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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The United States (US) Department of the Interior (USDOI), Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), Glenwood Springs Field Office (GSFO) and Kremmling Field
Office (KFO) have initiated a combined planning process to revise their respective
resource management plans (RMPs). The BLM will prepare an environmental impact
statement (EIS) that will cover public land use and uses for both field offices on
approximately 945 thousand acres of BLM-administered public lands and
approximately 1.4 million acres of federal mineral estate. The land is in Eagle, Grand,
Garfield, Mesa Pitkin, Routt, Summit, and Rio Blanco Counties in north-central
Colorado (Glenwood Springs Reference Map, Appendix E).

The management of public lands and federal mineral estate within the GSFO
boundaries (the RMP planning area) is the subject of this document (Kremmling and
Glenwood Springs Field Office Administrative Boundaries map, Appendix E).
Planning for areas within the RMP planning area administered by other federal
agencies, such as the US Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USES), the US
Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and the National
Park Service (NPS), and state agencies, such as the Colorado State Land Board, are
not the subject of this document or the current RMP revision effort. Additionally,
planning decisions and descriptions in this document do not apply to private lands.

The decisions in the Roan Plateau Planning Area RMP Amendment (RMPA) and ELS
have, with the exception of area of critical environmental concern (ACEC) decisions,
been approved (June 2007). The decisions have been evaluated and are considered to
be current and valid. With approval of the EIS, it adequately addresses all resources
and resource uses for that landscape. With the exception of the Wild and Scenic
River (WSR) suitability for those stream segments that were determined to be eligible
in the Roan Plateau RMPA, the Roan Plateau landscape will be excluded from land
use planning decisions to be made in the GSFO RMP revision.
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1. Introduction

1.1  PURPOSE OF THE AMS
The analysis of the management situation (AMS) is the first step in revising the RMP.
The purpose of the AMS is to summarize the situation for the GSFO RMP planning
area and explain the need for change (i.e., the preliminary issues). The KFO has
summarized the situation for that FO in a separate AMS, which can be found at
http:/ /www.blm.gov/rmp/co/kfo-gsfo/.

The AMS is required to provide a starting point to describe the biological, physical,
social, and economic components of the environment that would be affected by the
decision made as part of the GSFO RMP. The AMS is the basis for the RMP and the
associated EIS, but it is not a comprehensive detail-oriented document, nor does it
represent complete details about the various resources.

1.2 PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE RMP REVISION

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) requires that BLM
“develop, maintain, and, when appropriate, revise land use plans” (43 US Code
[USC] 1712 [a]). The BLM has deemed it necessary to revise the RMP for the GSFO
based on a number of new issues that have arisen since preparation of the initial
RMP in 1984. An RMP is a set of comprehensive long-range decisions concerning
the use and management of resources administered by BLM and in general
accomplishes two objectives:

e Provides an overview of goals, objectives, and needs associated with public
lands management and

e Resolves multiple-use conflicts or issues associated with those requirements
that drive the preparation of the RMP.

The BLM resource management planning process, explained in Title 43 of the Code
of Federal Regulations, Part 1600 (43 CFR 1600), BLM 1601 Manual, and BLM
Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1), falls within the framework of the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) environmental analysis and
decision making process described in the Council on Environmental Quality
regulations of 40 CFR 1500-1508, the USDI NEPA Manual (516 DM 1-7), and the
BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1. This AMS is a planning precursor to developing
potential alternatives, as required by NEPA regulations.

Preliminary issues to be addressed in the RMP revision are addressed in Table 1-1.

1.3 OVERVIEW OF THE BLM PLANNING PROCESS
The process for the development, approval, maintenance, and amendment or
revision of RMPs was initiated under the authority of Section 202(f) of FLPMA and
Section 202(c) of NEPA. The process is guided by BLM planning regulations in 43
CFR 1600 and Council on Environmental Quality regulations in 40 CFR 1500.
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1. Introduction

Table 1-1
Preliminary Issues to be Addressed

Resource

Issues

Oil and gas development

There is increasing demand for energy resources. Thus, the RMP will
address management of energy and mineral resources, including
identifying areas and conditions in which mineral development can
occur

Range health and upland
management

There are a growing number of resource uses that are affecting the
natural function and condition of upland communities; thus, in the RMP
the BLM will address the management of upland communities to
support domestic animals and numerous wildlife and plant species and
their habitat, such as the greater sage-grouse, elk, and threatened and
endangered plants.

Water and riparian Issues

There is a need to address the management of riparian areas along the
stream and river corridors and wetlands to ensure their valuable
ecological resources are protected; thus, in the RMP the BLM will
address the desired outcomes and conditions for riparian areas and will
determine what restrictions or protective measures are needed.

Recreation demands and
uses

Increased recreation use throughout the RMP planning area has led to
increased concerns regarding resource protection and conflicting issues;
thus, in the RMP the BLM will address how to best manage for this
increased and conflicting uses.

Comprehensive travel
management and
transportation

There is a need to address increased off-highway vehicle (OHV) use and
to establish travel management networks; thus, in the RMP the BLM
will address which areas should be open, limited, or closed to OHV use
and will delineate travel management networks within the RMP planning
area.

High concentrations of
cultural sites

There are high concentrations of unique and significant archaeological
regions throughout the RMP planning area that have been identified
since the last RMP; thus, in the RMP the BLM will identify goals for the
regions’ management and management actions and prescriptions that
will contribute to achieving these goals.

Maintaining habitat for
sage-grouse and
sagebrush obligate species

Sagebrush habitat continues to be threatened by a variety of influences,
such as conversion to agriculture, invasion by nonnative plant species,
recreation, rural expansion, and other associated developments; thus, in
the RMP the BLM will allocate land uses and will identify management
activities to help conserve sagebrush habitat and sagebrush-obligate
species, such as the greater sage-grouse.

Rapidly expanding urban
interface areas

The wildland-urban interface (WUI) areas (zones where public lands and
urban lands are side by side or intermixed) have grown significantly
throughout the RMP planning area since the last RMP; thus, in the RMP
the BLM will need to address management of these areas where
population and development are rapidly expanding adjacent to public
lands.

Development of the RMP represents the first of the two-tiered BLM planning
process: the land use planning tier. As such, the RMP prescribes the allocation of and
general future management direction for the resource and land uses of the BLM-
administered public lands in the RMP planning area. In turn, the RMP guides the
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1. Introduction

second tier of the planning process: the more site-specific activity or implementation
planning tier and daily operations.

Activity or implementation planning extends the resource and land use decisions of
the RMP into site-specific management decisions for smaller geographic units of
public lands within the RMP planning area. Activity planning includes such elements
as grazing plans), habitat management plans (HMPs), and interdisciplinary or
coordinated activity plans. Through these plans, the BLM issues various land and
resource use authorizations, identifies specific mitigation needs, and develops and
implements other similar plans and actions.

All management direction or actions developed as part of the BLM planning process
are subject to valid rights and must meet the objectives of the BLM’s multiple use
management mandate and responsibilities (FLPMA Section 202[c] and [e]). Valid
rights include all valid lease, permit, patent, right-of-way (ROW), or other land use
right or authorization existing on the date of approval of FLPMA.

1.4  GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING AREA, GEOGRAPHIC SCOPE, AND
RESOURCE/PROGRAMS

The GSFO covers approximately 2,906,461 acres of federal, state, and private land in
Eagle, Garfield, Mesa, Pitkin, and Rio Blanco Counties in north-central Colorado.
The area is bordered on the north by the White River National Forest, the BLM
White River Field Office, and the KFO; on the east by the White River National
Forest; on the south by the White River National Forest; and on the west by the
Grand Junction Field Office. Of the total area, 568,055 acres are BLM-administered
public lands (Tables 1-2 and 1-3).

Resources, resource uses, and topics discussed in this AMS include air quality, soil,
vegetation, rangelands, forests and woodlands, riparian areas and wetlands, fish and
wildlife habitat, special status species, fire, cultural and heritage resources,
paleontological resources, special management designations, visual resources, energy
and minerals, livestock grazing, recreation, lands and realty, transportation and
access, and social and economic conditions.

1.5 KEY FINDINGS

The 1984 Glenwood Springs RMP, along with subsequent amendments, has served
as an effective guide for management of BLM-administered public lands within the
planning area. However, there have been many changes in national and state level
BLM policy (i.e. revised Planning Handbook: H-1601-1, state-level policy mandating
going to a “limited to designated travel system”) and changing resource conditions
and demands (i.e. increased OHV use and recreation demands unforeseen in 1984).

The GSFO also completed its scoping process in May 2007. All written scoping
comments received through June 16, 2007, were evaluated and documented. A total
of 105 written submissions, including a total of 766 individual comments, were
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Table 1-2
Glenwood Springs Field Office Land Status by County
Land Status Eagle Gatrfield Mesa Pitkin Rio Routt Total
(acres) County County County County Blanco County
County
Bureau of 568,055
Land 232,249 265,011 9,906 27,551 319 33,019
Management
Colorado 514
Division of 182 0 0 332 0 0
Wildlife
Bureau of 0 679 76 0 0 0 755
Reclamation
Department 0 206 0 0 0 206
of Energy
Private 212,169 411,940 13,659 107,868 636 62,589 808,861
State 10,268 14,946 0 496 0 2,552 28,262
US Forest 575,121 353905 485723 485723 0 5370 99808
Service
Total 1,029,989 1,046,687 509,364 621,970 955 103,530 2,906,461
Table 1-3
Glenwood Springs Field Office Mineral Status by County
Land Status Eagle Gatfield Mesa Pitkin Rio Routt Total
(acres) County County County County  Blanco  County
County
BLM/Federal | )} 95 265,934 9,904 27,560 319 32,851 561,496
Minerals
Private
Surface/Federal | 62,095 81,050 5,531 19,563 80 26,419 194,737
Minerals
State
Surface/Federal 1,413 10,609 0 4 0 0 12,026
Minerals
Total 288,436 357,593 15,435 47,127 399 59,270 768,259
received by June 16, 2007. During alternative formulation and project planning, the
BLM will consider these and any other comments received during the RMP process.
Individuals provided 68% of the total comments received during the GSFO/KFO
RMP scoping period. Private organizations provided 14%. Businesses submitted 4%
of the total. Elected officials and law firms each provided 3% of the total number of
comments received for a combined total of 6%. Federal, state, and county
governmental agencies each submitted 2%, for a total of 6%. Special districts
provided 2% of the total number of comments received. No comments were
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received from municipalities or from tribal governments. Most of the comments on
planning issues focused on travel management (26%), recreation (24%), and lands
and realty (11%). Special designations (8%), urban interface (7%), and energy
development (7%) issues also received relatively large numbers of comments.

Issue Summary

In September 2005, the BLM prepared a Pre-Plan Analysis and Project Management
Plan for the GSFO/KFO RMP/EIS. This plan, used by the interdisciplinary team to
begin the planning process, summarized the purpose and need for the RMP. It also
highlighted anticipated planning issues, management concerns, and preliminary
planning criteria developed by the BLM interdisciplinary team during internal
scoping. Based on the lands and resources managed in the planning area, these
preliminary issues fell into eight preliminary issue categories in the analysis:

1. Energy development;

Range health/upland management;

Water/riparian;

Recreation demand and uses;

Comprehensive travel management and transportation;
Cultural resources (high concentrations of cultural sites);

Maintaining habitat for sage-grouse and sagebrush obligate species; and

S A o

Rapidly expanding urban interface areas.

Four new issue categories were identified from public input during the scoping
process. In addition, other general concerns that were expressed and captured in a
General Concerns category. The four additional issue statements are as follows:

9. Wildlife;
10. Vegetation;
11. Special designations; and

12. Lands and realty.

A planning issue statement was developed for each of the twelve planning issue
categories. A planning issue statement was not developed for the category of Other
Concerns due to the very general nature of the comments. Each planning issue
statement summarizes the issues and concerns heard for each category. The twelve
planning issue statements follow.

1. Travel management and transportation—How will transportation be
managed to protect natural and cultural resources, to provide motorized and
nonmotorized recreation opportunities, to reduce user conflicts, to enforce
route designations and closures, and to improve public access?
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10.

11.

12.

Recreational demand and uses—How will recreation be managed to
maintain and improve recreation sites and trails, especially in close proximity
to communities, to reduce user conflicts, to protect natural and cultural
resources, to provide a variety of recreational opportunities, and to maximize
socioeconomic benefits?

Lands and realty—What opportunities exist to make adjustments to public
land ownership that would result in greater management efficiency, in
appropriate and agreeable levels of public access, and in increased public and
natural resource benefits?

Special designations—Where are special designations appropriate to
protect unique resources and how should existing special designations be
managed to protect the natural and cultural resources and maximize
recreational opportunities and socioeconomic benefits?

Urban interface—How will BLM lands in urban interface areas be managed
to provide desired benefits by the public and to be consistent with future
land use plans in neighboring communities?

Energy development—Which areas should be open to energy
development, particularly oil and gas leasing, and what restrictions should be
employed to protect cultural and natural resources and minimize user
conflicts?

Range health/upland management—How will the BLM manage
livestock grazing on public lands while protecting, managing, restoring, and
using natural and cultural resources?

Vegetation—What actions or restrictions will be needed to reduce
dangerous fuel loading, to control and prevent the spread of noxious weeds
and other undesirable plant species, and to maintain healthy forest
ecosystems?

Wildlife—How will uses and land management activities be managed to
maintain and improve terrestrial and aquatic habitats in a scattered land
ownership pattern, while maintaining multiple-use land management?

Water/riparian—What measures will be implemented to protect water
resources, especially riparian areas, from the effects of other uses?

Sagebrush habitat and species—How will sagebrush habitat be managed
to reduce continued habitat loss and fragmentation?

Cultural resources—How can the BLM protect and conserve cultural
resources, and where do interpretation opportunities exist?

The BLM will use the planning issues and associated statements, planning criteria,
and other information collected in the early planning and scoping phases of the RMP
process to help formulate a reasonable range of alternative management strategies
that will be analyzed during the planning process.
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CHAPTER 2
CURRENT MANAGEMENT

This chapter is a description of the current management direction provided by the
existing RMP and associated planning and NEPA documents (Table 2-1).
Management direction from the existing RMP that is still valid will be carried
forward in the GSFO RMP as direction common to all alternatives. Those
management directions and actions from the existing RMP that are valid but may
need some modification in wording or intent will be incorporated into the
alternatives of the GSFO RMP.

Table 2-1
Glenwood Springs RMP Amendments
Document Title Year
Glenwood Springs RMP and Record of Decision 1984 (Revised 1988)
Amendment for Oil and Gas Leasing and Development 1991
Amendment for Colorado Land Health Standards 1997
Amendment for Castle Peak Travel Management Plan 1997

Supplemental Amendment for Oil and Gas Leasing Development 1999

Environmental Assessment-Level Amendment for Red Hill

Management Plan 1999
Amendment for Oil Shale Revocation 2001
Amendment for Fire Management Plan 2004

Amendment for the Roan Plateau Planning Area

ROD 1 of 2: 2007
ROD 2 of 2: pending

The chapter is divided into four sections, resources, resource uses, special
designations, and social and economic conditions that each contain the original RMP
planned actions and maintenance or amendment actions that have taken place since
1984. Resource uses involve activities that use the natural, biological, and cultural
components of the RMP planning area, such as livestock grazing, recreation, and
mineral development. Special designations are those areas that contain a formal
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2. Current Management

special designation, such as areas of critical environmental concern (ACECs). The
current social and economic conditions will be described is this section.

Each section is mirrored in Chapters 3 and 4 to assist in cross referencing current
resource and resource use management with resource conditions and trends (Chapter
3) and management opportunities (Chapter 4). Collectively, these management
actions represent current management of BLM-administered lands within the RMP
planning area and will form the basis of the no action alternative in the RMP/EIS.
This management direction would continue into the future without additional RMP
changes.

Plan Decision Guidance

The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (Handbook 1601-1, Appendix C), available
at the GSFO and the BLM Web site
(http:/ /www.blm.gov/nhp/efoia/wo/handbook/h1601-1.pdf), provides specific
and updated direction concerning land use plan decisions that need to be made
during the revision process. The relevant decision guidance for each resource,
resource use, and special designation are contained in Appendix A. The following is
a brief summary of the types of decisions that are made in an RMP.

The RMP will express desired outcomes or desired future conditions in terms of
specific goals, standards, and objectives. These will direct the BLM’s actions most
effectively in meeting legal mandates, such as the Endangered Species Act of 1973
(ESA), numerous regulatory responsibilities, national policy (including BLM strategic
plan goals), State Director guidance (see 43 CFR 1610.0-4 [b]), and other resource or
social needs.

The RMP will identify goals and objectives. Goals are generally broad statements of
desired conditions, such as maintaining ecosystem health and productivity,
promoting community stability, and ensuring sustainable development; they are often
not quantifiable. Standards are descriptions of physical and biological conditions or
the degree of function required for healthy lands and sustainable uses; standards may
address both site-specific and landscape or watershed-scale conditions. Objectives
identify specific desired conditions for resources; objectives will establish desired
time frames, as appropriate and will be developed using quantifiable measures
whenever practical.

In the RMP, the BLM will identify appropriate uses, or allocations, that are allowable
on BLM-managed lands. These allocations will identify surface lands and subsurface
mineral interests where uses are allowed, including any restrictions that may be
needed to meet goals, standards, and objectives. It will also identify lands where
specific uses are excluded to protect resource values. Certain lands may be open or
closed to specific uses based on legislative, regulatory, or policy requirements, or
criteria to protect sensitive resource values. If land use plans close areas of 100,000
acres or greater to a particular use, Congress must be notified of the closure, as
prescribed in 43 CFR 1610.6.
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The RMP will identify management actions that would likely be needed to achieve
desired outcomes of the plan. These actions may include proactive measures, such as
those that could be taken to enhance watershed function and condition) or
reasonable development scenarios for allowable uses, such as motorized trails,
mineral development, recreation, timber harvest, utility corridors, and livestock
grazing. These management actions provide a context for the land use plan’s
decisions, an analytical base for the NEPA analysis, and a basis for future budgeting
and resource requests.

In the RMP, the BLM will establish administrative designations or recommendations
for ACECs, research natural areas (RNA), and national natural landmarks and, where
appropriate, will recommend or make findings of suitability for congressional
designations, such as WSR status.

The Glenwood Springs RMP was approved in January 1984. This RMP provides
management direction to approximately 566,000 acres of BLLM-administered public
lands within the GSFO. Since being approved, the RMP has been amended seven
times (Table 2-1).

The one ongoing RMPA is the Roan Plateau EIS-level RMP Amendment for
approximately 73,002 acres of BLLM-administered public lands within the GSFO.
The second of two RODs is pending approval.

Since being approved, the major implementation-level activity plans that have been
completed with some projects implemented are the Bocco Mountain Special
Recreation Management Area (SRMA) and the Gypsum Hills SRMA (ongoing).

2.1 RESOURCES

2.1.1 Air Quality

Management Objectives

The objective for managing this resource is to limit air quality degradation in the
resource area by ensuring that public land use activities are in compliance with
federal, state, and local legislation.

Management Actions

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (Revised 1988)
The action for managing this resource is to inventory air quality to establish a

baseline from which changes associated with the BLM’s or other agencies’ proposals
can be determined. Another action is to ensure that proposals comply with all
applicable local, state, and federal regulations to limit air quality degradation.
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2. Current Management (Geology)

2.1.2

2.1.3

Geology
The 1984 RMP did not specifically address management objectives or management
actions for geologic resources.

Soil Resources
Management Objectives

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)

P. 11: To protect the municipal watersheds providing domestic water for the
communities of Rifle and New Castle, to manage debris flow hazard zones adjacent
to Glenwood Springs, and to protect watershed conditions in erosion hazard areas.

Management Actions

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)

P. 11-12: Take measures to protect 7,126 acres of debris flow hazard zones and
50,200 acres of erosion hazard areas. Restrict motorized vehicle use, vegetation
manipulations, timber harvesting, mineral development, fire, livestock grazing, and
utility development in these areas, as shown in Table 1 [of the Record of Decision and
RMP GSRA]. In addition, designate the debris flow hazard zones adjacent to
Glenwood Springs as an ACEC.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

P. 8: No Surface Occupancy (NSO) Stipulation #15 for Steep Slopes. To maintain
site stability and site productivity, no surface disturbance for oil and gas facilities will
be authorized on slopes greater than 50 percent. If the lessee demonstrates that
operations can be conducted without causing unacceptable impacts and that less
restrictive measures will protect the public interest, this NSO can be waived. This
NSO does not apply to pipelines.

P. 11-12: Controlled Surface Use (CSU) Stipulation #4 for Erodible soils and Slopes
Greater Than 30 Percent. Special design, construction, operation, and reclamation
measures will be required to limit the amount of surface disturbance, to reduce
erosion potential, to maintain site stability and productivity, and to ensure successful
reclamation in identified areas of highly erodible soils and of slopes greater than 30
percent. Highly erodible soils are soils in the “severe” and “very severe” erosion
classes, based on Natural Resources Conservation Service’s (NRCS) Erosion
Condition mapping. Areas identified in the RMP as Erosion Hazard Areas and
Water Quality Management Areas are also included in this stipulation.
Implementation may include relocation of operations beyond 200 meters.

The surface use plan of an application for permit to drill (APD) submitted for wells
on erodible soils or slopes greater than 30 percent must include specific measures to
comply with the Glenwood Springs Field Office Reclamation Policy, such as
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stabilizing the site to prevent settling, land sliding, slumping, high wall degradation,
and controlling erosion to protect the site and adjacent areas from accelerated
erosion and sedimentation and siltation of nearby water sources.

Specific performance objectives for the plan include the following:

e Limitation of total disturbance to 3.0 acres or the well pad;
e Limitation of the interim in use area to half an acre; and

e Maximizing the area of interim reclamation that is shaped to a grade of 3:1 or
less; any planned high wall must be demonstrated to be safe and stable and to
include enhanced reclamation and erosion prevention measures as needed.

The operator must also evaluate the site’s reclamation potential based on
problematic characteristics of the site (slope, aspect, vegetation, depth of soils, soil
salinity, and alkali content) and a comparison of the site with comparable sites
already constructed.

Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado (1997)

P. 6: 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 include
the following:

e Expression of rills and soil pedestals is minimal;
e Fvidence 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; and

e There are vigorous desirable plants.

GSFO Roan Plateau Planning Area RMPA (2007)

P. S-5: Soils would be managed on a watershed level to meet land health standards. A
no ground disturbance (NGD)/NSO restriction is proposed for slopes steeper than
50 percent. A site-specific relocation (SSR)/CSU restriction is stipulated for ateas
with highly erodible soils on slopes steeper than 30 percent.
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Existing Management, Monitoring, Marketing, Interpretation, and
Partnerships/Collaboration Practices

Management
Current soils stipulations for oil and gas development are generally being applied.

However, NSO and CSU stipulations are applied depending on proposed actions
under a variety of resource uses. Where necessary, the RMP revision should address
areas where NSO and CSU stipulations would be exempted for resource uses other
than oil and gas (e.g., trail building). BMP’s and tools identified in the Go/d Book —
Surface Operating Standards and Guidelines for Oil and Gas exploration will be
implemented for these activities to meet the objectives of Standard 1 and reduce
sedimentation downstream.

Land Health Standard 1 is being implemented through annual land health
assessments (LHAs) on a watershed basis using Technical Reference 1734-6, Version

4-2005 as a guide.

Management actions identified in the GSFO RMP/Record of Decision (ROD) are
being implemented and supported by 1999 Oil and Gas Final EIS, which further
defined CSU and NSO stipulations for fragile soils and steep slopes. The Glenwood
Springs debris flow zone restriction on timber harvesting was determined to be
superseded by the Fire Management Plan (FMP) of 2002, which amended the 1988
RMP.

The NSO is being implemented on gas production-related actions and are not
necessarily applicable to all other resource uses. The NSO is subject to management
discretion on a case-by-case basis.

The CSU stipulation is currently being implemented on gas production-related
actions and is not necessarily applicable to all other resource uses. The CSU is
subject to management discretion on a case-by-case basis.

Monitoring
LHAs across the planning area are scheduled to be completed by 2011. Soils are

evaluated during each assessment by using the criteria outlined in the above table. To
date, land health standards for soils are largely being met with few exceptions. One
notable exception has been identified in the Hubbard Mesa area (north of Rifle,
Colorado) due to livestock grazing and heavy OHV use. Land health standards and
guidelines are enforced through the grazing regulations (CFR 4180) when grazing is
determined to be a causal factor. When other resource uses, such as OHV use, are
determined to be causal factors, there is not necessarily a mechanism in place to
initiate changes. It would be beneficial to have the RMP revision address lacking
mechanisms to provide a way to meet land health standards for a variety of resource
uses.
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Marketing/Interpretation/Partnerships/Collaboration

Currently there are no goals for marketing and interpretation. The NRCS is
recognized as the federal agency responsible for soil survey development and
interpretation, although the BLM does collaborate on a number of soil surveys.
Interagency work is needed to complete and publish the survey for the Routt County
Soil Survey.

The BLM does consult with the City of Rifle concerning gas field development in
the Rifle City Watershed (Beaver Creek and Colorado River). No recent actions have
driven work in the Glenwood Springs debris flow zone and watershed area. Planning
requires that the BLM collaborate with the Town of New Castle when authorizing
work in that town’s watershed, although no recent actions have prompted
cooperation.

2.1.4 Water Resources

Management Objectives
Surface Water
Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 9: Maintain or improve existing water quality in the resource area, where possible.
P. 11: Increase water yield throughout resource area through forest management
practices and vegetation manipulation for livestock and big game forage.
Groundwater
Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
No specific objectives for groundwater.
Management Actions
Surface Water
Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 10: Identify the origins of water quality problems and take actions to correct them:
(1) Divide Creek; (2) Horse, Willow, and Poison Creeks; (3) Upper Colorado River;
(4) Milk and Alkali Creeks.
P. 11: Protect the municipal watersheds of Rifle and New Castle by limiting
motorized vehicle travel to designated roads and trails, prohibiting vegetation
manipulations and oil and gas surface facilities, and including the watersheds in the
fire exclusion zone.
P. 11: Manage debris flow hazard zones adjacent to Glenwood Springs by
designating them as an ACEC, limiting motorized vehicles to existing roads and
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trails, prohibiting vegetation manipulations, timber harvesting, and oil and gas
surface facilities, including them in the fire exclusion zone, and allowing light
livestock grazing only.

P. 11: Protect erosion hazard areas by limiting motorized vehicle travel to existing
roads and trails.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

Pp. 3, 6-8: Riparian and wetland zones, major river corridor, domestic watershed
areas, debris flow hazard zones, steep slope areas, and ACECs will be protected with
NSO stipulations on oil and gas leases.

Pp. 3, 11-12: CSU stipulations will be issued for riparian and wetland zones and areas
with erodible soils or steep slopes.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Fire Management Plan (revised 2004)
Chapter 3, p. 12: Avoid aerial application of retardant or foam within 300 feet of any
body of water.

Chapter 3, p. 12: Minimize sediment transport into the Colorado River and specified
tributaries by minimizing vegetation loss, placing fire lines to minimize erosion,
constructing water bars, and rehabilitating affected areas.

Chapter 3, p. 15: Attempt to minimize vegetation loss within 100 yards of fish-
occupied drainages to create a buffer for sediment control.

Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado (1997)

Pp. 6-7: Standard 5—The water quality of all water bodies, including groundwater
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 water and groundwater include the designated beneficial uses, numeric
criteria, narrative criteria, and antidegradation requirements set forth under state law
in 5 Colorado Code of Regulation (CCR) 1002-8, as required by Section 303(c) of the
Clean Water Act. Indicators include the following:

e Appropriate populations of macroinvertebrates, vertebrates, and algae are
present, and

e Surface and groundwaters contain substances, such as sediment, scum,
floating debris, odor, and heavy metal precipitates on channel substrate, that
are attributable only 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).

October 2007

Glenwood Springs & Kremmling Resource Management Plans 2-8
Glenwood Springs Field Office — Analysis of the Management Situation



2. Current Management (Water Resources)

GSFO Roan Plateau Planning Area RMPA (2007)

P. S-4: Most of the top of the plateau will be designated as a Watershed Management
Area, which will be protected by SSR of more than 200 meters for surface
disturbance and CSU restrictions, as needed.

P. S-4: Stream segments found eligible for WSR designation will be protected by an
SSR/CSU restriction stipulation until a suitability determination is made.

P. S-5: Soils will be managed to meet land health standards, with an NGD/NSO
restriction for slopes steeper than 50 percent and an SSR/CSU restriction for areas
with highly erodible soils on slopes steeper than 30 percent.

P. S-4: Surface water will be managed to meet all state and federal water quality
standards based on NGD/NSO, SSR/CSU restrictions and best management
practices (BMPs).

Chapter 2, p. 30: Ensure authorized activities comply with all applicable water quality
standards and that objectives associated with management of the watershed
management area are achieved.

Existing Management, Monitoring, Marketing, Interpretation, and
Partnerships/Collaboration Practices

Surface Water
RMP

e Recommendations and decisions went into effect on approval of the RMP;

e Watershed activity plans were developed and implemented for the highest
priority areas: Milk and Alkali Creek (1985), Poison Creek (1985), and Horse
and Willow Creek (1980).

Land Health Standard 5 (Water Quality)
e In effect since the amendment.

Oil and Gas
e Implemented (subject to valid and existing rights) as new leases are issued,
new APDs are approved, and new ROWs are issued, and

Fire Management Plan
e Decision approved as part of 2004 FMP revision (BLM 2004a).

LHAs indicate that management needs to be changed in some areas to restore
damaged lands and resources and to keep abreast of current public usage and future
demand. Many areas of sensitive soils around Rifle, Gypsum, and Eagle are being
damaged by OHV use. Both legal and illegal public uses of these areas have
increased significantly due to population growth and development. Travel
management is a very important tool to address these resource issues. The areas
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around Gypsum and Fagle were recognized as Erosion Hazard Areas in the RMP
due to the fragile nature of their erodible soils, and the RMP offered protection by
limiting motorized vehicle travel to existing roads and trails. Despite the Erosion
Hazard Area designation, these areas have not received the management and
enforcement needed to protect them. This inadequacy needs to be addressed in the
RMP revision. Once damaged, restoring these lands will likely take decades
considering the semiarid conditions in which they occur. Hubbard Mesa and the
Government Creek corridor (stream and riparian zones) are not under any special
designation, but they need to be protected from the resource destruction being
caused by motorized vehicles. Many informal trails criss-cross the landscape in this
region, causing erosion and damaging terrestrial and riparian vegetation.

Travel management is directly related to water quality due to erosion and sediment
production potential. The main stem of the Colorado River from the Roaring Fork
River downstream to the Gunnison River is listed for sediment impairment on
Colorado’s Monitoring and Evaluation list. This means that there is reason to believe
that sediment concentrations are not meeting water quality standards, but more data
is needed to support or deny the suspicion. Because BLM strives to manage water
resources to meet state water quality standards, sustainable travel management is
necessary to minimize recreational contributions to sediment pollution.

Natural gas development and its related surface disturbance on a landscape level
needs to be examined in the RMP revision. The cumulative impacts from individual
projects are often referred to in the RMP, thus it is imperative that it be addressed
adequately in this document.

Watershed collaboration is an emerging trend that offers opportunities for the BLM
to work with federal, state, and local partners to achieve common watershed goals
and to improve water quality in the resource area. Much of this collaboration has
focused on a more holistic approach to nonpoint and point source pollution.
Regulating point sources, such as industrial pollution—the “low-hanging fruit”—
through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System has largely been
successful. Now attention has turned toward nonpoint source pollution, generated
from the more diffuse sources where there are no clear pipes or outlets to determine
the source. Stormwater, agriculture, construction, and forestry are some of the largest
sources of nonpoint source pollution.

The BLM provides input and collaborates with the Colorado Water Quality Control
Commission on 303(d) listing for water-quality impaired stream segments,
particularly on BLM lands. A BLM representative also participates in the Colorado
River Basin Roundtable as a liaison. The goal of the roundtables process is to
facilitate discussions on water management issues within each river basin and to
encourage locally driven collaborative solutions. The Colorado Water Quality
Monitoring Council has started a data sharing network to function as a clearinghouse
for water quality data in the state, in which the BLM has an opportunity to take part.
The objective of the data-sharing network is to reduce duplicative sampling efforts
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within basins and to allow nonprofit organizations, government agencies, and other
entities with limited funding to focus inventory and monitoring efforts in areas with
scarce or no data.

An opportunity exists in this RMP revision to remove the water yield objective from
the existing RMP. The goal of increasing water yield through forestry practices and
vegetation manipulation no longer enjoys political or public support. Water yield will
be affected indirectly through such actions as vegetation treatments and forest
thinning to benefit livestock, wildlife, forestry, and other management programs.

The RMP revision also has the option of formalizing the inventory of and
application for water rights to benefit BLM programs in livestock, wildlife,
recreation, and other uses. The BLM is working with the Colorado Water
Conservation Board (CWCB) in collecting stream flow and fisheries data and making
in-stream flow water right recommendations for suitable streams and rivers in the
resource area. Only the CWCB can hold in-stream flow water rights in Colorado.

2.1.5 Vegetative Communities
Management Objectives
Forests, Woodlands, and Rangelands
Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
(Pp. 18, 20, and 31): The 1984 RMP (revised in 1988) did not specifically identify
outcome-based management objectives for upland vegetation (forests, rangelands,
and woodlands). However, the 1984 RMP did state the following objectives related
to vegetation management:

e Provide approximately 57,933 animal unit months (AUMs) of big game
forage (the amount needed to meet Colorado Department of Natural
Resources, Division of Wildlife (CDOW) big game population goals in 1988)
to improve wildlife habitat conditions and to increase wildlife species
diversity;

e Provide 56,885 AUMs of livestock forage, commensurate with meeting
Colorado’s Public Land Health Standards; and

e Manage all suitable commercial forest land and woodland to meet. saw
timber and fuel wood demand and maintain stand productivity.

Riparian Areas and Wetlands
Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
The 1988 RMP did not specifically address outcome-based management objectives
for riparian areas and wetlands.
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Management Actions
The following management actions are approved with the GSFO RMP/ROD,
approved with an RMPA, or being implemented and are ongoing,.

Forests, Woodlands, and Rangelands

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
p. 52: Required Management Stipulations to be included in project designs:

e Areas receiving moderate to high soil disturbance during treatment or an
understory ground cover less than 10 percent will be seeded with a mixture
of grass, forb, and browse species. Livestock grazing will be prohibited on all
seeded areas for two growing seasons.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

P. 3: Conditions of approval (COAs) may be attached to any oil and gas
development activity. COAs establish common management practices to reduce the
adverse impacts associated with oil and gas development and associated ROWs.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development FSEIS
(1999)

P. D-2: All surface disturbances will be recontoured and revegetated according to an
approved reclamation plan. Reclamation will be considered successful when the
objectives described in the Glenwood Springs Resource Area Reclamation Policy
(see Appendix I of the Draft SEIS) are achieved. Specific performance objectives for
vegetation reclamation include:

e No noxious weeds are present;

e Undesirable vegetation comprises little (less than 5%) of the species
composition on sites with three or more growing seasons;

e Desirable vegetation appears vigorous and self sustaining; and

e Adequate diverse vegetation is present.

Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado (1997)

P. 7: 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 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 include the
following:

e Noxious weeds and undesirable species are minimal in the overall plant
community;
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e Native plant and animal communities are spatially distributed across the
landscape with a density, composition, and frequency of species suitable to
ensure reproductive capability and sustainability;

e Plants and animals are present in mixed age classes sufficient to sustain
recruitment and mortality fluctuations;

e landscapes 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; and

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

GSFO Roan Plateau Planning Area RMPA (2007), Vol. lll, Appendix J

P. J-1: Appendix ] describes the goals, objectives, success criteria and monitoring
activities that will be applied to all ground-disturbing activities in the Roan Plateau
planning area. The following are Short-Term (Two-Year) Interim Reclamation
Objectives and Success Criteria for vegetation resources:

e [stablish and maintain a healthy and diverse composition of the species
naturally growing on the site, which will provide for natural plant and
community succession; and

e Prevent establishment of noxious weeds and undesirable plants on the
disturbed areas and expansion onto adjacent uninfected areas.

Long-Term (Five-Year) Interim and Final Reclamation Objectives and Success
Criteria for vegetation resources include:

e Achieve or exceed the pre-disturbance cover and diversity of native species
on the site. Total cover will be at least 80 percent of the reference area and
have a similar composition of woody, grass-like and herbaceous species.

State of Colorado A-, B-, or C-listed noxious weeds or other undesirable plant
species will be absent (including kochia and Russian-thistle), with an exception for
cheatgrass. If cheatgrass is present adjacent to the disturbed area in overall
concentrations of less than 50 percent cover, the percentage vegetative cover of
cheatgrass on the reclaimed site will not exceed five percent. In areas where adjacent
lands have greater than 50 percent cheatgrass cover, the percentage cover on
reclaimed lands will not exceed 30 percent.
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Riparian Areas and Wetlands

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
Designate the Lower Colorado River as an ACEC to protect important riparian and
wildlife values.

Management actions that were specific to riparian areas and wetlands included the
following:

e Designate as sensitive for utility and communication facilities;
e Enhance habitat through cottonwood, willow, and shrub plantings;

e Create additional wetland, riparian, and pond habitat through sand and gravel
mining; and

e Potentially exclude livestock grazing with fencing.
Riparian habitat stipulations to be included in project design:

e Surface disturbance will be restricted in or near riparian areas.

e Fences should be constructed to minimize impact on significant riparian and
aquatic habitat.

e Equipment will not be allowed to move up or down stream channels. Heavy
equipment will cross stream channels only at designated or constructed
crossings. ..

e TFire retardant will not be dropped within 100 yards of any wetland riparian
area. Drops of retardant will be made parallel to and not across drainages.

e Fire lines, angular or perpendicular to a drainage, will not be allowed within
300 feet of a drainage to reduce soil movement into the drainage system.

e If visitor use causes adverse impacts on critical riparian habitat, the visitor
use will be reduced until the vegetation conditions are restored.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999) (Pp. 3, 6, and 11)

Special management areas, including...riparian and wetland zones, major river
corridors...will be protected with NSO stipulations on oil and gas leases. NSO
Stipulations (Appendix A) — To maintain the proper function of riparian zones,
activities associated with oil and gas exploration and development, including roads,
transmission lines, and storage facilities, are restricted to an area beyond the outer
edge of the riparian vegetation. Exception: a) An exception may be granted if the
AOQO determines that the activity will cause no loss of riparian vegetation, or that the
vegetation lost can be replaced within three to five years with vegetation of like
species and age class; b) Within the riparian vegetation, an exception is permitted for
stream crossings, if an area analysis indicates that no suitable alternative is available.
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CSU stipulations will be issued for...riparian and wetland zones... CSU Stipulations
(Appendix A) — Within 500 feet of the outer edge of the riparian or wetland
vegetation, activities associated with oil and gas exploration and development,
including roads, pipelines, and well pads, may require special design, construction,
and implementation measures, including relocation of operations beyond 200 meters,
in order to protect the values and functions of the riparian and wetland zones.

Major river corridors will be protected with an NSO stipulation on oil and gas leases
within a half mile of either side of the high water mark (bank full stage) of six major
rivers: Colorado, Roaring Fork, Crystal, Frying Pan, Eagle, and Piney. Certain
exceptions apply.

Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado (1997)

P. 2: 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 biodiversity. Water quality is improved or maintained.
Stable soils store and release water slowly. Indicators include the following:

e Vegetation is dominated by an appropriate mix of native or desirable
introduced species;

e Vigorous desirable plants are present;

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

e Streambank vegetation is present and is composed of species and
communities that have root systems capable of withstanding high
streamflows;

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 (e.g., no headcutting and no excessive erosion or deposition);

e Vegetation and free water indicate high water tables;

e Vegetation colonizes 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 and
dissipate flood energies;

e Stream channels with size and meander pattern appropriate for the stream’s
position in the landscape and parent materials; and
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e Woody debris contributes to the character of the stream channel
morphology.

Existing Management, Monitoring, Marketing, Interpretation, and
Partnerships/Collaboration Practices

Forests, Woodlands, and Rangelands
e There are 44,762 current permitted AUMs;

e Current demand for saw timber and fuel wood is rather low in the RMP
planning area. Small fuel wood sales remain open on public land in Garfield
and Eagle Counties. The Black Mountain Beetle-Kill and Hazardous Fuel
Reduction Project is currently addressing timber demand in Routt County
and attempting to reduce stand mortality and maintain stand productivity.
Pole-cutting areas have also been made available as needed; and

e Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado is ongoing.

In January 1997, the Colorado BLM approved the Standards for Public Land Health,
which describes conditions needed to sustain public land health and relate to all uses
of the public lands. The GSFO has divided the field office into 13 “landscape units”
and completes an LHA on one landscape each year. The LHA determines whether
the landscape or portions of the landscape are meeting or not meeting one or more
of the standards. This information is then used to decide if changes in management
are needed or if vegetation treatment projects are desirable for maintaining or
moving toward meeting the standard for healthy plant communities.

If livestock grazing is a significant contributing factor in the failure to meet any of
the standards, appropriate actions are initiated to make progress toward meeting
them. These actions may include changes in grazing systems, fencing of riparian
areas to exclude or limit grazing, and designing and implementing vegetative
treatments to restore land health. Changes in grazing systems are designed to adhere
to the guidelines for livestock grazing management, which are intended to 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 Opportunity for seed dissemination and seedling establishment.
Current upland vegetation management focuses on identifying and treating areas

where vegetative communities are not meeting land health standards or management
objectives.

In general, areas where vegetative treatments may be needed to move toward
meeting land health standards or land health objectives are identified through the
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LHA process. In addition, vegetative studies have been conducted in sagebrush
habitat in Eagle County to assess the condition of the sagebrush communities,
relative to the habitat needs for greater sage grouse and other sagebrush-dependent
species. The GSFO has also conducted monitoring studies on selected grazing
allotments to determine whether management objectives are being met. Techniques
employed have included Daubenmire transects, nested frequency transects, line-
intercept transects, one-meter by one-meter photo plots, and photo points.

Vegetation treatment projects have included selective removal of encroaching pinyon
pine and Utah juniper trees in sagebrush communities, brush beating of sagebrush
communities, mechanical thinning of pinyon-juniper woodlands, and prescribed fire.

Based on the Colorado Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management, “Where
reseeding is required, on land treatment efforts, emphasis will be placed on using
native plant species. Seeding of nonnative plants species may 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 seed
mix” (BLM 1997).

The 1998 Draft Oil and Gas RMPA, Appendix I, pp. I-1 through I-5 provides details
on the policy for reclamation practices and objectives. The Final Oil and Gas RMPA,
Appendix D, pp. D-2 through D-4 contains additional COAs designed to achieve
acceptable reclamation of vegetative resources.

Riparian Areas and Wetlands
Most management practices for riparian areas and wetlands have been focused on
improving grazing management (i.e., changing the duration of grazing use, reducing

animal units, and improving grazing distribution). Reducing the duration of grazing
use and improving livestock distribution are generally the key to meeting riparian
area and wetland objectives. Improved grazing management has been accomplished
by employing a variety of actions, such as making adjustments in grazing permits
(including adding terms and conditions designed to maintain/improve riparian zones
and wetlands, adding utilization/trampling limits, adding herding/riding
requitements, and/or placing salt and supplemental feed away from ripatian zones),
constructing water developments in uplands, constructing exclosures and riparian
pasture fencing, ensuring compliance with maintenance of range improvements, and
ensuring compliance with grazing permits. Season-long grazing has generally been
found to be most detrimental to riparian zones. Rest rotation grazing systems have
also been found to be unsuccessful at improving the condition of riparian zones
because these typically increase the duration of grazing use in pastures that are not
rested. Construction of corridor fencing (i.e., exclosures) to protect riparian zones
from grazing, although they can be effective, have very high construction and
maintenance costs and probably should be considered as a last resort compared to
other alternatives.
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Another focus of riparian area management in the GSFO has been on Horse Creek.
In 1984, the BLM acquired 2,435 acres known as the Dotsero Wildlife Area in the
Horse Creek and Sheep Creek area through a land exchange with the CDOW. As
part of this land exchange, the BLM also acquired the highest priority water rights on
Horse Creek (the Snodgrass and Manners Ditch water right of 2.7 cubic feet per
second [cfs] and the Tuke Ditch water right of 0.7 cfs). The BLM must use its water
rights to maintain them in accordance with state law. Before the BLM’s acquisition
of these water rights, the CDOW had not used them and virtually all the Horse
Creek water was being diverted down Willow Creek by another water right holder.
The historic irrigated fields had been abandoned and were reverting back to native
rangeland. Riparian vegetation along Horse Creek was declining due to the lack of
water, and the fishery that once existed had disappeared. In 1986, the BLM began
exercising its priority water rights by irrigating the historic fields in the Horse Creek
area. This effort was initially done by BLM employees, but this proved to be
impractical since proper irrigation of the area required daily attention. In 1995, the
BLM entered into a cooperative agreement with the grazing permittee, Luark Land
Company, to administer the water rights by irrigating the historic fields. The work
also includes maintenance, such as repairing/cleaning ditches, and repair/installation
of headgates. It was thought this arrangement would be best since Luark Iand
Company is headquartered near the irrigation project and could provide daily
attention to it. The project has resulted in maintenance of in-stream flows in Horse
Creek, improved riparian conditions, a return of the fishery in Horse Creek, and
improved habitat for big game and other wildlife species. Other partners involved in
the project include Habitat Partnership Program and the CDOW.

Other existing management practices that have occurred with the GSFO include the
following:

e Willow and cottonwood plantings;

e Reclamation of disturbed ripatian/wetland areas;

e Tamarisk removal and control of other noxious weeds;
e In-stream flow studies/assessments;

e Application to oil and gas activities (leases, APDs, ROWS) and other land
use activities to protect and reclaim riparian areas and wetlands; and

e Installation of structures within stream channels.

To determine whether management objectives are being met, the GSFO has
monitored a number of riparian zones. Techniques commonly used are trend photo
points and stubble height measurements. Priority has been placed on those riparian
zones with known resource problems (e.g., areas that are functioning at risk (FAR)
with a downward trend (DOWN)). In addition to monitoring, the GSFO conducts
proper functioning condition (PFC) assessment annually as part of LHAs within
landscapes.
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2.1.6

The GSFO has had a long-standing partnership with Trout Unlimited. Most of their
emphasis has been on improving the riparian zone and aquatic habitat along Trapper
Creek. The GSFO range staff has worked closely with grazing permittees to ensure
success in improved grazing management and the condition of riparian zones.

Fish and Wildlife Habitat

Management Objectives

Terrestrial Wildlife

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)

P. 16: To provide approximately 57,933 AUMs of big game forage (the amount
needed to meet CDOW big game population goals in 1988), to improve existing
habitat conditions, and to increase wildlife species diversity.

Aquatic Wildlife/Fisheries

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)

P. 14: To increase fish production and recreational fishing use on streams having
more than one-half mile of continuous flow across public land and on lakes
surrounded by at least 40 acres of public land. (Only streams and lakes with existing
or easily obtainable public access and either an existing or potential fishery qualify
for management).

Management Actions
The following management actions are approved with the GSFO RMP/ROD or
approved with a RMPA or are being implemented and are ongoing.

Terrestrial Wildlife

Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado (1997)

P. 7: 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 potential. Plants and animals at both the community and
population level are productive, resilient, diverse, and vigorous and are able to
reproduce and sustain natural fluctuations and ecological processes. Indicators
include the following:

e 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, composition, and frequency of species suitable to
ensure reproductive capability and sustainability;
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e Plants and animals are present in mixed age classes sufficient to sustain
recruitment and mortality fluctuations;

e landscapes 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; and

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

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

Pp. 7-11: NSO stipulations will be used to protect raptor nests. NSO within fourteen
seclusion areas that provide high wildlife value are the Roan Cliffs, Cottonwood
Gulch, and Webster Hill/Yellowslide Gulch (all in the Navy Oil Shale Reserve
Production Area), Hayes Gulch, Riley and Starkey Gulch, Crawford Gulch, Magpie
Gulch, Paradise Creek, Coal Ridge, Lower Garfield, Jackson Gulch, Bald Mountain,
and Battlement Mesa.

Timing limitations designed to protect crucial habitat during birthing, fledgling and
nesting (big game species, raptor species, white pelicans, and waterfowl and
shorebirds).

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Fire Management Plan (revised 2004)

Chapter III, pp. 13-16, Chapter IV, pp. 27-29: Timing limitations and other
mitigations were incorporated into the FMP to protect wildlife species and their
habitat.

Aquatic Wildlife/Fisheries

Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado (1997)

P. 7: Standards 1 (soils), 2 (tiparian areas), 3 (healthy plant and animal communities),
4 (threatened and endangered species), and 5 (water quality) establish the standards
and indicators. Each of the five standards relate to fisheries and aquatic habitats.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

Pp. 2-8: NSO 2 for Riparian and Wetland Zones on oil and gas leases; NSO 3 for
major river corridors on oil and gas leases; NSO within a two-mile radius of Rifle
Falls and Glenwood Springs Fish Hatcheries; and NSO 15 for steep slopes on oil
and gas leases.
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2.1.7

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Fire Management Plan (revised 2004)

Chapter 3, pp. 3-15: Avoid aerial application of retardant or foam within 300 feet of
any body of water, whether or not it contains aquatic life. The GSFO will provide
for drainage with waterbars on constructed hand/dozer lines and affected areas in
critical watershed areas. Attempts will be made to minimize losses of vegetation
within 100 yards of fish-occupied drainages to minimize the potential for erosion of
sediments into occupied waters.

Special Status Species

Special status plant and animal species are either listed as endangered or threatened
or are proposed or candidate species for listing under the ESA, or those species
designated by the BLM State Director as sensitive (BLM Manual 6840. Rel. 6-121).

Section 7 of the ESA requires that BLM land managers ensure that any action
authorized, funded, or carried out by the BLM is not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of any threatened or endangered species and that it avoids any
appreciable reduction in the likelihood of recovery of affected species. Consultation
is required on any action proposed by the BLM or another federal agency that affects
a listed species or that jeopardizes or modifies critical habitat.

The BLM’s Special Status Species Policy outlined in BLM Manual 6840 is to
conserve listed species and the ecosystems on which they depend and to ensure that
actions authorized or carried out by BLM are consistent with the conservation needs
of special status species and do not contribute to the need to list any of these species.
The BLM’s policy is intended to ensure the survival of those plants that are rare or
uncommon, either because they are restricted to specific uncommon habitat or
because they may be in jeopardy due to human or other actions.

By BLM policy, species proposed for federal listing are to be managed with the same
level of protection provided for threatened and endangered species. The policy for
federal candidate species and BLLM sensitive species is to ensure that no action that
requires federal approval should contribute to the need to list a species as threatened
or endangered.

Other management direction is based on RMP management objectives, activity level
plans, and other aquatic habitat and fisheries management direction, including 50
CFR 17, the Land Use Planning Handbook, Appendix C, Part E, Fish and Wildlife.

Management Objectives

Terrestrial Wildlife

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 16: To improve existing habitat conditions and to increase wildlife species
diversity.
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Aqguatic Wildlife

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 16: To monitor, maintain, or improve aquatic habitat on streams and lakes
containing threatened or endangered species.

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan FEIS (1984)

P. 94: The 1984 RMP (revised in 1988) identified one threatened plant species and
six BLM Sensitive plant species that were known to occur within the Field Office.
No specific management objectives were developed for these species in the RMP.

Management Actions
The following management actions ate approved with the GSFO RMP/ROD or
approved with a RMPA or are being implemented and are ongoing.

Terrestrial Wildlife

Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado (1997)

P. 7: Standard 4: Special status and threatened and endangered species (federal and
state) and other plants and animals and their habitats officially designated by the
BLM are maintained or 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 and protected species
in suitable habitat; and

e Suitable habitat is available for recovery of endemic and protected species.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

Pp. 7, 9-11: NSO stipulations #6, #7, #8, #9, and #10 to protect sage and sharp-
tailed grouse leks and raptor nests.

NSO stipulation #12 on habitat areas for those species listed by the federal or state
government as endangered or threatened and for federal proposed or candidate
species.

Timing limitations #3, #4, #5, #6, #7, #8, #9, #10, #11, #12, and #13 designed to
protect crucial habitat during birthing, fledgling, and nesting (grouse species, raptor
species, and sandhill cranes).
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P. 11: CSU stipulation #3 to protect BLM sensitive species and significant plant
communities.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Fire Management Plan (revised 2004)
Chapter 3, pp. 3-42: Timing limitations and other mitigation were incorporated into
the FMP to protect federally listed and BLLM sensitive species and their habitat.

Aquatic Wildlife
The following management actions are approved with the GSFO RMP/ROD or
approved with a RMPA or are being implemented and are ongoing.

Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado (1997)

P. 7: Standard 4—Special status and threatened and endangered species (federal and
state) and other plants and animals and their habitats officially designated by the
BLM are maintained or 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 and protected species
in suitable habitat; and

e Suitable habitat is available for recovery of endemic and protected species.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999) (p. 2, 6, 7, 8)

Pp. 2, 6-8: NSO stipulation #2 for riparian and wetland zones on oil and gas leases,
NSO 3 stipulation #3 for major river corridors on oil and gas leases, NSO
stipulation #12 for threatened or endangered species on oil and gas leases, and NSO
stipulation #15 for steep slopes on oil and gas leases.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Fire Management Plan (revised 2004)
Chapter 3, pp. 13-15: Avoid aerial application of fire retardant or foam within 300
feet of any body of water, whether or not it contains aquatic life.

The GSFO will provide for drainage with waterbars on constructed hand/dozer lines
and affected areas in critical watershed areas.

Attempts will be made to minimize losses of vegetation within 100 yards of fish-
occupied drainages to minimize the potential for erosion of sediments into occupied
waters.
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Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan FEIS (1984)

P. 130: Threatened, endangered, or sensitive plant species would be protected from
adverse impacts of management actions through activity plans and environmental
assessments (EAs) when specific site locations are identified. If a project is proposed
near a known occurrence of a threatened, endangered, or sensitive species or in its
habitat, a survey would be done to determine if any individuals of the species were
present.

Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado (1997)

P. 7: 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:

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

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

e Suitable habitat is available for recovery of endemic and protected species.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

P. 7: NSO stipulation #12 on habitat areas for those species listed by the federal or
state government as endangered or threatened, and for federal proposed or candidate
species. Habitat areas include occupied habitat and habitat necessary for the
maintenance or recovery of the species.

P. 11: CSU stipulation #3. The BLM may require special design, construction and
implementation measures, including relocation of operations by more than 200
meters, for the protection of those species listed as sensitive by BLM and for
significant natural plant communities. For plants, habitat areas include occupied
habitat and habitat necessary for the maintenance or recovery of the species or
communities.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Fire Management Plan (revised 2004)
P. 24: Threatened & Endangered/Special Status Species Wildland Fire Suppression
Guidelines:

e Minimize surface disturbance by using retardant, water, engines/wet lines, etc
in known Uinta Basin hookless cactus habitat;

e Where firefighter safety is not compromised, construct fire line outside the
perimeter of known cactus populations; and
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e Avoid off-route use of motorized vehicles and mechanical equipment within
known cactus populations.

2.1.8 Wildland Fire Ecology and Management

Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy (FWFMP)—This policy was
developed by the Secretaries of the USDI and US Department of Agriculture
(USDA) in 1995 to respond to dramatic increases in the frequency, size, and
catastrophic nature of wildland fires in the US. This policy was reviewed and
reaffirmed by the Secretaries in 2001. The 2001 Review and Update of the 1995
FWEFMP consists of findings, guiding principles, policy statements, and
implementation actions. The guiding principles, policy statements, and
implementation actions are called the 2001 FWEFMP, which replaces the 1995
FWEMP. The 2001 Review and Update of the 1995 FWFMP directs federal agencies
to achieve a balance between fire suppression to protect life, property, and resources
and fire use to regulate fuels and maintain healthy ecosystems. The FWFMP
provides nine guiding principles that are fundamental to the success of the federal
wildland fire management program and the implementation of review
recommendations. These umbrella principles compel each agency to review its
policies to ensure compatibility. BLM polices were reflected through the fire
management planning process and this plan.

The guiding principles are as follows:

e Tirefighter and public safety is the first priority in every fire management
activity;

e The role of wildland fire as an essential ecological process and natural change
agent will be incorporated into the planning process;

e [I'MPs, programs, and activities support land and RMPs and their
implementation;

e Sound risk management is a foundation for all fire management activities;

e TFire management programs and activities are economically viable, based on
values to be protected, costs, and land and resource management objectives;

e FMPs and activities are based on the best available science;

e I'MPs and activities incorporate public health and environmental quality
considerations;

e Federal, state, tribal, local, interagency, and international coordination and
cooperation are essential; and

e Standardization of policies and procedures among federal agencies is an

ongoing objective.

The National Fire Plan—The Secretaries of USDI and USDA initiated the
National Fire Plan (NFP) in 2000 to address the needs identified in the FWEFMP.
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The NFP is not an actual document but a nationally coordinated effort to protect
communities and natural resources from the harmful effects of increasing wildland
fire occurrence and severity in the US. The NFP establishes the overarching purpose
and goals, which are articulated and carried forward through the 10-Year
Comprehensive Strategy (USDA and USDI 2002), the Cohesive Strategy for
Protecting People and Sustaining Natural Resources, and other supporting
documents.

Policies of the National Fire Plan and the 10-Year Comprehensive Strategy—
Under the FWFMP, federal land management agencies with vegetation capable of
sustaining wildland fire is required to prepare FMPs. The FMP is a strategic plan that
defines a program to manage wildland and prescriptive vegetation treatments. The
foundation of the FMP is the agency’s land use plan. FMPs are dynamic documents
that are reviewed annually and updated whenever better information is available. The
plan is supplemented by operational plans, such as preparedness plans, dispatch
plans, prescribed fire plans, and prevention plans. Development of this collaborative
FMP is an essential implementation task and performance measure for
accomplishing the goals of the NFP and the 10-Year Comprehensive Strategy. The
FMP is the on-the-ground operational framework by which the Upper Colorado Fire
Management Unit (FMU) will implement national direction for wildland fire
suppression, wildland fire use (WEFU), fuels treatment, emergency stabilization and
rehabilitation (ESR), and community assistance/protection programs (see Wildland
Fire Ecology and Management in 3.1.8).

The FWEFMP establishes the concept of Appropriate Management Response, which
is further defined in The Interagency Strategy for the Implementation of the Federal Wildland
Fire Management Policy (USDA and USDI 2003). This policy states “A wildland fire
that is not a prescribed fire requires an appropriate management response. The
appropriate management response, which can range from aggressively suppressing
the incident as a wildland fire, to managing the incident as a WFU event, is guided by
the strategies and objectives outlined in the RMP reflecting land and resource values
and objectives. The FMP outlines fire management activities and procedures to
accomplish those objectives. The objective of a WEFU project is to obtain resource
benefits whereas a wildland fire is to be extinguished at minimum cost.” The
FWEFMP identified the need for a new approach to fire management on federal lands
and led to the development of the NFP (www.fireplan.gov).

Management Objectives

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Fire Management Plan (revised 2004)

The GSFO fire program goals reflect the core principles and direction of the
Comprehensive Strategy and the Cohesive Strategy where they are supported by the
GSFO RMP. The intent of the FMP is to convey fire program direction from the
NFP and the RMP to wildland fire management, fuels treatments, and community
assistance/protection actions. The GSFO will work safely and effectively with
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partners to manage wildland fire, use prescribed fire, and use mechanical, chemical,
hand, and animal vegetation treatments to accomplish the following:

e Protect human life and property;

e Reduce hazardous fuel loading and the risks of wildfire escaping public lands
to an acceptable level;

e Protect facilities on public lands (such as recreation sites and communication
sites);

e Restore physical function and biological health of the land and achieve
Colorado Land Health Standards at the watershed scale;

e Prevent the listing of sensitive, candidate, and proposed species and conserve
species currently listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA;

e Ensure long-term survival of special status species;

e Protect existing and improve degraded riparian vegetation for long-term
health;

e Limit the spread of noxious and invasive plants, insect infestations, and
disease;

e Protect archaeological and historic sites;

e Minimize emissions using available, practicable methods that are
technologically feasible and economically reasonable in order to minimize the
impact or reduce the potential for such impact on both the attainment and
maintenance of national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) and
achievement of federal and state visibility goals.

The 2002 land use plan amendment (BLM 2002a) for the FMP complemented the
resource decisions in the GSFO RMP and provided the specific fire program
direction to help achieve national and RMP goals and objectives. The FMP was
updated and revised in 2004.

Management Actions
The following management actions were approved with the FMP RMPA and are
being implemented and are ongoing.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Fire Management Plan (revised 2004)

The GSFO FMP identified specific FMUs, and pubic lands administered by the
GSFO were delineated into 20 FMUs. For each FMU, fire managers, fuels
specialists, and resource specialists assessed the risk of wildfire, potential damage to
resource values, similar vegetation type and condition, management constraints, and
WUI issues. Fire management objectives and strategies were then identified based on
the individual FMU assessment.
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2.19

Appropriate Management Response

The appropriate management response is defined as the specific actions taken in
response to a wildland fire to implement protection or fire use objectives. It allows
managers to use a full range of responses, and, as conditions change, the particular
response can change to accomplish the same objectives. The appropriate
management response is a concept that offers managers a full spectrum of responses.
It is not a replacement for prescribed natural fire or the suppression strategies of
(control, contain, confine, limited, or modified). It is based on objectives,
environmental and fuel conditions, constraints, safety, and ability to accomplish
objectives. It includes wildland fire suppression at all levels, including aggressive
initial attack. Use of this concept dispels the interpretation that there is only one way
to respond to each set of circumstances. The purpose of giving management the
ability to select the appropriate management response on every wildland fire is to
provide the greatest flexibility possible and to promote opportunities to achieve
greater balance in the program. Ranges of appropriate management responses are
based on objectives, relative risk, complexity, and defensibility of management
boundaries.

Cultural and Heritage Resources

Cultural resources are recognized as fragile irreplaceable resources with potential
public and scientific uses, representing an important and integral part of our nation’s
heritage. Within the GSFO cultural resource management encourages responsible
scientific use of cultural resources by protecting and preserving examples of cultural
and historical resources and by continuing to identify and evaluate cultural resources
in accordance with existing laws, regulations, and guidelines; 36CFR800, Antiquities
Act of 1906 (16 USC 432, 433); Historic Sites Act of 1935 (16 USC 461); National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (16 USC 470, as amended); NEPA of 1969 (42
USC 4321); Executive Order 11593 (36 CFR 8921); Historical and Archaeological
Data-Preservation Act (of 1974 (16 USC 469); FLPMA (43 USC 1701);
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 USC 470a et seq., as amended),
American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 (42 USC 1996); Native American
Graves and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 USC 3001-3013), the American Indian
Religious Freedom Act (42 USC 1996 and 1996a), and Executive Order 13007
(Indian Sacred Sites).

The 1984 RMP does not contain any specific decision guidance relating to tribal
interests. However, as part of the cultural resource program, the GSFO will continue
Native American consultation to identify any traditional cultural properties,
sacred/religious sites, or special use ateas. Letters to the Southern Ute, Ute Mountain
Ute, Eastern Shoshone, Northern Arapaho, and Northern Ute tribes were sent
asking for their comments and input. Phone contact will be made to confirm tribes’
interest in commenting and input, and consultation with interested tribes will
continue throughout the planning process. If tribally sensitive areas are identified or
become known through the Native American notification or consultation process,
their concerns will be addressed through planning. The GSFO will protect and
preserve Native American cultural and sacred sites and Native American access to
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these sites whenever possible. The GSFO will take no action that would adversely
affect these areas or location without consulting the appropriate Native Americans.

Management Objectives

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 36: Protect the cultural and historical values in the resource area from accidental

or intentional destruction and give special protection to high value cultural resource
sites.

GSFO Roan Plateau Planning Area RMPA (2007)
Chapter 4, p. 91: To preserve and protect significant cultural resources and ensure

they are available for appropriate uses by present and future generations by inventory
and evaluation of cultural resources and the classification of these resources into use
categories: scientific, conservation, traditional, public, experimental, or discharged
from management.

Management Actions

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 36: Development and use of a cultural RMP to make decisions for cultural
resources and types.

P. 36: Write annual overview and summaries of cultural resource management efforts
and resources.

P. 36: Nominate Blue Hill Archaeological District to the National Register of
Historic Places (NRHP).

P. 36: Inventory proposed project areas before permitting project. Take measures to
protect any cultural resource found.

GSFO Roan Plateau Planning Area RMPA (2007)
Chapter 4, pp. 91-92: Identify priority geographic areas based on probability of
unrecorded significant resources via development of high, medium, and low

sensitivity areas.
Chapter 4, pp. 92-95: Specific mitigation treatments within each sensitivity area.

All federal undertakings, as defined by 36 CEFR 800, are subject to review of cultural
resources and require adequate cultural inventories within the area of potential effect.
The purpose of the inventory is to identify and evaluate cultural resources (using 36
CFR 60 criteria of properties) that may be affected by the proposed undertaking. The
level of inventory is determined by the National Programmatic Agreement between
the BLM, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the National Council of
State Historic Preservation Officers (1997), Colorado BLM/State Historic
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Preservation Officer/BLM protocol (1998), policy, and federal laws. Additionally, all
new cultural resources are allocated according to their nature and relative
preservation value (BLM Manual 8110.4). These include scientific use, conservation
for future use, traditional use, public use, experimental use, and discharged from
management.

The GSFO is working in conjunction with Dominguez Archaeological Research
Group and the Colorado Historical Society to conduct research projects on Native
American wickiup habitation sites, Paleo-Indian sites, and the development of a
radiocarbon database for the Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer and the
Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation.

Consultation

The BLM continues Native American consultation to identify any traditional cultural
propetties, sacred/religious sites, or special use areas through letters, phone calls, and
on-site visits. On November 30, 2006 the GSFO/KFO invited the Ute Tribes to be
a Cooperating Agency and a formal Notice of Intent consultation letter was sent on
April 20, 2007. No responses were received.

If any areas are identified or become known through the Native American
notification or consultation process, their concerns are addressed through the
planning process. The BLM would like to protect and preserve Native American
cultural and sacred sites and Native American access to these sites whenever
possible. The BLM will take no action that would adversely affect these areas or
locations without consultation with the appropriate Native American tribes.

2.1.10 Paleontological Resources

Management Objectives

Current management direction is based on RMP management objectives, RMPAs,
and other paleontology resource management direction, including H-8270-1-
Paleontological Resources Management Handbook, H-1601-1-Land Use Planning
Handbook, Appendix C, I. Natural, Biological, and Cultural Resources, Part H —
Paleontology.

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)

P. 34: The GSFO RMP objective for paleontological resource management is to
manage the paleontological resource program as required by law and policy to
protect significant paleontological values.

Management Actions

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)

P. 34: Inventory projects for paleontological resources in areas of high
paleontological values before project approval. Take measures to protect any
significant paleontological resources found.
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Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

P. 12: Special survey, design, construction, and reclamation measures may be
required in the Sharrard Park Paleontological Area, including relocation of
operations beyond 200 meters, in the identified portions of Wasatch outcrops. All
management actions are implemented and ongoing.

2.1.11 Wilderness Characteristics

The GSFO does not manage any congressionally designated wilderness areas. The
GSFO RMP did not address wilderness characteristics outside of Wilderness Study
Areas (WSAs). During the RMP revision process, the GSFO will analyze whether
any BLM-administered public lands outside of the current WSAs possess wilderness
characteristics.

2.1.12 Visual Resources

Management Objectives

Visual quality is of concern to most residents in the resource area. Visual Resource
Management (VRM) class decisions in the RMP were chosen to provide special
emphasis to the scenic quality along Interstate (I-) 70 and Highway 82 travel
corridors. Three additional areas—Deep Creek, Thompson Creek, and Bull Gulch—
were proposed for special management to protect their outstanding scenic qualities.

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 38: To maintain visual quality throughout the resource area and protect unique

and fragile resource values.

Management Actions
The following management actions were approved with the GSFO RMP/ROD,
approved with a RMPA, or are being implemented and are ongoing.

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 38: Designate VRM classes, as shown on RMP Map 13. Manage visual resources
on public land according to the objectives for each class.

P. 38: Review future project proposals to determine whether or not proposed
management actions are consistent with the designated VRM classes to identify
possible mitigation measures.

P. 38: Designate Deep Creek (2,380 acres) and Bull Gulch (6,714 acres) as ACECs.

Deep Creek
e Designate as unsuitable for utility and communication facilities;

e Manage under VRM Class I objectives;

e Identify as a recreation management area;
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e Identify as a potential peregrine falcon introduction site; and

e Prohibit vegetation manipulations for livestock, wildlife, and timber
management.

Bull Gulch
e Designate as unsuitable for utility and communication facilities;

e C(lose the area to off-road vehicle use;
e Designate as fire management zone ecosystem management area; and

e Identify as a recreation management area.

P. 39: Manage these areas and the Thompson Creek Natural Environment Area
under Class I objectives.

P. 39: Do not identify specific visual modifications for rehabilitation.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

P. 6: NSO #3. Major River Corridors. NSO stipulations within one-half mile of
either side of the high water mark (bank-full stage) of six major rivers: Colorado,
Roaring Fork, Crystal, Frying Pan, Eagle, and Piney. These riverine and adjacent

areas provide high scenic and recreation values.

P. 6: NSO #16. Special Recreation Management Areas. For the protection of the
recreational setting, recreation opportunities and recreation facilities provided within
the SRMSs, the Class I VRM values in the ACECs and cave resources in Deep Creek
Area, no sutface occupancy will be permitted within Deep Creek, ACEC/SRMA,
Deep Creek Cave Area (includes no subsurface occupancy for 5,000 feet below the
surface). Bull Gulch ACEC/SRMA, Thompson Creek ACEC/SRMA, Hack Lake
SRMA, and Rifle Mountain Park.

P. 9: NSO #18. The 1-70 viewshed is protected with NSO stipulations on oil and gas
leases. Specifically NSO stipulations apply on slopes over 30 percent with high visual
sensitivity in the 1-70 viewshed. Lands with high visual sensitivity are those lands
within five miles of the Interstate, of moderate to high visual exposure, where details
of vegetation and landform are readily discernible, and changes in visual contrast can
be easily noticed by the casual observer on the Interstate.

P. 12: CSU #5. CSU stipulations will be used for areas in VRM Class II. Specifically,
within VRM Class II areas, relocation of operations by more than 200 meters may be
required to protect visual values.

P. 14: Lease Notice # 10. Sensitive Viewsheds. Lease notices will also be used to
inform oil and gas lessees of operational concerns in sensitive viewsheds. Special
design and construction measures may be required in order to minimize the visual
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impacts of drilling activities within five miles of all communities or population
centers throughout the GSFO, major BLM or county roads, and state or federal
highways.

Decision Record and Resource Management Plan Amendment for the Red Hill

Area (1999)
P. 1: Revise the VRM classification to VRM CLASS II for the Red Hill SRMA.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Fire Management Plan (revised 2004)

Chapter 3, p. 3: During fire suppression, consider visual qualities in VRM Class I and
IT areas where the classification goal is to preserve landscape character and where
landscape modifications are not evident.

VRM decisions for lands within the Roan Plateau planning area can be found in the
Final Roan Plateau EIS, 2006.

2.1.13 Cave and Karst Resources

Management Objectives
The 1988 RMP did not specifically address management objectives for cave or karst
resources. In accordance with the Federal Cave Resources Protection Act, both
LaSunder and the Anvil Points Claystone Cave complex have been determined to
meet the significant criteria.

Management Actions

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

P. 8: NSO #16. The Deep Creck Cave Area (includes no surface occupancy for
5,000 feet below the surface) is covered by a NSO stipulation to protect the cave
resources.

P. 9: NSO #19. The Anvil Point Claystone Cave complex is covered by NSO
stipulation to protect the scientific and wildlife values provided by the cave.

In 2006, a cave management plan was completed in coordination with Colorado
Cave Survey for LaSunder Cave.
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2.2 RESOURCE USES

2.2.1 Energy and Minerals

Management Objectives

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 14: To maintain the maximum amount of public land available for exploration and
development of minerals.

Minerals (locatable, salable, leasable except oil and gas)
e Maximize the availability of the federal mineral estate for exploration and
development, and

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)
Facilitate orderly, economic, and environmentally sound exploration and

development of the solid mineral resources.

Fluid Minerals and Geothermal Resources

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

P. 3: The overall objective is to facilitate orderly, economic, and environmentally
sound exploration and development of oil and gas resources using balanced multiple-

use management.

Management Actions
General

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)

P. 14: Continue withdrawals for other uses not compatible with mineral
development. Continue existing constraints placed on mineral activities by other
resources. Place constraints on mineral activities to protect high value recreation
resources, wilderness resources, critical wildlife habitat, and water resources (critical
watersheds). Periodically review the need for restrictions on minerals. Submit a
withdrawal proposal to the Secretary of the Interior to withdraw the Deep Creek and
Thompson Creek areas for recreation purposes, thus excluding mineral development
in these areas. Continue to allow mineral exploration and development on lands not
withdrawn for other uses or restricted to mineral activity.

Coal
The leasing of coal is authorized under the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920.
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Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)

P. 14: Designate approximately 28,520 acres in the Hogback Coal Field as acceptable
for further consideration for coal leasing based on a coal unsuitability review.
Designate approximately 1,560 acres as unacceptable for coal leasing based on
multiple use conflicts as explained in the 1978 coal update of the Glenwood Springs
Management Framework Plan.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

P. 6: Surface Coal Mines—NSO #1. An NSO stipulation will be applied within the
area of an approved surface coal mine for the conservation of natural resources.

P. 11: Underground Coal Mines—CSU #1. A CSU stipulation will be applied within
the area of federally leased coal lands, and oil and gas operations will be relocated
outside the area to be mined or located to accommodate room and pillar mining
operations.

Qil Shale

Oil Shale Withdrawal Revocation/RMP Amendment (CO-GJFO-01-81-EA) (2001)
P. 12: The BLM amended three RMPs to revoke withdrawals placed on BLM-
administered lands for the purpose of protecting the oil shale resource. The three
RMPs are the White River RMP, Glenwood Springs RMP, and Grand Junction
RMP, all in Colorado. This proposed action pertains only to oil shale lands
withdrawn under Executive Order 5327, dated April 15, 1930, as amended, and
Public Land Order 4522, dated September 13, 1968, as amended. These two oil shale
withdrawal orders were no longer needed because existing regulations, policies, and
land use decisions provide adequate protection and conservation of oil shale
resources. The proposed action revoked these two withdrawal orders in their
entirety.

The Energy Policy Act of 2005 requires development of a commercial scale leasing
program for oil shale.

Fluid Minerals and Geothermal Resources

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

P. 3: The entire federal mineral estate in the GSFO, except the WSAs, would be
open for oil and gas leasing and development;

P. 3: The BLM will apply lease stipulations and lease notices as appropriate to all new
leases.

P. 3: The BLM will develop appropriate COAs for all APDs for leases issued before
the 1999 RMPA, provided the COAs are consistent with lease rights granted.
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P. 3: All oil and gas leases will be subject to the standard terms and conditions of an
oil and gas lease.

P. 3: COA will be applied to individual permits to drill and subsequent field
operations at the time of actual lease development.

P. 3: Approximately 27,760 acres of BLLM-administered mineral estate within the
GSFO are closed to oil and gas leasing (the WSAS).

P. 3: Special management areas will be protected with NSO stipulations on oil and
gas leases. These include surface coal mines, riparian and wetland zones, major river
corridors, state wildlife areas, fish hatcheries, domestic watershed areas, debris flow
hazard zones, steep slope areas, ACECs, SRMAs, recreation management area, I-70
viewshed and the Anvil Points Cave Area.

P. 3: Important wildlife habitat areas will also be protected with NSO stipulations.
These include grouse leks, raptor nest sites, bald eagle roost or nest sites, peregrine
falcon nest complexes, Mexican spotted owl roost or nest sites, wildlife seclusion
areas, and threatened or endangered species habitat. Timing limitations will
additionally be used to avoid development activities during periods critical to many
wildlife species.

P. 3: CSU stipulations will be used for underground coal mines, riparian and wetland
zones, BLM sensitive species habitat, areas with erodible soils or steep slopes, areas
in VRM Class 11, and in the Sharrard Park Paleontological Area.

P. 3: Lease notices notifying oil and gas lessees of special inventory requirements or
reporting requirements will be used for Class I and II paleontological areas,
biological inventory areas, annual reclamation progress reporting, and emergency
communication plans.

The BLM considers leasing geothermal energy resources as each application is
received.

Locatable Minerals

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)

P. 14: BLM approval will not be needed for prospectors to claim and develop
locatable minerals on areas open to mineral location if proposed actions disturb five
acres or less per year.

Approximately 509,612 acres are open to mineral entry and development under the
Mining Law of 1872. Locatable mineral exploration and development on public land
is regulated under 43 CFR 3809.
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222

Mineral Materials (Salables)

Mineral materials are sold or permitted under the Mineral Materials Sale Act of 1947.
Approximately 549,508 acres are available for mineral material (salables) disposal.
Applications for mineral material removal would be processed on a case-by-case
basis. Mineral material sales would not be allowed in areas considered suitable for
wilderness, the Thompson Creek Natural Environment Area, and Deep Creek
Recreation Management Area.

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 14: Salable minerals (moss rock, top soil, sand and gravel, scoria, fill dirt) will be
primarily purchased from established common use areas.

Nonenergy Leasables
The leasing of nonenergy leasable minerals is authorized under the Mineral Leasing
Act of 1920. The BLM considers leasing nonenergy mineral resources, such as

potassium and sodium, as each application is received. Mineral reports and EAs are
prepared on all applications for prospecting and development.

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 14: Mineral reports and EAs will be prepared for all applications to prospect and
develop potassium and other leasable minerals except oil and gas.

Livestock Grazing Management
Management Objectives
Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)

P. 20: To provide 56,885 AUMs of livestock forage commensurate with meeting
public land health standards.

Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado (1997)
P. 7: Manage the grazing program to meet Colorado standards and guidelines.

Management Actions

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 20: Intensively manage the following allotments:

e Garfield Unit 8009, 8017, 8018, 8026, 8039, 8046, 8105, 8106, 8107, 8213,
8218, 8219, 8220, 8221, 8222, 8908, 8909, 8910;

e Roaring Fork Unit 8334, 8335, 8336, 8341, 8342;
e Fagle-Vail Unit 8501, 8502, 8504, 8506, 8734;

e Castle Peak Unit 8601, 8606, 8616, 8619, 8620, 8639, 8641, 8642, 8643, 8730,
8731, 8732, 8733, 8735; and
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2.2.3

e King Mountain Unit 8506.

P. 20: Initially, allocate 37,852 AUMs of existing forage for livestock use. Allocate
additional forage produced through vegetation manipulation on wildlife winter range
first to big game to meet existing use and then to livestock up to active preference.

P. 21: Following initial allocation, manipulate 27,800 acres of vegetation on 98
allotments to increase livestock forage by 12,742 AUMs using vegetation

manipulation techniques. The resultant total projected allocation will be 50,594
AUMs.

P. 21: Make 756 AUMs on 24 unallotted allotments available for livestock use.

P. 21: Any increases in forage due only to improved grazing management will be
allocated to livestock.

Recreation and Visitor Services

Current management direction is based on RMP management objectives, RMPAs,
activity level plans, and other recreation management direction, including 43 CFR
8340, Subchapter H, Recreation, Part 8342 and Part 8364 and H-1601-1-Land Use
Planning Handbook, Appendix C, II. Resource Uses, Part C - Recreation and Visitor
Services.

Management Objectives

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 34: To ensure the continued availability of outdoor recreational opportunities,
which the public seeks and which are not readily available from other sources, to

reduce the impacts of recreational use on fragile and unique resource values, and to
provide for visitor safety.

Management Actions
The following management actions are approved with the GSFO RMP/ROD,
approved with a RMPA, or being implemented and are ongoing.

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 34: Adopt recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS) management classes.

Identify Bull Gulch, Hack Lake, the Upper Colorado River, and Deep Creek as
recreation management areas.

Submit withdrawal proposal to the Secretary of the Interior to withdraw the Deep
Creek and Thompson Creek areas for recreation purposes.

Manage recreation resources and activities throughout the resource area. Adopt ROS
management classes. Review future project proposals to determine whether or not
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2. Current Management (Recreation and Visitor Services)

planned management actions are consistent with the class to identify possible
mitigation measures.

Maintain existing recreational facilities as long as they remain cost effective. Develop
new recreational facilities to meet present and future demands, protect resource
values, and provide for visitor safety.

Recreation Guidelines to meet Public Land Health Standards

In February 1997, Standards for Public Land Health in Colorado were approved by
the Secretary of Interior and adopted as decisions in all of the BLM’s RMPs. The
standards describe natural resource conditions that are needed to sustain public land
health and encompass upland soils, riparian systems, plant and animal communities,
special, threatened, and endangered species, and water quality. The standards relate
to all uses of the public lands, including recreational use. The recreation management
guidelines are tools, methods, and techniques that can be used by managers to
maintain or meet the standards as they implement various programs on the public
lands. The Colorado BLM now has recommended recreation guidelines designed to
meet public land health standards. The recreation guidelines can be found the
Internet at http://www.co.blm.gov/rguideline/guidrv12.htm.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

Pp. 6-8: Major River Corridors. NSO stipulations within one-half mile of either side
of the high water mark (bank-full stage) of six major rivers: Colorado, Roaring Fork,
Crystal, Frying Pan, Eagle, and Piney. These riverine and adjacent areas provide high
scenic and recreation values. Included in this area are public lands near the Eagle and
Colorado Rivers designated as SRMAs in which the BLM provides facilities to
enhance recreation opportunities and maintain the recreational setting.

SRMAs and Recreation Management Areas will be protected with NSO stipulations
on oil and gas leases.

e TFor the protection of the recreational setting, recreation opportunities, and
recreation facilities provided within the SRMAs, no surface occupancy will be
permitted within the Bull Gulch ACEC/SRMA, Thompson Creek
ACEC/SRMA, Hack Lake SRMA, and Rifle Mountain Park.

e TFor the protection of nonmotorized recreation opportunities, no surface
occupancy will be authorized within King Mountain area, Siloam Springs
area, Castle Peak area, Bull Gulch area (The portion of the Bull Gulch WSA

not within the Bull Gulch SRMA), Sunlight Peak area, and Fisher Creek area
(Haff Ranch). No exceptions are permitted in any of the above areas.

e NSO exceptions as noted in the Oil and Gas Leasing and Development
ROD and RMPA (1999) permitted in the King Creek area (840 acres on the
north side of King Mountain) and Pisgah Mountain area.
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224

Castle Peak Final Travel Management Plan Amendment (1997)

P. 34: Manage the Castle Peak, Bull Gulch, and Pisgah Mountain areas for
semiprimitive nonmotorized recreation opportunities totaling 29,139 acres. Manage
the remaining public lands in the Castle Peak planning area for semiprimitive
motorized opportunities (61,795 acres), except along the Colorado River Road,
which would be managed to provide roaded natural opportunities (24,314 acres) and
along 1-70 and Highway 131, which would be managed to provide semiurban
recreation opportunities (4,309 acres). Manage the remaining public lands in the
Castle Peak area for motorized recreation opportunities.

The Bocco Mountain and Gypsum Hills areas will be designated as SRMAs and
managed to provide opportunities for OHV use, including four-wheel trail driving,
all-terrain vehicle (ATV) and motorcycle trail riding, and motocross track riding for a
variety of challenge and skill levels.

Adopt Castle Peak ROS management classes.
Decision Record and Resource Management Plan Amendment for the Red Hill

Area (1999)
P. 1: Administratively recognize the Red Hill area as a SRMA.

Comprehensive Trails and Travel Management
Management Objectives

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 40: To protect fragile and unique resource values from damage by OHV use and
to provide OHV use opportunities, where appropriate.

Management Actions
The following management actions were approved with the GSFO RMP/ROD or
with a RMPA or are being implemented and are ongoing.

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
Pp. 40 and 41: Manage recreation resources and activities throughout the resource

area. Adopt ROS management classes, as shown on Map 9 and described in
Appendix C. Review future project proposals to determine whether or not planned
management actions are consistent with the class to identify possible mitigation
measures. Bach class also indicates the type of recreational setting one can expect to
find in the area.

Identify Bull Gulch, Hack Lake, the Upper Colorado River, and Deep Creek as
recreation management areas.

Acquire legal access to most large public land parcels and open them to public use.
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Leave 397,946 acres (70 percent) of public land open to motorized vehicle use.
Close 19,620 acres (4 percent) to motorized vehicle use.

Limit motorized vehicle use to existing roads and trails, designated roads and trails,
and certain seasons of use on 148,476 acres (26 percent).

Castle Peak Final Travel Management Plan Amendment (1997)

P. 34: To protect the wilderness values and be consistent with BLM’s Interim
Wilderness Management Policy, close the entire Bull Gulch and Castle Peak WSAs
(27,438 acres) to motorized travel, including snowmobiles, and to mechanized uses,
including mountain bicycles.

To protect erodible soils, wintering wildlife, scenic views, sensitive water quality
management areas, cultural resources, and critical habitats, motorized travel is limited
to designated roads and trails year-round, with seasonal restrictions.

Decision Record and Resource Management Plan Amendment for the Red Hill

Area (1999)

P. 1: Close the Red Hill area to unauthorized motorized vehicles. Designate,
construct and maintain routes open for mountain biking.

2.2.5 Forestry

Management Objectives
Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 31: To manage all suitable commercial forest land and woodland to meet saw
timber and fuel wood demand and maintain stand productivity.
Management Actions
The following management actions were approved with the GSFO RMP/ROD or
with a RMPA or are being implemented and are ongoing.
Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
Pp. 31 and 32: Manage 17,905 acres of commercial forest land and 82,407 acres of
woodland (GSFO RMP/ROD Table 8). GSFO RMP/ROD Map 8 shows locations
of forest land suitable for management.
Manage all forest land supporting commercial forest land and woodland species,
including the five forest management units (King Mountain, Black Mountain, Castle
Peak, Seven Hermits, and Naval Oil Shale Reserve). Major commercial species
include lodgepole pine, Engelmann spruce, Douglas-fir, and ponderosa pine
(commercial forest land) and pinyon and juniper (woodland). Aspen and subalpine
fir are not considered major commercial species.
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2.2.6

Manage forest land to minimize losses of, or damage to, forest resources from
insects and disease. Practices that will be used in managing the suitable forest land
are listed in GSFO RMP/ROD Appendix A. Multiple use and timber production
capability classification restrictions prohibiting the harvesting of both commercial
forest land and woodland are shown in GSFO RMP/ROD Table 9.

Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado (1997)

P. 7: Please see Section 2.1.5, Vegetative Communities, for a description of Standard
3.

Lands and Realty
Management Objectives

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)

P. 14: The management objective is to increase overall efficiency and effectiveness of
public land management by identifying public land suitable for disposal through
public sale (Category I lands) and suitable for continued management under multiple
use concepts (Category 11 lands).

P. 41: To respond, in a timely manner, to requests for utility and communication
facility authorizations on public land while considering environmental, social,
economic, and interagency concerns.

Management Actions
The following management actions are approved with the GSFO RMP/ROD and
with a RMPA or are being implemented and are ongoing.

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 14: Administrative actions will require special attention beyond the scope of the

plan. They include issuance of permits for land actions, including issuance of grants,
leases, permits, and resolution of trespass.

Manage 15,500 acres as Category I lands suitable for disposal through exchange, state
selections, and Recreation and Public Purpose Act purchases.

Manage 550,542 acres as Category II lands, the land base to be managed under
multiple use principles, which is not suitable for disposal through public sale. On a
case-by-case basis, disposal of Category II lands would be considered through
exchange, boundary adjustment, state selection, Recreation and Public Purpose Act
purchase, or other appropriate statutory authority, providing such disposal is
consistent with management efficiency and effectiveness under multiple use
principles for specific areas.
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Manage 62,780 acres of Category II lands as cooperative management areas where
multiple use principles are influenced by other adjacent or interested governmental
agencies. Cooperative management areas can be managed through cooperative
agreements, memoranda of understanding, or withdrawals. They can also be
exchanged with other governmental agencies if exchange best meets management
objectives and public needs.

P. 41: Designate 443,993 acres (78 percent) of public land suitable for consideration,
101,293 acres (18 percent) sensitive, and 20,756 acres (4 percent) unsuitable for
utilities and communication facilities development. The sensitive acreage does not
include VRM Class II areas or public land along the Colorado River where location
of public land is in question. Suitable, sensitive, and unsuitable zones are shown on
in the GSFO RMP on Map 17.

Suitable zones are areas where no restrictive resource values have been identified.
Sensitive zones are areas where existing resource values have been identified.
Sensitive zones are areas where existing resource values must be mitigated before
utilities or communication facilities are located there. Unsuitable areas are areas
where existing fragile or unique resource values preclude location of utilities and
communication facilities.

Designate Monument Peak, Castle Peak, Doghead Mountain, Sunlight Mountain (in
conjunction with the White River National Forest), Bellyache Ridge, and Lookout
Mountain as communication sites and prepare management plans.

2.2.7 Transportation Facilities and Access
Management Objectives
Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 40: The GSFO RMP/ROD objective for transportation is to provide access to
public land by acquiring those legal rights on nonpublic land that are essential to
implement BLM planned actions.
Management Actions
The management actions below atre approved with the GSFO RMP/ROD or with a
RMPA or are being implemented and are ongoing.
Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
Pp. 40 and 41: Acquire legal access into areas of public land where legal access does
not exist.
Use and improve existing roads and trails in areas where feasible.
Construct new roads and trails where none exist or where existing roads and trails
are inadequate for BLM needs.
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2.2.8

Maintain 258 miles of road and 48 miles of trail, the amount needed to serve the
area.

Decision Record and Resource Management Plan Amendment for the Red Hill
Area (1999)

P. 1: Closures and limitations will not apply to federal, state, and local law
enforcement officers, to members of organized rescue or firefighting forces in the
performance of official duties, or to persons with a permit specifically authorizing
the otherwise prohibited use. To provide necessary or mandated motorized access
on public lands, the following policy addressing administrative access will be
implemented. Administrative access is defined as “motorized travel for purposes
specifically related to completing [BLM] work or specific work completed by a
permittee related to a preexisting right or valid BLM permit or right-of-way.”
Examples of projects warranting administrative access could include, but not limited
to; maintenance of fences, ditches, spring developments, communication sites and

reservoirs.

Renewable Energy

Management Objectives
The GSFO RMP did not discuss renewable energy, and there are no existing RMPAs
that set objectives for wind and solar renewable energy.

Management Actions

The BLM Washington Office issued an instruction memorandum (IM) for the ROD
for the Programmatic EIS on Wind Energy Development and guidance on
processing ROW applications for wind energy projects on public lands administered
by the BLM. It is BLM general policy, consistent with the National Energy Policy of
2001 and the Energy Policy Act of 2005, to facilitate environmentally responsible
commercial development of solar energy projects on public lands and to use solar
energy systems on BLM facilities where feasible.

IM No. 2005-006, Solar Energy Development Policy, states “Applications for
commercial solar energy facilities will be processed as right-of-way authorizations
under Title V of the FLPMA and Title 43, Part 2802 of the CFR. Commetrcial CSP
or PV electric generating facilities must, however, comply with BLM’s planning,
environmental and current right-of-way application requirements, as do other similar
commercial uses. BLM right-of-way project managers are available to coordinate the
planning, environmental, application, permitting, and monitoring process.

“The BLM will evaluate the feasibility of installing PV systems on administrative
facilities and projects involving resource monitoring, range improvements, public
safety and recreation projects. Project planning and design should incorporate an
appropriate analysis to determine the feasibility, cost and benefits of using PV
systems.”
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2.3 SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS

The GSFO has no congressionally designated areas, such as wilderness, national
monuments, national conservation areas, outstanding natural areas, or national scenic
or historic trails.

2.3.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

Management Objectives
Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 34: The ACEC objective is to designate areas where special management is needed
to protect important geologic, botanic, historic, cultural, and scenic values, fish and
wildlife resources, other natural systems (rare or exemplary), and human life and
property from natural hazards.
Management Actions
The management actions below are approved with the GSFO RMP/ROD or with
an RMPA or are being implemented and are ongoing.
Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 34 and Map 12: Designate Deep Creek (2,380 acres), Bull Gulch (6,714 acres),
Blue Hill (4,718 acres), the Glenwood Springs Debris Flow Hazard Zone (6,675
acres), Lower Colorado River (4,269 acres) and Thompson Creek (formally Natural
Environment Area, 4,286 acres) as ACECs (Federal Register Vol. 49, No. 11, January
17, 1984) and manage as follows:
Deep Creek

e Designate as unsuitable for utility and communication facilities;

e Manage under VRM Class I;

e Identify as and recreation management areas;

e Identify as a potential peregrine falcon introduction site;

e Prohibit vegetation manipulations for livestock, wildlife, and timber

management; and

e Recommended for formal mineral withdrawal
Bull Gulch

e Designate as unsuitable for utility and communication facilities;

e C(lose to OHV use;

e Designate as fire management zone-ecosystem management area; and

e Identify as a recreation management area.
Blue Hill Archaeological District

e Designate as sensitive zone for utility and communication facilities;
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e Restrict OHV use to existing roads and trails;
e Designate as fire exclusion zone;
e C(lassify as a critical watershed because of the soil erosion hazard; and

e Designate as sensitive area for cultural and Native American resources.

Glenwood Springs Debris Flow Hazard Zone
e Limit motorized vehicle use to designated roads and trails;

e Designate as sensitive zone for utility and communication facilities;
e Designate as fire exclusion zone;

e Prohibit surface facilities for oil and gas development;

e Prohibit timber harvesting; and

e Limit livestock use to light grazing.

Lower Colorado River Cooperative Management Area
e Identify cooperative management with the CDOW;

e Designate as sensitive zone for utility and communication facilities; and

e Exclude livestock.

Thompson Creek
Thompson Creek Natural Environment Area was designated as an ACEC in 1985
(Federal Register Vol. 50, No. 65, April 4, 1985) to preserve geological, ecological,

cultural, and scenic values and to provide for educational and recreational use.

e Designate as unsuitable for utility and communication facilities;
e NSO on oil and gas leasing;

e Prohibit vegetation manipulation and timber harvesting;

e C(lose to OHV use; and

e Recommended for formal mineral withdrawal.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Oil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

P. 8: NSO #16 stipulations on oil and gas leases. NSO (no exceptions are permitted)
will be permitted in the following areas:

e Deep Creek ACEC/SRMA;

e Deep Creek cave area (includes NSO for 5,000 feet below the surface);
e Bull Gulch ACEC/SRMA;

e Thompson Creek ACEC/SRMA;
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e Hack LLake SRMA; and
e Rifle Mountain Park.

Castle Peak Final Travel Management Plan Amendment (1997)

Travel management decisions were made to protect wilderness values in the entire
Bull Gulch WSA, which overlaps the Bull Gulch ACEC. The decision closed travel
to motorized and mechanized travel, including snowmobiles and mountain bicycles.
This implemented the 1988 RMP decision to close the area to OHVs.

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Fire Management Plan (revised 2004)

Chapter 3, p. 12: Wildland fires require immediate and continued closed
coordination with the resource advisor, who also notifies the appropriate GSFO staff
person of fires and actions taken in WSAs and ACECs.

Restrictions for ACECs are the same as for WSAs.

Within ACECs, the use of motorized vehicles, fire engines, and mechanical ground-
disturbing equipment requires approval of the field manager or designated field
manager, except when lives or homes are in imminent danger of being lost, in which
case the Fire Management Officer may authorize vehicle use within the WSAs and
ACECs.

The use of air tankers, chainsaws, and pumps and the delivery of personnel,
equipment, and water by helicopter require the approval of the Fire Management

Officer or designate.

Reduce the negative effects of wildland fire management by applying minimizing
measures (see Appendix E for minimum impact suppression tactics)

Large fire camps should be placed outside WSAs.

Perform rehabilitation of fire suppression impacts as defined by the resource advisor
to restore visual and wilderness characteristics.

The use of natural firebreaks and roads to contain a wildland fire is encouraged.
Management decisions for proposed ACECs within the Roan Plateau planning area

should reference the Roan Plateau Planning Area RMPA and EIS on the following
Web site: http://www.blm.gov/rmp/co/roanplateau/final_eis_document.htm.

2.3.2 Wilderness Study Areas
Management Objectives
The management objective is to determine the suitability or nonsuitability of WSAs
for wilderness designation. Subsequent to final report in 1991 wilderness study
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reports were passed to the president, who agreed with the BLM’s recommendations
and passed them on to Congtress in January of 1993. Until Congress designates these
study areas as wilderness or releases them for other uses, the lands are managed
under Handbook -8550-1 Interin Management Policy for Lands under Wilderness Review and
H-1601-1-Land Use Planning Handbook, Appendix C, III. Special Designations,
Part B — Administrative Designations.

This applies to four WSAs managed by the GSFO: Eagle Mountain, Hack Lake, Bull
Gulch, and Castle Peak. A discussion of resource values for these WSAs can be
found in the Colorado BLM Wilderness Study Report (BLM 1991a)

Management Actions
The management actions below were approved with the GSFO RMP/ROD or with
an RMPA or are being implemented and are ongoing.

Glenwood Springs Field Office Resource Management Plan (revised 1988)
P. 37: Recommend 9,778 acres in Bull Gulch WSA as preliminarily suitable for
wilderness designation (under Section 603 of FLPMA), pending mineral survey.

Recommend 330 acres in Eagle Mountain WSA and 10 acres in Hack Lake WSA as
preliminarily suitable for wilderness designation (under Section 202 of FLPMA),
pending mineral survey.

Recommend 16,526 acres (4,586 in Bull Gulch and 11,940 acres in Castle Peak) as
preliminarily nonsuitable for wilderness designation under Section 603 of FLPMA.
These areas will be managed under Interim Management Policy and Guidelines for
Lands Under Wilderness Review, pending congressional action.

Release 3,350 acres of Hack Lake WSA from further wilderness consideration. This
acreage will continue to be managed under the Interim Management Policy until
further notice.

Recommend administration of the Fagle Mountain WSA and the preliminarily
suitable portion of Hack Lake WSA for transfer to the USFS on designation as
wilderness.

Recommend the 636 acres excluded from the Bull Gulch WSA as a suitable addition
to the Bull Gulch Wilderness, should it be designated by Congress and provided the
state-owned minerals can be exchanged. This acreage will continue to be managed
under the Interim Management Policy until further notice.

Castle Peak Final Travel Management Plan Amendment (1997)

P. 7: Protect the WSAs consistent with the BLM’s interim wilderness management
policy. Alternatives must close the WSAs to motorized and mechanized vehicle use,
including snowmobiles and mountain bicycles, to be rated with a high degree of
compatibility with this objective.
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Glenwood Springs Resource Area Qil and Gas Leasing and Development ROD
and RMPA (1999)

P. 3: Approximately 27,760 acres of BLLM-administered mineral estate within the
GSFO are closed to oil and gas leasing (the WSAS).

Glenwood Springs Resource Area Fire Management Plan (revised 2004)

Chapter 3, p. 12: To protect wilderness characteristics (roadlessness and naturalness),
wildland fire management follows H-8550-1 — Interim Management Policy for Lands
under Wilderness Review and Grand Junction District WSA Fire Suppression
Tactics Policy (05-10-95).

Within WSAs, the use of motorized vehicles, fire engines, and mechanical ground-
disturbing equipment requires approval of the field manager or designate, except
when lives or homes are in imminent danger of being lost, in which case the Fire
Management Officer may authorize vehicle use within the WSAs and ACECs.

The use of air tankers, chainsaws, and pumps and the delivery of personnel,
equipment, and water by helicopter require the approval of the Fire Management

Officer or designate.

Reduce the negative effects of wildland fire management by applying minimizing
measures (see Appendix E for minimum impact suppression tactics).

Large fire camps should be placed outside WSAs.

Perform rehabilitation of fire suppression impacts, as defined by the resource advisor
to restore visual and wilderness characteristics.

The use of natural firebreaks and roads to contain a wildland fire is encouraged.

2.3.3 Wild and Scenic Rivers
The GSFO does not manage any designated WSRs. Refer to the WSR Eligibility
Report for the Glenwood Springs and Kremmling Field Offices on the following
Web site: http://www.blm.gov/rmp/co/kfo-gsfo/documents/FinalEligibilityReport
_Mar2007.pdf.
Management objectives relating to WSR eligibility for the Roan Plateau Planning area
should reference the following Web site:
http:/ /www.co.blm.gov/gsra/documents/WSR-Eligibilityfindings.pdf.

2.3.4 Backcountry Byways/National Trails
The GSFO does not manage any byways or national trails.
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2.4 SocCIAL AND EcoNomiICc

2.4.1 Social and Economic Conditions
In the 1988 RMP, the BLM did not specifically address management objectives for
social and economic conditions.
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CHAPTER 3
AREA PROFILE

3.1 RESOURCES - CURRENT CONDITIONS AND CHARACTERIZATION

3.1.1 Air Quality

Climate. The planning area lies along the Colorado River drainage. Because of broad
variations in elevation and topography within the study area, climatic conditions vary
considerably. Along the Colorado River valley floor, average daily temperatures
typically range between 12° degrees Fahrenheit (°F) and 40°F in midwinter and
between 50°F and 95°F in the summer.

The frost-free period, during which temperatures do not dip below 32°F, is generally
170 days between mid-April and mid-October. The annual average total precipitation
at lower elevations is approximately 12 inches, with 30 to 40 inches of annual
snowfall. At higher elevations atop the plateau, temperatures are cooler, frost-free
periods are shorter, and both precipitation and snowfall are greater than at lower
elevations (e.g., approximately 25 inches of mean annual precipitation and 60 to 80
inches of annual snowfall). Wind conditions reflect channeling and mountain valley
flows due to complex terrain. Nighttime cooling enhances stable air, inhibiting air
pollutant mixing and transport along the Colorado River valley. Dispersion potential
improves farther east and west and along the ridges and mountaintops, especially
during the winter/spring weather transition and summertime convective heating
periods.

Three long-term climate sites exist adjacent to the GSFO at the Eagle Airport and in
Glenwood Springs and Rifle. Two SNOTEL sites also exist in the planning area,
including McClure Pass and Bison Lake. Monthly average precipitation is spread
evenly across the water year but occurs in different forms: summer convective
thunderstorms occur in the summer, and snow occurs in the late fall, winter, and
spring. Half the annual snowfall occurs during December and January. The GSFO
also monitors precipitation at Sweetwater; average annual precipitation is 10 inches.
Precipitation at the Bison Llake SNOTEL site averages 40 inches for the period of
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record, and the McClure site averages approximately 20 inches for the period of
record.

Air Quality. Under FLPMA and the Clean Air Act, the BLM cannot conduct or
authorize any activity that does not conform to all applicable federal, tribal, state, and
local air quality laws, statutes, regulations, standards, and implementation plans. An
extensive air quality impact assessment was prepared during the Roan Plateau RMPA
and is available at http://www.blm.gov/rmp/co/roanplateau.

The Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) - Air
Pollution Control Division (APCD) implements the Clean Air Act. The APCD is
responsible for maintaining compliance with Prevention of Significant Deterioration
(PSD) Increments and NAAQS. The APCD may also set its own state ambient air
quality standards (AAQS) that are equally or more stringent that the federal NAAQS.
The BLM is required to comply (through FLPMA and the Clean Air Act) with
federal, state, tribal, and local air quality standards and regulations.

Existing air quality is generally good, based on regional monitoring. Air pollution
emission sources are limited to a few industrial facilities, transportation emissions
along the I-70 corridor, and residential emissions in the relatively small communities
adjacent to the planning area. Based on data provided by CDPHE-APCD,
concentrations of particulate matter (PM) less than 10 microns (u) in effective
diameter (PM,,) were measured at Rifle at 24 micrograms per cubic meter (g/m?’)
annual and 54 ug/m’ second 24-hour maximum. Concentrations of particulate
matter less than 2.5 microns in effective diameter (PM,;) measured at Grand
Junction (7 ug/m’ annual and 19 pg/m’ second 24-hour maximum) are well below
the Colorado AAQS and NAAQS. Rural values are likely to be lower. Similarly,
gaseous pollutant concentrations at several locations are well below AAQS.

Two National Atmospheric Deposition Program stations are located in the planning
area, including Sunlight Peak and Four-mile Park. Sulfate values appear to range
from 0.3 — 0.7 miligrams per liter, whereas nitrate varies from 0.5 -0.9 miligrams per
liter, depending on the site. There is also an IMPROVE site on Storm Peak.

The Colorado and national AAQS set upper limits for specific air pollutant
concentrations at all locations accessible to the public. The PSD Program is designed
to limit the incremental increase of specific air pollutant concentrations above a
legally defined “baseline” level, based on the specific conditions at a particular
location. All NEPA analysis comparisons to the PSD Class I and II increments are
intended to evaluate a “threshold of concern” and do not represent a regulatory PSD
Increment Consumption Analysis. The determination of PSD increment
consumption is a regulatory agency responsibility conducted as part of the New
Source Review process, which also includes a Federal LLand Management Agency
evaluation of potential impacts on Air Quality Related Values, such as visibility,
aquatic ecosystems, and flora and fauna.

October 2007

Glenwood Springs & Kremmling Resource Management Plans 3-2
Glenwood Springs Field Office — Analysis of the Management Situation


http://www.cdphe.state.co.us/�

3. Area Profile (Air Quality)

Although the US Environmental Protection Agency has revised the PM,; AAQS,
this revised limit will not be enforceable until it is formally approved in the Colorado
State Implementation Plan. However, due to public concern and possible impacts on

human health and visibility, PM2.5 is considered in this analysis. Current Colorado
and National AAQS and PSD Class I and II increments are provided in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1

Air Pollutant Background, Ambient Air Quality Standards, and Prevention of Significant
Deterioration Incremental Concentrations (pg/m3) by Applicable Averaging Time

Measured Nat'ional . Cof?rado.
Pollutant and Ambient Air Ambient Air PSD Class | | PSD Class Il
Averaging Time Cgﬁﬁgﬁ:r‘?;;:gr’ Quality Quality Increment Increment
Standards Standards
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
1 hour 8,000 40,000 - MNA MNA,
& hours 4444 10,000 - MNA MNA,
Particulate Matter (PM+g)
24 hours o4 150 - 8 230
Annual 24 50 - 4 17
Particulate Matter (PMz.5)
24 hours 19 65 - MNA MNA
Annual 15 - NA MNA
Sulfur Dioxide {SO3)
3 hours 10 1,300 700 25 512
24 hours 39 365 - 5 91
Annual 11 a0 - 2 20
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO3)
Annual \ 34 | 100 | - | 25 | 25
PSD Class I areas and sensitive Class II areas included in the analysis are listed in
Table 3-2. Limitations on incremental air pollution allowed in PSD Class I areas
from additional major sources are strict. Similar but less stringent incremental limits
apply to PSD Class II areas.
CDPHE-APCD is the air quality regulatory agency responsible (under the US
Environmental Protection Agency-approved State Implementation Plan) for
determining potential impacts once detailed development plans have been made,
subject to applicable air quality laws, regulations, standards, control measures, and
management practices. Therefore, the State of Colorado has ultimate responsibility
for reviewing and permitting air pollutant emission sources before they become
operational.
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3. Area Profile (Air Quality)

Table 3-2
PSD Class I and Sensitive Class II Areas
Mandatory J':'e_dera.l Class | Areas and Managing!l Class State Dfsr_am:u? and

Sensitive Class Il Areas Agency Category Direction
Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Park NPS Class | Colorado 25 mi SSE
Colorado MNational Monument NPS Class Il #* Colorado 40 mi SW
Dinosaur National Menument NP5 Class Il ** Utah/Colarado 60 mi NW
Eagles Nest Wilderness Area USFS Class | Colorado 65 mi E
Flat Tops Wilderness Area USFS Class | Colorada 30 mi ENE
Holy Cross Wilderness Area USF3 Class Il 2 Colorado 45 mi ESE
Hunter-Frying Pan Wilderness Area USFS Class Il 2 Colorado 40 mi ESE
La Ganta Wilderness Area USFS Class | Colorado 80 mi SSE
Maroon Bells-Snowmass Wilderness Area USFS Class | Colorada 25 mi SE
Mount Zirkel Wilderness Area USFS Class | Colorado 90 mi NE
Raggeds Wilderness Area USFS Class Il 2 Colorada 25 mi SE
Rawah Wildermess Area USFS Class | Colorado 120 mi NE
Weminuche Wilderness Area USFS Class | Colorado 100 mi SSE
West Elk Wilderness Area USFS Class | Colorado 35 mi SE

' NPS = National Park Sanice; USFS = UL.S. Forest Sarvice.
* Sensitive Class Il areas included in the analysis (Trinity 2003a).

*® 80 increment in these Class Il areas in Colorado has the same protection as Class | areas.

3.1.2 Geology

Regional Setting

The location of the GSFO in west-central Colorado, combined with its generally
east-west configuration along a length of roughly 80 miles, results in considerable
geologic diversity. This diversity includes differing lithologic, geomorphic, and
structural geologic conditions, which in turn have shaped widely divergent
topography (landforms) and superficial geology (bedrock outcrops and recent
deposits).

At a very basic level, the geology of the GSFO strongly influences many other
resources and uses of the land: soils, vegetation, wildlife, recreation, and scenic
quality, as well as metals, nonmetals, and fluid minerals are affected either directly or
indirectly by the ancient and recent geologic history of the region. While the geology
of the region could be the topic of an entire book, the following subsections are an
overview of current and future land uses and resource management. Because of the
differing geology within the GSFO, the information is organized by major areas.
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3. Area Profile (Geology)

Northeastern Area—Portions of Eagle and Upper Colorado River Basins
Roughly 40 percent of the GSFO lies east and northeast of Glenwood Canyon,
encompassing the Colorado River upstream to near State Bridge and the lower Eagle
River Valley to its confluence with the Colorado River. This portion north of the
Eagle River, which makes up most of this area, is between the Gore Range to the
east and the White River Plateau and Flat Tops to the west and is part of the Eagle
Basin.

Near the northeastern end of this area, Tertiary volcanics cap higher elevations along
the western flank of Piney Ridge, which lies east of the GSFO boundary. These
volcanics are primarily Miocene and Pliocene lava flows, but there are also areas of
the Miocene Browns Park Formation (ashfall deposits mixed with water-deposited
sediments).

The flat-lying volcanics overlie folded and faulted sections of late Paleozoic to
Mesozoic sedimentary rocks laid down in marine and shoreline depositional regimes
along a trough oriented northwest-southeast. The folding and faulting in this area
was associated with the Laramide Orogeny that created the present-day southern
Rocky Mountains, including the Gore Range east of the GSFO boundary. These
sedimentary units, from younger to older age (higher to lower stratigraphic and
topographic positions) include the Cretaceous Pierre Shale (deep marine shales),
Colorado Group (shallow marine limestones and calcareous clastics), and Dakota
Formation (shallow marine sandstones), the Jurassic Morrison and Entrada
Formations (onshore swamps and beach deposits, respectively), the Triassic and
Upper Permian Chinle and State Bridge Formations (nearshore to onshore
sandstones and shales), and the Permian-Pennsylvanian Maroon Formation
(interbedded onshore arkoses, sandstones, and shales). The Maroon Formation
“redbeds” form spectacular outcrops along I-70 west of Wolcott and along the
Colorado River downstream from Burns. The color of the Maroon Formation
reflects its origin in the oxidizing (aerobic) environment of desert bajadas and alluvial
fans, in contrast to the greens and purples of the Morrison Formation, with its origin
in the reducing (anaerobic) environment of swamps.

The sedimentary formations described above occur as roughly concentric arcs
radiating southwestward from the volcanic highlands at the northeastern end of the
GSFO. The concentric configuration is related to the progressively lower elevations
extending westward from the volcanic highlands. Essentially the entire stratigraphic
section is visible from I-70 along the Eagle River on the south, County Roads 11 and
301 along the Colorado River on the north, and State Highway 131 between Wolcott
and State Bridge.

Farther west in this area, the exposed bedrock becomes progressively older along the
western flank of the Eagle Basin. Among these units are the barren, distinctively
folded “marble cake” exposures of the Eagle Valley Formation and Eagle Valley
Evaporite of Pennsylvanian age. These units consist of fine clastics and salts—
including extensive deposits that give the town of Gypsum its name—that formed in
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3. Area Profile (Geology)

arid basins. The contorted strata—conspicuous along I-70 from near the town of
Eagle to the eastern end of Glenwood Canyon—result from deformation of the
relatively plastic evaporites in response to uplift and then removal of the thick
overlying section of sediments. North of the Fagle River, areas capped by Tertiary
lava flows create higher more rugged terrain on Crystal Mountain. South of Eagle
River, Suicide Mountain and The Seven Hermits, created by localized faulting, stand
as islands of younger Triassic and Jurassic rocks.

Another notable geologic feature in the northeastern area of the GSFO is the
Dotsero Cinder Cone. This small volcano and its associated lava flow are of
Quaternary age and estimated to be only about 4,000 years in age. The lava flow has
mostly been obliterated by commercial activities (and construction of 1-70), while
portions of the cinder cone itself have been excavated to manufacture bricks.

From the confluence of the FEagle and Colorado Rivers westward, exposures of the
Eagle Valley Evaporite and the underlying Belden Shale, also of Pennsylvanian age,
give way to the spectacular scenery of Glenwood Canyon and its high cliffs formed
of much older rocks of the lower and middle Paleozoic. These ancient sediments—
from higher (younger) to lower (older) include three marine units (Mississippian
Leadville Limestone, Devonian Chaffee Formation, and Ordovician Manitou
Dolomite) and a beach deposit (Cambrian Sawatch Quartzite). The quartzite is
sandstone that has been metamorphosed by the heat and pressure of its great depth
before being exposed by the White River Uplift. The high cliffs of Glenwood
Canyon result from the combination of very resistant rocks, rapid (in geologic time)
uplift, and rapid (in geologic time) downcutting by the Colorado River.

Southeastern Area—Roaring Fork Valley

A small portion of the GSFO extends southeastward from Glenwood Springs to the
town of Aspen. This area, dissected by the Roaring Fork River, is highly folded and
faulted and more recently dissected by streams, resulting in rugged terrain. East of
the Roaring Fork, nearly level lava flows of Tertiary age (giving the town of Basalt its
name) ovetrlie and cap brightly colored rocks of the Maroon Formation and barren,
marble-cake exposures of the Eagle Valley evaporite. The contact between the red
Maroon Formation and the tan Eagle Valley Formation below is visible on the flanks
of Lookout Mountain, just east of Glenwood Springs, and in outcrops along State
Highway 82 toward Carbondale.

West of the Roaring Fork, this portion of the GSFO consists of steeply tilted layers
along the southern extension of the Grand Hogback, described more fully below. An
area northwest of Carbondale along the Thompson Creek drainage provides good
exposures of the Triassic and Jurassic bedrock formations in steeply dipping
outcrops.

Central Area—Glenwood Canyon to Grand Hogback
Downstream from Glenwood Canyon and the confluence with the Roaring Fork
River to Rifle, the GSFO includes the east-west oriented Colorado River Valley but
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3. Area Profile (Geology)

is cut across diagonally by the edge of the White River Uplift. This edge, where the
Southern Rocky Mountains meet the Colorado Plateau, is marked by a monocline
called the Grand Hogback. The hogback topographic feature and the outcrops of
steeply dipping sediments that form it include most of the same formations as in the
northeastern part of the GSFO (e.g., Maroon, Morrison, Entrada, and Dakota).
These units form narrow bands along a broadly arching edge margin to the core of
lower Paleozoic sediments and have been exposed in the White River Uplift and
Glenwood Canyon. At the outer edge of the hogback are younger sediments of the
Mesaverde Group, including the Mesaverde and Williams Fork Formations.

These exposures provide brief glimpses of formations that plunge steeply into the
depths of the Piceance Basin to the west. For example, the Mesaverde is the major
producer of oil and natural gas in the basin, where wells along I-70 are typically 6,000
to 8,000 feet deep. The Mesaverde and Williams Fork Formations also include some
coal layers, the mining of which led to the naming of New Castle after the coal-
mining district of England and gave rise to the coal-mine fires that gave Burning
Mountain (a section of the Grand Hogback near New Castle) its name.

Farther north along the core of the uplift, the ancient sediments are overlain by
Tertiary lava flows that give the Flat Tops area its name and characteristic
topography. This area lies north of the GSFO.

Western Area—Grand Hogback to De Beque

West of the Grand Hogback, and extending to the western end of the GSFO, is the
edge of the Colorado Plateau Province. While portions of the GSFO that lie within
the Southern Rocky Mountain Province are characterized by middle Cretaceous and
older sediments, considerable folding and faulting, and localized volcanism, the
western area is dominated by younger and generally flat-lying sediments and more
extensive volcanism.

Just as the northeastern part of the GSFO was formed in the Eagle Basin, the
sedimentary units in the western part were formed in the Piceance Basin. This deep
depositional basin extends from beneath Battlement Mesa northward along a
distance of approximately 120 miles, and westward from the Grand Hogback to
beyond the western edge of the GSFO. In contrast to the Eagle Basin, which
produces no oil and gas, the Piceance Basin is a major gas-producing region, with
most production from the Tertiary Williams Fork Formation (Mesaverde Group)
and Wasatch Formation. The Tertiary sediments also contain coal and associated
coalbed natural gas, but at depths and quantities in the Piceance Basin that are not
currently economical to develop.

The broad Colorado River valley floor in this area, and in most of the uplands south
of the river, is undetlain by the Paleocene/Eocene Wasatch Formation, composed of
conglomerates, sandstones, and shales of onshore and nearshore origin, with some
coal near its base. Like the underlying Mesaverde, the Wasatch Formation includes
fluvial (stream) deposits that reflect a more variable environment, in both space and
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3.1.3

time, than most marine environments. The heterogeneity typical of stream deposits
can be seen in the exposures of Wasatch Formation north of 1-70, where the more
resistant sandstones thicken and thin, or disappear entirely, within a relatively short
horizontal distance and alternate vertically with layers of finer-grained siltstones. The
harder sandstones represent stream channels, while the softer siltstones represent
overbank deposits.

South of the Colorado River, older (Mesaverde) units are exposed in deeper stream
valleys, such as West Divide Creek, while younger (Eocene) units are exposed at
higher elevations along the flanks of Battlement Mesa and other highlands within the
White River National Forest. These younger units include the lacustrine (lake-
deposited) rocks of the Green River Formation and the interbedded siltstones,
sandstones, and marlstones of the overlying Uinta Formation. Because of relatively
dense vegetation cover on the generally north-facing aspects south of the river,
exposures of the Green River and Uinta Formations are mostly limited to very steep
slopes, many of which are eroding to talus and scree. At the highest elevations,
Tertiary lava flows from caprocks.

North of the Colorado River, the western portion of the GSFO is dominated by the
Roan Cliffs, a high escarpment that separates the Roan Plateau from low-lying areas
along the river. The Roan Cliffs are outcrops of a thick section of the Green River
Formation, which includes carbonaceous layers called oil shale. The upper surface of
the Roan Plateau is mostly Uinta Formation, with older Green River rocks exposed
along some of the deeper drainages that dissect it. The western edge of the Roan
Plateau is defined by the escarpment toward Parachute Creek, but similar terrain and

bedrock exposures also extend from Parachute Creek to the western edge of the
GSFO.

Soil Resources

Indicators

Erosion Class: Available geographic information system (GIS) data on soils for the
GSFO were previously grouped into four water erosion classes, namely light,
moderate, severe, and very severe. These groupings were derived from available soil
survey soil map unit descriptions (see current condition section above). Erosion class
is typically considered, among other applicable physical characteristics, in the
decision making process. When proponents desire to develop a given resource in
severe and very severe erosion class areas, engineering should be required to ensure
the success of the project or propose use outside of these areas. The BLM should
propose a severe or very severe NGD or NSO in the plan.

Slope and Erosion Potential: In the 1999 GSFO Final EIS, slope and “erodible soils”
designations are used to define two stipulated areas. The first area is described as a
CSU area for slopes greater than 30 percent and erosive soils. These designations
require some correction because soils are not considered erosive but rather prone to
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erosion or are described as erodible. Future designations should be renamed in terms
of slope and erodibility.

The second designation, NSO, relies solely on slopes greater than 50 percent in order
to protect soils and prevent undue soil erosion. Both of these stipulations are
addressed in the final Roan Plateau RMPA. However, there are some soil map units
that are inherently prone to or have experienced mass wasting. These areas could be
mapped and designated as NGD or NSO areas where geotechnical engineering is
required, on the part of a proponent, to allow development.

Land Health Standards: Public Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing
Management in Colorado, January 1997, state that “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.”” Designated indicators are used to determine if the
standards for soils are being met. Rilling, gully formation, canopy cover, litter
accumulation, litter movement, the amount of organic matter in a soil, plant
diversity, and vegetation density are factors used in determining soil health.

Current Condition

Soil map units are used to make management decisions that would likely affect soils.
Each soil survey applicable to the GSFO describes soil map units by their individual
soil or soils that make up a unit. These descriptions indicate the limitations and
hazards inherent in each. Descriptions include soil depth, range of elevation, origin,
climate, physical properties, runoff capabilities, erosion hazard, associated native
vegetation, wildlife habitat use, and capability for community development and other
uses.

Third-order soil surveys, provided by the NRCS, cover most of the GSFO. These
surveys are the Soil Survey of Rifle Area, Colorado, Parts of Garfield and Mesa
Counties (NRCS 1985), Soil Survey of Aspen-Gypsum Area, Colorado, Parts of
Eagle, Garfield and Pitkin Counties (NRCS 1992), and Soil Survey of Douglas-
Plateau Area, Colorado, Parts of Garfield and Mesa Counties (NRCS 2002), and the
Routt County Area Survey (unpublished but compiled in 1977).

With the exception of the Routt County Survey, the remaining survey areas are
digitized and available to specialists through the GSFO Intranet. The NRCS has
supplied the GSFO aerial photo overlays of the Routt County Soil Survey that are
poorly projected, making digitizing the survey for Routt County impractical.

In addition, there are some tracts of land near the Garfield, Mesa, and Pitkin County
borders that have no survey information available. General soil maps, found in
existing surveys, have been used to derive general statements about soils in these
areas. Consequently, Routt County and these small unsurveyed areas need to be
surveyed and digitized in order to allow for soils analysis for future proposed actions.
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3.1.4

Trends

Land Health Standards will continue to be an important method of evaluating the
condition of soils. A revised BLM technical reference, 1734-6, Vetrsion 4-2005,
directs the implementation of land health monitoring. This reference calls for a
greater emphasis on matching land health evaluation areas to the appropriate
ecological site and its related soils. Consequently, the identification of soils and
subsequent evaluation require greater soils expertise in the field.

Forecast

Large-scale changes to soils management are not anticipated in the near future.
Maintaining current soil resources will likely continue to be a priority. Responsible
management should continue to prevent undue soil loss and sedimentation of area
streams and rivers, whenever possible.

As mentioned above, hydrology and soils have the potential to drive management of
each resource. The State of Colorado 303 (d) list for impaired waters may alter policy
on soils management by listing streams for sediment loss when development in area
watersheds warrants listing. When this occurs, BMP’s will be utilized to minimize soil
loss and productivity, as well as adhering to Standard 1. Additional BMP’s may be
warranted in areas adjacent to 303(d) listing(s).

Water Resources

Surface

The BLM manages for clean and adequate surface water to sustain aquatic
ecosystems, wildlife and plant communities, livestock, recreation, and other multiple-
use objectives. The primary water objective of the 1983 Glenwood Springs RMP is
to maintain or improve the water quality in the resource area. Water flowing through
BLM administered lands is regulated by the State under authority from EPA under
the Clean Water Act (CWA). These include Executive Order 11988 (floodplains
management), Colorado Public Land Health Standards, Colorado River Salinity Act,
and the Colorado Water Quality Control Division Stormwater Permit Program.

Current Conditions

Surface Water

The GSFO is within the headwaters of the Upper Colorado River Basin and includes
the Roaring Fork and Eagle River drainages. The Roaring Fork drainage includes the
Frying Pan and Crystal Rivers. Precipitation ranges from 10 inches along the
Colorado River to over 40 inches annually in the mountains. The rivers and streams
in the resource area usually convey peak flows in May and June from the melting
snowpack in the higher elevation areas. The timing of peak spring runoff depends on
the size of the snowpack. Intense summer convective storms are common within the
resource area and can lead to significant stream flows, particularly in intermittent and
smaller perennial streams. Active US Geological Survey (USGS) gage data are
available at the following locations within the resource area: Piney River near State
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Bridge (09059500), Colorado River near Dotsero (09070500), Eagle River below
Milk Creek near Wolcott (394220106431500), Eagle River below Gypsum
(09070000), Roaring Fork River near Aspen (09073400), Roaring Fork River at
Glenwood Springs (09085000), Crystal River below Carbondale (09083800), Frying
Pan River near Reudi (09080400), and Colorado River below Glenwood Springs
(09085100). Historic gage data are also available at select stations within the resource
area. The Watersheds and Hydrologic Features maps in Appendix E depict this
information.

Water Quality
Surface water quality in the GSFO is generally good, although it varies greatly

throughout the resource area depending primarily on geology, precipitation,
vegetative cover, and land use. Where water is impaired in the Upper Colorado River
Basin, sediment, salinity, and/or selenium tend to be the primary water quality
pollutants. The geology of the watershed is a main determinant of surface water
quality. In areas of predominately granite, basalt and sandstone, the surface water is a
calcium bicarbonate type and tends to be good quality, with low sediment and
salinity yields. These formations tend to occur in higher elevation areas within the
GSFO. In the lower elevations, geologic formations such as the Mancos and Pierre
shale, Eagle Valley Evaporite, Green River, Wasatch, and Morrison tend to supply
sediment, salinity, and/or selenium to surface water, thereby naturally contributing to
water quality degradation. In general, concentrations of major ions tend to increase
and in an upstream to downstream gradient in major rivers, causing overall water
quality to become poorer.

Precipitation is another factor that influences water quality. Intense summer
thunderstorms and spring snowmelt create high flow conditions that tend to produce
greater sediment and salinity yields than do low flows. The type and amount of
vegetative cover also greatly affects pollutant yield from watersheds. Areas with more
expansive and thicker vegetative cover are likely to have a greater potential to resist
soil erosion, thus limiting sediment and salinity input into streams during storm
events. Land uses such as urban/suburban development and recreation along a
rapidly expanding WUI can be significant sources of point and nonpoint pollution.
For instance, land disturbance from activities such as housing construction and
OHYV use can increase sediment yield and other pollutant loads in the form of
stormwater that washes into rivers and streams. Increased development due to
population growth and second homes is occurring at a rapid rate in many parts of
the resource area, particularly the Eagle River Valley.

Surface water quality in Colorado is governed by the Department of Public Health
and Environment, Water Quality Control Division. The Clean Water Act gives the
State of Colorado the authority to create, implement, and revise Water Quality
Standards for stream segments within each river basin of the State, depending on the
beneficial uses assigned to each segment. Beneficial uses include aquatic life warm or
cold, water supply, agriculture, and recreation. Stream segments not meeting water
quality standards for assigned uses for one or more pollutants are placed on the
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Section 303(d) list of water-quality impaired bodies. A Total Maximum Daily LLoad
(TMDL) is then required for the stream segment.

Tributaries to the Colorado River from the Roaring Fork River to Parachute Creek
are listed on Colorado’s 303(d) list of water-quality impaired water bodies for
selenium (Table 3-3). Selenium, a pollutant derived from marine sediments like
Mancos shale, occurs in the western resource area. One of the main causes of
selenium pollution is farmland irrigation on Mancos Shale. This irrigation water
percolates deep into the shale, causing selenium and other ions to leach into
groundwater, eventually re-surfacing in area rivers and streams. The lower Gunnison
River Basin and Grand Valley are other areas in the region with high selenium
concentrations in surface water. Interagency efforts including the Selenium Task
Force have been created to develop cost-effective methods for addressing selenium
pollution in western Colorado.

Where stream segments are suspected of having water quality problems, but existing
data is inadequate to make a determination, segments are placed on Colorado’s
Monitoring and Evaluation List until more data becomes available. Once a stream
segment is on the Monitoring and Evaluation list, two outcomes are possible: it
becomes listed on the 303(d) list of water-quality impaired water bodies, or it
becomes de-listed. The main stem of the Colorado River from Roaring Fork to the
westernmost extent of the GSFO is currently listed for sediment on the Monitoring
and Evaluation list. Mamm Creek and South Canyon Creek are listed for total
recoverable iron (Table 3-3).

The Colorado Public Land Health Standards (1997) requires assessing five different
standards on BLLM lands to determine land health. Land Health Standard 5 calls for
the water quality of all water bodies located on or influenced by BLM lands to meet
or exceed Colorado State Water Quality Standards. LHAs have been conducted in
the GSFO since 1999. Fach year, a set of usually neighboring watersheds are selected
for assessment. The results for the land health water quality standard are displayed in
Table 3-4.

Two important factors influencing the amount of sediment and salinity contributed
to streams is proximity of disturbance to streams and amount and condition of
vegetation cover between surface disturbance and streams. This riparian or upland
vegetative buffer is crucial to the protection of water quality. Riparian vegetation
stabilizes stream banks and filters out sediment and other pollutants from
stormwater and overland flows before they enter water bodies. Along Government
Creek, for example, illegal OHV use has destroyed riparian vegetation, thereby de-
stabilizing stream banks and causing water quality degradation from excessive
erosion and sedimentation.
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Table 3-3
Water Bodies in GSFO on Colorado’s 2006 Section 303(d) List
or Monitoring and Evaluation List

List

Water Body

Portion D

Segment Description Impairment

303(d)

Tributaries to Colorado River,
Roaring Fork to Parachute
Creek except for specific
segments

All Selenium COLCLCO4a

303(d)

Roan Creek and tributaries,
Clear Creek to the Colorado
River

Dry Fork Selenium COLCLC14b

Monitoring

and

Evaluation

Colorado River, Roaring Fork to

Parachute Creek All

Sediment COLCLCO01

Monitoring

and

Evaluation

Colorado River, Parachute

Creek to Gunnison River COLCLCO02

All Sediment

Monitoring

and

Evaluation

Mamm Creek,
South Canyon
Creek

Tributaries to Colorado River,
Roaring Fork to Parachute
Creek excl. specific segments

Fe (Ttec) COLCLCO4a

Current special management areas in the field office include Water Quality
Management Areas, Municipal Watersheds, and Debris Flow Hazard Zones. Water
Quality Management Areas include four areas with known water quality problems:
Divide, Horse, Willow, Poison, Milk, and Alkali Creeks and the Upper Colorado
River. Of these areas, Horse, Willow, Poison, Milk, and Alkali Creeks were
investigated. Due to the severity of the water quality problems encountered,
watershed plans were designed and implemented in the mid-1980s. The goal was to
halt upstream migration of active headcuts and stabilize severely eroding stream
banks. In addition, ripatian habitat and functions would be created and/or enhanced
by planting willow cuttings. Headcuts and bank erosion were addressed by
engineering methods including rock and double fence check dams and rock headcut
control structures. An evaluation of the Milk and Alkali Creek watershed
management plan in 1992 indicated that several activities were taking place in the
project area that have affected the watershed plan objectives. These included a
dramatic increase in OHV use, which was removing vegetative cover, creating
erosion pathways, and causing gully development. Motorcycles were driving over
installed check dams and sediment retention structures and driving through riparian
vegetation.
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Table 3-4
Public Land Health Assessments for Water Quality (Standard 5) from 1999 to 2006
Landscape .. Standard 5 Year
Assesse]i)l Description/Status met? Assessed
All waters on the Roan Cliffs appear to be meeting
Roan Cliffs* water quality standards established by the state of Yes 1999
Colorado
Most streams are ephemeral and water quality data
is limited, but existing data do not suggest that the
Battlement Mesa standards establish;gd for the classifizlgegd uses are Yes 2000
being exceeded
Assessment area principally in the Colorado River
: basin between Rifle and DeBeque incl. Government
Rifle Creek Creek, West Rifle Creek, Mic?dle Rifle Creek, and Yes 2001
East Rifle to Rifle Creek
Assessed the Gypsum, Spring, Alkali, and Brush
South Fagle Creek basin}spwhich fied %he Eagle River Yes 2002
Eagle from confluence with Colorado River
upstream to just east of Wolcott, and the reach of
North Eagle b Colorado ]River from confluence with Eagle Yes 2003
upstream to near Horse Creek
Tributaries to the Colorado River between Rifle and
DeBeque; tributaries on the north side of the river
Rifle West (Grand included Smith, Kelly, Riley, Starkey, Hayes, Yes 2004
Valley) Cottonwood Gulches, and Sharrard Creek. South
side tributaries included Cottonwood, Spruce,
Porcupine, and Beaver Creeks.
. Tributaries of Colorado River between Burns and
Colorado River : i .
from Sweetwater SweeWater including She.ep, Horse, Willow, and Yes 2005
Red Dirt Creeks; Bull, Trail, Sheep gulches, Alamo
to Burns
and Posey Creeks
. Colorado River and its tributaries between Burns
Colorado River ; . . . .
from Burns fo and State Bridge, including Piney River, Elk, TBD 2006

State Bridge+

Antelope Castle, Tepee, Norman, Catamount,
Goodson Creeks

* The Roan Cliffs Assessment Unit is covered under the pending Roan Plateau RMPA and therefore will not be further discussed.
+ Data has been collected, but a final report on this assessment unit is not yet available.

Municipal watersheds designated in the RMP include those of the City of Rifle and
Town of New Castle. These designations appear to be working adequately to protect
surface water for these municipalities. As part of the 1996 Safe Drinking Water Act
and Colorado’s Source Water Assessment and Protection Program, the State
mandated that local municipalities identify the pollution risks to their water supply so
that decision makers can develop and implement appropriate preventive measures to
protect these water sources. To the extent that these source areas are on or
influenced by BLM lands, opportunities are present for collaboration with local
governments to create management options that protect these municipal watersheds
and thus human health while enhancing the natural resource goals of the BLM. The
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city of Rifle’s Beaver Creek watershed is an important water source. However,
Beaver Creek and adjacent watershed are also experiencing oil and gas development
on both private and federal lands. The BLM should continue managing the sensitive
Beaver Creek watershed under the Municipal Watersheds designation which allows
no surface disturbance on BLM lands within the watershed. The primary source of
drinking water for New Castle is Fast Elk Creek. Most of this watershed is in federal
ownership, with BLM lands in the lower watershed area and USFS lands in higher
elevation areas. The BLM has the opportunity with the RMP revision to redefine as
necessary the municipal watershed boundaries of Rifle and New Castle to concur
with any changes in BLM land status in these watersheds. Most of the municipal
watersheds for other towns within the field office are excluded from the municipal
watershed designation in the RMP because they are on higher elevation areas
managed by the USES or are privately owned.

Debris Flow Hazard Zones adjacent to the city of Glenwood Springs have been
designated an ACEC, with restrictions including light grazing only and limiting
motorized travel to designated roads and trails.

Water Use

To ensure water availability for multiple use management and the functioning of
healthy riparian and upland systems, the BLM files for water rights on water sources
such as springs when the opportunity arises. The BLM also collects stream data and
makes recommendations to the CWCB for stream segments suitable for in-stream
flow rights, which only the CWCB can hold in Colorado. In-stream flows are the
minimum flows necessary to support fish, other aquatic organisms, and aquatic
habitat in a stream or stream segment.

Groundwater

Standards for protecting groundwater quality are found in Regulations 41 and 42,
Basic Standards for Groundwater and Site Specific Water Quality Classification and Standards
Jfor Groundwater, respectively. The superficial geology for the GSFO consists of the
lower part of the Green River Formation (below the Parachute Creek Member) and
underlying Wasatch Formation. These formations are not known to contain
significant usable water-bearing zones. A slight potential exists for minor aquifers in
the lenticular sandstones of the Wasatch Formation.

Nearly all of the wells below the cliffs are on private lands. Many of these are less
than 100 feet deep and generally intersect the alluvial aquifers along the Colorado
River, Parachute Creek, and other lower elevation streams and tributaries throughout
the area. The deeper wells range in depth from about 100 to 250 feet, with a few in
excess of 400 feet. These wells are mostly on the slopes and benches south of the
Colorado River and south of the planning area. Produced waters from oil and gas
development typically are of poor quality and must be disposed of in accordance
with Onshore Order #7. Most water is disposed of onsite (in ponds) or trucked to
an approved facility. The larger companies are treating the produced water and re-
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using it for drilling operations. Management of produced waters is a big issue and the
GSFO will likely get proposals to build large evaporation ponds on public lands

Indicators

Land uses for the GSFO include forest, rangeland, agriculture, and increasingly,
urban development and recreation. The Eagle, Roaring Fork, and Upper Colorado
River Valleys are all experiencing unprecedented development and recreational
pressures on BLM public lands and natural resources. The BLM owns and manages
568,064 acres of land surface out of the 2.9 million acres in the resource area.
Approximately 20 per cent of land surface is BLM managed; the rest is owned by
other federal agencies, the state of Colorado, and private landowners. In addition to
the surface land acreage, the BLM manages 196,935 acres of minerals under both
BLM and private land.

Given the extent of surface acres managed by the resource area, it can be challenging
assessing land and resource conditions. The resource condition is assessed primarily
through the LHA process. Different watersheds are targeted every year for a
systematic analysis of the five standards, including riparian condition and water
quality. The idea is to rotate through the resource area, focusing on a set of
neighboring watersheds each year for field visits and analysis. The water quality
parameters usually measured in the field, include flow, water temperature, pH, and
specific conductivity. Riparian condition is assessed using PFC, which is part of the
LHA.

Trends

Trends in the resource area include rapidly increasing recreation use and demand,
growth in urban/suburban development, and burgeoning gas development. OHV
activity is increasing significantly in more easily accessible WUI boundaries as well as
more remote areas, due in part to population growth in the river corridor towns like
Rifle and Eagle. Mountain biking is also on the increase. Current recreation
management is insufficient to protect water quality and other important natural
resource values in these and other areas of the RMP planning area. Increased OHV
activity on unauthorized and open access areas, and the resultant resource damage,
needs to be addressed in the RMP revision. Sustainable travel management would
prevent or mitigate much of the water resource damage, including erosion, sediment
production and gully creation, and riparian and terrestrial vegetation destruction. An
evaluation of the Milk and Alkali Creeks watershed plan determined that a
substantial increase in OHV use in these watersheds has had detrimental effects on
riparian and terrestrial vegetation, erosion, and gully development, leading to
increased sediment and salinity loading in streams. Current levels of recreation use
and demand calls for a sustainable and comprehensive travel management plan to
address current and anticipated needs.

Expansion of the WUI and sprawled development in the Eagle, Roaring Fork, and
Upper Colorado River Valleys is anticipated to have long-term impacts on surface
water quality and flow. Runoff in urban areas picks up and carries urban pollutants

October 2007

Glenwood Springs & Kremmling Resource Management Plans 3-16
Glenwood Springs Field Office — Analysis of the Management Situation



3. Area Profile (Water Resources)

3.1.5

including sediment, oil and grease, nutrients (nitrogen and phosphates), and metals
into streams. This stormwater is regulated by the US Environmental Protection
Agency. In addition, increased development with the resultant impermeable surfaces
such as roads, parking lots, shops, and houses is expected to permanently alter the
natural hydrograph of local streams, creating a flashier system that responds quickly
to precipitation. Rain on impermeable surfaces is conveyed more rapidly to local
drainages, causing rapidly swelling creeks with greater power to flood and erode
stream banks.

Forecast

Given current management, the water quality condition is anticipated to decline in
parts of the resource area due to increased development and population growth and
the additional recreation and resource demands that follow. Additional pressure will
also be placed on water quantity and supply, with the potential to threaten aquatic
organism and ecosystem health in both lotic and lentic systems.

An unprecedented rate of natural gas development is occurring in the western
portion of the resource area, creating an infrastructure of roads, pipelines, and well
pads from surface disturbance, earth movement, and vegetation removal. Gas
development impacts on water resources are primarily due to erosion and sediment
production from surface disturbance. NSO and CSU stipulations, case-specific
COAs, stipulations, and BMPs mentioned in the oil and gas amendment (1999) helps
to mitigate surface water impacts.

Vegetative Communities
Current Conditions

Forests, Woodlands, and Rangelands

The RMP planning area lies within three physiographic regions (ecoregions): the
Southern Rocky Mountains, the Colorado Plateau, and the Utah High Plateaus. The
Southern Rocky Mountains ecoregion extends from approximately Rifle to the east.
The Colorado Plateau extends from Rifle to the south and southwest. Only the very
western part of the RMP planning area falls within the Utah High Plateaus
ecoregion. The Utah High Plateaus extends from the top of the Roan Plateau
northwest of Rifle to the north and west. Within a specific area, the type and amount
of vegetation are largely determined by precipitation, elevation, topography, aspect,
soil types, and human actions.

Within the RMP planning area, this complex juxtaposition of ecoregions supports
ten primary vegetative cover types (Table 3-5 and the Vegetation Types map,
Appendix E).

Rangelands

Grasslands. Grasslands and grass/forb-dominated rangelands consist of a perennial
grass type often intermixed with forbs or scattered shrubs. Grasslands occupy three
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percent of public land in the GSFO and generally occur as scattered patches on
windswept ridges, on south-facing slopes, or on deeper soils in valley bottoms. At
low- to mid-elevations, these grasslands are dominated by needle-and-thread grass,
bluebunch wheatgrass, or Indian ricegrass. In a deteriorated condition, these
grasslands may become dominated by annual grasses, noxious weeds, or shrubs. In
the higher elevations of the RMP planning area, such as on the flanks of Castle Peak
or the northern side of King Mountain, subalpine grassy meadows are dominated by
Thurber’s fescue or Columbia or Letterman’s needlegrass.

Salt-desert shrubs. Salt-desert shrublands (one percent of public lands) are found in
the lower elevations of the RMP planning area (generally below 6,000 feet) in areas
underlain by saline soils, such as on the Wasatch Formation on terraces and slopes
above the Colorado River between DeBeque and Rifle. Salt desert shrub
communities are usually dominated by black greasewood, shadscale, or other
saltbushes, with Wyoming big sagebrush, low rabbitbrush, winterfat, and bud
sagebrush often a part of the shrub community. The understory is often sparse due
to the saline soils, which inhibit the growth of all but salt-tolerant vegetation. The
understory is generally dominated by galleta grass, western wheatgrass, or prickly
pear cactus. Stands in a deteriorated condition may support substantial infestations
of cheatgrass, annual forbs, and noxious weeds.

These salt-desert shrublands are very important winter ranges for wildlife and
livestock as the shrubs provide forage that is not buried by snow, and the shrubs
maintain relatively high levels of protein and carbohydrates through the winter.

Sagebrush. Sagebrush communities in the RMP planning area are dominated by
Wyoming big sagebrush, mountain big sagebrush, subalpine sagebrush or basin big

sagebrush. Collectively, all four sagebrush communities make up about 16 percent of
public lands within the GSFO.

Wyoming big sagebrush. Wyoming sagebrush grows on the driest sites of all big
sagebrush species and subspecies, where annual precipitation ranges from 7 to 11
inches (Winward 2004). It is found on shallow to moderately deep coarse soils,
between the elevations of 5,000 and 7,000 feet. Shrub height varies from as low as
eight inches on shallow soils to around 30 inches on deeper soils. Canopy cover is
not as dense as for basin, mountain, or subalpine sagebrush and rarely exceeds 30 to
40 percent.

Wyoming sagebrush is palatable to wildlife and livestock and is important winter
forage for big game species, such as mule deer. Greater sage grouse also depend
heavily on this subspecies of sagebrush. Fire is an important component of all
sagebrush-dominated plant communities. Fire in the Wyoming big sagebrush
ecosystems would have burned at less frequent intervals (roughly 100 years or more)
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Table 3-5
Vegetation Types in the GSFO
Vegetation Type Percent Characteristic Species
Aspen woodlands 5 Quaking aspen-dominated woodlands
Barren/talus slopes/rock 5 Barren talus slopes, rock outcrops, soil
Coniferous forest 9 Douglas-fir, lodgepole pine, Engelmann
spruce, subapline fir
Gambel oak woodlands 9 Gambel oak dominated shrublands
Grasslands 3 Grass or forb-dominated rangelands

(bluebunch wheatgrass, needle-and-thread
grass), subalpine meadow (Thurber’s
fescue), agricultural land

Mesic mountain shrublands 14 Shrublands with big sagebrush, Gambel

oak, setviceberty, snowberty, mountain
mahogany, antelope bitterbrush)

Pinyon-juniper woodlands 37 Pinyon pine, Utah juniper, sometimes

Rocky Mountain juniper, with shrubs,
grass, rock

Riparian

1 Cottonwood, willow, tamarisk, alder,
Colorado blue spruce, sedge, and rush

Salt-desert shrublands 1 Black greasewood, shadscale, Gardner’s

and four-wing saltbush, low rabbitbrush,
black and bud sagebrush, and some big
sagebrush

Sagebrush shrublands 16 Basin, Wyoming, mountain, and subalpine

big sagebrush; sometimes low rabbitbrush;
rubber rabbitbrush

TOTAL

100

than other big sagebrush types due to the lack of fine fuels that could carry fire in
this habitat type (Welch 2005). However, where intervals since the last fire are long,
the trend in the RMP planning area is for sagebrush stands to become dense and
unproductive, outcompeting the grasses in the understory and supporting a high
ratio of dead or decadent sagebrush. In these areas with long intervals since the last
fire, Utah junipers, and to some extent pinyon pines, often become established in
these Wyoming big sagebrush sites.

Basin big sagebrush. Basin big sagebrush is typically found on deep well-drained soils of
valley bottoms and along ephemeral drainages in the 10-18 inch precipitation zone. It
requires slightly more moisture than adjacent Wyoming big sagebrush communities.
This subspecies of sagebrush can reach up to 12 feet in height, with a canopy cover
reaching 70 percent.

Basin big sagebrush can be found in association with green and rubber rabbitbrush,
serviceberry, snowberry, mountain mahogany, or antelope bitterbrush. Basin big
sagebrush is the least palatable subspecies of sagebrush and often will show little or
no browsing use, even in extreme winters when little other forage is available. The
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primary importance of basin big sagebrush for wildlife habitat is as hiding and
thermal cover for mule deer and elk and as nesting habitat for other wildlife species.
Basin big sagebrush often increases in density and cover with livestock overgrazing
and with long intervals between fires. Prescribed fires or mechanical or chemical
treatment may be used to increase structural diversity in the sagebrush community
and to increase cover and density of grasses, forbs, and sprouting shrubs.

Mountain big sagebrush. Mountain big sagebrush is found in deep soils at mid- to upper
elevation slopes and ridges between 6,800 feet and 8,500 feet. Most sites supporting
this sagebrush are very productive and diverse. The fire return interval in mesic
mountain big sagebrush sites with abundant grass and forb cover is more frequent
than other sagebrush sites, roughly 25 to 30 years. Mountain big sagebrush can
increase in canopy cover without periodic fire, disease, or other disturbance. Canopy
cover on areas that have not had disturbance for several decades can reach between
40 and 50 percent (Winward 2004). This sagebrush type is an important component
of sage grouse brood-rearing habitat, so any sagebrush reduction projects must be
designed to consider sage grouse habitat requirements (Winward 2004).

Subalpine big sagebrush. This variety of big sagebrush is found on sites that are slightly
moister than mountain big sagebrush. It can be found between the elevations of
8,500 and 10,000 feet, often as openings adjacent to aspen and spruce-fir forests
(Winward 2004). In disturbed areas or areas of excessive grazing, it can develop
canopies over 40 percent cover. When canopy covers reach these levels, the
understory species suffer.

Subalpine sagebrush receives little browsing, not because it is unpalatable, but
because of the abundance of understory forage production and its high elevation
habitats, which are frequently buried in snow during all but the mildest winters. It
appears that wildfire has played less of an ecological role in maintaining a balanced
overstory/understory ratio in subalpine sagebrush than in mountain big sagebrush
habitats (Winward 2004).

Mixed mountain shrubs. Mountain shrublands are a major component of the middle
elevations of public lands within GSFO. Mesic mountain shrubs, which include a
mixture of serviceberry, snowberry, Gambel oak, sagebrush, mountain mahogany,
rabbitbrush, chokecherry, squawapple, and antelope bitterbrush, make up about 14
percent of public land habitat. These communities generally lie between the low
elevation pinyon-juniper woodlands and the higher elevation aspen and mixed
conifers. Mesic mountain shrublands are common in the mountains south of I1-70,
including the Hardscrabble, Divide Creek, and the Crown areas. Since this
community type generally grows in areas of relatively abundant moisture, herbaceous

plants associated with mesic mountain shrubs are often diverse and numerous. The
understory density and diversity is inversely proportional to the amount of overstory
canopy cover. Commonly associated herbaceous plants include Letterman’s and
Columbia needlegrass, prairie junegrass, bluebunch wheatgrass, Indian paintbrush,
buckwheat, mat penstemon, arrowleaf balsamroot, and hawksbeard.
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Gambel oakbrush. Gambel oakbrush is a type of mixed mountain shrubland in
which Gambel oak is the dominant species. This plant community is also found at
middle elevations. Approximately nine percent of the RMP planning area supports
Gambel oak shrublands. Gambel oak is a rapid resprouter following fire, but fire
reduces the height of these shrub stands, making the tender shoots more accessible
for wildlife browsing. Fire often increases herbaceous production, at least for 10 to
20 years until the shrubs regain their former height and density.

Forests and Woodlands

Pinyon-juniper woodlands. Pinyon-juniper woodlands are the single most abundant
vegetative type in the GSFO, making up approximately 37 percent of the vegetative
communities. Pinyon-juniper woodlands include pure stands of Utah juniper at the
lower elevations, with an increasingly greater component of pinyon pines at higher

elevations, and some Rocky Mountain juniper along streams and other mesic
locations. These woodlands tend to grow in the lower to middle elevations along
ridges where soils are too rocky or shallow to support shrubs. As pinyon-juniper
woodlands mature and the canopy cover increases, the understory vegetation often
decreases dramatically. In mature stands, microbiotic crusts are a large factor in
holding the soils in place.

A widespread phenomenon throughout the RMP planning area is the expansion of
Utah juniper and pinyon pines into adjoining big sagebrush sites. Once established,
juniper has the ability to outcompete other plant species for limited soil moisture and
nutrients. Juniper expansion has been attributed to livestock grazing, which reduces
the fine fuels required for effective fire spread, climatic changes (mild temperatures
and above-average precipitation in the late 1880s and early 1900s) and reduction in
tire frequency due to fire suppression (Miller and Rose 1999). Pinyon pine and Utah
juniper are poorly adapted to survive fire. Pinyons and junipers whose trunks are
girdled by fire will die; crown-fire conditions are not required to kill these woody
species.

Aspen. Aspens are vigorous resprouters following fire and are often an early seral
stage species in forested communities. A small percentage of the aspen stands,
especially some on the Roan Plateau, appear to be climax aspen stands with little
evidence of invasion or replacement by conifers. However, most of the aspen stands
within the RMP planning area are being invaded by shade-tolerant conifers, which
may eventually replace the aspens. Removal of the conifers would promote aspen
regeneration. Aspens make up about five percent of the vegetative community types
in the RMP planning area and are often found as small groves within the mountain
sagebrush or coniferous forest communities. Aspen stands are most abundant on the
Roan Plateau uplands, on the flanks of Castle Peak, and in the upper Hardscrabble
area. They usually support a dense understory of mixed grasses and forbs, with an
occasional shrub component.

Douglas-fir. This forest type is generally found in steep north or north-east facing
drainages at the middle elevations in the RMP planning area. The soils are usually
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shallow, and the slopes are colder and moister than the surrounding habitat, which
supports primarily mixed mountain shrubs or aspens.

Lodgepole pine. Lodgepole pine produces cones that do not open at maturity
because they are sealed shut by a resinous bond between the cone scales. These
cones remain on the tree for years and generally remain closed until the heat from a
fire melts the resin and releases the seed. Hence, this early seral or pioneer forest
type is the result of past, stand-replacing wildfires which favor this species’ quick
germination following fires. Lodgepole pine forests are not readily self-thinning, so
they frequently form dense “dog-hair” stands of tall slender trees that have low vigor
and a high susceptibility to insects, disease, and fire. These thin tree boles are not
generally in demand for commercial timber. In the last century, fire prevention and
suppression policies have not allowed natural fires to run their course. In the absence
of periodic fires, lodgepole pines stands have developed into an overmature and
overly dense condition. Insects and diseases have increased, and tree health and vigor

have declined.

Mixed conifers. The major species component of the mixed conifer type is subalpine
fir and Engelmann spruce. This climax forest type is present in small amounts on the
Roan Plateau and Castle Peak areas.

Riparian. Riparian vegetation is usually present in narrow strips alongside perennial
streams, rivers, lakes, reservoirs, and some intermittent streams. This vegetative type
makes up approximately one percent of the total vegetative cover in the RMP
planning area (see Riparian Section).

Barren/talus/rock outcrops. Barren areas, talus slopes, and rock outcrops are those

areas within the RMP planning area that consist of barren soil, rock outcrops, or
cliffs and talus slopes that support little or no vegetation. Barren areas, talus slopes,
and rock outcrops are too steep and too sparsely vegetated to be beneficial to
livestock or big game animals for forage. This cover type occupies approximately five
percent of the RMP planning area and is found in both the Colorado and Eagle
River drainages.

Barren areas are usually caused by soil conditions that preclude the growth of
vegetation. Barren soils are concentrated on gypsiferous soils between the towns of
Dotsero and Eagle. Although vegetation in these areas is quite sparse, microbiotic
crusts are abundant and diverse and are key to holding these soils intact. Other
barren areas are found as small inclusions on Wasatch soils between DeBeque and
Rifle that are too steep or lack the proper soil characteristics to support vegetative
growth.

Talus slopes form below cliffs of the Green River formation as the cliffs begin to
weather and crumble. These talus slopes consist of shale shards of various sizes and
often have very little soil development or are too steep and unstable to support most
forms of vegetation. However, many endemic rare plant species in the RMP planning
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area occur on these talus slopes. Most of these species have biological characteristics
that enable them to grow in these extreme conditions.

Rock outcrops are usually areas of sandstone that are resistant to weathering. These
areas are exposed rock ledges and benches with soil deposition occurring only in
cracks and low spots where soil accumulates.

Land Health Assessment Results

Seven of the 13 landscapes within the RMP planning area have a completed LHA
and determination document. One landscape has had the fieldwork portion of the
assessment completed, and the report and determination document are being
developed. Observations in the completed assessments that are relevant to the
condition of vegetative communities are discussed below.

Battlement Mesa
e The condition of the vegetative communities was the most widespread
problem noted in this landscape. Nearly half of the observation sites in this
assessment were rated at risk or not functional. Much of the sagebrush and
woodland sites on the Battlement Mesa landscape are not achieving the
standards for healthy lands. The poor condition sites are concentrated along
the northwest portion of the landscape in the Alkali Creek Common and
Alkali Gulch allotments. The lower elevations of the Dry Creek-Pete and Bill
and Battlement Creck Common allotments are also in unsatisfactory

condition.

e Characteristics of the vegetative communities that were failing to meet the
standards included dominance of many sagebrush sites by cheatgrass, poor
diversity and abundance of perennial grasses and forbs, dead, decadent, or
severely hedged sagebrush, and pinyon-juniper woodlands with a lack of
understory vegetation and inadequate microbiotic crusts.

Eagle River South
e Most of the higher elevation, more mesic sites had good species diversity and
cover. In the lower elevations, and adjacent to residential development, more
concerns were noted. However, only two allotments (Brush Creek and East
Hardscrabble) had deficiencies sufficient to be considered not meeting the
standard as a whole. In low-elevation sagebrush parks, where big game
concentrate in the winter, heavy browsing of shrubs resulted in poor vigor

and even some mortality. Many sagebrush parks are old and dominated by
even-aged class shrubs. Pinyon-juniper encroachment was widespread.
Herbaceous cover and diversity was lacking. Some old crested wheatgrass
seedings were still largely dominated by crested wheat and sagebrush with
poor vegetative diversity and cover and lack of biological soil crusts. High
density OHV activity has created habitat fragmentation issues in some areas.
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North Eagle

The landscape as a whole was meeting the healthy plant and animal
communities’ standard. Of the 54 sites visited, 42 were meeting the standard,
11 were meeting the standard but with problems noted, and one was
considered not meeting the standard. The upper elevations of the landscape
(aspen and conifer stands and Thurber fescue meadows) were generally in
the best condition, with diverse and dense vegetative growth. Most of sites
that had land health concerns were in the lower elevations of Bocco
Mountain, Blowout, and Greenhorn allotments. Some of the lower elevation
sagebrush parks had been brush beaten and seeded to crested wheatgrass in
the 1960s, 1970s, or 1980s. Some of these treatments continue to be heavily
dominated by crested wheatgrass, with few other native perennial grasses or
forbs. Of untreated sagebrush sites, more than half are dominated by old
decadent sagebrush with poor recruitment or with varying degrees of pinyon-
juniper encroachment. In two former pinyon-juniper woodcutting areas,
cheatgrass is now common.

Rifle Creek

Of the 71 upland sites visited, 48 were found to be meeting Standard 3 and
23 sites were not meeting the standard. The following six allotments were
considered not to be meeting the standard: Hubbard Mesa, Government
Creek, Simpson & Nichols, Andgee, Brosius Gulch, and Wittwer. Most of
the sagebrush ecological sites were in a late seral stage, with poor
productivity and little evidence of reproduction. Shrubs were heavily to
severely hedged and exhibited low vigor. Many sites had moderate to
advanced encroachment of pinyon pine or juniper trees. Few native perennial
grasses or forbs occur under the sagebrush or low-elevation pinyon-juniper
canopies. Cheatgrass was dominant on several sagebrush and pinyon-juniper
sites.

Rifle West

On a site-specific basis, 20 sites were meeting Standard 3, seven were not
meeting Standard 3, and nine were considered to be meeting the standard but
with problems identified. Most sites that were not meeting were found in the
County Line and Smith Gulch Allotments. Current livestock grazing was a
causal factor for the County Line allotment not meeting the standard; historic
livestock grazing contributed to Smith Gulch not achieving the standard.
Cheatgrass has become a dominant component of the lower elevation south-
facing slopes of the landscape, with a corresponding loss of native perennial
grasses and forbs. Sagebrush communities dominated by old, age-class
decadent sage and encroaching pinyon and juniper are also common land
health concerns in this landscape. Fire return intervals outside of the normal
range, along with fire suppression, and big game grazing contributed to these
land health concerns.
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e Habitat fragmentation, loss of habitat, reduction in habitat quality, and
increased human wuse associated with natural gas exploration and
development resulted in a failure to meet Standard 3 on approximately
16,500 additional acres of public land.

Roan Cliffs

e In general, plant communities were healthy and productive. However, many
vegetative communities were in mid- to late-seral stage, and age-class
diversity could be improved. Kentucky bluegrass was present on more than a
quarter of the sites but rarely dominated. Houndstongue was reported at over
two-thirds of the sites. Many aspen stands were decadent. Wildlife
populations, except Colorado River cutthroat trout, were healthy and
productive.

Sweetwater to Burns
e All individual assessment sites were meeting Standard 3 for healthy plant and
animal communities, but some watershed-wide concerns were noted. The
primary concern was the condition of some sagebrush communities. Many
stands are old, decadent, and heavily hedged due to repeated and prolonged
browsing by wintering wildlife. Lack of recruitment of young sagebrush
plants is also a concern. The condition of the herbaceous understory was
pretty good overall, but several sites had a poor diversity or cover of grasses

and forbs and some small areas of cheatgrass were noted. Decades of fire
suppression and climatic conditions favorable to woodland species has led to
the encroachment of pinyon and juniper trees into sagebrush communities,
which are contributing to the reduction in quality and quantity of sagebrush
habitat. Although these sites are still meeting the standards, some type of

treatment to remove the trees will be necessary in the near future to sustain
land health.

Riparian Areas and Wetlands

Riparian areas are a form of wetland transition between permanently saturated
wetland and upland areas. These areas exhibit vegetation or physical characteristics
reflective of permanent surface or subsurface water influence. Typical riparian areas

are lands along, adjacent to, or contiguous with perennially and intermittently
flowing rivers, streams, glacial potholes, and shores of lakes and reservoirs with
stable water levels. Excluded are such sites as ephemeral streams or washes that do
not exhibit vegetation dependent on free water in the soil (BLM Manual 1737).
Wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a
frequency and duration sufficient to support and which, under normal
circumstances, do support a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in
saturated soil conditions. Wetlands include marshes, shallows, swamps, lakeshores,
bogs, muskegs, wet meadows, estuaries, and riparian areas (BLM Manual 1737).
Even though riparian and wetlands areas occupy only a small percentage of land,
these areas provide a wide range of functions critical to many different wildlife
species, water quality, scenery, and recreation (Brimson 2001). A variety of
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physiognomic groups (Carsey et al. 2003) of riparian zones and wetlands occur with
the GSFO, such as evergreen riparian forests and woodlands, mixed coniferous and
deciduous forests and woodlands, deciduous dominated forests and woodlands, tall
willow shrublands, short willow shrublands, non-willow shrublands, and herbaceous
vegetation. These can be further subdivided into a variety of plant association (plant
community) types; however, insufficient data exists to provide a comprehensive
listing of these. The location of riparian areas and wetlands within the GSFO can be
found on USFWS National Wetlands Inventory maps, GSFO GIS layers (streams,
rivers, lakes, springs, vegetation, and proper function condition assessment), aerial
photos, USGS quadrangle maps, and GSFO specific maps of lentic and lotic

resources.

Information on the condition of these riparian areas and wetlands is available from
PFC assessments that have been conducted from 1993 to the present time. Many of
these have been conducted as part of LHAs on various landscapes within the GSFO.
On the basis of hydrology, vegetation, and erosion/deposition (soils) attributes and
processes (Technical Reference BLM-RS-ST-98-001+1737), the PFC assessments
place the riparian area in one of five ratings: PFC, FAR upward trend (UP), FAR not
apparent trend (NA), FAR-DOWN, and nonfunctional (NF). Since the approach of
the PFC assessment is to evaluate most of the indicators for land health Standard 2,
the resultant functional rating (PFC, FAR, NF) for each riparian area determines
whether the standard is being achieved. A PFC rating means most or all of the
indicators (within the system’s potential) have been met, and therefore Standard 2
has been achieved. A FAR-UP rating generally means that several indicators have not
been met but that significant progress is being made toward achieving Standard 2. A
FAR-DOWN or FAR-NA rating means several indicators have not been met and
generally Standard 2 will not have been achieved. Likewise, a NF rating means that
critical indicators have not been met and consequently Standard 2 has not been
achieved.

For lotic systems, a riparian-wetland area is considered to be in proper functioning
condition when adequate vegetation, landform, or large woody debris is present to
accomplish the following:

e Dissipate stream energy associated with high water flow, thereby reducing
erosion and improving water quality;

e TFilter sediment, capture bed load, and aid floodplain development;
e Improve floodwater retention and groundwater recharge;
e Develop root masses that stabilize streambanks against cutting action;

e 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

e Support greater biodiversity (Technical Reference BLM-RS-ST-98-
001+1737).

October 2007

Glenwood Springs & Kremmling Resource Management Plans 3-26
Glenwood Springs Field Office — Analysis of the Management Situation



3. Area Profile (Vegetative Communities)

For lentic systems, riparian-wetland areas are functioning propetly when adequate vegetation,
landform, or debiis is present to accomplish the following:

e Dissipate energies associated with wind action, wave action, and overland flow from
adjacent sites, thereby reducing erosion and improving water quality;

e Tilter sediment and aid floodplain development;

e Improve floodwater retention and groundwater recharge;

e Develop root masses that stabilize islands and shoreline features against cutting action;
e  Restrict water percolation;

e Develop diverse ponding characteristics to provide the habitat and the water depth,
duration, and temperature necessary for fish production, waterbird breeding, and
other uses; and

e  Support greater biodiversity (Technical Reference BLM-RS-ST-99-001+1737).

Each riparian-wetland area has to be judged against its capability and potential (Technical
Reference BLM-RS-ST-98-001+1737).

Tables 3-6 and 3-7 and the Riparian Proper Functioning Condition Assessment map
(Appendix E) show the most current results of PFC assessments with the GSFO (including
those within the Roan Plateau RMPA planning area). Areas determined to be nonriparian
systems are not shown on the tables. Causal factors for a FAR and NF rating are listed in
Table 3-8. The lotic and lentic tables show only those riparian-wetland areas that have had a
PFC assessment. The lotic table represents most riparian areas that occur along streams and
tivers within the GSFO. PFC has not been assessed on tipatian areas at springs/seeps within
the GSFO, so there is no data depicted in the tables for these sites. In addition, PFC
assessment has not been conducted on many of the relatively smaller lentic systems that occur
within the GSFO (e.g., Castle Peak area).

Table 3-6
GSFO Lotic PFC Assessment (as of 2006)

Assessment Rating (In Miles)

Date FAR- FAR- FAR-
Riparian Area Name Assessed PFC UP NA DOWN NF
Abrams Creek Lower 6/4/02 3.4
Abrams Creek Upper 6/4/02 3.4
Alamo Creek 4/27/05 2.4
Alkali Creek#1 8/22/97 0.9
Alkali Creek#2 7/8/03 2.4
Alkali Creek#3 Lower 5/14/03 1.7
Alkali Creek#3 Upper 7/7/03 0.9
Alkali Creek#4 Lower 5/23/02 1.1
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Table 3-6
GSFO Lotic PFC Assessment (as of 2006) (continued)

Assessment Rating (In Miles)

Date FAR- FAR- FAR-
Riparian Area Name Assessed PFC UP NA DOWN NF
Alkali Creek#4 Upper 5/23/02 1.0
Alkali Creek E Branch#3 5/14/03 0.8
Alkali Creek South Fork 7/8/03 2.0
Antelope Creek — Lower Reach 5/22/06 0.6
Antelope Creek — Middle Reach 5/11/06 0.3
Antelope Creek — Upper Reach 5/10/06 0.8
Baldy Creek 6/16/94 1.7
Barbers Gulch 6/21/95 3.2
Battlement Creek#1 6/24/94 0.2
Battlement Creek#3 5/2/00 1.4
Bear Gulch 7/20/94 1.4
Bearwallow Creek 6/26/94 1.5
Beaver Creek 4/28/04 0.1
Belodi Creek 6/16/94 0.5
Ben Good Creek 7/12/99 1.2
Big Alkali Creek — Lower Reach 5/26/06 3.5
Big Alkali Creek — Upper Reaches 6/19/06 5.7
Big Alkali Creek-NR 4/20/00
Bionaz Creek 6/15/95 1.4
Black Creek 8/8/95 2.1
Bob Creek 7/11/95 1.2
Boiler Creek 6/25/94 1.2
Brook Creek 6/16/94 0.9
Brush Creek 522/01 3.1
Buck Gulch 6/14/99 0.7
Bull Gulch #1 6/15/99 1.9
Butler Creek 5/16/01 0.03
Butler Creek Lower 5/16/01 1.4
Butler Creek Upper 1 6/21/01 0.8
Butler Creek Upper 2 6/21/01 0.1
Butler Creek Upper 3 6/21/01 0.2
Cabin Creek Lower Reach 8/10/94 0.01
Cabin Creek Upper Reach 7/5/95 1.7
Camp Gulch 7/12/99 1.8
Camp Gulch Br 7/18/94 0.9
Canyon Creek 6/26/94 1.7
Cascade Creek 6/20/95 1.3
Castle Creek Lower Reach#1 5/18/06 1.6
Castle Creek Upper Reach 6/21/06 2.9
Catamount Creek 6/20/06 5.4
Cattle Creek 6/19/94 1.5
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Table 3-6
GSFO Lotic PFC Assessment (as of 2006) (continued)

Assessment Rating (In Miles)

Date FAR- FAR- FAR-
Riparian Area Name Assessed PFC UP NA DOWN NF

Cedar Creek 7/5/95 0.9

Clear Creek 6/15/94 1.5

Colorado River 7/18/03 1.2

Colorado River#1 5/23/06 12.2

Colorado River#2 5/4/04 17.6

Colorado River Lower ACEC! 8/27/04 1.1

Colorado River Lower Crescent 7/8/04 0.6

Colorado River Lower Fagles Nest 7/8/04 0.2

Colorado River Lower Gentry 7/8/04 0.5

Colorado River Lower Pipeline 7/8/04 0.6

Corral Creek 6/23/94 1.0

Cottonwood Creek 7/11/95 3.5

Cottonwood Creek#1 4/27/04 0.4

Cottonwood Creek West Fork 4/27/04 0.6

Cottonwood Gulch Lower 4/27/04 0.7

Cottonwood Gulch Upper 4/27/04 1.4

Cottonwood Gulch West Branch 1 4/20/04 0.6
Cottonwood Gulch West Branch 2 4/20/04 0.7

Deep Creek 9/19/94 4.5

Derby Creek 8/10/94 0.3

Doodlebug Gulch 05/07/01 0.4

Dry Creck 4/27/00 4.7

Dry Fork Cabin Creek 7/5/95 1.4

Dry Hollow Creek 6/28/94 2.4
Dry Possum Creek 9/30/97 0.1

Dry Rifle Creek 5/22/01 1.3

Eagle River 7/9/02 0.7

Eagle River Lower 7/17/03 3.0

Eagle River Upper 7/31/95 2.6

East Canyon Creek 7/1/94 2.2

East Divide Creek Reach#1 6/15/94 0.7

East Divide Creek Reach#2 7/14/97 0.7

Fast Fork Parachute Creek Middle 7/7/99 2.7

Reach

East Fork Parachute Creek Upper 7/7/99 1.6

Reach

East Fork Sheep Creek 4/26/05 2.2

East Mamm Creek 6/28/94 1.2

1A recent development has raised an issue with the title of this parcel. An adjacent landowner has disputed that the
patcel is public land and has claimed ownership. At the time of this AMS was prepared, the BLM is still investigating the
title issue.
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Table 3-6

GSFO Lotic PFC Assessment (as of 2006) (continued)

Assessment Rating (In Miles)

Date FAR- FAR- FAR-
Riparian Area Name Assessed UP NA DOWN NF
East Middle Fork Parachute Creek 7/20/94 1.2
East Soptis Creek 6/13/94 0.4
Eby Creek 7/17/03 1.5
Egeria Creek 8/10/95 7.7
Elk Creek 5/11/06 1.8
First Anvil Creek Lower Reach 7/18/94 1.2
First Water Gulch 7/21/94 0.7
Fisher Creek Lower 9/15/95 0.6
Fisher Creek Upper 7/22/97 1.5
Fitzpatrick Gulch 7/9/02 0.4
Forked Gulch 7/13/99 1.1
Forked Gulch Upper 7/13/99 0.7
Fourmile Spring 12/5/03 0.3
Frost Creek 7/9/02 0.6
George Creck 6/21/01 1.4
Golden Castle Gulch 7/8/99 1.3
Goodrich Gulch 2 05/07/01 0.5
Goodson Creek 5/11/06 2.0
Government Creek Lower Reach 1 5/23/01 0.6
Government Creek Lower Reach 2 5/23/01 2.5
Government Creek Upper Reach 1 5/23/01 0.4
Government Creek Upper Reach 2 5/23/01 0.6
Grassy Gulch 7/19/94 1.1
Grundell Creek 7/8/01 1.8
Hack Creek — Mooney Reach 10/19/06 0.8
Hardscrabble Gulch 7/8/02 2.4
Harris Gulch 6/19/01 2.5
Hayes Gulch 4/21/04 2.4
Hernage Creek Lower 6/27/02 0.3
Hernage Creek Upper 6/21/02 3.6
Horse Creek Lower 4/20/05 49
Horse Creek Middle 4/26/05 1.7
Horse Creek Upper 8/17/94 0.4
Huffman Gulch Creek 6/19/01 0.4
JQS Gulch 7/8/99 1.7
June Creek 6/23/94 2.9
JV Gulch 7/18/94 1.0
Keyser Creek 7/1/94 0.9
Magpie Gulch Lower 5/8/01 0.5
Magpie Gulch Upper 5/8/01 0.4
McHatten Creek 5/23/02 1.5
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Table 3-6
GSFO Lotic PFC Assessment (as of 2006) (continued)

Assessment Rating (In Miles)

Date FAR- FAR- FAR-
Riparian Area Name Assessed PFC UP NA DOWN NF
Mesa Creek 6/14/94 0.6
Middle Mamm Creek 6/28/94 0.9
Middle Rifle Creek 5/16/01 0.1
Middle Rifle Creek 1 6/26/01 0.9
Middle Rifle Creek 2 5/22/01 1.3
Milk Creek N Fork Lower#1 7/14/03 0.7
Milk Creek N Fork Upper 7/8/03 1.7
Milk Creek Reach#1 7/15/03 0.8
Milk Creek Reach#2 7/15/03 0.3
Milk Creek Reach#3 7/15/03 0.6
Milk Creek Reach#4 7/8/03 3.2
Mitchell Creek 6/19/94 0.9
Monument Gulch 5/2/00 0.8
Morris Creek 6/8/95 0.5
Muddy Creek Lower 7/17/03 0.1
Muddy Creek Upper 7/17/03 0.3
Neilson Gulch 7/6/95 1.4
Norman Creek 6/19/06 2.8
North Fork Dry Rifle Creek 5/22/01 0.5
North Fork Pete And Bill Creek 5/4/00 0.9
North Fork Wallace Creek 5/3/00 0.8
North Thompson Creek Lower 6/20/94 0.6
Reach
North Thompson Creek Upper 6/20/94 1.7
Reach
Northwater Creek Lower Reach 7/20/94 2.1
Northwater Creek Middle Reach 6/14/99 1.7
Northwater Creek Upper Reach 7/6/99 1.2
Old Mans Gulch 7/8/02 1.0
Paradise Creek 6/22/94 0.7
Piceance Creek 5/16/01 0.6
Piney River 5/11/06 2.0
Poison Creek 4/27/05 2.9
Pole Creek 6/22/95 0.6
Posey Creek Upper 5/5/05 1.6
Posey Creek Lower 5/6/05 2.6
Possum Creek 9/30/97 4.1
Prince Creek 7/22/97 0.8
Prince Creek Enclosure 6/13/94 0.1
Raspbetry Creek 7/7/99 2.0
Red Canyon Creek#1 6/19/94 0.3
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Table 3-6
GSFO Lotic PFC Assessment (as of 2006) (continued)

Assessment Rating (In Miles)

Date FAR- FAR- FAR-
Riparian Area Name Assessed PFC UP NA DOWN NF
Red Canyon Creek#2 6/15/95 0.4
Red Dirt Creek Reach#1 4/27/05 1.4
Red Dirt Creek Reach#2 8/9/94 0.8
Riley Gulch Lower 4/16/04 0.9
Riley Gulch Upper 4/16/04 1.0
Rock Creek 8/9/94 3.2
Rube Creck 7/27/95 0.7
Salt Creek 6/28/02 0.5
Sawmill Creek 6/21/02 3.8
Second Anvil Creek Lower Reach 7/13/99 1.0
Second Anvil Creek Upper Reach 7/13/99 0.6
Second Water Gulch 7/12/94 1.3
Sheep Creek 4/26/05 0.9
Sheep Trail Hollow 7/14/99 0.9
South Canyon Creek 8/22/97 0.5
Spring Creek Reach#1 7/11/95 0.3
Spring Creck Reach#2 5/30/02 1.2
Spring Gulch 7/19/94 0.9
Spruce Crossing Gulch Creek 9/28/99 1.5
Starky Gulch South Fork 4/16/04 0.3
Stifel Creek 5/10/06 1.8
Stone Quarty Gulch 7/17/95 1.0
Sunnyside Creek 8/6/93 21
Sutton Creek 9/27/02 1.5
Sweetwater Creek 7/11/94 0.4
Tepee Creek 5/12/06 2.6
Third Gulch 6/27/02 2.6
Third Water Gulch 7/7/99 1.3
Thirty Two Mile Gulch 05/07/01 0.6
Thomas Creek 7/22/97 0.8
Thompson Creek 6/20/94 2.0
Tichner Draw 7/30/94 0.7
Timber Gulch 7/13/94 1.3
Tom Creek 6/19/95 1.2
Trail Gulchl 7/19/94 1.1
Trail Gulch3 6/28/02 0.9
Trapper Creek #1 (Lower) 7/20/94 1.2
Trapper Creek #2 Lower Exclosure  7/6/99 0.5
Trapper Creek #3 Upper Exclosure  7/29/94 0.6
Trapper Creek #4 Upper 7/12/99 2.5
Travis Creek 7/9/02 0.4
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Table 3-6
GSFO Lotic PFC Assessment (as of 2006) (continued)

Assessment Rating (In Miles)

Date FAR- FAR- FAR-
Riparian Area Name Assessed PFC UP NA DOWN NF
Unnamed Gulch — South tributary E 7/12/94 0.4
Fork Parachute Ck
Ute Creek 7/17/03 1.7
Wallace Creek 5/3/00 1.3
West Coulter Creek 6/14/94 2.0
West Fork Sheep Creek 7/11/94 2.7
West Forked Gulch 7/13/99 0.4
West Rifle Creek 5/16/01 0.1
West Sopris Creek 7/15/93 1.4
Wheatley Gulch 6/15/95 0.9
Willow Creek 5/4/05 3.5
Yellowjacket Creek 7/7/99 2.0
Totals 272 26 15 5 8
Table 3-7
GSFO Lentic PFC Assessment (as of 2006)
Assessment Rating (In Acres)
Date FAR- FAR- FAR-
Riparian Area Name Assessed PFC UP NA DOWN NF
Blue Lake 7/8/03 9.0
Castle Creek Ponds 6/21/06 2.4
Consolidated Reservoir 6/14/94 5.9
Domantle Lake 7/26/06 2.0
Edges Lake 6/19/06 0.3
Fravert Reservoir 5/23/01 2.0
Grimes Brooks Reservoir 8/9/95 5.0
Hack Lake 6/23/95 1.5
Horse Lake 6/23/95 0.5
Picture Lake 7/25/95 7.0
Totals 35.6 0 0 0 0
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Table 3-8

Causal Factors for FAR and NF Ratings

Riparian Area Name Causal Factoz(s)
Alkali Creek Road encroachment has caused excessive sediment deposition.
Alkali Creek #4 Upper Drought and soils (gypsum land-gypsumsiorthids complex)

producing sparse vegetation coverage in uplands adjacent to streams
and causing some reduction in the amount of riparian vegetation.

Antelope Creek — Middle Reach

Diversion dam has produced an artificial sediment wedge and
headcut.

Bear Gulch

Insufficient woody vegetation to stabilize streambank. Possibly
caused by livestock grazing.

Bearwallow Creek

Insufficient flow to support riparian vegetation.

Belodi Creek

Insufficient woody vegetation to stabilize streambank. Possibly
caused by livestock grazing.

Ben Good Creek Not enough riparian vegetation in some sections to withstand high
stream flows. Cause was past livestock grazing management.

Boiler Creek Very large mud slide scoured out channel and riparian vegetation.

Buck Gulch Little potential to support riparian vegetation due to lack of flow and
steep gradient.

Cabin Creek Lower Reach Insufficient woody vegetation to stabilize streambank. Cause
unknown.

Camp Gulch Lack of riparian vegetation in some spots to protect banks and
dissipate energy during high flows. Possible cause was elk use.

Cascade Creek Insufficient riparian vegetation to stabilize streambank. Steep grade

and rocky stream bed prevents riparian vegetation from establishing.
Mining activities (quarry) has had some influence on the lack of
establishment of riparian vegetation.

Castle Creek Upper Reach

Old beaver dams that had washed out and past livestock grazing
influenced width/depth ratio and reduced riparian vegetation.

Cottonwood Gulch Lower

Road encroachment changed flow patterns, caused a headcut, and
increased sediment.

Doodlebug Gulch Insufficient riparian amount and cover of riparian vegetation to
stabilize streambank and withstand high streamflows. System was
vertically unstable. Cause was lack of flow (ephemeral) and drainage
subject to flashy runoff.

Dry Fork Cabin Creek Livestock grazing and washed out beaver dams reduced riparian

vegetation and resulted in a vertically unstable system.

Dry Hollow Creek

Insufficient ripatian vegetation to stabilize streambank and withstand
high stream flow. System was downcutting and had excessive erosion.
Highly erodible slopes adjacent to the stream and heavy livestock
grazing use were noted as issues.

East Divide Creek Reach #2

Road encroachment had caused high sediment load and downcutting.
An irrigation diversion was also noted as causing downcutting.

East Middle Fork Parachute Creek

Sections lack sufficient riparian vegetation cover to protect banks and
dissipate energy during high flows. Possible cause was past livestock
grazing management.

Forked Gulch

Sections lack sufficient riparian vegetation cover to protect banks and
dissipate energy during high flows. Possible cause was past livestock
grazing management.
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Table 3-8

Causal Factors for FAR and NF Ratings (continued)

Riparian Area Name

Causal Factor(s)

Forked Gulch Upper

Sections lack sufficient riparian vegetation cover to protect banks and
dissipate energy during high flows. Possible cause was past livestock
grazing management.

Government Creek Lower Reach 1

Riparian vegetation and adjacent uplands were heavily affected by
OHV use.

Government Creek Lower Reach 2

Sections lack sufficient riparian vegetation. Cause may be due to poor
water quality and flashy runoff.

Government Creek Upper Reach 1

Sections lack sufficient ripatian vegetation cover and structure to
protect banks and dissipate energy during high flows. Cause was
livestock use (sheep); trailing use causing areas of bare ground.

McHatten Creek Heavy livestock grazing and trampling have reduced ripatian
vegetation cover. Convective storms, livestock, and big game use in
uplands have also resulted in excessive erosion.

Middle Mamm Creek High stream flow has caused erosion and reduced establishment of

riparian vegetation.

Monument Gulch

Plugged culvert had caused a headcut.

Muddy Creek Lower

Washed out beaver dams resulting in raw banks and sediment
deposition.

North Fork Pete and Bill Creek

The artificially natural system (flow regulations and augmented flows)
has great influence on the amount of flow and riparian vegetation.

Northwater Creek Lower Reach

Insufficient ripatian vegetation cover, amount, and structure to
protect banks and dissipate energy during high flows. Cause was
livestock grazing.

Northwater Creek Middle Reach

Insufficient ripatian vegetation cover to protect banks and dissipate
energy during high flows. Cause was past livestock grazing and a
major flood.

Northwater Creek Upper Reach

Riparian vegetation lacks adequate structure. Cause was not listed
because trend was upward.

Prince Creek

Cattle and people had reduced the composition and coverage of
riparian vegetation. This has also resulted in eroded streambank.

Raspberry Creek

Insufficient riparian vegetation cover and amount to protect banks
and dissipate energy during high flows. Cause was not listed because
trend was upward.

Red Canyon Creek #1

Insufficient flow to support riparian vegetation.

Riley Gulch Lower

Road encroachment has increased sediment deposition.

Second Anvil Creek Upper Reach

The system was considered vertically unstable due to the presence of
a number of nick points. The cause was past livestock grazing.

South Canyon Creek

The system lacks sufficient amount and cover of riparian vegetation.
The cause is not clear.

Spruce Crossing Gulch Creek

Several old nick points present throughout the system was the only
reason preventing the system form being considered PFC.

Stone Quarry Gulch

Insufficient amount and cover of riparian vegetation due to lack of
flow.

Third Gulch

Heavy livestock trampling and grazing in places has caused some
reduction in the amount of riparian vegetation.

Tichner Draw

The system lacks adequate riparian vegetation structure, cover, and
composition. Possible cause was livestock grazing.
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Table 3-8
Causal Factors for FAR and NF Ratings (continued)

Riparian Area Name

Causal Factor(s)

Trapper Creek #1 (Lower) The system lacks adequate riparian vegetation structure, cover, and

composition. Possible cause was livestock grazing and beaver activity.

Trapper Creek #3 Upper

Exclosure  The system lacks adequate riparian vegetation structure, cover, and
composition. Cause was not listed.

Trapper Creek #4 Upper

Insufficient amount and cover of riparian vegetation to protect banks
and dissipate energy during high flows. Cause was not listed because
trend was upward.

West Forked Gulch

Insufficient amount and cover of riparian vegetation to protect banks
and dissipate energy during high flows. Cause was not listed because
trend was upward.

Indicators

Forests, Woodlands and Rangelands

In the past decade, the GSFO’s primary means of assessing the current condition of
the vegetative communities within the RMP planning area has involved using the
LHA process. This process involves a checklist of biotic, abiotic, and hydrologic
features to determine whether the public land health standards are being met. The
indicators associated with Standard 3 for healthy plant and animal communities are
as follows:

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

Native plant 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 classes 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 plant litter accumulates and is evenly distributed across the
landscape; and

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

Weeds. Currently the GSFO has contracts and cooperates with Garfield County and
the USEFS for management and control of weeds. Efficiency and effectiveness of
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weed management efforts could be significantly improved with a full-time Field
Office Weed Coordinator and seasonal staff.

Riparian Areas and Wetlands
Riparian-wetland areas are subject to Land Health Standard 2. Indicators that relate
to this standard are as follows:

e Vegetation is dominated by an appropriate mix of native or desirable
introduced species;

e Vigorous desirable plants are present;

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

e Streambank vegetation is present and is composed of species and
communities that have root systems capable of withstanding high
streamflows;

e Plant species indicate maintenance of riparian moisture characteristics;

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

e Vegetation and free water indicate high water tables;

e Vegetation colonizes 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 and
dissipate flood energies;

e Stream channels have appropriate size and meander patterns for the streams’
position in the landscape and parent material; and

e Woody debris contributes to the character of the stream morphology.

Trends

Forests, Woodlands, and Rangelands

With few exceptions, very little monitoring data has been collected in the past two
decades from which to assess the trends in the condition of plant communities
throughout the RMP planning area. One exception is the Hubbard Mesa allotment,
which has had trend data collected and analyzed. The results of the data analysis
indicate that the cover and frequency of key perennial grasses and overall vegetative
cover has declined in much of the allotment since 1998.

General observations of trends throughout the rest of the RMP planning area are
based in the LHAs that have been completed on over half of the landscapes to date.
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Of the seven landscapes with completed assessments, five had at least some portions
that were not meeting Standard 3 for healthy plant and animal communities. Causes
for failing to meet Standard 3 include the following:

e Historic over-grazing—Contributed to reduction in cover of herbaceous
plants, loss of native plants, perennial grasses, and forbs, increase in noxious
weeds, such as cheatgrass, and encroachment of pinyon-juniper trees;

e Lack of fire—Increase in density and cover of sagebrush, sometimes leading
to reduction in cover of grasses and forbs, encroachment of pinyon-juniper
trees;

e Drought—Reduced vigor of vegetation, some mortality, some reduction in
recruitment of young plants;

e OHYV and other human recreation use—Destruction of vegetation, habitat
fragmentation, introduction of noxious weeds;

e Natural gas development and ROWs—Direct loss of vegetation, change in
species composition to early seral stage, introduction of noxious weeds and
other undesirable, aggressive, nonnative grasses, habitat fragmentation;

e Grazing—Heavy livestock grazing combined with heavy big game winter use
on some sagebrush and salt desert shrub communities, resulting in poor
vegetative vigor, decadent sagebrush with poor recruitment, as well as
reduction of native perennial grasses and forbs; and

e Development of private lands—Physical loss of habitats on private lands due
to development, thus reducing the connectivity and continuity of habitat on
BLM lands.

To a large degree, the above trends are likely to continue without improved funding
and interagency cooperation to achieve the BLM’s goals for desired future conditions
of vegetative communities. Improved data collection and analysis is key to
understanding the condition and trend of vegetative communities and directing and
prioritizing future management actions needed to resolve land health concerns. The
BLM can contribute toward improving the trends discussed above, monitoring and
controlling livestock use of allotments to sustain vegetative health, monitoring and
regulating recreational uses, including and enforcing protective stipulations in leases
and permits for gas development and other uses of BLM land, and identifying
habitat problems related to unbalanced animal populations and working with the
appropriate managing agency to resolve them.

In addition, the energy industry must become a major partner in the BLM’s efforts to
maintain land health. This may require new and innovative approaches to developing
natural gas and oil shale resources. It will require more focus on implementing BMPs
in the construction of natural gas facilities and associated ROWSs and greater
monitoring of reclamation results and adaptive management to respond
appropriately when desired outcomes are not being achieved.
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Increased knowledge of the vital role of fire in many ecosystems may contribute to
changes in the use and management of fire to return to a more normal fire regime,
which may assist in sustaining the health of the BLM’s vegetative communities.

Riparian Areas and Wetlands

Generally, the conditions of riparian areas and wetlands within the GSFO have
improved over time. Table 3-9 compares data from initial PFC assessments to
current assessment data (includes the most current reassessment data).

It is important to note that reassessments were generally more accurate since they
incorporated more of an interdisciplinary approach, more improved training was
involved, and more recent technical references for conducting the assessments were
available. Earlier PFC assessments were often done by an individual. Training and
technical references were also inferior to what is available currently. Reassessments
often revealed errors with the initial assessment, so improved PFC ratings are
sometimes the result of better processes/procedures for conducting assessments.

Table 3-9
Initial and Current Functional Rating Data

Current Assessment Data

Functional Initial Assessment Data Including Reassessments

Rating Miles Percent Miles Percent
PFC 213 64 272 83
FAR-UP 23 7 26 8
FAR-NA 62 19 15 5
FAR-Down 13 4 5 2
NF 22 6 8 2

For example, many areas initially rated as nonfunctional were determined after
reassessment to be nonriparian systems (e.g., systems that do not have the potential
to support riparian zones). The data does show a substantial increase in miles rated at
PFC and a substantial reduction of those rate as FAR-NA. This is more indicative of
changes in condition rather than the result of improved processes/procedutes for
assessing riparian areas. Current data shows that 91 percent of lotic systems are at
PFC or FAR-UP. This demonstrates that the land health standard is being met or
moving in that direction for 91 percent of the lotic systems in the GSFO.

For lentic systems, 100 percent of acres assessed are currently in PFC. This has
changed little from initial assessments, but it does demonstrate that all lentic systems
assessed to date are at PFC and meeting the land health standard for riparian
systems.

The GSFO began more focus on riparian area and wetlands management after the
issuance of BLM Riparian Area Management Policy and the subsequent release of
the Riparian-Wetland Initiative for the 1990s (BLM-WO-GI-91-001+4340). These
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documents provided policy, strategies, and goals for the management of riparian
areas and wetlands on public lands. Soon after the release of TR-9, riparian area
management: process for assessing PFC of riparian-wetland areas (Prichard et al.
1993), the GSFO began aggressively inventorying (PFC assessment) riparian areas.
The results of these inventories focused management attention on those areas
identified as NF, FAR-DOWN and FAR-NA and actions were implemented to
improve many of those areas.

Improved grazing management that has occurred over time has probably been one
of the biggest factors driving improved conditions of riparian areas. There are still
documented instances where livestock grazing is still a factor preventing improved
conditions of riparian-wetland areas although these cases are now fairly isolated.

Forecast

Riparian Areas and Wetlands

Although improved conditions of riparian-wetland areas have generally occurred
within the GSFO, there are a number of trends/changes (including regional and
global changes/trends) that could cause a decline in the conditions of tipatian-
wetland areas. These include the following:

e Increased urbanization of the west;
e The increase of the human population;
e Increased recreational use/activities (e.g., OHV use);

e The establishment and spread of noxious weeds (tamarisk invasion probably
being the major current threat);

e Increased oil and gas development and the demand for other natural
resources;

e Increased demand for ROWS (e.g., roads and utilities);
e Increased big game (elk) populations;
e Increased demand and supply for water; and

e Global climatic change.

3.1.6 Fish and Wildlife Habitat

The aquatic and terrestrial animal resources within the RMP planning area include
fish and wildlife and their habitats. While the USFWS and the CDOW are directly
responsible for managing fish and wildlife species, the BLM is responsible for land
management. Therefore, on the lands under its purview, the BLM is directly
responsible for managing fish and wildlife habitat and is indirectly responsible for the
health and well being of fish and wildlife populations that are supported by the
habitats that public lands provide. In addition, the BLM is mandated to ensure that
special status species are protected, by virtue of the ESA and the BLM’s Land Use
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Planning Handbook. This goal is furthered through a memorandum of agreement
with the USFWS and the USFES.

The fish and wildlife habitats provided by BLM-administered lands have largely been
characterized in other chapters of this document through discussions of the air
quality, water, soil, and vegetation within the RMP planning area. The discussions of
aquatic and terrestrial habitat below identify attributes of these resources that are
particularly important to their role in providing fish and wildlife habitat.

Current Conditions

The GSFO manages approximately 568,000 acres of fish and wildlife habitat. The
presence and interspersion of many habitat types support a large number of wildlife
species. Elk, mule deer, bighorn sheep, mountain lion, raptors, and many nongame
species, including migratory birds, use habitats in the area. The diversity and
populations of fish and wildlife throughout the RMP planning area provide
considerable recreational opportunity and economic benefit. The species discussed
characterize the fish and wildlife resources of the RMP planning area and emphasize
those taxa that are most important to the BLM GSFO in their land management.
These include game species, species vulnerable to impacts, and species with high
economic or recreational value (Table 3-10). The special status species are discussed
in Section 3.1.7.

Terrestrial Resources

Terrestrial Habitats

The GSFO provides habitat for an undetermined number of terrestrial wildlife
species. Some of these species are year-long residents, while others migrate
seasonally. The description of the existing vegetation in the vegetation section of the
AMS provides a good overview of most wildlife habitats that occur within the
GSFO. In addition, the special status species section of the AMS more specifically
discusses the federally listed and BLM sensitive species found within the GSFO. In
large part, the emphasis for management of wildlife habitat has been determined by
the social and economic values, and to some extent, the prominence of resident
wildlife species within the ecosystem. The CDOW is responsible for managing the
states fish and wildlife resources, while the BLM works cooperatively with the
CDOW to manage wildlife habitats on public lands. Because the CDOW manages
several species for sporting values, these species and their habitats have received
management priority.

The RMP planning area has six primary habitat types, as follows:

1) Grasslands make up slightly less than six percent of the recreation management
areas;

2) Broadleaf tree-riparian
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a. Quaking aspen stands cover approximately five percent of the resource

area,

b. Riparian-related species including cottonwood, willow, and riparian
grasses and forbs, cover less than one percent of the area;

3) Mountain shrub is composed primarily of oakbrush and serviceberry and
covers approximately 29 percent of the resource area;

4) Semidesert shrub is composed mostly of sagebrush, with some greasewood
and saltbrush and covers approximately 15 percent of the area;

5) Conifer forest consists of mixed stands of Engelmann spruce and subalpine
fir and covers six percent of the resource area; and

6) Conifer Woodland consists of mixed stands of pinyon pine and juniper and
covers 37 percent of the area.

Table 3-10
Fish and Wildlife Species of Primary Interest in the BLM’s Environmental Planning
BIRDS
Species Rationale for Key Designation
Golden eagle High interest and protected by law
Upland game birds Hconomic and recreational value

Great blue heron

Protected by law and uses concentrated nesting areas

Migratory birds

High interest and protected by law

Other raptors (prairie falcon, red-
tailed hawk, goshawk)

High interest; protected by law, top of food chain

FISH

Cold water gamefish

Recreational value

Warm water gamefish

Recreational value

MAMMALS

Bighorn sheep

High economic and recreational value

Black bear High interest, economic and recreational value
Elk High interest, economic and recreational value
Mule deer High economic and recreational value

Mountain lion

High interest, economic and recreational value

White-tailed prairie dog

High interest; association with federally listed black-footed
ferret

Key observations made in the LHAs with regard to wildlife habitat and its condition

include the following:

Battlement Mesa
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O The current condition of fish and wildlife habitats varies across the
landscape. Habitats within the landscape have been altered by roads,
powerlines, pipelines, fences, residential development, oil and gas
development, and livestock and wild ungulate grazing. Natural geology
also plays a role in some areas, as do regional climatic conditions.

O Sagebrush habitats vary from poor to good condition with evidence of
light to heavy use. In many areas, the perennial grass and forb understory
is poor with annuals, most notably cheatgrass, outcompeting native
species. Many sagebrush stands are decadent, with little herbaceous
understory and a tall dense canopy. In addition, juniper and pinyon trees
are encroaching into many sagebrush stands.

O Pinyon-juniper habitats vary in condition as well. Many sites have a
sparse herbaceous understory, while others have a more diverse grass and
forb component. Understory shrubs are also lacking in many areas and,
where present, are generally in poor condition.

O Mixed mountain shrub and oak habitats are generally in good to excellent
condition. Oak is especially dense in the upper portions of the landscape.
These dense oak stands impede some wildlife species’ ability to access
available understory forage resources. Understory vegetation is generally
diverse and productive, with a good perennial grass and forb component.
These habitats are important to turkey, black bear, mule deer, and elk,
among others.

O The amount and availability of big game winter range is of concern in the
Battlement Landscape area. As private lands become developed and
native habitat is converted to unsuitable habitat or is lost all together,
more emphasis is placed on the remaining public lands that contain
important winter range habitats.

e Fagle River South

O Habitats in this landscape range from predominantly sagebrush flats in
the lower elevations to pinyon-juniper woodlands, mixed mountain
shrub, oak, aspen, aspen/mixed conifer, and some mixed conifer in the
highest elevations.

O Sagebrush stands provide important habitat for a variety of bird species
that depend on them and are particularly important as food and cover for
wintering big game within the Eagle South landscape. Pinyon-juniper
woodlands provide important foraging and nesting habitat for some
raptor species and many migratory songbirds, and provide security,
foraging, and thermal cover for a variety of small game, big game, and
nongame wildlife. Mixed mountain shrub and oak habitats are important
to turkey, black bear, mule deer, and elk among others.

O Aspen are important habitats for a variety of species, including big game,
turkeys, blue grouse, black bears, and rabbits. Aspen provide forage and
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thermal and hiding cover, as well as birthing and nursing habitat for big
game, and nesting habitat for some species of raptors and cavity nesting
birds. Lodgepole pine and spruce-fir stands provide thermal, security,
and bedding cover for big game and are important for cavity-nesting
birds, some raptors, and many owl species. Snowshoe hare, red squirrels,
and many other species of small mammals as well as Canada lynx prefer
these habitats. Mapped Canada lynx habitat exists within the conifer
portions of the landscape assessment area.

O The current condition of wildlife habitats varies across the landscape.
Upland habitats have been altered by roads (both authorized and
unauthorized), powerlines, pipelines, fences, public recreation use,
residential and commercial development, vegetative treatments, and
livestock and wild ungulate grazing. These human uses contribute to
degradation of habitat quality, fragmentation of habitat for several species
and the expansion of areas supporting noxious and exotic vegetative
species.

e North Eagle

O The upper elevations of the landscape (aspen and conifer stands and
Thurber fescue meadows) were generally in the best condition, with
diverse and dense vegetative growth. Some of the conifer stands on the
east flanks of Castle Peak show evidence of spruce beetle infestation,
with five to ten percent mortality among the conifers in these stands.
Insect infestations are natural occurrences that contribute to increased
diversity within the conifer stands.

O 'The lower elevations are largely sagebrush/mixed grasses, and pinyon-
juniper woodlands. Eleven of these sagebrush sites assessed had been
brush beat or burned in the past. Five of these sites were reseeded to
crested wheatgrass. These treatments continue to be heavily dominated
by crested wheatgrass, and few other native perennial grasses or forbs
have become established. The six treated sites that were not reseeded to
crested wheatgrass have much greater diversity and cover of grasses and
forbs, as well as fewer signs of soil movement.

0 Of those sagebrush sites not treated, more than half are dominated by
old decadent (single-age class) sagebrush with poor recruitment. Other
sagebrush communities are at risk due to invading pinyon-juniper trees
that will eventually crowd out the shrubs. Lack of fire or other
disturbance seems to be contributing to a condition of extensive
homogeneous stands of mature to overmature shrubs and trees, with a
decline in cover and productivity of shrubs and herbaceous vegetation.
Habitat quality and usability for sagebrush-dependent species has
declined. Although these sites are still meeting the standards, some type
of treatment to remove the trees will be necessary in the near future to
sustain land health.
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O Some stands of sagebrush and other shrub species show signs of heavy
browsing, although overall shrub conditions here are better than in the
South Eagle Landscape. In addition, in the northern portion of the
landscape, adjacent to more developed private lands, habitat
fragmentation and loss of habitat connectivity are of concern.

e Rifle Creek

O The diversity, health, and viability of wildlife species with known or
potential habitat within the landscape depends on the condition of their
habitats. The current condition of fish and wildlife habitats varies across
the landscape as described in the vegetation section above. Habitats
within the landscape have been altered by roads (both authorized and
unauthorized), powerlines, pipelines, fences, public recreation use,
residential and commercial development, uranium spoils, and livestock
and wild ungulate grazing. Natural geology and regional climatic
conditions also play a role in the condition of wildlife habitat in the area.

O The lower elevation salt desert shrub and sagebrush steppe habitats vary
from poor to good condition with livestock and wildlife use varying from
light to heavy in any given area.

O The pinyon-juniper woodlands are variable in condition. Many stands at
lower elevations and on south-facing hillsides consist of mature to old
trees with little understory vegetation. Other stands have a fairly good
cover of grasses and forbs. Shrubs are lacking in many areas, or, where
present, are in poor to fair condition. Shrubs are old, decadent, and
severely hedged with little or no recruitment. Localized areas have light
to moderate cheatgrass infestations. These are closely associated with
surface disturbances, such as roads or logged areas.

O In general, the higher elevation, north-facing hillsides and steeper slopes
of the watershed tend to be in good condition, with evidence of
regeneration common. These areas generally have good diversity, cover,
and productivity of the vegetative community.

O Oakbrush and mixed mountain shrub communities generally exhibit
good to excellent diversity and productivity of shrubs, grasses, and forbs.
Many sites are almost completely covered by vegetation or litter. Shrubs
show little to moderate amounts of hedging, and regeneration is evident.
Mountain shrub habitats are important to turkey, black bear, mule deer,
and elk, among others.

O Aspen stands are generally in good condition, with good herbaceous
understory productivity. However, some stands are dominated by older
trees, with less than desired recruitment or regeneration of clones. Fire
suppression is likely one of the main factors that has limited regeneration
of aspen. Aspen are important habitat for a variety of species, including
big game, turkeys, blue grouse, black bears, and rabbits. Aspen provide
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forage and thermal and hiding cover, as well as nesting habitat for some
species of raptors and cavity-nesting birds.

O Spruce-fir stands are in good condition. Stands have good structural
diversity, with moderate amounts of snags and dead and down material.
Understory conditions are generally good, but these sites are generally
less productive due to the closed canopy, which reduces sunlight and
limits understory plant growth. Spruce-fir stands provide thermal,
security, and bedding cover for big game and are important for cavity-
nesting birds, some raptors, and many owl species. Snowshoe hare and
many other species of small mammals as well as Canada lynx prefer these
habitats.

e Rifle West

O Signs of big game were noted in several parts of the Spruce Gulch
Common, Porcupine Common, and Beaver-Mamm allotments. Some
evidence of moderate hedging on browse species was also observed in
smaller patches on Webster Park, Cottonwood Gulch, and Riley Gulch
allotments. This wildlife hedging, combined with the drought and other
stress factors, is a contributing factor in the decadence and lack of
recruitment in sagebrush communities.

e Roan Cliffs

O There do not appear to be any limiting factors to the health and
productivity of wildlife populations on the Roan Cliffs. The vegetative
communities on most of the upland assessment sites were in mid to late-
seral stage. Management actions designed to increase the distribution of
age classes within and between communities may slightly improve
wildlife habitat. Prescribed fire may be beneficial to set back succession
in several community types (shrublands and aspen) but should not be
given a high priority due to the generally good conditions of these types.

In summary, the condition of wildlife habitat varies across the planning area, where
some habitats have been fragmented and degraded by human encroachment and
activities. In other areas, where there are areas of productive habitat for several
wildlife species. Many sagebrush stands, which also provide important big game
critical winter habitat, are in poor condition. Many stands are even aged and hedged
by browsing and show signs of pinyon-juniper encroachment. Less than half of the
landscapes within the planning area have been evaluated for Standard 3 (healthy
plant and animal communities), so comments from the LHAs may not reflect habitat
conditions throughout the entire planning area.

Key Terrestrial Wildlife

The key terrestrial wildlife species are primarily reptiles, birds, and mammals.
Adequate populations of terrestrial invertebrates are assumed when populations of
the vertebrate groups that prey on invertebrates are healthy. The LHAs, Rocky
Mountain Bird Observatory, Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP), and GIS
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data maintained by CDOW provide information on terrestrial wildlife distribution in
the RMP planning area. In addition, CDOW maintains statistics on big game
harvests, recreational use days, and population trends.

Reptiles. Several species of reptile occur within the resource area, mostly in lower
elevations and in dryer habitats, such as semidesert shrub, sagebrush, and pinyon-
juniper; thus, species diversity of reptiles is higher in the western drier portion of the
RMP planning area. Species that occur in the RMP planning area include bull snake,
midget faded rattlesnake (a subspecies of the western rattlesnake), sagebrush lizard,
plateau lizard, collared lizard, smooth green snake, western terrestrial garter snake,
and milk snake.

Birds. Upland game birds common to the resource area include blue grouse and
Merriam’s turkey. Blue grouse are widely distributed throughout the higher elevation
woodlands and mountain meadows. Turkeys use a variety of habitats, including
riparian areas, mixed mountain shrub, and pinyon-juniper woodlands. Turkeys are
common in the western half of the resource area. Small flocks of chukars can also be
found in the western portion of the RMP planning area, particularly along the
foothills and side slopes of the Roan Cliffs.

Streams, rivers, reservoirs, ponds, and associated riparian vegetation provide habitat
for waterfowl and shorebirds. Canada geese, mallards, teals, gadwalls, and widgeons
are a few of the waterfowl species found in the area. Shorebirds, such as great blue
herons, cattle egrets, snowy egrets, and white-faced ibis occur along the Colorado,
Eagle, and Roaring Fork Rivers.

Raptors in the RMP planning area include eagles, falcons, hawks, and owls. Because
they are at the top of the food chain and therefore present in fewer numbers than
their prey, raptors serve as important indicators of overall ecosystem health. Red-
tailed hawks, golden eagles, and goshawk are the most common raptor species
breeding and nesting in the area. Other raptors known to nest in the area include
American kestrel, great horned owl, Cooper’s hawk, sharp-shinned hawk, and prairie
falcons. Precipitous rock formations and large trees provide suitable nesting habitat
for these species. The numerous songbirds and small mammal populations provide
the primary prey base.

Many species of migratory birds exhibit variable habitat requirements and are found
in a variety of habitat types. The planning area supports a wide variety of migratory
bird species that spend a portion of their annual life-cycle here but conduct other
life-cycle requirements, such as breeding or wintering, elsewhere in North America,
South America, or Central America. Populations of some of these species are
declining, due in part to land use and management practices. The habitat diversity
provided by the broad expanses of sagebrush, mixed mountain shrub, aspen, pinyon-
juniper woodlands, other types of coniferous forests, and riparian/wetland areas
support many species. Some species found in the RMP planning area include
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mourning dove, American crow, turkey vulture, Virginia warbler, mountain bluebird,
green-tailed towhee, sage sparrow, and Brewer’s sparrow.

Big Game Species. The two primary big game species in the RMP planning area are
elk and mule deer, but bighorn sheep occur in more limited numbers. Moose and
antelope may occasionally use BLM lands but not to the extent that habitat is
extensively managed for these two species. Moose may occur on BLLM lands near the
USFES boundary or may occasionally use riparian habitats within the RMP planning
area. Antelope occur in very limited numbers within the extreme northern portions
of the RMP planning area near Toponas, Colorado.

Mule deer and elk occupy higher elevations, usually forested habitat, during the
summer and then migrate to lower elevation sagebrush dominant ridges and south-
facing slopes in the winter. BLM-administered public lands provide most of the
winter range available to deer and elk in the resource area. Critical winter ranges for
elk and mule deer are essential to the survival of these species in the RMP planning
area. In several areas, concentrations of big game species are degrading winter
habitats. Browse species in particular show poor vigor and moderate to severe
hedging. Mule deer and elk concentration on winter range and use of browse species
can reduce plant vigor and productivity over time. Mule deer typically concentrate in
the winter in sagebrush habitats along the Colorado, Fagle, and Roaring Fork Rivers.
Elk typically concentrate along the Colorado and Roaring Fork Rivers, and most of
the severe winter habitat for elk is located west of Glenwood Springs. Refer to Elk
Summer Range, Elk Winter Range, Mule Deer Summer Range and Mule Deer
Winter Range maps in Appendix E for a depiction of this information.

Deer data analysis units D-8, D-12, D-13, D-14, D-41, D-42, D-43, and D-53 are
entirely or partially within the GSFO boundary. With the exception of D-41 and D-
42, the population of mule deer within the RMP planning area appears to be healthy,
and populations are above long-term objectives. The population of D-41 is 21 to 30
percent under the long-term objective, and the population of D-42 is one to ten
percent under the long-term objective (CDOW 2000). Elk data analysis units E-6, E-
10, E-12, E-14, E-15, and E-16 are entirely or partially within the GSFO boundary.
The population of elk appears healthy and all of the data analysis units in the RMP
planning area are above long-term objectives.

Bighorn sheep primarily occur on USFS lands bordering the RMP planning area, but
this species is known to use BLM lands in Bull Gulch, Glenwood Canyon, Crystal
River, and north of New Castle. Habitat supporting bighorn sheep is primarily
pinyon-juniper woodlands and adjacent mountain shrub habitat, where topography
plays the most important role in locations used by this species.

Other Key Mammal Species. Limited habitat exists in the RMP planning area for
white-tailed prairie dogs. In its surveys conducted in 1988 the CDOW identified six
prairie dog colonies within the planning area. Historic data and records indicated that
12 prairie dog colonies may have existed within the planning area boundary. The
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largest known site is approximately 150 acres of mostly private land near I-70 at
DeBeque, Colorado. Five smaller prairie dog towns, all approximately 20 acres in
size, are north of Rifle, north of Gypsum on private lands, east of the Eagle airport
on private lands, and south of the Eagle airport on BLM lands.

A variety of predator/furbearer species are known to reside within the planning area,
including black bear, mountain lion, coyotes, bobcats, and fox. These species occur
within all habitat types, with coyotes being the most habitat-general species. Black
bears prefer the more mesic habitats and riparian areas, while mountain lions are
generally found where high densities and concentrations of mule deer are located.

An undetermined number of small mammals reside within the planning area,
including ground squirrels, mice, chipmunks, rabbits, skunks, and raccoons. Many of
these small mammals provide the main prey for raptors and larger carnivores.

Indicators

Primary indicators of health of terrestrial animals are their population numbers, the
condition of the individuals that make up these populations, the age structure
represented within the population, and the population’s distribution relative to its
historic range. These are the types of information that CDOW tracks for species of
game animals and, increasingly, for key nongame species. The BLM, in managing the
habitat of these populations, uses a different set of metrics, such as the condition of
shrubs, forbs, and grasses that make up the habitat used by key animal species.
Indicators of condition include estimates of overall vegetative cover, in absolute
terms, or a relative comparison between portions of the habitat that are available and
unavailable to foraging animals. The vigor and production of individual plants and
various plant indicators may also be evaluated. In evaluating plant indicators, species
composition is assessed, as is the form of forage plants. The assessment of Standard
3 considers the presence of noxious weeds and other undesirable species, species
composition, species and successional stage diversity, age, and spatial distribution
and habitat connectivity and fragmentation for native plant and animal communities.

Trends

The current trends exhibited by wildlife habitat have a solid foundation in the LHAs
that are being completed for nearly all of the landscapes on BLM-administered land
within the RMP planning area. LHAs have been completed on six of the 13
landscapes identified in the RMP planning area. Portions of each landscape were
found to be Meeting Standard 3, and portions were failing to meet this standard.
Reasons for failure to Meet Standard 3 include the following:

e OHV and other human recreation use—Habitat fragmentation, loss of
habitat, and abandonment of area due to an increase in human activity;

e Natural gas development—Habitat fragmentation, loss of habitat, increased
human use;
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e Physical loss of habitats on private lands in the area due to development,
thus reducing the continuity and value of habitat located on BLM lands;

e Lack of fire—Juniper encroachment and loss of sagebrush habitat;

e Ungulate grazing—Heavy livestock grazing in some areas, combined with
heavy big game winter use, resulting in loss of vegetative diversity and
productivity;

e Drought—Poor productivity and vigor of vegetation; and

e Dominance of vegetation by undesitable/weedy species—Most notably
cheatgrass.

Forecast

Without marked interagency cooperation and adequate funding, the above trends are
likely to continue. To some degree, these trends are a result of natural factors, such
as drought and disease, which are beyond management or regulatory control. They
can, however, be better understood and potentially aided by better data on
population trends, better understanding of epidemiology and antidotes, continually
improving cooperation among responsible agencies and increasing engagement of
the public. The BLM can contribute importantly toward improving the trends
discussed above by doing the following:

e Continue to collect data in response to the Standards and Guidelines;
e Control livestock use of allotments to sustain habitat health;
e Monitor and regulate recreation;

e Include protective stipulations in leases and permits for development uses of
BIL.M-administered land; and

e DPersistently identify animal population problems with the appropriate
managing agency.

Aquatic Wildlife/Fisheries

The aquatic wildlife/fisheties resources within the RMP planning area include fish,
amphibians, and aquatic insects and their habitats. While the USFWS and CDOW
are directly responsible for managing fish and amphibian species, the BLM is directly
responsible for aquatic habitat management on the lands under its jurisdiction. The
BLM is indirectly responsible for the health and well being of fish and amphibian
populations that are supported by the habitats that public lands provide. In addition,
the BLM is mandated to ensure that special status aquatic species are protected, by
virtue of the ESA, the BLM’s Land Use Planning Handbook, and BLM Policy under
section 6840 Special Status Species Management. This goal is furthered through a
memorandum of agreement with the USFWS and the USFS.

The aquatic habitats provided by BLM-administered lands have largely been
characterized in other chapters of this document through discussions of the water
resources within the RMP planning area. The discussions of aquatic habitat below
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identify attributes of these resources that are particularly important to their role in
providing fisheries and amphibian habitat.

Fish management emphasis in the resource area is primarily on Colorado River
cutthroat trout, brook, and rainbow trout; however, other cold water and warm
water game fish and nongame fish in the resource area will benefit from the planned
actions.

Key Aquatic Species

Coldwater Species. Higher elevation waters located generally above 5,200 feet
support cold water fishes, consisting primarily of brook trout, rainbow trout, brown
trout, and cutthroat trout. Other higher elevation species include lake trout, kokanee
salmon, sculpin, speckled dace, mountain whitefish, white suckers, and long-nose
suckers.

Boreal toad habitat is located in the highest elevation areas within the RMP planning
area that contain sufficient aquatic habitat.

Cool Water and Warm Water Species. Waters generally below 6,500 feet support
primarily cool water and warm water fishes, including roundtail chubs, flannelmouth
suckers, razorback suckers, Colorado pikeminnow, carp, largemouth bass,
smallmouth bass, crappie, yellow perch, bluegill, channel catfish, walleye, and others.

Lower elevation amphibians include the Great Basin spade-foot toad.

Generalists. Bluehead suckers, white suckers, long-nose suckers, speckled dace,
northern leopard frogs, chorus frogs, and tiger salamanders use various aquatic
habitats and are found at varying elevations throughout the RMP planning area.

The diverse abundance of fish throughout the RMP planning area provides
considerable recreational opportunity and economic benefit. At least six species of
amphibians occur in or near aquatic and riparian habitats within the RMP planning
area. CDOW data document the presence of northern chorus frogs, northern
leopard frogs, tiger salamanders, boreal toad, woodhouse’s toad, and Great Basin
spade-foot toad across portions of the RMP planning area.

The aquatic species discussed characterize the fisheries (see Fisheries map,
Appendix E) and amphibian resources of the RMP planning area and emphasize
those taxa that are of most importance to the BLM in their land management, either
because they are game species, are species that occur in concentrated areas where
they might be vulnerable to impacts, or because they are special status species (Table
3-11). The special status species listed in Table 3-11 are discussed in Section 3.1.7
below.
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Fish Species of Primary Interest in BLM’s GSFO Environmental Planning

Table 3-11

Species

Rationale for Key
Designation

FISH

Colorado pikeminnow

Federally listed as endangered*

Razorback sucker

Federally listed as endangered*

Bonytail chub

Federally listed as endangered*

Humpback chub

Federally listed as endangered*

Colorado River cutthroat trout

BLM sensitive species*

Bluehead sucker
Flannelmouth sucker
Roundtail chub

Cold water gamefish
Warm water gamefish
AMPHIBIANS
Northern leopard frogs
Boreal toad BLM sensitive species*
Great Basin spade-foot toad BLM sensitive species*

*These species are discussed in Section 3.1.7 on special status species.

BLM sensitive species*
BLM sensitive species™
BLM sensitive species*

Economic and recreational value
Economic and recreational value

BLM sensitive species*

Aquatic habitats in the RMP planning area consist of both lentic (still, as in ponds
and lakes) and lotic (moving, as in streams and rivers) systems. Not all of the
perennial aquatic habitats support fish, but it is very likely that most all of the
perennial waters support some abundance of aquatic insects. Amphibians are
scattered across the landscape and may occur either exclusively or seasonally in a
variety of aquatic habitat types. The CDOW and BLLM have identified stream reaches
that provide habitat for fish species and are perennial within the RMP planning area.

Fish and aquatic wildlife habitat administered by the BLM within the RMP planning
area consists of approximately 328 miles of perennial streams and approximately
1,971 acres of lakes. Within these aquatic systems, the diversity of habitats and
differing elevations in which aquatic systems reside dictate the presence of a diverse
array of fish and amphibian species.

Current Conditions

Invertebrates and aquatic plants provide the foundation of the aquatic food chain in
which fish and amphibians, as well as some species of invertebrates, depend. Data on
aquatic species and their habitat are collected primarily by the CDOW during
periodic fisheries sampling and during BLM-driven LHAs, PFC surveys, fisheries
and fish habitat surveys, and macro-invertebrate sampling efforts. These sampling
efforts help to determine whether aquatic organisms and plants appropriate for the
site are present, whether invertebrate species are present and what water quality they
reflect, and whether fish are present as part of the evaluation of Colorado Public
Land Health Standards 2, 3, 4, and 5.
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The six watersheds within the RMP planning area with a completed LHA report are
generally meeting Standard 5 (water quality), indicating a basis for the presence of
healthy invertebrate populations and a good aquatic food chain foundation. Given
individual stream/riparian potential, most of these landscapes were meeting Standard
2 (tiparian). Where stream/tipatian reaches were not meeting Standard 2 and in cases
where natural geology and potential were not limiting factors, it is likely that
tipatian/stream habitat needs improvement. Standards 3 and 4 were generally being
met on a watershed basis, but some site-specific stream sections were either not
meeting these standards or were trending away from meeting them, due primarily to
excessive sediment concerns or the presence of nonnative species.

Key observations made in the completed LHA reports with regard to aquatic
habitats and their condition include the following:

e Battlement Mesa

O Of the 7.5 miles of riparian areas evaluated, 6.2 miles (83 percent) were
determined to be meeting Standard 2. The PFC assessment forms show
all of the applicable indicators had been achieved for these riparian
systems. The remaining 1.3 miles (17 percent) were determined to be
making significant progress toward meeting Standard 2. Although most
of the applicable indicators had been achieved, the riparian areas were
classified as FAR because some important indicators were not met.

0 Colorado River cutthroat trout have been documented in the uppermost
portions of Battlement Creek on private lands within the landscape
boundary. Suitable habitat is within portions of Battlement, Wallace, and
North Fork Wallace Creeks on public lands, and it is likely that all three
streams historically contained this trout species.

0 Competition with nonnative salmonids, including rainbow trout, brook
trout, and brown trout, is the major factor contributing to the absence or
decline of this native species. Riparian habitats in and adjacent to all three
of these streams are properly functioning, and water quality data related
to Standard 5 show parameters to be suitable to support and sustain fish
species.

0 Use classifications and water quality standards established to protect
those uses are assigned by the Colorado Water Quality Control
Commission. The limited data collected for each of the streams sampled
during the LHA suggests that existing water quality is adequate to sustain
the classified uses. Standard 5 is being achieved for all surface waters
within the assessment area.

e Fagle River South

0 Colorado River cutthroat trout are found within Abrams Creek and
possibly Spring Creek within the assessment area. In addition, suitable
habitat and flow occurs within portions of the Eagle River and Gypsum
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and Brush Creeks, and it is likely that these waters historically contained
this native species.

0 Competition with nonnative salmonids, including rainbow trout, brook
trout, and brown trout, is the major factor contributing to the absence or
decline of this native species in Brush and Gypsum Creeks. Water quality
and riparian conditions in Abrams Creek are providing good aquatic
habitat. Standard 4 is being achieved for Abrams Creek as it contains a
genetically pure population of wild, self-sustaining, Colorado River
cutthroat trout

O These data indicate the higher elevation stream segments generally have
better water quality than lower elevation segments. The water quality
parameters measured in the Fagle River South assessment area are very
limited, but the data do not show any violations of the water quality
standards established to protect the classified uses. The only stream
within the assessment area that is included on the 303(d) list or 305(b)
report for Colorado is the Fagle River. This list and report include
impaired water bodies, those streams that do not meet water quality
standards with technology-based controls alone. The fact that the other
streams evaluated in this assessment are not on the 303(d) list suggests
these water bodies are currently meeting standards. Only the reach of the
Eagle River from Gore Creek to the Colorado River is included on the
303(d) list because of elevated levels of manganese from the Eagle Mine,
which is not within the assessment area.

e North Eagle

O Tisheries potential is limited for all of the waters within the watershed
assessment area, except the Colorado and Eagle Rivers. These rivers are
known to contain cold water sport fisheries, including those for rainbow
trout, brown trout, and brook trout. In addition, both waters contain
native fishes, including mountain whitefish, bluehead suckers, and
mottled sculpin.

The remaining streams have limited fisheries potential, primarily due to low seasonal
flows, irrigation diversions, and heavy sedimentation caused by flashy runoff and
local geologic conditions.

e Blue Lake and Picture Lake appear to have fisheries potential, but overwinter
survival is a limiting factor. Both lakes are shallow and occur in the higher
elevations of the assessment area, which would precipitate annual winter kill
conditions. There is limited potential for a recreational put-and-take trout
fishery at these lakes, but long-term sustainable fisheries are not likely.

e Habitat/ripatian management ate not a concern for any of the perennial
streams assessed. Geological factors outside of BLM management are
limiting most of the streams as fisheries. Given the streams’ potential,
Standard 3 is being met for aquatic wildlife within the watershed.
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e The findings of this impairment assessment indicate that the narrative
standard for sediment for Milk, Alkali, and Muddy Creeks is being met.
Other water quality parameters measured in the Eagle south assessment area,
while very limited, do not show any violations of the water quality standards
established to protect the classified uses. Virtually all waters on the
assessment area appear to be meeting the standards for water quality
established by the State of Colorado. The only reach in question is the
Colorado River above the confluence with the Eagle River. While it is on the
monitoring and evaluation list, the reference protocol is not applicable for
large river systems. Further study by the CDPHE will be required to
determine if the narrative standard is being met; if not, then a TMDL will be
required. Current information indicates Standard 5 is being met on surface
waters within the assessment area.

e Rifle Creek

0 Colorado River cutthroat trout has been documented in the uppermost
portions of Butler Creek on both BLM lands and lands administered by
the USFEFS. This species may occur on BLM lands within the Cedar
Mountain and Chirp allotments. Suitable habitat occurs within portions
of Rifle, Middle Rifle, George, and West Rifle Creeks on public lands,
and it is likely that all of these streams historically contained this species.

0 Competition with nonnative salmonids, including rainbow trout, brook
trout, and brown trout, is the major factor contributing to the absence or
decline of this native species. Riparian habitats in and adjacent to all of
these streams was rated as properly functioning, and water quality data
related to Standard 5 show conditions suitable to harbor and sustain fish
species. Standard 4 is not being achieved for these streams on public
lands with regard to Colorado River cutthroat trout. There are no stable
or increasing populations of Colorado River cutthroat trout in any of
these streams, despite the presence of suitable habitat. These conditions
are not due to current land management practices or a lack of suitable
habitat, but to factors described above. If nonnative trout could be
removed and Colorado River cutthroat trout reintroduced, the existing
habitat would be suitable for the recovery of Colorado River cutthroat
trout, and Standard 4 would be met for this species.

O The water quality parameters measured on the Rifle Creek assessment
area are very limited. Data collected do not show a violation of the water
quality standards established to protect the classified uses. Additionally,
no streams in the assessment area are included on the 303(d) list or
305(b) report for Colorado. These documents include impaired water
bodies, those streams that do not meet water quality standards with
technology based controls alone. All waters on the assessment area
appear to be meeting the standards for water quality established by the
State of Colorado. Water quality Standard 5 is being met on surface
waters.
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e Rifle West

O Tisheries potential is limited for all of these waters, except the Colorado
River and perhaps a few portions of Beaver Creek, Cottonwood Creek,
and Cottonwood Gulch. The Colorado River has a diverse fish
assemblage, including native suckers (flannelmouth, bluehead), chubs
(roundtail), and mountain whitefish. Nonnative species include red
shiners, fathead minnows, bass, bluegill, green sunfish, channel catfish,
white suckers, and rainbow and brown trout, among others. Aquatic
insects are also abundant and diverse along the river. Beaver Creek has
some fishery potential but mainly in the upper reaches on private and
USES lands. Cottonwood Creek is small and steep but has consistent
flow. No fish are known to inhabit the creek. Cottonwood Gulch has
limited potential in the upper reaches but is hampered by seasonal low
flows. All of these perennial streams had some aquatic insects present.

O Given the potential of the streams within the watershed, overall Standard
3 is being met for aquatic wildlife, except in the lower Cottonwood
Gulch and Riley Gulch stream segments. These suffer from intensive
natural gas development, and more specifically, poor quality roads and
culverts adjacent to each stream and increases in numbers and miles of
well pads, roads, and pipelines that all contribute to increased sediment.

O While the limited data collected by BLM do not show a violation of the
water quality standards established to protect the classified uses,
observations indicate accelerated erosion, creating elevated sediment
loading within the assessment area. Most serious problems were observed
in Riley Gulch and lower Cottonwood Gulch, with most sediment
introduced from improperly installed or maintained culverts and road
management associated with natural gas development. Additionally, the
listing of the tributaries of the Colorado River for selenium and
mainstem for sediment indicates Standard 5 is not being met on some
surface waters. The assessment indicates Smith Gulch, Kelly Gulch,
upper Riley Gulch, south fork Starkey Gulch, upper Hayes Gulch,
Cottonwood Creek, upper Cottonwood Gulch, Beaver Creek, and
Porcupine Creek (7.5 miles total) are meeting Standard 5; lower
Cottonwood Gulch, lower Riley Gulch, and the Colorado River (4.1
miles total) are not.

e Roan Cliffs

O Standard 2 for healthy riparian zones is being met on all but one site.
Virtually all the riparian zones assessed show definite signs of
improvement since the 1994 assessment, with widening of the riparian
zone evident, a decrease in the amount of bare soil or cut banks, and
recruitment of young woody and herbaceous riparian species. However,
grazing distribution continues to be a concern. Since the streambank in
the Roan Cliffs landscape require vegetative cover to protect the
streambank from erosion and to trap sediment and debris, proper grazing

October 2007 Glenwood Springs & Kremmling Resource Management Plans 3-56
Glenwood Springs Field Office — Analysis of the Management Situation



3. Area Profile (Fish and Wildlife Habitat)

management that retains adequate herbaceous stubble height and limits
utilization of woody riparian species is critical. Also, the uplands
immediately adjacent to some riparian zones are dominated by Kentucky
bluegrass, houndstongue, and other weedy species. Range developments
and grazing management practices designed to draw livestock out of the
riparian areas should be encouraged.

O The Roan Cliffs are drained by East Parachute Creek on their south side
and by East Middle Fork Parachute Creek on their north side. Both of
these creeks have numerous tributaries, and both also leave the Roan
Cliffs via spectacular waterfalls before joining Parachute Creek north of
Parachute, Colorado. Overall, the streams on the Roan Cliffs are very
productive and support healthy fish populations where there are adequate
year-round flows.

O Standard 3 is not being met for JQS Gulch or East Fork Parachute Creek
due to the ongoing decline of native Colorado River cutthroat trout in
these streams. Native Colorado River cutthroat trout are not being
maintained at a viable population level commensurate with the species
and the habitat’s potential. Colorado River cutthroat trout are not
distributed within these creeks at a density, composition, or frequency
suitable to sustain reproductive capability and sustainability. Extremely
low survival of young Colorado River cutthroat trout indicates that these
fish are not present in mixed-age classes necessary to sustain recruitment
and mortality fluctuations. These fish are being outcompeted by
introduced nonnative brook trout.

O The water quality parameters measured on the Roan Cliffs were
admittedly limited. Nevertheless, none of the values measured show a
violation of the water quality standards established to protect the
classified uses. All waters on the Roan Cliffs appear to be meeting the
standards for water quality established by the State of Colorado. The
water quality measurements do not indicate that there are any problems
with management on the Roan Cliffs assessment area. Standard 5 is being
met for surface waters in the Roan Cliffs landscape.

In summary, most of aquatic systems managed by the BLM within the RMP
planning area are in good condition. Site-specific portions of some streams are in a
less than desirable condition due to a variety of factors, including overuse of
streamside vegetation by terrestrial animals in search of drinking water and succulent
forage, natural geological features, reduced seasonal flows due to irrigation and other
water rights uses, limited aquatic habitat potential, and road building and other
ground-disturbing activities that increase sediment amounts being transported off-
site. Where stream habitats are degraded, negative effects include physical stream
bank and instream habitat damage, siltation of important microhabitats, diminished
water quality, elevated organic compounds, loss of streamside shading and thermal
cover, and diminished oxygen levels.
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3.1.7 Special Status Species

Terrestrial Wildlife

Special status wildlife species are those whose populations have declined
significantly. These declines may result from habitat loss, habitat modification, and
changes in competition, predation, or disease. Habitat loss and modification by
human activities are the primary causes of declining populations, particularly of
species that are highly adapted to specific ecological niches. Such species may or may
not be legally protected by federal or state agencies. BLM land management practices
are intended to sustain and promote species that are legally protected and prevent
species that are not yet legally protected from needing such protection.

Current Conditions

Species discussed in this section have been listed by the USFWS or the State of
Colorado or have been placed on the Colorado BLM State Director’s Sensitive
Species List (Table 3-12). Federal threatened and endangered species and designated
critical habitat crucial to species viability are managed by the USFWS in cooperation
with other federal agencies to support recovery. For listed species that have not had
critical habitat identified and designated, the BLM cooperates with the USFWS to
determine and manage habitats to support the species. Candidate species are
managed to maintain viable populations, thereby preventing federal listing from
occurring. Species identified by the State of Colorado and Colorado BLLM are treated
similarly. The BLM, USFWS, and the State of Colorado have developed formal and
informal agreements to provide guidance on the management of species within the
RMP planning area. Consultation is required on any action proposed by the BLM or
another federal agency that affects a listed species or that jeopardizes or modifies
critical habitat.

There are nine federally listed wildlife species in the RMP planning area, including
one that is a candidate for federal listing. These species may also be listed by the
BLM or the State of Colorado. Within the RMP planning area, the distribution of
most of the special status wildlife species is generally known from LHA comments,
CDOW GIS data, and CNHP GIS data. Limited inventories and surveys have been
conducted for special status wildlife species in the RMP planning area. Specific
management direction to influence habitat components, leading to species recovery,
is integrated into BLM management plans.

Birds

Bald eagl