U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
White River Field Office
220 E Market St
Meeker, CO 81641

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

NUMBER: CO-110-2008042-EA

CASEFILE/PROJECT NUMBER: GordorrNaval Oil Shale@015)

PROJECT NAME : Naval Oil $hale Pasture Change in Kind of Livestock

LEGAL DESCRIPTION : T5S R 94W Sec 6 and 7
T5S R 95W Sec. P,11,and12,

APPLICANT : Larry and Susan Robinson

ISSUES AND CONCERNS: Trapper Creek forms the southern boundary of the Naval Oil
Shale pasturandwas recentlyesignated aACEC. One of the objectives of the ACEC
designation igo protecthabitat fora genetically pure population of Colorado River cutthroat
trout.

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES :

Background/Introduction Larry and Susan Robinson have applied to change the kind of
livestock, the dates of grazing use and the forage allocation for the Naval Oil Shale pasture
Their application is Alternative B of this environmental assessmawtstock grazing orthe
Naval Oil Shale pasture was not analyzed in the Robiemit Renewa¢nvironmental
assessmenE@A) CO-WRFO-03-126-EA completed in 2003.

Proposed Action, Alternative A Permitchange in livestock kind from sheep to cattle based on
the appropriate stockingtess and preiding for sufficient defermentntegrating use of the Naval
Oil Shale pasture with the Gordon Gulch pasandthe Schutte Gulch allotment (06018).
Grazing use irthis schedule for all pasturbst the Naval Oil Shalpasturewas previously
addressed in the Robinson Permit Renewal\ZRFO-03-126-EA. Proposed grazing user

the GordorNaval Oil Shale Pastu(@6015)would beas follows:

Year 1 Livestock Grazing Schedule

Allot # Name Livestock #| Kind Date On| Date Off | %BLM AUMs
06015 Gordon-Gordon Gulch 100 Cattle 05/15 06/05 100 70
06018 SchutteHalf Moon 100 Cattle 06/06 06/25 33 21
06018 SchutteQil Shale 100 Cattle 06/26 07/30 33 39
06015 Gordon-Naval Oil 100 Cattle 08/01 09/15 100 150




Year 1 Livestock Grazing Schedule

Allot # Name Livestock #| Kind Date On| Date Off | %BLM AUMs
Shale

06018 SchutteCoyote 1000 Sheep 10/01 10/08 100 55

06018 Schutte Gulch 100 Cattle 09/16 10/14 33 31

Year 2 Livestock Grazing Schedule

Allot # Name Livestock #| Kind Date On| Date Off | %BLM AUMs

06015 GordonrGordon Gulch 100 Cattle 05/10 06/09 100 100

06018 SchutteHalf Moon 100 Cattle 06/10 06/30 33 24

06015 Gordon-Naval Oil 100 Cattle 07/01 08/15 100 150
Shale

06018 Schutte Oil Shale 100 Cattle 08/16 10/14 33 65

06018 Schutte Coyote 1000 Sheep 10/01 10/08 100 55

Per mi tteedsAlté&mivée B: Change kind of livesttk, seasonand duration of use
on the Naval Oil Pasture, Gordon Gulch allotmfenin the current sprirfépll grazing use with
sheep taattle usaas specified on the Robinson applicatigvth the cattle numérs,datesand
AUMS listed as follows:

Allotment Livestock Date AUMs
Permit# Number/Name #/kind On Off % BLM (BLM)
06015 Gordon Gulch,
051415 Naval Oil Shale Pasture 150 Cattle 07/01 09/15 100 375
No Action Alternative: Retain current grazing use:
Permit Allotment Public Land Livestock Date Date AUMs
# Number/Name AcreqApprox) #/kind On Off %BLM | (BLM)
051415 | 06015Gordon GulchNaval 2,152 1000 Sheep| 06/01 | 06/30 100 197
Oil Shale Pasture
06015Gordon Gulch, Naval 1000 10/ 10/25 100 112
Oil Shale Pasture Sheep
Total | 309
This alterna i ve woul ent ail demisiemtigty Robi nsonds

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT CARRIED FORWARD

: None

NEED FOR THE ACTION : The purpose of the proposed action ipravide formanagd

livestock grazing in a manner that maintaingngoroves the productivity of rangeland resources.

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):
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Name of PlanWhite River Record of Decision angproved Resource Management
Plan (ROD/RMP).

Date Approved July 1, 1997

Decision Number/Pagd G-1(P 51) LG-5(P 55)

Decision LanguagdLG-1) With minor exceptions, livestock grazing will be managed as
described in the 198Rangeland Program SummaiiPS), including: 1) allocation of
forage among predominant grazing animatsd other uses; 2) initiation of intensive
grazing management; 3) continuation ofs#rg intensive grazing management
practices; 4) minimum period of rest for each allotmemd, B)identification of range
improvements to enhance rangeland productivity and management. The current
allocation of 126,490 AUMs will continue for the short ter(hG-5) 144 grazing

allotments have been placed in one of three management categopies/éncustodial,

and maintain) that define intensity of management

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES /
MITIGATION MEASURES :

STANDARDS FOR PUBLIC LAND HEALTH : In January 1997, Colorado Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) approved theatdards for Public Land Health. These standards cover
upland solls, riparian systems, plant and animal communities, threatened and endangered
species, and water quality. Standards describe conditions needed to sustain public land health
and relate to allises of the public lands. Because a standard exists for these five categories, a
finding must be made for each of them in an environmental analysis. These findings are located
in specific elements listed below:

CRITICAL ELEMENTS

AIR QUALITY

Affectel Environment TheWhite RiverField Office (WRFO) esource area has been
classified as either attainment or unclassified for all air pollutants, and most of the area has been
designated for the prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) class Ibrtunétely, no air
quality monitoring data is available for this area. Hoereair quality conditions nearby in
Grand Junction, C@ndicate generally good air quality.

Environmental Cosequences of the Propos&ction (Alternative A)The type of
potential environmental consequences to air quality from the proposed action would be similar to
consequences of the current grazing operakionvever, theproposed action would increase the
level of inhalable particulate matter, specifically particlesnérons or less in diameter (RM
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associated with fugitive duabove the no action (sheep only) alternatiBehaviorally,since

cows tend to trail daily from nutrient, food and water soyiliogsacts would generally be more
pronounced locally during #se times.The Colorado Air Pollution Control Division (APCD)

estimates the maximum RMevels (24hour average) in rural portions of western Colorado to

be near 50 micrograms per cubicenet ( € g/ m3) . This alternative |
western Colorado dust standard.

Environrmental Comequences of the Per mi t:fTheeypef Appl i
potential environmental consequences to air quality would be similae tmpacts of
Alternative A. However, with more AUMs and longer duration grazing impacts (although
impacts are generallyinor and localizedjmpactscan be expected to be more severe and of
longer duration

Environmental Consequences of the No ActioarAdttive: Impacts from the naction
alternative wouldyenerally result in less dust daily, however dusty conditions would still occur
as sheep are moved to water sources and to new feeding areas

Mitigation: No additioral mitigation is recommended.

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN

Affected Environmentrapper Creek was designated an Area of Critical Environmental
ConcernonMarch 13,2008 as part Roan Plateau Resource Management Plan Amendhsent.
Naval Oil Shale pasture was previously mged by the U.S. Department of Energy as part of
the Naval Oil Shale Reserves Number 1. Responsibility for these parcels was transferred to the
BLM in December 1997 and these parcels were not included in the 1997 Whit&RRiERMP
(signed June 1997). Sia there was no RMP for these parcels, they were included in the
planning effort for the Roan Plateau.

The White River Field Office is responsible for management for approximately 1,05%facres
the total 4,810 acres dfrapper/Northwater Creek ACEC. @fat area, approximately 614 acres
are managed within the Naval Oil Shale pastBpecial resources within the

Trapper/Northwater Creek ACEC inclu@elorado River cutthroat trout, hanging gardens, the
Indian ricegrass shale barrens community, and annumom plant association of mountain big
sagebrush and Thurber fescue. The only resource that may be impacted by grazing within the
Naval Oil Shale pasture is habitat for Colorado cutthroat trout within Trapper Creek.

One of the management objectivesforda Tr apper / Nort hwater Creek A
direct impacts to streambanks resulting from
ACEC is to be managed so that Astreambank dam
l engt ho. Awas cardeciedon Mrapper Creek on 6/17/08 and the creek was found to

be in proper functioning condition (PFC). There was no evidence of trampling or trailing damage

to any section of the streambank.
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Environmental Consequencé&sMitigation: Please see thEhreatened, Endangered, and
Sensitive Animal Species section and Wetlands and Riparian Zones section for a discussion
of potential impacts of livestock grazing on riparian systems and thus on habitat for trout.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Affected Environent The 1998 BLM/Colorad&tate Historic Preservation Office
(SHPQ Protocol agreement requires the BLM to identify all historic properties and sacred sites
on all lands within Colorado that are within teea of potential effecAPE) of a BLM
undertaking (1998 Protocol VII (A) p. 4), which is defined as the geographic area(s) within
which an undertaking may cause changes in the character or use of historic properties (36 CFR
800.2) During Section 106 review, a cultural resource assessment was cahipieteese
allotments on 04/28/Q8ollowing the procedures outlined in WO-99-039, IM-CO-99-007
and IM-C0O-99-0109.

Two previous cultural resource inventories have been conducted within the allotment, resulting
in Class lll coverage inventory @643acres or 96 percent of the allotment. The remaining 4
percent of the allotment consists of slopes over 30%. A total ailliidral resource properties

have been recorded as a result of these inventd@éghese properties, none are reported as
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. Based on available data, a low
potential exists for historic properties in these allotments. Subsequent cultural resource
inventories may be conducted in areas where livestock concentratioasleauith high

potential for discovering vulnerable historic properties.

Environmental Cosequences of the Proposédtion Alternative A) Direct impacts
that may occur where livestock concentrate include trampling, chiseling and churning of site
soils,cultural features and artifacts, artifact breakage and impacts from standing, leaning and
rubbing against above ground features and rock art. Indirect impacts may include soil erosion,
gullying, and potential for unlawful collection avéndalism In areas where cultural site
presence coincides with areas of livestock concentration, continued grazing may contribute to
substantial groundisturbance and cause cumulative, long term, irreversible adverse effects to
sites Alteration of livestock grazing asutlined in the proposed actiangluding reduced
duration of grazing and reduced intensity of grazing should have the effect of reducing potential
damage to cultural resources by decreasing the time frame for impacts on any given site and
decreasing sberosion. However, changing from sheep to cattle may have the effect of
increasing impacts to cultural resources located in the lowland areas of the allotment.

Environrmental Comequences of the Per mi t:Diecetés Appl i
impacts hat may occur where livestock concentrate include trampling, chiseling and churning of
site soils, cultural features and artifacts, artifact breakage and impacts from standing, leaning and
rubbing against above ground features and rock art. Indirecttisnmay include soil erosion,
gullying, and potential for unlawful collection and vandalisim areas where cultural site
presence coincides with areas of livestock concentration, continued grazing may contribute to
substantial ground disturbance and causuaulative, long term, irreversible adverse effects to
sites. Change in livestock from sheep to cattle and extending the grazing interval from 07/01 to

CO-1102008042-EA 5



09/15 each year would increase impacts to resources due to the extended time of the livestock in
the msture and the increased size and weight of individual animals, especially in areas where
livestock concentrate.

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternatireder this alternative, the
all ot ment woul d cont i n siblethabthelnereased rughberfobshees h e e p
grazed on thallotment would still have fewer impacts on cultural properties since they tend to
spread out and use higher elevations and slopes more than Taidalternativenayresult ina
higherlevel of piotection for cultural resoursan the lowland areas but that assessment cannot
be made without more substantive studies and monitoring

Mitigation: Thepermit holdeiis responsible for informing all persons who associated
with range managemeaperdions that they will be subject to prosecution for knowingly
disturbing historic or archaeological sites, or for collecting artifacts. If historic or archaeological
materials are uncovered during aapge managemeattivities, the operator is to immethkdy
stop activities in the immediate area of the find that might further disturb such materials, and
immediately contact the authorized officer (AO). Within five working days the AO will inform
the operator as to:

whether the materials appear eligibbe the National Register of Historic Places

¢ the mitigation measures the operator will likely have to undertake before the site can
be used (assuming in situ preservation is not necessary)

e atimeframe for the AO to complete an expedited review under 36806R1 to
confirm, through the State Historic Preservation Officer, that the findings of the AO
are correct and that mitigation is appropriate.

If the operator wishes, at any time, to relocate activities to avoid the expense of mitigation and/or
the delag associated with this process, the AO will assume responsibility for whatever
recordation and stabilization of the exposed materials may be required. Otherwise, the operator
will be responsible for mitigation cost. The AO will provide technical andgole@l guidelines

for the conduct of mitigation. Upon verification from the AO that the required mitigation has

been completed, the operator will then be allowed to resume construction.

2. Pursuant to 43 CFR 10.4(g) the holder of this authorizationnotist the AO, by telephone,

with written confirmation, immediately upon the discovery of human remains, funerary items,
sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony. Further, pursuant to 43 CFR 10.4(c) and (d), you
must stop activities in the viciniyf the discovery and protect it for 30 days or until notified to
proceed by the authorized officer.

3. Monitoring for cultural resource sites affected by the impacts of cattle congregation in
lowland areas around range improvement sites (tanks, cat@lshould take place on the
allotment within the next two years.

INVASIVE, NON -NATIVE SPECIES
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Affected EnvironmentThe Naval Oil Shale pasture has some houndstongue
(Cynoglossum officinajevhich is primarily located on the ridgetops around histsheep bed
grounds. The invasive alien cheatgrass occurs in very isolated instances primarily in association
with areas of past unrevegetated earthen disturbance.

Environmental Cosequences of the Propos&ction (Alternative A)Under this
alternatiwe it is expected that there would be little or no change in the amount or distribution of
noxious weeds in the pasture from the present situation.

Environrmental Comequences of the Per mi t:tSeoekings Appl i
and duration of usbycattle as proposed in th@Binson application could result in a decline in
plant vigor in the affected communities, making them relatively less resilient to invasion and
domination by noxious weeds.

Environmental Consequences of the No Action AlternafiVesre will be no change
from the present situation.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation is recommended at this time.

MIGRATORY BIRDS

Affected EnvironmenRepresentative species that nest in the mountain shrub habitats or
Gambel oak thickets ihcu d e B r e w e Spizeila bseweadi greeatailed(towhedPipilo
chlorurug Mac Gi | | i @Qporargista@migvar aBhdr V{r gMermivoagab s war bl
virginiae). Aspen stands provide nesting habitat for a variety of species such asdilexhd
hummingbirds §elasphoruglatycercu$, rednaped sapsuckerSghyrapicusuchalig,
flammulated owls Qtusflammeolu} and violetgreen swallowsTachycinetahalassina.
Raptors such as rddiled hawks Buteo jamaicensjandC o o p e r 0 #ccipitarwépsrii) (
are also likely to nest in the aspen stands.

There are no specialized or narrowly endemic species known to inhahliotiheent. However,

the U.SFish and Wildlife Service (USFWSgcogniz flammulated owls, rechaped sapsuckers,
Virginhladrss waand Br ewefirbtsgfds pamsewy akheBCie icrmag c e
list identifies birds that, without conservation actions, may become candidates for listing under

the Endangered Species Act

Environmental Cosequences of the Proposed Act{alternativeA): The proposed
action for thisalternative is to permit grazing by 100 cattle and to rotate season of use each year
so that grazing occurs from 78115 in one year and from 8215 in another. This alternative
provides the most benefid nesting birds. First, similar to tla@plicationsubmitted by the
permitteg no grazing would occur during the early spring which would provide nesting cover
during the early nesting period. Overall use during the breeding season (150 AUMs) would also
be less than eithertiee r mi t t e e &(227 AUMp duiing the nesting period) or the
current grazing schedule (197 AUMs during the nesting period). In addition, there would be a
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rotation employed so that every other year there would be little (X dagrlap between
grazing and the nesting season.

Environmental Cosequences oftfeer mi tt eeds Appl:iMostti on (Alt
songbirds return to summer breeding ranges in April, begin nesting in earnest in late May or
early June, and have fledggoung by midAugust. Thep er mi t t e e Oisstoadlowp | i cat i or
grazing by 150 cattle from 79/15 each yearThis alternativevould provide some benefit by
not grazing during the early spring which would provide for development of the herbaceous
understoy and cover during the early nesting periddwever, that benefit may be negated by
an overall increase in us€ompared to the current grazing schedihlis,alternativewould
result in a 15% increase of AUMs during the breeding season and would entreawerlap of
grazing and nesting from 30 days to 46 d&yshstantial reductions in effective ground cover
during the nesting season may indirectly affect nesting outcomes by increasing the susceptibility
of incubating or brooding hens and their cl@sho predation or extremes in temperature or
moi stur e. This impact would be most pronounc
warblers.

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alterndtivite no action alternative
1000 sheep will gt be permitted to graze in the Naval Oil Shale pasture fror6&0Q and then
again from 10/910/25 each year. In contrast to the @ernativesnvolving cattle, sheep would
graze on the pasture during the early spring critical growing petiach may negatively
influence the amount of herbaceous cover available during the nest initiatiod.However,
the sheep are removed from the pasture early enough in the season that substantial regrowth can
be expected to provide cover during the remaindénehesting period.

Mitigation: Additional mitigation is not recommended

THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES (includes a
finding on Standard AND WETLANDS AND RIPARIAN ZONES (includes a finding on
Standard 2)

Affected EnvironmentTrapper Creek forms the southern boundary of the Naval Oll
Shale pasture and was recently (March 2008) designated an ACEC in part to protect a genetically
pure population of Colorado River cutthroat trout. There are also several intermittent drainages,
including Gordon Gulch, that flow into Trapper Creek.

There are no threatened or endangered (i.e. listed under the Endangered Species Act) animal
species that inhabit the Naval Oil Shale pasture. Trapper Creek provides important habitat for
Colorado Riverutthroat trout©@ncoryhynchus clarki pleuriticiisa BLM sensitive species.

Trapper Creek and the drainages that flow into it may also provide habitat for northern leopard

frogs Rana pipiens another BLM sensitive species.

Livestock grazing can negaélly impact habitat for coldwater fish (such as trout) by influencing
streamside vegetation, channel morphology, quality of the water column, and erosion of

streambanks (Kauffman and Krueger 1984). One of the management objectives for the
Trapper/Northwate Cr eek ACEC is to Aminimize direct ir
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|l ivestock grazingo. Livestock grazing within
damage does not exceed 10 percent of the stre
Trapper Creek on 6/17/08 and the creek was found to be in proper functioning condition (PFC).
There was no evidence of trampling or trailing damage to any section of the streambank.

Environmental Cosequences of the Proposed Action (AlternativeCAnparedo the
proposed aabin as submitted by the permittdleis alternative would have a substantially lower
stocking rate and duration of use (46 days compared to 77 days). While this alternative provides
for little use during the majority of the growing seasn alternate years (e.g. when livestock
would not enter the pasture until 8/1), there may still be minimal opportunity for substantial
regrowth following grazing (particularly in years when cattle use the allotment until 9/15). In
contrast to the currémise (sheep in early summer and fall), this alternative has more potential to
negatively influence riparian areas since late summer grazing can result in more concentrated use
of riparian areas (Parsons et al. 2003).

Overall, this alternative has thetpatial to cause more resource damage to riparian areas
compared to sheep use but will likely result in less resource damage than the proposed action due
to lower stocking rates and duration of use.

Environrmental Comequences of t hen(RliematMe B)tAs apliesd App |l i
for by the permitteel50 cattle would be permitted to graze the pasture fror8/IA. The
grazinguseapplied for(375 AUM) would be more than doubleat proposed under Alternative
A (150 AUM) and more than thetal sheepse on theurrent grazing permit (309 AUM).

Grazing would occur throughout much of the growing season and there would be little
opportunity for regrowth following grazing. Streambanks may be more susceptible to excessive
erosion during spring ruaff if there are substantial reductions in riparian vegeté&&an less

than 10 cm of forage stubble height, Clary 1988) no opportunity for regrowth following

grazing. Additionally, livestock would use the pasture for approximately 77 days during the
hottes times of the year. An increase in duration of use during the summer months would likely
contribute to increased use of riparian areas and drainages as cattle are likely to congregate in
these areas (Kauffman and Krueger 198ijlows are also more suggitble to overgrazing

during late summer (Clary 1999).

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternafivapper Creek is categorized
as being in proper functioning condition under the current grazing regime. It is expected that
continuation ofthe current grazing regime (1000 sheep from@8D and then again from 16/9
10/25) would have no negative influence on intermittent drainages or Trapper Creek. Compared
to cattle, sheep are expected to have less of an impact to riparian areas sineetipegadly
herded and wouldse the allotment during cooler times of the year (e.g. early spring and fall) so
they would be less likely to congregate in riparian afgasiffman and Krueger 1984gven
though the Naval Oil Shale pasture is only authdraea sheep allotment, there was evidence of
past cattle use (i.e. cow pies) on some of the uplands near Gordon Gulch and along Trapper
Creek from the Naval Oil Shale pasture boundary to the confluence with Northwater Creek.
Fences will need to be repairand maintained to ensure that trespass livestock do not become a
problem.
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Mitigation: Fences will need to be repaired and maintained to ensure that trespass
livestock do not contribute to overutilization of riparian areas.

Trapper Creek will be motadred annually after livestock grazing to ensure that there is minimal
damage to the streambank. If more than 10% of the streambank experiences erosion damage due
to trailing, trampling, or overgrazing of riparian species, then management strategiesdlasign
prevent further damage must be implemented prior to the next grazing cycle. Management
strategies may include (but are not limited to) fencing the riparian areas to exclude livestock use,
changing stocking rates or duration/season of use, or usidmg¢o keep livestock from

congregating in riparian areas.

Finding on thePublic Land Health Standard foriparian SystemgStandard 2)Special
Status Species (Standard 4), and Aquatic Wil@8tandard 3): Trapper Creek and the
drainages that flownto it from the Naval Oil Shale pasture currently meet Public Land Health
Standards for riparian systems and associated aquatic wildlife. Trapper Creek shows no evidence
of streambank damage due to livestock use and will be monitored carefully in tleetéutur
ensure that a change from sheep to cattle grazing does not contribute degradation of this riparian
system.

THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES (includes a finding
on Standard 4)

Affected EnvironmentThere are no plant specieddid, proposed, or candidate to the
Endangered Species Act, nor plants considered sensitive by the BLM, that are known to inhabit
areas potentially influenced by the proposed action.

Environmental Cosequences of the Proposed Actiditdrnative A):Therewould be no
action authorized that would have potential to influence special status species or associated
habitats.

Environrmental Comequences of the Permititeeds Appl i
Implementation of the proposed grazing schedule would haveneeiwable influence on
specal status species or associated habitats.

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternafivesre would be no action
authorized that would have potential to influence special status species or associated habitats.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation is recommended.
Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for Threatened & Endangered spdties
proposedactionp er mi t t e e dand npgrtoh dlterratives wauld have no influence on

populations or habitatsf plants associated with the Endangered Species Act or BLM sensitive
species and, as such, would have no influence on the status of applicable land health standards.
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WASTES, HAZARDOUS OR SOLID

Affected Environmenithere are no known hazardous wagia the subject lands. No
hazardous materials are known to have been used, stored or disposed of at sites included in the

project area. There are no known solid waste dump sites within the project area. There is

extensive oil and gas drilling activitiéisat may introduce contaminants to the environment.
Proper handling of wastes and standard practices such as fencing reserve and cuttings pits should
reduce the risk of cattle being impacted by these wastes.

Environmental Cosequences of the Proposedif (Alternative A):No listed or

extremely hazardous materials are proposed for use in this project. All applications of pesticides
would be in compliance with BLM requirements.

Environrmental Come quences of

Alternative A

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternalleehazardous or other solid

t he Per mi t:tSame@s

wastes would be generated under theakon alternative.

Appl i

Mitigation: Please contact the BLMWRFO Hazardous Materials Coordinator at (970)
8783800 and/or the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) through
the 24hour spill reporting line at 1 (877) 58608, if the permittee suspects the release of any
chemical, oil, solid waste, petroleum product, or sewage in thienaii.

The applicant shall be required to collect and properly despbany solid wastegenerated by
the proposed actigmand notify the Authorized Officer with the BLM.

WATER QUALITY, SURFACE AND GROUND (includes a finding on Standard 5)

AffectedEnvironment The table below depict&/ater Quality Chssification by

Beneficial Uses for th&ordon Gulchallotment.

White Rver

Agriculture

Watershed Waterbody Segment | Designation Acres

Colorado River Basin Trapper and 11d Aq !_lfe Warm 2, Recreation 2, 5.509
Parachute Creek Agriculture

Middle Piceance Creek Piceance Tribs to 16 Aq Life Warm 2, Recreation 2, 180

The Gordon Gulich allotmerNaval Oil Shale pasture encompasses three watersheds. These
three watersheds are as follows: Trapper Creek,Ntidslie Fork Parachute and Corral Gulch all

of which flow into Middle Fork Parachute Creek, Parachute Creek and the Colorado River.

Environmental Cosequences of tHeroposed ActioifAlternative A) The proposed
action converts this allotment from sheee to cattlend reduces the AUMs as well as the
duration of grazingln general cattle use riparian, water sources and wetlands more than sheep
do. Also, cattle often need more water sources within a pasture to graze successfully. Preferential
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uses of vdeys for shelter and water sources by cattle increases the likelihood of trailing issues.
This action does not analyze new water sources; therefore any range improvement projects
would be addressed in a separate analysis that could consider these impacts.

Grazing removes vegetation that may help reduce rain splash erosion, lessen surface runoff and
grazers preferentially remove grass species that form root masses that hold together soil matrices
better than nowlesirable grass species. This may leaaltegetation shift to grasses that are not

as beneficial to water quality. Hoof action from trailing to and from water and food sources as
well as travel through pastures create preferential flow paths that can concentrate overland flow
and intercept swdurface flows. These impacts will be monitored and changes to the grazing
permit may occur during yearly modificat®to address specific situations. These impacts tend

to be localized and temporary with good and active livestock management.

The BLM-WRFO manages grazing on public lands according to the 1997 RMP for the WRFO
that outlines Standards and Guidelines for Public Land Health and Colorado Livestock Grazing
Management Guidelines. These Standards include guidelines for upland soils, ripéeias,sys
healthy desirable plant species, and water quality (both surface and ground).

Environrmental Comequences of the Per mi t:itThRieds Appl i
alternative would also convdtiis allotment from sheep use to cattiewever the duten of
grazing and the AUMs would be greater than AlternativA#\described in the impact analysis
for Alternative A cattle use riparian, water sources and wetlands more than shegafsadp.
cattle often need more water sources within a pasture ze gteccessfully. Preferential uses of
valleys for shelter and water sources by cattle increases the likelihood of trailing issues. This
action does not analyze new water sources; therefore any range improvement projects would be
addressed in a separatebsis that could consider these impacibis alternative would allow
150 cattle with 375 AUMs and the grazing schedule would allow use from9/15.

Since this alternative would allow for a longer duration and more AUMs than Alternative A,
impacts sch as increasd concentration of surface runoff and direcbsionimpacts from hoof
action adjacent and within surface waters would be graatésr this alternative.

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternafilve:no action alternative
would continue with sheep use on this pasture. Sheep generally utilize the uplands and brush
component more than cattle, but have more impacts on uplands.

Mitigation: Stocking rates should be reduced during periods of drought and/or during
periods of droght recovery to improve upland health.

Immediate action should be taken to reduce trailing issues when they are identified. If
accelerated erosion (rillingullying etc.) is occurring due to trailing please contact the
authorized officer to determineafchange in management or a rangeland development project
should be constructemt the grazing approaditeredto reduce impacts.

If direct livestock use of undeveloped springs is documented, these areas should be considered
for rangeland improvementggects that would fence the source and develop the spring if it is
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used as a water source by wildlife and/or livestock. Springs that are already developed, should
be maintained in good condition to continue to protect the spring.

Trapper Creek an@orral Gulch will be evaluated the first year of use to determine if adverse
impacts are occurring to water resources. Stocking rates in the future may change or range
improvement projectsay beimplemented to maintain riparian vegetatiormmapper Creek

Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for water qualiBue to the high amount
of oil and gas development activity in this area that is concurrent with grazing it is conceivable
that this permit could contribute to sediment loads in tributariesracPate Creek, however this
permit conversion in itself will not cause and exceedance of Colorado water quality standards.

CRITICAL ELEMENTS NOT PRESENT OR NOT AFFECTED : No flood plains, prime
and unique farmland&Vildernessor Wild and Scenic Riverxist within the area affected by
the proposed action. There are also no Native American religious or environmental justice
concerns associated with the proposed action.

NON-CRITICAL ELEMENTS

The following elementmust be addressed due to the invahent of Standards for Public Land
Health:

SOILS (includes a finding on Standaryl 1

Affected Environmengoils analyzed in this document are presented in the Soil Survey
of Rio Blanco County, published by the Natural Resource Conservation Service (NR@S)
table below is derived from the Rio Blanco County Soil Survey and is a breakdown of the

individual soil units and associated ecological sites on BLM administered lands.

Naval Oil Shale Pasture

Soil Mapping Unit Name Ecological Site Acres
Irigul channery loam, 80%slopes Loamy Slopes 379
Irigul-Starman channery loams®@%slopes Loamy Slopes/Dry Exposure 46
Northwater loam,1%5%slopes Aspen Woodlands 291
Parachute loam,265%slopes Brushy Loam 462
ParachuteRhone loams80%slopes Mountain Loam 523
Rhone loam,3@0%slopes Brushy Loam 710
RockOutcropTorriorthents complexySteep None 120
Silas loam,312%slopes Mountain Swale 99

Total 2323

Environmental Cosequences of the Proposed Action (AlternativelrAg proposed
grazing managemeéplan and stocking rates have the best potential to allow pasture plant
communities to meet or exceed their productive potential. The proposed action will maintain or
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enhancaround cover of perennial plant species and provide litter accumulation, hekicbf
are integral to the protection and stabilization of soils. Livestock management under the
proposed action would allow critical growing season rest aigglawth opportunities resulting in
adequate surface litter accumulation, plant canopy covergeund cover. Areas currently
meeting land health standards will not be appreciably influenced by implementation of the
proposed action. On soils with laegeral ompotential natural community?fNC) plant
communities, little change from the currentissas expected

Environrmental Comequences of the Per mi t:tUndebtee Appl i
proposedaction, soilson the ridgetops and slopes would be expected to remain in their current
condition over the short term. Soils in the drainagebsrgparian areas would be expected to
decline in productivity and structure as a consequence of heavy season long grazing use by
cattle.

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternathliecurrent plant
communities in the pasture are rated ascseral, lateseral, or PNC (Potential Natural
Community). Soils on these sites have sufficient cover of desirable plant species to produce
adequate litter and ground cover to minimize runoff and provide for soil protection (refer to the
Vegetation se@n below). These soils are meeting the Colorado Public Land Health Standard
for upland soils

Mitigation: Continue WRFO rangeland monitoring studies

Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for upland so8sils in the pasture
currently meet th&tandard and are expected to continue to meet the Standard following
implementation of the proposed action.

VEGETATION (includes a finding on Standarjl 3

Affected EnvironmenTheNaval Oil Shale pasture is dominated by mountain shrub
communities compasl of mountain big sagebrushr{emisia tridentata vaseyahaantelope
bitterbrush Purshiatridentatg), and snowberryymphoricarpoglbusg. There are also patches
of Utah serviceberryAmelanchier utahengisnd Gambel oakuercus gambeliias well as
almost 300 acres of aspstandgPopulustremuloide.

The following table lists the plant communéppearance for each of the ecologgitds or
woodland tygs in the Naval Oil shale pastwa®ng with the predominant plant species
comprising the comgsition of each communityorb species, though important to the diversity
of a community and comprising up to 25 to 30% of the composition of several of the plant
communities listed, are not presented in the following table because they generally are not
significant contributors to the general appearance of the community

CO-1102008042-EA 14



Ecological Site/

Woodland Type | Plant Community Appear Predominant Plant Species in Plant Community
Loamy Slopes Mix Shrub/grass Shrublan{Mountain mahogany, bitterbrush, Utah sersieey, mountain
big sagebrush, Letterman needlegrass, beardless bluebun
wheatgrass, sedge, western wheatgrass, junegrass, indian

grass
Mountain Loam Grass/Open Shrub Polyanthus brome, nodding brome, slender wheatgrass, be
Shrubland wheatgrassLetterman and Columbia needle grasses, moun
big sagebrush, low rabbitbrush, snowberry, serviceberry
Mountain Swale Grass/Open Shrub Basin wildrye, polyanthus brome, nodding brome, slender
Shrubland wheatgrass, bearded wheatgrass, Letterman ananBGizu

needle grasses, sedges, rushes, mountain big sagebrush,
rabbitbrush, snowberry,

Brushy Loam Deciduous Shrub/grass |Utah serviceberry, oakbrush, snowberry, nodding brome, s
Shrubland slender wheatgrass, westavheatgrasslLetteman and
Codumbia needle grasses

Aspen Woodlands |Deciduous Woodland Quaking aspen, Utah serviceberry, snowberry, nodding bro
sedge, slender wheatgrass, bearded wheatgrass, Letterma
Columbia needle grasses

Dry Exposure Grassland Beardless bluebunch wheatgaseedle and thread, june gra
indian rice grass, fringed sage, buckwheat

Environmental Cosequences of the Proposed Action (Alternahy.elrhe proposed
grazing use of relatively short duration and at a light stocking rate would be consistent with
mantenance and productivity of vegetation communities in the pasture. Plant communities in
the pasture would be expected to incur an increase in forbs in their composition because of cattle
preference for grasses and sedges.

Environmental Consequencetoh e Per mi tt eebs Apphei cati on
permitteeproposal entails moderate to heavy stocking of the pa@&@ér@UMs in excess of the
current forage allocatiofor livestock)with cattle for a two and a half month period during the
hot part of tle summer. This combination will cause heavy use in Corral Gulch and in the
drainages that feed southward into Trapper 6s
productivity ofvegetation irthedrainages Thiswould be inconsistent with the Coloi@
Standards for Rangeland Health.

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternafive=re would be no change
from the present situation in which plant communities are vigorous and in good health.

Mitigation: Continue WRFO rangeland monitorinmidies.
Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for plant and animal commuftie®l, see

also Wildlife, Aquatic and Wildlife, Terrestriil Plant communities within the pasture are in good
health and are expected to remain as such under thesgpction.
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WILDLIFE, AQUATIC (includes a finding on Standargl 3

Since northern leopard frogs and Colorado River cutthroat trout are both BLM sensitive species,
please refer to the Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Animal Speciedaegtibapugh
discussion on aquatic wildlife species, potential impacts associated with the proposed action, and
a discussion on the Public Land Health Standards for aquatic communities.

WILDLIFE, TERRESTRIAL (includes a finding on Standargl 3

Affected Enviroment:The Naval Oil Shale pasture is delineated by the Colorado
Division of Wildlife (CDOW) as summer range for bal (Cervus canadensisnd mule deer
(Odocoileus hemionyiselk and mule deer typically occupy summer ranges fromMag
through Octoberiepending on snow conditions. On a landscape scalddtaanalysis units
representing relatively discrete herdbeelk herdis within thepopulation objective set by
CDOW. The mule deer herd is substantially lower (almost tia¢h thepopulationobjective.
Dusky grouse@endragapus obscuryisa popular upland game bird, also occurs within the
pasture. There are no specialized or narrowly endemic terrestrial wildlife species known to
inhabit the pasture.

To minimize wildlife mortality associateditln water developments, it is BLM policy that water
developments on public lands must have wildlife escape ramps installed. Water developments on
the Naval Oil Shale pasture are currently limited to five stock ponds that pose negligible risk to
wildlife.

Environmental Cosequences of the Proposed Actidiidrnative A):Under this
alternative, livestock would not be present in the pasture during fawning or calving. Dates of use
would alter every other year such that cattle would only graze in the plstapproximately
15 days during the growing season in alternate years. In addition, overall use is reduced by over
50% compared to the current grazing schedule. Reductions in days of use during the growing
season and reduction in stocking rates woulelyikncrementally increase the availability of
herbaceous forage and enhance groundcover for nesting grouse (see comments in Migratory Bird
section regarding ground nesting species) and small mammals.

Environrmental Comequences of t hteon(RliematMe B)itUederdhe Appl i
proposed etion submitted by the permitteao livestock would be present in the pasture early in
the season during big game fawning or calviblgangesn livestock numbers and days of use in
the Naval Oil Shale pasture Wiksult in a 15% increase in AUMs during the growing season
(i.e. through midAugust) and 36% increase in AUMs during the late summer and fall compared
to the current grazing schedule. However, while there is likely direct competition between big
game andivestock for forage, both herbaceous plants and woody forage (e.g. bitterbrush) are
abundant throughout the pasture.

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternativie:possible that sheep

grazing in June may negatively influence calvindgaovning if aggressive guard dogs attack
neonates. The current timing and intensity of livestock use in conjunction with big game use
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seens to have no adverse influence on the composition or vigor of herbaceous vegetation or
shrubs.

Mitigation: No addtional mitigation is recommended

Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for plant and animal commuftie®, see
also Vegetation and Wildlife, Aqua)ic The Naval Oil Shale pasture currently meets public land health
standards for terrestrialildlife communities and it is expected that the area will continue to
meet standards under any of the proposed cattle grazing sch¥dilesthe mule deer herd is
substantially below population objectives, the primary management concern for this herd is
intensive energy development, particularly along @@ torridor, rather than competition with
livestock.TheProposed ActionAlternativeA provides the most benefit to big game species,
blue grouse, and small mammal populations by decreasing graesspupe and increasing the
vegetation available for cover and forage.

OTHER NON-CRITICAL ELEMENTS : For the following elements, only those brought
forward for analysis will be addressed further.

Non-Critical Element NA or Applicable or Applicable & Present and
Not Present, No Impact Brought Forward for
Present Analysis
Access and Transportatiol X
Cadastral Survey X
Fire Management X
Forest Management X
Geology and Minerals X
Hydrology/Water Rights X
Law Enforcement X
Noise X
Pdeontology X
Rangeland Management X
Realty Authorizations X
Recreation X
SocioEconomics X
Visual Resources X
Wild Horses X
PALEONTOLOGY

Affected Environmentln general, paleontological materials (fossils) are not considered
to beimpactedoy normal grazing activities. Some damage to fossil materials may occur in areas
of livestock concentration (around range improvements such as tanks, fence, etc.) and in areas
where the resources are located on vertical walls and availabiéfing and scratching
activities by the animals.
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Theallotmentis located in an area generally mapped adJihta Formation and the Parachute
Creek Member of the Green River Format{dweto1979) which the BLM, WRFO, has
classified as a Condition | (A 4), fossil bearing formation meaning that it is known to
produce scientifically importaribssil resources. A PFYC dFnation indicates a high
probability of fossils such as titanotheres, uintatheres, myacid carnivores, possibly other
mammals, turtlescrocodilians, small reptile bones, fish, vertebrae, spines and scales, snails,
insect larvae, leaves, wood, and other plants (Lucas and Kihm 1982).

Environmental Cosequences of the Proposed Actiditdrnative A):Since in situ fossils
are seldom encatered in lowland alluvial areas where cattle tend to concentrate, the potential
damage to undisturbed fossil remains is low. Furthermtiezagon of livestock grazing as
outlined in the proposed actiang¢luding reduced duration of grazing and redliceensity of
grazing should have the effect of reducing potential damagai¢ontologicatesources by
decreasing the time frame for impacts on any given site and decreasing soil erusi@ver,
changing from sheep to cattle may have the effeataréasing impacts to paleontological
resources situated on vertical rock faces on the allotment.

Environrmental Comequences of the Per mi t:t&petay, Appl i
fossils do not occur in alluvial, lowland areas where livestock nwamonly congregate. Any
exposed outcrops that are in the pasture that happen to be where livestock might concentrate or
trail would be subjected to increased impacts due to the increased time animals are in the pasture
due to the increased size and virtigf the cattle. @anging from sheep to cattle malgohave
the effect of increasing impacts to paleontological resources situated on vertical rock faces on the
allotment.

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternafive=re would be no me
impacts to fossil resourcemder the No Action Alternative.

Mitigation: Thepermit holdeiis responsible for informing all persons who are associated
with the project operations that they will be subject to prosecution for knowingly disturbing
paleonblogical sites, or for collecting fossils. If fossil materials are uncovered duringagg
management activves, the operator is to immediately stop activities in the immediate area of the
find that might further disturb such materials, and immediatehtact the authorized officer
(AO). Within five working days the AO will inform the operator as to:

e whether the materials appear to be of noteworthy scientific interest
e the mitigation measures the operator will likely have to undertake beforeghe sit
can be used (assuming in situ preservation is not feasible)

If the operator wishes, at any time, to relocate activities to avoid the expense of mitigation and/or
the delays associated with this process, the AO will assume responsibility for whatever
recordation and stabilization of the exposed materials may be required. Otherwise, the operator
will be responsible for mitigation cost. The AO will provide technical and procedural guidelines
for the conduct of mitigation. Upon verification from the A@ttthe required mitigation has

been completed, the operator will then be allowed to resume construction.
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RANGELAND MANAGEMENT

Affected EnvironmenCurrent yedy grazing use on the pastuseas follows:

Permit Allotment Public Land Livestock Date Date | %BLM | AUMs
# Number/Name Acres #/kind On Off (BLM)
051415 | 06015 Gordon Guich, Naval | 2,323 1000 Sheep| 06/01 | 06/30 100 197
Oil Shale Pasture
06015 Gordon Gulch, Naval 1000Sheep | 10/09 | 10/25 | 100 112
Oil Shale Pasture
Total | 309

The twoDaubenmire canopgover transects established in 1981 in the Naval Oil Shale pasture

were read in the fall of 2007 and shbealthy plant communities mid and late seral stages
that are producing near their potentidhere is considerable potential to enhance dwrbis
production by selectiveeeatment of the mountain big sagebrush on site.

The current forage allocation for sheep for the Naval Oil Shale Pasture is 309 AUMs. The Naval

Oil Shale Pasture is ideally suited for sheep grazing use due to its rough togagrdpbcation

of perennial water sources in the drainages. When used by sheep, the sheep are herded and
trailed to water and prefer the ridgetops to feed and bed. They typically forage on the slopes and
ridges and tend to stay out of the drainages.tif@®@same reasons, the pasture is not well suited

for use by cattle.

Environmental Cosequences of the Proposed Actiditdrnative A):Below is a
summary of the pasture grazing capacity for cattle:

Naval Oil Shale Pasture Grazing Capacity for Cattle

Soil Mapping Unit Name Ecological Site Acres | Acres/AUM | AUMs
Irigul channery loam, $0%slopes Loamy Slopes 379 40% Suit/8 19
Irigul-Starman channery loamsi®%slopes LoarEil(pSc:gSre:/Dry 46 80% Suit/10 4
Northwater loam,1%5%slopes Aspen Woodlansl 291 30% Suit/4 22
Parachute loam,265%slopes Brushy Loam 462 40% Suit/ 7 26
ParachutéRhone loams80%slopes Mountain Loam 523 60% Suit/4 78
Rhone loam,30%slopes Brushy Loam 710 30% suit/8 27
RockOutcropTorriorthents complexySteep None 120 0 0
Silas loam,312%slopes Mountain Swale 99 4 25
Totals 2323 201
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Most ecological ¢es in the pasture are only-80% suitable for cattle due to the steepness of the

slopesthis is reflected in the grazing capacity analy€isittle are invarialy drawn to riparian
areas due to the fadtdt vegetation in riparian ar®at this time of year is both more palatable
and has a higher nutritiahvalue than vegetation in upland plant communities.

Naval Oil Shale Pasture use would be integrated th#Robinson grazing plan for Schutte
allotment pastres and Gordon Gulch pastpeeviously analyzed in EEO-WRFO-03-126-
EA) as follows:

Year 1 Livestock Grazing Schedule

Allot # Name Livestock #| Kind Date On| Date Off | %BLM AUMs

06015 GordonGordonGulch 100 Cattle 05/15 06/05 100 70

06018 SchutteHalf Moon 100 Cattle 06/06 06/25 33 21

06018 SchutteQil Shale 100 Cattle 06/26 07/30 33 39

06015 Gordon-Naval Oil 100 Cattle 08/01 09/15 100 150
Shale

06018 SchutteCoyote 1000 Sheep 10/01 10/08 100 55

06018 Schutte Gulch 100 Cattle 09/16 | 10/14 33 31

Year 2 Livestock Grazing Schedule

Allot # Name Livestock #| Kind Date On| Date Off | %BLM AUMs

06015 GordonrGordon Gulch 100 Cattle 05/10 06/09 100 100

06018 SchutteHalf Moon 100 Cattle 06/10 06/30 33 24

06015 Gordon-Naval Oil 100 Cattle 07/01 08/15 100 150
Shale

06018 Schutte Oil Shale 100 Cattle 08/16 10/14 33 65

06018 Schutte Coyote 1000 Sheep 10/01 10/08 100 55

Environmental Consequerece of t he Per m({AketnatieeB)s Stogking | i cat i o
and duration of grazing use by cattle as proposed in the Robinson grazing applé€afaiMs
in excess of the current forage allocation for livestoaild result in a decline in plant
community vigor and productivityThe proposed use ped of 2.5 months coupled with an
increase in the pasture stocking rate over that currently authorized with sheep would result in a
decline in rangeland productivity particularly on drainagdaggoals i t es and i n t he g
riparian areasThe longetthe cattle are in the pasture, the more thighytend to use the
drainages and riparian areaghis effect will be magnified because the grazingpreposedy
the permitteas entirely within the hottest part of the summBiange research over thesp&80
yeas has consistently shovenich a grazingegime tohave a negative impacts dparian area
maintenancand improvement (1981, Myers, Lewis)

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternafive: deny t he per mit
applicationinitsemtr ety coul d be construed as being non
graze the Naval Oil Shale pasture with cattle and calslothave a negative economic impact on
his livestock operation.

Mitigation: No additional mitigation is recommended asttime.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS S UMMARY: Cumulative impacts as a result of implementation
of the proposed action are not expected to exceed or markedly differ fronattabgeed irthe
White River ROD/RMP and/or the White River Resource Area Grazing Namef
Environmental Impact Statement.

REFERENCES CITED:
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Corporation, Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Tweto, Ogden
1979 Geologic Map of Colorado. United Statésologic Survey, Department of the
Interior, Reston, Virginia.

Clary, W. 1999. Stream channel and vegetation response to late spring cattle grazing. Journal of
Range Management 52:2227.

Kauffman, J. and W. Krueger. 1984. Livestock impacts on ripat@systems and streamside
management implicationsé a revie88 Journal

Parsons, C., Momont, P., Delcurto, T., MciInnis, M., and M. Porath. 2003. Cattle distribution
patterns and vegetation use in mountain riparian ajeasnal of Range Management
56:334341.

PERSONS / AGENCIES GONSULTED: A Public Notice of the NEPA action is posted on the
White River Field Office Internet website at the Colorado BLM Home Page asking for public
input on Grazing Permit renewals ahé assessment of Public Land Health Standards within the
White River Field Office area. Local notification is published in the Rio Blanco Herald Times
newspaper located here in Meeker, Colorado on a monthly basis. The Grazing Advisory Board
was notifiedof impending Grazing Permit renewals. Also, individual letters are sent to the
lessees/permittees informing them that their permit is up for renewal and request any information
they want included in or taken into consideration during the grazing pemeival process.
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INTERDISCIPLINARY REVIEW

Name Title Area of Responsibility
Air Quality, Wastes (Hazardous or Solids)
Bob Lange Hydrologist Water Quality (Surface and Ground),

Hydrology and Water Rights, and Soils

Ken Holsinger

Natural Resourcepcialist

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern,
Threatened and Endangered Plant Speciq
Forest Management

Sharilee Counce

Archeologist

Cultural Resources, Paleontological
Resources

Mark Hafkenschiel

Rangeland Management Specialist

Invasive, NorNative Species, Vegetation ,
Rangeland Management

Heather Sauls

Wildlife Biologist

Migratory Birds, Threatened, Endangered
and Sensitive Animal Species, Terrestrial
and Aquatic Wildlife, Wetlands and
Riparian Zones

Chris Ham

Outdoor Recreation Planner

Wilderness, Accesand Transportation,
Recreation &/isual Resources

Jim Michels

Fire/Fuels Technician

Fire Management

Paul Daggett

Mining Engineer

Geology and Minerals

Penny Brown

Realty Specialist

Realty Authorizations
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Finding of No Significant Impact/Dedsion Record
(FONSI/DR)

CO-110-2008042-EA

FINDING OF NO SIGNIF ICANT IMPACT (FONSI) /RATIONALE : The environmental
assessment and analysis of the environmental effects BfdpesedAction,thePer mi t t ee & s
application andno actionhave been revieweahd analyzed The environmental assessment
resultedn aFinding of No Significant Impaain the human environment. Therefore, an
environmental impact statement is not necessary to further analyze the enviromeffiectsbf

the proposed action.

DECISION/RATIONALE : Itis my decision to issue a proposed decision in offering a grazing
permit based on the grazing schedudined in theProposediction, Alternative Awith the
addition of the mitigation below.

MITIGATION MEASURES :

1. The permit holdeis responsible for informing all persons who are associated with range
management operations that they will be subject to prosecution for knowingly disturbing historic
or archaeological sites, or for collecting artifacts. If historic or archaeologiteafiais are
uncovered during any range management activities, the operator is to immediately stop activities
in the immediate area of the find that might further disturb such materials, and immediately
contact the authorized officer (AO). Within five worg days the AO will inform the operator
as to:
e whether the materials appear eligible for the National Register of Historic Places
¢ the mitigation measures the operator will likely have to undertake before the site can
be used (assuming in situ preservat®not necessary)
e atimeframe for the AO to complete an expedited review under 36 CFR18@0
confirm, through the State Historic Preservation Officer, that the findings of the AO
are correct and that mitigation is appropriate.

If the operator wishest any time, to relocate activities to avoid the expense of mitigation and/or
the delays associated with this process, the AO will assume responsibility for whatever
recordation and stabilization of the exposed materials may be required. Otherwiseraberop

will be responsible for mitigation cost. The AO will provide technical and procedural guidelines
for the conduct of mitigation. Upon verification from the AO that the required mitigation has
been completed, the operator will then be allowed tamestonstruction.

2. Pursuant to 43 CFR 10.4(g) the holder of this authorization must notify the AO, by telephone,
with written confirmation, immediately upon the discovery of human remains, funerary items,
sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimdayrther, pursuant to 43 CFR 10.4(c) and (d), you
must stop activities in the vicinity of the discovery and protect it for 30 days or until notified to
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proceed by the authorized officer.

3. Monitoring for cultural resource sites affected by the impafatattle congregation in
lowland areas around range improvement sites (tanks, corrals, etc) should take place on the
allotment within the next two years.

4. Contact the BLMi WRFO Hazardous Materials Coordinator at (970)-8880 and/or the
Colorado Deartment of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) through tHeo24 spill

reporting line at 1 (877) 518608, if the permittee suspects the release of any chemical, oil, solid
waste, petroleum product, or sewage in the allotment.

5. The applicant shabe required to collect and properly dispose of any solid wastes generated
by the proposed actions, and notify the Authorized Officer with the BLM

6. Stocking rates should be reduced during periods of drought and/or during periods of drought
recovery to inprove upland health.

7. Immediate action should be taken to reduce trailing issues when they are identified. If
accelerated erosion (rilling, gullying etc.) is occurring due to trailing please contact the
authorized officer to determine if a change imiangement or a rangeland development project
should be constructemt the grazing approaditeredto reduce impacts.

8. If direct livestock use of undeveloped springs is documented, these areas should be considered
for rangeland improvement projects thaiuld fence the source and develop the spring if it is

used as a water source by wildlife and/or livestock. Springs that are already developed, should
be maintained in good condition to continue to protect the spring.

9. Trapper Creek and Corral GulchlMde evaluated the first year of use to determine if adverse
impacts are occurring to water resources. Stocking rates in the future may change or range
improvement projectsmay beimplemented to maintain riparian vegetatiommapper Creek

10. Fenceswill need to be repaired and maintained to ensure that trespass livestock do not
contribute to overutilization of riparian areas.

11.Trapper Creek will be monitored annually after livestock grazing to ensure that there is
minimal damage to the streambalf more than 10% of the streambank experiences erosion
damage due to trailing, trampling, or overgrazing of riparian species, then management strategies
designed to prevent further damage must be implemented prior to the next grazing cycle.
Managementtsategies may include (but are not limited to) fencing the riparian areas to exclude
livestock use, changing stocking rates or duration/season of use, or using herding to keep
livestock from congregating in riparian areas.

12.The permit holder is respabte for informing all persons who are associated with the project
operations that they will be subject to prosecution for knowingly disturbing paleontological sites,
or for collecting fossils. If fossil materials are uncovered during any range management
activities, the operator is to immediately stop activities in the immediate area of the find that
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might further disturb such materials, and immediately contact the authorized officer (AO).
Within five working days the AO will inform the operator as to:

¢ whether the materials appear to be of noteworthy scientific interest
¢ the mitigation measures the operator will likely have to undertake before the site
can be used (assuming in situ preservation is not feasible)

If the operator wishes, at any time, ttomate activities to avoid the expense of mitigation and/or
the delays associated with this process, the AO will assume responsibility for whatever
recordation and stabilization of the exposed materials may be required. Otherwise, the operator
will be reponsible for mitigation cost. The AO will provide technical and procedural guidelines
for the conduct of mitigation. Upon verification from the AO that the required mitigation has
been completed, the operator will then be allowed to resume construction.

NAME OF PREPARER: Mark Hafkenschiel, Rangeland Management Specialist

NAME OF ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR : Caroline Hollowed

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED OFFICIAL: W Wg_:—

Field Manager
DATE SIGNED: \</’J? 24 750§

ATTACHMENTS: General Location Map of the Proposed Action
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