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1 INTRODUCTION

An Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) is defined in Section 103(a) of the Federal Land Policy
and Management Act (FLPMA) as an area on Bureau of Land Management (BLM)-administered lands
where special management attention is required to protect and prevent irreparable damage to
important historic, cultural, or scenic values; fish and wildlife resources; natural systems or processes; or
to protect life and ensure safety from natural hazards. The BLM regulations implementing the ACEC
provisions of the FLPMA are found in 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1610.7-2. To be considered
for ACEC designation, a nominated area must meet criteria for both relevance and importance, as found
in 43 CFR 1610-7-2(d)(1)-(2) and defined in BLM Manual 1613, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
(MS-1613; BLM 2024a).

During public scoping for the Uncompahgre Field Office (UFO) Resource Management Plan (RMP)
revision, in 2010, members of the public were invited to nominate areas for ACEC consideration. In
addition, internal nominations from the BLM interdisciplinary team (IDT) were sought. Nominated ACECs
were evaluated in the 2013 Evaluation of Existing and Proposed Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
for the Uncompahgre Planning Area (BLM 2013) to determine whether the area met the relevance and
importance criteria and warranted further consideration in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

The 2013 ACEC Report documented all nominations received through the UFO RMP revision effort and
described all nominations that were determined by the BLM to meet relevance and importance criteria.
Every area that met relevance and importance criteria was identified as a potential ACEC. As RMP
revision alternatives were developed, a BLM IDT created management prescriptions for each potential
ACEC based on the relevant and important values. These potential ACECs and management
prescriptions were brought forward for analysis in one or more alternative in the 2019 Uncompahgre
Field Office Proposed Resource Management Plan (UFO RMP) and Final EIS (BLM 2019).

The BLM issued the UFO Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management Plan (ROD/ARMP) in
April 2020 (BLM 2020b) and received three lawsuits challenging the decision. In 2022, the BLM entered
into settlement agreements on two of the lawsuits stipulating that the BLM would initiate an RMP
amendment, to include the reevaluation of proposed ACECs previously analyzed under Alternative B of
the 2019 UFO RMP/Final EIS. In response to the terms, the BLM published a Notice of Intent (NOI) for
the UFO RMP Amendment in the Federal Register in January 2024. The NOI described existing ACEC
designations and the ACECs being reconsidered under the terms of the settlement agreements. Per the
NOI, new ACEC nominations would also be considered.

Public involvement is important in the process of identification, evaluation, and designation of an ACEC.
The public is provided an opportunity to submit nominations or recommendations for areas to be
considered for ACEC designation. Such recommendations are actively solicited from the public by the
BLM at the beginning of a planning effort. Nominations should be accompanied by supporting materials,
which can include but are not limited to maps, descriptions of the proposed ACEC, and evidence of the
relevance and importance of the resources or hazards to facilitate a timely evaluation.

The public will have an opportunity to comment on the BLM's assessment of relevance and importance
criteria and alternative management prescriptions for ACECs (and supporting analyses) when the draft
RMP Amendment/EIS is made available for public review. The public may also comment on proposed
ACEC areas that the BLM has determined do not meet the criteria for designation, which will be



identified as alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed analysis following MS-1613 (BLM
2024a). The public is encouraged to focus comments on the proposed management of the area rather
than on whether or not the area is proposed for designation.



2 OVERVIEW OF THE PROCESS

The process and procedural requirements for the designation of ACECs through the land use planning,
revision, or amendment process are established in BLM planning regulation 43 CFR 1610.7-2, which
states that ACEC protection and designation shall be considered throughout the planning process.
Specific guidance for ACEC nomination, analysis, and designation includes:

e Nomination of ACECs, either by the BLM or the public.

e Evaluation of existing and nominated ACECs to determine whether they have values, resources,
systems, or processes that meet established relevance and importance criteria.

e Establishing potential “special management attention” for potential ACEC areas that meet
relevance and importance criteria.

e Analysis of potential ACECs and effectiveness of special management in alternatives during
environmental review (usually an EIS).

e Itis presumed that all potential ACEC designations that meet the relevance and importance
criteria and require “special management attention” in order to protect their relevance values,
resources, systems or processes will be designated [43 CFR 1610.7-2(j)(1)(i)].

Special management attention refers to management prescriptions developed during an RMP
amendment expressly to protect the relevant and important values of an area from identified potential
threat Special management attention means management prescriptions that:

1. Protect and prevent irreparable damage to the relevant and important values, or that protect
life and safety from natural hazards; and

2. Would not be prescribed if the relevant and important values were not present. In this context,
“irreparable damage” means harm to a value, resource, system, or process that substantially
diminishes the relevance or importance of that value, resource, system, or process in such a way
that recovery of the value, resource, system, or process to the extent necessary to restore its
prior relevance or importance is impossible [43 CFR 1610.7-2(d)(3)(i)-(ii)].

The BLM must evaluate the need for special management attention for the potential ACECs under 43
CFR 1610.7-2(g) (BLM 2024a). Management prescriptions for proposed ACEC designation are developed
and analyzed during preparation of the draft and final RMP Amendment/EIS. If the analysis in the EIS
determines special management attention is needed to protect the relevant and important values of the
proposed ACEC, the designation is made in the Record of Decision. Designations are made when the
relevance and importance criteria are met, and protection of those values from irreparable harm could
not be met through other law, policy, or action.

2.1 RELEVANCE CRITERIA

Under 43 CFR 1610.7-2(d)(1) an area has relevance if it contains one or more of the following:
1. Animportant historic, cultural, or scenic value.
2. Fish and wildlife resources.
3. Natural systems or processes.
4. Natural hazards potentially impacting life and safety.



2.2 |IMPORTANCE CRITERIA

Under 43 CFR 1610.7-2(d)(2) a proposed area meets the importance criterion if one or more of the
following characteristics is present:
1. Qualities of special worth, consequence, meaning, distinctiveness, or cause for concern.
2. National or more than local importance, subsistence value, or regional contribution of a
resource, value, system, or process.
1. Contributes to ecosystem resilience, landscape intactness, or habitat connectivity.
2. Anatural hazard can be important if it is a significant threat to human life and safety.

2.3 DETERMINING RELEVANCE AND IMPORTANCE

An interdisciplinary team of specialists (see Table 39) reviewed all existing and proposed ACECs using a
wide variety of information and data, following guidance in MS-1613 (BLM 2024a). The 2013 UFO ACEC
Report utilized the Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) Element Imperilment Rankings as a
primary tool for evaluating relevance and importance criteria for ACECs nominated during the UFO RMP
revision (CNHP 2024a). The CNHP rankings are indicators for global rarity and state rarity of biological
communities (Table 1). The IDT continued to use the CNHP Element Imperilment Rankings as a primary
evaluation tool for determining relevance and importance (BLM 2024c).

In addition, the IDT used the CNHP Potential Conservation Area (PCA) determinations for evaluating
relevance and importance (CNHP 2024b). PCAs are CNHP’s estimate of an area’s long-term ability to
support and maintain healthy, viable targets over the long term (100+ years), including the ability to
respond to natural or human-caused environmental change. PCAs do not necessarily preclude human
activities, but their ability to function naturally may be greatly influenced by them. PCAs at all scales may
require ecological management or restoration to maintain their functionality. PCAs are assigned
biodiversity significance ranks ranging from 1 (Outstanding Significance) to 5 (General Interest). Ranks
are based on the rarity and quality of the element occurrences in the site (Table 1). PCA ratings of B1
and B2 may meet importance criteria 2 for regional contribution to a resource, when a relevant
biological resource is present.

Table 1: CNHP Global and State Rankings Considered in ACEC Evaluations

CNHP GLOBAL RARITY RANKING
(based on the range-wide status of a species)

Critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences, or very few
remaining individuals), or because of some factor of its biology making it especially

Gl vulnerable to extinction. (Critically endangered throughout its range).

Imperiled globally because of rarity (6 to 20 occurrences), or because of other factors
G2 demonstrably making it very vulnerable to extinction throughout its range. (Endangered
throughout its range.)

Very rare or local throughout its range or found locally in a restricted range (21 to 100

G3 occurrences). (Threatened throughout its range.)

Apparently secure globally, though it might be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at

G4 the periphery.




CNHP GLOBAL RARITY RANKING
(based on the range-wide status of a species)

5 Demonstrably secure globally, though it may be quite rare in parts of its range, especially at
the periphery.
CNHP STATE RARITY RANKING
(based on status of species [relative abundance of individuals] in each state)
Critically imperiled in state because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences, or very few
s1 remaining individuals), or because of some factor of its biology making it especially

vulnerable to extirpation from the state. (Critically endangered in state.)

Imperiled in state because of rarity (6 to 20 occurrences), or because of other factors
S2 demonstrably making it very vulnerable to extirpation from the
state. (Endangered or threatened in state.)

S3 Rare in state (21 to 100 occurrences).

CNHP POTENTIAL CONSERVATION AREA (PCA) RANKINGS

(based on biodiversity rankings)

B1 Outstanding Biodiversity Significance

B2 Very High Biodiversity Significance

B3 High Biodiversity Significance

B4 Moderate Biodiversity Significance

B5 General Interest/Open Space

In addition to the CNHP rankings the UFO IDT relied on external reports such as CPW Data Analysis
Units, CPW high priority habitats (CPW 2023), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recovery plans (USFWS
2020); the BLM State Director’s Sensitive Species List (BLM 2023a); internal monitoring such as Land
Health Assessments (LHA), Assessment, Indicator, and Monitoring (AIM) data, current BLM species
distribution mapping (BLM 2024d), and bat acoustic monitoring; and formal BLM reports such as the
UFO Visual Resource Inventory (BLM 2009b) and the UFO Paleontological Resource Sampling Survey
(BLM 2009a). The BLM used this information to verify information provided in nomination report (WSCC
2024).

2.4 AREAS EVALUATED

2.4.1 Existing ACECs Evaluated

The 2020 UFO ROD designated six ACECs covering approximately 30,100 acres to protect the relevant
and important values from irreparable harm (see Table 2 and Figure 1). Of the six designations, two
were new, one was an expansion of a previously existing ACEC, and three were existing ACECs carried
forward from the San Juan/San Miguel RMP (BLM 1985) and the Uncompahgre Basin RMP (BLM 1989).



Many of these ACECs are within the boundary of a larger proposed ACEC. This report evaluates all
existing ACECs following MS-1613 (BLM 2024a). To reduce redundancy, only the largest area for an

existing or proposed ACEC is evaluated, as described in Table 2.

Table 2: Existing ACECs

ACEC STATUS | ACRES* AREA EVALUATED LEGAL DESCRIPTION
NAME
This ACEC is entirely within the | 6th Principal Meridian
Adobe proposed Adobe Badlands T.14S.,R.96 W,, Secs. 8, 9, 10, 14, 15, 16,
Badlands Existing 6,400 | expanded ACEC and is 17, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 33, 34,
ACEC/ONA evaluated under the larger 35, and 36
proposed area. T.15S.,,R.96 W,, Secs. 2, 3,and 4
Biological This ACEC is entirely within the | New Mexico Principal Meridian
. . proposed East Paradox ACEC T.47 N., R. 18 W., Secs. 22, 23, 26, and 27
Soil Crust Existing 400 .
ACEC and is evaluated under the
larger proposed area.
Fairview This ACEC is entirely within the | New Mexico Principal Meridian
South proposed Fairview South T.48N.,R.8W., Secs. 6 and 7
ACEC/RNA Existing 600 expanded ACEC and is T.48N.,R.9W.,, Secs. 1 and 12
BLM evaluated under the larger
Expansion proposed area.
Needle Existing 100 This ACEC is evaluated as it 6th Principal Meridian
Rock currently exists. T.15S.,, R. 91 W, Sec. 27
New Mexico Principal Meridian
Paradox . This ACEC is evaluated as it T.46 N.,R. 16 W., Sec. 18
Existing 1,100 .
Rock Art currently exists. T.46N.,R. 17 W.,, Secs. 1, 2, 3,11, 12, and
13
New Mexico Principal Meridian
T.43N.,R.11W.,, Secs. 3,4,5,6, 7, 8, and
9
T.43N.,,R.12W.,,Secs. 1, 2,4,5,6,8,9,
10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 21, 27, 28, and 34
This ACEC is entirely within the | T.44 N., R. 11 W., Secs. 19, 20, 21, 28, 29,
San Miguel N proposed San Migue! River 30, 31, 32, and 33
River ACEC Existing | 21,500 | expanded ACEC and is T.44N.,R. 12 W.,, Secs. 3,4,5, 8,9, 10,
evaluated under the larger 14, 15, 17, 20, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 29,
proposed area. 30, 31, 32, 33, and 35
T.45N.,R. 12 W,, Secs. 18, 19, 20, 28, 29,
30, and 33
T.45N.,R. 13 W,, Secs. 1, 2, 3,11, 12, 13,
and 24
T.46 N., R. 13 W.,, Secs. 28, 29, 32, and 33

2.4.2 Proposed ACECs Evaluated

The settlement agreements specifically require the BLM to consider the 15 proposed ACECs previously
analyzed under Alternative B of the 2019 UFO RMP/Final EIS. Many of the ACECS required by the
settlement agreement are contained within a larger proposed ACEC being evaluated in this report. To
reduce redundancy, only the largest area for an ACEC required for reconsideration under the settlement




agreement is evaluated. Individual evaluations identify all existing or previously analyzed ACECs within
the boundary of the larger area. See Figure 2.

During scoping for the 2024 UFO RMP Amendment, the BLM received new ACEC nominations from
Colorado Wildlands Project (CWP) and the Western Slope Conservation Center (WSCC). Four out of five
of the nominations from CWP and WSCC are expansions of ACECs previously analyzed in 2019 and
required for reconsideration under the settlement agreement. To reduce redundancy, only the largest
area for an ACEC nomination received by CPW and WSCC in 2024 during scoping for the UFO RMP
Amendment is evaluated. The exception is the Dolores River Riparian and Paradox Cliffs ACEC, which
encompasses four ACECs previously analyzed in 2019, but is significantly larger with additional relevant
and important values not found within the smaller areas; it is evaluated individually. See Figure 3.

The BLM also received ACEC nominations from the Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW). The initial
nomination package from the CPW included 23 individual areas totaling 260,000 acres, including private
lands. The nomination indicated these areas contain habitat for big game and BLM special status wildlife
species. Due to the geographic extent and generalized nature of the initial CPW nomination package, the
BLM and the CPW agreed that CPW would focus their nominations on priority areas where big game
habitat and special status wildlife species values were most likely to meet relevance and importance
criteria. As a result of this agreement, the CPW refined their nominations to seven areas totaling
126,000 acres (the BLM removed private lands that were submitted by CPW from the total acres
evaluated). The BLM evaluated these seven areas together for relevance and importance regardless of
any overlap with other ACECs already being evaluated. See Figure 3.

Table 3 and Figures 1-3 show all proposed ACECs evaluated in this report. Acres in Table 3 are not
shown due to the overlapping nature and variable boundaries of existing, previously proposed, and
newly nominated ACECs. For ACECs where it is determined that relevant and important values exist, the
BLM may adjust ACEC boundaries following 43 CFR 1610.7-2(f) and MS-1613 (BLM 2024a). Legal
descriptions for the proposed ACECs shown in Table 3 are included in each evaluation.

Table 3: Proposed ACECs Evaluated

RELEVANCE IMPORTANCE RELEVANT AND
ACEC NAME STATUS CRITERIA CRITERIA IMPORTANT?
SUPPORTED SUPPORTED

existing; previously
analyzed in 2019; 2 2 Yes
2024 nomination

Adobe Badlands ACEC

Big Game Winter Range ACECs

2024 nomination

Dolores Slickrock Canyon ACEC

in 2019

Atkinson Mesa 2024 nomination 2 3 Yes
Chaffee Creek 2024 nomination 2 None No
Elephant Hill 2024 nomination 2 None No

Naturita Ridge 2024 nomination 2 None No
Roubideau 2024 nomination 2 2,3 Yes

Sims Mesa 2024 nomination 2 1,3 Yes

Third Park 2024 nomination 2 3 Yes
E:r'z;ii"gl‘l’;; Riparian and 2024 nomination 1,2,3 1,2,3 Yes
previously analyzed 1,2 1,2,3 Yes




RELEVANCE IMPORTANCE RELEVANT AND
ACEC NAME STATUS CRITERIA CRITERIA IMPORTANT?
SUPPORTED SUPPORTED
East Paradox ACEC/Biological existing; previously 2,3 1,2,3 Yes
Soil Crust ACEC analyzed in 2019
Elephant Hill ACEC 2024 nomination 2 None No
L existing; previously 1,2 1,2 Yes
Fairview South ACEC/RNA analyzed in 2019
La Sal Creek ACEC previously analyzed 1,2,3 1,2,3 Yes
in 2019
Lower Uncompahgre Plateau previously analyzed 1,2 1,2,3 Yes
ACEC in 2019
previously analyzed 1,2,3 1,2,3 Yes
Roubideau ACEC in 2019; 2024
nomination
San Miguel Gunnison Sage previously analyzed 2 1,2 Yes
Grouse ACEC in 2019
San Miguel River ACEC existing; 123 123 Yes
Expansion prewo_usly analyzed
in 2019
Sims Cerro Gunnison Sage previously analyzed 2 1,2 Yes
Grouse ACEC in 2019
Shavano-Tabeguache ACEC . 1,2 1,2,3 Yes
previously analyzed
in 2019; 2024
nomination
West Paradox ACEC previously analyzed 2,3 1,2 Yes

in 2019
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3 ACEC EVALUATIONS

3.1 AbpoBE BADLANDS ACEC

Nomination: The Adobe Badlands is an existing ACEC. It was nominated for expansion in 2010 by
Western Slope Environmental Resource Council (WSERC), WSCC, and a member of the BLM IDT during
the UFO RMP revision; it was a proposed ACEC (Salt Desert Shrub Ecosystem ACEC) under Alternative B
of the 2019 Proposed RMP. The area was nominated for expansion (Adobe Badlands Expansion) by
WSCC and CWP in 2024 during public scoping for the UFO RMP Amendment.

The Salt Desert Shrub Ecosystem ACEC analyzed under Alternative B in the 2019 Proposed RMP, the
Adobe Badlands Expansions ACEC nominated in 2024, and the existing Adobe Badlands ACEC will
henceforth be known simply as the Adobe Badlands ACEC with multiple boundary options.

Legal Description:

6th Principal Meridian

T.13S.,R.96 W,, Sec. 34

T.13S.,R.97 W,, Secs. 32 and 33

T.14S.,R.96 W, Secs. 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27,
28,29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, and 36

T.14S.,R.97W,, Secs. 1, 2, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 23, 25, 26, 35, and 36

T.14S.,R.98 W., Secs. 1, 11, and 12

T.15S.,R.96 W., Secs. 2, 3,4,5,6,7,8,9,and 18

T.15S,,R.97 W., Secs. 1, 2,11, and 12

Ute Principal Meridian
T.4S.,R.3E,Secs. 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 35,
and 36

Size: The existing ACEC is 6,400 acres. The Salt-Desert Shrub Ecosystem ACEC analyzed under Alternative
D in the 2019 Proposed RMP is 34,500 acres. The 2024 proposed expansion is 40,715 acres.

General Location: Delta County, Colorado northwest of the town of Delta, north and east of Colorado
State Highway 50, and south of the Grand Mesa National Forest. The ACEC includes 6,380 acres of the
Adobe Badlands WSA. See Figure 4.

Evaluation Completed: Evaluated by the UFO IDT in 2013; reevaluated by the UFO IDT in March 2024.

Values Assessed:
e Cultural: Archaeological Sites
e Vegetation: Special Status Plant Species
e Fish and Wildlife: Special Status Species
e Natural Hazards: Selenium Soils
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Cultural

Per the 2024 nomination report, this area contains evidence of the presence of prehistoric peoples.
While the area is six miles away from Eagle Rock Shelter, and contains lithic scatters and isolated stone
tools, those cultural resources are relatively common throughout the region and beyond. Prehistoric
people have lived, hunted, gathered, and traveled all throughout the region leaving behind similar
artifacts.

Vegetation

This broad, gently sloping shrub/grassland covers a large area east of the Gunnison River in western
Delta County. The existing Adobe Badlands ACEC lies within part of the proposed ACEC. Vegetation in
much of the area is characterized by shadscale with galleta grass, except on north facing slopes where
the dominant grass is salina wildrye. The area also has two occurrences of globally vulnerable to globally
secure (G3/G5) and locally imperiled (G3/S2) cold desert shrubland communities.

The area contains populations of the threatened Colorado hookless cactus (Sclerocactus glaucus). The
species has been recommended for delisting by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in 2023 and is
considered globally and locally vulnerable (G2/S2). The Intermountain Indian breadroot (Pediomelum
megalanthum) occurs over a wide area, usually on the edges of dry washes, but is never abundant in any
one place. The high elevation hillslopes are less weedy than the lower elevations of the proposed ACEC.
Low-lying swales are dominated by greasewood, along with seablight and winterfat.

Long term and impacting drought coupled with upland rangeland health issues have resulted in
extensive downward trends in the vegetation communities including extensive die back of the salt
desert shrubland. Recent data indicates this area does not meet BLM Colorado Land Health Standards
for soils and upland vegetation. Data indicates a substantial increase in invasive annual plants including
halogeton, cheatgrass, and annual wheatgrass. Evidence exists to suggest that these degraded
conditions may not be a recent phenomenon and have likely existed since at least the early 1970’s.
Substantial portions of the recommended area have departures from the ecological reference condition;
given the sensitivity of this habitat type the area may not recover from these long-term impacts.
Additionally, the landscape and vegetation are fragmented by numerous utility corridors, private land,
county roads, and unauthorized uses such as off route travel and dumping.

Fish and Wildlife

To support relevance criteria, the 2024 nomination report identified the following special status species
or their habitat as occurring in the nominated ACEC: Golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos) breeding range;
Bald eagle nest site, winter concentration, and winter forage; bonytail chub (Gila elegans); cutthroat
trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii); Colorado pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus lucius); razorback sucker (Xyrauchen
texanus); and lynx predictive summer and winter presence. Each are discussed in more detail below.

Bald eagle (G5/S3) nest sites, winter concentration areas, and winter forage habitat and Golden eagle
(G5/S3) nests and breeding range are present. Both are BLM sensitive species and meet relevance
criteria 2. However, no rationale was provided as to why the presence of Bald or Golden eagles meet
the importance criteria. The nomination did not identify how these raptor nests or roost sites are
distinct, at-risk, or have more than locally significant qualities compared to other raptor nests or eagle
concentration areas. Further, BLM lands have many occurrences of Bald and Golden eagle, so the mere
presence of either species habitat or nests does not automatically meet importance criteria.
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Per the 2024 nomination report, CPW Species Activity Mapping (CPW 2024) layers for aquatic resources
in the area include Aquatic Native Species Conservation Waters and Aquatic Sportfish Management
Waters. Aquatic Native Species Conservation Waters are adjacent to, but not within, the proposed ACEC
and do not meet relevance criteria. Aquatic Sportfish Management Waters are not conservation focused
and do not meet relevance criteria. The nomination identifies presence of bonytail chub, Colorado
pikeminnow, and razorback sucker. The streams within the area run into the Gunnison River where
these species are present, but they are not present in the streams within in the nominated ACEC. The
streams in the area contain cutthroat trout; however, it is not native Cutthroat trout lineage.

The nomination identifies lynx predictive summer and winter presence, which is derived from a habitat
model. There are no known occurrences of lynx within the proposed ACEC. The presence of modeled
habitat does not confer relevance or importance for ACEC consideration.

The BLM determined that the area provides suitable habitat for BLM sensitive species including the
white-tailed prairie dog (Cynomys leucurus), which is globally secure and state apparently secure
(G4/54); burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), which is globally and locally secure G4/54; and the
ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), which is globally secure and state vulnerable (G4/S3). The area may
once have contained kit fox (Vulpes macrotis), which is globally secure but locally critically imperiled
(G4/S1) but based on work by both BLM and CPW the species is now considered extirpated south of
Grand Junction. Globally secure populations do not meet importance criteria.

Big Game Crucial Winter Habitat

Per the 2024 nomination report, the following CPW Species Activity Mapping (CPW 2024) layers for big
game are within the area: bighorn sheep winter range; elk migration corridor, severe winter range, and
winter concentration area; mule deer winter concentration area; and pronghorn winter concentration
area. Many of these Species Activity Mapping layers were identified in the nomination because they are
adjacent to the proposed ACEC. As such, only the layers that directly overlap the nominated area is
addressed: elk severe winter range and pronghorn winter concentration areas.

Big game species habitat, such as elk severe winter range and pronghorn winter concentration areas are
widespread across the field office and are considered general habitat. Neither of these species is
managed as BLM special status and when considered alone, these species do not meet relevance
criteria. Big game severe winter range or winter concentration areas meet the relevance criteria because
it is habitat essential for maintaining species diversity. However, this habitat is widespread and does not
contain “more than locally important” values required to meet importance criteria. Due to the
widespread nature of pronghorn winter concentration areas and elk severe winter range in the UFO
coupled with lack of qualities that give it special worth or distinctiveness, the proposed areas does not
meet the importance criteria 1 or 2.

The nomination identifies the region as providing essential habitat linkage between the high elevations
of Grand Mesa, the canyons of Dominguez Escalante National Conservation Area, and the high country
of the Uncompahgre Plateau, which is accurate and meets relevance criteria 2. However, this is true of
all BLM lands across the field office, which provide essential habitat linkage between lower elevations,
typically on BLM lands and the higher elevations, regardless of whether or not the landscape is intact.
Due to the fragmented nature of the area coupled with failure to meet land health standards, it does
not meet importance criteria 3.
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The nomination also identifies implementing IM 2023-005: Habitat Connectivity on Public Lands as
satisfying importance criteria 3. BLM IM 2023-005 directs the BLM to develop an initial geospatial layer
to support identification of habitat connectivity on BLM-managed lands. The results of that modeling
effort are not yet available to incorporate into this evaluation.

Several PCAs were identified within or immediately adjacent to the ACEC area. The adjacent PCAs do not
meet the relevance criteria because the values contained within them do not occur within the proposed
ACEC. Four PCAs are within the proposed ACEC, including Deer Creek East (B2) Wells Gulch (B2), Alkali
Creek (B2) and North Delta (B2) and meet importance criteria 2 for providing regional contribution to a
resource.

Natural Hazards

Per the 2024 nomination report, this area contains natural hazards. The Adobe Badlands ACEC is
generally made up of Mancos shale. The Gunnison Basin Selenium Task Force, using Natural Resource
Conservation Service data, has noted that “previously non-irrigated Mancos shale derived soils have on
average 34 times more soluble selenium than previously irrigated soils.” “More than half of the salt load
originates in the Upper Colorado River Basin and a significant portion of that load can be related to
Mancos Shale landscapes. Selenium, thought to originate from the Mancos Shale, has led to the non-
compliance with the Clean Water Act...” However, the primary source of selenium loads to the
Gunnison River in this region come from irrigated private lands. As such, the presence of selenium soils
in and of themselves does not constitute a significant natural hazard.

3.1.1 Summary of Findings

Table 4: Adobe Badlands ACEC Relevance Findings

Criteria .
Relevance Rationale
Present?

The proximity to Eagle Rock Shelter is
insufficient to meet the criteria for the

No presence of a significant cultural resource.
Lithic scatters are relatively common
throughout the region.

Contains habitat for multiple BLM sensitive
species: white-tailed prairie dog, burrowing
owl, kit fox, and ferruginous hawk. The area
contains habitat and/or Golden and Bald
eagle nest sites. The area contains elk severe
winter range and pronghorn winter
concentration areas essential to species
diversity.

Known populations of the endemic and
federally listed Colorado hookless cactus
(recommended for delisting in 2023) are
present. CNHP considers salt desert
shrubland in the area to be globally
vulnerable and locally imperiled (G3/S2).

1. Animportant historic, cultural, or scenic
value.

2. Fish or wildlife resources. Yes

3. Natural systems or processes. Yes
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Criteria

and safety

Relevance Rationale
Present?
The thousands of acres of seleniferous soils
located in the proposed ACEC do not
4. Natural hazards potentially impacting life No represent a significant natural hazard. The

primary source of selenium loads to the
Gunnison River come from irrigated and sub
irrigated lands.

Table 5: Adobe Badlands ACEC Importance Findings

Importance

Criteria
Present?

Rationale

1.

Qualities of special worth, consequence,
meaning, distinctiveness, or cause for
concern.

No

The BLM sensitive white-tailed prairie dog,
burrowing owl and ferruginous hawk are
widespread throughout the region and are
globally secure. Kit fox are extirpated from
the area.

No

The salt desert shrubland ecosystem is easily
disturbed and difficult to restore and as a
result has been degraded by persistent
drought and historic grazing management.
Land health evaluations show these lands
are in a degraded condition and fragmented
by historic and current land use.

National or more than local importance,
subsistence value, or regional
contribution of a resource, value or
system, or process.

Yes

The area contains populations of the
Colorado hookless cactus, a listed
threatened species.

No

Bald and Golden eagle nest sites and elk
severe winter range are relatively common
throughout the field office.

Yes

The area overlaps with four CNHP B2
recommended PCAs and the existing Adobe
Badlands ACEC.

Contributes to ecosystem resilience,
landscape intactness, or habitat
connectivity.

No

Due to the fragmented nature of the area
coupled with failure to meet land health
standards, it does not meet importance
criteria 3. The area requires significant
restoration to achieve land health standards
in the future.

Determination: The Adobe Badlands potential ACEC meets relevance and importance criteria for one
special status plant species, the federally listed Colorado hookless cactus.
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Figure 4: Adobe Badlands ACEC
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3.2 BiG GAME WINTER RANGE ACECs

Nomination: Seven individual areas were nominated by CPW in 2024 during public scoping for the UFO
RMP Amendment.

Legal Description:

Atkinson Mesa

New Mexico Principal Meridian

T.48N.,R.17W,, Secs. 3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21

T.48N.,R.18 W, Secs. 1, 2, 3,11, 12,13, 14, and 24

T.49N.,R.16 W,, Secs. 19 and 30

T.49N,R.17W,, Secs. 2, 3,4,8,9, 10,11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28,
29,30, 31,32, and 33

Chaffee Creek

New Mexico Principal Meridian

T.46N,,R.8W,, Secs. 1, 2, 3,4,and 11

T.47 N., R. 8 W,, Secs. 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 33, 34, 35, and 36

Elephant Hill
6th Principal Meridian

T.14S.,R.90W,, Secs. 6 and 7
T.14S,R.91W,, Secs. 1, 2, 3,9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 21, and 22

Naturita Ridge
New Mexico Principal Meridian

T.45N.,,R.15W,, Secs. 5,6, 7, 8,17, 18, 19, and 20

T.45N,R.16 W, Secs. 1,2, 3,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, and 27
T.46 N.,,R.15W,, Sec. 31

T.46 N.,R. 16 W., Secs. 35 and 36

Roubideau

New Mexico Principal Meridian

T.49N.,R.12W.,Secs. 1, 2,3,4,5,and 6

T.49N., R.13W,, Secs. 1,2, and 3

T.50N., R. 11 W., Secs. 18, 19, 20, 29, 30, and 31

T.50N. R.12W., Secs. 2,3,4,5,7,8,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26,
27,28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, and 36

T.50 N., R. 13 W,, Secs. 13, 23, 24, 25, 26, 35, and 36

T.51N., R. 12 W,, Secs. 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 33, 34, and 35

Sims Mesa

New Mexico Principal Meridian

T.46 N.,,R.9W,, Secs. 4,5,and 8

T.47N.,,R.9W,, Secs. 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33,
and 34

T.47N.,R.10W,, Secs. 1,2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9,11,12,13,14,17, 18, and 24
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T.48 N.,R.9W,, Secs. 18, 19, 20, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, and 35
T.48 N.,R. 10 W., Secs. 13, 14, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, and 36

Third Park

New Mexico Principal Meridian

T.46 N,,R. 14 W., Sec. 6

T.46 N,,R.15W.,, Secs. 1, 2, 3, 4,10, 11, and 12

T.47 N, R. 14 W., Secs. 19, 20, 21, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, and 33

T.47N,, R.15W.,, Secs. 4,5,6,7,8,9, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34,
35, and 36

T.47N,R.16 W,, Secs. 1, 2,3,4,5,6,7,8,9, 10,11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 28, 29,
32, and 33

T.47N.,R. 17 W,, Secs. 1, 2, 12, and 13

T.48 N., R. 16 W,, Secs. 32, 33, 34, and 36

Size: 126,000 acres (private lands included in the nomination have been excluded from the evaluation).

General Location: Locations are distributed broadly across seven individual locations in the planning
area in elevational transition zones between human populations and agricultural lands (the wildland
urban interface) and higher elevation lands managed by the USFS. See Figure 5.

Three areas are located on the west end of Montrose County: Third Park is north of the town of Nucla
on BLM lands intermingled with extensive private lands; Atkinson Mesa is northeast of Highway 141
from Atkinson Mesa extending west to the North Fork of Mesa Creek and the USFS boundary; Naturita
Ridge is south of the town of Naturita between Highway 90 and Highway 141 south.

Two areas are located on the east side of the Uncompahgre Plateau: Sims Mesa is southwest of
Montrose and north of Ridgway Reservoir, west of Highway 550, on BLM lands intermingled with
extensive private lands; Roubideau is northwest of Montrose and encompasses the Camel Back WSA
and lands northwest to the USFS boundary, including Potter Creek and Monitor Creek.

Two areas are located in proximity to State Wildlife Areas: Chaffee is northeast of the town of Ridgway,
east of Highway 550, adjacent to the Billy Creek State Wildlife Area; Elephant Hill is southeast of the
town of Paonia adjacent to McCluskey State Wildlife Area.

Some nominated ACEC boundaries significantly overlap other proposed ACECs that have been evaluated
in this report, including the Roubideau ACEC (Chapter 3.12); the Sims-Cerro Gunnison Sage Grouse ACEC
(Chapter 3.15); and the Elephant Hill ACEC (Chapter 3.6).

Evaluation Completed: Evaluated by the UFO IDT in March 2024.

Values Assessed:
e Fish and Wildlife: Big Game Crucial Winter Habitat, Special Status Species

Fish and Wildlife

The description of relevant and important values for areas overlapping other proposed or nominated
ACECs evaluated in this report, and the findings for those values, remain the same. The evaluation of the
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seven polygons submitted by CPW for the Big Game Winter Concentration ACECs focuses only on the
values cited by CPW, which is primarily big game habitat, with some additional BLM special status
species.

According to CPW wildlife collar data and classification flights, these areas contain high densities of
wintering ungulates that is critical to species diversity and survival. Some areas provide excellent habitat
connectivity with USFS lands. Individual areas also contain BLM sensitive wildlife species such as BLM
sensitive species fish, Gunnison prairie dog, or Golden eagle. All species identified in the nomination for
individual areas have been evaluated.

Due to the complexity of evaluating seven individual areas for ACEC criteria, and to reduce redundancy,
the BLM evaluated each relevant and important value provided in the CPW nomination report below,
and summarized areas with those values in Table 6. The occurrence of a BLM special status species
meets ACEC relevance criteria 2. The CNHP Element Imperilment Rankings were used as a primary tool
for evaluating qualities or circumstances that meet importance criteria. Species with G5/54 or G5/S5 do
not meet the importance criteria because they are considered secure on both a global and state level.

Big Game Crucial Winter Habitat

All areas contain deer and elk winter range, which, according to the CPW nomination report, is under
threat by long-term drought conditions, increased recreation, land use changes, increased high intensity
wildfire, and encroaching human fragmentation and development. Winter range in these regions is
prone to adverse change, including increased prevalence of disease and increased abundance of non-
native vegetation, leading to reduced carrying capacities on the landscape. Winter range on lower
elevation private lands has decreased due to urban development. The three defined mule deer herds in
these areas have experienced significant population decline over the last 30 years. In addition to the
above challenges facing deer and elk herds, increased chronic wasting disease prevalence is also a
factor.

Mule deer are G5/54, which is globally secure and state apparently secure, elk are G5/S5 globally and
state secure. Neither of these species is managed as BLM special status and when considered alone,
these species do not meet relevance criteria. Big game severe winter range or winter concentration
areas meet the relevance criteria because it is habitat essential for maintaining species diversity.
However, this habitat is widespread and does not contain “more than locally important” values required
to meet importance criteria. Due to the widespread nature of big game winter range in the UFO coupled
with lack of qualities that give it special worth or distinctiveness, the proposed areas do not meet the
importance criteria 1 or 2.

The nomination specifically identifies that the importance criteria 2 for more than local significance is
met for all areas because they have an outsized impact on population level success of mule deer and elk.
The nomination states “protecting local winter ranges helps ensure deer populations survive the harsh
winter months and can recruit fawns in the following spring, allowing for population growth across the
western U.S.” This rationale was supported by long term collar data from deer and elk and winter
classification data, which show high densities of wintering big game during classification flights, and
through species activity mapping of big game winter concentration areas and severe winter range.
However, collar data is insufficient evidence to suggest these areas have an outsized impact on
population level success of mule deer and elk. The nomination lacks information that suggests anything
greater than local context (i.e. collar data and classification flights) of high densities of deer and elk.
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The nomination identifies Elephant Hill as being extremely important for providing winter range for a
significant portion of the North Fork Gunnison River mule deer herd, which does not highlight anything
more than local significance for the North Fork Gunnison River mule deer herd. Further, the nomination
identifies that these parcels are important because they meet the definition of winter concentration
areas. Winter concentration areas are defined as that part of the winter range where densities are at
least 200 percent greater than the surrounding winter range density in the average five winters out of
ten. Meeting the definition of a Species Activity Mapping layer does not confer anything more than the
expectation of the presence of high densities of mule deer on these lands.

The nomination identifies the juxtaposition of BLM parcels within parcels of CPW State Wildlife Areas
and Nation Forest Lands and suggests that the additional protections on BLM lands will leverage existing
protections on lands directly adjacent to the proposed Elephant Hill ACEC and Chaffee Creek ACEC. In
general, the BLM considers these areas part of the Wildland Urban Interface, with habitat significantly
fragmented by private land ownership and development.

The nomination also identifies implementing IIM 2023-005: Habitat Connectivity on Public Lands as
satisfying importance criteria 3. BLM IM 2023-005 directs the BLM to develop an initial geospatial layer
to support identification of habitat connectivity on BLM-managed lands. The results of that modeling
effort are not yet available to incorporate into this evaluation.

Secretarial Order 3362 (SO 3362) directs BLM to work in partnership with the states to enhance and
improve the quality of big-game winter range and migration corridor habitat on Federal lands. In
implementing SO 3362, each state developed a state-specific action plan. In the Colorado Big Game
Action Plan (CPW 2022), CPW identified five landscape priority areas to guide agencies in determining
the most important habitat for big game conservation and connectivity. In Colorado’s action plan, five
herds across the state were identified as priority herds. The Uncompahgre Plateau, encompassing the
State’s D19 deer and E20 elk herds, was identified as a landscape priority area, meeting importance
criteria 3 for habitat connectivity.

Because big game habitat is ubiquitous throughout the field office, only areas within populations or
herds identified under SO 3362 are considered as meeting importance criteria 3 for habitat connectivity.
It is inappropriate for BLM to assign higher priority to herds outside of those identified in the Colorado
Big Game Action Plan. Third Park, Atkinson Mesa, Sims Mesa, and Lower Roubideau occur in
Uncompahgre Plateau priority landscape area. These four areas meet the importance criteria for habitat
connectivity.

Bighorn Sheep

The nomination indicated bighorn sheep is a relevant and important value for some areas. The Lower
Roubideau area has relevant and important bighorn sheep presence; these values are covered in greater
detail in the evaluations of the Roubideau ACEC.

Gunnison Prairie Dog

Gunnison prairie dog (G5/S5) was identified in the nomination as a value in the Naturita Ridge area. The
Gunnison prairie dog is a BLM sensitive species and meets relevance criteria. It does not meet
importance criteria (1 or 2) because their habitat is common throughout the UFO, as evidenced by their
state secure ranking, which means they are at very low or no risk of extirpation due to extensive range.
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Special Status Species Fish

The nomination suggested special status fish species presence through the Species Activity Mapping
layers for Aquatic Native Species Conservation Waters. However, no data was provided as to which
species are present. All BLM sensitive fish species present in an area meet the relevance criteria 2. The
nomination indicated that Third Park, Atkinson Mesa, and Chaffee Creek areas contain BLM sensitive
fish species. The BLM utilized the BLM Fish Bearing Streams layer (BLM 2024b), which contains
information on waterways that contain special status fish species to determine if special status species
are present in these areas as no data was provided in the nomination.

Some special status fish were found to occur in the Third Park and Atkinson Mesa areas, including
bluehead sucker (Cantostomus discobolus) (G4/S4) and flannelmouth sucker (Catastomus latipinnis)
(G3/S3). Third Park and Atkinson Mesa meet the relevance criteria for special status species fish. The
BLM Fish Bearing Streams layer did not record presence of special status species fish in the Chaffee
Creek area. Therefore, Chaffee Creek does not meet relevance criteria for status species fish.

Third Park encompasses several miles of Tabeguache Creek; these waters are important movement
corridors and spawning areas for three BLM sensitive fish species. Thus, Third Park meets importance
criteria for special status species fish. In the Atkinson Mesa area are too small to be biologically relevant
for ACEC nomination consideration. Therefore, Atkinson Mesa does not meet the importance criteria for
special status fish species.

The nomination suggested a consideration of the Species Activity Mapping for CPW Aquatic Sportfish
Management Waters as a consideration for relevance. However, CPW Aquatic Sportfish Management
Waters is not focused on the conservation of native fish species or special status species, which makes
the waters not relevant in ACEC consideration.

Special Status Birds

The nomination identifies the presence of Golden eagles (G5/S3) in the Elephant Hill area, which is a
BLM sensitive species and meets relevance criteria 2. To meet the importance criteria, areas with eagle
values must contain disproportionate value compared to the broader population of eagles (importance
criteria 1 or 2). No information was provided to suggest particular cause for concern or anything greater
than local context for the presence of Golden eagles. Therefore, Elephant Hill does not meet importance
criteria for Golden eagles.

The presence of threatened or endangered species or occupied critical habitat present qualify for both
relevance (criteria 1) and importance criteria (criteria 2). Relevance and importance criteria are
supported for Sims Mesa, which has mapped Critical habitat for Gunnison sage-grouse (GUSG), a
threatened species listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).

Table 6: CPW Nomination Summary — Relevant Values Present

SO 3362:
Big Game | BLM Sensitive | Threatened Aquatic Native Species
.\ . . Uncompahgre
Name Acres” Critical Species or Conservations Waters Plateau
Winter Wildlife/ Endangered (Special Status Species
Range™ Raptors Species Fish) LEIEE]P
& P P Priority
Third Park 26,500 X . . bluehead sucker X
flannelmouth sucker
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S0 3362:
Big Game | BLM Sensitive | Threatened Aquatic Native Species
.\ . . Uncompahgre
Name Acres” Critical Species or Conservations Waters Plateau
Winter Wildlife/ Endangered (Special Status Species
Range™ Raptors Species Fish) LEIEE]P
& P P Priority
Atkinson 23,800 « i i bluehead sucker «
Mesa flannelmouth sucker
N_aturlta 9,900 « Gu.n.nlson i i i
Ridge prairie dog
Chaffee 4,700 X - - No known presence -
Creek
SimsMesa | 25,300 X . GUSG critical - x
habitat
Lower Bighorn
Roubideau 31,200 X sheep i i X
Elephant Hill 4,500 X Golden eagle - - -

* Acres rounded to the nearest 100; private lands within the nominated area have been excluded

**Severe and/or winter concentration areas for mule deer and/or elk from Species Activity Mapping (SAM) layer

3.2.1 Summary of Findings

Table 7: Big Game Winter Range ACECs Relevance Findings

value.

Criteria .
Relevance Rationale
Present?
1. Animportant historic, cultural, or scenic Ves See evaluation for the Roubideau ACEC and

the Shavano-Tabeguache ACEC.

2. Fish or wildlife resources.

All areas: big game crucial winter range
Yes habitat is present in all seven nominated
areas and is important for species diversity.

Roubideau area: desert bighorn sheep are

Yes present. (See evaluation for the Roubideau
ACEC.)

Ves Elephant Hill area: Golden eagles are
present.

Sims Mesa area: GUSG, are present. (See
Yes evaluation for the Sims-Cerro Gunnison
Sage-Grouse ACEC.)

Naturita Ridge: Gunnison Prairie dog, are

and safety

Yes
present.
Third Park and Atkinson Mesa areas: three
Yes . . .
BLM special status fish species are present.
3. Natural systems or processes. Yes See evaluation for the Roubideau ACEC.
4. Natural hazards potentially impacting life No No hazards potentially impacting life and

safety were found.
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Table 8: Big Game Winter Range ACEC Importance Findings

Importance

Criteria
Present?

Rationale

1.

Qualities of special worth, consequence,
meaning, distinctiveness, or cause for
concern.

No

All areas: big game crucial winter range on
all seven nominated areas do not meet this
criterion because this type of habitat is
widespread throughout the planning area,
and not unique or distinct. Greater than 50%
of the planning area constitutes big game
winter range.

Yes

Sims Mesa area: habitat for this GUSG
population has become relatively small and
isolated from other GUSG populations, and
the population is vulnerable to extirpation.
(See evaluation for the Sims-Cerro Gunnison
Sage-Grouse ACEC.)

No

Naturita Ridge area: Gunnison prairie dog
has a state secure ranking (S5), which means
they are at very low or no risk of extirpation
due to extensive range.

National or more than local importance,
subsistence value, or regional
contribution of a resource, value or
system, or process.

No

All areas: big game crucial winter range all
seven areas do not meet this criterion. High
densities of deer collar data and
classification data does not suggest more
than locally significant qualities especially
compared to any similar big game winter
range.

Yes

Roubideau area: desert bighorn sheep are
present regionally important. See evaluation
for the Roubideau ACEC.

No

Elephant Hill area: Golden eagle are present
but there is no information to suggest more

than locally significant qualities compared to
other areas with Golden eagles.

No

Naturita Ridge area: Gunnison prairie dogs
are present but there is no information to
suggest these areas have more than locally
significant qualities compared to any other
prairie dog habitat.

Contributes to ecosystem resilience,
landscape intactness, or habitat
connectivity.

Yes

Third Park, Atkinson Mesa, Sims Mesa, and
the Roubideau area: these are within the
Uncompahgre Plateau priority landscape
unit as identified Colorado’s SO 3362 State
Action Plan. The State Action Plan guides the
BLM in determining priorities for landscape
intactness and habitat connectivity for big
game, therefore this criterion is met.
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Criteria .
Importance Rationale
Present?

Chaffee Creek, Elephant Hill, and Naturita
Ridge do not meet this criterion because
they are outside the Uncompahgre Plateau
priority landscape. It is in appropriate for the
BLM to assign priority to herds other than
those identified in SO 3362.

Tabeguache Creek in the Third Park area is
an important movement corridor and

Yes spawning areas for three BLM sensitive
species fish. (See Shavano-Tabeguache
ACEC.)

The fish bearing stream segments in the
No Atkinson Mesa areas are too small to be
biologically relevant.

No

Determination: The Third Park area meets relevance and importance criteria because it contains big
game crucial winter range habitat in a priority landscape under SO 3362, and because it contains
important movement corridor and spawning areas for three BLM sensitive fish species. The portion of
this polygon containing relevant and important values for BLM sensitive fish species is also within the
Shavano-Tabeguache ACEC. The Third Park area will henceforth be known as the Third Park Big Game
Winter Range ACEC.

The Atkinson Mesa area meets relevance and importance criteria because it contains big game crucial
winter range habitat in a priority landscape under SO 3362. The Atkinson Mesa area will henceforth be
known as the Atkinson Mesa Big Game Winter Range ACEC.

The Sims Mesa area meets relevance and importance criteria because it contains GUSG, a threatened
species, and because it is big game crucial winter range in a priority landscape under SO 3362. This area
is entirely within the proposed Sims-Cerro Summit Gunnison Sage Grouse ACEC (see Chapter 3.14). Big
game winter range is added as a relevant and important value for the proposed Sims-Cerro Summit
ACEC. The area will henceforth continue to be known as the Sims-Cerro Summit Gunnison Sage Grouse
ACEC.

The Roubideau area meets relevance and importance criteria because it contains big game crucial
winter range habitat in a priority landscape under SO 3362, and habitat for desert bighorn sheep. The
Roubideau area is almost entirely within the Roubideau ACEC. (Chapter 3.11) Big game winter range is
added as a relevant and important value for the Roubideau ACEC. The Roubideau area will be known as
the Roubideau ACEC.
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Figure 5: Big Game Winter Range ACEC
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3.3 DOLORES RIVER RIPARIAN AND PARADOX CLIFFS ACEC

Nomination: This area was nominated by CPW in 2024 during public scoping for the UFO RMP
Amendment.

Legal Description:

New Mexico Principal Meridian

T.46N.,,R.17W,, Secs. 3,4, 5,and 6

T.47 N.,R. 17 W., Secs. 6, 7, 19, 28, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, and 34

T.47N.,R.18W,, Secs. 1, 2,3,4,5,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 35, and 36

T.48 N., R. 17 W,, Secs. 6, 29, 30, and 31

T.48N.,R.18 W,, Secs. 1, 2,3, 4,9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35,
and 36

T.48 N., R. 19 W,, Secs. 14, 15, 16, 21, 22, 23, 26, 36, 51, 55, 59, and 60

T.49N.,R.17 W,, Sec. 31

Size: 24,000 acres.

General Location: Montrose County, CO, from Bedrock downstream of the Dolores River to the
confluence with the San Miguel River. North downstream of the Dolores River and Highway 141 to the
UFO administrative boundary, including a portion of the North Fork of Mesa Creek. Upstream along the
San Miguel River and Highway 141 to Atkinson Creek. From Carpenter Ridge south along Paradox Valley
on the north side of Highway 90 to the west boundary of the existing Paradox Rock Art ACEC. See Figure
6.

Evaluation Completed: Evaluated by the UFO IDT in March 2024.

Values Assessed:
e Cultural: Archaeological Sites, Native American Significance, and Historic Sites
e Fish and Wildlife: BLM Special Status Species; Big Game Winter Range
e Natural Hazards: Soil Disturbance

Much of the nominated Dolores River Riparian and Paradox Cliffs ACEC is within an existing ACEC, as
well as multiple ACECs analyzed in the 2019 Proposed RMP; these ACECs are analyzed in Chapter 3.5
East Paradox ACEC/Biological Soil Crust ACEC and Chapter 3.17 West Paradox ACEC. Therefore, the
description of relevant and important values for soils, vegetation, and BLM special status plant and
wildlife species, and the findings for those values apply to the Dolores River Riparian and Paradox Cliffs
ACEC and are incorporated herein. In the nomination submission for the Dolores River Riparian and
Paradox Cliffs ACEC, the proponent identified additional potentially relevant and important values,
which are assessed below.

Cultural

The area is significant to Native American Tribes as ancestral homelands. Cultural sites such as
important rock art panels including outstanding examples of Ancestral Puebloan-style petroglyphs,
Formative Period and earlier occupations, features, and isolates, and settled village sites dating back
more than five hundred to a thousand years.
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In addition, the proposed ACEC includes the Hanging Flume, an historically important engineering
marvel built at the end of the 19th century, which is still visible clinging to the sandstone walls above the
San Miguel River and Dolores Rivers.

Fish and Wildlife

To support relevance criteria, the nomination report identified the following special status species or
their habitat as occurring in the nominated ACEC: Golden eagle nests; Bald eagle nest sites, roost sites,
and winter concentration area; peregrine falcon nests; pinyon jay habitat; sagebrush sparrow element
occurrence and breeding range; burrowing owl breeding range; and potential GUSG habitat.

The nomination identifies Bald eagle (G5/53) nest site, roost sites and winter concentration areas. Bald
eagle are BLM sensitive species and meet relevance criteria 2. However, no rationale was provided as to
why the presence of Bald eagles meet the importance criteria. The nomination did not identify how
these raptor nests or roost sites are distinct, at-risk, or have more than locally significant qualities
compared to other raptor nests or eagle concentration areas. Further, BLM lands have many
occurrences of Bald eagle, so the mere presence of either species habitat or nests does not
automatically meet importance criteria.

There are no known occurrences of GUSG within the identified nomination, so therefore this does not
meet the relevance or importance criteria. Pinyon jay and sagebrush sparrow may contain general
habitat or occurrences. However, both species are common throughout the field office and this location
does not confer any particular cause for concern or constitute distinct or unique habitat meeting
importance criteria.

Big Game Crucial Winter Habitat

The nomination identifies that the area contains desert bighorn sheep water source; elk highway
crossing, migration corridors, resident population area, severe winter range, and winter concentration
area; and mule deer concentration area, highway crossing, resident population area, severe winter
range, and winter concentration area. Neither of these species is managed as BLM special status and
when considered alone, these species do not meet relevance criteria. Big game severe winter range or
winter concentration areas meet the relevance criteria because it is habitat essential for maintaining
species diversity. However, this habitat is widespread and does not contain “more than locally
significant qualities,” which are required to meet importance criteria. Due to the widespread nature of
big game winter concentration areas and elk severe winter range in the UFO coupled with lack of
gualities that give it special worth or distinctiveness, the proposed areas does not meet the importance
criterialor 2.

The nomination also identifies implementing IM 2023-005: Habitat Connectivity on Public Lands as
satisfying importance criteria 3. BLM IM 2023-005 directs the BLM to develop an initial geospatial layer
to support identification of habitat connectivity on BLM-managed lands. The results of that modeling
effort are not yet available to incorporate into this evaluation.

The area overlaps partially with four areas identified by CNHP as B2 PCAs, including Dolores Canyon

South, Uravan West, Paradox Valley North, and East Paradox Creek, which meet importance criteria 2
for providing regional contribution to a resource.
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Natural Hazards

Per the nomination report, this region is susceptible to unintended consequences resulting from
amplified human presence. The nomination claims that heightened foot traffic, recreational activities,
and unrestricted access could induce adverse effects such as soil disturbance, compaction, and
inadvertent damage to archaeological sites and culturally significant artifacts. However, human
presence and activities in and around sensitive resources does not constitute a natural hazard.

3.3.1 Summary of Findings

Table 9: Dolores River Riparian and Paradox Cliffs ACEC Relevance Findings

Criteria .
Relevance Rationale
Present?
. . . The area contains important archaeological sites
1. Animportant historic, cultural, or P . &
scenic value Yes and rock art panels; the area is ancestral
' homelands for Ute Tribes.
The area contains habitat and/or Golden and
2. Fish or wildlife resources. Yes Bald eagle nest sites, and big game winter range
essential to species diversity.
See findings for East Paradox and West Paradox
3. Natural systems or processes. Yes
ACECs.
General human presence and activity in and
. . . around other sensitive resources does not
4. Natural hazards potentially impacting .
. No equate to a natural hazard posing a threat to
life and safety .
human health and safety. These soils are not
known to be sensitive to general use foot traffic.
Table 10: Dolores River Riparian and Paradox Cliffs ACEC Importance Findings
Criteria
Importance Rationale
P Present?
1. ualities of special worth,
Q P . Rock art panels are rare and vulnerable to
consequence, meaning, Yes
e damage.
distinctiveness, or cause for concern.
Yes Archaeological sites and Native American
. ancestral homeland are nationally important.
2. National or more than local - -
. . Bald and Golden eagle nest sites and big game
importance, subsistence value, or . .
. L No winter range are relatively common throughout
regional contribution of a resource, ) )
value or system, or process the field office.
y ’ ' Ves Overlaps with four areas identified by CNHP as
B2 PCAs.
3. Contributes to ecosystem resilience, The area is fragmented by private lands, state
landscape intactness, or habitat No highways, county roads, and land uses and does
connectivity. not constitute an intact landscape.

Determination: The Dolores River Riparian and Paradox Cliffs nominated ACEC continues to meet all
relevant and important values contained in the East Paradox ACEC (Chapter 3.5) and the West Paradox
ACEC (Chapter 3.17). These values include two rare species of biological soil crusts, three special status
plant species, peregrine falcon exemplary nesting and foraging habitat, and three special status fish
species. In addition, the Dolores River Riparian and Paradox Cliffs ACEC contains relevant and important
values for cultural resource (archaeological and historic sites).
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Figure 6: Dolores River Riparian and Paradox Cliffs ACEC



3.4 DOLORES SLICKROCK CANYON ACEC

Nomination: The area was nominated in 2010 by a member of the UFO IDT, and by CNHP during the
UFO RMP Revision; it was a proposed ACEC under multiple alternatives in the 2019 Proposed RMP. The
ACEC was analyzed as the Dolores River Slickrock Canyon ACEC under Alternative D; it was analyzed as
the Coyote Wash ACEC and the Dolores Slickrock Canyon ACEC under Alternative B.

The Coyote Wash, Dolores River Slickrock Canyon, and Dolores Slickrock Canyon ACECs will henceforth
be known simply as the Dolores Slickrock Canyon ACEC with multiple boundary options.

Legal Description:

New Mexico Principal Meridian

T.46 N., R. 18 W., Sec. 6

T.46 N.,R.19W,, Secs. 7, 8,9, 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 23, 37, 38, 39, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, and
49

T.46 N.,R.20W., Secs. 12 and 13

T.47 N., R. 18 W,, Secs. 19, 29, 30, and 31

T.47 N.,R. 19 W,, Secs. 15, 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 33, 34, 35, and 36

Size: The Dolores River Slickrock Canyon ACEC analyzed under Alternative D in the 2019 Proposed RMP
is 9,900 acres. The Coyote Wash ACEC analyzed under Alternative B of the 2019 Proposed RMP is 2,100
acres. The Dolores Slickrock Canyon ACEC analyzed under Alternative B of the 2019 Proposed RMP is
10,700 acres.

General Location: Coyote Wash to approximately Bedrock, CO, within the Dolores River canyon,
including La Sal Creek and La Sal Creek canyon. The south boundary of the ACEC is the UFO boundary
with the Tres Rios Field Office (TRFO). The area encompasses all or the vast majority of the Dolores River
Canyon WSA. See Figure 7.

Evaluation Completed: Evaluated by the UFO IDT in 2013; reevaluated by the UFO IDT in March 2024.

Values Assessed:
e Scenic
e Paleontological
e Cultural: Archaeological Sites
e Vegetation: Uniqgue Communities and Special Status Plant Species
e Fish and Wildlife: Special Status Species

Scenic

The Dolores River canyon is a deep canyon with steep slopes characterized by vertical cliffs and massive,
complex rock outcrops. The red rock cliffs feature horizontal sandstone banding, terracing effects,
vertical walls, and cliff lines. The area is rated as VRI Class Il, with a Scenic Quality Rating of A. It is
currently managed as Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class |, which offers the highest level of
protection to scenic values.
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Paleontological

The Dolores River, La Sal Creek, and Coyote Wash have carved a spectacular deep canyon through
Jurassic and Triassic sandstones. Steep vertical cliffs dominate the canyon sides, broken only where
tributaries enter the canyon. Major geologic formations in the canyon are Wingate, Kayenta, Navajo,
and Entrada sandstones. The Morrison Formation appears near the southern end. There are
paleontological discovery sites within the unit. All of the sedimentary units listed above have a high or
very high Potential Fossil Yield Classification, which notes their importance to host scientifically
significant vertebrate fossils.

Cultural

The proposed ACEC has important rock art panels and archaeological sites, including several outstanding
examples of Ancestral Puebloan-style petroglyphs, Formative Period and earlier occupations, features,
and isolates, and settled village sites dating back more than five hundred to a thousand years.

Vegetation

This site includes the riparian zone and adjacent uplands along the 