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DECISION

It is my decision to adopt the attached standards for public land heaith and guidelines for livestock
grazing management (standards and guidelines), dated November 1986. They are similar to those
described in the Standards and Guidelines Environmental Assessment (EA), dated June 28, 1996,

but with some minor changes resulting from public comments.

This decision amends the Colorado Resource Management Plans (RMPs). These standards and
guidelines supplement (i.e. add to) the existing decisions in each RMP. Some of the decisions in
certain RMPs will be modified or replaced as shown in the individual RMP attachments to this
Decision Record. The RMPs amended are:

Glenwood Springs
Grand Junction
Gunnison
Kremmling
Little Snake
Northeast
Rovyal Gorge
San Juan/San Miguel
San Luis
Uncompahgre Basin
White River {Proposed)

This decision will be effective on February 12, 1997 following resolution of any protests,
completion of the Governor’s consistency review, and approval by the Secretary of the Interior.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

In addition to the proposed action, adoption of the fallback standards and guidelines as described in
43 CFR 4180.2 was considered. By regulation, this alternative will be in effect after February 12,
1997 if the proposed action is not approved prior to that date. If this occurs, the Fallback
standards and guidelines will continue in effect until the Colorado standards and guidelines are
approved. This alternative was not selected because there was strong support from virtually all
public land users to develop standards and guidelines for Colorado.

The alternative of continuing present management was considered. This alternative, although not
legally implementable, served as a baseline for describing and comparing implementation processes
and impacts with other alternatives.

RATIONALE

These standards and guidelines were developed in partnership with the three Colorado Resource
Advisory Councils, utilizing input received during numerous public workshops and meetings,
consultations with academicians, and from public comments on the EA.. Correctly applied, they
will assure public land health. | am hopeful that the open, collaborative implementation process will
help in building mutual trust and respect with and between public land users. Similarly, the
common terminology used in assessing rangeland health, should reduce misunderstandings. The
focus on sustaining natural systems using a landscape perspective further encourages a
collaborative approach using the best information and methods available.
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Based on the analysis of anticipated impacts described in the Standards and Guidelines ZA., | have
determined that no significant impacts will occur and an environmental impact statement is not requirac.
Beneficial resource impacts will occur, including improved soil productivity, riparian function, water
quality, plant density and diversity, and wildlife habitat. In a few isolated circumstances some grazing
permittees and other public land users may be adversely impacted in the short term by increased costs,
and/or reductions in authorized or allowable use. In the long term, grazing permittees should realize a
gain, as more predictable, desirable forage is produced. Other public land users and local communities
should benefit as well from the use and enjoyment of improved resource conditions on the public lands.

Recommended by:

Colorado BLM Area Managers (signatures on RMP attachments ‘o this record)

Colorado BLM District Managers:

Mo N'C‘\.km le\-4 ¢

Mark Morse, District Manager Cate
Craig and Grand Junction Districts

@.ﬁ. jl- Q/‘Qé
Ma% Stiles, District Manager Date

Montrose District

0. G0 (-T-9%

Donnie Sparks, District Manager Date
Canon City District

Approved by:

/ v,
Robert V. Abbey, Acting State
Colorado




STANDARDS
FOR PUBLIC LAND HEALTH

AND

GUIDELINES
FOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT

IN COLORADO
November 1996

PREAMBLE

Humans use and derive benefits from public lands administered by BLM in Colorado in many ways:
to earn a livelihood, to recreate, for education, for science, and to enjoy and appreciate open spaces
and irreplaceable cultural heritage resources. Healthy public lands and the uses of those lands
contribute to the health and economic weil-being of Colorado communities. In turn, healthy human
communities create heaithy public lands by conserving, protecting, and properly utilizing public land
resources and by effectively resolving conservation issues. Healthy public lands and healthy human
communities are interrelated; therefore, social, economic, and environmental considerations must be
properly balanced.

The interdependent relationship between human communities and their public land brings together
people of diverse backgrounds and interests. Open, honest, and sincere interactions, in a spirit of
trust and respect, are essential to achieving and maintaining healthy public lands. While all
individuals have a voice in public land management goals, the responsibility to maintain heaithy
public lands ultimately falls with the users of those lands.

To help determine what constitutes healithy public lands, Standards for Public Land Health, by
which the health of the land is measured, need to be established. This document defines such
standards for BLM lands in Colorado. It also identifies Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management, which are some of the tools that help achieve the standards.

INTERPRETATION

Standards and guidelines can be an effective communication tool, providing a common
understanding of expected resource conditions and acceptable management practices. Although
the standards are the measures by which health of the land will be assessed, the resuits of these
assessments are not well-suited for direct reporting of accomplishments. Any reporting of progress
associated with application of these standards will need to consider and address the following
factors:

- Standards and guidelines for each state will be different.

- To be meaningful, public land health assessment must be determined based upon all

standards and not solely upon each individual standard.

- It will be many years before a full assessment of public land health is completed. Initially,

statistics concerning public land health may be skewed due to the priority setting process

which directs management attention to lands where problems exist.



Standards describe conditions needed to sustain public land health, and relate to all uses of the
public lands. The standards are written in a two-part format. The standard is first described in a
statement, Then indicators which relate to the standard are identified. The indicators help define
the standard and describe features which are observable on the land. Additional indicators may
also be applicable to some sites, and some indicators may not apply to every specific site. While a
site should match the indicators it is not necessary for each site to perfectly match all the indicators
to comply with the standard.

The appropriate use of resources will be determined by the authorized officer on a case by case
basis, in consultation, coordination and cooperation with local cooperators and the interested public
and in accordance with law and regulation.

Standards are observed on a landscape scale. It is not possible for each acre to achieve every
standard. For example, a mosaic of vegetation types and age classes may produce the diversity
associated with a healthy landscape; however, some individual vegetation communities within the
mosaic may lack diversity.

Standards always relate to the potential of the landscape . Climate, landform, geologic, and
biologic characteristics are factors that affect potential. Each landscape has a specific ability to
provide values important to humans such as timber, livestock forage, water, wildlife, and minerals.
Therefore, the potential of a site can also be altered through a wide variety of human socio-
economic factors. When this occcurs, a new potential exists. The authorized officer, through the
consuitation process, will evaluate the site based on its new potential . Comparative analysis of
nearby landscapes, (that appear to have similar climate, geology, landform, biologic and socio-
economic characteristics), is considered the most reliable means to identify the potential landscape.

It is common for landscapes with nearly identical potential to differ, in their appearance, and in the
values they provide. Variability resuits from both natural plant succession patterns, and human
uses. While the climax plant community is significant as an indicator of potential , the climax
community does not automatically provide the comparative basis for evaluating the standard. In
many circumstances local goals will identify a different plant community which provides the most
optimum values. When this occurs, the plant community identified in the local goal replaces the
climax community as the foundation for evaluating the standard.

Often, existing information will be sufficient to determine public land health. It is not always
necessary to collect measurable baseline data for each standard on each site to determine public
land health. However, baseline data is important to establish so that changes can be observed and
measured. The BLM’s authorized officer will determine the amount and type of data each situation
requires in consultation, coordination and cooperation with local cooperators and the interested
public. In areas where the standards are not being achieved, current uses and management actions
will be reviewed and modified if necessary to assure significant progress toward achieving a healthy
ecosystem. '

Guidelines are livestock grazing management tools, methods, strategies, and techniques (e.g., best
management practices) designed to maintain or achieve healthy public lands as defined by the
standards. Grazing by wildlife and wild horses, oil and gas activity, recreation, and logging can
affect the health of the land. Guidelines for these and other uses may be developed as needed to
conform with the new standards. Implementation of livestock grazing management guidelines must
also be coordinated with other uses of the land; collectively, these uses should not detract from the
goal of achieving healthy public lands.



STANDARDS FOR PUBLIC LAND HEALTH

STANDARD 1: Upland soils exhibit infiltration and permeability rates that are appropriate to soil
type, climate, land form, and geologic processes. Adequate soil infiltration and permeability allows
for the accumulation of soil moisture necessary for optimal plant growth and vigor, and minimizes
surface runoff.

Indicators:

® Expression of rills and soil pedestals is minimal.

® Evidence of actively-eroding gullies (incised channels) is minimal.

® Canopy and ground cover are appropriate.

® There is litter accumulating in place and is not sorted by normal overland water flow.
® There is appropriate organic matter in soil.

® There is diversity of plant species with a variety of root depths.

® Upland swales have vegetation cover or density greater than that of adjacent uplands.
® There are vigorous, desirable plants.

STANDARD 2: Riparian systems associated with both running and standing water, function properly
and have the ability to recover from major disturbance such as fire, severe grazing, or 100-year
floods. Riparian vegetation captures sediment, and provides forage, habitat and bio-diversity.
Water quality is improved or maintained. Stable soils store and release water slowly.

Indicators:

® Vegetation is dominated by an appropriate mix of native or desirable introduced species.
® Vigorous, desirable plants are present.

® There is vegetation with diverse age class structure, appropriate vertical structure, and
adequate composition, cover, and density.

® Streambank vegetation is present and is comprised of species and communities that have
root systems capable of withstanding high streamflow events.

® Piant species present indicate maintenance.of riparian moisture characteristics.

@ Streamn is in balance with the water and sediment being supplied by the watershed { e.g.,
no headcutting, no excessive erosion or deposition}.

® \/egetation and free water indicate high water tables.

® \/egetation colonizes point bars with a range of age classes and successional stages.

® An active floodplain is present.

® Residual floodplain vegetation is available to capture and retain sediment and dissipate
flood energies. _

e Stream channels have appropriate size and meander patterns for the streams’ position in
the landscape, and parent materials.

® \Woody debris contributes to the character of the stream channel morphology.



STANDARD 3: Healthy, productive plant and animal communities of native and other desirable
species are maintained at viable population levels commensurate with the species and habitat’s
potential. Plants and animals at both the community and population level are productive, resilient,
diverse, vigorous, and able to reproduce and sustain natural fluctuations, and ecological processes,

indicators:

® Noxious weeds and undesirable species are minimal in the overall plant community.

® Native piant and animal communities are spatially distributed across the landscape with a
density, composition, and frequency of species suitable to ensure reproductive capability
and sustainability.

® Plants and animals are present in mixed age ciasses sufficient to sustain recruitment and
mortality fluctuations.

® Landscapes exhibit connectivity of habitat or presence of corridors to prevent habitat
fragmentation.

® Photosynthetic activity is evident throughout the growing season.

® Diversity and density of plant and animal species are in balance with habitat/landscape
potential and exhibit resilience to human activities.

® Appropriate piant litter accumulates and is evenly distributed across the landscape.

® Landscapes are composed of several plant comrmnunities that may be in a variety of
successional stages and patterns.

STANDARD 4: Special status, threatened and endangered species {federal and state), and other
plants and animals officially designated by the BLM, and their habitats are maintained or enhanced
by sustaining healthy, native plant and animal communities.

Indicators:

® All the indicatars associated with the plant and animal communities standard apply.

® There are stable and increasing populations of endemic and protected species in suitable
habitat.

® Suijtable habitat is available for recovery of endemic and protected species.

STANDARD 5: The water quality of all water bodies, including ground water where applicable,
located on or influenced by BLM lands will achieve or exceed the Water Quality Standards
established by the State of Colorado. Water Quality Standards for surface and ground waters
include the designated beneficial uses, numeric criteria, narrative criteria, and antidegradation
requirements set forth under State law as found in (5§ CCR 1002-8l, as required by Section 303(c]
of the Clean Water Act.

Indicators:

® Appropriate populations of macroinvertabrates, vertebrates, and algae are present.

® Surface and ground waters only contain substances (e.g. sediment, scum, floating debris,
odor, heavy metal precipitates on channel substrate) attributable to humans within the
amounts, concentrations, or combinations as directed by the Water Quality Standards
established by the State of Colorado (5 CCR 1002-8).



COLORADO LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES

1. Grazing management practices promote plant health by providing for one or more of the
following:

® periodic rest or deferment from grazing during critical growth periods;
® adequate recovery and regrowth periods;
® opportunity for seed dissemination and seedling establishment.

2. Grazing management practices address the kind, numbers, and class of livestock, season,
duration, distribution, frequency and intensity of grazing use and livestock heaith.

3. Grazing management practices maintain sufficient residual vegetation on both upland and riparian
sites to protect the soil from wind and water erosion, to assist in maintaining appropriate soil
infiltration and permeability, and to buffer temperature extremes. In riparian areas, vegetation
dissipates energy, captures sediment, recharges ground water, and contributes to stream stability.

4. Native plant species and natural revegetation are emphasized in the support of sustaining
ecological functions and site integrity. Where reseeding is required, on land treatment efforts,
emphasis will be placed on using native plant species. Seeding of non-native plant species will be
considered based on local goals, native seed availability and cost, persistence of non-native plants
and annuals and noxious weeds on the site, and composition of non-natives in the seed mix.

5. Range improvement projects are designed consistent with overall ecological functions and
processes with minimum adverse impacts to other resources or uses of riparian/wetland and upland
sites.

6. Grazing management will occur in a manner that does not encourage the establishment or spread
of noxious weeds. |n addition to mechanical, chemical, and biclogical methods of weed control,
livestock may be used where feasible as a tool to inhibit or stop the spread of noxious weeds.

7. Natural occurrences such as fire, drought, flooding, and prescribed land treatments should be
combined with livestock management practices to move toward the sustainability of biological
diversity across the landscape, including the maintenance, restoration, or enhancement of habitat to
promote and assist the recovery and conservation of threatened, endangered, or other speciai
status species, by helping to provide natural vegetation patterns, a mosaic of successional stages,
and vegetation corridors, and thus minimizing habitat fragmentation.

8. Colorado Best Management Practices and other scientifically developed practices that enhance
land and water quality shouid be used in the development of activity plans prepared for land use.



FLEXIBILITY

The standards are designed to maintain or achieve healthy public lands while allowing tor the
development of iocal goals and objectives. For example, on sites of similar potential a desired plant
community designed to provide deer winter range would differ from one designed for cattle summer
range, yet both could achieve the standards. Local goals and specific objectives consistent with
standards will be deveioped by BLM in consuitation, cooperation and coordination with local
cooperators and the interested public,

Guidelines were designed to provide direction, yet offer flexibility for local implementation through
grazing permits. Activity plans may add specificity to the guidelines based on local goals and
objectives, A wide variety of grazing management strategies can produce healthy rangelands. One
or mare guidelines would be employed to achieve the standards.

IMPLEMENTATION

Recognizing that social and econamic factors must be considered in achieving healthy public lands,
the authorized officer will coordinate, consult and cooperate with the local cooperators and
interested publics during all phases of implementing standards and guidelines, whether it be for an
allotment, group of allotments, or watershed. BLM will strive to make use of collaborative
approaches involving the various interested publics within an affected allotment, group of
allotments, or watershed. The Resource Advisory Council (RAC) may be reqguested by any party to
assist in reaching agreement in resolving disputes. As greater understanding of ecosystems,
including socio-economic factors, becomes available, it will be applied to our management of public
lands.

The section below describes the general process for applying the Colorado standards and guidelines
in the field. If mutual agreement on a course of action is reached at any point during this process,
such agreement may eliminate the need for some of the process steps described.

It is unreasonable to assume that standards and guidelines will be applied to all public lands
immediately upon adoption. Therefore, it is imperative that a logical system for prioritizing work be
adopted. Following are some criteria that the authorized officer uses to prioritize areas such as
allotments, watersheds, or other landscapes:

® Are there situations where legal requirements must be met?

® |s there information to indicate resources at risk, or that the severity of resource damage
demands immediate attention? {monitoring results, allotment categorization, professional
judgement, results of ESI or other inventory data, etc.)

® |s use conflict present?

® |s there public concern or interest for possibie resources at risk?

® \What is scheduled for completion according to the RMP implementation schedule?

® Where can efficiencies with limited resources be realized?

® Where are the best opportunities to effect positive change toward public land health?
¢ Are there permits or other resource use authorizations that need to be acted upon
(e.g.grazing, right-of-ways, timber sales, etc.)?



The following steps describe a typical sequence for assessing public land health and trend on
established priority areas. The authorized officer will:

1. Using public scoping, identify issues and values in detail; identify existing management objectives
from sources such as the Resource Management Plan (RMP), and activity plans.

2. Assess public land health and if possible determine the trend relating to public land health.
3. Determine the relationship between existing land uses and the assessed health of the land.

4. If needed, establish measurable objectives or redefine/modify existing management objectives
that will result in desired conditions. (Note: If significant changes to RMP decisions are needed, an
amendment to the RMP will be needed.)

5. ldentify which land use actions will achieve the desired objectives and resource conditions.

NOTE: This document addresses the livestock grazing guidelines; guidelines that relate to other land
uses will be consuited or developed as necessary to deal with the appropriate objectives.

6. ldentify specific management practices, in conformance with the guidelines, and attach as terms
and conditions on grazing permits, or as stipulations on specific projects or actions.

7. Establish an evaluation schedule to determine if the standard is being achieved or if significant
progress is being made.

- If the evaluation indicates that objectives are being achieved or there is movement towards the
objective, continue with management practices.

- If the evaluation indicates no movement or movement away from the objectives, reassess the
objectives and management actions. Determine the objectives and management actions necessary
to assure significant progress toward achieving the standards. Amend plans and permits as
necessary.

The authorized officer will take immediate administrative action to implement appropriate guidelines
upon a determination that the following three circumstances all apply:

1. Public iand health is unaccepatable;
2. Existing management is not likely to produce significant progress towards public land heaith; and
3. The consuitation process has failed to yield a negotiated resolution.

If needed, future modifications to the Standards and Guidelines may be made. Typically, a proposal
for modification is presented to the local Designated Field Official (DFQ). The DFO then forwards
the proposal for modification to other DFQOs throughout the state for consideration in consultation
with the RACs. (A copy of the proposal for modification is also submitted to the State Director).
The DFOs considering advise from the RACs then submit to the State Director recommendations
regarding the proposal for modification. The State Director decides if the propasal for modification
has merit. |f so, a determination is made whether the modification is a maintenance change to the
Resource Management Plans or requires a plan amendment. Maintenance changes require no action
except to make a notation in the RMPs {43 CFR 1610.5-4). Actions requiring a RMP amendment
will require NEPA analysis and conformance with 43 CFR 1610.5.
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Activity Plan - A more detailed and specific plan for management of a single resource program to
achieve specific objectives undertaken only when needed to implement the more general resource
management pian (RMP) decisions.

Allotment - An area of land designated and managed for the grazing of livestock by one or more
livestock operators. It generally consists of public lands, but may include parcels of private or
State-owned lands. The number of livestock and period of use are stipulated for each allotment.
Allotment Management Plan - A written plan for livestock grazing management, including
supportive measures if required, designed to attain specific multiple-use management, sustained
yield, economic and other goals in a grazing allotment.

Best Management Practices - Best Management Practices (BMPs) are methods, measures, or
practices to prevent or reduce water pollution, including, but not limited to, structural and
nonstructural controls and operation and maintenance procedures. Usually BMP’s are applied as a
system of practices rather than a single practice. BMPs are selected on the basis of site-specific
conditions that reflect natural background conditions and political, social, economic, and technical
feasibility.

Biodiversity or Diversity - The variety of plants and animals that occupy a landscape.

Climax - The natural plant community that occurs at the end of the piant successional path, in the
absence of disturbances or physical site deterioration.

Desired Plant Community - A plant community that meets the goals establisheg for a landscape.

Ecosystem - Living organisms and non-living substances, interacting to produce and exchange
material between the living and non-living parts.

Endemic Species - A species or subspecies native to a particular location with narrow limits of
habitat variability.

Goal - A generai description of a desired future condition. (e.g. improve watershed conditions,
achieve a desired plant community)

Grazing Permit - A document authorizing use of public lands within an established grazing district.
Habitat Management Plans - A type of activity plan relating to wildlife habitat.

Heritage Resources - Any prehistoric, historic, landscape, site, building, structure, or object,
normally greater than 50 years of age and includes artifacts, records, and material remains

associated therewith.

Interested Public - An individual, group or organization that has submitted a written request to the
authorized officer to be provided an opportunity to be involved in the decision making process.

Landscape - A defined area that forms a management unit or basis of analysis.

Land Treatments - Controlled burning, mechanical, biological, or chemical manipulation of the land.
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Local Cooperator - An individual who directly influences the management of public lands, and who's
cooperation is needed to alter existing conditions. BLM permit holders are local cooperators.

Objective - A measurable description of a desired future condition that specifies, what is to be
accomplished, location, and time frame.

Plant and Animal Communities - Those plant and animals which occur on public land; the definition
excludes people, livestock, and crops.

Potential - The ecological condition of an area that is possible due to physical, biological, social, and
economic factors.

Preliminary Assessment - An analysis of a tract of land that provides general information on the
status of the land. This assessment does not provide in-depth issue analysis.

Public Lands - Those tracts of land owned by the people of the United States, that are administered
by the Bureau of Land Management,

Riparian - An area of land directly influenced by permanent water. It has visible vegetation or
physical characteristics reflective of permanent water influence. Lakeshores and streambanks are
typical riparian areas. Excluded are such sites as ephemeral streams or washes that do not have
vegetation dependent on free water in the soil.

Trend - The direction of change in health of the land, observed over time.
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GLENWOOD SPRINGS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Glenwood Springs RMP is amended to include the standards for public land heaith and
guidelines for livestock grazing management dated November 1996. Existing RMP decisions
modified or replaced by adoption of standards for public land health and guidelines for livestock
grazing management are shownin the following table.

Page # in
Approved RMP

Description of Change/Rationale
{maodifications are shown in italics)

11

Replace {remove) the water yield management objective, that reads, “To
increase water yield throughout the resource area through forest management
practices and through treatment of mountain brush vegetation types to
improve livestock and big game forage.”

Rationale: This objective is inconsistent with the standards.

18

Modify the terrestrial habitat management objective by deleting, “/the amount
needed to meet Colorado Division of Wildlife goals in 1988)” so that the
objective reads, “To provide approximately 57,933 animal unit months
{AUMs) of big game forage to improve existing wildlife habitat conditions, and
to increase wildlife species diversity.”

Rationale: This reference to the Colorado Division of Wildlife's 1988 goals is
out of date, and is not needed.

20

Modify the first sentence of the livestock grazing management objective to
read, “To provide 56,885 animal unit months of livestock forage
commensurate with meeting public /and health standards.”

Rationale: This objective is modified to be consistent with the regulations and
to avoid a potential conflict with the standards.

31

Modify the forest management objective to read, “To manage all suitable
commercial forest land and woodland to meet sawtimber and fuelwood
demand and to maintain stand productivity commensurate with meeting
public land health standards.”

Rationale: This objective is madified to assure consistency with the standards.

Recommended by:

WM ey

Mike Méftice, Area Manager Date
Glenwood Springs Resource Area
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GRAND JUNCTION RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Grand Junction RMP is amended to include the standards for public land health and guidelines for
livestock grazing management dated November 1996. Existing RMP decisions modified or replaced by
adoption of standards for public fand health and guidelines for livestock grazing management:

Page # in Description of Change/Rationale
Approved RMP (modifications are shown in italics)
2-14 Modify the first sentence of the wildlife management objective to read, “To

provide sufficient forage, cover, and protection from disturbance to maintain a
population of 15,500 deer and 2,950 elk in winter, commensurate with public
land heaith standards.”

Rationale: This objective is modified to assure consistency with the standards.

2-17 Modify the first sentence of the livestock management objective to read, “To
manage livestock grazing as described in the Grand Junction Grazing
Environmental Statement, commensurate with public land health standards.”
Rationale: This objective is modified to assure consistency with the standards.

Recommended by:

(crffapns £tz — W2/
Catherine Robertson, Area Manager Date
Grand Junction Resource Area
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"GUNNISON RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Gunnison RMP is amended to include the standards for pubiic iand health and guidelines for
livestock grazing management dated November 1996. Existing RMP decisions modified or replaced
by adoption of standards for public land health and guidelines for livestock grazing management:

Page # in
Approved RMP

Description of Change/Rationale
fmodifications are shown in jtalics)

2-2

Maodify the vegetation objective by deleting, “or achieve at least a late seral
ecological status” so it reads, “Vegetation resources will be managed to
maintain or improve the vigor, production and diversity of desirable plants
within alpine, sagebrush/mixed mountain shrub, and woodland types at a
level to support a variety of resource uses, including, but not limited to
livestock grazing, wildlife habitat and recreation.”

Rationale: Achieving late seral status is not always consistent with achieving
public land health.

2-5

Maodify the first sentence under Sage Grouse and Other Upland Game Bird
Habitat to read, “ldentified sage grouse brood-rearing habitat and nesting
area, and winter habitat will be maintained or improved, such that
approximately 9,000 sage grouse couid be supported on public lands,
commensurate with achieving public land health standards.”

Rationale: This objective is modified to assure consistency with the
standards.

2-6

Modify the first sentence of the livestock grazing management objective to
read, “Allow grazing if commensurate with public land health standards on
470,460 acres (approximately 60,135 AUMs of which 45,539 are active and
the balance are suspended).”

Rationale: This objective is reworded for brevity and to assure that use is
consistent with the standards.

Recommended by:

Barry Tollefson, Area

Date

Gunnison Resource Area
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KREMMLING RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Kremmling RMP is amended to include the standards for public land health

and guidelines for livestock grazing management dated November 1896.

Existing

RMP decisions modified or replaced by adoption of standards for public land
health and guidelines for livestock grazing management:

Description of Change/Rationale
(modifications are shown in italics)

Replace (remove) livestock grazing management objective 3
that reads, "To improve overall range condition on permitted
lands from the current 20% in satisfactory condition to 70
%."

Rationale: These percentages were expressed in terms of
seral stages, and are not consistent with the standards.

Modify livestock grazing management objective 2 to read, "To
increase sustained forage production in 20 years by 37% to
an estimated level of 54,296 AUMs and intensify management
on 76 large allotments representing 51% of the public land,
commensurate with public land health standards.”

Ratiocnale: The referenced increases in forage levels, and
intensified management may or may not be achieved or
exceeded depending on the results achieved by applying the
standards and guidelines.

Page # in
Approved RMP
7
-

8

Modify the first sentence of the wildlife habitat management
objective to read, ®“Manage public land habitat to support
optimum wildlife population levels as determined by the
Colorade Division of Wildlife's Strategic Plan, commensurate
with public land health standards and other allocations.”
Rationale: This objective is modified to assure consistency
with the standards.

NCON n\\\‘\ lo

ﬁﬁ\g
Area Manager Date
Kremmling Regource Area
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LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

'!’he Little Snake RMP is amended to include the standards for public land health and guidelines for
livestock grazing management dated November 1996. Existing RMP decisions modified or replaced by
adoption of standards for public land heaith and guidelines for livestock grazing management:

Page # in : Description of Change/Rationale
Approved RMP (modifications are shown in italics)
1" Modify the first sentence of planned action # 10 by deleting the word, “all” and

adding the words, “if needed.” so that it reads, “Allotment management plans will
be developed for allotments within the Little Snake Resource Area if needed.”
Rationale: Attempting to implement allotment management plans on all
allotments with the BLM's limited resources is unrealistic and inconsistent with
the prioritization process described for implementing standards and guidelines.

Recommended by:
C/\O-tc_, Chea J[-Y-%
Q,plohn Husband, Area Mahager Date
Little Snake Resource Area
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NORTHEAST RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Northeast RMP is amended to include the standards for public land heaith and guidelines for
livestock grazing management dated November 1996.

Recommended by:
» [/ - -P¢
Levi e, Ari er Date

Royal Gorge Resource Area

18



ROYAL GORGE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN -

The Royal Gorge RMP is amended to include the standards for public land heaith and guidelines for
livestock grazing management dated November 1996. Existing RMP decisions modified or replaced by
adoption of standards for public land health and guidelines for livestock grazing management:

Page # in Description of Change/Rationale
Approved RMP (modifications are shown in italics)

2-2, referencing | On page 3-3, in the last sentence of column 2, after “fire”, insert, “ and

page 3-3 of the | prescribed natural fire” so that the sentence reads, “Prescribed fire and
proposed prescribed natural fire could be used as a management tool to enhance other

RMP/Draft EIS | resources.”

Rationale: This is to clarify that fire prescriptions may be written for natural
ignitions aiso.

L~ % -5
Deike, nager Date f
Royal Gorge Resource Area
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SAN JUAN/SAN MIG.UEL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The San JuarvSan Miguel RMP is amended to inciude the standards for public land health and
guidelines for livestock grazing management dated November 1396. Existing RMP decisions modified
or replaced by adoption of standards for public land health and guidelines for livestock grazing
management:

Page # in Description of Change/Rationale
Approved RMP (modifications are shown in italics)
6 Madify the first sentence under Critical Grazing Period by replacing, “select /" category

allotments” with, “all aliotments” so it reads, “Spring use by domestic livestock in alf
allotments will not be permitted on native ranges during the critical period of early growth
unless a grazing system is implemented that provides critical period rest once every three
years, or a spring use pasture is developed to absorb grazing use in meeting rest
requirements.

Rationale: This modification is required to be consistent with guideline one, which
requires, “periodic rest or deferment from grazing during critical growth periods;”

26 Modify the second sentence under Management Guidance for Area A: by adding,
“contingent on meeting public health standards” so it reads, “Emphasis is on increasing
forage. red meat and animal fiber production, and improving forage composition and
watershed conditions, contingent on meeting public land health standards.”

Rationale: This objective is modified to assure consistency with public land health
standards.

27 Modify livestock management, specific management direction by replacing, “77
AMPs(810,000 acres)” with “where needed.” so it reads, “Develop AMPs where needed.”
Rationale: Developing 71 AMPs is probably not realistic considering BLM's limited
resources, and setting a specific number of AMPs to be developed is inconsistent with the
prioritization process described for implementing standards and guidelines,

33 Modity the second paragraph under Management Guidance for Area C: by adding,
“contingent on developments being able to meet public land health standards” so it reads,
“The primary management goal is to ensure the continued availability of outdoor
recreation opportunities which the public seek and which are not readily available from
other public or private entities, contingent on developments being able to meet public land
health standards.”

Rationale: This goal is modified to assure consistency with public land heaith standards.

Recommended by: }

4\7( m%,«_/ Z/ ////{/f{

Cal Joyner, A Allan Bett, Aré Manager Date’

San Juan/Flesource Area Uncompahgre Basin R.A.
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SAN LUIS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The San Luis RMP is amended to include the standards for public land health and guidelines for
livestock grazing management dated November 1996. Existing RMP decisions modified or replaced by
adoption of standards for public land health and guidelines for livestock grazing management:

Page # in Description of Change/Rationale
Approved RMP (modifications are shown in italics)

9 Modify the first sentence under Vegetation, by deleting, “(late seral stage)” so it
: reads, “Overall objectives will be to move toward good condition based on site

potential using grazing management.”

Rationale: This modification is needed because managing to achieve a late

seral stage is not always consistent with achieving public land heaith.

Recommended by:

Al zlm,m@

#Julle Howard Divide District Ranger/
Afga Mannager

Pnl

Carlos Pinto, Lonejos Peak District
Ranger/ Area Manager

Wowwr Bl

“Fhomas Goodwin, Saguache District -
Ranger/ Area Manager

f’/,/‘}‘"{ /(/é

Date

4 W7

Date

oy

Date
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UNCOMPAHGRE BASIN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

The Uncompahgre Basin RMP is amended to include the standards for public land health and
guidelines for livestock grazing management dated November 1996.Existing RMP decisions modified or
replaced by adoption of standards for public land health and guidelines for livestock grazing
management: '

Page # in Description of Change/Rationale
Approved RMP (modifications are shown in italics)
20 Modify the first sentence under Livestock Grazing by adding, “commensurate

with public land health” so it reads, “Livestock grazing and facility maintenance
will be managed at levels and conditions established prior to wilderness
designation commensurate with public land health standards.”

Rationale: This modification is needed to assure consistency with the standards
and guidelines.

22 Modify the first sentence of the second paragraph under Management Unit 8, by
adding, “commensurate with public land health standards” so it reads, “The
management unit will be managed as open to OHV use, commensurate with
public land health standards.”

Rationale: This modification is needed to assure consistency with the standards‘

Recommended by:

e o Ll W22/ %42;
lian Belt, AresfManager / Pate

Uncompahgre Basin Resource Area




WHITE RIVER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN (PROPOSED)

The White River RMP is amended to include the standa:ds for public land health
and guidelines for livestock grazing management dated November 1996.

Recommended by:

S ot S iy /7 ) 5%

John J. Mehlhoff, Area Manager . " Date
White River Resource Area
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

Based on the analysis of anticipated impacts described in the Standards and Guidelines EA,, | have
determined that no significant impacts will occur and an environmental impact statement is not requirac.
Beneficial resource impacts will occur, including improved soil productivity, riparian function, water
quality, plant density and diversity, and wildlife habitat. In a few isolated circumstances some grazing
permittees and other public land users may be adversely impacted in the short term by increased costs,
and/or reductions in authorized or allowable use. In the long term, grazing permittees shouid realize a
gain, as more predictable, desirable forage is produced. Other public land users and local communities
should benefit as well from the use and enjoyment of improved resource conditions on the publfic lands.

Recommended by:

Colorado BLM Area Managers (signatures on RMP attachments to this record)

Colorado BLM District Managers:

Mowde T‘-\-\mxu Wer-4 ¢

Mark Morse, District Manager Date
Craig and Grand Junction Districts :

MarK Stiles, District Manager Date
Montrose District

Lo R Zoahe (-T-96

Donnie Sparks, District Manager Date
Canen City District

Approved by:

/?éj’-. &7&/ . ) -&-5
Robert V. Abbey, Acting State Director Date
Colorado :

Approved for Implementation by:

%/’7%% B oy T o
n r —

Sruce Babbl, Secretary of the




for Public Land Health
AND

UIDELINE

for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado

@

June 28, 1996



Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review and comment is the Environmental Assessmeni (EA) for Standards
for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management in Colorado
(standards and guidelines). The proposed action is to amend the Colorado BLM Resource
Management Plans (RMP) by adopting the standards and guidelines.

This proposed RMP amendment is in accordance with rangeland reform regulations finalized
on February 22, 1995. This EA was prepared in partnership with the three Resourcc
Advisory Councils in Colorado--Front Range, Southwest, and Northwest.

Numerous workshops have been held throughout the state to inform the public and gather
comments on standards and guidelines. Now you have an opportunity to review the EA and
provide comments. Please direct your written comments to Dennis Zachman, 2850
Youngfield, Lakewood, CO 80215, by close of business August 14, 1996.

Workshops to provide further information and receive additional comments will be held from
July 8 through August 2, 1996. The workshops will be advertised in the local news media.
You may also contact your local BLM office for a schedule of workshops.

All comments will be considered in the decision regarding standards and guidelines, which is
tentatively scheduled for release by the end of September 1996.

Thank you for your interest.

Sincerely yours,

Don Glaser

State Director



CHANGES TO THE
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
FOR
STANDARDS FOR PUBLIC LAND HEALTH
AND
GUIDELINES FOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING IN COLORADO

NOVEMBER, 1996

| LOCATION ! CHANGE )

for Unit 1

Page 1 Modify the description of Guidelines in Figure 1 to read as

Col.2 follows:

Fig.1 "Guidelines are the tools that we use to achieve the
standards, including acceptable grazing management
practices - land treatments, ard—types—of
monTTtoring EfLUk-E'dUTE‘S

Page 2 To the end of the second paragraph

Col.1l

Para.2

Page 3 In reference to Resource Areas in the acreage chart, delete

Col.1 "L are-SamrMiguet!

Page 3 In reference to the acreage chart make the following

Col.1 revisions:

San Juan
Uncompahgre
Total

Page 8 Modify the second sentence to read as follows:

Col.1 "Uses of the public land resources will be made on a

Para.2 case-by-case basis in consultation with
cooperators and the interested publi

Proposed Proposed modificaticns to the standards and guidelines are

Action displaved on the attached strikeout/redline version of the

p.7-12 standards and guidelines.

Page 15 Add the following sentence hefore the header "Biological and

Col.1 i

Page 18

Col.1

Climate for

Unit 1

Page 18 Modify paragraph on water resources for Unit 1 to read:

Col.1/2 streams, la d water are abundant

Water St

Resources




LOCATION [ CHANGE
f e e R |

Page 18 Modify second sentence in Land Ownership and Use section to
Col.2 read: .
Land timber is scarce"
Ownership.
and Use
Page 25 Modify the first sentence under Riparian resources as
Col.2 follows:
Riparian "According to the 1995 riparian condition assessments
section for BLM riverine milage, the following conditions
exist: 29 percent of the miles are functioning
properly e
Page 33 Add the following to the beginning of the third paragraph of
Col.1 the Introduction/Approach section and modify the first
Para.3
Page 34 Under Standard 2 modify as follows:
Col.2 flshery inventories benchmark sites
Page 37 Modify third sentence under #2 to read as follows:
Col.1 *In general, laterally mlgratlng r:partan—areas
Para.é6 f
that mIgrate dawn- £ vertically."
Page 51 Delete "Capability" and definition.
Glossary
Page 53 Add the foll
Glossary "
L
£a
Page 53 Add to the definition of Proper Functioning Condition the
Glossary following

i
g

Page 55

InSerpru'




I LOCATION | CHANGE

Page 64 Modify the wildlife entry that begins "Big-game
utilization....", to read as follows:
"Big- game should not excegd moderate use (40-60%),

Modify the wildlife entry that begins "Provide habitat..."

to read as follows:
“Provide habi'
public lands:

Page 71 In the last table entry insert, “Supp ;
Proposed S&G and the Fallback S&G columns.

v in both the

Page 78 Under the fire management entry, medify as follows:
t through the use of fire

Proposed S&G cclumn

Page 99 In the last table entry insert, "Suppl " in both the
Proposed S&G and the Fallback S&G columns .
Page 175 Delete entry for Manco milkvetch on page 175 {it is already

presented on page 174).




SUMMARY

This environmental assessment (EA)
analyzes the effect of adopting
standards for public land health and
guidelines for livestock grazing
management (standards and
guidelines) in Colorado. The
standards and guidelines will be
incorporated by plan amendment into
the 11 Resource Management Plans
(RMPs) that cover 8.29 million acres
of BLM-administered land in
Colorado.

This proposed RMP amendment is in
accordance with rangeland reform
regulations issued on February 22,
1995. The standards and guidelines
(which is the proposed action in
this EA) were developed in
partnership with Colorado’s three
Resource Advisory Councils (RAC) and
with other substantial public input.
Each RAC, authorized by the same
rangeland reform regulation, is
comprised of 15 members of the
public and elected officials.
representing various uses and
interests on BLM-administered lands.

Three alternatives were considered
in this document. The proposed
action is to adopt the standards and
guidelines by amendment into
Colorado BLM’s RMPs. The Fallback
standards and guidelines defined in
the rangeland reform regulations is
another alternative. If standards
and guidelines are not completed and
in effect by February 12, 1997, the
Fallback standards and guidelines
shall apply and be implemented.

They will remain in effect until
such time standards and guidelines
are developed. The third
alternative is present management.
It is considered in this document to
provide a baseline for comparison
with the other alternatives.

The proposed standards are common to
all public lands administered by BLM
in Colorado. They describe
conditions needed to sustain public
land health. They relate to all
uses of the public lands.
specifically, proposed standards
describe standards for upland soils,
riparian, plant and animal
communities, special status species,
and water quality. Indicators are
provided to help define the
standards and describe features

which are observable on the land.
The indicators serve as starting
pointe for collaborative discussions
regarding public land health. The
guidelines are specific to livestock
grazing management and are “"tools"
that may be used to help meet the
standards. Another key feature of
the proposed standards and
guidelines is the emphasis on
collaboration between BLM, other
agencies, affected users, and
interested publics.

If approved, the standards and
guidelines, in most cases,; simply
supplement existing decisions in the
RMPs. This means that the standards
and guidelines will work concurrent
with the existing decisions.
Certain decisions that allocate
resources or use, such as off-
highway vehicle decisions and forage
allocations may need to be adjusted
in the future if they conflict with
public land health. There will,
however, be some decisions in the
present RMPs that will be modified
or replaced by the standards and
guidelines. Those decisions that
will be modified or replaced are
identified in the EA.

The anticipated effects of adopting
the standards and guidelines are not
major. It is expected that the
standards and guidelines will allow
managers to do their job better in
several ways.

* The standards and guidelines
provide common state-wide
terminology in assessing public land
health.

* The process associated with
implementing standards and
guidelines is based on effective and
appropriate collaboration.

¢ Standards and guidelines encourage
ecosyetem management and consider
public land health on a landscape
basis.

® The attention given to standards
and guidelines make the manager more
accountable. More than ever, a
priority system with defensible
criteria must be used to direct
limited resources.
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ACRONYMS

ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern
AD Administrative Determination

ARMP Approved Rescurce Management Plan

AUM Animal Unit Month

BLM Bureau of Land Management

CEC Colorado Environmental Coalition

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CRMAP Coordinated Resource Management Activity Plan
CWA Clean Water Act

DFO Designated Field Official

DOW Division of Wildlife (Colorado)

DPC Desired Plant Community

EA Environmental Assessment

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

ESI Ecological Site Inventory

ESA Endangered Species Act

FEIS Final Environmental Impact Statement
FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act
FMP Forest Management Plan

FR Federal Register

Fs Forest Service

HMA Herd Management Area

HRM Holistic Resource Management

IAP Integrated Activity Plan

IWM - Integrated Weed Management

D Interdisciplinary

LU Landscape Unit

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NOI Notice of Intent

NPS Naticnal Park Service

NREP National Register of Historic Places
NRCS National Resources Conservation Service
OHV Off Highway Vehicle ’

PFC Proper Functioning Condition

PJ Pinyon Juniper

PNF Prescribed Natural Fire

PRMP Proposed Resource Management Plan

RA Resource Area

RAC Resource Advisory Council

RCA Resource Conservation Area

RMP Resource Management Plan

RPS Rangeland Program Summary

S&G Standards and Guidelines

scs Soil Conservation Service

SRMA Special Recreation Management Area
SSF Soil Surface Factor

T&E Threatened and/or Endangered

TPCC Timber Production Capability Classification .
USFs United States Forest Service

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
WSA Wilderness Study Area

iv



CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

This section describes:
® Why the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) is proposing to adopt
standards for public land health
and guidelines for grazing
management (standards and
guidelines);
® What are standards andguidelines;
® The process used to develop and
adopt them; and
® The public lands affected.

PURPOSE AND NEED

Standards and guidelines have been
developed to identify the charac-
teristics of healthy ecosystems on
public lande administered by BLM and
the management actions that promote
them. Healthy public lands are
sustainable, thus insuring that
natural resources and amenities are
enjoyed by future generations.
Healthy public lands also contribute
to the social and economic well-
being and health of many Colorado
communities. In turn, healthy
communities contribute to healthy
public lands by conserving,
protecting, and properly utilizing
public land rescurces, and by
effectively resolving conservation
issues.

In response to public concern about
management of livestock grazing on
western public lands, BLM began
developing new regulations for
grazing administration, using an
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
process. This process, charac-
terized by extensive public
involvement, resulted in the
adoption of new regulations for
grazing administration (43 CFR Part
4100; 60 FR 9894), which became
effective August 21, 1995.

Subpart 4180 of the new regulations
(see Appendix A), provides that BLM
State Directors will, in
consultation with Resource Advisory
Councilse (RAC), develop standarde
and guidelines for approval by the
Secretary of the Interior by
February 21, 1997. If this does not
occur, the fallback standards and
guidelines described in Subpart
4180.2 of the regulations will
apply. BLM in Colorado is committed
to the development and implementa-
tion of locally adapted standards
and guidelines. This will be
accomplished in collaboration with
the three RACs that were established
for Colorado.

WHAT ARE STANDARDS & GUIDELINES?

Standards for public land health and
guidelines for grazing management
are described in Figure 1.

Standards and guidelines are also
defined in the Glossary.

Figure 1 - Standards, Guidelines
and Implementing Actions

Standards are
characteristics the
public lands should have

and the observable

indicators that let us
know if the lands have
those characteristics.

Quidelines are the
tools that we use to
achieve the standards,
including acceptable
grazing management
practices, land
treatments, and types
of monitoring

ﬁi procedures.

are the specific
actions we take to
apply standards and
guidelines on the
ground. Examples
include terms and
conditions on grazing
permits, and range
improvement

authorizations.

IDELINE




PROCESS FOR DEVELOPING STANDARDS AND
GUIDELINES

When the regulations became
effective, BLM Colorado convened the
three RACs, initiated a series of
public scoping meetings in September
and October, 1995 (locations:
Lakewood, Salida, Montrose, Grand
Junction, and Craig), and conducted
internal meetings with staff
specialists to begin development of
standards and guidelines. Existing
Resource Management Plans (RMPsB)
were reviewed to determine if the
fallback standards and guidelines
and those being developed in
consultation with the RACs conformed
to each RMP.

The 4180 section of the regulations
direct implementation of standards
and guidelines subject to the
National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and BLM planning regulations.
Adoption of the proposed standards
and guidelines will clarify many
decisions in the RMPs and could be
treated as plan maintenance for
those decisions. However, it was
decided to consider the action a
plan amendment to our RMPs. This
decision was made to lessen
confusion and simplify the proposal.
(See Appendix B).

The NEPA/RMP amendment process was
initiated with a Notice of Intent
(NOI) published in the Federal
Register on November 8, 1995. The
NOI requested public comment on the
proposal to prepare one
environmental document and to modify
all Colorado RMPe. Using the
information received during these
scoping activities, BLM decided to
prepare this environmental
assessment (EA) to assess and
display the environmental
consequences of implementing
standards and guidelines.

The proposed standards and
guidelines analyzed in thie EA were
developed jointly by the BLM staff,
the three RACs, and a subgroup of
academicians using public comment
and advice obtained from a series of
workshops conducted from September
1995 through January 1996. In
addition, current management
direction in the RMPs is also
analyzed and presented in this EA to
provide a baseline from which
process and possible impacts may be
measured.

The alternative of taking no actioen
and allowing the fallback standards
and guidelines to take affect was
presented and analyzed.

A team was formed, that included
representatives from each Resource
Area office (see List of Preparers
in section IV) to arrange continued
public involvement and to prepare
this Environmental Assessment
Resource Management Plan amendment.
The team met in February 1996 to
agree on procedures that would
assure a consistent,
interdisciplinary analysis.

Representatives from each Resource
Area office coordinated the
interdisciplinary analysis for their
Resource Area. This information was
then incorporated into this EA for
public review and comment.

The BLM, in consultation with the
three RACs, will consider received
comments in the development of a
proposed decision. Public notices
containing the revised standards and
guidelines will be issued, allowing
an opportunity for the governor to
review for consistency with state or
local plans, policies, and programs.
Pecple who have participated in the
process, and who are adversely
affected may protest to the BLM
Director. Following resolution of
any protests, the standards and
guidelines will be referred to the
Secretary for approval.

After the standards and guidelines
are approved for use in Colorado,
each office will begin implemen-
tation. The Area Manager, in
consultation with interested parties
and the RAC, will begin assessing
public land health. Because of
funding and staffing limitations, it
is unreasonable to assume that
standards and guidelines will be
assessed on all lands immediately
upon adoption. Therefore, it is
imperative that a logical system for
prioritization be adopted. For
those lands to which standards are
applied, the Area Manager will
determine which standards are not
being met and whether grazing
activities conform with the
guidelines.

Where it appears that standarde are
not being met or where grazing
related activities are not in
conformance with the guidelines,



Area Managers will involve affected
interests to develop remedial
actions in a collaborative manner.
How standards and guidelines will be
implemented is presented in more
detail in the description of the
"Proposed Action" in Chapter 2.

PUBLIC LANDS AFFECTED (PHYSICAL
SCOPE)

The area encompasses all surface
acreage administered by BLM Resource
Area offices in Colorado. The
Resource Area boundaries are shown
on Map 1. Lands covered by Resource
Management Plans are shown on Map 2.

The acreage of public lands by
Resource Area are:

Resource Area Public Land

Acreage
Kremmling 381,729
Little Snake 1,339,603
White River 1,430,471
Glenwood Springs 446,732
Grand Junction 1,354,725
Gunnison 605,415
San Juan and San Miguel 606,876
Uncompahgre 918,293
Royal Gorge 688,146
San Luis 4]

—220,235
Total 8,292,225

The majority of the lands in
Colorade are managed under completed
RMPs. RMPs and the date they were
completed are as follows:

Kremmling RMP - 12/19/84
Little Snake RMP - 04/26/89
Glenwood Springs RMP - 02/03/84
Grand Junction RMP - 01/29/87
Gunnison RMP - 02/05/93
San Juan/San Miguel RMP - 09/05/85
Uncompahgre Basin RMP - 07/26/89
Royal Gorge RMP - 05/13/96
San Luis RMP - 12/18/91
Northeast RMP - 09/16/86

The White River RMP is expected to
be finished in January 1997.

ASSUMPTIONS

To guide the assessment and
analysis, certain assumptions are
made:

e Standards apply to all public
lands and all users of the land,
such as livestock operators,
recreational users, miners, etc.,

have a regponsibility to meet the
standards.

e Guidelines are "tools" that can be
implemented to move resource
conditions toward the standards;
they are specific to livestock
grazing. It is understood that
guidelines or other actions not
specific to livestock grazing will
also be needed to effect healthy
public lands.

e Much of the implementation will
occur later. For example, planning
for allotments, eco-regions, etc.,
will happen at some future date. If
approved, the standards and
guidelines addressed in this
document will provide the basis for
future assessments and corrective
management actions.

s Healthy ecosystems contribute to
the social and economic well~being
of Colorado’s communities. 1In turn,
healthy human communities contribute
to healthy public lands by
conserving, protecting, and properly
utilizing resources and by
effectively resolving conservation
issues.

e Appropriated funds for
improvements are diminishing, and
this trend will continue into the
foreseeable future.

e BLM staffing will continue to
decrease, affecting our ability to
manage.

s Implementation will occur over
time and will be constrained by
physical and financial capability.

e Demands for use of public lands by
a variety of publics will continue
to increase.

o The employment of sound,
scientific principals is key to
implementation of setandarde and
guidelines. It is further
understood that monitoring is key in
determining the effectiveness of
management actions.

¢ Implementation of standards and
guidelines will be conducted in a
collaborative manner, involving
interested publics and affected
users. The RACs will be key
contributors to the process.

e Naturally occurring catastrophic
events, such as severe drought or
major flooding, may, for a period o
time, make it impossible for :
standards to be met.
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CHAPTER 2 - PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Three alternatives are considered
and analyzed in this document:

P sed 8 d [ (4
H th ideline o razin
in lorado ernative =

{Proposed Actjon)

The proposed action amends the
Resource Management Plans in
Colorado by adopting the proposed
standards and guidelines as
described in this chapter. This
pProposal is the culmination of a
collaborative effort between BLM and
the Resource Advisory Councils (RAC)
with input from a variety of
interested publics.

With the exception of the glossary,
the entire proposed standards and
guidelines document is presented in
this chapter. This includes the
preamble, interpretation, standards,
guidelines, flexibility, and
implementation. The expanded
glossary that is part of this
document contains all the glossary
items that were part of the proposed
standards and guidelines.

Fallback Standards and Guidelines
Alternative

The fallback standards and
guidelines as described in 43 CFR
Subpart 4180.2 is an alternative
considered in this environmental
assessment. If locally developed
standards and guidelines

are not developed and approved for
Colorado, the fallback standards and
guidelines go into affect. See
Appendix A.

a [} v

The range reform regulations require
that standards and guidelines be
used for future management and
continuing with present management
is not an option. However,
continuation of present management
is analyzed in this document as an
alternative to provide a baseline to
compare impacte and implementation
processes. Existing decisions in
the RMPs that are affected by the
Proposed Action Alternative and the

Fallback Standards and Guidelines
Alternative are located in Appendix
B. Appendix B also details if the
decision will be supplemented,
modified, or replaced.

PROPOSED ACTION

STANDARDS FOR PUBLIC LAND HEALTH AND
GUIDELINES FOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING
MANAGEMENT IN COLORADO

PREAMBLE

Humans use and derive benefits from
public lands administered by BLM in
Colorado in many ways: to earn a
livelihood, to recreate, for
education, for science, and to enjoy
and appreciate open spaces and
irreplaceable cultural heritage
resources. Healthy public lands and
the uses of those lands contribute
to the health and economic well-
being of Colorado communities. 1In
turn, healthy human communities
create healthy public lands by
conserving, protecting, and properly
utilizing public land resources and
by effectively resolving
conservation issues. Healthy public
lands and healthy human communities
are interrelated; therefore, social,
economic, and environmental
considerations must be properly
balanced.

The interdependent relationship
between human communities and their
public land bringe together people
of diverse backgrounds and
interests. Open, honest, and
sincere interactions, in a spirit of
trust and respect, are essential to
achieving and maintaining healthy
public lands. While all individuals
have a voice in public land
management goals, the responsibility
to maintain healthy public lands
ultimately falls with the users of
those lands.

To help determine what constitutes
healthy public lands,
Public Land Health, by which the
health of the land is measured, need
to be established. This document



defines such standards for BLM lands
in Colorado. It also identifies

Gui or Liwv c
Management, which are some of the
tools that help meet the standards.
INTERPRETATION

Standards:

Standards describe conditions needed
to sustain public land health and
relate to all uses of the public
lands. The standards are written in
a two-part format. The standard is
first described in a statement.

Then indicators which relate to the
standard are identified. The
indicators help define the standard
and describe features which are
observable on the land. Additional
indicators may alsoc be applicable to
some sites, and some indicators may
not apply to every specific site.
While a site should match the
indicators, it is not necessary for
each site to perfectly match all the
indicators to comply with the
standard.

The standards do not provide a model .

for utilization of resources. Uses
of the public land resources will be
made on a case-by-case basis, in
consultation and coordination with
local cooperators and the interested

public.

Standards are observed on a
landscape scale. It is not possible
for each acre to meet every
standard. For example, a mosaic of
vegetation types and age classes may
produce the diversity associated
with a healthy landscape; however,
some individual vegetation
communities within the mosaic may
lack diversity.

Standards always relate to the
potential or capability of the
landscape evaluated. Each landscape
has a specific ability to provide
values such as commodities, wildlife
habitat, and water yield. Climate,
landform and geologic
characteristics are examples of
factors that affect potential. The
physical potential of a site can be
altered through a wide variety of
human socio-economic factors. When
this occurs, the new potential of
the site is referred to as the
capability. The authorized officer,
through the consultation process,
will determine if a site should be

evaluated based on its natural
potential or its existing
capability. Comparative analysis of
nearby landscapes (that appear to
have similar climate, geology,
landform, and socio=-economic
characteristice), is considered the
most reliable means to identify the
potential or capability of an
individual landscape.

It is common for landscapes with
nearly identical potential or
capability to differ in their
appearance and in the values they
provide. Variability results from
both natural plant succession
patterns and human uses. While the
climax plant community is
significant ae an indicator of
potential or capability, the climax
community does not automatically
provide the comparative basis for
evaluating the standard. In many
circumstances local goals will
identify a different plant community
which provides the most optimum
values. When this occurs, the plant
community identified in the local
goal replaces the climax community
as the foundation for evaluating the
standard.

Standards become measurable when
baseline data are collected, and
changes from baseline can be
observed. It is not necessary to
establish measurable baseline data
for each standard on each site.
BLM’s authorized officer will
determine the amount and type of
monitoring information each
situation requires in consultation
and coordination with local
cooperators and the interested
public. In areas where the
standards are not being met, current
uses and management actions will be
reviewed and modified if necessary
to influence the trend toward
achieving desired objectives of a
healthy ecosystem.

Guidelines:

The guidelines being developed are
livestock grazing management tools,
methods, strategies, and techniques
(e.g., best management practices)
designed to maintain or achieve
healthy public lands as defined by
the standards. Grazing by wildlife
and wild horses, oil and gas
activity, recreation, and logging
can affect the health of the land.
Guidelines for these and other uses



may be developed as needed to
conform with the new standards.
Implementation of livestock grazing
management guidelines must also be
coordinated with other uses of the
land; collectively, these uses
should not detract from the goal of
achieving healthy public lands.

STANDARDS OF PUBLIC LAND HEALTH

Standard 1: Upland soils exhibit
infiltration and permeability rates
that are appropriate to soil type,
climate, land form, and geologic
processes. Adequate B0il
infiltration and permeability allows
for the accumulation of soil
moisture necessary for optimal plant
growth and vigor and minimizes
surface runoff.

Indicators:

e Expression of rills, soil
pedestals is minimal.

e Evidence of actively-eroding
gullies (incised channels) is
minimal.

e Canopy and ground cover are
appropriate.

e There is litter accumulating in
place and is not sorted by normal
overland water flow.

e There is appropriate organic
matter in soil.

e There is diversity of plant
species with a variety of root
depths.

e Upland swales have vegetation
cover or density greater than that
of adjacent uplands.

e There are vigorous, desirable
plants.

Standard 2: Riparian systems,
associated with both running and
standing water, function properly
and have the ability to recover from
major disturbance. Riparian
vegetation captures sediment, and
provides forage, habitat, and
bio-diversity. Water quality is
improved or maintained. Stable
goils store and release water
slowly. :

Indicators:

e Vegetation is dominated by an
appropriate mix of native or
degirable introduced species.

e Vigorous, desirable plants are
present.

e There is vegetation with adequate
age class structure, vertical
structure, composition, cover, and
density.

e Streambank vegetation is comprised
of species and communities that have
root systems capable of withstanding
high streamflow events.

e Plant species present indicate
maintenance of riparian moisture
characteristics.

e Stream is in balance with the
water and sediment being supplied by
the watershed (i.e., no excessive
erosion or deposition).

s Vegetation and free water indicate
high water tables.

e Vegetation coleonizes point bars
with a range of age classes and
successional stages.

e An active floodplain is present.

e Residual floodplain vegetation is
available to capture and retain
sediment.

e Stream channels with size and
meander pattern appropriate for the
stream’s position in the landscape,
and parent materials.

e Woody debris contributes to the
character of the stream channel

morphology.

e Straight channel reaches between
meandere with stable banks, as
evidenced by absence of shearing and
sloughing and the presence of
vegetation on banks.

Standard 3: Healthy, productive
plant and animal communities of
native and other desirable species
are maintained at viable population
levels commensurate with the species
and habitat’s potential. Plants and
animals at both the community and
population level are productive,
resilient, diverse, vigorocus, and
able to reproduce and sustain
natural fluctuations and ecological
processes.



Indicators:

¢ Noxious weeds and undesirable
species are minimal in the overall
plant community.

e Native plant and animal
communities are spatially
distributed across the landscape
with a density and frequency of
species suitable to ensure
reproductive capability and
sustainability.

e Plants and animals exhibit a range
of population age classes necessary
to sustain recruitment and mortality
fluctuations. -

e Landacapes exhibit connectivity of
habitat or presence of corridors to
prevent habitat fragmentation.

e Photosynthetic activity is evident
throughout the growing season.

e Diversity and density of plant and
animal species are in balance with
habitat/landscape potential and
exhibit resilience to human
activities,

e Appropriate plant litter
accumulates and is evenly
distributed across the landscape.

e Landscapes composed of several
plant communities that may be in a
~ variety of successional stages and
patterns.

Standard 4: Special status,
threatened and endangered species
(federal and state), and other
plants and animals officially
designated by BLM are maintained and
enhanced by sustaining healthy,
native plant and animal communities.

Indicators:

e All the indicators associated with
the plant and animal communities
standard apply.

e There are stable and increasing
populations of endemic species in
suitable habitat.

e Suitable habitat is available for
recovery of endemic species.

Standard 5: The water quality of all
water bodies, including ground water
where applicable, located on or
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influenced by BLM lands will meet or
exceed the Water Quality Standards
established by the State of
Colorado. Water Quality Standards
for surface and ground waters
include the designated beneficial
uses, numeric criteria, narrative
criteria, and antidegradation
requirements set forth under state
law as found in (5 CCR 1002-8), as
required by Section 303(ec) of the
Clean Water Act.

Indicators:
e Appropriate populations of

macroinvertabrates, vertebrates, and
algae are present.

e Surface and ground waters contain

substances (e.g., sediment, scum,
floating debris, odor, heavy metal
precipitates on channel substrate)
attributable to humans within the
amounts, concentrations, or
combinations established in the
Water Quality Standards of the State
of Colorado (5 CCR 1002-8).

COLORADO LIVESTOCK GRAZING
MANAGEMENT GUIDELINES

1. Grazing management practices
promote plant health by providing
for one or more of the following:

e periodic rest or deferment from
grazing during critical growth
periods;

e adequate recovery and regrowth
periods; and

e oppertunity for seed dissemination
and seedling establishment.

2. Grazing management practices
address the kind and class of
livestock, season, duration,
distribution, frequency, and
intensity of grazing use and

" livestock health.

3. Grazing management practices
maintain sufficient residual
vegetation on both upland and
riparian sites to protect the sgoil
from wind and water erosion and
buffer temperature extremes.

4. Native plant species and natural
revegetation are emphasized in the
support of sustaining ecological
functions and site integrity. Where
reseeding is required, on land
treatment efforts, emphasis will be



pPlaced on using native plant
species. Seeding of nonnative plant
species will be considered, based on
local goals, native seed
availability and cost, persistence
of nonnative plants and annuals and
noxious weeds on the site, and

composition of nonnatives in the
gseed mix.

5. Range improvement projects are
designed consistent with overall
ecological functions and processes
with minimum adverse impacts to
ther resources or uses of
riparian/wetland and upland sites.

6. Grazing management will occur in
a manner that does not encourage the
establishment or spread of noxious
weeds. In addition to mechanical,
chemical, and biological methods of
weed control, livestock may be used
where feasible as a tool to inhibit
or stop the spread of noxious weeds.

7. Natural occurrences, such as
fire, drought, flooding, and
prescribed land treatmente should be
combined with livestock management
practices to move toward the
sustainability of biological
diversity across the landscape by
helping to provide natural
vegetation patterne, a mosaic of
successional stages, and vegetation
corridors, thus minimizing habitat
fragmentation.

8. Colorado Best Management
Practices and other scientifically
developed practices that enhance
land and water quality should be
used in the development of activity
plans prepared for land use.

FLEXIBILITY

The standards are designed to
maintain or achieve healthy public
lande while allowing for the
development of local goals and
objectives. For example, on sites
of similar potential, a desired
plant community that provides deer
winter range would differ from one
for cattle summer range, yet both
could meet the standards. Local
goals and specific objectives
consistent with standards will be
developed by BLM in consultation and
coordination with local cooperators
and the interested public.

Guidelines were designed to provide
direction, yet offer flexibility for

local implementation through grazing
permits. Activity plans may add
specificity to the guidelines based
on local goals and objectives. A
wide variety of grazing management
strategies can produce healthy
rangelands. One or more guidelines
will be employed to meet the
standards.

Monitoring or site specific
evaluation will determine if the
standards are being met, if
significant progress is being made
towards achieving the standards, and
if the appropriate guidelines are
being applied.

IMPLEMENTATION

The authorized officer will
coordinate and consult with the
local cooperators and interested
publice during implementation of
guidelines to achieve the standards.
This communication is of utmost
importance in all phases of the
process. BLM will strive to make
use of collaborative approaches
involving the various interested
publics within an affected
allotment, group of allotments, or
watershed. The Resource Advisory
Council may be requested by any
party to assist in reaching
agreement in resolving disputes. As
greater understanding of ecosystems,
including socio-economic factors,
becomes available, it will be
applied to our management of public
lands.

The section below describes the
general process for applying the
Colorado standards and guidelines in
the field. If mutual agreement on a
course of action is reached at any
point during this process, such
agreement may eliminate the need for
some of the process steps described.

The authorized officer will
periodically conduct a review of all
existing information to determine
which public lands are not meeting
standards. The standards and
indicators will serve as the bagis
to conduct preliminary field
assessments.

The preliminary assessment
identifies where standarde are not
being met, but does not necessarily
identify the cause of the problem,
potential solutions, or current



trends. From the preliminary .
.assessment, the authorized officer
will establish priorities among such
allotments, watersheds or other
landscapes for more specific
evaluation. The establishment of
these priorities will serve as an
implementation schedule.

The following steps describe a
typical sequence for resolving
public land management issues on
established priority areas. The
authorized officer will:

1. Identify issues and values in
detail; '

2. Determine the objectives and
management actions necessary to
achieve the standards;

3. Reiterate existing goals and/or
egstablish new goals for meeting the
standards;

4. Establish or review baseline data
through inventory and monitoring,
and establish measurable objectives
that relate to goals;

5. Identify which land use
guidelines will result in
achievement of desired objectives;

NOTE: This document addresses the
livestock grazing guidelines.
Guidelines that relate to other land
uses will be consulted or developed
as necessary to deal with the
appropriate objectives.

6. Identify specific management
practices, in conformance with the
guidelines, and attach as terms and
conditions on grazing permits, or as
stipulations on specific projects or
actions; and

7. Establish an evaluation schedule
to determine if the standard is
being met or if the trend is moving
toward the standard.

- If the evaluation indicates that
objectives are being met or there is
movement toward the objective,
continue with management practices.

- If the evaluation indicates no
movement or movement away from the
objectives, reassess the objectives
and management actions. Determine
the objectives and management
actions necessary to achieve the
standards. Amend plans and permits
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as necessary.

The authorized officer will take
immediate administrative action to
implement appropriate guidelines
upon a determination that the
following three circumstances all

apply:

1. An area of public land does not
meet the standards;

2. Existing management is not likely
to produce significant progress
towards meeting the standards in a
reasonable time frame relative to
the valuee at risk; and

3. The consultation process has
failed to yield a negotiated
resolution. :

If needed, future modifications to
the standards and guidelines may be
made. Typically, a proposal for
modification is presented to the
local Designated Field Official
(DFO). The DFO then forwards the
proposal for modification to other
DFOs throughout the state for
consideration in consultation with
the RACs. (A copy of the proposal
for modification is alsc submitted
to the State Director). The DFOs
and the RACs then submit to the
State Director recommendations
regarding the proposal for
modification. The State Director
decides if the proposal for
modification hae merit. 1If so, a
determination is made whether the
modification is a maintenance change

~ to the Resource Management Plans or

requires a plan amendment.

Maintenance changes regquire no other
action except to make a notation in
the RMPs (43CFR1610.5-4). Actions
requiring an RMP amendment will
require NEPA analysis and
conformance with 43CFR1610.5.

FALLBACK STANDARDS AND
GUIDELINES ALTERNATIVE

In the event that state standards
and guidelines are not completed and
in effect by February 12, 1997, and
until such time as state or regional
standards and guidelines are
developed and in effect, fallback
standards and guidelines provided in
43 CFR 4180 (f)(1l) and (f)(2) will
apply and be implemented. The full



text of 43 CFR 4180, which includes
the fallback standards and
guxdalines, are included as Appendix

The fallback standards and
guidelines are similar to those
found in the Proposed Action.
Notable differences are:

e The fallback standards do not
include a specific standard on water
quality.

e The fallback standards regarding
upland soils, riparian-wetlands,

plant and animal communities, and
special status species are not as
definitive as the Proposed Action.

e The fallback standards include no
indicators which help define the
standards and describe features
which are observable on the land.

e The fallback standards do not
address scale of analysis and
biodiversity concerns.

e The fallback guidelines are
generally more specific than the
proposed guidelines. However, the
fallback guidelines are worded to
allow for management flexibility as
are the proposed guidelines.

EXISTING MANAGEMENT
ALTERNATIVE

According to the new regulations for
grazing administration, continuation
of present management is not an
option. However, it is identified
and analyzed in this document as
baseline information to allow the
reader to compare differences with
the other alternatives.

Appendix B is a summary of the
present decisions in the Resource
Management Plans that are related to
the Proposed Action and fallback
standards and guidelines. They
provide the reader with a sense of
management direction for Resource
Areae in Colorado. Some decisions
will be replaced by the new
standards and guidelines. Some
decisions will be modified and
others will be supplemented.
Appendix B indicates how the
existing decisions will be affected

by adopting either the Proposed
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Action or fallback standards and
guidelines.

Implementation and application of
existing decisions varies greatly
among Resource Areas, the result of
many variables. Variables include
differences in management style,
public demand, budget direction,
interpretation of policy, and
existing decisions in the RMPs. BA
factor considered constant is
conformance with laws and
regulations. All offices in varying
degrees utilize the concepts of
ecosystem management. The
transition from a single resource
program-oriented management to an
integrated resource approach has
evolved to varying degrees around
the state.




CHAPTER 3 -AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

BIOLOGICAL AND PHYSICAL COMPONENTS:

Description of bio-physical
characteristics is organized by
Landscape Units (LUs). LUg are
tracts of land where the various
biotic and abiotic characteristics
(climate, physiography, soils,
vegetation, wildlife, water, etc.)
are similar.

The LU delineations have been
adapted from the U.S. Forest
Service's (FS) draft map of
"Ecological Sub-sections of the
Rocky Mountain Region." The
descriptions that follow are
summarized from the FS publication
"Ecological Subregions of the United
States: Section Descriptions (July
1994)" and other information.

Map 3 shows the LUs in relation to
BLM Resource Area (RA) boundaries
and the location of the public lande
managed by BLM. Map 4 shows the LUs
in relation to the boundaries,
towns, and major highways.

The LU descriptions that follow
generally begin in the south central
part of the state and trend
clockwise around the map. Only
those LUs that contain 10,000 acres
or more of BLM managed public land
or comprise more than 10 percent of
the total LU area are described.

Selected definitions for the major
headings include the following:

Geology - characteristics, origin,
and development of landform and
mineral composition and structure of
rocks as classified by geographic
position and chronological order.

eologic terms:

xeyhge OE from formation of the
earth until 2500 million years ago.
Proterozoic - Age ranging from 2500
to 570 million years ago.
Prec - Age that includes
Archaean and Proterozoic.
Paleozoic -~ Age ranging from 570 to
245 million years ago.

80 ¢ - Age ranging from 245 to
66 million yeare ago.

Cenozoic ~ Age ranging from 66
million years ago to present.
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Soil -~ characterization by phases of
orders, suborders, or great groups
that typify the LU.

Key soil terms:

Alfisols - high base supply and
subsurface horizons of clay
accumulations.

Andisole ~ high amount of wvolcanic
ash.

Aridisols - distinect horizons, low
in organic matter, and usually dry.
Entisols - no distinct horizons.
Histosols - Organic (peat and muck).
Inceptigols - weakly differentiated
horizons.

Mollisols - nearly black organic
rich surface horizon & high base
supply.

Oxisols - mixtures of kaolin,
hydratedoxides, & quartz.

Spodesols - accumulation of
amorphous material in subsurface
horizons.

Ultisols - horizons of clay
accumulation and low base supply.
Vertisols - Clay soils that crack
when dry.

Climate - Temperature regimes (mean
annual soil temperatures):
Pergelic - lower than 32° F.
Cryiec - 32°-50° F, cool summers.
Frigid - 32°=-50° F, warm summers.
Mesic - 50°~60° F, seasonal
differences less than 5°

- 60°=72° F, seasonal
differences less than 5°.

- 60°-72° F, seasonal
differences greater than 5°.

c - 72° F and greater,
seasonal differences greater than
5.0
Isohyperthermic - 72° F, seasonal

differences less than 56°.

Moisture levels;
Aridic - dry for
year.

Xeric - dry during the summer and
moist during the winter.

Ustic - moisture available when
conditions are suitable for plant
growth.

Udjc - not dry for more than a
quarter of the year.

Aquic - saturated by ground water.

Vegstation - existing and potential
natural vegetative communities that
could evolve without disturbance.

more than half the
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Wildlife - characteristic mammals,
birds, reptiles, and amphibians.

Climate - mean annual precipitation,
temperature, and growing season.

Water Resources - relative
occurrence and distinguishing
characteristics of rivers, streams,
lakes, and wetlands.

Disturbance - natural factors and
forces that significantly influence
ecological dynamics.

Land Ownership and Use - total
acreage of the LUs and the amount of
land managed by BLM, along with
major uses of the resources within
the area.

50 ARKS & MO’ IN
RANGE (UNIT CODE 1)
Geology ~ mountains and & few valley

plains with the sangre de Cristo
Mountains being the major feature.
Elevation ranges from over 5,800 to
13,800 feet. Precambrian igneous
and metamorphic rocks, but
predominately Paleozoic sedimentary,
with few Cretaceocus and mid-Tertiary
volcanic and volcaniclastic rocks.

Soil ~ Mollisols and Alfisols occur
in montane, or mountain zones,
Alfisols in the foothill area.

Vegetation - predominantly Douglas-
fir and ponderosa pine in frigid
soil, Engleman spruce and subalpine
fir in cryic temperatures.

Wildlife - deer, elk, bighorn sheep,
mountain lion, beaver, porcupine,
and black bear. Mice, squirrels,
martens, chipmunks, mountain
cottontails, and bushytail woodrats.
Blue and ruffed grouse, hawks, and
owls.

Climate - precipitation averages 24-
28 inches annually with less than
half received during the winter.
Temperature averages 32-45° F with
cold winters. Growing season is
between 70-110 days.

Disturbance Regimes ~ fire, but rare
with cryic soil temperature and udic
moisture conditions.

Water Resources - streams, lakes,
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and ground water are abundent.

Land Ownership and Use -~ 2.6
million acres with 270,000 acres of
BLM managed lands (10 percent of
total). Timber is scarce.

Recreation, mining, and ranching are
important uses.

Geology - landforms include valley,
lowland, and elevated plains and
hills with elevations from over
7,200 to nearly 11,000 feet. Major
features are the San Luis Valley,
Rio Grande River, and Great Sand
Dunes. Rocks are Cenozoic
sedimentary with tertiary volcanic
rocks, primarily associated with the
San Luis Hills, and terrestrial
basin fill of late Tertiary and
Quaternary age.

S8oil - Inceptisols, Alfisols,
Entisols, Aridisols, and Mollisols.
Temperature ranges from mesic to
frigid and moisture ustic to aridic.

Vegetation - cold, desert shrubland
congisting mainly of sparse shrub
grass, with some areas of big
sagebrush grass, greasewood
saltgrass, and open stands of pinon
juniper grass. Grasses consist
mainly of gramas, dropseeds,
needlegrass, and wheatgrass.
Cottonwood and willows are found
along the riparian corridors.

Wildlife -~ elk, mule deer, bighorn
sheep, antelope (pronghorn), and
moose. Predators include cougar,
black bear, and coyotes. Diverse
bird populations, including abundant
waterfowl, sandhill and whooping
cranes, bald and golden eagles, and
other raptors, including prairie and
peregrine falcons. Fish include the
rainbow, brown, brook, golden,
mackinaw, hybrid trout, and arctic

grayling.

Climate - precipitation is 6-20
inches with less than half falling
during winter. Average temperatures
are 39-57° F with cold winters.
Growing season between 100-140 days.

Water Resources - limited
precipitation with irrigation from
the Rio Grande River and small
regervoirs collecting mountain
runoff. Wells tap water in deep




soils in valley plains. Geothermal

springs in conjunction with volcanic
features.

Disturbance Regimes - soil salinity.

Land Ownerghip and Use - 2.4 million
acres with 500,000 acres BLM managed
public land (nearly 15 percent of
total). Fifty percent of the area
is farmed or ranched. About 25
percent is irrigated. Some grazing
on native rangeland occurs as does
mining.

SOUTH-CENTRAL HIGHLANDS
UNIT CODE 3)

Geology -~ steeply sloping to
precipitous mountains dissected by
many narrow, steep gradient stream
valleys. Upper mountain slopes and
crests may be covered by snowfields
and glaciers. High plateaus and
steep walled canyons are common,
especially in the west. Elevation
ranges from over 4,300 to 13,800
feet. The San Juan Mountains are
Tertiary volcanic ash flows, lavas,
and conglomerates with local
porphyritic intrusives. The western
half is mostly Pennsylvanian through
Cretacecus sandstones, siltstones,
shales, and conglomerates, with
local carbonates near the San Juan
Mountains. In the extreme southern
part of the Section is a small area
‘of Tertiary sandstones, shales, and
conglomerates.

8o0il ~ frigid, cryic and pergelic
temperatures, and aridic, ustic, and
udic moisture regimes. Mollisols,
Alfisols, Inceptisols, and Entisolse
are most dominant on the uplands and
at higher elevations would include
Cryoborolls, Cryochrepts,
Argiborolls, and Haplustalfs.
Eutroboralfs dominant at lower
elevations. Valley bottoms and
riparian areas with moist versions
(aquic) of Mollisols and Entisols,
and certain amounts of Histisols.
Valley bottoms often contain
Fluvaquents, Cryaquents, Cryaquolls,
Haplaquolls, and Borohemists.

Vegetation - from shrub,
grasslands, and forests to alpine
tundra; spruce-fir forest, pine-
Douglas~fir forest, mountain
mahogany-oak scrub, Great Basin
sagebrush, juniper-pinyon woodland,
and alpine meadows and barren.
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Wildlife - elk, mule deer, black
bear, and mountain lion are common.
Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep inhabit
higher elevations, and moose have
been introduced. Beaver, marmot,
snowshoe hare, pine marten, pika,
and prairie dogs. Forest-dwelling
birds are Steller'’'s jay, grey jay,
and Clark’s nutcracker, and blue
grouse. Mountain bluebird, broad-
tailed hummingbird, and Swainson’'s
hawk are typical summer residents.
Herpetofauna present include western
garter snake, chorus frog, and
leopard frog. Native cutthroat
trout have been displaced in parts
of their former range by brook,
rainbow, and brown trout.

Climate - precipitation ranges from
15 to 30 inches. Temperature
averages 32 to 45° F and a growing
season of less than 70 days.

Water Resources - lakes, streams and
rivers (Rio Grande, Animas,
Gunnison, and San Miguel Rivers)

are abundant, ground water is
plentiful.

Disturbance Regimes - fire, insects,
and disease.

Land Ownership and Use - 8.3 million
acres with 1.5 million acres managed
by the BLM (over 18 percent of
total). Half of the unit is
federally owned, the remainder is in
farms, ranches, and private
holdinge. Most of the grassland and
much of the open woodland is grazed.
Some small valleys are irrigated.
Recreation, mining, and timber
harvest are important uses.

ABAJO FAN (UNIT CODE 6)

Geology - alluvial flanking eastward
from the Abajo Mountains in Utah.
Elevation ranges from 5,000 to 9,500
feet. Gravel strath terraces in
incised drainages, fine grained sand
and silt forming the lower filled
terraces, loess blanketing the
uplands, and recent eolian deposits
throughout the area. Complex system
of canyons cut by fluvial erosion
through uplifted sedimentary beds
(sandstone, siltstone, shale) of
Mesozoic age.

S8oil - Entisols occur along
floodplaine of major streams,
Aridisols cover plateau tops, older



terraces, and alluvial fans.
Vegetation - arid shortgrass sod
seldom covering ground completely.
Xeric shrubs grow in open stands
among grasses. Open stands of
pinyon and juniper ground sparsely
covered by gramma and other grasses,
herbs and various shrubs such as
sagebrugh. Cottonwoods, willows,
boxelder and tamarisk along canyon
bottoms.

Wildlife -~ deer, mountain lion,
coyote, bobcat, blacktail
jackrabbit, chipmunk, rock
squirrel, porcupine skunk, and
prairie dogs. Most abundant birds
include bushtit, pinyon jay, red-
tailed hawk, golden eagle. Horned
and collared lizards and
rattlesnake.

Climate -~ precipitation averages 8
to 20 inches. Temperature averages
between 40-55° F, with cold winters
and hot summer days.

Disturbance - summer thunderstormse
and wind.

Water Resources ~ perennial streams
with slight salinity. Mc Elmo Creek
being the most obvious watercourse.
The LU is part of the San Juan River
Basin.

Land Ownership and Use - 296,000
acres with 148,00 of BLM managed
lands (50 percent of total).
Livestock grazing and irrigated
cropland are agricultural uses.
Recreational use especially around
cultural resource values.

Gesology - lands are eroded by
Colorado River tributaries with deep
sheer-walled canyons, canyonlands,
lines of cliffs, low plateaus,

mesas, buttes, and badlands.
Elevation ranges from nearly 4,600
to over 11,000 feet. Shales from
the Cretaceous period, sandstones
from the Jurassic period, and shales
and sandstones from the Triassic
period. Some eolian deposits occur
along with inclusions of diorites in
the lacolithic mountains.

80il - Entisols and Aridisols occur
in combination with mesic, frigid,
and cryic soil temperature regimes,
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along with ustic and aridic soil
moisture regimes. Some soils are
saline-sodic affected. Areas of
very sandy and shallow soils exist.
Higher elevations have Mollisols,
Alfisols, and Inceptisols.

Vegetation ~ desert shrub and
woodland vegetation with some big
sagebrush; blackbrush, pinyon-
juniper woodlands, saltbush-
greasewood, and galleta-three awn
shrub steppe. Some areas of
ponderosa pine occur.

Wildlife - elk, mule deer, black
bear, cougar, bobcat, gray fox,
coyote, pronghorn antelope, and
beaver. In the canyons peregrine
falcon, Mexican spotted owl, violet-
green swallow, white-throated swift,
woodrats, ringtailed cat, spotted
bat, rattlesnakes, spadefoot toads,
collared lizard, and canyon tree
frog. Desert species prairie dogs,
badger, kit fox, ferruginous hawk,
turkey vulture, and burrowing owl.
Native fish include razorback
sucker, bonytail chub, humpback
chub, and Colorado cutthroat trout.

Climate -~ precipitation ranges from
6 to 30 inches annually, mostly
during spring and fall. Dry and hot
in the summer and cold and dry in
the winter. Temperature averages 45
to 55° F. Growing season ranges
from 60 to 180 days.

Disturbance Regimes ~ low intensity,
short duration burns occur due to
lightening, plus water and wind
erosion.

Water Resources - water is scarce.
Unit drained by the Colorado and
Green Rivers and their tributaries
and ground water supplies are
limited. Summer rainstorms cause
flash flooding. Few lakes and
reservoirs occur.

Land Ownership and Use - 2.6 million
acres with 1.1 million acres managed
by BLM (over 40 percent of total).
Recreation and sheep and cattle
grazing is important with limited
hay and pasture.

Book/Roan Cliif and Piceance Basin
JUNIT CODE 7)

Geology ~ Cretaceocus with Paleocene
and Eocene sedimentary rocks occur,




which are mainly shales, sandstones,
and siltstones. Elevation ranges
over 5,200 to 14,000 feet. A system
of erosional cliffs rise upward, are
apruptly cut of, and descend in
giant steps to the valleys. The
Book Cliffs are separated from Roan
Cliffs by a bench or valley up to 10
miles wide. Prominent too is the
©il shale rich Piceance Basin. The
Book Cliffs are carved from marine
Cretaceous sandstone, the Roan
Cliffs were formed with Paleocene
and Eocene river and flood plain
deposits.

Scil - Entisols and Aridisols occur
in combination with mesic and frigid
80il temperatures, along with aridic
soil moisture regimes at lower
elevations. Between 8,000 and
10,000 feet, Mollisols dominate with
frigid and cryic temperatures. Most
soils have concentrations of '
calcium.

Vegetation - pinyon~juniper, black
sagebrush, big sagebrush, mountain
brush, Salina wildrye grasslands,
ponderosa pine, aspen, Douglas-fir,
and spruce-fir.

Wildlife - elk, mule deer, moose,
antelope, cougar, black bear,
beaver. Sage grouse, great horned
owl, golden eagle, red-tailed hawk,
northern harrier, kestrel, and other
birds including mountain bluebird,
bluegray gnatcatcher, red breasted
nuthatch.

Climate -
8 to 35 inches annually, much as
snow at higher elevations and summer
afternoon thunderstorme. Lower
elevations are dry and hot in summer
and cold and moist in winter.

Higher elevations are warm and wet
during summer, and cold and wet
during winter. Temperature averages
34 to 45° F. High elevation areas
have approximately 40 frost free
days, while lower elevations have
about 120 frost free days.

Disturbance Regimes - fire.

Water Resources - Water is scarce
over most of the area and is
generally confined to steep canyons.
Lakes and reservoirs are few, and
many water developments have been

Precipitation ranges from
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put on public lands to distribute
livestock and to provide water for
wildlife. Major water courses
include Piceance Creek and White
River.

Land Ownership and Use - 2 million
acres with nearly 1.5 million acres
managed by the BLM (70 percent of
total). Grazing, mining,
recreation, and wildlife habitat are
the major land uses. Hay and
pasture land also occur to a very
limited extent along drainage ways.

Uinta Basi UNI DE 8)

Geology - a synclinal and
topographical basin, with its east-
west axis running near the south
flank of the Unita Mountains. The
central portion is gently rolling
with eroded slopes. Elevation
ranges from over 5,100 to 7,300
feet. Local relief ranges from 100
to 1,000 feet. Sedimentary rocks
from the Cretaceous and Paleocene
periods, dominantly shales,
sandstones, and siltsones. Some
glacial deposits occur on the
northern portion and alluvial and
colluvial deposits occur in the
center.

80il - Entisols and Aridisols occur
in combination with mesic and frigid
soil temperature regimes, along with
aridic soil moisture regimes. Many
soiles are saline-sodic affected.

Vegetation - pinyon-juniper
woodlands, saltbush-greasewood, and
grasslands-shrub some big sagebrush.
Series include juniper-pinyon and
saltbushgreasewood.

Wildlife - dominated by species
typical of high, cold deserts,
including white-tailed prairie dog,
black~tailed jackrabbit, coyote,
beaver, red fox, porcupine, spotted
skunk, and Townsend’s big-eared bat.

. Year-round range for deer and

antelope and winter range for elk
and bald eagles and Golden eagles
nest throughout. The Green River
has been proposed as critical
habitat for three endangered fishes
endemic to the Colorado River
system; Colorado squawfish,



razorback sucker, and bonytail chub.

Climate - precipitation averages 7
to 12 inchee annually; mostly during
spring and fall. Dry and hot in the
summer with low humidity, and cold
and dry in the winter, indicative of
a desertic basin. Temperature
averages 40 to 52° F. The growing
season is 80 to 100 days.

Disturbance Regimes - mostly wind
and water erosion with few low
intensity short duration burns of
sagebrush occurring due to summer
thunderstorms.

Water Resources - Water is scarce,
streame and rivers bring water in
from adjoining mountains. Ground
water supplies are limited. Major
river is the Green. Few lakes and
reservoirs occur.

Land Ownership and Use - 359,000
acres with 273,000 acres managed by
the BLM (75 percent of the total
area). S and cattle grazing
with limited hay and pasture along
drainage ways.

(UNIT CODE 9)

Geology - mountains are an
anticlinal uplift with an east-west
orientation. Higher elevations,
periglacial and glacial processes
shape landforms through freezing and
thawing. Lower elevations, erosion
by water and wind are active land
forming processes. Elevations range
from approximately 5,200 to 8,600
feet. Precambrian quartzite forms
the core of the mountains, with
inclusione of red pine shale. At
lower elevations, predominantly
Miesissippian and Madison limestone.

80il ~ Entisole, Inceptiscls, and
Alfisols dominate the timbered land
and Mollisols in the meadows,
aspen, sagebrush and grass, and
mountain brush sites. Temperature
regimes range from mesic to
pergelic, and soil moisture regimes
are aridic, xeric, and udic.

Vegetation ~ from higher to lower
elevations, alpine tundra, Engelmann
spruce, spruce-fir, lodgepole pine,
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subalpine meadow, Douglas-fir,
ponderosa pine, aspen, mountain big
sagebrush, oak and mountain brush,
and pinyon-juniper

Wildlife - elk, mule deer,
reintroduced bighorn sheep, moose,
antelope, cougar, black bear,
coyote, bobcat, red fox, ringtail,
and pine marten. Small mammals
include pika and yuma myotis.
Breeding raptors include red-tailed,
Cooper ‘s, sharp-shinned, Swainson'‘s,
marsh, and ferruginous hawks;
kestrel; northern goshawvk;
flammulated, great horned, short-
eared, long-eared, sawwhet, and
boreal owls; golden eagle; and
prairie falcon. Bald eagle and
rough-legged hawk over winter.
White-tailed ptarmigan and pheasant
have been introduced; blue, ruffed,
and sage grouse are native. The
three~-toed woodpecker is common.
Bonneville and Colorado River
cutthroat trout are native species.
The Green and Yampa Rivers contain
proposed critical habitat for the
Colorado squawfish, razorback
sucker, humpback chub, and bonytail
chub, plus, two candidate species,
f;annelmouth sucker and roundtail
chub.

- Climate - precipitation ranges from

8 to 35 inches annually, mostly in
the form of snow above 9,000 ft.
Summer afternoon storms are common
in higher elevations. Temperature
ranges from 28 to 45° F and growing
geason is 20 to 90 days.

Water Resources - There is a high
frequency of rapidly flowing rivers
and etreams. Rivers flow from north
to south on the south slope, and
from south to north on the north
slope. Predominant flows on the
south slope join flows from the west
and continue south to join the
Colorado River. Rivers are
glaciated or stream cut, with
numerous lakes and wet meadows
assBociated with glaciated areas
above 9,500 feet.

Disturbance Regimes -~ fire and
periodic flooding in spring with
snow melt.

Land Use - 486,000 acres with
246,000 managed by the BLM (50




percent of total area). Much of the
land is set aside for national
parks, monuments, and primitive
areas. Livestock grazing and timber
production are important uses, along
with recreation and mining.

Geology - rugged hills, and low
mountains, and narrow valleys.
Broad flood plains and fans are

present on major rivers. Alluvial
fans, piedmont plains and slopes
from the surrounding mountains join
to form broad intermountain basins.
Elevation ranges from 5,300 to
almost 9,500 feet. Most of the LU
is Tertiary conglomerates,
sandstones, siltstones, and shales,
:ith local Quaternary dune sands and
oess.

Soil - temperature regime is frigid.
Soils include Mollisols, Aridisols,
and Entisols, including Borolls,
Orthents, Fluvents, and Argids.

Vegetation -
to forests. Potential vegetation is
sagebrush steppe (sagebrush-
wheatgrass), saltbush-greasewood,
and wheatgrase needlegrass shrub
steppe.

Wildlife - antelop use the sagebrush
areas throughout the year and mule
deer during the winter. Other
mammals include the coyote, black-
tailed jackrabbit, pygmy cottontail,
and kangarco rats. Major birds
include the marsh hawk, red-tailed
hawk, Swainson’s hawk, Cooper’s
hawk, golden eagle, bald eagle,
prairie falcon, burrowing owl, and
the long-eared owl. The sage grouse
‘and chukar are the important game
birds. Found in the desert shrub
(saltbush-greasewood community) are
the cactus mouse, long-tailed pocket
mouse, desert kangaroo rat, black-
tailed jackrabbit, and the antelope
ground squirrel.

Climate - precipitation ranges from
7 to 20 inches. Temperature
averages 39 to 52° F. Growing
season ranges from 80 to 125 days.

wWater Resources - water is scarce,

grasses to grasse-shrub .
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but major rivers (Yampa and Little
Snake) plus small streams flow
through the area. Ground water is
meager or lacking in most areas, but
it is abundant in the fill in some
valleys. The Green and Lower Snake
Rivers flow through here. Part of
the Flaming Gorge Reservoir lies in
this LU.

Disturbance Regimes - fire,insects,
and disease.

Land Ownership and Use - 2 million
acres with over one million (52
percent of total) managed by the
BLM. About 80 percent of the area
is in farms or ranches with 50
percent grazed by livestock. Many
of the valleys and tracts along a
few large streams are irrigated, but
they make up no more than 5 percent
of the area. About 20 percent of
the area is dry farmed.

North-Central Highlands and
un s co

Geology - steeply sloping to
precipitous flat-topped mountains
dissected by narrow steep gradients
stream valleys. High plateaus have
steep walled canyons. There are
gently rolling mountain parks,
mountain ridges, and foothills.
Elevation ranges from about 4,800 to
12,800 feet. Northern third of LU
is predominantly Cretaceous
sandstones, siltstones, shales, and
coals, with local porphyritic
intrusives and includes the White
River uplift; the northeastern part
is Tertiary basalt. Remaining area
includes Lower Paleozoic carbonates
and shales and Upper Paleozoic
conglomerates, sandstones,
giltstones, shales, and evaporates.
Central area is Precambrian granite
and biotite gneiss. In the extreme
south are volcanic rocks, including
ash flow tuffs, andesitic lavas,
breccias, and conglomerates. Lower
elevations in the southern two-
thirds of the unit are Cretaceous
and Tertiary sandstones, siltstones,
shales, and local coals, also, local
glacial drift and morainal deposits.

Soil - mesic, frigid, and cryic
temperature regimes and includes




Mollisols, Alfisols, Inceptisols,
and Entisols.

Vegetation - western spruce-fir
forest, pine-Douglas-fir forest,
pinyon-juniper woodland, mountain
mahogany-oak scrub, and sagebrush
steppe. Above timberline, alpine
tundra predominates. At higher
elevations types include Engelmann
spruce, subalpine fir, Douglas-fir,
ponderosa pine-Douglas-fir, aspen,
and meadows of grass and sedge. At
lower elevations, there are pinyon
pine, shrubs, grass, and shrub-grass
vegetation.

Wildlife - elk, mule deer, black
bear, and mountain lion with Rocky
Mountain bighorn sheep at the higher
elevations. Smaller mammale include
marmot, beaver, snowshoe hare, pika,
and pine marten. Forest-dwelling
avifauna include Clark’s nutcracker,
grey jay, northern flicker, and
Steller‘s jay. White-tailed
ptarmigan inhabit the higher
elevations. Mountain bluebirds are
common summer nesters. Herpetofauna
include chorus frogs, leopard frogs,
and western garter snakes. Native
cutthroat trout have been displaced
in much of their former range by
brook, rainbow, and brown trout.

Climate - precipitation ranges from
7 to 45 inches. Temperature
averages 32 to 45° F. Growing
season is 70 to 140 days.

Disturbance Regimes - fire, insects,
and disease.

Water Resources - water from
mountain streams and lakes is
abundant, and ground water is
plentiful. Snowfields exist on
upper slopes and crests. Major
rivers are the Yampa, White,
Colorado, Eagle, Arkansas, Taylor,
Gunnison, Crystal, Roaring Fork, and
Frying Pan. Transbasin diversions

Land Ownership and Use ~ 5.8 million
acres with .9 million acres managed
by the BLM (16 percent of total).
Half the unit is federally owned and
the remainder in farms and ranches.
Extensive livestock grazing use,
irrigation along some rivers and
streams, and recreation use, mining,
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and timber harvest.

Northern Parks and Ranges

(UNIT CODE 12)

Geology - steeply sloping to
precipitous mountains dissected by
many narrow stream valleye with
steep gradients. Gently rolling
mountain parks and valleys, with
some mountain ridges. In narrow
bands along the eastern slope of the
Rocky Mountains are rugged hills and
low mountains strongly dissected and
in many places crossed by large
streams flowing eastward from the
mountains. Elevation ranges from
5,300 to over 14,000 feet.
Precambrian granite and biotitie,
felsic, and hornblendic gneiss.
North, south, and middle parks have
local Pennsylvanian through
Cretaceous sandstones, siltstones,
and shales. Between middle and
south parks are local Tertiary
porphyritic intrusives.

S8oil - mesic, frigid
temperature regimes.
Mollisols, Alfisols,
and Entisols.

Vegetation - alpine meadows and
barren, fescue-mountain muhly
prairie, sagebrush steppe, pinyon-
juniper woodland, and Great Basin
sagebrush.

Wildlife - elk, mule deer, black
bear, beaver, marmot, pika, pine
marten, bobcat and mountain lion.

At higher elevations, Rocky Mountain
bighorn sheep, isolated mountain
goat populations, and white-tailed
ptarmigan. Common forest-dwelling
birde are Steller‘s jay, Clark’'s
nutcracker, and grey jay. Wild
turkeys are not numerous but are
present. Western garter snakes and
leopard frogs; and, prairie
rattlesnakes live at lower
elevations in the eastern part of
the LU. Native cutthroat trout have
been displaced to a large extent by
introduced brock, rainbow, and brown
trout.

and cryic
Soils include
Inceptisole,

Climate - precipitation averages
from 5 to 50 inches. Mean
temperatures are 32 to 50° F. The
growing season ranges from less than




70 to 160 dgyg,

Disturbance Regimes - fire, insects,
and disease,

Water Resources - water from
mountain streams and lakes is
abundant, as is ground water.
Snowfields occur on upper slopes and
crests. Large reservoirs store
water for domestic, power, and
irrigation uses. Major rivers
include the Arkansas, Fraser, Yampa,
White, Crystal, Roaring Fork, Frying
Pan, and Colorado. Transbasin
diversions occur.

Land Ownership and Use -~ 10 million
acree with 750,000 acres (7 percent
of the total) of public land managed
by BLM. Most of the mountain area
is federally owned. Farming and
ranching are important uses with
irrigation along some rivers and
streams in park areas and in some
small mountain valleys. Grazing use
is extensive, occurring on open
mountain woodlande and grasslands,
on almost all of the park areas, and
on the woodlands and grasslands of
the foothills. Recreation, mining,
and timber harvest are present and
past uses.

Supplemental information related to
the proposed standards:

Upland Soils: The physical
properties and characteristics of

gsome soils on BLM lands in Colorado
place severe limitations on
management actions to effect change.
For example, Mancos and Pierre shale
do not respond well to most land

treatments.

Mancos shale and Wasatch formations
provide a significant amount of salt
to the Colorado River. Through the
past ten years, significant
interagency attention has been
devoted to ranking watersheds
regarding salinity reduction. The
salinity iesue is considered in
priority setting process.

Riparian resources: According to
1995 riparian condition assessments
for BLM riverine milage, the
following conditions exist: 29
percent of the miles are functioning
properly, 28 percent are functioning
at risk, 21 percent are not
functioning properly, and 22 percent
of the miles have not been
evaluated. For non-riverine
riparian areas the following
conditions existed in 1995: 14
percent is functioning properly, 4
percent is functioning at risk, 44
percent is not functioning properly,
and 37 percent of non-rivering areas
have not been evaluated. Table 1
displays the estimated riparian and
wetland acreage by District.
Additional information on the status
of riparian resources on BLM lands
is found in Appendix E.

Estimated Riparian-Wetland Acreage by Colorado BIM District

LENTIC
RIPARIAN
WETLAND
(acres)

Table 1
1995
e
LOTIC LOTIC TOTAL RIPARIAN
RIPARIAN | RIPARIAN | RIPARIAN WETLAND
STREAM STREAM WETLAND AREA (%)
(miles) (acres) (acres)

3,151,613 593

798 4,428 5,021 0.16

Montrose 2,130,584 5,300

2,247 17,984 23,284

| canon city | 1,218,249 640

801 6,281 6,921 0.57

Grand 1,802,472 33
| Junction :

815 4,811 4,844 0.27

8,302,918 6,566

4,661 33,504 40,070 0.48




Noxious Weeds: All of the LUs
identified in this Environmental
Assessment are impacted by the
presence and expansion of non-native
invasive and/or noxiougs weed
species. "Noxious" is a legal
description, meaning that some
local, state or national law has
designated the species as
undesirable.

Non-native invasive species may or
may not be designated by law as
undesirable, but they have the
following characteristice: (1) they
are plants of foreign origin that
have accidently or intentionally
been introduced into the United
States; (2) they have come to the
United States without the array of
natural predators (insects and
diseases) that help to keep them in
balance with other plants in their
area of origin; (3) non-native
invasive plants are highly
competitive species that displace
native and desirable plants.

Often, populations get started in
disturbed sites, such as roadsides
or rights-of-way corridors but they
are capable of moving into and
taking over adjacent undisturbed
sites. Once a non-native invasive
plant takes over a site, the site
cannot naturally rid itself of the
species or keep the species from
spreading. It takes intensive,
often costly control work to restore
a native plant community and contain
an established non-native invasive
species. Until recently, weeds were
considered an agricultural problem
rather than a natural resource
problem. Consequently, most of the
research on non-native invasives
concentrated on how to control them
in agricultural situations. Not
much is known or understood about
the biology and ecology of these
plants. Sometimes a non-native
invasive plant is present, but not
problematic in a native community
for years. Then, some unknown
mechanism triggers rapid expansion
of the species.

There are no current inventories of
weed infestations in Colorado BLM.
Estimates by weed experts indicate
that between five and ten percent of
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BLM managed lands in Colorado are
currently infested with non-native
invasive weed species. These
estimates do not include acres
infested with cheatgrass or downy
brome which is one of the most
widespread non-native invasive
plants in the western United States.

The State of Colorado first passed a
weed law in 1990. At that time four
species were placed on the state
wide noxious weed list requiring
active management by land owners.
These four species are: Russian
Knapweed, Spotted Knapweed, Diffuge
Knapweed, and Leafy Spurge.

Counties are given the option of
adding more species to the list of
weeds that must be managed in that
county. Some of the species most
commeonly/and or recently added by
counties include Canada Thistle,
Musk Thistle, White Top or Hoary
Cress, Yellow Toadflax, Dalmatian
Toadflax, and Purple Loosestrife.

During the 1996 Legislative session
the Colorado weed law was amended
and directs the Colorado Department
of Agriculture to survey the
counties on their most troublesome
species. After the survey is
complete, the state may increase the
number of state listed weeds to up
to ten species.

Of the four currently listed
species, BLM has the most acres
infested with Russian Knapweed and
Leafy Spurge. Both Spotted and
Diffuse Knapweeds are currently more
commen on the Front Range in
Colorado, but they are expanding
their ranges on the West Slope.
rate of invasive weed spread
averages about fourteen percent per
year. The average rate of weed
spread on western BLM lande was
estimated to be 2300 acres per day
in 1994, and 8.5 million acres of
BLM managed lands in the west are
thought to be infested. Estimates
of the spread of weeds on all public
éands in the west is 4600 acres per
..y-

The

Special Status Species: Proposed
Standard 4 provides special
recognition and management emphasis




to a variety of plant and animal
species at risk or in peril. Some
species have been recognized by
fede;;l law (i.e., Endangered
Species Act of 1973) and afforded
special listing and protection in 50
CFR Part 17. This proposal was
discussed with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS). It is
determined that consultation with
USFWS under Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act is not
appropriate at this time. BAs
specific implementation actions tied
to a definable land base are
initiated, Ssection 7 consultation
will occur. oOther species are of
special concern to the Colorado
Division wWildlife, the Colorado

Natural Heritage Program, and to
BLM. Appendix F contains a detailed
list of special status species and
their occurrence on BLM lands in
Colorado by District and Resource

Area.

Water Quality: Most common
contributors from BLM land to water
quality problems are sediment and
nutrients. Table 2 displays major
river basinse in Colorado and how
many miles are affected by sediment
and nutrients. Appendix G provides
details on stream segments in
Colorado that are affected by
sediment and nutrients and the
current severity of the problem.

Table 2
Miles of Streams in Colorado Affected
bz Sediment and Kutrients.
RIVER BASIN SEDIMENT NUTRIENTS H
Platte 494 275 !
Arkansas 389 50
Rio Grande 146 53
San Juan 222 0 _j
Colorado 668
370

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC COMPONENTS:

The movement of people into rural
areas in Colorade is reflected on
Map § which shows population changes
by. county for the period 1980-1994.
This migration pattern is expected
to continue into the 21st century as
depicted on Map 6. The migration
pattern reflects a reversal of the
rural to urban migration pattern in
moet of the U.S. before the 1980s.
The front range urban areas are
continuing to grow in Colorado but
the increase on the western slope
communities, where most of the BLM
lands are, is dramatic.

Many people are attracted to scenic
areas, particularly those suitable
for recreation. Some ranches are
being sold for recreation uses or
subdivided for homes. New people
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may buy lots and are not dependent
on an economic return from the lot.

The population migration in the
state has combined rural and urban
values. Thus, newcomers may have
differing beliefs and values from
existing residents.

Most rural communities are moving
from a long-term economic dependence
on agriculture or mining to
recreation and tourism. The .
community of Salida is illustrative
of this trend. Historically, Salida
relied on farming/ranching and
mining to support the local economy.
Then about 15 years ago, the Madonna
mine on Monarch Pass, west of town
virtually shut down and the Climax
molybedenum mine near Leadville
drastically scaled back operations.
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This forced the community to explore
alternatives to bolster the local
economy.

About the same time as the southeast
mine closures, rafting became
popular. The commercial rafting
industry grew enormously.
Recreation, in general, along the
Arkansas River increased
significantly. The community opted
to capitalize on these phenomena.
They backed the formation of a
partnership between BLM and Colorado
State Parks, built boater access
facilities, and took other
sBupportive measures to support this
emerging service industry and
solidify economic conditions.

Specific economic data by region or
county was not gathered for this
document. However, statewide data
will serve to provide scme
indication of economic trends in the
state. As is the nation’s, '
Colorado’s economy is highly
diversified.

Certain industries such as

farming/ranching, mining, utilities,

and some of the service industries
rely on BLM lands directly or
indirectly for support. Employment
trends by industry are shown by the
number of people employed and
percentage of total employment in
Appendix H. Over 1.6 million people
were employed in 198l1. This figure
increased to 2.2 million in 1993.
Employment in all industries grew
except mining which declined
significantly.

Industries in which employment
increased as a percentage of total
employment include agriculture,
retail trade, and services.
Industries that decreased as a
percentage of total employment
include mining, construction,
manufacturing, wholesale trade,
finance, insurance, and real estate,
and government. Transportation,
communications, utilities employment
virtually stayed the same.

Employment in the service industry
grew the most - from 382,000 jobs in
1991 to 678,000 jobs in 1993. The
service industry increased its
relative share of the rest of
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Colorado‘s economy from 23 percent
in 1981 to 31 per cent in 1993.

Appendix H also shows income trends
by industry and income trends as
percentages of total income.
Colorado had a 26.9 billion dollar
economy in 1981. This number
increased to 56.7 billion in 1993,
All sectors except mining showed
positive growth in income over the
period.

Industries whose income has
increased as a percentage of total
income include agriculture,
transportation, communications, and
utilities, finance, insurance and
real estate, services and
government. Industries whose income.
has decreased as a percentage of
tetal income include mining,
conetruction, manufacturing,
wholesale trade, and retail trade.

The Rangeland Reform ‘94
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
discussed rancher attitudes and
values that may apply to this Ea.
The EIS referenced Fowler and others
{(1993) who published research on
4,336 ranches in 11 western states.
Although their research does not
represent all ranches with federal
permits, it generally describes the
ranching lifestyle, employment and
rancher interactions with the
wegtern public. The ranchers
surveyed were members of livestock
producer organizations. The survey
included nearly 11 percent of all
federal permittees, who account for
35 percent of all federally
allocated forage.

Some of the findings of the research
are that ranching is a way of life
for many respondents. The average
respondent was 55 years old and
worked on the same ranch for 31
years. The average ranch had nearly
seven people associated with it, not
including children. An average of
23 percent of the household income
came from work away from the ranch.
Many small ranches would not remain
economically viable without the
ranch income. Respondents estimated
that they spend about §$19,000
annually in local communities and
that some local businesses depend on
ranchers. Many ranchers believe that




livestock grazing on federal land is
vital to the economic stability of
rural communities. Over one-third of
the respondents in Colorado reported
that they would subdivide or develop
their land.

The second Colorado Smart Growth
Conference held November 1995
further reflects some of the beliefs
of rural residents in the state.
These beliefs represented their -
visions for their region. Common
themes for those areas, including
public lands, are the desire to
maintain and enhance rural
lifestyles, affordable housing, and
protection of natural resources.
Many have concerns about maintaining
open spaces and balancing use of
resources and economic growth. Many
thought that public lands were
critical to their areas for a
variety of reasons.

Public Land Uses: In Colorado, there
are 2670 permittees authorized to
graze livestock on BLM and
U.S.Forest Service land. Twenty-
five (25) percent of cattle
operators in the state are dependant
on BLM/USFS forage; 35 percent of
sheep operators are dependant on
BLM/USFS forage. Overall, BLM
accounts for approximately 36
percent of the total livestock
forage on BLM and USFS lands in
Colorado.

Timber harvest from BLM has steadily
decreased over the past decade. In
1993, Colorado BLM sold the
following timber products: 2.91
million board feet of firewood/
posts/poles (a decrease of 60
percent from 1983), and .98 million
board feet of sawtimber (a 87
percent decrease from 1983). The
majority of sawtimber is in the
Kremmling and Gunnison Resource
Areas. Firewood and posts/poles are
sold throughout all Resource Areas.

Recreation visitation to BLM in
Colorado increased 30 percent from
1990 to 1993. Major activities
include hunting, fishing, off-
highway vehicle travel,
floatboating. The number of
commercial and other special
recreation permits increased 37
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percent and related visitation 15
percent from 1990 to 1993. Much of
the BLM land in Colorado is lower
elevation and accessible nearly
year-round.

The number of authorizations and
affected acreage for realty actions
such rights-of-way, permitse, and
Recreation and Public Purposes
leases, vary from year to year.
During a typical year, Colorado
grants 300 authorizations, most of
which are linear (i.e., transmission
lines, roads).

0il and gas drilling activities vary
from year to year depending on
market conditions. Typically, 175
Applications for Permit to Drill are
issued annually affecting
approximately 700 acres.

Coal leasing on public landse has
decreased in recent years. In 1993,
two new coal leasing actions were
authorized affecting 1,800 acres.

In 1993, 134 permits were issued for
553,000 cubic yards of sand, gravel,
moss rock, etc. affecting more than
1000 acres.




CHAPTER 4 - ANTICIPATED IMPACTS

INTRODUCTION/APPROACE

Standarde will replace, modify, or
supplement existing objectives in
the RMP8. 1In some circumstances,
the standards will be new to the
RMP. Adoption of grazing management
guidelines will supplement existing
grazing management practices that
are identified in the RMPs.

If adopted, standards and
guidelines, together with the other
decisions in Colorado’s RMPs,
provide a framework or base from
which future decisions will be made.
No decisions directly affecting any
public land in Colorado will be made
solely as a result of this
environmental assessment.

How then will likely impacts be
described? The following approach
was taken. Each BLM Resource Area
(RA) in the state was asked to
participate in a simulation of how
standarde and guidelines would be
applied. For each RA, an area of
public land known to the staff was
used as a sample area for

t « In
most situations, the examples were
developed with input from rescurce
specialists, managers, and members
from the Resource Advisory Councils
(RAC). Several other hypothetical
examples are also described. The
examples, found in Appendix C,
provide information on the processes
used to implement standards and
guidelines as well as possible
impacts. It is impossible to display
all possible implementation
scenarios and to identify all
possible impacts. However, this
document will present a sufficient
range of scenarios and assessments
to allow the reader to come to some
conclusions on what it will take to
implement standards and guidelines
and what the impacte may be. This
chapter contains a summary of
processes and impacts gleaned from
the implementation examples in
Appendix C.
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PRIORITIZING WORK

Standards apply to all public lands,
however, because resources and
staffing are limited, it is
essential to prioritize the areas to
which standards and guidelines will
be assessed. The example exercises
described in Appendix C were
subjected to a logical system of
prioritization in the Resource Area.
A logical system of prioritization
for application of standards and
guidelines considers several
criteria such as:

e What is scheduled for completion
according to the RMP implementation?

e Is there information to indicate
that a problem exists or that

resources are at risk? (monitoring
results, allotment categorization,
professional judgement, results of
ESI or other inventory data, etc.)

e Ie there public concern or
interest for possible resources at
risk? 1Is use conflict present?

e Where can efficiencies with
limited resources be realized? Are
there opportunities for public or
user group participation?

e Where are the best opportunities
to effect positive change toward
public land health?

e Are there situations or areas
where legal requirements must be
met?

e Are there permits or other
resource use authorizations that
need to be acted upon (e.g.,
grazing, rightes-of-way, timber
sales, etc.)?

A manager weighs these criteria to
determine priority areas, utilizing
information from staff, the RAC, and
interested publics. A decision
matrix or similar tool is helpful in
determining priorities.




FLEXIBILITY

The examples used for this EA
demonstrate that there are a variety
of ways to assess standards and
apply guidelines. Flexibilty is
reguired to allow for variations in
management styles, publics, and
management situations. Flexibility
also allows for experimentation in
finding new and improved "ways of
doing business.”

IMPLEMENTATION TEOUGHT PROCESS

Regardleses of the variationsg in how
standards and guidelines are
applied, the thought process is the
same:

l. Are the standards being met on
the land? What is the trend? Which
indicators tell us that the
standards are not being met?

2. Where a problem exists, what is
causing the problem (i.e.,
preventing the land from meeting the
standards)?

3. What are the options that could
be taken to correct the problem?
What is the decision?

4. What actions or tasks will be
taken to implement the decision?
What will the impacts be?

5. How will the effectiveness of the
decieions be monitored?

Figure 2 graphically portrays this
thought process.

ASSESSING STANDARDS

Each standard has a corresponding
set of indicatore that would be
collectively evaluated to make an
assessment on achievement of the
standard. They provide a starting
point for collaborative discussions.
It may be necessary to supplement
the standards with additional
indicators to determine if public
land standards are being met. The
following are possibilities: gather
existing information, conduct
research, test, consult with
academicians, and interested
publics, identify landscape goals,
compare with benchmark areas, or
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quantify thresholds.

The following are possible resources
and processes that may be needed to
answer the question, "Are the
standards being met?"

Standard 1 (upland soils) - soils
survey, photographs, vegetation
classifiction, soils surface factor
worksheets, benchmark sites.

Standard 2 (riparian vegetation) -
riparian analysis, photo points,
vegetative trend, riparian
classification data, aerial photos,
greenline transects, channel
stability evaluations, fishery
inventories benchmark sites.

Standard 3 (plant and animal
communities) - vegetation
classification, wildlife data bases,
ESI data, satelite imagery,
precipitation data, breeding bird
transects, vegetative trend
information.

Standard 4 (specal status and
threatened and endangered species)
inventory, consultation with U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Colorado
listed species list from the
Colorade Division of Wildlife and
Colorado Natural Heritage, and
others.

Standard 5 (water quality) -
Colorado Water Quality Standards,
Status of Water Quality in Colorado
(report) which is prepared in
response to Clean Water Act (CWA)
Section 30Sb. Colorado Nonpoint
Source Assessment Report (CWA
Section 319 report) which lists
waterbodies known to be affected by
nonpoint-source pollution; current
CWA Section 208 Plans in Colorado.
Appendix D displays the water
quality compliance process. To
demonstrate the process at work in a
real situation, a detailed account
of a water quality determination ise
provided for in Examples 4 and 8 in
Appendix C.




Examples of "Tools"” that may be used

YING 8

during the procesas:

* 95 *»

Preliminary Assessment by
Authorized Officer

Review of management objectives

for the area

Evaluation

ESI or other inventory

Trend Analysis

Field Visits

RAC Consultation

Analysis of current and
historic use/events

Review of management objectives

RAC consultation

*
*
L

Review data and possible mgt.
actions

Activity planning
Environmental Aasessment

RAC consultation

IDELINES IC LANDS 1/

Figure 2

Is the land <

healthy by the
standards? Yes, or
trend is

acceptablel

No, or
trend is
unacceptable!

What is
causing the
problem?

-Problem
identified!

v

What are we

going to do?

v

Monitor!

Take
Action!
2/

1/ Collaboration among agencies, affected users, and interested publics is essential throughout the process.

2/ It is important to note that corrective action may or may not include the livestock grazing guidelines.
Examples of other possible actions include (but are not limited to) limiting OHV use, realigning roads, or

reducing wildlife numbers.
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ASSUMPTIONS

In discussing impacts, the following
is assumed:

e BLM labor costs are $4,000 per
month/person.

e "Short-term™ is up to ten years
following implementation. "Long-
term™ is considered 10-20 years.

e The ability to affect public land
health is tempered by budget. As
BLM'e budget continues to fall or
stay level, the ability for BLM to
facilitate the processes needed to
address public land health also
decreases.

e The ability to affect public land
health is also related to the
effectivenese of coordination and
consultation by the authorized
officer, local cooperators, and
interested publics.

e Some laws (e.g., Wild Horse and
Burro Act, Threatened and Endangered
Species Act, Mining Law of 1872) may
place legal and regulatory
constrainte on management options.

e Responsibilities for wildlife lies
jointly with the Colorade Division
of Wildlife and BLM (DOW manages the
animals and BLM manages the
habitat). Cooperation between BLM
and the Colorado Division is
critical to public land health,
especially relating to wildlife.

e BLM utilizes existing
appropriations for labor. The labor
costs identified for BLM in the
examples displayed in Appendix C do
not represent new costs.

¢ Management strategies and actions
are planned and implemented using
good scientific principles.
Innovative practices are acceptable
if grounded in good scientific
principals.

e Land ownership patterns for BLM in
Colorade vary widely. For example,
lands near Crajig are more
concentrated than lands near Canon
City. In many situations, this
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constraing BLM's ability to improve
public land health.

GENERAL IMPACTS

Developing standards and guidelines
facilitates ecosystem management.
The process associated with
implementing standards and
guidelines encourages collaboration
by bringing together resource
specialists, managers, and
interested publics to evaluate
public land health and determine
causal factors where problems exist.
The Resource Adviaory Councils,
authorized by the new regulations,
agsist in collaboration. The process
also advocates a landscape
perspective of land health that
transcends administrative
boundaries.

Statewide standards allow for common
terminology throughout the state.
Although interpretation of what
constitutes public land health may
vary, the indicators that are part
of the standarde provide a common
starting point for discussion and
analysis.

Education and information are
critical. An understanding of the
scientific principles behind the
standards and indicators by all
parties will make it easier to
identify problems, causal factors,
and possible corrective measures.
BLM will need to spend time and
effort up~front in training and
education.

A description of estimated state-
wide effects of implementing
standards and guidelines follows.
By nature, the description of these
impacts is somewhat general.
Impacts related to specific
applications of standards and
guidelines for a variety of
management scenarios are found in
Appendix C.

RESOURCE INPACTS

Rarely will public land health be
accomplished by implementing only
one single action that affects one
resource or use. Strategies




consider a variety of management
actions depending on the causal
factors. Therefore, this analysis
estimates the effects to public land
health that occur by implementing
grazing management guidelines and
other management actions. Fairly
broad categories are used for this
analysis. More detailed actions and
pProcedures may be found in such
documents as Colorado Best
Management Practices, Integrated
Weed Management Policy, Surface
Operating Standards for Oil and Gas
Exploration and Development, and the
Resource Management Plans.

Grazing Systems for livestock (HRM,

deferred rotation, etc.) consider
the appropriate intensity of use,
duration, numbers of livestock, and
season of use. Actions frequently
are reflected as terms and
conditions of grazing permits. The
cost to implement grazing systems is
normally low to medium.

e Upland soils: Proper grazing
systems increase goil infiltration
and permeability rates, leading to
improved soil productivity, add
organic matter to the soil, reduce
accelerated erosion, improve basal
watershed cover conditions and soil
productivity in the short- and long-
term. The length of time for impact
varies with soil and climatic
conditions (e.g. fine textured soils
~in arid conditions will respond

slower than coarser textured soils
in more moist climates).

e Riparian: Riparian classification
data is critical in determining
appropriate grazing systems. Here
are two examples.

1. Riparian areas with willow can be
grazed during certain growth periods
when the willows emit tannens which
cattle avoid.

2. Certain types of sedge-brush
commuities are more resistant to
hoof action than others. Proper
grazing systems can improve woody
riparian habitat, improve vigor of
plants, and increase plant density.
In general, laterally migrating
riparian areas repair quicker than
riparian areas that migrate
vertically. Most benefits are
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realized in the short—-term and long-
term.

e Plant and Animal Communities:
Proper grazing systems increase
plant density and frequency, improve
diversity, assist in manipulation of
succession (plant communities and
animal habitat), maintain or create
desired wildlife habitat conditions,
contribute to weed control when used
with integrated weed management,
increase efficiency of
photosynthesis (i.e., more cool and
warm season plant species), and
increase ground cover and litter for
soil protection and forage. Animal
impact can contribute to plant age
diversity. Generally these benefits
are long-term; control of residual
vegetation for other animal use
occurs in the short-term.

e Special Status and Threatened and
Endangered Species: The same basic
benefits noted for plant and animal
communities apply here. Special
consideration is given to affected
species requirements. For example,
no livestock grazing may be needed
to protect snow willows, a critical
element to the endangered
Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly.
Trampling is a concern for ground
nesting birds and disturbances to
sensitive habitats (e.g., alpine
tundra and riparian zones).

" o Water Quality: Proper grazing

systems reduce sediment and
salinity, nutrient, and bacterial
loads. Benefits are short and long-
term.

Land Treatments - erosion control
structureg consiet of installed
structures with the primary purpose
of stopping soil erosion. Examples
are gully plugs and contour
furrowing. The cost to implement is
medium to high.

e Upland soils: Generally,
watershed improvements slow runoff
and reduce soil surface erosion.
Impacts are highly wvariable,
depending on the type of
improvement. Many land treatments
are short-lived, so impacts are
positive in the short-term but
negative in the long term (e.g.,
contour furrows retain sediment and



runoff until full, then frequently
breach).

e Riparian: Structures compatible
with the channel type can assist in
holding water and sediment,
preventing a head cut, and
establishing riparian vegetation
communities. Generally, structures,
such as gully plugs in the upper
reaches of a system, are effective.
When constructed in lower segments
of a system, or improper channel
type, they can actually cause
negative effects. Benefite of
properly constructed structures are
short-term.

e Plant and Animal Communities:
Treatments improve water control for
local vegetation enhancement, and
lessens the amount of disturbed land
that supports early successional
plant communities, including weed
speciee. Banefits are short-term
(see upland soile narrative).

e Special Status and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Improved water
quality within riparian-wetland
plant communities is important for
those amphibians and fish special
status species where habitat
conditions depend on water guality.
Special consideration may be
required for designated "critical
habitat” by the Endangered Species
Act." See the discussion for plant
and animal communities.

e Water Quality: Treatments change
the timing and quantity of runoff
and pollutants reaching streams.
They lengthen the time for runoff to
reach stream, decrease peak flow,
erosion potential, and volume of
runoff. Benefits are short- and
long-term.

Integrated Weed Management (IWM)
guidelines for the control of weeds
consist of cultural, mechanical
control, bioclogical, and herbicides.
Cultural guidelines include properly
managing vehicles, grazing systems,
and other actions that benefit
humans. These are discussed
elsewvhere in the document. This
section focuses on mechanical
control, such as grubbing and
mowing, . such as
introduction of biological control
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agents, and herbicides. The cost to
implement is low to high.

e Upland soils: Treatments slow
runoff and contribute to vigorous
desirable plants. Impacts are
highly variable; if an annual weed
is replaced by a perennial, a
positive, long-term benefit is
likely. Conversely, a perennial weed
replaced by an annual may have the
opposite impact.

e Riparian: Control of tamarisk and
Russian olive improves the water
table and improves diversity of
desirable plant species. Benefits
are long-term.

e Plant and Animal Communities:
Treatments increase and encourage
desirable plant diversity by
controlling weeds. Some treatments
such as spraying or hoeing are
localized and impactas will be short-
term. Other treatments, such as
using certain bioclogical control
agents affect broader areas and
benefits tend to be long-term.

e Special Status and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Treatments
remove undesirable animal and plant
species such as tamarisk, Russian
olive, cheatgrass that are competing
with and invading special status
species habitats. See the plant and
animal communities and riparian
narratives.

e Water Quality: Impacts to water
quality are minor, assuming
herbicides are applied properly.

¢ includes seeding by hand,
plantings/transplants, and
plowing/seeding. The cost to
implement is low to high.

e Upland soils: Treatments reduce
accelerated erosion, improve
watershed cover conditions, and
improve so0il productivity. Benefits
are short and long-term as long as
plant diversity is improved or
maintained.

e Riparian: Plantings of appropriate
species, such as willows, contribute
to vigorous desirable plants,
stabilize banks, catch sediment,
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provide cover for wildlife,
contribute to diversity and density
of desirable species, and accelerate
the.successional processes to the
desired state. Benefits are short-
term.

e Plant and Animal Communities:
Treatments (seedings) manipulate
spacial distribution of plant
communities, contribute to habitat
connectivity, contribute to energy
cycle by contributing to plant and
animal diversity, contribute to
litter accumulation and soil
protection, increase forage
production for livestock, wild
horses, and wildlife, and strengthen
the presence of native species
within plant communities. Seedings
can negatively impact biodiversity
by diluting genetic integrity of
ecotypes, possibly reducing fitness
of specially adapted populations of
native plants. Benefits are long-
term when done properly.

e Special Status and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Generally,
seedings are non-beneficial to
special status species. Species
diversity and relative density for
most special status plant and animal
species may be adversely affected by
non-native seeding mixtures.

e Water Quality: Impacte will be

similar to those discussed for land

treatments-water control structures.
g - .

chopping, etc., require mechanical

manipulation of the land. The cost

to implement is normally high.

e Upland soils: Treatments increase
s0il organic matter and obstruction
for overland flow, thus decreasing
eroeion and improving watershed
cover conditions. Benefits are short
and long-term if supported with
proper grazing and seeding.

* Riparian: Not applicable.

» pPlant and Animal Communities:
Treatments contribute to spacial
distribution of plant communities,
control habitat connectivity,

e habitat quality for
wildlife, increase forage production
for livestock and wildlife, provide

a variety of successional stages,
increase photosynthetic activity
(high energy flow), contribute to
plant and animal diversity and
balance, and contribute to weed
control when used with Integrated
Weed Management (IWM). Treatments
generally provide immediate response
in localized areas. Benefits are
short and long-term if supported
with proper grazing and seeding.

e Special Status and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Generally, most
species will not be affected by
these treatments; species
requiremente may constrain the use
of these treatments.

e Water Quality: Impacts will be
similar to those discussed for Land
treatments-water control structures.

reatments - 8 e -
invelve planned use of fire to
effect ecological change.
Implementation costs are medium to
high.

e Upland soils: Treatments increase
soil movement and contribute to
vegetative cover during the first
one to five years after treatment.
Benefits are long-term.

e Riparian: Prescribed fire is not
frequently used in riparian areas,
but may be used in some degraded
riparian areas to help achieve
vegetation ocbjectives.

e Plant and Animal Communities:
Treatmente allow natural
disturbances to alter succession on
landscapes, control weeds when used
with other tools, and can increase
effectiveness of photosynthesis and
energy flow. Treatments have the
potential to manipulate large
landscapes quickly and long-term
benefits accrue if supported with

proper grazing.

e Special Status and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Treatmente will
benefit most special status species
(see the plant and animal
narrative).

o Water Quality: Impacts are similar
to those discussed for Land
treatments~water control structures.



Animal Reductions - wildlife - (if

needed due to overstocking) are
accomplished by hunting and trapping
and relocating animals. The cost to
implement is low to high.

e Upland soils: Actions increase
basal watershed cover, reduce
erosion and increase soil
infiltration and permeability rates,
leading to improved soil
productivity. Benefits are short-
term and are sustained long-term as
long as suitable populations are
maintained.

See plant and animal
discussion.

e Riparian:
communities

e Plant and Animal Communities:
Actions allow for habitat recovery
on upland and riparian vegetation
sites, provide additional cover in
riparian systems previously heavily
impacted. Benefits are generally
realized in the short-term, but may
continue long-term.

e Special Status and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Removal may
relieve trampling which is a concern
for ground nesting birds and
disturbances to sensitive habitats
(e.g., alpine tundra and riparian
zones) .

e Water Quality: Actions reduce
sediment, nutrient, and bacterial
loads. Benefits are short- and
long-term.

o - wild horse n
burros ~(if needed due to
overstocking) are accomplished by
drive trapping and water trapping.
The cost to implement is medium to
high.

e Upland soils: Same as animal
reductions - wildlife.

e Riparian: Actions improve residual
vegetation, stabilize steambanks,
and contribute to plant vigor.
Benefits are short-term and long-
term only if appropriate animal
populations are maintained.

e Plant and Animal Communities:
Actions allow for increased
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opportunities to properly manipulate
livestock for increased vegetation
cover, density, frequency, and plant
and animal diversity, allow plant
litter to accumulate in areas
heavily impacted by wild horses, and
provide more opportunity to
manipulate successional stages.
Benefits are short-term and long-
term only if appropriate animal
populations are maintained.

e Special Status and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Removal may
relieve trampling which is a concern
for ground nesting birds and
disturbances to sensitive habitats
(e.g.riparian zones). Benefits are
short-term.

e Water Quality: Actions reduce
sediment, nutrient, and bacterial

loada. Benefits are short- and
long-term.
Facility Dev ts =

distribution - include water
structures, fences, etc. to
faciljitate livestock manipulation
(and wildlife to lesser extent).
Implementation costs are low to
high.

e Upland soils: Developments
increase watershed cover, reduce
erosion and increase soil
infiltration and permeability rates,
leading to improved soil
productivity. Benefits are short-
and long-term, as long as the
developments are properly
maintained. The impacts are based
on the assumption that water
developments will solve animal
distribution problems. Developments
are short-lived unless maintained.
1f not maintained, developments may
actually have adverse long-term
impacts (e.g., breaching).

® Riparian: See discussion for plant
and animal comminities.

e Plant and Animal Communities:
Developments facilitate proper
livestock grazing management (and
wildlife to lesser extent) for
timing, animal impact, and other
desired management practices.
Benefits are short~ and long-term.
See the discussion for upland soile.




8 Special Status and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Developments
help control grazing animals to
correct improper animal distribution
and concentration problems in
sensitive habitat types. Benefits
are short~ and long-term.

e Water Quality: Actions reduce
sediment, nutrient, and bacterial

loads. Benefits are short- and
long-term.
v cle includes

modifying decisions in the resource
management plans, rehabilitating
roads, and closing roads.
Implementation costs are low to
high.

e Upland soils: Management increases
watershed cover and reduces erosion.
Benefits are short-term and long-
term as long as the ability to
manage use continues. Designations
can affect large areas and other
actions are more site specific.

e Riparian: Proper vehicle
management will decrease the
sediment from eroding roads, and
improve vegetative cover and vigor.
Benefits from road rehabilitation
are short-term. Benefits from
designations are long-term.

e Plant and Animal Communities:
Management minimizes weeds, reduces
displacement of animals and assures
their reproductive capability,
improves divergity and density of
plant and animal species by reducing
habitat fragmentation and allows for
resiliency to human activities and
other disturbances. Benefits are
short and long-term. See upland
soils discussion.

e Special Status and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Management
directs vehicles away from occupied
habitate. Benefite are realized in
the short- and long-term.

e Water Quality: Actions reduce
sediment loads. Benefits are short
and long-term and can affect large
areas. '

ation = ea -
includes barriers, closures, signs,
rules, etc., that will modify human
use patterns.
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e Upland soils: Changes reduce soil
compaction and improve watershed
cover on a local area. Benefits are
realized in the short-term.

e Riparian: Control measures at
recreation sites will contribute to
improved bank stability, vegetative
cover. Benefits are short-term and
generally local.

e Plant and Animal Communities:
Modifications balance human use with
plants and animals, increasing plant
and animal communities’ ability to
recover from disturbances
(resiliency). Benefits are short-
term and generally local.

e Special Status and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Proper design
and regulations channel recreational
activities away from breeding/
nesting sites during sensitive life
cycle periods. Destruction of
occupied habitats is avoided.
Benefits are generally local and
short-term.

e Water Quality: Impacts are minor.

tions -~

t -
includes provisions, requirements,
and conditions for use and
rehabilitation of areas subject to
the requirement for permit
issuance/renewal. They serve to
allow human activity consistent with
maintaining public land health
standards. The following discussion
assumes that stipulations are
complied with.
¢ Upland soils: Conditions reduce
soil erosion and improve watershed
cover conditions on a local basis
(such as drill pads or camp sites)
or along corridore such as righte-
of-way. Benefits are short- and
long- term.

® Riparian: Conditions protect areas
from vegetative disturbance,
sediment load, and the introduction
of noxious or other undesirable
weeds. Benefits are short-term.

e Plant and Animal Communities:
Conditions serve to minimize noxious
weeds and restore diversity and
density of plant and animal species




on disturbed sites. Benefits
generally are local and are short-
and long-term. Unless care is
taken, seeding may negatively impact
the genetic integrity of local
native populations.

e Special Status and Threatened and
Endangered Species: Conditions
provide requirements for
safeguarding species and related
habitat from human activities
Benefits generally are local and are
short- and long-term.

e Water Quality: Conditions
emphasize compliance with state
requirements and reduce sediment
loads. Benefits are short- and
long-term.

PUBLIC LAND USER IMPACTS
Grazing Permittee: Changes in

grazing systems require
modifications to the permittee’s
operation. An effort is made to
take corrective actions that achieve
public land health with the least
financial burden to the operator.
Typically, this means that the
permittee spends additional time
and/or money participating in the
collaborative processes, construct
fences, move water, herd cattle,
monitor utilization, etc.
Infrequently (5 percent or less),
drastic measures (such as large
reductions in AUMs) are taken that
place heavy financial burdens on an
operator. Very few (1 percent or
less) situations arise that will
cause an operator to go out of
business. As public land health
improves, the permittee realizes
more predictable, desirable forage
sustained in the long-term.

ittees— s/Re H

. Permittees are presently subject to
terms and conditions that are
consistent with the standards.
These are found in such documents as
Colorado Best Management Practices,
0il and Gas Surface Operating
Standards, Right-of-Way Handbooks,
and Resource Management Plans. The
proposed standards do not
appreciably affect these permittees.

Mining (subject to the Mining Law of
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1872): The standards supply
additional criteria by which undue
or unnecessary degradation is
measured. Because of budget
constraints very few cases of
noncompliance on operations less
than five acres are pursued. For
those cases BLM chooses to pursue,
standarde provide BLM with some
additional support to make changes,
Adoption of standards does not
appreciably impact operations
greater than five acres that are
subject to a plan of operation.
Operators may find the standards
helpful in devising their operating
plans.

Permittees-Recreation: Some

modifications to permits for
recreational /competitive recreation
{such as river guidee, big game
outfitters, and vehicle events) are
likely to be needed. Typically,
these changes result in changing use
sites or times of use. These may
cause inconvenience. On rare
occasions, & permittee may not be
allowed use of an area, and it may
seriously disrupt the operation. Aas
public land health improves, the
permittee is afforded long-term use
and enjoyment of the resources.

Recreation Users: Most recreational
activities require the use of

vehicles, either to access
activities or to use in the
activities. Vehicle management,
such as changing OHV designations or
closing badly eroding roads, affect
recreationists the most. Changes in
vehicle management lead to
frustration, inconvenience, and at
times anger on the part of some
users. (Note: Very few BLM lands in
Colorado are/will be totally closed
to vehicle use). No significant
adverse economic impacts to
recreation users are expected. As
public land improves, the user is
afforded long-term use and enjoyment
of the resources.

Those recreationists whose
activities are more dependent on
natural resources such as hunters,
anglers, hikers, photographers and
wildlife viewers will generally see
gradual improvements in the
resources that enhance their
experiences.



SOCIO-ECONOMIC IMPACTS

¢ No significant impacts
on human population are expected.

1 a ncome: Adverse
impact on ranching or agricultural
employment and income is expected to
be insignificant and short term.
Some livestock operators may quit
rather than make the changes
necessary to meet the standards on
their allotment. Consultation,
cooperation, and coordination will
mitigate this situation to a large
degree. Over the long term,
agricultural emplcyment and income
is expected to be unaffected, or
improve slightly, because the
standards will assure a more
reliable and sustained livestock
forage resource.

In the short term, employment and
income in service industries, such
as commercial rafting, gas stations,
ete., will likely experience modest
increases, because of the more
intensive management practicee that
are undertaken to achieve the
standards. These increases are
expected to continue, especially in
service industries that are directly
and indirectly related to
recreation-tourism due to
improvements in resourcee that have
recreational appeal.

Employment and income in the
minerals and transportation sectors
will not likely be measureably
affected.

¢t Ranching and
recreational activities associated
with public lands are important
socially and economically to western
Colorado communities. Achieving and
maintaining healthy public lands
will provide long-term
sustainability of the resources that
these activities rely upon. A
gradual improvement in social and
economic conditions to industries
dependent on healthy resources, is
anticipated.

Along the I-70 cooridor, and at many
other locations in Western Colorado,
private lands are being sub-divided
and converted to residential and
commercial uses. The public lands
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are becoming more important to
sustain the natural systems upon
which these communities depend.

reau o Ma : Loss of
grazing revenues to BLM as the
result of implementing either
alternative would be insignificant.

Cumulative Impacts: Ultimately,

using the proposed standards and
guidelines in daily management will
result in public land health. Under
current funding levels, improvements
in public land health will occur in
the long-term. Priority will
generally be given to those areas
most at risk.

Some adverse impacts to users will
likely occur as a result of
implementing standards and
guidelines. However, the emphasis on
consultation, cooperation, and
ccordination in the proposed action
may actually lessen this impact over
present management. The cumulative
effect of healthy public lands will
benefit users and local communities
by providing a resource that can be
used and enjoyed over time.

B. FALLBACK STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
ALTERNATIVE (identify difference
from Proposed Action Alternative)

Differences between this alternative
and the proposed action are minor.

There is little latitude in the
fallback standards and guidelines to
utilize non-native species in
achieving standards. This
constrains management options,
possibly increases costs, and
contradict some present management
objectives. :

The fallback standards and
guidelines place less emphasis on
species diversity and do not
directly mention larger scale
diversity, plant community
distribution, and successional stage
mosaics. Consequently, landscape-
scale disturbance and prescribed
natural fire plans are not
emphasized in this alternative.

The process of applying the Fallback
standards and guidelines is not




clearly defined. The indicators for
the standards in the proposed action
help reduce ambiguity. While the
indicators are not quantified, they
provide a common basis for
discussion.

C. PRESENT MANAGEMENT (identify
difference from Proposed Action
Alternative)

Overall, the proposed action does
not present significant or
revolutionary changes to present
management.

For several years, BLM in Colorado
has been moving toward integrated
ecosystem management. Previously,
individual programs such as range,
wildlife, and recreation drove
various actions. However, the
transition to integrated ecosystem
management has been slow and there
still is a tendency to view
management of resources from a
program perspective. Therefore, the
preocesses used to evaluate public
land health and take needed
corrective action are less
integrated, less interdisciplinary,
and less collaborative.

Also, there is less emphasis on
evaluating public land health across
landscapes. Users tend to look at
their own operation. BLM staff
processing use authorizations may
not fully consider the inter-
relationships between the area
applied for and surrounding areas.
Cooperation between agencies and
individuals is less.

The interest in public land health
is not as high in this alternative,.
While BLM has always encouraged
public participation and
involvement, the Proposed Action is
creating an increased interest in
public land management.

Standards and guidelines vary among
RMPs under present management.
Consequently, there is less
continuity among BLM Resource Areas
(RA) in defining and assessing
public land health. This causes
confusion for the public, especially
for those concerned about conditions
in more than one RA.




CHAPTER 5 - PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Public participation for the
implementation of standards and
guidelines in Colorado began in
August 1995. Four scoping meetings
were held around the state. 1In
September 1995, the three Resource
Advisory Councils (RAC) were formed.
The initia) task of these citizen
groups was to work with BLM in the
development of the standards and
guidelines. The councils met
numerous times (most meetings were
open to the public) working on
several drafts that led to the
document that is the propoeed action
in this EA. 1Input from academicians
was also important in the
development of the proposal.

Members of the RACs and academicians
are listed in this section.

On November 8, 1995, the NEPA/RMP
amendment process was initiated with
a Notice of Intent (NOI) published
in the Federal Register. This notice
requested public comment on the
proposal to prepare one
environmental document, and to
modify all Colorado RMPs. No
commente were received on the NOI.

After the current version of
standards and guidelines was
completed in April 1996, the RACs,
supported by BLM, began meeting with
the public to inform, educate, and
listen to comments and concern. They
used various methods to reach out to
the public. They held meetings,
addressed user groups and met one-
on-one with individuals.

The RACs will continue to partner
with BLM through the NEPA process.
Their role is to:

e Continue to advise BLM on the
standards and guidelines.

e« Inform and educate constituents of
the standards and guidelines.
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‘Sept. 25, 1996

e Serve as sounding boards and
provide feedback to BLM concerning
constituents’ concerns and ideas

e Review and comment on draft copies
of EA documents.

e Host or co-host public meetings
and/or workshops to receive comments
on the standards and guidelines.

e Assist with the analysis of public
comments.

e Review and comment on advanced
copies of the proposed Decision
Record/Rationale statement.

Table 1 details the public
participation plan that was created
for the EA process. Included are
tasks, rationale, and responsible
parties.

Schedule for the process:

June 28, 1996 Complete and
Distribute EA;
begin 45-day

Comment Period.

Issue Decision
Notices; Initiate
Governor'’'s
Consistency Review
and Plan Protest
Periods.

Dec. 1996 Complete
resolution of any
inconsistencies
and protests

1s,

Jan. 15, 1997 Request
Secretary’s
Approval of

Proposed S&Gs.



COLORADO’S STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PLAN

Table 3

ACTION ITEM RESPONSIBLE ||
PARTNER <‘
Complete National EIS - Rangeland * NEPA Document (nationasl) for proposed range 1893 through BLM
Reform ‘84 reguilations - including S&4Gs. 1984
: ® Provided for formal public comment.
Publish Fedaral Register Notice * Formal public notification of intent to modify November B, BLM
Resource Mansgement Plans through the NEPA 1985
process.
® Invite participation and comment.
Develop S&Gs with full and * Cooperative development of the S&Gs. October, 1995 BLM. RACs
continuing involvement of RACs. through
March 31,
1996
Conduct mestings with Educators and ¢ Assure that good science is reflected in the S&Gs. October, 1985 BLM, RACs,
Scientists through March | Academia,
18, 1886 Other Agencies
Conduct workshops/ information ¢ inform constituents and interested publics about the April 1 through | RACs (lead),
sessions on the proposed S&Gs. 54Gs. June 21, 1996 | BLM (s
® Receive comments on concsms, potentis! impacts, nesded).
otc.; provide fesdback to BLM on resutts.
¢ Provide fesdback to BLM on the need for additional
meetings during the EA comment period. .
Review of draft EA by staff and ® Provide mMs on the t of the d nt Juns B through | BLM and RACs.
RACs. ¢ Provide important missing data. June 21, 1986
® Cormrect ermors.
Publish notice of svasilabllity in local * Notify public of the svailability of the EA. June 28, 1886 | BLM
papers; send EA to interested pubiics. * invite comment {45 days) on the action, altematives,
‘ and impacts.
* identify mestings/workshops that will be held (if
anyl.
Conduct meetings/workshops (if * Receive public comment on the EA July 14 BLM snd RACs
needed) through
August 2,
1908
Analyze comments received during * Assure that public commant is sppropriately August 14 BLM and RACs
the comment period considerad or used in the final decisions. through
* Detarmine if additional NEPA analysis is needed. August 28,
19986
Review draft Decision * See how public comment was used in the finsl Septamber 6 RACs
Record/Rationale dacision. through
September
18, 1996
* Notify public of decision September 25,
* initiate 45-day Governor's consistency review 1886
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PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS OF COLORADO’S STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

TABLE 4

Name

Tide

Office

Dennis Zachman

Community Planner

Colorado State Office

® Glenn Wallace

Community Planner

Colorado State Office

Tom Grette Rangeland Mgt Spacialist Royal Gorge Resource Area

Royce Wheaeler Rangeland Mgt Specialist San Luis Resource Area

Robert Ball Natural Resource Specialist San Jusn Resource Area

Amanda Clements Ecologist Ur paghre R Area

Buddy Green Rangsland Mgt Specialist Gunnison Resource Ares

David Stevens Forester Grand Junction Resource Ares
I Caris Scheack Ecologist Glenwood Spring R Aros

Jetf Baker Rengeland Mgt Specialist Kremmling Resource Area

Greg Goodenow Natural Re Specialist Little Snake Resource Area

Glenn Bessinger Ecologist Colorado State Office

Jeanette Pranzo Economist Colorado State Office

Richard Wstson Geologist/GIS Specislist Colorado State Office

Ken Schauer Cartographer Colorsdo State Office

Mark Stiles District Manager Montrose District

Adrian Neisius Assistant District Manager, R Canon City District

John Riel Rsngeland Management Specislist Colorado State Office

* James Sazsma Rangeland Management Specialist Uncompahgre Resource Area

* Dennis Murphy Hydrologist Montross District

® Lee Upham Wildlife Biologist Colorado Stste Office

* William Carey Hydrologist Colorado Stats Offics

* James Cagney Resource Advisor Craig District

—#a=m

* John Carochi Resource Advisor Canon City District

* James Dolierschell Rangeland Managemant Specialist Grand Junction Resource Ares
Branda Mitchell Wildlife Biclogist Colorado Stats Office

Reanee Garfias Visual Communication Specialist Colorado Stata Office

Tins McDonald Environments! Educstion/interpretstion Colorado State Office

Carcle Luckey Physical Science Technicisn Colorado Stats Office

Andy Senti Realty Specialist Colorado State Office

Scott Davis Soil Scientist Colorado State Office

Rick Atheam Historian Colorado Stste Office

* pembaer of Standards & Guidelines Team
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| Ponny Lewis Kremmiing, CO Federa! Grazing

| John George Raftopoulos Craig, €O Federal Grazing

| Angeslo Theos Meeker, CO Federal Grazing
Walid Bou-Matar Grand Junction, CO Enargy & Minerals

| Thomas E. Steele

Glenwood Springs, CO

Dev./Comm. Recreation

Group 2

| William J. Schapley Grand Junction, CO Environments!
Cathie Zarlingo Grand Junction, CO Environmental
'l Toni Moore Grand Junction, CO Wiid Horse & Bumo
Donald C. Peach Rangely, CO Arch. /Historical
James E. Majors Grand Junction, CO Dispersad Rocrestion
Group 3
T. Wright Dickinson Maybell, CO Elected Officials
Marian lona Smith Glanwood Springs, CO Elected Officials
James E. Ficke Stesmboat Springs, CO Public |
David B. Johnson Glenwood Springs, CO Public
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Table 7

Skip Crowe Villa Grove, CO Feders! Grazing
James W. Coleman Saguache, CO Federsi Grazing
R.N. "Nate" Patton Canon City, CO Federal Grazing
Thomas W. Sylvester Alamoss, CO Energy & Mineral
David Secunda Boulder, CO Develop./Comm. Rec.
Group 2
Cathy Carison Boulder, CO Environmental
John H. Stensfield, Jr. Monument, CO Environmental
Virginia McConnell Simmons Del Norte, CO Archeo./Historical
| Rodney Howard Munson Westcliffe, CO Dispersed Rec.
Fred Rasmussen Salids, CO Dispersed Rec.
Group 3
Loren R. Whittemore Rush, CO Elected Official
fI Vern Rominger Del Norte, CO Elected Official
Max Vezzani Castle Rock, CO State Employee
Rob Feder Boulder, CO Public
Bruce Goforth Colorado Springs, CO Public
Tabie 8
ACADEMICIAN CONTRIBUTORS
Name Department Location

Dr. Bob Woodmansee

Range Ecosystem Science .

Colorado State University

Dr. Roy Roath

Range Ecosystem Science

Colorado State University

Dr. Joe Trica

Range Ecosystem Science

Colorado State University

Dr. Freeman Smith

Earth Resource

Colorado State University

Dr. Tom Hobbs

Colorado Division of Wildiife

Fort Collins

University of Northern Colorado
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GLOSSARY

Administrative Determination (AD) =-
A determination that existing
environmental documentation
adequately discloses the impacts of
a proposed action that is similar or
the same as an action or actions
previously analyzed.

Area of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACEC) - An area
established through the planning
process where special management
attention is required to protect and
prevent irreparable damage to
important natural systems or
processes, or to protect life and
afford safety from natural hazards.

Activity Plan. A more detailed and
specific plan for management of a
single resource program to achieve
specific objectives undertaken only
when needed to implement the more
general resource management plan
(RMP) decisions. Activity planning
is now accomplished with Integrated
Activity Plans (see IAP), or
Coordinated Resource Management
Plans (CRMP).

Allotment - An area of land
designated and managed for the
grazing of livestock by one or more
livestock operators. It generally
consists of public lands, but may
include parcels of private or state-
owned lands. The number of
livestock and period of use are
stipulated for each allotment.

Allotment Categorization. As an aid
to prioritize grazing allotments for
development of management plans all
allotments have been placed into one
of three categories: (M) Maintain,
(I) Improve, or (C) Custodial.

Allotment Management Plan (AMP). A
written plan for livestock grazing
management, including supportive
measures if required, designed to
attain specific multiple-use
management, sustained yield,
economic and other goals in a
grazing allotment.

Animal Unit Month (AUM) - The
amount of forage necessary for the
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sustenance of one cow and one calf
or its equivalent for a period of
one month.

Authorized Officer - The BLM
official responsible for making
decisions pursuant to the delegation
of authority found in BLM Manual
1203. Most decisions related to
implementing standards and
guidelines will be made by the
Resource Area Manager.

Best Management Practices - Best
Management Practices (BMP) are
methods, measures, or practices to
prevent or reduce water pollution,
including, but not limited to,
structural and nonstructural
controls and operation and
maintenance procedures. Usually BMPs
are applied as a system of practices
rather than a single practice. BMPs
are selected on the basis of site-
especific conditions that reflect
natural background conditions and
political, social,

economic, and technical feasibility.

Biodiversity or Diversity - The
variety of plants and animale that
occupy & landscape

Candidate Species - Any species not
yet officially listed but which are
undergoing a status review.

Capability - The highest ecological
status an area can attain given
political, social or economic
constraints. For example, a flood
control dam changes the capability
of the riparian zone below the
structure.

Climax ~ The natural plant community
that occurs at the end of the plant
successional path, in the absence of
disturbances or physical site
deterioration.

Coordinated Resource Management Plan
(CRMP) -~ An activity level plan
developed with an interdisciplinary
approach containing decisions for
all resources in a given area/site.

Designated Field Official (DFO) - A
BLM management official who is




authorized to take an action. For
most land management actions this is
the Area Manager. ’

Desired Plant Community (DPC) - A
plant community that meets the
goals established for a landscape.

Ecological Site Inventory (ESI) -
The inventory of distinctive
geographic units that differ from
cther geographic units in its
ability to produce a characteristic
natural plant community.

Ecosystem - Living organisms and non
living substances, interacting to
produce and exchange material
between the living and non living
parts.

Endemic Species - a species or
subspecies native to a particular
location with narrow limits of
habitat wvariability.

Environmental Assessment (EA) - A
concise public document prepared to
determine whether to prepare an
environmental impact statement or a
finding of no significant impact.
It includes a brief discussion of
the need for the proposal,
alternatives considered,
environmental impact of the proposed
action and alternatives, and a list
of agencies and individuals
consulted.

Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 (FLPMA) - Public Law
94-579, which establishes public
land policy, and guidelines for the
administration of the public lands.

Forest Management Plan (FMP) - An

activity plan containing forest

management actions for a geographic

;re; typically of commercial forest
m -

Goal - A general description of a
desired future condition. (e.g.,
improve watershed conditions,
achievement of a desired plant
community)

Grazing Permit - A document
authorizing use of public lands
within an established grazing
district.
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Guidelines - Livestock grazing
management tools, methods,
strategies, and techniques designed
to maintain or achieve healthy
public lands, ae defined by the
Standards (also see Standards).

Habitat Management plan (HMP) - A
type of activity plan relating to
wildlife habitat.

Heritage Resources - Any
prehistoric, historic, landscape,
site, building, structure, or
object, normally older than 50 years
that includes artifacts, records,
and material remains associated with
it.

Integrated Weed Management (IWM) -
Management of weeds, or other
undesirable plants utilizing
physical, chemical and bioclogical
means in an integrated manner.

Interested Public - An individual,
group or organization that has
submitted a written request to the
authorized officer to be provided an
opportunity to be involved in the
decision making process for the
management of livestock grazing on
specific allotments or has submitted
written comments to the authorized
officer regarding the management of
livestock grazing on a specific
allotment.

Land Treatments - all methods of
land improvement and soil
stabilization such as reseeding,
brush control, pitting, furrowing,
water spreading, controlled burning,
and other mechanical, biological, or
chemical manipulation of the land.

Landscape - A defined area that
forms a management unit or basis of
analysis.

Lentic -~ In riparian management,
refers to streams, creeks, and other
linear features.

Lodic - In riparian management,
refers to ponds, lakes, and other
nonlinear features.

lLocal Cooperator - An individual who
directly influences the management
of public lands, and whose
cooperation is needed to alter




conditions.
are local

existing
) holders

BLM permit
cooperators.

Mitigation - Alleviation or
lessening of possible adverse
effects on a resource by applying
appropriate protective measures or
adequate scientific study.

Multiple Spatial Scales - Analysis
of an area using different frames of
reference. For example, from the
perspective of an individual animal,
a herd, and the total population of
animals within the area.

National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA). Public Law 91-190.
Establishes environmental policy for
the nation. BAmong other items, NEPA
requires federal agencies to
consider environmental values in
decision making processes.

Objective - A measurable description
of a desired future condition that
specifies, what is to be
accomplished, location, and time
frame.

0ff Highway Vehicle (OHV) or Off
Road Vehicle (ORV) - Any motorized
vehicle capable of or designed for
travel on land, water, or other
natural terrain.

Plant and Animal Communities ~ Those
plants and animals which occur on
public land; the definition excludes
people, livestock, and crops.

Potential Natural Vegetation (PNV) -
The biotic community that would
become established if all
successional seguences were
completed without interferences by
humans under the present
environmental conditions. Natural
disturbances are inherent in
development. Includes naturalized
non-native species.

Preliminary Assessment - An analysis
of a tract of land that provides
general information on the status of
the land. This assessment does not
provide in depth issue analysis.

Prescribed Fire - (Prescribed
Burmning). Application of fire to
natural fuele under specific
conditions of weather, fuel

53

moisture, soil moisture, smoke, and
other conditions intended to produce
the intensity of heat and rate of
spread required to accomplish
certain objectives of wildlife
habitat or livestock grazing
management and/or hazard reduction.

Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) -
Riparian-wetland areas are
functioning properly when adequate
vegetation, landform, or large woody
debris is present to dissipate
stream energy associated with high
waterflows, thereby reducing erosion
and improving water quality; filter
sediment, capture bedload, and aid
floodplain development; improve
flood-water retentjion and ground-
water recharge; develop root masses
that stabilize streambanks against
cutting action; develop diverse
ponding and channel characteristics
to provide the habitat and the water
depth, duration, and temperature
necessary for fish production,
waterfowl breeding, and other uses;
and support greater biodiversity.

Proposed Species - A species
proposed for listing and published
in the Federal Register by the
Secretary of the Interior or the
Secretary of Commerce; they need not
be candidate species.

Public Lands - Those tracts of land
owned by the people of the United
States, that are administered by the
Bureau of Land Management.

Rangeland Program Summary (RPS) -~ A
report issued periodically by BLM
that summarizes the progrese made in
implementing the actions described
in a livestock grazing EIS.

Record of Decision (ROD) - A concise
public record of an agency’s

decision on a proposal for which an
environmental impact statement (EIS)

was prepared.

Resource Advisory Council (RAC) - An
advisory body established pursuant
to 43 CFR 1780 and other authorities
to advise BLM on resource management
issues,

Resource Area - A geographic
portion of a BLM District that is
the smallest administrative



subdivision in the BLM.

Resource Management Plan (RNP) ~ A
land use plan that establishes land
use allocations, multiple-use
guidelines and management objectives
for a given planning area. The RMP
planning system has been used by the
BLM since about 1980.

Riparian - An area of land directly
influenced by permanent water. It
has visible vegetation or physical
characteristics reflective of
permanent water influence. Lake
shores and stream banks are typical
riparian areas. Excluded are such
sites as ephemeral streams or washes
that do not have vegetation
dependent on free water in the soil.

Seral Stage - The present state of
vegetation of an ecological site in
relation to the potential natural
community for the site. Vegetation
status is the expression of the
relative degree to which the kinds,
proportions, and amounts of plants
in a community resemble those of the
potential natural community. The
classes are potential natural
community, late-seral, mid-seral,
and early-seral.

Standards - A description of
conditions needed to sustain public
land health, and relates to all uses
of the public lands (also see
Guidelines).

Threatened & Endangered (T&E) - Any
species or significant population of
a species likely to become
endangered throughout all or a
significant portion of its range
within the foreseeable future, or
which is in danger of extinction.
Usually includes only those species
which have been recognized and
listed as threatened or endangered
by federal and state governments,
but may include species categorized
as rare, very rare, or depleted. -

Trend - The direction of change in
health of the land, observed over
tm.

Vegetation Manipulation - Planned
alteration of vegetation communities
through use of prescribed fire,
plowing, herbicide spraying, or
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other means to gain desired changes
in forage availability, wildlife
cover, etc.

Wetlands - Permanently wet or
intermittently flooded areas where
the water table (fresh, saline, or

‘brackish) is at, near, or above the

soil surface for extended intervals,
where hydric wet soil conditions are
normally exhibited, and where water
depths generally do not exceed two
meters. Vegetation is generally
comprised of emergent water-loving
forms (hydrophytes) which require at
least a periodically saturated soil
condition for growth and
reproduction. In certain instances,
vegetation may be completely
lacking. Marshes, shallows, swamps,
muskegs, lake bogs, and wet meadows
are examples of wetlands.

Wilderness Study Area (WSA) - An
area determined to have wilderness
characteristics. Wilderness study
areas will be subject to
interdisciplinary analysis through
the BLM land use planning system and.
public comment to determine
wilderness suitability. Suitable
areas will be recommended to the
President and Congress for
designation as wilderness.
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APPENDIX A

FUNDAMENTALS OF RANGELAND HEALTHE AND STANDARDS
AND GUIDELINES FOR GRAZING ADMINISTRATION

43 CFR 4180

§ 4180.1 Fundamentals of rangeland health.

The authorized officer shall take appropriate action under subparts 4110, 4120, 4130, and 4160 of this
part as soon as practicable but not later than the start of the next grazing year upon determining that
existing grazing management needs to be modified to ensure that the following conditions exist.

(a) Watersheds are in, or are making significant progress toward, properly functioning physicel condition,
including their upland, riparian-wetland, snd aguatic components; soil and plant conditions support
infiltration, soil moisture storage, and the release of water that are in balance with climate and landform
and maintain or improve water quality, water quantity, and timing and duration of flow.

(b) Ecological processes, including the hydrologic cycle, nutrient cycle, and energy flow, are maintained,
or theli'e is significant progress toward their attainment, in order to support healthy biotic populations and
communities.

(c) Mater quality complies with State water quality standards and achieves, or is making significant
progress toward achieving, established BLM management objectives such as meeting wildlife needs.

(d) Habitats are, or are making significent progress toward being, restored or maintained for Federal
threatened and endangered species, Federal Proposed, Category 1 and 2 Federal candidate and other special
status species.

§ 4180.2 Standards and guidelines for grazing administration.

(a) The Buresu of Land Management State Director, in consultation with the affected resource advisory
councils where they exist, will identify the geographical area for which standards and guidelines are
developed. Standards and guidelines will be developed for sn entire gtate, or an area encompassing portions
of more than 1 state, unless the Bureau of Land Management State Director, in consultation with the resource
advisory councils, determines that the characteristics of an ares sre unique, and the rangelands within the
au: could not be adequately protected using standards and guidelines developed on a broader geographical
scale.

(b) The Bureau of Land Management State Director, in consultation with affected Buresu of Land Management
resource advisory councils, shall develop and amend State or regional standards and guidelines. The Bureau
of Land Management State Director will also coordinate with Indian tribes, other State and Federal land
management agencies responsible for the management of Lands and resources within the region or ares under
consideration, and the public in the development of State or regional standards and guidelines. Standards
and guidelines developed by the Bureau of Land Management State Director must provide for conformsnce with
the fundamentals of § 4180.1. State or regional standards or guidelines developed by the Buresu of Land
Management State Director may not be implemented prior to their spproval by the Secretary. Standards and
guidelines made effective under paragraph (f) of this section may be modified by the Buresu of Land
Management State Director, with approval of the Secretary, to address local ecosystems and menagement prac-
tices.

(c) The authorized officer shall take appropriate action as soon as practicable but not later than the
start of the next grazing year upon determining that existing grazing management practices or levels of
grazing use on public Lands are significant factors in failing to achieve the standards and conform with the
guidelines that are made effective under this section. Appropriate action means implementing actions
pursuant to subparts 4110, 4120, 4130, and 4160 of this part that will result in significant progress toward
fulfillment of the standards and significant progress toward conformance with the guidelines. Practices and
activities subject to standards and guidelines include the development of grazing-related portions of
activity plans, establishment of terms and conditions of permits, lesses and other grazing suthorizations,
and range improvement activities such as vegetation manipulation, fence construction and development of
water.

(d) At a minimum, State or regional standards developed under paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section must
sddress the following:

(1) vatershed function;

(2) Nutrient cycling and energy flow;

(3) Water quality; .

(4) Habitat for endangered, threstened, proposed, Candidate 1 or 2, or special status species; and

(5) Habitat quality for native plant and snimal populations and communities.

(e) At a minimum, State or regional guidelines developed under paragraphs (a) and (b) of this section must
address the following:

(1) Maintaining or promoting adequate amounts of vegetative ground cover, including standing plant
material and litter, to support infiltration, maintain soil moisture storage, and stabilize soils;

(2) Maintaining or promoting subsurface soil conditions that support permeability rates appropriate to

climate and soils;
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(3) Maintaining, improving or restoring riparian-wetland functions including energy dissipation, sediment
capture, groundwater recharge, and stresm bank stability;

(4) Maintaining or promoting stream channel morphology (e.g., gradient, width/depth ratio, channel
roughness and sinuosity) and functions eppropriste to climate end Landform; )

(5) Maintaining or promoting the appropriate kinds and amounts of soil organisms, plants and animals to
support the hydrologic cycle, nutrient cycle, and energy flow;

(6) Promoting the opportunity for seedling establishment of eppropriate plant species when climatic
conditions and space allow; :

(7) Maintaining, restoring or enhancing water quality to meet management objectives, such as meeting
wildlife needs;

(8) Restoring, maintaining or enhancing habitats to assist in the recovery of Federal threatened and
endangered species;

(9) Restoring, maintaining or enhancing habitets of Federal Proposed, Cetegory 1 and 2 Federal candidate,
and other special status species to promote their conservation;

¢(10) Maintaining or promoting the physical and biological conditions to sustain native populations and
communities;

(11) Emphasizing native species in the support of ecological function; and

(12) Incorporating the use of non-native plant species only in those situations in which native species
are not available in sufficient quantities or are incapable of maintaining or achieving properly functioning
conditions and biological health;

(f) In the event that State or regional standards snd guidelines are not completed and in effect by
February 12, 1997, and until such time as State or regional standards and guidelines are developed and in
effect, the following standards provided in paragraph (f)(1) of this section and guidelines provided in
paragraph (f)(2) of this section shall apply and will be implemented in accordance with paragraph (c) of
this section.

(1) Fallback standards.

(i) Upland soils exhibit infiltration and permeability rates that ere sppropriate to soil type, climate
end landform. .

(ii) Riparian-wetland areas are in properly functioning conditien.

(iii) Stream channel morphology (including but not limited to gradient, width/depth ratio, chennel
roughness and sinuosity) and functions are appropriate for the climate and landform.

("i’v) Healthy, productive and diverse populations of native species exist and are maintained.

(2) fallback guidelines,

(i) Management practices maintain or promote adequate smounts of ground cover to support infiltration,
maintain soil moisture storage, and stabilize soils;

(ii) Management practices maintsin or promote soil conditions that support permeability rates that are
appropriate to climate and soils;

(ifi) Management practices maintain or promote sufficient residual vegetation to maintain, improve or
restore riparian-wetland functions of energy dissipation, sediment capture, grouncdwater recharge and stream
bank stability;

(iv) Management practices maintain or promote stream channel morphology (e.g., gradient, width/depth
ratio, channel roughness and sinuosity) and functions that are appropriate to climate and landform;

(v) Management practices maintain or promote the sppropriste kirdds and amounts of soil organisms, plants
end animals to support the hydrologic cycle, nutrient cycle, and energy flow;

(vi) Management practices maintsin or promote the physical and biological conditions necessary to sustain
native populations and communities;

(vii) Desired species are being sllowed to complete seed dissemination in 1 out of every 3 years
(ﬂamgennt actions will promote the opportunity for seedling establishment when climatic conditions and
space allow.);

(viii) Conservation of Federal threatened or endangered, Proposed, Category 1 and 2 candidate, and other
special status species is promoted by the restoration and maintensnce of their habiteats;

(ix) Native species are emphasized in the support of ecological function;

(x) Non-native plant species are used only in those situations in which native species are not readily
available in sufficient quantities or are incapable of maintaining or achieving properly functioning
conditions and biological health;

{xi) Periods of rest from disturbance or livestock use during times of critical plant growth or regrowth
are provided when needed to achieve healthy, properly functioning conditions (The timing and duration of use
periods shall be determined by the authorized officer.);

(xii) Continuous, season-long livestock use is allowed to occur only when it has been demonstrated to be
consistent with achieving healthy, properly functioning ecosystems;

(xiii) Facilities are located awsy from ripsrian-wetland areas wherever they conflict with achieving or
maintaining riparian-wetland function;

(xiv) The development of springs snd seeps or other projects affecting water and associated resources
shall be designed to protect the ecological functions and proceases of those sites; and

{xv) Grazing on designated ephemeral (annual and perennial) rangeland is allowed to occur only if reliable
estimates of production have been made, an identified level of annual growth or residue to remain on site ot
the end of the grazing season has been established, and adverse effects on perennial species are avoided.
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APPENDIX B

Appendix B is a list of decisions from BLM’'s Resource Management Plans in
Colorado that relate to the proposed and fallback standards and guidelines.
They are presented to provide the reader with a sense of management direction
for Resource Areas in Colorado.

The proposed action amends the RMP in Colorado to adopt standards and
guidelines. The tables that follow include determinations on what happens to
existing decisions in the RMPs if the proposed standarde and guidelines are
adopted. Three possible actions may occur: -

1. Replace the current decision. The existing decision does not conform with
the purpose and intent of the standards and guidelines and is removed from the
RMP

2. Modify the current decision. .The wording of the existing decision needs
to be modified to conform with the standards and guidelines. The modification
to the existing decision is described as the end of the last table for each
RMP. B} .

3. Supplement the current decision. The existing decision conforms with the
standards and guidelines. These decisions remain part of the RMP and are used
with standards and guidelines during implementation.

Other decisions in the RMP are not shown, for they are not affected by
adoption of standards and guidelines. During implementation, other decisions
may need to be changed through the RMP plan modification process if it is
determined they are in conflict with standards and guidelines. This may be
particularly true for RMP decisions that allocate resources, such as ORV
designations, allocated recreation use, or forage allocations. If decisions
need to be changed through a plan amendment, they will be analyzed in an
appropriate environmental document with the involvement of interested publics
and the RAC.
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APPENDIX B1.1
HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

GRAND JUNCTION RESCURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

T e —_—
' EXISTING RMP DECISION HOW 84&Qs WILL AFFECT DECISION

Proposed S&Gs Fallback 8&Gs

|
|
!
| Solls Managemant {p.2-3 of the ARMP/ROD)

Objective: To reduce solf erosion and sediment yleld, costs associsted with unsuccessful land/vegetation trestment projects on Supplement Supplement
| unsuitable solls, hazards to life or property from soit fail due to the use of unsultable soils; to maintain long-term soil productivity: and
i to provide for the safe and proper use of solls.

| Water Resource Managemant (p. 2-4 of the ARMP/ROD)

|

|

‘ Objectives: Maintaln or improve existing water quality in the resource srea when possible. Protect the municipal watersheds providing Supplement Supplement
i domeastic water for the cities of Palisade and Grand Junction.

| Forest Management (p.2-12 of the ARMP/ROD)

: Objectives: To manage the suitable pinyon/juniper woodlands and commarcial forest land to maintein stand productivity and to help Supplement Supplement
{ meet fuelwood and sawtimber demands. F
1

| wiidiite Management (p.2-14 of the ARMP/Rod).

|' .

| Objectives: To provide sufficient forege to maintsin a population of 15,600 deer and 870 elk in summer and 34,400 deer and 2,960 elk Modify (1) Modify (1)
|" in winter, with public land health standsrds.

I To maintain the existing species in the resource ares, and improve the habitat of sach specles of game snd non-game primarily Supplement Supplement
| sccording to the species’ susceptibility to BLM influence and secondarily to the evidence of human demand,

 To maintein the existing riperisn acreage snd mansge It for the grestest diversity in plant heights and for the species appropriste (native) Supplement Supplement
1 to esch site.

|
‘ To increase fish production on the producing squatic areas snd improve the cool water fisheries potential on marginal streams. Supplement Supplsment
| Threstened snd Endangered Spacles Managsment (p. 2-18 of the ARMP/ROD)
' Ob}acﬂvo ‘l'o conserve plants and animals and their related habitats listed by federsl and Colorado govemments as threatened and
pecies, and to va plants and animals that sre candidste for their Hsts. To maintain at lesst the present populations Supplement Supplement
and tholr habitat and contribute to the overall abjective of improving them so that they cean be removed from the threatened or
i endangersd status lists. _

| ittt U — - T — E—
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APPENDIX B1.2

HOW WILL BTANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

GRAND JUNCTION RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING AMP DECISION HOW S&Gs WILL AFFECT DECISION i
Proposed 5&0s Faflback S&Qs
'__. —— e ——— —— ———— e
Livestock Management (p.2-17 of the ARMP/ROD). |
Objective: To manage Rvestock as described in the Grand Junction Grazing Environmental Statement, commensurata with public lend Modify (2) Modify (2} i
health standards, |
QGrazing Msnagement Declsions: , |
® Manage livestock grazing as described In the Grand Junction Orazing Management Environmental Statement using the new priorities Supplement Supplement |
and genersl management categories astablished in this Plan {l.e., ARMP/ROD). |
* Revise allotmem maneg it plans to tve conflicts b grazing and this plan’s proposed sctions for solls, riparian and water Supplement Supplement !
resources.
WYWhd Horse Management (p.2-18 of the ARMP/ROD). |
|

Objective: To maintain s viable wild horse herd and continue implementing the Little Book Cliffe Wild Horse Management Plan. Supplement Supplement i
Fire Management (p.2-31 of the ARMP/ROD)
Objectives: To minimize cost and loes, complement mansg objectives, and sustain the productivity of the blological Supplement Supplement
ecosystems through fire management.
Off-Road Vehicle Management [p.2-22 of the ARMP/ROD)
Objective: To designate all public land for off-rosd vehicle use and use restrictions by September 30, 1987. Supplement Supplement
Recreation Resource Mansgemant (p.2-20 of the ARMP/ROD)
Objective: To ensure the continued availabliity of outdoor recreational opportunities which the public seeks and which are not readily Supplement Supplement

available from ather public or private entities. To protect resaurces, meet legsl requirements for visitor hesith and safety, and mitigate
resource user conflicts, .

(1) "add® commensurate with public land health standards
{2) "sdd” commensurste with public land health standards
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APPENDIX B2.1

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

OGLENWOOD SPRINGS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION

HOW 8&0s WILL AFFECT DECISION H

Proposed §4Qs Fallback 8&Gs

Water Quality Management {p.8 of the ARMP/ROD)
]

Objective: To maintain or improve existing water quality in the resource ares where possible. Supplement Supplement ,i
Water Yield Management { p.11 af the ARMP/ROD.) |
Objective: To Increases water yield throughout the resource area through forest management practices and through treatment of Replece Replace !
mountain brush vegetation types to improve livestock and big game forage. . '
Ciiticsl Watershed Areas {p.31 of the ARMP/ROD.
Objective: To protect the municipal watersheds providing domestic water for the communities of Rifle and New Castle, to manage debris Supplement Supplement .!
flow hazerd zones sdjacent to Glenwood Springs, and to protect watershed conditions In srosion hazard areas.
Aquatic Habltat Managemant (p.34 of the ARMP/ROD) |
Objective: To increase fish production and recreational fishing use on streams having more than one-half mile of continuous flow sccess Supplement Supplement |
across public land and on lakes surrounded by at least 40 acres of public land. i
Terrestrial Habitat Management (p. 37 of the ARMP/ROD.) |
Objective: To provide spproximately 57,933 AUMs of big game forage (the ded to meet Colorado Division of Wildlife goels in Modity (1) Modify (1} |
1988/ to improve existing wildlife habitat conditions, and to increase wildiife species diversity. !
Livestock Grazing Management (p.20-31 of the ARMP/ROD).
Objective: To provide AUMs of livestock forage to mmodate active livestock preference, commensurate with meeting standards. Modify (2) Modify (2)
Active livastock preferance is that portion of the total preference for which grazing use may be authorized
Planned Management Actions:
S intonsively manage certain allotments identified on page 20 and using techniques described in Appendix A of the ARMP. Supplament Supplement
* Construct facilities such as springs, reservoirs, corrals, and kivestock trails whers necessary to control and distribute livestock. Supplament Supplament
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APPENDIX B2.2

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND OUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

GLENWOOD SPRINGS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION -

Livestock Grazing Management {con’t)

" Planned Management Actions {con’t):

(The following Is peraphrased from a lengthy section of the ARMP} Additional forage that becomes available on allotments that are
winter range for big game will be allotted to wild life but only within DOW goals; additionsl lorage that becomes available on allotments
with big game summer range will be allocated to livestock.

* Adjust the season of use on 53 allotments - changes are mede when the allotment is transferred to a new permittes or when the
current parmittes voluntesrs to accept the changes.

* Specific sflotment preference, use and aflocation are found on pp. 22-29 of the ARMP).

2o
HOW S&Qs WILL AFFECT DECISION

Proposed S&Qs Fallback S&Qs

Supplement Supplement

Supplement Supplement

Forest Managemaent {p.31 of the ARMP/ROD)

Objoctive: To manage afl sultable commercisl forest land and woodland to meet sswtimber and fuelwood demand and maintain
productivity.

Modify (3) Modify (3)

Fire Managemant (p.44 of the ARMP/ROD)

Objective: To reduce losses, complement resource management objectives, and sustain the productivity of the blological ecosystems
through fire mansgement. Commensurate with maintaining productivity.

Supplement Supplement

Recreation Resaurce Management (p.30 of the ARMP/ROD)

Objective: To ensure the continued svallability of outdoor recreational opportunities which the public seeks and which sre not readily
svailable from other sources, to reduce the impacts of recreational use on fragile and unique resource values, and to provide for visitor

safety,

Supplament Supplemant

Off-Rosd Vehicle Management {p. 38 of the ARMP/ROD)

Objective: To prevent fragile and unique resource vaslues from damage by off-road vehicle (ORV) use and to provide ORV use
opportunities where appropriate.

(1) "delete” the amount needed to meet Colorado Division of Wildiife goels in 1988
{2} "add” commensurate with mesting standards
{3) "add” commensurate with maintaining productivity
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APPENDIX B3.1
HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

GUNNISON RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING AMP DECISION HOW S8&0s WILL AFFECT DECISION I
Proposed S&Qs Fdlbnel( s&ac
AREA-WIDE DECISIONS
Solts and Weter Resources [p.2-2 of the ARMP/ROD)
| Objectives: Manage resources to schieve target basal densities on upland ecological sites as defined In Table |-1 of Appendix | of the Supplement Supplement
il * Additional forage g d from projects will go first ta mest watershed needs.
Vegatation (p.2-2 of the ARMP/ROD)
Obheﬂvu'mwmehrm.mm-ubdedumWMMNmm the vigor, Modity (1} Modify (1)
production, and diversity of desirable plants. Dasired plant communities will be identified in sctivity plans
Riparien Zones (pp.2-2 thru 2-4 of the ARMP/ROD)
Objectives: Manage riparisn sress to maintain, restore, of improve riparisn conditions such that proper functioning conditions are Supplament Supplement
achiaved, and to enhance nature! values.
i Special Status Plant and Animal Species and Habltat (p.2-4 of the ARMP/ROD)
Objective : Habitat supporting existing popuistions of USFWS listed threatened and endangered species, and USFWS candidate, and Supplement Supplement
BLM sensitive species will be maintained and protected to ensure suitable habltat conditions and visble populations.
| WidWfs (pp. 2-4 through 2-8 of the ARMP/ROD)
{ Objectives: Implement methods to manage public lands to help meet within the camrying capacities of the habitat, CDOW long-range Supplement Supplement
herd goasls, maintsin or improve vegetstion communities to benefit both game and non-game wildiife, implement a program to Incresse
to quality and gquantity of crucial big gsme winter range, and cooperate with CDOW end other organizations to maintsin or enhance big
game and/or upland game hablitate.
* Big-game utilization should not exceed moderate use (40-60%), commensurate with apobmr Supplement Supplament
* Provide habitat to support 9,000 ssge grouse on public lands. Modify (2} Modify (2}
I * Endemic non-game animsl species habitat will be enhanced by Improving and/or maintaining & variety of native plant species and Supplement Supplement
‘vegetative structure in upland and riparien arees, improving the ecological condition of sagebrush communities, and improving of
maintaining non-game habitst within forest fands.
* Fishery streams and sssocisted riparian aress will be managed to improve or maintsin the existing scological status (hydrological, soil, Supplement Supplement
end vegetation,
Livestock Grazing Mansgement (pp. 2-8 through 2-12 of the ARMP/ROD)
Objectives: Allow grating ¥ commensurate with public lend hesith on 470,460 acres (approximately 60,135 AUMs of which 45,539 are Modify {3) Modify (3)
| sctive and the balance are suspended).
. ammmouhnlon(«lﬂmtlc-lommmhnthntndamdhﬂu“ﬂRPS Supplement Supplement
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APPENDIX B3.2

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

GUNNISON RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

- —
EXISTING RMP DECISION

e

Grazing (Con't)

Grazing Management Actlons:
{ ® For "1° allotments, the AMP identifies utilization levels for the upland sreas and for riparian areas {including maximum use levels and

.; minimum stubble heights for key species in riparian sreas). )

* Continue to identify structursl snd non-structural improvements fincluding 1 . water develop ts, weed and pest control, and
land treatments such as bumning, spraying and chainingland prescribe them in activity plans or sgreements. They must be designed and
built to avoid conflicts with wildlife, scenic valuas, ete.

* Activity plans will be developed within funding capability using collaborative input. They will incorporate allotment specific objectives
| for protecting, meaintaining, or improving livestock forage, wildlife and fich habitat, and riparian sreass.

i * Monitoring will consist of:

sctusl use, utilization and trend data, use supervision, precipitation, ES), soll srosion, and water quality and quantity.

¢ Bast management practices will be used to reduce soil srosion.

* Public fands unsuitable or {lable for i k grazing will continue unavsilable unless monitoring proves otherwise.

Supplament

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

| Forest Management (p.2-12 of the ARMP/ROD)

65

Objectives: Suitable commercisl forest lsnds will be managed for sustained yisld production within the allowable cut restrictions and Supplement Supplement
| guidelines determined by TPCC. Special emphasis will be placed on over-mature and pest-killed trees.
| Fire Management (p.2-16 of the ARMP/ROD)
Objactives: "Conditionally® suppress wildfires on about 508,388 acres and "fully® suppreas fire on 76,624 acres. Suppiement Supplement
¢ Unit objectives will dictate the choice of fire suppression methods., Supplsment Supplement
* Allow for prescribed fire unit-wide for enhaer nt and fue! hazerd reduction. Supplement Supplement
| Unit #1 (p.2-20 of ARMP/ROD)
Objectives: This unit, a Special R tion Manag t Ares, will be maneged to protect scenic recreation and to protect Supplement Supplement
fraglle ecosystems.
Livestock Grazing Actions:
* Grazing allowed within the capabilities of the ecosystems. Supplement Supplement
Supplement Supplement




APPENDIX B3.3

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND QUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

QUNNISON RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

——— e

EXISTING RMP DECISION

Unit #2 |p.2-22 of ARMP/ROD)
Objectives: This unit Is now a designated Wildemess Area, managed for those values,

Livestock Grazing Actlons:
* Actions must comply with wildemess taws.

® No grazing in Allotment 6112 to prevent conflict with bighom sheep.

* I.thhmmmﬁlcmhwllmmlhlmhmmmtwhrhnptmm.

HOW 8&0s WILL AFFECT DECISION

Proposed S&0s

Supplement

Fallback 5&Js

Supplement

Unit #3 {p. 2-23 of the ARMP/ROD)
Objectives: Manage this SRMA to provide and improve the existing diversity of recreation opportunities.

Livestock Grazing Actions:
* Grazing Is not permitted along Cochetopa Creek.
* No sheep grazing allowed to prevent conflicts with bighom sheep.

Unit #4 (p.2-24/25 of the ARMP/ROD)

Livestock Grazing Actlons:
* Manage grazing to avold confiicts with recreation.
* Manage consistent with unit objectives.

Objectives: Manage this ACEC for the pratectian and enhancemant of visus! and other natural resources and recreation opportunities.

Supplement

Supplement

| Unit #8 (p.2-26 of the ARMP/ROD)
I Objectives: Manage this ACEC to protect the habitat of the Uncompahgre fritillary butterfly.

Livestock Grazing Actions:
* Cantrol domestic shasp to protect habitst for the butterfly.
* No grazing siong Silver Creek to protect the butterfly.

Supplement

Supplement

Unit #8 (pp.2-26/27 of ARMP/ROD)
Objectives: Manage this National Natural Landmark/ACEC to protect natural values within the sarthflow.

Livestock Grazing Actlons:
* None identified.

Supplement

Supplement
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Unit #7 {p.2-27,28,and 29 of ARMP/ROD)

Livestock Msnagement Actions:
| * No livestock grazing will be authorized to protect scenic values.

APPENDIX B3.4
HOW WILL STANDARDS AND QUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE REBOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

GUNNISON RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION HOW 8&0s WILL AFFECT DECISION

Objectives: Manage this ACEC to improve the capabilities of the resources In the unit to support wintering elk. Supplement Supplement

Livestock Grazing Actions:
* No grazing along Stevens Creek and Allotment 6200.

Unit #8 (p.2-28/29 of the ARMP/ROD)

Objectives: Manage this ACEC to protect USFWS Category 2 species - the skiff milkvetch, : Supplement Supplement

Livestock Management Actions:
* Domeastic sheap grazing not sfiowed.
* No vegetative treatmente that would sdversely sffect mitkvetch habitat.

Unit #9 (p.30 of the ARMP/ROD)

Objectives: Manage this ACEC to protect scenic and recreations! opportunities. Supplemant Supplement

Unit #10 {p.2-31 of ARMP/ROD)

Objectives: This unit will be managed to maintain or Improve hablitat for bighom sheep. Supplement Supplement

Livastock Grazing Actions: N
* No domestic sheep grazing to prevent conflict with bighom sheep.
* Range improvements allowed If compatible with unit objectives.

Unit #11 (p.2-32 of ARMP/AOD)

Objectives: This unit will be maneged to improve and maintain sagebrush vegetstive communities n order to optimize sage grouse Supplement Supplement

populations,

Livestock Grazing Management:
* Renge improvements allowed if compatible with unit objectives.
* Additions! forage, the result of livestock treatments wiil be aliocated to livestock grazing.

67




APPENDIX B3.6

HOW WILL 8STANDARDS AND QUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE REBOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

GUNNISON REBOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

—

EXISTING RMP DECISION

Unit #12 (PP.2-33/34 of ARMP/ROD)
I Objectives: This unit will be managed to improve habitst conditions snd increase the production and diversity of shrub species in upland
and riparian vegetative types to support wintering populations of deer and elk and to mest CDOW long-range herd goals.

Livestock Grazing Actlons:
*D tie shesp grazing will be My luded in Game Unit 84 to eliminste competition with big game forage.

HOW S&Qs WILL AFFECT DECISION

Proposed $&Qs

Supplement

Fallback S&0s

Supplement

Unit #13 (pp.2-34/36 of ARMP/ROD)
Objectives: This unit wit bs managed to improve or maintain scological conditions; suiteble public land will be avaliable for livestock
grazing.

Livestock Grazing Actions:
* No livestock grazing slong Las Pinos Creek until riparisn econditions improve.

Supplement

Supplement .

{ Unit #14 (pp.2-36/37 of ARMP/ROD)
Objectives: This unit will be managed to protect, restore, and enhance riparian areas containing important sage grouse broodbearing
sress.

Livestock Grazing Actlons:
i * Seasonally maintain 4 inch stubble height to Improve cover for ssge groute chicks; maintain 2% Inch stubble height at other times,

Supplement

Supplement
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APPENDIX B3.8
HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

QGUNNISON RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

| EXISTING RMP DECISION HOW 5&Gs WILL AFFECT DECISION I
L Proposed S&Gs Fallback $&0s
| Unit #18 (pp.2-37/38 of ARMP/ROD) .

Objectives: This unit will be managed to restors and snhance the condition of fishery streams. Supplement Supplement !
| Uvestock Grazing Actions: ,-
| ° When grazing occurs, a minimum stubble height of 4 inches will be maintsined. There is menagement fiexibllity with this standard.

5 * No livestock grazing sllowed slong Henson Creek.
| l

Unit #18 (pp.2-38/39 of ARMP/ROD) i
| Objectives: This unit will be managed rding to g al mansgement (these are vhat fregmented lands). Supplement Supplement
I Livestock Grazing Actlons:
| * No grazing along Wildcat Creek. '

|

Recreation Resource Management (p.2-13 of the ARMP/ROD) |
 Objoctive: Manage public lands to ensure the continued avallability and diversity of resource-dependent outdoor recreation Supplement Supplement |
| opportunities. '

I I .. T IEE———., - e )

(1) "delate” at loast late saral
{2) "add™ commensurate with capability
{3) "add” if commensurate with public land health
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APPENDIX BA.1

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND QUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

KREMMLING RESBOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION

HOW S&Qs WILL AFFECT DECISION —"

Proposed S&QGs Faliback 5&Qs l
Water R Mansgement { p.6 rd of Decislon)
&. Objective - Protect and enhance groundwater and sensitive watersheds in associstion with actions of other resource programs and Supplement Supplement
which meets state water quafity standards.
b. Planned actions: .
* Maintain streams that meet or excead state water quality standards through limited management Supplement Supplement
* Protect ground water to maintain good quality Supplement Supplement
* Restrict activities that would adversely affect sensitive watersheds. Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Management {p.6,7)
a. Objective -
* Allocate a base level of livestock forage at 39,728 AUMs and refine as monitoring data becomes avallable. Supplement Supplement
* Increasa forsge production in 20 years by 37% to a lovel of 64,296 AUMs; Intensity management on 76 farge allotments representing Modify (1) Modify {1}
519% of public land in the RA, convnensurate with public lsnd hesith standerds.
* Improve overall range condition from the current 20% in satisfactory to 70%. Replace Replace
b. Planned Actions: . )
Provide intensive management for 78 of the 311 grazing allotment in the RA by:
* Adjust stocking rates to proper stiocation levels In-accordance with the range condition Inventory and monltoring studies data. Supplement Supplement
* Design grazing systems providing minimum rest requirsments and/or adjusting sessons of use. Supplement Supplement
* Conduct comprehensive use supervision and monitoring. Supplement Supplement
* Consult with permittess conceming adjustments and other docislons atfecting thelr allotments. Supplement Supplement
* Invest In cost-effective range improvements to implement grazing systems.{Proposed are spring developments, stock ponds, wells, Supplement "Supplement
ditch, plipelines, fence, and fand trestments). :
¢ Allocate additional forage made availsble through Intensive g practices Supplement Supplement
Widitfe Management, Including Threatened and Endangered Species { p.8 Record of Decision).
8. Objective - manage public land habitst to support optimum wildlife populations as detarmined by the Colorado Division of Wildlife's
Strategic Plan, commensurate with public Jand heeith stendards and other allocations. Emphassis will be placed on intensively managing Modify (2) Modify (2)
critical and important wildlife habitste including 326,000 acres of upland, 3 miles of riparian, 3,000 acres of wetlands, and 53 miles of
stroam.

{1) "add” commensurate with public land health standards
(2) "add” commensurate with public fand heaith standards and other silocations
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APPENDIX B4.2

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

KREMMLING RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

e
EXISTING RMP DECISION

Recreation Resource Management {p.11 of the ARMP/ROD)

Objective: To ensure the continued avellability of d tional opportunities which the public sesks and which are not readily
available from other , 1o red the impacts of re tional use on fragile and unique resource values, and to provide for visitor
ty, and interpretation.

HOW S&Gs WILL AFFECT DECISION

Proposed 84Gs

Supplement

Fallback §&Gs

Supplement

Forest Management (p. 10 of the ARMP/ROD)

a. Objective: To manage alt productive forest land that is suitable for producing a vnrbty of 'onn ducts on a sustained yield basis.
This action will create a heaithy forest environment through continued forest m. te.

L L4

b. Planned actions:
* Provide | ive manag for approximately 40,000 acres - masintain and protect the remalining forested lands.
¢ Actions will emphasize improving f t vigor and growth, as well as minimizing & d by i di or fire.

Supplement’

Supplement
Supplement

Supplement

Supplement
Supplement

0ff-Road Vehicle Management (p.12 of ARMP/ROD)

Objective: To protect fragile and unique resource values from damage by off-road vehicle (ORV) use and to provide ORV use
opportunities where appropriate.

71



APPENDIX B5.1

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

LITTLE BNAKE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Proposed S&Gs

AREA-WIDE DECISIONS

Livestock Grazing (p.8 of the ARMP/ROD)

Objectives: The Burasu's objective is to improve range conditions In terms of species diversity and abundance, as well as increasing

carrying capacities for bath Hvestock and wildiife. Estimates of stocking rates contasined in the plan do not necessarily refiect the need

for the intent to commensurately reduce fivestock stocking levels. Monitaring studies will be conducted to more sccurately determine

canrying clpacltln and the condition and trend of plant communities in relation to the above stated objective. Declsions to

r /decrease Hivestock and/or wildiife numbers con only be made after this information has been determined and t

| techniques are developed so that livestock snd wildlife utilizetion can be maneged. I adjustments are determined to be ntcnur\r.

| overy effort will be made to accomplish them through consultation with individuasl renchers, the Colorado Division of Wildlife, and other

interests, as appropriste. Consultation and coordination will also be sought during monitoring and other phnol of the studies. Thc goal
of the livestock mansg t prog Is to improve the range land forege resource by managing toward e desired plant

Planned Actions:

* Livastock grazing utilizing tederal preference (166,895 AUMs) will be allowed until rangeland monitoring studies ere completed.

* BLM will immedistely begin rangeland monitoring on M and | category allotments, including 13 confilct sllotments.

® Surveys done during 1981-1983 for 73% of the erea and sarlier survey’s for the rest of the ares, which estimated forage svallable to

support a grazing level of 148,821 AUMs will be used as basefine inventory data.

*Livestock use adjustmaents will be implemented In accordance with 43 CFR 4110.3-3 after acquiring 8 minimum of 2 years of rangeland
itoring data, in bination with bassline data. Declsl imp! nting changes In livestock use will be lssued as soon as data are

avsilable to support that change. In no case will more than 6 years of rangeland monitoring dats be required for adjustments. Any

adjustments would result in consultation/coordination with the livestock operastor.

* BLM policy is to lssue decisions or anter into sgreements within 5 years of publication of s Range-land Program Summary (RPS)

following completion of s Grazing Environmental impact Statement Resource Management Plan {EIS/RMP). An RPS is Issued within 5

yoars after the RMP Is signed. A five year implementation period will be used. Decisions will be Issued In the third and fifth years to

| modity the adjustments as necessary to reach sstimated grazing updates. Mutus! sgreements may be entered Into at any time during

the five year period. These wiil slso be documented in the RPS updates.
o Gmlng wll be temporarlv uu-pondod In sreas whou kw fonno plsrm hlw hun critically over-utilized.

HOW S&0s WILL AFFECT DECISION H

Supplement

Supplement
Supplement
Supplament

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement
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Fallback S§&Qs

Supplement

Supplement
Supplement
Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement




APPENDIX BS.2
HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

LITTLE SNAKE REBOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

{ Livestock Grazing (Con't)

* Vegetation land trest: te will involive int ding. spraying, plowing, snd ding. In ducting these trestments, BLM will
adhere to established procedures and design specifications to protect all resource uses and valuss. A banefiticost snalysis and
environmentas! anslysis will be completed before any treatments sre implemented.
* Range improvement projects will be completed on 69 allotments to control livestock use, improve distribution, snd improve riparian/ Supplement
watland habitat. A benafit/cost analysis and environmantal sanatysis will be completed before any projects are implemented.
* Management categorization will be updated as the result of rangsland condition change or as data changes becomes avsilsble through Supplement
the monitoring program.
| * Aliotment management plans will be developed # needed for allotments within the Little Snake Resource Area. Level of detall for each Modify (1)
| plen will be datermined from the management category for that aliotment.

Wildiife Habltat {p.12 of the ARMP/ROD).

i Objectives: Improve those rangelands that are key wildlife habitats and have the p tial for d forsge production for wildlife
grazing by improving soll and water resources. Maintain thoss rengelands that are st their desired plant communities.

* Determine stocking rates for wildlife and livestock that result in proper use of the public rangelands within the 13 conflict allotments.
lasues decisions or enter into agreements to establish forage use and grazing capacity. The BLM will consult with the Colorado Division
of Wiidlife, atfected grazing permittees, and other interested parties.

Threatened/Endangered, Candidate, and Sensitive Plants (p.14 of the ARMP/ROD)

I Objectives: Protect, consarve, end manage Colorado BLM sensitive plant species and locations with adjecent criticsl sites that affect
| their habitst, H any threatened/ endangered or candidste plant species is identified in the Little Snake Resource Aroa, it would be
| protected through no-surfece accupancy stipulations and any other actions needed to prevent its deterioration and allow its recavery.

Wid Horses {p.16 of the ARMP/ROD)

' Objectives:

* Protect wild free-rasming horses in the Sand Wash Basin from un-authorized capture, branding. harassment, and destruction.
¢ Manage herds of wild horses as an integral part of the public lande scosystem under the principle of multiple use.

. Manm wild hom h-hlm to achiow and rnolntain a thriving mtunl mloolcol balance.

73




APPENDIX B5.3

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

HOW B&as WiLL AFFECT DECISION

Proposed 8&Gs

Faltback S&Qs

I Wild Horses (con't}
¢ Maintain comect deta sbout wild harse populstions and their habitats. Supplement Supplement
* Remove excess wild horses periodically to maintsin appropriste management levels on the herd management area, Supplement Supplement
* Remove horses that stray from Sand Wash as soon as practical, Supplement Supplement
8ol and Water Resources (p. 18 of the ARMP/ROD). .
Objectives: Pravant deterloration of soll conditions and stabfize and rehabilitate areas where accelersted erosion and runotf have Supplement Supplement
resuited In unacceptable resource conditions.
* Pravent disturbance to fragiie soll areas where resulting erosion could not be controlled. Supplement Supplement L
* Maintain the integrity of streams and thelr associsted riparian values in public lands that meet state water quslity standsrds and have Supplement Supplement
scceptable channe! stabliity.
* Protect and maintain present groundwater quality and quentity. Supplement Supplement
Forest Lands and Woodiands (p. 18 of the ARMP/ROD)

§ Objective: Manage the sultable pinon/juniper woodlands snd commercial forest lands to maintsin stand productivity and to help meet Supplement Supplement
fueiwood snd saw timber demand on a sustained-yleld basls.
Fire Mansgement (pp.19-20 of the ARMP/ROD).

} Objective:

. in full suppression zones the objectives are:

¢ Give full priority to parsonal safety, life, or property. Supplement Supplement
* Pravent wildfire from causing any tree mortality in current and proposed commercisl timber sale and woodland product contract areas. Supplement Supplement
* Prevent wildfire from destroying any perishable designated cultural resource sites. Supplement Supplement
* Pravent wildfire from destroying aress with significant ripsrian values. Supplament Supplament
in conditions! suppression zones: _
* Suppress all wildfire by taking appropriste suppression sction. Appropriate sctians will be based upon preplanned analysis consistent Supplement Supplement
with land management objectives including the threat of life and property, economic evaluations, and resource constrainta.
* Use suppression strategles which do not require ary exp: of firefighters and equipment to threatening situations. Supplement Supplement
* Until appropriste suppression actions which will avoid ail unnecessary impairment of wildemass values and s Istent with Interi Supplement Supplement
Management Policy. )




APPENDIX 854

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

LITTLE SNAKE REGOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING AMP DECISION

Fire Management {con‘t.)
in prescribed fire zones, the objectives is to use planned snd unpianned ignition meet the objectives of other , such as livestock
and wildlife for the use of fire to improve vegetative conditions.

T —
HOW S&0s WILL AFFECT DECISION

Proposed §&0s

Supplement

Fafiback 5&Qs

Supplement

|
—

Natural History (Area of Critical Environmantal Concam) (pp.24-26 of the ARMP/RODY}

Objective: To protect identified areas that contain important historic, culturel, scenic, and natural values or to protect humen fife and
safaty from natural hazards, pursuant to the FLPMA and BLM regulstions at 43 CFR 1610.

Supplement

Supplement

SPECIFIC UNIT OBJECTIVES AND ACTIONS
#1 Eastern Yampa: The objectives for this unit sre to reslize the potential for devslopment of coal,oll, and gas resources.
Livastock Grazing Actions:

® Public lands are opan to grazing uniess cos! development is Imminent.
* Management practices are sliowable consistent with unit objectives.

Supplement

Supplement

#2 Northern Cantral: The objectives for this unit are to provide for the oll and gas resource and management of the commarcistly
valuable stands of lodgepole snd ponderosa pine.

Livestock Grazing Actions:
* Lands are open to grazing and management practices permissible conslatent with managemant objectives.

Supplement

Supplement

#3 Little Snake River: The management objectives of this unit are to improve soll and watershed values, | forage production, and

| enhance livestock grazing.

Livestock Grazing Actions:
AMPs, rangeland improvements, and vegetstive lsnd treatments will be developed to improve the vegetation, soll, and watershed
resaurces snd values,

Supplement

Supplement

#4 Eastern Foothills: The management objectives for this unit sre to provide for the development of oll, gas, and geoth |

Livestock Grazing Actions:
Same as #2.

Supplement
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APPENDIX B5.5

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINE AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION HOW 8&Gs WILL AFFECT DECISION
ee—— Proposed 540Gs Fallback S&Qs
#8 Northern Great Divide: The managsment objectives for this unit sre to maintain and improve critical habitat for sage grouss, mule Supplement Supplement :
desr, and pronghom antslope. i
Livestock Grazing Actions: |
i * Public Lands are open to fivestock grazing. |
¢ BLM-funded or livestock aperator funded projects or land treatments are aflowed when authorized when compatible with the !
management objectives for this unit. i
#7 Scattared Sands: The objectives for this unit are to 1)provide for the development of the locatable minerais and leasable minerals Supplement Supplement |
| other than cosl, ol and gas, and geothermat resources, and 2) make aress available to supply demand for sand, gravel, and other |
_ salesble mineral materials. |
| Livestock Grazing Actions: i
| Same as #2. '
} #8 Axisl Basin: The mansgement objectives for this unit are to maintain and improve critical habitats for mule deer, elk, and sage Supplement Supplement |
grouse. ] .
| Same as #6
#9 Cold Spring: The management for thess units are to maintain and improve the quality of 1) the habitat for elk, mule deer, big hom Supplement Supplement
sheop, the fishories in Beaver Cresk, and 3} the tional opportunities which exist hers sspeclally for hunting.
1 Livestock Grazing Actions:
Same as #6
#10 Cross Mountain and Diamond Breaks Widemess Study Areas: The objectives are to manage these aress for there wildemess Supplement Supplement
characteristics.
Livestock Grazing Actiona:
Allow Hvestock grazing in manner consistent with the area’s wildernass values and in sccordance with interim mansgement policy.
#11 Recrsation Areas Littde Yampa, Cedar Mountain, and Wid Mountsin: The objectives are to manage theso areas for their recreation Supplement Supplement

values and for the outstandingly remarkable vatues of the Yampa River {(Wild and Scenic River criteria)

Livestock Grazing Actlons:
Same as #2.
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HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

LITTLE SNAKE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION HOW S8&QGs WILL AFFECT DECISION
Proposed 5&Qs Faliback 8&Q0s

#12 Vermifion: The objectives are to prevent any increases in erosion and/or sediment yield. Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Actions:

* Grazing Is permitted.

* Management practices or range Improvement projects are subject to performance standards found on psge 16 of the ARMP/ROD.

#13 Limestone Ridge, idsh Canyon, and Lookout Mountain ACECs : The management objectives for these areas are to protect and Supplement Supplement
enhance remnant plant associstions and Colorado BLM sensitive plant species, scenic qualities, and other natural values,

Livestock Grazing Actions:

* Same as #2 except that no range improvement projects or trestments are aliowed in the Limestone ridge ACEC.

#14 Middis Mountain : The management objectives of this unit are to maintain and Improve the quality of the habitat for the etk herd, Supplement Supplement
mule deer, and raptors.

Livestock Grazing Actions:

* Same e 76,

#186 Cross Mountsin Foothills : The management objectives for this unit sre to maintain and improve the quality of the bighom sheep, Supplement Supplement
olk, and mule deer.

Livestock Grazing Actions: .

* Same as #6. .

#16 West Red Wash : The management objectives for this unit sre to maintain and improve the quality of the habitat for bighom sheep, Supplement Supplement
olk and mule deer.

Livestock Grazing Actione:

* Same as #6.

#17 Willow Cresk : The management objectives for this unit sre to maintain and improve critical habitat for greater sandhili crane. Supplement Supplemaent
Livestock Grazing Actions:

® same a2 #8

Recrestion Resource Management
Objectives: Protect and maintain a diversity of outdoor recreation opportunities, activities, and experiences. Provide high-quaslity visitor Supplement Supplement
services, Including interpretive information. Maintain established recreation opportunity spectrum classes upon implementation of all
planned management actions. Ensure maintenance and minimize degradation of existing visual resource management classes.

= =

(1) “deleted” all, "add” if neaded




APPENDIX BS.1_

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

ROYAL GORQGE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING AMP DECISION HOW §&0Cs WILL AFFECT DECISION
i Proposed S&Gs Faflback S&0s
| . — -t
| UNIT-WIDE DECISIONS
| Sensitive Solts (p.3-1 of the PRMPFEIS)
Objectives: Manage rescurces and actions to avoid soil loss srosion and loss of watershed values during the life of the plan, Supplement Supplement
Water Quasiity (p. 3-3 of the PAMP\FEIS)
Objectives: Maintain or improve water quaiity In accordance with state and Federal standarde. Supplement Supplement
Noxious Weeds (p.3-3 of the PRMP\FEIS)
Objectives: Control weeds through-out the planning area sccording to the principles of integrated pest management and the Colorado Supplement Supplement
Undesirsble Plant Act.
Fire Management (p.3-3 through 3-4 of the PRMP\FEIS)
Objectives: Protect property and intersp d tands, the entire srea will be managed for full firs suppression. Supplement Supplemant
* Enhance resource management through the use of prescribed fire.
Vegetation Management (p. 3-6 of the PRMP/FEIS)
Objectives: Attain healthy watershed and solt conditions based on sits potentlal Supplement Supplement
® gite specific objectives, ll'lcludlno specitic Desired Plant Communities {DPC) will be identified in integrated activity plans, and in most
| cases will be a diverse ity of gr shrubs, and tress that could bas ressonably schieved.
Livestock Grazing Mansgemant (p.3-5)
Objectives: Allow grazing sccording to the 1981 Grazing EIS with changes to sddress ummm with other resource values identified Supplement Supplement
in the plan.
Livestock Grazing Actions:
* Improvements and trestments are utllized if needed. Supplement Supplement
* ANocation of any additicnal forage will be made after consultstion with affected interests. Supplement Supplement
* A rest standard for "I" and "M~ sfictments will be required to sllow plants to regrow, retsin vigor, and produce sesds and seedlings. Supplement Supplement
* Maximum shiowsble utiiization wilt be BO% for grasses and 60% for shrub species. Supplement Supplement
* On single pasture allotments with season long spring/summer grazing, utlization will be held to the 40-60% range on forsge spacies in Supplament Supploment
lieu of a rest standard.
Riparian {extracted from unit descriptions):
Ob[.cﬂvel 75!6 of all dparian sreas will be In prup-ﬂy fumtbrhg eondlﬂcn by 1997. Supplement Supplement
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APPENDIX B6.2

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND QUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

e
HOW 8&Gs WILL AFFECT DECISION H

Fallback §&0s

ROYAL GORGE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Proposed 580

Unit #1 - Arkansas River Subregion
This unit generally encompasses the Arkansas River Corridor from Canon City to Leadville. Supplement Supplement
Objectives: Protection and/or enhancement of water quality, fisheries, and recreation values ars emphasized.

Livestock Grazing Actlons:
* Exclude grazing in Mosquito Pass ACEC,restrict to portion of High Mesa Grassland ACEC; exclude grazing in developed recreation Supplement Supplement
sites, and NRHP sites if needed.
* Use BLM fencing,cooperative projects, or elimination of grezing to eliminate livestock drift onto uncontrolled private land. Supplement Supplement

Unit #2 - Collegiate/Sangre Subregion - This unit represents the valley floor and foothiils adjacent to the aforementioned mountains.
Objectives: Protection and/or enh t of vegetation, special status plants and animals, wild- life, and wilderness values are Supplement Supplement
emphasized.

Livestock Grazing actions: - .
* Adjust season of use and stocking rates in the Droney Guich ACEC, Supplement Supplement
* Allotments re-categorized due to watershed and riparian conflicts. Supplement Supplement

Unit #3 - Badger Creek Sub-Reglon
| This ares encompasses the Badger Croek area north of the Arkansas River.
Objectives: The primary focus of this area is to improve the vegetation, watarshad conditions, and riparien values. Supplement Supplemant

| Livestock Grazing Actions:

* Grazing will be excluded on potential NRHP sites if conflicts occur.
¢ Stocking rates and sesson of use will be adjusted on 28,600 acres. Supplement Supplement
* Categorization of some allotments will be modified to address riparian, wildiife. and watershed conflicts. Supplemeant Supplement

1 Unit #4 - South Park Sub-Region - This area sncompasses south Park.
I Objectives: impr t of veg lon and land ownership p are emphasized. Supplemant Supplement

Livestock Grazing Actions:
¢ Use BLM fencing.cooperative projects, or slimination of grazing to eliminate livastock drift onto uncontrolled private land. Supplemant Supplement
* Categorization of some allotments will be modified to address riparian, wildlife. and watershed conflicts. Supplement Supplement
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APPENDIX B8.3

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESGURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

ROYAL GORGE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION

HOW S&Qs WILL AFFECT DECISION I

Proposed S&Gs Fallback S&Gs |
| Unl’lﬂ'Goﬁﬂousm.hn-mnmlommpumﬂntmmtholmmncnyto&lwhOroot. i
Objectives: improvement and protection of backcountry and extsnsive recreation values/ opportunities, wildemess resources, wildlife Supplemant Supplement ;
habitat, and vegetation are smphasized. '
i
Livestock Grazing Actlans: |
¢ Stocking rates and sasson of use will be sadjusted in the Garden Park ACEC, If needed. Supplement Supplemant |
¢ Use BLM fencing,cooperative projecte, or elimination of grazing to efiminate iivastock drift onto uncantrolied private land. Supplement Supplement i
¢ Categorization of some silotments will be modified to address riparian, wildlifs, and watershed conflicts. Supplement Supplement
Supplement Supplement [
| Untt #6 - Waugh Mountaln/ Tallshassse Cresk Sub-region. f
This high mountain and pinlon/ juniper/oak-covered hill country is located north of the Arkanses River northwest of Canon City. {
Objectives: Protection/enhancement of vegetation, special status plants/animals, wildlife habitat, and natural values are emphasized. Supplement Supplement ‘
Livestock Grazing Actlons: ,
® QGrazing on 58 scres (High Mese Grassiands) will be limited. |
® Use BLM fencing,cooperative projects, or elimination of grazing to eliminate livestock drift onto uncontrolled private land. Supplement Supplement
¢ Categorization of some sliotments will be modified to address riparian, wildiife, end watershed conflicts. Supplement Supplement |
Supplement Supplement '
|
Unit #7 - OI-Q. Creek Sub-region, this Is the Grape Creek corridor and surmounding watershed from DeWeesse Reservoir to Canon City.
| Objectives: iImprovement/protection of vegetation, water quality, riparian, wildlife habitat, and special status animals are smphasized. Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Actions:
* Use BLM fencing,cooperative projects, or alimination of grazing to sliminate livestock drift onto uncontrolled private land. Supplement Supplement
® Adjust season of use in 2 ACECs. Supplement Supplement
® Categorization of some aliotments will be modified to address riparian, wildiife, and watershed conflicts. Supplement Supplement
Unit #8 - Huerfeno Sub-reglon.
This area fiss siong the Huerfano River in southeast Colorado,
I Objectives: Improvement/protection of vegetation, riparian, and wildlife habitst are emphasized. Supplement Supplement
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APPENDIX B6.4

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GQUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESBOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

ROYAL GORGE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

Unit #9 - Cucharas Canyon Sub-region. This area lies along the Cucharas River Northeast of Walsenburg.
Objectives: Protection/enhancement of vegetation, riparian, and culturs resources is emphasized.

Livestock Grazing Actions:
* Grazing will be excluded on the potential NRHP district if it becomes designated.
* Re-categorize sllotments from “C" to "I,

HOW 88&Gs WILL AFFECT DECISION

Fallback 6&Qs
Supplement

Supplement Supplement

Supplement

I Unit #10 - Other Lands Sub-region. This massive area ls mainly private land; It is composed of mainly scattered public land south and
I east of Canon City to the Kansas border.

Livestock Grazing Actions:
* No special provisions.

Objectives: Maintaining leasable mineral opportunities and protection of wildlife habitat (including special status epacies) are smphasized.

Recreation Resource Managemant (pp.3-10, 11 of the PRMP/FEIS)

Objective: Manage lands slong the Arkansas River and the Gold Belt Tour area for intensive recreation mansge. Other lands will be
managed to provide for a variety of dispersed recreation opportunities.

Off-Highway Vehicle Use
Objective: All BLM-adminlstered lands in all sco-subregions will be formally designated in the Federat Reglster as open, limited, or




APPENDIX B7.1

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

BAN JUAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION

HOW §&Gs WILL AFFECT DECISION

UNIT-WIDE DIRECTION

Livestock Orazing Managemant { pp. 5-8 of the ARMP/ROD)
Objectives: Maintain or improve the vegstation component of this ecosystem to permit a balanced mix of uses to ensure sustained yisid.
| Grazing aflotment have been categorized as "I° (improve resource conditions), *“M" (maintain current sstisfactory conditions, or “C”
| (custodial management).

Grazing Mansgemant Actions:

Proposed S&Gs

Supplement

Fallback S&Cs

Supplement

¢ Appendix 8 of the Draft RMP identifies the sllotments, their categorization, sllotted AUMs, and potentisl range Improvemants specific Supplamant Supplement
to the allotment.
¢ Future management actiona including AMPs wilt be tallored to meet thess objactives sfter consultation with fivestock operators. Supplement Supplement
¢ Continue monltoring and evaluation plan.
¢ Adjust fivestock use to meet objectives; includes class of ivestock, season of use, stocking rate, or the grazing pattem. Supplement Supplement
¢ Approximately 64,200 AUMs ere authorized initially untll sgreements are reached or decisions made on grazing capacity. Supplement Supplement
% If needed, range improvements are sllowed (found In Appendix 9B of the Draft RMP). Supplement Supplemant
¢ Grazing systems (typical systems sre identified in Appendix @ of the Draft RMP] will be implemented In cooperation with the livestock Supplement Supplement
operator. Supplement Supplement
¢ Unaliotted tracts are available for grazing except for those not currently authorized for grazing. Supplement Supplement
¢ Spring use In select "I aflotments { Table 1 of the ARMP/ROD will not be sllowed unless a suitable grazing system Is Implemented. Modify (4) Modify (4}
Whdtife Managemant {p.12 of the ARMP/ROD).
Objectives: Protect, maintain, and enhance: Supplement Supplement
- cruclal habltats for big game, upland birds, snd waterfowl!. Supplement Supplamant
- eruclal habitats for non-game specles of apecisl interest and concem to state or other Federsl agencles Supplement Supplemant
- wetland and riparian habitate. Supplement Supplemant
} - habitat for state of federally Histed TAE specles. Supplement Supplement
Each objective is mandated and/or supported by specific federal regulation or legisiation. Supplement Supplemant
Wiid Horee Management (p.21 of the ARMP/ROD).
Objectives: Manege » wild horse herd with and aversge number of 50 horses on the Spring Cresk Basin and remove all wild horses from Supplament Supplement
the Naturita Ridge herd area.
i Timber Management p.21 of the ARMP/ROD).
ll Objectives: Public lands within forest mansgement aroas will be avasilable for & full range of forest managemaent activities. Supplement Supplemeant
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HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

SAN JUAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

R
HOW 8&Qs WILL AFFECT DECISION I

| EXISTING RMP DECISION
Propossd 6&Gs Fafthack 8&0s
—— — P— —e— S S i S a— ———— ————— — S— —_— e — — [ —— e . e e m oo -----—ll
Timber Managemant {Con’t.}
* Forest management sctivities will also be avallable In other emphasis areas subject to the objectives of thoss areas. Supplement Supplement
8oll and Water Managemaent (p.22 of the ARMP/RMPI.
Objectives: Soils will be managed to maintain productivity and to minimize erosion. Supplement Supplement
* Water quality will be maintained or improved in accordance with state and fedaral laws and spproved standerds.
* Protect municipal watersheds.
ACEC - Anasazl Cutture Muttipls Use Area (p. 22-23 of the ARMP/ROD).
Objectives: Through ful management, protect the important cuftural, minaral, recrestion, range, backcountry, and wildlife resources Supplement Supplement
of this 168,000 acre ares.
Area A Emphasis Area Objectives: This is e livestock emphasis ares; It emphasizes incressing Mc and livestock production on 8
sustained yleld basis.
* Emphasis is on increasing forage, red mest and animal fiber production, and improving forage composition and watershed conditions, Madify (1) Modify {1}
contingent on meeting public land health standards.
Livastock Grazing Actions:
* Use improved systems such as rest-rotation and deferred rotation. Supplement Supplement
® lnvest in ranges imp nts ary to Imph t management systems. Supplement Supplement
* Develop AMPs where needed. Modity (2) Modify (2}
Area B Emphasls Area Objectives:
Emphasize achieving and maintaining the best possible habitat conditions for fisheries and wildiife. Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Actions:
* Emphasis will be upon increasing aquatic and terrestrial wildiife numbers within habitst capabllity, improving stream and watershed
conditions and providing a high degree of vegstation diversity . Supplement Supplement
Area C Emphasis Area Objectives:
Emphasis on recreation; ensure the continued availability of outdoor racreation opportunities which the public seek and which are not Modify (3} Modify (3)

readily availsble from other public or private entities, contingent on developments being able to meet public land health standards.
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HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

SAN JUAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION

| Area C Emphasis Area {Con't)

Livestock Grazing Actions:
® No vegetation trestments to maintain or Imp forage position sand production except prescribed fire wh

* Any improvements near developed recrestion sites should be rustic in appearance,

Proposed S&Qs

Supplament
Supplement

HOW S8Gs WILL AFFECT DECISION u

Fallback S&Qs

Supplement
Supplement

| Area D Emphasts Area Objectives:
Emphasis on wilderness values; manage the area so thet natursl p are unimpeded by human activities, Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Actions:
* Manage for Improved range conditions. Supplement Supplement
® No vegetative maniputations, Supplement Supplement
* improvements must be primitive and of natursl material. Supplement Supplement
Area E Emphasis Area Ohjectives:
Emphasis on mineral development: ather resource uses sllowed in menner that does not impede mineral development Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Actlons:
* Mansgement must not interfers with development or rehabliitation of mineral activity. Supplement Supplement
Arsa F Emphasis Area Objectives:
Emphasis on cultural resources; protect.manage, end use the cultural resources In the area. Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Actions:
* Reduce or control llvestock to protect cultural [ ary. Supplement Supplement
Ares O Emphasis Area Objectives:
Manage these areas for general multiple use. Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Actions:
Supplement Supplement
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HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

SAN JUAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

{ Area H Emphasis Area Objectives:
| Emphasize the disposal of tracts of public lands meeting FLPMA criteria.

Supplement
Livestock Grazing Options:
* No public monles on range improvements. Supplement Supplement
* Notify grazing permittees. Supplement Supplement
Area | Emphasis Ares Objectives:
Emphasize managing wild horse herds providing r y forage and water. Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Actions:
® Manage livestock to reduce conflicts with wild horses. Supplement Supplement
* Provide livestock waters year-round. Supplement Supplement
* Reduce numbaers and\or season of use to eliminate forage competition with wild horses. Supplement Supplement
* Range projects must be compatible with wild horses. Supplement Supplement
* No licensing of domestic horses in these areas. Supplement Supplemant
i Area J Emphasis Area Objectives:
i Incresse the production and utilizetion of wood, fiber, firewood, posts, and poles. Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Actlons:
* Grazing practices will have no sdverse effocts on timber management operations snd objectives. Supplement Supplement
* Vegetation treatments generally not allowed. Supplement
* Aange improvements must minimize effects to forest management. Supplsment Supplemant
Supplement
il Area K Emphasis Area Objectives:
Improve water quality and soll stability in these fragile watershed areas. Supplement Supplement
| Livestock Grazing Actions:
* Manage livestock st low to moderate levels to maintain plant vigor. Supplement Supplement
* Reduce number of seasons of use to achieve soll and water objectives. Supplement Supplement
* Utilize soll and water impro ts to imp range condition and diversify vegetation. Supplement Supplement
* Develop a grazing system for Disappointment Valley designed to meet soil,water, and salinity objectives. Supplement Supplement
| Area L Emphasis Ares Objectives:
(Ses area decisions section).
| Recreation Resource Mansgement {p.13 of ARMP/ROD)
. Objective: A wide range of outdoor recrestion opportunities will continue to bs provided for all ssgments of the public, commensurate Supplement Supplement

wnh dnmlnd

2) 'del.te 71 AMPs (810,000), "add™ AMPs where need-d
(3) "add" contingent on developments being able to meet public land health standards
|4) “delete” category | allotmenta, "add” all aliotments
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HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

SAN LUIS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING AMP DECISION HOW 8&0s WILL AFFECT DECISION |
Pmpuud 880s deuek S&Qs

AREA-WIDE DIRECTION (ARMP/ROD, p.7-12)

BLM lands and rescurces will continue to be managed to provide a varlety of needed commodities and uses {e.g. livestock grazing, Supplement Supplament |
| minersl material sales, stc.) to sssist in the support of local and regionsl economies. Generally, managament practices and prescriptions !
{ wift favor maintaining or enhancing the naturaf setting (wildiife habitat, visusf ation areas, etc.|. Spocll’ie omphull wili |
I be to enh diap d tion opp ities, wildife hat and related vab and uses. N Y . stip . and |

mitigating measures will be included to protect thess resources from rreversible damage. |

Vegetation

* Provide management that will move towsrd good condition based fiste seral) on site potentls! using grazing management. Modify (1) Modify (1)

* Afllow vegetation manipulation and other practices to ald in accomplishing the sbove.

* Define desired plant communities in sctivity plans (in most casea, it will be a diverss community of grasses, shrubs, and forbes).
| Livestock Grazing Mansgement

* Manage Hvestock on 149 sflotments sncompassing epprox. 474,000 scres, Supplement Supplsment |

* Adjustments to actus! suthorized AUMs will be suthorized and made when climatic or other conditions warrant a temporary Increase Supplement Supplement |

or decrease In livestock use. !

® Tamporary fivestock grezing will be allowed,panding and EA on any newly scquired lands. Supplemant Supplement |

* Consider grazing on spproximately 29,000 scres of sultable lands but presently unaflotted for grazing. Supplement Supplement |

* Allow improvements as noted in sppendix D of the proposed RMP/final EIS, Supplement Supplement |

* Manipulation of vegetation can be used if neaded to meet management objectives. Supplement Supplament

* Manage al} rding to assigned o t categorias: M - ge to maintain t satisfactory conditions. | - manage Supplement Supplament ) |

to improve resource conditions C - custodial mansgement; ldlum categories as new Info becomes svall-able, resource conditions |

change, or management activities are Implemented. |

* Based on monitoring, make fivestock changes if warranted; changes made with EA and octlvltv plan revision, If applicable. Types of Supplement Supplement |

changes include but are not fimited to class of fivestock, sessan of use, stocking rate, or the grazing management system. :

* Utilize coordinated management plans If feasible; atherwise devalop grazing systems by completing AMPs. Supplement Supplement

1
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HOW WILL STANDARDS AND QUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAQGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

S8AN LUIS RESOURCE MANAQGEMENT PLAN

=

EXISTING RMP DECISION

Wildilfe and Fish Habitat Management

HOW S&as WiLL AFFECT DECISION

Proposed B&Qs

Fallback 5&0s

and birthing habitat special status plants and animals.

*All BLM-administered lands will be considered for protection and enhancement of wiidlife habitst values. Supplement Supplement
* Continue monitoring HMAs, crucis! big game range, birthing areas, and raptor sites. Supplement Supplement
* Maintain existing stream fisheries. Supplement Supplement
* Allow for reintroduction of nstive, or naturallzed fish and wildlife species; authorized by the District Manager following snvironmental Supplement Supplement
snalysis.
: Fire Management
I ° All wildfire will be suppressed. Supplement Supplement
* Prescribed bumas are permissible to meet management goals. Supplement Supplement
UNIT DECISIONS
| Ban Luls Ares -#1 Objectives: These sre the lands in the Resource Area that are not designated se ‘specisl areas. Supplement Supplement
{ * Maintain spproximstely 1,400 scres of riparian and wetiands in good to excalient condition and improve 455 acres. Supplement Supplement
* Maintain p t good to excellent range condition; move toward good condition (appropriate seral stage) on the fair to poor condition Supplement Supplement
range based on site potential.
* Manage streams to maintain fishery p tial. Supplement Supplement
* Provide management to enhance, recaover, or re-astablish specis! status plant snd animal values. Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Management Decisions:
* Provide 40% of | d forsge production to fivestock grazing and 80% it needed to non-ii k uses (eg. wildlife, riparien, Supplement Supplement
watershed, soils).
* Monitor all grazing sreas and take appropriste methods to enhance riparian values, special status plant and animal habitat, and other Supplement Supplement
RMP cbjectives.
* Avoid or mitigate conflicts with crucial wildlife use. Supplement Supplement
* Allow for aarly spring use {3/1 10 4/30) if consistent with aliotment and management prescriptions. Supplement Supplement
{ Tricide Mountaln Ares #2
Objectives: Provide special gement ta protect and enhance special wildiife values, other significant natural values, and specis! Supplemant Supplement
| status plant values.
Livestock Grazing Declsions:
* No specific declsions sxcept that grazing sctions will be considered in the development of a CRMAP that will smphasize cruclal winter Supplement Supplement
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HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES @FFECT QPPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAQGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

SAN LUIS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION

Sand Castle Area #3
Objectives: Special management wilt be provided to protect cutturs! and scologice! resources.

Livestock Grazing Declslons:

* No specific decisions except that grazing actions will be considersd in the development of a CRMAP thet will emphaesize cultural
. aspecially the “Fol * site. )

HOW S&0s WILL AFFECT DECISION

Proposed 8&0s

Supplement

Supplement

Fallback S&0s

Supplement

Supplement

| Blanca Area #4
| Objectives: Provide speclsl management to maintain wetlands for waterfowl production.

Livestock Grazing Declslons:
* No specific grazing sctions.

Supplemant

Supplement

I Elephant Rocks 5
| Objectives: Provide special menagement to protect unique geological. scenic, visual, specis! status plant values, recreation, heritsge
resources and other significant natural resource values.

Livestock Grazing Declsions:
i * No specific decisions except that grazing sctions will be considered in the development of 8 CRMAP that will emphasize specisl status
| plants.

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

Rsjadero Canyon #6 ‘
| Objectives: Provide specisl msnagement to protect snd enhance special stetus plants and other significant naturel values.

Livestock Grazing Declsions:
* No specific decisions except that grazing actions will be considered in the development of a CRMAP that will emphasize special status
plants. ) .

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

Los Mogates Area #7
| Objectives: Objectives: Provide special management to protect and enhance special status plants end to protect big game crucial winter
| habitat and birthing habitat.

Livestock Grazing Decisions:
i * Same ae #3 ({Trickle Mountain).

Supplemant

Supplement




APPENDIX B8.4_
HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE REBOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

BAN LUIS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

San Luls Hills #8

Objectives: Provide special management to malintain and, if possible improve the condition on the existing scres of Flat Top Mountain
watlands, big game habitat, and special plant val

Livestock Grazing Decisions:
¢ Same as #1, Trickle Mountain.

Rio Grande River Conidor #9
Objectives: Provide special management for the significant natural, scenic, and recreational values along the 22-mile stretch of the Rio Supplement Supplement
Grande River north of New Mexico.

Livestock Grazing Decisions:
* No specific decislons sxcept that grazing management wiil be considered in the CRMAP developed for the srea,

i Cumbres and Toltec Scenic Raliroad Conidor #10 )
| Objectives: Provide spectal mansgement for the scenic and historical values slong this old rallroad line, Supplement Supplement

Livestock Grazing Declslons:
* Na specific decislons except that grazing mansgement will be considered in the CRMAP developed for the area,

(1) "delete” late saral
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HOW WILL STANDARDS AND QUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

UNCOMPAGHRE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

1

90

EXISTING RMP DECISION HOW S&Qs WILL AFFECT DECISION i
Proposed 8&Gs Fallback S&Gs _Jl
AREA-WIDE DIRECTION
Solls and Water Resources (p. 10 of the ARMP/ROD)
® Water quslity and srosion conditions will be inventoried and monitored, Supplement Supplement
* Moasures designed to minimize srosion and water quality deterioration will be requires in site specific plans for surfsce disturbing tand Supplement Supplement
use activities,
* The area will be open to land t and develop t of In-channel structures and project facilities. Supplement Supplement
Riparlan/Aquatic Systems (p.10 of the ARMP/ROD)
* inventory and monitoring will occur for proper management. Supplement Supplement
* Vegatative conditions and streambank cover will be maintained or improved, Supplement Supplement
* Mitigation to protect riparian ares will be required in surface-disturbing land use activities. Supplement Supplement
Threatened and Endangered Species { p.10 of the ARMP/ROD).
* Inventary and Monitoring will occur for proper management, Supplement Supplement
® Clearances will occur and US Fish end wildlife Service consulted, Supplement Supplement
* Measures to protect TRE species will be required in sl land use activity plans. Supplement Supplement
® After snalysis, releases and reintroduction of federal and state listed species are permitted after proper analysis snd consultation. Supplement Supplemant
Wiiditfe Habltat ipp. 10-11 of the ARMP/ROD).
* Maintsin wildilfe forsge atlocstions st current levels until studies determine adjustments are needed. Supplement Supplement
* Additionsl forage divided equally between wildlife and fivestock grazing. Supplement Supplement
* Wildlife habltat monitoring wilt occur on crucial winter ranges. Supplement Supplement
* Planning area is open to land trestments and project facliity development; maintain existing facilities. Supplement Supplement
* Supplemental releasas of native or naturalized fish and wildiife spacies may be authorized following environmental analysis. Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing (p.11 of the ARMP/ROD).
* Suitable public lands will be avallable for livestock grazing. Supplement Supplement
M l.ivutoek use wlll continue st current .ﬂocttbn bnl- un'tl studies Indicate changes are needed to meet management objectives. Supplement Supplement
— — e == ——  —— ————————




APPENDIX B9.2
HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

UNCOMPAHORE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION . HOW 8&0s WILL AFFECT DECISION

Plopoud 8&0! Faliback Sldl

| Livestock Grazing [Con't}

® Maintsin livestock facilities. Supplement Supplement
¢ Update AMPs as needed. Supplement Supplament
* New facilities or fand treatments will be developed If nesded to meet AMP objectives. Supplament Supplement
* Maximum sustained utilization of key forage species will be 50%. Supplement Supplement
* Aliotment categorization will determine mansgement and monitoring intenasity. Supplement Supplement

| Forestry { p.11 of the ARMP/ROD).

* Commercial forest lands and pinon/juniper woodlands wiil be managed for sustained yleld production within allowable cut restricti Supplement Supplement

Cultural Resources (p.11 of the ARMP/ROD)

* Measures designed to protect cultursl and historical resources will be developed in consultation with the Advisary Councll on Historic Supplement Supplement
Preservation and the State Historic Preservation Officer, and will be required in all activity plans.

Unit #1 Objectives: The objective of this unit is to improve vegetative conditions and forege availsbility for livestock grazing. Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Decisions:

® Facilities and jand treatments will be developed to imp livestock forage and distribution will be developed. Supplement Supplement
* AMPs will be updated and new AMPs developad where none axist. . Supplomeant Supplement
* New additional forage wil be allocated to livestock. ! Supplement Supplsment
* Relinquished, cancelled, or acquires livestock grazing permits will be relssued amuﬁnu to reguiations. Supplement Supplement

Unit #2 Objectives: This unit will be managed to improve the areas’ capability to support winter big game. Supplement Supplement

Livestock Grazing Declsions:

* Livestock grazing will continue at current levels unless studies determine adjustments are nosded. . Supplement Supplement

* New livestack forage generated from op Isted impro ts will be allocated to B h . Supplement Supplement

* Non-conflicting livestock manag t objectives will be incorporated into new wildlife HMPs. Supplement Supplement

* Facllity development and land treatment projects will be permitted if compatible with wildiife management objectives. Supplement Supplement
= == — e
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HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESBOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

UNCOMPAHGRE RESOUACE MANAGEMENT PLAN

-

EXISTING RMP DECISION HOW S&Qs WILL AFFECT DECISION |
| |
| Proposed 8&Gs Faflback S&QAs
e .

Unit #3 Objectives: Manage for sustained yleld production of the woodland resource, Supplement Supplement !
‘ Grazing Management Decislons: !
| ° Non-contiicting grazing management objectives, projects, and mitigating measures will be incomporated into new FMPs. Supplement Supplement |
| ° Existing livestock projects will be maintained and new projects developed If they will not decrease the woodland base, Supplement Supplement |
; Unit #4 Objectives: This unit conslsts of the Gunnison Garge; primary abjectives are to pratect recreation objectives, valuas, Supplement Supplement (
opportunities, and use.
|
Grazing Management Decislons: !
* Continue grazing at levels and of use unless studies Indicate that adjustments are needed. Supplement Supplement |
* Gunnison Forks Habitst ares will remain unallotted for grazing Supplement Supplement ‘
® if necessary, limit grazing use to 35% forage utilization in the Elephant Skin Wash area to protect soils. Supplement Supplement i
| |
Unit #6 Objectives: Management In this area (commonly known as the “sbobes”} will ba to reduce salinity foads Into the Upper Supplement Supplement ;
{ Colorado River Basin.
| Livestock Grazing Declslons: I
I ° Allow grazing sxcept from March 20 1o range resdiness 1o protect plant spacies during spring growth period. Supplement Supplement
l ° if basal ground cover Is less than 10 % (7% on the salt flats), forage utilizstion will be managed at 35 % of key forage species to Supplement Supplement
| increase basal ground cover.
Unit #8 Objectives: Manags the areas wild h until Congressional action. Supplement Supplement
| Livestock Grazing Decisione: |
* Maintain grazing levels prior to wild designation, commensurate with public lend health. Modify (1) Modity (1) !
¢ Allow rangeland imp te if d nined to be necessary for rangeland and/or wildermness protection, Supplement Supplament |
[ !
i Unit #7 Objectives: Manage this area for both existing and potential coal development. Supplement Supplement
| There are no specific livestock grazing management decisions.
i Unit #8 Objectives: This srea {a Mancos shale "badiand” area) will be managed to provide recreational OHV use, commensurate with Modify (2) Modity (2)
L pubﬂb hnd m:m

92




HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT I’I.'AN DECISIONS?

'UNCOMPAHGRE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

S ——
HOW S&Gs WILL AFFECT DECISION

| unit #8 (con't)

Livestock Grazing Dacislons:

* Allow grazing and facliities but in a manner not to Impede OHV uge. Supplement Supplement
Unit #9 Objectives: These sre riparian zones in the planning srea; the land will be managed to restore and enh riparian vegetstion Supplement Supplement
along 40 miles of stream.

Livestock Grazing Declsions:

* Allow grazing except from March 1 through range readiness. Supplement Supplement
* Develop activity plans and develop management practices and principles. : Supplement Supplement
® QGeneral guide will be utilization of 35% by welght of key forage species, but may vary, Supplemant Supplement
¢ Tralling witt be limited to roads as much as possible; no bedding of tralling livestock in riparian arees. Supplement Supplement
Unit #10 Objectives: Manage the ares to enhance Its use as an elk calving sres. Supplement Supplement
Livestock Qrazing Declsions:

* Any disturbance during the calving season will be limited #s much as possible. i Supplement Supplement

! Unit #11 Objectives: Manage this area ss waterfow! habltat. Supplemant Supplement
' Livestock Grazing Declsions:
No specific although disturbance from March 16 through June 30 Is minlmized. Supplement Supplement
Unit #12 Objectives: Manage this ACEC to protect TAE plent species ' Supplement Supplement
Livestock Grazing Declsions:
* Continue grazing st current levels until studies determine TAE specias are being thrastened. Supplement Supplement
I Unit #13 Objectives: Manage this ares as a research naturs! sres and T&E species. Supplement Supplement
: Livestock Grazing Declsions:

* QGraze at cument levels untl! studies determine TAE species sre being degraded. Supplement Supplement

Unit #14 Objectives: Manage this volcenic srea as an outstanding natural area, Supplement Supplement

Livestock Grazing Declslons:
* The aliotment will remain unalloted fo

Supplement Supplement

r fivestock grazing.
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APPENDIX 896

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

UNCOMPAHGRE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION HOW 88as WILL AFFECT DECISION
|
——_— Proposed 8&0s Falback S&0s
Unit #16 Objectives: This badiand ares will be mansged as an outstanding natural area and will be protected from surface disturbing Supplement Supplement
activities that degrade scenic qualities and accelerate srosion.
|
| Livestock Grazing Declsions: I-
¢ Grazing allowed at current levels unless studies determine TAE species or habitat em being degraded. Supplemant Supplement |
| © Uthizetion will be st 35% of key forage species If bassl ground cover is less than 10%. Supplemeant Supplement |
¢ No additional forage allocations will be made. _ Supplement Supplemeant i
| * No additional livestack improvements will be allowsd, Supplement Supplement '
i} Unit #18 Objectives: In general, opsrate according to general guidance and sssumptions, Supplement Supplement |'
|
Livestock Grazing Declslons: |
| No specific decisions are identified. |
Recreation Resource Managemant (p.11 of the ARMP/ROD| i
Objective: Public lsnds will be managed for extensive and diverss recraation use. Supplement Supplament

L — P ——— pot—————— P —— Bt —— e — e e ———————————————————

(1) "add” commensurate with public land health
(2) “add” commensurate with public land heaith
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APPENDIX B10.1

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

WHITE RIVER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

]

EXISTING RMP DECISION HOW 8&Qs WILL AFFECT DECISION
- . Proposed S&0s Fallbeck S&Qs |
AREA-WIDE DECISIONS
|
Saolls Management (p.3-1 of the PRMP/FEIS) |
Objectives: Prevent impairment of soil productivity due to sccelersted soll erosion and phvtléul or chemical degradation resulting from Supplsment Supplement ‘
surface use activities. Stabilize and rehsbliitsts watersheds wh lerated erosion end degradation have resuited have resulted in
eptable conditions State and fedaral lawse ss well as conditions of approval found In Appendix C will provide guidance, |
Hydrology Management (p.3-2 of the PRMP/FEIS)
Objectives:
* Surface Water - Maintsin or improve both water quelity and quantity In specific watersheds to be compatible with existing and Supplement Supplement
i snticipated uses and appiicable state and federal water quality standards. Protect from further degradastion fragile watersheds which are
major BLM land contributors of sediment and salinity to the Colorado River System and protect and improve priority streams that lack
i channel stablility and have been identifled as nat mesting state water quality standards,
h Ground Water - Maintein and snsure the Integrity of present aquifer system both In terms of quantity snd quality throughout the Supplement Supplement
resource area, utilize etate standarde.
* Water Rights - Working with the stats of Colorado, protect water sources In support of other resource programs by abtaining legal Supplament Supplement
water rights as necessary,
® Water Dspistions - assure complience with USFWS programmatic blological opinion for minor water depletions in the Colorado river Supplement Supplement
Basin, from BLM administered projects.
Vegetation Managemant (pp. 3-8 thru 3-8 of PRMP/FEIS)
Objectives:
¢ Plant Communities - Manag t end/: frvt of healthy diverse and sustainable rengeland and woodiand plsnt communities Supplement Supplement
which provide food, fiber, and snjoyment for human use and well being commensurate with the lands capabllities to produce, and which
| conserve healthy, diverse, populations of native plant. Landscapes will be composed of 8 plant community mosalc representing
successional stages and distribution pattems consistent with the natural disturbance and regoneration regimes.
| * Noxlous Waeds - Manage such weeds so that they cause no further negative environmental, aesthetic, or economic impact. Supplement Supplement
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APPENDIX B10.2

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

WHITE RIVER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION

® Riparian Areas - Achieve an sdvenced ecological condition on alf high and medium priority tiparian habitats, P
mnmgcmm objectives including proper functioning condition, require an earfier successional stage.

ansitive Plants Vegetation Associations - Pravide for ...tlon. [ tion, t of plant species designated

1 as BALM i las. E that land use Is pli ¥ to the p nt or t of BLM senshtive plant
| species and their hlbltlt 50 ss to avold the need for subsequent listing lnd p!otleﬂon under the Endinglrld species Act.

HOW 8&QGs WILL AFFECT DECISION

Proposed S&Qs

Fallback 5&Qs |

Forestry Management (pp. 3-10 thru 3-11 of PRMP/FEIS)

Objectives: Manage all timberiands to maintain productivity, sxtent, forest structure, and for the enhancement of other resources.
Provide for speclal management conslderation for special or unique forest/woodland sreas.

| Livestock Grazing (p.3-12 of the PRMP/FEIS)

Objectives: Provide s healthy public rangeland capabls of supplying forage on a sustained yleld basis to meet the demand for livestack
grazing. Provide opportunity for adequate forage plant growth and/or regrowth necessary to: 1) replenish the plants food reserves; and
2) produce sufficient seed to meet the reproduction d ary to maintain an ecological presence in the plant community.
Manage livestock grazing to maintain or enhance a healthy rangeland vegetative composition, species diversity, and other resource

| values.

Management Actions: Livestock grazing ild be managed as described in the 1981 Rangeland Program Summary (RPS), and the RPS

| updates lssued in 1981 and 1984. Thess documents address five major actions: {1} allocation of forage among predominant grazing

animals and ather uses, {2} initiation of intensive grazing management, (3) continustion of existing intensive grazing mansgemant

| practices, (4) minimum period of rest for each allotment, and (5) range improvements to snhance rangeland productivity and
management.

| * The forsge sfiocations made in the 1981 RPS for livestock would continue until sufficient data exists to require modification.

| *Atotalof 126,450 AUMz would be sllocated to livestock in the short term (10 to 20 years). It is estimated a totel of 146,060 AUMs
could be allocated to livestock over the long-term {over 20 years) through increasss in sustainable rangeland production resulting from

vagetation rnanipui-llnnl, i-npfovad fivestock distribution and mnmrmm. and h'npmvad rangeland health.
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APPENDIX B10.3
HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

WHITE RIVER REBOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION HOW S&0Gs WILL AFFECT DECISION !
| ’ Proposed S580s Fallback S&0s
| Livestock Qrazing (Cont)
® Livestock grazing use levels have been reduced from 160,310 AUMe suthorized In 1980 to the present level of 128,490 AUMs. The Supplement Supplement |
| current sllocation of 126,480 AUMs would continue for the short term, !
| * Monitoring studies would continue to be conducted on 81 grazing sliotments to svaluate the sffects of activity plan development, and Supplement Supplement |
if necessery, to further refine livestock grazing fevels. |
* Adjustments in fivestock grazing levels would follow procedures outiined in 43 CFR 4110. increases In avallable forage would be Supplement Supplement
apportioned among competing uses, by: 1) filling the suspanded fivestock grazing pref: for the allotment; 2} providing blg game

|
I wildiife forage needs; snd 3} iIncressing wikd home forage allocations. This process may be modifled during development of integrated |
| sctivity plans. Incresses or dacreases in available forage would be apportioned in proportion to the allocation lovels developed in the i
Integrated activity plan.sliocstions. This process may be modified during development of integrated activity plans. Increases or |
decreases in svailable forege would be spportioned in propartion to the sllocation lavels developed In the intsgrated activity plan, I
® The 144 grazing aflotments affected by this RMP have been place in one of three management cllmdol that define intensity of Supplement Supplement I
| mansgement: (1) improve (1}, Custodial (C), and (3) Maintain (M) |
* The 64 allotments place in the *I" category were identified for development of aflotment mmm plans (AMPs). The AMPs direct Supplement Supplement |
1 tivestock 9 t through declslons sbout grazing systems, season-of-use, number and kind of livestock, range devel or
! vegetstive treatments required to meet resource objectives designed to improve and maintain heaithy rangelands and to um conflicts ‘
with other public land uses.
| ° AMPs have been developed for 18 "" categ llotments & g 884,680 acres of BLM land. These sllotments .lulhoflu . Supplemant Supplement
| tivestock grazing use level of 58,650 AUMs. AMPI for the nmllnﬁ\ﬂ 35 allotments In the "I category id ba developed as time and |
| funding permit. Current grazing levels and 'l t practices would continue to be authorized on the 36 "M" and 54 "C" category |
I shotments. The “I" category alk ts id receive highest priority for public funding, and the “C" catsgory ailotments would recelve |
the lowest priority for public funding. |
® Aliotments could be moved from one category to another as new information becomes avallable, resource conditions change, or Supplement Supplement
mnmomom sctivities are implemented based on the category criteria listed in chapter 3 of the Draft RMP.
¢ Development of integrated activity plans (IAPs} would inciude all aflotmente within the sctivity plan boundarles regardiess of current Supplement Supplement |

| mmqmm category.
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APPENDIX B10.4

HOW WilL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

WHITE RIVER RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

| Livestock Grazing (Con't)

procuul associsted with designated crmcal hebitats for listed and t:.ndlclllo ﬂthu ol' tho Uppor Colarado River Basin,

¢ A minimum rest requirement would be developed for each aflotment as IAPs are developed. This period of rest is the minimum time Supplement Supplement
required to restare plant vigor, improve watershed and rangelsnd conditions.
* Minimum rest pariods have been developed and will ba proposed for the epring snd sarly growing periods ta meet the basic Supplement
il physioclogical requirements of forage plants, and to red fivestock trampling damage to plants and eoll during wet soll conditions after
| the spring thaw.
Wild Horse Managemant (pp. 3-13 through 3-14)
Objectives: Manage a wild horse herd of 95-140 in & manner such that a thriving, mloqlcll balance ls maintained for oft other plant, Supplemant Supplement
{ animal,and other species on that range.
{ Wiidife Habitat Mansgement Big Game (p.3-14) Ensuring that big game habitat on public land provide habitst components and Supplement Supplement ,I
I conditions necessary to sustsin big game populations commensurate with multiple use objectivas snd State-established population
objectives by:
- enhancing/maintaining productivity of preferred forage on alf big game range, - providing the forms, distribution, and extent of the
vegetative cover and forage that satisfy the physiological and behaviors! requirements of big game and sncourage efficient use of
availabie forage, - reducing and properly managing big game animal harassment.
Reptor (p.3-15)
Objectives: maintain the short-term utility and long term development of suitabls raptor habitate - lﬂuludc prey base, nest sites,snd other Supplement Supplement
speclal habitat features.
Grouse (p.3-16)
| Objectives: Enhance habitst conditions conducive to the maintenance/expansion of native grouse populations; reduce disruption of Supplement Supplement
| important seasona! use activities.
| Fisheres (p.317)
| Objectives: Promots imp t and y of current,historlo, and potential stream fisheries as a means af increasing Supplement Supplement
| Special Status Species (p. 3-18)
| Objectives: populations of sport and native fishes, maintain facliities capable of Supplament Supplement
i supporting warm watar fisherles, and increase recreational opportunities within the Resource Area.
{ contribute to the recovery of speclal status animals in an sffort to
i ultimately remove these species from special status consideration by:
- maintain/restore habitats Supplement Supplement
- assure that federally authorized sctions do not disrupt or otherwise affect important biologlcal activities or affect mortality. Supplement Supplemant
- management activities will be conducted in a manner to improve to proper function condition those bank, channel, snd flood-plain Supplement Supplement




APPENDIX B10.5

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

WHITE RIVER REBOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION

Arsas of Critical Environmental Concem (p.3-21) of the PRMP/FEIS,
Objectives: Managse 99,020 acres with special emphasis on identifled resources within & muitiple use framework.Concem (p.3-21) of the
PRMP/FEIS.

HOW 8&Cs WILL AFFECT DECISION

Proposed 54Qs

Supplement

Fallback 5&Gs

Supplement

| Motorized Vehicle Travel Management (p.3-23 of the PRMP/FEIS)
i Objectives: Manage motorized vehicle travel on public lands to provide for public needs and demands, protect natural resources and the
{ safety of the public land users, and minimize conflicts smong verious uses of public lands.

Supplement

Supplement

| Fire Management (p.3-29 of the PRMP/FEIS)
Objectives: Manage fire to protect public health,safety, and property and aflowing It to camy out important ecological functions.

Supplement

Supplement

‘Recreation {p.3-22 of the PRMP/FEIS)

Objective: Provide a broad spectrum or diversity of resource-dependent recrestion opportunities to meet public land visitors’ needs and
demands; provide services to the visiting public; maintain high-qualiity faciiities to meet public needs and demand, and Improve public
understanding and support of BLM programs through communication snd partnership.

Supplement

Supplement

Motorized Vehicle Travel Managemant (p.3-24 of the PRMP/FEIS

Objective: Manage motorized vehicle travel on public lands to provide for public ds and d ds, protect natural resources and the
safety of public land users, and minimize conflicts among various users of public lsnds.
—
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APPENDIX B11.1

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

NORTHEAST REBOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION

Wildilfe Habitat (p.B of ROD)

3a. Objective: Maintain or improve habitat on 33,910 acres of land.

Managemaent actions:

| ° Mansgement provided through cooperative g t agr ts with an appropriste state or federal wildlife agency or the
development of & BLM habitat management plan. .

3b. Objective: General wildlife habitst will be protected on 3,180 scres.
Management Actions: )
* Protect by considering wildlife concems in environmental assessments of proposed actions.

HOW 880s WiLL AFFECT DECISION

Supplament

Supplement

LHestock Grazing (pp.9-10 of ROD}

6a. Objective: Provide custodial-level managemaent to 5,385 acres of land leased for livestock grazing.
Management actions:
* Operator Initiated improvements, such as stock water impoundments, spring developments, fences, stc.

I' 6e. Obj-étlwn: These lands are not availsble for grezing.
Management actions:
* Grazing spplications for these lands will not be eccepted.

Supplament

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

{ Water Quafity (p.10 of ROD)

6a. Objective: Comect pollution or maintain quality on 23,880 acres.
Management actions:
* Remoaval or madification of poflution sources, limitations on uses or actions that may result in poflution.

6b. Objective: Impacts to water quality on these acres will be minimized by stipulations in project design.
Management actions: .
* Runoff control devices, proper logging practices, proper road location, maintenance of vegetative cover.

Supplement

Supplement

Supplement

8olt Eroslon (p.10 of ROD)
8a. Objective: Provide special tive manag t actions on B50 acres of land to amest unacceptable soll loss, restore soll stabllity

! and retumn soil to productivity.

I Management actions:
| * Vegetation estsblishment, soll additives, road conatruction limitations, mining controls, off-road vehicie restrictions.

Supplement

Supplement

— === —
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APPENDIX B11.2

HOW WILL STANDARDS AND QUIDELINES AFFECT APPLICABLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN DECISIONS?

NORTHEAST RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN

EXISTING RMP DECISION

Whidfire (p.11 of ROD)
10a. Objective: Provide prevention and suppression of wildfire on 22,520 scres,
Management actions:

* Cooperative fire management agreements.

HOW S&Gs WILL AFFECT DECISION

Proposed 5&0s

Supplement

Fallback S&0s

Supplement

Prescribed Buming (p.11 of ROD}
Objective: All acres are in "open” category of prescribed buming.

Supplement

Supplement
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- APPENDIX C

IMPLEMENTATION EXIAMPLES

This appendix contains examples of how standards and guidelines may be
implemented in Colorado. Most of the examples were developed by resource
specialists and managers from each BLM Resource Area as well as members from
the Resource Area Councils who participated in a simulation. The simulation
used a real area familiar to the staff with the understanding that the area
was us or demonstrati oses . It is impossible to display all
possible implementation scenarios. However, the examples will present a
sufficient range of scenarioes to allow the reader to come to some conclusions
on the processes needed to implement standards and guidelines and what the
impacts may be.

It is assumed that standards are assessed at various and appropriate landscape
Bcales. For some issues/resources, health is aseessed at rather small scales.
For other issues/resources, it may be necessary to look beyond analysis areas
to properly assess a standard. The following are some examples of
issues/resources and appropriate assessment scales:

ss Scale
* Neo-tropical birds International
* Salinity in the Colorado River Basin Regional, major river basin
* Decline in sage grouse Regional
¢ Wildlife habitat fragmentation Watershed
* Decadent sage or pinon-juniper sites Watershed
* Economic-grazing permittee‘s livestock Administrative Unit (e.g.,
operation allotment)
* On-site soil loss Administrative unit (e.g.,
. allotment)
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IMPLEMENTATION EIAMPLE 1

PRESENT SITUATION

The permit on a grazing allotment consisting of approximately 2,100 acres ig
scheduled for renewal. It lies within the northern reaches of the Northern
Parks and Range Landscape Unit at an elevation of about 7,800 feet. See
Chapter 3. The allotment adjoins U.S. Forest Service and the current
permittee’s private ranch. The area is within critical mule deer and elk
winter range. A small creek in properly functioning condition with a brook
trout fishery flowing through the land.

An AMP is in place for the area. The allotment is classified as "M" according
to the Rangeland Program Summary completed in 1995. No conflicts have
surfaced regarding the condition of public land health standards. The area

~was not identified for rangeland health analyais in the priorities the Area

Manager established for the year.

A. PROPOSED ACTION
Preliminary Assessment
Process and Resources Needed:

During a staff meeting, the Rangeland Management Specialist advises the
manager and staff of the permit renewal application. A discussion follows.
No additional concerns are raised. The range staff is instructed to renew the
permit under current conditions. An administrative determination is made and
documented to the files that the existing environmental analysis prepared for
the the RMP/EIS and AMP is sufficient. The permittee is advised informally
and formally (i.e. a notation in the permit and AMP) of standards and
guidelines requirements. The RAC is advised in regularly scheduled reports.
BLM labor costs are $500.

VI. What will be the Approach to Monitoring?

Existing monitoring is deemed sufficient.

B. FALLBACK STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES ALTERNATIVE (identify difference from
Proposed Action Alternative)

There would be no difference.

C. PRESENT MANAGEMENT (identify difference from Proposed Action Alternative)

Only interdisciplinary discussions regarding the permit occurs. Consideration
of the action during the prioritization process likely does not occur.
Standards and guidelines and related responsibilitjies are not discussed with
the permittee. :
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IMPLEMENTATION EXAMPLE 2 |

PRESENT SITUATION

The 8,000-acre area lies in the north end of a mountain valley. A major U.S.
highway forms the east boundary. The area lies within the Northern Rio Grande
Basin Landscape Unit. See Chapter 3. Elevation ranges from 8,200 to 9,200
feet. Soils are formed in Colluvium from igneous rock. Vegetation consists of
sagebrush/grass (50 percent), gamble ocakbrush/grass (20 percent) and sparse
shrub/grass (20 percent) and pine/aspen woodland (10 percent). The area is
within critical mule deer and elk winter range and antelope fawning grounds.
Several intermittent drainages and springs provide the only surface water for
the area. Five grazing allotments comprise 7,250 acres of public lands. Three
of the allotments currently have Management Plans. One of these allotments
has a coordinated plan with the Forest Service and one is managed using
Holistic Resource Management (HRM) grazing techniques. Two of the allotments
are emall allotments and do not have a Management Plan. About 1,200 acres of
one of the allotments were designated a Resource Conservation Area (RCA) in
1964. The RCA area was plowed and seeded back in 1953 and then was brushed
sprayed, contoured, and check dams and reservoirs constructed after it became
an RCA demonstration area. The three grazing permittees also graze on
adjacent U.S. Forest Service (USFS) land. Adjacent private land is rapidly
being subdivided for recreational homesites.

Grazing leases for two of the permittees involving four of the allotments are
up for renewal. The lease on the HRM allotment was recently renewed with the
condition that it is subject to the standards and guidelines. Major problems
with public land standards have not surfaced. Efficiencies are realized by
evaluating all three allotmentg at the same time. Assume all three allotments
will be evaluated to determine public land health and possible corrective
measures. .

A. PROPOSED ACTION
I. Preliminary assessament
Process and Resources Needed:

All applicable RMP decisions are identified by staff. The standards and other
applicable guidelines detailed in Chapter 2 apply. The area is designated
"limited” to off-highway vehicles (seasonally closed during the wet season).
Currently, 1,041 AUMe of available forage are allocated to livestock (cattle).
The RMP stipulates that crucial winter ranges will be managed to sustain
available winter forage for 17,600 animals in the entire resource area
although no specific amount of AUMs was identified for wildlife allocation.
Approximately 50 to 75 deer and 100 to 150 elk winter in the area, and 75 to
100 antelope use the area for fawning. At present no conflicts for available
forage exist between livestock and wildlife. Any additional forage is
allocated as follows: 40 percent to livestock; and 60 percent to other users.
A major utility corridor parallels the highway through the area.

The Area Manager and staff (range management specialist, wildlife biologist,
and ecologist) meet to develop a strategy. These employees become the
interdisciplinary (ID) team. A full plan is not necessary. Notify the
livestock permittees, DOW, and U.S. Forest Service informally. The livestock
permittees are also notified by letter to document the files. The Resource
Advisory Council (RAC) is notified through the normal notification process.
Courtesy phone calls are made to local RAC members. At this point, no other
members have expressed an interest in the area. Initial scoping and
notification occurs over a two week period; BLM labor costs are approximately

$500.
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II. What standards are not being met? What is the trend?
Process and Resources Needed:

The ID Team assembles needed, existing information: grazing case file review,
trend data, Ecological Site Inventory (ESI), riparian assessments, soil
survey, water quality data, critical winter range studies, climate data, and
wildlife data (including T&E). One day is needed to compile this
information; most of this data has already been analyzed. Conduct a field
tour of the area involving the ID team, permittees, and DOW. Invite USFS
although their attendance is not crucial. Also invite others who have
expressed an interest in being involved in all phases of the process. The
field tour will last approximately two days. BLM will spend approximately
$2,000 in labor coste during this phase of the process conducted during a one
month period.

Findings :

Standard 1: Standard met. Some minor gullying is present, but overall upland
soiles meet the standard. Trend is slightly upward.

Standard 2: Standard met. Riparian systems are properly functioning and
trend is static or slightly upward.

Standard 3: sStandard not met on the HRM allotment. Native plante aren’'t in
balance with desired plant communities. Plants don’t exhibit a proper range
of age classes. There is less freguency of key speciee (but plant litter has
increased). Overall trend is down slightly.

Standard 4: Not applicable.

Standard 5: Standard met. - Water guality is satisfactory. No stream segments
lying in, bounding, or immediately downstream of the area are listed in the
305b report, or the non-point source assessment report. Available water
quality data indicate compliance with state water quality standards.

III. Vvhat are the causes for the standards not being met?
Process and Resources Needed:

Re-analyze trend data. Meet on site with the ID Team, permittees, and DOW.
Notify the RAC and DOW of findinge. This occurs over a month period and BLM
will spend $1,000 in labor.

Findings:

Conditions in the two allotment up for renewal are satisfactory and the
permits may be renewed under existing terms and conditions.

The other allotment needs improvement to meet standards. The allotment was
converted to a HRM system in 1990. The goals of the HRM plan are to improve
the health of the range: mineral and water cycles; energy flow; succession;
range condition; reduce overgrazing; old growth, time plants are exposed to
grazing and increase livestock density, convert permittee operation to
yearling, shorten grazing period and increase production. To achieve the
goals, BLM agreed to increase AUMs in a shorter season of use. Overstocking
situation for the time period allowed is suspected to be a problem. Concerns
are raised that it is too early to make changes in the HRM strategy.
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IV. What options for remedy are there? What is the decision?
Process and Resources Needed:

Assuming cooperation, only the permittee needs to be actively involved further
except possibly to help assess the situation. The permittee and ID team meet
on-site. Thie occurs over a two week period and BLM spends §1,000 in labor.
(Note: This phase of the process may be combined with the previous step).

Options:

* Reduce AUMs and numbers under existing system.

* Wait for additional monitoring data with year-to-year evaluation.

* Change rotation patterns.

* Reduce AUMe, shorten season, leave numbers the same, and also change
rotation patterns for first year.

Decision:

* Shorten the grazing season (which will result in a reduction of AUMs) but
leave numbers the same, and change rotation patterns for first year. Thise
option is selected to see what effects this will have on the vegetation and to
continue the HRM program. .

V. How will the d-cisian_he implemented? What are the impacts?
Process: |

Modify the permittee’s grazing plan to reflect the changes. The permittee
signs and dates the agreement. This occurs over a two-week period. BLM
spends $200 in labor.

Impacts:

Resource impacts: Some improvement in the occurrence of key species and other
problem indicators are noticeable within a year. Sufficient change should be
noticeable in five years to determine if the further modifications in grazing
management practices are needed.

Public land user impacts: the livestock permittee is forced to shift about
100 AUMs to other lands. Assuming $7.00/AUM for private pasture, this
increases the permittee’s costs by approximately $700. However, when BLM
accepted the HRM plan it was with the understanding that changes may be needed
to meet goals and objectives.

Socio-economic impacts: no major impacts are anticipated.

ViI. How will the corrective actions be monitored to determine cffoctivanall?_
Monitor trend on three existing transects and document the file. This will
take one day per year at a cost of $200 to BLM.

B. FALLBACK STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES ALTERNATIVE (identify differesnce from
Proposed Action Alternative)

Without indicators, it likely would have taken longer to arrive at the root of
the problem.
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\
C. PRESENT MANAGEMENT (identify difference from Proposed Action Alternative)
Without standards and guidelines, less attention and analysis is given to

soils. Consultation especially early in the process is likely less. Corrective
actions would not occur as quickly.
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IMPLEMENTATION EXAMPLE 3

PRESENT SITUATION

This 10,700-acre area lies about 45 miles from a town of 10,000 population. It
lies within the Green River Basin Landscape Unit. See Chapter 3. A river
dissects the area. Elevation ranges from 5,900 to 7,500 feet. Soils on
lands north of the area are clay and mildly erosive. Soils to the south of
the river are sandy and sandy-loam. Sparsely populated pinon/juniper comprise
40 percent of the area and 60 percent is sagebrush. The area is critical mule
deer, elk, and antelope winter range. Portions of the area are important sage
grouse strutting grounds. The river, two wells, and two reservoirs supply
year-round water in four of the five pastures, although the water sources are
not evenly distributed. Approximately 20 percent of the area is a Wilderness
Study Area (WSA) and the inner canyon of the river is designated an ACEC for
threatened and endangered (T&E) plants and geologic features. The Colorado
Environmental Coalition (CEC) has developed a wilderness proposal that would
extend the boundary of the WSA. Both the existing WSA and the area proposed
by CEC are very steep and rocky with relatively little forage for livestock.
(Grazing is specifically allowed in both WSAs and designated wilderness.) The
area is comprised of one livestock grazing allotment with five pastures. Four
smaller pastures lie north of the river and one large pasture lies south of
the river. The allotment has seen numerous operator changes, most recently in
1994. Current, active permitted use is 1,243 AUMs. Past vegetative
treatmente include seedings of 1,207 acres (crested wheat), and sagebrush
sprayings on another 500 acres. The public also uses the area for rafting,
fishing, hunting, hiking, and mountain biking.

BLM staff are concerned about utilization patterns in the allotment. The north
pastures appear over-utilized and the south pasture is under-utilized.

Noxious weeds along the river corridor have increased noticeably in recent
years. The grazing allotment is ranked in the top ten by the allotment
categorization process used by the resource area. Concern is growing over
conflicts among users of the area and special status species and related
habitat. Vehicle travel in the area ie increasing especially during hunting
season, creating user conflicts. Assume standards and guidelines will be
assessed in response to these concerns and pending actions.

A. PROPOSED ACTION
I. Preliminary assessment

Approximately 80 percent of the area is BLM-managed public lands. Applicable
RMP decisions for the public lands in the area are identified. The standards
and guidelines detailed in Chapter 2 apply. Other decisions include: 80
percent of the area is designated open to vehicle travel while the 20 percent
of the area inside the WSA is closed. The area is permitted for grazing
cattle, with a small amount of sheep use. Actual use has ranged widely over
the past 10 years, from no use, up to 1,241 AUMs, with use occurring in the
spring, summer, and fall. In general, about 30 percent of the use has
occurred in the spring, 60 percent has occurred in the summer, and 10 percent
in the fall. Based on available monitoring information, the potential
stocking level with 50 percent utilization is about 1,129 AUMs. No specific
forage is allocated for wildlife but general direction in the RMP recognizes
the need to sustain the local mule deer, elk, and antelope populations by
sustaining critical winter habitat. Recreational trail development is
encouraged and commercial floatboating on the river is permitted. The
corridor along the river ie designated as an ACEC and 20 percent of the area
is within & WSA.
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After RMP decisions are identified, the Area Manager and staff meet to develop
a strategy. An interdisciplinary (ID) team consisting of an ecologist, range
management specialist, wildlife biologist, and recreation specialist is
formed. The overall strategy is to provide initial notification to interested
and affected publics. However, not all parties need to be brought together in
the initial phases while needed information is collected. Based upon initial
scoping, it is determined that the following individuals 9nd groups need to be
notified at this time: the livestock permittee, local trail groups, DOW, the
county weed board, commercial river outfitters, CEC, and the RAC. The parties
are notified by letter to document the files. The letter is supplemented with
Phone calls to provide a personal touch and to afford BLM an opportunity to
clarify the process. The RAC advises if others should be notified at this
time. Development of the strategy and notification occurs over a one-week
period and BLM spends $1,000 in labor.

I1. What standards are not being met? What is the trend?
Process and Resources Needed:

The ID Team reviews the area/situation and collects needed available data:
utilization data, actual use data; wildlife information (ranges); soils
survey; water quality data, threatened and endangered (T&E) species inventory;
vegetation classification. BLM will spend approximately $500 for labor in
gathering this data. An-ecologist or range management specialist re-reads
trend plots. This occurs over a two-week period and costs BLM §$1,000 in labor
costs. During this period, the county weed manager is invited by the
ecologist to the assess noxious weed situation and £ill out county forms. The
wildlife biologist, DOW, and ecologist (permittee is invited) to review the
shrub component. The situation on adjacent lands, especially the burns that
have occurred, is reviewed at this time. This occurs during the same time
period the trend plots are read. BLM labor costs are $1,000.

Findings :

Standard 1: Standard met on most of the area (7,500 acres), but not fully met
on 3,200 acres. Indicators include rilling, active gullying, and lack of
ground cover. The trend is static.

Standard 2: Standard not met. Lack of vigorous desirable plants such as
willows and sedges along the river bank, the presence of undesirable plante
(weeds), and the general lack of stream bank stabilizing vegetation are
indicators. The trend is static. .

Standard 3: Not met in part. The crested wheatgrass seedings lack vegetative
diversity but they do provide ground cover. The biggest problem regarding
noxious weeds lies along the river, particularly around recreation use areas.
The shrub component needed for wintering wildlife in pastures north of the
river is not vigorous. The absence of a range of shrub age classes and abgence
of plant litter is noticeable. Trend is static or up slightly. Declining
sage grouse populations are a concern. This is a problem throughout the west
and specific problems with this area are not readily identifiable.

Standard 4: Standard is met. Endangered fish in the river and peregrines in
the canyon do not appear adversely affected by management. Future monitoring
needs to consider the candidate plant species "Ute Lady Tresses.”

Standard 5: Standard generally met. Runoff events may carry sediment and salt
load to the river. Addressing the other standards serve to mitigate this
situation to a small degree. _
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III. What are the Causes for the Standards Not Being Met?
Process and Resources Needed:

Staff gathers information and arrives at preliminary conclusions. In addition
to the information that has already been gathered, historical use information
is needed to properly assess causal factors. The livestock permittee, the
previous livestock permittee, DOW, recreation users, the county extension
agent, and adjoining private landowners are likely contacts. Contacts are made
informally, many by phone. This occurs over a one-month period and BLM spends
approximately $1000 in labor.

Findings:

During a drought several years ago, livestock and wildlife numbers were not
adjusted, although numbers have varied greatly and full preference has often
not been used. Currently, livestock and wildlife are poorly distributed.
Vehicle use south of river is creating an extensive road/trail network,
thereby contributing to the soils problem. Fire suppression practices have
contributed to establishment of a decadent sagebrush overstory. Stocking rates
for livestock were raised to unrealistic levels after past seedings.
Recreation use at river access points and livestock grazing have denuded
riparian vegetation. Insufficient water has concentrated livestock and
wildlife in riparian area creating overutilization of vegetation in riparian
areas and lands north of the river, and under utilization elsewhere. This
problem as a whole reflects a lack of appropriate distribution. Noxious weeds
are deposited by the river, by livestock, and by recreation users. Human
encroachment on wildlife habitat and fire on adjacent lands wildlife habitat
is forecing more animals onto the area.

IV. What options for remedy are there? What is the decision?
Process and Resources Needed:

The ID team meets to consolidate the findings and discuss preliminary
corrective options. This occurs over a one~week period and BLM labor costs are
$1,000. At this point, the publics originally notified are convened,
preferably on site to discuss findings and to explore options. It is likely
two meetings are needed to arrive at some consensus regarding the findings.
BLM labor costs are $2,000 and this occurs over a two-month period.

Options (in priority order):

a. To better distribute livestock and wildlife, develop water repair existing
well and develop one additional well (fix well $10,000 and new well $10,000 =
$20,000).
b. Construct 1.5 miles of riparian fencing with cattle guard ($10,000).
c. To provide for better utilization of forage by livestock, modify the
following aspects of the grazing system: rotation patterns, "on/off" dates,
and utilization rates.
d. Temporarily reduce numbers of livestock (50 AUMs) and wildlife (50 AUMs)in
the area.
e. Conduct direct weed control in the area. ($100/acre x 10 acres = $1,000

ar)
g? As part of a larger effort, educate landowners/users about weed prevention.
g. Modify conditions of commercial recreation permits to better confine use to
avoid vegetation trampling along the river.
h. Improve roads used for recreational access to reduce run-off and improve
drainage ($50,000). .
i. To improve ground cover, vegetative age classes, and mosaic patterns,
conduct a variety of prescribed burne and allow more natural fire.( $15/acre x
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700 acres = $10,050; to accomplish the same objectives manipulate areas with
brush beating (300 acres x $30/acre = §$9,000) .

j. To promote vegetative diversity, interseed crested wheatgrass seedings
($30/acre x 500 acres = $15,000)

k. To mitigate gullying and sediment load into the river, install gully plugs
(15 structures x $3,000 each = $15,000)

l. To reduce B0il loss caused by roads amend RMP to limit vehicle use to
designated roads and trails; install signs ($500/year).

m. To improve the composition of forbe for grouse by seeding forbs for grouse
- ($20/Acre x 500 acres = $10,000).

n. Educate county officials about the impacts zoning and associated land
development have on critical wildlife winter ranges.

Decisions:

* Implement a-e as priority actions, most of which will be completed during

the first five years.
® Items f-n are implemented as priorities and resources allow.

V. How will the decision be implemented? What are the impacts?
Process:

Water developments and fencing: The projects are submitted as high priority
items in the following year’s budget. The permittee requests financial
assistance from the District Board of Advisors (formerly District Grazing
Boards). Because of wildlife benefits, financial assistance is also requested
from DOW. An EA tiered to existing programmatic documente is prepared by
staff. This occurs over a 1.5 year period.

Livestock grazing management: Assume the permittee agrees to the changes.
Terms and conditions of the AMP and grazing permit are made to reflect
changes. Assume the permittee agrees to the additional changes. An EA tiered
t: exilti:glprogrnmmatic documents is prepared by staff and incorporated into
the case es.

Wildlife big game numbers: BLM in paftnership with DOW works with wildlife
commissioners to modify big game goale for the area and/or conduct
supplemental hunts for the area.

Weed control: In partnership with the county weed control officials and
public land users share in cost of annual weed control. An EA is tiered to
existing programmatic documents. The process takes approximately 1.5 years.

The rest of the corrective actions have merit and will be considered with
other resource area priorities. Most likely, implementation will occur in
five-10 years.

Impacts:

Resource Impacts: Improved utilization and vigor of riparian vegetation is
observed within the first five years. Improvement in upland vegetation wvigor
north of the river is more gradual. The age class of shrubs on upland sites
and plant litter north of the river improves gradually. Because of modified
livestock and wildlife distribution, vegetative conditions south of the river
diminish slightly but standards are still met. Concentrated efforts in
priority areas eradicate noxious weeds on small acreage. Lower priority
treatmentes and actions have a more immediate effect on vegetative vigor and

composition and soils but on smaller acreage.
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Public Land User Impacts - Livestock grazing management: The action is
implemented within the first year. Terms and conditions are incorporated into
the AMP/grazing permit. Labor coste to BLX are $1,000. The livestock
permittee shifts 50 AUMs to other land or reduces his herd by that amount.
Assuming $7.00/AUM for private pasture, this increases the permittee’s costs
by approximately $350. Revenue to BLM is decreased by approximately $100.
Some initial irritation by recreationiste will occur as certain roads are
caused. Information and education will minimize this.

Socio-economic Impacts: The ranching operation may experience some additional
costs or loss of revenue, associated with range improvements or changes in
operation. While these changes may be noticeable, they are not expected to
constitute a major change in the ranching operation, or be noticeable in the
community. The primary cost to the operation is anticipated to be an increase
in manpower to maintain water sources and poseibly herd livestock.

VI. How will the corrective actions be monitored to determine effectiveness?

Conditions are monitored annually in conjunction with existing studies.

This includes ongoing monitoring for range condition, wildlife habitat,
recreation use, or noxious weeds within the Resource Area. However, no
menitoring program specific to just this area is anticipated. The permittee
may also assist in the monitoring program to see if strategies appear to be
working. Monitoring may include sampling of vegetation, taking photographs,
and ocular estimates. Periodically (every 2-3 years), the staff compiles the
available data and evaluates progress in meeting standards.

B. FALLBACK STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES ALTERNATIVE (identify difference from
Proposed Action Alternative)

The biggest differences lie in the process of applying the standards and
guidelines. The specificity provided by the indicators reducee the ambiguity
in the process of applying the standards. While the indicators are not
quantified, they provide a common basis for discussion, and the process as a
whole becomes a little more specific. Native species must be used in the
fallbackse while the Proposed Action considers both native and desirable non-
native species to achieve management objectives. Within the WSA, only native
species would be used in either scenario. Outside of the WSA, non-native
species would often be more cost-effective, and would probably be preferred
for this reason under the Proposed Action.

C. PRESENT MANAGEMENT (identify differsnce from Proposed Action Alternative)

There are four primary differences from the Proposed Action:

First is an increased level of public invclvement in the process. While the
process has always been open to public participation, the Proposed Action is
creating an increased interest in public land management.

Second, common public land health standards with indicators do not exist under
present management. The standards and guidelines provide more specificity
overall, but are not empirical standards (e.g., 50 percent utilization).
Although many of the same items have been looked at by the staff in developing
proposals, the documented standards and specific indicators serve to help
provide a "level playing field" between areas.

Third, there is expanded interest from the public in rangeland management to
look at and evaluate landscapes, geographic areas, or ecosystems. This
encourages a broader basis for evaluating effective management practices
across the landscape as a whole, helps users look beyond their own operation,
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and promotes a wider base of cooperation between agencies and individuals.
The "down" side is that the Proposed Action process requires more time.

Fourth, standards and guidelines are discussed in an orderly and systematic
manner. Consequently, actions for a variety of resources (rather than just
livestock grazing) are identified that might otherwise be overlooked.
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IMPLEMENTATION EXAMPLE 4

PRESENT SITUATION

The 12,000 acre area lies adjacent to a town of 4,000 population. It lies
within the Uinta Basin Section of the National Hierarchal Ecological Unit.
(See Chapter 3.) Elevation ranges from 5,600 to 7,400 feet. Soils are
derived from sedimentary rocks formed from sandstone and shale. Pinon/juniper
comprise 50 percent of the area and 40 percent is sagebrush and greasewood.
Remainder is oakbrush or badlands. The area receives 12 inches of
precipitation annually, which is fairly evenly distributed between the
seasons. Two small creeks and two reservoirs provide year-round sources of
water in the area, but these are not evenly distributed throughout the
allotment. The area is critical mule deer range. Several small (<40 acres)
naturally occurring burne have occurred in the pinon/juniper and sagebrush.
However, in most of the area, fire suppression policies have interrupted
natural disturbance events. There ie a small wood-cutting area in the
northern portion of the area. Currently, the area receives approximately 750
AUMB of livestock grazing use and 136 AUMs of deer use.

BLM staff, supported by some data and professional judgement, are concerned
over the condition of browse and utilization patterns related to RMP
allocationse in this area. Presently, livestock grazing (sheep) use on the
largest allotment far exceede the estimated carrying capacity of the range.
At present, the livestock permittee for this allotment is not receptive about
reducing numbers. The area contains four allotments, of which two are up for
renewal. Erosion in some locations is a concern. Especially evident is the
scarring caused by off-highway vehicles (OHV). A major pipeline traverses the
area; revegetation has not been successful along some portions of the right-
of-way (ROW). Efficiencies can be realized by evaluating all allotments
together, which are similar in nature. Assume the area will be evaluated to
determine public land health and possible corrective measures.

A. PROPOSED ACTION

I. Preliminary Assessment
Process and Resources Needed:

Applicable RMP decisions are identified. The standards and guidelines detailed
in Chapter 2 apply. Other decisions include: The area is designated "open”
to OHV use; forage allocation is 248 AUMs for livestock grazing and 292 for
big game, mostly mule deer; adjustments to livestock preference must be
supported by a minimum of three years monitoring data; manage the
pinon/juniper woodlands for forest products.

The Area Manager and staff meet to develop a strategy. A full plan is not
considered necessary. Because several conflicts and uses are present, notify
stakeholders at this time - livestock permittees, Division of Wildlife (DOW),
local OHV user group, and ROW company. During this initial period,
communication is rather informal, mainly in the form of phone calls. A site
visit involving the livestock permittee and the DOW is likely. Initial
scoping and notification occurs over a one-month period; BLM labor costs are
approximately $1,000. Ask the stakeholders to provide any information that
may be helpful in the process. The RAC is notified, most likely through a
periodic update (i.e., normal notification process).
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II. What Standards are Not Being Met? What is the Trend?
Process and Resources Needed:

In addition to team meetings, the ecologist, wildlife biologist, range
management specialist, and recreation specialist conduct field visits. A
similar site in good condition is located to compare with the subject area.
Team members gather existing data on climate, utilization, actual use, browse
condition, big game populations, and site potential. There is very little
existing data on vegetative cover and composition; and no trend data is
available. Geographic Information System (GIS) is used to gather wildlife and
soils data. Internal scoping by interdisciplinary team (staff) occurs over a
two-month period; BLM labor costs are approximately $2,000.

Findings :

Standard 1 - Not met. All identified indicators point to a problem,
especially soil pedestalling and lack of appropriate ground cover. Trend is
static or down.

Standard 2 - Not applicable

Standard 3 - Not met. The understory in the Pinon/Juniper stands consists
largely of prickly pear cactus and dead or decadent sagebrush. The sagebrush
stands are decadent and over-mature. Most browse species are over-utilized.
Cheatgrass and other annuals dominate the understory. The diversity and age-
class distribution of species is not in balance because of the dominance of
old/decadent successional stages. Native perennial grasses and forbs are not
spatially distributed. Mule deer populatiocns have been declining, but this is
likely more than a local or even regional problem. For all factors, the trend
is static or down.

Standard 4 - Not applicable.

Standard 5 - Uncertain. Conditions may be contributing to off-site problems.
(See analysis at end of this chapter.)

IIXI. What are the causes for the standards not being met?
Process and Resources Needed:

Staff gathers information and arrives at preliminary conclusions. DOW, the
permittee, and other individuals knowledgeable of the history of the area are
consulted. Existing information in the form of grazing history, climate,
human use, apparent trend, anecdotal data, and browse utilization and age/form
class data, together with professional judgment, is sufficient to come to
reliable conclusions regarding the cause. Much of the information gathered in
the previous step is used for this step of the process. At this point,
prepare a summary document that contains the information and preliminary
findings. Mail the summary document and request comments. Notify the RAC,
and advise of potential controversy. Arrange for another site visit. Use
this meeting as an opportunity to begin discussing potential remedies. This
step of the process occurs over a three-month period; BLM labor costs are
approximately $6,000.

Findings:

Domestic sheep use is excessive and out of balance, as determined by
comparison of this area with other similar areas. Sheep use is significantly
above allocated levels and wildlife use (mule deer) is significantly below
allocated levels. 1In addition, seasons of use, length of use, and
distribution of livestock and wildlife are all lesser contributors to the
problem. A history of overgrazing with use from early winter through the end
of spring has contributed to the general decline of desirable native
vegetation and the increase in undesirable annuals. Unrestricted OHV use and
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the expanding network of OHV trails contribute to loss of plant cover and soil
erosion. Long-term fire suppression has enabled the area to become dominated
by later successional stage vegetation. Unsuccessful revegetation associated
with the pipeline has created problems with soil erosion and lack of plant
cover.

IV. What options for remedy are there? What is the decision?
Process and Resources Needed:

Conduct an on-gite visit with all affected stakeholders to disclose findings
(mentioned in IV above). This meeting is a good opportunity to discuss
poesible options for resolution. The RAC is consulted because of the
likelihood of controversy.

Options:

* For livestock management, initially seek agreement on the part of the
permittee of the largest allotment to change class of livestock to cattle,
change distribution patterns, or reduce numbers. This will improve over-
utilization of important browse species. Also, seek ways for other operators
to improve distribution patterns.

* If voluntary changes are not agreed upon, conduct utilization mapping at a
cost of §2,000 labor costs per year for three years to support eventual
decision to reduce numbers. Exclosures were considered, but are expensive
($6,000 for .25 mile) and additional supporting information that would be
gained make this option cost prohibitive.

* Negotiate with the pipeline company to reseed the pipeline. However, the
degree of guccess may be minimized if OHV use is not controlled.

®* Address OHV use by first mapping the area. Work with locals to develop
acceptable OHV trail system. A RMP amendment is needed to change designation
from "open" to "closed,” or “designated roads and trails only."

* Look for opportunities to have fire affect the area, possibly through
inclusion in a Prescribed Natural Fire Plan. Controlled burns may be cost-
prohibitive due to the uncertainty of success. The potential for invasion by
cheatgrase and other annuals is high. Any vegetation treatment would likely
require reseeding due to the lack of desirable vegetation existing in the area
to recolonize.

* Work with the county on education of land stewardship.

Decisions:

* Ask the livestock permittee to make operational changes, as noted above. It
is unlikely that the permittee will agree and three years of utilization
studies will be necessary.

* Request DOW support in the form of flights to provide data on animal
distribution and numbers. This may be accomplished with other work DOW is

doing.
» Begin mapping OHV use and consulting with the OHV community. Prepare

vehicle plan, environmental assessment, and amendment with a one-year
timeframe. Estimated BLM coste are $8,000 for labor and $1,000 for other

needs.
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* Consult with the pipeline company to devise a strategy for reseeding the
ROW.

V. How will the decision be implemented? What are the impacts?

Process: ' {

Livestock management acticns: Request the livestock permittee make changes,
including reductions. Convene permittees, DOW, and BLM to discuss other
possible habitat improvement projects (water sources, fire, etc.). In advance
of this meeting, staff completes some preliminary feasibility work. Assume
the permittee does not agree to the changes. BLM puts the permittee on notice
that supporting data will be gathered in anticipation of reducing preference.
Initiate utilization studies and request support from DOW, as noted in VI,
After three years, data has been gathered Summarize the data and develop
recommendations (approximately 1 workmonth). Visit on-site with the
stakeholders (DOW, permittee); have the RAC present. Attempt to reach
satisfactory agreements on future actions. Ask the RAC for a recommendation.
Assume an agreement is not reached. Prepare an environmental assessment and
issue the proposed decision, which would reduce AUMs over a 5-year period.
Consider any protest to the proposed decision. Possibly conduct another tour
of the area with stakeholders/affected interests (RAC, permittees, base
property owners, and DOW) as a last attempt to work out differences. Prepare
final decision in consideration of protest pointe. Assume the final decision
involves a substantial cut in AUMS and an appeal is filed. Prepare appeal
case files and appeal report addressing such things as: chronology of events
leading to the appeal, our response to allegations in the appeal, rationale
for the AM's decision, appeal transmittal, and supportive evidence.
Participate in the Appeals Hearing. (The protest/appeal process could last two
years.)

Travel management: Designate a system of motorcycle riding trails with a
variety of riding experiences and a motorcross track, and mitigate impacts as
much as possible to reduce the geographic extent of the areas not meeting the
standards. (Closure of the area would be impossible to enforce due to the
close proximity of the area to town and lack of natural barriers.) Local
users and user groups, adjacent landowners, the town, and county need to be
involved in changing the management of public use in the area. A
community/user needs and preferences assessment, an area trails inventory, a
plan and environmental assessment are prepared to document the process. Seek
to enter into cooperative agreements with the town, the county, landowners,
‘and user groups to adopt and help implement the planned actions.

Pipeline right-of-way: Work with company to revegetate the site, in
conjunction with the vehicle management plan to keep vehicles off the pipeline
ROW. Document the case file on agreement items. :

Impacts:

Resource Impacts: The browse community improves gradually as sagebrush
seedlings and young plants replace older, decadent and dead plants. Also,
long-term improvement in ground cover and diversity and abundance of perennial
grasses and forbs is expected. Noticeable reduction in sediment production
and soil erosion will accompany. improved vehicle management and ROW
reclamation in the short term.

Impacts to Public Land Users - Livestock Grazing Administration: Utilization
studies and consultation occur over three years and BLM spends $8,000 in
labor. To reduce AUMs on the grazing permit, BLM spends approximately $12,000
in labor over a S5-year period. The permittee pays for his/her for legal fees.
The livestock permittee is forced to shift about 450 AUM to other land or
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reduce his herd by that amount. Assuming $7.00/AUM for private pasture, this
increases the permittee’s costs by approximately $3,200. Vehicle Management:
Approximately $8,000 in labor is needed to prepare an assessment;
implementation costs depend on specific planned actions. Changing the OHV use
designation and rules requires publishing legal notices at a cost of
approximately $1,000. Visitor information and signing costs are approximately
$2,500. Site improvements (trailheads and staging areas) costs are .
approximately $12,000. Rehabilitation of disturbed areas costs approximately
$6,500. 1If a partnership is formed, these costs are shared. Right-of-Way
Reclamation: The pipeline company reclamation (reseeding) costs are
approximately $5,000.

Socio-economic: The area is immediately adjacent to a local community and
improvements to the health of the area encourage casual use of the area
(horseback riding, mountain biking, etc.). The process will bring together
individuals from the region to work collaboratively to make the health of the
area better. Direct economic impacts to the community are not significant.

VI. How will the corrective actions be monitored to determine effectiveness?

Utilization studies: Assume that 40 percent is the maximum sustainable use

‘and half of this "acceptable” use is left for wildlife. Conduct utilization

transects or checks in areas grazed. Visit the allotment once every week or
two (mid-December to end of April) for five years, or until the entire
livestock reduction occurs. BLM gives the permittee the opportunity to
demonstrate that he/she can maintain utilization at an acceptable limit with
current livestock numbers or with partial reductions. Check on utilization
(forbs, grasses, shrub seedlings) in the spring. This will take two days per
year for three years. Conduct utilization mapping throughout allotment to
determine if distribution is the problem. This will take 4-5 days/year for 2-
g years. Total labor coste for this phase of monitoring is approximately
5,000.

Trend/Condition/Composition Studies: Establish baseline transects to measure
trend in ground cover and forb/grase/seedling composition. Establishing 4-6
transects at a cost of $1,000. Reread every 8-10 years.

Production Studies - on private (if landowner/permittee allow): This will
help determine if private land seedings are still producing at same level as
when stocking rates were initially determined (late ‘708 for RMP). This is
done only once and costs approximately $2,000.

Vehicle management: Visit the area several times a week throughout the season
of use. The vieits would be done with recreation staff and law enforcement.
Monitoring would involve a "public land watch™ system, with community partners
and user groups. An annual evaluation of use and impacts would be done to
identify corrected actions needed. Annual labor costs are approximately
$4,000.

Right-of-Way: Evaluate reseeding success annually; document file. Use site
vigsits mentioned under vehicle management to supplement monitoring of the
right-of-way. Labor costs for BLM are $200.

Water quality: Requirements are identified with the ID team and done
concurrently with other monitoring work.
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B. FALLBACK STANDARDS AND GUIDELINEE ALTERNATIVE (identify difference from
Proposed Action Alternative)

Conclusions and decisions concerning grazing management and browse community
conditon are similar under the fallback standards. Regarding travel
management, the standards are less conclusive. It is possible that under the
fallback standards, considering OHV activity in this area would not be a
priority.

C. PRESENT MANAGEMENT (identify difference from Proposed Action Alternative)

Present management would be very similiar to the proposed action. Standards
and guidelines serve to focus discussions and provide indicators with which to
evaluate concerns.

The analysie and decision making processe may be less interdisciplinary and
involve fewer external stakeholders.

Actions likely occur on a program-by-program basis, resulting in less health
over the entire area. For example, the pipeline company may be required to
reseed the pipeline, but without a coordinated effort to minimize or eliminate
OHV traffic on the pipeline, success would be marginal or short-lived. The
decision to develop a travel management plan for the area might not occur
because of a lack of emphasis on the cumulative impact of each activity and
the overall health of the land.

THE FOLLOWING IS PROVIDED TO DENONSTRATE HOW WATER QUALITY (STANDARD 5) WOULD
BE EVALUATED IN THIS EXANPLE:

1. Locate appropriate stream segment(s) or waterbodies flowing through,
occurring on, or bounding area of interest. (Determined during preliminary
assessment phase.)

FINDINGS:

The arca of interest is covered by Water Quality Standards for the Lower River C Basin. Creek A flows into creek
B which thea flows into river C. The confluence of creek B and river C occurs in segment 4 of the Lower River C
Basin, Segment 4 covers all tributaries to river C from the confluence with River D to a point immediately below
the confluence with Creek E.

2. Determine antidegradation classification and designated beneficial use(s)
from the State water-quality standards that apply toc each segment and
waterbody identified in step (1). (Determined during preliminary assessment
phase.)

EINDINGS:

* Anti ion clamification: Unclassifiod. This means that these waters shall be maintained and protected at their
existing quality ualess it is determined that allowing lower water quality is necessary to accommodate important
economic or social development in the area in which the walers are located. For these waters, no degradation is
allowed unless deemed sppropriate following an antidegradation review.

* Beneficial uses: Water-quality standards list the beneficial uses as Class 2 Cold Water Aquatic Life, Class 2

3. Are.nny segmanta'or waterbodies designated as Outstanding state or national
resource waters? (Determined during preliminary assessment phase.)

EINDINGS:
No
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4. Determine the current water quality conditions from:
* Status of Water Quality in Colorado (Clean Water Act Section
305b report)
® Clean Water Act Section 303d list (published in 305b report)
These two documents must be consulted because they contain
descriptions of water-quality impaired and limited segments.
* Colorado Nonpoint Source Assessment Report (Clean Water Act
Section 319 report). Lists waterbodies known to be affected by
nonpoint-gource pollution.
* Additional information may be cbtained from:
Current 208 Plans (upper Colorado, upper North Platte, and upper
Yampa River basins only). This is determined during the
preliminary assessment phase. If data is found, it will be
analyzed to determine if the standards are being met.

EINDINGS:

Water Quality Reports: Creek A and Creek B are not mentioned in any of the water-quality reports or lists (305b,
303d, Nonpoint Source Asseasment). Segment 4 of River C is listed as being water-quality limited due to sediment
from streambank erosion and rangelands, but it has a low scverity ranking and a low priority for TMDL analysis.
“Water-Quality Limited” means that the designated bencficial uses are not measurably impaired due to water quality
but assessment information or segment specified waler-quality controls indicate the potential for impairment of the
designated beneficial uses in the near future.

5. Are there any available data, or other pertinent reports for analysis?
No data are available to be analyzed for this example. The decision was made not collect additional data.

If dats were available, it would be analyzed with respect to the following criteria: Numeric standards for segment 4
of River C that arc relevant to grazing are:
:mvdo:ym-G.OMMMQtMiuMMMMh?.OM;OpH =

® Fecal Coliform = 2000/100ml. _

® Nutrients:Colorado water-quality standards list sumeric standards for nitrate, nitrite, and un-ionized ammonia, but
there are no standards for phosphorus. The nitrate plus pitrite nitrogen content in drinking waters for livestock and
poultry should be limited to 100 mg/l or less, and the nitrite nitrogen content alone be limited to 10 mg/l or Jess.
These numeric values are “acute standards® which means that they are not 1o be exceeded by the concentration in a
single sample or calculated as an average of all samples collected during a one-day period. The acute standard for
un-ionized ammonia is a function of pH and temperature, and the chronic standard is 0.02 mg/L as N. A “chronic
standard” is the value that is not 1o be exceeded by the concentration for cither a single represcntative sample or
calculated as an average of all samples collected during a thirty-day period. In licu of state standards, it is generally
recommended that the phosphorus content of total phosphate analyses be equal to or less than 0.10 mg/L for streams
that do not discharge directly into lakes or impoundments.

® Sediment and dissolved solids:There are 60 numeric standards for dissolved solids or suspended sediment. These
two parameters are covered by & very subjective narrative standard,

6. Are any segments identified in step (1) listed as being water-quality
limited or impaired (30Sb report, 303d list)? This is determined during the
preliminary assessment phase.

6a. Are any segments identified in step (1) listed as being affected by
nonpoint-source pollution?
(Determined during preliminary assessment phase.)

FINDINGS:

No affected segments are identified. Specify and implement appropriate BMP's 10 protect and maintain the
designated beneficial use(s) identified in ). Implement compliance monitoring.
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OTHER CONSIDERATIONS:

‘D‘mﬂﬂyﬁeldviaiu.¢ﬁeldMylhofmp&rwwqofndmm“mimmumdwdmmwdu
conducted. Erosion sites should be ranked by the likelihood that eroded soil will be delivered to the drainage network. Sampling suspended

sediment in the stream is not recommended.

® Violation or compliance with the numeric criteria should be documented. Violations require further analysis of source areas. Once the
major sources are identified appropriate management practices can be specified to reduce pollutant contributions. Since crosion has been
identified as a problem the sediment-delivery pathway anslysis can be used 1o specify management practices that reduce or prevent eroded

* Water-quality is considered in overall monitoring needs for the area.

* Time and Cost Estimates: The preliminary office work associated with the sicps listed above would take about one hour. Much more
time would be required if the case had 10 be referred to an 1.D. team (sec attached flow chart). Searching for and obtining available data
would take two or three work days. The time required for data requests to be answered cannot be estimated. Time spent analyzing the data
would be a function of the amount of data available, however one wark week should be sufficient even for data rich areas. For most of
BLM lands it is unlikely that data will be available from external sources. There will be notable exceptions, like the Animas Basin above
Silverton. Specifying BMPs and drafling s compliance monitoring plan would be a team effort, but could probably be accomplished in one
or two team-work days. The lime required o make a discharge measurement and properly collect and preserve s water-quality sample is
about two hours on site. Laboratory costs are about $50/sample for nutrients, $20/sample for bacteria, $10/sample for suspended solids,
and $10 for total dissolved solids. For a site with litile or no svailable data, between five and ten samples would be desirable to define
variability related to scason and use.
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IMPLEMENTATION EXAMPLE 5

I. BACKGROUND

This 2,000-acre area serves as a "town park" for a community of 1,500
residents along the west slope. It lies within the South Central Highlands
Landscape Unit. See Chapter 3. Elevation ranges from 6,200 to 7,400 feet.
The north portion of the area is Mancos shale with large gullies. The balance
of the area is sandstone over Mancos shale. The area is 85 percent
pinon/juniper woodland and 15 percent sagebrush park. Some of the parks have
been altered, plowed, seeded with crested wheat. The area receives 12 inches
of annual precipitation, split evenly between cool and warm seasons. Less
than .15 mile of a small creek with some riparian runs through the north
portion of the area. Although not crucial habitat, deer and elk use the area.
Due to adjacent alfalfa fields, mule deer now use the area year-round. Fire
suppression policies have interrupted natural disturbance events. The area
receives heavy human use: livestock grazing, mountain biking, all-terrain
vehicles use, hiking (there is a hiking trail maintained by a local trail club
and the Audubon Society), shooting, hunting, partying, illegal forest
gathering (firewood, Christmas trees and posts), environmental education by
local schools. A microwave communication site sits on top of the hill and a
245kV transmission line traverses the area.

This high-visibility area is under constant scrutiny by the public. Several
members of the public have voiced concern over trash, erosion, and denuded
vegetation in sage brush parks. The grazing permit is up for renewal.
Similarly, a decision must be made on whether or not to establish a non-
commercial wood cutting area. Trail development/enhancement is proposed.
Assume standards and guidelines will be assessed in conjunction with these
pending actions.

A. PROPOSED ACTION
I. Preliminary Assessment

Note: Prior to assessing this piece of land, it is assumed that a regional
effort was conducted to: (1) identify goals and objectives on a large
landscape basis, (2) identify public concerns, (3) pool together existing
information and data about the region and (4) set the stage for applying
standards and guidelines in future management efforts. The effort, initiated
with an open house, brought together agencies (e.g., Division of Wildlife
(DOW), Soil Conservation Service, National Park Service, Bureau of
Reclamation, U.S. Forest Service, Colorado Water Resources Division),
stakeholders (e.g., ranchers, recreation outfitters, etc.), the Resource
Advisory Councils, and interested publice. Participants were contacted
through news releases, letters, and phone calls. Two field trips subsequent
to the open house were conducted to educate and provide a better understanding
of what the vision for the region should be. Products of the process included
data sharing, & consolidated vision for the region, and a preliminary list of
interested publics. This effort lasted approximately one year and BLM labor
costs were approximately $8,000 (this effort will decrease costs for 10-20
different standard and guideline applications that will take place in this

region.)

Applicable RMP decisions for the area are identified. The standards and
guidelines detailed in Chapter 2 apply. Other decisions include: The area is
designated "open" to OHV use. The area is permitted for grazing cattle (AUMs)
in the spring. No specific forage is allocated for wildlife but general
direction in the RMP recognizes the need to sustain the local mule deer
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population. The pinon/juniper woodlands are to be managed for forest
products.

Upon identification of RMP decisions, the Area Manager and staff meet to
develop a strategy. An interdisciplinary (ID) team consisting of an
ecologist, range management specialist, hydrologist, wildlife biologist, and
recreation specialist is formed. Using the results of the visioning effort
mentioned earlier, a list of interested publics is formed. For this site, the
DOW, potential livestock permittees, the local trail club, the Audubon
Society, and town officials are notified. The RAC is notified. Development
of the strategy and notification occurs over a one-week period and BLM spends
$1,000 in labor.

II. What standards are not being met? What is the trend?

Process and Resources Needed:

The ID Team reviews the area/situation and collects needed available data:
trend, climate, soils survey, threatened and endangered (T&E) species,
vegetation classification, satellite images, neo-tropical migratory bird
patterns, and wildlife ranges (much of this data is already accessible to the
ID team because of the work done by the regional effort/partnership). A
possible benchmark site is identified to compare conditions. Most data is
located in grazing case files and wildlife data bases. This occurs over a one-
week period and BLM labor coste are $200 (this is less than normal because of
regional effort). The ID team visits the site and the interested publics are
invited to attend. Rapid assessment is conducted using the gathered
information and other tools, such as a soils surface factor (SSF) form. They
observe vegetation, animal, and soil indicators, especially in sagebrush parks
which are known to have been highly impacted by past activities. The benchmark
site is also visited to compare conditions. Evaluation requires two site
visits, and BLM labor costs are $500.

Findings:

Standard 1: Not met. In the sagebrush parks, active gullying and rilling are
occurring with significant soil loss. Trend is down or static at best. For
the pinon/juniper areas, gullying and rilling are also occurring. There is
also loss of litter on canopied slopes, which is fairly typical for this site.
The RMP decisions encourage harvest of the woodlands. Trend is static.

Standard 2: Not met. None of the indicators are being met in the short
stretch of creek that runs through one corner of the allotment. Trend is
static.

Standard 3: Not met. A large portion of the flats is dominated by a
monoculture consisting of non-native crested wheatgrass. The pinon-juniper
understory in many areas is dominated by non-native cheatgrass. A range of
population age classes is not present because old trees, sagebrush, and
crested wheat dominate the area. Photosynthetic activity is not evident
throughout the hot portion of the summer and early fall - most warm season
grasses are missing, and much of the area is dominated by short-~lived annuals.
Diversity and density of species is not in balance because of the dominance of
old/decadent successional stages. The understory in the sage and dry pinon-
juniper sites is degraded and probably not resilient to major disturbance.
Litter distribution tends to be clumped around trees and shrubs, with eroding
bare ground in between. Older successional stages dominate the area. Trend
is static for most of the site. Where fire has occurred, trend is up

slightly.
Standard 4: Standard met.
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Standard S: Uncertain. There are few on-site problems. However,
sedimentation the result of significant bare ground and roads could be
contributing to problems off-site.

II1. What are the causes for the standards not being met?
Process and Resources Needed:

Staff gathers information/completes the following to arrive at preliminary
conclusions: map major deer use areas - feeding, resting, and travel (DOW,
BLM wildlife expertise needed); map human use areas, such as trails and roads
(BLM recreation and lands specialists); assess seedbank (BLM ecologist);
evaluate condition of pinon-juniper, crested wheat and sagebrush; map
vegetative age classes and species composition (BLM ecologist); evaluate
watershed capability for supporting water catchments; analyze Landsat
vegetation map and aerial photos. This work, occurring over a one-month
pericd, will require several site visite, along with office evaluation time.
BLM labor coste will be approximately $3,000.

Findings:

Soil, plant and litter ground cover problems are caused by a combination of
factors: dominance of the area by late successional stage vegetation, which
is in part a result of fire suppression; a history of heavy spring grazing by
both cattle and deer; and the dense road network, OHV use, and other soil-
baring human activities.

Riparian problems are caused by irregular flows in the creek, the result of
irrigation tail-water dumping and water depletion upstream (this problem is
outside of BLM control).

The problems with plant and community indicators are caused by a combination
of factors: BLM’'s past range projects-plowing and seeding with crested wheat;
long~-term fire suppression and alteration of the natural disturbance regime;
past overgrazing with constant use during all of growing seasons in the 1960s
and 708 and repeated spring use during the 1980s; continuous heavy deer use
due to allotment location neighboring large alfalfa fields; and insufficient
native seed in seedbank to adequately recover from past mismanagement.

IV. What options for remedy are there? What is the decision?
Process and Resources Needed:

Utilize the same information that was collected to define the cause. Involve
the permittees, user groups (trails, OHV, Audubon, etc.) and other interested
parties. Note: Many of these options were probably discussed in earlier
phases of the process.

Options in priority order (note: many of these actions are linked together):
(a) Build one additional reservoir ($1,000).

(b) Permittee herds livestock, move salt and supplement more frequently to
eliminate overgrazing/undergrazing problems, includes use of electric cross
fencing .

(c) Prgvide native seed to permittee to interseed crested wheat monocultures,
decadent sage stands, and annual-dominated understory pinon/juniper; use
livestock impact to incorporate seed into soil ($100/yr for 10 years).

(d) Permittee accepts 20 percent cut in AUMs (voluntary nonuse).

(e) Delineate road system, identify, close, and rehabilitate unnecessary roads
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(BLM labor costs are $10,000, $50 seed costs).

(f) Intensive signing and education effort followed up with increased
enforcement ($400 for signs, $2,000 BLM labor for sign placement, enforcement,
maintenance; annual replacement and maintenance costs $150/yr and $2,000 BLM
labor costs).

(g) Develop regional landscape disturbance plan, including Prescribed Natural
Fire plan ($6,000 BLM labor costs, although benefits would extend to all other
activities in the region). .

(h) Use PNF whenever opportunity arises ($1,000 annual- BLM labor costs).

(i) Lay out fuelwood and post sales to help with fuel management for PNF
($2,000 labor coste), $200 revenue to BLM).

(j) Rollerchop and seed 300 acres to help in fuel management for PNF ($5,000
and $1,000 BLM labor costs).

(k) Conduct 3 prescribed burns over next 10 years ($5,000/burn).

(1) Fence perimeter to eliminate trespass from outside and improve animal
management inside ($2,000 for materials and $400 BLM labor).

{m) Install one bike cattleguard ($100).

Decisions:

* Options a~g are highest priority and should be implemented within 3«5 years.
* Options h-k,m have merit but must be considered with other resource area
priorities.

* Option 1 will likely not be implemented.

V. How will the decisions be implemented? VWhat are the impacts?
Process:

Develop and document an integrated strategy accompanied by an EA.

Livestock management actions: The permittee is required to herd livestock,
move salt, and supplement more frequently to eliminate overgrazing/
undergrazing problems. The permittee agrees to 20 percent cut in AUMs
(voluntary nonuse). These are incorporated as term and conditions in the AMP
and/or permit. BLM provides native seed to the permittee to interseed crested
wheat monocultures, decadent sage stands, and annual-dominated understory
pinon/juniper (using livestock impact to incorporate seed into soil). Build
one additional reservoir in the first year of strategy implementation (costs
are shared between BLM and permittee). Strategically place internal cross-
fencing using electric fence to minimize livestock/recreation conflicts during
grazing season of each year, implementing first year of strategy.

Recreation management actions: Delineate a road system. Identify, close, and
rehabilitate unnecessary roads. Provide signing (directional and
informational) supplemented with increased enforcement. It is important to
develop partnerships to share costs. Road delineation completed first year of
strategy, road closure and rehabilitation occurs in second and third years of
strategy.

Other actions: Develop a regional landscape disturbance plan, including PNF
(this action would cost BLM about $10,000 but benefits would extend to all
activities in the region). Once plan completed (year 1.5 in strategy
implementation), we will be able to use Prescribed Natural Fire for the area;
this will be recurring each fire season. Rollerchop and seed 300 acres to
help in fuel management for PNF, if funding available through grants in years
3-5 of strategy. Establish fuelwood and post sales areas to help with fuel
management for the PNF, initial work in sale layout begins in year one of
strategy, area open to fuel harvest years two and beyond. Conduct three
prescribed burns over the next 10 years (years 4-10), if grant moneys
available.
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Impacts:

Resource impacts: .

Reduction in overgrazing and occasional spring rest reduces the amount of
rills and gullies, and sediment production by half or more for the next 4 to
50 years or longer unless significant climate change occurs . It also
increases the amount of groundcover and improves litter distribution by at
least two times for this period or longer. Reseeding areas with native seed
using livestock impact improves plant diversity among understory species by a
factor of 3 and increases ground cover by a measurable amount over the next 50
years. The impact will be moderate over the 3-5 years, but nhigh over the long-
term. It also extends the period during which photosynthesis is occurring by
two additional months for the long term. Reseeding alsc improves distribution
of native plant communities by returning native species to the crested wheat
areas and to the drier pinon/juniper sites. Reintroduction of native seed
into these areas will convert more than half of the acreage to native species
assemblages for the long-term (50 years or more). The impact will be moderate
over the short-term, but high over the long-term.

Vehicle management actions reduce sediment production and rills and gullies by
more than half in former high-use areas for the next 20-50 years. The impact

is moderate across the allotment, but high on a site-specific basis, and for
the long-term. Vehicle management alsoc increases the amount of groundcover
and improves litter distribution by at least two times for the next 20-50
years. The impact is high on a site-specific basis and long-term.

Reintroduction of natural disturbance into the system by a series of well-
planned woodcuts, rollerchops, prescribed burns, and finally prescribed

natural fire reduces the amount of rills, gullies and sediment production by
50 percent across allotment over the next 50-100 years. The impact is high
and self-sustaining. Natural disturbances also increase the amount of
groundcover and improve litter distribution by at least two times for the next
50-100 years. The impact is high and long-term. They also improve plant
community distribution and diversity on more than half of the acreage for the
next 50-100 years. The impact is high and long-term. All of the above
measures are designed to be as self-sustaining as possible and incorporate
management adjustments, and or naturally occurring disturbances that will
perpetuate them.

Public Land User Impacts: Assistance from the Board of District Advisors
(formerly the Grazing Advisory Boards) is requested for the fencing and
reservoir construction. Additional herding, salting and feeding costs the
permittee $150 annually. Loss of AUMs costs the operator $400 annually and
BLM $40 annually in lost revenue. Some users, such as motorcyclists are
frustrated when required to modify existing use patterns.

Socio-economic Impacts: Because the area is located very near a community,
many of the local users are affected. As the health of the area improves,
sustained use of the area is assured. Direct economic impacts to the
community are not substantial.

VI. How will the corrective actions be monitored to determine effectiveness?

Monitoring becomes a shared responsibility with the permittee and other users
of the area. Performance standarde for the permittee and other users of this
area is one tool used in monitoring.

* Baseline, small-scale conditions (collected in initial assessment of
indicators, causes) is collected by BLM recreation, ecologist, range, wildlife
staff every 10 years by BLM. Data is supplemented by the permittee and other
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partners in the interim. This will require 2-3 gite visits by BLM staff, and
may cost $500-~1,000 every 10 years.

* Collect baseline and trend for large scale landscape patterns and
plant/animal communities. BLM, with regional partners, collect every 3-5
years, cost may be $100 for analysis of this particular area each time it is
assessed.

* Project compliance and effectiveness data (burns, rollerchops,
interseedings) is collected through 1-2 visits following project. BLM and the
livestock permittee is involved, and costs maybe $50-200 depending of level of
evaluation needed, per assessment.

* Compile and report available data for the area every 3-5 years to enable
management assess progrese and if needed, take corrective actions if needed.
report is shared with BLM staff, permittee, and interested publicse (this may
cost $100 in labor each time it is done).

B. FALLBACK STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES ALTERNATIVE (identify difference from
Proposed Action Alternative)

Differences between this alternative and the proposed action are minor.

Except for the interseeding of crested wheat seedings, other actions occur.
{There is no reference in the fallback about community dominance by non-native
species, and less emphasis placed upon species diversity). The fallbacks do
not directly mention larger scale diversity, plant community distribution, and
successional stage mosaics are not directly mentioned. Consegquently, it is
very possible that the landscape-scale disturbance and PNF plans are likely
not emphasized in this alternative.

C. PRESENT MANAGEMENT (identify difference from Proposed Action Alternative)

The process is likely less integrated, interdisciplinary, and collaborative.
Individual programs drive various actions. Some of the fencing, salt
placement, and possibly water development actions occur. Recreation actions
are limited to erecting and maintaining directional road signs with little
enforcement activity. The wildlife program pursues one burn in the area to
improve critical winter range condition for deer and elk. Woodcutting in the
area occurs on a fairly dispersed level, and not in a way that would help
create the conditions needed for prescribed burns or prescribed natural fire.
These actions either perpetuate the static trend for indicatore of concern, or
result in minimal improvement.
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IMPLEMENTATION EXAMPLE 6

PRESENT SITUATION

This 55,100 acre area of public land includes a deeply incised river channel
and adjacent uplands to the west. There are eight BLM grazing allotments
within the area comprising approximately 35,400 acres. The northernmost
allotment includes the river corridor itself, with the remainder of the river
corridor (about 19,680 acres) not grazed by livestock.

To the east of the river lie National Forest lands, and to the west of the
area, most of the land is privately owned. In recent years, irrigated alfalfa
has replaced dry land beans as the most common use of these private lands.

The area lies within the Northern Canyon Lands Landscape Unit. See Chapter 3.
Elevations range from 8,200 feet on the uplands at the southern end of the
area to 6,200 feet where the river canyon exits the area to the north. Soils
are primarily sandstone derived. Vegetation varies from scattered box elder
and willows along the river’s riparian zone to uplands characterized by
scattered sagebrush parks within thick stands of Gambel’'s oak and
pinyon/juniper trees. The higher elevations contain dense stands of small

- ponderosa pine trees. Less dense stands of larger ponderosa pine are
scattered along the river bottom and in the deeper side drainages. Years ago,
about 10,000 acree of the sagebrush was chained.

Minerals activities include some recreational placer mining along the river,
some old uranium prospects, and three shut-in wells in the southern portion of
the area. At the north end of the area mineral resources are under the
jurisdiction of the Department of Energy (DOE).

Other uses of the area include some old pipeline righte-of-way that have
received little or no rehabilitation or monitoring. The ungrazed portion of
the river corridor receives heavy recreational use for camping, fishing, and
boating. Considerable hunting use also occurs within the area. An active
hunter information program is used to assist hunters and minimize resource
damage. Some cultural resources are also found along the river corridor.
The area provides a habitat for a wide variety of wildlife including the
Gunnison sage grouse and Desert bighorn. Public lands provide important deer
and elk winter range providing browse, hiding and thermal cover.

In addition to an eleven year old RMP, a River Recreation Management Plan is
in use and a Prescribed Natural Fire Plan is being prepared jointly with the
Forest Service, which includes provisions for management ignited fires (MIF)
to improve resource conditions. The River has been recommended for a scenic
designation under the Wild & Scenic River Act (W&SR Act).

This area was selected for assessing public land health because of the
diversity of resources and related problems and the number of livestock

operations.

A. PROPOSED ACTION

I. Preliminary Assessment

Process and Resources Needed:

Applicable RMP and activity plan decisions are identified by the staff. The
standards and guidelines detailed in Chapter 2 apply. Five of the eight
allotments have grazing rotation plans which provide some deferment from

livestock use during the growing season. Compliance with deferment provisions
is not consistent across these five allotments. Another allotment ie only
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grazed during the dormant period and no rotation is necessary to provide for
plant rest and recovery. The remaining two allotments are grazed summer long
and have no grazing rotation system in place.

Other decisions include: Improve range condition and productivity on native
rangeland. Use fire to enhance forage production. Improve aquatic and
riparian habitat along the River and its tributaries. Manage one portion of
the river corridor for semiprimitive non-motorized recreation opportunities
and the roaded portion for semiprimitive motorized recreation opportunities.
Manage timber and woodland species with a combination of even and uneven-age
systems. Close the river corridor to off-highway vehicles (GHV). The uplands
are designated "open” to OHV use. '

Prior to initiating actions in thie area the Area Manager attends the County
Commissioner’s meetinge to advise them of what is planned. This is followed
by an informal scoping meeting. Persons known to have an interest in this
area are invited. This includes the County Commissioners, livestock
permittees, commercial river rafting & fishing guides, Department of Energy,
Division of Wildlife and Native American representatives. The Resource
Advisory Council (RAC) is notified and invited to attend. Notification is
largely by telephone and by letter if needed. The purpose of the scoping
meeting is to ask interested publics for information, inform them of BLM's
intentions, and to invite their continued participation in our efforts to
assess and maintain or achieve healthy public lands for this area. Compiling
and displaying existing information, and making the needed contacts require
about one month, and the expenditure of about § 4000 in BLM personnel
costs.

II. What Standards are not being met? What is the trend?
Process and Resources Needed:

The staff is tasked with gathering and organizing information in preparation
for an interdisciplinary (ID) team meeting on this area. Available
information includes: personal knowledge of staff from field visits, watershed
and vegetation trend data from frequency transects, county soil survey, T&E
and SVIM inventory data, 1982 color and 1990 infrared aerial photo coverage,
and surface geoclogical and topographic map coverage. LANDSTAT information is
ground truthed. Land status, surface transportation, and stream data is
converted from the MOSS to ARC Info geographic information system (GIS).
Relevant information from grazing case files is compiled. The Corps of
Engineers (COE) is queried to see if they have additional aerial photo
coverage, and the Forest Service and Native American Tribes are contacted for
information. These efforte occur over about a 90 day period at a personnel
cost of about $2000. At the ID team meeting the staff analyze and interpret
the information concluding with a field visit. A meeting is then arranged
with those persons who may be affected and those that expressed interest in
this area during scoping (Scoping Group). This meeting is to share
information and to determine what future actions are appropriate.

Findings:

Standard 1 - The standard is met. The upland soils standard is being met.
Though some localized gullying is occurring it ies within the levels one would
expect under natural conditions in this area. Trend is satisfactory. 1In
isolated geographic instances erosion levels exceed natural or geologic rates
and are attributed to poorly revegetated pipelines, concentrated livestock
use, and OHV travel. These site-specific problems are addressed individually.

Standard 2 - The standard is met. Overall the riparian areas are properly
functioning and close to climax ecclogical condition. The construction of a
large impoundment upstream has changed the vegetative potential of the
riparian and changes are becoming apparent: the establishment of Gamble‘’s oak
and other more xeric species in the historic floodplain and poor recruitment
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of box elder seedlings to replace the large mature individuale along the
river. Both of these conditions are attributed to the absence of occasional
scouring floods as a result of water management practices associated with the
dm.

Standard 3 - The standard is not met. Decadent sage brush and oak brush plant
communities are present. Similarly, the Ponderosa Pine stands are all of the
same (immature) age class. There is a lack of diversity within these areas.
The trend for these conditions is static.

Standard 4 - The standard is met. No federal threatened, endangered, or
candidate species are known to inhabit this area. The southwestern river
otter, previously a Candidate 2 species, was reintroduced to the river area
and appears to be thriving (Colorado lists the otter as state endangered)..

Standard 5 - The standard is met and the trend is static.

III. What are the Causes for the Standards Not Being Met?
Process and Resources Needed:

The assessment on standards and causal factors is developed jointly with the
Scoping Group. As part of the assessment, fire history information is
collected. A local college assists by developing a vegetation/fire model to
better determine what fire results might be. It takes about two weeks to
gather this information together. Then a public meeting and on-site tour is
conducted to provide everyone with the information that has been gathered and
to seek solutions.

Findings:

Lack of natural fire appears to be a contributing factor to the "dog hair"
stands of ponderosa pine and decadent oak and sage brush. The lack of natural
fire is caused by past fire suppression in combination with past grazing which
removed the fine fuels needed for fires to carry. The chaining appears to
have contributed to the gullying. Other causes of gullying include
unreclaimed rights-of-way, and OHV use along right-of-way roads primarily
during hunting season. Livestock and elk also use these open trails.
Controlled water flow in the river has caused the loss of beach areas and
point bars. Improved compliance in keeping livestock off during the
scheduled deferment periods is needed for plant rest & recovery.

IV. What Options for Remedy are There? What is the Decision?
Process and Resources Needed:

The complexity of the issues and how different the suspected causes may be
from those initially identified determines whether this next step is done with
a letter or a meeting. Information already obtained will be used to negotiate
possible resolutions as described below.

Options:

a) Complete a joint fire plan. Design and implement management ignited and
prescribed natural fire projects in the decadent sage brush and oak brush
areas, to improve plant diversity and increase ground cover. The fire plan is
completed the first year. On average, individual management ignited fires take
24 months to design and implement, at an average cost of $40/acre.

b) Diversity in the “dog-haired” stands of ponderosa pine is also achieved by
management ignited fire or by commercial thinning projects. Each commercial

131




thinning contract will treat 30 -80 acres and cost about $6000 to layout and
administer.

c¢) 1In the short term, gullying is addressed by contacting the right-of-way
holders to have them rehabilitate roads where gullying is occurring. This
needs to be done in combination with water barring and road closures. These
short term measures will cost the right-of-way holders approximately § 500 to
$1000 per site and the BLM $500. Over the long term, rehabilitation success
is checked before approving assignments or renewals.

d) Another action to reduce gullying is to amend the RMP tG change the OHV
designation from open to limited. Amending the RMP will likely take about six
months and cost approximately $10,000, mostly in personnel costs.

e) Work with DOW and the Wildlife Commission to more closely manage the elk
population. Once the DOW establishes a Habitat Partnership Program (HPP),
work with the partnership to determine the feasibility of performing
vegetative manipulations in other areas to disperse elk and deer populations.
BLM coste are about $800/project.

f) Greater plant diversity and increased ground cover is achieved by resting
the two allotments that are grazed summer long, every third year.
Alternatively, the permittee of the larger of the two allotments install
additional fencing and water and use a rotation system. This is impractical
on the smaller 40 acre allotment. The cost to BLM for additional monitoring
and field visits to coordinate the necessary changes is approximately $8,000.
It will cost the permittee on the larger allotment about $600 every third year
in higher pasture rates and transportation costs, assuming that he chose not
to install additional fencing and water. The cost to the permittee on the
smaller allotment will be about $100 every third year. BLM increases
livestock use supervision in the other fire allotments.

g.) Re-establish beach areas and point bars along the river by negotiating
with the water conservancy district to allow periodic floods.

h.) Enhance box elder recruitment by restricting campsites, and by planting
trees. Campsites would be closed by signing and installing physical barriers.

Decisions:
* Options a,c,e,f and h will be continued or initiated immediately.

* Options b and d, must be considered with other resource area prioritieﬁ.

® Option g is rejected. More intensive management of the recreation sites to
protect resource values is adopted. Closure of the recreation sites is
considered impractical. Tree planting is not considered cost effective.

V. How will Decisions be Isplemented? What are the impacts?

Process:

a) In cooperation with the Forest Service, a Prescribed Natural Fire Plan, is
completed. The decadent sage brush and oak brush stands in this area become a
high priority for management initiated fire. Over a 15 year period, 15
management initiated fires are planned.

b) Ten commercial thinning projects are conducted in the ponderosa pine
thickets, as funds and personnel become available.

¢) Right-of-way holders are contacted and asked to rehabilitate the roads
being lost to gullying. This is coordinated with BLM so that water bars and
unneeded roads can be closed with physical barriers. A high priority is
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Placed on performing compliance checks on future right-of-way assignments and
renewals in this area.

d) Although desirable, amending the RMP to limit OHV use in the area to
designated roads and trails is considered too expensive in terms of the
limited realty and recreation resources available. Instead, the hunter
information program receives increased emphasis.

e) BLM works with the DOW and Wildlife Commission to try and gain agreement
on better managing elk populations in thie area. BLM will also work with the
HPP (if established) to determine the feasibility of performing vegetative
manipulations in other areas to disperse elk and deer populations.

f} The exemption in the RMP for "M"(Maintain) and "C"(Custodial) allotments
that does not require plant rest and recovery during the critical spring
growing season is revoked. The two allotments that are not currently
providing rest will be required to provide a rest period every third year.

Impacts:
Resource Impacts:

The reintroduction of fire reduces the amount of decadent sage brush and oak
brush stande by 6000 acres over a 15 year period. This greatly increases
plant diversity. Forage for livestock, deer and elk, as well as ground cover
is also increased, which impedes further gullying. When funds become
available, similar improvements are seen in those areas where ponderosa pine
thinning has occurred. .

Rehabilitating right-of-way roads, constructing water bars and closing the
unneeded roads in concert with the hunting information program, eliminates the
exigsting gullying and prevents further gullying in these specific areas.

Assuming that negotiations to reduce elk populations and the HPP program
efforte are successful in dispersing elk. Considerable improvement in plant
diversity, vigor, and ground cover occurs throughout the area over a five to
ten year period. '

Adding a rest requirement to the two allotments presently lacking this
requirement improves plant diversity and increases ground cover on 1500 acres
of public land.

Public Land User Impacts:

Users of the public lands are inconvenienced during the period that the
management initiated fires are being conducted. During each fire, some people
may object to the smoke, and for a short period following the fire, some
persons may object to the blackened vegetation. There is always a risk that
the fire may escape control and present a threat toc lives and property.
Following the next growing season, forage for livestock is improved, which may
result in increased weight gains. Big game forage, and accessibility for
hunting improves, resulting in improved hunting success.

Commercial thinning contracts provide additional work and income for local
woodcutters.

Right-of-way holders incur additional expenses of approximately $2500 to
rehabilitate pipelines and other types of right-of-ways. If this work is not
done now, greater rehabilitation costs occur in the future.

Hunters are inconvenienced slightly by roads that are closed to OHV use.
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In the short term, reducing elk populations through supplemental hunts allow
for more opportunities for hunters. 1In the long term , their chances for
success diminish. If conflicts are resolved by changing the timing and
location of elk use, it is likely no impacts to hunters occur. '

The requirement to rest the allotment every third year will cost one permittee
about $600, and another permittee about $100 for transportation costs and
higher pasture fees.

-

Socio=-economic Impacts:

Conducting management initiated fires likely reguires mobilizing local fire
departmente and bringing in additional fire crews from outside the area. This
increases revenues to local businesses for fuels, lodging, and meals. Again,
property and lives may be at risk if a fire escapes.

Ponderosa pine thinnings bring in additional revenues to local woodcutters.

Rehabilitating, water barring and closing right-of-~way roads results in some
modest expenditures for equipment, fuels and other supplies.

If supplemental hunts occur, a temporary increase in expenditures by hunters
occurs, followed by a decrease in expenditures. Neither the increase or the
decrease is significant.

Owners of alfalfa fields to the west of the area experience fewer elk in their
fields. Consequently, their hay production increases, and they will submit
fewer and smaller damage claims to the DOW.

Vegetation manipulations conducted through the HPP result in local
expenditures for equipment, fuel, and other supplies depending on the type of
manipulation being conducted.

VI. How will the Corrective Actions be Monitored to Determine Effectiveness?

Transects are established to measure the effectiveness of the management
initiated fires, and the pondercsa pine thinnings. These transects are read
for two to three years following the fire.

Normal project compliance is performed on the right-of-way road rehabilitation
to assure that it is properly done, and is effective.

The DOW monitors elk populations and shares that data with BLM, and the
public.

Monitoring of range condition and trend on the "I" and "M" allotments is
conducted every five or six years. Cover data is recorded as well.
Forage/browse utilization studies are read annually each year after the
livestock are removed. No wildlife browse or pellet count transects are
conducted. Permittees are required to submit accurate records of the levels
of livestock grazing use they have made at the end of each season. None of
this information is collected on the 40 acre "C" allotment.

B. FALLBACK STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES ALTERNATIVE (identify difference from
the proposed action)

There is not any significant difference between this alternative and the
proposed action. The same management actions are undertaken. Seed mixtures
used for rehabilitating the right-of-way roads and other disturbed sites
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utilize only native species. This will increase costs slightly to public land
users.

C. PRESENT MANAGEMENT (identify difference from the proposed action)

Only slight differences occur. The same management actions are undertaken,
except that the two allotments that do not have a rest period during the
critical spring growth period will continue to be exempted from this
requirement until monitoring data shows that a change is necessary. These
allotments are currently low priority and it is unlikely that BLM will monitor
them for many years. The two permittees will are spared the expenses of
transportation and higher pasture fees ($600 and $100) every third year. This
might be somewhat offset by increased revenues from fatter cattle.

The management actions undertaken are likely accomplished using less of an
interdisciplinary and collaborative approach.
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IMPLEMENTATION EXAMPLE 7

PRESENT SITUATION

The area is approximately 48,000 acres in size. It lies about 15 miles west
of a town of 18,000 population. It lies within the Southern Parks and Rocky
Mountain Ranges Landscape Unit. (See Chapter 3.) Topography varies from open
grasslands to rolling hills to steep, rugged, canyonlands. Elevation ranges
from 6,000 to 8,500 feet. Pinon/Juniper is the dominant vegetation type.
Other types include Ponderosa pine, white fir/Douglas fir, mountain shrub, and
grassland. Scils are derived from decomposed granite. Precipitation ranges
from 10 to 16 inches; most dependable precipitation comes in mid to late
summer. Key animal species include mule deer, elk, turkey, brown trout,
rainbow trout, brook trout, and cutthroat trout. Fires burn small areas most
years. A 600-acre fire occurred in the north part of the area in 198l1. Flash
flooding is common. Although regulated, the creek also experiences springtime
flooding. Two additional creeks (< lcfs) also provide permanent water to the
area. All are tributary to the Arkansas River. Grazing, mining, woodcutting,
and most recently, recreational use have impacted the landscape. However,
some portions of the area have characteristics to warrant Wilderness Study
Area status (approximately 70 percent of the BLM lands) and is included in an
Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) along the major creek. The ACEC
is designated for scenic, wildlife, and riparian values. The area ig bordered
by rural subdivisions where there are cattle drift problems. The three
grazing allotments are critical to the operations of three local operators.
The water from the creek is an important supply for small farmers and
homeowners in the town nearby.

The area is identified in the RMP as a subregion subject to development of an
Integrated Activity Plan (IAP). According to the RMP implementation schedule,
the IAP is now scheduled for development. The area consiste of three major
livestock grazing allotments, of which one is up for renewal, and several
custodial allotments. Unauthorized grazing, mainly the result of cattle that
stray off adjacent subdivided land, is a problem. A major, perennial creek
parallels the east boundary portion of the area. Flows of the creek are
regulated by an irrigation company who maintains a reservoir south of the
area. Concerns by staff and the public have been raised over upland soil
conditions and the riparian condition along the creek and some smaller feeder
creeks. Vehicle use along the creek has increased significantly in recent
years. Assume the area is a high enough priority for development of an IAP,
which will consider standards and guidelines. (Note: It is not to be assumed
that analysis of standards and guidelines must always culminate in a plan.
However, this example will serve to illustrate the process and potential
impacts when a major planning effort is undertaken.)

A. PROPOSED ACTION
I. Preliminary Assessment
Process and Resources Needed:

The standards and guidelines must now be considered in the development of the
plan. Key decisions in the Resource Management Plan are: establish desired
plant communities through the IAP, manage vegetation to accomplish other
objectives, adjust the season of use in the ACEC. Vehicles will be limited to
designated roads and trails except for the WSA which will be closed to
vehicles. Grazing is allowed at current preference, but may be modified if
needed through the IAP to resolve conflicts with riparian, critical wildlife
habitat (including special status species), and allocationes for the ACEC.
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Harvesting of timber products is allowed in some areas.

An interdisciplinary (ID) team is assembled and a project manager is aelegted.
Initially, the team consists of a rangeland management specialist, echogxat,
wildlife biologist, riparian coordinator (who also has fishery expertise),
recreation planner, and soils scientist. The team meets initially to scope
out the project and develop a strategy. A press release is distributed to
local papers informing the public of the effort. Stakeholders are notified
individually by letter. 1In addition, some stakeholders, such as the livestock
permittees, DOW, and the irrigation company are also given courtesy phone
calls or visits. The RAC is notified through normal communication channels
(most likely this will be through periodic updates).

II. WHAT STANDARDS ARE NOT BEING MET? WHAT IS THE TREND?

Process and Resources Needed:

The ID Team gathers the following existing information: riparian inventories,
fisheries data, grazing files (actual use and utilization, climate, browse,
and photos), historical uses, vegetation trend data, RMP decisions, and soil
survey information. Historical use information is gathered from citizens
(e.g., ranchers, historical society) that have a knowledge of the area through
interviews or request letters. The ID team conducts field visits to assess
the health of the area. Stakeholders (especially the livestock permittees and
irrigation company) and RAC are invited. It is probable that additional
discussions are needed to come to conclusions on how the area meets the health
standards, using information collected during and prior to the field visits.
During this period, potential causes of the problem will be discussed.
Approximately $16,000 in BLM labor costs will be needed for this phase of the
process, occurring over a six-month period.

Findings :

Standard 1 - The standard is not met on large areas within two adjacent
grazing allotments (approximately 20,000 acres). Indicators of the standard
that point to a problem are: presence of active rills and gullies;
inappropriate ground cover (lack of adequate basal cover, as evidenced by a
high percent of bare ground); plant litter is not accumulating in place;
absence of organic matter in soil; lack of plant species with a variety of
root depths; lack of vigorous plants. Trend is static.

Standard 2 - Only about 40 percent of the riparian zones are in properly
functioning condition. Riparian zones not meeting the standard do not
withstand high stream flow events well; lack woody riparian vegetation, stream
is not in balance with the water and sediment being supplied by the watershed;
residual vegetation not always present to capture and retain sediment; lack of
woody debris contributing to the character of stream channel morphology.

Trend is upward, but resources are at risk.

Standard 3 - Approximately 35 percent of the upland vegetation does not meet
the standard, as evidenced by: lack of spatial distribution with appropriate
density and distribution of plants, lack of population age classes, and
appropriate plant litter; within pinon-juniper woodland sites, successional

diversity is lacking.

Standard 4 - Standard is met. (The USFWS, DOW, and Nature Conservancy
concur.)

Standard 5 - Standard is met.
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III. What are the causes for the Standards not being met?
Process and Resources Needed:

During initial investigations, camping and fishing uses at access points along
the creek are suspected as a potential cause for riparian problems. ;t is
suspected that livestock grazing (past and present practices), past fire
management policy, and off-highway vehicle use are also contributors to the
problems. The ID team meets and develops initial findings. The Area Manager,
ID Team, the livestock permittees, DOW, and representatives from recreation
and OHV interests meet on-site to discuss the initial findings. Due to
anticipated controversy, the RAC is invited to be represented on site. In
addition to causal factors, potential remedial actions are also discussed at
this time. Most causal factors are agreed upon except for the issues related
to woody riparian vegetation along the creek. The Rangeland Resource Team
(RRT), formed by the local RAC, will provide opinions on the unresolved
issues. (The RRT is composed of two grazing permittees, an academician with
expertise in vegetation and ecology, and two representatives from the
environmental and recreation communities.) This step of the process occurs
over a three-month period; BLM labor costs are approximately $6,000.
Approximately six days will be expended by non-BLM participants and the RRT
members. .

Findings:

Fire suppression policy (past and present) has prevented interruption of
successional stages in the pinon/juniper plant community. Interim management
policy for the Wilderness Study Area prohibits forest management practices
that promote successional diversity. Inappropriate livestock distribution has
resulted in over-utilized riparian vegetation. (However, recently modified
grazing practices, including drift fences and alternative pasturing, have
lessened the impact along the creek.) Needed animal impact is lacking due to
undeveloped and unmaintained springs.  Off-highway vehicle use is funneled to
creek bottoms resulting in damage to riparian resources.

V. What options for remedy are there? What is the decision?
Process and Resources Needed:

Reagsemble the ID team, permittee, DOW, and other stakeholders that have been
involved along the way, to discuss options. This meeting, possibly held on-
site will be an extension of discussions that occurred during steps II and IIX
of the process. Therefore, this phase of the process should proceed quickly.
This will occur over a l1.5-month period and BLM labor costs will be $2,000.

Options:

* Intensify the development of drift fences and double the pastures along the
creek. This should allow the riparian vegetation to become more vigorous,
develop better root systems, and enhance willow growth.

* Using drift fences, create additional pasture on upland areas in order to
keep livestock on these site. Animal impact in these areas will add needed
organic matter to the soil and improve the vigor of desirable plants. The

additional pastures are supplemented with development/redevelopment of six

eprings in the upland areas and strategic placement of salt.

* Reducing livestock is also considered, but necessary only if the
aforementioned livestock grazing actions are not successful.

* Erosion abatement measures, such as gully plugs, trash collectors, etc., on
upland drainages are considered.
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* Identify the designated vehicle routes in the IAP. Initiate consu;tation
and education through informational meetings and any additional meetings that
are held for the IAP. Place barricades at unneeded access po%n;s to the area
and sign strategic locations. Increase law enforcement and visitor

information patrols in the area.

* Incorpor#te a prescribed fire strategy into the IAP. Fire is need to
promote vegetative diversity identified as a problem.

* The option of amending the RMP to conditional suppression status is
considered. However, because there is a significant amount of private land
adjacent to the area, this option is not carried forward.

* Identify woodland areas for harvest in the IAP that will meet vegetative
diversity objective.

Decisions:

® Except for changing the fire suppression classification and upland control
measures, all of the options mentioned above will be adopted.

VI. How will the decision be implemented? What are the impacts?
Process and Resources Needed:

® All of the decisions noted above are included in the IAP. (Note: there
likely are other actions in the IAP that are not related to the standards and
guidelines analyzed in this document. Also, should there be a delay in
completing the IAP, the grazing management actions may be implemented in
advance of final approval of the IAP.)

* The prescribed fire portion of the plan and OHV decisions are subject to an
environmental assessment in conjunction with the IAP. All grazing management
actions are covered adequately under previous environmental documents and are
documented through an administrative determination sheet. Timber harvest
areas are identified, but cannot be acted upon at this time until Congress
makes a decision on the WSA. Prescribed fire must conform to Wilderness
interim management policy.

* The implementation plan for the IAP notes that the grazing management
actions can be acted upon quickly. Once approved, the decisions pertaining to
livestock grazing are documented in the AMP, which become terms and conditions
of the permit. Other actions are dependent on available funding,
partnerships, and or volunteer arrangements.

* Two additional meetings related to the IAP will be held. Labor costs to
complete the plan, the EA, and conduct the meetings are $6,000.

Impacts:

Livestock Grazing Administration: The cost of implementing the grazing
systems and improvements is approximately $7,200 and will be shared among
three operators. Some financial assistance from DOW or the Board of District
Advisors (formerly BLM's Grazing Advisory Board) may lessen the cost to the
permittees. The permittees will need to spend additional time managing the
livestock because there will be about twice as many pastures to move the
livestock through during the use period.

Vehicle Management: The cost of implementing the OHV decisions are: using
heavy equipment, construct barricades at & access points (12 days at $100/hr.)
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at a cost of $9,600; erect/replace signs at a cost of §1,000. Also,
initiating consultation and education with homeowners and increasing law
enforcement and resource patrols requires a redirecting of priorities of
existing personnel. The use of volunteers or "adopt-an-area" are pursued.

Prescribed Fire and Woodcutting: Prescribed fire costs are approximately $25
per acre. Pinon/juniper woodcutting areas cost approximately $4,000 in labor
to establish (assuming a 15-acre cut). Approximately $1,000 is recuperated by
charging for permits.

Other Impacts: Outside of burn and woodcutting areas, imprcvements to basal
cover, plant litter, plant diversity, etc, will occur gradually over 20+
Years. Areas subject to prescribed burns and woodcutting will experience
noticeable improvement in most indicators within 5 years. The dependability
of available forage for livestock and wildlife will increase. If fire and
woodcuts are implemented, there will be a slight increase in available forage
for livestock and wildlife.

ViI. Bow will the corrective actions be monitorad to determine effectiveness?
Utilization: Establish 12 streambank photo transects along the creek. Erect
utilization cages in all pastures (10). BLM labor costs are $4,000. Monitor

and document file annually. Annual BLM labor costs are $1,000. Establish
five photo points for each burn and woodcutting area.

B. FALLBACK STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES ALTERNATIVE (identify difference from
Proposed Action Alternative)

There is virtually no difference. Additional time may be needed during the
standard analysis phase because of the absence of indicators.

C. PRESENT MANAGEMENT (identify difference from Propos.d Action Alternative)
Without the standards and guidelines, the process would have likely focused on

the riparian situation. Most likely, -a strong analysis of upland scils and
vegetation conditions would not have happened.
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IMPLEMENTATION EXAMPLE 8
I. . BACKGROUND

This 8,000 acre area lies adjacent to a small mountain park community of
1,200. It lies within the Northern Parks and Ranges Landscape Unit. (See
Chapter 3.) Elevation ranges from 7,400 to 8,400 feet. Soils are
predominantly deep, well-drained loams that were formed in alluvium from
Pierre Shale. Vegetative communities are dominated by sagekbrush parks. The
area receives 10 to 14 inches of annual precipitation, split evenly between
cold and warm seasons. Approximately 4 miles of riparian, comprised of 3
perennial streams, flow through the area. The sediment in one of the streams
appears quite high. The area is critical deer and elk winter habitat. The
area was identified as a Resource Conservation Area (RCA) in 1965, at which
time an aggressive series of range improvement projects were implemented to
manipulate the upland vegetation. These projects included 280 acres of
crested wheatgrass seedings, 3,275 acres were chemically treated, and 100
acres were mechanically treated, to remove sagebrush. 3,550 acres remained
untreated native range. Subsegquent to the treatments, AUMs (cattle)
associated with the grazing permit were increased by over 355 percent to 2,133
AUMs. Through the years, the AMP for the allotment was modified four times
and AUMs were reduced with each modification. Current preference is 700 AUMs
for livestock. The area receives heavy off-highway vehicle use (motorcycles
and all-terrain vehicles). Other substantial human activities include target
shooting, hunting, and partying.

This high-visibility area is under constant scrutiny by the local public. The
grazing permit is up for renewal. Based on a cursory examination of
monitoring data and ocular reconnaissance, some staff are concerned over
riparian conditions and vegetative conditions. This is especially disturbing
given the fact that substantial modifications to livestock grazing, including
subgtantial reductions, have occurred. Assume the area is given priority
status and standards and guidelines will be evaluated for the area. Although
this area is the primary focal point for the analysis, the effects of
surrounding BLM and private land are considered in the assessment.

A. PROPOSED ACTION

I. Preliminary Assessment
Process and Resources Needed:

Applicable RMP decisions are identified. The standards and guidelines detailed
in Chapter 2 apply. Other decisions include: The area is designated "open"
to OHV use. Forage allocation is 700 AUMs for livestock grazing and 200 AUMs
(based on original AMP developed in 1970) for mule deer and elk. Alsc, an OHV
Plan for the area prescribing designated routes and some road closures was
prepared in 1988 but never implemented.

The Area Manager and staff meet to develop a strategy. An interdisclipinary
(ID) team consisting of a range management specialist, ecologist, wildlife
biologist, and recreation planner is selected. A full plan is not considered
necessary. Because several conflicts and uses are present, notify potential
stakeholders at this time - livestock permittees, Division of Wildlife (DOW),
and the local OHV user group. During this initial period, communication is
mostly informal, mainly in the form of phone calls. If the OHV club meets
during this time, staff may wish to address the group. A press release is

prepared for the local paper informing the public of the process. A site
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visit involving the livestock permittee, the DOW, and a representative from
the OHV club is likely. Ask the stakeholders to provide any information that
may be helpful in the process. The RAC is notified, most likely t@rough a
periodic update (i.e., normal notification process). Initial scoping apd
notification occurs over a one-month period; BLM labor costs are approximately

$1,000.

I1. What standards are not being met? What is the trend?
Process and Resources Needed:

Team members gather aerial photos and existing data on climate, utilization,
actual use, browse condition, big game populations, site potential, and water
quality. Staff reads trend data (greenlines in riparian and uplands),
establishes photo points along two drainages, conduct ESI inventory, and
gather appropriate water samples (see Example 4). The stakeholders are
invited to attend any of the field sessions. Internal scoping by
interdisciplinary team (staff) occurs over a two-month period. BLM labor
costs are $4,000 and other costs, such as lab fees are $500.

Findings :

Standard 1 - Prcblems identified. Substantial rilling, active, incised
channeling, scil blow-outs, lack of ground cover, and plant litter are
indicators. Trend is static or slightly downward.

Standard 2 - Problems identified on one of the three riparian areas. Lack of
desirable riparian vegetation, excessive sediment loads without ability to
capture, an unstable stream channel, and shortened surface flows without
appropriate meandering are indicators. Woody species recruitment is occurring
but with consistently high utilization levels. Trend is stable at current
nonfunctioning condition. .

Standard 3 - Problems identified. Sage grouse populations are declining
regionally; the effects of this particular area on the sage grouse population
are uncertain. Sage brush communities do not exhibit a range of population
age classes. Plant litter is not accumulating across the landscape. Upland
vegetation is only producing 30 percent to 40 percent of its capability to
meet desired objectives. Trend is down along trails and travel corridors, up
slightly through the remainder of the area.

Standard 4 - Not applicable.

Standard 5 - Problems identified on the stream mentioned in Standard 2. The
temperature of the water is high and the water carries abnormal sediment
loads. 7Trend is static. The path taken to address water quality in thie
example is displayed at the end of this example. See Example 4 and Appendix 4
for additional information on the process used to determine compliance with
the water quality standard.

III. What are the causes for the standards not being met?

Process and Resources Needed:

It is suspected that past management practices are a major contributor to
problems on the site. Review past inventory data, case file data, and
historic uses. Also, review the OHV plan and the process used to develop it.
Interview users that have a knowledge of the past uses of the area. Because
the area is classified as a "limited™ area due to sediment, a team is formed
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to assess the situation and make recommendations. Include the permittee and
DOW in the staff analysis. Prepare a report on preliminary findings. BLM
staff, the livestock permittee, OHV club representatives, and the DOW meet on-
site to disclose the preliminary findings and to discuss potential remedies.
This step of the process would occur over a two-week period and BLM labor

costs are approximately $2,000.
Findings: .

Previous livestock grazing practices that included season-long use with
excessive animal numbers reduced vegetative capability on the area. The
condition is further exacerbated by current OHV use. Livestock use is
determined now to be only a minor contributor to the area’s inability to
recover due to the intense management practices being applied under the
current AMP. The area has been divided into five pastures where livestock are
only grazed for a period of 30 days. The two pastures containing the affected
riparian areas are grazed for five days and nine days respectively. Other
water sources (wells, developed springs) were developed to help further
diminish use on the riparian areas. Unrestricted OHV use in one of the
drainagee is the major contributor to the nonfunctioning condition in the
riparian zone. OHV use is alsc a contributor to further depletion of upland
vegetation and sediment into the drainage. Wildlife grazing distribution
problems is also a minor contributor to the riparian problems.

IV. What options for remedy are there? What is the decision?
Process and Resources Needed:

Utilizing the information and ideas previously gathered, the Area Manager and
staff develop a preferred action. The proposal and alternatives are discussed
with the DOW, OHV club representatives, and the livestock permittee. The RAC
is informed of progrese but not directly involved at this time due to a
perceived lack of conflict between user groups. .

Options:

¢ For vehicle management, prepare a RMP plan amendment changing the existing
designation from "open™ to "limited to designated roads and trails."” This
occurs over a six-month period ($500 for notices and $3000 for labor). Note:
designation on surrounding lands are also made part of the amendment process.
Implement portions of the existing OHV Plan. Specifically: identify and
close damaging roade and trails (§$1,000 for materials and $6,000 labor);
construct drift fences across riparian zones to impede off-road travel along
subject trails ($500 for materials and $1,000 for labor). Installation costs
could be reduced through the volunteer program. Develop an educational
program with the local schools and OHV clubs to communicate resource issues
and concerns.

* For livestock grazing, the current high intensity/short duration grazing
system is supported as a good management tool to help with both the stream
recovery process (although historical livestock use is considered to be a
contributing factor to past degradation within the riparian area) as well as
upland improvement.

* For riparian management, plant sedge plugs and willows within the riparian
zone to collect upland sediment loads and to reduce channel erosion.
Estimated costs to the BLM are $2,000 for labor and material, but possibly
reduced through cost-sharing with the Habitat Partnership Program (HPP)
program. Alternatives to this action are drop structures and gabiens,
although these are considered cost prohibitive and unrealistic.
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* To stop or slow sediment flows into the riparian area and to improve upland
conditions, broadcast native seed onto sensitive areas adjacent to the

- riparian area in an effort to reduce surface runoff, stabilize upland sq;ls,
and to reduce erosional impacts. Other alternatives, such as recontouring
upland areas and waterbar highly erosive areas are considered to be too cost
prohibitive and unrealistic. Cost is $8,300 ($83/acre at 100 acres project

size).

Decisions:

Implementation of the OHV Plan as noted above; prepare plan amendment for OHV
designation. Establish "educational"” programs with the local OHV club and
school system to increase public awareness.

Construct drift fences within the riparian area to deter OHV use. Sign closed
trails/roads within sensitive areas to further increase public awareness and
to deter unauthorized OHV use within those areas. Monitor and cite OHV users
found operating within closed areas.

Plant sedge plugs within stream to help start the recovery process and
stabilize current stream channel conditions.

Reseed sensitive upland sites to reduce upland erosion and streambank sediment
loads.

V. How will the decision be implemented? What are the impacts?
Process:

Vehicle management - Prepare the plan amendment. Research aerial photos to.
determine existing roads prior to 1986, Update the OHV plan in conjunction
with the amendment. Local users, user groups, the town, and county need to be
involved in the changing management of the area. Cooperation from each of the
parties would better help achieve success and acceptance of the decision.

Riparian revegetation ~ Suitable sites for planting sedge plugs are
identified. Plugs are purchased and volunteers organized for planting.

Upland revegetation - Sites susceptible to erosion are surveyed and mapped for
potential reseeding. Project analysis is completed over a two-year period.
This is contingent on the grazing permittee taking voluntary nonuse on two
pastures for two years.

Impacts:

Resource Impacte: Improvement to the stream through revegetation occurs at a
relatively rapid pace (two years) once OHV use is controlled and sedge plugs
planted. The woody component would gradually appear over a longer period due
to the heavy concentrations of wildlife during the winter. A functioning-at-
risk status for the riparian zone is expected within five to seven years.
Ground cover on upland sites would improve quickly once plants from the
sesding are established, although the desired potential community (DPC) would
not be expected for another 20 years. Heavy soil depositions would continue
to burden the riparian recovery process until improved vehicle management is
put in place and the upland seedlings achieve permanent establishment (5-10
years). Limiting OHV use may move the activity to other areas, resulting in
damage to outlying areas. The degree to which this occurs is contingent on
how successful public information and awareness is and on which lands are
covered in the OHV designation amendment.
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?uhlic Land Users Impacts: The impact expected toward the OHV user is mainly
_ inconvenience. Initially, the voluntary nonuse (two years) temporarily

reduces the grazing permittee 500 AUMs through the closure of two pastures for
two years. Assuming $7.00/AUM for private pasture, this increases the
permittee’s costs by approximately §$3,500 per year.

Socio-economic Impacts: The actions do not affect population and cause no
more than very minor impacts to the local economy. Some of the local
residents experience frustration over control and management placed on vehicle
use.

VI. How will the corrective actions be monitored to determine effectiveness?

Utilization studies: Both range and wildlife programs would establish these
studies to further determine grazing impacts on this area by livestock and
wildlife. Estimated cost to each program are two days/year at $250. each.

Photopoints/Cross section studies: To monitor progress and development of the
riparian system. Estimated cost to the BLM is $1,000 per year.

Quadrat Frequency/Trend: These studies currently exist for livestock grazing
and are currently being monitored. No additional cost would be associated
with thie method.

Browse study: To determine grazing impacts from both livestock and wildlife
on the woody component within the riparian area. Approximate cost is $2,000
to the BLM (two weeks/year).

Road/Trail monitoring: The trails would be visually monitored for condition
and use. Monitoring would be done with recreation staff and law enforcement.
A "public land watch" system, with community partners and user groups is
encouraged. Annual labor costs are approximately $400 for 2-3 days/year.

B. FALLBACK STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES ALTERNATIVE (identify difference from
Proposed Action Alternative)

Without indicators, it takes longer to arrive at the root cause of the
problem. .

C. PRESENT MANAGENENT (identify difference from Proposed Action Altermative)

Without the emphasis on overall public land health, it is likely that problems
are likely addressed on a piecemeal basis.
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The following is provided to show the path taken in this example to determine
conformance with water quality standards. See Appendix D that displays the
flow chart for water quality compliance.

1- Locate appropriate stream segments during preliminary assessment

2- Determine antidegradation category and beneficial uses during preliminary

assessment.
Findings =—— Anti degradation : Undesignated

Beneficial Uses : Cold Water Aquatic Life 1,

147




Recreation Class 2, water supply, agriculture

3- Determine if National or State Waters during Preliminary Assessment
Findingg==— No

4- Determined Water Quality during Preliminary Assessment and Step 2 and/or if
the area is classified as Limited or Impaired.
Findinggs—-— No existing data available; site testing
conducted
concluded sediment problems; the area is
classified as limited due to sediment (low
priority)

5- The situation is referred to a water quality ID Team.
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INPLEMENTATION EIAMPLE 9

PRESENT SITUATION

This 17,500-acre area is located in the South-Central Highlands Landscape
Unit. (See Chapter 3.) It extends from the lower sagebrush country along a
perennial stream to timber/park/sagebrush areas at the U.S. Forest Service
(USFS) boundary on the socuth edge of the area. The elevation range is 7,800
to 9,750 feet. Average annual precipitation is approximately 11-12 inches.

Private lands are intermixed with public lands and the area is easily
accessable from a major highway. Gates are sometimes left open resulting in
livestock using unauthorized areas. The allotment is currently in its sixth
year of rest from grazing as a result of the Department of Energy’s Uranium
Mill Tailings Removal Project (UMTRA). As part of the mitigation requirements
for the UMTRA Project, grazing will not resume until a grazing plan is in
place. Public lands within the area are permitted to one livestock operator.
The permitted use is 318 AUMs, from May 15 to August 17. The permittee has
requested that BLM evaluate his allotment and present recommendations to him.

A. PROPOSED ACTION
I. Preliminary Assessment

All applicable RMP decisions are identified and described in a table that
lists ten criteria or concerns for this area. These criteria/concerns are:
Southwest Willow Fly Catcher, Gunnison Sage Grouse, riparian areas, crested
wheatgrass seedings and burned areas, rehabilitated sites, big game, private
land ownership, poisonous plants, and native uplands. In addition, the
standards and guidelines in Chapter Two apply.

This is a high production area for the Gunnison Sage Grouse, which is at risk,
and may become a listed species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). A
considerable number of antelope utilize the area. Deer and elk use is
minimal. Before livestock were removed, riparian areas had a static to
downward trend due to heavy and severe livestock use and roads. The concern
over riparian areas and livestock is even more critical because this allotment
has potential habitat for the Southwestern willow flycatcher, an endangered

species.

The area has crested wheatgrase seedings associated with burned areas. These
are traditional “"sore spots™ in terms of heavy or severe use by livestock.
Upland areas are largely static in trend, however, they are also fragmented by
powerlines, existing roads and new or upgraded roads resulting from UMTRA,
recreation, and other uses. Poisonous plants occupy a portion of the
allotment requiring careful planning of livestock movement (rotations, etc.).
The primary poisonous plants are low and tall larkspur along with monkshood.

The RMP prescriptions for the area require that spring use by livestock is
rotated. Generally, a 4-inch stubble height must be maintained. Physical
disturbances are minimized in sage grouse nesting and brood-rearing habitat
from April 15 to July 1.

The biological staff spends about one week, compiling, summarizing, reviewing,
and analyzing monitoring (actual use and utilization) data that has been
collected over several years. Use supervision data is also compiled and
reviewed. Informal contact is made with adjoining permittees to find out what
concerns and insights they may have. Then the biological staff and area
manager meet with the permittee to explain the need for action, find out what
the permittee’s goals are and to define everyones expectations. The RAC is
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apprised through normal notification processes; most likely a summarized
_periodic update.

II. What standards are not being met? What is the trend?

Process and Resources Needed:

Existing livestock and wildlife utilization, actual use, and trend data along
with soils and hydrology data is gsummarized. The homeowners association is
contacted to get their input. Then a second meeting is held with the
permittee to present the findings. To this point in the process, the BLM
expends about $4,000 in labor costs during a one-month period.

Findings:

Standard 1 - Upland Soils: This standard is not being met, however, there is
an acceptable trend toward meeting the standard because the allotment has been
rested for six years. Pedestals, rille, and cutting are all present. Low
vigor plants are present in most pastures. Like the ercsive forces noted
above, canopy and ground cover have an improving trend.

Standard 2 - Riparian: This standard is not being met. There are some areas
that are acceptable, but one area in particular is not. The indicators
include undesirable species, which because they are shallow rooted, are not
able to protect streambanks, etc., during peak flows. The only exception is
the upper end of one area. For the most part, the trend is upward
(acceptable) toward healthy public lands, however, a few areas do not have an
acceptable trend.

Standard 3 - Plant and Animal Communities: The standard for both plants and
animals is not being met. Regionally, populations of the Gunnison Sage Grouse
and Southwestern Willow Flycatcher should be much higher. The populations
have declined to a dangerously low point throughout their range. The
landscape is fragmented because of land treatments. There would be better
habitat diversity if riparian areas were in better condition. There is a
noxious weed problem with a state listed species (Russian Knapweed) and other
nonlisted species. The animal trend is not acceptable because Gunnison Sage
Grouse numbers have not increased and production is less than expected.
Actions taken under UMTRA decreased birds by 20 percent, and data shows only a
slight upward trend. The plant or habitat trend is up at an acceptable rate
except for noxious weeds which spread last year. Babitat fragmentation is
unacceptable, but has not changed.

Standard 4 - Threatened & Endangered Species: This standard is being met.
The standard for the Southwestern Willow Flycatcher (SWWF), a recently listed
species, is being met. The upper end of the allotment may have potential
habitat, but none is suitable at this time. Elevation and gradient are the
primary criteria used in determining the SWWF habitat (riparian areas). If
the riparian habitat is improved to meet the riparian habitat standard, it
will be suitable. The fundamental requirement is to address U.S. Fish and
wildlife Service (USFWS) criteria for suitable and occupied habitats, not
potential, therefore, the standard is being met. Due to a lack of data, the
trend is uncertain at this time.

Standard 5 ~ Water Quality: This standard is not being met. There is too
much erosion and sediment in the drainages, however, upland springs and/or
ponds meet the standard. The trend is acceptable because of rest from

livestock grazing.

III. ¥What are the causes for the standards not being met?
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Process and Resources Needed:

The biological staff, area manager, DOW representative and the permittee
review the information that has been gathered and summarized, and through

discussions determine the likely causes and appropriate solutions.
Findings:

The causes for not meeting the standards are determined to be: (1) improper
livestock grazing in the past that was done in conjunction with the current
grazing system; (2) existing roads and new and/or upgraded roads, along with
the disposal cell associated with the UMTRA project (including vehicle
traffic); and (3) rangeland treatments (burns and seedings).

IV. Wwhat options for remedy are there? What is the decision?

Process and Resources Needed:

Existing information is used to prepare an activity plan for the area, which
incorporates an EA to analyze and disclose the impacts of the proposed action
and alternatives. This is prepared by one lead person assisted by three
others at a labor cost of about $8,000.

Options:

Because a mitigation plan for the UMTRA Project is in place and efforts are
already underway to address the Gunnison Sage Grouse and Southwestern Willow
Flycatcher, it was determined that the most effective option was to address
the basic components of livestock grazing in a manner that compliments these
other ongoing efforts. The basic factors addressed include the timing,
intensity, and duration of grazing.

Decision:

The decision is to move forward with changes in the timing, intensity and
duration of livestock grazing. Permitted use is reduced to 250 AUMs.
Utilization levels specified in the 1993 RMP will be used, and grazing
duration will be reduced by half in most pastures.

V. How will the decision be implemented? What are the impacts?

Process:

Upon completion of the activity plan and EA, the new grazing permit (which
references the activity plan as a term or condition) is offered along with a
decision as per the new grazing regulations. The permittee is already aware
of and indicated agreement with the provisions of the plan and permit. It is
anticipated the permittee accepts the permit as offered. :

To implement the proposed grazing system requires an expenditure of §16,000
for three miles of fence to facilitate more intensive management.
Approximately $15,000 to reconstruct several springs to accommodate a larger
herd size (but for 1/3 the duration of grazing). Approximately $500 is
required annually for noxious weed control. These costs will be paid for by
the BLM from approriated funds. Assistance from the District Board of

Advisors are requested.
Impacts:
Resource Impacts: The concern with livestock grazing and the Southwestern
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Willow Flycatcher is with the presence of cattle during the time the habitat
is being utilized by the bird, and any effects that grazing may have on the
willow plants. The corrective actions that are proposed are both positive and
negative. The positive impact is that the period of grazing is reduced by 1/2
thue reducing the period of time that the bird is disturbed by the presence of
cattle. In addition, the overall management of shortened duration, rotation
of spring and summer pastures, and increased recovery time benefits the willow
plants upon which the bird relies for habitat. The negative impact is that
even with a larger number of livestock, this may result in "crowding" near
areas with willows resulting in disturbance to the bird even if only for 1/2
the time. Overall, there would be a net gain to the bird.

The concern with the Gunnison Sage Grouse focuses on competition for habitat.
The forage so valuable for livestock production is critical for nesting and
early brood-rearing habitat for grouse. The corrective actions that are
proposed result in more recovery time and thus improved vigor for the plants
grouse rely on for cover. Disturbance to grouse by cattle during nesting and
early brood-rearing would be reduced in terms of the amount of time livestock
are present, however, with an increase in herd size, the likelihood of
disturbance to the bird could increase but for a shorter period of time.
Because of the benefits to the plante on which the bird relies for habitat and
the shortened grazing period, there would be a net gain to this bird.

Riparian Areas are often grazed heavily or severely because of water
availability, shading, quality and quantity of forage, forage stays greener
longer in these areas, and topography. Corrective actions would reduce the
amount of time cattle would graze these areas by 1/2 and increase the amount
of time riparian plants have to recover from grazing. This combined with
their resiliency results in an overall improvement in riparian conditions.
With a greater number of livestock for a shorter period of time, use levels or
riparian stubble heights will be difficult to meet. This could pose a problem
for broods in these riparian areas if heights fall below the 4" stubble
requirement. With inadequate cover, broods become vulnerable to predation.
Adequate residue is also needed for watershed stability (stable banks,
trapping sediment etc.) soc if use levels become heavy or severe, the riparian
area could degrade and become vulnerable to erosion. Overall, there is a net
benefit to riparian areas from the corrective actions.

Crested Wheatgrass Seedings & burned areas - The primary concern with
livestock grazing and seedings/burned areas is that these areas attract cattle
because they are first to green up in the epring with palatable forage and are
often grazed heavily or severely. The corrective actions shorten the duration
of grazing and increase the amount of time these seeded areas have to recover
from grazing. If use level requirements (4" residue) are not met, this could
adversely effect the health of the seedings, however, this would be mitigated,
at least in part, by a shortened duration, and an increased recovery period.
The end result is a net benefit to these areas.

The primary concern with livestock and the rehabilitated UMTRA sites is that
grazing and trampling in newly seeded/mulched areas could result in the
uprooting of seedling grass plants and thus degrade the site resulting in weed
infestations and/or erosion. Grazing will not resume for another few years so
these sites should be stable by the time grazing resumes. At that time,
existing management geared toward shortened duration and increased recovery
time should help to maintain these areas. If grazing levels become heavy or
severe, these sites may degrade and be vulnerable to erosion, however, this
should be mitigated, at least in part, by increased recovery time and a
shortened grazing period.

The primary impact to big game is to antelope. To facilitate more intensive
management, a pasture division fence is required thus creating a barrier to
these animals. The fence is designed to accomodate their needs (16-20" bottom
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strand), however, effects of fences are cumulative and should be viewed in a
bigger picture. Effects to deer and elk are the same, however, they generally
go over fences instead of under so they are vulnerable to getting their hind
legs trapped in the top two wires resulting in death or injury to these
animals. The effects of a shortened duration and increased recovery period
benefit the plants that are important big game forage species.

Although native uplands are less resilient than riparian areas, the reduction
in duration of grazing combined with the increased recovery period should
benefit these areas by improving the vigor of native upland plants.

Impacts to Public Land Users: The livestock operator incurs a 16 % reduction
in permitted use, and the season of use is cut in half in most pastures. To
fully utilize his permit the operator will need to increase his herd size to
500 head. The proposed action reguires that cattle not be moved into areas
with poisonous plante during the period when cattle would be attracted to
them. This avoids cattle losses, however should gatese be left open or fences
cut /unmaintained, cattle could wander into infected pastures and be vulnerable
to poisoning and death.

The proposed action involves the owners of adjacent lands by considering their
concerns/expectations and shortening the amount of time cattle are in areas
that effect them.

Socio-economic: Impacts to the social and economic health of the area are
negligible.

VI. How will the Corrective Actions be Monitored to Determine Effectiveness?
Monitoring is generally done by seasonal employees or the staff ecologist.
However, other resource specialists may collect this data based on funding and

priorities. The resource specialists are involved with use supervision
annually, or as budget and priorities allow.

:;op::le:::i::a%g::::.::s.?vtDlLIH!B ALTERNATIVE (identify difference from
No significant difference in impacts are likely to occur.

C. PRESENT NANAGENENT (identify difference from Proposed Action Alternmative)
Very little difference in impactse are likely, if present management continued.

Most management actions in this example are already being implemented, thus
moving resource conditions toward the standards at an acceptable pace.
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IMPLEMENTATION EXANPLE 10

PRESENT SITUATION

The area is approximately 40,000 acres in size, and lies approximately one-
half way between two towns of approximately 2,500 population each. Most of
the area is within the Book/Roan Cliffs landscape unit and a small portionof
thee northern edge is within the Uinta Basin landscape unit.

The dominate species associated with the pinyon/juniper type are pinyon and
Utah juniper. The stand composition, site characteristics, and productivity
are highly variable based on moisture relationships. On drier sites (lower
precipitation or elevation or south and west aspects), Utah juniper becomes
more dominant. As the moisture regimes increase pinyon increases in

dominance, until at the upper limits of the vegetation type, stands tend to be
entirely pinyon.

The dominate species associated with the sagebrush bottoms are Wyoming big
sagebrush, greasewood, cheat grass, western wheatgrass, basin wildrye,
rabbitbrush and a variety of forbs. At the lower elevations of these bottoms,
greasewood is dominant, but becomes less dominant further up the drainages.
At the upper drainages sagebrush and basin wildrye are the dominate species.
Recently, about 1500 acres of bottom lands were burned and seeded. The
results of these burns are not yet known.

The dominate species of the mountain shrub community are serviceberry,
snowberry, mountain big sagebrush, oak brush, western wheatgrass, beardless
bluebunch, elk sedge and a variety of forbs. This plant community is
gener;}ly in good condition, producing 1200 to 1700 lbs/acre of forage
annually.

Riparian vegetation is found along a major creek and. at several upland
springs. The creek above the intersection of a large gulch and spring to the
allotment boundary is in non functioning condition. This appears to be the
result of a combination of factors; livestock and wild horse use, and a poorly
designed road which in many places is in the stream channel. This stream
segment is characterized as lacking adequate vegetation to dissipate high flow
events. Actively eroding stream banks, and poor water quality as evidenced by
flies. Near the allotment boundary is a spring which produces water with high
salt and sulfur content. Below the intersection of the large gulch, the creek
functioning properly. There is adequate stream bank vegetation to dissipate
high stream flow events, banks are stable and building, there is a functional
flood plain, and water quality appears to be much improved, possibly by
addition of good water from the spring, having a dilution effect. The upland
springs are in non-functioning condition the result of heavy ungulate use.

This area contains an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) for the
enhanced management of several plant species of special concern. The area
also contains two designated Remnant Vegetation areas. Objectives for these
area emphasize the maintenance of these vegetation types.

These allotments are a part of a Herd Management area where the horses are to
be managed for retention. Horse numbers vary due to the wandering nature of
the horses, although several bands can be considered to be resident. The herd
management area currently contains approximately 400 horses with the average
number on this allotment at approximately 90 head. The resource management
plan for this HMA proposes a herd size of 95-140 horses.

Horse use on this allotment is very concentrated in certain areas due in part
to limited water supplies.
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Management of livestock is currently in transition. The permittee recently
acquired additional properties which need to be included into the grazing
program. Two of the properties are exclusively summer ranges. ;t is expected
that summer use of the allotment will end, fall and winter use w}ll be on the
private lands and these allotments will be used primarily as spring range.
These allotments are also large enough to allow for a grazing system to be
prepared the primary goal of meeting forage plants needs for growth,
reproduction and carbohydrate storage.

This allotment currently lacks sufficient reliable water sources. This area
is designated as Critical Winter Range for big game. The Resource Management
Plan (RMP) is concerned with the condition and distribution of browse,
primarily serviceberry, mahogany and sagebrush. Levels of use of browse
species are limited. Wildlife and other objectives in the RMP are shown in

Appendix B.

A. PROPOSED ACTION
I. Preliminary Assessment
Process and Resources Needed.

Because of on-going resource management planning, the Resource Area staff has
all the information needed to do a preliminary assessment of this area. This
includes a review of resource conditions and trends on surrounding areas and
the influences they have on this area and vice versa. The grazing permittee,
wild horse groups and DOW are identified as interested public/agencies and
directly contacted. The RAC is apprised if the situation but not directly
involved at this time.

II. WHAT STANDARDS ARE NOT BEING MET? What is the trend?

Process and Resources Needed:

The resource area compiles existing data on vegetation trend and utilization
(including use pattern mapping), riparian function analysis, big game
population statistics and soil survey information. No field trips are
proposed at this time as the staff is well acquainted with the area. The
grazing permittee is cooperative and open to discussing different grazing
systems. Others who are interested in this area are encouraged to
participate, and wild horse groups advise that they are strongly concerned and
will participate.

Findings:

Standard 1 -~ Upland Soils: This area does not meet the standard. Some soils
are considered fragile based on erosion potential, These socils also have
slopes greater that 35%. Approximately 5,000 acres of upland soils show the
indicatore of non~functioning scils (pedestaling, rills, and lack of ground
cover.) On the bottoms, approximately 50% of the soils exhibit
characteristics of non-functioning scils. Overall, trend is static.

Standard 2 -~ Riparian: This area does not meet the standard. The large creek
above the large gulch exhibits actively eroding banks and lacks adequate
stream side vegetation to withstand high flow evente. Upland springs are also
in a non~functioning condition. Overall, trend is static.

Standard 3 - Plant & Animal Communities: This area does not meet the standard
for plant communities. The problems shown by the soils are directly tied to
the vegetation resocurce. Range condition is poor on about 25%, or about
10,000 acres of uplande. There are concerns about the maintenance of
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vegetation to support the wintering deer population. Several catastrophic
wild fires significantly decreased pinyon and juniper to the point where there
may not be adequate thermal cover for wintering deer. Although the amount of
palatable forage usually increases following fires, in portions of this area,
overuse by wild horses and wildlife have raised concerns about the
availability of sufficient forage for wintering deer. On the bottoms,
approximately 50% of the area is also in poor vegetation condition. For
animal communities the area meets the standard.

Standard 4 - Threatened & Endangered Species: This standard is being met on
the remnant vegetation areas and areas of critical environmental concern.

Standard 5 - Water Quality: The creek above the junction with the large gulch
has huge algal blooms, low diversity of riparian plant species, high water
temperature, shallow depths, salt cedars, and inappropriate populations of
macroinvertibrates dominated by black fly which is indicative of poor water
quality. The standard is met on the creek below the gulch and spring,
although during high runoff events state standards for sediment are sometimes
exceeded.

II1. WEAT ARE THE CAUSES FOR THE STANDARDS NOT BEING MET?
Process and Resources Needed:

Existing information, including input from the permittee and representatives
of the wild horse groups is compiled and considered to determine the causes
and potential solutions.

Findings:

Non-functioning soils are the result of livestock overgrazing on approximately
500 acres and natural plant progression on approximately 4,500 acres (i.e.
pinyon/juniper invasion onto sage and mountain browse sites, which decreases
ground cover). On the ridge lines there are about 3,000 acres where horses
congregate, resulting in soil compaction and over utilization of available
forage. Unsatisfactory vegetative conditions on about 2,000 additional acres
is also attributed to over-utilization by horses. :

In general, the degraded vegetative conditions are the result of past grazing
practices which altered the vegetation to the point where the vegetation does
a poor job of providing soil protection. The properties of the brush species
now prevent seedling establishment of desirable species.

on the bottoms, approximately 50% of the area is in poor vegetative condition
primarily as a result of past poor livestock management practices. Even with
proper livestock management practices it will be difficult to improve the
condition of these bottoms without direct vegetation management techniques
(mechanical, prescribed fire, seeding, herbicides).

The poor riparian conditions are the result of (in order of importance) wild
horses, livestock, poor water quality (from natural sources) and poor road
construction. The upland springs are in non-functioning condition because of
overuse by livestock, wild horses and elk.
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IV. What Options for Remedy are There? -Hhat is the decision.
Process and Resources Needed:

Before implementing any of the options, Resource Area staff will meet with
the permittee, DOW, representatives of the Wild Horse groups, and other
publics that have been involved to discuss options with them, and get their

feedback.

Options:

Remove horses within the HMA to the proposed RMP levels. In this area remove
100 head of horses. Continue to maintain the herd at the target level which
requires removing 20% of the horses every year. The removal costs
approximately $24,000, with yearly costs thereafter of about $480.

Develop a livestock management program which meets the requirements for plant
growth, reproduction and carbohydrate storage. Labor costs for BLM are
approximately $2,500 to assist the permittee in designing and implementing the

new grazing system.

Develop additional water supplies to improve distribution of livestock and
wild horses. To cost of developing two wells and pipelines for this area cost
$100,000 for design and construction, and $1,000 annually for maintenance.

Improve forage conditions on sites not meeting potential. Primarily through
manipulation of bottom vegetation by burning and seeding. Also, conduct
prescribed burns in the mountain browse vegetation association. The
pr:::ribnd burnes and seedings cost about $10,000, and about $1,000 annually to
maintain.

Close and reclaim the road that leads up the creek. This will cost about
$500. '

Initiate studies to determine big game/wild horse competition for browse on
Pinyon/Juniper burns. This involves a cost of $300 per year for five years,
or $§1,500.

Continue to monitor the plant species of concern within the ACEC and remnant
vegetation area. Take corrective action if any problems are found.

Use riparian fencing on the creek and the upland springs as determined
necessary. Approximately $8,000 may be spent installing the fencing, with
annual maintenance coets of $200 thereafter.

Decisgions:

All of the options are consistent with the proposed Resource Management Plan,
and all will be adopted, budget permitting. Creative funding options
including partnerships and volunteerism is likely needed to develop the water

sources.

V. How will the Decisions be implemented? What are the impacts.

Process:

Implementation takes place as funding and work load allows. It ie estimated
that it will require about 10 years to complete all of the actions that have
been identified. The first action taken in the first year is to change the
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grazing system to conform to the livestock grazing guidelines and the needs of
the permittee.

It is difficult to predict when the wild horse removal occurs because of
falling budgete and possible higher priorities for removal within the Resource
Area. However, it is estimated that a gather is conducted within three years.
If delays occur in the horse gather, the populations increase creating
additional resource damage.

Impacts:

Resocurce Impacts: Gradual improvement to soils, riparian conditions, plant
and animal communities and water quality occur as the actions described above
are taken. On the upland sites, the most dramatic improvements occur very
soon following the wild horse gather, initiation of the new grazing system,
and development of the additional water supplies. On riparian sites,
improvement will be most noticeable as riparian areas are fenced and the road
up the creek is closed and reclaimed.

Public Land User Impacts: In the short term, the permittee incurs additional
expenses, and likely is required to manage his/her livestock more intensively.
In the long term, livestock forage conditions improve. People who enjoy wild
horses lament the reduction in the herd, however, over the long term, water
and forage conditions for the horses improve, thereby improving the health of
the remaining herd. With improved health, use of these public lands improves
for hunters, and wildlife viewers.

Socio~-economic Impacts: Construction of the wells, pipelines, and riparian
fencing have a slightly beneficial impact to local suppliers and contractors.
Similarly, wild horse removal and the prescribed burns also result in
increased local expenditures that slightly benefit the local economy.

VII. How will the Corrective Actions be Monitored to Determine Effectiveness.
Continue rangeland vegetation studies on the existing trend plots. Over the
next five years, establish three additional plots on vegetation treatment

sites.

On a three year interval, conduct the riparian function analysis.

Monitoring of rare plants in remnant vegetation areas continues as in the
past.

There is no change in the wild horse census method or frequency.

B. FALLBACK STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES ALTERNATIVE (identify differences from
Proposed Action Alternative)

None

C. PRESENT MANAGEMENT (identify difference from Proposed Action Altermative

Present management direction in the proposed RMP provides for the same(or
similar) objectives to be met. No discernable difference are likely except
that implementation may take slightly longer. Without the written standards
it may take longer to gain acceptance among all the interested parties for the

proposed actions.

159




IMPLEMENTATION EXAMPLE 11
' PRESENT SITUATION

This 81,170 acre area is a year round allotment. Within the allotment there
are 70,270 acres of public lands, 9,540 acres of private lands owned or leased
by the permittee, and 1,360 acres of other privately owned land.

Most of the area lies within Book/Roan Cliffs Landscape Unit and the balance
lies within the Abajo Fan Landscape Unit. See Chapter 3. Elevations range
from 4,500 feet to 8,500 feet. Soils are Aridisols to Mollizols derived from
shale and sandstones. Vegetation ranges from salt desert,desert shrub,
sagebrush, pinyon-juniper, to mountain shrub, Douglas-fir and oak brush.
Precipitation ranges from 8 inches on the desert to 16 inches on the top of
the plateau. The allotment has an intermittent stream with deep incised
banks. The potential to bring this stream back to a perennial flow is high.

The natural disturbance regime is lightning caused fires and thunderstorms
which cause flash floocds and soil slumping in the higher canyons. Man caused
disturbances include agriculture in the canyon bottoms, oil and gas
exploration, grazing, recreation trails and roads, and water diversions.

The uses on this allotment include a year-round cattle operation with 8500
active AUMs; oil and gas exploration, pumping stations and pipelines; small
game hunting,big game hunting, and guide and ocutfitting; motorcycle trails and
horseback trails; archaeology interpretive sites; dinosaur interpretive
quarry; and general use by the local population of 100,000 which is only half
and hour away.

In addition to the Resource Management Plan (RMP), an allotment management
pPlan (AMP), an archaeology activity plan, and a watershed activity plan cover
all or portions of the area. 1In response to rapidly increasing recreational
use, an integrated activity plan is being prepared to consolidate and update
these existing activity plans.

This area was selected for assessing public land health because of this
increasing public use and related conflicts with resources. The rancher has
also initiated a coordinated resource management plan for his ranch and the
allotment. The rancher is also a new permittee and is willing to improve the
ranch and the allotment.

A. PROPOSED ACTION
I. Preliminary Assessment
Process and Resources Needed:

The allotment management plan needs to be updated so this is a good time to
include the new standards and guidelines. Other applicable resource
objectives and grazing management decisions are identified. The allotment
management plan concept is modified to a coordinated resource management .plan
(CRMP) to involve interested users of Public Land.

Other key decisions are to establish Desired Plant Communities for the
allotment, develop a grazing system, resolve conflicts with OHV users, improve
riparian habitat, resoclve oil and gas conflicts within a Wilderness Study Area
(WSA), develop a Prescribed Fire Plan, which may involve prescribed natural

fire, and analyze harvesting of forest products.

An interdisciplinary (ID) team is assembled to start the CRMP. The team meets
to scope out issues and develop a time line to accomplish its objectives. The
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stakeholders include: permittee, BLM, Natural Resource Conservation Service
(NRCS), Colorado State Forest Service, Jeep Club, Ducks Unlimited (DU),
Historical Society, Guide and Outfitter, RAC member, Water Users Assoc., 0il
and Gas Co., DOW, and Colorado Environmental Coalition (CEC). Others will be
invited if issues come up that need their participation.

BLM’s part is to help gather analyze this data and to write a management plan
for the Public Land.

II. WHAT STANDARDS ARE NUI BEING MET? WHAT IS THE TREND?
Process and Resources Needed:

The ID Team gathers the following existing information: Site potential, soil
survey, monitoring studies, Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) for streams,
Riparian data, habitat type, historic grazing use, and watershed data. New
information is needed on OHV use and erosion, wildlife/grazing forage
allocation, timber inventory, non point source pollution and salinity control
and fire effects. The ID team conducts field trips to assess healthy land
problems and successes. During these field trips, potential causes of the
problems are discussed. The approximate cost is six work months or $24,000.00

occurring over a one year period.

Findings:

Standard 1 (Soils) - The standard is not met on small areas within the
allotment. Indicators of the standard that point to a problem are: presence
of active rills and pedestals; inappropriate ground cover - increased amounts
of cheat grass, loss of perennial grasses. Trend is static.

Standard 2 (Riparian) - The standard is not met on the stream that runs
through the allotment. 95% of the riparian zone is in nonfunctioning
condition. The stream does not withstand high steam flow events well. There
is lack of woody vegetation. The stream is not in balance with the water and
sediment being supplied by the watershed. Undesirable species (tamarisk,
cheat grass, and rabbitbrush) dominate the incised banks. Trend is downward.

Standard 3 (Plant and Animal Communities) - Approximately 33% of the upland
vegetation does not meet the standard as evidenced by: lack of spatial
distribution with appropriate density and distribution of plants, cheat grass
invasion, loss of shrub cover. Within pinyon-juniper woodland sites,
successional diversity is lacking. Mule deer populations are declining and
antelope are experiencing poor fawn recruitment. Trend is static.

Standard 4 (T&E Species) - Uncertain at this time about human effects on
prairie dog colonies that may be sites for the black-footed ferret. Other
species of interest are the kit fox. Their mortality rates seem to be high.
The Ferruginous hawk is experiencing problems which may be due to food
availability. Regionaly, the trend for the species is down.

Standard S (Water Quality) — This standard is not being met. Salinity and
sediment problems are being caused by natural erosion. Small amounts of man
induced causes include irrigation, grazing-loss of cover, oil and gas roads.
However, overall trend is up.

III. WHAT ARE THE CAUSES FOR THE STANDARDS NOT BEING MET?

Process and Resources Needed:

The assessment on standards and the causal factors are developed jointly among
the CRMP team. The CRMP team discuss the findings and brainstorm ideas at
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their monthly meeting and then conduct field trips to verify problem areas.
This step of the process occurs over the three month field season and BLM
labor costs are $4,000.00. - '

Findings:

Using the initial scoping sessions and field trips a list of causes were

developed.

A. Soils: Past grazing practices, increased OHV use, fire perpetuating an
undesirable seed source (cheat grass).

B. Riparian: Past grazing practices, road through the riparian area, and
OHV use. :
c. Plant and Animal Communities: game management policies, fire frequency

perpetuated by areas of cheat grass, past grazing practices plus
historic severe forage utilization caused by sheep trailing through the
area to get to the mountains, decreasing shrub communities, increase in
coyote populations.

D. T&E Species: causes unknown

E. Water Quality: past grazing practices, trailing up and down the
riparian corridor.

Iv. WHAT OPTIONS FOR REMEDY ARE THERE? WHAT IS THE DECISION?
Process and Resources Needed:

The CRMP team is reassembled to discuss the overall objectives and options.
If additional issues surface, the interested parties are invited to become
members of the CRMP team. Labor costs for BLM are $4,000.00

Options:

To address the Upland Soils, Riparian and Plant & Animal Communities
Standards:
*Revisit the fire management plan for the Resource Area and identify
tighter suppression constraints (decrease the allowable burn acreage to
decrease cheat grass invasion) on the desert portion of the allotment.
Increase prescribed fire acreage in the plateau areas for critical deer
and elk winter range. Utilize fire rehab practices to establish
perennial grasses and increase the shrub component in the desert.
*Develop a grazing system that incorporates the new standards and
guidelines.
*For OHV use, establish a designated trail system.
*Define the riparian area and increase inventory studies.
*Evaluate animal damage control.

To address the T&E Species Standard:
*More inventory work is needed to identify options specific to this

Standard.

To address the Riparian and Water Quality Standards:
*Control tamarisk, increase willow and cottonwood plantings, re-

introduce beaver.

*Pence riparian areas, lock at both private and public lands.
*Evaluate the use of stream structures, may need demonstration areas.
*Majintain standard design practices for oil and gas construction

activities.
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Decisions:

Depending on time and money all of the above options are attempted. .
Additional management actions may also be taken as more options are identified

through the CRMP team meetings

V. HOW WILL THE DECISION BE IMPLEMENTED? WHAT ARE THE IMPACTS?

Process:

Develop and document a coordinated strategy through the CRMP. This is
accompanied by or included in an Environmental Assessment(EA).

Management Actions are prioritized as follows:

Priority #1 - Improve Riparian Habitat
The permittee agrees to follow the grazing management plan to reduce

overgrazing and improve riparian habitat. This is incorporated as terms
and conditions of the new 10 year permit. Range improvements such as
fencing, water developments, and vegetation treatments and plantings
will be identified in the CRMP and financial assistance is requested
from sources such as the Board of District Advisors (formerly the
Grazing Advisory Board), DOW, and the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation.
Costs incurred by BLM for planning are about $24,000.00. Construction
and labor costs for each of the next five years is $20,000.00 from BLM
range improvement funds.

Resource Impacts:.

Implementing the grazing system and upland vegetation treatments and
plantings. This increases desirable plants, improves cover and density and
returns the stream to proper functioning condition in 20 years.

Public Land User Impacts:

Implementing a grazing system that provides periodic rest during critical
growth periods, with adequate recovery and regrowth periods. This requires
more intensive and costly livestock management by the rancher. In the event
that sufficient funding is not obtained from the sources identified above, the
rancher makes up the shortfalls. 1In the long term, improved forage conditions
may result in improved livestock weight gains.

Socio-economic Impacts:

The expenditures for construction of range improvements will result in very
slight increases in revenues to local suppliers of these goods and services.

Priority #2 - Control erosion and prevent salinity & sediment problems.

In addition to on-going management actions, this problem is addreesed
primarjily through the establishment of a designated trail system for OHV
use, developed jointly with local OHV users. An initial cost of about
$45,000 is needed for coordinating the volunteer efforts, producing
public notices and trail maps, signs and use supervision.

Resource Impacts:

Limiting OHV use in the area to the designated trail system. This decreases
erosion, improves forage for livestock and wildlife and decreases salt and
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sediment. The effectiveness is dependent on how successful BLM is in gaining
public Support for and compliance with the designated trail system. -

Public Land User Impacts:

Some OHV users object to the loss of freedom that they now enjoy to operate

thgir vehicles with few restrictions throughout this area. Other OHV users

enjoy the opportunity to design and help construct the trail system.

Socio-economic Impacts:

No impacts are expected.

Priority #3 - Vegetation Manipulation
Develop and implement vegetation manipulation projects designed to
decrease cheat grass, increase desirable perennials, re-establish
riparian habitat, manipulate upland forests and woodlands for increased
water production, increase wetlands, and remove decadent ocak brush
stands to improve deer and elk winter range. Fire rehabilitation
practices, greenstripping, and grazing prescriptions are also be used to
achieve these same purposes. Construction and labor costs are
$10,000.00 each year for five years. Other sources for funding have
been mentioned.

Resource Impacts:

These vegetation manipulations increase spatial distribution and biodiversity

by 20% over 20 years. Erosion decreases, desirable plantse increase, and
riparian habitat improves. -

vI. HOW WILL THE CORRECTIVE ACTIONS BE MNONITORED TO DETERMINE EFFECTIVENESS?

Grazing System

Utilization Studies: Conduct utilization transects. Map utilization areas to
determine distribution and watch riparian areas. The BLM cost for use
supervision (one visit/month) is about §4,000.00. _

*Frequency Studies: Continue frequency studies on the allotment.

*Wildlife Studies: Continue browse and pellet group transects.

*Riparian Studies: Establish photo points. :

* Note: Studies can be done in conjunction with utilization checks.

OHV ﬁanagemcnt
visit the area several times a week throughout the season of use. The visits
are conducted with recreation staff and law enforcement. Monitoring also

involves a "public land watch" system, with community partners and user
groups, signing and education. Costs are approximately $10,000 per year.

Vegetation Manipulation Management

Monitoring may include Frequency studies, Utilization studies, photo points,
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and ocular estimates. Within the already established monitoring schedule, the
staff compile and evaluate the progress in meeting standards. The cost is
approximately $4,000 per year.

B. FALLBACK STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES ALTERNATIVE (ldentify difference from
Proposed Action Altermative)

There is not any significant difference between this alternative and the
proposed action. Most of the same management actions are undertaken.
Additional time may be needed during the analysis phase because of the absence
of indicators. Native species must be used in the Fallback zstandards, while
the Proposed Action considers both native and desirable non-native species to
achieve management objectives. Seed mixtures used for fire rehab and right of
way rehab are more costly. The Fallback standards do not directly mention
larger scale diversity and successional stage mosaics. It may mean that large
scale vegetation manipulation projects and PNF are not emphasized.

C. PRESENT MANAGEMENT (Identify difference from Proposed Action Altermative)

The process is less integrated, interdisciplinary, and coordinated. Individual
programs drive various actions. Without the standards and guidelines, the
process likely focused on the riparian problems and OHV problems and not the
overall health of the land. The standards and guidelines provide more
specificity. Public land health problems and corrective actions are not as
readily identified.
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APPENDIX D

FLOW CHART FOR WATER~QUALITY COMPLIANCE
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APPENDIX E

RIPARIAN CONDITION ASBESSMENT - COLORADO BLM

1986
EEme—————— _—

FUNCTIONING CONDITION STATUS

HABITAT
TYPES
ey TREND NOT
OFFICE APPARENT

FUNCTIONAL AT RISK UNKNOWN

Lotic Riparian

RIVERINE (miles)

|

I Cralg® 182 23 81 ] 161 19 4 105 13 305 as 798 17 I
I Montrose 478 7 7% 3 188 8 52 687 a1 769 34 2,247 49
Canon City 139 19 2 0 490 65 8 148 20 18 2 801 17
Grand Junction 520 o5 59 7 166 20 10 38 ] 18 2 815 18
RIVERINE TOTAL 1,323 29 187 4 995 22 72 978 21 1,106 24 4,661 100

NON-RIVERINE {acres) II

l Lentic Ripsrian ac % ac % ac " ac % ac % “
Craig* o o 46 ] ] 0 410 69 593 9
Montrose 125 2 ] 0 100 2,900 1450 27 5,300 81
i Canon Clty o [\] 0 ] 0 0 590 92 840 10

Grand Junction () o 0 0 1 0 0 (o] 33 1 ﬂ
NON-RIVERINE TOTAL 2 46 1 108 2,900 2,450 37 6,566 100

— .

*Craig district based on 1996 data.
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APPENDIX F

COLORADO BLM SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES
{Kay is located st the end of the table)

Daesignation and Ranking of other

June 20, 1998

' Species Species Occurrence®
Common Name Scientific Name Status’ Agencies snd Groups’ Code? BLM Districts and Resource Areas
i {CDOW Reglonal Occurrences) ———————————— =]
| Cralg Montrose Canon Grand
City Junction

Bear, grizzly Ursus srctos FT, SE, Extirpated from the state - URAR
! EXP a4, sX

Farret, biack-footed Mustele nigripes FE, SE at, SH MUNIG LS, WR", UN’, GN°, 8J° sL°, RG" aJ'

Wolf, gray Canis kipus FE, SE Extirpsted from state CALU

a4, sX

I Crane, whoeping Grus smericans FE, SE a1, SA GRAM LS, WR UN, GN, SJ SL GJ, GS
Curlew, Eskimeo Numenius borealis FE sccidentsl migrant, naarly sxtinct NUMBO
|
| Esgle, bald Halaectus Jeucocephshis FE, ST proposed nule to downlist to FT HALE LS, WR, KR UN, GN, 54 SL, RG aJ, G5
G4, S1B, S3N
|
| Faicon, American Peregrine Falco peregrinus anstum FE, ST a3, S28, FAPEAN LS, WR UN, GN, SJ SL. RQ aJ, 6s
| Fatcon, Artic Peregrine Falco peregrinus tundrivs FT, ST 04, T4, S2N FAPETU aJ
| Fiycatcher, Southwestem willow Empidenax tralitil axtimus FE, Propossd with critical habitat EMTREX sJ' sL* o
i 7-23-93, @5, T2, SR
| Owl, Mexican spotted Strix occidantalis hicide FT, ST Proposed critical habltat designed sTOC UN', SJ RG
| @3, 13, 518
| Plover, plping Charadrius melodus FT, ST a3, S1B, SZN CHMEL RG i
|
| Tern, Interior least Sterns antillsrum athalassos FE, SE G4, T20, 518 STALR RG J
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Goldeneye, Barmow's

Sclentific Name

Status!

e

Designation and Ranking of other

Agenciles and Groups'
{CDOW Reglonal Occurrences)

as, 528,SZN
(NE, SE, NW regionsj

Spacies
Code?

Occurrence®

BLM Districte and Resource Areas

Craig

Montrose

Canon
City

Grand
Junction

Hawk, ferruginous

84, SIBS5N, FS

| American, white pelican Pelecanus erythrorhynchos sC a3, 518, SZN, PEERY RG GJ
| {NE reglon)
Plover, mountain Charadrivs montanus FC SC, 83, 528, SIN. FS CHMO? LS. WR, KR SL, RG
{NE, SE, NW regions)
Plover, Westemn snowy Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus sC G4T73,518,SIN CHALENI WR St aJ
(SE reglon) .
Chub, bonytail Gite elegens FE, SE Criticel habitat, G1, S1 GIEL LS UN' GJ
| Chub, humpback G/ts cyphe FE, SE Critical habitat, a1, St aicy Ls aJ)
Sturgeon, Pallid Scaphirhynchus atbus FT Downstream Platte River RG*
Squawfish, Colorado Prychocheilus huclus FE, SE Criticel habltat, G1, S1 PTLU LS, WR UN GJ, GS
: Sucker, razorback Xyrauchen texanus FE, SE Critical hebitat, G1, S1 XYTE UN aJ, as
Trout, gresnback cutthrost Oncorhynchus clarkl stomie FT, ST as, T2, 52 SACLST RG
Chub, flathead Hybopsis gracilis SC G5,83, FS PLGA? RG?
Chuhb, Rio Grande Gita pandora SC G3, s1 GINI sL*
(SW regian)
| Chub, roundtail Gita robusta sc 63, 52 GIRO LS, WR UN, §J GJ, 68 ||
Minnow, brassy Hybognathus henkinson/ sC G5,53 HYHA RG'? GJ
INE reglon}
Sucker, bluehesd Catostomus discobolus sC (NW reglon) CADI UN GJ I
Il Sucker, flanneimouth Cetostomas latipinnis sC G304,5354, CALAT LS, WR UN, sJ ' GJ, GS
(NW reglon)
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e e

Specles Designation and Ranking of other Species Occurrence?
Common Name Scientific Name Status’ Agencies and Groups' Code? BLM Districts and Resource Areas
(CDOW Reglonal Occurmrences) P =
Craig Montrose Canon Grand
S ————————— e — S — B —— _—— p— P ——— p— c‘tv mrbﬂ
Trout, Colorado River cutthroat Oncorhynchus clarki pleuriticus sC G5T2T3, S2, FS SACLPL WR GN aJ, GS
Trout, Rio Grande cutthroat Oncorhynchus clarkl virginafis sC F5T2, S2,FS SACLVI RG
{SW region)
Topminnow, plaine Fundulus scladicus sC G4, 52, FS FUsc

(NE reglon)

Lizard, Esstem short-hormed Phrynosoma douglessi sC PHDO sJ
brevirostre
Lizard, Texss homed Phrynosoma comutum sC @8,82, FS PHCOR sJ RG '
Awmisans: o e : 5.0
Frog, Blanchard’s cricket Actis crepitans blancherd! sC GS5TS, 52 ACCR ad
Toed, boresi westem Bufo boreas boroes FC BUBOBO LS**, WR*", Sy RG** aJ*e,
KR** oS
i : . n
Butterfly, Uncompshgre fritiflary Bolorie acroneme FE a1, st BOIMAC? oN, S I
Skipper, Pawnes montane Hesperia leonsrdus montana FT G4, T1, S1 HELEMO? RG n
|
{MOLLUSKS, CLASS GASTROPOD _ ﬂ
Capshell, Rocky Mountain Acroh loradensi sC SC, @7, S2,FS RG? n
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Sclentific Name

Status!

Designation and Ranking of other
Agencles and Groups'
(CDOW Reglonal Occurrences)

BLM Oistricts and Resource Areas

Occumrence®

Montrose

Mancos milkvetch Astragatus humillimus FE S. Montezuma county (Ute Mtn ASHU sJ
Reservetion) G1, S1
Osterhout mitkvetch Astragalus osterhoutd FE Middie Park (Grand County) ASOS KR
a1, st
Clay-loving wild buckwheat Eriogonum pelinophftum FE Critical habitat designated ERPE UN
Austin-Montoss, G5, S2 .
Penland Alpine Fen Mustard Eutreme penlandll FT Park County, Co, G1, S1 EUPE1OD RG '
I Dudley Bluf{s bladderpod Lesquerells congesta FT Piceance Basin, Rio Blanco County, | LECO6? WR H
. at, st
Knowfton cactus Pediocectus knowhtonil FE SE LaPlats County (UTE Mtn. PEKN sJ
Reservation), A1, 51
Pendland beardtongue Penstemon penlendii FE Middle Park (Grand County) PEPE ?
at, 81
North Park phacells Phacelia formosuls FE Walden {Jackson County) PHFO2 ? KR
al, st
Piceance (Dudley’s Bluff) twinpod Physaria obcordata FT Piceance Basin {Rio Blanco PHOB? WR
County), G2, S2
Unita Basin hookless cactus Seclerocsctus gleucus FT Mesas, Delta, Garfield County SCGL UN aJ, GS
) a3, s3
Mesas Verde cactus Sclerocactus messe-verdee FT S. Montezuma County (UTE Mtn. SCME sJ
: Reservation), G2, 52
Rydberg’s columbine Agquilegia chrysants ver. BLMS a4, T3, SH AQCHRY RG*
(Goiden) rydbergh
Crandsll rock-cress Arabis crandshil BLMS ARCRS
Gunnison milkvetch Aastragahss anisus BLMS @3, 82 ASAN4 GN II
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Species Designation and Ranking of other Speciles Occurrence®
Common Name Sclentific Name Status! Agencies and Groups' Code? BLM Districts and Resource Areas
{COOW Reaglona! Occumences) o
Craig Montrosa Canon Grand
City Junction

Cushion milkvetch Astragalus sretioides BLMS a3, s2 ASAR3
Brandeges milkvetch Astragslus brandege! BLMS @5, $1, 52 ASBRS s j
Debris milkvetch Astragsius detritals BLMS a3, 52 ASDETS
Mancos mitkvetch Astragalus humillimus FE 8. Montezuma county (Ute Mtn ASHU sJ

Reservation) G1, S1
Starveling milkvetch Astragelus fefunus BLMS a3, 81 ASJE2
Grand Junction mitkvetch Astragalus linifolius BLMS a2, 82 ASLIS UN GJ
Dragon milkvetch Astragalus hitosus BLMS Not considered a rare plant ASLU2 (X} as‘

G4, 53, 54
Ferron mitkvetch Astragahss musiniensis BLMS a3, st ASMU3 GJ
Naturita mitkvetch Astragaius naturitensis BLMS a2, §2, 53 ASNA UN, sJ GS
Nelson milkvetch Astragalus nelsonlenus BLMS a3, st ASNE3
Osterhout milkvetch Astragsius osterhoutil FE Middle Park {Grand County) ASOS KR

atl, st
Ssndstone milkvetch Astragelus sesquifiorus BLMS a3, s1? ASSE?
Wetherdll milkvetch Astragahiz wethertif BLMS ASWE2 UN'* GJ, GS

@3, 83
Tufted cats-eye Cryptantha casephoss BLMS a3, S2 CRCA? H
Ostethout cate-sys Cryptanthes osterhoutl BLMS a3, §t, 82 CROS aJ H
Rolline cats-eye Cryptantha rolfinsi BLMS a4, 52 CRROS l
Uinte Basin spring-parsiey Cymopterus duch /a BLMS a3, s1 CYDU
Kat buckwheat Eriogonum scaufe BLMS a3, st ERACI H
NCN Erfogonum colorsdense BLMS @3, s2 ERCO11 u
Ephedra wild buckwheat Erfogonum ephedioides BLMS 83, 5t EREP l
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Spacies Designation and Ranking of other Specias Occurrence’
Common Name Scientific Name Status! Agencies and Groups' Code? BLM Districts snd Resource Areas
Craig Montrose Canon Grand
S o — I L1 1 . City Junction |
Clay-loving wild buckwheat Erfogonum pelinophilum FE Critica! habitet designated ERPE UN
Austin-Montose, G5, 52
| Tumor buckwheat Erfogonum tumulosum BiMS Qa3, s2 EATU2
| Little green buckwhest Erlogonum viridulum BLMS a4q, 1 ERVITY
Snowy prairie gentlan Eustome grandifiorum FC-2 @as, 53 EUGR4
Peniand Alpine Fen Mustard Eutreme penlandli FT Park County, Co, G1, St EUPE1D RG l
| Colorsdo butterflyweed Geurs noomexicans ssp. FC population recently found near Ft GANE2 RG
coloradensis Colllns, G4, T2, S1
| Utah Qentian QGentianefe tortuoss BLMS a3, st -GETO3
Narrowstem gifis Gilla stenothyrss BLMS a3, st GIsT2 aJ
Dudley Blutfs bladderpod LesquereMa congesta FT Picesnce Basin, Rio Blanco County, | LECOS? WR
a1, 1
! Eastwood desert parsiey Lomatium esstwoodias BLMS a3, 52, 53 LOEA GJ, GS
| Eastwood monkey flower Mimukss eestwoodise BLMS a3, 81, 52 MIEA UN, SJ aJ
| Nutteli'e eandwart Minusrtie nuttalti BLMS @5, S ARNUS
i Snnll-nnwoud name Nama densum var. parvifiorum BLMS @5, §1 NADEP
: Ligulate feverfew Parthenfum Kgulstum BLMS G3, 52 PALIS
I Knowiton cactus Pediocactus knowitoni FE SE LaPlata County (UTE M. PEKN sJ
Reservation), G1, St
| Paradox scurt pes Pediomelum aromaticum BLMS a3, s2 PSAR2 UN 64
:' Parachute penstemon Penstemon debilis FC a1, 51 PEDE22 GS
Graham besrdtongue Penstemeon grehamil FC a2, 82 PEGRS WA GJ
{ White River penstemon Penstemon scarfosus var, FC a4, 72, 51 PESCA WR
albiffuvis
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Species Designation and Ranking of other Specles Occurmence®
Common Name Sclentific Name Status’! Agencles and Groups' Code? BLM Districts and R Areas '
(CDOW Reglonal Occurrences) S B |
Craig Grand ||
e ———————— e I e I P S Bl
{ North Park phacelis Phacelia formosuls FE Waliden (Jackson County) PHFO2 ? KA
a, 81
Debeque phacelia Phacelia submutics FC G4, T2, ST PHSUS GJ, GS
1 Piceance (Dudiey’s Bluff) twinpod Physarie obcordats FT Piceance Basin {Rio Blanco PHOB? WR
| County), G2, S2 I
Mesa Verde cectus Sclerocactus messe-verdee FT S. Montezuma County (UTE Mtn, SCME sJ
| Reservation), G2, 52
Capitste chicken-sage Sphaeromeria caphate BLMS a3, st SPCAB 4
Ute ladies’-tresses Spiranthes diuvialis FT Boulder, Jatfsrson County SPDI6 WR* UN', SsJ° al'
a2, s2
Hanging garden suffiventie Suliventia hepemeni var, BLMS a3, 73, 53 SUPU GJ, GS
purpush
Strigose Eastem-dalsy Townsendia strigoss BLMS a4, st TOST
Andy’s clover TrifoNum andinum BLMS a3, st TRAN2
e e——— o bbbt Bt Bt S S—— — A EEEEN. B
Ute ladies’-tresses Spiranthes diluvialis FT Boulder, Jefforson County SPDIG WR* UN', SsJ° 6J'
G2, 82
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' STATUS: The source used 1o assign status is from:

Cotorsdo’s Natursl Heritage: Rare and Smperiled Animaks, Plants, snd Naturs! Communities;Vol.1,No.1,5/1995.
Colorado’s w.wstCm,Udesm List; 798, (Puper from J.Sheppard)

AGENCY: US Fish and Wldljfe Service
FE - Fodenlly Endangered
FT - Fodenlly Threatened
FC - Federal Candidate, substantiaf information oo hand o support the blological appropristencss of proposing 10 list ss endangered or s a

AGENCY: Burean of Land Management, Colorado
BLMS - Designated by BLM Smm.-ﬂdwmm.umMWWh‘dedmdeh muh&mchﬂmﬁdhuﬁuﬁwmnm public lands within stete.

STATE: Colorado Division of Wildlife
SE - Endangered
ST - Threatened
$C - Specics of Special Concern

GROUP; Colorado Natural Herlcage Progrem
CNHP -WHwnhwuﬂomdam
(] ] -CMhtpu“.hhhmﬁmﬂ(iwmm«mmm&ﬂkﬂuﬂ.amﬁfmfm«liubioh‘yukiuItupechﬂy vulpersble to extinction. (Critically endangered

throughout its renge).
a1 -wgmmﬂm(ennmm).umdmwamymnmymmblemmﬂoummam.c. (Endangered throughout its range).
a3 —\feqmuhal&w.hﬂhmaorfudhuﬂyblmkﬂmﬂlb}ww).(-‘ tessed throughout its range)

o -wmgm.MhlﬂHhMmhmﬂhmMﬂhm.
0% -Dmeuhﬂym.hﬂly,whmyhmmhmdbmwnhm.

T ~denﬁqmduuvuﬁa.mkdmmum-m-0$.
- hlﬁwhmdawh(ﬂﬁwh@dh‘lm)hw&m '
$1 -CMWhmmdmmﬂwmm.wmhmuhuﬂ).umﬁmwnﬂuﬁnm king it capecially vulncoabie to irpation from the state.
. '(CMMHM.. _
82 lquﬂdhmhnmdmhy(&hﬂwﬂm),mmdl&umw king it very vulnerable to irpation from the state. {Endangered of threatened in wtatc).

13 —mhmmumw.

SB -Mmuumumwdamumnmm.

SIN-  Refers to the non-bresding scescn dem-:eummum Mummmmhdwmmmmm&mmmﬂm.n rank of SZN is used.
sZ- mmmmmmm,mm.dmdhuduhn&ww.md.dmw.

* SPECIES CODES: mﬁuhnmmumwsymmwm: Plants: DED 2646 3/25/38; Vertchrutea: DED 6554 2/25/88; and Fishes: DED 6803 2/25/88

* OCCURRENCE:

mwmmm»:wwmh following DE codes:

Craig District (01) LS Little Snake (48), . WR White River {6%), KR Kremmling (T8)
Montroee District (03) UN Uncompshgre (48), GN Gunnison (68), 8] San Juan (89),
Canon City District (05) SL San Luis (48), RG Royal Gorge (58)
Grand Nunction District (07} GJ Grand Junction (68), GS Glenwood Springe (88)
* . Nuhmhmunmmuwumﬂerd.
- . Wmmmmm-um.wsuMd.
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APPENDIX G

STREAM SEGMENTS IN COLORADO AFFECTED BY SEDIMENT AND NUTRIENTS

Platte River Basin

H SEGMENT MILES POLLUTANT SEVERITY
AFFECTED

" Tarryall Creek from Jefferson Creek 7 Sediment Low
to Tarryall Reservoir
South Platte from Fairplay to 95 Sediment Low n
confluence with North Fork
Cherry Creek 11 Sediment Moderate H
South Platte below Burlington Ditch 20 Sediment /Nu Low
and above Big Dry Creek trients
Boulder Creek below Boulder and above 16 Sediment /Nu | Moderate
St. Vrain trients
St. Vrain below Hygiene Road and 23 Sediment /Nu | Moderate
above the South Platte trients

H South Platte below Big Dry Ck. and 25 Sediment /Nu | Moderate
above Big Thompson River trients
Little Thompson R. below Culver Dam 22 Sediment High
and above Big Thompson R.
Big Thompson River below I-25 and 16 Sediment /Nu High
above the South Platte trients
Box Elder Creek from Wellington to 14 Sediment /Nu High
confluence with the Cache La Poudre trients
Poudre River below Box Elder Ck. and 24 Sediment Moderate
above the South Platte
South Platte below Big Thompson R. 161 Sediment /Nu | Moderate
and above the State Line trients
Johnson Creek Sediment Moderate
Boswell Creek 4 Sediment Moderate
Pole Creek Sediment Moderate
Illinois River 23 Sediment N/A
Michigan River 22 Sediment N/A
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Arkansas River Basin
— —

MILES POLLUTANT SEVERITY
AFFECTED
Badger Creek to Arkansas River 15 Sediment Moderate
Arkansas R. below Badger Ck. and 70 Sediment Low
above Pueblo Reservoir
Grape Creek 5 Sediment N/A
Upper Fourmile Creek 12 Sediment Moderate
Fountain Creek below Monument Creek 50 Sediment /Nu | Moderate
to Arkansas River trients
Arkansas River below Fountain Creek li8 Sediment Moderate
to John Martin Reservoir '
Cucharas River below La Veta and 6 Sediment Low
above I-25
| Huerfano River below I-25 15 Sediment High
| Apishapa River below Gulnare 15 Sediment Moderate
!
| Purgatoire River below Trinidad 20 Sediment Moderate
Adobe Creek to confluence with the 5 Sediment High __ﬂ
F Arkansas River
| Arkansas River below John Martin 58 Sediment High

| Rase;goir to State Line

Rio Grande Riycr_gaqgg_"m_

POLLUTANT

ﬂ SEGMENT MILES
AFFECTED
Rio Grande River below Creede and 80 Sediment Low
above Alamosa
Alamosa River below Terrace Reservoir 13 Sediment Moderate

to Capulin

| Rio Grande River below Alamosa to the

| StﬁEg_Line
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Colorado River Basin

SEGMENT MILES POLLUTANT SEVERITY
AFFECTED
Fraser River near source to Tabernash 16 Sediment | Moderate
Willow Creek 20 Sediment Moderate
Elk Creek 8 Sediment Moderate
Soda Creek 5 Sediment /Nu | Moderate
trients
r_;traight Creek from source to 7 Sediment Moderate
confluence with the Blue River
Otter Creek 5 Sediment /Nu | Moderate
trients
l Colorado R. below State Bridge and 64 Sediment Low
above Roaring Fork R.
Milk Creek Sediment High
Alkali Creek Sediment High
Muddy Creek Sediment Low
Gore Creek above Eagle River 11 Sediment Low ﬁ
Eagle River above Edwards to below 17 Sediment Moderate
Eagle '
Seven Castles Creek source to 2 Sediment Moderate
Fryingpan River
?ryingpln R. from Seven Castles Creek 4 Sediment Moderate
to the Roaring Fork River
Roaring Fork River below Hunter Creek 19 Sediment /Nu Low
and above Basalt trients
Crystal River above the Roaring Fork 29 Sediment Low
River
Colorado River below Roaring Fork R. 44 Sediment Low
and above Parachute Ck.
Colorado River below Parachute Ck. 45 Sediment /Nu Low
and above the Gunnison R. trients
Roan Creek above Colorado River 22 Sediment /Nu High
trients
Colorado R. below the Gunnison R. and 37 Sediment Moderate
above the State Line
Big Salt Wash above the Colorado 8 Sediment High
| River
East Salt Creek above Salt Ck. 15 Sediment High
L — e = — e e — ]
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Colorado River Basin (con‘t.)

| san Miguel River from Uravan to
| confluence with the Dolores R.

Sediment

POLLUTANT

High

= e —
SEGMENT MILES POLLUTANT SEVERITY
AFFECTED

West Salt Creek above Salt Ck. 10 Sediment High
Uncompahgre R. above Montrose 38 Sediment Low
Red Canyon from Bostwick Park to the 4 Sediment /Nu | Moderate
Gunnison River trients
Uncompahgre R. below Montrose and 25 Sediment /Nu High
above the Gunnison River trients
Tongue Creek 33 Sediment High
North Fork Gunnison River below 27 Sediment Moderate
Paonia Reservoir and above Ditch
Gunnison River below the Uncompahgre 48 Sediment High
River and above the Colorado River
Disappointment Creek above the 15 Sediment High H
Dolores River
Dolores R. below Glade Mountain 10 Sediment Low I
Dry Creek 20 Sediment N/A “
San Miguel River from Clay Creek to 35 Sediment Moderate
Uravan

Montezuma Creek 7 Sediment N/A
San Juan River below Fourmile Creek 25 Sediment Moderate
to Navajo Reservoir

Piedra River below Indian Creek and 21 Sediment Low
above Navajo Reservoir

Los Pinos River below Highway 160 and 20 Sediment Low
above the State Line

Animas River below Junction Creek and 26 Sediment Low
above the State Line

Florida River below Farmers Canal and 10 Sediment Moderate
above Animas River

La Plata River below Hesperus and 27 Sediment Moderate
above the State Line -
Mancos River below Highway 160 and 51 Sediment High

above the State Line

Sediment a

| McElmo Creek below Cortez
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Green River Basin

“ SEGMENT MILES POLLUTANT SEVERITY
AFFECTED

Yampa River through and below 5 Sediment Low
Steamboat Springs
Wilson Creek source to confluence 10 Sediment Moderate
with Milk Creek
Yampa River below Lay Creek to the 76 Sediment /Nu | Moderate
State Line trients '
Morgan Gulch 9 Sediment N/A
Little Snake River below Wyoming 54 Sediment /Nu High
State Line to confluence with the trients
Yampa River
Flag Creek 10 Sediment N/A
Sheep Creek 9 Sediment N/A
Strawberry Creek 6 Sediment N/A
White River below Meeker to State 99 Sediment /Nu High ||
Line trients

| Wolf Creek above the White R. 10 Sediment Low
Red Wash above the White River 22 Sediment Moderate

| Douglas Ck. from confluence of W. 20 Sediment High

| Douglas Ck. to the White R.

| Green River below Wyoming State Line 40 Sediment Moderate

I to the Yampa

e ERe gy
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APPENDIX H

COLORADO EMPLOYMENT TRENDS

—
INDUSTRY i NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES % OF EMPLOYEES n

Wage/Salary Eamers 1,422,620 1,651.416 1,811,603 | 83.38% | 82.15% 81.17%

Proprietors 283,553 337,185 420325 | 16.62% | 17.85% | 18.83% ||
Farm/Ranch Proprietors 27,207 28,426 26448 | 1.60% | 1.51% 1.18% "
Non Farm/Ranch Proprietors 256,256 308,759 383,877 15.02% 16.35% 17.65% |

2,231,828

Ferm/Ranch 45,340 43,240 «0,288 | 268% | 2.20% | 1.81%
Agricultural Services 1/ 13,136 17,329 24004 | 077% | o0.92% 1.08% u
Mining 63,501 48,007 26007 | 3.14% | 2.58% 1.17% I
Construction 106,163 116,889 126,237 | 6.16% | 6.19% | s.66%
Manufacturing 192,603 109,367 199,583 | 11.20% | 1056% | @.04% I
T.CU.* 8,052 96,646 116326 | ©5.16% | s12% | s.21%
Wholesale Trade 84,517 82,118 99,266 | 4.95% | 4.64% | a45%
Retail Trade 281,683 317,861 384,056 | 1651% | 16.83% | 17.21%
FLRE* 162,011 177,544 183879 | 950% | s.40% | s.20%
Services 382,430 475,070 677.774 | 22.41% | 26.15% | 30.37%
Govenment 297,728 308,120 354,420 | 17.45% | 16.32% 1s.as:|

(Federal, Stats, Local)
*Transportation,

Communications, Utilities

**Finance, insurancs,
Raal Estate

Source: U.S. Bureau of

Economic Affairs
e e S L T S
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COLORADO TOTAL INCOME BY INDUSTRY

{thousands of ¢)

INDUSTRY

Farm/Ranch 261,872 375,229 990,046
Agricuhural Services 113,130 186,389 ' 345,068
Mining 1,787,617 1,630,009 1,257,290
Construction 2,075,859 2,603,483 3,482,030
Manufacturing 4,341,241 5,528,188 7,473,679

i T.CuU.* 2,302,248 3,061,713 4,930,550
Wholessle Trade 1.847.718 2,238,734 3,364,220
Rotail Trade 2,874,644 3,901,383 5,706,133 |
FARE.** 1.713.033 1,929,814 4,212,579
Services 6,188.075 7.712,163 15,889,774
Government {Federal, State, Local) 4,690,533 6,255,728 10,047,286
TOTALS 27,185,870 35,422,843 67,698,655

I |
*Transportation, Communications, Utilities
**Finance, insurance, Real Estate

ﬂ Source: U.S. Buresu of Economic Affsirs

COLORADO PERCENT OF TOTAL INCOME BY INDUSTRY

Farm/Ranch 0.96% 1.08% 1.72% |
Agricultural Services 0.42% 0.53% 0.60% |
Mining 6.57% 4.60% 218% |
Construction 7.63% 7.35% 6.03% ﬂ
Manufacturing 15.96% 15.61% 12.95%
T.CU.* 8.47% 8.64% 8.55% "
Whaolesale Trade 6.79% 6.32% 5.83% “
Retall Trade 10.67% 11.01% 9.80% “
F.LRE.** 6.30% 5.45% 7.30% u

[| services 19.08% 21.77% 27.54% n

17.66%

*Transportation, Communications, Utilities

**Finance, insurance, Real Estate

Source: U.S. Buresu of Economic Affairs
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