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The BLM manages more land — 253 million acres — than any other federal agency. This land, known as
the National System of Public Lands, is primarily located in 12 Western States, including Alaska. The
Bureau, with a budget of about $1 billion, also administers 700 million acres of subsurface mineral
estate throughout the nation. The BLM’s multiple-use mission is to sustain the health and productivity
of the public lands for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations. The Bureau
accomplishes this by managing such activities as outdoor recreation, livestock grazing, mineral
development, and energy production, and by conserving natural, historical, cultural, and other
resources on public lands.
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California

Requests for additional information regarding the Record of Decision and Approved
Resource Management Plan:

Gabriel Garcia, Field Manager, Bakersfield Field Office, 661-391-6000

Requests for copies of the document:

blm ca bakersfield rmp@blm.gov or call 661-391-6022

Project Web site: www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/bakersfield

The Bakersfield Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management Plan
(ROD/Approved RMP) is a project of BLM California that supports the BLM’s Mission.
The Approved RMP was prepared under the authority of and regulations implementing
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 Code of Federal Regulations
1600). Itincludes broad land use plan decisions that provide the overall direction for
managing resources and resource uses in the Bakersfield Decision Area. Land use plan
decisions are expressed as goals and objectives (desired outcomes), allowable uses, and
management actions anticipated to achieve desired outcomes. The Approved RMP
also includes implementation-level decisions; future implementation of the ROD may
require additional steps and analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act
before on-the-ground activities can begin.

The Bakersfield Field Office is located in south-central California stretching from the
coastal islands in the Pacific Ocean across the Central Valley to the crest of the Sierra
Nevada; it falls within Kings, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Tulare, Ventura, Madera,
eastern Fresno, and western Kern Counties. The Bakersfield Decision Area
encompasses approximately 400,000 acres of BLM-administered public land and 1.2
million acres of Federal mineral estate.

The decisions outlined in this document will enable the BLM to manage and protect
resources on public lands within the Bakersfield Decision Area to achieve desired future
conditions and management objectives. Planning decisions in this document do not
apply to state-, county- or privately-owned lands or other federal lands not managed by
BLM.

Land use plan decisions identified in the Approved RMP are final and become effective
upon the California State Director’s signing of the ROD.
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In reply refer to: 1610-5.G.1.4
December 19, 2014
Dear Interested Party:

I am pleased to announce that, after several years of hard work and collaboration, the Bakersfield Field Office
Resource Management Plan (Approved RMP) is complete. This document will provide guidance for the
management of about 400,000 acres of public land and 1.2 million acres of Federal mineral estate
administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) located in an eight-county region of southern-
central California.

The attached Record of Decision (ROD) and Approved RMP have been prepared in accordance with the
Federal Land Policy and Management Act and the National Environmental Policy Act. The document has
been sent to members of the public who requested a copy and to pertinent local, State, Tribal, and Federal
government entities. The ROD/Approved RMP finalizes the proposed decisions presented in the Proposed
RMP/Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) that was released on August 31, 2012 and subject to a
30-day protest period that ended on September 30, 2012. Twenty-one protest letters with standing were
received. The protests were reviewed by the BLM Director in Washington, D.C. After careful consideration
of all points raised in these protests, the Director concluded the responsible planning team and decision
makers followed all applicable laws, regulations, policies, and pertinent resources considerations in developing
the Proposed Plan. Minor adjustments or points of clarification are incorporated into the Approved RMP in
response to issues raised in the protest process and final BLM review. These minor changes are discussed in
the ROD under the section titled Clarifications and Modifications, but the protest review did not result in any
significant changes from the Proposed RMP.

The approval of this ROD by the BLM California State Director serves as the final decision for all land use
plan decisions described in the attached Approved RMP. The ROD also describes a set of “Key
Implementation Decisions” that may be implemented based on the analysis contained with the Proposed
RMP/FEIS. Principally, these decisions relate to the concutrent Travel Management Plan included as a part
of the RMP; however, decisions relating to minimizing the introduction and spread of weed species; issuing
commercial filming permits, establishing supplementary rules to implement and enforce the RMPs
allocations, restrictions, and decisions, and establishing fees for various recreation sites are also included. An
appeal opportunity for these decisions is being provided at this time. The process is described in the ROD
and at 43 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 4, Subpart E. The appeal period will close 30 days from the date
the Notice of Availability for the ROD/Approved RMP appears in the Federal Registet.

Notification of the approval of this ROD/Approved RMP has been announced via local news releases and
on the BLM website at: www.blm.gov/ca/bakersfield

CD-ROM versions of the ROD/Approved RMP may be obtained at the address above; by phone at (661)
391-6000; ot by sending a request by email to blm_ca_bakersfield_rmp@blm.gov. The document is available
to all parties through the “Planning” page of the BLM national or California website (http://blm.gov) or by
mail upon request.

A limited number of hard copy documents will be available at a later date and may be requested from the
same locations.


http://www.blm.gov/ca/bakersfield
http://www.blm.gov/ca/bakersfield
http://blm.gov/
http://blm.gov/

We are pleased to provide this copy of the Bakersfield Field Office ROD/Approved RMP for your reference.
We greatly appreciate the efforts of all who contributed to the completion of this RMP, including many
dedicated BLM employees past and present, the State of California, Kern County, tribal communities, and
numerous Federal and State government agencies that worked with us to complete this important effort. We
also appreciate the extensive public participation during this time by local communities, organizations, and
individuals. Public input informed and improved this planning document. We look forward to continuing
our work with our partners and citizens as we implement the decisions in the RMP.

Sincerely,
” ﬂ";‘
Gabriel Garcia
Field Manager, Bakersfield Field Office
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Introduction

This Record of Decision (ROD) is an approval of the United States (US) Department of the Interior,
Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) proposal to manage the BLM-administered lands in the Bakersfield
Field Office (Bakersfield FO). This proposal is presented in the attached Approved Resource
Management Plan (Approved RMP). This Approved RMP was described as Alternative B in the
Bakersfield Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement
(PRMP/FEIS), which was released on August 28, 2012.

The Bakersfield FO is located in southern-central California and encompasses about 17 million acres
throughout Kings, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Tulare, Ventura, Madera, eastern Fresno, and
western Kern Counties. Stretching from the coastal islands in the Pacific Ocean across the Central Valley
to the crest of the Sierra Nevada Range, public lands are scattered across the Planning Area in numerous
small parcels. The decisions in the Approved RMP apply only to the approximately 400,000 acres of
BLM-administered public land and 1.2 million acres of Federal mineral estate (i.e., Bakersfield Decision
Area). Planning decisions in this document do not apply to state-, county- or privately-owned lands or
other federal lands not managed by BLM.

This ROD provides an overview of the alternatives considered, a summary of protests received and
clarifications made in response, management considerations and rationale for the decisions, and an
overview of public involvement in the planning process.

The Decision

The decision is hereby made to approve the attached RMP for the Bakersfield Field Office. The
Approved RMP was prepared under the authority of and regulations implementing the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 (43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR], 1600). It includes
broad land use plan decisions that provide the overall direction for managing resources and resource
uses in the Bakersfield Decision Area and the Piedras Blancas Light Station Outstanding Natural Area.
Land use plan decisions are expressed as goals and objectives (desired outcomes) and management
actions anticipated to achieve desired outcomes. The land use plan decisions identified in the
Approved RMP are final and effective upon signing of this ROD. The Approved RMP also includes
implementation level decisions that may be appealed in accordance with Department of the Interior
regulations at 43

CFR Part 4. These implementation level decisions are presented under the subheading “Key
Implementation Decisions” for the following resources and resource uses: Biological Resources,
Comprehensive Trail and Travel Management, Land Use Authorizations, and Recreation and Visitor
Services.

The decisions in the Approved RMP apply only to BLM-administered surface and federal mineral estate.
These decisions do not apply to private lands, State lands, tribal lands, and federal lands not
administered by the BLM; they will not change existing rights or authority of private land owners or
other surface management agencies.

The decisions included in this ROD and Approved RMP supersedes the 1997 Caliente RMP and its
subsequent amendments, as well as the relevant portions of the 1984 Hollister RMP.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, BAKERSFIELD FIELD OFFICE
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Protest Resolution

An environmental impact statement (EIS) was prepared for this Approved RMP, in compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. The Approved RMP is nearly identical to the
Proposed RMP set forth in the Bakersfield PRMP/FEIS, published August 2012.

Pursuant to BLM’s planning regulations at 43 CFR 1610.5-2, any person who participated in the planning
process for the Bakersfield RMP and has an interest that may be adversely affected by the planning
decisions may protest proposed planning decisions within 30 days from the date the Notice of
Availability of the PRMP/FEIS is published in the Federal Register. Twenty-one letters of protest,
summarized below, were received by the BLM’s Washington Office, the office responsible for resolving
the protests on behalf of the BLM Director. All of the protesting parties were determined to have
standing as participants in the planning process and are listed below:

* Dennis Huggins, Kern County Mineral Society

* Mesonika Piecuch, ORV Watch Kern County

* Joyce Miller

*  Erik Melchiorre, Geology Department, California State University San Bernardino

¢ Richard and Susan Snedden, Landowners

* Kenneth and Rosemary Twisselman, Landowners [ Richard Pankey, American Lands Access
Association, Inc.

* Shirley Leeson, American Lands Access Association, Inc.

* Robert E. Reynolds, Member, Society of Vertebrate Paleontology; President, Southern California
Friends of Mineralogy

* L.W. Monroe, Tule Gem and Mineral Society

e Jack Caufield, Lodi Gem and Mineral Club, Fossils for Fun, Kern County Gem and Mineral Society,
Quartzsite Roadrunners Gem and Mineral Society, Buena Vista Museum of Natural History

* Marshall Havner, American Lands Access Association; Tule Gem and Mineral Society

e Patrick Harrison, Tule Gem and Mineral Society

e George Silva, American Lands Access Association; Tule Gem and Mineral Society

* Charles Reed, Tule Gem and Mineral Society

* Tony Hart, Tule Gem and Mineral Society

* Bill Bingaman, Tule Gem and Mineral Society

* Don Vieria, American Lands Access Association

* Brendan Cummings, Center for Biological Diversity

e Jeff Kuyper, Los Padres ForestWatch

The BLM has resolved each of these protests, the results of which are provided in the Director’s Protest
Resolution Report, Bakersfield Resource Management Plan, prepared by the Washington Office. This
report is being distributed to each protestor and is available online at:
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/planning/protest resolution.html.

The Director dismissed the protests from ORV Watch Kern County and Joyce N. Miller because the
comments in the protest letters were not germane to the planning level decisions. The Director denied
the protests from the remaining protestors, except Los Padres ForestWatch, and provided responses to
their protests in the Director’s Protest Resolution Report.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, BAKERSFIELD FIELD OFFICE
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One item protested by Los Padres ForestWatch resulted in a change to the Approved RMP. The BLM
determined that a more thorough rationale for the proposal not to continue management of the Salinas
River area as a designated Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) was necessary in the
PRMP/FEIS, given that the area has been managed as an ACEC since 1997 and that the area continues to
possess relevant and important values. Therefore, this protest was granted, in part, and the Salinas
River area is designated an ACEC in the Approved RMP, as proposed and analyzed in Alternative C of the
PRMP/FEIS.

In summary, the Director concluded that the BLM California State Director followed the applicable laws,
regulations, and policies and considered all relevant resource information and public input in developing
the Proposed RMP. The BLM Director resolved all protests, with the exception of the ACEC
determination, without making significant changes to the Proposed RMP, though minor clarifications
were made and have been explained in the following section.

Modifications & Clarifications

In its conversion from the PRMP in the FEIS to the Approved RMP, the presentation of decisions was
reformatted to combine and organize planning decisions. As necessary, the text was revised to reflect
these formatting changes as well as the now approved status of the land use plan decisions. In addition,
as the result of continued internal review, the BLM made the following corrections, modifications, and
clarifications between the PRMP/FEIS and the Approved RMP:

Designate 946 acres of public lands and 658 acres of Federal mineral estate, within a boundary of 2,383
acres, as the Salinas River ACEC administered with the following management:
* Identify as open to fluid mineral leasing, subject to moderate constraints (CSU-priority species,
plant communities and habitats stipulation);
¢ Recommend proposal of the riparian zone (approximately 10 acres) for withdrawal from
appropriation and entry under the General Mining Law;
* Identify as an exclusion area for rights-of-way related to utility scale renewable energy projects;
* |dentify as unavailable for livestock grazing;
*  Prohibit campfires and overnight camping;
*  Prohibit cross country equestrian travel; and
e Prohibit the discharge of firearms, except the legal taking of game species.

The correct acreage figures for the Bitter Creek ACEC are 960 acres of public lands. The following figures
in the PRMP/FEIS were in error:

a. The acreage figures listed on page 85 for Bitter Creek ACEC;

b. The acreage figure in Table 2.1 “Summary of Alternatives” on page 208 under column ‘B’ for
row ‘Bitter Creek ACEC — Biological Resources’; and

c. The acreage figure indicated on page 344, where it stated ‘3.17.2.2. Bitter Creek (6,121 acres).

The correct acreage figures for the Chico Martinez ACEC are 3,236 acres of public lands and 1,371 acres
of Federal mineral estate for a total of 4,607 acres. During the update of GIS ownership data an 80 acre
parcel of Federal mineral estate within the ACEC was discovered; however, during editing of the
PRMP/FEIS these acres were inadvertently inconsistently updated.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, BAKERSFIELD FIELD OFFICE
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The decision to designate the following 19 ACECs is based on the relevance and importance of public
land values that range from populations or habitat for special status species to the occurrence of
significant cultural resources. These values are threatened by various resource uses on or adjacent to
public land, including oil and gas exploration, private property development, livestock grazing and
recreational activities. These uses require special management attention to minimize the potential for
adverse impacts. This management attention, however, only applies to public lands and federal mineral
estate administered by the BLM; therefore only decisions relating to management of federal mineral
estate would apply where it lies beneath privately owned surface (split estate). The 19 ACECs are
Ancient Lakeshores, Bitter Creek, Blue Ridge, Chico Martinez, Compensation Lands, Cypress Mountain,
Cyrus Canyon, Erskine Creek, Hopper Mountain, Horse Canyon, Kaweah, Kettleman Hills, Lokern-Buena
Vista, Los Osos, Piute Cypress, Point Sal, Salinas River, Tierra Redonda, and Upper Cuyama Valley.

The decision to not designate the following three ACECs that possessed relevant and important values is
based on the following reasons:

Granite Cave is not designated as an ACEC because special management attention is not
necessary to protect the relevant and important values. Management will be in accordance
with BLM policy and guidelines for cave and karst resources. The cave itself has been
determined significant and designated as Class Ill, meaning the cave is closed to public access
and cave information is withheld from public requests; therefore, eliminating access and
reducing the availability of information concerning its relevant resources.

Irish Hills is not designated as an ACEC because special management attention is not necessary
to protect the relevant and important values. The unique plant communities occurring within
the Irish Hills area are designated as priority species, plant communities and habitats for
management and protection. This is achieved through the application of appropriate actions,
limitations on, or closures to uses that may be detrimental to these species, plant communities
and habitats wherever they occur in the Bakersfield Decision Area.

Rusty Peak is not designated as an ACEC because special management attention is not necessary
to protect the relevant and important values. The unique plant communities occurring within
the Irish Hills area are designated as priority species, plant communities and habitats for
management and protection. This is achieved through the application of appropriate actions,
limitations on, or closures to uses that may be detrimental to these species, plant communities
and habitats wherever they occur in the Bakersfield Decision Area.

The BLM’s Transportation System is a dynamic system that routinely grows and shrinks with the
authorization, addition and decommissioning of routes. As such, route designations are continually
evolving to represent the decisions made on the inventory of linear transportation features occurring on
BLM-administered public lands or within easements granted to the BLM. Between the Proposed RMP
and this, the Approved RMP, a number of changes have been made to the Transportation System to
reflect new and/or modified route designations that have been authorized in the interim by project/site
specific actions. In addition, the linear transportation features inventory continues to be improved as
more field work is completed, and better, more recent, aerial photography reviewed. Improvements to
this inventory have resulted in features previously mapped being removed where they do not occur on
the ground and adjustments to the inventoried route alignments to reflect on-the-ground conditions —
these modifications have affected both the mileage and number of route segments designated.
Additionally several wilderness trails, which had been inadvertently omitted from the inventory, were
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added and county roads were modified to be designated for motorized use by street-legal vehicles.
Furthermore, a number of routes previously designated as Transportation Linear Disturbances have
been re-designated as Primitive Roads for motorized use by authorized users only as a result of
discovery of an existing authorization for the route. Finally, the review of the GIS mapping of the Travel
Management Areas resulted in minor modifications in their configuration and acreages. These changes
to the Transportation System are specifically discussed in the Travel Management Plan (Appendix 2) of
the Approved RMP.

Public input received during preliminary planning for a Recreation Area Management Plan addressing
Keysville Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) revealed that some designated camping areas
are likely desirable in the Dam Recreation Management Zone (RMZ) outside of Sandy Flat. The decision
prohibiting overnight camping and use of campfires in the Dam RMZ except in limited designated areas
on Sandy Flat was modified in the ARMP to provide the flexibility to consider designating limited
camping areas as appropriate elsewhere in the RMZ during implementation level planning. The
potential impacts of this change are within the scope of the analysis of the No Action alternative of the
Bakersfield PRMP/FEIS.

The San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District (SIVAPCD) reviewed the PRMP/FEIS and based on
the emissions estimates and information finds that this project appears to be below de minimis and
would meet the federal general conformity requirements. The SJVAPCD noted some items in the
PRMP/FEIS that need clarification:

There is a slight increase in lands available for livestock grazing through the incorporation of
previously unallocated lands and adjustments in availability of lands to livestock grazing. These
newly available lands fall mainly in the San Joaquin Valley and would increase potential grazing
opportunity by 6,000 AUMs over the existing permitted use levels; this increase is 2,550 AUMs
larger than that expected under the No Action alternative. Potential emissions from the
increase in grazing opportunity would be 1.36 tons/year (tpy) of VOC and 0.06 tpy of PMy,. The
total emissions from BLM actions would be 8.14 tpy for VOC/ROG and 2.95 tpy for PMyg; these
emissions would still be below de minimis threshold values.

The following are corrections to the designations and classifications for the SIVAPCD:
“Maintenance area” for carbon monoxide (CO); and “Extreme Nonattainment area” for ozone
with an attainment date of June 2024.

The SIVAPCD 2008 PM; s Plan was adopted by the District’s Governing Board in April 2008, and
EPA finalized its approval of this plan on November 9, 2011. The SJVAPCD adopted the 2012
PM.s Plan in December 2012; this plan sets out the strategy to attain the federal 2006 24-hour
PM,s standard by 2019.

There is one error in the Fluid Mineral Leasing stipulations in the PRMP/FEIS Appendix G, page 894. In
the description of the application of the Controlled Surface Use (CSU) -Chimineas Ranch stipulation
should read: “Split estate land, where the surface is managed by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife, would be subject to the CSU-Existing Surface Use/Management stipulation.” This has been
corrected in the Approved RMP.

A mapping error was corrected regarding the Visual Resource Management classifications for Ancient
Lakeshores, Cyrus Canyon, Kettleman Hills, Hopper Mountain, Upper Cuyama Valley ACECs. These
ACECs will be managed as VRM Class lll not VRM Class Il.
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Throughout the Approved RMP, other minor edits and modifications are made for clarification, to
improve readability, or to correct grammatical mistakes.

Four appendices that were in the PRMP/FEIS have been brought forward and renumbered for the
Approved RMP and an additional appendix for the Piedras Blancas Light Station ONA created, as follows:

Appendix 1: Air Resource Management Plan

Appendix 2: Travel Management Plan

Appendix 3: Best Management Practices and Standard Operating Procedures
Appendix 4: Biological Resources Conservation Strategy

Appendix 5: Piedras Blancas Light Station ONA

Alternatives

NEPA requires the development and consideration of a reasonable range of management alternatives,
including a No Action Alternative, to analyze impacts and guide decision makers in developing and
selecting the Approved RMP. All alternatives must be viable and reasonable, must be responsive to
issues identified by the public, stakeholders, and BLM specialists and managers during the scoping

period, and must meet established planning criteria and applicable federal and state laws, regulations,
and BLM policies.

Alternatives Considered, But Not Further Analyzed

The following alternatives and management options were considered as possible ways of resolving
resource management issues and conflicts but were eliminated from detailed analysis because they
were either unreasonable or not practical for technical, legal, or policy reasons.

Proactive Land Disposal

The recommendation was to proactively market or offer parcels outside of designated areas (ACECs,
Special Recreation Management Areas, Wilderness, etc.) for sale on either an individual basis or by
grouping a number of parcels and marketing them together. While the lands identified for sale would
not have a special designation, they may have unique biological, cultural, and/or recreation values or be
integral to landscape conservation strategies. In any case, a land tenure adjustment program will
continue, however, a proactive land disposal program will not be pursued.

Prohibition of Oil and Gas Development

There was a recommendation to close the entire Decision Area to oil and gas development. Qil and gas
development is an authorized use of BLM-administered lands and encouraged by national energy policy;
therefore, it would be arbitrary and inconsistent with existing laws to analyze this proposed closure.
Alternatives for placing greater restriction on oil and gas development were considered in the PRMP to
protect sensitive and important resource values, but a closure of lands with little or no oil and gas
development potential was deemed to be unnecessary.

Restrict Solid (Non-Energy) Leasable and Salable Mineral Development

A recommendation was to further restrict the lands available to solid leasable and salable mineral
development beyond those necessary to protect sensitive resources. Mineral developments are an
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authorized use of BLM-administered lands. Therefore, it would be arbitrary and inconsistent with
existing laws to analyze closing the entire Decision Area to development. Generally, the Decision Area
has limited potential for these mineral resources. The concept of placing greater restriction (i.e., more
closed acres) was considered; however, closure of lands with little or no potential for development of
these minerals was deemed to be unnecessary.

Livestock Grazing

During public comment, alternatives were suggested to: exclude livestock grazing from all sensitive
areas such as Wilderness, ACECs, cultural resources, and important wildlife habitat; reduce total acreage
grazed from 80% of the resource area to 40% of the resource area; and/or reduce grazing levels.
Livestock grazing is an authorized use of BLM-administered lands. In development of the alternatives a
greater range of acres allocated as Available/Unavailable (besides total elimination of this use) was
considered; however, additional restrictions (i.e., less Available acres) were deemed to be arbitrary and
unnecessary as resource conflicts had not been documented or could be addressed through site-specific
use of livestock exclusions and adjustments to the permit/lease terms and conditions. The
development of all of the alternatives considered the impact of livestock grazing on all sensitive areas
and where resource objectives could not be achieved under any level or management of livestock use,
these areas were made Unavailable. In addition, less restriction of livestock grazing (i.e., more Available
acres) was deemed to not adequately address the purpose and need and issues identified in the RMP as
they relate to biological resources.

Alternatives Considered in Detail

The Proposed RMP/Final EIS, Chapter 2 presented the five alternatives considered in detail. These five
alternatives represented five management directions that could be taken in resolving the issues
identified through the scoping process. Each alternative was intended to be consistent with law,
regulation, and policy while providing varying levels of compatible resource uses and development
opportunities. The alternatives developed and analyzed during the planning process reflected a
reasonable range of potential management actions. General overviews of each alternative are provided
below.

Alternative A, No Action Alternative, continues current management under the existing 1997 Caliente
RMP and 1984 Hollister RMP, as amended. Management of resources and sensitive habitats would
remain at current levels but would not address emerging issues concerning public lands. This alternative
also would not address the use of lands acquired after the signing of these RODs, including public lands
at Atwell Island, Piedras Blancas Light Station, and portions of the San Joaquin River Gorge.

Alternative B (Proposed Plan) balances resource conservation and ecosystem health with the
production of commodities and public use of the land. This alternative provides opportunities to
produce commodities from natural resources and to use the land for public purposes on a sustainable
basis while maintaining important ecological, cultural, and recreational values. This alternative includes
changes made as a result of public comment and internal review on the Draft RMP/Draft EIS.

Alternative C emphasizes conserving cultural and natural resources, maintaining functioning natural
systems, and restoring natural systems that are degraded. Management would focus on protecting
sensitive resources through greater limitation of resource uses.
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Alternative D mimics Alternative Cin all aspects except livestock grazing. This alternative eliminates
livestock grazing from all the public lands for the life of the plan where individual pastures of allotments
or entire allotments which lie primarily within the Bakersfield FO Planning Area and, therefore, the
Bakersfield RMP provides administrative direction for the livestock grazing program.

Alternative E emphasizes the production of natural resources commodities and public use
opportunities. Resource uses such as recreation, livestock grazing, mining, and oil/gas leasing,
consistent with BLM guidance and constraints, would be emphasized. Potential impacts on sensitive
resources would be mitigated on a case-by-case basis.

Environmentally Preferable Alternative

The BLM considers Alternative B to be the environmentally preferable alternative when taking into
consideration the human (social and economic) environment as well as the natural environment. The
US Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has defined the environmentally preferable alternative as
the one that will promote the national environmental policy as expressed in Section 101 of the NEPA.
This section lists six broad policy goals for all federal plans, programs, and policies as follows:

*  Fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding
generations.

* Assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing
surroundings.

e Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradation, risk to
health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences.

* Preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our National heritage, and maintain,
whenever possible, an environment that supports diversity and variety of individual choice.

* Achieve a balance between populations and resource use that will permit high standards of
living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities.

* Enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of
depletable resources.

In comparison with the other alternatives analyzed, Alternative B best meets these NEPA goals for the
future management of the Bakersfield Decision Area. It provides long-term protection and resource
conservation and balances current and potential resource uses and human influence with resource
protection.

Alternative A does not address the changing ecological, social-economic, institutional, and regulatory
conditions that have occurred since the approval of the Caliente RMP in 1997 or the Hollister RMP in
1984 as stated in the Purpose and Need of the FEIS. Alternative C would be more protective of natural
and biological resources than the other alternatives. Alternative D would eliminate livestock grazing
from the Bakersfield Decision Area and would contradict the NEPA goals listed above. Alternative E is
the least environmentally preferable alternative because it offers the most intensive active
management for uses of the Bakersfield Decision Area, while providing the fewest restrictions for
protecting resources.
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Land Use Plan and Implementation Decisions, and Administrative Actions

The Approved RMP provides overall direction for management of all resources on BLM-administered
land in the Bakersfield Field Office outside of the Carrizo Plain and California Coastal National
Monuments. Many land use plan decisions are implemented or become effective upon publication of
the ROD for the Approved RMP and may include desired future conditions, land use allocations
(allowable uses) or designations, and special designations.

Land use plan decisions represent the desired outcomes and the actions needed to achieve them. Such
decisions were attained using the planning process found in 43 CFR 1600 and guide future land
management actions and subsequent site-specific implementation decisions. When presented to the
public as proposed decisions, land use plan decisions can be protested to the BLM Director; however,
they can be judicially challenged but cannot be appealed to the Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA).

Implementation decisions and management actions that require additional site-specific project
planning, as funding becomes available, will require further environmental analysis. Administrative
actions are not land use planning or implementation decisions but are a key component of the overall
plan because they describe the BLM’s day-to-day actions to help meet desired future conditions. The
BLM will continue to involve and collaborate with the public during implementation of the Approved
Plan. Brief descriptions of the types of decisions are presented below.

It should be noted the decisions generated by the RMP only apply to BLM-administered surface and
mineral estate. No decisions generated by the RMP would change existing rights or authority of private
land owners or other surface management agencies.

Land Use Plan Decisions

Desired Outcomes

Land use plans identify desired outcomes expressed in terms of specific goals and objectives. Goals and
objectives direct the BLM'’s actions in most effectively meeting legal mandates, numerous regulatory
responsibilities, national policy (including the DOI Strategic Plan goals), State Director guidance ( 43 CFR
1610.1-4[b]), and other resource or social needs. Goals are broad statements of desired outcomes that
are usually not quantifiable. Objectives identify more specific desired outcomes for resources and
might include a measurable component. Objectives are generally expected to achieve the stated goals.
Land use plans are designed to most effectively meet these desired outcomes through special
designations, allowable uses (land use allocations), and management actions.

Special Designations

Special designations are designated by Congress for special protection, such as Wild and Scenic Rivers.
Such designations are not land use plan decisions, but recommendations for designation can be made to
Congress at the land use plan level. Congress may then act on these recommendations at a later time.

BLM administrative designations, such as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs), are also
considered special designations and can be made in the land use plan (see the Approved RMP).

Allowable Uses (Land Use Allocations)

Land use plans must identify uses, or allocations, that are allowable, restricted, or prohibited on the
public lands and mineral estate. These allocations identify surface lands or subsurface mineral interests
where uses are allowed, including any restrictions that may be needed to meet goals and objectives.
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Land use plans 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 plan decisions close areas of 100,000 acres or
greater in size to a principal or major use for two years or more, Congress must be notified of the
closure upon its implementation, as prescribed in 43 CFR 1610.6.

Management Actions

Land use plans must identify the actions anticipated to achieve desired outcomes, including actions to
maintain, restore, or improve land health. These actions include proactive measures, limitations, or
criteria that will be applied to guide day-to-day activities on public land. Land use plans also establish
administrative designations, such as ACECs, recommend proposed withdrawals and land tenure zones,
and recommend or make findings of suitability for congressional designations (such as components of
the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System).

Implementation Decisions

Implementation decisions are management actions tied to a specific location that implement land use
plan decisions. Implementation decisions generally constitute the BLM'’s final approval, allowing on-the-
ground actions to proceed, and require appropriate site-specific planning and NEPA analysis. Such
decisions may be incorporated into implementation plans (activity or project plans) or may exist as
stand-alone decisions.

The Approved RMP contains “Key Implementation” level decisions that would be implementable based
on the level of analysis contained within the PRMP/FEIS. Principally, these decisions relate to the
concurrent Travel Management Plan included as part of the RMP; however, other implementation level
decisions are noted under the “Key Implementation Decisions” heading for Biological Resources, Land
Use Authorizations, and Recreation and Visitor Services.

Unlike land use plan decisions, implementation decisions are not subject to protest under the planning
regulations. Instead, implementation decisions are subject to various administrative remedies,
particularly appeals to the IBLA (under 43 CFR 4.410). The implementation decisions made as part of
this land use planning process are still subject to the appeals process or other administrative review, as
prescribed by the specific resource program regulations after the BLM resolves the protests to land use
plan decisions and decides to adopt the management plan. For example, the designation of a specific
route is an implementation level decision, rather than a land use plan decision; consequently, individual
route designations are subject to a separate appeals process.

Administrative Actions

Although the BLM’s intent and commitment to accomplish administrative action is generally addressed
in an EIS, such activities are not management decisions. Administrative actions are day-to-day activities
conducted by the BLM, often required by FLPMA, but do not require NEPA analysis or a written decision
by a responsible official. Examples of administrative actions are mapping, surveying, conducting
inventory or monitoring, scientific research, other studies, partnering and collaborating with partners,
developing educational materials, and working with local communities and interest groups.
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Management Considerations in Selecting the Approved RMP

In developing the Approved RMP, BLM had the discretion to select an alternative in its entirety or to
combine aspects of the various alternatives that were presented in the Draft RMP/Draft EIS or the
Proposed RMP/Final EIS, including considering management approaches that were presented during the
comment period that do not result in significant changes from what the Draft RMP/Draft EIS considered.
The NEPA handbook (H-1790-1) states, “various parts of separate alternatives that are analyzed in the
draft can also be ‘mixed and matched’ to develop a complete alternative in the final” (see also 43 CFR
1503.4(a)).

Based on input received during the planning process there was both support and opposition to many
components of the Proposed RMP. The BLM, however, did not receive comments from federal or state
agencies or from tribal governments indicating the Proposed RMP was inconsistent with other existing
plans or policies. Additionally, no inconsistencies with State plans, policies, or programs were identified
during the governor’s consistency review of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS. The BLM considered all
comments and protests received on the Proposed RMP/Final EIS and input from the Governor’s
consistency review. This ROD serves as the final decision for the land use plan decisions for the
Approved RMP, which will become effective on the date this ROD is signed.

Implementation of Oil and Gas Decisions

Oil and gas leasing and development on Federal mineral estate requires multiple stages of BLM
environmental analysis and authorization. Environmental review under NEPA is required at each phase.
The Bakersfield Approved RMP identifies areas as open or closed to fluid mineral leasing and specifies
appropriate stipulations for those areas identified as open (see 2.14.1.1 of the ARMP). The
environmental review for leasing parcels identifies which parcels should be offered for leasing and the
conditions under which leasing and eventual development should occur. The environmental review for
the development of leased parcels (including well stimulation techniques) is a site-specific analysis of
potential impacts from the proposed project and includes specific conditions of approval to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate impacts to sensitive resources.

Information Developed Since the Proposed RMP/Final EIS

Since the publication of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS, the BLM commissioned a review of the state of the
knowledge of well stimulation technologies in California. This independent science assessment was
published by the California Council on Science and Technology, and prepared by Lawrence Berkeley
National Laboratory and the Pacific Institute. This review was peer reviewed by the Council, using its
rigorous process, as well as by the US Geological Survey to provide the BLM and the public with the best
available science on well stimulation technologies, such as hydraulic fracturing. Entitled “An
Independent Review of Scientific and Technical Information on Advanced Well Stimulation Technologies
in California,” the report was published on August 28, 2014.

The report compiles existing data and literature about the nature of well stimulation in California and
arrives at 11 main conclusions. Key among them are:

¢ Well stimulation in California is different than in other states. Available data suggest that
present-day well stimulation practices in California are different from other states such as Texas
and North Dakota primarily due to differences in the geology of the petroleum reservoirs.
Generally, hydraulic fracturing in California tends to be performed in shallower wells that are
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vertical as opposed to horizontal; requires much less water; but uses fluids with more
concentrated chemicals than hydraulic fracturing in other states. Consequently, the experiences
with hydraulic fracturing in other states do not necessarily apply to current hydraulic fracturing
in California.

The most likely scenario for future oil recovery using hydraulic fracturing is expanded
production in and near existing oil fields in the San Joaquin Basin in a manner quite similar to
the production practices of today. Existing and likely future production in California takes place
in reservoirs that contain oil that has migrated from the rocks where it was formed ("source
rocks") to relatively near surface reservoirs where it can be produced. Over 85% of all well
stimulation applications in California take place in four fields of the San Joaquin Valley in
reservoirs that rely on hydraulic fracturing to enable production. It is highly likely that expanded
production in similar reservoirs in the San Joaquin Valley would also use this technology.

Recent reports from the Energy Information Agency (EIA) have indicated there may be a new
class of very deep unconventional reservoirs in the source rocks themselves, especially in the
Monterey Formation. The 2011 EIA report suggested 15-billion barrels of recoverable oil in
these source rocks but a subsequent 2014 correction by EIA reduced the estimate to 0.6 billion
barrels. Recovering these resources would certainly require well stimulation. The study's review
of the two resource projections from deep source rocks in the Monterey Formation developed
by EIA concluded that both these estimates are highly uncertain.

Current hydraulic fracturing operations in California require a small fraction of statewide
water use. In California a hydraulic fracturing operation can consume between 130,000 to
210,000 gallons of water per well on average, compared to about 4 million gallons per well used
on average in the Eagle Ford Formation in Texas. The study estimates that California operators
conduct 100 to 150 well stimulations per month, which currently requires about 150 to 400
million gallons (450-1,200 acre-feet) of water per year. Even with the relatively low water use of
California operations, hydraulic fracturing can contribute to local constraints on water
availability given the extreme drought in the state.

There are no publicly reported instances of potable water contamination from subsurface
releases in California. More than half of the stimulated oil wells in California have shallow
depth (less than 2,000 feet) and shallow hydraulic fracturing poses a potential risk for
groundwater if usable aquifers are nearby. Some shallow hydraulic fracturing occurs where
groundwater is highly saline, or non-existent; however, investigators could not determine the
groundwater quality near many hydraulic fracturing operations and found that existing data was
insufficient to evaluate the extent to which contamination may have occurred. The State of
California needs to develop an accurate understanding about the location, depth and quality of
groundwater in oil- and gas-producing regions in order to evaluate the risk of well stimulation to
groundwater.

The toxicity of chemicals used in hydraulic fracturing fluids warrants further review now that
SB 4 requires disclosure. Based on the voluntary database FracFocus, most of the chemicals
used in California well stimulations are not considered to be highly toxic. However, a few of
these chemicals, especially the biocides and corrosion inhibitors, are acutely toxic to mammals.
No information could be found about the toxicity of about a third of the chemicals and few of
the chemicals have been evaluated to see if animals or plants would be harmed by chronic
exposure. Mandatory disclosure should improve our understanding, as previous data acquired
from FracFocus does not consistently disclose all chemicals and may not always be complete or
accurate.
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* Some chemicals used for hydraulic fracturing may become incorporated in the water that is
produced along with the oil ("produced water"). In some cases, operators dilute produced
water with fresh water for use in agriculture and some produced water is pumped into unlined
pits where it could seep into the groundwater. Current practice and testing requirements do not
necessarily protect against adding produced water contaminated with hydraulic fracturing fluid
to water used in agriculture.

*  Well stimulation technologies, as currently practiced in California, do not result in a significant
increase in seismic hazard. The pressure increases from hydraulic fracturing are too small and
too short in duration to be able to produce a felt, let alone damaging, earthquake. In California,
only one minor, anomalous earthquake (which occurred in 1991) has been linked to hydraulic
fracturing to date. In contrast, disposal of water produced from oil and gas operations into deep
injection wells has caused felt seismic events in several states. Expanded oil production for any
reason, including expanded use of hydraulic fracturing, would lead to increased volumes of
produced water, which, if injected underground could increase seismic hazards.

e Overall, in California, for industry practice of today, the direct environmental impacts of well
stimulation practice appear to be relatively limited. If these well stimulation technologies
enable a significant increase in production in the future, the primary impacts on California's
environment will likely be caused by the increase in production activities in general. Impacts of
increased production will vary depending on whether this production occurs in existing
production areas (both rural and urban), or in regions that have not previously been developed
for oil and gas production - as well as on the nature of the ecosystems, geology, and
groundwater in the vicinity.

The BLM has reviewed this report and determined that it does not warrant substantial changes to the
Proposed Plan and does not represent significant new information for the planning decision.

e The report confirms the analysis in the PRMP/FEIS that the most likely scenario for future oil
recovery is expanded production in and near existing oil fields in the San Joaquin Basin in a
manner quite similar to the production practices of today, including well stimulation techniques;
however, the report notes a substantial increase in production of oil due to the increased use of
well stimulation techniques is highly uncertain (ISR 2014, pp. 166-168). Over the past 10 years
157 oil and gas leases were issued in the Bakersfield Field Office; of these leases, 21 have had at
least one well drilled and put into production. Well stimulation technologies, specifically
hydraulic fracturing, have been conducted on four of these leases on a total of seven wells.

* The report also supports the analysis in the PRMP/FEIS that expected emissions of criteria air
pollutants and greenhouse gases from oil and gas production would be low in relation to the
overall activity in the region (ISR 2014, pp. 238-251, 252-257). The Approved RMP includes an
Air Resources Management Plan (Appendix 1) that provides specific requirements for managing
air resources and authorizing activities that have the potential to adversely impact air resources
including specific requirements for oil and gas development project proponents and mitigation
measures for reducing air pollutant emissions, greenhouse gases, and fugitive dust.

* The report discusses the potential for well stimulation technologies to impact water resources
(surface and ground water) supply and quality. While the report indicates a lack of information
and knowledge regarding these potential impacts and the need for monitoring, data collection,
and a more detailed assessment by the State of California (ISR 2014, pp. 184-187, 195-201,
208209, 216-226, 234-237), the PRMP/FEIS acknowledges the State as the lead agency for
groundwater protection and describes the application of Onshore Order Numbers 1, 2, and 7, as
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well as further engineering review and conditions of approval to minimize impacts to water
resources prior to leasing and project approval when more site-specific information can be
evaluated.

The report notes that hydraulic fracturing, as currently practiced in California, does not present
a risk for induced seismic events of significance. While the disposal of large volumes of
produced water in deep injection wells in other states have been linked to earthquakes, water
disposal wells in California, to date, have been relatively shallow and volumes disposed per well
relatively small; at present, the seismic hazard posed by wastewater injection is likely to be low
(ISR 2014, pp. 282-283).

The report concludes that the direct impacts of well stimulation technologies appear to be
relatively limited for industry practice of today and will likely be limited in the future if proper
management practices are followed (ISR 2014, pp. 290-296). The analysis in the PRMP/FEIS
found that impacts from oil and gas development would occur at the local level and, in general,
be located in existing oil fields; lease stipulations, best management practices, standard
operation procedures, and conditions of approval to be applied to leases and project approvals
are prescribed in order to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate impacts to sensitive resources.

The Independent Science Review identifies a number of data gaps and uncertainties related to the
effects of well stimulation technologies as practiced in California.

New oil and gas production in regions removed from existing fields is more uncertain than
increased production in existing oil and gas fields. The information and understanding
necessary to develop a meaningful forecast, or even a suite of scenarios about possible
recoverable unconventional oil in the Monterey shale source rocks, are not available. While
major production increases from oil shale source rock are considered highly uncertain, they are
not impossible.

Toxicity information of the chemicals reported for well stimulation treatments is incomplete.
More information is needed to determine the full extent of risk to the human environment.
Such information will be available under provision of California Senate Bill 4. (See below,
Coordination with State Regulatory Agencies)

There is a lack of information and understanding about the location, depth, and quality of
groundwater in oil and gas producing regions; these are needed to evaluate the risk of well
stimulation to groundwater. The extent to which subsurface releases of contaminated fluids
into potable groundwater may have occurred is difficult to evaluate due to lack of studies,
consistent and transparent data collection, and reporting.

A more detailed assessment of wastewater (well stimulation flowback and produced water)
disposal practices is needed to determine their levels of risk to surface water, groundwater, and
agriculture.

This Independent Science Review is appended to the Bakersfield RMP and will be used to inform future
leasing and development decisions. The Bakersfield Field Office will continue to apply the best available
and most current scientific information for leasing and development decisions as new information
becomes available in the future. As noted in the Plan Maintenance (section 4.1) and Adaptive
Management (section 5.3) sections of the ARMP, the BLM will continue to evaluate new science as it
becomes available, monitor implementation of the plan, and may develop new best management
practices as necessary.
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Leasing

Parcels that are nominated for leasing must be reviewed and approved by the BLM prior to leases being
sold at an auction. BLM'’s Instruction Memorandum No. 2010-117 describes the deliberate,
interdisciplinary parcel review process that must occur before a lease sale is held. This review is
conducted and documented in accordance with the NEPA. The purpose of lease parcel review by the
field office is to determine whether a parcel should be offered for leasing, and if so, the conditions
under which leasing and eventual development should occur.

The Independent Science Review, and future information developed about oil and gas extraction and
well stimulation technology in California, will be used at the leasing stage during the State Director
review of parcels to offer for lease. During this review, the BLM will consider the likelihood that the
parcels offered for sale will require the use of well stimulation technologies, and disclose the impacts
and risks of well stimulation technology based on the best available information at the time, and how
those risks can be avoided, minimized or mitigated through the application of Best Management
Practices (BMPs) and Conditions of Approval (COAs). Upon completing this review, the State Director
will determine whether to offer the parcel for lease, and if so, what stipulations, COAs, and BMPs to
attach to the lease.

Development

Onshore Oil and Gas Order Number 1 requires Federal oil and gas operators to conduct operations to
minimize impacts to surface and subsurface resources, prevent unnecessary surface disturbance, and
conform to currently available technology and practice. Per Onshore Order Number 1, BLM may
approve, defer, or deny an Application for Permit to Drill. Drilling and abandonment activities must
adhere to the provisions and standards of Onshore Oil and Gas Order Number 2 to protect subsurface
resources. Onshore Qil and Gas Order Number 7 provides the methods and approvals necessary to
dispose of produced water associated with oil and gas operations.

Measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts, in addition to those identified in the Onshore QOil and
Gas Orders and the regulations in 43 CFR 3160, are incorporated in the Approved RMP as Standard
Operating Procedures (SOPs) and BMPs. Examples of these measures include: reducing the area of
disturbance to the smallest practical area and using previously disturbed areas to the extent practicable;
setting and cementing surface casings to sufficient depths to protect usable water bearing zones; using
a closed-loop drilling system to reduce water usage; and placement of production facilities and
equipment to maximize interim reclamation. In addition, every permit approval includes a list of COAs
that are tailored to the specific location and type of activity being approved.

When the BLM receives applications to conduct activities on leases (e.g., applications for permits to drill
or sundry notices of intent), additional NEPA analysis is required. During this site-specific,
implementation-level analysis, the BLM may consider additional mitigation measures to address any
anticipated impacts, including those from well stimulation techniques. The Independent Science
Review, and future information developed about oil and gas extraction and well stimulation
technologies in California, will be used at the development stage to assist the BLM in identifying new
BMPs to address the impacts of advanced well stimulation technologies. BLM California will also
implement additional policy requirements regarding Applications for Permit to Drill and Sundry Notices
as discussed in Instruction Memorandum No. CA-2014-031. As technologies evolve and new
information becomes available, the BLM will continue to identify new BMPs to prevent or mitigate the
impacts of oil and gas development.
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BLM'’s National Hydraulic Fracturing Rules

The BLM is currently in the process of revising the rules that regulate hydraulic fracturing for oil and gas
on public and Indian trust lands. The rule is expected to modernize BLM’s management of hydraulic
fracturing operations and help to establish baseline environmental safeguards for these operations
across all public and Indian lands. BLM will work with the State of California to develop a streamlined
process to ensure that operators comply with the provisions of both Senate Bill 4 (SB 4) (see
Coordination with State Regulatory Agencies below) and the BLM regulations in the most efficient
manner possible.

Coordination with State Regulatory Agencies

Since the publication of the Proposed Plan/Final EIS, the California State Legislature passed SB 4, which
was signed into law in September 2013. SB 4 requires the State of California Department of
Conservation to develop regulations on well stimulation. The State of California has implemented
Interim Regulations and the Draft Final Regulations are due by July 1, 2015. The regulations have
provisions for notification of potentially affected parties, disclosure of fluid components, approval of a
ground water monitoring plan, and monitoring of groundwater subsequent to the completion of the
stimulation process. BLM requires operators on Federal minerals to acquire all necessary Federal, state,
and local permits prior to developing a lease, including meeting the requirements of SB 4, where
applicable. Should any of the regulations promulgated by SB 4 be more stringent than the requirements
of the Approved RMP and BLM’s National Hydraulic Fracturing Rules, they will serve as additional
safeguards.

Mitigation Measures

In developing the alternatives, BLM used a variety of management methods and tools, including the
identification of allowable uses, temporal, spatial, and restrictions on uses, where specific uses will be
prohibited, and specific actions needed to achieve desired outcomes. Restrictions on uses include
seasonal closures, limitations on surface disturbance, application of BMPs, or the use of performance
objectives. BMPs can include structural and nonstructural controls, specific operations, and
maintenance procedures. BMPs are dynamic and are not one-size-fits-all solutions. BMPs are selected
and adapted, as necessary, through interdisciplinary analysis to determine which management practices
are necessary to ensure RMP goals and objectives are being met. The best practices and mitigation
measures for a particular site are evaluated through a site-specific NEPA process and vary to
accommodate unique, site-specific settings and local resource conditions. Additional BMPs may be
identified during an interdisciplinary process when evaluating site-specific management actions.
Implementation and effectiveness of BMPs will be monitored on a project-by-project basis to determine
if they are achieving RMP goals and objectives.

Plan Monitoring and Evaluation

BLM planning regulations (43 CFR Part 1610.4-9) call for the monitoring of RMPs on a continual basis
with a formal evaluation done at periodic intervals. Land use plan monitoring is the process of tracking
the implementation of land use planning decisions (implementation monitoring) and collecting data
necessary to evaluate the effectiveness of land use planning decisions (effectiveness monitoring).
Monitoring is the process of following up on management actions and documenting the BLM’s progress
toward full implementation of the land use plan and the achievement of desired outcomes.
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Evaluation is the process of reviewing the land use plan and any plan monitoring reports to determine
whether the Bakersfield Approved RMP decisions and NEPA analysis are still valid and whether the plan
is being implemented. The Bakersfield Approved RMP will be evaluated to determine the following:

* If decisions remain relevant to current issues
e If decisions are effective in achieving (or making progress toward achieving) desired outcomes

* If any decisions need to be revised
* If any decisions need to be dropped from further consideration
e If any areas require new decisions

The Bakersfield Approved RMP will be evaluated at periodic intervals; special or unscheduled
evaluations may be required to review unexpected management actions or significant changes in the
related plans of Native American tribes, other federal agencies, and State and local governments or to
evaluate legislation or litigation that could trigger an RMP amendment or revision. Management
actions arising from activity plan decisions will be evaluated to ensure consistency with RMP objectives.

Public Involvement

Public Scoping

The Notice of Intent for the Bakersfield (formerly known as the Caliente Resource Area) RMP was
published in the Federal Register on March 4, 2008 (Vol. 73, No. 43, Pages 11661-11662). The
opportunity to comment was also publicized through news releases, mail notification, and posting on
BLM'’s web site. Seven public scoping meetings were held, and the public was invited to submit written
comments. Overall, more than 140 comments were received during the scoping period. Following
scoping, the BLM held additional public workshops within the Bakersfield Field Office to gather
information on travel management planning and social and economic concerns. The Central California
Resource Advisory Council has participated in this planning effort and receives regular updates on the
progress at their meetings.

Public Review of and Comment on the Draft RMP/Draft EIS

The EPA published a Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft RMP/Draft EIS (DRMP/DEIS) on September
9, 2011. The NOA initiated the 90-day public comment period required for planning actions. In
preparing the PRMP/FEIS, the BLM considered all comments received or postmarked during the public
comment period. The DRMP/DEIS was made available for viewing, downloading, and commenting by a
variety of methods including as a PDF on the BLM website, on CD, and as paper copies.

The BLM held seven public meetings throughout the Bakersfield Field Office in October 2011. Meeting
locations were in Bakersfield, San Luis Obispo, Kern Valley, Three Rivers, Taft, and Prather. Over 100
people attended the public meetings.

The BLM received over 270 written comment letters from organizations, government agencies, industry
representatives, and individuals during the comment period. Most of the written submissions
contained multiple comments on different topics, and over 250 unique comments were made.
Comments on the DRMP/DEIS pertained to a number of issues, including localized concerns on specific
routes considered for travel management planning, designation of Areas of Critical Environmental
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Concern (ACECs), access for Rockhounding, locatable mineral exploration, and Wild and Scenic River
suitability.

Public Review of and Protest on the PRMP/FEIS

A 30-day public protest period, beginning on August 31, 2012, was provided on the land use plan
decisions contained in the PRMP/FEIS, in accordance with 43 CFR, Part 1610.5-2. The BLM received 21
protest letters that were subsequently resolved by the BLM Director, whose decision constitutes final
agency action for the DOI. The issues raised in the protest letters covered a broad range of topics with

differing opinions, sometimes completely opposite opinions, on how the protesting party felt that the
BLM had erred in the planning process.

Agency Consultations (US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS), and State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO))

In accordance with the requirements of Section 7 of the ESA, the BLM consulted with the USFWS and
the NMFS to ensure that the BLM’s proposed action would not jeopardize the continued existence of
any listed threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat. The USFWS issued a “no jeopardy” Biological Opinion on October 23, 2014. The NMFS
provided written concurrence that the BLM’s proposed action was “not likely to adversely impact” listed

species or critical habitat on May 13, 2014. See RMP Section 1.7, Consultation and Collaboration for
additional details.

In accordance with the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, the BLM
has consulted with the California SHPO concerning the content of this RMP. Copies of the DRMP/DEIS
and PRMP/FEIS were provided to the SHPO for review, along with formal requests for comments. The

SHPO responded to decline the opportunity to formally review, comment, or consult on both the
DRMP/DEIS and the PRMP/FEIS.

Availability of the Plan

Copies of the ROD and the Bakersfield Approved RMP may be obtained by viewing or downloading the
document from the BLM website at www.blm.gov/ca/bakersfield or by obtaining a hard copy or CD at
the BLM Bakersfield Field Office at 3801 Pegasus Drive, Bakersfield, California, 93308.
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wilderness study area
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wildland urban interface
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PLAN 1

1 Chapter One - Introduction

1.1 Introduction

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Bakersfield Field Office (Bakersfield FO) has prepared the
Bakersfield Resource Management Plan (RMP) to provide broad-scale direction for the future
management of BLM-administered public lands and resources located in an eight-county region of
southern-central California. The RMP Planning Area encompasses about 17 million acres throughout
Kings, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Tulare, Ventura, Madera, eastern Fresno, and western Kern
Counties.

The BLM Bakersfield FO is directly responsible for the management of approximately 400,000 acres of
public land and 1.2 million acres of Federal mineral estate (i.e., the Bakersfield Decision Area).
Therefore, management decisions in the RMP apply only to the surface and subsurface estates
administered by the BLM (described below) and recognize all valid existing rights.

The RMP was prepared in compliance with BLM’s planning regulations title 43, Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), 1600, under the authority of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of
1976 (43 US Code [USC], 1701 et seq.) and the BLM’s Land Use Planning Handbook, H-1601-1. An EIS is
incorporated into this document that meets the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969 (NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA (40 Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR], 1500-1508) (CEQ 1978), and requirements of the BLM’s NEPA Handbook,
H1790-1.

1.2 Purpose and Need for the Plan

The purpose of the RMP is to provide broad-scale direction for managing public lands under the
administrative jurisdiction of the BLM’s Bakersfield FO in accordance with principles of multiple use and
sustained yield, as mandated by the provisions of the FLPMA. The RMP presents desired outcomes —
expressed in terms of goals and objectives for resource conductions and uses, and establishes the
allowable uses, management actions, and special designations that will enable the BLM to achieve the
desired outcomes. The RMP guides the Bakersfield Field Office in the implementation of all its
subsequent management actions and site-specific activities.

Before the current planning effort, public lands management within the Bakersfield Field Office was
covered under four RMPs: Caliente RMP, Hollister RMP, California Coastal National Monument (CCNM)
RMP, and the Carrizo Plain National Monument (CPNM) RMP. The Caliente RMP, completed in 1997,
covers public lands in San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Ventura, Kings, Tulare, and western Kern
Counties. The Hollister RMP, completed in 1984 by the Hollister Field Office, covers lands in Madera and
eastern Fresno Counties, which were administratively transferred to the Bakersfield FO in October 2000.
The CCNM RMP, completed in 2005, encompasses rocks and islands along the 1,100 mile California
coastline of which approximately 230 miles fall within the Bakersfield FO. The CPNM RMP, completed in
2010, encompasses approximately 206,000 acres of public lands within the Bakersfield FO.
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2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING AREA

BLM regulations require that existing land use plans be revised when necessary to address current
resource conditions, evolving demands on resources, and new and revised national-level policy (43 CFR
1610.5-6). The need for revision of the 1997 Caliente Resource Management Plan (RMP) and
outstanding portion of the 1984 Hollister RMP stems from several factors including: a) the recent
completion of RMPs for the two National Monuments previously covered in the 1997 Caliente RMP, b)
the transfer of some public lands from the Hollister Field Office to the Bakersfield Field Office that
remained under management guidance provided by the 1984 Hollister RMP, and c) the acquisition of
new lands, including Piedras Blancas Light Station, Naval Petroleum Reserve Number 2, and Atwell
Island Land Retirement Project for which no specific management direction was provided in the Caliente
RMP.

To address these issues, the Bakersfield RMP provides guidance for managing the use of BLM-
administered lands and provides a framework for land management actions within the Planning Area.
The RMP replaces the management guidance of the Caliente and Hollister RMPs and their three
amendments. It does not, however, address public land management within the CCNM or the CPNM,
except for livestock grazing management in a small portion of the CPNM.

1.3 Description of the Planning Area

Planning Area

The Bakersfield FO administrative boundary demarcates the Planning Area and encompasses about 17
million acres of mixed ownership throughout Kings, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, Tulare, Ventura,
Madera, eastern Fresno, and western Kern Counties, in central California (Map 1.1). Stretching from the
coastal islands in the Pacific Ocean across the Central Valley to the crest of the Sierra Nevada, this is a
region of diverse topography and landscapes, and extraordinary biodiversity. Elevations range from sea
level to more than 14,500 feet at Mount Whitney. Other federal land managers are the US Air Force, US
Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), US Navy, National Park Service (NPS), US Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS), US Forest Service (USFS), Bureau of Reclamation, and Bureau of Indian Affairs. In addition,
State agencies may have specialized management responsibilities, such as the California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), which manages wildlife for the state in cooperation with BLM on public lands
(43 CFR 24.4(d)).
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING AREA 3

Map 1.1 - Planning Area
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4 DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING AREA

Decision Area

While the Planning Area encompasses the entire area within the boundaries of the Bakersfield FO
regardless of jurisdiction or ownership, the Bakersfield Decision Area encompasses about 400,000 acres
of public lands surface and minerals, and 750,000 acres of mineral estate only. These public lands and
mineral estate are scattered across the Planning Area in numerous parcels of various size. The larger
blocks of public land lie adjacent to the CPNM, in the Three Rivers-Kaweah River region of Tulare
County, and in the Lake Isabella-Chimney Peak-Walker Pass region of Kern and Tulare counties.

The Decision Area also includes subsurface minerals on approximately 550,000 acres of “split estate”
(areas where the BLM manages federal subsurface minerals but the surface is owned by a non-federal
entity) as well as subsurface minerals on approximately 200,000 acres where the surface is managed by
other Federal agencies. These combined areas (about 1.2 million acres) constitute the area for which the
BLM has authority and makes decisions (i.e. the Decision Area) under this plan revision (Map 1.2). Table
1.1, summarizes the Decision Area.

Table 0.1
Land Status within the Decision Area

Percentage of

Land Status Acres? Decision Area
BLM Managed? Surface Only 11,405 0.9
BLM Surface and Mineral Estate 395,745 33.5
393,179

BLM Mineral Estate with Other Federal 219,778 18.7
Surface

lit E BLM Mineral E with Non- 46.7
IS:EeraTtSa:ﬁa(ce) e Fiate e 248,117 °
Total BLM Surface 404,319 -
Total BLM-Administered Mineral Estate 1,161,075 -
Total Decision Area 1,172,480 100

Source: BLM 2012a

The Bakersfield Decision Area does not include the CPNM* or the CCNM, which are managed by the
Bakersfield FO under different, site-specific RMPs.

The decisions in the RMP apply only to BLM-administered surface and federal mineral estate. These
decisions do not apply to private lands, State lands, tribal lands, and federal lands not administered by
the BLM; they would not change existing rights or authority of private land owners or other surface
management agencies.

1 Acreages reflect 2012 data and include the correction of mapping errors and new acquisitions occurring since
publication of the Draft RMP/Draft EIS.

2 Includes 254 acres owned by BOR, but managed by BLM through an MOU.

3 This acreage includes the mineral estate under DOD at San Nicholas Island which was not included in the Draft
RMP/Draft EIS.

* Except a small portion of the CPNM for which this RMP provides direction for livestock grazing management.
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Map 1.2 - Decision Area

Legend
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While the RMP decisions do not apply to lands not administered by the BLM, the RMP recognizes that
lands, communities, resource values, and uses that are nearby or interspersed with BLM-managed public
lands could be indirectly affected by BLM management actions; in turn, their use and values may affect
BLM management of public lands. The RMP includes recommendations for the BLM to work with entities
that manage areas or programs that are not under its jurisdiction, but that directly affect BLM’s
management (such as county governments, tourism information groups, and hunting organizations). Final
decisions, however, regarding actions outside the Decision Area rest with the appropriate agency or
community government, and are typically not decisions made by the BLM.

1.4 Scoping and Planning Issues

Scoping Issues

A Notice of Intent (NOI) to develop the Bakersfield RMP and associated EIS was published in the Federal
Register on March 4, 2008 (Volume 73, Number 43, pages 11661-11662). This initiated the public scoping
period. A news release was also submitted to local and regional media and posted on BLM’s Web site.

The Bakersfield FO hosted several public scoping meetings. Agencies and the public were encouraged to
submit oral and/or written comments regarding management of public lands in the Planning Area. One of
the most important outcomes of the scoping process was the identification of significant issues to be
addressed in the planning phase. Planning issues are disputes or controversies about existing and potential
land and resource allocations, levels of resource use, production, and related management practices.
Usually, the causal relationship between the activity or use and undesirable results are well defined or can
be documented, and the level of controversy is high enough to merit further analysis. Statement of the
planning issues orients the planning process so that interdisciplinary thought, analysis, and documentation
is directed toward resolving the planning issues during preparation of the RMP.

Issues Addressed

Public scoping comment analysis in combination with bureau policy, directives and guidance resulted in the
identification of six planning issues that were addressed during development of alternatives. All six issues
center on balancing resource use and human activity with the mandated level of resource protection.

Issue 1: Adequately address the need for access to and continued availability of, public lands for multiple
recreational uses and open spaces.

The enormous increase in population in the Planning Area has intensified the demand for open space and
recreation opportunities on public land. Not only has demand increased, but the kinds of recreation taking
place on public lands have also increased, and conflicts are developing including impacts from unauthorized
activities. Coupled with this is the scattered nature of much of the public land parcels, many of which lack
legal access.

Issue 2: Establish a balance between the extent of the travel network and the protection of natural and
cultural resources, including an appropriate allocation of routes to the various modes of transport.

The BLM travel network is used by a wide range of users including commercial, domestic, and recreation
users. There is some demand for new trail systems, especially from the OHV interest groups within the
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community (to increase opportunities for different skill levels and modes of travel); however, the ongoing
proliferation of illegal routes has resulted in the damage to natural and cultural resources, and conflicts
between the various user groups. BLM needs to coordinate with other managers of travel networks, such as
private interests, the State, and other federal agencies and contribute toward a regional solution to the
issue.

Issue 3: Ensure appropriate protection for Threatened and Endangered species, critical habitat, other
biological resources, and cultural and paleontological resources in a multiple-use environment.

The diverse landscapes and the extraordinary biodiversity present within the Planning Area present a
unique challenge in managing public lands and resources in a rapidly growing region with a diversity of
public demands. Since the 1997 Caliente RMP was completed, the USFWS has listed as threatened or
endangered at least an additional 11 plants and animals potentially found on public lands within the
Bakersfield FO for a total of 86 federally listed species. Loss and degradation of natural habitat continues as
California’s population grows, increasing the importance of BLM lands for conservation goals. The balance
between the conservation of biological, cultural, and paleontological resources with the demand for other
land uses is an ongoing issue.

Issue 4: Continue to appropriately manage livestock grazing to provide for economic benefit, rural lifestyles
and vegetation management while protecting other resources.

Livestock grazing plays an important role on the landscape in terms of rural lifestyles, local economies, and
maintaining the legacy of the “West.” Management of livestock grazing into the future needs to
incorporate the best science and adaptive management methods to ensure protection of other resources.
In addition, explore the utilization of livestock grazing as a vegetation management tool to meet resource
objectives (such as wildlife habitat and fire management).

Issue 5: Balance the demand for energy development (including oil and gas, wind, and solar energy) and
other land use authorizations (such as road and transmission corridor rights-of-way) with other resource
values.

Implementing the multiple-use mandate from FLPMA includes balancing the economic use of public
resources, while providing for appropriate stewardship of public lands and the protection of natural and
cultural resources. The economic uses involve both renewable and nonrenewable resources and include
energy development (primarily oil and gas, wind, and solar), other mineral extraction, and land use
authorizations such as road and transmission corridor rights-of-way. With the increasing demand for
sources of domestic energy from public lands, the ability to balance these immediate goals with the
protection of public lands for the use and enjoyment of future generations becomes more challenging.

Issue 6: Address the impacts of climate change on the management of public lands, including strategies that
will reduce impacts and incorporate appropriate monitoring.

The temperature of the planet’s atmosphere is regulated by a balance of radiation received from the sun
and the amount of that radiation absorbed by the earth and atmosphere. Greenhouse gases (e.g. carbon
dioxide and methane), as well as water vapor and particulate matter in the atmosphere keep the planet’s
temperature warmer than it would be otherwise, allowing the planet to sustain life. While these gasses and
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particles have occurred naturally for millennia, there has been a marked increase in their atmospheric
concentration since the start of the industrial age, contributing to the observed climatic variability beyond
the historic norm. As appropriate, this plan describes (1) the effects that a changing climate may have on
the resources in the Planning Area, and (2) how the reasonably foreseeable activities under each alternative
would affect climate change (discussed as part of Air and Atmospheric Values in Chapters 3 and 4).

Issues Considered but Not Further Analyz ed

The issues identified during public scoping (discussed above) shaped the alternatives carried forward in the
RMP process. Several concerns/issues identified during public scoping were also considered but were not
analyzed further in the planning process because they fell outside of BLM jurisdiction or were beyond the
scope of the RMP planning effort. Other comments represented questions on how the BLM would go
about conducting the planning process and implementation of land use plan decisions. Comments on
these items are valuable and appreciated, even though they are outside the scope of an RMP. These
comments will be considered when decisions are made on implementation plans, proposed projects, or
day-to-day management.

Three concerns were commonly expressed:

* The need for adequate law enforcement personnel and patrols throughout the Bakersfield Field
Office — Some members of the public expressed the desire for a resident law enforcement ranger
or park ranger in their local area. Staffing issues are not typically addressed in land use plans; they
are more appropriately addressed administratively.

* Increasing the use of volunteers and partnerships to assist in managing public lands and resources
— Recruitment and opportunities for volunteers and partnerships are ongoing BLM activities that
are a means of implementing an RMP. The RMP, however, is not the appropriate mechanism to
establish these opportunities.

* The adequacy of budget and staffing to ensure implementation of the RMP — The RMP alternatives
will be based on an optimal but reasonable assessment of the level of management needed.
However, the RMP is not a budget document and alternative development is not based on specific
funding projections.

1.5 Planning Criteria and Legislative Constraints

Planning Criteria

Planning criteria are the standards, rules, and guidelines that help to guide the RMP/EIS process, to ensure
it is tailored to the identified issues, and to deter unnecessary data collection and analysis. The BLM
developed planning criteria principally from FLPMA and other applicable laws and regulations, agency
guidance, and consultation and coordination with the public, other federal, state, and local agencies, and
Native American tribes. The planning criteria were provided to the public for review during the scoping
process and were included in the scoping report. The following general planning criteria were developed to
guide planning, development of management alternatives, impacts analysis, and the eventual selection of
the Bakersfield RMP:
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* The plan will establish new guidance and identify existing guidance for the BLM in managing public
lands within the Bakersfield FO;

* The plan will be completed in compliance with FLPMA and all other applicable laws;
* The planning process will include an environmental impact statement that will comply with NEPA;

*  The RMP/EIS will incorporate by reference the Central California Standards for Rangeland Health
and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management;

e The RMP/EIS will incorporate by reference all prior Wilderness designations and Wilderness
Study Area findings that affect public lands in the Planning Area;

* The plan will provide determinations as required by special program and resource-specific guidance
detailed in Appendix C of the BLM'’s Planning Handbook;

* Decisions in the plan will strive to be compatible with the existing plans and policies of adjacent
local, state, tribal, and federal agencies, as long as the decisions are in conformance with BLM
policies on management of public lands;

* The scope of analysis will be consistent with the level of analysis in approved plans and in
accordance with BLM-wide standards and program guidance;

* Resource allocations must be reasonable and achievable within available technological and
budgetary constraints;

* The lifestyles and concerns of area residents will be recognized in the plan;

* Alllands within the CCNM and the CPNM—both of which are addressed under separate RMPs, will
not be included in the Bakersfield RMP, except for livestock grazing management in a small portion
of the CPNM;

* The plan will include Piedras Blancas Light Station Outstanding Natural Area and identify goals,
standards, and objectives for this area.

* Decisions and management actions within the existing plans will be evaluated; those that are
determined to still be valid will be carried forward into this revised RMP; and

*  Geospatial data within a geographic information system (GIS) will be used to facilitate discussions
of the affected environment, alternative formulation, analysis of environmental consequences, and
display of the results.

Legislative Constraints

The BLM administers public lands within a framework of numerous laws. The most comprehensive of these
is the FLPMA. All BLM policies, procedures, and management actions must be consistent with FLPMA and
the other laws that govern use of the public lands. In FLPMA, Congress established the principle of
“multiple-use” management; defined, in part, as “management of the public lands and their various
resource values so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the present and future
needs of the American people.” The planning process is intended to develop RMP decisions that resolve
conflicts between program priorities, policies and guidelines and that meet the multiple use and sustained
yield mandate of the FLPMA.
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1.6 Planning Process

As provided by FLPMA, the BLM is responsible for planning for and managing public lands. The Bakersfield
RMP was initiated under the authority of Section 202(f) of FLPMA and guided by BLM planning regulations
in 43 CFR 1600. Additionally, the EIS is subject to Section 202(c) of NEPA and guided by the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations in 40 CFR 1500.

The BLM uses a multistep planning process when developing RMPs, as required by 43 CFR, Part 1600, and
illustrated in the BLM’s Land Use Planning Handbook. The planning process is designed to help the BLM
identify the uses of BLM-administered lands desired by the public. The process considers these uses to the
extent they are consistent with the laws established by Congress and the policies of the executive branch of
the federal government. The planning process is issue-driven. The BLM used the public scoping process to
identify planning issues (noted above) to direct the development of the Bakersfield RMP. The scoping
process also was used to introduce the public to planning criteria.

Title Il, Section 202, of FLPMA directs the BLM to coordinate planning efforts with Native American tribes,
other federal departments, and agencies of the state and local governments as part of its planning process.
The BLM is also directed to integrate NEPA requirements with other environmental review and
consultation requirements to reduce paperwork and delays (40 CFR, Part 1500.4-5). The BLM coordinated
with Native American tribes and other agencies and was consistent with other plans through ongoing
communications, meetings, and collaboration with an interdisciplinary team.

Relationship to BLM Policy, Plans and Programs

The BLM has three principal levels of land use planning decisions: 1) the RMP level; 2) the activity level; and
3) the site-specific level. RMP focuses on establishing broad resource objectives and direction while, at the
same time, providing some activity-level guidance and site-specific decisions. Site-specific decisions are
usually tied to a specific location, resource, or activity and generally require their own NEPA. Where this
RMP makes these site-specific decisions (e.g., route designations) this EIS fulfills the NEPA requirement.

The Bakersfield RMP has been prepared to reflect and be consistent with current federal laws, regulations,
plans, and guidance, as well as with local government plans and policies to the extent feasible. The
decisions in the 1997 Caliente RMP and the relevant portions of the 1984 Hollister RMP and subsequent
amendments, as well as other more recent BLM plans, were reevaluated to determine if they should be
carried forward in the RMP. Since 1997, some of these documents that were considered during the
planning process are identified in Table 1.2.

Table 1.2
Associated BLM Management Plans

Document Year
Bakersfield Field Office Fire Management Plan 2008
Carrizo Plain National Monument ROD/ARMP 2010
California Coastal National Monument ROD/ARMP 2005
Piedras Blancas Light Station ONA Interpretive Plan 2008
Piedras Blancas Light Station ONA Management Plan 2007
Southern Sierra (Westside) Management Plan 1999
[Wilderness]
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In addition to existing plans, a number of policies, national programmatic EISs, and program guidance
documents (BLM Handbooks and Manual sections) were reviewed for consistency during the development
of the RMP. These policies and guidance are referenced throughout the document.

Air Quality MOU: Through the Memorandum of Understanding Among the U.S. Department of

Agriculture, U.S. Department of the Interior, and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Regarding Air
Quality Analyses and Mitigation For Federal Oil and Gas Decisions Through the National Environmental
Policy Act Process (effective June 23, 2011), signatories commit to a clearly defined approach to compliance
with NEPA regarding air quality in connection with oil and gas development on Federal lands. This MOU
applies to all NEPA analyses commencing after the effective date, June 23, 2011. The NEPA analysis for the
Bakersfield RMP began in 2008; therefore, the provisions of the MOU are not directly applicable to this
NEPA analysis. However, the BLM believes the air quality analysis in the EIS meets the intent of the MOU;
air resource program goals and objectives illustrate the Bakersfield FO’s commitment to protect air quality,
particularly as it relates to oil and gas development on Federal lands.

In lieu of implementing the MOU at this stage and in response to comment from the Environmental
Protection Agency Region 9, the BLM developed an Air Resources Management Plan (included as Appendix
1) that outlines the specific requirements for managing air resources and authorizing activities that have
the potential to adversely impact air resources in the Bakersfield Field Office and includes modeling,
monitoring, and mitigation requirements. The BLM and other participating agencies have developed a Joint
Agency Implementation Team. The BLM completed its agency-specific implementation plan in 2011 and is
administering training to implement the MOU for future analyses that pertain to federal oil and gas
development.

Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP): The DRECP, a joint planning process between the
BLM, USFWS, California Energy Commission and CDFW, will address natural resources conservation and
renewable energy development on both public and private lands within the California Desert, including a
small portion (197,000 acres) of the Bakersfield FO Planning Area including approximately 22,000 acres of
public lands. The plan, still in development, will identify appropriate locations for renewable energy
development taking into account impacts to species and natural communities and provide for long-term
conservation and management, other equivalent protection measures, for these species and natural
communities, giving consideration to other resources and resources uses. The Bakersfield FO has, and will
continue to, coordinate with the DRECP planning team to ensure resources within the Decision Area are
adequately addressed in the DRECP. Although the Bakersfield RMP provides guidance for utility scale
renewable energy development in a portion of the area being considered by the DRECP, this allocation is
interim management direction pending the completion of the DRECP.

1.7 Consultation and Collaboration

The Bakersfield FO conducts many activities that require coordination with tribes, the State, other agencies,
and interested public. Coordination has been ongoing throughout this planning effort. Coordination is
accomplished as a matter of course when implementing land use plan decisions through project
development and site-specific activities. Key coordination efforts include those described below. Additional
details about the public and agency involvement process are presented in Chapter 5 — Consultation and
Coordination.
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Intergovernmental, Interagency and Tribal Relationships

The formal process by which the BLM engages other governmental entities (other federal agencies, state
agencies and local governments) in the planning process is through Cooperating Agency status.
Cooperating agency status provides a formal framework for governmental agencies to engage in active
collaboration with a Federal agency to implement the requirements of the NEPA. Federal and state
agencies and local and tribal governments may qualify as cooperating agencies because of “jurisdiction by
law or special expertise” (40 CFR 1501.6 and 1508.5).

In accordance with these provisions, the BLM initially informed other federal state, local, and tribal officials
of its intent to prepare a new RMP, as detailed in the Scoping Report. Collaboration with these agencies
continued throughout the planning and EIS process. The BLM gathered issues, ideas, and concerns and
discussed the role of agencies in the process. A full listing of the agencies that the BLM coordinated with
can be found in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS.

A letter introducing the RMP/EIS and offering agencies the opportunity to become cooperating agencies in
the planning was sent to 15 agencies. Two of the agencies, National Park Service and California
Department of Fish and Wildlife, expressed their desire to be involved in the planning process, but without
becoming a cooperating agency. The remainder of the invitees wished to remain abreast of the planning
process, but declined formal cooperating agency status.

Tribal Government-to-Government Consultation

Native American tribes are formally engaged in the planning process, as with many other federal actions,
through a process of consultation. Legislation, policy and guidance require the BLM to consult with
federally recognized Native American tribes regarding any actions conducted by the agency which have the
potential to affect places of traditional or religious importance to them. As such, the Bakersfield FO
initiated contact on April 4, 2008, in conjunction with the public scoping process, with both federally and
non-federally recognized tribes whose traditional territories are known to lie within the Planning Area.

The federally recognized Native American tribes listed below were contacted again via certified letter in
April 2011 and invited to participate in government-to-government consultation prior to the release of the
Draft RMP/Draft EIS. Upon its release, copies were sent to each federally recognized Native American tribe
and several non-recognized Native American tribes, groups, and individuals along with a package of
supplemental information and maps. Follow up letters, phone calls, and emails offered to schedule one-
on-one presentations, and again, extended the invitation to initiate formal government-to-government
consultation to the federally recognized tribes and informal coordination and consultation with the non-
recognized tribes. Informational meetings and presentations were conducted with four of the federally
recognized Native American tribes and six non-recognized Native American tribes and groups. Subsequent
to the end of the public review and comment period on the Draft RMP/Draft EIS, one of these groups, the
Tejon Indian Tribe, became federally recognized (January 1, 2012). Prior to their formal recognition, BLM
coordinated with the Tejon Indian Tribe by providing them with information, maps and guidance regarding
review of the Draft RMP/Draft EIS. In addition, a formal presentation was provided for the attending
members at a Tribal Council meeting. None of the federally or non-federally recognized Native American
tribes chose to conduct formal government-to-government or informal consultation.
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Upon the release of the Proposed RMP/Final EIS these federally recognized Native American tribes and
several non-recognized Native American tribes, groups, and individuals were provided with copies of the
document and received follow up contacts.

e Big Sandy Rancheria e Table Mountain Rancheria
e Cold Springs Rancheria e Tachi Yokut Tribe of the Santa Rosa
e North Fork Rancheria of Mono Indians Rancheria

e Picayune Rancheria of Chukchansi * Tejon Indian Tribe

Indians e Tule River Reservation

e Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians

Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 Consultation

In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA, the BLM consulted with the USFWS and the NMFS to ensure that
the BLM’s proposed action would not jeopardize the continued existence of any listed threatened or
endangered species, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.

The BLM initiated formal consultation with the USFWS on September 7, 2012. As part of the consultation,
BLM wrote a biological assessment (BA) and held meetings with the USFWS to explain the proposed action
and the effects determination. The BA discussed the effects on 75 listed species (39 plants, 36 animal) and
37 critical habitats (16 plants, 21 animals) in the Bakersfield FO from the Proposed RMP (Alternative B in
the Proposed RMP/Final EIS). Appendix 4 contains a list of the species and critical habitats discussed in the
BA. During the consultation period, USFWS and the BLM held additional discussions and exchanged
additional information. The USFWS considered the Proposed RMP, the BA and additional information and
developed a biological opinion (BO). The October 23, 2014 BO (08ESMF00-2012-F-0682) concluded that
the Proposed RMP was not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species, or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat.

The BLM initiated formal consultation with the NMFS on November 7, 2012. As part of the consultation,
the BLM wrote a biological assessment and held a meeting with the NMFS to explain the proposed action
and the effects determination. During the January 31, 2013 meeting, the NMFS advised the BLM to
develop BMPs that would eliminate or reduce impacts to NMFS species and critical habitat. After reviewing
the BMPs, the NMFS advised the BLM that with inclusion of the BMPs, the Proposed RMP was “not likely to
adversely affect” listed species or critical habitat. The BLM requested written concurrence on December
20, 2013. On May 13, 2014, the NMFS issued a letter concurring that the BLM’s proposed action was not
likely to adversely affect South-Central California Coast (SCCC) Distinct Population Segment (DPS)
steelhead, Southern California (SC) DPS steelhead, black abalone, Guadalupe fur seal, fin whale, blue whale,
or humpback whale, or critical habitat for SCCC steelhead, SC steelhead, or black abalone. The BMPs
approved by the NMFS have been incorporated into Appendix 3.
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National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), Section 106 Consultation

In accordance with the requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA, the BLM coordinated with and solicited
input from the California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) at the initiation of the planning process.
The SHPO was also invited to review and formally consult regarding the Bakersfield Draft RMP/Draft EIS.
The SHPO declined to review, comment, or consult on the Draft RMP/Draft EIS. An additional opportunity
for review and consultation was afforded during the Governor’s Consistency review of the Proposed
RMP/Final EIS. The SHPO declined to review, comment, or consult on the PRMP/FEIS.

Other Stakeholder Relationships

Throughout the planning process the Bakersfield FO continued to be engaged with numerous user groups,
public land stakeholders, and interested individuals. These efforts include travel management oriented
public meetings, recreation-focused listening sessions, Social and economic workshops, and various
briefings, presentations, and personal communications. These stakeholder groups include representatives
for environmental advocacy groups, commercial enterprises, community groups, and groups representing
recreational users. In addition, regular briefings have been presented to the Central California Resource
Advisory Council and updates provided to its various subcommittees.

1.8 Related Plans

BLM land use planning regulations (43 CFR, 1610.3), FLPMA (43 USC, 1712), and regulations for
implementing NEPA (40 CFR, 1501.6 and 1506.2) guide the BLM in coordinating and cooperating with other
federal and state agencies, local governments, and Native American tribes during the land use planning
process. This collective guidance instructs the BLM, to the extent practicable, to keep informed of state,
local, and tribal plans; assure that consideration is given to such plans; and to assist in resolving
inconsistencies between such plans and federal planning. While the State is authorized to furnish advice
regarding revision of land use plans for the public lands, the Secretary of the Interior is directed to develop
land use plans consistent with State and local plans to the maximum extent found consistent with Federal
law and the purposes of FLPMA. 43 U.S.C. 1712 (c)(9).

In keeping with these provisions and regulations, other Federal and State agencies, local, and tribal officials
were made aware of the planning process as described above.

Other Federal Agency Plans

Other federal agencies manage lands and resources in and next to the Bakersfield FO Planning Area. The
RMP strives for consistency with plans pertaining to these lands, including the following:

*  Final Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision for Oil and Gas Leasing, Los Padres
National Forest, July 2005;

* Sequoia National Forest Motorized Travel Management Final Environmental Impact Statement and
Record of Decision, December 2009;
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USFWS recovery plans for endangered species—Recovery Plan for the California condor (USFWS 1996),
Recovery Plan for Upland Species for the San Joaquin Valley (USFWS 1998), Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool
Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon (USFWS 2005); and the Recovery Plan for the Kern Primrose
Sphinx Moth (USFWS 1984).

* National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (40 CFR, 300) (1994, revised
2007);

* Forest Land and Resource Management Plans (Los Padres, Sequoia, Sierra National Forests).

State Agency Plans

The complex land ownership pattern within the Planning Area influences BLM coordination with agencies
administering California State lands and resources. Several agreements exist between state agencies and
the BLM that to promote interagency cooperation to enhance natural resource management. For example,
two large areas have been managed cooperatively with the CDFW as National Cooperative Land and
Wildlife Management Areas (Temblor and Monache-Walker Pass) to benefit wildlife resources and
recreation opportunities. The BLM and CDFW also coordinate in managing State ecological reserves within
the Planning Area. The BLM and California State Parks coordinate management of their lands to ensure
consistency for adjoining parcels.

County Plans

The BLM routinely coordinates management activities across its scattered land pattern within the eight
counties in which there is BLM surface or mineral ownership. County supervisors, planners, fire personnel,
and local law enforcement are the primary points of coordination. While specific planning efforts for the
RMP and the county general plan provide an opportunity to evaluate consistency, the process of
coordination and consistency review is ongoing.

1.9 Policy

This plan is consistent with and incorporates requirements identified in various laws, regulations and
policies. These include Executive Orders, legislative designations, proclamations and court
settlements/rulings. The policies and decisions that existed prior to this plan being written are outside the
scope of the plan but have influenced the decisions, constrained the alternatives, and are needed to
understand management of the area.
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2 Chapter Two - Management Decisions

Introduction

This chapter describes the decisions approved in the ROD for the Bakersfield RMP, otherwise known as
the Approved RMP. It presents the Desired Future Conditions (Goals and Objectives), Land Use
Allocations and Management Actions (Decisions) established for BLM-administered public lands in the
Bakersfield FO that will be implemented over the life of the RMP. Most of the desired future conditions
are long range and are assumed to require a period of time to achieve. These management decisions
are presented by program area. Not all types of decisions were identified for each program.

Goals and objectives direct BLM actions to most effectively meet legal mandates, regulations, and
agency policy, as well as local and regional resource needs. Goals are broad statements of desired
outcomes that are usually not quantifiable. Objectives identify more specific desired outcomes for
resources and might include a measurable component. Objectives are generally expected to achieve the
stated goals.

Allowable uses identify uses that are allowed, restricted, or excluded on BLM_administered surface
lands and federal mineral estate. These allocations identify the surface lands or subsurface mineral
interests where uses are allowed, including any restrictions that may be needed to meet goals and
objectives.

Management actions are proactive measures or limitations intended to guide BLM activities in the
Planning Area to achieve desired outcomes, including actions to maintain, restore, or improve land
health.

Special designations are designated by Congress for special protection, such as Wild and Scenic Rivers.
Such designations are not land use plan decisions, but recommendations for designation can be made to
Congress at the land use plan level. Congress may then act on these recommendations at a later time.
Additionally, BLM administrative designations, such as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs),
are also considered special designations and can be made in the land use plan.

Implementation decisions are management actions tied to a specific location that implement land use
plan decisions. Implementation decisions generally constitute the BLM'’s final approval, allowing on-the-
ground actions to proceed and require appropriate site-specific planning and NEPA analysis. Such
decisions may be incorporated into implementation plans (activity or project plans) or may exist as
stand-alone decisions.

The RMP contains “Key Implementation” level decisions that would be implementable based on the
level of analysis contained within the EIS. Principally, these decisions relate to the concurrent Travel
Management Plan included as Appendix 2 of the RMP; however, other implementation level decisions
are noted under the “Key Implementation Decisions” heading for Biological Resources and Livestock
Grazing. It should be noted that implementation level decisions are subject to appeal to the Interior
Board of Land Appeals under 43 CFR, 4.410.

CHAPTER TWO — MANAGEMENT BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, BAKERSFIELD FIELD OFFICE
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Administrative actions are day-to-day activities conducted by the BLM, often required by FLPMA, but
may or may not require specific evaluation under NEPA and do not require a written decision by a
responsible official to be accomplished. Examples of administrative actions include, but are not limited
to, mapping, surveying, conducting inventory or monitoring, scientific research, other studies,
partnering and collaborating with partners, developing educational materials, and working with local
communities and interest groups.

Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and Best Management Practices (BMPs) guide the day-to-day
operations and business practices of the BLM. The SOPs and BMPs are the combined product of
procedures developed to comply with laws, regulations, policies, and other guidance and are often
institutionalized in manuals and handbooks. The SOPs and BMPs are described in detail (although not
all inclusive) by program in Appendix 3. Best Management Practices and Standard Operating
Procedures.

It should be noted the decisions generated by the RMP only apply to BLM-administered surface and
mineral estate. No decisions generated by the RMP would change existing rights or authority of private
land owners or other surface management agencies.

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, BAKERSFIELD FIELD OFFICE CHAPTER TWO — MANAGEMENT
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Resources

2.1 Air and Atmospheric Values

Goal
[AAV-G-1] Contribute to the achievement of good air quality.

Objectives
[AAV-0-1] Contribute to the attainment of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).

[AAV-0-2] Reduce emissions and the particulate level impacts from BLM management activities and
BLM authorized actions in accordance with State Implementation Plans (SIPs).

Decisions

[AAV-D-1] Design BLM program and management activities and authorize projects to meet air quality
standards in conformance with State Implementation Plans. Reduce emissions resulting from such
actions by implementing BMPs listed in the Air Resources Management Plan (Appendix 1) and other
control measures.

[AAV-D-2] Prevent BLM actions from degrading Federal Class | areas including Domeland Wilderness,
San Raphael Wilderness, and Sequoia and Kings Canyon National Parks.

2.2 Biological Resources

Goals

[BR-G-1] Contribute to maintaining the biotic diversity within the Planning Area. Ensure public lands
provide for a diversity of native species, ecosystems, and ecosystem processes.

[BR-G-2] Promote the recovery of state and federally listed species. Promote conservation of other
plant and animal species to prevent future listings (see Appendix 4).

[BR-G-3] Promote the success of recovery plans, conservation plans, wildlife management plans,
vegetation and weed management plans, and other regional conservation strategies (see Appendix 4).

Objectives

[BR-0-1] Maintain or improve the quality and diversity of biological resources through the maintenance,
enhancement, and restoration of habitats. Manage public lands to meet or exceed the Standards for
Rangeland Health (see LG-D-5).

[BR-O-2] Meet or exceed proper functioning condition of wetland or riparian habitats, maintain the
hydrologic regime of vernal pools, and provide for riparian-dependent native species through habitat
maintenance, restoration and enhancement.

[BR-0-3] Restore, as appropriate, native plants and animals whose populations have been depleted or
extirpated from the local area.

[BR-0O-4] Conserve and recover state and federally listed species through the maintenance,
enhancement and restoration of their habitats.
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[BR-0O-5] Design BLM actions and authorization to minimize impacts on biological resources, regional
conservation strategies and essential habitat linkages.

[BR-0-6] Reduce the impact that the urban interface, recreation activities, and other public uses have
on listed species recovery, natural community and species conservation by coordination and
collaboration with other agencies, local communities, and user groups.

[BR-O-7] Protect additional ecologically important areas, important linkages, and scarce limited habitats
through land tenure adjustments and partnerships with other agencies and organizations.

[BR-0-8] Retain in public ownership lands that are important for species recovery or conservation, that
contain ecologically important areas or scarce limited habitats, or contribute to regional conservation
strategies or habitat linkages.

[BR-0-9] Manage lands, interest in lands, or funds acquired through compensation consistent with any
applicable compensation document and to promote recovery of the target species to the extent
consistent with federal law.

[BR-0-10] Control, decrease, or eradicate known populations of invasive nonnative plants and prevent
new populations from becoming established. Control the spread of noxious weeds as identified by the
California Department of Food and Agriculture and the California Invasive Plants Council (Cal-IPC, 2009).

[BR-0O-11] Address at a landscape level, widespread nonnative species that displace and compete with
the native flora through collaboration with weed management area members, state agencies, federal
agencies, conservation organizations, and other interested parties.

[BR-0-12] Reduce the impacts, including disease transmissions, harassment, and competition, and limit
the spread of nonnative animals.

Decisions
[BR-D-1] Designate the following species as priority species for management and protection:
(a) Special Status Species;

(b) Species of interest to CDFW, USFWS and NMFS (such as game species, furbearers, migratory
birds, marine mammals, raptors);

(c) Species that are rare;
(d) Species with declining populations or with limited distributions; or

(e) Species with high ecological importance (such as keystone, pollinator or host species)

[BR-D-2] Designate as priority plant communities and habitats (Desired Plant Communities); examples of
which include alkali sink, Bishop pine forest, California bay forest, central maritime chaparral, coastal
scrub, cypress woodlands, giant sequoia forest, oak woodland, riparian communities, serpentine
chaparral, wetland and vernal pool communities, based on the following criteria: (a) Designated critical
habitat;

(b) Rarity,

(c) Limited geographic distribution;
(d) High ecological importance;

(e) Unique species assemblages; or

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, BAKERSFIELD FIELD OFFICE CHAPTER TWO — MANAGEMENT
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(f)

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

At risk from climate change, pathogens, or other factors.

[BR-D-3] Implement the following specific management as appropriate in areas of ecological
importance, ACECs, and where priority communities, habitats and species occur;

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

(f)

Closure to mineral material disposal;

Limitations on modes of travel and travel routes;
Restrictions on fluid mineral leasing (CSU, NSO, Closure);
Restrictions on livestock grazing;

Restrictions on recreational opportunities (camping, campfires, hunting, shooting sports,
seasonal closures);

Recommend proposal for withdrawal from all or a portion of the mining laws; and/or (g)

Prohibition of the casual collection of plants or their parts without prior BLM authorization.

[BR-D-4] Administratively delineate (Map 2.1 ) and manage Atwell Island for protection of sensitive
biological resources and to restore retired farmlands to native habitat, including wetlands.

(a)

(b)
(c)

(d)
(e)
()
(g)

(h)

(i)

Identify as available for livestock grazing but only for the purpose of vegetation management to
meet resource objectives other than the production of livestock forage;

Prohibit campfires;

Prohibit overnight camping and use except for; future specific areas identified for nocturnal
visitation for wildlife viewing and stargazing;

Prohibit cross country equestrian travel;
Seasonally prohibit access to wetland areas, as needed to support restoration objectives;

Coordinate with CDFW to prohibit hunting except as allowed by Special Recreation Permit
and/or specially organized hunt activity;

Prohibit air-soft and paintball activities, including organized games and casual use of these types
of equipment unless authorized through a Special Recreation Permit;

Prohibit pets and other domesticated animals (not including authorized livestock) from wetland
areas;

Require all pets and domestic animals (not including authorized livestock) to be on a leash.
Special Recreation Permits may be issued for activities allowing off-leash activity, such as, dog
trial events; and

Prohibit the casual collection of plants or their parts without BLM authorization.

[BR-D-5] Administratively delineate (Map 2.2) and manage Caliente Creek: for protection of the riparian
ecosystem and conservation of habitat for Tehachapi slender salamander, Yellow-blotched salamander,
and Bakersfield cactus.

(a)

(b)

(c)

Identify as available for Livestock Grazing. Livestock grazing authorizations may have specific
livestock management guidelines applied to ensure grazing use is compatible with the
objectives for special status species and riparian resources;

Seek to acquire within the Caliente Creek area of ecological importance, lands with Tehachapi
slender salamander and Bakersfield cactus; and

Allow for the expansion of the Caliente Creek area of ecological importance to include
additional public lands containing newly discovered populations of Tehachapi slender
salamander, Yellow-blotched salamander or Bakersfield cactus.
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[BR-D-6] Administratively delineate (Map 2.3) and manage Conserved Lands for protection and to
promote the recovery of federally listed species on public lands identified as reserves or corridors in
collaboration and coordination with the USFWS and CDFW (see Appendix 4).

(a) Manage public lands within reserves or corridors as conserved land to promote consistency with
the direction established by the USFWS and CDFW through the Recovery Plan for Upland Species
of the San Joaquin Valley and other pertinent recovery or conservation plans, subject to and
consistent with underlying statutory authority (FLPMA);

(b) Manage reserves to restrict surface disturbance on public lands in reserves to not exceed 10
percent of any 640-acre section, aliquot section, or aggregate of adjacent aliquot sections;

(c) Manage corridors to restrict surface disturbance on public lands in corridors to not exceed 25
percent of any 640-acre section, aliquot section, or aggregate of adjacent aliquot sections;

(d) Allow certain areas of high intensity oil and gas development within reserves and corridors to be
identified and managed separately from the reserve and corridor system. These areas will not
be subject to the 10 percent and 25 percent surface disturbance limit; and

(e) Include certain areas outside the reserve and corridor system to be managed as corridors
including the application of corridor disturbance restrictions.

[BR-D-7] Administratively delineate (Map 2.4) and manage Deer Spring: for protection of riparian
resources and deer habitat.

(a) Identify as closed to fluid mineral leasing;

(b) Establish, in accordance with 43 CFR 3809.31, the area of ecological importance as an area
requiring a 15 day notification be given to the BLM prior to beginning any activity under the
mining laws including; Casual Use, to allow the BLM to determine whether a notice or plan of
operations must be submitted; and

(c) Identify as unavailable for livestock grazing.

[BR-D-8] Administratively delineate (Map 2.5) and manage Frog Pond: for protection of riparian
ecosystems including California bay forest.
(a) Identify as open for fluid mineral leasing, subject to major constraints (CSU-Priority Species,
Plant Communities and Habitats stipulations);

(b) Establish, in accordance with 43 CFR 3809.31, Frog Pond as a special area requiring a 15 day
notification be given to the BLM prior to beginning any activity under the mining laws including;
Casual Use, to allow the BLM to determine whether a notice or plan of operations must be
submitted.

(c) Identify as closed to mineral materials disposals;

(d) Identify as unavailable for livestock grazing;

(e) Prohibit campfires and overnight camping;

(f) Prohibit equestrian use;

(g) Prohibit the casual collection of plants or their parts without BLM authorization; and

(h) Manage water resources to maintain, improve, or benefit hydrologic processes, such as
instream flow requirements, needed for the riparian ecosystem.
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[BR-D-9] Administratively delineate (Map 2.6) and manage Irish Hills: for protection of diverse coastal
plant communities, including Bishop pine forest, rare plant habitat, and notably large oaks and
manzanita.
(a) Identify as open to fluid mineral leasing, subject to moderate constraints (CSU — Priority Species,
Plant Communities and Habitats stipulation);
(b) Identify as unavailable for livestock grazing;
(c) Prohibit campfires;
(d) Prohibit overnight camping, except in any future developed recreation sites developed in
partnership with California Department of Parks and Recreation or other adjacent land owners;
(e) Prohibit cross country equestrian travel; and

(f) Prohibit the casual collection of plants or their parts without BLM authorization.

[BR-D-10] Administratively delineate (Map 2.7) and manage the National Cooperative Land and Wildlife
Management Areas (NCLWMAs): Caliente, Monache-Walker Pass, and Temblor: for improvement and
maintenance of diverse assemblage of vegetative communities to benefit wildlife species, including
raptors and game species, such as, deer, quail and chukar.
(a) Continue the withdrawal from application under the non-mineral public land laws and from
disposition under the homestead, desert land entry, and script selection laws; and

(b) Identify as open for fluid mineral leasing, subject to moderate constraints (CSU-Raptor
stipulations)

[BR-D-11] Administratively delineate (Map 2.8) and manage Rusty Peak: for protection of serpentine
chaparral, coastal live oak woodland, perennial grassland, San Luis serpentine dudleya, and other
sensitive plant species.
(a) Identify as open for fluid mineral leasing, subject to moderate constraints (CSU- Priority Species,
Plant Communities and Habitats stipulation);
(b) Identify as unavailable for livestock grazing; and

(c) Prohibit the casual collection of plants or their parts without BLM authorization.

[BR-D-12] Administratively delineate (Map 2.9) and manage the South Fork of the Kern River: for
protection of the riparian forest and critical habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher; promote
nesting habitat for both the southwestern willow flycatcher and the California yellow-billed cuckoo.

(a) Identify southwestern willow flycatcher critical habitat as unavailable for livestock grazing.

[BR-D-13] Administratively delineate (Map 2.10) and manage the Table Mountain and Kennedy Table:
for protection of vernal pools, listed vernal pool species and critical habitat for vernal pool species.

[BR-D-14] Administratively delineate (Map 2.11) and manage the Tehachapi Linkage: for the
preservation of the ecological connection between the southern Sierra Nevada Mountains and foothills,
and the transverse ranges.

(a) Identify as an avoidance area for utility scale renewable energy rights-of-way; and

(b) Retain all lands and interests in lands in federal ownership unless it is deemed that the lands do
not contribute to a regional conservation strategy or linkage.

[BR-D-15] Manage the following areas as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs) based on
their significant biological resource values; Ancient Lakeshores ACEC; Bitter Creek ACEC; Blue Ridge
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ACEC; Chico Martinez ACEC; Compensation Lands ACEC; Cypress Mountain ACEC; Cyrus Canyon ACEC;
Erskine Creek ACEC; Hopper Mountain ACEC; Kaweah ACEC; Kettleman Hills ACEC; Lokern-Buena Vista
ACEC; Los Osos ACEC; Piute Cypress ACEC; Pt. Sal ACEC; Salinas River ACEC, Tierra Redonda ACEC; and
Upper Cuyama Valley ACEC.

[BR-D-16] Apply SOPs, as appropriate to new BLM actions and authorizations (see Appendix 3).

[BR-D-17] Allow removal of dead and downed woody materials from public lands only with
administrative approval. Except in developed recreation sites and areas, or where prohibited and
posted (43 CFR 8365.1-5), collection of fire wood from dead and down woody material for on-site
campfires is permissible provided woody material is less than four inches in diameter.

[BR-D-18] Identify lands within the range of federally proposed and listed species as open to fluid
mineral leasing unless otherwise closed, subject to major constraints including project relocation or
exclusion, seasonal activity restriction, and extended application processing time as described in the
Controlled Surface Use- Protected Species stipulation.

[BR-D-19] Identify lands within the range of federal candidate, state listed or bureau sensitive species as
open to fluid mineral leasing unless otherwise closed, subject to moderate constraints as described in
the Controlled Surface Use- Sensitive Species stipulation.

[BR-D-20] Identify designated or proposed critical habitat as open to fluid mineral leasing unless
otherwise closed, subject to major constraints as described in the Controlled Surface Use- Critical
Habitat stipulation.

[BR-D-21] Identify important foraging, wintering or nesting habitat for raptors as open to fluid mineral
leasing unless otherwise closed, subject to major constraints as described in the Controlled Surface Use-
Raptor stipulation, such areas include, but are not limited to: Hopper Mountain, Kaweah, San Joaquin
River Gorge, Kettleman Hills, Chico Martinez, and the Temblor and Caliente NCLWMA:s.

[BR-D-22] Identify split estate with surface managed as compensation for biological resources as open
to fluid mineral leasing subject to major constraint (CSU — Compensation Lands).

[BR-D-23] Identify the Compensation Lands ACEC as open to fluid mineral leasing subject to major
constraints (NSO — Compensation Lands ACEC), if leasing is consistent with the document that
established the compensation land.

[BR-D-24] Identify public lands with mineral estate adjacent to or within the boundary of the State of
California’s Chimineas Unit of the Carrizo Plain Ecological Reserve as open to fluid mineral leasing
subject to major constraint (CSU-Chimineas Ranch).

[BR-D-25] Identify split estate with federal mineral estate within the boundary of the State of
California’s Chimineas Unit of the Carrizo Plain Ecological Reserve as open to fluid mineral leasing
subject to major constraint (CSU-Existing Surface Use/Management).

[BR-D-26] Eliminate, relocate, or redesign uses, after site specific NEPA analysis, that may result or have
resulted in unacceptable impacts on important biological resources, through actions such as, making
seasonal closures, modifying grazing prescriptions, installing bat compatible closures, restricting
equestrian access, relocating camping areas, and closing or realigning travel routes.
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[BR-D-27] Implement a variety of measures (such as controlling weeds, seeding native species,
performing prescribed burns, applying mechanical and chemical vegetation treatments, improving
water availability, prescribed grazing, reducing raven nesting structures and the installing artificial dens
or structures) to enhance or restore habitat conditions.

[BR-D-28] Strive to implement actions and recommendations from recovery plans for ESA listed species,
including those to reduce mortality, provide information and education, and restore habitat to maintain,
enhance and restore listed species habitats.

[BR-D-29] Allow transplants, augmentation, and reestablishment of native species populations in
coordination and collaboration with CDFW or USFWS.

[BR-D-30] Complete land tenure adjustments (disposal) of designated critical habitat and essential
habitat only in accordance with written concurrence or biological opinions issued by USFWS or NMFS.

[BR-D-31] Complete land tenure adjustments (repositioning) of compensation lands only after
collaboration and consultation with USFWS and coordination with CDFW.

[BR-D-32] Seek and accept acquisition of biologically important lands and interest in lands including
compensation lands to the extent consistent with federal law.

[BR-D-33] Manage lands acquired? specifically for the protection of biological resources in a manner
consistent with the terms of acquisition to the extent consistent with federal law.

[BR-D-34] Propose all existing parcels of compensation land (including lands not specifically used for or
credited as compensation acres within the parcel) for inclusion in the Compensation Lands ACEC (see
Section 2.17).

[BR-D-35] Recommend any future parcels of compensation land (including lands not specifically used for
or credited as compensation acres within the parcel) for ACEC consideration if there is evidence that the
lands meet the relevance and importance criteria. Upon completion of NEPA, public review, and a plan
amendment, such lands would become part of the Compensation Lands ACEC and be provided special
management attention.

[BR-D-36] In consistent with federal law, preclude the issuance of an opening order to locatable mineral
exploration and development in compensation lands where both surface and mineral estate are
acquired.

[BR-D-37] Implement a variety of measures (such as fencing, planting native riparian vegetation to
stabilize channels, installing in-stream structures, removing or redesigning spring alterations, removing
weeds and seeding or planting appropriate native species) to restore degraded riparian areas and
protect healthy riparian areas.

[BR-D-38] Manage naturally occurring waters on public lands, including public water reserves, to
maintain, improve, or benefit hydrologic processes, such as in-stream flow requirements, needed for
riparian systems.

5 Acquisition is subject to conformance with underlying statutory authority and DOJ title standards.
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[BR-D-39] Control and eliminate, when necessary and possible, nonnative animals, such as bullfrogs,
feral cats, wild pigs, and wild honeybees that have negative impacts on habitats or native species.

[BR-D-40] Prohibit the release of un-retrievable nonnative animals, except for the use of approved bio
control agents, authorized livestock, or the augmentation of naturalized species in collaboration and
coordination with CDFW.

[BR-D-41] Implement a variety of measures (such as removal, restriction, exclusion and education) if
pets from public land users or private lands are causing wildlife depredation or other ecological damage.

Key Implementation Decisions

[BR-1-1] Minimize the introduction and spread of weeds by BLM employees and public land users. For
example, promote weed education, monitor corrals, promote or require weed-free hay, wash vehicles
and equipment coming from other areas, and prohibit livestock and horse trailers from being cleaned
on public lands.

Administrative Actions

* Partner with other agencies, institutions, organizations, and individuals to improve knowledge of
the species within the Bakersfield FO and their understanding of the natural and ecological
processes that influence local ecosystems. With partner agencies, coordinate monitoring of special
status species for changes in population size, distribution, habitat use, and potential and existing
threats.

* Inventory species that are not well studied or understood, such as insects and other invertebrates,
fungi, lichens, and bryophytes (such as, mosses and liverworts). Continue to improve inventories of
other species.

* Support inventories, monitoring, and research that identifies and defines factors that influence
species population trends, especially listed and special status species. Support other research on the
biology of species found in the Bakersfield FO.

* Establish partnerships and collaborate with adjacent landowners, interested publics, stakeholders,
conservation organizations, and other agencies to coordinate management and protect areas of
ecological importance, habitat linkages, and ACECs.

* Collaborate with weed management area members, state agencies, federal agencies, conservation
organizations, and other interested parties to control and eliminate weeds.

* Treat weed populations following integrated pest management principles (BLM 1992). Monitor to
determine effectiveness of control measures and to ensure that known target weed populations are
stable or diminishing.

* Eliminate founder invasive nonnative weed populations before they can spread subject to site-
specific NEPA. Survey to detect new nonnative populations and begin treatment of newly
discovered populations within five years of discovery.
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Map 2.1 - Atwell Island
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Map 2.2 - Caliente Creek
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Map 2.3 - Conserved Lands
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Map 2.4 — Deer Spring
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Map 2.5 - Frog Pond
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2.6 —Irish Hills
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Map 2.7 - NCLWMAs (Caliente, Monache, Temblor)
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Map 2.8 — Rusty Peak
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Map 2.9 - South Fork of the Kern River
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Map 2.10 — Table Mountain and Kennedy Table
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Map 2.11 - Tehachapi Linkage
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2.3 Caves and Karst Resource

Goal

[CK-G-1] To secure, protect, and preserve significant caves and their associated cave resources on public
lands for the perpetual use, enjoyment, and benefit of all people and to foster increased cooperation and
exchange of information between the Bakersfield Field Office and those who utilize caves for scientific,
education, or recreational purposes, in accordance with the Federal Cave Resources Protection Act of
1988.

Objectives
[CK-O-1] Through a designation of significance by the authorized officer and determination within the

RMP, protect those known caves that possess significant cave resources, in accordance with 43 CFR
37.11(c).

[CK-O-2] Provide a management framework to protect significant cave and karst resources, in
accordance with BLM policy and guidelines.

Decisions

[CK-D-1] All newly discovered caves or sections of caves within the RMP decision area will be studied and
inventoried for significant values. On determination of significance, the cave will be classified as Class |
(open), Class Il (restricted) or Class Il (closed), described below. Interim management (until the
determination of significance is made) shall be as Class Il to protect cave resources and may be restricted
to permitted/authorized users.

Class I: These caves possess few or no sensitive features, their locations are generally widely
known, and interpretive information may be available. These caves require no permit or notice
to enter, but entry is recommended only for skilled and experienced cave users.

Class Il: These caves may possess sensitive features, including cultural resources, pristine
examples of geological formations, and sensitive biological resources. Restricted caves may be
closed or further restricted to permitted and approved entry for a variety of reasons, including
but not limited to: seasonal closures for the protection of sensitive biological resources, closures
during periods of extreme public safety concerns (e.g., flooding), or restriction to
permitted/authorized users only for scientific study, educational purpose and/or organized
recreational experiences.

Class Ill: These caves are closed to protect sensitive cave resources. Entry requires specific
authorization and may be provided only for scientific research or education.

[CK-D-2] Designate Granite Cave as a significant cave, based on its important and significant cave
resources, which include both cultural and biotic resources, that are within and dependent on the cave.
This cave will be managed as Class Il to fully protect the cultural integrity of the area and its associated
cave resources.

[CK-D-3] Designate Millerton Cave as a significant cave, based on its important and significant cave
resources, including geological formations, resources of known cultural importance, biotic resources, and
the potential for resource-based recreation. This cave will be managed as Class | to allow casual
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recreational use; but it shall not be interpreted or otherwise advertised, other than through general area
and/or geological interpretation.

[CK-D-4] All caves within ACECs whose importance and significance speaks directly to the protection of
known or potential cave and karst resources shall be determined significant, in accordance with 43 CFR
37.11(e). The ACECs whose designation relates to cave and karst resources are Erskine Creek and
Kaweah. Further investigation and study of these cave and karst resources may be required to assign
management objectives and prescriptions. Interim management shall be as Class Il to protect cave
resources.

2.4 Cultural Resources

Goals

[CR-G-1] Identify, preserve, and protect significant cultural resources and ensure that they are available
for appropriate uses by present and future generations (FLPMA, Section 103 (c), 201(a) and (c); National
Historic Preservation Act, Section 110(a); Archaeological Resources Protection Act, Section 14(a).

[CR-G-2] Seek to reduce imminent threats and resolve potential conflicts from natural or human-caused
deterioration, or potential conflict with other resource uses (FLPMA Sec. 103(c), NHPA 106, 110 (a) (2))
by ensuring that all authorizations for land use and resource use will comply with the NHPA Section 106.

[CR-G-3] Continue to provide Native Americans’ access to public lands to conduct traditional cultural and
religious practices.

Objectives

[CR-O-1] Manage evaluated cultural resources and those projected to occur within the decision area
within one of six cultural use allocations: scientific use; conserve for future use; traditional use; public
use; experimental use; or discharged from use, according to current BLM guidance (e.g., regulations, BLM
policy, Manual sections 8100, and National and State Agreements).

[CR-O-2] Design BLM actions and authorizations to minimize impacts on cultural resources including
places of traditional cultural and religious importance to Native Americans.

[CR-0-3] Identify places of religious and cultural importance to Native Americans and facilitate access to
these locations for traditional use.

Decisions
[CR-D-1] Allocate evaluated cultural resources within the decision area as “scientific use” for study,
determination of eligibility and appropriate recordation, pending assignment to another use category,
with the exception of the following:

(a) Allocate the Huasna Peak as Traditional Use.

(b) Allocate the Keysville historic sites of Walker Cabin, Keyes Mine, and Keyes Cemetery as

Conserve for Future Use, until such time as stabilization and restoration work allows for public
use.

(c) Allocate the Piedras Blancas Light Station ONA as Public Use.

(d) Allocate all rock art sites, known and projected to occur, as Conserve for Future Use.
(e) Allocate the Walker Pass NHL as Public Use.
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[CR-D-2] Eliminate, relocate, or redesign uses following site specific NEPA that may result or have
resulted in impacts on significant cultural resources including places of traditional cultural and religious
importance to Native Americans.

[CR-D-3] Restore or stabilize cultural resources when they are damaged or deteriorating to the extent
possible.

[CR-D-4] Identify lands containing significant cultural resources as open to fluid mineral leasing unless
otherwise closed, subject to major constraints as described in the Controlled Surface Use (CSU) — Known
Cultural Resources stipulation (see MM-D-1.1.14).

[CR-D-5] Establish, in accordance with 43 CFR 3809.31, the following Cultural Resource sites (1,170 acres)
as special areas requiring a 15 day notification be given to the BLM prior to beginning any activity under
the mining laws including; Casual Use, to allow the BLM to determine whether a notice or plan of
operations must be submitted; Granite Cave, Huasna Peak, and South Lake Cultural Area.

Administrative Actions
State Historic Preservation Office/NHPA

* Continue to regularly communicate with the SHPO to share information and obtain technical advice
on issues related to compliance with Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA, in accordance with the BLM
California State Protocol.

Tribal Consultation and Concerns

¢ Continue to consult with the Picayune Rancheria of the Chukchansi Indians, North Fork Rancheria of
Mono Indians, Tule River Reservation, Cold Springs Rancheria, Big Sandy Rancheria, Table Mountain
Rancheria, Santa Ynez Band of Chumash Indians, Tejon Indian Tribe, and the Tachi-Yokuts of the
Santa Rosa Rancheria, and other interested Native American tribes to identify places of traditional
importance and associated access needs. Develop measures for management and protection of such
places that may be identified by tribes during the life of the RMP.

* Identify sacred areas in consultation with Native American tribes and, where practicable, limit land
uses to those that do not conflict with ascribed values.

* Honor tribal requests to protect the confidentiality of sensitive information to the extent permitted
by law.

* Provide opportunities for participation by Native American tribes in research and interpretation.

* Specific management prescriptions for sites allocated to the Traditional Use category will be
developed in consultation with the Native American tribes to which they are culturally important.

* Restrict public information about the locations of sites that area not allocated to public use as
allowed by law and regulation.

Interpretation and Education

* Seek out cooperative agreements with Native American tribes, museums, educational institutions, or
volunteers to serve in such roles as tour guides to ensure that BLM interpretive programs provide
accurate information on tours, signs, and brochures.
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Travel Management Plan Monitoring and Maintenance

* Develop a cultural resources adaptive management monitoring strategy according to standards and
process based upon intensity and type of OHV use, the density and sensitivity of cultural resources in
the area and the potential for adverse indirect and cumulative impacts, including route proliferation.

* Through implementation of the Section 106 process, take measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
adverse effects to sites from route usage. Thais may include data recovery, rerouting,
reconstruction, new construction, limitations on vehicle type and time of season of travel, or closure.

* In order to more effectively manage route locations where intensive Class Ill inventory has not
occurred, make efforts to develop historic property identification in accordance with best available
methodologies, including Geographic Information System predictive modeling, systematic sampling
inventories, and landscape level sensitivity analysis.

2.5 Lands with Wilderness Characteristics

Goal

[LWC-G-1] Ensure that adequate consideration and protection, where appropriate, is given to lands with
wilderness characteristics outside of designated Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas and that these
areas are managed so as not to impair these characteristics.

Objective

[LWC-0O-1] Provide a management framework to protect wilderness characteristics as an integral
component of multiple use management of Planning Area BLM lands when it is consistent with other
goals and objectives of the RMP.

Decisions

[LWC-D-1] Manage the following areas (3,470 acres as shown on (Map 2.12) for the protection of
wilderness characteristics: Bear Mountain, Big Pine Meadow, Chappell D Parcel, Edgar Ranch West,
Lamont Meadow Parcels, and Roszewska Property.

[LWC-D-2] Establish prescriptive management for the protection of wilderness characteristics as follows:
(a) Identify as closed to mineral leasing;

(b) Identify as closed to mineral material sales;
(c) Identify as Rights-of Way avoidance areas for all ROWs;
(d) Designate as OHV Closed areas;

(e) Designate as VRM Class Il, unless a more stringent overlapping designation (e.g., WSR or PCNST
Corridor) exists.

(f) Livestock grazing and the activities and facilities that support a grazing program may be
permitted to continue at the same level and degree after initial authorization; (g) Prohibit new
structures unrelated to preserving wilderness characteristics; and (h) Retain in Federal
ownership.

(g) Prohibit new structures unrelated to preserving wilderness characteristics; and

(h) Retain in Federal ownership.
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Map 2.12 — Lands Managed to Protect Wilderness Characteristics
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2.6 Paleontological Resources

Goal

[PR-G-1] Identify, manage, and protect paleontological resources for scientific research, educational
purposes, and public use.

Objective
[PR-O-1] Identify, manage, and protect important paleontological resources.

[PR-O-2] Foster public awareness and appreciation of paleontological resources through educational
outreach programs.

Decisions

[PR-D-1] Implement measures to protect paleontological resources from inadvertent damage or
destruction through:

(a) Avoidance,

(b) Fencing,

(c) Stabilization,

(d) Collection or excavation and deposit in a museum repository,

(e) Interpretation, or (f) Administrative closure.

[PR-D-2] Identify areas at risk of damage from illegal activities and implement management to
discourage those activities.

[PR-D-3] Ensure that site-specific NEPA (which may include a field inventory and fossil specimen
recovery) implements the PFYC as a standard part of review for all surface-disturbing projects
throughout the Decision Area.

[PR-D-4] Minimize or prevent human-caused damage to paleontological resources through educational
and interpretive outreach programs focusing use on common invertebrate and plant fossils.

[PR-D-5] Accommodate permit requests for scientific research by qualified individuals or institutions.

2.7 Soil Resources

Goal

[SR-G-1] Soils exhibit functional biological and physical characteristics that are appropriate to soil type,
climate, and land form.

Objective

[SR-O-1] Manage soils to meet or exceed the Soil Standard of Rangeland Health (LG-D-5), as indicated by
ground or plant cover, diversity of plant species, minimal evidence of accelerated wind and water erosion
and the presence of the biological soil crusts where appropriate.
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Decisions
[SR-D-1] Design BLM programs and management activities and authorize projects to minimize impacts on
soil productivity by implementing BMPs (Appendix 3). Specifically minimize disturbance of the following
soils types:

(a) Serpentine Soils;

(b) Soils supporting “Biological Crusts” — hosting communities of cyanobacteria, mosses, lichens and

liverworts;
(c) Soils highly susceptible to erosion or compaction; and (d) Soils hosting high levels of Valley Fever

spores.

2.8 Visual Resources

Goal
[VR-G-1] Public lands demonstrate a range of visual resource values that allow for development and
provide opportunities for scenic appreciation.

Objective
[VR-O-1] Utilize visual resource management classes for all public lands within the decision area to
preserve and enhance scenic quality for present and future generations.

[VR-0-2] Ensure that projects outside the CPNM boundary but within its viewshed comply with the visual
resource management objectives as described in the CPNM RMP (BLM 2010b).

Decisions
[VR-D-1] Designate VRM classes for the Decision area as shown on Map 2.13 and summarized by the
following;

(a) ClassI: 175,340 acres

(b) Class Il: 175,132 acres

(c) Class lll: 575,738 acres

(d) Class IV: 238,840 acres

Administrative Actions
e For all surface-disturbing projects or activities, regardless of size of potential impact, incorporate
visual design considerations, consistent with the Visual Resource Contrast Rating Manual H-8431-
1, to meet VRM class objectives of the area.
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2.9 Water Resources

Goal

[WR-G-1] Federal actions promulgate the objectives of the Clean Water Act, Safe Drinking Water Act, and
all other applicable water quality requirements.

Objectives

[WR-0-1] Manage water resources to meet or exceed the Standards for Rangeland Health (LG-D-5) by
maintaining the existing quality and beneficial uses of water, protecting them where they are
threatened, and restoring them where they are currently degraded.

[WR-0-2] Manage riparian/wetland vegetation, structure, and diversity and stream channels and
floodplains so that they are functional and achieving physical and biological objectives.

Decisions

[WR-D-1] Design BLM program and management activities and authorize projects to meet water quality
standards and maintain beneficial uses by implementing such measures as State approved BMPs
(Management Measures for Polluted Runoff, see Appendix 3) within the Central Coast, South Coast and
Tulare basins.

[WR-D-2] Implement management actions to reduce non-point source pollution contributing to impaired
water quality in any basin or segment listed as impaired in accordance with Section 303(d) of the Clean
Water Act (e.g., a segment of Salinas River).

[WR-D-3] Implement BMPs for riparian/wetland health for maintenance of vegetation cover and
diversity, and the physical stability of stream banks (Appendix 3).

[WR-D-4] Applications for water developments or diversions on public lands would be approved only if
resource objectives including wildlife, riparian, and livestock grazing needs, have been met.

[WR-D-5] Complete State water rights reporting requirements to maintain existing licenses and continue
water diversion and use authorizations. Apply for new licenses and use authorizations as appropriate.

2.10 Wildland Fire Ecology and Management

Goals
[WF-G-1] Firefighter and public safety is the single, overriding priority in every fire management activity.

[WF-G-2] Minimize suppression costs while considering firefighter and public safety, benefits, and human
and resource values to be protected.

[WF-G-3] Recognize fire as an essential ecological process and use wildland fire (both planned and
unplanned ignitions) to restore or sustain ecosystem health, where appropriate.

Objectives
[WF-0-1] Maintain areas in all Fire Management Units (FMUs) that are currently in Fire Regime Condition
Class 1 and manage to improve conditions in Class 2 and Class 3 areas.
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[WF-0-2] Prevent, to the extent possible, the movement of wildfires from the wildlands into the
Wildland Urban Interface (WUI) area, and out the WUI area into the wildlands.

Decisions

[WF-D-1] Conduct fire management planning, preparedness, prevention, suppression, fire use,
restoration and rehabilitation, monitoring and education on an interagency basis with the involvement
of cooperators and partners.

[WF-D-2] Identify the following three geographic areas as suitable for the use of wildland fire for
resource benefit (see Map 2.14):

(a) South Sierra Fire Management Unit

(b) Domeland Fire Management Unit

(c) Portion of the Three Rivers Fire Management Unit protected by the National Park Service

[WF-D-3] Take suppression actions in the remainder of the Decision Area, commensurate with human
and natural resource values at risk. Where possible, use existing natural and human-made fire control
barriers, such as roads, trails, fuel-breaks and rock outcroppings rather than constructing new firelines.

[WF-D-4] Use a decision support process to analyze and document fire suppression strategies and
tactics. Suppression actions may not necessarily be limited to those that result in the fewest number of
acres burned, after consideration of firefighter and public safety, values at risk, resource protection
needs and current and expected conditions at the time of the fire.

[WF-D-5] Use Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) or other modified suppression techniques
when suppressing fires in sensitive areas, including but not limited to: Wilderness, Wilderness Study
Areas, lands managed for wilderness characteristics, culturally significant areas and ACECs. Fire
managers will consult a resource advisor or archaeologist to ensure resource protection needs are
addressed.

[WF-D-6] Assess all wildland fire areas for post-fire Emergency Stabilization and Rehabilitation (ESR)
needs and submit ESR plans for funding. Implement approved activities in a timely manner.

[WF-D-7] Participate in local Fire Safe Councils or other community organizations to develop and
implement collaborative fire mitigation and prevention strategies with communities at risk, and
coordinate on the preparation of Community Wildfire Protection Plans.

[WF-D-8] Implement, as appropriate, the full range of wildland fire and fuels management practices,
including prescribed fire, mechanical, chemical, biological, and cultural treatments that will support
hazardous fuels reduction in coordination with vegetation and habitat management objectives and
resource protection needs.
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Map 2.14 — Areas Identified as Suitable for the Use of Wildland Fire for Resource Benefit
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Resource Uses

2.11 Comprehensive Trail and Travel Management

Goal

[CTTM-G-1] Improve access to, and recreational opportunities on, public lands that complement the
character of each geographic zone and the surrounding regions.

Objectives

[CTTM-O-1] Provide reasonable, safe, and environmentally sound access to visitors, local residents,
licensed and permitted activities, and property owners through coordination and collaboration on travel
systems with other agencies, state and local governments and interested stakeholders.

[CTTM-0-2] Reduce or halt proliferation of motorized and non-motorized routes.

[CTTM-0-3] Maintain an accurate route inventory for management purposes, and for the production of
both general and recreation specific Transportation Management Network maps.

[CTTM-0-4] Manage OHV use to protect environmental resources, promote public safety, and provide
OHV use opportunities where appropriate. Administratively designate the specific areas on public lands
on which the use of OHVs is, and is not permitted.

Decisions
[CTTM-D-1] Delineate Travel Management Areas (TMAs) and associated modes of access and travel, as
follows;

(a) Primitive TMA (approximately 139,030 acres): Primarily recreational traffic, access essentially
cross country, with few designated and maintained trails. Area is entirely restricted to
nonmotorized and non-mechanized modes of transport. Aircraft take-off and landing, except
emergency, is prohibited.

(b) Keysville TMA (approximately 10,880 acres): Primarily recreational traffic, no area-wide mode of
transport restrictions, motorized and mechanized use is limited to routes designated for these
uses. Over time specific routes may be redesignated to limit to specific modes of transport in
order to maintain recreational opportunity and experience.

(c) Temblor TMA (approximately 22,870 acres): Primarily recreational traffic, no area-wide mode of
transport restrictions, motorized and mechanized use is limited to routes designated for these
uses. Permits for motorized and mechanized competitive events will not be issued. Over time
specific routes may be redesignated to limit to specific modes of transport in order to maintain
recreational opportunity and experience.

(d) Intensive TMA (approximately 40,030 acres): Primarily industrial/commercial traffic, all travel on
designated routes. No area-wide mode of transport restrictions. Implement a program of route
reduction addressing route construction, use, and abandonment (including restoration) based
on a balance between industrial needs and environmental concerns.

(e) Extensive TMA (approximately 195,740 acres): General traffic from multiple uses, motorized and
mechanized use limited to routes designated for these uses. No area-wide mode of transport
restrictions.
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[CTTM-D-2] Designate all public lands in accordance with 43 CFR 8342 as either open, limited, or closed
to off-road vehicles, as defined in 43 CFR 8340.0-5(f), (g), and (h) and shown on Map 2.15, the following
OHYV areas:

(a) Open: 0 acres

(b) Closed: 142,940 acres

(c) Limited: 261,140 acres

All designations are based on the protection of the resources of the public lands, the promotion of the
safety of all the users of the public lands, and the minimization of conflicts among various uses of the
public lands; and in accordance with the criteria listed in CTTM-D-5.

[CTTM-D-3] Close areas where off-highway vehicles are causing or will cause unacceptable adverse
effects upon soil, vegetation, wildlife, wildlife habitat, cultural resources, historical resources, threatened
or endangered species, wilderness suitability, other authorized uses, or other resources to the type(s) of
vehicle causing the adverse effect until the adverse effects are eliminated and measures implemented to
prevent recurrence.

[CTTM-D-4] Define primary route designations and limitations as follows:

(a) Motorized: a route allowing all modes of transport, motorized vehicles including, standard (street
legal) passenger vehicles and OHVs (motorcycles, ATVs, jeeps, and specialized vehicles etc.). All
other modes of transport may use these routes unless restricted by a secondary designation.

(b) Non-motorized: a route allowing modes of transport that are not motor driven (regardless of
motor type e.g., gas, diesel, electric). Allowable modes of transport include, moving by foot, stock
or pack animal, non-motorized boat (kayak, raft etc.), or mechanical vehicle such as a bicycle.

(c) Non-mechanized: a route allowing only travel by natural means, such as by foot, stock or pack
animal, except for approved, non-motorized access devices covered under the Americans with
Disabilities Act.

(d) Transportation Linear Disturbance: prohibiting all types and modes of transport (including all
public, authorized and administrative uses); these linear travel features can be decommissioned
and restored. This does not impact some modes of transport’s ability to legally travel cross-
country.

[CTTM-D-5] Apply and document the application of the following criteria in route designation including
the criteria defined in 43 CFR 8342.1;

(a) [Designated] trails shall be located in a manner to minimize impacts to physical resources (soils,
watershed, vegetation, air, and other resources) and to prevent impairment of wilderness
suitability;

(b) [Designated] trails shall be located to minimize harassment of wildlife or significant disruption of
wildlife habitats. Special attention will be given to protect endangered or threatened species and
their habitats; and

(c) [Designated] trails shall be located to minimize conflicts between off-road vehicle use and other
existing or proposed recreation uses.
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(d) [Designated] areas and trails shall not be located in officially designated wilderness areas or
primitive areas. Areas and trails shall be located in natural areas only if the authorized officer
determines that off-road vehicle use in such locations will not adversely affect their natural,
aesthetic, scenic or other values for which the areas are established.

[CTTM-D-6] Consider, and document the application of, in addition to the previously identified criteria,
the following in all route designations (including re-designations);

(a) Environmental conditions, such as: soil stability, important wildlife habitat, special status species
habitat, proximity to riparian areas or 303(d) streams, and visual resources.

(b) User conflicts, such as: motorized versus non-motorized and motorized or mechanized versus
non-mechanized. Such conflicts must be actual conflicts, rather than perceived conflicts, and
appropriately documented.

(c) Administrative purposes, such as: wildland fire suppression activities, safety, and resource
management and permitted activities.

(d) Public purposes, such as: accessing public or private land, destinations for specific activities, and
types of desired use (motorized, mechanized, non-motorized, or non-mechanized).

(e) Route, mode-of-transport and size limitations, such as: > 50-inch wheel base (full size vehicles), <
50-inch wheel base (all-terrain vehicles), single-track vehicles (motorcycles or mountain bikes),
and equestrian or pedestrian only trails.

[CTTM-D-7] Apply and document the application of the following principles when making route
designation modifications:
(a) Require the opportunity for public involvement throughout the travel management process ;
(b) Coordinate route designations with individual stakeholders, user groups, tribes, agencies and
local governments;

(c) Document and record route designation changes appropriately; and

(d) Provide opportunity for public review and comment on route designation changes.

[CTTM-D-8] Implement the following guidelines for management and maintenance of the travel network:

(a) Designate routes within newly acquired properties, rights-of-way, and easements at the time of,
and in conjunction with, the acquisition;

(b) Provide designations for newly constructed, modified, or realigned routes and routes missed by
the 2009 Digital Inventory.

(c) Designate routes associated with new authorizations in conjunction with the normal application
process and approval. As existing authorizations are renewed, their designation may be altered
accordingly. These redesignations would be documented in the associated NEPA documentation,
and amended in the route database and GIS. Information on new and redesignations will be
available to the public;

(d) Address route redesignations as physical route conditions change (erosion, washout, etc.);

(e) Allow for the redesignation of routes as a result of specific requests, subject to site specific
analysis (NEPA) and appropriate public involvement; and
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(f) Encourage authorized users to evaluate their transportation network needs and submit a
transportation plan to address those needs at an appropriate scale (e.g. Oil Field, lease, portion of
lease, etc.).

[CTTM-D-9] Establish protocols to effectively monitor and gather data on route usage, route condition,
and noncompliance with designations. These protocols include:
(a) Identification of high traffic routes and areas;
(b) Annual monitoring of a random selection of routes to gauge effectiveness of travel management
decisions and identify resource conflicts; and
(c) Annual review of a minimum of 10% of designated routes, and appropriate updates to the
existing route inventory.

Key Implementation Decisions
[CTTM-I-1] Define secondary route designations as the following (note additional secondary route
designations may be implemented by various activity level plans and site specific actions):

(a) Authorized Use: a route restricted to use by authorized users including: permittees, lessees, and
any other form of authorization from the BLM for a specific route. Mode of travel restrictions may
be applied in the specific BLM authorization.

(b) Street Legal Vehicles: a route restricted to use by vehicles licensed (by any state) for use on any
highway.

(c) Pedestrian: a route restricted to use by pedestrians (walking/hiking) only.

[CTTM-I-2] Designate roads and/or trails as identified on Travel Management Network Maps (Map 2.16)
and described in the Route Designation Table (Table 6 in Appendix 2), as summarized by the following
mileages:

(a) Motorized: 1,350 miles

(b) Motorized - Street Legal Only: 77 miles

(c) Motorized — Authorized: 183 miles

(d) Non-motorized: 35 miles

(e) Non-mechanized: 41 miles

(f) Non-Mechanized- Pedestrian Only: 4 miles

(g) Transportation Linear Disturbances: 285 miles

[CTTM-I-3] Ensure existing use of public lands in the Temblor area does not result from inappropriate
travel across private property through the acquisition of legal public access routes to the Temblor area.
These routes should be numerous enough to allow for reasonable access from the local communities
while still facilitating management of visitors though a few key access points. Furthermore, access routes
should give consideration to both licensed and “green sticker” vehicles.

[CTTM-I-4] Coordinate current and future route designations/re-designations within the Temblor area
with the Carrizo Plain National Monument to ensure appropriate connectivity across the monument
boundary to Temblor Ridge Road.
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[CTTM-I-5] Strive to acquire legal public access across private property for Rocky Gorge and Tombstone
Ridge trails within the Keysville SRMA.

Administrative Actions

* Establish relationships and enter into agreements with local OHV groups and other groups and
communities for long-term route maintenance and community support.

e Participate in regional or municipal transportation planning and promote appropriate legal access
consistent with the land use plan.

e Casual and authorized recreational uses of the travel system will be addressed when authorizing
actions. Where major arteries in the recreational route network will be truncated or considerably
altered by the authorization, mitigation will be required.

* Develop brochures, maps, access guides, and information sheets to disseminate targeted recreation
opportunity information to the public.
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Map 2.15 — OHV Area Designations
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These maps are oversized and do not fit in the body of this document. They are found in the map
packet on the back cover of the printed version and hyperlinked from the list below in the electronic
version of this document.

Map 2.16 — Travel Management Network Maps

A — Lake Isabella

B —Madera Area

C —Kings/Tulare Area

D — Atwell Island

E — Kern Southwest

F —Ventura Area

G — Central San Luis Obispo County
H — Santa Barbara Area

| —West San Luis Obispo County

2.12 Lands and Realty

Goal

[LR-G-1] Provide lands, interests in land, and authorizations for public and private uses while
maintaining and improving resource values and public land administration to the extent consistent with
federal law.

Objectives
[LR-O-1] Meet other resource objectives through retention and/or land tenure adjustments.

[LR-O-2] Meet public, private, and Federal agency needs for realty-related land use authorizations and
land withdrawals, including those authorizations necessary for wind, solar, biomass, and other forms of
renewable energy development, to the extent consistent with federal law.

[LR-O-3] Increase public access to public lands when consistent with other resource objectives.

[LR-O-4] Resolve unauthorized uses or occupancy to assure consistency with RMP goals and objectives.

Land Tenure

Decisions

[LR-D-1.1] Disposal of the following areas is not deemed to serve national interest; components of the
NCL; lands managed for wilderness characteristics; Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF)
acquisitions; leased fluid mineral estate; mineral estate with significant fluid mineral potential®; and
SRMA:s.

6 Retention of mineral estate does not preclude disposal of public lands surface.
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[LR-D-1.2] Retain all lands and interest in lands in federal ownership unless disposal is deemed to serve

national interest. Disposal is deemed to serve national interest if the following criteria are determined

to be met through site specific investigation and, therefore, would be considered available for disposal:
(a) Disposal of lands would promote effective administration;

(b) Lands do not contain important cultural, biological, recreational, or other resource values, the
loss of which cannot be adequately mitigated;

(c) Lands do not contribute to a regional conservation strategy or habitat linkage; (d) Lands do not
have overriding public values or interests; and (e) Lands do not represent substantial public

investments.

[LR-D-1.3] Lands considered available for disposal that meet the following criteria as described in
section 203(a) of FLPMA may be sold under direct, competitive, or modified sale:

(a) such tract because of its location or other characteristics is difficult and uneconomic to manage
as part of the public lands, and is not suitable for management by another department or
agency; or

(b) such tract was acquired for specific purpose and the tract is no longer required for that or any
other purpose; or

(c) disposal of such tract will serve important public objectives, including but not limited to,
expansion of communities and economic development, which cannot be achieved prudently or
feasibly on land other than public land and which outweigh other public objectives and values,
including, but not limited to, recreation and scenic values, which would be served by
maintaining such tract in federal ownership.

[LR-D-1.4] Seek acquisition of lands and interest in lands meeting the following criteria from willing
grantors;
(a) Demonstrate high cultural, biological or other natural resource values, important
recreational opportunities or mineral potential;

(b) Located within specially designated areas (e.g., ACECs, Components of the NCL, SRMAs); (c)

Provide access to existing parcels of public lands; and (d) Promote effective administration.

[LR-D-1.5] Determine the public lands (61,440 acres) and federal mineral estate (337,440 acres) shown
on Map 2.17 as available for consideration of a disposal action (sale, exchange, or other means) in so
much that these lands meet the “isolated, difficult or expensive to manage, or are needed for
community expansion” disposal criteria contained in FLPMA Section 203(a). However, site-specific
investigation to ascertain whether a specific parcel meets the disposal criteria outlined in this RMP
would still be required prior to any disposal action being taken.

[LR-D-1.6] Manage newly acquired landZ to meet the same goals and objectives, and under the same
allocations and management decisions, as surrounding public lands or in a manner consistent with the
terms of acquisition, to the extent consistent with federal law.

7 Acquisition is subject to conformance with underlying statutory authority and DOJ title standards.
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Land Use Authorizations

Decisions

[LR-D-2.1] Continue the designation of existing and potential utility corridors delineated in the Western
Regional Utility Corridor Study of 1993 as right-of-way corridors.

[LR-D-2.2] Identify 142,630 acres as available for utility scale renewable energy rights-of-way. In
addition, 285,460 acres would be available for all types if rights-of-way.

[LR-D-2.3] Utility-scale renewable energy rights-of-way will be excluded on 262,340 acres, including: all
ACECs, the Piedras Blancas ONA, SRMAs, VRM Class | and Il, designated Wilderness areas and the PCNST
corridor. Of this acreage, all other types of rights-of-way will be excluded on 118,860 acres: designated
Wilderness and the PCNST corridor. (Map 2.18 and Map 2.19)

[LR-D-2.4] Proposed rights-of-way will be avoided on 103,510 acres, except where a specific type of
right-of-way is excluded (LR-D-2.3): all ACECs, WSAs, lands managed for wilderness characteristics, the
Piedras Blancas ONA, and suitable Wild and Scenic River corridors. (Map 2.18 and Map 2.19).

[LR-D-2.5] Utility-scale renewable energy rights-of-way will be avoided on a total of 31,300 acres of:
Tehachapi Linkage area of ecological importance (27,290 acres), WSAs (1,860 acres), and lands managed
for wilderness characteristics (2,150 acres). (Map 2.18).

[LR-D-2.6] Apply resource specific, Best Management Practices (such as BMPs for VRM, air, soil, water,
biological resources, etc., see Appendix 3) as terms and conditions to ROW authorizations based on site-
specific NEPA analysis to minimize environmental impacts.

Key Implementation Decisions

[LR-I-2.1] Commercial filming permits that are routine in nature (such as less than 14 days in duration
and less than 50 people, use designated routes or previously disturbed areas, effect no present
traditional cultural values) will be issued pursuant to FLPMA, where no surface disturbance is proposed,
and where there will be minimal to no impacts on resources.

Withdrawals

Decisions

[LR-D-3.1] Continue the existing withdrawal from application under the non-mineral public land laws
and from disposition under the homestead, desert land entry and script selection laws for the Caliente,
Monache-Walker Pass and Temblor National Cooperative Land and Wildlife Management Areas
(NCLWMASs) (183,620 acres)(Public Land Order 2460).

[LR-D-3.2] Continue the existing withdrawal from settlement, sale, location, or entry under the general
land laws, including the United States mining laws, 30 U.S.C. Ch. 2 (1994), mineral leasing laws, 30 U.S.C.
181 et seq. (1994) and mineral material sale laws 30 U.S.C. 601-604 (1994), of Piedras Blancas Light
Station (20 acres) as shown on Map 2.20 (Public Land Order 7501).

[LR-D-3.3] Continue the existing withdrawal from all forms of appropriation under the public land laws,
including the mining laws, 30 U.S.C. Ch. 2, but not from leasing under the mineral leasing laws, of the
Piute Cypress Natural Area (760 acres) as shown on Map 2.20 (Public Land Order 3510).
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[LR-D-3.4] Continue the existing withdrawal from location under the General Mining Law, 30 U.S.C. Ch.
2, of the Keysville (390 acres) and San Joaquin River Gorge (3,070 acres) areas as shown on Map 2.20.

[LR-D-3.5] Recommend the riparian zone in Salinas River ACEC (approximately 10 acres) as shown on
Map 2.20 for proposal to be withdrawn from appropriation and entry under the General Mining Law.
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Map 2.17 — Lands and Federal Mineral Estate Considered Available for Disposal
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Map 2.18 — Utility-Scale Renewable Energy Exclusion and Avoidance Areas
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Map 2.19 - Land Use Authorizations Exclusion and Avoidance Areas
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Map 2.20 — Withdrawals
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2.13 Livestock Grazing

Goal

[LG-G-1] Manage livestock grazing authorizations in a manner that meets or exceeds the Standards for
Rangeland Health and is consistent with other RMP goals.

Objective
[LG-0-1] Manage grazing authorizations to meet or exceed the Standards of Rangeland Health.

[LG-0-2] Provide for livestock grazing opportunities on lands in the grazing decision area in a manner that
limits impacts on other resources and meets RMP goals.

Decisions

[LG-D-1] Allocate public lands for livestock grazing based on the following acreages (Map 2.21): (a)
Available: 328,900 acres
(b) Unavailable: 66,100 acres

[LG-D-2] Identify 7,800 acres (Atwell Island) of those acres allocated as Available for livestock grazing only
for the purpose of vegetation management objectives other than producing livestock forage.

[LG-D-3] Allocate newly acquired lands to match allocations given to the surrounding or adjacent lands,
except where land is unsuitable for livestock grazing or the purpose for which the land was acquired is
incompatible with livestock grazing based on resource conditions or in accordance with use restrictions
contained in acquisition documents?, to the extent consistent with federal law.

[LG-D-4] Manage livestock grazing on individual pastures of allotments or entire allotments which lie
primarily within the Bakersfield FO Planning Area in conformance with this RMP’s goals and objectives.
Allow management of livestock grazing on individual pastures of allotments or entire allotments which lie
primarily within other Field Office or BLM jurisdictional boundaries in conformance with the goals and
objectives applicable to the managing office’s land use plan.

[LG-D-5] Apply the appropriate Central California Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1999;
http://www.blm.gov/ca/pdfs/caso_pdfs/Cen-ROD.pdf) to the applicable grazing authorizations as needed to
meet the Central California Standards for Rangeland Health as follows:

CENTRAL CALIFORNIA STANDARDS FOR RANGELAND HEALTH

STANDARD: SOILS - Soils exhibit functional biological and physical characteristics that are appropriate
to soil type, climate, and land form.

Meaning That: Precipitation is able to enter the soil surface at appropriate rates; the soil is
adequately protected against accelerated erosion; and the soil fertility is maintained at appropriate
levels.

8 Acquisition is subject to conformance with underlying statutory authority and DOJ title standards.
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As Indicated By:

Ground cover (vegetation and other types of ground cover such as rock) is sufficient to protect
sites from accelerated erosion.

Litter/residual dry matter is evident, in sufficient amounts to protect the soil surface.

A diversity of plant species, with a variety of root depths, is present and plants are vigorous
during the growing season.

There is minimal evidence of accelerated erosion in the form of rills, gullies, pedestaling of
plants or rocks, flow patterns, physical soil crusts/surface sealing, or compaction layers below
the soil surface

Biological (microphytic or cryptogamic) soil crusts are in place where appropriate.

STANDARD: SPECIES — Viable, healthy, productive, and diverse populations of native and desired
species, including special status species (Federal T&E, Federal proposed, Federal candidates, BLM
sensitive, or Calif. State T&E) are maintained or enhanced where appropriate.

Meaning That: Native and other desirable plant and animals are diverse, vigorous, able to
reproduce and support the hydrologic cycle, nutrient cycles, and energy flows over space and time.

As Indicated By:

Wildlife habitats include seral stages, vegetation structure, and patch size to promote diverse
and viable wildlife populations.

A variety of age classes are present for most perennial plant species.

Plant vigor is adequate to maintain desirable plants and ensure reproduction and recruitment
of plants when favorable climatic events occur.

The spatial distribution and cover of plant species and their habitats allows for reproduction
and recovery from localized catastrophic events.

A diversity of plant species with various phenological stages and rooting depths are present on
sites where appropriate.

Appropriate natural disturbances are evident.

Levels of non-native plants and animals are at acceptable levels.

Special status species present are healthy and in numbers that appear to ensure stable to
increasing populations; habitat areas are large enough to support viable populations or are
connected adequately with other similar habitat areas.

Adequate organic matter (litter and standing dead plant material) is present for site protection
and decomposition to replenish soil nutrients.

Where appropriate, biological soil crusts (also called microphytic or cryptogamic soil crusts) are
present and not excessively fragmented.

Noxious and invasive species are contained at acceptable levels.

STANDARD: RIPARIAN — Riparian/wetland vegetation, structure and diversity, and stream channels and
floodplains are functioning properly, and meeting regional and local management objectives.

Meaning That: The vegetation and soils interact to capture and pass sediment, sustain infiltration,
maintain the water table, stabilize the channel, sustain high water quality, and promote
biodiversity appropriate to soils, climate, and landform.
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As Indicated By:

Vegetation Attributes:

* Vegetation cover is greater than 80% or the percentage that will protect banks and dissipate
energy during high flows.

* Age-class and structure of woody/riparian vegetation are diverse and appropriate for the site.

*  Where appropriate, shading is sufficient to provide adequate thermal regulation for fish and
other riparian dependent species.

*  Where appropriate, there is adequate woody debris.

* Adiversity of plant species with various phenological stages and rooting depths is present.
Root masses are sufficient to stabilize stream banks and shorelines.

* Plant species present indicate that soil moisture characteristics are being maintained.

* There is minimal cover of invader/shallow-rooted species.

* Adequate organic matter (litter and standing dead plant material) is present to protect the site
and to replenish soil nutrients through decomposition. 0  Point bars are vegetated.

Physical Indicators:

* Streambank stability, pool frequency, substrate sediments, stream width, and bank angles are
appropriate for the stream type.

STANDARD: WATER QUALITY - Surface and groundwater complies with objectives of the Clean Water
Act and other applicable water quality requirements, including meeting the California State standards.

Management Objective: For water bodies, the primary objective is to maintain the existing quality and
beneficial uses of water, protect them where they are threatened (and livestock grazing activities are a
contributing factor), and restore them where they are currently degraded (and livestock grazing
activities are a contributing factor). This objective is of even higher priority in the following situations:

(a) where beneficial uses of water bodies have been listed as threatened or impaired pursuant
to Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act;

(b) where aquatic habitat is present or has been present for Federal threatened or
endangered, candidate, and other special status species dependent on water resources;
and,

(c) in designated water resource sensitive areas such as riparian and wetland areas.
Meaning That: BLM will, pursuant to the Clean Water Act:

Maintain the physical, biological, and chemical integrity of waters flowing across or
underlying the lands it administers;

Protect the integrity of these waters where it is currently threatened,;
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Insofar as is feasible, restore the integrity of these waters where it is currently impaired;

Not contribute to pollution and take action to remedy any pollution resulting from its
actions that violates applicable California (including the requirements identified in Regional
Basin Plans), or Tribal water quality standards or other applicable water quality
requirements (e.g., requirements adopted by SWRCB or RWQCB in California, or US EPA
pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act or the Coastal Zone Reauthorization
Act). Where action related to grazing management is required, such action will be taken as
soon as practicable but not later than the start of the next grazing year (in accordance with
43 CFR 4180.1).

Be consistent with the non-degradation policies identified in the Regional Basin Plans in
California.

Work with the State (including the Regional Water Quality Control Boards) and U.S. EPA to
establish appropriate beneficial uses for public waters, establish appropriate numeric
targets for 303(d)-listed water bodies, and implement the applicable requirements to
ensure that water quality on public lands meets the criteria for the designated beneficial
uses of the water.

Develop and implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) approved by the SWRCB to
protect and restore the quality and beneficial uses of water, and monitor both
implementation and effectiveness of the BMPs. These BMPs will be developed in full
consultation, coordination, and cooperation with permittees and other interests.

As Indicated By:

* The following do not exceed the applicable requirements: chemical constituents, water
temperature, nutrient loads, fecal coliform, turbidity, suspended sediment, and dissolved
oxygen.

* Achievement of the standards for riparian, wetlands, and water bodies.

* Agquatic organisms and plants (e.g., macro-invertebrates, fish, algae, and plants) indicate
support for beneficial uses.

*  Monitoring results or other data that show water quality is meeting the standard.

CENTRAL CALIFORNIA GUIDELINES FOR GRAZING MANAGEMENT

Guideline 1: Livestock grazing operations will be conducted so that progress is made toward
maintaining or promoting adequate amounts of vegetative ground cover, including standing plant
material and litter to support infiltration and permeability, and maintain soil moisture storage and soil
stability appropriate for the ecological sites within the management units. The ground cover should
maintain soil organisms, plants, and animals to support the hydrologic and nutrient cycles, and energy
flow.

Guideline 2: Implement grazing systems that regulate the timing and intensity of grazing.

Continuous season-long grazing use is allowed if it has been demonstrated that it can be consistent
with achieving a healthy, properly functioning ecosystem. Grazing systems should specify season of use
based on plant phenology and geohydrologic processes where appropriate. On annual rangelands,
mulch management should be used to define target forage use levels that will ensure that sufficient
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amounts of residual dry matter (RDM) or standing plant material will be maintained throughout the
grazing season. Mulch levels for annual grasses should meet the requirements of Table 2.1, whenever
feasible. Mulch levels will include a "buffer" to account for RDM loss from other natural processes
(decomposition, animal use, etc.). Exceptions may be approved during the green season when
substantial regrowth is expected or if lower RDM levels are required to meet particular rangeland
health objectives, such as reducing competition for a desired species.

Guideline 3: On Annual Range, readiness will be determined by: (1) Minimum RDM levels at the time of
turnout prior to green season growth are exceeded by 200 pounds per acre; or (2) Minimum RDM
levels and at least 2 inches of new growth are present in the growing season.

Guideline 4: Where appropriate, use grazing systems that maintain the presence and distribution of
microsites for seed germination.

Guideline 5: Perennial plant utilization should be limited to appropriate levels of the current year's
growth as indicated in Table 2.1, unless it has been proven that this level of use is incompatible with
the continued existence of the plant.

Management changes will be implemented (e.g., reductions in stocking rate or another management
change) if utilization guidelines on the average of the upland key areas across the pasture (or allotment
if there is only one pasture) are exceeded for 2 consecutive years or in any 2 years out of every 5 years.
In addition, at least 70% of upland key areas on the pasture (or allotment) are not to exceed maximum
utilization guidelines in most years. Because of the potential long-term damage to perennial grass
species associated with severe grazing, severe grazing use (>70% utilization) in any upland key area in
any year will result in a management change the following year. If any particular key area fails to meet
the guidelines for more than 2 consecutive years, then management action will be taken to remedy the
problem in the area of the allotment that key area represents. The average (mean) utilization on key
species will be estimated at each key area and used to determine if the guidelines have been met.
There are indications that the median may be a better statistic to use than the mean; we will calculate
both statistics from the same data sets and make a determination on which statistic to use after
examining the data over a period of a few years.

For allotments not meeting or making significant progress toward meeting the standards (and for which
lower utilization levels of perennial upland species would be expected to help move these allotments
toward the standards), utilization data already in hand will be used to determine whether a
management change is necessary. Thus, for example, if utilization on a particular key area has
exceeded the thresholds of Table 2.1 for the two years previous to the approval of these standards and
guidelines, a management change will be implemented prior to the first grazing year following this
approval. In addition to implementing management changes that are expected to bring utilization
levels within threshold values, close monitoring will follow to ensure that the grazing use levels are not
exceeded during the grazing period following the management changes. If utilization levels are
exceeded or expected to be exceeded during this period, a reduction or curtailment of further grazing
in the area represented by the key area will be required for the remainder of the grazing season. In
addition, further management changes will be implemented prior to the start of the next grazing
season to bring utilization levels within thresholds.
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Guideline 6: Implement grazing systems that permit existing native species to complete entire life
cycles and sustain the spatial distribution of microsites necessary for seed germination at intervals
sufficient to maintain the viability of the species.

Guideline 7: Use grazing systems that are compatible with the persistence of desired species. Grazing
use should provide appropriate levels of plant matter that will promote the existence of desirable
plants and animals.

Guideline 8: Native species are recommended for all revegetation and enhancement projects unless
they are not readily available in sufficient quantities or are incapable of maintaining or achieving
properly functioning conditions and biological health.

Guideline 9: Within identified deer concentration areas there will be no more than 20 percent
utilization of annual growth on key browse species prior to October 1.

Guideline 10: Periods of rest from livestock grazing or other avoidable disturbances should be provided
during/after episodic events (e.g., flood, fire, drought) and during critical times of plant growth needed
to achieve proper functioning conditions, recovery of vegetation, or desired plant community.

Guideline 11: Grazing management practices will allow for the reproduction of species that will
maintain riparian-wetland functions, including energy dissipation, sediment capture, groundwater
recharge, streambank stability, the hydrologic cycle, nutrient cycle, and energy flow.

Guideline 12: Grazing practice should maintain a minimum herbage stubble height on all streamside,
riparian and wetland areas at the end of the growing season. There should be sufficient residual
stubble or regrowth at the end of the growing season to meet the requirements of plant vigor
maintenance, bank protection, and sediment entrapment (Table 2.1).

Management changes will be implemented (e.g., reductions in stocking rate or another management
change) if stubble heights on the average of the key riparian areas across the pasture (or allotment if
there is only one pasture) fall below the guidelines for 2 consecutive years or in any 2 years out of
every 5 years. In addition, at least 70% of riparian key areas on the allotment are to exceed minimum
stubble heights in most years. If any particular key area fails to meet the guidelines for more than 2
consecutive years, then management action will be taken to remedy the problem in the area of the
allotment that key area represents. Because stream banks may be inadequately protected by heavy use
in any one year and because stubble heights below 3 inches result in cattle shifting their preference to
shrubs, stubble heights below 2 inches in any one year will require a management change in the
following year.

The mean stubble height on key riparian species will be estimated at each riparian key area and used to
determine if the guidelines have been met. There are indications that the median may be a better
statistic to use than the mean; we will calculate both statistics from the same data sets and make a
determination on which statistic to use after examining the data over a period of a few years.

For allotments not meeting or making significant progress toward meeting the standards (and for which
higher stubble would be expected to help move these allotments toward the standards), stubble height
data already in hand will be used to determine whether a management change is necessary. Thus, for
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example, if stubble heights on a particular key area have fallen below the thresholds of Table 2.1 for
the two years previous to the approval of these standards and guidelines, a management change will
be implemented prior to the first grazing year following this approval. In addition to implementing
management changes that are expected to bring stubble heights within threshold values, close
monitoring will follow to ensure the grazing use levels are not exceeded during the grazing period
following the management changes. If utilization levels are exceeded or expected to be exceeded
during this period, a reduction or curtailment of further grazing in the area represented by the key area
will be required for the remainder of the grazing season. In addition, further management changes will
be implemented prior to the start of the next grazing season to bring utilization levels within
thresholds.

Guideline 13: Water sources, wetlands and riparian areas may be fenced to reduce impacts from
livestock.

Guideline 14: The development of water sources will maintain ecologic and hydrologic function and
processes.

Guideline 15: Locate salt blocks and other supplemental feed well away from riparian/wetland areas.

Guideline 16: Locate new livestock handling and/or management facilities outside of riparian/wetland

areas. For existing livestock handling facilities inside riparian areas, ensure that facilities do not prevent
attainment of standards. Limit livestock trailing, bedding, watering, loading, and other handling efforts
to those areas and times that will not retard or prevent attainment of standards.

Guideline 17: Implement grazing systems that will promote compliance with the Water Quality
Standards.

(a) Apply the management practices recognized and approved by the State of California as Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for grazing related activities to protect and maintain water
quality.

(b) In watersheds draining into water bodies that have been listed or are proposed for listing as
having threatened or impaired beneficial uses, and where grazing activities may contribute to
the pollutants causing such impairment, the management objective is to fully protect, enhance,
and restore the beneficial uses of the water

Guideline 18: The plan for grazing on any allotment must consider other uses (recreation, wildlife,
mineral resource development, etc.) and be coordinated with other users of the public lands so that
overall use does not detract from the goal of achieving rangeland health.
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Table 2.1
Forage Utilization and Mulch Management Requirements (Table A from Central California Standards for
Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management ROD)

LIVESTOCK GRAZING

Precipitation | Plant Community Slope, Elevation Minimum Residual Dry | Maximum
Matter a (lbs/ac) Utilization of Key
Perennials, c, d
Californi |
4-10inches | o orniaannua <25% |25-45% | >45% | 200 | 250 | 300 30-45%
grassland
California annual <25% |25-45% | >45% 400 600 800
10-40 Inches | 8rassland, Oak <15% | 1000-2500’ 700-900 b 30-45%
woodlands <15% >2500’ 1000-1200 b
Sagebrush grassland,
semi-desert grass
d shrubland
8-30 Inches | o >hruptand, NA NA 30-40%
Pinyon-juniper
woodland, Cool
season pasture
Conif f t
oni erc'Jus orest, NA NA 30-40%
mountain shrubland
Alpine tundra NA NA 20-30%
Salt Desert NA NA 25-35%
Shrubland ?
35-45% herbs
Ripari 5 4-6 inch stubble height ’
4-40 Inches w'i’g;':gsareas NA Inc S”c enelg 10-20% shrubs,
0-20% trees

a  Minimum to be present at fall/winter green-up.
b Higher minimum is for sites that are: in unsatisfactory condition, grazed during active growth, not rested, or on

steeper slopes.

c On sites in unsatisfactory condition and/or trend, perennial plant utilization should be no more than 15-25% current annual
growth where less than one period of rest is provided per growing season of use.
d Stubble height and percent utilization levels are initial values that should be adjusted to consider timing of grazing use and
plant phenology, resource conditions and a site’s resiliency at the allotment, pasture or site-specific location. Perennial plant
utilization levels and stubble heights are based on a literature review by Holechek (1988, 1991), Holechek et al. (1998) and

Willoughby.

[LG-D-6] Apply the appropriate Bakersfield FO-specific guidelines for livestock grazing management to the

applicable grazing authorizations within the grazing decision area as shown in Table 2.2:
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Table 2.2
Bakersfield Field Office-Specific Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management

ALLOTMENT LOCATION SPECIFIC GUIDELINE

RESOURCE
Within San Joaquin Valley Mulch 500 Ibs/ac. And 2” green growth, or 700 Ibs/ac. Without green
listed species habitat Readiness growth

Mulch 500 Ibs/ac

Threshold

Saltbush Scrub

Dec. 1-May 31 season of use or meets form class, foliage
density, and reproductive uniformity criteria.

Riparian Areas

Poor-Fair
condition

Nov. 1-May 31 season of use and apply the Central CA
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management.

Good-Excellent
condition

Maintain current season of use and apply the Central CA
Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management.

Known population of
California jewelflower,
Caulanthus californicus

No grazing unless in approved study or research show grazing
beneficial.

Known population of San
Joaquin woolly threads,
Monolopia congdonii

Apply the appropriate Central CA Guidelines for Livestock
Grazing Management as needed to meet the Standards of
Rangeland Health.

Known population of Kern
mallow, Eremalche
kernensis

No grazing unless in approved study or research shows grazing
beneficial.

Known population of
Hoover’s woolly star,
Eriastrum hooveri

Apply the appropriate Central CA Guidelines for Livestock
Grazing Management as needed to meet the Standards of
Rangeland Health.

Known population of No grazing.
Shevock’s monkeyflower,

Mimulus shevockii

Known occurrence of Kern No grazing.

primrose sphinx moth

Known occurrence of
Tehachapi slender
salamander

Apply the appropriate Central CA Guidelines for Livestock
Grazing Management as needed to meet the Standards of
Rangeland Health.

Other special status species

Apply the appropriate Central CA Guidelines for Livestock
Grazing Management as needed to meet the Standards of eland
Health and/or develop a management guideline that takes into
account specific species requirements.

° For the purposes of applying the livestock management guidelines, known occupied habitats and/or known populations are areas
containing the species of concern. On a case-by-case basis and dependent on the specific needs of the species, in addition to the
area containing the species of concern, the guideline may also be applied to adjacent areas that are determined to 1) have similar
habitat characteristics and are likely to contain the species, or 2) directly influence or affect the habitat conditions in the area
containing the species. For example, an annual plant may be known to exist on 10 acres. The adjacent 40 acres has similar habitat
characteristics, and even though the plant has not been documented from the adjacent 40 acres, it is expected to occur on the 40
acres. In this case, the management guideline for that species would be applied to all 50 acres. Furthermore, the 80 acres in the
watershed above the known population may also have the specific management guideline applied if the grazing use of those 80
acres is expected to directly influence the 10 acre existing population or the habitat suitability of the adjacent 40 acres.
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[LG-D-7] Authorize livestock grazing at the initial implementation levels (Table 2.3). Based on existing

authorizations, projected new authorizations and application of the Central California and Bakersfield FO
Specific Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management, forage authorized for livestock grazing within the
Decision Area would total approximately 40,200 AUMs.

Table 2.3
Livestock Grazing Implementation Levels
Period Period
Allotment Public Mgmt. Type Kind Of | Begin End Public
Number Allotment Name Acres! Status? Auth.® | Stock Date Date Aums
2 | Oilfield Road 440 | M 15 | Sheep 12/1 5/31 73
3 | Naval Pet Res. | 1,518 | M 15 | Sheep 12/1 5/31 253
5 | Blossom Peak 80| C 15 | Cattle 3/1 6/1 7
6 | Cuyama?2 480 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 80
7 | Freeborn Mt. 1,804 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 254
8 | Pleito Hills 3423 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 1,028
9 | Badger Creek 480 | C 15 | Cattle 4/1 9/30 90
10 | Santa Rita 160 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 9/15 16
12 | Live Oak Pass 280 | C 15 | Cattle 6/1 9/30 70
13 | Temblor Creek 328 | M 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 82
14 | Case Mountain 3,903 | I 15 | Cattle 10/1 5/31 296
15 | North Temblor* 34,795 | M 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 7,733
North Temblor* - M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 -
North Temblor (Portion in
BKFO Managed by CPNM) 137 | M 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 30
16 | Oil Field 4,270 | M 15 | Sheep 12/1 5/31 303
17 | North Fork River 5693 | M 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 456
19 | Buena Vista Creek 720 | M 15 | Sheep 12/1 5/31 107
20 | Elephant Back 80| C 15 | Cattle 311 2/28 16
21 | Frazer Valley 1,694 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 184
23 | Hanning Flat West 575 | C 3 | Cattle 11/1 5/31 57
24 | Bear Creek 405 | M 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 10
27 | Bitterwater Valley 80 | C 15 12
28 | Kettleman Hills 5,216 | | 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 1,304
Kettleman Hills - | 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 -
30 | West Klipstein 561 | C 15 | Cattle 3/11 2/28 112
32 | Hubbard Hill 3,080 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 418
33 | Mankins Creek 476 | C 15 | Cattle 10/1 6/30 80
34 | North Comb Rocks 230 | C 15 | Cattle 39
35 | Red Hill 160 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 3
36 | Horn Mountain 1517 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 65
37 | Raven Pass 40 | C 15 | Cattle 9/1 5/31 12
38 | North Naval Petroleum Res. 2,278 | 1 15 380
39 | Chimineas Ranch South* 4,982 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 730
40 | Rio Bravo 401 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 100
41 | Derby Acres 530 | C 15 | Cattle 31 2/28 151
42 | Jack Canyon 33|C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 12
45 | Goldpan Canyon 470 | 1 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 84
47 | Rankin Ranch 867 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 144
48 | Mountain Creek 264 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 88
49 | Loraine 678 | | 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 113
50 | Santa Barbara Canyon 1,734 | M 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 118
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Period Period
Allotment Public Mgmt. Type Kind Of | Begin End Public
Number Allotment Name Acres! Status? Auth.® | Stock Date Date Aums
51 | Studhorse Canyon 498 | M 3 | Cattle 1111 5/31 100
52 | Thompson Ridge 1,250 | M 15 | Cattle 5/1 7131 63
54 | Willow Spring Canyon 480 | M 15 | Cattle 311 2/28 96
55 | South Mountain 186 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 23
56 | Round Mountain Road 160 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 27
57 | Santiago Creek 2,723 | M 15 | Cattle 311 2/28 545
Santiago Creek 2,723 | M 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 545
58 | Anderson Canyon 2,120 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 311
59 | Loco Bill Canyon 640 | M 15 | Cattle 4/1 9/30 82
60 | Santa Teresa 1,883 | M 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 400
61 | Oak Grove 2,901 | I 15 | Cattle 4/1 9/30 235
62 | Curtis Mountain 40 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 13
63 | Chico Martinez 8,602 | I 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 1,671
Chico Martinez 8,602 | | 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 1,671
64 | Cedar Canyon 624 | C 15 | Cattle 10/15 6/30 139
Cedar Canyon - C 15 | Cattle 10/15 6/30 139
65 | Packwood 1,155 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 282
Packwood 1,155 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 282
66 | Liveoak Canyon 80 | C 15 13
68 | San Emigdio 650 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 191
71 | Rancheria 194 | C 15 49
72 | Bluestone Ridge 2,673 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 6/30 668
73 | Chimineas Ranch North 3,949 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 759
74 | Freedom Hill 2,278 | M 3 | Cattle 3/11 5/15 539
75 | Kelso Peak 768 | M 3 | Cattle 2/1 5/15 154
76 | Sacatar Meadow 6,320 | C 3 | Cattle 9/1 10/31 96
77 | Walker Pass West 14,566 | | 3 | Cattle 1/1 6/30 781
78 | Airport 917 | M 3 | Cattle 3/11 5/15 92
79 | Fay Canyon 361 | C 3 | Cattle 3/11 4/30 64
80 | Smith Canyon 2,760 | M 3 60
81 | Nellie's Nipple 3,885 | M 3 | Cattle 3/15 10/14 528
82 | Short Canyon 3,260 | M 3 | Cattle 2/1 4/30 150
83 | Lynch Canyon 510 | C 3 | Cattle 3/11 4/30 64
84 | Cyrus Canyon 1,061 | M 3 | Cattle 10/1 5/15 106
85 | Cooks Peak 2111 | C 3 | Cattle 1111 5/31 217
86 | Cholla Canyon 4572 | M 3 | Cattle 10/15 6/30 1,825
87 | Havilah Basin 4,862 | M 3 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 356
Havilah Basin - M 3 | Cattle 5/1 9/30 -
88 | Sales Creek 40 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 50
Cattle &
89 | Bodfish 114 | C 3 | Horses 3/1 9/30 14
90 | Wagy Flat 10,138 | M 3 | Cattle 2/15 4/30 521
91 | Sulphur Ridge 506 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 34
93 | Eagle's Nest Peak 680 | C 15 | Cattle 11 5/31 182
94 | South Comb Rocks 399 | C 15 | Cattle 10/1 6/30 100
95 | Progress Gulch 480 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 6/30 80
96 | Maricopa* 5,979 | | 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 939
Maricopa* - I 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 -
97 | Mc Van Qil Field 200 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 34
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Period Period
Allotment Public Mgmt. Type Kind Of | Begin End Public
Number Allotment Name Acres'0 Status™ | Auth.??2 | Stock Date Date Aums
98 | Fresno River 160 | C 15 | Cattle 5/1 10/31 36
99 | Bittercreek Drainage 240 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 60
100 | Dry Creek 160 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 20
102 | Burnt Point 1,493 | M 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 79
103 | Milk Ranch Peak 1652 | C 15 | Cattle 4/15 9/30 133
104 | Wash Burn Cove 628 | M 15 | Cattle 10/1 4/15 118
106 | Western Minerals Rd. 1540 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 308
107 | Cienaga Canyon 1,902 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 380
108 | Paso Robles 20| C 15 | Horses 11 3/31 3
111 | Sand Canyon 2,702 | 1 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 365
113 | Johns Peak 1,040 | C 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 168
114 | East Klipstein Q0| C 15 | Cattle 3/1 9/30 18
115 | Power Line Road 215 | M 15 | Sheep 1/1 5/31 36
116 | Devils Gulch 600 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 120
117 | Red Mountain 7,317 | | 15 327
118 | Scobie Meadow 6,890 | M 3 | Cattle 6/1 10/31 182
119 | Bald Eagle Peak 2,400 | M 3 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 168
120 | Spanish Needle Creek 3,160 | M 3 | Cattle 3/15 6/5 40
123 | Canebrake 8,238 | M 3 | Cattle 1/1 6/30 952
124 | Long Valley 17,687 | M 3 | Cattle 10/1 11/30 226
125 | Kennedy Lamont 44296 | M 3 | Cattle 71 9/30 396
126 | Lower Kennedy Table 105 | M 15 | Cattle 9/15 5/31 30
128 | Lwr Hiddenvalley Rch 1331 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 236
129 | Big Sandy 813 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 225
130 | Smalley Road 540 | M 15 | Cattle 11/15 5/15 188
136 | Fowler Mountain 280 | M 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 120
149 | South Fork Kern River 744 | C 3 | Cattle 1111 6/30 19
157 | Wheeler Ridge 480 | C 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 144
Wheeler Ridge - C 15 | Cattle 31 2/28 -
3464 | Franciscan 800 | M 15 | Cattle 31 2/28 168
3655 | Wood Canyon®? 204 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 5
3718 | Buena Vista 311 | M 15 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 62
3719 | Vista Del Mar 165 | C 15 10
3720 | Klau Mine 12| C 15 3
3750 | San Joaquin River Slope 857 | M 15 | Cattle 12/1 5/31 240
Surprise Arroyo (~ Portion in Cattle &
4309 | BKFO Managed by HFO) 1,300 | | 15 | Sheep 11 4/30 ~417
Rudnick Common (~ Portion in
5008 | BKFO Managed by RFO) 7,000 | 1 3 | Cattle 3/1 2/28 ~412
34,177
Auvailable for application 40,300 6,000
Estimated potential grazing
opportuinity 40,177

10 Acreage figures in this table are approximate and may not correspond with cumulative totals elsewhere in this document.
11 c=Continue, M=Moderate, I=Intensive (also see Selective Management Categories in PRMP/FEIS Appendix F-4).
12 3=Grazing permits issued on public lands within the grazing districts established under the Taylor Grazing Act; 15=Grazing leases on public

lands outside the original grazing district boundaries.

13 portion of this allotment lies within the Carrizo Plain National Monument.
1 Total of authorized AUMs and projected future authorized AUMSs, under the assumptions that 75% of acres available for application would be

authorized and given a stocking rate of 5 acressAUM.
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Map 2.21 - Livestock Grazing Allocations

This map is oversized and does not fit in the body of this document. It is found in the map packet on the
back cover of the printed version and hyperlinked here in the electronic versions of this document.

2.14 Minerals Management

Goal

[MM-G-1] Support development of mineral resources on public lands in an environmentally sound
manner.

Leasable Minerals

Objective
[MM-0-1] Facilitate reasonable, economical, and environmentally sound exploration and development
of leasable minerals while minimizing impacts to resources.

2.14.1.1 Fluid Minerals

Allocations Summary

Table 2.4
Fluid Minerals Allocations Summary
Allocation Acreage Management Action
Closed — All Fluid Mineral Leasing 149,600 MM-D-1.1.3
Closed — Geothermal Leasing 26,440 MM-D-1.1.4
Open with No Surface Occupancy (NSO) 3,880 MM-D-1.1.5
Open with standard stipulations 0 MM-D-1.1.1
Open with special stipulations - Controlled Surface Use (CSU) 1,011,470 MM-D-1.1.5
Decisions

[MM-D-1.1.1] Identify O acres as open to fluid mineral leasing, subject to existing regulations and formal
orders; and the terms and conditions of the standard lease form.

[MM-D-1.1.2] Identify O acres as open to fluid mineral leasing, subject to moderate constraints.

[MM-D-1.1.3] Identify 149,600 acres (Map 2.22) as closed to fluid mineral leasing:

e Non-discretionary closures — Wilderness, WSAs, Piedras Blancas ONA, and the PCNST
o Discretionary closures — Bitter Creek ACEC, Blue Ridge ACEC, Erskine Creek ACEC,
Piute Cypress ACEC, and Point Sal ACEC; lands with wilderness characteristics; segments
of the Lower Kern River, North Fork of the Kaweah River, San Joaquin River, and
Chimney Creek determined to be suitable as Wild and Scenic Rivers; and Deer Spring
area of ecological importance.

[MM-D-1.1.4] Identify 26,440 acres, in the Kaweah ACEC (Map 2.22) as closed only to geothermal
leasing
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[MM-D-1.1.5] Identify approximately 1,011,470 acres (Map 2.22) as open to fluid mineral leasing,
subject to major constraints (both CSU — Protected Species and CSU — Sensitive Species). Of this at least
3,880 acres would also be subject to a No Surface Occupancy stipulation. Additional CSU stipulations
may be applied to all new leases in conjunction with the lease sale as determined appropriate and in
conformance with the RMP.

[MM-D-1.1.6] Establish the major constraint of “NSO — General” that prohibits surface disturbance on
the entire lease for the purpose of minimizing or eliminating adverse effects on unique or significant
natural and cultural resources that are incompatible with fluid mineral development with the following
stipulation language:

All or a portion of this lease has been identified by the current RMP (e.g., ACECs and areas of
ecological importance with this stipulation prescribed) as containing unique or significant natural
or cultural values. No new surface disturbing activity is allowed on the lease. This stipulation
may be granted exception, modified, or waived as follows:

Exception: The Authorized Officer may grant an exception if after discussion with an appropriate
agency (e.g., COFW, SHPO, and USFWS) it decides that an environmental review determines the
action as proposed or conditioned would not impair the values present because of temporary
conditions.

Modification: The Authorized Officer may modify this stipulation to allow surface use on a
portion or even all of the lease if an environmental review determines the action as proposed or
conditioned would not impair the values present.

Waiver: The Authorized Officer may grant a waiver if an environmental review determines the
values for which the NSO was applied no longer exist.

Objective: To minimize or eliminate adverse effects on unique or significant natural and cultural
resources that are incompatible with fluid mineral development.

Application: The NSO-General stipulation would be applied when adequate protection of
surface resources cannot be provided through mitigation, and fluid mineral development of the
lease from an off-site location is recommended. If there is no surface location available for
directional drilling, the land would not be leased.

Review Process: Any proposed surface-disturbing activity would be reviewed to determine
whether it is in compliance with the NSO stipulation. If the review determines the proposed
action would not impair the values present and would be consistent with the management of
the ACEC or area of ecological importance, exception or modification may be granted. Any
decision to grant an exception or modification would be based on field inspection and inventory
and the NEPA review process.

[MM-D-1.1.7] Establish the major constraint of “NSO — Compensation Lands ACEC” that prohibits
surface disturbance on the entire lease for the purpose of minimizing or eliminating adverse effects

associated with fluid mineral development on lands acquired as compensation lands with the following

stipulation language:
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All or a portion of this lease occurs within the boundaries of the Compensation Lands ACEC.
These lands may have a governing document that prohibits certain activities. No new surface
disturbing activity is allowed on the lease. Furthermore, access to federal minerals within the
lease will only be allowed from off-site sources not considered to be compensation lands (e.g.,
compensation land in private ownership). This stipulation shall not be waived, however may be
granted exception or modified as follows:

Exception: The Authorized Officer may grant an exception if after discussion with an appropriate
agency (e.g., CDFW and USFWS) it decides that environmental review determines the action as
proposed or conditioned would not impair the values present and is consistent with the
document that established the compensation land and with federal law.

Modification: The Authorized Officer may modify this stipulation to allow surface use on a
portion or the entire lease if after discussion with an appropriate agency (e.qg., COFW and
USFWS) it decides that environmental review determines the action as proposed or conditioned
would not impair the values present and is consistent with the document that established the
compensation land and with federal law.

Objective: To minimize or eliminate adverse effects associated with fluid mineral development
on lands acquired as compensation land.

Application: The NSO-Compensation Lands stipulation would be applied to all new leases within
the Compensation Lands ACEC. Furthermore, access to federal minerals within the lease will
only be allowed from off-site sources that are not Compensation Lands. If all of the surrounding
land is also Compensation Lands, and there is no other surface location available for directional
drilling, the land would not be leased.

Review Process: Any proposed surface-disturbing activity would be reviewed to determine
whether it is in compliance with the NSO stipulation. If the review determines the proposed
action would not impair the values present and would be consistent with the management of
the ACEC; exception or modification may be granted after discussion with the USFWS. Any
decision to grant an exception or modification would be based on field inspection and inventory
and the NEPA review process.

[MM-D-1.1.8] Establish the major constraint “CSU — Defense” for the purpose of minimizing or
eliminating conflict between fluid mineral development and military base operations with the following
stipulation language:

All or a portion of this lease contains federal mineral estate under the surface administration of
the Department of Defense. Surface disturbing activities may be moved, modified, or prohibited
at the discretion of the Base Commander(s) to ensure these activities do not interfere with
military activity on the base and to ensure personnel safety. Furthermore, processing times for
proposed actions may be delayed beyond established standards to accommodate review and
coordination with the Base Commander(s). This stipulation shall not be modified or granted
exception; however, it may be waived as follows:

Waiver: The Authorized Officer may grant a waiver to this stipulation if the surface
administration changes from the Department of Defense to another entity.
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Objective: To minimize or eliminate conflict between fluid mineral development and military
base operations.

Application: The CSU-Defense stipulation would be applied to federal reserved mineral estate
under the surface administration of the Department of Defense. Approximately 69,700 acres
are affected, including Point Mugu, Port Hueneme, San Nicholas Island, Vandenberg Air Force
Base, Camp Roberts, and Lemoore Naval Air Station. Coordination with local government
agencies regarding the development of stipulations would be at the discretion of the base
commander.

When a tract of land on a military installation is nominated for lease sale, the legal description
of the tract of interest would be forwarded to the attention of the base commander. The base
commander would respond to the BLM with the recommended wording of the CSU-Defense
stipulation. The wording would vary based on the base mission and would be applied to the
entire military installation or to a limited portion of the parcel, at the discretion of the base
commander. The BLM may alternatively identify in advance of lease sale offerings the terms and
conditions applicable to military installations and thus be able to offer the leases for bid with
advance disclosure of the terms and conditions.

Review Process: Generally, the following procedure would be used to approve surface-
disturbing activities on leases with the CSU-Defense stipulation. The proposed activity would be
reviewed to determine if the mission of the military installation would be affected. The review
process would involve meetings coordinated by the BLM between the lessee and the
representatives of the military base to determine impacts and potential effects.

Approval: If the review determines that the mission of the military installation would not be
affected Bureau approval of the proposed activity would normally be granted within 30 days of
the review. If the review determines that the mission of the military installation would be
adversely affected, the BLM would coordinate with the Base Commander and the applicant to
modify the proposal. Modifications may include movement of activities, seasonal restrictions,
mitigation and/or compensation. Modified proposals would be developed cooperatively with
the applicant to ensure that the modified project still meets the applicant's objective.

[MM-D-1.1.9] Establish the major constraint “CSU - Protected Species” for the purpose of minimizing or
eliminating adverse effects associated with fluid mineral development on federally proposed and listed
species with the following stipulation language:

All or a portion of the lease occurs within the range of one or more plant or animal species that
are either listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered by the USFWS. A list of such
species will be provided at the time of leasing and updated as necessary over the term of the
lease. To determine whether species on this list or their habitat are present, a preliminary
environmental review will be conducted for all surface disturbing activities. Presence of habitat
or species may result in the proposed action being moved, modified, or delayed to mitigate
project effects. Offsite compensation that would satisfactorily offset the loss of habitat may be
required. Prohibition of all surface disturbing activities on the lease will only occur as needed to
avoid jeopardizing the continued existence of a listed or proposed species, or when the proposed
action is inconsistent with the recovery needs of a species as identified in an approved USFWS
Recovery Plan through consultation with USFWS. Furthermore, processing times for proposed
actions may be delayed beyond established standards to accommodate species surveys, and
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consultation or conferencing with the USFWS. This stipulation shall not be waived; however, it
may be modified or an exception may be granted as follows:

Exception: The Authorized Officer may grant an exception if an environmental review determines
the action as proposed or conditioned would have no effect on listed or proposed species.

Modification: The Authorized Officer may modify this stipulation to reflect new information with
regard to the range of listed or proposed species through the expansion or reduction of lands
subject to this stipulation for a specific species.

Objective: To minimize or eliminate adverse effects associated with fluid mineral development
on federally proposed and listed species.

Application: At the time of leasing, the CSU-Protected Species stipulation would be attached to
all leases within the range of federally listed or proposed species. A list of protected species
found within the Field Office boundary would be included with the stipulation for each lease at
the time of leasing. This list may be updated at the time of APD/NOS submittal.

Review Process: Generally, the following process would be used to approve surface-disturbing
activities on leases with the CSU-Protected Species stipulation. The proposed activity would be
reviewed to determine if listed or proposed species would be affected. This review may involve
site-specific surveys for plant and animal species conducted according to established methods
that may specify certain seasons or other conditions. In some cases, this may mean that a
survey cannot be completed until the next growing season for some plant species or after
seasonal appearance for some animal species.

If the review determines that listed or proposed species would not be affected, an exception to
the stipulation and approval of the application would normally be granted within 30 days of the
review.

If the review were to determine that listed or proposed species may be affected, butin a
beneficial, insignificant, or benign manner, and written concurrence is received from the
USFWS, approval of the application would normally be granted within 30 days of receiving
USFWS concurrence. There is no regulatory timeframe for USFWS to provide their written
concurrence.

If it is determined that a listed or proposed species may be adversely affected, the BLM would
work with the applicant to modify the proposal to minimize impacts. Modifications may include
movement of activities, seasonal restrictions, mitigation, or compensation. Modified proposals
would be developed with the applicant to ensure that the modified project still meets the
applicant's objective. If the modified project would still adversely affect a listed or proposed
species, the BLM would begin formal consultation or conference with the USFWS.

Coordination with the USFWS on Listed Species: Currently there are two options for meeting
the formal consultation requirement. A new consultation may be initiated or a previously
completed formal consultation may be used.
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If a new consultation were initiated, the USFWS would issue a document, called the biological
opinion. The USFWS has up to 135 days to complete a biological opinion, and it may request a
60-day extension. Extensions beyond 195 days require the consent of an applicant.

A previously completed formal consultation may also be used to meet the formal consultation
requirement. An example of previously completed consultation that may be used is the San
Joaquin Valley Oil and Gas Programmatic Biological Opinion.

Upon completion of a new consultation or determination that a previously completed
consultation can be used, approval of the application will normally be granted within 30 days. If
the new consultation concludes that a listed species may be jeopardized, then surface
disturbance will be prohibited on the lease.

Surface disturbance will also be prohibited if the consultation concludes that the proposed
action is inconsistent with the recovery needs of the listed species as identified in an approved
USFWS Recovery Plan. Although Recovery Plans are not requirements, BLM has voluntarily
chosen to apply their recommendations through the land use plan (see BR-D 28), and these
recommendations are reflected in this stipulation.

Coordination with the USFWS on Proposed Species: BLM policy requires a conferencing with
the USFWS on any action that may adversely affect proposed species. Depending on the
complexity of the situation, a conference may be completed in a single telephone conversation
or may require the time frames of a consultation. Generally, on completion of the conference,
approval of the application will be granted within 30 days.

If the conference were to show that a proposed species may be jeopardized, surface-disturbing
activities would be prohibited on the lease.

Final Approval: Final approval of applications that would have no effect on listed or proposed
species would normally be granted within 30 days of the review.

Final approval for projects that may affect listed or proposed species in a beneficial,
insignificant, or benign manner would normally be granted within 30 days of receiving USFWS
written concurrence.

For projects that require consultation or conference with the USFWS, final approval would
normally be granted within 30 days of consultation or conference completion. Conditions of
approval would include any conditions specified by the BLM or USFWS for minimizing impacts.

[MM-D-1.1.10] Establish the major constraint “CSU — Critical Habitat” for the purpose of minimizing or
eliminating adverse effects associated with fluid mineral development on habitat designated as critical,
or is proposed for designation as critical habitat by the USFWS with the following stipulation language:

All or a portion of this lease lies within an area that is designated as critical habitat, or is
proposed for designation as critical habitat by the USFWS. A list of these areas affecting this
lease will be provided at the time of leasing and will be updated as necessary over the term of
the lease. Any proposed surface disturbing activity occurring on the affected portions of this
lease will be reviewed to determine if the activity would affect designated or proposed critical
habitat. Determination of effects to designated or proposed critical habitat may result in the
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proposed action being moved, modified, seasonally restricted, or delayed. Consultation or
conference with the USFWS is required if designated or proposed critical habitat may be
affected. Off-site compensation that would satisfactorily offset the loss of habitat may be
required. Prohibition of all surface disturbing activities on the lease will only occur as needed to
avoid destroying or adversely modifying critical habitat or proposed critical habitat, or when the
proposed action is inconsistent with the recovery needs identified in an approved USFWS
Recovery Plan based on consultation with USFWS. Furthermore, processing times for proposed
actions may be delayed beyond established standards to accommodate species surveys, and
consultation or conferencing with the USFWS. This stipulation shall not be waived; however, it
may be granted exception or modified as follows:

Exception: The Authorized Officer may grant an exception if an environmental review determines
the action as proposed or conditioned would have no effect on critical habitat or proposed
critical habitat.

Modification: The Authorized Officer may modify this stipulation to reflect new information with
regard to the critical habitat or proposed critical habitat through the expansion or reduction of
lands subject to this stipulation for a specific species.

Objective: To minimize or eliminate adverse effects associated with fluid mineral development
on habitat designated as critical, or is proposed for designation as critical habitat by the USFWS.

Application: The CSU-Critical Habitat stipulation would be applied to leases in areas that are
designated as critical habitat or that are proposed for designation as critical habitat for certain
species. A list of species and parcels would be included with the stipulation for each lease. The
USFWS designates or proposes critical habitat according to the regulations found in 50 CFR 424.
Critical habitat is one of the following:

* Specific areas within the geographical area currently occupied by a species, at the time
it is listed in accordance with the Endangered Species Act, on which are found those
physical or biological features (i) essential to the conservation of the species and (ii) that
may require special management considerations or protection, and

* Specific areas outside the geographical area occupied by a species at the time it is listed
upon a determination by the Secretary that such areas are essential for conservation of
the species (50 CFR 424.02).

Review Process: Generally, the following process would be used to approve surface-disturbing
activities on leases with the CSU-Critical Habitat stipulation. The proposed activity would be
reviewed to determine if designated or proposed critical habitat would be affected. This review
may involve site-specific surveys for plant and animal species, conducted according to
established methods, which may specify certain seasons or other conditions. In some cases this
may mean that a survey cannot be completed until the next growing season for some plant
species or after seasonal appearance for some animal species.

If the review determines that designated or proposed critical habitat will not be affected, an
exception to the stipulation would be granted, and approval of the application will normally be
granted within 30 days of the review.
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If the review determines that designated or proposed critical habitat may be affected, butin a
beneficial, insignificant, or benign manner, and written concurrence is received from the
USFWS, the application would normally be approved within 30 days of receiving USFWS
concurrence. There is no regulatory timeframe for USFWS to provide their written concurrence.

If it is determined that designated or proposed critical habitat may be adversely affected, BLM
would work with the applicant to modify the proposal to minimize impacts. Modifications may
include relocating activities, seasonal restrictions, mitigation, and compensation. Modified
proposals would be developed with the applicant to ensure that the modified project still meets
the applicant's objective. If the modified project were to still adversely affect designated or
proposed critical habitat, the BLM would initiate formal consultation or conference with the
USFWS.

Coordination with the USFWS on Designated Critical Habitat: The BLM is required to initiate
formal consultation with the USFWS for any action that may affect designated critical habitat.
As a result of the consultation, the USFWS would issue a biological opinion within 135 days, and
it may request a 60-day extension. Extensions beyond 195 days require the consent of an
applicant.

As part of the biological opinion, the USFWS would determine if the proposed action would be
likely to destroy or adversely modify critical habitat. Destruction or adverse modification of
critical habitat means a direct or indirect alteration that appreciably diminishes the value of
critical habitat for both the survival and recovery of a listed species. Such alterations include
those adversely modifying any of the physical or biological features that were the basis for
determining the habitat to be critical (50 CFR 402.02).

If consultation concludes that critical habitat would be destroyed or adversely modified, then
surface disturbance would be prohibited on the affected portion of the lease. Surface
disturbance also would be prohibited if the consultation were to conclude that the proposed
action is inconsistent with the recovery needs of the listed species, as identified in an approved
USFWS recovery plan.

Coordination with the USFWS on Proposed Critical Habitat: BLM policy requires conferencing
with the USFWS on any action that may adversely affect proposed critical habitat. Depending on
the complexity of the situation, a conference may be completed in a single telephone
conversation or may require the time frames of a consultation. Generally, on completion of the
conference, the application would be approved within 30 days. If the conference were to show
that proposed critical habitat would be destroyed or adversely modified, then surface
disturbance would be prohibited on the affected portion of the lease.

[MM-D-1.1.11] Establish the major constraint “CSU - Sensitive Species” for the purpose of minimizing or
eliminating adverse effects associated with fluid mineral development on federal candidate, State listed
and BLM sensitive species with the following stipulation language:

All or a portion of this lease is within the range of one or more plant or animal species that are
either federal candidates for listing as threatened or endangered (federal candidate), are listed
by the State of California as threatened or endangered (state listed), or are designated by the
BLM as sensitive (BLM sensitive). A list of species will be provided at the time of leasing and
updated as necessary over the term of the lease. To determine whether species on this list or
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their habitat are present, a preliminary environmental review will be conducted for all surface
disturbing activities. Presence of habitat or species may result in the proposed action being
moved more than 200 meters (656 feet) but not more than a quarter-mile or off of the lease and
prohibition of activities during seasonal use period. Furthermore, processing times for proposed
actions may be delayed beyond established standards to accommodate species surveys, and
coordination with the USFWS and California Department of Fish and Game. This stipulation shall
not be waived; however, it may be granted exception or modified as follows:

Exception: The Authorized Officer may grant an exception if an environmental review determines
the action as proposed or conditioned would have no effect on federal candidate, state listed,
and BLM sensitive species.

Modification: The Authorized Officer may modify the stipulation to reflect new information with
regard to federal candidate, state listed or BLM sensitive species lists. Furthermore, the
authorized officer may modify the maximum distance that a potential location could be moved
to extend farther than the stated quarter-mile to maintain the sensitive species protection goals.

Objective: To minimize or eliminate adverse effects associated with fluid mineral development
on federal candidate, state listed, and BLM sensitive species.

Application: The CSU-Sensitive Species stipulation would be attached to all leases that are
within the range of a federal candidate, state listed or BLM sensitive species. A list of sensitive
species within the Field Office boundary would be included with the stipulation for each lease
when the lease is issued.

Review Process: Generally the following process would be used to approve surface-disturbing
activities on leases with the CSU-Sensitive Species stipulation. The proposed activity would be
reviewed to determine if special status species would be affected. This review may involve site-
specific surveys for plant and animal species, conducted according to established methods that
may specify certain seasons or other conditions. In some cases this may mean that a survey
cannot be completed until the next growing season for some plants or after seasonal
appearance for some animal species.

If the review determines that a special status species may be adversely affected, then surface-
disturbing activities may be relocated up to a quarter-mile, but not off the lease, and certain
surface-disturbing activities may be prohibited during seasonal periods. BLM policy may also
require coordination with the USFWS or California Department of Fish and Game.

[MM-D-1.1.12] Establish the major constraint “CSU — Priority Species, Plant Communities and Habitats”
for the purpose of minimizing or eliminating adverse effects associated with fluid mineral development
on rare and/or endemic vegetation, plants, and communities, including riparian and serpentine
endemics, with the following stipulation language:

All or a portion of the lease has been identified by the current RMP (i.e., ACECs and areas of
ecological importance with this stipulation prescribed) as containing priority species, plant
communities, or habitat that may be adversely affected by fluid mineral development. A list of
affected parcels or portions of the lease will be provided at the time of leasing. To identify the
possibility of adverse impact resulting from fluid mineral development, a preliminary
environmental review will be conducted for all surface disturbing activities. Identification of
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adverse impacts may result in the proposed action being moved, modified, seasonally delayed, or
prohibited from all or a portion of this lease. Furthermore, processing times for proposed actions
may be delayed beyond established standards to accommodate species surveys. This stipulation
shall not be waived, but may be granted exception or modified as follows:

Exception: The Authorized Officer may grant an exception if an environmental review determines
the action as proposed or conditioned would have no effect on priority species, plant
communities, or habitats.

Modification: The Authorized Officer may modify the stipulation to reflect new information with
regard to the presence of priority species, plant communities, or habitat through the expansion
or reduction of lands subject to this stipulation.

Objective: To minimize or eliminate adverse effects associated with fluid mineral development
on priority species, plant communities, or habitat.

Application: The CSU-Priority Species, Plant Communities and Habitats stipulation would be
applied to specific areas that contain unique or significant biological and botanical values as
described in the RMP (i.e., ACECs and areas of ecological importance).

Review Process: Generally the following process would be used to approve surface-disturbing
activities on leases with the CSU- Priority Species, Plant Communities and Habitats stipulation:
The proposed activity would be reviewed to determine if the values for which the area was
recognized would be affected. This review may involve site-specific surveys for plant species,
conducted according to established methods, which may specify certain seasons or other
conditions. In some cases this may mean that a survey cannot be completed until the next
growing season for some plants species.

If the review were to determine that the values for which the area was recognized may be
adversely affected, then surface-disturbing activities may be moved, modified, or prohibited on
portions of or the entire lease and certain activities may be prohibited during seasonal periods.

[MM-D-1.1.13] Establish the major constraint “CSU - Raptor” for the purpose of minimizing or
eliminating adverse effects associated with fluid mineral development on sensitive raptor foraging
areas, winter roosting areas, or nest sites with the following stipulation language:

All or a portion of this lease has been identified as an important raptor foraging, wintering, or
nesting area. Any proposed surface disturbing activity will be reviewed to determine if the
activity would affect raptor foraging, wintering, or nesting habitat. Determination of effects to
raptor foraging, wintering, or nesting habitat may r