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United States Depérﬁmeni of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
CRAIG DISTRICT OFFICE
455 Emerson Street
Craig Colorado 81625

June 1996
Dear Reader:

Enclosed for your review is the White River Resource Area’s Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final
Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP). The PRMP is a refinement of the Preferred Alternative and accompanying
environmental conscquences contained in the White River Resource Area, Draft Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP). The PRMP reflects consideration given to public comments, corrections,
and rewording for clarification. The PRMP is published in an abbreviated form and should be used in conjunction
with the DRMP to facilitate review. The description of the affected environment and detailed descriptions of alternatives
contained in the Draft RMP/EIS, as well as Appendixes C, through J, are referenced but not reproduced in the PRMP.

This proposed RMP has been reviewed for consistency with both the provisions of 43 CFR 4180 “Fundamentals of
Rangeland Health and Standards and Guidelines for Grazing Administration”, and with a draft of the proposed
Colorado Standards for public land health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing management (S&G) being prepared
by the three Colorado Resource Advisory Councils. This proposed RMP is consistent with both. It is likely, therefore,
that the S&G when approved by the Secretary may be included in the RMP by making maintenance changes. Decisions
in this proposed RMP will not likely need amendment. Opportunities to comment on the proposed Colorado S&G are
available through the Front Range, Southwest and Northwest Resource Advisory Councils, and through a statewide
environmental analysis (EA) process. Please contact any Colorado BLM office for more¢ information.

At the end of the 30-day protest period, and after the Governor’s consistency review, the PRMP, excluding any portion
under protest, shall become final. Approval shall be withheld on any portion of the PRMP under protest until final
action has been completed on such protest. The Record of Decision and the Approved Resource Management Plan
will then be prepared.

We appreciate the time and effort you have given during your involvement in this process. Your continued participation
is essential to achieve wise management of public lands and resources in the White River Resource Area.

Sincerely,

\\\&W \. \kmfv

Mark Morse
District Manager
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Abstract

This is the Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement (PRMP)
for the White River Resource Area.

This document responds to public comments received on the White River Resource Area, Draft Resource

Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP). The PRMP also corrects errors in the
DRMP identified through the public comment process and internal BLM review. The Proposed
Management Plan presents a refined and modified version of the Preferred Alternative, and accompanying
Environmental Impact Statement contained in the DRMP.

This document is published in abbreviated form and must be used in conjunction with the DRMP, which
was published in October 1994, to facilitate review.

For further information on this PRMP, contact Bill Hill, RMP Team Leader, Bureau of Land Management,
PO Box 928, Meeker, Colorado 81641; telephone number (970) 878-3601.

Protests to this PRMP must be received within 30 days of the date of publication of the Notice of
Availability by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. That notice is published in the Federal Register.
A news release will also be provided to local newspapers in Craig, Meeker, Rangely, and Grand Junction,
Colorado that will identify the protest dates.



PROTEST PROCEDURES

The resource management planning process provides for an administrative review to the BLM Director
if you believe the approval of the Proposed Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement (PRMP) would be in error (See 43 CFR 1610.5-2). Careful adherence to these guidelines
will assist in preparing a protest that will assure the greatest consideration to your point of view.

Only those persons or organizations who participated in the planning process leading to this PRMP
may protest. If our records do not indicate that you had any involvement in any stage in the preparatlon
of the PRMP, your protest will be dismissed without any further review.

A protesting party may raise only those issues which he/she submitted for the record during the
planning process. New issues raised in the protest period should be directed to the White River
Resource Area Manager for consideration in plan implementation, as a potential plan amendment, or
as otherwise appropriate.

The period for filing a plan protest begins when the Environmental Protection Agency publishes in
the Federal Register, its Notice of Availability of the Final Environmental Impact Statement containing
the PRMP. The protest period extends for 30 days. There is no provision for an extension of time. To
be considered timely, your protest must be postmarked no later than the last day of the protest period.
Also, although not a requirement, we suggest that you send your protest by certified mail, return
receipt requested.

Protests must be in writing to: Director (480)
Bureau of Land Management
Resource Planning Team

1849 “C” Street, NW
Washington, D.C. 20240

To be considered complete, your protest must contain, at a minimum, the following information:
1. The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the protest.
2. A statement of the issue or issues being raised.

3. A statement of the part or parts of the PRMP being protested. To the extent possible, this should
be done by reference to specific pages, paragraphs, sections, tables maps, etc., included in the
document.

4. A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that you submitted during the planning
process, or a reference to date the issue or issues were discussed by you for the record.

‘5. A concise statement explaining why the Colorado BLM State Director’s proposed decision is
believed to be incorrect. This is a critical part of your protest. Take care to document all relevant
facts. As much as possible, reference or cite the planning documents, environmental -analysis
documents, or available planning records (i.e., meeting minutes or summaries, correspondence, -
etc.). A protest which merely expresses disagreement with the proposed decisions, without any
data, will not provide us with the benefit of your information and insight. In this case, the Director’s
review will be based on the existing analysis and supporting data.

At the end of the 30-day protest period and after the Governor’s consistency review, the PRMP,
excluding any portions under protest, will become final. Approval will be withheld on any portion of
the PRMP under protest until final action has been completed on such protest.
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~ CHAPTER ONE
SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT PLAN

INTRODUCTION

The PRMP/Final EIS is an abbreviated document and must be used
in conjunction with the Draft RMP/EIS in order to facilitate review.
The following sections of the Draft RMP/EIS will not be repeated in
this document: Chapter 2, Description of Alternatives A, B, C,
and D; Chapter 3, Affected Environment; Appendix D- Range
Management; Appendix E- Management of Wilderness Study
Areas; Appendix F- Management of Acecs; Appendix G- ROS
settings; Appendix H- Motorized Vehicle Travel Management;
Appendix I- Land Ownership Adjustments; and Appendix J- Wild
and Scenic River Study Report.

This Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental
Impact Statement (PRMP) describes and analyses the future
management proposed for lands administered by the Bureau of Land
Management in the White River Resource Area for the next 20 years.
The decisions described herein apply only to BLM administered
surface and mineral estate. The PRMP decisions affect a total of
1,455,900 acres of BLM surface and 365,000 acres of split mineral
estate. Map 1-1 depicts the lands affected by this PRMP.

Towards the end of development of this document, the term and concept
of ecosystem management was being developed by the BLM and other
entities. Since no specific guidance was available on how to incorporate
these ideas into planning documents of this scope, the decision was
made to complete this document as planned and incorporate ecosystem
philosophies into the activity planning stage that will follow approval
of the plan. The discussions in each of the resource sections were
reviewed for content and compared to the initial concepts being
developed for ecosystem management. The end result of the review
was that the proposed management plan met all the standards of the
guidance being developed. Consequently, while ecosystem
management is not discussed as a management philosophy in this
plan, the principles behind the policy being developed are fully
analyzed. The decisions developed in this document would assist the
BLM in coordinating efforts to sustain the lands health, diversity, and
productivity for the use and enjoyment of present and future
generations. This will partially be accomplished through the
development of partnerships, implementing a coordinated resource
management approach to activity planning, and developing common
management goals between other adjacent land owners and interested
parties.

A brief summary of the proposed plan follows. Please refer to Chapter
Three of this document for a detailed description of the specific
Resource Management Plan decisions. Table 1-1 compares the
Proposed Management Plan with the four Alternatives (A, B, C, and
D) contained in the White River Resource Area Draft Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP) that
was published in October 1994. The Proposed RMP is a refinement
of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D) described in the DRMP.

1-1

PROPOSED MANAGEMENT
DECISION SUMMARIES

AIR QUALITY

Existing air quality would be maintained. Activities and projects would
comply with all air quality regulations.

SOIL AND WATER MANAGEMENT

Soil and water resources would continue to be monitored to define
problem areas and the effectiveness of applied Conditions of Approval.
‘Water rights would be applied for where appropriate. All actions
authorized would comply with federal and state water quality standards
and regulations.

MINERALS MANAGEMENT

Public lands would continue to be identified to ensure mineral
resources are available for exploration, leasing and development. All
permitted activities would be monitored to assure compliance with

- Jease stipulations and mitigating requirements (conditions of approval),

developed in an environmental analysis. All actions would conform
to the laws and regulations associated with mineral programs.

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT

Public lands would be protected from contamination by hazardous
materials and provide for removal/remediation in the event of
contamination. Up-to-date inventories would be kept on applicable
hazardous materials. The Resource Area would closely coordinate
with appropriate local emergency planning committees and officials.
All activities pertaining to hazardous substances, would comply with
all applicable federal and state environmental laws.

VEGETATION MANAGEMENT

Vegetation resources would be managed to enhance and maintain
sustainability for ecological condition within plant communities.
Specific desired plant communities (DPC) goals would be identified
and considered during activity plan development. Ecological status
would be determined using BLM ecological site inventory procedures.
Noxious weeds would be managed to reduce negative impact to
environment, aesthetics, and economics. Riparian, sensitive plants
and remnant vegetation associations would be inventoried and
protected in accordance with RMP objectives, and in cooperation with
Colorado Natural Area programs and other interested parties.



MAP 1-1. SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE |

BLM ADMINISTRATION

_

r

\X

%f

7

/% ___

W

.

%//

%
4 _
g /

7/

%//%//

| /%%
-




BLM Surface/BLM Minerals

Non—BLM Surface/BLM Minerals

MILES
0 & 12 18 2y
e e —
SCALE 1:500,000

MAP 1-1




FORESTRY MANAGEMENT

Timber and woodlands would be managed to maintain productivity,
extent, structure and enhancement of other resources. All permitting
for harvests would be subject to BLM handbooks and Conditions of
Approval listed in Appendix C.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT

Livestock grazing would be managed as described in 1981 Rangeland

Program Summary. Forage allocations from the Summary would
continue until sufficient data exists to require their modification.
Monitoring studies would continue on 81 allotments to evaluate
livestock grazing levels. Range improvements would continue to be
used to improve rangeland conditions. Integrated Activity Plans,
including NEPA analysis, would be developed for all allotments within
the activity plan boundaries.

WILD HORSE MANAGEMENT

Wild horses in the Piceance-East Douglas Herd Management Area
would be managed to maintain 95-140 animals. Wild horses would
be removed from West Douglas and North Piceance Herd Areas. The
wild horse herds would be managed to improve both the short and
long term range condition. Monitoring would continue to be conducted
so that herd numbers could be maintained in accordance with the
Wild Horse and Burro Act of 1971.

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT

Big game forage allocations would remain the same as specified in
the 1981 Grazing Management Environmental Impact Statement and

subsequent Rangeland Program Summary. Rangeland and grazeable

woodlands that are in a downward trend would be reevaluated for
forage reallocations. Developing water sources, vegetation
manipulations and animal redistribution techniques would normally
be integrated with range improvement or riparian restoration activities.
Monitoring would be conducted to determine which rangelands are
healthy, at risk, and/or not functioning properly.

Existing information on raptor nest locations would be verified and
supplemental surveys would be conducted on a project driven basis.
Protective stipulations and conditions of approval, determined through
NEPA process, would be applied to project proposals and
authorizations.

Habitat conditions for native grouse populations would be restored,
maintained and enhanced. Habitat management guidelines would be
applied during the NEPA process, and projects implemented through
approved activity plans.

Fisheries would be improved, recovered and maintained to increase
recreation fishing opportunities. Impacts by projects and authorizations
would be assessed during the NEPA process, with appropriate
mitigation applied. Mitigation would not violate valid existing rights.

Recovery of special status species (i.e. candidate, listed or proposed)
would continue to be pursued to ultimately remove these species from
special status consideration. The Endangered Species Act (USFWS)
process would continue to be implemented with appropriate conditions
of approval applied on all authorizations and permits.

14

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT

Six Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) would be managed so as not to
impair their suitability until they are formally designated or released
as wildemness by Congress. Two of the WSAs not recommended for
wilderness (Black Mountain, Windy Gulch), once released would
receive no special management. The third, (Oil Spring Mountain)
would be designated as a ACEC once released. Wilderness
Management Plans would be written when Congress formally
designates wilderness.

WILD AND SCENIC RIVER MANAGEMENT

All river and stream segments in the White River Resource Area would
be dropped from further consideration and management as WSRs, -
once the RMP Record of Decision has been signed.

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

All public lands would be managed to protect the quality of the scenic
or visual resource values of these lands. Proposed VRM classes would
become effective after signing of RMP and Record of Decision.
Impairment of visual resources would be protected by applying
stipulations and/or conditions of approval for all authorizations and
permits.

AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL
CONCERN

Areas identified as having importance for historic, cultural, scenic
and natural values, would continue to be protected. Management would
be as described in the Draft RMP, Appendix F. Basic protection
stipulations would be either controlled surface use or timing limitation
stipulations. Integrated activity plans would replace existing ACEC
activity plans, once completed.

RECREATION MANAGEMENT

The entire White River Resource Area would be managed as the White
River Extensive Recreation Management Area (ERMA). The area
would be managed custodially to provide unstructured recreation
opportunities. Specific management would be developed in project
plans, or integrated activity plans, following approval of RMP.
Resources would be managed and monitored, to ensure protection of
sensitive resources, and continued availability of recreation
opportunities and experiences (i.e. trails, cultural interpretation,
watchable wildlife, geology, paleontology, etc.).

MOTORIZED VEHICLE TRAVEL MANAGEMENT

Motorized vehicle travel would be managed to provide for public needs
and demands, protect natural resources, safety to users, and minimize
conflicts between various user groups. During the “interim”, prior to
development of a Travel Management Plan, no areas within the
Resource Area would be designated as open except to winter
snowmobile travel. The development of a Travel Management Plan
would be a public process and would evaluate road/trail status,
determine where, and if, roads and trails would be closed, identify
needs such as construction of motorized or non-motorized trails, or
other changes as necessary. Under the interim management,
approximately 922,000 acres would have a limitation from October 1
through April 30 to existing roads and trails. These lands would be



available for cross country travel the remainder of the year, as long as
resource damage did not occur. About 326,985 acres would have a
limitation to confine travel to existing roads, trails, or ways year round
in order to protect sensitive resources. Travel would be limited to
designated roads and trails on approximately 115,690 acres.
Approximately 91,000 acres would be closed to motorized vehicle
travel.

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Cultural resources would continue to be identified, protected and
preserved in accordance with existing laws and regulations.
Cooperative Agreements would continue to be pursued, with qualified
entities, for research and or/educational use of cultural resources. A
patrol/protection plan would be established, and implemented, for
cultural resources, designating areas within .5 miles of all roads and
trails, county roads and State highways, for protection.

PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Inventories would be completed for locations of significant fossil

 locations, and appropriate fossil bearing formations would be identified
(Class I). Paleontological resources would be made available for
scientific and educational purposes. Significant fossil resources would
continue to be protected on public lands. All authorizations would
comply with laws and regulations.

LANDS AND REALTY MANAGEMENT

Public lands would be made available for siting of public and private
facilities through issuance of permits and applicable land use
authorizations. NEPA documentation would be prepared for all
applications and mitigating measures applied to protect public lands.
Land use authorizations would be denied in exclusion areas, except
on short term permits involving no development.

Acquisitions of non-Bureau lands would be pursued through exchange,
purchase or donation where it would enhance BLM objectives and
improve efficiency in public and private land management.

Access would continue to be pursued where it would enhance use of
public lands and resources. All access plans would be analyzed through
necessary NEPA documentation. -

Elimination of unnecessary segregation of public lands would be
pursued to provide protection to at risk resource values as well as
better land management.

Eligible waterpower and reservoir sites would be protected from
adverse affects to value of the sites.

" FIRE MANAGEMENT

Fire would be managed to protect public health and safety, and
property, as well as allowing it to carry out an important ecological
function. Management would include both prescription fire and fire
suppression activities. A Fire Management Activity Plan would be
completed following RMP approval that would establish the priorities,
restrictions and/or constraints, for the program.

1.5

COMPARISON TABLE OF THE PRMP
AND ALL ALTERNATIVES

Table 1-1 compares the management components for each resource or
resource use contained within each alternative. In many cases the

. proposed management is the same as identified in one of the other

alternatives.



Table 1-1 Summary of Management Actions and Impacts by Alternative and Proposed Management

Alternative A

Altemnative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Management

Surface Stipulations and Conditions of Approval
(COAs) - Surface stipulations to protect sensitive
resources, developed through the White River Resource
Area Oil and Gas Umbrella Environmental Assessment
(EA), would continue to be attached to new leases for
oil and gas, where applicable. Surface stipulations in
the oil and gas EA would not be attached to existing
leases. For existing leases, mitigation developed through
the NEPA process would be attached to applications for
permit to drill (APDs), where applicable, subject to valid
existing rights. This mitigation is referred to as
conditions of approval (COAs).

.

Surface stipulations in the oil and gas EA would not be
attached to permits for other surface-disturbing activities.
Mitigation developed through the NEPA process continue
to be attached to permits for other-surface-disturbing
activities, where applicable.

Surface stipulations in the oil and gas EA are (1) no
surface occupancy (NSO) - 19,750 acres, (2) controlled
surface use (CSU) - 831,380 acres, and timing limitation
(TL) - 591,860 acres.

Surface stipulations in the oil and gas EA would protect
resources of concern from oil and gas development only.

Mitigation developed through the NEPA process would
protect resources from development of existing oil and
gas leases and from other surface-activities but not as
effectively as if applied through the RMP process.

Surface Stipulations and Conditions of
Approval (COAs) - Surface stipulations
developed through this RMP would
supersede those in the oil and gas EA. RMP
surface stipulations would be attached to
new oil and gas leases. RMP surface
stipulations would not be attached to
existing leases. For existing leases,
mitigation developed through the NEPA
process would be attached to applications for
permit to drill (APDs), where applicable,
subject to valid existing rights. This
mitigation is referred to as conditions of
approval (COAs).

Surface stipulations in the RMP would be
attached to permits for other surface-
disturbing activities. Mitigation developed
through the NEPA process also would be
attached to these permits, where applicable.

Surface stipulations in the RMP are (1) NSO
- 276,040 acres, (2) CSU - 1,050,120 acres,
and TL -331,850 acres.

Surface stipulations in the RMP would
protect resources of concern from oil and
gas development and also from other types
of surface-disturbing activities.

Mitigation developed through the NEPA
process would provide additional, more
effective protection to resources of concem.

Surface Stipulations and Conditions of
Approval (COAs) - Same as Alternative B
except for the number of acres subject to
RMP surface stipulations.

Surface stipulations are (1) NSO -1,125,720
acres, (2) CSU - 1,528,230 acres, and TL -
1,631,040 acres. .

Surface Stipulations and
Conditions of Approval (COAs) -
Same as Alternative B except for the
number of acres subject to RMP
surface stipulations.

Surface stipulations are (1) NSO -
148,450 acres, (2) CSU - 1,228,280
acres, and TL -959,000 acres.

Surface Stipulations and Conditions
of Approval (COAs) - Same as
Alternative B Except for the number of
acres subject to RMP surface
stipulations.

Surface stipulations are (1) NSO -
143,083 acres, (2) CSU - 725,339 acres
(3) TL - 912,455 acres. Overlap
commonly occurs between these three
types of stipulations. Approximately
1,302,200 acres are affected by this
category.

Air Quality - Compliance with applicable locsl, state,
and federal air quality laws, regulations, and
implementation plans is required. Compliance would
minimize emissions from primary emission sources.

No areas would be identified near the Dinosaur National
Monument (DNM) for State of Colorado visibility
impairment analysis prior to the State issuing emissions
permits. The potential to impair visibility from
incremental development near the DNM Monument
would be greater than that under the other alternatives,

Air Quality - Same as Alternative A except
13 areas near the DNM would be identified
for State of Colorado visibility impairment-
analysis prior to the state issuing emissions
permits on BLM lands. The likelihood of
impairing visibility from incremental
development near the DNM would be
reduced.

Air Quality - Same as Alternative B.

Air Quality - Same as Alternative B.

Air Quality - Same as Alternative B.




Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Management

Soils - Surface stipulations developed in the Piccance
Basin RMP specifically for soils and other surface
stipulations in the oil and gas EA would be attached to
new oil and gas leases, where applicable. Surface
stipulations specifically for soils: 7,200 acres NSO on
Baxter/Douglas Pass area, 16,490 acres CSU in soils
management priority areas (MPAs).

Soils - No surface stipulations developed
specifically for soils.

Eliminating the soils NSO stipulation on
Baxter/Douglas Pass and soils MPA would
increase soil erosion in those areas from 1
ton/acre/year to 8 tons/acre/year.

Soils - Surface stipulations developed in this
RMP specifically for soils and for other
resources would be attached to all surface-
disturbing activities, including new oil and
gas leases, where applicable. RMP
stipulations specifically for soils: 827,630
acres NSO and 52,000 acres CSU

Soils - Same as Alternative C except
for the number of acres subject to
RMP surface stipulations. Surface
stipulations developed specifically for
soils: 36,325 acres NSO and 536,000
CsU)

Soils - Same as Alternative C, except
that the number of acres subject to
surface stipulations would be as
follows, (1) NSO - 35,785, (2) CSU -
536,260.

Surface Water - Compliance with statc nonpoint source
management plan, state water quality standards, and
Clean Water Act i3 required.

Watershed activity plans would be developed for 15
areas totaling 589,560 acres.

During low flows, increased sediments would be most
apparent within the Piceance Creek, Douglas Creek and
the White River drainages because of the location of the
energy activitics.

Surface Water - Same as Altemative A
except watershed activity plans would be
developed for 7 arcas totaling 80,910 acres.

Surface Water - Same as Alternative A. -

Surface Water - Same as Alternative
A.

Surface Water - Same as Altcrnative
A.

Groundwater - Some cumulative degradation or
alteration of groundwater would probably occur from
underground disturbing activities, but most of the
disturbances would be localized.

Ground Water - Same as Alternative A.

Ground Water - Same as Alternative A.

Ground Water - Same as Alternative
A.

Ground Water - Same as Alternative
A.

Water Rights - BLM would continue to secure water
rights from springs and/or water developments by filing
for water rights under current Colorado Law. This
would meet the resource area’s current and projected
future demands for water except for during drought
years.

Water Rights - Same as Altemative A.

Water Rights - Same as Alternative A .

Water Rights - Same as Alternative
A.

Water Rights - Same as Alternative A.

Oil and Gas - Oil and Gas leasing would be subject to
surface stipulations developed in the oil and gas EA. (see
p. S-2) Surface stipulations would increase costs of
extraction but would not prevent recovery.

Drilling an estimated 50 wells per year over the next 10
to 15 years would yicld approximately 86.7 million cubic
feet of gas and produce approximately 11.5 million
barrels of crude oil. Even though exploration would
continue at the above rate, production would decrease
approximately 7 to 10 percent yearly.

Oil and Gas - Samc as Alternative A except
oil and gas leasing would be subject to
surface stipulations developed in this RMP
(see p. S-2).

Oil and Gas - Same as Alternative B except
for the number of acres subject to RMP
surface stipulations (see p. S-2).

Oil and Gas - Same as Alternative B
except for the number of acres
subject to RMP surface stipulations
(sce p. S-2).

-0il and Gas - Same as Alternative B,

except for number of acres subject to
surface stipulations, (1) NSO - 143,083
acres, (2) CSU - 725,339 acres, (3) TL
- 912,455 acres. Approximately
1,721,444 acres arc available for leasing
with 168,486 acrcs available for lcase
with standard terms and conditions.
83,720 acres arc not available for lease.

0il Shale - Oil shale decisions developed through the
Piceance Basin Resource Management Plan and

Envir tal Impact Si would be camied
forward into this RMP. Oil shale leasing would be
subject to surface stipulations developed in this RMP.
Surface stipulations would not make lands unavailable
for leasing and development but would likely increase
mining costs. The costs would depend on the
restrictions necessary to mitigate impacts to an
acceptable level and the distance to relocate operations.

Making 223,860 acres available for oil shale leasing and
development could produce an estimated 19 to 25.5
billion barrels of kerogen using today’s technology.

Oil Shale - Same as Alternative A except
for the number of acres subject to RMP
surface stipulations.

Oil Shale - Same as Altemnative A except
for the number of acres subject to RMP
surface stipulations.

Oil Shale - Same as Altemative A
except for the number of acres
subject to RMP surface stipulations

Oil Shale - Same as Altemnative A
except for the number of acres subject
to surface stipulations, (1) NSO -
12,040 acres, (2) CSU - 99,880 acres,
(3) TL - 83,410 acres. Approximately
223,860 acres would be available for
leasing. An additional 70,820 acres
would be available for multi-mineral
leasing.




Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Management

Sodium -.Sodium decisions in Piceance Basin RMP
would be carried forward into this RMP. Sodium leasing
would be subject to surface stipulations in this RMP.
Surface stipulations would not make lands unavailable
for leasing and development but would likely increase
mining costs.

Making 93,210 acres available for sodium leasing could
produce approximately 20.2 billion tons of sodium.

Sodium - Same as Alternative A except for
the number of acres subject to RMP surface
stipulations.

Sodium - Same as Alternative A except for
the number of acres subject to RMP surface
stipulations.

Sodium - Same as Alternative A
except for the number of acres
subject to RMP surface stipulations.

Sodium - Same as Alternative A except
for acres subject to lease and acres
subject to surface stipulations. 106,760
acres would be available for sodium
only leasing, and 70,820 acres would be
available for multi-mineral leasing.(1)
NSO - 5,596 acres (2) CSU - 29,122
acres (3) TL - 62,760 acres

Coal - Leasing decisions made in the Coal Amendment
to the White River Management Framework Plan would
be carried forward into this RMP. Coal leasing would be
subject to surface stipulations in this RMP. NSO
stipulations could preclude surface mining. They would
not preclude underground mining but would increase
mining costs. The total NSO applies to 2,700 acres (2
percent) of land available for coal.

Making 151,170 acres available for further coal leasing
would satisfy existing and anticipated future demand for
this planning period.

Coal - Same as Alternative A except for the
number of acres subject to RMP surface
stipulations. The total NSO applies to 9,300
acres (6 percent) of land available for coal.

Coal - Same as Alternative A except for the
number of acres subject to RMP surface
stipulations. The total NSO applies to
57,090 acres (38 percent) of land available
for coal.

Coal - Same as Alternative A except
for the number of acres subject to
RMP surface stipulations. The total
NSO applies to 21,690 acres (14
percent) of land available for coal.

Coal - Same as Alternative A except for
the number of acres subject to surface
stipulations. Lands available for coal
leasing - 150,570 acres, (1) NSO -
21,690 acres, (2) CSU - 78,190 acres,
(3) TL - 107,070 acres.

Mineral Materials - RMP surface stipulations would not
affect the supply of mineral materials or potential
operators because suitable material is available within
reasonable distances to markets.

Mineral Materials - Same as Alternative A.

Mineral Materials - Same as Alternative A.

Mineral Materials - Same as
Alternative A.

Mineral Materials - Lands (including
split estate) available for mineral
material disposal amounts to
approximately 1,596,627 acres, of which
725,339 acres have CSU stipulations and
912,455 acres have timing limitations
stipulations.

Locatable Minerals - The potential for locatable mineral
development in the White River Resource Area is very
low. The possibility of mining claim development is
considered to be nonexistent.

Locatable Minerals - Same as Alternative
Al

Locatable Minerals - Same as Alternative
A.

Locatable Minerals - Same as
Alternative A.

Locatable Minerals - Same as
Alternative A.

Plant Communities - Managing to achieve desired plant
communities would result in the following ecological site
classifications (acres): Potential natural community
(PNC) - 212,050; late-seral communities -16,490; mid-
seral communities - 399,270; early-seral communities -
96,520; unclassified - 131,540

BLM lands would be revegetated with non-native plant
species on the following plant community acreage:
Pinyon/juniper - 69,075; sagebrush rangelands - 39,180;
mountain shrub - 9,200; other - 3,100

Forage allocated in the 1981 Grazing Management

Envir tal Impact Stat t (EIS) animals would
not be reallocated resource area wide. Forage allocations
would be reevaluated following completion of the RMP
and reallocated, if necessary, to accommodate existing
wildlife numbers, which have increased since completion
of the grazing EIS.

Plant Communities - Managing to achicve
desired plant communities would result in
the following ecological site classifications
(acres): PNC - 215,900; late-seral
communities - 628,060; mid-seral
communities - 383,840; early-seral
communities - 96,520; unclassified -
131,540.

Revegetation acres with nonnative plant
species in: pinyon/juniper - 51,500 acres;
sagebrush rangelands - 38,730 acres;
mountain shrub - 9,500 acres; other plant
communities 3,100 acres.

Forage allocated in the grazing EIS would
not be reallocated resource area wide. Forage
allocations would be reevaluated during
preparation of integrated activity plans
(IAPs) and reallocated, if necessary, to
accommodate existing wildlife numbers,
which have increased since allocations were
made in the grazing EIS.

Plant Communities - Managing to achieve
desired plant communities would result in the
following ecological site classifications
(acres): PNC - 217,090, late-seral
communities - 631,630, mid-seral
communities - 379,090; early-seral
communities - 96,520; unclassified - 131,540
acres.

Revegetation with nonnative plant species -
same as Alternative B.

Forage allocated in the grazing EIS would
not be reallocated resource area wide. Forage
allocations would be reevaluated during
preparation of integrated activity plans (IAPs)
and reallocated, if necessary, to accommodate
proposed CDOW big game objectives, which
would result in increases from the grazing
EIS.

Plant Communities - Ecological site
classifications would be the same as
in Alternative C.

Revegetation with nonnative plant
specics - same as Alternative B.

Forage allocation -same as
Alternative C.

Plant Communities - Ecological site
classifications would be the same as in
Alternative C.

Revegetation with nonnative plant
species - same as Alternative B.

Forage allocations - same as Alternative
C.




Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Management

Noxious and Problem Weeds - Surface disturbance
associated with oil and gas development, on- and off-
road motorized vehicle travel, oil shale development,
additional access, and woodland and timber management
would provide potential sites for noxious and problem
weed infestations that could ultimately compromise
ecosystems.

Noxious and Problem Weeds - Same as
Alternative A except: Limiting vehicle travel
to existing roads and trails would reduce the
formation of new trails and thus the potential
for noxious and problem weed infestations.

Noxious and Problem Weeds - Same as
Alternative A except: Five weed-free zones
would be designated where special
precautions would be taken to prevent the
spread of noxious and problem weeds.
Special precautions in weed-free zones and
limiting motorized vehicle travel to
designated roads and trails would
significantly reduce the potential for noxious
and problem weed infestations.

Nozxious and Problem Weeds -
Same as Alternative C.

Noxious and Problem Weeds - Same as
Alternative C.

Riparian - An estimated 50 to 75 percent of riparian
habitats on BLM lands would be in non-functioning
condition. An estimated 85 percent of riparian habitats
on BLM lands would be in stable condition.

Riparian - An estimated 25 percent of
riparian habitats on BLM lands would not
have sufficient vegetation cover to function
properly. An estimated 75 percent of
riparian habitats on BLM lands would
improve to proper functioning condition.

Riparian - Same as Alternative B.

Riparian - Same as Alternative B.

Riparian - Same as Alternative B.

T/E and Special Status Plants - T/E and special status
plants, although protected by law, could be lost
accidentally from development or recreation on or
adjacent to BLM lands occupied by T/E plants and by
vehicles driving off existing roads and trails. Any
significant loss of two federally-listed plant species that
are not known to occur any where else in the world
could jeopardize their existence.

T/E and Special Status Plants - Same as
Alternative A except motorized vehicles
would be limited to existing roads and trails.
This would reduce loss of T/E and special
status plants. Loss of plants could still occur
accidentally from development and from
noncompliance with off-road vehicle
restrictions. '

T/E and Special Status Plants - Same as
Alternative B.

T/E and Special Status Plants -
Same as Alternative B.

T/E and Special Status Plants - Same
as Alternative B except that motorized
vehicle travel would be limited to
designated roads and trails with
ACEC’s. Approximately 45,400 acres
would have NSO stipulations.

Sensitive Plants and Remnant Vegetation Associations
(RVAs) - An NSO stipulation for inown plant habitat
would protect sensitive plants and RVAs, but plants
could be lost accidentally from development and by
vehicles driving off existing roads and trails.

Sensitive Plants and RVAs - Same as
Alternative A except motorized vehicles
would be limited to existing roads and trails.
This would reduce loss of T/E and special
status plants. Loss of plants could still occur
accidentally from development and by
noncompliance with off-road vehicle
restrictions.

Sensitive Plants and RVAs - Same as
Alternative B.

Sensitive Plants and RVAs - Same
as Alternative B.

Sensitive Plants and RVAs - Same as
Alternative B except approximately
4,200 acres would be protected with
NSO stipulations. Motorized vehicle
travel would be limited to designated
roads and trails within ACECs and
existing roads and trails in habitat
outside ACECs.

Timberlands - A totsl of 19,190 acres would be
available for harvest. At a 100-year rotation rate, the
annual allowable harvest would be 190 acres/year.

Timberlands - A total of 1,450 acres would
be available for harvest. At a 100-year
rotation rate, the annual allowable harvest
would be 14.5 acres/year.

Timberlands - A total of 400 acres would
be available for harvest. At a 100-year
rotation rate, the annual allowable harvest
would be 4 acres/year. No harvest program
would be pursued.

Timberlands - Same as Alternative
C.

Timberlands - A commercial timber
harvest would not be developed for fir,
spruce, and aspen. Aspen would be
available for personal use. Coal Oil
Rim and Mooschead Mtn. would be
designated as ACECs to protect timber
land.

Woodlands - A total of 177,150 acres would be
available for commercial harvest. At a 100-year rotation
rate, the annual allowable harvest would be 890
acres/year.

Woodlands - A total of 146,730 acres would
be available for commercial harvest. Ata
100-year rotation rate, the annual allowable
harvest would be 240 acres/year.

Woodlands - A total of 27,600 acres would
be available for commercial harvest. Ata
100-year rotation rate, the annual allowable
harvest would be 45 acres/year.

Woodlands - Same as Alternative C.

Woodlands - Same as Alternative C.




Altemative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Management

Livestock Grazing - Decisions made through the 1981
Grazing Management Envir tal Impact Stat t
would be carried forward into this RMP. Forage
allocations would not change. Existing and proposed
surface disturbance would result in a cumulative forage
loss of 11,500 AUMs. A total of 6,670 AUMs currently
allocated to livestock would be lost. This represents a 5
percent loss in comparison to current livestock grazing
levels, or a loss of forage sufficient to sustain 555 cows
yearlong. .

Livestock Grazing - Forage allocations
made in the grazing EIS would not change.
Existing and proposed management
(including increases in deer and elk) would
result in a cumulative forage loss of 12,130
AUMSs. A total of 7,300 AUMs currently
allocated to livestock would be lost. This
represents a 6 percent loss in comparison to
current livestock grazing levels, or a loss of
forage sufficient to sustain 608 cows
yearlong. This is an increased forage loss of
630 AUMs (9 percent) from Altcrnative A.
The greatest losses would occur in GRAs
1,2,3 and 5.

Livestock Grazing - Forage allocations
made in the grazing EIS would not change.
Existing and proposed management
(including increases in deer and elk) would
result in a cumulative forage loss of 14,884
AUMs. A total of 10,054 AUMs currently
allocated to livestock would be lost. This
represents & 7 percent loss in comparison to
current livestock grazing levels, or a loss of
forage sufficient to sustain 550 cows
yearlong. This is an increased forage loss of
2,754 AUMSs (41 percent) from Alternative
A. The greatest losses would occur in GRAs
1,2,3 and 5.

Livestock Grazing - Forage
allocations made in the grazing EIS
would not change. Existing and
proposed management (including
increases in deer and elk) would
result in a cumulative forage loss of
11,430 AUMs. A total of 6,600
AUMs cutrently allocated to
livestock would be lost. This
represents a8 5 percent loss in

com parison to current livestock
grazing levels, or a loss of forage
sufficient to sustain 550 cows
yearlong. This is a decrease in
forage loss of 70 AUMSs (1 percent)
from Alternative A. The greatest
losses would occur in GRAs 1,2,3
and 5.

Livestock Grazing - Forage allocations
made in the 1981 Rangeland Program
Summary would continue until data
exists to require modification. The
present level of 126,490 AUMs would
continue for the short term. The 144
grazing allotments have been placed into
categories that define intensity of
management. 54 allotments are in the
improve category and will receive the
greatest management emphasis including
development of allotment management
plans.

Wild Horses - A total of 2,100 AUMs of forage would
be provided to support 60-140 wild horses.

The boundaries of the Piceance-East Douglas Herd
Management Area (HMA), containing 161,300 acres,
would remain the same. Wild horses would continue to
use 18,530 acres of patented oil shale claims (the
Boxelder Aliotment and Pasture C of the Square S
Allotment) that lie within the HMA boundary until or
unless the owners of the claims request the horses be
removed. The Piceance-East Douglas HMA would be
managed to provide 2,100 AUMs of forage for 60-140
wild horses. Wild horses would be removed from the
North Piceance (107,590 acres) and West Douglas
(190,870 acres) herd arcas (HAs).

Managing to accommodate 60-140 horses would
contribute to near optimum wild horse fecundity.

Wild Horses - A total of 1,050 AUMs of
forage would be provided to support 60-70
wild horses.

The Piceance-East Douglas HMA would be
adjusted to exclude 18,532 acres of patented
oil shale claims (the Boxelder Allotment and
Pasture C of the Square S Allotment). The
wild horses on those patented claim lands
would also be removed. Removing the
18,532 acres of patented oil shale claims and
the horses from the HMA would eliminate
potential problems associated with wild
horses using lands not under the BLM’s
jurisdiction. The adjusted HMA would be
146,200 acres. The adjusted HMA would be
managed to provide 1,050 AUMs of forage

-for 60-70 wild horses. Wild horses would

be removed from the North Piceance and
West Douglas herd areas (HAs).

Managing to accommodate 60-70 wild
horses would be the lowest population level
at which a viable wild horse could be
maintained.

Wild Horses - A total of 4,800 AUMs of
forage would be provided to support 320
wild horses.

Piceance-East Douglas HMA - Same as
Alternative A except: The HMA would be
managed to provide 2,100 AUMs of forage
for 90-140 horses.

| The North Piceance HA and a portion of the

West Douglas HA would be designated as
the North Piccance HMA and the Texas
Creck HMA, respectively. The two new
HMASs (148,960 acres) would be managed to
provide a maximum 1,950 AUMs for 100-
130 wild horses. The remainder of the West
Douglas HA (149,500 acres) would be
managed to provide 750 AUMs for 0-50
horses.

Managing to accommodate 320 horses would
improve herd fecundity, genetics, and the
desirability of horses for adoption.

Wild Horses - A total of 2,100
AUMs of forage would be provided
to support 95-140 wild horses.

The Piceance-East Douglas HMA
would be expanded to include the
Greasewood Allotment (28,830 acres)
portion of the North Piceance HA.
Adding the Greasewood Allotment to
the Piceance-East Douglas HMA
would eliminate conflicts between -
wild horses and livestock. The
expanded HMA would total 190,130
acres and include the patented oil
shale claims. A cooperative
agreement to allow wild horses to use
the oil shale claims would be pursued
with the owner of the claims. The
expanded HMA would be managed
to provide 2,100 AUMs for 95-140
horses. Wild horses would
eventually be removed (the long-term
objective) from the remainder of the
North Piceance HA and the West
Douglas HA.

Managing forage to accommodate 95-
120 horses would enhance habitat
conditions for wild horses and
maximize their productivity.

Wild Horses - Same as Alternative D.

Big Game - Management may increase winter deer
forage by 28%, improve habitat utility on 9% of winter
ranges, and improve herbaceous forage on 14% of
fallspring ranges. Improved water distribution would
expand suitable summer habitat by up to 15%.
Conversely, habitat treatment guidelines may allow land
treatments to reduce sagebrush forage by up to 35% on
winter range or up to 65% on scvere winter range, and
increase cover deficient conditions on an additional 10%
of winter range. Deer range capacity could be reduced
by up to 35% through and beyond plan life. Under

Big Game - Management may increase
winter deer forage by 22%, improve habitat
utility on 8% of winter ranges, and improve
herbaceous forage on 32% of fall/spring
ranges. Improved water distribution would
expand suitable summer habitat by up to 5%.
Conversely, habitat treatment guidelines may
allow land treatments to reduce sagebrush
forage by up to 20% on general and severe
winter ranges and increase cover deficient
conditions on an additional 6% of winter

Big Game - Management would increase
winter deer forage by 20%, improve habitat
utility on 8% of winter ranges, and improve
herbaceous forage on 24% of fall/spring
ranges. Improved water distribution would,
expand suitable summer habitat by a
minimum 5%. Integrating habitat treatment
guidelines with all land treatment would
maintain winter forage sufficient to prevent
localized reductions in habitat capacity and
optimize big game habitat utility on all

Big Game - Management cffects on
deer, pronghorn and elk populations
and habitats would be the same as
Alternative C except flexibility within
habitat treatment guidelines may
allow localized short-term declines in
winter forage capacity for deer and
pronghorn. GRA-wide ceilings
would prevent reductions in overall
range capacity. Similarly, guideline
latitude may reduce opportunities for

Big Game - Same as Alternative D
except improving a winter forage base
increase of 20%, improving cover
distribution on & minimum 8%, and
improving alternate or supplemental
herbaceous forage availability on 24%
would provide improvement in woody
forage vigor and condition.




Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Management

Big Game continued - reduced population goals (11%),
it is likely that long-term haebitat conditions for deer
would improve, but population productivity and risk of
periodic population crashes would remain static.

Enhanced herbaceous forage and water availability
would improve 35% of pronghom range, but woody
forage could be reduced by 35%.

Long-term improvements in herbaceous forage would
offset forage deficits attributable to elk, but elk use
would prolong efforts to reduce grazing intensity and
achieve watershed improvement goals.

Direct habitat losses from land use would be locally
pronounced, but insignificant overall. Public use
depresses big game habitat utility by an average 10-20%.
Localized indirect habitat losses of up to 60% occur on
6% of summer range and 14% of winter range. There is
little available control of road proliferation and
escalation of indirect big game impacts.

Timing limitations are ineffective in minimizing
disturbance of big game production activities. Severe
winter range timing limitations prevent acute animal
harassment under the most severe winter conditions, but
do not effectively minimize harassment or montality
during prolonged winters.

Big Game continued - range. Treatment
guidelines would prevent GRA-wide range
capacity impairment. Under reduced
population goals (11%), long-term deer
habitat conditions (especially woody forage
vigor) would improve, but herd productivity
and risk of periodic population crashes
would remain static through plan life.

Enhanced herbaceous forage and water
availability would improve 40% of
pronghorn range. Overall declines in range
capacity would be prevented by limiting
reductions in woody forage to 20%.
Increase emphasis on herbaceous community
development would fully compensate forage
deficits attributable to elk and accelerate
achievement of desired grazing use and
watershed improvement goals.

Road density limitations applied to 18% of
all big game range would stabilize or
slightly increase the effective utility of big
game critical habitats and would reduce
effective habitat loss in heavy development
areas by 50-75% in the long term.

Timing limitations would be ineffective in
minimizing disturbance of big game
production activitics. Severe winter range
timing limitations would minimize chronic
animal stress on ranges hosting up to 55% of
the resource area’s big game population.

Big Game continued - project areas. Under
reduced deer population goals (18%),
improvement in woody forage condition
would be attained within plan life.

Enhanced habitat utility would establish long
term improving trends in habitat condition
and herd productivity and help moderate
dramatic population fluctuations.

Enhanced herbaceous forage and water
availability would improve 41% of
pronghorn range. Limiting reductions in
woody forage to 10% would prevent
localized declines in range capacity.
Increased emphasis on herbaceous
community development and reducing elk
populations by 28% would offset additional
forage use attributable to elk within plan life.
Long-term forage use by elk would not
interfere with attainment of desired grazing
use and watershed improvement goals.

Road density limitations would maintain
70% of big game range utility across a
minimum 66% of the resource area.

Timing limitations would minimize chronic
animal stress and displacement from
preferred habitats on all ranges that fulfill
special big game functions. Stipulation
application would extend to ranges occupied
by up to 75% of wintering big game and
would maintain functional utility on at least
42% of summer ranges.

Big Game continued - optimizing
deer habitat utility to levels
intermediate between Alternatives B
and C (i.c. up to an additional 4% of
winter range in cover deficient
condition).

Road density limitations would affect
big gmae habitats the same as
AlternativeC.

Timing limitations would minimize
chronic animal stress and
displacement from preferred habitats
on a balanced range of habitats that
fulfill important year-round big game
functions. Stupulation application
would extend to ranges picd by
up to 70% of wintering big game and
would maintain functional utility on
at least 42% of summer ranges.

Big Game continued

Enhanced herbaceous forage and water
availability would be the same as
Alternative C. ’

Road density limitations would be the
same as Alternative C.

Timing limitations same as Alternative

D.

Non-T/E Raptors - Woodland and timber canopy
treatments would reduce woodland raptor nest and
foraging habitat capacity by 15% in the short term and
35% in the long term. Long term habitat capacity for
raptors and nongame prey associated with mature
pinyon-juniper and spruce-fir types (¢.g. northern
goshawk) would be reduced by 35% and 50%,
respectively. Woodland and brush manipulations would
increase foraging habitat for soaring raptors by 20% for
50-60 years.

NSO and TL stipulations protect ongoing nesting
activity, but are incapable of maintaining the integrity of
nest habitats for sustained use. Public land uses reduce
nest habitat utility by up to 10%.

Non-T/E Raptors - Woodland and timber
canopy treatments would reduce woodland
raptor nest and foraging habitat capacity by
7% in the short term and 25% in the long
term. Long term habitat capacity for mature
pinyon-juniper and spruce-fir canopy
associates (i.c. raptors and nongame prey)
would be reduced by 40% and 3%,
respectively. Woodland and brush
manipulations would increase foraging
habitat for soaring raptors by 15% for 50-60
years.

NSO and TL stipulations and nest habitat
provisions would protect nest activities and
maintain known nest habitat utility for
extended timeframes. Limiting road
densities would stabilize or slightly reduce
nest habitat disuse on 20% of woodland,
40% of forest, and 28% of ferruginous hawk
and burrowing ow| habitats.

Non-T/E Raptors - Woodland canopy
treatments would reduce woodland raptor
nest and foraging habitat capacity by about
5% in the short and long term. Long term
habitat capacity for mature pinyon-juniper
canopy associates (i.e. raptors and nongame
prey) would be reduced by 8%. Habitat
capacity for spruce-fir and aspen associates
would not be affected. Woodland and brush
manipulations would increase foraging
habitat the same as Alternative B.

NSO and TL stipulations, nest habitat
provisions, and nest survey requirements
would protect nest activities and maintain
the utility of suitable nest habitats for
extended timeframes. Limiting road
densities would stabilize or slightly reduce
nest habitat disuse on 80% of woodland and
ferruginous hawk and burrowing owl
habitats, and 46% of forest habitats.

Non-T/E Raptors - Same as
Alternative C except modified nest
survey requirements would reduce
nest detection levels and the
subsequent use of NSO and TL
stipulations and nest habitat
provisions. Nest surveys at levels
comparable to Alternative C would
be gained on an estimated 60 to 70

percent of affected woodland habitats.

Non-T/E Raptors - Same as Alternative
C except long term habitat capacity for
mature pinyon-juniper canopy would
reduced by 10%.
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Non-T/E Raptors Continued - Managem ent-induced
h ent of herb cover conditions would
improve the abundance and diversity of non-game prey
on up to 25% of grassland/shrubland habitats (soaring
raptors) and 27% of woodland habitats (woodland

raptors) and may increase nestling survival rates slightly.

Similarly, reductions of browse use would enhance
structural subcanopy development on up to 36% of
pinyon-juniper woodlands.

Non-T/E Raptors Continued -
Management-induced enhancement of
herbaceous cover conditions would improve
the abundance and diversity of non-game
prey on up to 50% of grass and shrub
habitats (soaring raptors) and 40% of
woodland habitats (woodland raptors).
Reductions of browse use would have the
same effects as Alternative A.

Non-T/E Raptors Continued -
Management-induced enhancement of
herbaceous and woody subcanopy
development would improve the abundance
and diversity of non-game prey on grassland,
shrubland, and woodland habitats at levels
comparable to Alternative B.

Non-T/E Raptors - Scc above.

Non-T/E Raptors - See above.

Grouse - Herbaceous cover and forage availability
enhancement would occur on 25% of public land grouse
nest/brood habitats.

Modified sagebrush habitats would reduce sage grouse
nesting habitat by 12-37%, and brood and overall range
by 13-41% over a 15-20 year period. Treatment of
suboptimal sagebrush habitats may expand sage grouse
range by 5-10% in the long term.

Woodland harvest would expand blue grouse spring-fall
habitats by 4%, but canopy treatments would reduce
winter habitats by 8% and 33% in the short- and long-
terms, respectively.

From 11-15% of all grouse nesting habitat would be
vulnerable to road-related disturbance.

Application of TL and NSO stipulations may prevent
disruption of annual sage grouse breeding activities.

Oil shale and surface coal-mining operations would
predispose 5-7% of affected blue and sage grouse range
(including 5-11% of available nest and brood range) to
long term loss.

Grouse - Herbaceous cover and forage
availability enhancement would occur on
63% of public land grouse nest/brood
habitats.

Modified sagebrush habitats would reduce
sage grouse nesting habitat by 12-24%, and
brood and overall range by 23% over a 15-
20 year period. Habitat guidelines would
relegate short term losses to Alternative A's
midpoint values and emphasize treatment of
suboptimal sagebrush stands. Reestablishing
sagebrush on large disturbances would
accelerate recovery of grouse nesting and
brood cover.

Woodland manipulations would not alter
blue grouse habitat availability, but canopy
treatments would reduce winter habitats by
2-3% and 10% in the short- and long- terms,
respectively.

Road density limitations would reduce the
extent of sage grouse nesting habitat
vulnerable to disruption by 5%, and would
stabilize or reduce road-related disruption on
10-32% of associated nest habitat.
Remaining sage grouse nesting habitat would
be subject to increases in road-based
influence.

Application of TL and NSO stipulations
would maintain annual sage grouse breeding
activities, but extending lek protection to
important periphersl features would maintain
long term lek site characteristics and
suitability.

Impacts from oil shale and surface coal
mining would be the same as Alternative A.

Grouse - Herbaceous cover and forage
availability could be enhanced on 76% of
public land grouse nestbrood habitats.

Sagebrush modifications would be the same
as Alternative B; however, application of
habitat guidelines would relegate short term
losses to Alternative A’s low to midpoint
values. Reestablishing sagebrush on larger
disturbances or accumulations of smaller
events would accelerate recovery of usable
grouse habitat.

Harvesting 3% of BLM's coniferous forest
base would not influence blue grouse winter
habitats. Aspen harvests that enhance stand
health would maintain or improve 20% of
aspen-based blue grouse brood and summer
habitats.

Expanding road density limitations would
reduce the potential disruption of sage
grouse nesting activities by 5% and stabilize
at 20% road-related nest disruption on all
nest habitat.

Application of TL and NSO stipulations
would maintain annual sage grouse breeding
activitics and protect lek site character at
levels comparable to Alternative B.
Application of a nest season TI, would allow
68% of nest attempts to succeed within lek
complexes.

Impacts from oil shale and surface coal
mining would be the same as Alternative A.

Grouse - Through various
management schemes, herbaceous
cover and forage availability could be
enhanced on 80% of public land
grouse nest/brood habitats.

Modification of grouse habitats
would influence grouse the same as
Alternative C. Reestablishing
sagebrush cover on larger
disturbances would develop
sagebrush canopies suitable for year-
round grouse use, but does not
abbreviate adverse impacts caused by
small clumped events.

Harvesting forest products would
influence blue grouse the same as
described for Alternative C.

Expanding road density limitations
would influence sage grouse the same
as described for Alternative C.

Limiting road densities and applying
TL, NSO, and CSU stipulations
would influence grouse the same as
Alternative C,

Impacts from oil shale and surface
coal mining would be the same as
Alternative A.

Grouse - Reducing big game objectives
and horse population objectives,
implementing grazing use goals on nest
and brood ranges, and watershed
improvements would enhance
herbaceous cover and forage availability
on up to 80% of public land grouse
habitat.

Modification of sagebrush habitat would
reduce sage grouse habitat by 10% and
overall summer and brood range to no
more than 25% over a 15-20 year
period.

Expanding road density limitations
would influence grouse as described in
Alternative C.

Applying TL, NSO, and CSU
stipulations would influence grouse the
same as described in Alternative C.
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Fisheries - Improvements to aquatic and riparian
systems would extend to 50% of Colorado River
cutthroat trout habitats (23% of all stream fisheries).
Improvements to poor condition fisheries would elevate
45% of sl fishery habitats to fair condition. No more
than 20% of stream habitats would achieve good fishery
conditions.

Increased herbaceous ground cover on 30% of the
Resource Area would improve adjacent and downstream
fish habitat by decreasing upland sediment transport and
increasing base flows to all streams.

NEPA-derived stipulations designed to minimize or
mitigate disruption of channel and floodplain features
would maintain habitat conditions and trend.

Oil shale development may lead to the loss of >50% of
all stream fisheries, including 35% of Colorado River
cutthroat trout fisheries.

Fisheries - Improvements to aquatic and
riparian systems would extend to virtually all
stream fisheries. All poor condition fisheries
would be elevated to fair condition. Good
fisheries conditions would be achieved or
maintained on 30-40% of stream habitats.

Increased herbaceous ground cover on 55%
of the Resource Area would improve fish
habitat by decreasing upland sediment
transport and increasing base flows to all
streams.

NEPA-derived stipulations designed to
minimize or mitigate physical disruption of
habitat features would maintain habitat
condition and trend. Localized impacts
would persist where road abandonment or
restricted vehicle use provide the only means
to arrest habitat deterioration.

Influences of oil shale development would
be the same as Alternative A.

Fisheries - Fisheries management would be
the same as Alternative B.

However, protection standards for virtually
all riparian communitics, fragile or unstable
soils, and Colorado River cutthroat trout
habitats would be strengthened such that
constant, additive gains toward fishery
recovery goals would be achieved.

Influences of oil shale development would
be the same as Alternative A.

Fisheries - Same as Alternative C.

Fisheries - Same as Altemnative C.

Special Status Wildlife - Listed Species: Endangered
Species Act processes would remain effective in
preventing federa] actions from contributing to
cumulative declines in threatened and endangered species
populations or deterioration of associated habitat.

Riparian improvements and protection would maintain or
improve to proper functioning condition about 8% of the
White River's designated critical habitat for listed
Colorado River fishes, and provide for maintenance of
floodplain cottonwood communities as bald eagle
habitats along 6% of the White River.

Application of timing limitations promotes selection of
alternate cottonwood sites as established bald eagle roost
and nest sites deteriorate.

Improving herbaceous forage on grass and brushland
ranges may enhance the prairie dog prey base on up to
8% of potential black-footed ferret habitat.

Special Status Wildlife - Listed Species:
Endangered Species Act processes and
special stipulations would provide relatively
risk-free protection of listed species activities
and habitats.

Riparian improvements and protection would
affect the habitat of Colorado squawfish and
bald cagle as in Alternative A except, in
addition, minimizing suppression of
cottonwood regeneration and requiring that,
if unavoidably involved, long term
floodplain features and function be restored,
the long term development and availability
of riverine cottonwoods for bald eagle use is
encouraged. Potential roost and nest
substrate on BLM riverine tracts may
increase by 50% in the long term.

Establishment of ferret recovery areas would
be preliminary to the establishment of a self-
sustaining ferret population. Applied
stipulations and road-density limitations
within recovery areas would maintain site
capacity for ferret reestablishment and
reduce the potential for ferret mortality and
disruption of reproductive activities.
Minimizing disruption of prairie dog systems
outside recovery areas would foster
maintenance of dispersal corridors and
alternate colonization sites. Improving
herbaceous forage on grass and brushland
ranges may enhance the prairiec dog prey
base on 52% of potential ferret habitat and
increase the extent of suitable habitat by
13% in the long term.

Special Status Wildlife -Listed Species -
Endangered Species Act processes and
special stipulations would provide protection
of listed species activities and habitats
comparable to Alternative B.

Riparian improvements and protection would
affect the habitat of Colorado squawfish and
bald eagle as in Alternative B except White
River ACEC designation would better focus
and integrate all land use activities toward
sustained development and maintenance of
floodplain associations and processes. Lease
and special stipulations would prevent
surface disturbance from impairing
floodplain function or riparian expression.
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Management of ferret recovery areas would
be the same as Alternative B except
management emphasis would shift to
enhancing, rather than maintaining the
capability of the sites for ferret
reestablishment. Disallowing land uses that
adversely modify the extent or distribution
of prairie dog colonies outside recovery
areas would assure maintenance of dispersal
corridors and intervening habitat for
colonization.

Special Status Wildlife - Listed
Species - Same as Alternative C.

Special Status Wildlife - Listed Species
- 58,790 acres would be designated as
black-footed ferret recovery areas.
Disruptive activities within 1/2 mile of
bald eagle nests, roosts, and
concentration areas would not be
allowed. 47,610 acres would be
designated an ACEC in the East
Douglas watershed in part to protect
habitat for the Colorado River cutthroat
trout.

Other management would be the same
as Alternative C.
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Special Status Wildlife - Candidate Species - Applied
stipulations deter physical disruption on 50% of BLM’s
Colorado River cutthroat trout habitats and minimize
short term disruption on remaining fisheries sufficient to
maintain improving trends at low development intensity.
‘| There are no effective means for controlling
incompatible vehicular use or road proliferation in
occupied drainages, nor the deterioration of fisheries
habitats associated with accelerated sedimentation from
road-induced bank, slope and channel instability.
Riparian improvements and vegetation treatments
promote improved fisheries conditions. through small
increases in base flow and reduced sediment yield.
Extensive spruce-fir canopy treatments in occupied
watersheds may induce prolonged channel adjustments
deleterious to these fisheries.

Impacts to ferruginous hawk and northern goshawk are
integral with the raptor management summary.

Vegetation manipulations would reduce loggerhead
shrike nesting habitat by less than 5%. Plant community
improvements may expand suitable nesting habitat by up
to 11% in the long term.

BLM management is ineffective in influencing sharp-
tailed grouse populations and habitat, principally because
of a limited and highly fragmented land base.

Special Status Wildlife - Candidate Species
- Integrating program management would
elevate 96% of Colorado River cutthroat
fisheries to fair condition in the short term,
and to good condition through plan life.
Vegetation treatments would have the same
influence on cutthroat fisheries as
Alternative A except canopy manipulations
in headwaters would not disrupt channel and
floodplain stability. Conditions of Approval
and special stipulations would minimize
short term physical disruption and maintain
improving trends regardless of land use
intensity.

Impacts to ferruginous hawk and northern
goshawk are integral with the raptor
management summary. In addition,
maintaining prairie dog populations in ferret
recovery areas would maintain important
prey elements on 28% of ferruginous hawk
habitat hosting 50% of known nesting
territories.

Vegetation manipulations would reduce
loggerhead shrike nesting habitat by less
than 5%. Plant community improvements
may enhance prey availability on 82% of
occupied habitat and expand suitable nesting
habitat by up to 11% in the long term.

BLM management’s influence on sharp-
tailed grouse would be the same as
Alternative A.

Special Status Wildlife - Candidate Species
- Colorado River cutthroat trout habitat
recovery goals and methods would be the
same as Alternative B except application of
a lease stipulation within the East Douglas
Ctreek ACEC would limit incompatible
short-term watershed disturbance such that
the long-term integrity and development
potential of these systems would not be
impaired. Conditioning sall land use within
the ACEC to complement or remain
compatible with fisheries recovery objectives
would ensure that gains in habitat quality are
additive and accelerated improvement is
realized through plan life.

Impacts to ferruginous hawk and northern
goshawk are integral with the raptor
management summary. Management of
ferret recovery arcas would affect
ferruginous hawks the same as Alternative B
except that by preventing adverse alteration
of prairie 