminated by focusing on areas of new infestations and, where possible, on extirpating 
existing populations, especially in the Axial, Powder Wash, Douglas Mountain, Sand Hills, and Williams 
Fork watersheds as well as in selected Routt County and Moffat County parcels.  The occurrence of 
noxious weeds could be reduced through partnering with resource users and other stakeholders.  
Maximize utilization of cooperative agreements for control of invasive species would be encouraged. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C. 

2.5.5 Fish and Wildlife Habitat 

Section 102.8 of FLPMA requires that public land be managed to protect the quality of multiple resources 
and to provide food and habitat for fish, wildlife, and domestic animals.  PRIA also directs BLM to 
improve rangeland conditions with due consideration of the needs of wildlife and their habitats.  
Rangeland health regulations identify the need to foster productive and diverse populations and 
communities of plants and animals.  The Sikes Act of 1974 is a congressional mandate for the BLM to 
“plan, develop, maintain, and coordinate programs for the conservation and rehabilitation of wildlife, fish, 
and game.” In addition, executive orders for floodplain management and protection of wetlands provide 
further direction for protection and management of fisheries habitat. 

BLM’s role in the management of fish and other aquatic resources is to provide habitat that supports 
desired aquatic plants and animals.  Plants, animals, and their interactions with each other and the 
physical environment are part of the ecological processes that are important for the health and function of 
aquatic ecosystems as well as of rangeland and forest ecosystems.  Species manipulations, such as 
introductions and population management, are under the authority of CDOW. 

Wildlife depends on riparian/wetland areas for vital habitat components.  In managing riparian/wetland 
areas, the BLM should consider the consequences and relationships of its management to the life history 
needs of wildlife.  The character of upland vegetation (arrangements, densities, age classes, etc.) greatly 
influences wildlife habitat quality and productivity.  Because the character of upland vegetation can vary 
in response to federal land use authorizations, BLM considers the consequences of various land uses 
(such as grazing and mining) and treatments (such as commercial forest harvesting, burning, and seeding) 
to the health of wildlife habitat.  The outcomes of what may be considered proper range or forest 
management may not necessarily result in satisfactory wildlife habitat.  Wildlife must also have a 
reasonable amount of protection from the adverse impacts of human disturbances.  This is especially true 
during breeding periods and on winter ranges and can apply to most human activity. 

2.5.5.1 Resource Goals and Objectives 

 Fish and Wildlife Goal A: Sustain the integrity of the sagebrush biome to maintain viable 
populations of greater sage-grouse and other sagebrush obligate species, consistent with local 
conservation plans.  Objectives for achieving this goal include— 

 Maintain large patches of high-quality sagebrush habitats consistent with the natural range of 
variability for sagebrush communities in northwest Colorado. 
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 Maintain connections between sagebrush habitats on a landscape scale. 

 Fish and Wildlife Goal B: Identify and initiate restoration and rehabilitation of sagebrush habitat 
while maintaining a mosaic of canopy cover and seral stages.  Objectives for achieving this goal 
include—  

 Reconnect large patches of sagebrush habitat consistent with the natural range of variability for 
sagebrush communities in northwest Colorado. 

 Reduce encroachment of juniper and other woody species into sagebrush habitat. 
 Restore a diversity of seral stages within sagebrush communities.   
 Restore the quantity, species composition, and species diversity of sagebrush understories. 

 Fish and Wildlife Goal C: Manage habitat for a wide variety of wildlife species endemic to key 
vegetation types by maintaining adequate habitat quantity, quality, and continuity.  Objectives for 
achieving this goal include—  

 Improve and/or maintain those areas that are key wildlife habitats and their desired plant 
communities. 

 Maintain or restore connectivity between habitat use areas. 
 Maintain, restore, or enhance the habitat of migratory bird species (i.e., neotropicals, waterfowl, 

raptors). 
 Promote conservation and minimize the take of migratory birds. 
 Maintain and promote high-quality habitat for big game populations. 
 Provide habitat to support sufficient raptor prey populations. 
 Provide sufficient nesting and fledging habitat to ensure sustainable raptor populations.   

 Fish and Wildlife Goal D: Manage disturbances to wildlife populations.  Objectives for achieving 
this goal include—  

 Manage access to seasonal use areas during crucial time frames. 
 Manage access in crucial habitats.   

 Fish and Wildlife Goal E: Provide an array of aquatic habitats that support biodiversity and viable 
populations of species.  Objectives for achieving this goal include—  

 Promote improvement and recovery of current, historic, and potential habitats of aquatic species.   
 Maintain or improve riparian conditions to provide for forage, habitat, and biodiversity. 
 Encourage sport fisheries where these would not be detrimental to native fish populations.   

 Fish and Wildlife Goal F: Cooperate with CDOW.  Objectives for achieving this goal include—  
 In collaboration with key agencies, provide input to CDOW on establishing fish and wildlife 

populations that can be sustained by the available habitat. 
 Seek input from CDOW on managing fish and wildlife habitat on public lands.   

2.5.5.2 Management Actions 

Improving and Maintaining Sagebrush Habitat Functionality by Limiting Fragmentation 

Alternative A: No similar action. 

Alternative B: Same as Alternative A. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): To maintain and improve large blocks of functional sagebrush 
communities, oil and gas operators could opt into an agreement to limit habitat fragmentation in return for 
easing timing limitation stipulations and allowing year-round drilling. 
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This arrangement applies to the most critical sagebrush habitat within the RMPPA, which includes all 
areas located within 4 miles of a sage-grouse lek site and eight designated large patches of sagebrush 
habitat (Map 2-4).  The 4-mile radius areas are based on known sage-grouse lek sites, but are intended to 
be flexible in the RMP so that new sites discovered during the life of the RMP will also be included.  This 
agreement applies to both federal surface and federal mineral estates.  Where private surface is underlain 
by federal minerals, this proposal would apply unless the surface landowner objects.  Private and state 
mineral owners within the area would also be encouraged to participate on a voluntary basis.   

Outside these identified areas, oil and gas development would proceed as described in this Draft 
RMP/EIS, with all appropriate stipulations applying, subject to the exception, modification, and waiver 
criteria described in Appendix E. 

Inside the identified areas, all new leases would still be issued with the wildlife timing stipulations 
attached.  However, if a proposal meets certain criteria, which are described below, BLM will grant an 
exception to big game and sage-grouse timing limitation stipulations.  Until these criteria are met, timing 
limitation stipulations would apply to all development on the lease or unit.  However, if an operator meets 
both criteria, the BLM will grant an exception to big game winter range and sage-grouse nesting and 
critical winter range timing stipulations for all APDs on the lease or unit, allowing year-round drilling in 
these areas.  This agreement does not pertain to the 0.25-mile NSO stipulation around sage-grouse leks, 
which would remain in effect. 

Approval of exceptions to big game and sage-grouse timing limitation stipulations for year-round drilling 
will require active monitoring for compliance with the conditions of approval.  Operators must 
continually meet these criteria throughout development of the lease or unit, or the authorization for the 
exception of timing stipulations will terminate.  Compliance history will be a factor in approving this 
tradeoff for future development.  If an operator were to breach the agreement, BLM would not allow the 
same operator to enter into this agreement again.   

Criterion #1: No more than 5 percent of the surface area of each lease or unit will be disturbed at any 
time.  In this context, surface disturbance pertains to only oil and gas actions.  Other BLM permitted 
activities as well as nonpermitted activities do not count toward the 5 percent maximum.  Oil and gas 
related rights-of-way (ROW) that are owned by a third party also do not count toward the 5 percent limit; 
only actions that the leaseholder is responsible for are included in the total.  All disturbances associated 
with oil and gas operations performed by the leaseholder, however, do count toward this limitation, 
including well pads, roads, pipelines, exploration and production facilities, and all other infrastructure.  
Disturbed areas adjacent to facilities, not just the facility or well pad itself, also count toward the 
threshold,.  In addition, existing oil and gas disturbance also counts toward the 5 percent threshold.  For 
leases or units already exceeding 5 percent disturbance, a no-net-gain principle would go into effect, 
which is described below. 

Although the 5 percent surface disturbance threshold is the guiding factor, spacing of oil and gas facilities 
on the surface is also an important concept in limiting habitat fragmentation.  If it is assumed that each 
facility occupies 8 acres, this is equivalent to disturbing 5 percent of a 160-acre block.  The intent is not to 
require 160-acre spacing but to average no more than one facility for each 160 acres within a project area 
while leaving large blocks of habitat undisturbed.  Therefore, operators are encouraged to develop 
proposals that leave larger blocks of sagebrush habitat undisturbed within project areas, by clustering 
facilities, carefully designing road and pipeline systems to minimize disturbance, or other means. 

Disturbed areas can be recovered on a rolling-reclamation basis.  Upon successful reclamation, reclaimed 
areas would no longer be counted toward the 5 percent limit, and the total area disturbed in the project 



JANUARY 2007 LITTLE SNAKE RMP DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN  LITTLE SNAKE FIELD OFFICE 
2-18  BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

area would be decreased by that amount.  Successful reclamation is defined in the Reclamation 
Performance Standard described in Appendix O. 

In areas where existing oil and gas infrastructure already exceeds the 5 percent disturbance threshold, a 
no-net-gain principle will be employed.  A leaseholder could satisfy this criterion if it can show in a POD 
that it will reclaim areas equal to the area proposed for new development.  In-kind offsite or 
compensatory mitigation could also count toward recuperating disturbed areas, if approved by the BLM.  
Reclamation and offsite mitigation would be required to meet the same reclamation performance standard 
as described above.  If mitigation is not performed as agreed upon, or any aspect of the POD is not 
followed, the BLM would no longer grant exceptions to timing stipulations and would issue 
noncompliance to the leaseholder.   

The same no-net-gain approach would apply to areas where existing disturbance is less than 5 percent but 
the threshold is exceeded during development.  In other words, in a lease with 4 percent of its surface 
currently disturbed from oil and gas activity, the operator could develop up to 5 percent of the surface and 
then would have to remain at 5 percent to still qualify for the benefits of this tradeoff. 

Criterion #2: Development and approval of a POD is required before the BLM will grant exceptions to 
wildlife timing limitation.  The operator(s) need to have some level of confidence and certainty in their 
POD.  If exploratory wells are needed to better define the resource before a POD is developed, the APDs 
will be subject to timing limitation stipulations.  PODs may be developed in stages.  The area of the 
project described in the POD could include multiple leases or units, either connected or not contiguous.  
However, the BLM or the operator may determine that separate PODs are needed for areas that are not 
connected.   

A complete POD consists of the following components, if applicable: 

 Cover letter containing operator name, project name, list of wells (name and number by lease, with 
legal description including quarter-quarter)  

 Master drilling plan  
 Master surface use plan, including plans for surface reclamation, a baseline calculation of total 

surface area currently disturbed by oil and gas activity in the project area, and the total area to be 
disturbed through the proposed development 

 A strategy for limiting and/or mitigating sagebrush habitat fragmentation.  The plan would 
demonstrate significant control of fragmentation in a number of ways, including— 

 Reducing surface density of facilities, roads, pipelines, and other ROWs 
 Focusing development near existing ROWs 
 Clustering facilities, including the use of directional drilling where feasible 
 Minimizing oil- and gas-related activity in sagebrush habitats, including reducing traffic through 

field road management, closing routes to public use, remote telemetry of wells, piping of 
produced fluids rather than trucking, etc. 

 Using new technologies, including surface mats, self-contained rigs, limited impact drilling (e.g., 
small roads and small pads) 

 Requiring mandatory acceptance of BMPs 
 Water management plan  
 Cultural resource inventory plan 
 Wildlife monitoring plan  
 Project maps, including— 
 Surface ownership with project boundary  
 Mineral ownership with project boundary  
 Existing and proposed well sites  
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 Compressor sites  
 Flow line routes  
 Utility line routes  
 Transportation routes  
 Applications for permit to drill for each federal well  
 List of all permitting agencies involved 
 Surface owner agreements  
 Water mitigation agreements  
 Any additional information. 

Baseline Measurements and Monitoring 

This approach requires a baseline measurement of existing disturbance as well as monitoring to determine 
when the 5 percent threshold is reached.  Before a leaseholder enters into the agreement, a geographic 
information system (GIS) analysis of existing disturbance in the project area will be performed as part of 
the POD.  In addition, the amount of surface to be disturbed will be calculated by the operator and 
included in the POD.  Subsequent monitoring will take place to ensure compliance with the terms agreed 
upon in the POD. 

Alternative D: Same as Alternative A 

Raptors (golden eagle, osprey, all accipiters, falcons [except the kestrel], buteos, and owls) 

Alternative A: NSO would be allowed within a 0.125-mile radius of raptor nest sites.  The NSO area 
could be altered depending upon the active status of the nest site or upon the geographical relationship of 
topographical barriers and vegetation screening to the nest site.  Raptor nesting and fledgling habitat 
would be closed to surface disturbing activities from February 1 to August 15 within a 0.25-mile buffer 
zone around the nest site.  However, during years when a nest site is unoccupied, or unoccupied by or 
after May 15, these seasonal limitations may be suspended; they may also be suspended once the young 
have fledged and dispersed from the nest.   

Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis as determined by site-
specific analysis before authorization. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative A.  In addition, exceptions 
would be granted according to criteria established in Appendix E. 

Alternative D: NSO/NGD would be allowed within a 0.25-mile radius of raptor nest sites.  Raptor 
nesting and fledgling habitat would be closed to surface disturbing activities from February 1 to August 
15 within a 0.25-mile buffer zone around the nest site.  In addition, exceptions would be granted 
according to criteria established in Appendix E.   

Peregrine Falcon 

Alternative A: NSO would be allowed within a 0.25-mile radius of cliff nesting complexes.  There are no 
exceptions.  Peregrine falcon cliff nesting complexes would be closed to surface disturbing activities from 
March 16 to July 31 within a 0.5-mile buffer area around the nesting complex to prevent abandonment 
and desertion of established territories.  However, during years when a nest is unoccupied, or unoccupied 
by or after May 15, the seasonal stipulation may be suspended.  The stipulations may also be suspended 
once the young have fledged and dispersed from the nest. 
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Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): NSO/NGD would be allowed within a 0.25-mile radius of cliff 
nesting complexes.  In addition, NSO/NGD areas may be altered depending upon the active status of the 
nesting complex or upon the geographical relationship of topographical barriers and vegetation screening.  
In addition, exceptions would be granted according to criteria established in Appendix E. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C. 

Waterfowl and Shorebird 

Alternative A: NSO would be allowed on significant production areas, such as waterfowl habitat 
management areas and rookeries.  There are no exceptions.   

Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): The same as described in Alternative A, except that NGD would 
also be applied to other activities.  In addition, NSO/NGD areas may be altered depending upon the active 
status of the production areas or upon the geographical relationship of topographical barriers and 
vegetation screening.  Exceptions would be granted according to criteria established in Appendix E. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C. 

Big Game Species (mule deer, elk, pronghorn antelope, and bighorn sheep) 

Alternative A: The crucial winter habitat of big game species would be closed to surface disturbing 
activities from December 1 to April 30.  However, under mild winter conditions, the last 60 days of the 
seasonal limitation period may be suspended.  The severity of winter would be determined based on snow 
depth, snow crusting, daily mean temperatures, and concentration of animals on winter range during 
winter months.  Big game birthing areas would be closed to surface disturbing activities for the following 
species and during the following periods: elk calving (April 16 to June 30), pronghorn antelope fawning 
(May 1 to July 15), Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep lambing (May 1 to July 15), and desert bighorn sheep 
lambing (March 16 to May 30).  However, if it is determined through a site-specific environmental 
analysis that specific activities would not interfere with critical habitat function or compromise animal 
conditions within the vicinity of those activities, these restrictions may be altered or removed. 

Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Crucial winter habitat would be closed to surface disturbing 
activities from December 1 to April 30, with the intent of this stipulation remaining consistent with big 
game hunting season.  In the case that hunting season extends later, exceptions would be applied 
according to Appendix E.    Big game birthing areas would be closed to surface disturbing activities for 
the following species and during the following periods: elk calving (April 16 to June 30), pronghorn 
antelope fawning (May 1 to July 15), and bighorn sheep lambing (May 1 to July 15).  In addition, 
exceptions would be granted according to criteria established in Appendix E. 
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Alternative D: Closures in crucial winter habitat would be the same as those described in Alternative A.  
Closures in big game birthing areas would be the same as those described in Alternative C.  Exceptions 
would be granted according to criteria established in Appendix E. 

Greater Sandhill Crane 

Alternative A: Nesting and staging habitat areas would be closed to surface disturbing activities from 
March 1 to October 16.  There are no exceptions.   

Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative A.  In addition, exceptions 
would be granted according to criteria established in Appendix E. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C. 

Osprey  

Alternative A: Osprey nesting and fledgling habitat would be closed to surface disturbing activities from 
April 1 to August 31.  This closure would apply to a 0.5-mile buffer zone around the habitat to avoid nest 
abandonment.   

Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative A.  In addition, exceptions 
would be granted according to criteria established in Appendix E.   

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C. 

Wildlife Use Adjustments 

Alternative A: Wildlife use adjustments would be recommended to CDOW if monitoring data indicates 
such adjustments are necessary.  No similar actions for controlled surface use (CSU), site-specific 
relocation (SSR), and timing stipulations. 

Alternative B: Same as described in Alternative A. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative A. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative A. 

White-Tailed Prairie Dogs 

Alternative A: No similar action. 

Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Controlled surface use, SSR, and timing stipulations would be as 
follows.  Surface disturbing activities occurring over more than 1 acre would not be permitted in active 
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prairie dog towns less than 10 acres in size.  These activities would be relocated to the edge of the active 
prairie dog town.  To protect prairie dog pups, surface disturbing activities occurring over less than 1 acre 
or within active prairie dog towns larger than 10 acres would not be permitted between April 1 and June 
15.  However, if a company has a well pad in place but for whatever reason is unable to complete the well 
before April 1, these timing restrictions would be granted an exception.  Exceptions may also be 
considered on a case by case basis following Appendix E guidelines. 

Alternative D: No similar action.  The White-tailed Prairie Dog ACEC, discussed in Special 
Management Areas, Section 2.5.11, would provide species management. 

2.5.6 Special Status Species 

Special Status Species are those plant and wildlife species that are federally listed as threatened or 
endangered, or that are proposed for listing, or that are candidates for listing under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) of 1973 as amended.  Special Status Species also include those species designated by 
each BLM State Director as sensitive, as well as those species designated by a State agency in a category 
implying potential endangerment or extinction.  Section 102.8 of FLPMA requires that public land be 
managed to protect the quality of ecological and environmental values and, where appropriate, to protect 
their natural condition.  The ESA mandates that management take the lead in the conservation or recovery 
of federally listed threatened or endangered species.  The ESA, as well as BLM policy, also encourages 
management to protect Special Status Species that are not currently listed as threatened or endangered.  
Federal agencies are required to ensure that the actions they authorize, fund, or carry out are not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of species listed as threatened or endangered or that adversely modify 
or destroy their critical habitat under the ESA.  BLM would avoid jeopardizing the continued existence of 
any federally listed, State listed, or proposed for listing species; would actively promote species recovery; 
and would work to improve the status of candidate and sensitive species.  If a federally listed species 
might be affected by a proposed land use allocation or management action, consultation with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) pursuant to Section 7 of ESA would occur. 

Most Special Status Species are limited in their distributions, populations, or habitats and may be at risk 
over various geographic areas.  Where evidence suggests that land uses are adversely affecting Special 
Status Species that are not currently listed as threatened or endangered, it is in the public interest to 
prevent having to federally list those species under ESA.  Listing a species as threatened or endangered 
may lead to restrictions on land uses, and under some circumstances, commodity users may experience 
adverse socioeconomic impacts because of such listings.  In most cases, therefore, there are both 
socioeconomic and biological benefits associated with conserving species so that these can avoid being 
federally listed species in the future.   

Maintenance, restoration, or enhancement of populations or habitat may each represent an appropriate 
BLM management decision, depending on the habitat needs or specific circumstances of a species.  
Restoration or enhancement may not always be the only clear choices for BLM actions regarding Special 
Status Species.  One potential limitation that could delay restoration or enhancement actions is that 
biological mechanisms adversely affecting a species may not be understood well enough to identify 
needed management changes.  Maintenance may therefore be the preferred course of action when 
resource conditions are already considered to be high quality. 

2.5.6.1 Resource Goals and Objectives 

 Special Status Species Goal A: Preserve and protect Special Status Species.  Objectives for 
achieving this goal include—  



LITTLE SNAKE RMP DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT JANUARY 2007 

LITTLE SNAKE FIELD OFFICE  RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT  2-23 

 Maintain the populations of candidate, State-listed, BLM, and other sensitive species at levels that 
would avoid having to in the future list these species as threatened or endangered. 

 Maintain, restore, or enhance the habitat of Special Status Species, including designated critical 
habitats for listed species. 

 Maintain or restore the populations of Special Status Species to the extent possible. 
 Prioritize inventories, monitoring, and other scientific studies to better understand the ecology of 

Special Status Species to improve their management.   

 Special Status Species Goal B: Sustain the integrity of the sagebrush biome to maintain viable 
populations of greater sage-grouse and other sagebrush obligate species, consistent with local 
conservation plans.  Objectives for achieving this goal include—  

 Maintain large patches of high-quality sagebrush habitats consistent with the natural range of 
variability for sagebrush communities in northwest Colorado. 

 Maintain connections between sagebrush habitats on a landscape scale. 

 Special Status Species Goal C: Identify and initiate restoration and rehabilitation of sagebrush 
habitat while maintaining a mosaic of canopy cover and seral stages.  Objectives for achieving this 
goal include—  

 Reconnect large patches of sagebrush habitat consistent with the natural range of variability for 
sagebrush communities in northwest Colorado. 

 Reduce the encroachment of juniper and other woody species onto sagebrush habitat. 
 Restore a diversity of seral stages within sagebrush communities.   
 Restore the quantity, species composition, and species diversity of sagebrush understories. 

2.5.6.2 Management Actions 

Colorado BLM Sensitive Species 

Alternative A: Before any surface disturbance activity, surveys would be conducted of potential habitat 
for Colorado BLM Sensitive Species, including plants and wildlife.  Should any such species be found, all 
disruptive activities would be halted until species-specific protective measures were developed and 
implemented. 

Alternative B: Same as described in Alternative A. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): In addition to the measures described in Alternative A, BLM 
would survey for rare plant communities, and if any such communities were found, all disruptive 
activities would be delayed until specific protective measures were developed and implemented, if 
appropriate. 

Alternative D: In addition to the measures described in Alternative C, BLM would review the Colorado 
Natural Heritage Database for sensitive plant species not listed on BLM’s Sensitive Species List and 
would determine the appropriate management for species on a case-by-case basis. 

Ferruginous Hawk 

Alternative A: From February 1 to August 15, a 1-mile buffer around nesting and fledgling habitat would 
be closed to surface disturbing activities to avoid nest abandonment. 

Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization. 
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Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative A.  In addition, exceptions 
would be granted according to criteria established in Appendix E. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C. 

Columbian Sharp-Tailed Grouse 

Alternative A: NSO would be allowed within a 0.25-mile radius of a lek site.  The NSO area may be 
altered depending upon the active status of the lek or the geographical relationship of topographical 
barriers and vegetation screening to the lek site. 

Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative A, except that NGD would 
also be applied for other activities.  In addition, exceptions would be granted according to criteria 
established in Appendix E. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C. 

Area Protections 

Alternative A: The federally endangered Colorado squawfish, humpback chub, bonytail chub, as well as 
the State-protected razorback sucker, would be protected by designation of the Cross Mountain Canyon 
ACEC. 

Alternative B: No similar action.  See Special Management Areas, Section 2.5.11, for more information 
on protections for federally endangered species. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative A. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative A. 

Greater Sage-grouse 

Alternative A: NSO would be allowed within a 0.25-mile radius of a lek site.  The NSO area may be 
altered depending upon the active status of the lek or the geographical relationship of topographical 
barriers and vegetation screening to the lek site.  Nesting habitat would be closed to surface disturbing 
activities from March 1 to June 30.  Crucial winter habitat would be closed from December 16 to March 
15.  There would be no exceptions. 

Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): To reduce potential impacts on greater sage-grouse lek integrity, 
NSO/NGD would be allowed within a 0.25-mile radius of a lek site.  The NSO/NGD area may be altered 
depending upon the active status of the lek or the geographical relationship of topographical barriers and 
vegetation screening to the lek site.  In addition, exceptions would be granted according to criteria 
established in Appendix E. 

To prevent disturbing up to 75 percent of nesting birds, between March 1 and June 30, greater sage-
grouse nesting and early brood-rearing habitat (as defined in Chapter 3) would be stipulated as CSU for 
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oil and gas exploration and development and avoidance areas (including SSR) for other surface disturbing 
activities within a 4-mile radius of the perimeter of a lek.  All surface disturbing activities would avoid 
only nesting and early brood-rearing habitat within the 4-mile radius of the lek during this time period.  
Exceptions, modification, or waivers would be granted according to criteria established in Appendix E.  
The actual area to be avoided would be determined on a case-by-case basis, depending on applicable 
scientific research and site-specific analysis and in coordination with commodity users and other 
appropriate entities.   

The use of the following list of BMPs would be encouraged for all surface disturbing activities, and BLM 
may require implementation of some of these BMPs.  Use of these BMPs becomes even more important 
once a disturbance affects 10 percent of the nesting habitat within a 4-mile radius of an active lek.  As 
new BMPs are developed, they may be added to this list of BMPs or may replace some of those now 
listed. 

 Habitat Reclamation— 
 Use early and effective reclamation techniques, including interim reclamation, to allow sage-

grouse habitat to be reestablished as soon as possible.  This may require multiple reclamation 
efforts. 

 Use reclamation seed mixes, consisting of native bunchgrasses, forbs, and subspecies of big 
sagebrush, that are appropriate for the disturbed site and its potential. 

 Practice reclamation techniques that speed recovery of preexisting vegetation.   
 Avoid the use of aggressive, non-native grasses (e.g., intermediate wheatgrass, pubescent 

wheatgrass, crested wheatgrass, and smooth brome) in reclamation seed mixes. 
 Cooperate with county weed programs to control noxious weed infestations associated with oil 

and gas development disturbances. 

 Footprint Reduction— 
 Reduce the long-term footprint of facilities to the smallest practical space. 
 Design and construct roads to minimize duplication of them. 
 Cluster development of roads, pipelines, electric lines, and other facilities, and use existing, 

combined corridors where possible. 
 Use directional drilling where biologically significant habitats are involved so as to minimize 

impact to grouse habitat, if such techniques are technically feasible. 
 Minimize pad size and other facilities to the extent possible consistent with safety.  Where 

directional drilling is occurring, larger pads are needed for multiple wells. 
 Minimize width of field surface roads.  Avoid engineered and graveled roads when possible to 

reduce the footprint. 

 Reduce Disturbance to Birds— 
 Limit non-surface disturbing activities during the breeding season, March 1–May 1, near active 

sage-grouse leks to portions of the day after 9:00 a.m. and before 4:00 p.m. 
 Reduce noise impacts from compressor stations by locating stations at least 2,500 feet away from 

leks and by using decibel reduction equipment.   
 Require field development plans if exploration or wildcat wells indicate that substantial drilling 

may occur.   
 Reduce daily visits to well pads and road travel to the extent possible in sage-grouse habitat.   
 Use remote telemetry to monitor wells, when practical, to reduce daily visits to wells. 
 Erect gates on, or otherwise limit regular public access to, field service roads.  This should be 

consistent with landowner wishes and direction for split-estate wells or ROW access across 
private lands. 
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Management for crucial winter habitat would be the same as described in Alternative A.  In addition, 
exceptions would be granted according to criteria established in Appendix E. 

Alternative D: To further reduce potential impacts on greater sage-grouse lek integrity, NSO/NGD 
would be allowed within a 0.6-mile radius of a lek site.  The NSO/NGD area may be altered depending 
upon the active status of the lek or the geographical relationship of topographical barriers and vegetation 
screening to the lek site.  In addition, exceptions may be granted according to criteria established in 
Appendix E. 

To prevent disturbing greater than 75 percent of nesting birds, between March 1 to June 30, greater sage-
grouse nesting and early brood-rearing habitat (as defined in Chapter 3) would be stipulated as CSU for 
oil and gas exploration and development and avoidance areas (including SSR) for other surface disturbing 
and disruptive activities.  Exceptions, modification, or waivers will be granted according to the criteria 
established in Appendix E.  The actual area to be avoided would be determined on a case-by-case basis, 
depending on applicable scientific research and site-specific analysis and in coordination with commodity 
users and other appropriate entities.   

The use of BMPs, including habitat reclamation, footprint reduction, and reducing disturbance to birds, 
would be the same as described in Alternative C. 

To reduce disturbance to the animals, greater sage-grouse winter habitat (Map 3-19) would be closed to 
surface disturbing and other disruptive activities from December 16 to March 15.  In addition, to protect 
greater sage-grouse winter habitat, these areas would be CSU for oil and gas exploration and development 
and avoidance areas (including SSR) for other surface disturbing and disruptive activities.  Exceptions 
would be granted according to the criteria established in Appendix E. 

Black-Footed Ferret  

Alternative A: No surface disturbing activities would be allowed that might significantly alter the prairie 
dog complex and make it unsuitable for reintroduction of the black-footed ferret.  Per the 1995 Black-
Footed Ferret Reintroduction Amendment, deterrent devices designed to prevent raptors from perching on 
powerline structures are required on all new construction to discourage predation on ferrets.  Rangeland 
improvement projects (fences, water developments, etc.) within 0.25 miles of black-footed ferret release 
cages or release sites would not be allowed, to prevent disturbance or damage during the 3- to 4- month 
release period. 

Compensation and operational plans would be developed for oil and gas field development in the Little 
Snake black-footed ferret management area.  BLM would develop offsite mitigation plans for 
replacement of lost habitat, if necessary.  New mineral material sales (sand and gravel) proposed in prairie 
dog towns within 0.25 miles of black-footed ferret release sites may be required to have their operations 
delayed or suspended for 3 to 4 months during the release period.  There would be no restrictions on 
mineral material sales operations that were ongoing at the time of selection of release sites.  Sales within 
the common use areas within 0.25 miles of release sites would also be suspended during the 3- to 4-month 
release period. 

OHV use would not be allowed within 0.25 miles of black-footed ferret release cages or release sites for 3 
to 4 months during the release period.  Administrative OHV use would be allowed as necessary for 
implementation and monitoring of ferret releases.  Target shooting, plinking, or any type of sport hunting 
would be prohibited within 0.25 miles of black-footed ferret release cages or release sites for 3 to 4 
months during the release period.  ROWs on public land with the potential to disturb occupied black-
footed ferret habitat would be rerouted to avoid those prairie dog towns. 
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Alternative B: No similar action.  BLM may apply COAs on a case-by-case basis based on site-specific 
analysis prior to authorization. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Surface disturbing activities will be minimized to the extent 
reasonable to reduce landscape disturbance to prairie dog habitat for the black-footed ferret.  Rangeland 
improvement projects (such as fences and water developments) would not be allowed within 0.25 miles of 
black-footed ferret release sites, to prevent disturbance or damage during the 3- to 4-month release period.  
Compensation and operational plans would be developed for oil and gas field development in the Little 
Snake black-footed ferret management area.  A plan for onsite or offsite mitigation, consistent with BLM 
policy, would be developed to replace lost habitat, if necessary.  Management actions for new mineral 
material sales proposed in prairie dog habitat would be the same as those described in Alternative A. 

OHV use would not be allowed within 0.25 miles of black-footed ferret release sites for 3 to 4 months 
during the release period.  Target shooting, plinking, or any type of sport hunting would be prohibited 
within 0.25 miles of black-footed ferret release sites for 3 to 4 months during the release period.  
Management of ROWs in occupied black-footed ferret habitat would be the same as that described in 
Alternative A. 

Alternative D: Restrictions on surface disturbing activities and requirements for deterrent devices would 
be the same as those described in Alternative A.  For more information, see White-tailed Prairie Dog 
ACEC management under Special Management Areas, Section 2.5.11.  Restrictions on rangeland 
improvement projects near black-footed ferret release sites would be the same as those described in 
Alternative C.  Requirements for compensation plans and plans of operation for oil and gas field 
development would be the same as those described in Alternative C.  Management actions for new 
mineral material sales proposed in prairie dog habitat would be the same as those described in Alternative 
A. 

Restrictions on OHV use and target shooting, plinking, or any type of sport hunting would be the same as 
those described in Alternative C.  Management of ROWs in occupied black-footed ferret habitat would be 
the same as that described in Alternative A. 

Mexican Spotted Owl  

Alternative A: Mexican spotted owl nesting and fledgling habitat would be closed to surface disturbing 
activities from February 1 to July 31.  This applies to territories where an owl (or owls) has been spotted 
but no nests or roosts have been confirmed and to territories where there has been confirmed nesting, 
feeding, and roosting activity.  There would be no exceptions.  NSO would be allowed within a 0.25-mile 
radius of the confirmed roost site and nesting site.  There would be no exceptions.   

Alternative B: NSO would be applied to all protected activity centers (PAC).  Other surface disturbing 
activities within protected or restricted habitats, such as prescribed fires and fuels reduction, may occur in 
specific cases, but these would require separate Section 7 consultation.  Activities in PACs that are not 
surface disturbing would avoid the Mexican spotted owl breeding season, which runs from March 1 
through August 31. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative B. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative B. 
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Bald Eagle 

Alternative A: NSO would be allowed within a 0.25-mile radius of roost or nest sites.  The NSO area 
may be altered depending upon the active status of the roost or the geographical relationship of 
topographical barriers and vegetation screening.  There would be no exceptions for nest sites.  The bald 
eagle nesting habitat is from December 15 to June 15.  During this period, a 0.5-mile buffer zone would 
apply around the nest site, to prevent disruption of nesting.  However, during years when a nest site is 
unoccupied by or after May 15, this timing limitation may be suspended, and it may also be suspended 
once the young have fledged and dispersed from the nest.  From November 16 to April 15, a 0.5-mile 
buffer zone would apply around bald eagle winter roost sites, to avoid the eagles’ relocating to less 
suitable areas.  However, if there is a partial or complete visual screening of the area of activity, the 
primary zone around the roost site may be reduced to 0.25 miles. 

Alternative B: Year-round NSO/NGD would be allowed within a 0.25-mile radius of both occupied and 
unoccupied nests.  The definition of an “occupied nest” (from the Northern States Bald Eagle Recovery 
Plan 1983, page D4) includes (a) young were observed, (b) eggs were laid (eggs or eggshell fragments 
observed), (c) one adult was observed in incubating (“sitting low”) posture on the nest during the 
incubation period, (d) two adults were observed at an empty nest or within the breeding area, or (e) one 
adult eagle and one eagle in immature plumage were observed at or near a nest, especially if mating or 
reproductive behavior (display flights, copulation, nest repair, etc.) was observed. 

No human activity or surface disturbance would be allowed within a 0.5-mile radius of occupied nests 
from November 15 through July 31.  Human activity within 0.25 miles of known winter hunting perches 
and within 0.5 miles of critical night roosts on BLM land should be restricted from November 15 to 
March 15.  Buffers can be reduced to 0.25 miles for night roosts and 0.125 miles for hunting perches if 
the activity is visually screened by vegetation or topography.  Development may be permitted at other 
periods.  If periodic visits, such as occur with oil well maintenance work, are required within the buffer 
zone after development, such activity should be restricted to between the hours of 10 a.m. and 2 p.m. 
during the period November 15 to March 15.  CDOW has developed new guidelines that are based on 
current data.  Exceptions would require consultation with the USFWS for each individual action. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative B. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative B. 

Statewide Programmatic Resource Management Plan Conservation Measures 

Alternative A: No similar action. 

Alternative B: BLM would implement final statewide programmatic RMP conservation measures.  The 
statewide RMP amendment process is ongoing; therefore Appendix J outlines the conservation measures 
as of April 2005.  These measures would be implemented by BLM unless new information, knowledge, 
and technology dictate a change in effective management strategies or actions.  New courses of action 
would be analyzed to ensure that they support conservation and recovery of Special Status Species, 
including plants and animals.   

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative B.  In addition, BLM would 
implement the statewide programmatic conservation recommendations.  The conservation 
recommendations as of April 2005 are outlined in Appendix J. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C. 
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2.5.7 Wild Horses 

The Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act of 1971 requires BLM to manage wild horses according to 
multiple use management principles so as to achieve and maintain a thriving, natural ecological balance 
on public lands.  The color, type, conformation, size, and weight of members of various horse herds are 
historic characteristics that are desirable to maintain. 

2.5.7.1 Resource Goals and Objectives 

 Wild Horses Goal: Manage the Sand Wash wild horse herd and its habitat so as to encourage herd 
health while maintaining a thriving, natural ecological balance of rangeland resources.  Objectives for 
achieving this goal include—  

 Manage the Sand Wash wild horse herd as an integral part of the public lands ecosystem at an 
appropriate management level (AML).  Periodically reevaluate the existing AML to ensure herd 
size remains compatible with other resources. 

 Recognize and proactively respond to potential conflicts, as they occur, between the wild horse 
herd and other resources. 

 Expeditiously remove wild horses that relocate outside of Herd Management Areas (HMA). 

2.5.7.2 Management Actions 

Alternative A: Manage habitat condition in the Sand Wash Basin HMA to maintain a herd range of 
between 163 and 362 wild horses on a 4-year schedule, with an AML of 362.  In addition, continue to 
manage wild horses in the Sand Wash Basin HMA. 

Alternative B: Maintain the current HMA status and manage at an AML, which is currently identified as 
a range of between 163 and 362 wild horses.  The AML is a dynamic number that is adjusted as range 
conditions warrant.  The guidelines and criteria for adjusting AML include current monitoring data, rate 
of herd increase, competing uses, frequency of gathering cycle, other population management options, 
and herd genetics.  Management of wild horses in the Sand Wash Basin HMA would be the same as that 
described in Alternative A. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Management of the AML according to guidelines and criteria 
would be the same as that described in Alternative B.  Management of wild horses in the Sand Wash 
Basin HMA would be the same as that described in Alternative A. 

Alternative D: Management of the AML according to guidelines and criteria would be the same as that 
described in Alternative B.  In addition, designate the Sand Wash Basin HMA as the Sand Wash Basin 
wild horse range and manage principally, though not exclusively, for the Sand Wash wild horse herd. 

2.5.8 Wildland Fire Management 

According to the Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy and Program Review (1995), fire, as a 
critical natural process, will be integrated into land and resource management plans and activities on a 
landscape scale and across agency boundaries and such integration will be based upon the best available 
science.  All uses of fire for resource management require a formal prescription.  Management actions on 
wildland fire will be consistent with approved fire management plans.  Wildland fire will be used to 
protect, maintain, and enhance resources and will be, to the extent possible, allowed to function in its 
natural ecological role.  The 2004 Northwest Colorado Fire Program Area Fire Management Plan defines 
a strategy for managing and prioritizing wildland fires and prescribing vegetation treatments for fuel 
hazard reduction and resource benefit.  Management actions in this RMP for fire include landscape-level 
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strategies to achieve the resource objectives and goals.  Management actions for the forestry resource as 
well as fuels treatment actions are in Vegetation, Section 2.5.4. 

2.5.8.1 Resource Goals and Objectives 

 Wildland Fire Management Goal A: Give first priority to protection of life or property.  Objectives 
for achieving this goal include—  

 Identify and reduce hazardous fuels, with an emphasis on urban interface areas.   

 Wildland Fire Management Goal B: Create an integrated approach to fire and resource 
management to meet land health standards.  Objectives for achieving this goal include—  

 Reduce fire hazards in ecosystems and restore ecological community functions. 
 Use fire and allow it to protect, maintain, and enhance resources. 
 Use fire and allow it to function in its ecological role when appropriate for the site and situation. 
 Use mechanical or other vegetation treatments to reduce fire hazards, when appropriate.   

 Wildland Fire Management Goal C: Integrate fire and fuels management across landscape, agency, 
and government boundaries.  Objectives for achieving this goal include— 

 Use cooperative agreements to coordinate fire and fuels management action.   

2.5.8.2 Management Actions 

Alternative A: Maximum suppression would be used in areas that have high resource values as well as 
with structures, commercial forests, oil and gas developments, cultural values, and improvements.  It 
would also be used to prevent fire from spreading to adjacent private property and structures and to 
provide full protection to buffer areas near or adjacent to critical management areas for threatened, 
endangered, and candidate species, Colorado BLM Sensitive Plant Species, and research natural areas 
(RNA).   

Conditional fire suppression would be used in areas that have resources of low value or that do not 
warrant full suppression actions and/or would have high suppression costs; these would include the 
Douglas Mountain area, the five wilderness study areas (WSA) adjacent to the Dinosaur National 
Monument, the Diamond Breaks WSA, the West Cold Spring WSA, and the Cross Mountain WSA.   

Both planned and unplanned prescribed fire would be used to improve resource habitat and conditions.  
No similar action would be taken in areas where fire is desired. 

Alternative B: Appropriate fire management response would be used in areas where fire is not desired at 
all or specifically wildfire is not desired, such as in ecosystems where fire does not play a significant 
positive role in that ecosystem’s function; in areas where fire suppression is required to prevent direct 
threats to life or property; in private lands and at urban interfaces; around important cultural resources; in 
areas with unnatural fuel buildups; and in areas where a seed bank does not exist for natural reseeding. 

Conditional fire suppression would be used in areas where fire is desired but where there may be 
mitigating social, political, or ecological constraints to fire such as air quality considerations, proximity to 
Class I air sheds or nonattainment areas, the presence of threatened or endangered species, or habitat 
considerations.   

Minimal to no fire suppression would be used in areas where fire is desired.  Both prescribed fire and 
wildfire would be used to improve resource habitat and conditions, where appropriate. 
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Prescribed fire will be used to meet identified resource management or hazard fuel reduction objectives.  
Use of prescribed fire will be guided by agency planning documents and consultation with appropriate 
agency staff. 

Wildland fire management strategies have been categorized into A, B, C, or D polygons and associated 
objective tables, representing a continuum of appropriate management responses, from full suppression, 
in A polygons, through wildland fire use, in D polygons.  Fire management units are described in Table 
2-2 below and shown on Map 2-5. 

Table 2-2.  Fire Management Units 

Fire Management Unit  Appropriate Management Response Strategy Fire Use 
A: Wildfire and prescribed fire not 
desired. Full suppression response using direct strategy. No 

B: Wildfire not desired because of 
social, political, and resource value 
protection.  Prescribed fire desired. 

Suppression-oriented response using direct or perimeter 
strategy.  Prescribed fire used to reduce fuels and to maintain 
ecosystem health. 

No 

C: Wildland fire desired, but some 
constraints limit fire use potential.  
Limited prescription. 

Conditional response using direct, perimeter, or prescriptive 
strategy.   

Yes, limited 
prescription 

D: Wildland fire desired, with few 
constraints to limit fire use. 

Unconditional response with emphasis on prescriptive 
strategy Yes 

 

In most cases, the fire management units may have in common fuel types, major fire regime groups, and 
topography.  It is also possible that they may cross political boundaries.  The fire management unit 
polygons are evaluated each year and may be altered.  Following are some of the major evaluation 
criteria: 

 Acres burned in 1 year 
 Acres burned in 10 years 
 New residential and commercial development 
 Changes in Special Status Wildlife and Plant Species 
 Other vegetation treatments that may alter the fire regime and condition class 
 Social/political changes. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative B. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative B. 

2.5.9 Cultural and Heritage Resources 

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), as amended (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] 
470), mandates that federal agencies protect and preserve both prehistoric and historic cultural properties 
that are eligible or potentially eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  
FLPMA charges BLM to (1) manage public land so as to protect the quality of scientific and other values 
and (2) ensure land and resources are periodically and systematically inventoried.  Section 106 of NHPA 
requires that federal agencies take into account the potential adverse effects to historic properties in the 
APE of an undertaking.  Section 110 of NHPA requires that federal agencies manage and protect the 
cultural resources located on their lands.  The BLM will follow the process identified in the National 
Programmatic Agreement (1998) agreed to with the National Council of State Historic Preservation 
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Officers (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the Colorado Protocol (1998).  
The LSFO will implement a proactive cultural resource program required under Section 110 of the 
NHPA.  A reasonable amount of outreach/customer service work, Native American consultation, 
interpretation and environmental education, cultural resource inventories, data recovery and recordation 
efforts, restoration and protection of "at-risk" site efforts, and systematic monitoring of cultural sites 
treatments are to be completed annually.  The level of proactive cultural resource program work would be 
determined annually within constraints of available funds and staff.   

BLM would identify and take into consideration Native American concerns when actions might affect 
cultural or religious values and areas of traditional use.  Consultation with federally recognized tribes 
would take place on a case-by-case basis, in accordance with Executive Order 13175 Consultation and 
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments and Section 106 of NHPA.  Such consultation would occur 
prior to planned excavations or undertakings on BLM-administered lands, in compliance with the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act.  BLM would protect and preserve Native American 
religious and cultural rights and practices on federal lands, in accordance with the American Indian 
Religious Freedom Act. 

2.5.9.1 Resource Goals and Objectives 

 Cultural Resources Program Goal A: Develop an indepth understanding of archeological and 
historical resources, in accordance with Section 110 of the NHPA.  Objectives for achieving these 
goals include— 

 Identify areas for development of cultural resource management plans and sites appropriate for 
interpretation. 

 Identify research and partnership opportunities for site excavation, stabilization, rehabilitation, 
and monitoring.   

 Complete site nominations to the NRHP. 

 Cultural Resources Program Goal B: Determine cultural use allocations and desired outcomes for 
all cultural properties located in the RMP area.  Cultural use allocations include scientific use, 
conservation for future use, traditional use, public use, experimental use, or discharge from 
management.  Objectives for achieving these goals include—  

 Enhance understanding of past human settlement by studying the physical presence of cultural 
resources and artifacts in the planning area.  Identify cultural study needs by using sound 
archeological methods and practices.   

 Partner with universities, research facilities, and other institutions to encourage research and 
publish findings or cultural studies. 

 Expand regional interpretation activities through recreation programs and contributions from 
local partners to manage cultural resources located on BLM-administered lands.   

 Cultural Resources Support Services Goal A: Seek to reduce threats and to resolve potential 
conflicts from either natural or human-caused deterioration or other program uses, in accordance with 
Section 106 of the NHPA.  Objectives for achieving this goal include—  

 Pursue partnerships to facilitate a better understanding of Native American cultural resources, 
thereby providing a more meaningful tribal consultation process as required by Section 106. 

 Pursue programmatic agreements with tribal governments to streamline consultation procedures. 
 Assign use allocations for all cultural properties. 

 Cultural Resources Support Services Goal B: Preserve and protect significant cultural resources 
and ensure these remain available for appropriate uses by both present and future generations in 
accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA.  Objectives for achieving this goal include—  
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 Identify priority areas for new field surveys on the basis of a probability for consumptive use 
conflicts on significant resources. 

 Improve law enforcement. 

2.5.9.2 Management Actions 

Cultural Resources Program 

Alternative A: An overall cultural management plan would be developed to address both prehistoric and 
historic cultural presences.  Separate plans, on a smaller scale, would be developed to include site-specific 
or region-specific areas of the RMPPA.  Developed plans would address the existing data gaps and 
research questions identified in the Little Snake RMPPA Class I Overview (La Point 1987; McDonald 
and Metcalf 2006).  Future plans would include the data orientation and collection designs needed to 
develop the basic knowledge of these resources that had been lacking in the past. 

Alternative B: The LSFO will implement a proactive cultural resource program required under Section 
110 of the NHPA.  A reasonable amount of outreach/customer service work, Native American 
consultation, interpretation and environmental education, cultural resource inventories, data recovery and 
recordation efforts, restoration and protection of “at-risk” site efforts, and systematic monitoring of 
cultural sites treatments are to be completed annually.  The level of proactive cultural resource program 
work would be determined annually within constraints of available funds and staff.   

Priority cultural resources program projects are identified below, by project type.  This list is not intended 
to be comprehensive or limiting and will change throughout the life of the plan as more is known about 
the cultural resources in the planning area.  In general, priority will be given to sites eligible for 
nomination to the NRHP and to sites needing data.   

 Priority areas for development of cultural resource management plans: Sand Wash Basin and Irish 
Canyon 

 Priority sites for cultural resource surveys: Irish Canyon, Sand Wash Basin, and Vermillion Rim 
 Priority “at risk” sites: Vermillion Buffalo Trap, Sand Wash wickiup and other known wickiup sites, 

known tree stands, Irish Canyon shelter, Red Army rock shelter, and Cross Mountain rock shelter 
 Priority site monitoring: Vermillion Buffalo Trap, Sand Wash wickiup and other known wickiup 

sites, known tree stands, Irish Canyon shelter, Red Army rock shelter, and Cross Mountain rock 
shelter 

 Priority nomination sites: Vermillion Buffalo Trap, Sand Wash wickiup and other known wickiup 
sites, known tree stands, Irish Canyon shelter, Red Army rock shelter, and Cross Mountain rock 
shelter 

 Priority interpretation sites: Sand Wash and Vermillion Rim; maintain Irish Canyon interpretive site. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as Alternative B. 

Alternative D: Same as Alternative B.   

Cultural Site Use Allocations 

Alternative A: No similar action. 

Alternative B: Manage cultural site types on a site-specific basis, according to the allocations identified 
in Appendix K.   
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Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative B. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative B. 

Mitigation of Potential Adverse Effects to Historic Properties in Open OHV Areas 

Alternative A: No similar action. 

Alternative B: The following process will be followed to mitigate potential adverse effects to historic 
properties within areas open to cross-country OHV travel. 

In areas open to OHV travel, known cultural resources evaluated as potentially eligible (but need 
additional data to make a final determination) and eligible for the NRHP would be identified.  Cultural 
resource site areas located within or immediately adjacent to existing routes would be protected by route 
or area closures to the types of travel that may cause adverse effects.  The closure would remain in effect 
until the cultural resources are field-visited and documented and the needed mitigation measures are 
completed.  The avoidance of cultural resources would be the primary mitigation measure, where 
possible.  Significant cultural resource sites and areas may be mitigated through long-term route or area 
closure, rerouting and new construction, limitations on vehicle type and time or season of travel, 
excavation of archaeological resources, or other less common approaches. 

Class III inventory, site evaluation, site mitigation, and reporting would be completed within 5 years 
following the signing of the ROD.  A Class II inventory could be employed as part of this process.  
Identified cultural resources evaluated as potentially eligible (but need additional data to make a final 
determination) and eligible for the NRHP would be protected, and any adverse effects would be 
mitigated.  Protection would follow the approach identified above for known cultural resources.  

In addition, a monitoring program would be established to assess OHV impacts on cultural resources.  
The BLM cultural resource specialist, as part of the monitoring team, would identify an appropriate 
monitoring schedule for cultural resources.  On the basis of the results of monitoring, the BLM would 
take any actions necessary to fulfill its obligations under existing law to protect cultural resources.  This 
may include changing certain aspects of management of the area, such as allowable use, or implementing 
mitigation measures, such as fencing or closing areas. 

Consultation with the SHPO and affected tribes is required for all planning efforts and, as necessary, with 
other consulting parties.   

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Transportation planning would be performed in Sand Wash 
Basin following the signing of the ROD, as described in Section 2.6.6.2, Adaptive OHV Designations.  
Protecting cultural resources in Sand Wash Basin would be an important aspect in the development of the 
transportation plan and designation of routes in the area.  The same process as outlined for Alternative B 
would be employed for the area open to OHV travel in south Sand Wash Basin. 

Alternative D: No similar action. 

2.5.10 Paleontological Resources 

Significant paleontological sites are protected under FLPMA.  FLPMA charges BLM to (1) manage 
public land so as to protect the quality of scientific and other values and (2) ensure that land and resources 
are periodically and systematically inventoried.  Paleontological resources will be managed according to 
the BLM 8270 Handbook and the BLM Manual for the Management of Paleontological Resources. 
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2.5.10.1 Resource Goals and Objectives 

 Paleontology Goal: To identify and protect the paleontological resources within the LSFO.  
Objectives for achieving this goal include—  

 Expand paleontological support activities, such as data gathering, GIS integration, and Class I 
surveys. 

 Provide opportunities for education about and interpretation of paleontological resources. 
 Improve law enforcement. 

2.5.10.2 Management Actions 

Alternative A: All proposed surface disturbing actions would be evaluated to determine inventory needs 
and identify sites that would be potentially impacted by such activities.  An accredited paleontologist 
approved by the authorized officer would inventory surface disturbing activities in Class I and II 
paleontological areas.  Mitigation measures for specific locations would be identified on a case-by-case 
basis.   

An overall paleontological management plan would be developed to address the fossil presence in the 
RMPPA.  Separate plans, on a smaller scale, would be developed to include site-specific or region-
specific areas of the RMPPA.  Developed plans would address the existing data gaps and research 
questions identified in the Little Snake Resource Area Paleontological Overview (Armstrong and Wolny 
1989).  Future plans would be the data orientation and collection designs needed to develop the basic 
knowledge of these resources that had been lacking in the past.   

There would be no similar action for the standard discovery stipulation. 

Alternative B: Same as described in Alternative A, but surface disturbing activities in Class I and II 
paleontological areas devoid of thick soils and vegetation and with steep, unsafe cliffs would be 
inventoried by a qualified paleontologist with a valid Colorado BLM paleontology permit who is 
approved by the authorized officer.   

There would be no similar action for the paleontological management plans.   

If paleontological resources are discovered during exploration operations, the licensee shall immediately 
notify the LSFO Manager and shall not disturb such discovered resources until the LSFO Manager issues 
specific instructions.  Within 5 working days after notification, the LSFO Manager shall evaluate any 
paleontological resources discovered and shall determine whether any action may be required to protect 
or to preserve such discoveries.  The cost of data recovery for cultural resources discovered during 
exploration operations shall be borne by the licensee if the licensee had been ordered to take any 
protective measures.  Ownership of paleontological resources discovered shall be determined in 
accordance with applicable law. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative B. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative B, except that management actions to develop a 
paleontological management plan would be the same as those described in Alternative A. 

2.5.11 Special Management Areas 

Special management areas are those requiring special management considerations to ensure that public 
land and resources are protected from irreparable damage.  These areas include ACECs, WSAs, WSRs, 
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and other special management areas such as lands with wilderness characteristics that are outside existing 
WSAs.  Management of these areas would comply with the applicable regulations (43 CFR 1610, 6300, 
8350) for activities that could occur within these areas.  All management actions and recreation and 
resource uses would focus on protecting sensitive resources and the health and safety of the user.   

Section 202(c)(3) of FLPMA mandates giving priority to the designation and protection of ACECs.  
These areas are defined in Section 103(a) as areas where special management attention is required to 
protect, and to prevent irreparable damage to, important values, resources, systems, or processes, or to 
protect life and safety from natural hazards.  Further guidance and evaluation criteria are found at 43 CFR 
Part 1610.7-2. 

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers (NWSR) Act (PL 90-542 and amendments) Section 1(b) states that 
“certain selected rivers of the Nation which, with their immediate environments, possess outstandingly 
remarkable scenic, recreational, geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, or other similar values, shall 
be preserved in free-flowing condition, and that they and their immediate environments shall be protected 
for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations.” Section 5(d) requires federal agencies to 
consider potential wild, scenic, and recreational river areas in all planning for the use and development of 
water and related land resources.  Section 10(a) describes the basic management requirement of 
protecting and enhancing the values that were the reasons for originally including the river in the NWSR 
System.  In accordance with BLM policy, all eligible rivers were evaluated for suitability.   

BLM’s findings in this land use planning process should not be considered as “proposed designation” of 
the studied segments.  BLM is simply analyzing the segments to identify outstandingly remarkable values 
and to identify whether or not a WSR designation by Congress would be a feasible method for enduring 
protection of those values.  BLM is not making a proactive recommendation to the U.S. Congress and the 
President that these segments be immediately designated. 

Instead, BLM acknowledges that information and consensus building about preferred water supply 
options and identification of streams important for recreation, fisheries, and ecologic values is occurring 
in State and local planning processes.  Specifically, BLM intends to acknowledge the outcomes of the 
Colorado Statewide Water Supply Initiative, Basin Roundtables, and the Interbasin Compact Process.  
The outcome of these processes will significantly affect whether or not BLM may choose to actively 
recommend the suitable segments in the future.  It is also conceivable that, as a result of these processes, 
stakeholders in the basin may make recommendations to the Colorado congressional delegation about 
how to protect the outstandingly remarkable values identified by BLM while minimizing the impact on 
water management.  If and when Congress chooses to consider these river segments, it can consider a 
wide range of legislative approaches other than WSR designation or it can decide to take no action at all.   

A BLM WSR suitability determination does not remain in effect indefinitely.  The land use prescriptions 
that implement the suitability determination remain in effect only as long as the land use plan that made 
that determination is in effect.  BLM has the authority to change the determination through a land use 
plan amendment or during its next revision of the plan.   

If, in the future, plans and funding are in place for a water project that requires BLM land use 
authorization, the project proponents can ask BLM to reconsider its suitability determination in a land use 
plan amendment.  Alternatively, the project proponents could ask BLM to change its suitability finding 
during the next plan revision on the basis of new information and expanded public demand for 
development of additional water supplies.  If stakeholders in the Yampa River Basin and statewide have 
developed a consensus about which water projects should proceed to best meet the State’s water supply 
and environmental needs, this consensus will greatly facilitate the process of amending the land use plan 
or changing BLM’s suitability determination.   
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Under FLPMA, wilderness preservation is part of BLM’s multiple use mandate and wilderness is 
recognized as part of the spectrum of resource values considered during land use planning.  Under the 
wilderness review program, the existing designated WSAs are managed in accordance with BLM’s 
Interim Management Plan (IMP).  The general standard for interim management is that land under 
wilderness review must be managed so as not to impair its suitability for future preservation as 
wilderness.  Wilderness characteristics and values, described in Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 
1964 (P.L. 88-577), must be protected and enhanced in all WSAs.  In addition, the RMP process is open 
to new information, including public proposals for wilderness.  According to BLM policy, BLM may 
consider information on wilderness characteristics, along with information on other uses and values, when 
preparing land use plans.  This includes determining if the BLM wilderness inventories or public 
wilderness proposals contain significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental 
concerns that has bearing on the proposed action or to impacts that have not previously been analyzed.  
BLM policy states: “During the planning process and concluding with the actions after the planning 
process, BLM will not manage those lands under a congressionally designated nonimpairment standard, 
nor manage them as if they are or may become congressionally designated wilderness areas, but through 
the planning process BLM may manage them using special protections to protect wilderness 
characteristics.” 

2.5.11.1 Resource Goals and Objectives 

 Special Management Areas Goal: Provide special management attention to those areas where 
special management is required to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important natural, 
cultural, recreational, or scenic resources and values.  Objectives for achieving this goal include—  

 Manage WSAs to protect wilderness characteristics until those WSAs are either designated or 
released from wilderness study by Congress. 

 Manage to protect the values of areas where special management prescriptions are identified.   
 Complete motorized route designations for special management areas that are not closed to 

motorized vehicle use. 

2.5.11.2 Management Actions 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

Alternative A: The following sites, totaling 20,910 acres, would be designated to protect and enhance the 
associated values that are listed with the site (Table 2-3; Map 2-6).  The Limestone Ridge ACEC/RNA 
includes 1,400 acres with remnant plant associations, Colorado BLM Sensitive Plant Species, and scenic 
quality.  The Irish Canyon ACEC, including the Ink Springs area, includes 11,910 acres with remnant 
plant associations, Colorado BLM Sensitive Plant Species, geologic values, cultural resources, and scenic 
quality.  The Lookout Mountain ACEC includes 6,950 acres with Colorado BLM Sensitive Plant Species 
and scenic quality.  The Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC includes 650 acres with threatened and 
endangered species, Colorado BLM Sensitive Plant Species, and scenic quality. 

Alternative B: No additional ACECs would be designated, and ACEC designations would be removed 
from all existing ACECs.  No areas would be managed as ACECs. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Retain designation of the Irish Canyon ACEC (11,910 acres) 
(Table 2-3; Map 2-8).  The following areas would not be retained as ACECs: Limestone Ridge (1,400 
acres), Lookout Mountain (6,950 acres), and Cross Mountain Canyon (650 acres).  Management of these 
areas would be as described below. 



JANUARY 2007 LITTLE SNAKE RMP DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN  LITTLE SNAKE FIELD OFFICE 
2-38  BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

Alternative D: Retain the Irish Canyon ACEC, the Limestone Ridge ACEC, the Lookout Mountain 
ACEC, and the Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC.  In addition, designate the White-tailed Prairie Dog 
ACEC (271,730 acres), the Cold Desert Shrublands ACEC (1,210 acres), the Gibben’s Beardtongue 
ACEC (5,500 acres), the Bull Canyon ACEC (3,390 acres), the G Gap ACEC (2,230 acres), the Little 
Juniper Canyon ACEC (20 acres), the Bassett Spring ACEC (110 acres), the No Name Spring ACEC 
(80 acres), the Pot Creek ACEC (2,240 acres), the Whiskey Springs ACEC (2,760 acres), the Willow 
Spring ACEC (100 acres), and the Deception Creek ACEC (110 acres) (Table 2-3; Map 2-9).   

Table 2-3.  ACECs Designated by Alternative 

Area of Environmental 
Concern  

Area 
(Acres) 

Alternative A 
(No Action 
Alternative) 

Alternative B 
Alternative C 

(Preferred 
Alternative) 

Alternative D 

Limestone Ridge  1,400 X   X 

Irish Canyon  11,910 X  X X 

Lookout Mountain  6,950 X   X 

Cross Mt.  Canyon 650 X   X 

White-tailed Prairie Dog  271,730    X 

Cold Desert Shrublands  1,210    X 

Gibben’s Beardtongue  5,500    X 

Bull Canyon  3,390    X 

G Gap  2,230    X 

Little Juniper Canyon  20    X 

Bassett Spring  110    X 

No Name Spring  80    X 

Pot Creek  2,240    X 

Whiskey Springs  2,760    X 

Willow Spring  100    X 

Deception Creek  110    X 

Total area (in acres) 310,390 20,910 0 11,910 310,390 

 

Limestone Ridge ACEC 

Alternative A: The existing ACEC designation would remain.  There would be NSO for oil and gas 
exploration and development.  The ACEC would be closed to locatable minerals activity, closed to 
mineral material sales, and not available for coal leasing.  Leasing of other minerals for underground 
mining would be allowed with NSO stipulations.  Leasing for surface mining would not be allowed.  The 
area would be closed to OHV use.  The area would have no visual resource management (VRM) 
designation.  Limestone Ridge would be an exclusion area for ROWs unless they were associated with 
valid existing rights. 

Alternative B: The ACEC designation would be removed because there is no need for special 
management attention.  There would be no stipulations or prescriptions designed to protect relevant and 
important values.  Limestone Ridge would be open to all exploration and development; however, it would 
not be available for coal leasing.  The area would be open to OHV use.  The area would have a Class III 
VRM designation.  There would be no restrictions on ROWs. 



LITTLE SNAKE RMP DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT JANUARY 2007 

LITTLE SNAKE FIELD OFFICE  RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT  2-39 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): The ACEC designation would be removed because special 
management attention would not be required to protect the relevant and important values.  The area 
objective would be to protect sensitive plants, remnant plant communities, and scenic quality.  Sensitive 
plants and remnant plant communities would be avoided through a CSU/SSR stipulation.  Scenic values 
would be protected through a VRM Class II designation.  The area would be recommended for 
withdrawal from mineral location, closed to other mineral activity, not available for coal leasing, and 
would be an exclusion area for ROWs unless they were associated with valid existing rights. 

Alternative D: The existing ACEC designation would remain.  The area objective would be to protect 
sensitive plants, remnant plant communities, and scenic quality.  The area would be closed to oil and gas 
exploration and development and to locatable minerals and other minerals activity, and it would not be 
available for coal leasing.  The area would be closed to OHV use.  The area would have a Class II VRM 
designation.  The area would be a ROW exclusion area unless associated with valid existing rights. 

Irish Canyon ACEC 

Alternative A: The existing ACEC designation would remain.  The area would be CSU for oil and gas 
operations and open to locatable and other minerals activity.  The ACEC would not be available for coal 
leasing.  OHV use would be limited to designated roads and trails.  There would be no VRM designation.  
The area would be a ROW exclusion area unless associated with valid existing rights. 

Alternative B: The ACEC designation would be removed because there is no need for special 
management attention.  There would be no stipulations or prescriptions designed to protect relevant and 
important values.  Irish Canyon would be open to oil and gas exploration and development and to 
locatable minerals and other minerals activity; however, it would not be available for coal leasing.  The 
area would be open to OHV use.  The area would have a Class III VRM designation.  There would be no 
lands and realty restrictions. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): The existing ACEC designation would remain because special 
management attention would be needed to protect the multiple relative and important values in the area, 
including rare plants, rare plant communities, and scenic, geologic, and cultural values.  The presence of 
all these overlapping values in one area makes it suitable for special management attention through an 
ACEC designation.  The objective for the ACEC would be to protect sensitive plants, remnant plant 
communities, cultural and geologic values, and scenic quality.  Management of the area would be the 
same as that described in Alternative A, except that the area would be closed to oil and gas exploration 
and development and the area would be designated VRM Class II.  The area would be recommended for 
withdrawal from mineral location. 

Alternative D: The existing ACEC designation would remain.  The area objective would be to protect 
sensitive plants, remnant plant communities, cultural and geologic values, and scenic quality.  The area 
would be closed to oil and gas exploration and development and to locatable minerals and other minerals 
activity, and it would not be available for coal leasing.  OHV use would be limited to designated areas.  
The area would have a Class II VRM designation.  The area would be a ROW exclusion area unless 
associated with valid existing rights. 

Lookout Mountain ACEC 

Alternative A: The existing ACEC designation would remain.  The area would be CSU for oil and gas 
operations and open to locatable minerals and other minerals activity, but the area would not be available 
for coal leasing.  OHV use would be limited to designated roads and trails.  There would be no VRM 
designation.  The area would be a ROW exclusion area unless associated with valid existing rights. 
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Alternative B: The ACEC designation would be removed because there is no need for special 
management attention.  There would be no stipulations or prescriptions designed to protect relevant and 
important values.  Lookout Mountain would be open to oil and gas operations and to locatable minerals 
and other minerals activity; however, it would not be available for coal leasing.  The area would be open 
to OHV use.  The area would have a Class II VRM designation.  There would be no lands and realty 
limitations. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): The ACEC designation would be removed because special 
management attention would not be required to protect the relevant and important values.  The area 
objective would be to protect sensitive plants, remnant plant communities, and scenic quality.  Sensitive 
plants and remnant plant communities would be avoided through a CSU/SSR stipulation.  Scenic values 
would be protected through a VRM Class II designation in areas where they occur.  The area would be 
available for mineral location, closed to other mineral activity, and not available for coal leasing.  OHV 
use would be limited to designated routes.  The area would have Class II and III VRM designations.  
Renewal of existing and authorization of future ROWs would be allowed upon approval of a site-specific 
development plan consistent with area resource objectives. 

Alternative D: The existing ACEC designation would remain.  The area objective would be to protect 
sensitive plants, remnant plant communities, and scenic quality.  The area would be NSO for oil and gas 
operations, closed to locatable minerals and other minerals activity, and not available for coal leasing.  
OHV use would be limited to designated areas.  The area would have a Class II VRM designation.  
Communication sites and existing communication ROWs could be renewed at the end of their terms in 
accordance with area objectives and current regulations.  No new communication sites would be 
authorized.  The area would be a ROW exclusion area. 

Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC 

Alternative A: The existing ACEC designation would remain.  The area would continue to receive 
protection by virtue of its location within the Cross Mountain WSA.  The area would be NSO for oil and 
gas operations, closed to mineral material sales, and not available for coal leasing.  Leasing of other 
minerals for underground mining would be allowed with NSO stipulations.  Leasing for surface mining 
would not be allowed.  The area would be closed to OHV use.  The area would have a Class I VRM 
designation.  Cross Mountain Canyon would be a ROW exclusion area unless associated with valid 
existing rights. 

Alternative B: The ACEC designation would be removed because there is no need for special 
management attention.  This area lies completely within the Cross Mountain Canyon WSA.  Therefore, 
all relative and important values are fully protected by the area’s WSA status.  The Cross Mountain 
Canyon area would continue to be managed consistent with WSA requirements. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as Alternative B. 

Alternative D: The existing ACEC designation would remain.  The area objective would be to protect 
sensitive plants, threatened and endangered species, and scenic quality.  The area would be closed to oil 
and gas operations and to locatable minerals and other minerals activity, and it would not be available for 
coal leasing.  The area would be closed to OHV use.  The area would have a Class I VRM designation.  
Cross Mountain Canyon would be an exclusion area unless associated with valid existing rights. 
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White-Tailed Prairie Dog ACEC 

Alternative A: No ACEC would be designated for the white-tailed prairie dog habitat area because there 
is no need for special management attention.  Active white-tailed prairie dog colonies would continue to 
be avoidance areas for surface disturbing activities only within the black-footed ferret reintroduction area.   

Alternative B: No ACEC would be designated for the white-tailed prairie dog habitat area because there 
is no need for special management attention.  There would be no stipulations or prescriptions designed to 
protect relevant and important values.   

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as Alternative A.  In addition, a CSU stipulation would 
protect towns less than 10 acres in size and timing limitation stipulations would apply to towns greater 
than 10 acres in size (see Section 2.5.5.2). 

Alternative D: The area would be designated as an ACEC.  The area objective would be to protect white-
tailed prairie dog habitat.  The following management would apply only to areas indicated on Map 2-9, 
which contains active/inactive white-tailed prairie dog colonies.  The area would be NSO for oil and gas 
operations, closed to locatable minerals and other minerals activity, and not available for coal leasing.  
OHV use would be limited to designated areas.  There would be no VRM classifications specific to 
prairie dog colonies.  The White-tailed Prairie Dog ACEC would be a ROW exclusion area.   

Natural Systems ACEC 

Alternative A: No ACECs would be designated because there is no need for special management 
attention.  Rare plant occurrences would be avoidance areas for surface disturbing activities. 

Alternative B: No ACECs would be designated because there is no need for special management 
attention.  Rare plant and rare plant community occurrences would be avoidance areas for surface 
disturbing activities. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as Alternative B. 

Alternative D: The following ACECs would be designated to compose the Natural Systems ACECs: 
Cold Desert Shrublands ACEC (1,210 acres), Gibben’s Beardtongue ACEC (5,500 acres), Bull Canyon 
ACEC (3,390 acres), G Gap ACEC (2,230 acres), Little Juniper Canyon ACEC (20 acres), Bassett Spring 
ACEC (110 acres), No Name Spring ACEC (80 acres), Pot Creek ACEC (2,240 acres), Whiskey Springs 
ACEC (2,760 acres), Willow Spring ACEC (100 acres), and Deception Creek ACEC (110 acres).  The 
objective of these ACECs would be to protect sensitive plants and plant communities.  The following 
management would apply only to areas indicated on Map 2-9.  SSR would be used for all surface 
disturbances.  The area would be CSU for oil and gas development, closed to locatable and other minerals 
activity, and not available for coal leasing.  OHV use would be limited to designated roads and trails.  
There would be no VRM classifications specific to these ACECs.  The ACECs would be ROW avoidance 
areas. 

Wilderness Study Areas 

Alternative A: WSAs (Map 2-6) would continue to be managed in compliance with BLM’s IMP (BLM-
H-8550-1) until they are reviewed and acted upon by Congress.  Public land designated as wilderness 
would be managed in compliance with BLM’s Wilderness Management Policy and the Wilderness Act of 
1964.  Site-specific wilderness management plans would be developed for areas designated by Congress 
as wilderness.  The Cross Mountain, Diamond Breaks, West Cold Spring, Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, 
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Peterson Draw, and Vale of Tears WSAs would not be leased for mineral development.  This would 
represent 78,250 acres of BLM-administered mineral estate within the Little Snake RMPPA. 

Alternative B: Same as described in Alternative A.  Public lands designated as wilderness would be 
managed in compliance with BLM’s Wilderness Management Policy and the Wilderness Act of 1964 
(Map 2-7).  If any or all of the WSAs are released by Congress from wilderness study, the released lands 
would be managed in accordance with multiple use direction and land allocations established in the RMP, 
including special designations such as SRMAs, suitable WSRs, and ACECs.  Resource allocations 
restricted because of WSA management policies, such as oil and gas leasing, coal unsuitability, lands and 
realty actions, and woodcutting, would be reviewed to determine if changes in management were needed.  
If so, the RMP would be revised.  As in Alternative A, the Cross Mountain, Diamond Breaks, West Cold 
Spring, Ant Hills, Chew Winter Camp, Peterson Draw, and Vale of Tears WSAs would not be leased for 
mineral development.   

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): Same as described in Alternative B (Map 2-8). 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative B (Map 2-9). 

Diamond Breaks WSA  

Alternative A: The Diamond Breaks WSA would be recommended as preliminarily suitable for 
wilderness designation (1989 RMP/ROD, page 22).  If Congress does not designate Diamond Breaks as 
wilderness, the Colorado portion of the WSA (31,810 acres) would be managed as a recreation 
management unit and the Utah portion (3,900 acres) would be managed by the Vernal District according 
to existing management framework plans.  The area would be closed to OHV use.   

Alternative B: The Diamond Breaks WSA would be managed to preserve its wilderness values according 
to the IMP (BLM-H-8550-1) and would continue to be managed in that manner until Congress either 
designates it as wilderness or releases it for other uses.  If Congress releases Diamond Breaks from 
wilderness study, it would be managed as multiple use, consistent with resource goals and objectives.  
The area would be closed to OHV use. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): The Diamond Breaks WSA would be managed to preserve its 
wilderness values according to the IMP (BLM-H-8550-1) and would continue to be managed in that 
manner until Congress either designates it as wilderness or releases it for other uses.  If Congress releases 
Diamond Breaks from wilderness study, the following management would apply: the area would remain 
closed to OHV use.  It would also be closed to oil and gas exploration and development and to locatable 
minerals and other minerals activity, and it would not be available for coal leasing.  The area would have 
a Class II VRM designation.  ROWs would be considered on a case-by-case basis. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C, except the area would be excluded from ROWs if the 
area were released from wilderness study. 

Cross Mountain WSA 

Alternative A: The Cross Mountain WSA, which includes the proposed Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC, 
would be recommended as preliminarily suitable for wilderness designation.  BLM would recommend 
that the proposed Cross Mountain wilderness remain open to oil and gas leasing with NSO stipulations.  
If Congress does not designate Cross Mountain as a wilderness, the area would be managed as a special 
recreation management area (13,620 acres), including the Cross Mountain Canyon ACEC (650 acres). 
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Alternative B: The Cross Mountain WSA would be managed to preserve its wilderness values according 
to the IMP (BLM-H-8550-1) and would continue to be managed in that manner until Congress either 
designates it as wilderness or releases it for other uses.  If Congress releases Cross Mountain from 
wilderness study, it would be managed as multiple use, consistent with resource goals and objectives. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): The Cross Mountain WSA would be managed to preserve its 
wilderness values according to the IMP (BLM-H-8550-1) and would continue to be managed in that 
manner until Congress either designates it as wilderness or releases it for other uses.  If Congress releases 
Cross Mountain from wilderness study, the following management would apply: the objective would be 
to protect sensitive plants, threatened and endangered species, and scenic values.  Cross Mountain would 
also be closed to oil and gas leasing and development and to locatable minerals and other minerals 
activity, and it would not be available for coal leasing.  The area would be closed to OHV use and would 
have a Class II VRM designation.  Cross Mountain would be a ROW exclusion area unless associated 
with valid existing rights. 

Alternative D: Same as described in Alternative C. 

West Cold Spring WSA 

Alternative A: The West Cold Spring WSA would be recommended as not suitable for wilderness 
designation.  If Congress does not designate the area as wilderness, the Colorado portion of West Cold 
Spring would be managed as the Cold Spring and Little Snake River management unit (14,660 acres).  
The Utah portion of the WSA would be managed under the Brown’s Park Management Framework Plan. 

Alternative B: The West Cold Spring WSA would be managed to preserve its wilderness values 
according to the IMP (BLM-H-8550-1) and would continue to be managed that way until Congress either 
designates it as wilderness or releases it for other uses.  If Congress releases West Cold Springs from 
wilderness study, it would be managed as multiple use, consistent with resource goals and objectives. 

Alternative C (Preferred Alternative): The West Cold Spring WSA would be managed to preserve its 
wilderness values according to the IMP (BLM-H-8550-1) and would continue to be managed in that 
manner until Congress either designates it as wilderness or releases it for other uses.  If Congress releases 
West Cold Springs from wilderness study, the area would be managed in the same way as the adjacent 
wilderness characteristics area.  The area would be closed to oil and gas leasing and development and to 
locatable minerals and other minerals activity, and it would not be available for coal leasing.  OHV use 
would be limited to existing roads, and trails and adaptive criteria would be applied.  The area would have 
a Class III VRM designation.  West Cold Spring would be a ROW avoidance area, and wind energy 
applications would be accepted on a case-by-case basis. 

Alternative D: The West Cold Spring WSA would be managed to preserve its wilderness values 
according to the IMP (BLM-H-8550-1) and would continue to be managed in that manner until Congress 
either designates it as wilderness or releases it for other uses.  If Congress releases West Cold Springs 
from wilderness study, the area would be managed in the same way as the adjacent SRMA.  West Cold 
Spring would be identified as a backcountry SRMA.  The area would be closed to oil and gas operations 
and to locatable minerals and other minerals activity, and it would not be available for coal leasing.  OHV 
use would be limited to designated areas.  The area would have a Class I VRM designation.  West Cold 
Spring would be a ROW exclusion area, and wind energy development would not be allowed. 
























































































































































































































































































































































































