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

DETERMINATION OF NEPA ADEQUACY (DNA)

NUMBER: DOI-BLM-CO-N05-2014-0120-DNA

PROJECT NAME: Canada Thistle Rust Introduction

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: T.IN R102W NWNW 7
APPLICANT: Palisade Insectory
ISSUES AND CONCERNS: None

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION: Puccinia punctiformus is a naturally occurring rust
fungus that attacks and kills Canada thistle; it has been in the United States for almost as long as
the thistle. The Palisade Insectory, along with other cooperators, has developed an inoculum of
the fungus. The Palisade Insectory is proposing to set up two 12 meters by 12 meter plots and
conduct stem counts in each plot. Once stem counts have been completed, they will inoculate the
Canada thistle with the rust. Stem counts will then be done for the next three years to measure
the success of the treatment.

Design Features:

1. All travel will be on existing roads and trails.
2. Herbicide treatments on Canada thistle within the plots will not be completed for the duration
of the project.

Decision to be Made: The BL.M White River Field Office (WRFQ) will decide whether or not to
authorize the Palisade Insectory to inoculate Canada thistle with the rust, and if so, with what
terms and conditions.

PLAN CONFORMANCE REVIEW:

Name of Plan: White River Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management
Plan (ROD/RMP).

Date Approved: July 1, 1997

Decision Number/Page: 2-13
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Decision Language: “Manage noxious weeds so that they cause no further negative
environmental, aesthetic, or economic impact.”

REVIEW OF EXISTING NEPA DOCUMENTS:

List by name and date all existing NEPA documents that cover the Proposed Action.

Name of Document: White River Resource Area Proposed Resource Management Plan
and Final Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP/FEIS).

Date Approved: June 1996
Name of Document: White River Field Office Integrated Weed Management Plan

Date Approved: 3/19/2010

NEPA ADEQUACY CRITERIA:

L.

DOI-BLM-CO-N05-2014-0120-DNA

Is the new Proposed Action a feature of, or essentially similar to, an alternative analyzed
in the existing NEPA document? Is the project within the same analysis area, or if the
project location is different, are the geographic and resource conditions sufficiently
similar to those analyzed in the existing NEPA document? If there are differences, can
you explain why they are not substantial?

Yes, the proposed treatment in the Proposed Action were a feature of the analysis in the
White River Field Office Integrated Weed Management Plan (DOI-BLM-CO-110-2010-
0005-EA), which analyzed alternatives for doing noxious weed treatments using
biological controls. The integrated weed control strategy is improving vegetation
conditions.

Is the range of alternatives analyzed in the existing NEPA document appropriate with
respect to the new Proposed Action, given current environmental concerns, interests, and
resource values?

Four alternatives, the Proposed Action, the No Action Alternative, No Aerial Application
of Herbicides Alternative, and the No Herbicide Use Alternative were analyzed in DOI
BLM-CO-110-2010-0005-EA. No reasons were identified to analyze additional
alternatives and these alternatives are considered to be adequate and valid for the
Proposed Action.

Is the existing analysis valid in light of any new information or circumstances (such as,
rangeland health standard assessment, recent endangered species listings, updated lists of
BLM-sensitive species)? Can you reasonably conclude that new information and new
circumstances would not substantially change the analysis of the new Proposed Action?



Yes, the analysis in the EA listed above is still valid. There is no known new information
or circumstances that would substantially change the analysis of the new Proposed
Action.

4. Are the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects that would result from implementation of
the new Proposed Action similar (both quantitatively and qualitatively) to those analyzed
in the existing NEPA document?

Yes, the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects that would result from implementation of
the new Proposed Action is similar (both quantitatively and qualitatively) to those
analyzed in the existing NEPA document, DOI-BLM-CO-110-2010-0005-EA.

3. Is the public involvement and interagency review associated with existing NEPA
documents adequate for the current Proposed Action?

Yes, consultation occurred between the BLM and the US Fish and Wildlife Service for
DOI-BLM-CQO-110-2010-0005-EA. In addition, lists of the current NEPA documents
(projects) are available for review on the WRFO webpage.

INTERDISCIPLINARY REVIEW:

The Proposed Action was presented to, and reviewed by, the White River Field Office
interdisciplinary team on 8/26/2014. A complete list of resource specialists who participated in
this review is available upon request from the White River Field Office. The table below lists
resource specialists who provided additional remarks concerning cultural resources and special
status species.

Name Title Resource Date
Brian Yaquinto | Archaeologist L b 912212014
American Religious Concerns
Heather Stewart | Wildlife Biologist Special Status Wildlife Species 10/2/2014
Matthew Dupire | Ecologist Special Status Plant Species 10/2/2014

REMARKS:

Cultural Resources: The area of potential effect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural
resources and the current proposed action will not impact any known historic properties. The
likelihood of encountering cultural resources in the APE is low due to thick vegetation cover and
close proximity to the White River. Public outreach conducted for this NEPA analysis will also
be used to satisfy the public involvement requirements of Section 106 of the Nation Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA).

Native American Religious Concerns: No Native American religious concerns are known in the
area, and none have been noted by Northern Ute Tribal authorities. Should recommended
inventories or future consultations with Tribal authorities reveal the existence of such sensitive
properties, appropriate mitigation and/or protection measures may be undertaken.
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Threatened and Endangered Wildlife Species: There are no known threatened or endangered
wildlife species known to inhabit or derive important use from Canada thistle. Since radial
growth of one interconnected Canada thistle unit can spread up to 12 meters in one growing
season, attempting control of the species is important to maintain preferable plant species
composition within the project area. The proposed application of the rust fungus will
systemically affect Canada thistle and cause weakening of the stems, sparser leaves and reduced
flowering, and may or may not lead to the death of the plant. Since the fungus is carried through
the plant systemically and will not infect any other plant species in the area, there would be no
negative impacts to the surrounding wildlife habitat.

Although the proposed application sites lie on the flood plain of the White River, the proposed
action would not be expected to have any effective influence on overall riverine and aquatic
conditions for amphibians or fish, such as the Colorado pikeminnow, and the BLM-sensitive
flannelmouth sucker and bluehead sucker. Eliminating seed sources of exotic plants and
enhancing native vegetation expression and bank/floodplain formation/stabilization would
contribute to proper functioning condition of the lower White River system on a local scale.

Threatened and Endangered Plant Species: There are no known special status plants known to
occur in the project area. The project area has been identified as suitable habitat for Ute Lady’s
tresses orchid, but surveys have not found any occupied habitat within the WRFO.

MITIGATION:

The following applicable mitigation from DOI-BLM-CO-110-2010-0010-EA has been carried
forward:

1. The applicant is responsible for informing all persons who are associated with the project
that they will be subject to prosecution for knowingly disturbing archaeological sites or
for collecting artifacts,

2. If any archaeological materials are discovered as a result of operations under this
authorization, activity in the vicinity of the discovery will cease, and the BLM WRFO
Archaeologist will be notified immediately. Work may not resume at that location until
approved by the AO. The applicant will make every effort to protect the site from further
impacts including looting, erosion, or other human or natural damage until BLM
determines a treatment approach, and the treatment is completed. Unless previously
determined in treatment plans or agreements, BLM will evaluate the cultural resources
and, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), select the
appropriate mitigation option within 48 hours of the discovery. The applicant, under
guidance of the BLM, will implement the mitigation in a timely manner. The process will
be fully documented in reports, site forms, maps, drawings, and photographs. The BLM
will forward documentation to the SHPO for review and concurrence.

3. Pursuant to 43 CFR 10.4(g), the applicant must notify the AO, by telephone and written
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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), the
applicant must stop activities in the vicinity of the discovery and protect it for 30 days or
until notified to proceed by the AO.

4. The applicant is responsible for informing all persons who are associated with project
operations that they will be subject to prosecution for disturbing or collecting vertebrate
or other scientifically-important fossils, collecting large amounts of petrified wood (over
25lbs./day, up to 250Ibs./year), or collecting fossils for commercial purposes on public
lands. If any paleontological resources are discovered as a result of operations under this
authorization, the applicant must immediately contact the appropriate BLM
representative.

COMPLIANCE PLAN: Specific mitigation developed in this document will be followed. The
applicant will be notified of compliance related issues in writing, and depending on the nature of
the issue(s), will be provided 30 days to resolve such issues.

NAME OF PREPARER: Matthew L Dupire

NAME OF ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR: Heather Sauls

CONCLUSION

Based on the review documented above, I conclude that this proposal conforms to applicable
land use plan and that the NEPA documentation fully covers the Proposed Action and constitutes
BLM’s compliance with the requirements of the NEPA.

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED OFFICIAL: 70/‘M

Field Manager
DATE SIGNED: ///é /f

ATTACHMENTS:
Map 1: Map of Canada Thistle Rust Plots

Note: The signed Conclusion in this DNA Worksheet is part of an interim step in the BLM’s
internal decision process and does not constitute an appealable decision. However, the lease,
permit, or other authorization based on this DNA is subject to protest or appeal under 43 CFR
Part 4 and the program-specific regulations.
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U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
White River Field Office
220 E Market St
Meeker, CO 81641

DECISION RECORD

PROJECT NAME: Canada Thistle Rust Introduction

DETERMINATION OF NEPA ADEQUACY NUMBER: DOI-BLM-CO-N05-2014-0120-

DNA

DECISION

It is my decision to implement the Proposed Action, as mitigated in DOI-BLM-CQO-N05-2014-
0120-DNA, authorizing the inoculation of the rust fungus (Puccinia punctiformus) on Canada
thistle in the project area.

Mitigation Measures

1.

Decision — DOI-BLM-CO-N05-2014-0120-DNA

The applicant is responsible for informing all persons who are associated with the project
that they will be subject to prosecution for knowingly disturbing archaeological sites or
for collecting artifacts.

If any archaeological materials are discovered as a result of operations under this
authorization, activity in the vicinity of the discovery will cease, and the BLM WRFQO
Archaeologist will be notified immediately. Work may not resume at that location until
approved by the AO. The applicant will make every effort to protect the site from further
impacts including looting, erosion, or other human or natural damage until BLM
determines a treatment approach, and the treatment is completed. Unless previously
determined in treatment plans or agreements, BLM will evaluate the cultural resources
and, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), select the
appropriate mitigation option within 48 hours of the discovery. The applicant, under
guidance of the BLM, will implement the mitigation in a timely manner. The process will
be fully documented in reports, site forms, maps, drawings, and photographs. The BLM
will forward documentation to the SHPO for review and concurrence.

Pursuant to 43 CFR 10.4(g), the applicant must notify the AO, by telephone and 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), the
applicant must stop activities in the vicinity of the discovery and protect it for 30 days or
until notified to proceed by the AO.

The applicant is responsible for informing all persons who are associated with project
operations that they will be subject to prosecution for disturbing or collecting vertebrate



or other scientifically-important fossils, collecting large amounts of petrified wood (over
251bs./day, up to 2501bs./year), or collecting fossils for commercial purposes on public
lands. If any paleontological resources are discovered as a result of operations under this
authorization, the applicant must immediately contact the appropriate BLM
representative.

COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS & CONFORMANCE WITH THE LAND USE PLAN
This decision is in compliance with the Endangered Species Act and the National Historic
Preservation Act. It is also in conformance with the 1997 White River Record of
Decision/Approved Resource Management Plan.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The BLM informed the public about this project by listing it on the online White River Field
Office National Environmental Policy Act Register on 1/4/2014 and a copy of the completed
Documentation of NEPA Adequacy will be posted on the WRFO website.

RATIONALE

The proposal to inoculate Canada thistle with a rust fungus to control its spread conforms to the
land use plan, and the NEPA documentation previously prepared fully covers the Proposed
Action and constitutes BLM’s compliance with the requirements of NEPA.

ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES

Any appeal of this decision must follow the procedures set forth in 43 CFR Part 4. Within 30
days of the decision, a Notice of Appeal must be filed in the office of the Authorized Officer at
White River Field Office, 220 East Market St., Meeker, CO 81641 with copies sent to the
Regional Solicitor, Rocky Mountain Region, 755 Parfet St., Suite 151, Lakewood, CO 80215,
and to the Department of the Interior, Board of Land Appeals, 801 North Quincy St., MS300-
QC, Arlington, VA, 22203. If a statement of reasons for the appeal is not included with the
notice, it must be filed with the Interior Board of Land Appeals at the above address within 30
days after the Notice of Appeal is filed with the Authorized Officer.

SIGNATURE OF AUTHORIZED OFFICIAL: M M

Field Manager

DATE SIGNED:  // /24 //

Decision = DOI-BLM-CO-N05-2014-0120-DNA
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