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U.S. Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Land Management 

Kremmling Field Office 

P.O. Box 68 

Kremmlin g, CO 80459 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  
 

 

NUMBER:  CO-120-2008-31-EA 

 

PROJECT NAME:  Weed Management for the Kremmling Field Office 

 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION:  All public lands administered by the Kremmling Field Office   

 

APPLICANT:  BLM   

 

I. INTRODUCTION:  

 

1.1  Background: This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to disclose and 

analyze the environmental consequences of  invasive plant management as proposed by 

Kremmling Field Office (KFO). The EA is a field office analysis of potential effects that could 

result with the implementation of the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative. The KFO has 

been managing invasive plants in accordance with the following documents: 

 

 1993 Environmental Assessment (CO-018-93-08-EA), 

 1991 14 Western States Environmental Impact Statement (EIS),   

 BLM Partners Against Weeds plan, 

 BLMôs Early Detection Rapid Response Plan,  

 The Noxious Weed Act for the State of Colorado and the strategic plan for Colorado that 

accompanies the Act, and  

 Partnership agreements with Grand, Jackson and Larimer Counties.   

 

Invasive plants are defined as ñnon-native plants whose introduction does or is likely to cause 

economic or environmental harm or harm to human healthò based on the definition provided in 

Executive Order 13112.  Invasive plants are compromising the ability to manage BLM lands for 

a healthy native ecosystem. Invasive plants can create a host of environmental and other effects, 

most of which are harmful to native ecosystem processes, including: displacement of native 

plants; reduction in functionality of habitat and forage for wildlife and livestock; increased 
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potential for soil erosion and reduced water quality; alteration of physical and biological 

properties of soil; loss of long-term riparian area function; loss of habitat for culturally 

significant plants; high cost (dollars spent) of controlling invasive plants; and increased cost to 

maintaining transportation systems and recreational sites. 

 

1.2  Purpose and Need: 

 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to address the control of invasive plants on BLM-

administered public lands in the KFO and to prevent the spread of invasive plants. This EA is 

addressing the treatment of invasive plants on BLM-administered public lands in the KFO 

through a programmatic approach.  Treatments that require surface disturbance will be addressed 

in site specific environmental documents.  

 

There is a need to treat invasive plants because they have the potential to spread and out-compete 

more desirable native vegetation used by wildlife and livestock. Invasive vegetation also reduces 

soil productivity, water quality and quantity, recreational opportunities, and increases fire 

hazards.  The percentage of weed infestation is low, providing the KFO an opportunity to 

aggressively treat new and existing infestations. The following are known invasive plants on 

BLM-administered public lands in the KFO: Leafy spurge, Musk thistle, Scotch thistle, Canada 

thistle, Bull thistle, Spotted knapweed, Field bindweed, Hoary cress, Yellow toadflax, Dalmation 

toadflax, Houndstongue, Oxeye daisy, Saltcedar, Corn chamomile, and Downy brome.  

 

1.3  Summary of Proposed Action:  

The proposed action is to control the expansion of noxious and invasive weeds, improve riparian 

and wetland areas, restore fish and wildlife habitat, improve water quality, and improve upland 

ecological condition on public lands managed by the BLM within the project area by using an 

integrated approach of management techniques such as mechanical, biological, and chemical 

methods. 

 

1.4  Conformance with Land Use Plan: The Proposed Action is subject to and has been 

reviewed for conformance with the following plan (43 CFR 1610.5, BLM 1617.3):   

 

Name of Document: Colorado Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for 

Livestock Grazing Management RMP Amendment 

 

Decision Language: Standard 3: Healthy, productive plant and animal communities of 

native and other desirable species are maintained at viable population levels 

commensurate with the species and habitatôs potential. Plants and animals at both the 

community and population level are productive, resilient, diverse, vigorous, and able to 

reproduce and sustain natural fluctuations, and ecological processes. 

1.1 1.5 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, and Other Requirements 

1.5  Relationship to Statutes, Regulations or other Plans: 
 

The following Laws, Acts, Plans, manuals, and Policies provide a foundation for noxious and 

invasive weed management by the BLM. 
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The National Environmental Policy Act (1969) 

 Requires the preparation of Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) for federal projects 

that may have significant effect on the environment 

 Requires systematic, interdisciplinary planning to ensure the integrated use of natural and 

social sciences and environmental design arts in making decisions about major federal 

actions that may have significant effect on the environment. 

 

Vegetation Treatments in 17 Western States, Programmatic Report (BLM, 2007) 

This document will be referenced in this EA to address the general effects on the environment of 

using non-herbicide treatment methods including mechanical, manual and biological control 

methods. 

 

Carlson-Foley Act (1968) 

Directs agency heads to enter upon land under their jurisdiction with noxious plants and destroy 

noxious plants growing on such land 

 

Federal Noxious Weed Act (1975), as amended by Sec.15, Management of Undesirable 

Plants on Federal Lands, 1990 

Congress amended the Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 and the amendment was signed into 

law November 28, 1990.  This Act requires that each Federal Agency: 

 Designate a lead office and person trained in the management of undesirable plants; 

 Establish and fund undesirable plant management program; 

 Complete and implement cooperative agreements with State Agencies; 

 And establish integrated management systems to control undesirable plant species. 

 
The Plant Protection Act (2000) 

 Replaces the Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1975 

 Gave the USDA the responsibility to designate certain foreign weeds as noxious and to 

prevent the entry of these weeds into the US. 

 

Colorado Noxious Weed Act 

Directs all Colorado lands under the jurisdiction of local governments that have been delegated 

the responsibility and power to assure the management of state and locally designated noxious 

weeds.   

 

Executive Order 13112, Invasive Species (1999) 

Directs federal agencies to prevent the introduction of invasive species and provide control of the 

spread of invasive species, and to minimize the economic, ecological and human health impacts 

that invasive cause. 

 

Public Rangeland Improvement Act (1978) 

Requires the BLM to manage, maintain, and improve the condition of the public rangelands so 

that they become as productive as feasible. 
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BLM Manual 9014  
Use of Biological Control Agents of Pests on Public Lands- This manual outlines policy, defines 

responsibilities, and provides guidance for the release, maintenance, and collections of biological 

control agents for integrated pest management program on the land administered by the BLM. 

 

BLM Manual 9220 

Integrated Pest Management- This manual outlines policy, defines responsibilities, and provides 

guidance for implementing integrated pest management programs on lands administered by the 

BLM. 

 

BLM Manual 9011 and Manual Handbook H-9011-1 

Chemical Pest Control-This manual and handbook outlines policy and provides guidance for 

conducting pest control programs on public land. 

 

BLM Manual 9015 

Integrated Weed Management- This manual addresses the BLMôs policy relating to the 

management and coordination of noxious weed activities among activities of the BLM, 

organizations, and individuals. 

 

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)  

 Provides for the registration of pesticides, certification of applicators to apply restricted 

use pesticides, and enforcement of pesticide regulations 

 Provides for individual states to obtain primacy for enforcement of FIFRA regulations as 

long as statesô requirement are at least equal to federal requirements 

 

Endangered Species Act (1973) (ESA) as amended (16U.S.C. 1531, et seq.), 

Directs federal agencies to ensure that their actions do not jeopardize threatened and endangered 

species and that through their authority aid in bringing about the recovery of such species. 

 

1.6  Scoping and Public Involvement Issues: 

 

The PEIS identified many key issues that were determined during scoping that are applicable to 

this field office-wide analysis and are incorporated either by tiering and/or by addressing specific 

issues of field office concern. The key issues that affect our office that were addressed in the 

PEIS include the effects of treatment on invasive plants and native vegetation, monitoring needs 

during and after treatments, the effects of herbicides on soils and surface/groundwater and the 

effects of herbicides on wildlife and T&E Species.   During local conversations some people 

addressed concerns over the spread of invasive weeds and the need for more aggressive 

treatment.  
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II. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES:  

 

2.1  Introduction 

 

This EA is tiering to a series of analyses contained in other documents. Tiering is defined as 

ñusing the coverage of general matters in broader NEPA documents in subsequent, narrower 

NEPA documents, allowing the tiered NEPA document to narrow the range of alternatives and 

concentrate soley on the issues not already addressedò (BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1).  

 

This EA tiers to a Vegetation Treatments Using Herbicides on Bureau of Land Management 

Lands in 17 Western States Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) (2007), 

which analyzed the impacts of using herbicides (i.e. chemical treatment methods) on public 

lands. Specifically, the Record of Decision (ROD) approved the use of 18 herbicide active 

ingredients (2,4-D, bromacil, chlorsulfuron, clopyralid, dicamba, diuron, glyphosate, hexazione, 

imazapyr, metsulfuron methyl, picloram, sulfometuron methyl, tebuthiuron, triclopyr, imazapic, 

diquat, diflufenzopyr ( in formulation with dicamba), and fluridone).  This EIS also assessed five 

alternatives: (see pages ES-2-ES-4, Volume 1 PEIS). 

 

1. Continued present herbicide use ï Under this alternative, the BLM would continue 

to use 20 herbicide active ingredients approved for in 14 western states. 

2. Expand herbicide use and allow for use of new herbicides in 17 western states 

(Preferred Alternative) - This alternative represents the treatment of vegetation 

using 18 herbicide active ingredients in 17 western states (Including Alaska) 

3. No use of herbicides - Under this alternative, the BLM would not treat vegetation 

using herbicides.  The BLM could only use fire, mechanical, manual and biological 

control methods. 

4. No aerial application of herbicides - All 18 herbicides would be allowed for use.  

However, only ground based techniques would be used to apply herbicides to reduce 

the risk of spray drift impacting non-target areas. 

5. No use of sulfonylurea and other acetolactate synthase-inhibiting active 

ingredients - Under this alternative, the BLM would not use sulfonylurea and other 

acetolactate sysnthase-inhibiting active ingredients approved in the earlier RODs, 

which are chlorsulfuron, imazapyr, metsulfuron methyl and sulfometuron methyl. 

 

This EA also tiers to Vegetation Treatments on BLM Lands in 13 Western States (FEIS) (1991), 

which analyzed the impacts of using (i.e. biological, physical, cultural, and prescribed fire) on 

public lands.  

 

In addition, this EA incorporates by reference the Vegetation Treatments on Bureau of Land 

Management Lands in 17 Western States Programmatic Environment Report (PER) (2007a), 

which evaluated the general effects of non-herbicide vegetation treatments (i.e. biological, 

physical, cultural, and prescribed fire) on public lands. The scope of PER is based on several 

EISs that were prepared from 1985 through 1992, including the 1991 FEIS.  
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2.2  Proposed Action: 

 

The BLM KFO is proposing to treat invasive plants species on BLM-administered public lands 

(Map 1) by utilizing integrated weed management (IWM).  IWM is a sustainable approach to 

managing weeds by combining biological, cultural, physical, prescribed fire and chemical tools 

in a way that minimizes economic, health, and environmental risks (DOI Departmental Manual 

517).  

 

The five methods evaluated in this EA are chemical, biological, physical, cultural, and prescribed 

fire on approximately 800 acres.  The five methods of treatment would continue, but the acres 

treated annually would increase. An estimated 4,000 acres of public lands would be treated 

annually by all entities, using all treatment methods, based on constraints such as funding, 

staffing, treatment methods, phenology stage of the species, susceptibility of targeted species to 

treatment methods and weather, etc. Thus, the primary focus of this EA is analyzing the impacts 

resulting from chemical (i.e. herbicide) treatments.  Under the Proposed 
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Action, 14 previously approved herbicidesô active ingredients (2,4D, bromacil,chlorsulfuron, 

clopyralid, dicamba, diuron, glyphosate, hexazione, imazapyr, metsulfuron methyl, picloram, 

sulfometuron methyl, tebuthiuron, triclopyr, imazapic,) and four new herbicide active ingredients 

(diquat, diflufenzopyr, floridone and imazapic) would be used for chemical treatment. 

 

Weed populations vary in size throughout the KFO. In order to determine actual locations of 

noxious weed infestations, inventories would continue to be conducted on the ground by the 

BLM and volunteers trained in plant identification and data recording techniques. The majority 

of the BLM-administered public lands in the KFO have been inventoried.  The KFO would 

complete the following activities under a comprehensive invasive plant management plan: 

 

 Treat approximately 1000 acres annually using herbicides.  Treatments would focus on 

invasive plants but may also include other invasive species.  With the potential expansion of 

oil and gas development in Jackson County, treatment acres could increase to 2,000 acres 

annually (i.e. 1000 additional acres in North Park) because weed mitigation is a requirement 

for all permitted activities.   

 Treat approximately 1000 acres annually using physical, cultural, biological and fire methods 

with the potential to treat up to 2000 acres.   

 Continue surveying and treating for new infestations of all A, B, and C listed weeds as 

described in the Colorado Noxious Weed Act (see Appendix 1 for the A, B, and C list 

weeds).   If needed, species not found on the A, B and C list may be treated.  These species 

would include but not be limited to plants like Crested wheatgrass, Broom snakeweed, 

sagebrush or rabbitbrush that are not contributing to habitat needs or land health.  

 Continue to contract with Grand, Jackson, and Larimer counties to treat weeds on BLM-

administered public lands in the KFO.    

 Focus on areas along the Colorado River corridor and other areas with limited access (i.e. 

two-tracks off main county roads). See the description of treatment methods below. 

 Conduct outreach at county fairs, schools, BLM-sponsored events, and press releases. 

 Monitor treated areas to determine the effectiveness of treatments. 

 

Description of Treatment Methods: 

 

 Chemical Treatments: Currently, the most effective way for the KFO to treat weeds has 

been with herbicides because the majority of the weed infestations are small (<1 acre), 

and the majority of the troublesome weeds are perennial, which are best treated with an 

herbicide. The KFO uses truck-mounted sprayers, all -terrain vehicle (ATV)-mounted 

sprayers with a handgun, and backpack sprayers to apply the herbicides. These 

application methods allow for pesticides to be applied to a specific plant, which prevents 

the loss of non-target plants.  Other types of applications that may be used would include 

wicking and wiping, foliar, cut stump, or basal bark application (see Appendix 2, 

Glossary). In some cases, large scale herbicide treatments may be needed using an 

airplane or a helicopter. Aerial treatment would most likely occur during an emergency 

stabilization or to help improve land health.  An example of an emergency stabilization 

would be to treat cheatgrass after a fire. An example of improving land heath would be 

using a herbicide to reduce and rejuvenate an old stand of sagebrush. There may also be a 

need to use a broadcast (boom) spraying method.  The boom would be attached to an off-
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highway vehicle (OHV) or other vehicle.  This method is best used along roads or other 

areas where infestation levels are high and spot spraying would not be cost effective.   In 

all cases, the herbicide treatment would require approval through the use of Pesticide Use 

Proposal (PUP). 

 

 Physical Treatments: Physical treatments use manual labor or mechanical means to 

remove weeds.  This strategy works best on annual and biennial weeds. It is not effective 

on perennial weeds unless it is used in conjunction with chemical treatment.  Mechanical 

methods include mowers, dozers, and backhoes, but the KFO has not initiated any 

mechanical treatments for weed infestations. Most of the manual treatments have 

involved hand digging. Manual methods include hand pulling and bagging; clipping 

seedheads; chopping or digging; using chainsaws (e.g. when treating tamarisk).  

 

 Biological Treatments: Biological agents are part of an IWM.  By BLM definition, a 

biological treatment is that which intentionally uses living organisms (agents) to reduce 

the population of a pest.  It may include the use of insects, nematodes, mites, plant 

pathogens and vertebrates.  Some biological agents have been released or used in the 

KFO.   One particular biological agent was released on musk thistle on Independence 

Mountain.  It was noted in 2004, that the insects were still working and thriving. There 

have also been advancements in the biological treatment of tamarisk using the tamarisk 

leaf beetle, Diorhabda elongate, in Colorado.  As further information is learned, this 

beetle could be utilized on populations of tamarisk in the KFO.  Depending on weed 

growth and spread, the need for biological treatments in KFO may increase.  

 

 Cultural Treatments: Cultural treatments are defined as those which focus on 

management practices that aid in the prevention or control of invasive plants.  Examples 

include drilling or inter-seeding into a patch of weeds to establish more competitive 

plants, or using livestock for increasing native vegetation.   

 

 Prescribed Fire: Prescribed burning is the planned application of fire to wildland fuels in 

their natural or modified state, under specific conditions of fuels, weather, and other 

variables, to allow the fire to remain in a predetermined area and to achieve site-specific 

fire and resource management objectives. Treatments would be implemented in 

accordance with the KFO Fire Management Plan. These treatments may include follow-

up seeding to prevent or inhibit the re-invasion of invasive plants.  

 

Design Features of the Proposed Action: 

 

 KFO staff reviewed the 2007 PEIS Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and mitigation 

measures and selected the SOPs and mitigation measures that would become part of this 

proposed action.  Additional design features not found in the PEISôs SOPs or mitigation 

measures are listed below:   

 

 Wilderness:  Control of non-native species inside WSAs would be consistent with the 

Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review.  The wilderness 

management tool (i.e. minimum required decision guidance) would be utilized to 
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authorize any cross-country motorized travel. Biological controls would not be released 

inside a WSA. 

 

 Wild and Scenic Rivers:  Application of chemicals within ¼ mile of an eligible Wild & 

Scenic River segment  (see Map 2) would be consistent with the manufacturesô labeling 

regarding safe use of the chemical in a river environment.  Mechanical treatments within 

the ¼ mile buffer would be conducted using practices that reduce ground disturbances 

and prevent additional sediment loads.  

 

 Soils:  Herbicide treatments on slopes that exceed 35 percent with erodible soils would be 

limited to spot applications.  Any other herbicide application method would not occur on 

erodible soils with slopes that exceed 35 percent, unless an erosion control plan can be 

designed that limits soil loss and provides for successful stabilization and re-vegetation.  

Monitoring of the treatment area under an erosion control plan would occur for the first 

three years to insure the area re-vegetates with desirable plants and is stabilized.    

 

 All applications of chemicals would be consistent with the manufacturesô labeling 

regarding safe use of the chemical. 

 

For herbicides, a 10-foot buffer for ground application, a 15-foot buffer for ground 

vehicle application, and a 100-foot buffer for aerial application would be required 

between treatments and water.  

 

 Application of herbicide around known T&E species will require consultation with the 

USFWS. 
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Map 2 ï Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Segments 
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2.3  No Action Alternative (Continuation of Present Management): The KFO would continue 

to treat invasive plants using 14 active ingredients (2,4-D, bromacil, chlorsulfuron, clopyralid, 

dicamba, diuron, glyphosate, hexazione, imazapyr, metsulfuron methyl, picloram, sulfometuron 

methyl, tebuthiuron, triclopyr, imazapic,).  The KFO would continue to use physical, cultural, 

biological and prescribed fire treatments in addition to herbicide treatments.  

 

Currently, the KFO treats about 95 percent of invasive plants on BLM-administered public lands 

with herbicides.  The other 5 percent of treatments use other IWM treatment methods.  This 

percentage of treatment methods would continue.  The KFO would continue to treat 

approximately 800 acres annually - 300 acres with herbicides and 500 acres with other methods.  

 

2.3  Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed in Detail:  Various situations were considered 

where practices wouldnôt be allowed or would be constrained, such as not allowing the use of 

aerial applications of herbicides or not using herbicides at all.    It was determined that to 

effectively treat invasive plants, all treatment options need to be available,  Thus, alternatives 

that address the use of fewer than the five IWM treatments or limit the application of those 

treatments will not be analyzed in detail.  

 

2.5  Plan Conformance Review:  The Proposed Action is subject to and has been reviewed for 

conformance with the following plan (43 CFR 1610.5, BLM 1617.3):   

 

Name of Document: Colorado Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for 

Livestock Grazing Management RMP Amendment, January 1997.    

 

Decision Language: Standard 3, Pg. 7: ñHealthy, productive plant and animal 

communities of native and other desirable species are maintained at viable population 

levels commensurate with the species and habitatôs potential. Plants and animals at both 

the community and population level are productive, resilient, diverse, vigorous, and able 

to reproduce and sustain natural fluctuations, and ecological processes.ò  As part of the 

standards, noxious plants and undesirable species are an indicator of meeting Standard 3. 

 

 

III.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES / 

MITIGATION MEASURES :  The following elements were determined to be potentially 

impacted and were carried forward for analysis from the interdisciplinary team analysis review 

record and checklist in section V.  

 

INVASIVE, NON-NATIVE SPECIES 

 

 Affected Environment:  There are widely scattered invasive plants throughout the 

resource area that are increasing in area and density but, in general, their presence is limited to 

small infestations.    Some of the more common weeds include: Musk thistle, Canada thistle, 

Houndstongue, Corn chamomile, Black henbane, Diffuse knapweed, Leafy spurge, Whitetop, 

Oxeye daisy, bindweed, Platte thistle, Orange hawkweed, Dalmatian toadflax, Russian knapweed 

and Bull thistle.  See Maps 3 through 6 to identify the known locations of invasive plants in the 

KFO.  
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 Environmental Consequences:  An IWM approach that uses herbicide application and the 

other treatment methods mentioned below would provide the most effective long-term 

prevention of the spread of invasive plants. Under the Proposed Action, the KFO would increase 

the acreages treated annually (i.e. from 800 to 4000 acres), thus increasing the capacity to treat 

invasive plants.  

 

Chemical treatments, specifically the four new active ingredients (diquat, diflufenzopyr, 

floridone and imazapic), would provide the KFO additional tools to treat invasive weeds.  The 

use of imazapic could be used on cheatgrass infestations.  This would be especially important for 

emergency stabilization and rehabilitation of burned areas where cheatgrass is a problem.  

Difluenzopyr could be used to treat oxeye daisey and Musk thistle to help prevent weed 

tolerance from repeated use of other active ingredients. The use of fluridone could be used in 

cases of an aquatic weed infestation in reservoirs or irrigation ditches. Together, these new 

herbicides and the 14 previously approved herbicides would provide more options to effectively 

manage invasive populations, thus increasing the BLMôs ability to limit the spread of noxious 

species.  

 

Physical treatments would continue to be effective in small populations, however large 

populations would be difficult to control due to the amount of time and effort required for 

effective treatments. Also, many weed species would continue to grow if not all of the weed 

plant, above and below ground, is removed.   

 

Cultural practices and biological practices would provide effective control of invasive plants. 

The use of goats or other livestock would eat weed species, however they would also impact 

(eat) native vegetation that is important to wildlife or livestock.  Many biological agents are host 

specific, which means they would only impact a specific weed plant.  However, these practices 

alone would not eradicate a weed population, but rather reduce vigor and productivity of the 

invasive population.   

 

Fire could be used as in interim step to provide for the re-establishment of native vegetation.  In 

most cases, this is the least preferred method as there is a potential to increase invasive plants.   

 

Under the No Action Alternative, the KFO would be able to use 14 previously approved 

herbicide active ingredients and would continue to treat approximately 800 acres annually. 

However, the effectiveness of preventing noxious weed establishment during emergency 

stabilization after a fire would be limited without the use of imazapic.  Also tolerance from 

repeated use of the same active ingredients would continue to be a problem as imazapic is also 

used for control of other invasive plants. Thus, the BLMôs ability to limit the spread of invasive 

plants would be limited compared to the Proposed Action.  

  

 Mitigation: None  
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THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND SENSITIVE SPECIES  

 

 Affected Environment:   

 

Plants: (see Maps 7 through10) 

 

North Park Phacelia, an endangered plant, occurs in central Jackson County and northwest 

Larimer County, primarily on BLM-administered public lands.  It grows on barren exposures 

where the Coalmont Formation forms outcrops of sandy soil or ledges. The species grows most 

abundantly on steep, sparsely vegetated, and erodible slopes, such as on the sides of deep 

ravines.  

  

Osterhout milkvetch and Penland beardtongue are both endangered plants, indigenous to Grand 

County, and are found primarily on BLM-administered public lands. Osterhout milkvetch prefers 

selenium rich, clay soils derived mostly from Niobrara and Pierre Shale. The plant occurs 

between 7500-7700 feet in elevation and typically grows on relatively flat areas and barren 

knolls.  Optimum habitat for Penland beardtongue appears to be in runoff channels shaded by 

deeply cut banks. It grows in alkaline clays containing selenium between 7500-7700 feet. 

 

Harrington beardtongue is a BLM sensitive plant within the KFO administered public lands.  It is 

located in the southwestern part of the KFO between Grand, Summit, and Eagle counties. This 

species is found primarily in open sagebrush on rocky loam and rocky clay loam soils from 

6800-9200 ft. 

 

Fish: 

 

Greenback cutthroat trout occurs in parts of Larimer County, however it has not been 

documented in any streams in the Laramie River drainage on BLM-administered public lands. In 

2008, this species was documented in two streams within the KFO in Grand and Summit 

counties by way of genetic testing. These two streams were Spruce Creek on BLM-administered 

public lands and Antelope Creek on State land (both were previously identified as containing 

Colorado River Cutthroat Trout). 

 

In addition, the Colorado River cutthroat trout is a species of concern that is on the Colorado 

BLM Directorôs Sensitive Species List and the Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) list as 

State Species of Concern. The Colorado River cutthroat trout has been documented on BLM-

administered public lands in Kinney Creek.   

 

Amphibians: 

 

The boreal toad, once common in montane habitats between 7,000-12,000 feet in the Southern 

Rocky Mountains, has experienced dramatic population declines over the past two decades. It is 

presently listed as a state endangered species in Colorado. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
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