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Abstract

The Rocky Flats site is a 6,240-acre former nuclear defense facility operated by the U.S. Department of Energy
(DOE). The DOE is completing cleanup of the site under oversight by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment. Under the Rocky Flats
National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001, the site will become the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge following
certification from the EPA that cleanup and closure have been completed. The Rocky Flats site is located at the
interface of the Great Plains and Rocky Mountains, where it supports a diverse mosaic of vegetation
communities. Many areas of the Rocky Flats site have remained relatively undisturbed for the past 30 to 50
years, allowing them to retain diverse natural habitat and associated wildlife. Important vegetation communities
on the site include the rare xeric tallgrass grassland and the tall upland shrubland communities. Rocky Flats
also supports populations of the threatened Preble’s meadow jumping mouse, as well as a herd of about 160 deer.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has prepared this Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement (CCP/EIS). It describes and analyzes four management alternatives for the
site: Alternative A - No Action, Alternative B — Wildlife, Habitat and Public Use (Preferred Alternative),
Alternative C — Ecological Restoration, and Alternative D — Public Use. Wildlife-dependent public uses are
considered to be appropriate uses on National Wildlife Refuges, and were considered in the development of the
alternatives. Some of the greatest benefits would come from road removal and revegetation, weed management,
and Preble’s habitat management. The greatest impacts to Refuge resources would be the result of reduced
resource management in Alternative A, and increased visitor use in Alternatives B and D. The Final CCP/EIS
provides responses to comments received on the Draft CCP/EIS.

The Final CCP/EIS is available for review at http://rockyflats.fws.gov. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will
issue a Record of Decision on the CCP no sooner than 30 days after the Notice of Availability for the Final
CCP/EIS is published in the Federal Register. Comments concerning this Final CCP/EIS should be sent to:

Laurie Shannon, Planning Team Leader
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Rocky Mountain Arsenal — Building 121
Commerce City, CO 80022

Phone: (303) 289-0980
Fax: (303) 289-0579
Email: rockyflats@fws.gov
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Summary

THE ROCKY FLATS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

This document is a Final Comprehensive Conservation
Plan (CCP) and Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
(Rocky Flats NWR). The CCP will guide
management of Refuge operations, habitat restoration
and visitor services for the next 15 years. The EIS
evaluates and compares four alternatives to managing
wildlife, habitats and human use of the proposed
Refuge. It also discloses effects of restoration and
visitor use on important physical, biological, social and
cultural resources.

The Rocky Flats site is a 6,240-acre former nuclear
defense facility operated by the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE). All weapons manufacturing was
performed in a 600-acre area in the middle of the site
known as the Industrial Area. In 1992, the mission of
the Rocky Flats site changed from weapons production
to environmental cleanup and closure. The DOE is
completing the cleanup in accordance with the Rocky
Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) under oversight by
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
the Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment (CDPHE).

Under the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of
2001 (Refuge Act), the 6,240-acre Rocky Flats
Environmental Technology Site will become the Rocky
Flats NWR following certification from the EPA that
cleanup and closure have been completed. At that
time, the U.S Fish & Wildlife Service (Service) will
assume management responsibility for most of the site.

Summary

x 4 ol ;E.J ] g
habitat for elk.

|
| 4

¥ o ir-—m
The Refuge provides

Five sequential steps must be completed before Rocky
Flats becomes a Refuge. These steps are:

1. Service completes final CCP/EIS and issues
a Record of Decision

N

DOE completes site cleanup except for
operations and maintenance of cleanup
monitoring facilities

w

EPA certifies completion of the cleanup

e

DOE transfers land to Department of the
Interior

5. Department of the Interior establishes the
Refuge and Service begins management and
implementation of the CCP

Big Bluestem in the xeric tallgrass prairie.
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The Service understands that some members of the
public remain apprehensive about potential public use
at Rocky Flats NWR due to the site’s history. In all
alternatives, the Service would brief visitors about the
site’s transformation from a nuclear weapons
production facility to a National Wildlife Refuge. In
the alternatives that allow for expanded public use, the
Service would address public concerns about the
safety of the Refuge by providing clear information
that educates visitors about access restrictions and
public use opportunities. This information would be
available at all trailheads. The Service also would
work with the DOE to develop signage and fencing or
another means of boundary demarcation to clearly
identify all areas that would be retained by DOE and
are closed to public access.

REFUGE SIGNIFICANCE

In the Refuge Act, Congress identified the following
significant qualities about the Rocky Flats site:

= The majority of the site has generally
remained undisturbed since its acquisition
by the government.

= The site preserves valuable open space
and striking vistas of the Front Range
mountain backdrop.

= The site provides habitat for many wildlife
species, including a number of threatened
and endangered species, and is marked by
the presence of rare xeric tallgrass prairie
plant communities.

REFUGE PURPOSE

The Refuge Act identified four purposes of the Rocky
Flats NWR:

Restoring and preserving native ecosystems.

Providing habitat for, and population
management of native plants and migratory
and resident wildlife.

Conserving threatened and
endangered species.

Providing opportunities for compatible
scientific research.

The Refuge Act also provided some direction for
managing the Refuge. The Service is to manage the
Refuge to ensure that wildlife-dependent public uses
and environmental education and interpretation are the
priority public uses of the Refuge.

VISION

During the initial planning process, the Service
developed the following vision statement to describe
what will be different in the future as a result of the
CCP and to capture the essence of what the Service is
trying to accomplish at the Refuge:

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge is a
healthy expanse of grasslands, shrublands
and wetlands, including rare xeric tallgrass
prairie, where natural processes support a
broad range of native wildlife. The Refuge
provides striking mountain and prairie views



and opportunities to appreciate the Refuge
resources i an wrbanized area through
compatible wildlife-dependent public uses
and education. Working with others, the
Refuge conserves the unique biotic
commumnities and sustains wildlife
populations at the interface of mountains
and prairies on Colorado’s Front Range.

GoALS

The Service also developed a set of goals to guide the
planning effort and Refuge management:

Wildlife and Habitat Management

Conserve, restore and sustain the biological diversity
of the native flora and fauna of the mountain/prairie
interface with particular consideration given to
threatened and endangered species.

Public Use, Education and Interpretation

Provide visitors and students high quality
recreational, educational and interpretive
opportunities and foster an understanding and
appreciation of: the Refuge’s xeric tallgrass prairie;
upland shrub and wetland habitats; native wildlife;
the history of the site; and the National Wildlife
Refuge System (NWRS).

Safety

Conduct operations and manage public access in
accordance with the final Rocky Flats’ cleanup
decision documents to ensure the safety of the Refuge
visitors, staff and neighbors.

Effective and Open Commumnication

Conduct a variety of communication outreach efforts to
raise public awareness about the Refuge programs,
management decisions, and the mission of the Service
and the NWRS.

Working with Others

Foster beneficial partnerships with individuals,
government agencies, non-governmental organizations,
and others to promote resource conservation,
compatible wildlife-related research, public use, site
history, and infrastructure.

Refuge Operations

Based on available funds, provide facilities and staff to
fulfill the Refuge vision and purpose.

Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan & EIS
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Goldfinch and a variety of bird species present
opportunities for wildlife observation.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Throughout the CCP/EIS development process, the
Service has solicited input from the public. Public
involvement in the planning process ensured that
interested and affected individuals, organizations,
agencies and governmental entities were consulted and
provided opportunities to participate. Public
involvement has:

= Informed the public about Rocky Flats
NWR (planning updates, website, public
meetings, presentations).

= Provided public input on key issues.

= Provided help in determining management
direction of Rocky Flats NWR.
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THE REFUGE’S RESOURCES

The Rocky Flats site is located at the interface of the
Great Plains and Rocky Mountains. The western half
of the site is characterized by the relatively level Rocky
Flats pediment, which gives way to several finger-like
drainages that slope down to the rolling plains in the
eastern portion of the site.

A diverse mosaic of vegetation communities is found at
Rocky Flats. Two of these vegetation communities, the
xeric tallgrass prairie and the tall upland shrubland,
are considered to be rare in the region. Other
vegetation communities include riparian woodland,
riparian shrubland, wetlands, mesic mixed grassland,
xeric needle and thread grassland, reclaimed mixed

grassland, and ponderosa pine woodland. adjacent to the Rock Creek and Woman Creek
drainages. A resident herd of about 160 deer inhabit
the site and elk are occasionally present.

A field of wildflowers.

Many areas of the Rocky Flats site have remained
relatively undisturbed for the last 30 to 50 years,

allowing them to retain diverse habitat and associated  cyjtyral resource surveys have identified and recorded
wildlife. These wildlife communities are supported by 45 cyjtural sites or isolated artifacts at Rocky Flats.

the regional network of protected open space that None of the identified cultural resources are
surrounds Rocky Flats on three sides and buffer:s recommended as eligible for listing in the National
wildlife habitat from urban development. Preble’s Register of Historic Places. However, the Lindsay
meadow jumping mouse (Preble’s), a threatened Ranch within the Rock Creek drainage provides
species, occurs in every major drainage on the Refuge,  oonortunities to interpret the early history of
as well as wetlands and shrubland communities settlement and ranching on the prairie.
g The Rocky Flats site is located at the intersection of
2 Jefferson, Boulder and Broomfield counties. The site

is surrounded by open space to the north, east and
west, and urban development to the northeast and
southeast. Other nearby land uses include mining
operations, wind energy research, and water collection
and storage facilities.

ACTIVITIES OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THIS EIS

The legislation establishing Rocky Flats NWR requires
that the Department of Energy (DOE) retain
jurisdiction, authority and control over portions of the
Rocky Flats site necessary for cleanup response
actions. DOE anticipates that it will need to retain land
in and around the current Industrial Area in order to
maintain institutional controls and protect cleanup and
monitoring systems.

Management alternatives for the DOE-retained lands
are not considered in this CCP because the lands will
not be part of the Refuge and the Service will not have
authority to decide how those lands should be managed.
The Service is recommending a fence that allows
wildlife movement be built around the retained area to

Research on wildlife populations would be a component distinguish Refuge lands from DOE jurisdiction. The
of most alternatives.

oIneiN ®



DOE does not anticipate transferring any lands that
would require additional safety requirements for either
the Refuge worker or the visitor.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Four alternatives were developed following the public
scoping process and a workshop involving the planning
team and Service staff. The alternatives are analyzed in
detail in this CCP/EIS and summarized briefly below.

ALTERNATIVE A: NO ACTION

In the No Action Alternative, the Service would not
develop any public use facilities and would not
implement any new management, restoration, or
education programs at Rocky Flats. In this
alternative, the Service would continue to manage the
1,800-acre Rock Creek Reserve in accordance with the
Rock Creek Reserve Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan (DOE 2001).

Management activities within the Rock Creek Reserve
would include ongoing resource inventories and
monitoring, habitat restoration, weed control, and road
removal and revegetation. Public use opportunities
would be limited to guided tours.

ALTERNATIVE B: WILDLIFE, HABITAT AND PuBLIC USE
(PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Alternative B, the Service's Preferred Alternative,
emphasizes both wildlife and habitat conservation
along with a moderate level of wildlife-dependent
public use. Refuge-wide habitat conservation would
include management of native plant communities,

The Lindsay Ranch
barn would be an
mterpretive site in
Alternative B.

removal and revegetation of unused roads and stream
crossings, management of deer and elk populations,
and protection of Preble’s meadow jumping mouse
habitat. Restoration would strive to replicate pre-
settlement conditions.

Visitor use facilities would include about 16 miles of
trails, a seasonally staffed visitor contact station,
trailheads with parking, and developed overlooks. One
trail down to the Lindsay Ranch would be open soon
after Refuge establishment, while the remainder of the
public use facilities would open after 5 years, when
restoration is well underway. Most of the trails would
use existing roads. Public access would be by foot,
bicycle, horse, or car. A limited public hunting program
would be developed in collaboration with Colorado
Division of Wildlife (CDOW).

On- and off-site environmental education programs
would focus on the prairie ecosystem and would
primarily target high school and college students.

The Service would provide compatible scientific
research opportunities that focus on wildlife habitat
and interactions between wildlife and human use.
Partnerships would be sought from federal, state and
municipal agencies and private entities to help achieve
Refuge goals and to conserve contiguous lands.

ALTERNATIVE C: ECOLOGICAL RESTORATION

Alternative C emphasizes Refuge-wide conservation
and restoration of large areas of wildlife habitat.
Restoration and management activities would strive to
replicate pre-settlement conditions. Restoration efforts
would focus on disturbed areas such as road corridors,
stream crossings, cultivated fields and developed areas.

oIneiN ®
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Limited public use and minimal facility development
would occur in this alternative. Any facilities on the
Refuge would be built for specific resource protection
and management purposes. A single, 3,700-foot long
trail would provide access to the Rock Creek drainage,
but access would be limited to guided tours only.
Environmental education programs would be limited to
local distribution of educational materials about the
Refuge and its ecological resources.

In Alternative C, the Service would facilitate increased
opportunities for applied research relating to long-term
habitat changes and species of special concern.
Partnerships would be expanded with governmental
agencies, educational institutions and others to assist in
wildlife and habitat protection, resource stewardship
and the preservation of contiguous lands.

ALTERNATIVE D: PuBLIc USE

In Alternative D, the Service would emphasize wildlife-
dependent public uses. Wildlife and habitat
management would focus on the restoration of select
plant communities and ongoing conservation and
management of existing native plant and wildlife
species. Certain roads and other disturbed areas not
used for trails or public use facilities would be restored
with native vegetation.

A broad range of public use opportunities would be
provided, including wildlife observation and

Resident deer populations are found at the Refuge.

photography, interpretation, environmental education
and a limited hunting program. Access through the
Refuge would be provided by a 21-mile trail system that
would accommodate hiking, bicycling and equestrian
use. Most of the trails would be constructed along
existing roads. A visitor center would be constructed at
the Refuge. Environmental education efforts would
include on- and off-site programs for kindergarten
through college age students.

Research opportunities would focus on the integration
of public use into the Refuge environment and
interactions between wildlife and visitors. Partnerships
would be sought with various public agencies to help
sustain Refuge goals and preserve contiguous lands.
The Service also would work with local communities
and tourism organizations to promote wildlife-
dependent public uses on the Refuge.

OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGIES

The Service has developed objectives and strategies for
each alternative. An objective is a general statement
about what the Service wants to achieve on the Refuge,
while a strategy is a specific action, tool, technique or
combination of the above used to meet objectives.
Because each alternative has a different emphasis, the
objectives and strategies vary by alternative. The
following summarizes key objective topics addressed
for each alternative in the CCP/EIS:
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WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT
= Preble’s habitat management
= Xeric tallgrass management
= Mixed grassland prairie management
= Road restoration and revegetation
= Weed management
= Deer and elk management
= Prairie dog management

= Species reintroduction

PuBLIc UsSE, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION

e Public access

Visitor experience

Interpretation

e Environmental education

Hunting

Recreation facilities

SAFETY
= Staff safety

= Visitor safety

Sharp-tailed grouse is a likely candidate for reintroduction.

OPEN AND EFFeCTIVE COMMUNICATION

e Qutreach efforts

WORKING WITH OTHERS

= Emergency response partnerships
= Conservation partnerships

= Research partnerships

= \olunteer partnerships

REFUGE OPERATIONS
= Staffing
= Operations and management facilities

= Cultural resource management

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The proposed Refuge management alternatives would
pose a variety of benefits and impacts to resources at
Rocky Flats. Some of the greatest benefits would
come from road removal and revegetation, weed
management, and Preble’s habitat management
activities. The greatest impacts to Refuge resources
would be the result of reduced resource management in
Alternative A and increased visitor use in Alternatives
B and D. These and other effects are summarized
below and described in detail in the CCP/EIS.

Lupine and
many other
wildflowers
can be found
on the Refuge.
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Preble’s Habitat Management. All of the alternatives
include protection and maintenance of the Refuge’s
Preble’s habitat. This would result in moderate, long-
term benefits to Preble’s and other species that depend
on riparian habitat.

Pond Restoration. Alternative C would remove the
Lindsay Ponds and restore those areas to a native
wetland. This would result in a major impact to
existing native fish populations that use the ponds and
also would impact future fish reintroductions.

Grassland Management. Tallgrass and mixed
grassland management strategies, along with weed and
fire management and road removal and revegetation in
all alternatives, would benefit grassland communities
on the Refuge. However, many of the benefits would
be limited to the Rock Creek Reserve in Alternative A
and would be reduced overall in Alternatives A and D
because prescribed fire and grazing would not be
available as Refuge-wide grassland restoration tools.

In Alternatives B and C, the planned restoration of
non-native grasses in the hay meadow and other areas
to native prairie would benefit the overall quality and
diversity of mixed grassland habitat on the Refuge.

Road Restoration and Revegetation. In all of the
alternatives, the removal and revegetation of unused
roads and stream crossings would provide a major
long-term benefit to a variety of vegetation
communities and related wildlife species. These
benefits would be greatest in Alternative C and the
least in Alternative A.

Weed Management. In all of the alternatives,
implementation of Integrated Pest Management (IPM)

practices would benefit a variety of wildlife habitat
types on the Refuge. These benefits, however, would
be greatly reduced in Alternative A where proactive
weed control would only be applied to the Rock Creek
Reserve and an IPM plan would not be completed.

Deer and Elk Management. The establishment and
achievement of population targets for deer and elk in
Alternatives B, C and D would benefit both those
species and the habitat on which they depend.
However, proposed monitoring levels in Alternatives A
and D may not be sufficient to develop effective
population targets.

In Alternative A, the Service would not actively pursue
population targets, which could result in long-term
impacts to ungulate populations and their habitat and
adverse impacts on habitat quality for Preble’s and
other species due to overbrowsing or overgrazing.

Trail Development and Use. While the impacts of new
trail construction in Alternatives B and D would be
negligible, public use of some trails could result in
moderate long-term adverse impacts to wildlife species
due to an increased human presence that may alter
wildlife movement and foraging patterns. These
impacts would be more pronounced in Alternative D,
where several trails run adjacent to riparian areas and
could disturb potential raptor nesting habitat. The
combination of trails in the Rock Creek drainage in
Alternative D could result in a moderate to major
impact to wildlife and habitat in that area. Some trail
impacts could be reduced by the enforcement of
seasonal trail closures.
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Chapter 1.

. o Figure 1. Regional Location.
The Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site is a

6,240-acre former nuclear defense facility operated by
the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE). The site is 16 ’
miles northwest of Denver, Colorado on the borders of [P
Boulder, Broomfield, and Jefferson counties (Figure r
1). The DOE acquired 2,519 acres in 1951, and an I !
additional 4,027 acres in 1974 and 1975. Of these l 1A
acres, 305 acres have been conveyed to the DOE's N A L
Wind Technology Site northwest of the site. All L ] A
weapons manufacturing was performed in a 600-acre o — =1 N oy

area in the middle of the site known as the Industrial el i S e

Area. The area surrounding the Industrial Area is L "'1“1_'*:.- s il a =
known as the Buffer Zone. T ;

" [ e -,_ .
In 1992, the mission of the Rocky Flats site changed
from weapons production to environmental cleanup -
and closure. The DOE is completing the cleanup in i 1S
accordance with the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement ' 4 M .L
(RFCA) under oversight by the U.S. Environmental el | ™
Protection Agency (EPA) and the Colorado o y
Department of Public Health and Environment - k&
(CDPHE). The RFCA is a legally binding agreement
between the EPA, CDPHE, and DOE that establishes

Tk

Y g A e e e g i il
ol '-.\"- - -~

the regulatory guidelines and framework for site . . .
cleanup. Because the EPA, CDPHE, and DOE signed L Selgwce ((:jon’flpgetgs_fmal CCP/EIS and issues
the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, these three a ecord ot Leciston

operations and maintenance of cleanup

During the comment period on the Draft CCP and EIS, o e
monitoring facilities

numerous commentors had questions or concerns about

the process of becoming a Refuge. Five sequential 3. EPA certifies completion of the cleanup
steps must be completed before Rocky Flats becomes a

Refuge. The steps, discussed in more detail in the 4. DOE transfers land to Department of the
following sections, are: Interior

5. Department of the Interior establishes the
Refuge and Service begins management and
implementation of the CCP

DOE is currently completing a wide range of interim
cleanup actions. When these activities are completed,
expected sometime between 2005 and 2006, the DOE
will prepare a Remedial Investigation/ Feasibility
Study (RI/FS) report describing any remaining
contamination at the site. The report also will describe
any additional cleanup actions that DOE may need to
take. The report will be summarized in a document
known as the Proposed Plan, which will be released for

_ . public comment before being finalized. After public
The Refuge site was a former nuclear defense facility comment has been incorporated, the Proposed Plan
operated by the DOE.




will become the basis for a Corrective Action
Decision/Record of Decision (CAD/ROD), which the
RFCA Parties will sign. The CAD/ROD wiill
determine the need for any additional cleanup, long-
term monitoring, and land use controls necessary for
the site.

Under the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of
2001 (P L. 107-107) (Refuge Act - Appendix A), the site
will become the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
and be managed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) when the EPA certifies that cleanup and
closure at Rocky Flats have been completed and that
all response actions are operating properly and
successfully. O&M associated with response actions
will be ongoing. "Response actions" are cleanup
activities currently being undertaken or monitoring
and maintenance activities following cleanup by the
DOE at the Rocky Flats site. The EPA will not certify
that cleanup and closure at Rocky Flats has been
completed until after the RFCA Parties sign the
CAD/ROD. After EPA certification, DOE will transfer
much of Rocky Flats to the Department of the Interior
and the Service will manage it as a National Wildlife
Refuge. DOE will be required to conduct post-closure
environmental monitoring and remedy maintenance in
accordance with a post-closure, long-term stewardship
agreement approved by EPA and CDPHE. DOE will
also review the cleanup remedy at least every 5 years
with the EPA and CDPHE. The EPA and CDPHE
can require DOE to undertake additional actions if
post-cleanup monitoring indicates the cleanup is not
protective of human health and the environment.

The majority of the site has remained undisturbed
since its acquisition, and provides habitat for many
wildlife species, including two species that are
federally listed as threatened (bald eagle and
Preble’s meadow jumping mouse). Establishing the
site as a unit of the National Wildlife Refuge System
(NWRS) will promote the preservation and
enhancement of its natural resources for present
and future generations.

This document is a Final Comprehensive
Conservation Plan (CCP) and Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Rocky Flats National
Wildlife Refuge. Once finalized, the CCP will guide
management of Refuge operations, habitat
restoration, and visitor services for the next 15 years.
Guidance will be provided in the form of goals,
objectives, strategies (Chapter 2) and compatibility
determinations (Appendix B). Compatibility is

discussed in more detail in a following Compatibility
Policy section. The Final CCP will be based on a
Record of Decision (ROD) that will identify a selected
alternative. The selected alternative can be one of the
alternatives in this final CCP/EIS or it can be a new
alternative developed from a combination of the draft
alternatives. This final EIS evaluates and compares
four alternatives for managing wildlife, habitats, and
human use of the proposed Refuge. It also describes the
effects of restoration and visitor use on important
physical, biological, social, and cultural resources.

1.1. LEGAL AND POLICY GUIDANCE

Refuges are managed to achieve the mission and goals
of the NWRS and the designated purpose of the
Refuge unit as described in establishing legislation or
executive orders, or other establishing documents. Key
concepts and guidance of the NWRS are provided in
the Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (PL. 89-
669), the Refuge Recreation Act of 1962 (PL. 87-714),
Title 50 of the Code of Federal Regulations, the Fish
and Wildlife Service Manual and, most recently, the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of
1997 (PL. 105-57) (Improvement Act). The
Improvement Act amends the Refuge System
Administration Act by providing a unifying mission for
the NWRS, a new process for determining compatible
public uses on refuges, and a requirement that each
refuge be managed under a CCRP. The Improvement
Act states that wildlife conservation is the priority of
NWRS lands and that the Secretary of the Interior will
ensure the biological integrity, diversity and
environmental health of refuge lands are maintained.
The Improvement Act requires the Service to monitor
the status and trends of fish, wildlife and plants in each
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refuge. A list of other laws and executive orders that
may affect the CCP for Rocky Flats NWR or the
Service’s implementation of the CCP is provided in
Appendix C.

U.S. FisH & WILDLIFE SERVICE

The Service, an agency within the Department of the
Interior, will manage the Rocky Flats NWR. The
Service is the primary federal agency responsible for
conserving and enhancing the nation’s fish and wildlife
populations and their habitats. Although the Service
shares this responsibility with other federal, state,
tribal, local and private entities, the Service has specific
trust responsibilities for migratory birds, threatened
and endangered species, and certain anadromous fish
and marine mammals. The Service also has similar
trust responsibilities for the lands and waters it
administers to support the conservation and
enhancement of fish and wildlife.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM
MissioN AND GOALS

The mission of the NWRS is:

“To administer a national network of lands
and waters for the conservation,
management and where appropriate,
restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant
resources and their habitats within the
United States for the benefit of present and
Juture generations of Americans.”

(National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement
Act of 1997.)

Since the first refuge was established in 1903, the
NWRS has grown to more than 92 million acres in size.
It includes more than 500 refuges, with at least one in
every state and over 3,000 Waterfowl Production
Areas. The needs of wildlife and their habitats come
first on refuges, in contrast to other public lands
managed for multiple uses.

Administration, management and growth of the NWRS
are guided by the following goals:

= To fulfill the Service’s statutory duty to
achieve refuge purpose(s) and further the
System mission

= To conserve, restore where appropriate, and
enhance all species of fish, wildlife and

plants that are endangered or threatened
with becoming endangered

To perpetuate migratory bird,
interjurisdictional fish, and marine
mammal populations

To conserve a diversity of fish, wildlife
and plants

To conserve and restore as appropriate
representative ecosystems of the United
States, including the ecological processes
characteristic of those ecosystems

To foster understanding and instill
appreciation of native fish, wildlife and
plants and their conservation, by providing
the public with safe, high quality and
compatible wildlife-dependent public use.
Such use includes hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation and photography and
environmental education and interpretation

ComPATIBILITY PoLicy

Lands within the NWRS are different from federal
multiple-use public lands, such as National Forest
System lands, because they are closed to all public
uses unless specifically and legally opened. A refuge
use is not allowed unless it is determined to be
compatible. Recreational uses, including all actions
associated with a recreational use, refuge management
economic activities, or other use by the public, are
considered to be a refuge use. A compatible use is a
use that, in the sound professional judgment of the
Refuge Manager, will not materially interfere with or
detract from the fulfillment of the mission of the
NWRS or the purposes of the Refuge. Sound
professional judgment is defined as a decision that is
consistent with principles of fish and wildlife
management and administration, available science and
resources, and adherence with law. The Improvement
Act also states that compatible wildlife-dependent
recreation uses are legitimate and appropriate priority
general public uses. Six uses, hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation, wildlife photography, environmental
education, and interpretation, are to receive enhanced
consideration in planning and management over all
other general public uses of the NWRS. Whenever
they are determined to be compatible, and consistent
with public safety, these uses are to be provided on
units of the NWRS.

Compatibility determinations are written
determinations signed and dated by the Refuge



Manager with concurrence of the Regional Chief,
National Wildlife Refuge System, stating that a
proposed or existing use of a national wildlife refuge
is or is not a compatible use. Compatibility
determinations are typically completed as part of the
CCP or step-down management plan process. Draft
compatibility determinations are open to public input
and comment. Once a final compatibility
determination is made by the Refuge Manager, with
Regional Chief concurrence, it is not subject to
administrative appeal.

Facilities and activities associated with recreational
public uses, or where there is an economic benefit
associated with a use, require compatibility
determinations. Refuge management activities such
as invasive species control, prescribed fire, scientific
monitoring and facilities for managing a refuge do not
require compatibility determinations.

Four compatibility determinations for public
recreational activities proposed in Alternative B (the
Preferred Alternative) can be found in Appendix B.
Drafts of these compatibility determinations were
available for public review and comment as part of the
Draft CCP/EIS. Additional draft compatibility
determinations are likely to be prepared and issued for
public comment during the life of the plan in response
to step-down management plans that may call for
implementation of a refuge economic use (e.g. grazing),
for specific research projects, or in response to third
party requests for other refuge uses not addressed in
this plan.

1.2. REFUGE SIGNIFICANCE, PURPOSE,
VISION AND GOALS

SIGNIFICANCE

In the Refuge Act, Congress found that the Rocky
Flats site had several significant qualities:

= The majority of the Rocky Flats site has
generally remained undisturbed since its
acquisition by the federal government.

= The State of Colorado is experiencing
increasing growth and development,
especially in the metropolitan Denver Front
Range area in the vicinity of the Rocky
Flats site. That growth and development
reduces the amount of open space and
thereby diminishes for many metropolitan
Denver communities the vistas of the
striking Front Range mountain backdrop.

© Mauro

Deer with fawn.

= The Rocky Flats site provides habitat for
many wildlife species, including a number of
threatened and endangered species, and is
marked by the presence of rare xeric
tallgrass prairie plant communities.
Establishing the site as a unit of the NWRS
will promote the preservation and
enhancement of those resources for present
and future generations.

PURPOSE AND DIRECTION

As discussed previously, the Rocky Flats NWR was
established by the Refuge Act. The Refuge Act
identified four purposes of the Rocky Flats NWR:

= Restoring and preserving native ecosystems

= Providing habitat for and population



management of native plants and migratory
and resident wildlife

= Conserving threatened and endangered
species (including species that are
candidates for listing under the Endangered
Species Act)

= Providing opportunities for compatible
scientific research

The Refuge Act also provided some direction for
managing the Refuge. The Service is to manage the
Refuge to ensure that wildlife-dependent public uses
and environmental education and interpretation are the
priority public uses of the Refuge and to comply with
all response actions.

VISION

At the beginning of the planning process, the Service
developed a vision for the Refuge. A vision describes
what will be different in the future as a result of the
CCP and is the essence of what the Service is trying to
accomplish at the Refuge. The vision is a future-
oriented statement designed to be achieved through
Refuge management by the end of the 15-year CCP
planning horizon. The vision for the Refuge is:

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge is a
healthy expanse of grasslands, shrublands
and wetlands, including rare xeric
tallgrass prairie, where natural processes
support a broad range of native wildlife.
The Refuge provides striking mountain
and prairie views and opportunities to
appreciate the Refuge resources in an
urbanized area through compatible
wildlife-dependent public uses and
education. Working with others, the Refuge
conserves the unique biotic commumnities
and sustains wildlife populations at the
mterface of mountains and prairies on
Colorado’s Front Range.

GoALS

The Service also developed a set of goals based on the
Refuge Act and information developed during project
planning. The Service established six goals for
Refuge management.

Goal 1. Wildlife and Habitat Management. Conserve,
restore and sustain biological diversity of the native

flora and fauna of the mountain/prairie interface with
particular consideration given to threatened and
endangered species.

Goal 2. Public Use, Education and Interpretation.
Provide visitors and students high quality
recreational, educational and interpretive
opportunities and foster an understanding and
appreciation of the Refuge’s xeric tallgrass prairie,
upland shrub and wetland habitats; native wildlife; the
history of the site; and the NWRS.

Goal 3. Safety. Conduct operations and manage public
access in accordance with the final Rocky Flats’
cleanup decision documents to ensure the safety of the
Refuge visitors, staff and neighbors.

Goal 4. Effective and Open Communication. Conduct
communication outreach efforts to raise public
awareness about the Refuge programs, management
decisions and the mission of the Service and the
NWRS among visitors, students and nearby residents.

Goal 5. Working with Others. Foster beneficial
partnerships with individuals, government agencies,
non-governmental organizations, and others to
promote resource conservation, compatible wildlife-
related research, public use, site history and
infrastructure.

Goal 6. Refuge Operations. Based on available funds,
provide facilities and staff to fulfill the Refuge vision
and purpose.

1.3. PROPOSED ACTION/PREFERRED
ALTERNATIVE

The Service will adopt and implement a CCP for the
Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. Alternative B,
which addresses the major issues identified during
public scoping and is consistent with sound fish and
wildlife management, was identified as the Service's
proposed action for the Draft CCP/EIS. For this Final
CCPI/EIS, the Alternative B is identified as the
“Preferred Alternative”.

1.4. PLANNING PROCESS

The Final CCP and EIS for the Rocky Flats NWR is
intended to comply with the Improvement Act, and the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and their
implementing regulations. The Service issued a final
refuge planning policy in 2000 that established



requirements and guidance for NWRS planning,
including CCPs and step-down management plans, and
ensured that planning efforts comply with the
provisions of the Improvement Act (U.S Fish &
Wildlife Service 2000). The planning policy identified
several steps of the CCP and EIS process (Figure 2):

= Form a planning team and conduct
pre-planning

Initiate public involvement and scoping

« Review Draft Vision Statement and Goals
and determine significant issues

Develop and analyze alternatives, including
the Preferred Alternative

Prepare Draft CCP and EIS

Prepare and adopt Final CCP and EIS and
issue a ROD

Implement plan, monitor and evaluate

Review and revise plan

The Service began the pre-planning process after the
Refuge Act was passed in December 2001. A planning

team composed of Service staff and outside consultants
was formed in May 2002. The planning team held an
interagency workshop to identify a draft Refuge vision
and goals in July 2002.

The planning team also developed a public
involvement/outreach plan that described how
agencies and the public could participate in the
planning process (U.S Fish & Wildlife Service 2002).
Public involvement in the planning process ensured
that interested and affected individuals, organizations,
agencies and governmental entities were consulted
and provided opportunities to participate. Public
involvement in the Refuge CCP/EIS process served
the following functions:

= Informed public about Rocky Flats NWR

= Collected public input on key issues and
concerns and

= Provided help in determining management
direction of Rocky Flats NWR

Several communication tools were used to engage the
public, including “planning updates” to provide periodic
reports to stakeholders, workshops to solicit public
input, and a webpage for posting general information

A. PREPLANNING:
PLAN THE PLAN

H. ReviEw AND ReviSE - - B. INITIATE PuBLIC
PLAN INVOLVEMENT AND SCOPING
- Public involvement when - Involve the public
applicable
T The ‘

G. IMPLEMENT PLAN, Comprehensive C. Review VisioN
MONITOR AND EVALUATE ) STATEMENT AND GOALS AND
- Public involvement when Conservation DETERMINE SIGNIFICANT

applicable i [SSUES
Planning Process and
1 NEPA Compliance ‘

F. PREPARE AND ADOPT
FINAL PLAN

D. DEVELOP AND ANALYZE
ALTERNATIVES

- Respond to public comment
- Select preferred alternative || g

Figure 2. Comprehensive Conservation

E. PReraRE DRAFT PLAN

AND NEPA -
DocumenT (EIS)

- Public comment and review

- Reasonable range of
alternatives and a No Action
alternative

Planning Process.
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The amount and type of public use was a significant
scoping issue.

and planning documents. In addition, notifications of
public meetings and document availability were
distributed through Federal Register notices and
media press releases. Furthermore, presentations and
briefings of project status were made to key
stakeholder groups.

After the Service published a Notice of Intent to
prepare an EIS in August 2002, the Service held
scoping meetings in Broomfield, Arvada, Westminster
and Boulder, Colorado. The scoping period ended on
October 31, 2002. Public involvement with the planning
process is described in more detail in Chapter 6. Based
on the qualities, issues and recommendations identified
in the scoping process, as well as guidance from the
Improvement Act, NEPA and the Service's planning
policy, the planning team identified the significant
issues that are the focus of the CCP/EIS:

Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan & EIS

Chapter 1: Purpose and Need

= \egetation Management
= Wildlife Management

= Public Use

= Cultural Resources

= Property

= Infrastructure

= Refuge Operations

These issues are discussed in greater detail in Section
1.5. The Service prepared a scoping report that
describes in detail the scoping process and results (U.S
Fish & Wildlife Service 2003a). After scoping was
completed, the planning team collected available
information about the resources of Rocky Flats and the
surrounding area. This information is summarized in a
resource inventory report for the site (U.S Fish &
Wildlife Service 2003b). The resource inventory
provides the basis for Chapter 3.

This CCP provides long-term guidance for
management decisions; sets forth goals, objectives and
strategies needed to accomplish Refuge purposes; and
identifies the Service’s best estimate of future needs.
This CCP details program planning levels that are
sometimes substantially above current budget
allocations and, as such, are primarily for Service
strategic planning and program prioritization purposes.
This CCP does not constitute a commitment for
staffing increases, operational and maintenance
increases, or funding for future land acquisition.

The Improvement Act requires that a CCP be in place
for each refuge by 2012 and the public has an
opportunity for active involvement in plan development
and revision. The Service is committed to securing
public input throughout the CCP development process.

1.5. PLANNING ISSUES

Several significant issues were identified following the
analysis of all comments collected through the various
public scoping activities and a review of the
requirements of the Improvement Act and NEPA.
These issues, as well as the many other substantive
issues identified during scoping, were considered
during the formulation of alternatives for future
Refuge management. The significant issues are
summarized in the following sections.

Vegetation Management: Native plant community
preservation and restoration, fire management and
weed control.
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Wildlife Management: Wildlife species protection
and management, including strategies to address
species reintroduction, population management,
migration corridors and coordination with regional
wildlife managers.

Public Use: Policies and facility options to address
several scenarios, from no access to multiple
recreational and educational uses. This includes a
range of facility development to accommodate
these scenarios.

Cultural Resources: Preservation and recognition of
elements related to site history, including Lindsay
Ranch structures and Cold War heritage.

Property: Privately owned mineral rights,
transportation right of way, and adjacent land
owner relationships.

Infrastructure: Facilities, such as roads, fences, signs
and water systems, that accommodate Refuge needs
and user comfort/safety. Also includes surface water
hydrology and maintenance of water quality.

Refuge Operations: Staffing requirements and
management strategies to preserve significant
resources and coordinate with surrounding
communities and landowners.
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1.6. DECISION TO BE MADE

The decision to be made by the Mountain and Prairie
Regional Director of the Service is the selection of an
alternative that will be implemented as the Rocky Flats
National Wildlife Refuge CCR This decision will be
made in recognition of the environmental effects of
each of the alternatives considered. The decision will
be disclosed in a ROD no sooner than 30 days after the
Final EIS is filed with the EPA and made available to
the public. Implementation of the CCP will begin after
the DOE transfers primary administrative jurisdiction
of Rocky Flats lands to the Service and the Refuge is
formally established.

1.7. ADJACENT LAND PROTECTION

While the CCP/EIS does not constitute a commitment
for funding the protection of lands outside the Refuge’s
boundary, the Service may pursue habitat-protection
partnerships, conservation easements and/or
acquisition of lands west of the Refuge. The protection
of the grassland habitat that buffers the Refuge’s
western boundary (east of Highway 93) is important
for the health of ungulate populations that migrate
from the foothills down to the prairie. The protection
of wildlife corridors was raised as an issue in public
scoping and was frequently reiterated in subsequent
public meetings. Degradation of this habitat may deter

The Service has recommended a barbed-wire fence to demarcate the boundary between the Refuge and
DOE retained lands.
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Figure 3. Rocky Flats Industrial Area and
DOE Retained Area.

wildlife from migrating to the Refuge and threaten
existing ungulate populations that reside and/or calve
within the Refuge.

The Service is currently working on a new national
land conservation policy and strategic policy and
growth initiative. This policy will develop a decision-
making process for the growth of the NWRS and guide
individual refuges in evaluating lands suitable for
addition to the NWRS. The process will help ensure
that lands the Service protects are of national and
regional importance and meet certain nationwide
standards and goals.

The Service’s land acquisition policy is to obtain the
minimum interest necessary to satisfy refuge
objectives. Conservation easements can sometimes
be used in this context, when they are proven to be a
cost-effective habitat protection measure. In general,
conservation easements must preclude the
destruction or degradation of habitat and allow refuge
staff to adequately manage uses of the area for the
benefit of wildlife.

1.8. ACTIVITIES OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THIS EIS

The Rocky Flats site is undergoing cleanup by the
DOE with oversight of CDPHE and EPA. The
Service will not accept transfer of administrative
jurisdiction, or as discussed previously, assume full
responsibility for managing the Refuge until the EPA
has deemed the cleanup complete. It is not known
exactly how long cleanup might take, or what effect
cleanup activities might have on Refuge resources and
uses. The DOE currently anticipates portions of the
site will be transferred to the Service sometime
between 2006 and 2008.

The legislation establishing Rocky Flats NWR requires
that the DOE retain jurisdiction, authority, and control
over portions of Rocky Flats necessary for cleanup
response actions. DOE anticipates that it will retain
land in and around the Industrial Area to maintain
institutional controls, and to protect cleanup facilities
and monitoring systems. The DOE-retained area may
be up to 1,200 acres, but the area's final size and
configuration will not be determined until the final
cleanup is completed and the retained area is agreed to
by the RFCA Parties. The DOE retained area
tentatively identified is shown in Figure 3; it is subject
to change before DOE transfers lands to the Service.

Management alternatives for the DOE retained area
are not considered in this CCP because the lands will
not be part of the Refuge and the Service will not have
authority to decide how those lands are managed.
However, RFCA requires that the entire site,
including the area retained by DOE, be cleaned up to a
level that will protect human health and the
environment as well as ecological receptors.
Specifically, the cleanup will protect the Refuge
worker and the less exposed Refuge visitor. Existing
concentrations of plutonium, a contaminant found in
soils inside and outside the anticipated DOE retained
area, are very low in surface soils in the lands to be
transferred to the Service. Further characterization of
the future Refuge area is ongoing. Pursuant to
Attachment 5 of RFCA, which was approved by EPA
and CDPHE, DOE removed surface soils with a
plutonium level of 50 picocuries per gram (pCi/g) or
more (Figure 4). A curie is a unit of measurement for
plutonium, and a picocurie is a trillionth of a curie.
Fifty pCi/g will be protective of a Refuge worker who
is exposed to this level on a full-time basis at Rocky
Flats. DOE anticipates retaining certain lands
containing less than 50 pCi/g of plutonium for remedy-
related purposes. An example boundary for DOE
retained lands is shown in Figure 4. However, no
decisions have been made regarding the specific
boundary and acreage of the DOE retained lands.
These decisions will be made during the RI/FS-
CAD/ROD process described earlier. The majority of
land that will become the Refuge will contain less than
1 pCi/g of plutonium.

Some areas within the DOE retained area had a
plutonium concentration of more than 50 pCi/g. As
discussed in Chapter 3, elevated plutonium
concentrations are associated with an area known as
the 903 pad. As part of cleanup, DOE removed all
surface soils with a plutonium concentration of more
than 50 pCi/g around the 903 pad.



Table 1. Estimated Increased Cancer Risk from Exposure to Residual Contamination

Soil Plutonium Concentration

50 pCi/g 7 pCi/g 1 pCi/g 0.1 pCi/g
Area retained by DOE Areas to become the Refuge
1in 1in lin 1in
K
Refuge Worker 133.3 thousand 1 million 6.7 million 66.7 million
.. 1in 1in lin 1in
%
Refuge Visitor 227.3 thousand 1.7 million 11.1 million 125 million

Source: Point estimations from the Remedial Soil Action Level Model

*Exposure Assumptions:

Refuge Worker — 4 hours indoors and 4 hours outside for 250 days a year for 18.7 years
Refuge Visitor — 2.5 hours outside for 100 days a year for 6 years (child) or 24 years (adult)

The Service believes that the health risk from
working on or visiting Refuge lands would be low.
As shown in Table 1, the estimated increased cancer
risk from exposure to residual soil contamination of
7 pCi/g is 1 in 1 million for the Refuge worker, and
0.6 in 1 million (or 6 in 10 million) for the Refuge
visitor. As shown in Figure 4, the majority of the
public use facilities would be located in areas where
the residual contamination is much lower (less than
1 pCi/g).

Lands that would require additional safety
requirements or restrictions for either the refuge
worker or visitor will not be transferred to the
Service for the Refuge. The risk assessment efforts
that resulted in the 50 pCi/g surface soil cleanup
action level were inclusive of Refuge management
activities such as trail building, fence construction
and prescribed fire, and visitor use activities such as
hiking, biking, and horseback riding. The risk
assessment and cleanup protections were designed
to be safe for the Refuge worker, Refuge visitor, and
the greater community.

A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between
the Department of the Interior and DOE will guide
the transition of Rocky Flats to its status as a
National Wildlife Refuge. The Service does not
intend to accept transfer of primary administrative
jurisdiction for any land at Rocky Flats until the
MOU is finalized. Following cleanup and closure,
future agreements may provide for Service
involvement in managing the wildlife and habitat
resources on the retained area, under DOE
supervision. Because DOE will retain
administrative jurisdiction and manage the retained
area, which will be surrounded by the Refuge, the
Service is recommending a 4-strand, barbed-wire

fence that allows wildlife movement be built around
the retained area. The Service is also
recommending that appropriate signs be placed
near the boundary to distinguish Refuge lands from
DOE lands (see Appendix E, letter to RFCA
parties). Although no public access to the DOE
retained area is proposed in this CCR, and the
Service has recommended that the DOE retained
lands be posted with signs that prohibit public
entry, the cleanup levels being implemented will
result in a landscape that is safe for human entry.

The Service will not use the land at Rocky Flats for
residential or “bunkhouse” facilities during the life
of this CCPR If such a use is considered in the
future, the Service will obtain approval from the
CDPHE and the EPA, and will notify the public
during the planning process.

This EIS does not analyze different scenarios for
the cleanup activities because they are outside the
scope of Refuge management activities considered
in the CCP A cleaned-up site provides the baseline
for analysis. Detailed information describing the
remaining contamination at the site will be
presented in DOE’s RI/FS Report to be published
prior to EPAS certification of completion of the
cleanup. Readers interested in additional
information on cleanup activities should contact the
DOE at (303) 966-4546, the EPA at (303) 312-6251,
or the Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment at (303) 692-3300.

1.9. FUTURE PLANNING

The CCP will be adjusted to include new and
improved information as it becomes available over
the course of the CCP’s 15-year duration.




Implementation of the CCP will be monitored and
reviewed regularly during inspections and
programmatic evaluations. Budget requests and
annual work plans will be tied directly to the CCP
Fifteen years after the Refuge has been established,
the CCP will be formally revised, following the process
used on this CCP. Any substantive changes to the CCP
before the 15-year period will involve a public process.
However, the Refuge Manager has the authority under
Title 50 CFR, to take immediate actions outside this
plan as necessary to respond to emergencies and
protect wildlife and public safety.

The CCP describes the desired future conditions of the
Refuge and provides long-range guidance and
management direction. Chapter 2 describes objectives
and strategies that the Service would use to achieve
the desired future conditions. During the 15-year life
of this plan, the Service would prepare additional
plans, called step-down management plans. A step-
down management plan provides specific guidance for
the Service to follow to achieve objectives or
implement management strategies related to specific
management topics such as habitat, fire and public
use. Step-down plans will be developed as the need
arises. The preparation of new step-down plans
typically will require further compliance with Service
planning policies and procedures, including
opportunities for public review and comment. The
Service anticipates the following plans would be
needed at the Refuge:

= \egetation and Wildlife Management Plan

Integrated Pest Management Plan

Fire Management Plan

Hunting Plan

Visitor Services Plan

Health and Safety Plan

Historic Preservation Plan

A Visitor Services Plan would be an umbrella
document that would include interpretation,
environmental education, hunting management and
research protocols.
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Chapter 2: Alternatives

Chapter 2. Alternatives

This chapter describes the four alternatives analyzed
in detail in this EIS, including the Preferred
Alternative and the No Action Alternative. The
following sections describe how the alternatives were
developed, how they address the significant issues
identified during the scoping process, and how each
alternative would achieve the objectives and
strategies identified for the Refuge. The chapter’s
last two sections describe options considered but
dismissed from detailed analysis, and activities that
could result in cumulative effects when combined
with the effects of the Preferred Alternative.

© Nelson, RFETS

2.1. DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES

In 2002, the Service held several meetings with the
public and agencies to identify the issues and
concerns that were associated with the
establishment and management of the Rocky Flats
NWR. The public involvement process is Prairie coneflower in the mixed prairie grassland.
summarized in greater detail in Chapter 6. Based on
input from the public scoping process, as well as
guidance from the Improvement Act, the NEPA and
the Service’s planning policy, the planning team
selected seven significant issues that will be addressed
in the alternatives:

Xeric Tallgrass Prairie

Rocky Flats supports an example of the rare xeric
tallgrass prairie community, which is generally found on
cobbly soils in the western portions of the site. While
the quality and species composition of this community

1. \Vegetation Management .
vary, all of the xeric tallgrass management area has

2. Wildlife Management similar characteristics and management needs.
3. Public Use Wetlands and Riparian Corridors
4. Cultural Resources Located primarily along the drainages at Rocky Flats,
the wetlands and riparian corridors management zone
5. Property is generally composed of plant communities that
6. Infrastructure depend on moist c_ondltlons. While the vegetation
communities in this management zone range from
7. Refuge Operations various wetlands to riparian woodland, they all share
similar characteristics and management needs.
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ZONES . .
Mixed Prairie Grasslands

Early in the planning process, the planning team
identified three management zones that correspond to
general vegetation communities at Rocky Flats. These
management zones are xeric tallgrass prairie, wetlands
and riparian corridors, and mixed prairie grasslands.
These management zones were developed to organize
management concepts and provide direction to the
objectives and strategies under each alternative.

The eastern portions of Rocky Flats largely are
composed of short and mixed-grass prairie
communities. The various grassland communities in
this grassland management zone share similar
characteristics and management needs.

Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan & EIS 17



2.2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

Development of the alternatives was based on the
public scoping process and workshops involving the
planning team and Service staff. The public scoping
process identified the significant issues to be addressed
by the alternatives. The planning workshops allowed
the Service to develop a range of possible alternatives
and specific objectives and strategies for those
alternatives. The workshops resulted in four
alternatives that are analyzed in detail in this EIS. A
fifth alternative was considered early in the process,
but was eliminated from consideration (this alternative
is discussed Section 2.9). The four alternatives are:

= Alternative A: No Action

= Alternative B: Wildlife, Habitat and Public
Use (Preferred Alternative)

= Alternative C: Ecological Restoration

e Alternative D: Public Use

ALTERNATIVE A: No ACTION

In the No Action Alternative, the Service would not
develop any public use facilities and would not
implement any new management, restoration, or
education programs at the Refuge. In this alternative,
the Service would continue to manage the Rock Creek
Reserve in accordance with the Rock Creek Reserve
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
(DOE 2001). The Rock Creek Reserve is 1,800 acres
surrounding Rock Creek in the northern part of the
Refuge (Figure 5).

Management activities within the Rock Creek
Reserve would include ongoing resource inventories
and monitoring, use of prescribed fire, habitat
restoration, weed control, and road removal and
revegetation. As “caretakers” of remaining portions of
the site, the Service would emphasize minimal
resource stewardship (such as weed control) outside
of the Rock Creek Reserve. Public use opportunities
would be limited to guided tours to the Rock Creek
Reserve (Figure 5).

ALTERNATIVE B: WILDLIFE, HABITAT AND PuBLIC USE
(PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE)

Alternative B, the Service’s Preferred Alternative,
emphasizes both wildlife and habitat conservation
along with a moderate level of wildlife-dependent
public use. Refuge-wide habitat conservation includes

management of native plant communities, restoration
of disturbed areas, removal and revegetation of
unnecessary roads and stream crossings, management
of deer and elk populations, and protection of Preble’s
meadow jumping mouse habitat. Restoration would
strive to replicate pre-settlement conditions and would
use a variety of integrated pest management (1PM)
tools including prescribed fire and grazing.

Visitor use facilities would include about 16 miles of
trails, a seasonally staffed visitor contact station,
trailheads with parking, and developed overlooks
(Figure 7). With the exception of one trail opened
immediately, restoration would begin before other trails
are opened. Most trails would use existing road
corridors. Public access would be by foot, bicycle, or
horse, with limited car access to two parking areas on
the Refuge. A limited public hunting program would be
developed in collaboration with the Colorado Division of
Wildlife (CDOW). On- and off-site environmental
education programs would focus on the prairie
ecosystem and would target primarily high school and
college students.

The Service would provide compatible scientific
research opportunities focused on wildlife habitat and
interactions between wildlife and human use.
Partnerships would be sought with federal, state and
municipal agencies and private entities to help achieve
Refuge goals and conserve contiguous lands.

ALTERNATIVE C: ECOLOGICAL RESTORATION

Alternative C emphasizes Refuge-wide conservation
and restoration of large areas of wildlife habitat.
Restoration and management activities would strive to
replicate pre-settlement conditions. Restoration efforts

Figure 5. Rock Creek Reserve Boundary.
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would focus on disturbed areas such as road corridors,
stream crossings, cultivated fields and developed areas
and would use a variety of IPM tools including
prescribed fire and grazing.

Limited public use and minimal facility development
would occur in this alternative (Figure 8). Any
facilities on the Refuge would be built for specific
resource protection and management purposes.
Because of this, office space would be leased off-site.
One trail would provide access to the Rock Creek
drainage. Access would be limited to pre-arranged,
guided tours only. Environmental education programs
would be limited to publication and local distribution of
educational materials about the Refuge and its
ecological resources.

In Alternative C, the Service would facilitate increased
opportunities for applied research relating to long-term
habitat changes and species of special concern.
Partnerships would be expanded with governmental
agencies, educational institutions and others to assist in
wildlife and habitat protection, resource stewardship
and the preservation of contiguous lands.

ALTERNATIVE D: PuBLIC USE

In Alternative D, the Service would emphasize
wildlife-dependent public uses. Wildlife and habitat
management would focus on the restoration of select

m——
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plant communities and ongoing conservation and
management of existing native plant and wildlife
species. A variety of IPM tools would be used,
although prescribed fire and grazing would not be
used. Some roads and other disturbed areas not used
for trails or public use facilities would be restored
with native vegetation.

A broad range of public use opportunities would be
provided, including wildlife observation and
photography, interpretation, environmental education
and a limited hunting program (Figure 9). Access
through the Refuge would be provided by a 21-mile
trail system that would accommodate hiking, bicycling
and equestrian use. Most trails would be constructed
along existing roads. A visitor center would be
constructed on the Refuge or at a nearby location.
Environmental education efforts would include on-
and off-site programs for kindergarten through
college age students.

Research opportunities would focus on the integration
of public use into the Refuge environment and
interactions between wildlife and visitors. Partnerships
would be sought with various public agencies to help
sustain Refuge goals and preserve contiguous lands.
The Service also would work with local communities
and tourism organizations to promote wildlife-
dependent public uses on the Refuge.

[
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The Front Range mountain backdrop provides a beautiful setting for wildlife observation.



Table 2: Summary of Proposed Management Actions

GOALS ALTERNATIVE A — No Action ALTERNATIVE B — Wildlife, Habitat, & Public Use
Continue current habitat and wildlife Implement extensive habitat and wildlife
management practices that focus on the Rock management and conservation focused on the
Creek drainage. Limit habitat and wildlife restoration to pre-settlement conditions.
management i other areas to the protection of Accommodate wildlife-dependent public use.
existing conditions. Restrict general public Facilitate compatible scientific research that
use. Continue limited compatible scientific focuses on habitats, wildlife, and public use.
research opportunities. *Preferred Alternative

o Maintain current conservation and restoration Throughout the site, use a variety of techniques
Wildlife & approaches. Increase weed control and restoration (including prescribed burning) to restore disturbed
Habitat in the Rock Creek drainage only. areas, conserve native plant communities and wildlife

populations, and reduce coverage of invasive weeds.

Programs — Public access permitted by organized Programs — Access limited to a trail down to Lindsay
guided tours only. Public use programming limited Ranch during years 1-5. Following year 5, open Refuge
to the distribution of a Refuge fact sheet that to general public and provides interpretation and an
. outlines the Refuge’s history and its natural and organized youth/disabled hunting program.
Public Use, cultural resources.
Education, Environmental education programs for high school and
Interpretation No environmental education programming. college-level students.

Facilities — Public use facility development limited to Facilities — Hiking, biking and limited equestrian trails

a restroom facility. (16.5 miles total). Wildlife viewing blind, overlooks,
interpretive signage, kiosk, visitor contact station and
restrooms.

Staff — Trained staff knowledgeable about the site’s Same as A plus:

institutional controls, requirements, and resources.

Safety Visitors — Staff and outreach materials would inform
Visitors — All visitors would remain under the visitors about opportunities and restrictions for access,
supervision of Refuge staff. and any safety hazards.

Open & Effective Outreach limited to the distribution of a Refuge fact Programs and materials developed to inform the public

Communication sheet to interested parties that request information. about the Refuge’s resources, the NWR System, the

Service’s stewardship role, risk and management issues
and to recruit visitors and support for the Refuge.

Partnership — Maintain relationships with CDOW Partnerships — More extensive partnerships to address

. . and surrounding open space agencies and the conservation of habitat across boundaries, to

Working with landowners. interpret cultural resources and to recruit more

Others compatible scientific research.

Volunteers — Develop a volunteer program to assist
Refuge staff with public use programming and other
refuge operations.

Refuge 2 full-time employees. 4 full-time employees.

Operations

Renovate existing shed to house tractors and a small Construct a storage/maintenance building and a contact
office space. Maintain the existing stock fence. station with office space. Maintain the existing stock fence.




ALTERNATIVE C — Ecological Restoration

Maximize habitat and wildlife management and
conservation focused on the restoration to pre-
settlement conditions. Limit general public use.
Implement compatible scientific research that focuses
on habitat and wildlife.

ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Focus habitat and wildlife management on the
restoration of select plant communities and the
conservation of existing native plant commumnities and
wildlife species. Provide opportunities for a diversity
of compatible public uses. Facilitate compatible
scientific research focused on habitats, wildlife, and
the related impacts of public use.

Same as B plus:

Institute more extensive restoration and monitoring.

Throughout the site, restore some disturbed areas (no
burning or grazing), conserve native plant communities and
wildlife species, and limit the spread of invasive weeds.
Accept prairie dogs from off-site.

Programs — Access limited by organized guided tours only.
Public use programming limited to the distribution of a
Refuge fact sheet habitat types, wildlife populations and the
Service’s restoration practices and the development of
simple learning materials for high school college educators.

No environmental education programming.
Facilities — Limited facility development including a hiking

trail (0.6 miles), an overlook with an interpretive sign panel
and a restroom.

Programs — Greatest amount of public use opportunities
including increased natural and cultural interpretation
programs.

Environmental education programs expanded to serve
kindergarten - college-level students.

Facilities — Extensive facility development including hiking,
biking and equestrian trails (21.2 miles total), wildlife
viewing blinds, interpretive signage, kiosk, outdoor
classroom, visitor center and restrooms.

Same as A Same as B
Same as B Same as B
Same as B plus: Same as B

Partnerships — Partnerships and research emphasis is on
habitat and wildlife conservation.

Volunteers - Volunteers would assist with restoration and
conservation operations rather than public use
programming.

5 full-time employees.

Construct a storage/maintenance building and lease office
space. Maintain the existing stock fence.

8 full-time employees.

Construct a larger storage/maintenance building and a visitor
center with office space. Maintain the existing stock fence.




2.3. WILDLIFE AND HABITAT AND PUBLIC USE
MANAGEMENT DESCRIPTIONS

With many miles of trail, thousands of acres of
grassland habitat and a beautiful mountain backdrop,
the Refuge could become a popular destination for
wildlife enthusiasts, naturalists and students within the
Denver metropolitan area. The visitor experience at
the Refuge would be characterized by the Service’s
commitment to providing visitors with an
understanding and appreciation of the flora and fauna
of the prairie ecosystem. The Service’s efforts to
connect visitors to their natural resource heritage
would build upon regional efforts to promote an
appreciation for the grassland environments.

Given the current cleanup of the Rocky Flats
Environmental Technology Site and the Service’s
commitment to habitat conservation and enhancement,
the Refuge would provide an excellent opportunity to
educate the public about the processes of grassland
restoration and to actively involve them in the
rehabilitation of the landscape.

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT
Preble’s Habitat Management

Riparian and wetland communities at the Refuge
support habitat for a variety of wildlife species,
including the threatened Preble’s meadow jumping
mouse. In all alternatives, the Service would protect
and maintain Preble’s habitat throughout the Refuge.
While meeting the Service’s obligations under the
Endangered Species Act, the protection of Preble’s
habitat also would serve other species that depend on
riparian and wetland communities for survival.

Alternative A would protect and maintain Preble’s
habitat; Alternatives B, C and D also would direct the
Service to improve habitat for the mouse (and other
riparian species). Part of the riparian habitat
enhancement efforts in Alternatives B, C and D would
be the removal and revegetation of unused roads and
stream crossings. In Alternative A, this revegetation
would only occur within the Rock Creek Reserve.

In all alternatives, the Service would conduct surveys
of Preble’s habitat every 2 to 3 years to detect changes
in size and location of existing populations.
Alternatives B, C and D would expand the surveys to
include monitoring plant diversity in riparian areas.

In Alternatives B and D, where there would be trail
use through some riparian habitat areas, the Service
would seek funding and partnerships to assist in

monitoring the impacts of recreational use on Preble’s
and its habitat.

Xeric Tallgrass Management

The rare xeric tallgrass grassland community, which
dominates the pediment tops in the western portion of
the Refuge, is an important natural resource that needs
special consideration and management. In all
alternatives, the Service would manage the xeric
tallgrass to maintain the extent and improve the native
species composition of this community. The Service
would develop a vegetation management plan to direct
management efforts (including herbicide application,
biological controls, prescribed fire, grazing and
mowing) and would monitor species composition and
weed infestations every few years to ascertain the
effectiveness of management efforts. In Alternative A,
no grazing would be used and prescribed fire would be
limited to the Rock Creek Reserve. Prescribed fire
and grazing would not be used in Alternative D.

Mixed Grassland Prairie Management

Nearly half of the Refuge consists of mixed grassland
prairie communities. While these communities are
relatively common along the Colorado Front Range,
they play an important role in providing habitat for
various wildlife species. Management strategies for the
mixed grassland prairie include the use of prescribed
fire in Alternatives A, B and C and the use of managed
grazing in Alternatives B and C. In the southeast
corner of the Refuge, a former agricultural field has
been planted with non-native grasses. In Alternatives
B and C, the Service would revegetate this and other
disturbed areas with native grassland species that
would improve the extent and diversity of grassland
habitat. In all alternatives, additional management
strategies would be implemented in the mixed
grassland prairie communities according to the
objectives and strategies outlined under weed
management, prairie dog management, habitat
restoration and species reintroduction.

Road Restoration and Revegetation

Rocky Flats currently has over 70 miles of roads, of
which about 50 miles will be under Service jurisdiction.
All of the alternatives call for the removal and
revegetation of roads and stream crossings that would
not be used for maintenance access, fire control, trails,
or other Refuge purposes. The extent of restoration
efforts would be:

= Alternative A (in the Rock Creek Reserve): 12
miles of road; 7 stream crossings



= Alternative B: 26 miles of road; 13 stream
crossings

e Alternative C: 26 miles of road; 13 stream
crossings

= Alternative D: 24 miles of road; 6 stream
crossings

While Alternative C would have fewer roads and trails
overall, the length of road to be revegetated in
Alternative B is the same as Alternative C because in
Alternative B, a new trail segment would replace the
existing road in the Woman Creek drainage. See
Figures 25 and 26.

Weed Management

Noxious weeds present a tremendous challenge to the
health and diversity of native plants and wildlife habitat
on the Refuge. Under Alternatives B, C and D, the
Service would control the spread and reduce the
density of diffuse knapweed, Dalmatian toadflax and
Canada thistle during the 15-year timeframe of the
CCR In Alternative A, this reduction would only occur
within the Rock Creek Reserve; outside of Rock Creek,
the Service would control the spread of weeds, but
would not commit resources to weed reduction.

Under Alternatives B and C weed management
scenarios would employ a comprehensive IPM
approach, including the use of herbicides, biological
controls, mechanical removal, prescribed fire and
controlled grazing. Weed infestations would be mapped
annually. Prescribed fire and grazing would not be used
in Alternative D and no grazing would occur in
Alternative A. In Alternative A, however, limited
prescribed fire would be used in the Rock Creek
Reserve. Additional methods used in Alternatives B and
C would include informal surveys along roads and trails
and temporary fences to collect tumbleweeds which
disperse seeds with the wind.

Deer and Elk Management

While the sizes and locations of deer and elk
populations at the Refuge are well known, the carrying
capacity of the habitat at the Refuge relative to
population size has not been determined. In all
alternatives, the Service and/or CDOW would
determine a target population for deer and elk on the
Refuge and would seek to manage those levels. Tools to
attain these population goals include culling by Service
and/or CDOW staff. In Alternatives B and D, a limited
public hunting program also would be used.

Managing deer and elk within target population levels
for the Refuge would minimize the potential for
overgrazing and overbrowsing of sensitive riparian
habitat. In all alternatives, the Service would monitor
sensitive areas for such impacts.

Prairie Dog Management

The short and mixed grassland communities in the
eastern portions of the Refuge provide up to 2,460
acres of habitat for black-tailed prairie dog. About 113
acres of prairie dog colonies were mapped at the
Refuge in 2000. Due to recent plague outbreaks, about
10 of those acres are currently occupied. In all
alternatives, prairie dog populations would be allowed
to expand naturally within their primary habitat areas.
In Alternative A, this expansion would not be limited.
In Alternative B colonies would be limited to 750 acres,
in Alternative C colonies would be limited to 500 acres
and in Alternative D colonies would be limited to 1,000
acres. Alternative D would allow the Service to
evaluate the suitability of accepting unwanted prairie
dogs that are relocated from other jurisdictions; the
other alternatives would not allow prairie dog
relocation onto the Refuge.

Species Reintroduction

The task of restoring native species to the Refuge has
already begun. In 2003, two native fish species that
have been decreasing regionally were introduced into
Rock Creek. Additionally, the CDOW, the City of
Boulder, and Boulder County introduced a population
of sharp-tailed grouse onto their open space properties
north of the Refuge. In all alternatives, the Service
would continue to work with CDOW to facilitate
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Prairie dogs would be managed differently under each
alternative.



species reintroduction at the Refuge. In Alternatives B,
C and D, the Service would take active steps to
evaluate the suitability of additional species
reintroductions and to complete a management plan for
sharp-tailed grouse reintroduction on the Refuge.

Alternative C would promote the overall goal of
restoring the Refuge environment to pre-settlement
conditions. In Alternative C, the Lindsay Ponds on
Rock Creek, which currently provide habitat for the
reintroduced fish species, would be removed and Rock
Creek restored.

PusLic USE MANAGEMENT

This section offers a preview of the visitor experience
of the Refuge in each alternative. Alternatives A and C
would have limited and controlled access with few
visitors; for Alternatives B and D, the Refuge would be
open to the public for a variety of uses. The three
primary components that will shape the visitor’s
Refuge experience would be public outreach,
interpretation, and public use activities and facilities.
These components are described to illustrate how a
visitor would experience the Refuge.

The public outreach component describes methods
used to educate the potential visitor about the Refuge,
pigue their interest, and recruit them to participate in
public use programs. The interpretation component
identifies critical stories to be told and the natural and
cultural resources that will become the basis for
educational and interpretive activities. How visitors
access the site, what activities they enjoy, where they
travel and what facilities they encounter are outlined in
the public use activities and facilities component.

Public Outreach

Improving public perception of the Refuge by
informing visitors about the site’s natural resources
and addressing safety concerns is essential to the
development of successful public use programs. Past
concerns about contamination, radiation exposure and
other environmental risks have fostered apprehension
about visiting the Refuge. The Rocky Flats site has
been closed to the general public for over 50 years and
the lack of access opportunities has also contributed to
fearful speculation about the site’s condition.

In an effort to assuage public safety concerns, the
Service would develop public outreach programs in all
alternatives. The Service would attempt to build a
stronger base of public understanding, support and
stewardship within the Denver metropolitan area
through a variety of outreach methods.

Communication

The “Open and Effective Communication” goal
(described in Chapter 1) is driven by the Service’s
commitment to provide the public with clear
information about the safety of the site, instill
confidence in the Service’s ability to provide safe visitor
experiences and to develop community support for the
Service’s programs and management policies. In
response to the concerns raised during public scoping
regarding the site’s history and contamination, the
Service sees the value in developing a communication
goal to guide public outreach efforts. The goal clearly
emphasizes the importance of educating the public
about the Refuge, the Service and the NWRS.

With the exception of Alternative A (only limited public
outreach), all alternatives would include the
development of a variety of public outreach methods to
inform the public about environmental stewardship,
risk communication, CCP implementation, and the
mission of the Service and the NWRS. For example, a
visitor may learn about the Refuge and opportunities to
visit the site through media coverage, newsletters and
flyers, or by attending community events. To reach a
broad range of people, the Service would coordinate
with local partners to participate in community events
and provide input on local environmental issues. The
outreach efforts would be instituted during the first
year of the Refuge’s establishment and would be
ongoing throughout the life of the CCP Public outreach
efforts in Alternative A would be limited to the
distribution of a Refuge fact sheet to interested parties
that request information.

© UsFws
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Table 3. Interpretive Themes

Subthemes: Explore the various types of
habitat at the Refuge and promote
visitors’ awareness, understanding and
appreciation of both the prairie ecosystem
and the Service’s restoration efforts.

Theme: Wildlife: “Wildlife take refuge at Rocky Flats.”

Subthemes: Explore the relationships
between habitat types and the kinds of
wildlife they support.

Theme: Wildlife and People: “Wildlife comes first.”

Subthemes: Explore how wildlife and
people co-exist and how both will benefit
from habitat restoration and conservation.

Subthemes: Interpret the historical
periods that have shaped the site and
how generations have managed to
survive in the harsh climactic conditions
of the prairie landscape.

production site.

Theme: Habitat Restoration: “Diverse wildlife populations require healthy plant communities.”

Plants for Wildlife: Riparian and prairie plant communities including the rare
xeric tallgrass and tall upland shrublands provide shelter and food for wildlife.
Battling Invasive Weeds: Invasive weeds crowd native plants and degrade habitat
at the Refuge and throughout the West.

Restoring the Prairie: Restoring and maintaining the native prairie requires a
variety of tools and techniques.

Home to Wildlife: Refuge wildlife forage and nest in the grasslands, occupy the
riparian areas and migrate to and from adjacent open space lands.

Threatened and Endangered Species: Preble’s meadow jumping mouse, a
threatened species, resides in the riparian habitat found at the Refuge.
Returning to the Prairie: Reintroducing prairie species to the Refuge boosts
biodiversity and creates unique viewing opportunities.

Watchable Wildlife: Viewing wildlife in a natural setting.

Respecting Wildlife: While an enjoyable activity, wildlife observation requires
respect and consideration for wildlife.

Theme: History: “Native Americans, settlers and the DOE all used Rocky Flats. Today, it is protected for wildlife.”

Prehistoric Prairie Settlement: Native American activity on the plains — describing
settlements, hunting and day-to-day survival on the prairie.

Settling the Frontier: Homesteading on the Great Plains and the establishment of
the Lindsay Ranch.

Plutonium Trigger Production: DOE's development and management of a nuclear
weapons production site and the cold war history. The Service will work in
collaboration with the Cold War Museum to tell the story of the site as a nuclear

A Renewed Purpose: DOE'’s cleanup and closure of the production site and the
Service's ongoing efforts to restore and conserve the prairie in order to provide
habitat for wildlife and wildlife-dependent public uses.

Interpretation

The goal of the interpretive programs at the Refuge is
to inform the public about the Rocky Flats site,
educate about resident wildlife and their habitats, and
cultivate a stewardship ethic. Committed to fostering
an appreciation of the Refuge’s natural resources, the
Service developed interpretive themes that focus on
wildlife, wildlife habitat and the site’s history. Providing
the public with interpretive information would enhance
the public’s understanding of their surrounding natural
environment and increase support for the Service’s
habitat conservation efforts. Alternatives B and D
would include substantial interpretive programming
and signage. Alternative C would contain minimal
signage. Alternative A would not include interpretive
programs or facilities.

Interpretive Themes

Interpretive themes would provide a basis for the
development of public use activities and facilities in
Alternatives B, C and D. The themes capture the

essence and importance of ideas, concepts and features
that emerged from the Service’s review of the Refuge’s
natural and cultural resources.

The four themes represent the central messages that
the Service wants to convey to visitors. The themes
provide the foundation for all interpretive
programming and facility development. Each theme is
summarized by a simple statement and supported by
several subthemes. Linked specifically to certain
resources, the subthemes further define the stories
about Refuge resources and the Service’s role in
transforming the site (Table 3).

Interpretive Facilities

In Alternatives B and D, a variety of facilities would
be developed to help the visitor better understand the
interpretive themes. The primary interpretive
facilities would be signage, displays and a Refuge
website. Facility development in Alternative C would
be limited to an interpretive sign panel at the Rock
Creek overlook.
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Signage/Displays: Signs and displays varying in
design would help illustrate the historical and natural
stories of the Refuge. Listed below are the types of
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Under Alternatives B and D, volunteers would have

an opportunity to be involved in many aspects of
refuge operations.

signage a visitor would find upon entering and
exploring the Refuge:

< Roadside and Boundary Signs: Signage is

needed to notify people of the Refuge’s
location and direct visitors to the Refuge. In
all alternatives, a refuge entrance sign
would be placed outside the main entrance
along Highway 93, and the exterior
boundary would be posted with standard
NWR boundary signs. All alternatives also
would include small, metal boundary signs
along the fence line.

« Interpretive Signs: Located at all trailheads

and in selected spots along trails, small
signs would display a map and/or

interpretive facts about a specific location or

topic. Trailhead signs would include

information about the site’s history, clean up

and access restrictions.

Interpretive Sign Panels: Larger signs at
the Rock Creek and Highway 128
(Alternative D only) overlooks, the contact
station/visitor center, and Lindsay Ranch
would display interpretive information about
the Refuge’s resources and/or visitor
orientation information.

Directional Signs: Located at select trail
intersections, signs would provide visitors
direction and announce trail rules
and regulations.

Visitor Kiosk: Located outside the contact
station/visitor center in Alternatives B and
D, the kiosk would consist of three panels
fastened to a wooden structure. The kiosk
would provide orientation, regulatory and
interpretative information for visitors
entering the Refuge.

Interpretive Displays: Within the contact
station/visitor center, Alternatives B and D would
have both permanent and changing displays that
highlight the Refuge’s natural resources.

Website: In Alternatives B and D, a Refuge website
would provide a reference resource for students and the
general public to learn from their classroom and/or home
computer fun facts about the Refuge as well as scientific
data related to the grassland ecosystem and its wildlife.
The website would serve several education levels.

Interpretive and Environmental Education Programs
Outlined below are general descriptions of the types of
interactive and field-based interpretation and
educational activities for each alternative. Directly tied
to the interpretive themes, the programs would bolster
environmental awareness and appreciation by
highlighting the natural features and history of the
Refuge. Refuge staff would develop and run the
programs with the assistance of volunteers. Programs
would be tailored to attract a diversity of visitors and
the types of programs and their topics would change
seasonally. The programs listed below apply to
Alternatives B and D except where noted.

« Guided Tours: Included in all alternatives
although tours in Alternatives A and C
would be very limited and would be pre-
arranged with Service staff. Refuge staff or
a volunteer would lead interpretive walks
that focus on wildlife, habitat needs, or the
site’s other natural and cultural resources.
Tours would highlight unique characteristics
of the site and identify the interrelationship
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between prairie plant communities and
wildlife populations.

= Nature Programs/Presentations:

Conducted either in the field, in surrounding
communities, or in the visitor center,
presentations would offer an in-depth
explanation of a specific topic. To the extent
possible, Refuge volunteers and/or partners
would lead these programs/presentations.

= Hands-On Work: Programs developed to

recruit volunteer participation in prairie
restoration may include seed collection,
weed removal, or seeding. The work
activities would include information sessions
on restoration techniques and the benefits of
restoring prairie habitat. Volunteers also
may be involved with Refuge enhancement
projects such as trail construction and
general maintenance.

e Teacher Resource Guides and Workshops:

Refuge staff would develop teacher
resource guides that present the necessary
information for teachers to conduct their
own environmental education programs at
the Refuge. The guides would meet
Colorado’s model content standards and
would likely include pre-visit activities, on-
site activities, post-visit activities and
assessment activities. Additionally, the
Service would sponsor teacher training
workshops to familiarize local educators
with the Refuge’s resources.

Wildlife observation is a priority wildlife-dependent
public use.

Public Use Activities and Facilities

Although guided by a “Wildlife First” mission that
promotes the “conservation, management and where
appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant
resources and their habitats,” the Refuge System is
also committed to investing in public use facilities and
programs that foster an appreciation of the Refuge’s
natural resources. By raising public awareness and
understanding of the prairie habitat and wildlife, the
Service hopes to cultivate a land stewardship ethic
among visitors.

Access

In all alternatives, access to the site would be obtained
via a two-lane road off of Highway 93. In Alternatives
A and C, access would be pre-arranged with the
Service and the visitor experience would be limited to a
guided tour with Refuge staff. In Alternatives B and D,
the access road would direct visitors to orientation
information, trailheads and parking areas.

To tie into surrounding existing and proposed trail
systems, Alternatives B and D would include additional
access points located on the north, east and south
boundaries of the Refuge. Strategically located to
provide links to proposed trail networks, the secondary
access points along the Refuge boundary would permit
visitors to enter the site on foot, bike and in some cases
by horse. In these two alternatives, the Refuge would
remain open from sunrise to sunset.

Because visitors in Alternatives B and D would be able
to enter the site from a number of access points, each
entry would serve as a “use portal” where signage would
inform users about the distinction between where they
came from (e.g., municipal open space) and where they
are going (a National Wildlife Refuge). In addition to
clarifying access opportunities and restrictions and
information on the site’s history and cleanup, the
signage would inform visitors to the conservation
practices and priorities that may differ from
surrounding open space areas.

Wildlife-Dependent Public Uses

The four alternatives would present a spectrum of
wildlife recreation opportunities ranging from guided
tours, to hiking, to interactive interpretation programs.
While visitors in Alternatives A and C would be guided
through the site, visitors in Alternatives B and D would
explore and learn about the site independently with the
aid of interpretive facilities including signage, kiosks
and printed materials. Through the careful siting of
trails and the design of visitor use facilities, it would be
possible to shape the Refuge environment so that it
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Limited hunting, wildlife observation and photography would be included in Alternatives B and D.

invites exploration and reveals natural processes while
minimizing impact to sensitive areas. Interpretive and
educational programs would promote appreciation of
the ecology of the prairie environment and inspire a
greater appreciation for the Front Range’s remaining
grassland habitat. Dogs and other pets would not be
permitted on the Refuge in any of the alternatives.

Wildlife-dependent public uses that would be made
available to visitors in each alternative are as follows.

Alternative A

All public access would be pre-arranged with the
Service prior to entering the Refuge. In Alternative A,
the visitor experience would be restricted to a guided
driving and/or walking site tour and opportunities to
view or photograph wildlife would be incidental. The
Service tour guide would interpret the Refuge’s
resources throughout the site tour.

Alternative B
The visitor experience in Alternative B would include
opportunities for the public to engage in hunting,

wildlife observation, photography, interpretation and
environmental education. The public use activities
would be carefully managed to avoid harmful impacts
to wildlife and their habitat. Because the Service would
focus on restoration and facility development during
the first 5 years of Refuge operation, most of these
activities would not be instituted until the Refuge is
fully open to the general public (by year 6).

= Hunting: A highly controlled youth and/or
disabled hunting program would be held a
few weekends a year. This program would
allow youth and disabled individuals to hunt
deer and elk with the assistance of Service
staff (and Refuge partners) in a safe
environment where they would have
reasonable harvest opportunities. If
necessary, the Service could consider
expanding the hunting program to include
the general public (depending on wildlife
management needs). During special hunting
weekends, the Refuge would be closed to all
other visitors.



= Wildlife Observation and Photography:
Trails, blinds and overlooks would provide
numerous vantage points for observing
wildlife. Naturalists, photographers and
other wildlife enthusiasts would also enjoy
opportunities to view and photograph
wildlife off-trail (between October and May
in areas south of Woman Creek).

« Interpretation: Upon entering the Refuge,
visitors would find signage, maps and
interpretive panels outside a visitor contact
station. Interpretive and informational
materials at trailheads, overlooks, and the
contact station would educate visitors about
specific site resources such as grassland
restoration, early settlement of the prairie
and wetland ecology.

e Volunteers: A volunteer program would be
developed to provide support for Refuge
staff. Volunteers would assist with orienting
and educating visitors. Any visitor
interested in learning more about the
Refuge and, in turn, improving the Refuge
experience for others would have the
opportunity to volunteer.

e Environmental Education: Throughout the
life of the CCR the target audience for on-
and off-site environmental education
programs would be high school and
college-level students. During the initial
years of Refuge establishment (years 1
through 5), students would be encouraged
to engage in research-oriented and
independent study. Following year 5,
guided tours and other nature programs
would be designed to explore the site’s
natural and cultural resources and foster
an understanding and lasting appreciation
for the prairie environment.

Alternative C

In Alternative C, the Refuge staff would lead visitors
on guided walking tours along a trail leading to the
Rock Creek overlook. Upon request, the Refuge staff
also could conduct guided auto tours that would provide
opportunities to observe a diversity of habitat types.
Limited public access opportunities would be made
available upon Refuge establishment. Wildlife
observation, photography and interpretation would be
incorporated into the tour at the discretion of the
Service guide. No hunting or environmental programs
would be developed.
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Most of the trails would be converted from existing roads.

Public access would be restricted in Alternative C;
however, guided tours would seek to enhance a visitor’s
appreciation of the Refuge’s resources. The Rock
Creek overlook offers views of a variety of habitats
including riparian, wetland, xeric tallgrass and upland
shrub. The overlook and hike also would reveal the
Service’s ongoing restoration efforts including road
removal, stream crossing restoration, and re-seeding of
the historic Lindsay Ranch landscape. The overlook’s
elevated perch on the pediment above Rock Creek
would provide impressive distant views to the Rocky
Mountain foothills and the Indian Peaks.

Alternative D

Among the alternatives, Alternative D would offer the
greatest amount of wildlife-dependent public uses.
The Refuge would be open to the general public about
6 months to 1 year after Refuge establishment,
although it is likely that some of the facility
development and programming would be phased in
over the course of the CCP. Public use activities that
would be offered in addition to those described above
in Alternative B include:

- Wildlife Observation and Photography: A
more extensive trail system in concert with
additional wildlife blinds and overlooks
would increase opportunities for visitors to
view and photograph wildlife.

= Volunteers: A larger volunteer force
would allow for the development of
additional interpretive programming. The



Chapter 2: Alternatives

volunteers would be available to educate
visitors and host workshops, tours or
lectures. Enrollment in the volunteer
naturalist program would be open to the
public and would entail training by
Service staff on how to interpret the site’s
natural resources.

« Interpretation: Alternative D would have

the same programming as Alternative B,
but would have more facilities including a
visitor’s center and an outdoor education
facility. Located just inside the Refuge
entrance, a visitor center would attract
visitors, provide a central location for
visitor orientation and display
interpretive exhibits.

© Shapins Associates
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A pedestrian trail would overlook the Rock Creek drainage.

Alternative B

Biking would be allowed on all multi-use trails, but
equestrian use would be limited to the multi-use trails
in the southern half of the site. The southern multi-use
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trails would provide equestrians with links to adjacent

e Envi tal Education: The audience . . . .
TVIToimen veation trail systems in Westminster, Broomfield and Arvada.

for educational programming in this
alternative would be expanded to include
K-8th graders as well as high school and
college level students.

Off-trail use would be permitted seasonally in the
southern half of the Refuge. Off-trail use would provide
visitors with increased opportunities to view wildlife

Other Public Uses and to explore the grasslands.

In Alternatives B and D, visitors would have the
opportunity to bike and ride horses on some of the
Refuge’s multi-use trails. Although biking and
equestrian uses are not priority public uses, they
would provide means for visitors to access the
Refuge’s interior to observe wildlife and explore the
prairie landscape.

Alternative D

All multi-use trails would be open to equestrian and
biking use. Off-trail use would be permitted seasonally
in the southern half of the Refuge. Off-trail use would
provide visitors with increased opportunities to view
wildlife and to explore the grasslands.

A futwre trail would follow the road corridor down to the Lindsay Ranch barn in Alternatives B and D.

34 Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
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Facilities

The types and scale of public use facilities would vary
considerably in the four alternatives. Alternatives B
and D contain the greatest amount of facility
development. Facility development in Alternative A
would be limited to a portable restroom. In Alternative
C, facility development would consist of one trail, an
overlook and a restroom. The trail system in
Alternatives B and D would be planned to provide
access to a variety of habitat types and to facilitate
wildlife observation.

Alternative A

Other than providing a portable restroom, no public
use facilities would be developed. Visitation to the
Refuge would be by arrangement only and visitors
would most likely be taken on auto tours along the
access roads.

Alternative B

Facility development within Alternative B would
carefully balance opportunities for visitors to explore
the prairie with habitat conservation. Facility
development would include trails, trailheads, overlooks,
information kiosks, viewing blinds, contact station (with
restrooms) and parking areas.

For the first 5 years of Refuge establishment, the site
would only be open to the general public at scheduled
times and one trail (1.75 miles) to Lindsay Ranch would
be open to pedestrians. The initial trail would extend
from the parking area to the Rock Creek overlook and
make a loop within the Rock Creek drainage.

Outlined below are all facilities that would be
developed and open to the public 5 years after the
Refuge is established:

= Trails: Approximately 12.8 miles of multi-use

trails and 3.8 miles of pedestrian-only trails
would be developed. The majority of the
trails would follow converted road corridors
away from riparian areas. Trails within the
Rock Creek drainage and other sensitive
areas would be subject to seasonal closures
as needed to protect wildlife. Looped
pedestrian-only and multi-use trails as well
as connections to adjacent trail systems
would accommodate a variety of trail users.

= Kiosk: Within a kiosk located outside the

contact station, visitors would find maps of
the trail system, rules and regulations, and
information on Refuge wildlife and habitat.
The kiosk would consist of three sign panels
hung on a wooden structure. The kiosk
would be accessible to all visitors when the
contact station is closed. During the early
years of refuge establishment when access
is limited and before development of the
contact station, the kiosk will provide
information on current and future public
use opportunities.

 Equestrian Uses: Only multi-use trails in

the southern portion of the site would be
open to equestrian uses. Hitching posts
would be located near the contact station,
allowing equestrian users to hike to
Lindsay Ranch.

= Trailheads: All entries to the Refuge trail

system would be posted with signage that
clearly demarcates the visitor’s entry into a
National Wildlife Refuge.

= Overlook: Three overlooks would provide

views of the site and the outlying landscape.
The overlooks would be simple and
designed to fit into the prairie landscape.
They would likely entail a graded, gravel
area sited for its nearby and distant views.
The Rock Creek and Highway 128
overlooks would feature interpretive sign
panels. Benches at the Woman Creek and
Rock Creek overlooks would provide a
resting point for visitors.

= Blinds: Wildlife viewing blinds would be sited

to optimize observation opportunities. The
blinds would be designed to blend in with
the surrounding landscape and minimize
disturbances to wildlife.



= Parking: Four parking areas (spaces for about
54 cars and one bus) would be constructed. The
largest parking lot (30 spaces) would be located
at the entry drive terminus and adjacent to the
contact station. This main parking area would
be designed to accommodate horse trailers. An
additional parking lot (20 spaces) would be
situated on the site’s northern edge with
convenient access from Highway 128. Pull-offs
along the main access road, south of the visitor
contact station, and along Indiana Street would
provide additional parking spaces (3 to 4
spaces each) for visitors using trails in the
southern portion of the Refuge. All parking
areas would be gravel and enclosed by a post
and beam fence.

 Restrooms: Restrooms would be located near
and/or within the visitor contact station.

< Contact Station: A small structure
(approximately 750 to 1,000 square feet)
would house an interpretive display and staff
office space. The contact station would be the
primary orientation point for visitors where
they would collect information about the
Refuge. The station also would serve as the
meeting ground for guided tours and other
Refuge programs. Located outside the main
parking area, the contact station would be
staffed seasonally (e.g., weekends from May
through October), to provide visitor contact
with Refuge staff.

Alternative C

Public access would also be “by arrangement only”
and facility development would be minimal. There
would be no designated parking areas, blinds or visitor
contact station.

e Trails: Under the supervision of a tour guide,
visitors would be able to experience the
Refuge on foot. The approximately 0.75 mile
soft surface pedestrian trail would lead
visitors to an overlook on top of the
pediment. The trail would be built along a
converted road.

= QOverlook: One overlook would be located
above the Rock Creek drainage.

= Restroom: Toilets would be located at
the trailhead.

Alternative D

Alternative D would involve the greatest degree of
public use facility development. This alternative would
build on the facilities included in Alternative B and
include a more extensive trail system, more
parking/trailheads, facility development, a visitor
center and additional blinds and overlooks. Listed
below are facilities that would be built in addition to
those included in Alternative B:

e Trails: The trail system would expand
slightly on the trail routes planned for
Alternative B with the addition of 3.8 miles
of trails (21.2 total — 14.9 multi-use and 6.3
pedestrian-only).

= Equestrian Trails: All multi-use trails would
be open to equestrian use. Hitching posts
would be located at the parking areas
designed to accommaodate horse trailers and
at the Rock Creek overlook.

= Trailheads: With trailheads on the east,
west and north sides of the Refuge and a
trail connection with Arvada trails to the
south, Alternative D would provide several
access points and trail linkages. All entries
to the Refuge trail system would be posted
with signs that clearly demarcate entry
into a National Wildlife Refuge.

e Overlooks: An additional overlook (four
total) would be located in the northwest
corner of the Refuge along Highway 128.
This roadside overlook would allow
potential visitors to pull over and view the
Rock Creek drainage from the Refuge’s
northern boundary. All overlooks would be
identical in design to those in Alternative
B and would include interpretive sign
panels and benches.

= Blinds: A second wildlife
observation/photography facility would be
located in an optimal viewing location.

= Outdoor Classroom: A “living classroom” would be
designed to accommodate up to 60 students. The
structure would comprise a 1,000-square foot,
primitive shelter over a hard surface, with tables and
benches to accommodate students. Also included
would be 100-square feet of enclosed storage for
education materials and moveable furniture. Programs
conducted at the classroom would actively engage
students in the exploration and study of the prairie.



2.4 OBJECTIVE AND STRATEGY OVERVIEW

The following table provide a general overview of the
activities that are proposed in the CCP alternatives.
The table does not include all of the Refuge

Table 4. Objective and Strategy Overview

management activities and does not represent all of
the objectives and strategies. Detailed descriptions of
all of the proposed management actions are presented
in this chapter.

. = Activity is proposed for that alternative
¢ = Magnitude of activity varies

GOAL 1: WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT

ALTERNATIVES
A B C D

PREBLE’S HABITAT MANAGEMENT

Preble’s surveys
As needed, exclude ungulates from Preble’s habitat
Monitor effects of recreation on Preble’s

XERIC TALLGRASS MANAGEMENT

Vegetation Management Plan

Monitor species composition

Use restoration tools to stimulate growth
- Potential use of prescribed fire
- Potential use of grazing (cattle)

MIXED GRASSLAND PRAIRIE MANAGEMENT

v
v
v
v

Restore hay meadow to native prairie

ROAD RESTORATION AND REVEGETATION

Revegetate unused roads
Monitor restoration success

WEED MANAGEMENT

Develop Integrated Pest Management Plan

Control weeds with biological controls and herbicides
Potential use of grazing to control weeds

Potential use of prescribed fire to control weeds
Interior fencing to collect tumbleweeds

DEER AND ELK MANAGEMENT

Establish target populations
Use population control methods

- Culling

- Public hunting
Monitor for effects of overpopulation
Protect movement corridors
Monitor fawns

PRAIRIE D0G MANAGEMENT

Limit expansion of colonies

Monitor size and location of colonies
Exclude from Preble’s habitat
Consider relocations from off-Refuge
Monitor for plague

SPECIES REINTRODUCTION

Introduce/monitor sharp-tailed grouse
Complete grouse management plan
Monitor native fish reintroduction




GOAL 2: PuBLic Use, EDUCATION AND EDUCATION

A

ALTERNATIVES
B C D

PuBLIC ACCESS

Guided tours by arrangement

Open public access

Hiking trails

Allow bicycles and horses on some trails

INTERPRETATION AND ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION

o
o™
o

Implement on-site interpretive programs
Education programs for school students
Construct outdoor classroom

HunTING

Allow youth/disabled hunting

RECREATION FACILITIES

Trails

Overlooks

Wildlife viewing blinds
Visitor contact station
Visitor center

GOALS 3,4 and 5: SAFETY, COMMUNICATION,
AND PARTNERSHIPS

STAFF AND VISITOR SAFETY

Staff orientation/first aid training
Develop a Health and Safety Plan
Brief all visitors on safety issues
Provide safety information

OUTREACH AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE

Distribute Refuge fact sheet
Use several hands-on outreach methods
Coordinate with other agencies

CONSERVATION AND RESEARCH

Coordinate with other agencies
Partner to maintain wildlife corridors
Prioritize research needs

VOLUNTEERS

Create and implement volunteer program

GOAL 6: REFUGE OPERATIONS

v
v

STAFFING

Share staff with Rocky Mountain Arsenal
Biological staff

Public use staff

Fire staffing

Law enforcement staff

MANAGEMENT FACILITIES

S

v
v

Storage/maintenance facility
Small office space on-site
Prepare fire cache

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT

Develop Historic Preservation Plan
Stabilize Lindsay Ranch barn
Survey following prescribed fire




2.5. OBJECTIVES AND STRATEGIES

The objectives and strategies are the specific actions
that the Service would implement to achieve the goals
of the Refuge. An objective is a general statement
about what the Service wants to achieve on the
Refuge, while a strategy is a specific action, tool,
technique or combination of the above used to meet
objectives. Because each alternative has a different
emphasis, the objectives and strategies would vary by
alternative. The following sections provide the
objectives and strategies for each alternative. In

each alternative, the objectives and strategies are
arranged by the six goals discussed under the Goals
section in Chapter 1. Several goals were subdivided
into topics. For example, Goal 1 addresses wildlife and
habitat management. Objectives and strategies within
this goal were developed for species reintroduction,
deer and elk management, prairie dog management
and other topics.

An overview of the management activities that would
occur under each alternative is illustrated in Table 4. A
detailed summary of the objectives and strategies for
each alternative are summarized in Table 6 and the end
of Chapter 2.

Detailed descriptions of all the proposed management
actions are located in the text that follows.

GoaL 1. WiLDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT

Conserve, restore and sustain biological diversity of
the native flora and fauna of the mountain/prairie
mterface with particular consideration given to
threatened and endangered species.

The Refuge supports about 250 species of wildlife and
several rare or sensitive plant communities. While
some of these species and communities have specific
management requirements that are directly addressed
in the following objectives, there are many others that
are not specifically addressed. These include animals
such as the short-horned lizard and red-tailed hawk
and rare plants such as the tall upland shrubland
community and forktip three awn. The Service will
address these species and communities by focusing on
sustaining and improving the habitat conditions that
support their life processes. For example, the
protection and improvement of Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse habitat (Objective 1.1) would benefit
many other species that depend on riparian areas for
survival, as well as wetlands and the tall upland
shrubland community. Weed management strategies
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Preble’s meadow jumping mouse is a threatened species
found on the Refuge.

(Objective 1.5) would improve habitat conditions for
numerous grassland-dependent species, including the
short-horned lizard, various ground nesting birds and
small mammals, and some rare plants such as the
forktip three awn.

While it is not outlined specifically in the objectives,
the Service would continue to informally monitor
general wildlife populations and rare plant
communities on the Refuge. In addition, the Service
would work with CDOW, the Colorado Natural
Heritage Program, area universities and other
partners to ensure that general wildlife and rare
plants that are not directly addressed in the objectives
are protected and managed on the Refuge.

Objective 1.1—Preble’s Habitat Management

Background

As the only known federally listed species that resides
on the Refuge, it is the Service’s responsibility to
protect and conserve the threatened Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse and its habitat. The life history of this
species has not been studied thoroughly. What has
been gleaned from habitat studies is that the species is
a habitat specialist relying on well-developed shrub-
dominated riparian vegetation. Not only riparian areas
are utilized; upland shrub and grasslands provide
travel corridors, nest sites and forage. The
replacement of native vegetation by noxious weeds and
excessive grazing is shown to reduce the quality and
quantity of suitable Preble’s habitat (Compton and
Hugie 1993).

Alternative A
Beginning in the first year and throughout the life of
the CCR protect about 1,000 acres of Preble’s habitat
on the Refuge.

Rationale: The Service is obligated by law and agency
policy to protect Preble’s habitat where it exists



throughout the Refuge. Currently, about 1,000 acres of
riparian, wetland and adjacent grassland habitat areas
have the potential to support Preble’s. In Alternative
A, the Service would manage these areas to prevent
the degradation of Preble’s habitat on the Refuge.

Strategies:

1.1.1 — Every 2 to 3 years, survey each drainage for
the presence/absence and abundance of Preble’s using
live-traps in randomly selected linear transects
parallel to the stream, recording dominant vegetation
type at trap locations (Kaiser-Hill 2001).

1.1.2 — Allow natural revegetation of native species on
lightly used roads in Preble’s habitat including
unimproved stream crossings.

1.1.3 — While the species is under the consideration of
the ESA, consult with the Service’s Ecological
Services field office on actions potentially adversely
affecting Preble’s.

1.1.4 — Develop habitat-sensitive weed management
strategies for use in Preble’s habitat areas.

1.1.5 — Control noxious weeds in Preble’s habitat to
prevent an increase in weed distribution and density
using IPM tools (biological, mechanical, chemical
applications and limited prescribed fire).

Alternative B

Beginning in the first year and throughout the life of
the CCR protect Preble’s habitat, maintaining and
improving approximately 1,000 acres of Preble’s
habitat on the Refuge.

Rationale: In Alternative B, the Service would place a
priority on the protection and improvement of riparian,
wetland and adjacent grassland habitat that have the
potential to support Preble’s. Preble’s have evolved
with grazing and browsing by ungulates, especially
deer, and under normal circumstances should not be
impacted by ungulate behavior. If, however, Refuge
deer become overpopulated, over grazing/browsing
within riparian areas has the potential to adversely
affect Preble’s habitat in isolated areas.

Strategies:

1.1.1 — Establish permanent transects in each stream
drainage and survey these transects every 2 to 3
years for the presence/absence and abundance of
Preble’s using live-traps in linear transects parallel to
the stream, recording dominant vegetation type at
trap locations (Kaiser-Hill 2001; Burnham et al. 1980).
Establish exclosures to determine a baseline level of
browsing and grazing.

1.1.2-1.1.5 - Same as A.

1.1.6 — If necessary, protect Preble’s habitat by using
fencing and ungulate population control to exclude
grazing/browsing animals if the quality of the habitat
is threatened.

1.1.7 — Seek partnerships and funding for the
performance of biannual surveys for the presence and
distribution of Preble’s in areas where existing and
proposed Refuge recreational trails cross Preble’s
habitat using live-trapping in grid patterns that
encompass the stream and uplands. Record level and
type of recreation use in the Preble’s survey areas.

1.1.8 — Manage for species recovery as indicated in the
Service Recovery Plan (in draft 2003).

Alternative C
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies:

1.1.1 - Every 3 years survey established trapping
transects using line intercept method for foliage
density, foliage height diversity and plant species
diversity (Kaiser-Hill 2001; Burnham et al. 1980) in
the riparian woodlands, riparian and tall upland shrub
communities in Preble’s habitat. Record dominant
vegetation type at trap locations.

1.1.2-1.1.5 - Same as A.
1.1.6 — Same as B.
1.1.8 — Same as B.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies:
1.1.1- Same as B.

1.1.2-1.1.4 — Same as A.

1.1.5 — Control weeds by biological control and spot
mechanical and chemical application each growing
season to prevent an increase and density of
infestation in Preble’s habitat.

1.1.6 — Same as B.

1.1.7 — Establish a monitoring plan to determine the
effect of trails and recreation activity on Preble’s.



Objective 1.2—Xeric Tallgrass Management

Background

Xeric tallgrass prairie is a rare vegetation community
type that would be protected, maintained and
restored in suitable locations. Tallgrass prairie
evolved with the natural processes of fire and grazing,
which are important in supporting and invigorating
the prairie ecosystem. The disruption of these natural
processes renders the prairie community prone to the
establishment of noxious weeds that often out-
compete native plants. Infested native plant
communities are reduced in their capacity to support
native wildlife populations. A variety of techniques are
needed to restore healthy, balanced native
communities. IPM involves using techniques that
simulate natural processes and could include:
prescribed fire; revegetation with native species;
mechanical control methods such as mowing, root
grubbing and hand pulling; chemical applications;
grazing; and biological agents.

As IPM tools, prescribed fire and grazing are useful in
helping to control weeds, reduce plant litter, recycle
nutrients and improve the overall health and vigor of
the native grasslands. Prescribed fire would be
conducted considering state air quality regulations,
ecological timing (to maximize benefits to desirable
species and effectiveness in controlling weed species),
weather conditions and operational logistics. Grazing
for ecological restoration purposes would likely consist
of managed cattle for short periods of time to simulate
natural processes and invigorate native grasses
(grazing for the specific purpose of weed control is
typically conducted using goats). Monitoring of these
treatments and their effectiveness would allow the
Service to adapt and alter techniques to improve long-
term effectiveness.

Alternative A

Manage the existing extent (about 1,000 acres) of the
xeric tallgrass prairie within the Rock Creek Reserve
using IPM strategies (as described in Objective 1.5 -
Weed Management).

Rationale: In Alternative A, the focus would be on
controlling weeds throughout the 1,000 acres of xeric
tallgrass within the Rock Creek Reserve. In other
parts of the Refuge, xeric tallgrass management would
be limited to general weed management, as described
in Objective 1.5 - Weed Management. Prescribed fire
within the Rock Creek Reserve would be conducted to
stimulate native plant growth, reduce plant litter, and
help control weeds in the xeric tallgrass community.

Strategies:

1.2.1 — Within 2 years, produce a long-term vegetation
management plan that identifies detailed strategies
for weed management, restoration and xeric tallgrass
prairie species composition to be attained by the end
of the CCP.

1.2.2 — Throughout the growing season, conduct
informal monitoring of grasslands for noxious weeds.

1.2.3 — At a minimum, every 3 years survey selected
vegetation point intercept transects to determine
ground cover, vegetation density, species and species
richness, document effectiveness of weed control,
assess impacts of disturbance on plant communities,
track ratio of warm season to cool season species and
provide overall assessment of the status of the
tallgrass community (Kaiser-Hill 1997; Owensby
1973). Detailed surveys would be limited to the Rock
Creek Reserve.

1.2.4 — Use prescribed fire (in Rock Creek Reserve
only), mowing and other restoration tools to stimulate
the growth of native plants in the xeric tallgrass
community and reduce fuel for wildfire. Grazing
would not be used.

1.2.5 — Participate in regional efforts to implement
tallgrass prairie conservation measures.

1.2.6 — Suppress all wildfires.

Alternative B

By year 15, manage the existing extent (about 1,500
acres) of the xeric tallgrass prairie across the Refuge
to achieve an average relative cover of no less than
60 percent (% 4 percent) native grasses and 10
percent (= 5 percent) forbs, with no more than 10
percent of the average cover to be invasive non-
native species. Maintain the total number of native
species to be at least 80 percent of the about 285
plant species that have been identified in the
tallgrass community prior to Refuge establishment.

Rationale: Under Alternative B, the focus would be
on maintaining and improving the 1,500 acres of xeric
tallgrass across the site from the conditions that
existed at the time of Refuge establishment. IPM
techniques, as described in Objective 1.5 - Weed
Management, would be used to maintain the native
composition of species in the xeric tallgrass
communities. While the number of plant species within
the community fluctuates annually according to
climactic conditions, a total of about 285 species are
consistently found within this community. Not meeting
the objective as stated above does not necessarily



indicate the xeric tallgrass is critically imperiled but
would warrant a more thorough investigation.
Prescribed fire would be conducted Refuge-wide to
stimulate native plant growth, reduce plant litter and
help control weeds in the xeric tallgrass community.

Strategies:
1.2.1-1.2.2 - Same as A.

1.2.3 - Same as A, except: Surveys would be
conducted in xeric tallgrass areas Refuge-wide.

1.2.4 — Use prescribed fire in conjunction with other

restoration tools such as grazing, mowing, herbicides
and biological controls to simulate natural processes

that once existed at Rocky Flats.

1.2.5-1.2.6- Same as A.

1.2.7 — Use prescribed fire in areas identified in
Figure 10. Prescribed fire may be used in grassland
areas at a average frequency of 5 to 7 years (riparian
areas 5 to 10 years). These can occur for two years in
a row but not less frequently than once every 10 tol12
years. Burn areas would average about 200 to 500
acres per year of both xeric and mixed grasslands and
portions of riparian communities across the site.

1.2.8 — Use grazing in areas identified in Figure 10.
Grazing on a specific grassland area would be limited
to short duration with high animal numbers (flash
grazing for an average of 2 weeks) as identified in the
Vegetation and Wildlife Management Plan.
Temporary paddocks with electric fencing would be
used to contain livestock in specific areas.

1.2.9 — Monitor ecological conditions before and after
the application of any specific restoration tool.

1.2.10 — In accordance with Objective 3.2 - Visitor
Safety, close the Refuge to all public use prior to and
during the use of prescribed fire on the Refuge.

Alternative C
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies:
1.2.1-1.2.2 - Same as A.

1.2.3-1.2.4 — Same as B.
1.25-1.2.6 - Same as A.
1.2.7-1.2.9 - Same as B.

Alternative D
Same as B.
Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies:
1.2.1-1.2.2 - Same as A.

1.2.3 - Same as B.

1.2.4 — Do not use prescribed fire or grazing. Use
other restoration tools such as mowing, herbicides and
biological controls.

1.25-1.2.6 — Same as A.
Objective 1.3—Mixed Grassland Prairie Management

Background

Nearly one half of the Refuge is vegetated with
shortgrass prairie communities, including mesic mixed
grassland, xeric needle and thread grassland, short
grassland, and reclaimed mixed grassland. While these
communities are habitat for a variety of wildlife species
on the Refuge, the Service has not outlined very many
specific management strategies for the mixed
grassland prairie at the Refuge. Instead, management
strategies that are important to these prairie
communities, including managing weeds, managing
prairie dogs, restoring unused roads and sustaining
habitat for introduced species, are covered under other
wildlife and habitat management objectives. However,
because many native wildlife species rely on diverse
habitat components that are not present in agricultural
fields, hay meadows, or a monoculture of plant species,
the Service has outlined specific management
strategies related to restoration of these areas.
Maintenance and enhancement of these mixed
grassland prairie communities is integral to other, more
specific objectives.

As outlined in Objective 1.5 - Weed Management, a
variety of IPM tools, including managed grazing and
prescribed fire, would be used to maintain the health
and integrity of the mixed grassland prairie
communities. Prescribed fire would be conducted
considering state air quality regulations, ecological
timing (to maximize benefits to desirable species and
effectiveness in controlling weed species), weather
conditions and operational logistics. Grazing for
ecological restoration purposes would likely consist of
managed cattle for short periods of time to simulate
natural processes and invigorate native grasses
(grazing for the specific purpose of weed control is
typically conducted using goats). Monitoring of these



treatments and their effectiveness allows for
adaptation and alteration of techniques to improve
long-term effectiveness.

Alternative A

Through the life of the CCR, maintain and improve the
vigor and native species composition of short and mesic
mixed grassland habitat according to the management
objectives for weed management, prairie dog
management, habitat restoration and species
reintroduction.

Rationale: The mixed grassland prairie communities
at the Refuge provide habitat for a variety of wildlife
species. In Alternative A, these communities would be
managed according to the specific purposes of other
objectives. Prescribed fire would be conducted in the
Rock Creek Reserve to stimulate native plant growth,
reduce plant litter and help control weeds in the mixed
grassland prairie communities.

Strategies:

1.3.1 — Use IPM strategies to control or reduce
noxious weed infestations and maintain or improve
the vigor of native short and mesic grassland
according to Objective - 1.5 Weed Management and
Objective 1.4 - Road Restoration and Revegetation.

1.3.2 — Allow short and mesic grassland communities
to support prairie dog expansion, according to
Objective 1.7 - Prairie Dog Management.

1.3.3 — Maintain short and mesic grassland
communities as needed to support the reintroduction
of sharp-tailed grouse or other species, as directed
under Objective 1.8 - Species Reintroduction.

1.3.4 — Suppress all wildfires.

1.3.5 — Use prescribed fire (in Rock Creek Reserve
only), mowing and other restoration tools to stimulate
the growth of native plants in the mixed grassland
prairie communities and reduce fuel for wildfire.
Grazing would not be used.

Alternative B

Same as A, except restore 300 acres of non-native
grassland in the southeast corner of the Refuge (hay
meadow), as well as other reclaimed grassland areas, to
a native mixed grassland community.

Rationale: The mixed grassland prairie communities
at the Refuge provide habitat for a variety of wildlife
species. In Alternative B, the Service would restore
non-native grassland areas, including the hay meadow,
to improve the diversity of habitat for a variety of

species. In addition, the mixed grassland prairie
communities would be managed according to the
specific purposes of other objectives. Prescribed fire
would be conducted Refuge-wide to stimulate native
plant growth, reduce plant litter and help control
weeds in the mixed grassland prairie communities.

Strategies:
1.3.1-1.3.4 - Same as A.

1.3.5 — Use prescribed fire in conjunction with other

restoration tools such as grazing, mowing, herbicides
and biological controls to simulate natural processes

that once existed at Rocky Flats.

1.3.6 — Restore non-native reclaimed grasslands in the
hay meadow and other areas to a native mixed
grassland community.

1.3.7 — Use prescribed fire in areas identified in
Figure 10. Prescribed fire may be used in grassland
areas at a average frequency of 5 to 7 years (riparian
areas 5 to 10 years). These can occur for two years in
a row but not less frequently than once every 10 to 12
years. Burn areas would average about 200 to 500
acres per year of both xeric and mixed grasslands and
portions of riparian communities, across the site.

1.3.8 — Use grazing in areas identified in Figure 10.
Grazing on a specific area would be limited to short
duration with high animal numbers (flash grazing for
an average of 2 weeks) as identified in the Vegetation
Management Plan. Temporary paddocks with electric
fencing would contain the livestock in specific areas.

1.3.9 — Monitor ecological conditions before and after
the application of any specific restoration tool.

1.3.10 — In accordance with Objective 3.2 - Visitor
Safety, close the Refuge to all public use prior to and
during the use of prescribed fire on the Refuge.

Alternative C
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies:
1.3.1-1.3.4 - Same as A.

1.3.5-1.3.10- Same as B.

Alternative D
Same as A.

Rationale: Same as A.



Strategies:
1.3.1-1.3.4 - Same as A.

Objective 1.,—Road Restoration and Revegetation

Background

Currently about 70 miles of roads occur at the Refuge
(of which about 20 miles will remain under DOE’s
jurisdiction). The removal and revegetation of
extraneous roads would provide more wildlife habitat
and reduce the effects of fragmentation. Fragmentation
results from roads, trails and other disturbances
interrupting continuous habitat with unsuitable and
possibly hostile environments. Fragmentation can
affect plants and animals, resulting in the isolation of
populations or individuals, reduction of genetic
diversity, reduction of carrying capacity and other
effects. Roads provide corridors for predators and are
prone to weed infestations. Abrupt vegetation changes
at road edges alter light, temperature and wind
exposure. Revegetation and the restoration of natural
contours, either by natural succession or mechanical
grading, would increase the quality and quantity of
native wildlife and plant habitats.

In all alternatives, the Service would retain about 25
miles of roads for maintenance, fire control, utility
and ecological monitoring access. In some cases, the
roads would also be used as trails. Unless designated
otherwise, access roads would be closed to public use.

Alternative A

Beginning in the first 3 years and completed during
the life of the CCPR revegetate—in the Rock Creek
Reserve—12 miles of unused roads with seven
stream crossings.

Rationale: The 2001 Rock Creek Reserve Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan (DOE 2001) calls
for the removal and revegetation of unused roads
within the Rock Creek Reserve. In Alternative A, the
roads in the Rock Creek Reserve would be restored
and revegetated, while the roads in the remainder of
the Refuge would be left in place.

Strategies:

1.4.1 — Allow natural revegetation of native species on
lightly used roads and unimproved stream crossings,
in areas not dominated by weeds.

1.4.2 — In select locations, prepare (including soil prep,
culvert removal, fill, regrading to match original
contours, herbicide application) and seed roadways
and uplands with native species appropriate to soil
type, slope and aspect.

1.4.3 — Where suitable, revegetate stream crossings
with woody riparian species.

1.4.4 — Informally survey roadways for noxious weeds
during the growing season and apply I1PM techniques.

1.4.5 — Work with the Service's Ecological Services
office and other agencies for ESA consultation and
necessary permits in Preble’s habitat and wetlands
and adjacent buffer zones.

Alternative B

Beginning in the first year and completed within the
life of the CCR revegetate approximately 26 miles of
unused roads with 13 stream crossings. This would
include about 7 miles of xeric tallgrass habitat and
about 11 miles of mixed grassland prairie.

Rationale: In Alternative B, roads across the Refuge
that are not being used for public use, fire protection,
or maintenance access, would be restored and
revegetated, while others would be narrowed to the
width of a trail.

Strategies:
1.4.1-1.45 - Same as A.

1.4.6 — Every 3 years survey restored habitat areas
along selected vegetation point intercept transects
to determine ground cover, vegetation density;,
species and species richness; document effectiveness
of weed control; assess impacts of disturbance on
plant communities; and provide overall assessment
of the vegetation community and restoration success
(Kaiser-Hill 1997; Owensby 1973).
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Prescribed fire would be used as a management tool in
Alternatives A, B and C.




Alternative C

Beginning in the first year and within the first 10
years, revegetate about 26 miles of unused roads with
13 stream crossings. This would include about 8 miles
of xeric tallgrass habitat and about 11 miles of mixed
grassland prairie.

Rationale: In Alternative C, restore and
revegetate to a pre-settlement condition almost
all roads not needed for fire or Refuge access.

Strategies:
1.4.1-1.45 - Same as A.

1.4.6 — Same as B.

Alternative D

Beginning by year 3 and completed within the life of
the CCR revegetate approximately 24 miles of unused
roads with 6 stream crossings. This would include
about 7 miles of xeric tallgrass habitat and about 12
miles of mixed grassland prairie.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies:
1.4.1-1.45 - Same as A.

1.4.6 — Same as B.
Objective 1.5—Weed Management

Background

Noxious weeds are nonnative plant species that invade
an area that has been disturbed or where vegetation is
stressed. Noxious weed infestations reduce the capacity
of native plant communities to support wildlife
populations and a diversity of organisms. Soil
disturbances and cessation of the natural processes
such as fire and grazing have resulted in a proliferation
of noxious weed species at Rocky Flats.

IPM involves techniques that simulate the processes
that contribute to the integrity of the ecosystems and
can be applied when conditions are optimum for
greatest effectiveness: prescribed fire; revegetation
with native species; mechanical methods of mowing,
root grubbing and hand collection; chemical
applications; and biological agents. Depending on the
location and treatment, controlled grazing by goats or
cattle can be used as ecological restoration tools (as
discussed in Objective 1.2 - Xeric Tallgrass
Management) or for weed management purposes.

Monitoring the effectiveness of treatment allows
adaptation and alterations of techniques to improve
long-term effectiveness. Diffuse knapweed and

Dalmatian toadflax are the principal threats to the
grasslands, while Canada thistle threatens wetlands
and riparian areas. Weed management efforts will seek
to prevent the spread of existing infestations and the
establishment of new ones.

In accordance with the Colorado Noxious Weed Act,
the control of “list B” noxious weed species such as
Diffuse knapweed, Dalmatian toadflax, and Canada
thistle would be prioritized over the control of “list C”
species such as field bindweed and jointed goatgrass.
Biological controls would be planned to minimize
potential impacts to native species.

Alternative A

In the Rock Creek Reserve, reduce the density of
diffuse knapweed and Dalmatian toadflax populations
by 15 percent within the first 5 years, 25 percent within
10 years and 50 percent within 15 years (as described
in Kaiser-Hill 2002). Reduce the density and control
the spread of other noxious weed species, especially
Canada thistle by 50 percent within 15 years. Prevent
the establishment of weed species (Jefferson County;,
Boulder County and State of Colorado weed lists) not
yet observed on the Refuge. For the Refuge outside of
Rock Creek, limit and control the spread and density of
existing weed infestations beginning in the first year.

Rationale: In Alternative A, staff resources would
concentrate weed reduction efforts in the Rock Creek
Reserve while attempting to limit the expansion of
weeds over the rest of the Refuge. Although the Rock
Creek Reserve management plan (DOE 2001) did not
specify weed reduction targets, the Service has
established targets for the Rock Creek Reserve.

Strategies:

1.5.1 - Employ an IPM approach to include the
application of herbicides to perimeters of knapweed
and toadflax patches to prevent their spread.
Redistribute established biological control agents
across the Rock Creek drainage and continue
releases. Rake along fence lines and dispose of all
tumbleweeds. Grub and handpull where needed.

1.5.2 — Annually identify and map weed patches using
a Global Positioning System (GPS) to demarcate the
areal extent and relative severity of infestations. Map
treatment sites and monitor for efficacy in subsequent
growing season.

1.5.3 - Correlate weed management with prairie dog
management to minimize weed infestations in prairie
dog expansion areas.



Alternative B

Reduce the density of diffuse knapweed and
Dalmatian toadflax populations by 15 percent within
the first 5 years, 30 percent within 10 years and 60
percent within 15 years (as described in Kaiser-Hill
2002). Reduce the density and spread of other
noxious weed species, especially Canada thistle by
50 percent within 15 years. Limit and control the
establishment of weed species (Jefferson County,
Boulder County and State of Colorado weed lists)
not yet observed on the Refuge.

Rationale: In Alternative B, the full range of IPM
tools, including chemical, biological and mechanical
control, prescribed fire and grazing, would be
available to reduce noxious weed concentrations
throughout the Refuge. Prescribed fire would be
subject to an approved fire management plan and
state air quality regulations. Grazing also would be
subject to an approved plan. Burning along fence
lines would reduce seed spread of noxious weeds,
and the removal of plant litter would reduce the
amount of herbicide that would be required to
control weed infestations in that area.

Strategies:
1.5.1-1.5.3 - Same as A.

1.5.4 — Develop a comprehensive IPM plan.

1.5.5 — Conduct annual informal survey for new
infestations during the growing season, focusing
on roadways, trails, restoration areas and
disturbed sites.

1.5.6 — If necessary, establish temporary interior
fencing in areas where weeds are wind dispersed
to collect weeds and limit dispersal. Burn along
fence lines and dispose of all tumbleweeds.

1.5.7 — Use managed grazing of goats, or other
livestock as appropriate for short periods to
control weed infestations and simulate natural
grassland processes.

Alternative C
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies:
15.1-1.5.3 - Same as A.

1.5.4-1.5.7 - Same as B.

Alternative D
Same as B, except reduce diffuse knapweed and
Dalmatian toadflax by 10, 15 and 30 percent within 5,

10 and 15 years, respectively (instead of 15, 30 and 60
percent).

Rationale: Same as B, except prescribed fire and
grazing would not be used.

Strategies:
1.5.1-1.5.3 — Same as A.

1.5.4 — Same as B.
Objective 1.6— Deer and Elk Management

Background

CDOW has primary responsibility for the management
of deer and elk herds throughout the state and
cooperated with the DOE for wildlife management at
Rocky Flats before Refuge establishment. CDOW
strives to set population levels at 80 percent carrying
capacity, but the Service believes that setting a target
population level for the Refuge will provide for better
management of the ungulate population and would
present fewer difficulties in determining what the
carrying capacity should be. The resulting target
population level may be lowered if degradation is
occurring in Preble’s habitat (riparian and upland
shrubs). Continued cooperation with the CDOW will
provide continuity in management, sharing of resources
and provide larger habitat areas for deer and elk.
Management of deer and elk populations is necessary to
maintain the health of the herds and prevent the
degradation of sensitive habitats such as riparian
woodlands and shrublands and tallgrass prairie.

Alternative A

Work with CDOW to establish target populations and
manage deer and elk populations as needed to prevent
overpopulation, the spread of disease and adverse
impacts to Preble’s habitat.

Rationale: In Alternative A, due to limited resources,
the Service would cooperate with CDOW'’s population
management efforts on the Refuge. The Service would
seek the assistance of CDOW in the event that deer
populations excessively degrade Preble’s habitat, or if
chronic wasting disease or any other wildlife concern is
suspected on the Refuge.

Strategies:
1.6.1 — Work with CDOW in population monitoring
and control through culling and other methods.

1.6.2 — Assist CDOW in establishing target
populations for deer and elk on the Refuge.

1.6.3 — Every 2 years monitor for ungulate induced
degradation using multiple methods for foliage



density, foliage height diversity and plant species
diversity (Anderson and Ohmart 1986) in the riparian
woodlands, riparian and tall upland shrub
communities in Preble’s habitat.

Alternative B

Within 3 years, establish deer and elk population
targets to be achieved by year five. Adverse effects to
Preble’s or other federally endangered or threatened
species and their habitats may necessitate reduced
population target levels.

Rationale: In Alternative B, a public hunting
program may be all that is necessary to control the
herd size; however, additional culling by Refuge staff
and CDOW, or keeping the herd away from sensitive
habitat areas with exclosures or temporary fencing
may be required. The Service would correlate the
establishment of population targets with the public
hunting program to maximize the utility of hunting
as a management tool and to ensure that it does not
adversely impact populations.

Strategies:

1.6.1 — Coordinate and assist CDOW to monitor and
manage populations through a public hunting
program, culling by Refuge or CDOW personnel, or
temporary exclosures.

1.6.2-1.6.3 — Same as A.

1.6.4 — Perform annual deer and elk relative
abundance or relative density study by direct count.

1.6.5 — Establish permanent vegetation photo
points in riparian and upland shrubs and use them
to monitor for excessive habitat degradation by
ungulates every 2 years. Establish exclosure plots
to determine the extent of browsing.

1.6.6 — Work with other agencies to protect
movement corridors between the Refuge and
nearby habitat areas.

Alternative C
Same as B.

Rationale: In Alternative C, no public hunting
or culling of the herd would be permitted.
Other strategies including temporary fencing
may be required.

Strategies:

1.6.1 — Same as B, except coordinate and assist
CDOW to manage populations using culling and other
strategies (public hunting would not be used).

1.6.2- 1.6.3 — Same as A.

1.6.4 — Seasonally monitor ungulate distribution and
movement patterns by direct count.

1.6.5- 1.6.6 — Same as B.

1.6.7 — Annually survey by direct count population
number, composition, fawning rate and fawn survival.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: A public hunting program may be all that
is necessary to control the herd size, but additional
culling by Refuge staff may be required to keep herd
size within target population limits. Due to the number
of resources being used to accomplish public use and
restoration objectives, it may take longer to establish
and achieve population targets. The Service would
correlate the establishment of population targets with
the public hunting program to maximize the utility of
hunting as a management tool and to ensure that it
does not adversely impact populations.

Strategies:
1.6.1 - Same as B.

1.6.2 — Same as A.

1.6.3 — Same as A, except monitor every 3 years
(instead of every 2 years).

1.6.4 — Same as B.
Objective 1.7—Prairie Dog Management

Background

Prairie dogs are important components in the short
and mesic grasslands systems. They are commonly
considered a “keystone” species because their activities
(burrowing and intense grazing) provide food and
shelter for many other grassland species. While black-
tailed prairie dogs are no longer a candidate species for
threatened status listing under the ESA (as of August
2004) the Service still has a strong interest in
conserving the species and habitat where appropriate.

Rocky Flats contains about 2,460 acres of potential
prairie dog habitat, based on an analysis of suitable
soils, vegetation, and slope. While about 113 acres of
prairie dog colonies have been identified in recent
years, active prairie dog colonies at Rocky Flats
currently comprise an area of about 10 acres.
Thresholds for prairie dog expansion in the various
alternatives are based on these existing conditions and
the extent of potential habitat.



Alternative A
Allow prairie dog populations to expand naturally across
the Refuge outside of recognized Preble’s habitat.

Rationale: In Alternative A, the Service would
depend on natural habitat conditions and predation to
regulate the size and location of prairie dog colonies. If
prairie dogs colonize and degrade Preble’s habitat
areas (such as wetlands and riparian grasslands), the
Service would consider relocation to more suitable
habitat areas on the Refuge.

Strategies:

1.7.1 — Trap and relocate on site, or use other methods
to exclude prairie dogs from Preble’s habitat in the
Rock Creek Reserve.

1.7.2 — Use intra-Refuge relocation as required.

1.7.3 — Do not accept prairie dogs from off-Refuge
relocation projects.

1.7.4 — Cooperate with DOE’s stewardship designee to
manage prairie dogs on DOE retained lands through
visual and vegetative barriers where necessary.

1.7.5 - Correlate prairie dog management with weed
management efforts to minimize weed infestations in
prairie dog expansion areas.

Alternative B

Allow prairie dog populations to expand up to 750 acres
in areas of non-native grassland as well as short and
mixed native grasslands outside of recognized Preble’s
habitat across the Refuge

Rationale: Restoration is a key component of
Alternative B. The Service would manage for a
sustainable prairie dog population that contributes to
the overall function and integrity of the grassland
communities and does not degrade other sensitive
resources (such as wetlands, shrublands and xeric
tallgrass prairie). With limited staff resources, it
could be difficult to limit prairie dog expansion if they
populate large areas, so it is important that the
Service maintain a manageable prairie dog population
on the Refuge. If necessary, the Service would try to
limit the expansion of prairie dogs into sensitive areas
that do not provide primary habitat for prairie dogs.
Because human recreation is a significant component
of Alternative B, plague control methods may be
needed in prairie dog management to protect prairie
dog colonies as well as Refuge visitors.

Strategies:
1.7.1 — If necessary, trap and relocate within the
Refuge, or use other methods to exclude prairie dogs

from Preble’s habitat and xeric tallgrass throughout
the Refuge.

1.7.2-1.7.5 - Same as A.

1.7.6 — Annually monitor and map the location, extent
and distribution of prairie dog populations including
densities and vegetation characteristics within prairie
dog towns.

1.7.7 — Annually monitor for plague and respond with
flea control if appropriate.

Alternative C
Same as B, except allow prairie dog populations to
expand up to 500 acres.

Rationale: With the limited staff resources in
Alternative C, it could be difficult to limit prairie dog
expansion if they populate large areas. Because of the
emphasis on ecological restoration of the site to a pre-
settlement condition in this alternative, large expansion
of prairie dogs would be limited to the extent possible
until restoration is completed. The integrity of the xeric
tallgrass and riparian woodland, riparian shrublands
and uplands considered Preble’s habitat across the site
would be protected.

Strategies:
1.7.1 - Same as B.

1.7.2-1.7.5 - Same as A.
1.7.6 — Same as B.

1.7.7 — Informally monitor for the presence of plague
and consult with local public health officials.

Alternative D
Same as B, except allow prairie dog populations to
expand up to 1,000 acres.

Rationale: With the emphasis on providing more
public use opportunities in Alternative D, prairie dogs
would be allowed to populate larger areas than in
Alternatives B and C recognizing that it could be
difficult to limit prairie dog expansion if they populate
large areas. To the extent possible, the integrity of the
xeric tallgrass and riparian woodland, riparian
shrublands and uplands considered Preble’s habitat
across the site would be protected. Because human
recreation is a significant part of Alternative D, plague
control methods would be used in prairie dog
management to protect prairie dogs and visitors.

Strategies:
1.7.1 - Same as B.



1.7.2 - Same as A.

1.7.3 — Evaluate the suitability of accepting prairie
dogs from off-site locations.

1.7.4 -1.7.6 — Same as A.

1.7.7 — Same as B, except annually monitor and
quantify prairie dog populations, but do not
monitor densities and vegetation characteristics
within prairie dog towns.

1.7.8 — Same as B.
Objective 1.8—Species Reintroduction

Background

CDOW holds the primary responsibility for wildlife
management in Colorado and cooperated with the
DOE for wildlife management on Rocky Flats before
Refuge establishment. CDOW, through a cooperative
effort with City of Boulder, introduced a small number
of plains sharp-tailed grouse just north of the Refuge
on Boulder’s open space land during spring 2003 and is
interested in expanding the introduction of the grouse
onto the Refuge. The Service worked with CDOW to
introduce northern redbelly dace and the common
shiner in Rock Creek during summer 2003.

Alternative A

During the 15-year life of the CCR facilitate and assist
reintroduction of native extirpated species by, or in
coordination with, the CDOW. Implement population
monitoring of existing reintroductions (redbelly dace,
common shiner) and any new reintroductions until
successfully established.

Rationale: In Alternative A, Service cooperation
with CDOW on introductions/reintroductions would
provide continuity in management, sharing of
resources and benefit the ecosystems and native
communities present on the Refuge. The Service,
however, would not take a leading role in species
reintroduction. An alternating year monitoring
program would enable the limited staff resources to
rotate population monitoring.

Strategies:
1.8.1 — Coordinate with CDOW to introduce and
monitor plains sharp-tailed grouse.

1.8.2 — Coordinate with CDOW in species release,
monitoring and habitat maintenance needs on the
Refuge.

1.8.3 — Coordinate with CDOW on monitoring native
fish reintroduction (northern redbelly dace and

common shiner) in Rock Creek, until they are
successfully established.

Alternative B

Within 3 years of Refuge establishment, evaluate the
suitability for introducing/reintroducing plains sharp-
tailed grouse and other native species, prioritize the
species that could be introduced/reintroduced during
the life of the CCP and implement population
monitoring of reintroduced species at least annually
until populations are established.

Rationale: In Alternative B, a full evaluation of
Refuge habitat suitability is needed before
introductions/ reintroductions are planned. Service
staff would play an active role in evaluating the
suitability of reintroduction efforts and would partner
with CDOW to manage implementation. Population
monitoring by Service staff would be implemented as
necessary.

Strategies:

1.8.1 — Coordinate with and assist CDOW in
evaluating the suitability of the Refuge for plains
sharp-tailed grouse and other native species.

1.8.2 — Oversee and assist CDOW with species release,
monitoring and habitat maintenance on the Refuge.

1.8.3 — Annually monitor native fish (northern
redbelly dace and common shiner) in Rock Creek. If
needed, reintroduce them in the Walnut Creek
drainage and Woman Creek (provided suitable
habitat exists), until successful establishment.

1.8.4 — If found suitable for introduction, during the
first 2 years of the CCPR, complete a management plan
for the plains sharp-tailed grouse.

Alternative C

Same as B, except within 3 years, remove the
introduced common shiner and redbelly dace from the
Lindsay Ranch ponds and determine if they can be
relocated elsewhere on the Refuge (in order to restore
the ponds to native wetlands).

Rationale: Similar to Alternative B, Service staff
would partner with CDOW to evaluate the suitability of
reintroduction efforts and implement and monitor
those efforts. With the focus on ecological restoration
of the site to pre-settlement conditions under
Alternative C, stocked native fish populations in the
Lindsay Ranch ponds would need to be transplanted to
the other drainages (on site, if possible) and the ponds
restored to a native wetland condition.



Strategies: Strategies:
1.8.1-1.8.4 — Same as B. 2.1.1 — Develop a guideline and reservation system to
manage public use and arrange tours.

Alternative D

During the first 3 years of the 15-year CCP, complete 2.1.2 — Provide a staff contact for every tour to explain

an evaluation of the Refuge’s suitability for the the site’s history and resources as well as the Refuge

reintroduction of plains sharp-tailed grouse and System’s mission and help ensure that visitors feel

implement population monitoring. safe during their visit.

Rationale: In Alternative D, additional resources 2.1.3 — Develop a survey to measure the quality of the

would be focused on providing a full range of public visitor experience.

use opportunities and aside from the grouse and .

native fish, no other reintroductions/introductions Alternative B _

would be proposed. Within the first5 years of the Refuge’s establishment,
the Service would initiate efforts to make Refuge

Strategies: visitors feel safe and would ensure that at least 75

1.8.1 - Same as B. percent of visitors would be informed about the safety

] ) ) steps that were taken prior to Refuge establishment.
1.8.2 — Same as B, except coordinate with and assist

CDOW (but not oversee CDOW). Rationale: Access to the Rocky Flats site has been
highly restricted during both the nuclear production
and the cleanup phases of the site’s history. A
substantial amount of public skepticism about the site’s
safety and a lack of familiarity with the site’s resources
are likely to hamper visitation. To ease public
apprehension about the site, it would be crucial to
ensure that visitors feel welcome, safe and comfortable.
During focus groups about visitor use and outreach
programs, specialists emphasized the importance of

1.8.3 - Same as B.

GoAL 2. PuBLic Usg, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION

Provide visitors and students high quality
recreational, educational and interpretive
opportunities and foster an understanding and
appreciation of the Refuge’s xeric tallgrass prairie,
upland shrub and wetland habitats; native wildlife;

the history of the site; and the NWRS. communicating vyith the public and explaining cleanup
results and ongoing safety measures. One survey would
Objective 2.1—Visitor Experience be developed to measure all visitor experiences and
. would include questions related to use patterns,
Alternative A

satisfaction and understanding of the resource (as
referred to in objectives 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5).

For the life of the CCR provide guided interpretive
tours for less than 300 visitors annually (less than 2
tours a month). During their visit, 90 percent of site
visitors would be informed about the safety steps that
were taken prior to Refuge establishment.

Rationale: In this alternative general public access
is restricted. The only public use permitted would be
organized guided tours of the Refuge. Because
Service staff would accompany all visitors, all visitors
would enjoy a safe, informative tour of select high-
quality resource areas within the Refuge. In an
effort to make visitors feel safe, all tours would \
include information about the steps that were taken \
to ensure safety prior to Refuge establishment. One - ey
survey would be developed to measure all visitor . ] 'l k '5" 1
experiences and would include questions related to Sl '1- i

use patterns, satisfaction and understanding of the i Ht‘-r ll'l

il Y
resource (as referred to in objectives 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 . : ,""' M
and 2.5). U, L

— il - il

Refuge tours, open visits and interpretive programs would
merease public awareness of the Refuge system.



Strategies:
2.1.2 — Provide a staff contact during peak seasons to
welcome visitors and address safety concerns.

2.1.3 — Develop a survey designed to measure how
safe visitors feel during their visit.

2.1.4 — Develop an outreach program that reaches
beyond the site’s boundaries and educates
surrounding communities about the Refuge’s safety
and amenities.

2.1.5 — Use signage, staff contact, brochures, website
and other means to convey safety information.

2.1.6 — Implement a volunteer program focused on
helping the public and site visitors understand efforts
that have been made to ensure the safety of site
users.

2.1.7 — Keep surrounding communities including, but
not limited to, Jefferson, Boulder and Broomfield
counties, the cities of Westminster, Arvada, Boulder,
Golden and Broomfield and nearby school districts
informed about Refuge events and the progress of the
CCP’s implementation.

Alternative C

For the life of the CCR provide guided interpretive
tours for less than 1,000 visitors annually. During their
visit, 90 percent of site visitors would be informed
about the safety steps that were taken prior to Refuge
establishment.

Rationale: The primary emphasis for this alternative
is ecological restoration and protection with limited
public use. All public use would be through arranged
tours including classes and other research groups.
Visitor numbers would be low because Refuge’s
funding would be directed primarily toward resource
preservation and restoration rather than visitor use.
Because Service staff would accompany all visitors,
they would enjoy a safe, informative tour of select high
quality resource areas within the Refuge. In an effort
to make visitors feel safe, all tours would include
information about the steps that were taken to ensure
safety prior to Refuge establishment. One survey
would be developed to measure all visitor experiences,
using questions related to use patterns, satisfaction and
understanding of the resource (as referred to in
objectives 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 2.4 and 2.5).

Strategies: Same as A.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.
Strategies: Same as B.
Objective 2.2—Public Access

Alternative A

Initiate limited guided tours (fewer than 300 visitors
annually) of the Refuge within the first year of the
Refuge’s establishment and provide opportunities for
wildlife observation, photography and limited
interpretation. The tours would be conducted
throughout the life of the CCR. About 75 percent of
visitors would report satisfaction with their guided
Refuge experience.

Rationale: Visitor access and wildlife-dependent uses
would only be permitted on a guided tour. Site tours
would provide visitors the opportunity to view unique
xeric tallgrass prairie, upland shrub and wetland
habitats and to understand the site’s history and the
NWRS. Hunting, equestrian and bicycling uses would
not be permitted. In all alternatives, dogs would be
prohibited on the Refuge because they pose a threat to
the wildlife resources on the Refuge. In order to
minimize disturbances to the natural environment,
visitors would be restricted to designated areas.

Strategies:
2.2.1 — Develop and implement a survey that
measures visitor satisfaction and use patterns.

2.2.2 — Do not permit dogs on the Refuge.

2.2.3 — Use existing roads as routes for the tour. No
trail or other visitor use facilities would be developed.

Alternative B

By the end of 15 years, visitors would have
opportunities to observe and photograph wildlife and
to experience the Refuge’s unique habitats, mountain
and prairie views on foot, bike and horse. Satisfaction
with their Refuge experience would be reported by 75
percent of visitors.

Rationale: One of the goals of the Refuge System is to
foster an understanding of wildlife and its habitat by
providing the public with safe, high quality, wildlife-
dependent public uses. The Refuge provides
opportunities for the public to experience the unique
xeric tallgrass prairie, upland shrub, wetland habitats
and learn about the site’s history and the NWRS.
Trails and overlooks would be designed to allow visitors
to experience the diverse areas of the site and
expansive views of the mountain backdrop and the
Denver/Boulder metropolitan area.



Off trail use would be allowed on a seasonal basis for
pedestrian access only in the southern portion of the
Refuge during specific times of the year (October-
April). Limiting off trail use to the late fall and winter
would limit impacts to ground nesting birds and deer
fawning in the uplands. Off trail use would provide
opportunities for amateur naturalists, wildlife
photographers and others to access their subjects.

To protect Preble’s and other wildlife habitat, closures in
the Rock Creek area and other drainages would be
instituted on an as needed basis. Overlooks, however,
would remain open and provide views into the riparian
areas. Dogs would be prohibited on the Refuge because
they are permitted on nearby open spaces and pose a
threat to wildlife resources.

Strategies:
2.2.1-2.2.2 - Same as A.

2.2.3 — Develop trails to provide multiple
opportunities for viewing and photographing wildlife.

2.2.4 — Allow off-trail use in the southern portion of
the Refuge (south of Woman Creek) between
October and April.

2.2.5 — Establish seasonal trail closures in Rock Creek
and other drainages as necessary to minimize impacts
to wildlife. Keep portions of the rim trails open for
viewing the riparian areas.

2.2.6 — Provide a seasonally staffed visitor contact
station to inform visitors about the Refuge’s
resources and how to best experience the Refuge
during different seasons.

2.2.7 - Open the Refuge to the public from sunrise
to sunset.

2.2.8 - Maintain public access on the main access
road only. Close all other roads to public access.

2.2.9 - Do not permit motorized vehicles on the
Refuge except in designated parking/access areas,
refuge maintenance access and access to utility
easements, ditches, and private mineral rights.

Alternative C

Initiate limited guided tours (limited to 1,000 visitors
annually) of the Refuge within the first year of the
Refuge’s establishment and provide limited
opportunities for wildlife observation, photography and
interpretation. The tours would be conducted
throughout the life of the CCP. About 75 percent of
visitors would report satisfaction with their guided
Refuge experience.

© Shapins Associates

Rationale: Same as A.

Strategies:
2.2.1-2.2.2 - Same as A.

2.2.10 — Provide the minimum amount of public use
facilities, including trails and overlooks, to allow
visitors to obtain views of key resource areas while
minimizing impacts to wildlife.

2.2.11 — Minimize the scale of all facilities, where
appropriate, place them in previously disturbed areas.

Alternative D

Throughout the life of the CCR, visitors would have
opportunities to observe and photograph wildlife and to
experience the Refuge’s unique habitats and mountain
and prairie views. About 75 percent of visitors would
report satisfaction with participation in a wide range of
wildlife dependent recreational uses.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies:
2.2.1-2.2.2 - Same as A.

2.2.3-2.2.5 - Same as B.

2.2.6 — Provide a staffed visitor center to inform
visitors about the Refuge’s resources and
opportunities for experiencing the Refuge.

2.2.7-2.2.9 — Same as B.

Lok -'i||. ’ ETE
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Refuge access would be limited to guided tours in
Alternatives A and C.
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Objective 2.3—Appreciation of the National Wildlife
Refuge System

Alternative A

For the life of the CCR 90 percent of the visitors who
are allowed site access would understand and
appreciate the NWRS mission, the purpose of the
Refuge and most importantly, the natural and cultural
resources of the Refuge.

Rationale: All visitors would be on guided tours with
knowledgeable staff that would explain the NWRS
mission, the purpose of the Refuge and the resources of
the Refuge.

Strategies:

2.3.1 — Keep Refuge visitation very low and provide
staff contact on all tours. Adjust visitation limits as
needed to minimize impacts on Refuge resources.

2.3.2 — Develop a visitor use tracking system to
measure the number of visitors. Use it in conjunction
with the visitor experience survey to identify changes
needed to improve the visitor’s experience.

2.3.3 — Distribute a survey to tour participants every 7
years (twice during the life of the CCP). Distribute the
survey over the course of a year to ensure that
feedback is collected during all four seasons.

Alternative B

By the end of the CCR 65 percent of visitors would
understand and appreciate the NWRS, the purpose of
the Refuge and the natural and cultural resources of
the Refuge.

Rationale: Given the drastic shift in the use of Rocky
Flats from nuclear weapons production to a wildlife
refuge, the public is unfamiliar with the site’s new
mission and its natural resources. As people begin to
feel safe and comfortable with accessing the Refuge,
the Service would strive to foster public awareness and
appreciation of the Refuge System and the purpose of
the Refuge. The Refuge’s proximity to urban areas
presents a good opportunity to educate a large number
of people about the NWRS and its role in conservation
across the country.

Strategies:

2.3.1 - Include questions in the visitor surveys and
guestionnaires (strategy 2.2.1) that measure visitors’
understanding of the NWRS and the Refuge’s
resources.

2.3.2 — Create the interpretive media and programs
identified in the environmental education component

of the Visitor Services Plan, a step-down plan that will
outline visitor services in more detail than the CCP

2.3.3 — Work with outside partners to ensure visitors
understand the Refuge’s natural and cultural
resources. Potential partners include the CDOW,
surrounding city and county environmental education
entities (government, non-profit and profit), Cold War
Museum, Boulder and Jefferson County high schools
and the State Historic Preservation Office.

2.3.4 — During peak seasons, provide adequate
personnel to ensure that staff contact is available
to visitors.

2.3.5 — Develop an interpretive signage system that
educates visitors about the natural and cultural
resources at the Refuge.

2.3.6 - Educate visitors about the National Wildlife
Refuge System.

Alternative C

For the life of the CCR, 90 percent of the visitors who
are allowed Refuge access would understand and
appreciate the NWRS mission, the purpose of the
Refuge and most importantly, the natural and cultural
resources of the Refuge.

Rationale: Same as A.

Strategies:
2.3.1-2.3.2 - Same as A.

2.3.3 = Same as A, except: distribute a survey to
tour participants every 5 years (three surveys
during the life of the CCP). Distribute the survey
over the course of a year to ensure that feedback is
collected during all four seasons.

Alternative D

By the end of the CCPR 50 percent of visitors would
understand and appreciate the NWRS mission, the
purpose of the Refuge and the natural and cultural
resources of the Refuge.

Rationale: Same as B, except. Alternative D would
offer the greatest amount of public use programs and
likely attract the most visitors. Given the increased
number of visitors, Refuge staff would not be able to
communicate personally with as many people;
therefore, the percentage of visitors who develop an
understanding and appreciation of the Refuge System
and the Refuge’s legislated purpose would be lower
than in Alternatives B and C.

Strategies: Same as B.



Objective 2.,—Public Use Tracking

Alternative A
Not applicable to Alternative A.

Alternative B

Within the first year of the Refuge’s establishment, open
a pedestrian-only trail to Lindsay Ranch and monitor
the number of visitors to the Refuge. During years 5
through 7, as more trails are opened, develop baseline
data for numbers of visitors and their use patterns.

Rationale: The Refuge has not been open to the
public; therefore, no visitor use data exists.
Establishing quality baseline data is needed for future
management decisions. A quantitative understanding of
visitor activity (numbers of visitors, trail and use
patterns) combined with an analysis of the quality of
their experience would allow Service staff to enhance
or limit visitor use opportunities.

Strategies:

2.4.1 — Develop a visitor use tracking system to
measure the number of visitors. Use it in conjunction
with a visitor experience survey to identify changes
needed to improve the visitor’s experience.

2.4.2 — Use trail or vehicle counters to record Refuge
visitor numbers.

2.4.3 - Use the results of tracking to guide the design
and planning of public use facilities and programs.

Alternative C
Not applicable to Alternative C.

Alternative D

Within the first 2 years of establishment, determine
baseline data for numbers of visitors and their use
patterns.

Rationale: Same as B.
Strategies: Same as B.
Objective 2.5—Public Use Assessments

Alternative A
Not applicable to Alternative A.

Alternative B

By the end of the CCR 25 percent of visitors would
demonstrate an appreciation of the Service’s
stewardship mission and would have the desire to apply
the conservation ethic to their own lives and share it
with others.

Rationale: The goal of interpretation and
environmental education is to foster an understanding

and appreciation for natural processes that inspires
people to behave in a more environmentally conscious
manner. In addition to providing on-site recreation and
education opportunities, the public use program would
strive to inspire citizens to become better land
stewards in their own communities and stronger
advocates for the Refuge system. This objective is in
keeping with the goals of the System that promote
establishment of a greater appreciation of fish, wildlife
and plants and their conservation.

Strategies:

2.5.1 — Develop survey questions that gauge visitors
understanding and appreciation of natural resources,
stewardship and environmentally sensitive ethics.

2.5.2 — Distribute the survey, on and off-site, every 5
years (twice during the life of the CCP). Distribute
the survey over the course of a year to ensure that
feedback is collected during all four seasons.

2.5.3 — Design simple, low cost methods of gathering
change of behavior data (e.g., web, volunteers,
environmental education students).

2.5.4 - Use survey data to guide interpretive and
educational program development as well as public
outreach.

Alternative C

By the end of the CCR 50 percent of visitors would
demonstrate an appreciation of the Service's
stewardship mission and would have the desire to apply
the conservation ethic to their own lives and share it
with others.

Rationale: Given Alternative C’s emphasis on
restoration and conservation, it would be important for
tour guides to communicate the Service’s mission and
ongoing efforts to protect and enhance habitat on the
Refuge. Although Alternative C does not involve
formal public use programming, Refuge staff would
accompany all visitors during their guided tours. Tour
guides would have opportunities to educate visitors
about the Service’s mission and promote the value of a
stewardship ethic. This objective is in keeping with the
goals of the System that promote the establishment of
a greater appreciation of fish, wildlife and plants and
their conservation.

Strategies: Same as B.

Alternative D

By the end of the CCP 10 percent of visitors would
express an understanding of the land stewardship
mission of the Service and would express the desire to
apply this conservation ethic to their own lives.



Rationale: This objective is in line with NWRS goals
that promote the establishment of a greater
appreciation of fish, wildlife and plants and their
conservation. However, the increased number of
visitors in Alternative D would hamper efforts to
personally communicate with visitors and, as a
consequence, a lower percentage of visitors are likely
to adopt environmental ethics.

Strategies: Same as B.

Objective 2.6—Interpretative Planning

Alternative A

Within 1 year of the Refuge’s establishment, develop
a fact sheet on the Refuge’s history and its natural
and cultural resources. The fact sheet would be
updated annually and would also outline ongoing
scientific research.

Rationale: Because visitor use would be limited
and highly controlled, the purpose of the fact
sheet would be to provide staff with a basis for
presenting information to visitors on guided tours.
The content of the fact sheet would be broad and
cover topics ranging from the Refuge’s Cold War
history to descriptions of habitats to ongoing
scientific research. The fact sheet would also be
used as a mailer to interested parties that request
information on the Refuge.

Strategies:
2.6.1 — Use the fact sheet to develop guides for
staff who are leading visitor tours.

Alternative B

Within 4 years of the Refuge’s establishment, develop
the interpretive component of a Visitor Services Plan
outlining interpretive facilities and programs.

Rationale: An interpretive plan would be prepared as
a component of an umbrella Visitor Services Plan. The
interpretive plan would focus on creatively and
accurately informing visitors and students about the
new Refuge. The first step would be to communicate
about the site’s history and safe opportunities for
access. During the early years of the Refuge’s
establishment, it also would be important to inform the
public about the Refuge’s wildlife, natural resources

and scenic values and encourage people to visit the site.

Gradually, the Service would need to develop and
implement comprehensive interpretation programs
that build an appreciation for the intricacies of the
site’s natural systems.

Strategies:
2.6.1 — Work with outside partners to develop the

interpretive component of the Visitor Services Plan.
Potential partners include CDOW, surrounding city and
county environmental education entities (government,
non-profit and private), Cold War Museum, Boulder
and Jefferson county high schools and the State
Historic Preservation Office.

Alternative C

Within 1 year of the Refuge’s establishment develop a
fact sheet on the Refuge’s habitat types, wildlife
populations and the Service’s restoration practices.
The fact sheet would be updated annually and would
also outline ongoing scientific research. Following year
3, Refuge staff would use the fact sheet as a basis for
creating simple learning materials about the Refuge’s
natural resources that would be distributed to high
school and college educators.

Rationale: The fact sheet is intended to provide staff
with a basis for presenting information to visitors on
guided tours and for developing simple learning
materials that focus on the Refuge’s ecology. Given
Alternative C’s emphasis on ecological restoration,
the fact sheet would describe the Refuge’s habitats,
wildlife populations as well as the Service’s
management techniques for restoring and maintaining
the grassland ecosystem. The fact sheet would also be
used as a mailer to parties that request information
on the Refuge.

Strategies:
2.6.1 - Same as A.

2.6.2 — Work with local educators to determine what
resource learning materials would best supplement
their curriculum.

Alternative D

Within 2 years of the Refuge’s establishment, develop
the interpretive component of a Visitor Services Plan
outlining interpretive facilities and programs.

Rationale: Same as B, plus: The interpretive
component of the Visitor Services Plan would be
developed in the early CCP implementation stages
because this alternative has a strong focus on
providing a diversity of compatible public uses.

Strategies: Same as B.

Objective 2.7—Interpretative Programs

Alternative A
Not applicable to Alternative A.

Alternative B
Within 15 years of the Refuge’s establishment,
implement the interpretive component of the Visitor



Services Plan. Implementation would include the
development of a wide range of interpretive programs
and facilities.

Rationale: An interpretive plan would be prepared as a

component of an umbrella Visitor Services Plan. The
interpretive plan would be developed by Refuge staff

and would describe interpretive as well as environmental

education programs and related facilities. Initially,
interpretation efforts would focus on providing
information related to visitor comfort and safety. During
later years of the CCP implementation, the focus would
shift to the development of site-related interpretive
programs and facilities. The range of programs and
facilities would include guided tours about native flora
and fauna, interpretive signage with both cultural and
natural themes and overlook structures.

Strategies:

2.7.1 — Develop interpretive programs that explore
the site’s natural and cultural resources and are
accessible to children and adults.

2.7.2 — Distribute interpretive media (newsletter,
flyers, website) in accordance with outreach
techniques outlined in the Visitor Services Plan.

2.7.3 - Develop interpretive facilities including
interpretive signage and interpretive displays.

Alternative C
Not applicable to Alternative C.

Alternative D

Within 15 years of the Refuge’s establishment,
implement the interpretive component of the Visitor
Services Plan. Implementation would include the
development of a wide range of interpretive
programs and facilities including a visitor center.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies:
2.7.1-2.7.2 = Same as B.

2.7.3 — Design and build (or retrofit) a visitor’s
center and interpretive/orientation exhibits.

2.7.4 — Develop an interpretive naturalist program.
Objective 2.8—Environmental Education Planning

Alternative A
No educational programs in Alternative A.

Alternative B
Within 5 years of the Refuge’s establishment,

develop a plan outlining on- and off-site
environmental education programs for high school
and college-level students as well as training for
educators. Environmental education programs
would meet state standards for learning,
accommodate independent studies and tie to the
mission of the NWRS and the site’s natural
resources and history.

Rationale: In the Denver Metropolitan area, natural
resource study sites are needed to accommodate high
school and college level research. This need was
identified by educators and interpretive specialists at
an environmental education focus group in the fall of
2002 and is based on the Refuge’s proximity to the
Colorado School of Mines and University of Colorado.

Specialists noted that there are several
environmental programs for elementary and middle
school children in communities surrounding the
Refuge, but programs that provide opportunities for
high school students to develop research skills
through field study are limited. Since high school and
college students are more independent, the costs and
staffing resources needed to develop these types of
programs would be less than they would be for
programs for younger students. Environmental
education programs at the Refuge would be research
oriented and would involve independent study and
would therefore require only limited assistance and
supervision from Refuge staff. The Service would,
however, sponsor teacher workshops for local
educators so they could effectively lead
environmental education programs on the Refuge.

Given current public apprehension about the site’s
safety, an independent and off-site approach to
environmental education is appropriate during the
first 5 years of the Refuge’s establishment. Although
the educational program would focus on high school
and college level students, limited on and off-site
activities for visitors of all ages would also be included.

Strategies:

2.8.1 — Partner with area universities, high schools,
the Cold War Museum and other educational
institutions to develop the environmental education
components of the Visitor Services Plan.

2.8.2 — Pursue environmental education grants in
collaboration with area universities, high schools, the
Cold War Museum and other educational institutions.

2.8.3 — Use website, email and other media to
distribute information on refuge resources and data
for student use.



Alternative C
No educational programs in Alternative C.

Alternative D

Within 3 years of the Refuge’s establishment, develop
a plan outlining environmental education programs
for on- and off-site programs for kindergarten (K)-
eighth graders, high school and college level students,
as well as training for educators. Environmental
education programs would meet state standards for
learning and accommodate independent studies and
would be tied to the mission of the NWRS and the
site’s natural resources and history.

Rationale: Same as B, plus programs for younger
students (K-eighth) also would be provided and would
distinguish themselves from other youth programs by
focusing on the prairie ecosystem. The environmental
education programs would include both teacher-led and
staff-led programs as well as independent research.

Outdoor classrooms and educational signage would
enhance the educational programs.

Strategies: Same as Alternative B.

Objective 2.9—Environmental Education
Implementation

Alternative A
No educational programs in Alternative A.

Alternative B

Within 8 years of the Refuge’s establishment
implement the environmental education components of
the Visitor Services Plan and the program it outlines
for high school and college level students.

Rationale: Once the Refuge becomes established and
the public becomes more comfortable with site
visitation through public education and outreach
efforts, the Refuge staff would begin implementing the
plan. Education programs would adopt the state’s
model content curriculum standards and focus on the
Refuge’s natural resources. Implementation of the
program would include teacher workshops in which
Service staff train local educators about the Refuge’s
resources. Educators would be required to attend a
Service-sponsored workshop prior to leading
environmental education programs on the Refuge.

Strategies:

2.9.1 — Work with area universities, high schools, the
Cold War Museum and other educational institutions
to implement environmental education programs.

2.9.2 — Collaborate with area universities, high
schools, the Cold War Museum and other educational
institutions and pursue grants to support
environmental education programs.

2.9.3 — Use a variety of media to distribute a wide
range of data that can be used by high school and
college students.

2.9.4 - Sponsor teacher workshops in order to inform
educators about the Refuge’s resources and facilitate
teacher-led environmental education programs.

Alternative C
No educational programs in Alternative C.

Alternative D

By year 15, implement the environmental education
components of the Visitor Services Plan and the
program it outlines for K-8th, high school and college
level students.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies:
2.9.1-2.9.4 — Same as B.

2.9.5 — Construct educational facilities including an
outdoor classroom.

2.9.6 — Use a variety of tools to provide educational
opportunities, including an interactive website that
provides students with current Refuge data on
Refuge happenings.

Objective 2.10 — Hunting Program

Alternative A
No hunting programs in Alternative A.

Alternative B

Within the first 2 years of the Refuge’s establishment,
institute a controlled youth and/or disabled person’s
deer and/or elk hunting program 2 weekends a year.
After 2 years, annually modify the extent of the hunting
program (number of permits and frequency) in order to
ensure that target level ungulate populations are
maintained. If appropriate for wildlife management,
expand the hunting program to include able-bodied
hunters.

Rationale: Hunting is consistent with the Refuge
System's mission and is identified as a priority wildlife
dependent use on refuges (outlined in the
Improvement Act). Hunting allowed on the Refuge
would be subject to state regulations and safety
requirements. Hunting would be highly controlled in
terms of number of users, user populations, time



frame and allowable weapons. Hunting would be
limited to short-range weapons such as archery and
shotguns and only open during designated weekends
to youth and disabled hunters. There are very few
hunting opportunities for these special populations in
the region and they would benefit from the tightly
managed program at the Refuge.

There have been concerns expressed from the public
about the consumption of deer at Rocky Flats if a public
hunting program is implemented. Tissue samples,
including meat tissues, of deer harvested at Rocky
Flats in 2002 have been analyzed for contaminants. The
results of the analysis indicate that there is no
significant uptake of contaminants by deer or other
wildlife species at Rocky Flats. Risk-based calculations
based on these measurements indicate very low health
risks (less than 1x10-¢ increased cancer risk).

Hunting would also be an important management tool
for maintaining target ungulate populations and
optimal habitat conditions. If the Service, in
consultation with CDOW determines that a larger
hunting program is needed to control ungulate
populations, the program would be opened to the
general public and not limited to youth and disabled
hunters. A step-down hunting plan would be prepared
as a component of an umbrella Visitor Services Plan.

Strategies:
2.10.1 — By year 1, develop a hunting plan with public
involvement.

2.10.2 — Work with the CDOW and other interested
entities to develop and implement the hunting plan.

2.10.3 — During the hunting weekends, close the
Refuge to other public use.

2.10.4 — Allow hunters with proof of completion of a
certified hunter safety course to hunt using archery
and shotguns.

Alternative C
No hunting programs in Alternative C.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Objective 2.11—Humting Program Assessment

Alternative A
No hunting programs in Alternative A.

Alternative B

Following each hunting season, assess the success of
the hunting program and adjust hunting opportunities
as appropriate.

Rationale: Refuge management would need to
monitor and evaluate the newly instituted hunting
program and adjust the program based on ungulate
population sizes, safety, adjacent communities support
and hunter satisfaction (one survey would be developed
to address objectives 2.11 and 2.12).

Strategies:

2.11.1 — Develop a survey for hunters, adjacent
landowners and surrounding communities to measure
their interest and support for the hunting program.

2.11.2 — Monitor deer populations and habitat
conditions to understand the effects of the hunting
program on wildlife and Refuge resources.

Alternative C
No hunting programs in Alternative C.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies: Same as B.

Objective 2.12—Humting Program Benchmarks

Alternative A
No hunting programs in Alternative A.

Alternative B

About 95 percent of hunters would report no conflicts
with other users, a reasonable harvest opportunity and
overall satisfaction with their Refuge experience.

Rationale: Due to the limited number of hunters and
the healthy resident deer population at the Refuge, it is
likely that youth and disabled individuals would be
afforded a quality hunting experience.

Strategies:

2.12.1 — Develop a brief survey for hunters in order to
evaluate their Refuge experience (combined with
survey used to measure objective 2.11).

2.12.2 — Staff interaction on a one-on-one with
hunters.

Alternative C
No hunting programs in Alternative C.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies: Same as B.
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Objective 2.13—Recreation Facilities

Alternative A

Within 1 year of Refuge establishment, provide a
portable restroom facility to accommodate visitors on
guided tours.

Rationale: No facility development, other than a
restroom, would be required because visitation would
be very limited.

Strategies:
2.13.1 - Install a portable restroom facility.

Alternative B

Within 1 year of the Refuge’s establishment, begin
development of the hiking trail to the Lindsay Ranch
and build an un-staffed welcome kiosk and simple

Viewing blinds and overlooks would facilitate wildlife
observation and photography.

restroom facilities at the open access point. By year 5,
additional trails would be open to public use. By year
7, 75 percent of all recreation facilities including trails,
and interpretive signage at key locations would be
established. Parking (4 parking areas ranging in size
from 3 to 30 spaces with the largest parking area at the
main entrance accommodating horse trailers) would
also be developed during this period. By year 15,
develop 100 percent of the trail system, including
connections to adjacent areas for pedestrians, cyclists
and equestrians.

Rationale: Recreational facilities would provide
public access to the Refuge’s many natural and
cultural resources. During the early years of the
CCP implementation, the Service would focus
staffing and budgetary resources on habitat
restoration including revegetating unnecessary roads,
weed management, and restoring stream crossings.
This focus would allow the Service to reduce the
severity of noxious weed infestations and gain a
foothold on road restoration before public trail use
introduces new disturbances onto the landscape. The
Service would also need to conduct baseline Preble’s
surveys before opening the site to public use.
Therefore, with the exception of the immediate
opening of the Lindsay Ranch hiking trail and
welcome kiosk, development of the recreation
facilities would need to be postponed until year 5.
The un-staffed welcome kiosk positioned nearby the
Lindsay Ranch trailhead would inform visitors about
current access opportunities and future public use
facility development.

If early restoration efforts are effective and
budgetary and staffing resources are available, the
Service may initiate construction of new trails and
the conversion of selected roads to trails before year
5 and, if feasible, may open some trails or portions of
trails ahead of schedule.

Bicycles and horses would be permitted on multiple use
trails in order to facilitate regional trail linkages and to
serve as a mode of transportation for wildlife viewing
and accessing the Refuge from surrounding
communities. Certain trails would be designated for
pedestrian use only. Trails would be designed to
provide connections, use existing road corridors and
minimize impacts to sensitive wildlife resources.

The unstaffed welcome kiosk would serve as a central
information dissemination point at the main entrance
to the Refuge. The simple structure would include

orientation and interpretive panels to explain Refuge
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The Service would continue to partner with CDOW.

resources and public use opportunities. Eventually, the
structure would be augmented with a seasonally
staffed visitor contact station that would include
permanent displays, administrative offices, Refuge
orientation information and educational materials.

Strategies:

2.13.1 - Construct an unstaffed welcome kiosk and
portable restroom facilities within disturbed areas
at the main parking lot and trailhead.

2.13.2 — Develop a universally accessible trail that links
the main parking area to the Rock Creek overlook.
Also provide an accessible mounting ramp for
equestrian use.

2.13.3 — To provide a quality trail user experience,
reduce reclaimed road widths to single lane, unpaved
trails. However, maintain adequate width of trail
corridors to allow them to also serve as access routes
for maintenance or fire protection vehicles.

2.13.4 — Clearly mark all trails with signage indicating
permitted uses.

2.13.5 - Prior to opening the Lindsay Ranch
trail improve the trail corridor and conduct a
Preble’s survey.

2.13.6 — Where appropriate, use existing road corridors
for trails to reduce negative impacts on site resources
and site trails so they minimally impact habitat and
provide a quality visitor experience.

2.13.7 — Realign road/trail corridors in specific areas
with excessive slopes and/or sensitive wildlife habitat,
or where wildlife viewing could be greatly enhanced.

2.13.8 — Designate some sections of the trail for

pedestrian use only and create multi-use trails that
permit bicycles and horses (equestrian use would be
limited to the southern half of the Refuge).

2.13.9 — Implement seasonal trail closures as needed to
protect wildlife and their habitats.

2.13.10 — Use existing roads to provide motorized
access to parking and trailheads. Make all motorized
access and parking areas unpaved.

2.13.11 — Work with adjacent landowners on issues
related to trail linkages to trail systems north, south,
east and west of the Refuge.

2.13.12 — Work with neighboring landowners,
agencies and the Colorado Department of
Transportation (CDOT) to develop safe pedestrian
crossings at all trailheads.

2.13.13 — Work with others to develop an underpass
under Indiana Street if it is deemed necessary for safe
pedestrian connections to trails and open space east of
the Refuge.

2.13.14 - Post signage at all trailheads that clearly
communicates access opportunities as well as
information about the site’s history, recent clean up
efforts, and differences in management between the
Refuge and neighboring open space properties.

2.13.15 - Educate equestrian users on the importance of
using weed-free hay and removing manure from trails.

2.13.16 - Work with equestrian groups and ensure
that they remove horse manure from trails on a
volunteer basis.

Alternative C

Within 7 years of the Refuge’s establishment,
develop all recreational facilities. Facilities would
include a short (approximately 1.25 miles) access
road, limited parking with turn around space
(approximately 10 spaces, which can also be used by
a small bus), a pedestrian trail with an overlook,
portable toilets and information/ interpretive panels.

Rationale: Limited recreation facilities would be
provided to visitors to minimize site disturbance and
provide visual access to the Rock Creek drainage. As
one of the least disturbed and most diverse portions of
the Refuge, Rock Creek is a desirable destination. All
facilities would be sited in previously disturbed areas.
Facility development would not be completed until year
7 because management resources would be directed
toward conservation and restoration efforts during the
early years of the CCP



Strategies:
2.13.1 — Provide portable toilets for both staff and
visitor use.

2.13.2 — Design and construct the unpaved access,
circulation and parking and trail facilities.

2.13.3 — Reclaim disturbed areas within these
corridors by removing paving and reducing 2-track
roads to single track trails.

2.13.4 — Place an interpretative panel at the Rock
Creek overlook. Post added trail signage to explain
limited access opportunities.

Alternative D

Within the first 5 years of the Refuge’s establishment,
develop 100 percent of the trail system along with
simple orientation and interpretive signage at key
locations. The trail network would provide pedestrians,
cyclists and equestrian users opportunities to access
the site’s key resource areas and to connect to
adjacent trails and communities. During this period,
develop an unstaffed welcome kiosk and simple
restroom, access and parking facilities (five parking
areas ranging in size from 10 to 30 spaces, designed to
accommodate horse trailers).

Rationale: Same as Alternative B, except parking
areas in this alternative would be larger than in B
to accept a greater diversity of users. In Alternative
D, the simple welcome kiosk would be
supplemented with a staffed visitor center that
would include permanent displays, administrative
offices, Refuge orientation information and
educational materials.

Strategies: Same as B.
Objective 2.14—FEnhanced Recreation Facilities

Alternative A
Not applicable to Alternative A.

Alternative B

Within 10 years of the Refuge’s establishment, enhance
trails, construct a seasonally staffed contact station
with upgraded restrooms, develop maintenance
facilities and create additional interpretive panels.

Rationale: To bolster the quality of the visitor
experience, additional resources would be expended on
visitor use facilities in the later years of the CCP A
seasonally staffed contact station would be located in
an existing disturbed area where it would not fragment
wildlife habitat. The facility would allow for more
visitor contact and provide a central location for
information dissemination and interpretation.

Trail-related improvements would include upgrading
trail surfaces, overlooks and interpretive signage.
These improvements would reduce maintenance costs,
enhance the quality of the visitor experience and
reduce resource damage. Viewing blinds could be
constructed to enhance photographic and wildlife
observation opportunities.

Strategies:
2.14.1 — Build additional interpretive signs.

2.14.2 — Improve trail alignments, surfaces and
overlooks to minimize resource impacts and
improve the visitor experience.

2.14.3 — Routinely evaluate trail and public facility
impacts and establish measures to minimize
impacts on wildlife from trails and other visitor
facilities and uses.

2.14.4 — Build a viewing blind to enhance wildlife
observation opportunities.

2.14.5 — Construct a small (approximately 750 to 1,000
square feet), seasonally staffed contact station.

2.14.6 - If trail conflicts arise, use signage and
expanded trail corridors on sections of trail where site
lines are limited to divide equestrians from other trail
users.

2.14.7 - If funding is available, position benches at
strategic locations along certain trails and construct a
limited number of shade structures.

Alternative C
Not applicable to Alternative C.

Alternative D

By the end of the CCR enhance trails, construct
a visitor center with upgraded restrooms and
build additional photography and wildlife
observation facilities.

Rationale: Same as Alternative B plus; a staffed
visitor center would be located in an existing
disturbed area where it would not fragment wildlife
habitat. The facility would allow for more visitor
contact and provide a central location for information
dissemination and interpretation.

Strategies:
2.14.1-2.14.3 — Same as B.

2.14.4 — Construct additional wildlife observation and
photography facilities called for in the interpretation
component of the Visitor Services Plan.

2.14.5 — Develop a visitor center.



2.14.6 - 2.14.7 - Same as B

2.14.8 — Develop an outdoor classroom outlined in the
interpretive component of the Visitor Services Plan.

Objective 2.15— Cold War Museum

Alternative A
Not applicable to Alternative A.

Alternative B

If the Cold War Museum secures a site adjacent to
the Refuge and funds to develop a museum within
the life of the plan, the Service would partner to co-
locate interpretive and other public use facilities
with the organization.

Rationale: The Refuge Act (PL. 107-107,sec.3181)
(Refuge Act - Appendix A) states that the Secretary
may establish a Rocky Flats Museum to commemorate
the contribution that Rocky Flats and its work force
provided to winning the Cold War. The legislation
states that the museum shall be located in the City of
Arvada unless the Secretary determines otherwise.
Therefore, there is a possibility that the facility would
be constructed on land adjacent to the Refuge should it
become available and be deemed appropriate.

Partnering with the Cold War Museum on the
development of a museum presents an excellent
opportunity for the Service to reduce the footprint of
public use facilities on the Refuge. The shared facility
would house the simple interpretive displays and staff
office space originally intended for the contact station.
The Cold War Museum would also be staffed

seasonally by Refuge staff and serve as a meeting area

for guided tours and other Refuge programs.
Additionally, the Cold War Museum facility would
present increased opportunities to interpret the the
history of the site as ranchland and a nuclear weapons
production facility.

Strategies:

2.15.1 - Continue working with the Cold War Museum

to explore potential museum sites adjacent to the
Refuge.

Alternative C
Not applicable to Alternative C.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as Alternative B, plus; The Cold
War Museum, if located adjacent to the Refuge, would
substitute for the visitor center. The shared facility

would house the interpretive displays and staff office
space originally intended for the visitor center.

Strategies: Same as B

GoAL 3. SAFETY

Conduct operations and manage public access in
accordance with the final Rocky Flats’ cleanup
decision documents to ensure the safety of the Refuge
visitors, staff and neighbors.
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Volunteers would help with restoration activities such as
seed collection.

Objective 3.1—Staff Safety

Alternative A

Throughout the life of the CCR all Service staff working
at the Refuge would participate in a Refuge orientation
and training that would introduce them to the site itself,
the institutional controls, CERCLA remedy
requirements, safety procedures (both workers and
public), biological hazards and physical hazards. The
orientation and training would be required prior to
beginning an assignment.

Rationale: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge is a
CERCLA site that has undergone cleanup. Specific
areas will remain under primary jurisdiction of the DOE
and may remain off limits to the public. It would be
important that Refuge staff receive specific training
regarding the site background, remediation actions,
CERCLA remedy requirements and institutional
controls. This training would help ensure the safety of
employees and visitors. Knowledgeable employees would
be instrumental in ensuring that visitors are kept
informed and feel safe during their visit to the Refuge.



Strategies:
3.1.1 — Develop an orientation training program
that clearly addresses key Refuge safety issues.

3.1.2 — Provide first aid training to key staff who
may be required to assist the public and staff on
site should an accident occur.

3.1.3 — Develop a record keeping system to
document worker training.

3.1.4 — As appropriate, develop site-specific
appendixes to the Refuge Complex Safety Plan.

3.1.5 — Develop a health and safety plan, within a
year of plan approval, to cover all Refuge
operations.

3.1.6 — Implement a goal of zero incident performance.

Alternative B
Same as A.

Rationale: Same as A.

Strategies: Same as A.

Alternative C
Same as A.

Rationale: Same as A.
Strategies: Same as A.

Alternative D
Same as A.

Rationale: Same as A.

Strategies: Same as A.
Objective 3.2—Visitor Safety

Alternative A

Throughout the life of the CCP, 100 percent of the
visitors on the guided programs would be briefed on
the site’s history. All Refuge employees would be
responsible for ensuring that safety regulations and
other compliance policies are met.

Rationale: The Rocky Flats site has been closed to
the general public for over 50 years; therefore, it
would be important for the Service to clearly report
the site’s history. The Service, when possible, would
work with the DOE to ensure that visitors understand
access restrictions.

Strategies:
3.2.1 — Ensure that every guided program
addresses the site’s history.

3.2.2 — Include safety-related questions in the
visitor survey. Surveys would be used to determine
the safety knowledge of the visitors and
understand how to adjust the safety awareness
program based on this information.

Alternative B

Within 5 years of Refuge establishment 75 percent
of visitors would be aware that the Refuge is safe
and open for public access before they arrive. Upon
arrival, these visitors would be informed of public
use opportunities and restrictions.

Rationale: Both the EPA and the CDPHE have
concurred that the Refuge would be safe for public
access (Appendix D). However, given the Rocky
Flats site’s nuclear weapons production history; it
would be important for the Service to clearly inform
the public that it is safe to visit the Refuge and that
the site offers opportunities to experience unique
grassland habitat and many wildlife dependent
recreation programs and facilities. In addition to
promoting opportunities for accessing the Refuge,
the Service would communicate to visitors about the
site’s history and areas on-site where public access
is prohibited. Areas retained by DOE would most
likely be closed to public access and access to
sensitive habitats would be restricted at times.
Similarly, the dilapidated structures within the
Lindsay Ranch complex may be fenced off if they
pose a safety hazard.

Outreach materials, sighage and staff would
educate the public about the steps to becoming a
refuge, access restrictions and opportunities. DOE
would post signage and construct fencing or
another means of boundary demarcation to clearly
identify all restricted areas that are subject to
institutional controls. The Service would continue
to work with DOE to ensure that the boundary is
clearly visible to the public.

Strategies:
3.2.1-3.2.2 - Same as A.

3.2.3 — Provide maps and interpretive signs at all
trailheads that inform visitors about the site’s history,
clean up, and access restrictions.

3.2.4 — Help potential users understand the site’s
restrictions and public use opportunities through a
diversity of media including TV and radio programs,
brochures, personal talks, website, public service
announcements, news releases and articles. Also work
with local school systems to educate teachers and



students about the Refuge’s recreational and
educational potential.

3.2.5 - Provide Refuge access information to
regional map and tour book publishers.

3.2.6 — Develop surveys that are implemented at
Refuge access points to determine the safety
knowledge of the visitors and understand how to
adjust the awareness program based on this
information. Data collection would be consolidated
into one public use survey encompassing survey
needs identified in other goals.

3.2.7 — Maintain a law enforcement presence on-site
and ensure that Refuge employees are well informed
and can educate visitors on Refuge safety restrictions
and allowable uses.

3.2.8 — Document violations and measure the success
of the program by the reduction in violations.

3.2.9 — Close the Refuge to public use prior to and
during the use of prescribed fire on the Refuge.

3.2.10 - Work with DOE to clearly demarcate the
DOE retained land boundary with a barbed-wire
agricultural fence, permanent obelisks, signage or
other appropriate means.

3.2.11 - Address the site’s history in guided programs.

Alternative C
Same as A.

Rationale: Same as A.

Strategies:
3.2.1-3.2.2 - Same as A.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies:
3.2.1-3.2.2 - Same as A.

3.2.2-3.2.11 — Same as B.

GoAL 4. ErrecTiVE AND OPEN COMMUNICATION

Conduct commumnication outreach efforts to raise
public awareness about the Refuge programs,
management decisions and the mission of the U.S
Fish & Wildlife Service and the National Wildlife
Refuge System among visitors, students and
nearby residents.

Objective 4.1—Outreach

Alternative A

Throughout the life of the CCR, disseminate
information collected on the Refuge through a fact
sheet sent to interested parties upon request.

Rationale: Historically, Rocky Flats has been a
controversial site with substantial public interest and
concern. The Service would respond to inquiries and
educate the public about the site’s transformation from
a nuclear weapons production facility to a National
Wildlife Refuge. In order to achieve the Refuge’s
purposes, vision and goals, the Service would need to
communicate with the public.

Strategies:

4.1.1 - Distribute the fact sheet developed in Objective
2.6 to individuals, communities, civic and educational
organizations, conservation groups and other
interested stakeholders upon request.

Alternative B

Within 5 years of the Refuge’s establishment, develop
and implement four outreach methods to inform the
public about environmental stewardship, safety issues,
CCP implementation and educate them on the missions
of the Service and NWRS. Once established in year 1,
outreach efforts would be ongoing throughout the life of
the CCP

Rationale: Same as Alternative A, plus the Service
would work with stakeholders, interest groups and the
general public to inform them about the site’s resources
and the visitor programs and facilities. In order to
achieve the Refuge’s purposes, vision and goals, the
Service would need to maintain open and regular
communication with the public.

Strategies:

4.1.1 — At a minimum conduct outreach opportunities in
Broomfield, Boulder, Arvada and Westminster and
recruit participation from the local municipal
governments, business communities, civic and
educational organizations, conservation groups,
recreational users and other interested stakeholders.

4.1.2 — Establish a monitoring system to measure the
diversity of groups in attendance at outreach events.

4.1.3 — Use a variety of outreach communication
methods such as a newsletter, website, news releases,
local newspaper column and TV and radio programs.

4.1.4 — Encourage Refuge staff to attend selected
government and organization meetings and participate
with DOE in communicating with the public about
long-term stewardship programs.



Alternative C
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.
Strategies: Same as B.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies: Same as B.

GoaAL 5. WoRrKING WITH OTHERS

Foster beneficial partnerships with individuals,
government agencies and non-governmental
organizations and others that promote resource
conservation, compatible wildlife-related research,
public use, site history and mfrastructure.

Objective 5.1—Emergency

Alternative A

Within 1 year of the Refuge’s establishment,
emergency response agreements would be in place
with all adjacent fire districts for mutual aid in
responding to fire and other emergencies. Additional
emergency response and fire protection agreements
would be developed with state and local law
enforcement agencies as needed.

Rationale: The Refuge is small and in close proximity
to a number of communities. Given the Refuge’s
location and the other on-site safety issues, rapid
suppression of fire or response to other emergencies
would be essential.

Strategies:

5.1.1 — Meet annually, or as often as needed, with
partnering agencies including DOE, to coordinate fire
and emergency response plans.

5.1.2 — Coordinate all prescribed fires with all nearby
fire districts and other cooperating agencies.

Alternative B
Same as A.

Rationale: Same as A.
Strategies: Same as A.

Alternative C
Same as A.

Rationale: Same as A.

Strategies: Same as A.

Alternative D
Same as A.

Rationale: Same as A.
Strategies: Same as A.
Objective 5.2—Conservation

Alternative A

Within 1 year of the Refuge’s establishment, develop
an agreement with the CDOW to coordinate habitat
and wildlife management strategies related to habitat
and resource conservation. Maintain open dialogue
with adjacent landowners and local governments.

Rationale: The Service would establish a partnership
with CDOW and afford the agency opportunities to
supplement the Service’s limited habitat and wildlife
conservation programs. The Service would cooperate
with CDOW on potential species reintroductions. The
Service would remain open to partnering with adjacent
landowners and local governments if opportunities
arise to conserve additional habitat.

Strategies:

5.2.1 — Seek CDOW's input on devising and
implementing wildlife management strategies and
conservation objectives.

5.2.2 — Work closely with surrounding landowners,
open space and natural resource entities such as
Jefferson County, City of Boulder, Boulder County,
City and County of Broomfield, City of Westminster,
Town of Superior and City of Arvada to develop
resource management approaches for issues that
cross Refuge boundaries.

Alternative B

Throughout the life of the CCP, Refuge staff would
meet annually (at a minimum) with local governments
and other adjacent landowners, to coordinate habitat
management and resource conservation strategies.

Rationale: The Service would encourage a regional
management approach for the conservation and
restoration of natural resources, which would require
collaboration with surrounding landowners. Many
natural resource management issues such as invasive
weed control, wildlife corridors, recovery of declining
species and impacts to resources caused by visitors
would need to be coordinated across boundaries.

Strategies:
5.2.1 — Work closely with surrounding open space and



natural resource entities such as Jefferson County,
City of Boulder, Boulder County, City and County of
Broomfield, City of Westminster, Town of Superior,
City of Arvada and CDOW to develop resource
management approaches for issues that cross
Refuge boundaries.

5.2.2 — Use volunteers to help with conservation and
restoration activities.

5.2.3 — Work with adjacent landowners to maintain
corridors for ungulate populations and other wildlife
that migrate seasonally to and from the Refuge.

Alternative C
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.
Strategies: Same as B.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.
Strategies: Same as B.
Objective 5.3—Research

Alternative A

Throughout the life of the CCP, maintain agreements
with universities and federal agencies for compatible
scientific research.

Rationale: The Service would encourage ongoing
compatible research efforts to continue after closure
and transfer. Due to limited resources allocated to
partnerships and research, in particular, the Service
would rely on outside researchers from other agencies
and universities to broaden its data base. Research
having direct implications for Refuge management,
such as information gathering and analysis focused on
wildlife, habitat and public use would considerably help
the Refuge and surrounding entities.

Strategies:

5.3.1 - Establish criteria to evaluate research
proposals. Each proposal would be subject to a
compatibility determination.

5.3.2 — Emphasize and support research focusing on
studies that directly affect Refuge management.

Alternative B
Within the first 5 years of the Refuge’s establishment,
develop a list of research needs to be addressed by

Refuge staff and external researchers and establish a
system to evaluate and approve proposals for
compatible scientific research that focuses on the
Refuge’s habitat, wildlife and public use.

Rationale: Because the Refuge would be a newly
established refuge with limited resources, it would be
important for Service staff to collaborate with outside
researchers. Research partnerships would allow the
Service to expand its baseline data and study
management techniques more efficiently. Research that
has direct implications for Refuge management, such
as information gathering and analysis focused on
wildlife, habitat and public use would be instrumental
in shaping the management direction of the Refuge and
similar prairie landscapes throughout the life of the
CCP and into the future.

Strategies

5.3.1 — Establish criteria to evaluate research
proposals that would ensure research is compatible
with the Refuge mission, purpose and goals.

5.3.2 - Same as A..

5.3.3 — Partner with others to seek funding to address
identified research needs.

Alternative C

Within the first 5 years of the Refuge’s establishment,
develop a list of research needs to be addressed by
Refuge staff and external researchers and establish a
system to evaluate and approve proposals for
compatible scientific research that focuses on long-
term habitat changes and species of concern.

Rationale: Same as B except: Research would not
address public use, but focus on habitat and wildlife.

Strategies: Same as B.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.
Strategies: Same as B.
Objective 5.,—Volunteer

Alternative A
No volunteer program in Alternative A.

Alternative B

Within 3 years of the Refuge’s establishment, create a
volunteer program and support the establishment of a
Friends group for the Rocky Flats National



Wildlife Refuge.

Rationale: Volunteers are essential for the growth and
success of many refuges within the NWRS. Volunteers
can assist with both resource conservation activities
and visitor use programs. Support of a Friends groups
would play an important role in leveraging local private
resources and public support for Refuge programs.

Strategies
5.4.1 — Recruit volunteers from equestrian and bicycle
groups and others to help maintain trails.

5.4.2 — Develop and implement a volunteer program
that defines volunteer opportunities for participation
in wildlife habitat and public use programs.

5.4.3 — Work with interested individuals to establish
and maintain a nonprofit corporation who's objective
is to positively support the Refuge.

Alternative C
No volunteer program in Alternative C.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies: Same as B.

GoAL 6. REFUGE OPERATIONS

Based on available funds, provide facilities and staff
to fulfill the Refuge vision and purpose.

Objective 6.1—Staffing

Alternative A

Within 2 years of the Refuge’s establishment, obtain
base funding for one full-time employee (1.0 FTE) and
one seasonal (0.5 FTE) at the Refuge and assign
collateral duties for Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR
staff. Fire management funding would be used for an
additional two full-time (2.0 FTE) and two seasonal (1.0
FTE) employees.

Rationale: Given restrictions on general public use
and the limited amount of habitat and wildlife
conservation programs, minimal on-site staff would be
required. Due to the use of prescribed fire within the
Rock Creek Reserve and the high probability and
frequency of wildfires in the grasslands of the Refuge,
fire personnel are included in the staffing. Refuge fire
staff (3.0 FTE) would be responsible for suppressing
wildfires, developing prescribed burn plans, overseeing
prescribed fires and developing and maintaining

mutual aid agreements. Service employees would be
available to lead a limited number of Refuge tours.

Strategies:
6.1.1 — Follow Service protocols for budget
development and hiring of staff.

Alternative B

Within 2 years of the Refuge’s establishment, obtain
base funding for three employees (3.0 FTE) for the
Refuge and within 5 years, add one employee (1.0
FTE). Also assign collateral duties for Rocky Mountain
Arsenal NWR staff. Fire management funding would
be used for an additional two full-time (2.0 FTE) and
two seasonal (1.0 FTE) employees.

Rationale: Due to the site’s urban context, high public
interest and extensive restoration requirements, on-
site staffing and facilities would be necessary from the
onset of the CCP’s implementation. Staffing needs
would be based on the current and projected NWRS'’s
budgetary environment and the objectives of the CCP.
Three full-time employees (3.0 FTE) would be required
within 2 years of Refuge establishment to begin
instituting habitat and restoration management
practices. An increase in public use after year 5 would
require one additional employee (1.0 FTE).

Due to the use of prescribed fire in this alternative and
the high probability and frequency of wildfires in the
grasslands of the Refuge, fire personnel are included in
the staffing. Refuge fire staff (3.0 FTE) would be
responsible for suppressing wildfires, developing
prescribed burn plans, overseeing prescribed fires and
developing and maintaining mutual aid agreements.
Because the Refuge would be managed as part of a
complex, in conjunction with Two Ponds NWR and the
RMA, some staffing resources would be shared between
the three refuges. Collateral duties for Two Ponds and
RMA staff at the Refuge would ensure that the new
Refuge benefits from the experience and expertise of
trained staff.

Strategies: Same as A.

Alternative C

Within 2 years of the Refuge’s establishment, obtain
base funding for five employees (5.0 FTE) for the
Refuge and assign collateral duties for Rocky Mountain
Arsenal NWR staff. Fire management funding would
be used for an additional two full-time (2.0 FTE) and
two seasonal (1.0 FTE) employees.

Rationale: The extensive site restoration, research,
monitoring and habitat management to be initiated
upon Refuge establishment would require five
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employees (5.0 FTE). Staffing needs would be based
on the current and projected NWRS'’s budgetary
environment and the objectives of the CCP

Staffing for suppressing both prescribed fire and
unplanned grassland fires has the same rationale as
Alternative B, as does the sharing of staff resources
between Two Ponds NWR and the RMA.

Strategies: Same as A.

Alternative D

Within 2 years of the Refuge’s establishment, obtain
base funding for six employees (6.0 FTE) for the
Refuge and within 5 years add two additional
employees (2.0 FTE). Also assign collateral duties for
Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR staff. Fire management
funding would be used for an additional two full-time
staff (2.0 FTE) and one seasonal employee (0.5 FTE).

Rationale: Due to the site’s urban context, high public
interest and attractive recreational resources, on-site
staffing and facilities would be necessary during the
early stages of plan implementation. Staffing needs
would be based on the current and projected NWRS'’s
budgetary environment and the objectives of the CCP
Six employees (6.0 FTE) would be required within 2
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years of Refuge establishment to fulfill the diverse
habitat, wildlife and increased public use
responsibilities outlined in Alternative D. Two more
employees (2.0 FTE) would be needed by year 5, upon
implementing additional public use programs.
Dedicated visitor services staff would be included
among the Refuge staff.

Staffing for suppressing unplanned grassland fires has
the same rationale as Alternative B, as does the sharing
of staff resources between Two Ponds NWR and the
RMA. However, one-half less FTE is needed because
prescribed fire is not included in this alternative.

Strategies: Same as A.
Objective 6.2—Operations and Management Facilities

Alternative A

Operations and maintenance (O&M) facilities at RMA
would support all maintenance, conservation and
administrative activities at the Refuge.

Rationale: Primary maintenance facilities and
equipment storage for the Refuge would be at the
RMA and no facility development would take place at
the Refuge. Refuge O&M funding may be required to

Prescribed burning would occur in designated areas outside of DOE-retained lands in Alternatives A, B, and C.
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support conservation and restoration projects in the
Rock Creek Reserve, however, projects would not
necessitate the support of onsite O&M facilities.

Strategies:

6.2.1 — Prepare and submit projects for the Refuge
Operations Needs System and Maintenance
Management System database.

6.2.2 — Prepare a fire cache and install necessary
water storage systems (e.g., tanks).

6.2.3 — Coordinate equipment use with RMA staff.

6.2.4 — Install boundary and trailhead signs along the
Refuge boundary in order to identify access points
and ownership.

6.2.5 — Renovate existing, on-site vehicle search
buildings to create a small office space and to use for
storage and other refuge operations.

Alternative B

Within 5 years of the Refuge’s establishment, develop
50 percent of administrative and visitor use facilities for
on-site presence and connectivity with regional trail
systems. Within 5 years of the Refuge’s establishment,
develop 50 percent of O&M facilities needed to support
public use and conservation objectives. By year 10,
complete all O&M facilities.

Rationale: During the early years of CCP
implementation, management resources would be
focused on public outreach and education beyond the
site boundaries, developing partnerships and securing
funding. Habitat conservation and restoration would
be the primary management priority. Construction of
the trail system, signage and orientation and
interpretation facilities would follow the development
of restoration measures.

During the first 5 years of the Refuge’s establishment,
the Service staff would rely on O&M facilities at RMA.
Due to public outreach events and word of mouth,
visitor numbers are likely to substantially increase
once the Refuge is fully open to the general public in
the fifth year of the Refuge’s establishment, therefore,
it would be important to establish on site staffing and
complete visitor facilities by year 10. Once visitor use
facilities are established, on-site maintenance facilities
would be constructed and interpretive signage and
trails would be upgraded. Throughout the life of the
CCPR, RMA O&M facilities and staff would supplement
Refuge operations. The Service will not use the land
at Rocky Flats for residential or “bunkhouse” facilities
during the life of the CCR

Strategies:
6.2.1- 6.2.5 — Same as A.

6.2.6 — Provide administrative offices for Refuge
employees within the contact station.

6.2.7 — Pursue partnerships and funding sources
including but not limited to challenge cost share
projects, Federal Highway Administration, CDOT and
other transportation entities, Great Outdoors Colorado,
CDOW, Mile High Youth Corps, Colorado Historical
Society and Volunteers for Outdoor Colorado.

6.2.8 — Where possible, screen maintenance facilities
from visitor use areas.

6.2.9 — Construct a small (1,750 to 2,250 square feet)
maintenance/storage facility.

6.2.10 - Install a cistern or other storage system to
provide water to the visitor contact station, offices,
and maintenance facilities.

6.2.11 - Co-locate O&M facilities with public use
facilities and construct facilities in areas that are
already disturbed or degraded and will not impact
important wildlife habitat.

Alternative C

Within 3 years of the Refuge’s establishment,
develop a satellite maintenance facility to support
Refuge operations.

Rationale: Given the emphasis on ecological
restoration in Alternative C, the construction of O&M
facilities would precede the development of public use
facilities. Primary maintenance facilities and equipment
storage for the Refuge would be at the RMA with only
a small facility at the Refuge. Limited facility
development at the Refuge would reduce O&M
expenses and ensure that the maximum amount of land
is conserved. The construction of the maintenance
facilities within the early years of the Refuge’s
establishment would also help the Service establish an
on-site presence.

Strategies: Same as B.

Alternative D

Within 4 years of the Refuge’s establishment, develop
75 percent of the administrative and visitor use
facilities for on-site presence and connectivity with
regional trail systems. Within 5 years of the Refuge’s
establishment, develop 50 percent of O&M facilities
needed to support public use and conservation
objectives. By year 10, complete all O&M facilities. By
year 15, complete construction of the visitor center.
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Rationale: Given the emphasis on public use in
Alternative D, development of administrative and
visitor use facilities would be accelerated and all trails
and preliminary visitor use facilities (e.g., welcome
kiosk, restrooms) would be developed early in the life
of the CCR Extensive public outreach events and word
of mouth are likely to attract large numbers of visitors
in the early years of the Refuge’s establishment;
therefore, it would be important to establish on-site
staffing and visitor facilities early in the CCP Initial
facility development is crucial orienting visitors and
educating them about the Refuge’s resources. The
facilities would be upgraded over the life of the CCR,
culminating in the construction of a visitor center by
year 15.
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During the first years of the Refuge’s establishment,
while management resources are focused on habitat
conservation and visitor use facility development, the
Service staff would rely on O&M facilities at RMA.
With the inclusion of equestrian trail uses, additional
O&M resources would be allocated to the development
of large parking areas (that can accommodate horse
trailers) and additional trail maintenance. Noxious
weed control along multi-use trails would be more
intensive. Once visitor use facilities are established, the
maintenance facilities would be constructed and
interpretive signage and trials would be upgraded.
Maintenance facilities would be sufficient in size so
that no satellite facilities at RMA would be required.

Strategies:
6.2.1-6.2.5 — Same as A.

Nuttal’s larkspur.

6.2.6- 6.2.8 — Same as B. ensure that the DOE retained land boundary is

clearly demarcated.
6.2.9 — Construct a larger (approximately 2,500 to y

3,000 square feet) maintenance/storage facility. Strategies:
6.3.1 — Attach boundary signage to the perimeter fence

6.2.10-6.2.11 - Same as B. and any fencing delineating the DOE retained area.

Objective 6.5—Fencing 6.3.2 - Advise DOE on the use of signage and fencing to

Alternative A demarcate the boundary of lands subject to
Upon the Refuge’s establishment and throughout the institutional controls.
life of the CCR, malntaln_the eX|st|r!g barb_ed—wwe stock Alternative B
fence. The fence would line the entire perimeter and

) X . o Same as A.
would be suitable for excluding neighboring livestock
from trespassing on the Refuge. Rationale: Same as A.
Rationale: State law requires that a stock fence Strategies: Same as A.
enclose the Refuge to prevent livestock trespassing. ]
Visitor safety and wildlife habitat goals would be Alternative C
accomplished through signage, staff contact with Same as B.

visitors and internal fencing of off-limits areas.

Rationale: B.
The Service would also work closely with DOE to ationale: Same as
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Strategies: Same as A.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies: Same as A.

Objective 6.4—Cultural Resources - Lindsay Barn

Alternative A

Within 15 years of Refuge establishment, develop an
inventory of cultural resources found on the Refuge
and maintain the Lindsay Ranch barn.

Rationale: Although the Lindsay Ranch structures
are not eligible for listing in the National Register of
Historic Places, they are valued by the public and
present an opportunity to interpret the early ranching
era at the Refuge. The Lindsay Ranch structures
including a barn and house are not structurally sound
and are in varying states of decay. In order to preserve
the scenic value of the cultural resource, the Service
and DOE initiated a project to stabilize the barn in
2003. Since the ranch house is not structurally sound
and presents a safety concern, the Service chose to
concentrate its stabilization efforts on the barn. The
house would be fenced off or taken down to minimize
safety hazards. Should partners raise sufficient funds
to stabilize and interpret the ranch house, the Service
will be amenable to working with them to complete
such a project. Over time, additional cultural resources
may be uncovered on the Refuge. The Service would
maintain a record of identified cultural resources.

Strategies:
6.4.1 — Pursue partnerships to help fund the ongoing
stabilization of the Lindsay Ranch barn.

6.4.2 — Maintain an inventory of all cultural resources
found on site.

6.4.3 — Following all prescribed fires in the Rock
Creek Reserve, conduct limited surveys of burned
areas for archaeological or cultural resources or
artifacts.

Alternative B

By year five, develop a step-down plan for the
preservation of all cultural resources on the Refuge. By
the end of the CCR interpret the Lindsay Ranch barn.

Rationale: Same as A, plus where appropriate,
provide interpretive signage to help visitors better
understand the history of the Lindsay Ranch.

Strategies:
6.4.1-6.4.2 — Same as A.

6.4.3 — Following all prescribed fires, survey burned
areas for archaeological or cultural resources or
artifacts.

6.4.4 — Work with interested parties and organizations
to interpret the Lindsay Ranch and the story of
homesteading on the Refuge.

6.4.5 — Use trail signage to identify the historic
stage-coach stop and apple orchard in the Woman
Creek drainage.

Alternative C

By year five, develop a step-down plan for the
preservation of all cultural resources on the Refuge.
Remove the Lindsay Ranch structures and restore the
area to native vegetation.

Rationale: The Lindsay Ranch structures were
identified as “ineligible” for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places and stabilization and/or
preservation of the barn and house is not mandatory.
Given Alternative C’s emphasis on ecological
restoration, the Lindsay Ranch structures would be
removed and the site would be restored to pre-
settlement conditions. Prior to demolition, the Ranch
structures be documented with photographs. Over
time, additional cultural resources may be uncovered
on the Refuge. The Service would maintain a record of
all identified cultural resources.

Strategies:
6.4.1-6.4.2 — Same as A.

6.4.3 — Same as B.

6.4.6 — Restore stream crossings and revegetate roads
within the Lindsay Ranch site.

6.4.7 — Use native vegetation to restore the area to
pre-settlement conditions.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies:
6.4.1-6.4.2 — Same as A.

6.4.3 — Following all wildfires, survey burned areas for
archaeological or cultural resources or artifacts.

6.4.4-6.4.5 — Same as A.



Objective 6.5—Cultural Resources - Site History

Alternative A
Not applicable to Alternative A.

Alternative B

Within 5 years of the Refuge’s establishment, develop a
cooperative partnership with interested stakeholders,
including the Cold War Museum, to interpret the
history of the Refuge.

Rationale: The history of the Refuge represents
diverse periods of time and topics ranging from Native
American history to the settlement of the western
frontier and nuclear weapons production during the
Cold War. The history and cultural resources of the
Refuge are of interest to many groups and individuals.
Interested stakeholders, including the Cold War
Museum, would be key partners in interpreting the
site’s history and cultural resources and securing
funding for interpretation and stabilization efforts.

Strategies:

6.5.1 — Work with a variety of interested entities to
manage and interpret the history of the site as it
evolved through time. Interpretation programs would
illuminate the historical evolution of the site including
Native Americans, early settlement, ranching and
Cold War histories.

6.5.2 — Work with appropriate state and federal
agencies to manage the site’s cultural resources
appropriately.

Alternative C
Not applicable to Alternative C.

Alternative D
Same as B.

Rationale: Same as B.

Strategies: Same as B.
2.6. STAFFING AND BUDGETS

Refuge budgets generally include ongoing operations
funds for staffing, maintenance and utility needs.
Estimated staff for each alternative is the minimum
necessary to accomplish the goals of that alternative. A
detailed list of this staff along with the costs for each
alternative are provided in Appendix F Maintenance
expenses would cover activities necessary to keep
facilities and equipment in good working order. Utilities
would vary by alternative and would include gas,
electrical, phone and cleaning. In addition, restoration
and implementation costs would be calculated for each
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Staffing and budget would be allocated to protect and
restore native grasses such as forktip three-awn.

alternative based on estimated needs. These one-time
items associated with opening the Refuge would
include costs to restore habitat, build facilities and
purchase equipment. Fire management funds are
administered from a different funding source and are
listed separately.

Because the Refuge would be managed as part of a
complex that includes the RMA and Two Ponds, there
would be costs that could be shared between the
facilities. Therefore, both operations and restoration
and implementation costs have been broken out
between items that would require new funding for the
Refuge and items that would be covered from the
complex’s existing base funding. Furthermore, large
equipment needed for restoration activities is assumed
to be shared with the other refuges in the complex and
is included with existing base funding.

Estimated costs for alternatives are summarized in
Table 5. Costs are presented in 2003 dollars. Because
the Refuge would not be established for several years,
these numbers would need to be adjusted for inflation
when the Refuge’s funding request is made.
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Table 5. Estimated Costs of Alternatives

Cost over Annual Restoration and Fire
Alternative 15 Years Operations | Implementation | Management Major Components of Costs
(millions 2003$) | (thousands) (millions) (millions)
A $3.7 $164 $0.3 $1.6 Small staff, limited restoration
B $8.6 $543 $1.2 $1.6 Balances public-use and restoration efforts
C $11.5 $824 $0.9 $1.6 Restoration staff, off-site office lease
D $16.6 $1,037 $4.5 $1.1 Increased public use staff and facilities

ALTERNATIVE A

In Alternative A, the currently planned management
approach described in the Rock Creek Reserve
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan
(DOE 2000) would be maintained. This would require
two employees with an annual funding target of about
$164,000 for operations. Restoration and
implementation costs amount to about $275,000, most
of which is for maintenance equipment, facilities,
restoration of unused roads and stabilization of the
Lindsay Ranch barn. Fire management activities on
the Refuge will require the equivalent of three
employees (2 full-time and 2 seasonals) with annual
funding of $133,000, as well as an up-front expenditure
of $125,000 for equipment and supplies. Total costs over
the 15-year period for this alternative would amount to
about $3.7 million.

ALTERNATIVE B

Compared to Alternative A, Alternative B would
require higher funding levels. It would require the
equivalent of four employees with an annual funding
target of $543,000 for operations. In addition, this
alternative would require $1.2 million in restoration
and implementation costs, over a third of which is for
maintenance equipment and related storage.
Remaining funds requested are for habitat restoration
supplies and visitor-related facilities. Fire management
activities on the Refuge will require the equivalent of
three employees (2 full-time and 2 seasonals) with
annual funding of $133,000, as well as an up-front
expenditure of $125,000 for equipment and supplies.
Estimated costs in 2003 dollars over the 15-year period
for this alternative are $8.6 million.

ALTERNATIVE C

Alternative C would require more funding than
Alternatives A and B, but less than Alternative D. This
is mainly due to the addition of one employee - for a

total of five - and the use of leased off-site office space
rather than new construction on-site. Staff and their
funding would shift emphasis to habitat conservation
and restoration activities, with annual operations costs
estimated at about $824,000. One-time restoration and
implementation activities would require about $882,000,
primarily focused on restoration supplies, maintenance
equipment and related storage. Fire management
activities on the Refuge would require the equivalent of
three employees (2 full-time and 2 seasonals) with
annual funding of $133,000, as well as an up-front
expenditure of $125,000 for equipment and supplies.
Estimated costs in 2003 dollars over the 15-year period
for this alternative are $11.5 million.

ALTERNATIVE D

Alternative D would require the largest amount of
funding because of its facility development and staffing
requirements. Although some funding would be used
for habitat conservation and restoration, the staffing
and budget would be weighted toward public use.
Alternative D would require eight full-time employees.
Annual operations costs are estimated slightly over $1
million, due to both an increased public use staff and
increased facility maintenance costs. Restoration and
implementation costs would be $4.5 million, primarily
due to the addition of a $3 million visitor center. Fire
management activities on the Refuge would require the
equivalent of two employees with annual funding of
about $84,000, as well as an up-front expenditure of
$125,000 for equipment and supplies. Estimated costs
in 2003 dollars over the 15-year period for this
alternative are $16.6 million.

2.7. PARTNERSHIP OPPORTUNITIES

The Service would pursue opportunities to work with
federal, state and local agencies, conservation groups,
adjacent landowners and other interested parties to
advance the purpose of the Refuge and to benefit



surrounding communities. Many natural resource
management issues such as invasive weed control,
wildfire management, wildlife corridors, recovery of
declining species and impacts to resources caused by
visitors would need to be coordinated across boundaries.
Collaboration with surrounding open space and natural
resource entities such as Jefferson County, City of
Boulder, Boulder County, City and County of
Broomfield, City of Westminster, City of Arvada and

CDOW would be instrumental in achieving the Service’s

ecosystem management goals. The Service would also
develop and maintain mutual aid agreements related to
fire control with adjacent jurisdictions.

The Service would encourage and support research and

management studies on Refuge lands that inform
natural resource management decisions. Scientific
research partnerships would give the Service
opportunities to analyze independently collected data
and use research results to develop adaptive
management strategies. As data-sharing partners,
university faculty, staff and students as well as
independent scientists would be instrumental in
helping the Service develop baseline biological data.

In Alternatives B and D, the Service also would
collaborate with interested organizations such as the
Cold War Museum to interpret the history of the Rocky
Flats site and communicate its story to Refuge visitors.
Other potential partnerships related to hunting,
environmental education, trail use and interpretation
may involve local universities, school districts,
conservation and/or historical organizations, open space
agencies, recreation user groups and the CDOW.

\olunteer partnerships in Alternatives B and D would
be cultivated with individuals interested in learning
more about the Refuge and assisting staff with various
aspects of Refuge operations. The Service also would
support the development of a “Friends” group for the
new Refuge. Such a group would play an important
role in leveraging private resources and public support
for Refuge programming.

2.8. MONITORING AND EVALUATION

In all alternatives, the Service would adopt an adaptive
management approach to the implementation of the
proposed management objectives. Adaptive
management is “the rigorous application of
management, research and monitoring to gain
information and experience necessary to assess and
modify management activities...A process that uses
feedback from Refuge research and monitoring and

© Nelson, RFETS

Orange paintbrush.

evaluation of management actions to support or modify
objectives and strategies at all planning levels” (U.S
Fish & Wildlife Service 2000). Because the Refuge is
new, ongoing monitoring of the effectiveness of habitat
restoration and conservation and public use is essential
for adapting and refining objectives and strategies to
ensure management goals are achieved. Monitoring
and evaluation has been integrated into many resource
management and public use objectives.

The Service would establish biological monitoring
programs to assess the effect of restoration and
conservation measures on habitat condition. The
Service would monitor certain habitat conditions to
determine if the management strategies are serving
the needs of native wildlife species. For example,
periodic Preble’s surveys would help determine the
effects of riparian habitat protection and enhancement
efforts. To assist in the control of invasive species such
as Dalmatian toadflax and diffuse knapweed and to
restore native plant communities, the Service would
evaluate the use of different treatments and control
mechanisms for the most efficient forms of weed
suppression. The Service would evaluate the use of an
IPM approach and, depending on the alternative
selected, prescribed fire, managed grazing, or use of a
combination of these techniques. The monitoring of
vegetation transects would help gauge the long-term
effects of weed management and restoration efforts in
the xeric tallgrass community.

Visitor use surveys in Alternatives B and D would
measure the extent to which visitors feel welcome,
safe and comfortable at the Refuge and the extent to



which they learned about the Refuge system, safety
issues and the Service’s stewardship role during their
visits. In addition to measuring visitor satisfaction,
the surveys would indicate the effectiveness of public
use programming in increasing visitors’
understanding and appreciation of natural resources
and promoting environmentally responsible behavior.

This CCP is designed to be effective for 15 years. It
would undergo periodic review to evaluate whether
the established goals and objectives are being met
and strategies are being implemented. Throughout
the life of the CCR the Service would monitor Refuge
resources, assess whether the goals and objectives for
the Refuge are being achieved and if necessary,
adjust specific management prescriptions to better
respond to the long-term needs of the Refuge.

2.9. ALTERNATIVE CONSIDERED BUT
ELIMINATED

During the initial alternatives development workshop,
Service staff considered a “custodial management”
alternative. In this alternative, the Service would have
taken a “hands-off” approach to Refuge stewardship,
limiting management to areas that the Service is
legally obligated to address. These areas would include
the containment of weeds, the maintenance of fencing
and the preservation of federally listed threatened and
endangered species. Unlike the No Action Alternative,
under this alternative the Service would not manage
the Rock Creek Reserve in accordance with the Rock
Creek Reserve Integrated Natural Resources
Management Plan.

This alternative was eliminated from detailed analysis
in the EIS. The rationale for eliminating this
alternative included:

e This alternative is similar to the No Action
Alternative

= Custodial management would lead to increased
degradation of wildlife and habitat

= This alternative is not consistent with the purposes
of the Refuge and the mission of NWRS

2.10. REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIVITIES

Reasonably foreseeable future activities are actions
and activities that are independent of the Proposed
Action for the Refuge, but could result in cumulative
effects when they are combined with the effects of the
proposed alternatives. They are anticipated to occur

regardless of which Refuge alternative is selected. The
effects of these activities are described in the
Cumulative Impacts sections under each resource in
Chapter 4.

Reasonably foreseeable future activities within or near
the Refuge are represented in Figure 11 and fall into
the following categories:

e Urban Development

Regional Transportation Improvements

Resource Development and Assessment

Open Space and Trails

DOE Monitoring and Maintenance

Cold War Museum

URBAN DEVELOPMENT

According to urban growth projections by the Denver
Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG), the
following areas are anticipated to be developed by 2020
(Figure 11):

A strip of private land along highway 93
along the west side of Rocky Flats

Portions of Broomfield and Westminster
between Great Western Reservoir and the
Jefferson County Airport

Southwestern portions of Superior near
Highway 128

Portions of Arvada directly south of the
Refuge (Vauxmont development - see below)

For many years, the City of Arvada has envisioned
urban development in an area immediately south of the
Refuge. Arvada annexed the area in 1988 and zoned it
for mixed residential and commercial development.
More recently, plans have been underway for a mixed
residential and commercial development called
Vauxmont. Currently no construction date is
anticipated and no formal plans have been reviewed by
the City of Arvada; however, a metropolitan district has
been established to provide water and other utilities to
the future development. The Vauxmont development
will be immediately adjacent to the southern boundary
of the Refuge.

REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

CDOT and the Federal Highway Administration are



studying long-range regional transportation needs in
the northwest quadrant of the Denver Metropolitan
area. The study area of the Northwest Corridor EIS is
approximately bounded by the foothills on the west,
Simms Street/96th Street on the east, the intersection
of the Northwest Parkway/Tape Drive/Carbon
Road/96th Street on the north and the intersection of
C-470/1-70 on the south.

The study is considering a full range of possible multi-
modal options, including possible general transit
options, possible improvement of existing roadways,
possible new highways and enhancements, possible
implementation of a tolling enterprise, as well as
transportation system management and transportation
demand management items. The study was initiated in
2003 and will likely take 3 to 4 years to complete.

As part of the environmental review process for the
Northwest Corridor Transportation Study, CDOT is
coordinating with federal, state, and local agencies,
including the Service. The Service has provided and
will continue to provide comments to CDOT regarding
the Northwest Corridor Transportation Study. CDOT
will consult with the Service on any improvement
associated with the study that may affect a threatened
or endangered species.

While the completion of the Northwest Corridor
Transportation Study, and its eventual
recommendations for transportation improvements in
the areas surrounding Rocky Flats are reasonably
foreseeable, the Service has determined that
transportation improvements in any specific location
are not reasonably foreseeable. A specific
improvement has not been funded, is not in the
DRCOG'’s Regional Transportation Plan, and therefore
is speculative. "Reasonably foreseeable" actions are not
speculative-they have been approved, are included in
short- to medium-term planning and budget documents
prepared by government agencies or other entities, or
are likely given trends (EPA 1999).

The Refuge Act's 83174 prohibits the construction of a
public road through the Refuge. However, the DOE
can make available land along the eastern boundary of
the Refuge for the sole purpose of transportation
improvements along Indiana Street. Land made
available under §3174 may not extend more than 300
feet from the west edge of the existing Indiana Street
right of way. To be made available, DOE must receive
an application submitted by a county, city, or other
political subdivision of the State of Colorado that
includes documentation demonstrating that the
transportation improvements for which the land is to

be made available:

= Are carried out so as to minimize adverse
effects on the management of the Refuge as
a wildlife refuge

= Are included in the regional transportation
plan of the metropolitan planning
organization designated for the Denver
Metropolitan area

Additionally, 83178 of the Refuge Act requires that the
CCP address and make recommendations on the land to
be made available. In Section 4.16 of this CCP/EIS,
three possible alternative widths, 50 feet, 125 feet and
300 feet, are analyzed. A range of widths is analyzed to
provide information to the Service and the DOE
regarding lands that could be made available. The
DOE will be responsible for determining the width of
any transferred lands, but it is likely the width would
range between 50 and 300 feet. The transfer of a 50-
foot right of way would make the right of way along
Indiana Street 100 feet wide, wide enough for a four-
lane, undivided road. Similarly, the transfer of a 100-
foot right of way would make the right of way along
Indiana Street 200 feet wide. A 100-foot or 200-foot
wide right of way would not be wide enough for a four-
lane, divided highway. Typical right of way widths for a
four-lane, divided highway, are 300 to 400 feet. The
transfer of a 300-foot right of way would make the right
of way along Indiana Street 350 feet wide, wide enough
for a four-lane, divided highway. The transfer would be
designed to help meet regional transportation needs.

Section 4.16 discusses two issues related to potential
transportation improvements near the Refuge. The
first part of Section 4.16 discusses the lands up to 300
feet from the west edge of the Indiana Street right-of-
way that could be made available. The second part of
Section 4.16 discusses potential concerns that the
Service would have related to any transportation
improvements along Indiana Street, Highway 128, and
Highway 93. Improvements to these roadways are
among the universe of alternatives currently being
considered by the Northwest Corridor Transportation
Study (CDOT 2004).

RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT AND ASSESSMENT
Mining

A geologic formation called the Rocky Flats Alluvium
is found in the western half of the Refuge and in
surrounding areas. It is valued as an aggregate source
and is currently being mined in the Refuge area. The



U.S. Government does not own all of the subsurface
mineral rights at the Refuge. Currently, three active
mining permits are within the Refuge: the Bluestone
sand and gravel quarry, the Lakewood Brick and Tile
mine, and the Church Ranch - Rocky Flats Pit
(Figure 11).

The Service believes that the exercise of these existing
privately owned mineral rights, particularly surface
mining of gravel and other aggregate material, at
Rocky Flats will have an adverse impact on the
management of the Refuge. The Service does not
believe it can manage the Refuge for meeting the
purposes of §3177(e)(2) of the Refuge Act if certain
mineral rights are exercised. Accordingly, the Service
will not accept transfer of administrative jurisdiction
for lands subject to the mining of gravel and other
aggregate material at Rocky Flats from DOE until the
United States owns the mineral rights of the land to be
transferred to the Service, or until the lands that are
subject of mining have been reclaimed to a mixed
prairie grassland community.

The permit for the Church Ranch- Rocky Flats Pit
includes stipulations that mining will not encounter
groundwater, and will stay a minimum of 2 feet above
groundwater (CDMG 2004; Church Ranch 2004). The
permits for the Bluestone Pit and the Lakewood Brick
and Tile operation do not have stipulations about
groundwater.

Several off-site mining areas are located northwest of
the Refuge along Highway 93. In the permits, mining
can continue until the resource within the mine permit
area is depleted.

Reservoir Expansion

The City and County of Broomfield owns and operates
Great Western Reservoir to store irrigation water.
Great Western Reservoir is located along Walnut
Creek, about % mile east of the Refuge. Broomfield
plans to increase the size of the reservoir from 2,370
acre-feet to 12,000 acre-feet. Broomfield currently has
sufficient water to fill the reservoir and plans to
complete the expansion within the next 10 to 20 years.

National Wind Technology Center

The DOE’s National Renewable Energy Laboratory
operates the National Wind Technology Center
(NWTC) immediately northwest of the Refuge. The
NWTC is primarily used for wind energy research,
development and testing and currently has between 12
and 15 wind turbines. While the number of wind
turbines at NWTC would vary in accordance with the

nature of future research, the facility is likely to
continue such operations into the foreseeable future
(DOE-NREL 2002).

Utility and Ditch Access

Several outside entities own easements for natural gas,
electrical, fiber optic and other utility lines across the
Refuge. In addition, several other outside entities own
water rights that are conveyed across the Refuge
through ditches such as the Smart Ditch, Upper
Church Ditch and McKay Ditch. The owners and
managers of these easements and water rights will
continue to access the Refuge to maintain their
respective utilities and water rights.

OPEN SPACE AND TRAILS
Recreational Trails

The Refuge is bounded on three sides by designated
open space land owned and managed by local
governments. Several new trails are planned in these
areas, including:

= A new trail on City of Boulder Open Space
land that parallels Highway 128, connecting
the Coalton Trail to the Greenbelt Plateau
trailhead near Highway 93

= A new trail across the City and County of
Broomfield’s Great Western Open Space to
access Indiana Street

The City of Arvada has planned several trails along the
Big Dry Creek drainage between the Refuge and
Highway 72 to the south. These trails are not
associated with currently designated open space, but
are within the planned Vauxmont development
described above.

Front Range Trail

In 2001, Colorado State Parks initiated a planning
project to designate a continuous trail route along the
Front Range of Colorado. As planned, the Front Range
Trail would parallel the east side of Highway 93
between the highway and the Refuge’s western
boundary. While the concept of this trail in this general
location is certain, the exact alignment has yet to be
determined.

Coal Creek Canyon Park

Jefferson County Open Space owns 2,807 acres of
land near the mouth of Coal Creek Canyon, about 2
miles west of the Refuge. Completed in 2001, the



management plan for this property outlines
management unit designations, trails and facilities.
However, the management plan also recommends
postponing any trail or facility development until at
least 2006 so that development plans can be
consistent with surrounding land uses (JCOS 2001).

U.S. Department of Energy Monitoring
and Maintenance

The Rocky Flats site is currently undergoing cleanup
by the DOE. The Refuge would not be established
until cleanup and certification by EPA is complete
(currently scheduled for 2006). It is not known how
long cleanup might take, or what effects cleanup
activities might have on Refuge resources and uses
(see discussion in Section 1.8). The DOE will retain
primary jurisdiction over some of the lands
surrounding the Industrial Area and will require
ongoing access to the Refuge after cleanup for
monitoring and maintenance purposes.

CoLb WAR MUSEUM

The Rocky Flats Cold War Museum was founded in
2001 as a non-profit organization with the intent of
establishing a museum that documents the historical,
scientific and environmental aspects of the former
nuclear weapons plant at Rocky Flats. The
organization has been working to establish a location
for a museum and funding to construct it. In August
2003, the Rocky Flats Cold War Museum released a
Museum Feasibility Study that investigated potential
sites, funding sources and program requirements for a
museum. The study recommended the consideration of
three sites for a museum:

= Existing Rocky Flats Visitor's Center
(Buildings 60 and 61) at the west entrance to
Rocky Flats

e Location near the entrance of the National
Wind Technology Center off of Highway 128

e Location within the future Vauxmont
development off of Highway 72 south of
the Refuge

The study recommended a museum location at or near
the existing Rocky Flats Visitor’s Center because of its
proximity to the site. If the necessary funding is
secured, the organization hopes to open the Rocky
Flats Cold War Museum in 2006 (Informal Learning
Experiences 2003).
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Table 6. Summary of Objectives and Strategies

Preble’s Habitat
Management

Xeric Tallgrass
Management

Mixed Grassland
Prairie
Management

ALTERNATIVE A — No Action

Objective:

0 Protect and maintain Preble’s habitat throughout the Refuge.

Strategies:

0 Survey Preble’s locations and habitat every 2-3 years.

Objective:

0 Maintain the existing extent of xeric tallgrass habitat (in
Rock Creek Reserve).

Strategies:
0 Within 2 years, develop vegetation management plan.

0 Monitor every 2-3 years to determine species composition,
document the effectiveness of weed control applications,
and assess impacts of disturbance on plant communities in
the Rock Creek Reserve.

0 Use prescribed burning, and mowing to stimulate the growth
of native plants in the Rock Creek Reserve.

0 Suppress all natural wildfires.

0 Participate in regional xeric tallgrass prairie conservation
efforts.

Objective:

0 Maintain and improve the vigor and native species
composition of short and mesic mixed grassland habitat (in
Rock Creek Reserve).

Strategies:

0 Allow short and mesic prairie to support sustainable prairie
dog expansion.

0 Maintain short and mesic prairie to support the
reintroduction of sharp-tailed grouse or other species.

0 Use prescribed fire, and mowing to stimulate the growth of
native plants in the Rock Creek Reserve.

0 Suppress all natural wildfires.

ALTERNATIVE B - Wildlife, Habitat, and Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT

Objective:

0 Protect, maintain, and improve Preble’s habitat throughout the
Refuge.

Strategies:

0 If necessary, exclude grazing/browsing animals to protect habitat.

0 Seek funding/partnerships to monitor impacts of recreation on
Preble’s.

Objective:

0 Maintain xeric tallgrass habitat across the Refuge with a native
species composition of 80%.

Strategies:

0 Monitor every 2-3 years to determine species composition,
document effectiveness of weed control applications, assess
impacts of disturbance on plant communities across Refuge.

0 Use prescribed fire, grazing, mowing and other tools to stimulate
the growth of native plants.

Objective:

0 Same as A, except: Restore hay meadow and other areas to
a native mixed grassland community.

Strategies:

0 Use prescribed fire, grazing, mowing and other tools to stimulate
the growth of native plants.

0 Restore hay meadow and other areas to native mixed grassland.



ALTERNATIVE C - Ecological Restoration

ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Objective:

Strategies:

0 More extensive monitoring to include surveys of vegetation and
plant diversity in Preble’s habitat every 2-3 years.

Objective:

Strategies:
_____________________ >

Objective:
___________________ >

Strategies:
___________________ >

Objective:

0 Monitor impacts of trails and recreation on Preble’s (with or
without additional funding/partnerships).

Objective:
_________________ >

Strategies:
________________ >
_________________ >

0 Use mowing and other tools. Prescribed burning and grazing
would not be used.

Objective:

Same as A: Maintain and improve the vigor and native species
composition.

Strategies:



ALTERNATIVE A — No Action ALTERNATIVE B - Wildlife, Habitat, and Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT (continued)

Objective: Objective:

0 Revegetate 12 miles of unused roads and 7 stream crossings [ Revegetate 26.3 miles of unused roads and 13 stream crossings
in Rock Creek Reserve. (To be completed by the end of the across the Refuge. (To be completed by the end of the plan).
plan).

Strategies: Strategies:

Road Restoration

and Revegetation 0 Allow natural revegetation of lightly used roads and stream -------------------------------------------------- +

crossings.

0 Insome locations, regrade and seed roads.

0 Survey for noxious weeds and apply IMP techniques to - ------------------------o-ooooo oo ooooooooooo o oo

control noxious weeds in seeded road corridors. 0 Every 3 years survey to determine ground cover, vegetation
density, species composition, and effectiveness of weed control
and impact of disturbances.

Objective: Objective:

0 Within Rock Creek Reserve: Same as A with the following changes:

- Reduce the density of diffuse knapweed and Dalmation
toadflax populations 15% within the first 5 years, 25%
within 10 years, and 50% within 15 years.

- Reduce the density and halt the spread of other noxious
weed species, especially Canada thistle, by 50% within
15 years.

- Prevent the establishment of species on County and
State weed lists not yet observed on the Refuge.

0  Refuge Wide:
- Reduce diffuse knapweed and Dalmation
toadflax to 15%, 30%, and 60% for 5, 10 and
15 years respectively.
- Reduce the density and halt the spread of other
noxious weed species, especially Canada thistle,
by 50% withinl5 years.

0 Outside the Rock Creek Reserve:
- Limit and control the spread and density of existing
weed infestation.

Strategies: Strategies:
0 Employ an integrated pest management (IPM) approach to 0 Same as A, except: Add prescribed fire and managed grazing
Weed . o Lo ; . .
include herbicides, biological controls, grubbing/hand- Refuge-wide to the list of weed management tools.
Management pulling, collecting tumbleweeds, and limited use of

prescribed fire (within Rock Creek Reserve only).

0 Annually map perimeters of weed infestations and treatment
sites.

0 Develop comprehensive integrated pest management plan.

0 Informally survey for new infestations along roadways, trail,
restoration areas and disturbed sites.

0 Establish interior fencing to collect wind dispersed weeds; burn
along fence lines to dispose of collected weeds.




ALTERNATIVE C — Ecological Restoration

ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Objective:

Same as B except:

0 Revegetate 25.7 miles of unused roads and 13 stream crossings.

Strategies:

Objective:

Same as B
___________________ >

Strategies:
___________________ >
___________________ >
___________________ >

Objective:
Same as B except:

0 Revegetate 24.3 miles of unused roads and 6 stream crossings.

Strategies:
_________________ >
________________ >
________________ >
_________________ >
Objective:

Same as B except:

0 Refuge Wide:
- Reduce diffuse knapweed and Dalmation toadflax to 10%, 15%,
and 300% for 5, 10 and 15 years respectively.

Strategies:

0 Same as A: Prescribed fire and grazing would not be a part of
the IPM techniques.

0 No informal surveys.

0 No interior fencing for weed management.



ALTERNATIVE A — No Action ALTERNATIVE B - Wildlife, Habitat, and Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT (continued)

Objective: Objective:
0 Allow CDOW to establish target populations and manage 0 Within 3 years, establish deer and elk population targets
deer and elk as needed. to be achieved by year 5.
Strategies: Strategies:
0 Use culling to control populations. 0 Use public hunting, culling, temporary exclosures, or hazing to
manage populations.
Deer and Elk 0 Cooperate with CDOW in monitoring and controlling gepop
Management populations. ~ TTTooTooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooos
0 Monitor every 2 years to evaluate ungulate impacts on 0 Compared to A, this alternative would have more extensive
riparian and upland shrub communities in Preble’s habitat. monitoring:

- Annual abundance and density counts.
- Photo monitoring to document any habitat degradation.

0 Work with others to protect movement corridors.

Objective: Objective:
0 Allow unlimited expansion of prairie dog populations 0 Limit prairie dog populations to 750 acres outside of recognized
outside of recognized Preble’s habitat. Preble’s habitat and xeric tallgrass habitat throughout the
Refuge.
Strategies: Strategies:

. 0 Annually monitor distribution of prairie dog populations.
Prairie Dog way ! P & popu

Management 0 Trap and relocate, or use other methods, to exclude
prairie dogs from sensitive habitat areas.

0 Do not accept prairie dogs from off-site locations.

0 Monitor for plague.

Objective: Objective:
Same as A except:

0 Facilitate reintroduction of native extirpated species by orin | [ Within 3 years, evaluate suitability for additional reintroduction
coordination with CDOW. of native extirpated species such as sharp-tailed grouse in

. . . coordination with CDOW.
0 Monitor redbelly dace and common shiner populations

(introduced 2003) until successfully established. @~ ~-------------oooooooooooo oo oo oo oo mmm oo

Species 0 Prioritize species to be reintroduced.

Reintroduction Strategies: Strategies:

0 Coordinate with CDOW on species release, monitoring, and 0 Oversee and assist CDOW on species release, monitoring, and
habitat maintenance. habitat maintenance.

0 If suitable, complete management plan for sharp-tailed
grouse within first 2 years.

0 Annually monitor native fish in Rock Creek and introduce to
other drainages.




ALTERNATIVE C - Ecological Restoration

ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Objective:

Strategies:

0 Use culling and other strategies.

0 Include more extensive monitoring compared to B:

- Seasonal ungulate counts to determine abundance, density
and movement patterns.

- Annual survey of population size and composition, fawning
rates and fawn survival.

Objective:
Same as B except:

0 Limit prairie dog populations to 500 acres.

Strategies:

0 Informally monitor for plague and consult with local public
health officials.

Objective:
Same as B except:

0 Within 5 years, remove reintroduced native fish species from
Lindsay Pond and remove pond. Relocate fish to other drainages
on Refuge.

Strategies:

0 Coordinate with and assist CDOW with species release,
monitoring, and habitat maintenance.

Objective:

Strategies:

0 Use public hunting, culling, or other strategies.

0 Monitor every 3 years to evaluate ungulate impacts on riparian
and upland shrub communities in Preble’s habitat.

Objective:
Same as B except:

0 Limit prairie dog populations to 1,000 acres.

Strategies:

0 Evaluate the suitability of accepting prairie dogs from off-site
locations.

0 Same as B: Monitor for plague.

Objective:

0 Within 3 years, evaluate the suitability of reintroducing the Plains
sharp-tailed grouse only.



ALTERNATIVE A — No Action ALTERNATIVE B - Wildlife, Habitat, and Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)

PUBLIC USE, EDUCATION and INTERPRETATION

Objectives: Objectives:
0 Guided tours limited to 300 visitors annually. 0 Within 5 years, 75% of visitors will feel welcome, safe and
. . .. o comfortable.
0 On guided tours, provide opportunities for wildlife
observation and photography. 0 By plan’s end, visitors experience the Refuge on foot, bike and
horse.

0 Educate visitors about the National Wildlife Refuge
System’s mission and the Refuge. 0 Inyear I, open a trail to Lindsay Ranch. By years 5-7 open more
trails and create baseline visitor data.

0 By plan’s end, 25% of visitors appreciate Refuge stewardship and
desire to adopt conservation ethics.

Strategies: Strategies:
0 Grant access “by arrangement only” and limit to guided 0 Allow self-guided public access to trails and facilities.
tours.

0 Develop an outreach program.

i 0 Develop a guideline for managing visitor access. .. .
Public Access pag ging 0 Develop surveys to measure visitor experience.

0 Distribute a survey to measure quality of visitor experience. . - .
Y quatity P 0 Provide a seasonally staffed visitor contact station, overlooks,

trails, and other facilities. Site trails (pedestrian only and multi-
use trails for equestrian and bike use) to provide opportunities for
wildlife observation. Allow limited off-trail use. Seasonally
close some trails to minimize wildlife impacts.

0 Use signage, staff contact, brochures, website and other means to
inform visitors about the steps to becoming a refuge and access
opportunities and restrictions.

0 Implement volunteer programs.

0 Keep surrounding communities informed about Refuge events
and plan implementation.

0 Develop an interpretive signage system and interpretive
programs.
Objective: Objectives:

0 Within 1 year, develop a fact sheet on the Refuge’s history 0 Within 4 years, develop a plan outlining interpretive
and its natural and cultural resources. facilities/programs.

0 Within 15 years, implement the interpretive component of the
Visitor Services Plan.

Strategies: s .
Interpretation trategies:

0 Develop guides for staff who are leading tours. 0 Work with partners to develop the interpretive component of the

Visitor Services Plan.
0 Develop programs that explore the site’s resources.

0 Distribute a variety of interpretive media.




ALTERNATIVE C — Ecological Restoration ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Objectives: Objectives:
0 Guided tours limited to 1000 visitors annually. 0 Within 5 years, 75% of visitors will feel welcome, safe and
comfortable.

0 On guided tours, provide opportunities for wildlife observation
and photography. 0 Beginning in year 1, visitors can experience the Refuge in a

. . . . variety of ways.
0 90% of visitors appreciate Refuge stewardship and desire to
adopt conservation ethics. 0 By year 2, determine baseline visitor use data.

0 By plan’s end, 50% of visitors value Refuge stewardship; 10%
want to adopt conservation ethics.

Strategies: Strategies:
0 Same as A: guided tours “by arrangement only” Same as B, except:

0 Develop strategy to manage public use, including a survey that
measures visitor satisfaction and use patterns.
) o . ) ) 0 Provide a year-round staffed visitor center.
0 Provide small scale facilities placed in previously disturbed areas

that allow visitors to view key resources while minimizing
impacts to wildlife. Construct a short hiking trail on existing
roads to access the Lindsay Ranch overlook.

Objective: Objectives:
0 Within 1 year, develop a fact sheet Refuge’s habitat types, 0 Within 2 years, develop a plan outlining interpretive facilities and

wildlife populations, and the Service’s restoration practices. programs.

Build on the fact sheet to create learning other materials for L . . .

P 0 Within 15 years, implement the interpretive component of the
distribution. o :
Visitor Services Plan.
Strategies:

Strategies:

Same as B, plus:

0 Devel ides for staff wh leading tours.
evelop guides Tof sl who ate feading fours 0 Design and build (or retrofit) a Visitor Center.

0 Work with local educators to determine topics for simple learning
materials.



ALTERNATIVE A — No Action

ALTERNATIVE B - Wildlife, Habitat, and Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)

PUBLIC USE, EDUCATION and INTERPRETATION (continued)

Environmental
Education

Hunting

Recreation
Facilities

Objective:

0 No environmental education programming.

Objective:
0 No hunting.

Objective:

0 No recreation facility development.

Strategies:

0 Provide portable restrooms for staff and visitor (guided tour)
use.

Objectives:

0 Within 5 years, develop an education plan for high school and
college students.

0 Within eight years, implement the education component of the
Visitor Services Plan.

Strategies:
0 Partner with educational institutions and the Cold War Museum.

0 Use electronic and other media to distribute data.

Objectives:

0 Within 2 years, institute a controlled youth and/or disabled
person’s deer and/or elk hunting program. Following year 3,
consider expanding the hunting program to the general public.

0 Following each hunting season, assess the hunting program and
adjust as appropriate.

0 95% percent of hunters will report no conflicts with other users,
and be satisfied with their experience.

Strategies:

0 Work with the Colorado Division of Wildlife and other entities to
develop a hunting component of the Visitor Services Plan and to
monitor deer populations and habitat condition.

0 Close the refuge to others during hunting weekends and
encourage staff to interact one-on-one with the hunters.

0 Develop a survey for hunters, adjacent landowners and
surrounding communities.

Objectives:

0 Within 1 year, develop Lindsay Ranch trail. By years 5-7 build
75% of trails. By year 15, build all facilities including about 4
miles of hiking trails and about 13 miles of multi-use trails.

0 Within 10 years, construct a seasonally staffed contact
station/restrooms and maintenance facilities.

Strategies:

0 Develop a universal access trail to the Lindsay Ranch overlook
and pedestrian only trails in the Rock Creek drainage.

0 Mark trails with way finding and interpretive signs and
seasonally close trails to protect wildlife habitats.

0 Construct seasonally staffed contact station, un-staffed welcome
kiosk, wildlife viewing blind, and portable restrooms at trailheads
and partner to develop trail links and pedestrian crossings.
Routinely evaluate facility impacts on wildlife.



ALTERNATIVE C — Ecological Restoration ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Objective: Objectives:

Same as A. 0 Within 3 years, develop an education plan for junior/high school
and college students.

0 By year 15, implement the education component of the Visitor
Services Plan.

Strategies:
Same as B except:

0 Construct outdoor classroom.

Objective: Objectives:
Same as A. Same as B.
Strategies:
Same as A.
Objective: Objective:
0 Within 7 years, develop all recreational facilities. 0 Within the first 5 years, develop all trail facilities. By year 15,

develop about 6 miles of hiking trails and about 15 miles of
multi-use trails.

0 By the plan’s end, enhance built trails and construct all facilities
listed in plan.

Strategies: Strategies:

0 Design and construct the unpaved access, circulation, parking and = Same as B, except:

trail facilities. 0 Develop universal access to Rock Creek overlook.

0 Develop an interpretative panel at the Rock Creek overlook, and

post additional trail 0 Construct year-round staffed visitor center, un-staffed welcome

kiosk and wildlife viewing blind.

0 Provide portable restrooms at trailheads for staff and visitor use. 7 Build outdoor classroom and added viewing facilitics.



Staff Safety

Visitor Safety

ALTERNATIVE A — No Action ALTERNATIVE B - Wildlife, Habitat, and Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)

SAFETY

Objective: Objective:
0 All Refuge staff will receive orientation/training. ~ ~-----------------o-ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo
Strategies: Strategies:

0 Develop orientation and first aid training that addresses key - - - - - - - - - oo
Refuge safety issues.

0 Develop site-specific appendices to the Refuge Complex =~ - ------ccm oo
Safety Plan.

0 Within 1 year, develop a health and safety plan to coverall =~ ~-------------------- oo
Refuge operations

0 Implement a goal of zero incident performance =~ F--------- oo oo

Objective: Objective:

0 Brief 100% percent of visitors on the site’s history. 0 Within 5 years, 75% of visitors will be aware that the Refuge is
safe and open for public access before they arrive. Upon arrival,
these visitors will be informed of public use opportunities and
restrictions.

0 Brief all participants in guided programs about site history.

Strategies: .
rategies Strategies:
0 Include safety related questions in the visitor survey, and 0

. . Provi i ive si ith icti
adjust safety program using results. rovide maps and interpretive signage with restriction

information at all access points/trailheads.

0 Help potential users understand site restrictions and public use
opportunities through a diversity of media.

0 Provide information to map/ tour book publishers.
0 Survey visitors to check success of safety program.

0 Maintain law enforcement and ensure employees can educate
visitors on safety issues.

0 Measure program success by a reduction in visitors who violate
safety rules.



ALTERNATIVE C - Ecological Restoration ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Objective: Objective:
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, >

Strategies: Strategies
__________________________________________________________________ -
__________________________________________________________________ >
__________________________________________________________________ >
__________________________________________________________________ >

Objective: Objective:

Same as A. Same as B.

Strategies: Strategies:

Same as A. Same as B.



ALTERNATIVE A — No Action ALTERNATIVE B - Wildlife, Habitat, and Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)

OPEN AND EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION

Objective: Objective:
0 Disseminate information collected on the Refuge througha | 0 Within 5 years, implement 4 methods of informing the public.

fact sheet mailed upon request.

Strategies: Strategies:

Outreach 0 Distribute fact sheet upon request. 0 Reach out to local communities and recruit participants.
0 Measure diversity of groups attending outreach events.

0 Utilize a variety of outreach communication methods.
0

Take part in stewardship programs and local meetings.

WORKING WITH OTHERS

Objective: Objective:

0 Within 1 year, create emergency response agreements with =~~~ -~ --------------------oooooooooooooooooooo oo oo
relevant parties.

Strategies: jes:
Emergency g Strategies:

0 Meet annually, or as often as needed, to coordinate fire and
emergency response plans. T TTTTTTToTTo o T o mmnnnnnn i mnnn i m e

0 Coordinate all prescribed burning and other restoration =~ -~~~ ---------------oooooooooooooooooooooo oo o oo
practices with all nearby agencies.

Objective: Objective:

0 Within 1 year, develop a management agreement with the 0 Meet annually (at minimum) with local entities to address
Colorado Division of Wildlife conservation issues.

0 Maintain open dialogue with adjacent entities. Strategies:

Conservation Strategies: 0 Work closely with surrounding open space and natural resource
entities.

0 Seek input of Colorado Department of Wildlife on wildlife
management strategies. 0 Use volunteers to help with conservation activities.

0 Work closely with surrounding landowners, open space and 0 Partner to maintain wildlife corridors for wildlife that migrate
natural resource entities. seasonally to and from the Refuge




ALTERNATIVE C - Ecological Restoration ALTERNATIVE D - Public Use

Objective: Objective:
___________________________________________________________________ >
Strategies: Strategies:
,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, >
___________________________________________________________________ >
___________________________________________________________________ >
___________________________________________________________________ >
Objective: Objective:
___________________________________________________________________ >
Strategies: Strategies:

Same as A except:

________________ - 0 No prescribed fire would be used.
Objective: Objective:
___________________________________________________________________ >
Strategies. Strategies:
___________________________________________________________________ >

0 Use volunteers to help with conservation and public use
activities.



ALTERNATIVE A — No Action

WORKING WITH OTHERS (continued)

ALTERNATIVE B - Wildlife, Habitat, and Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)

Objective:

0 Maintain agreements with university and federal agencies
for radionuclide research.

Objective:

0 Make a list of habitat, wildlife and public use research needs;
evaluate proposals for such research.

Strategies: Strategies:
Research 0 Establish criteria to evaluate research proposals. oo oo oo
0 Emphasize research with implications for the Refuge - - -
0 Partner with other for research funding and resources
Objective: Objective:
0 No volunteer programs 0 Within 3 years, create a volunteer program.
Strategies:
0 Define volunteer opportunities, and recruit volunteers from horse
Volunteers and bike groups to help maintain trails.
0 Work to establish a Refuge “Friends” group.
Objective: Objective:
0 Within 2 years, fund two employees and assign collateral 0 Within 2 years, fund four employees and assign collateral duties
duties for Rocky Mountain Arsenal staff. for Rocky Mountain Arsenal staff. Within 5 years add 1
. additional employee.
Staffing 0 Fund two full-time and two seasonal employees from fire

management funding.
Strategies:

0 Follow Service protocols hiring of FTEs.



ALTERNATIVE C - Ecological Restoration ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Objective: Objective:

Strategies: Strategies:

___________________________________________________________________ >

___________________________________________________________________ >

Objective: Objective:

Same as A. Same as B.

Strategies:
Same as B.

Objective: Objective:

0 Within 2 years, fund five employees and assign collateral duties 0 Within 2 years, fund 6 employees and assign collateral duties for
for Rocky Mountain Arsenal staff. Within 5 years, add two Rocky Mountain Arsenal staff. Within 5 years add 2 additional
additional employees employees.

___________________________________________________________________ >

Strategies: Strategies:



ALTERNATIVE A — No Action ALTERNATIVE B - Wildlife, Habitat, and Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)

WORKING WITH OTHERS (continued)

Objective: Objective:

0 Develop facilities to support maintenance, conservation and | [ Within 5 years, develop 50% of O&M facilities needed to
administrative activities. support public use and conservation objectives. By year 10,
complete all O&M facilities.

0 Maintain the existing stock fence.

. Strategies:
Strategies:
. 0 Submit proposals to the Refuge Operations Needs System =~~~ "= ---------------------------ooooooo oo oo L
Operation and and Maintenance Management System.
Management 0 Renovate existing vehicle search buildings and provide additional

Facilities 0 Renovate existing vehicle search buildings to serve as a

. administrative offices for Refuge employees within the contact
small office space and to house refuge operations. g ploy

station.
0 Prepare a fire cache and install necessary water storage
systems and coordinate equipment sharing with RMA staff.

0 Attach boundary signage to the perimeter fence and install
roadside signs along the site boundary in order to announce - - - - - - - - - - oo oo oo oo

the Refuge’s presence. . . .
ugesp 0 Construct a small maintenance/storage facility (approximately

1750 — 2250 square feet).

Objective: Objective:

0 Develop a cultural resource preservation plan. L b

0 Stabilize the Lindsay Ranch barn 0 Stabilize and interpret the Lindsay Ranch barn.
Cultural Strateci Strategi
: rategies:
Resource raregies: &
Management 0 Maintain an inventory of all cultural resources and. - ______ >
0 Pursue partnerships to fund barn stabilization and fence @~ ~----------~~------------- >
and/or take down the Lindsay Ranch house to prevent a

0 Work with interested parties to interpret the story of

safety hazard. homesteading at Rocky Flats.

0 Survey burned areas for cultural artifacts




ALTERNATIVE C — Ecological Restoration

ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Objective:

0 Within 3 years, develop a satellite maintenance facility to support
refuge operations.

0 Renovate existing vehicle search buildings evaluate the costs and
availability of leasing nearby office space for Refuge employees.

Objective:

0 Remove Ranch structures and restore the area to native
vegetation.

Strategies:

0 Restore stream crossings and re-vegetate roads within the
Lindsay Ranch site

0 Restore vegetation to pre-settlement conditions.

Objective:

0 Within 5 years, develop 75% of O&M facilities needed to
support public use and conservation objectives. By year 10,
complete all O&M facilities.

0 Renovate existing vehicle search buildings and provide additional
administrative offices for Refuge employees within the visitor
center.

0 Construct a maintenance/storage facility (approximately 2500 —
3000 square feet).

Objective:

0 Stabilize and interpret Lindsay Ranch barn

Strategies:

Same as B.
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Chapter 3.

3.1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the environmental resources at
Rocky Flats that may be affected by the proposed
CCP alternatives described in Chapter 2. As
discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, DOE will retain
primary jurisdiction over an area in the center of the
Refuge that encompasses the former Industrial Area
and any cleanup, closure and monitoring facilities.
The resource descriptions and acreage
measurements in this chapter encompass the entire
Rocky Flats site and do not distinguish between
Refuge lands and land that will be retained by DOE
for long-term monitoring.
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3.2. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

The 6,240-acre Rocky Flats site is at the interface of
the Great Plains and Rocky Mountains, about 2 miles
east of the foothill escarpment in Jefferson County,
Colorado. Site elevation ranges from 5,500 feet in the
southeastern corner to 6,200 feet near the current west
entrance gate. The western half of the site is
characterized by the relatively flat Rocky Flats
pediment, which gives way to several finger-like
drainages that slope down to the rolling plains in the
eastern portion of the site.

SURFICIAL AND BEDROCK GEOLOGY

Geologic units at the Rocky Flats site range from
unconsolidated surficial deposits to various bedrock
layers. Surficial deposits in the western portions of the
site are characterized by the Rocky Flats Alluvium,
clayey and sandy gravels up to 100 feet thick (Figure
12). The steeper slopes below the Rocky Flats
Alluvium in the central portion of the site generally
consist of landslide deposits. Surficial deposits in the
eastern portion of the site consist of colluvium 3 to 15
feet thick and terrace alluvium 10 to 20 feet thick
(Shroba and Carrara 1996).

The Rocky Flats Alluvium is underlain by the Arapahoe
Formation, composed of sandstones, siltstones and
claystones that range from 0 to 50 feet thick. In several
locations, springs emerge at the contact of the Rocky
Flats Alluvium and the Arapahoe Formation. These
springs support the tall upland shrubland community
described in the Vegetation Communities section.

Beneath the Arapahoe Formation lies the Laramie
Formation, composed of 600 to 800 feet of silty to
clayey sandstones, clayey siltstones and claystones.
The Laramie Formation is underlain by the Fox Hills
Sandstone and Pierre Shale.

The gravelly soils of Rocky Flats have been mined
Jfor decades.

GeoLocIC HAZARDS

Landslides and landslide deposits are common
along the steep hillsides and incised drainages at
the base of the Rocky Flats Alluvium escarpment.
These deposits occur in areas where bedrock layers
such as the Arapahoe Formation are capped by
unconsolidated gravel formations such as the Rocky
Flats Alluvium. While most of the landslide
deposits are of Pleistocene origin, some, especially
those in the Rock Creek drainage, are likely more
recent. Many landslide areas have high swell
potential and are subject to sheet wash and soil
creep (Shroba and Carrara 1996).

Seven geologic fault lines have been identified at Rocky
Flats, including a northeast-trending reverse fault that
extends across the western part of the Industrial Area.
These faults are not believed to be a concern associated
with current or future human activities or facilities at
the site (DOE 1997).

MINERAL RESOURCES

The Rocky Flats Alluvium is believed to be the only
mineral resource feasible for development at the
Refuge. Historically, uranium, coal, oil and natural gas
have been extracted near the Rocky Flats site. None of



these mineral resources, however, appear to be feasible
for development (DOE 1997). Mining rights and
permits at the site are described in the Infrastructure,
Easements and Utilities section.

SoiLs

The soils at the site formed from alluvium (stream
deposited), colluvium (gravity deposited), or residuum
(exposed bedrock material). Soils in the western half of
the site formed from alluvium, while those in the eastern
half of the site formed from colluvium and residuum.

Soils in the western half of the site are primarily the
Flatirons and Nederland soils that formed in the Rocky
Flats Alluvium (Figure 13). Flatirons soils consist of
very cobbly to very stony loamy surface soils and
clayey subsoils. These soils are deep and well drained.
Flatirons soils are located on western pediments and
ridgetops, as well as the upper portions of hillsides.
Nederland soils have very cobbly loamy surface and
subsoils. They are deep and well drained. Nederland
soils are located on steeper hillsides and valley slopes
in the western portion of Rocky Flats.

Soils in the eastern portion of the site consist primarily
of Denver, Kutch, Midway, Valmont, Haverson and
Nunn soils. The Denver-Kutch-Midway complex
consists of soils with loamy surfaces and clayey
subsoils. The Denver soils are deep and well drained,
the Kutch soils are moderately deep and well drained,
while Midway soils are shallow and well drained. The
Denver-Kutch-Midway complex is the dominant soil
map unit in the eastern portion of Rocky Flats,
although it also occurs in the western half along
hillsides. Denver and Kutch soils are found on side
slopes and the Midway soils occur on steeper slopes.
Valmont soils consist of deep, well-drained soils with
loamy surface soils and loamy to clayey subsoils. This
soil type is found in the northeast corner of Rocky
Flats on the eastward extension of the Rock
Creek/Walnut Creek drainage divide. Haverson soils
are loamy soils located in floodplains or low terraces.
Nunn soils consist of deep, well-drained soils on lower
slopes adjacent to drainage bottoms. They have loamy
surface soils and loamy to clayey subsoils.

SoiL CONTAMINATION
DOEFE Retained Area

Elevated concentrations of plutonium and americium
are currently found in the eastern portion of the site.
Concentrations are highest within the DOE retained
area, adjacent to an area known as the 903 Pad (DOE

1997). The 903 Pad is an area where industrial oil
mixed with plutonium was stored in steel drums from
1958 to 1968. This mixture leaked onto the soils in the
storage area, and these contaminated soils were
subsequently blown by the wind and deposited to the
east and southeast. In 1968, the storage area was
capped with asphalt to prevent further release of
contaminated soils. Because the area near the 903 Pad
has plutonium concentrations greater than 50 pCi/g,
DOE plans to remove all surface soils with a plutonium
concentration greater than 50 pCi/g (as well as some
other areas) and replace them with uncontaminated
soils. It is anticipated that DOE will retain jurisdiction
over the area, which will not be open for public use.

Refuge Lands

Existing concentrations of plutonium, the primary
contaminant found in soils outside the DOE retained
area, are very low (less than 7 pCi/g) in the surface
soils in the lands to be transferred to the Service.
Most of the Refuge surface soils have a plutonium
concentration less than 1 pCi/g (Figure 4). As
discussed in Chapter 1, DOE is anticipating retaining
management responsibility for all lands with surface
soils having a plutonium concentration more than
approximately 7 pCi/g, in order to minimize the
potential for erosion and surface water impacts (Figure
4). Some surface soils south of the east entrance road
have a plutonium concentration between 1 and 7 pCi/g
(Figure 4). Because plutonium was distributed east of
the 903 Pad by wind, and because of the environmental
characteristics of plutonium, elevated plutonium
concentrations are limited to surface soils on the
Refuge, and are not present in subsurface soils.

The DOE does not anticipate transferring any lands for
use as a refuge that would require additional safety
requirements for either the refuge worker or the visitor.
Lands that would require use restrictions will not be
transferred to the Service for the Refuge. The risk
assessment efforts that resulted in the 50 pCi/g cleanup
action level were inclusive of Refuge management
activities such as trail building, fence construction and
maintenance, visitor use, and prescribed fire and were
designed to be safe for the Refuge worker, Refuge
visitors, including children, and the greater community.

3.3. WATER RESOURCES

SURFACE WATER

Three drainages originate on or near Rocky Flats:
Rock Creek, Walnut Creek, and Woman Creek (Figure
14). Stream levels fluctuate depending on the season
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and amount of precipitation. Most streamflow is
controlled by ground water discharge; streamflow is
higher when ground water levels are higher, such as in
the spring. Surface sheet flow is only a significant
contributor to stream flows during high precipitation
events (Kaiser-Hill 2002b).

b | ]
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Drainages such as Rock Creek are a prominent feature
of the Refuge.

There are currently 16 ponds on the Rocky Flats site, 12
of which are within the area that will be retained by
DOE. The others are the two Lindsay Ponds on Rock
Creek and ponds D-1 and D-2 on the Smart Ditch.

Rock Creek

The Rock Creek basin drains the northwest portion of
the site. This drainage has a relatively flat headwater
area to the west and steep gullies and channels to the
east where it cuts below the Rocky Flats Alluvium into
bedrock formations. Rock Creek is hydrologically
isolated from the rest of the site and receives no water
from the Industrial Area. Surface water generally
originates from precipitation and shallow ground water
discharge. Rock Creek continues off-site to the
northeast, where it joins Coal Creek in the Boulder
Creek basin (DOE 1997).

Walnut Creek

Walnut Creek consists of three tributaries that drain
the central portion of the site, including most of the
Industrial Area. The northernmost branch, No Name
Gulch, begins at the outfall of the East Landfill Pond.
The central branch, North Walnut Creek, begins at the
northern edge of the Industrial Area and flows through

the “A” series ponds. South Walnut Creek begins in the
Industrial Area and collects discharge from the Rocky
Flats Wastewater Treatment Plant before flowing
through the “B” series ponds. The three branches
converge near the eastern Rocky Flats boundary
before flowing off-site to the east. Walnut Creek is
typically dry during most of the year.

Woman Creek

The Woman Creek basin drains the southern portion of
the Rocky Flats site. The Woman Creek drainage
consists of two major branches that begin off of the
Rocky Flats site to the southwest. The main stem of
Woman Creek flows across the site, passing south of
the Industrial Area and flowing through the C-1 pond.
The Mower Ditch diverts most of the Woman Creek
flow into Mower Reservoir, east of Rocky Flats.

Typically, Woman Creek has no streamflow in late
spring and summer. All surface flows are lost to
ground water in the warmer months. In the winter,
most of the baseflow is from Antelope Springs.
Woman Creek is largely unaffected by pond releases
(pond C-2 is discharged about once a year, with a
release of 38 acre-feet).

Big Dry Creek

A small portion of Rocky Flats near its southern
boundary lies within the Big Dry Creek drainage,
although the creek itself does not flow onto the site. Big
Dry Creek flows into Standley Lake about 1 mile east
of Indiana Street.

Ditches

Besides the three principal drainages, several ditches
cross the site. The South Interceptor Ditch currently
collects runoff from south of the Industrial Area, which
channels surface runoff into the C-2 pond. The Smart
Ditch originates at Rocky Flats Lake to the southwest
of the site, enters Rocky Flats and flows through the
South Woman Creek drainage for almost 2 miles before
splitting off toward Standley Lake to the southeast.
The Mower Ditch diverts most of Woman Creek
toward Mower Reservoir to the east. The Upper
Church Ditch enters Rocky Flats from the west and
traverses the Rock Creek/Walnut Creek drainage
divide until it exits the site in the northeast corner. The
McKay Ditch runs from the west side of the Industrial
Area into the Walnut Creek drainage. The Kinnear
Ditch diverts water from Coal Creek west of Rocky
Flats and conveys it to the Woman Creek channel
(Advanced Sciences 1991).



© RFETS

Chapter 3: Affected Environment

Surface water is stored in small ponds in many places on the Refuge.

Off-Site Surface Water

Standley Lake is a large water supply reservoir that
serves nearby communities. It is located about 1 mile
southeast of Rocky Flats on the mainstem of Big Dry
Creek (Figure 14). Upstream of Standley Lake just
east of the Rocky Flats site, the Woman Creek
Reservoir was constructed to intercept any Woman
Creek flows that are not diverted through the Mower
Ditch. This reservoir is intended to protect water
quality in Standley Lake. Mower Reservoir is located
north of Woman Creek Reservoir on the east side of
Indiana Street and receives Woman Creek water
through the Mower Ditch.

Immediately east of the site lies Great Western
Reservoir, owned by the City and County of
Broomfield and used for irrigation. Rocky Flats Lake
lies to the south and west of the site on land owned by
the State of Colorado. Rocky Flats Lake provides
water to the Smart Ditch, which runs across the
southern end of the site toward the D-2 pond and
eventually, into Standley Lake.

GRrRouND WATER

Hydrogeology at the Rocky Flats site is characterized
by three distinct units: the upper alluvial aquifer, lower
aquitard, and the Laramie-Fox Hills aquifer. An aquifer

108

is a geologic formation that has sufficient permeability
to store and/or convey water. An aquitard is a confining
layer with low permeability that can store of water but
does not allow water to readily pass through it.

The upper alluvial aquifer is comprised of the
unconsolidated materials that can be as much as 100
feet thick in the western portions of Rocky Flats. This
aquifer is generally recharged from precipitation or
surface water. Ground water in the unconsolidated
alluvial aquifer is generally close to the land surface,
with an average depth of 11 feet below ground surface.

Several springs have emerged in areas where the
contact of the upper aquifer and the lower aquitard is
exposed at the surface. While most of these springs
occur within the Rock Creek drainage, Antelope
Springs in the Woman Creek drainage has the largest
discharge at the site. Antelope Springs discharges
continuously over several acres.

The lower aquitard is composed of the deeper
claystones and siltstones of the Laramie and Arapahoe
Formations. Combined, these formations combined are
up to 800 feet thick below Rocky Flats. Recharge of the
lower aquitard occurs from downward flow through the
upper aquifer, or directly through precipitation in areas
where the bedrock is exposed. Beneath the aquitard
lies the regional Laramie-Fox Hills aquifer. It is
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composed of the lower sandstone unit of the Laramie
Formation and the Fox Hills Sandstone and is confined
by the overlying aquitard. Ground water levels in the
bedrock aquifers are generally greater than 100 feet
(DOE 1997).

Several portions of the upper alluvial aquifer east and
northeast of the Industrial Area are known or
suspected of being contaminated with radionuclides,
volatile organic compounds, and metals. The aquitard is
less contaminated than the upper alluvial aquifer. No
contaminant plumes have been identified in the
aquitard. The Laramie-Fox Hills aquifer beneath the
site is unlikely to be contaminated (IATTF 1998).

FuTure HYDROLOGICAL CONDITIONS

During site closure, DOE will remove the buildings,
pavement and some of the subsurface utilities (to a
depth of 3 feet) from the Industrial Area and grade and
revegetate the area. Subsurface utilities below 3 feet
deep will be assessed individually and may be left in
place. Landfill areas will be covered and also will be
regraded. These changes will affect the surface and
ground water hydrology of the site. The following
changes that will alter the hydrology of the Rocky
Flats site are expected to occur (Kaiser-Hill 2002b):

= No more water will be imported to the site

Two channels in the Industrial Area will
route water to the A- and B-series ponds

Treatment plant discharge to pond B-3 will
be discontinued

The upper reach of the South Interceptor
Ditch will be removed

Subsurface drains in the Industrial Area will
be removed down to 3 feet

Subsurface utilities within 3 feet of surface
will be removed and the area will be
backfilled with Rocky Flats Alluvium,
changing the hydraulic conductivity of the
subsurface in the Industrial Area

Pavement and buildings will be removed in
the Industrial Area (some basement slabs
and walls will be left in place)

The Industrial Area and landfill areas will be
regraded to match adjacent topography and
the sites will be vegetated

Expected changes in streamflow in Walnut and Woman
creeks are discussed in the following sections. Flow in
Rock Creek will not be affected. These changes will
occur during site cleanup and closure before Refuge
establishment. Any potential impacts from these
changes will occur while the site is under the DOE’s
jurisdiction and are outside of the scope of this
CCPIEIS.

Walnut Creek

Walnut Creek flows will change due to the elimination
of waste water treatment plant discharge to the creek,
the removal of impervious areas in the Industrial Area,
and the elimination of storm water drain discharges in
the Industrial Area. Terminal pond (A-4 and B-5)
discharges will decrease and Walnut Creek flows will
be dominated by pond discharge operations and any
pond routing or structural modifications. South Walnut
Creek east of the Industrial Area is estimated to lose
90% of its annual flow (Kaiser-Hill 2002b).

Woman Creek

Changes in the flow of Woman Creek will be
insignificant, except for the area south of the Original
Landfill where flows may decrease due to the possible
use of covers and slurry walls at the landfill site.
Drainage to the South Interceptor Ditch and baseflow
within the ditch would decrease because storm water
flows from the Industrial Area will be significantly
reduced. Changes in ditch flows, however, are not
likely to affect Woman Creek flows because water
from the ditch is detained in pond C-2 and the ditch
supplies less than 10% of the flow of Woman Creek at
the east boundary.

3.4. VEGETATION COMMUNITIES

A diverse mosaic of vegetation communities is found at
Rocky Flats (Table 7). Two of these vegetation
communities, the xeric tallgrass grassland and the tall
upland shrubland, are considered to be rare in the
region. Other significant vegetation communities
include the riparian woodland, riparian shrubland,
wetlands, mesic mixed grassland, xeric needle and
thread grassland, reclaimed mixed grassland and
ponderosa pine woodland (Figure 15).

Vegetation communities at Rocky Flats have been
grouped into Resource Management Zones. These
zones generalize the Refuge into three categories with
similar wildlife habitat attributes and management
requirements. The three management zones are Xeric
Tallgrass Grassland, Wetlands and Riparian Corridors,
and Mixed Prairie Grasslands.
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Table 7. Vegetation Communities at Rocky Flats

Chapter 3: Affected Environment

Vegetation Community Acres Vegetation Community Acres
Grasslands Woodlands
Xeric Tallgrass Grassland 1,568 Riparian Woodland 28
Mesic Mixed Grassland 2,199 Ponderosa Pine Woodland 9
Xeric Needle and Thread Grassland 187
Reclaimed Mixed Grassland 640 Wetlands
Short Grassland 10 Tall Marsh Wetland 31
Short Marsh Wetland 121
Shrublands Wet Meadow 254
Tall Upland Shrubland 34 Open Water/Mudflats 51
Riparian Shrubland 41
Other Shrubland 70 Other
Disturbed and Developed Areas 997
Total 6,240

XERIC TALLGRASS GRASSLAND MANAGEMENT ZONE

Xeric Tallgrass Grassland

This rare plant community is found on the rocky
plains in the western portions of the site, extending

eastward along several finger-like ridgelines.

Big bluestem within the xeric tallgrass grassland.

Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan & EIS

Covering 1,568 acres, it contains several different
plant associations that include combinations of big
bluestem, little bluestem, mountain muhly, sun sedge,
Fendler’s sandwort and Porter’s aster. Other tallgrass
prairie species include Indian-grass, prairie dropseed,
switchgrass, and needle-and-thread grass. Species
richness is high; 285 species have been recorded
within the xeric tallgrass community at Rocky Flats,
of which about 80% are native. Differences in species
composition are attributable to annual variations in
climate and precipitation (Kaiser-Hill 2002c).

The xeric tallgrass grassland is found primarily on
Flatirons and Nederland soils and is believed to be a
relict once connected to the tallgrass prairie hundreds
of miles to the east (Nelson 2003; Essington et al. 1996).

The Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) has
found that much of the xeric tallgrass grasslands along
the Colorado Front Range has been disturbed by urban
development and agricultural conversion over the last
century. In addition, aggressive weed species such as
cheatgrass, Japanese brome and diffuse knapweed have
degraded many areas of this community throughout the
region (Essington et al. 1996). The CNHP believes that
the xeric tallgrass grassland community exists in fewer
than 20 places globally and that Rocky Flats has the
largest example of this community remaining in
Colorado and perhaps North America. The CNHP
ranks this community as imperiled within the state
(Essington et al. 1996).

The xeric tallgrass grassland community is comprised of
several sub-communities (Nelson 2003). One of these
sub-communities was identified by ESCO during a five-
year evaluation of bluestem-dominated grasslands in
the Rocky Flats area. This study found that the major
distinguishing feature of what ESCO calls the rare
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“Rocky Flats Bluestem Grassland” community is the
abundance of big bluestem with little bluestem,
mountain muhly and Porter’s aster. While big and little
bluestem are characteristic of Midwestern tallgrass
prairies, mountain muhly and Porter’s aster are
characteristic of mountain environments. This unusual
combination of mountain and plains grassland species
in a consistent and recurring pattern across the Rocky
Flats alluvial surface, along with evidence of
exceptional stability, makes this vegetation community
a rare, if not unique, resource (ESCO 2002).

In 2001, high winds deposited several inches of sand on
xeric tallgrass grassland areas adjacent to existing
gravel mines in the northwest corner of the Refuge.
This sand buried most of the native vegetation and was
soon colonized by sunflower, a native annual weedy
species, as well as noxious weeds such as diffuse
knapweed, Russian thistle and kochia. This area may
require ongoing weed management and possible
reseeding to re-establish the native vegetative cover
(Kaiser-Hill 2002c).

WETLAND AND RIPARIAN CORRIDORS
MANAGEMENT ZONE

Riparian Woodland

The riparian woodland community is characterized by
a diverse mixture of plains cottonwood, peachleaf
willow, Siberian elm and coyote willow, with an
understory of various shrubs such as leadplant and
snowberry. Covering 28 acres, it is found primarily
along the drainage bottoms of Rocky Flats, with the
most significant stand occurring in the Rock Creek
drainage (Kaiser-Hill 1997; PT1 1997; Essington et al.
1996).

The most significant threat to the riparian woodland
community is from exotic species such as Siberian elm,
Canada thistle, musk thistle, smooth brome and
Kentucky bluegrass. Preservation of this woodland
community depends on the preservation of associated
streamflow (PTI 1997; Essington et al. 1996).

Riparian Shrubland

Riparian shrubland forms extensive, dense thickets
of shrubs along the stream bottoms. This
community covers 41 acres throughout the Rocky
Flats site. It is dominated by narrowleaf willow,
coyote willow, or indigo bush and generally has an
understory consisting of leadplant, Baltic rush and
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Cottonwood fall foliage within the riparian woodland.

Choke cherry within the upland shrub habitat.
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various sedges (Kettler et al. 1994; USACE 1994;
Kaiser-Hill 1997).

Tall Upland Shrubland

Tall upland shrubland occurs on 34 acres of north-
facing slopes above seeps and along streams,
primarily within the Rock Creek drainage. The tall
upland shrubland consists of a rare association of
hawthorn, chokecherry and occasionally wild plum.
This shrubland is associated with ground water seeps
that form at the contact of the Rocky Flats Alluvium
and the underlying, relatively impermeable Arapahoe
Formation. The herbaceous understory contains a
number of species that are restricted to the cool,
shaded microhabitat provided by the canopy.
Understory species include Fendler waterleaf,
spreading sweetroot, anise root, carrionflower
greenbriar, fragile fern, Colorado violet, Rydberg’s
violet and northern bedstraw. Although the tall
upland shrubland represents less than 1% of the total
area of Rocky Flats, it contains 55% of the plant
species on the site (DOE/Service 2001). This
shrubland community is believed to be rare and may
not occur anywhere else (DOE/Service 2001; Essington
et al. 1996).

Other Shrubland

Other shrubland communities include short upland
shrubland and savannah shrubland, covering 70 acres
primarily in the Rock Creek drainage. Short upland
shrubland is characterized by stands of snowberry and
occasional Wood'’s rose and is often found in association
with wet meadows and other wetland or riparian
communities. Savanna shrubland occurs in dryer areas
where scattered shrubs are interspersed with
grasslands. Three-leaf sumac is the predominant shrub
in this community (Kaiser-Hill 1997).

Wetland Communities

Wetland communities cover 406 acres of the Rocky
Flats site and play an important role in sustaining the
diverse vegetation and habitat types found on the site.
The most significant wetland complexes at Rocky Flats
are the seep-fed wetlands along the hillsides of the
Rock Creek drainage and the Antelope Springs
complex in the Woman Creek drainage. These wetlands
are significant because they have the largest
contiguous areas and the most complex plant
associations (PT1 1997).

Three wetland types, tall marsh, short marsh and wet
meadow, are found at the site. These wetland types
occur in streamside areas along the valley floors and
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Wetlands and open water provide waterfowl habitat.

near the seeps and springs that occur along many of
the hillsides. Each wetland type is described below.

Tall Marsh Wetland

Tall marsh wetlands generally occur along ponds,
ditches and in persistently saturated seeps. Covering
31 acres of the site, these wetlands are dominated by
cattails, bulrushes and associated forbs such as
watercress, showy milkweed, swamp milkweed and
Canada thistle (a noxious weed). Antelope Springs in
the Woman Creek drainage is the best example of a
saturated slope wetland and tall marsh community at
Rocky Flats (Figure 15).

Short Marsh Wetland

Covering 121 acres, this wetland type is commonly
associated with seasonally inundated or saturated
areas, such as hillside seeps. Prevalent species include
Nebraska sedge, Baltic rush and spike rush as well as
forbs such as watercress and speedwell.

Wet Meadow Wetland

These seasonally saturated wetlands occupy 254 acres
on the perimeter of saturated wetlands and contain
elements of both the short marsh wetland and upland
mixed grassland communities. Prevalent species
include redtop, prairie cordgrass and solid stands of
Canada bluegrass and western wheatgrass. Other
species commonly found in this community include
common milkweed, wild iris, Canada thistle, dock and
occasionally arnica (Nelson 2003).



MixeD PRAIRIE GRASSLANDS MANAGEMENT ZONE
Mesic Mixed Grassland

The mesic mixed grassland community is the largest
vegetation community at Rocky Flats, covering 2,199
acres across the broad ridges, hillsides and valley floors
throughout the site and the rolling plains in the eastern
portions of Rocky Flats (Figure 15). This community is
characterized by western wheatgrass, blue grama,
side-oats grama, prairie junegrass, Canada bluegrass,
Kentucky bluegrass, green needlegrass and little
bluestem. This grassland occurs on clay loam soils
having relatively higher soil moisture content than
other upland areas. The higher moisture results from
subirrigation from the coarse alluvial soils, snow
accumulation, and protection from wind (DOE 1997).
The mesic mixed grassland is very important to wildlife
species including grassland birds, small mammals and
larger mammals such as mule deer.

The quality of mesic mixed grassland varies
considerably across the site. In the western parts of the
site, this community has been degraded by diffuse
knapweed, while some areas in the eastern portion of
the site have been degraded by weed species such as
Japanese brome, alyssum and musk thistle (PT1 1997).

Xeric Needle and Thread Grassland

Several patches of xeric grassland dominated by
needle-and-thread grass occur in the eastern half of
Rocky Flats. These patches cover 187 acres. Other
dominant grass species include New Mexico
feathergrass, Canada bluegrass, Kentucky bluegrass
and Japanese brome (Nelson 2003). This grassland
occurs primarily on the eastern extensions of the
Rocky Flats pediment that is characterized by very
cobbly sandy loam soils. Although not quite as cobbly,
these soils are very similar to the soils that support the
xeric tallgrass grassland community (Kaiser-Hill 1997).
The largest expanse of needle-and-thread grassland at
Rocky Flats occurs along the ridgetop north of the east
access road.

Reclaimed Mixed Grasslond

Reclaimed mixed grassland covers 640 acres,
primarily in the southeastern portion of the site
which was formerly cultivated for agriculture. Most
of these areas have been re-seeded with a mixture of
smooth brome and intermediate wheatgrass, both
introduced species. Other common species include
crested wheatgrass, sweetclover and field bindweed
(Kaiser-Hill 1997).
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Dalmatian toadflax, a noxious weed, has moved into
large areas of the Refuge.

Short Grassland

This grassland is typified by buffalograss and
blue grama, both short grass prairie species. Ten
acres of this community are found on the site
(Kaiser-Hill 1997).

Ponderosa Pine Woodland

Isolated patches of ponderosa pine woodland cover 9
acres in the uppermost reaches of the Rock Creek and
Woman Creek drainages near the western edge of the
Refuge. These scattered pines represent an eastward
extension of the nearby foothills forests. While much of
the understory is similar to the adjacent grassland
communities, other associated plants are more likely to
occur in foothills environments (DOE 1997).

Disturbed and Developed Areas

Disturbed and developed areas consist of existing or
former facilities associated with the previous use of the
Rocky Flats site. They include roads, landfills, dams
and other facilities. They also include former facilities
that have been revegetated with native and introduced
grass species.

Noxious WEEDS

Noxious weeds are exotic, aggressive plants that invade
native habitat and cause adverse economic or
environmental impacts. Since 1990, Rocky Flats has
experienced a large increase in noxious weeds (DOE
1997). At Rocky Flats, the noxious weed species with
the greatest potential to degrade the native plant
communities and that are the most difficult to control
include diffuse knapweed, musk thistle, Dalmatian
toadflax, and Canada thistle. Other increasingly



Table 8. Major Noxious Weeds at Rocky Flats

Weed Name High Density | Medium Density | Low Density Scattered Total Infested
(ac.) (ac.) (ac.) Density (ac.) Area (ac.)
Dalmatian toadflax 341 389 1,240 537 1,207
Diffuse knapweed 380 525 377 377 1,956
Musk thistle 9 84 430 346 869

problematic weeds are downy brome (cheatgrass), field
bindweed, and jointed goatgrass (Lane 2004). Diffuse
knapweed, an aggressive tumbleweed, is currently
given highest control priority. Canada thistle is
common in and around most of the wetlands, musk
thistle is found across mesic grasslands, and Dalmatian
toadflax is common in xeric grasslands and other areas
(Figure 16). Sulfur cinquefoil is a new invader to the
area that may have already established populations on
the Refuge (Lane 2004).

Prioritized noxious weed lists and selected weed control
measures are found in the 2002 Annual Vegetation
Management Plan. The three most abundant noxious
weeds identified in 2001 mapping were: Dalmatian
toadflax infesting 2,504 acres; diffuse knapweed
infesting 1,919 acres; and musk thistle infesting 869
acres (Table 8) (Kaiser-Hill 2002a; DOE/Service 2001).

RARE PLANTS

No federally listed plant species, such as the Ute
ladies’-tresses orchid or Colorado butterfly plant, are
known to occur at Rocky Flats. Aside from the rare
xeric tallgrass prairie and tall upland shrubland
communities, Rocky Flats also supports populations of
four rare plant species that are listed as rare or
imperiled by the CNHP These species are the
mountain-loving sedge, forktip three-awn,
carrionflower greenbriar, and dwarf wild indigo.
Forktip three-awn primarily occurs in previously
disturbed sites near the western edge of the current
Industrial Area. The other three species occur
primarily along the pediment slopes in the Rock
Creek drainage (Kaiser-Hill 2002c).

FIRE HISTORY

Historical documentation indicates that the
grasslands in the Rocky Flats area have been
subjected to lightning and human-caused fires for
thousands of years (DOE 1999). These fires likely
played a major role in promoting native vegetation
growth and diversity (DOE 1999). Since 1972,
wildfires have not been allowed to burn and only one
controlled burn has been conducted in the grasslands
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at Rocky Flats. As a result, a fuel load of dead
vegetation has been building up in the grasslands of
Rocky Flats for at least 30 years. This buildup of dead
vegetation has contributed to an invasion of noxious
weeds on the site, particularly in the last 10 years
(DOE 1999).

Seven wildfires have been documented on the site
since 1993 (Figure 17). In 1994, the Spring Grassland
fire burned 70 acres between Highway 128 on the
north boundary and the north access road. In 1996,
the 104-acre Labor Day Grassland Fire burned much
of an area penned in by access roads in the southern
portion of the site. In February 2002, a 27-acre fire
burned through portions of the Rock Creek drainage
on the south side of Highway 128. A 48-acre
prescribed burn was conducted on April 6, 2000. The
prescribed burn took place in the same area as the
1996 wildfire (Kaiser-Hill 2002).

3.5. WILDLIFE RESOURCES

Many areas of the Rocky Flats site have remained
relatively undisturbed for the last 30 to 50 years,
allowing them to retain diverse habitat and associated
wildlife. These wildlife communities are supported by

Mixed mesic grassland provides food and shelter for elk
and other wildlife.
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the regional network of protected open space that
surrounds the site on three sides, buffering wildlife
habitat from the surrounding urban development.

MAMMALS

One of the most abundant and conspicuous mammal
species at Rocky Flats is the mule deer. A resident
herd of about 160 individuals inhabits the site. While
mule deer distribution varies by the season, they
appear to have a general preference for the following
areas (shown in Figure 18):

e The open grasslands of the upper Rock
Creek drainage

The shrublands of the lower Rock Creek
drainage

The grasslands of the upper Walnut Creek
drainage

The hillsides above lower Walnut Creek

Riparian bottomlands around Woman Creek
and Antelope Springs

The grasslands below the pediment in the
Smart Ditch drainage

In the spring, mule deer exhibit an affinity for woody
habitat and secondarily for grasslands. In the summer,
deer use is more generally divided among different
habitats. In the fall, mule deer primarily use woody
habitats, with grasslands also being important. In the
winter, mule deer are commonly observed in grasslands
and tall upland shrublands (Kaiser-Hill 2001).

Whitetail deer have become more common at the site
and are often observed in company with mule deer.

The Refuge is in CDOW'’s Game Management Unit
(GMU) #38 and is adjacent to GMU#29, which
collectively make up the Boulder deer herd. American
elk visit Rocky Flats, but are not resident (DOE
1997). In 2003, 11 cow elk were observed with nine
calves in the Rock Creek drainage (Wedermyer 2003).

Other mammals observed at Rocky Flats include
desert cottontail, white-tailed jackrabbits, black-
tailed jackrabbits, muskrat and porcupine. Muskrats
generally occur in and around the ponds, while
porcupine populations are limited to the shrubland
and ponderosa pine habitats in the upper Rock
Creek drainage (DOE 1997). Black-tailed prairie
dogs inhabit the Rocky Flats site in limited numbers
(Figure 18) and are discussed in greater detail below.
Numerous small mammal species, such as mice and
voles, inhabit all vegetation community types at
Rocky Flats. Preble’s meadow jumping mouse, a
threatened species, is described below under
Federal Threatened and Endangered Species.

Two commonly observed carnivore species at Rocky
Flats are the coyote, which occurs throughout the site,
and raccoon, which is often seen in the Industrial Area
and near watercourses. Typically at Rocky Flats, three
to six coyote dens support an estimated 14 to 16
individuals at any given time (Kaiser-Hill 2001).
Twenty-two coyote dens used between 1991 and 2002
have been identified at Rocky Flats. The coyote dens
generally occur on hillsides near watercourses. Six
dens were active in 2002. One active den was located in
the upper Rock Creek drainage, two were located on
the slopes above either side of Walnut Creek near
Indiana Street, one was near the D-1 pond, one near
Antelope Springs and one in the upper South Woman
Creek drainage (Nelson 2003). Other carnivores
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The coyote is a commonly observed carnivore species on the Refuge.



include striped skunk, gray fox, red fox, long-tailed
weasel, American badger and mink. Black bears and
mountain lion tracks are occasionally seen at the site
(Kaiser-Hill 2000, 2001).
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Black-Tailed Prairie Dog

The black-tailed prairie dog is a controversial species on
the forefront of conservation in the U.S. (CDOW 2003).
The prairie dog is often described and disputed as a
“keystone species” because it has a large effect on
community structure or ecosystem function (Power et al.
1996; CDOW 2003).

In August 2004, the Service removed the prairie dog
from consideration as a candidate species under the
Endangered Species Act (Service 2004b). Candidate
species are plants and animals for which the Service has
sufficient information on their biological status to
propose them as endangered or threatened under the
ESA, but for which development of a proposed listing
regulation is precluded by other higher priority listing
activities. Candidate species receive no statutory
protection under the ESA (Service 2002).
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Regardless of its status as a keystone species, prairie
dogs play an important role in grassland ecosystems.
Several studies found that prairie dogs alter plant
species composition and structure. Typically, areas
occupied by prairie dogs have greater cover and
abundance of perennial grasses and annual forbs
compared to non-occupied sites (Whicker and Detling
1988; Witmer et al. 2002). Prairie dogs can contribute to
overall landscape heterogeneity, affect nutrient cycling,
and provide nest sites and shelter for wildlife such as
rattlesnakes and burrowing owls (Whicker and Detling
1988). Prairie dogs can also denude the surface by
clipping above-ground vegetation and contributing to
exposed bare ground by digging up roots (Kuford 1958;
Smith 1967). Prairie dogs are susceptible to and can
spread Sylvatic plague.
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Three black-tailed prairie dog colonies, comprising 112.8
acres of grasslands, were mapped at Rocky Flats in 2000.
Since 2000, plague outbreaks have reduced the active
colonies to an area of 10 acres (Stone 2003). These
colonies are shown on Figure 19.

The Rocky Flats site contains about 2,460 acres of
potential prairie dog habitat (Figure 19). Delineations of
potential prairie dog habitat are based on soil,
vegetation, and slope attributes that prairie dogs are
known to prefer (Clippinger 1989):

< 30 to 90% herbaceous cover

Swainson’s hawk.

= 2-to 10-inch vegetation height



= Slopes less than 20% (prefer less than 10%)

= Rock-free soils with less than 70%
sand content

BIrDS

The most commonly observed raptors at Rocky Flats
are red-tailed hawk, great horned owl and American
kestrel. Other less abundant raptors include
Swainson’s hawk, ferruginous hawk, prairie falcon and
long-eared owls. Most raptor species use riparian
woodlands or tall upland shrublands for nesting and
roosting habitat and forage in all habitats at the site.
Raptor nest sites observed between 1991 and 1998 are
shown on Figure 18.

Over 185 species of migratory birds have been
recorded at Rocky Flats, of which about 75 are
believed to breed at the site. Of the estimated 100
neotropical migrants (migratory birds that breed
north of the U.S./Mexico border and winter south of
the border (PTI 1997)) at Rocky Flats, about 45 are
confirmed or suspected breeders at the site.

Commonly observed bird species in wetland habitats
include the red-winged blackbird, song sparrow,
common yellowthroat and common snipe. Common
birds in riparian woodland areas include the northern
oriole, American goldfinch, house finch and yellow
warbler. The tall upland shrubland habitat is
inhabited by the song sparrow, rufus-sided towhee,
black-billed magpie, yellow-breasted chat and black-
capped chickadee. Common grassland birds include
the vesper sparrow, western meadowlark,
grasshopper sparrow and mourning dove (DOE
1997). The reclaimed mixed grassland provides
habitat for birds such as the western meadowlark and
vesper sparrow (PTI 1997).
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Northern red-belly dace were introduced into the
Lindsay Pond in 2003.

Several waterfowl species use the ponds at Rocky
Flats. The most common waterfowl are mallards and
Canada geese (DOE 1997). Great blue herons feed

in mudflats and short marshlands, while double-
crested cormorants are common summer residents.

Plains Sharp-tailed Grouse

The Rocky Flats site and surrounding areas contain
potential habitat for the plains sharp-tailed grouse.
The grouse is extirpated from the area and is not
known to occur at Rocky Flats prior to 2003 (DOE
1997). The City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain
Parks Department, along with Boulder County Parks
and Open Space and the CDOW, have initiated a
sharp-tailed grouse reintroduction program on joint
City-County owned open space land north of Rocky
Flats. About 25 individuals were transplanted to the
open space area in 2003, while several more are
planned to be reintroduced in the future (Brennan
2003). Several of the transplanted individuals are
believed to have used Rocky Flats’ grasslands
(Wedermyer 2003).

According to the CDOW Plains Sharp-tailed Grouse
Recovery Plan (CDOW 1992), grouse use different
habitats seasonally with extensive use of grassland
and grassland-low shrub transition zones. Riparian
areas and wooded draws are important winter habitat.
Reasons for the decline of sharp-tailed grouse include
land cultivation, livestock grazing and fire control.
Other threats to grouse include urban development
and alteration of habitat by weed infestation
(Gershman 1992).

REPTILES AND AMPHIBIANS

In general, reptiles and amphibians are found in small
numbers at Rocky Flats due to an absence of suitable
habitat. The most common reptiles are the bullsnake,
yellow-bellied racer, plains garter snake and prairie
rattlesnake. All of these species occur in the open
grassland habitats, although the plains garter snake
typically lives close to water bodies. Other reptiles
include the short-horned lizard in open grasslands, the
eastern fence lizard in rocky shrublands, and the
western painted turtle in ponds (DOE 1997).

The most abundant amphibian at Rocky Flats is the
boreal chorus frog, which breeds in water bodies
throughout the site. The northern leopard frog is less
common and is found only in permanent water bodies
such as ponds (DOE 1997). The boreal chorus frog is
relatively abundant in the streams and wetlands at
Rocky Flats (Kaiser-Hill 2000). Other amphibians
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include the bullfrog, Woodhouse’s toad, the plains
spadefoot and the tiger salamander (DOE 1997).

AQUATIC SPECIES

Aquatic species at Rocky Flats are limited in drainages
and ditches by low and irregular flows. The most
common aquatic macroinvertebrates (aquatic insects)
are the larvae of the blackfly, midge and mayfly (DOE
1997). Other species include caddisflies, craneflies,
damselfly larvae, as well as snails and amphipods.
Large macroinvertebrates such as crayfish and snails
are potentially important prey for other fish, waterfowl
and mammal species.

Each of the three primary drainages at Rocky Flats
contains a variety of pond and stream habitats, varying
amounts of habitat modification, and seasonal water
flows. The Walnut Creek drainage has been highly
modified as part of the development of Rocky Flats.
The upper section of the drainage was filled and the
lower section modified into a series of small reservoirs
that can retain water released from the Industrial
Area. A variety of non-native fish species (rainbow
trout, carp, bass) were introduced into the Walnut
Creek reservoirs. Although all introductions did not

establish reproducing fish populations, carp, goldfish
and fathead minnows are present in these reservoirs.
Woman Creek retains a significant amount of stream
habitat and holds the majority of Rocky Flats fish
species. Native fish species that reproduce within
Woman Creek include white suckers, fathead minnows,
green sunfish, stonerollers and creek chubs. Two non-
native fish species, golden shiners and largemouth
bass, also are found in the drainage.

According to the Colorado Vertebrate Ranking System
(CDOW 2001), the lowa darter and common shiner
rank high enough to merit re-evaluation and the
redbelly dace is potentially imperiled. Threats to these
species include extirpation through habitat degradation
(e.g., siltation, pollution and/or bank destabilization, the
effects of urbanization and predation by introduced
non-native fish.

Native Fish Restoration

The 2001 Rock Creek Reserve Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plan (DOE/Service 2001)
called for the establishment of native fish populations
within the Rock Creek drainage. Rock Creek supports
favorable habitat for native fish such as the common

Mule deer are one of several wildlife species that regularly move between the Refuge and adjoining lands.
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shiner and northern redbelly dace. Monitoring during
the drought of 2002 demonstrated that Rock Creek
flows remain consistent in dry years.

Native fish restoration efforts began in 2002, when
largemouth bass and other non-native fish were
removed from the Lindsay Ponds with rotenone (a
piscicide). In June and August 2003, common shiner
and northern redbelly dace were introduced to the
Rock Creek drainage, with the intention of establishing
a new population of these rare and declining native fish
species (Rosenlund 2003).

WILDLIFE SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN

In addition to federally listed wildlife species described
below in the Federal Threatened and Endangered
Species section, the Rocky Flats site has been known
to support numerous species with special status
designated by CDOW because of their rare or
imperiled status (Table 9). Western burrowing owl has
been observed in grasslands and the ferruginous hawk
has been observed in riparian woodlands and open
grasslands (PTI 1997; DOE 1997).

The Refuge contains about 2,460 acres of potential
prairie dog habitat.

Preble’s meadow jumping mouse.

WILDLIFE CORRIDORS

While Rocky Flats is surrounded on three sides by
major roads, many wildlife species move between the
site and habitat in surrounding areas. However,
movement corridors between the Refuge and adjacent
lands are not well defined. Movement of most
terrestrial species occurs along broad areas where
disturbance and barriers to movement are minimized
(Howard 2003; Wedermyer 2003).

On the west side of the Refuge, east-west movement
across Highway 93 can be impeded by the South Boulder
Diversion Canal and mining areas on the western edge of
Rocky Flats. Given these barriers, the most likely areas
for wildlife movement are the open lands in the upper
Rock Creek area and the upper Woman Creek area
between the mining areas (on land owned by the State of
Colorado) and the west access road.

Prairie dogs cross Highway 128 in the northwest
corner of the Refuge, to access other colonies on
adjacent open space lands. Otherwise, north-south
prairie dog movement across Highway 128 does not
likely occur at any specific location. The Rock Creek
drainage along the highway is impeded by the highway
embankment and the culverts for the creek are too
small for use by larger species of mammals. Likewise,
the east side of the Refuge is open in most places and
wildlife moves across a broad front, although the
Walnut Creek and Woman Creek drainages provide
natural corridors for east-west movement for small and
mid-size mammals across Indiana Street.



Table 9. Wildlife Species of State Special Concern at Rocky Flats

Common Name Scientific Name

Status Occurrence at

Rocky Flats

Plains sharp-tailed grouse
Western burrowing owl
Northern leopard frog
American peregrine falcon
Common garter snake
Ferruginous hawk
Greater sandhill crane
Long-billed curlew
Mountain plover

Athene cunicularia hypugea
Rana pipiens

Falco peregrinus
Thammnophis sirtalis

Buteo regalis

Grus canadensis tibida
Numenius americanus
Charadrius montanus

Tympanuchus phasianellus jamesit

State endangered
State threatened
State special concern
State special concern
State special concern
State special concern
State special concern
State special concern
State special concern

Observed infrequently

Known resident or regular visitor
Known resident

Regular visitor

Observed infrequently

Known resident or regular visitor
Observed infrequently

Observed infrequently

Observed infrequently

Most deer on Rocky Flats do not migrate offsite and
elk periodically descend from the foothills and enter
Rocky Flats from the west. In the spring of 2003,
several cow elk used the Rock Creek drainage as a
calving ground (Wedermyer 2003). The behavior of
other species is less known.

PoTENTIAL CONTAMINATION ISSUES

Extensive studies have been conducted on the
potential effects of contamination on wildlife and
vegetation at Rocky Flats since the mid 1970s, mostly
by Colorado State University. These studies include
two deer studies as well as studies of small mammals,
arthropods (insects), snakes, and cattle. Samples
were taken of various species for the Draft Ecological
Risk Assessments for Walnut Creek and Woman
Creek Watersheds at Rocky Flats Environmental
Technology Site (September 1995) and included
samples consisting of small mammals, insects, benthic
invertebrates, and fish. Additional studies were done
by CSU on vegetation uptake of plutonium, in both
terrestrial and aquatic species. Studies conducted at
other DOE facilities can be used to compare to Rocky
Flats. See Section 1.8 - Issues Outside the Scope of
This E1IS, and Section 3.2 - Geology and Soils for
more information about residual soil contamination at
Rocky Flats.

Tissue samples, including edible tissues of deer
harvested at Rocky Flats in 2002, have been analyzed
for contaminants. The results of these analyses
indicate radionuclide tissue levels of non-detectable
guantities or at method detection limits. In all cases
the edible tissue levels are below the 1x10-6 risk-based
level for consumption of Rocky Flats deer tissue.

3.6. FEDERAL THREATENED AND
ENDANGERED SPECIES

Rocky Flats supports two wildlife species listed as
threatened or endangered under the Endangered
Species Act (ESA). The Preble’s meadow jumping
mouse and the bald eagle are listed as threatened.

As discussed in the preceeding Wildlife section, the
black-tailed prairie dog is no longer listed as a
candidate species (Service 2004b).

PreBLE’S MEADOW JUMPING MOUSE

Preble’s meadow jumping mouse (Preble’s) occurs in
every major drainage on the site. Listed as a
threatened species in 1998, the mouse occurs in habitat
adjacent to streams and waterways along the Front
Range of Colorado and southeastern Wyoming. At
Rocky Flats, Preble’s also has been found in wetlands
and shrubland communities adjacent to the Rock
Creek and Woman Creek drainages. Knowledge of the
natural history and ecology of the Preble’s is limited.
An increase in knowledge about the species may
change our understanding of their habitat needs and
associations. In 2003, the Service designated critical
habitat for the Preble’s. The critical habitat did not
include any of the drainages at Rocky Flats because
the site is to become a Refuge (Service 2003).

In March 2004, the Service initiated a status review of
the Preble’s based on two petitions to remove the
mouse from federal protection under the Endangered
Species Act. When the status review is finished, the
Service will issue a finding regarding whether the
subspecies should remain listed or should be proposed
for delisting (Service 2004). Until the status review
and finding are finalized, the Service will continue to
manage Preble’s as a threatened species in accordance
with existing laws and policies.




BALD EAGLE

The bald eagle occasionally forages at Rocky Flats
although no nests have been identified. An active nest
is located to the east of Rocky Flats near Standley
Lake. Eagles feed primarily on fish and waterbirds but
also on small mammals and mammal carcasses
(DOE/Service 2001). The bald eagle was federally
listed as endangered in 1967 and was downlisted to
threatened in 1994.

PLANT SPECIES

No federally listed plant species are known to occur at
Rocky Flats. While many of the riparian and wetland
communities support potential habitat for the Ute
ladies’-tresses orchid and Colorado butterfly plant,
these species are not known to occur at the site (ESCO
1994). The mosaic of vegetation communities at Rocky
Flats contains several rare and sensitive plant
communities. These include the xeric tallgrass
grassland, tall upland shrubland, riparian shrubland,
mountain-loving sedge, forktip three-awn,
carrionflower greenbriar, dwarf wild indigo and plains
cottonwood riparian woodland communities. Each of
these communities is described in detail in the
Vegetation Communities section.

3.7. CULTURAL RESOURCES

Cultural resource surveys have identified and recorded
45 cultural sites or artifacts at Rocky Flats (Figure 20).

© Shapins Associates

b e ™ EL

ol g -
o Ty i x -
%4.1‘ _.‘:-n.} =

Most of these sites or artifacts are related to Euro-
American occupation of the area within the last 120
years. None of the identified cultural resources are
recommended as eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places.

PREHISTORIC RESOURCES

While various Native American groups occupied the
Rocky Flats region prior to 1800, few remains from
this period have been found on the site. Cultural
resource inventories have identified several isolated
finds of prehistoric origin, including stone enclosures
and stone cairns (Dames and Moore 1991).

HISTORIC RESOURCES

Numerous sites and artifacts related to agricultural
and mining activity at Rocky Flats in the early 20th
century have been identified. These include ditches,
stock ponds, rock piles, building remains, fencing
materials and other farming and ranching-related
equipment (Figure 20). Remnants of an apple orchard
are near the site of a former stage coach stop in the
Woman Creek drainage. An abandoned railroad grade,
whose construction began in 1881 and was never
completed, traverses the Refuge.

Many historic sites relate to land uses at Rocky Flats
during the early 20th century. During this time, the
cattle industry along the Front Range boomed and
several families acquired land for pasture in the Rocky
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Remmnants of an apple orchard are among the cultural resources found in the Woman Creek drainage.
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The Lindsay Ranch barn is the most prominent historic
resource at Rocky Flats.

Flats area. In most cases, the primary ranch sites
were outside of what became the Rocky Flats site,
with the exception of the Lindsay Ranch (Dames and
Moore 1991).

Lindsay Ranch

The area known as the Lindsay Ranch was originally
homesteaded by the Scott family in 1868. The
northern part of this area was given to the railroad
in 1897 as part of the railroad land grants. Other
lands surrounding what became the Lindsay Ranch
were homesteaded by various settlers in the 1880s
and 1890s. Between the late 1880s and 1916, the
Jones family, one of the original homesteaders in the
area, had acquired the area that would become the
Lindsay Ranch. During this time, many of the
original homesteads were being consolidated into
larger parcels to provide pasture for cattle (Dames
and Moore 1991).

In 1916, almost 700 acres of land in the area was sold
to the Ebertharter family, who controlled 1,280 acres
along the northern portion of the current Rocky Flats
site. In 1941, a 640-acre ranch property was sold to
George and Susan Lindsay. The Lindsays resided in
Denver and raised cattle on the ranch at Rocky Flats.
The Lindsays owned the ranch property at Rocky
Flats and a 320-acre ranch parcel at the west end of
Leyden Gulch, south of Rocky Flats. The barn was
constructed in the mid-1940s, followed by the
construction of the house in 1949. The house was
occupied by a caretaker until the property was
condemned by the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission
for the development of the Rocky Flats plant in 1951.

Maintenance of the ranch structures ceased in 1952.
During the operation of the Rocky Flats plant,
security personnel informally used both the house
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and barn for target practice. The Lindsay Ranch
area now consists of a large barn, a collapsed shed,
corral, livestock chute, and a frame house. A blizzard
in March 2003 dumped over 3 feet of snow in the
area, collapsing the east and west wings of the barn.
During the fall of 2003, the Service, in partnership
with DOE stabilized the barn to prevent further
damage to the structure (Norman 2003). The two
wings were essentially rebuilt. Part of the barn roof
was repaired. Portions of the concrete foundations
were replaced. The windows and doors were boarded
to protect the structure from wind and moisture.

The house is in a dilapidated condition, with holes in the
roof and walls and an unstable floor, and has not been
maintained or stabilized since it was last used in 1951.

Cold War Era

The Rocky Flats site was one of the 13 nuclear
weapons production facilities in the United States
during the Cold War. Weapons production ended in
1989. The DOE completed an inventory of all buildings
on the site and determined 64 facilities within the
Industrial Area are very important to regional, national
and international history for their role during the Cold
War era. The State Historic Preservation Office has
determined that these 64 facilities are eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places as a
historic district (DOE 1997). All of these facilities will
be removed prior to site closure and establishment of
the Refuge.

3.8. INFRASTRUCTURE, EASEMENTS,
AND UTILITIES

TRANSPORTATION

The Rocky Flats site is surrounded on all sides by state
highways or a major thoroughfare. Colorado Highway
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128 defines most of the site’s northern boundary, while
Highway 93 runs parallel to the western boundary
about ¥4 mile to the west. Less than 1 mile to the south,
Highway 72 runs parallel to the site’s southern
boundary. Indiana Street defines the site’s eastern
boundary. Current access to the site is from Highway
93 or Indiana Street. The existing access road leading
into Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site east
from Highway 93 carries approximately 2,700 vehicles
per day (David Evans 2003). However, traffic on the
existing access road will be greatly reduced following
cleanup and closure of the site by DOE.

Highway 93

Colorado State Highway 93 west of Rocky Flats is
relatively straight and flat with adequate sight distance
in the vicinity of the existing access road. The Rocky
Flats access road intersects Highway 93 at a signalized
intersection about 1.5 miles north of Highway 72. The
section of Highway 93 at the access road has two
through travel lanes with a southbound left turn lane
and northbound right turn lane, as well as northbound
and southbound acceleration lanes at the intersection.
This segment of Highway 93 is categorized as an
Expressway (Category E-X) in the CDOT State
Highway Access Category Assignment Schedule
(CDOT 2001), which defines the requirements for
access locations, operation and design criteria along
roadways on the state highway system. The speed
limit along Highway 93 approaching the signal is 45
mph. Highway 93 carries about 22,100 vehicles per
day (measured north of the west access road) (David
Evans 2003). This volume is projected to increase
during the life of the CCP (Table 10).

The Highway 93 and Highway 72 intersection
southwest of the site is signalized. The Highway 93
and Highway 128 intersection northwest of the site is
also signalized.

Table 10. Daily and Peak Hour Traffic Volume Summary
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Clay mining along the Refuge’s western boundary.

Highway 128

Colorado State Highway 128 north of the site is two
lanes with substantial horizontal and vertical curves
between Highway 93 and McCaslin Boulevard. This
segment of Highway 128 is categorized as a Regional
Highway (Category R-A) in the CDOT State Highway
Access Category Assignment Schedule (CDOT 2001).
City of Boulder and Boulder County Open Space is
adjacent to the roadway on the north side and a
signalized intersection is at McCaslin Boulevard. The
speed limit in this segment is 55 mph. Highway 128
west of McCaslin Boulevard carries about 5,200 vehicles
per day (David Evans 2003). This volume is projected to
increase during the life of the CCP (Table 10).

Indiana Street

Indiana Street east of the site is a straight two-lane
alignment over rolling terrain with little to no
shoulder between Highway 128 and 96th Avenue. The
speed limit in this segment is 50 mph. Indiana Street
east of the project site carries about 5,600 vehicles
daily (David Evans 2003). Traffic volume is projected
to increase during the life of the CCP (Table 10).

2003 2021

Roadway Segment 2002 AADTT Weekday Count Estimated AADT
SH 93 - West of Rocky Flats 19,040 22,110 28,500
SH 128 — East of SH 93 4,510 5,170 6,700
Indiana Street — East of Rocky Flats - 5,580 8,100

t Traffic volumes from CDOT website (CDOT 2003).
AADT = Annual Average Daily Traffic.
Source: David Evans and Associates, Inc. (2003).
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Many internal roads would be revegetated.

This roadway is an arterial maintained by Jefferson
County. The land on the east side of the roadway is
City and County of Broomfield and City of
Westminster Open Space and land owned by the
Woman Creek Reservoir Authority. The Highway 128
and Indiana Street intersection northeast of the site is
signalized. The existing Rocky Flats Environmental
Technology Site has a gated access at a signalized
intersection on Indiana Street about 1.5 miles north of
96th Avenue. The Indiana Street and 96th Avenue
intersection southeast of the site is also signalized.

Internal Roads

The Rocky Flats site currently has many roads, fences
and utilities that serve its pre-closure functions.
Outside of the Industrial Area, which currently
contains a network of paved streets, most of the site is
accessed by a network of graded gravel roads and
minor two-track roads. In addition, existing mineral
rights and water rights on site are owned by outside
entities. Existing infrastructure, utility easements and
mining permits are shown on Figure 21.

UTILITIES

The utility infrastructure currently serving the site,
including electric and sewer lines, will be removed or
remediated in place prior to closure. According to the
Refuge Act (Appendix A), existing, privately owned
utility easements across the site will remain in place
and the owners of those easements will have the right
to continue to access them.

Natural Gas Easements

Two natural gas easements are currently on the site, a
north-south easement and an east-west easement. The
north-south easement runs through the eastern portion
of the site. The east-west easement runs along the

southern edge of the Industrial Area, extending
between the east and west access gates (Figure 21). In
an area east and south of the Industrial Area, the title
to portions of both natural gas easements is unclear
(Schiesswohl 2003).

Electrical Line Easements

A 230-kV electrical line follows an easement through
the southern and eastern portions of the site. The line
runs in a north-south orientation between the north
boundary and the proximity of South Woman Creek,
where it then runs southwesterly toward the southern
boundary of Rocky Flats. A second electrical line
easement runs from the proximity of the C-2 pond to
the east gate along Indiana Street.

Two parallel 115-kV electrical lines follow easements
from the northeast corner of Rocky Flats toward the
Industrial Area. These lines were constructed
primarily to serve the Industrial Area and will be
removed and easements abandoned prior to site
closure. Another electrical line easement follows the
west access road from Highway 93 to the Industrial
Area. This electrical line has been removed and the
easement will be abandoned (the title to this easement
is unclear). These easements are shown on Figure 21.
An electrical line with no easement follows the west
side of Indiana Street, within the Rocky Flats
boundary.

Other Utilities

A fiber optic line with an easement runs from the
NWTC in the northwest corner of the site, across the
Rock Creek drainage, to the Industrial Area. The
future of this line and easement is uncertain. In addition
to the electrical line along the west side of Indiana
Street, a telephone and fiber optic line also follows the
Indiana right of way. These utility lines do not have
easements and may be within the Rocky Flats site
(instead of the Indiana right of way) (Schiesswohl 2003).

MINERAL RIGHTS

A substantial portion of the mineral estate (subsurface
mineral rights) associated with lands at Rocky Flats is
privately owned. The Service believes that the exercise
of these existing privately owned mineral rights,
particularly surface mining of gravel and other
aggregate material, at Rocky Flats will have an
adverse impact on the management of the Refuge. The
Service does not believe it can manage the Refuge for
meeting the purposes of section 3177(e)(2) of the
Refuge Act if certain mineral rights are exercised.
Accordingly, the Service will not accept transfer of



administrative jurisdiction from DOE for lands subject to
the mining of gravel and other aggregate material at
Rocky Flats until the United States owns the mineral
rights of the land to be transferred to the Service, or
until the mined lands have been reclaimed to a mixed
prairie grassland community.

Three permitted mining areas currently exist on Rocky
Flats (Figure 21):

= Bluestone Sand and Gravel mine and Bluestone
expansion — 425 acres

« Lakewood Brick and Tile — 80 acres
e Church Ranch Rocky Flats Pit — 94 acres

LaFarge, Inc. (formerly Western Aggregates) operates
the Bluestone sand and gravel quarry in the
northwestern corner of the site. While the permit area
includes 425 acres of land, about 300 acres are
designated for habitat preservation, or non-mining
setback, easements and buffer areas (Jefferson County
2002). The Bluestone permit allows expansion of the
mine into the northern portion of the Rock Creek
drainage, near the NWTC (Figure 21). Most of the
Rock Creek drainage is included in a habitat
preservation area.

Lakewood Brick and Tile operates an 80-acre
clay mining area immediately north of the west
access road.

In 2004, Church Ranch received a permit for gravel
extraction from the Rocky Flats Pit, located east of the
Lakewood Brick and Tile operation on the north side
of the west access road. As directed by the Colorado
Division of Minerals and Geology in the mining permit,
the Church Ranch mining plan stipulates that it will
not expose groundwater. Mining activities will stay a
minimum of 2 feet above groundwater (CDMG 2004;
Church Ranch 2004).

WATER RIGHTS

As discussed in the Water Resources section, the
current water supply to the Rocky Flats site will be
terminated following the cleanup and closure of the
existing facilities. The U.S. Government does not
own water rights on the Rocky Flats site. However,
two outside entities do own water rights. The
Smart Ditch and Irrigation Company owns water
rights through the Smart Ditch from Rocky Flats
Lake (west of the site) to the D-2 Pond in the
southeast corner. The City and County of
Broomfield owns water rights in the Upper Church
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Ditch and the McKay Ditch, which convey water
across Rocky Flats to the east and northeast. Other
water rights on the site include the Mower Ditch
and the Kinnear Ditch (Advanced Sciences 1991). A
new water supply to serve the Rocky Flats NWR is
not planned.

3.9. SURROUNDING LAND USE

The Rocky Flats site is at the intersection of Jefferson,
Boulder and Broomfield counties. The site is
surrounded by open space to the north, east and west
and urban development to the northeast and southeast
(Figure 22). Other nearby land uses include mining
operations, wind energy research, and water collection
and storage facilities.

MUNICIPALITIES

Four principal cities and towns, Arvada, Westminster,
Broomfield and Superior, are located within close
proximity of Rocky Flats. The general land uses of
those portions of these municipalities located near the
site are described below.

The City of Arvada is located southeast of Rocky Flats.
While most of Arvada’s residential and commercial
development is over 1 mile from Rocky Flats, the

Downy paintbrush.
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City’s incorporated boundary directly abuts the site. A
large area immediately south of Rocky Flats and east of
Highway 93 has been annexed by the City and is
planned for residential and mixed development (see
Section 2.10 - Reasonably Foreseeable Activities). This
area, known as the Vauxmont property;, is currently
vacant and used for livestock grazing.

North of Arvada, the City of Westminster is located
directly east of Rocky Flats. However, most of the
western portions of Westminster’s incorporated area
consist of open space. Residential land uses begin about
1.5 miles east of Rocky Flats.

The City and County of Broomfield is located
immediately east and northeast of Rocky Flats. The
area to the east is dominated by open space associated
with Great Western Reservoir and undeveloped land.
Other portions of this area are planned for development
supporting office complexes. An existing office complex
is located about 1 mile northeast of Rocky Flats on the
north side of Highway 128.

The Town of Superior is north and northeast of Rocky
Flats’ northeastern corner. Existing residential land
uses are about ¥ mile north of Rocky Flats and future
residential developments are proposed for the area.
Superior’s town center is located about 2 miles north of
the Rocky Flats boundary.

WoMAN CREEK RESERVOIR AUTHORITY

The Woman Creek Reservoir Authority is a separate
unit of government composed of the cities of
Westminster, Thornton and Northglenn. The Authority
constructed the Woman Creek Reservoir in 1996 to
prevent the flow of surface water from Rocky Flats into
Standley Lake, a drinking water source for several
communities (CDPHE 2003a). The Woman Creek
Reservoir Authority owns the reservoir and some of the
land surrounding the reservoir.

OPEN SPACE

The Rocky Flats site is surrounded on three sides by
designated open space. These open space lands are
owned and managed by seven different jurisdictions and
are described in detail in Section 3.10.

OTHER NEARBY LAND USES

The Colorado State Land Board manages state land in
Section 16 immediately southwest of Rocky Flats.
Portions of Section 16 have been mined for clay

and aggregates and most of the land is leased for
grazing livestock.

The DOE’s National Renewable Energy Laboratory
operates the NWTC immediately northwest of Rocky
Flats. This facility is used for research on power-
generating wind turbines.

Denver Water owns a large tract of land about 1 mile to
the southwest of Rocky Flats along the west side of
Highway 93 from Highway 72 south to Ralston
Reservoir. While portions of this land are used for
water collection and distribution facilities, most of it is
undeveloped. This property includes a potential
reservoir site in Leyden Gulch (Bassett 2002).

Two companies, TXI and LaFarge, operate gravel
mining and processing facilities on two separate but
contiguous sites in the northwest corner of Rocky
Flats site and on adjacent privately owned land. The
mining facilities consist of surface excavations,
material conveyors, rail lines and processing facilities
(DOE-NREL 2002).

Jefferson County Airport is located about 2 miles east of
Rocky Flats. Airport runways are aligned in a
northeast/southwest configuration. Aircraft takeoff and
landing patterns currently do not pass directly over the
Rocky Flats site (DOE-NREL 2002).

3.10. OPEN SPACE, RECREATION AND TRAILS

Rocky Flats is surrounded on three sides by designated
open space. While some of these open space parcels
restrict public use, others provide a network of
recreational trails that are connected to the surrounding
communities (Figures 22 and 23).

CiTy oF BouLberR OPEN SPACE AND MOUNTAIN PARKS

The City of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks
(BOSMP) owns and manages several large open space
parcels near the northern and western edges of Rocky
Flats. BOSMP lands along the northern edge of Rocky
Flats extend from near the middle of Rocky Flats to the
west along the Boulder/Jefferson county line for over 4
miles to the top of Eldorado Mountain. These lands are
collectively referred to as South Boulder Open Space.
Within Jefferson County, BOSMP also owns the Jewell
Mountain and Van Fleet properties to the west of Rocky
Flats between Highway 93 and Coal Creek.

BOSMP lands offer a network of soft-surface trails
available for hiking, mountain biking and equestrian
use. The Flatirons Vista and Greenbelt Plateau
trailheads are located about 1 mile from Rocky Flats to
the northwest near the Highway 93/128 intersection.
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BOSMP is working with several other organizations to
protect and restore the Coal Creek riparian area that
runs through their properties near Rocky Flats.
Restoration activities include fencing to control
livestock, stream channel restoration, wetland
restoration and monitoring. Small mammal trapping
along Coal Creek has revealed several occurrences of
Preble’s meadow jumping mouse (BOSMP 2002).

BouLber CounTy OPEN SPACE

Boulder County owns several open space parcels on the
north side of Rocky Flats between the Town of
Superior to the east and BOSMP lands to the west.
These holdings include the Lindsay, Zacharias/Thomas
and Carlson/Lastoka properties. Recreational access to
Boulder County Open Space lands to the north and
northeast of Rocky Flats is from the Coalton Trail,
which begins on Highway 128 north of Rocky Flats.
The Coalton Trail provides recreational access (hiking,
biking and equestrian uses) to the County open space
lands northeast of Rocky Flats. The trail connects to
the Rock Creek Trail in the Town of Superior.

The white-tailed jack rabbit is found on the Refuge.
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JEFFERSON COUNTY OPEN SPACE

Jefferson County owns and manages several parcels to
the west and southwest of Rocky Flats. The Ranson-
Edwards property immediately west of Rocky Flats
extends from Coal Creek to the west. Coal Creek
Canyon Open Space is located along the south side of
Highway 72 about 2 miles west of Rocky Flats.
Jefferson County also owns several conservation
easements in this area. White Ranch Open Space is
located about 3 miles to the southwest of Rocky Flats.

The 2,807-acre Coal Creek Canyon Park currently has
no developed trails or facilities. Due to uncertainty
surrounding the future management of surrounding
publicly owned properties, including Rocky Flats and
Denver Water properties, Coal Creek’s Management
Plan recommends postponing trail and facility
development for 5 to 7 years (JCOS 2001).

City oF ARVADA OPEN SPACE

The City of Arvada owns several open space parcels
about 2 miles south of Rocky Flats. These parcels are
around Arvada Reservair, along Leyden Gulch, and in
the area between the two. A network of paved and
unpaved trails runs throughout the City of Arvada,
including the unpaved Leyden Guich trail located about
1.5 miles south of Rocky Flats.

The City has identified additional trail corridors south
of the Rocky Flats site that would provide potential
linkages between Arvada and the Refuge (City of
Arvada 2001). Proposed trails include the following:

e Leyden Gulch Trail — This extension of an
existing trail will cross Highway 93,
providing access to Jefferson County open
space. It will be open to hiking, biking and
equestrian users.

= Big Dry Creek — The trail will follow the Big
Dry Creek from Standley Lake to Highway
93 and would border the Refuge’s southern
boundary. A proposed trailhead for the Big
Dry Creek trail will be smile south of the
Refuge’s boundary. The hiking and biking
trail could also link the Refuge to the
proposed Vauxmont Park.

e Barbara Gulch Trail — This trail will extend
from the Highway 72/93 intersection to the
City of Arvada. The trailhead at the
intersection would be an important hub in
an alternative transportation route (e.g.,
bike commuters) along Highway 93.
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= Jeffco Trail — The City’s master plan also
identifies a proposed Jeffco trail along
Church Ditch which runs north-south
between the Refuge and Standley Lake.

City oF WESTMINSTER OPEN SPACE

The City of Westminster has several open space
properties to the east and southeast of Rocky Flats.
These properties include the Colorado Hills Open
Space and Standley Lake Regional Park. Colorado
Hills includes a soft-surface trail between Mower
Reservoir and adjacent residential areas. Standley
Lake is a regional destination for boating,
swimming and picnicking. This park is also a focal
point for Arvada and Westminster’s paved
greenway trail systems. The city’s soft surface
Walnut Creek Trail terminates less than 2 miles
from Rocky Flats’ eastern boundary and is open to
hiking and biking. The trail could provide a
potential link between the Refuge, surrounding
communities and the Westminster trail system.

City AND COUNTY OF BROOMFIELD OPEN SPACE

Directly east of Rocky Flats, Broomfield owns the
Great Western Open Space lands surrounding its Great
Western Reservoir. This area consists mainly of former
grazed or cultivated fields. The City and County of
Broomfield considers Great Western Open Space to be
a highly suitable receiving site for prairie dog
relocation (City and County of Broomfield 2001). The
establishment of a large prairie dog town at Great
Western Reservoir Open Space would likely attract a
greater number of raptors and other predators to the
area and may encourage the expansion of prairie dogs
in the eastern portions of the Refuge.

TowN OF SUPERIOR OPEN SPACE

Superior’s open space is located across Highway 128 at
the northeast corner of Rocky Flats, on the east side of
McCaslin Boulevard. A network of paved trails
throughout Superior’s residential neighborhoods
connects to the Rock Creek Trail, which continues to
the northeast into Broomfield (Superior 2001).

3.11. VISUAL RESOURCES

Visual resources at Rocky Flats can be placed
under three general categories: views of the Rocky
Flats area from surrounding communities, views
from Rocky Flats to surrounding landmarks, and

internal views. Disturbed areas at Rocky Flats are
also a component of its current visual character.

VIEWS FROM SURROUNDING AREAS

Situated on a high, sloping pediment, the Rocky Flats
site lies at the base of the Front Range of the Rocky
Mountains. This area is commonly referred to as the
Front Range mountain backdrop and consists of
various ridges and peaks including South Boulder
Peak, Eldorado Mountain, Crescent Peak and the
Ralston Buttes. Beyond the mountain backdrop are the
Indian Peaks, which are intermittently visible from
Rocky Flats and surrounding communities.

The Rocky Flats area, including the Refuge and
surrounding open space lands, defines the
northwestern boundary of the Denver metropolitan
area, where urban and suburban development gives
way to open grasslands that slope up into the craggy
forests of the mountain backdrop. Views to Rocky Flats
capture a range of landscape types as the grasslands
give way to the ponderosa draped foothills and on to
the towering Rocky Mountains. This view can be
appreciated from many areas throughout the Denver
metropolitan region.

VIEwS FROM Rocky FLATS

Several notable views from the Refuge characterize the
site’s visual quality. These views, both internal and
distant, are enjoyed from some of the high points along
the pediment in the western and central portions of the
Refuge. The view of the Rock Creek drainage and
Lindsay Ranch from the east is one of the most
striking views from the Refuge.

While Rock Creek offers topographical relief and
vegetative variety, the Lindsay Ranch structures reveal
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the site’s history. Beyond these immediate features, the
high peaks along the Continental Divide are visible
through Eldorado Canyon. From the upper Walnut
Creek area looking east, the mixed grassland prairie
and riparian areas in the eastern portions of the
Refuge are backed by Great Western Reservoir and
the communities and open plains beyond. Several high
points in the southern portion of the Refuge provide
distant views to the southeast of Standley Lake and the
downtown Denver skyline.

INTERNAL VIEWS

Internal views at Rocky Flats are generally
characterized by the open grassland landscape. While
the majority of the site is composed of large expanses
of uninterrupted grassland, distinct vegetation along
drainages (i.e., cottonwoods and upland shrubs) and
varied topography present additional visual resources.
Numerous drainages and gullies slope steeply to the
east where the flat pediment top gives way to more
rolling grasslands. This terrain provides numerous
opportunities for scenic overlooks with commanding
views as well as secluded pockets with intimate views of
the Refuge landscape.

DISTURBED AREAS

Visual resources at Rocky Flats are affected by
facilities associated with mining and former weapons
production on the site. Currently over 70 miles of
maintenance and access roads occur on the Rocky
Flats site (including Refuge land and area to be
retained by DOE). While these roads are generally not
visible from surrounding areas, they interrupt many of
the internal views at Rocky Flats.

The buildings and facilities within the Industrial Area
are visible throughout the site and are a visual
landmark from surrounding areas. Prior to the
establishment of the Refuge, these facilities will be
removed and much of the current Industrial Area will
consist of restored grasslands. While the industrial
nature of this area will change, it will continue to
compromise internal views and will be a visual
reminder of the former facilities for several years. Over
the long term, as grassland restoration begins to take
form, DOE envisions a visually “seamless” division
between the Refuge and the former industrial site that
will be retained by DOE.

3.12. NOISE

Existing noise levels vary widely across the Refuge.
Noise levels on the north, west and east perimeter are

affected by traffic on the highways adjacent to these
locations. Because traffic volumes are higher on
Highway 93, noise levels are higher on the western
perimeter than at other locations. Noise levels are
lower on the southern perimeter because Highway 72
is farther from the site boundary. Wind generators at
the NWTC also generate noise. While the site is
undergoing cleanup and building demolition,
construction noise near the Industrial Area is
considerably louder than ambient conditions. Noise
levels vary with the type of cleanup activity. Rocky
Flats is typically a very windy location and wind noise
contributes to the overall ambient noise levels.

Noise levels decrease away from area highways, site
cleanup, and NWTC wind generators. After cleanup,
noise levels in the center of the Refuge will be very low
and the Refuge will provide opportunities for solitude.

3.13. AIR QUALITY

Rocky Flats is located within the boundary of the
Denver Metropolitan Area for air quality planning
purposes. For many years, the Denver metropolitan
area has experienced carbon monoxide, ozone, and
particulate matter air pollution as well as visibility
problems. These conditions have recently improved,
however, and the Denver area is now in attainment of
most of EPAs health-based standards for air quality
with the exception of ozone (EPA 2002). Ozone levels in
the summer of 2003 violated standards (CDPHE 2003).
Regulatory requirements may control the timing of
certain natural resources management activities, such
as prescribed burning, which requires a permit from
the state.

Air quality is monitored at five air monitoring stations
operated by the CDPHE. Two of these stations are
located just off-site at the northeast and southeast site
boundary along Indiana Street, downwind of Rocky
Flats. All criteria air pollutants are below state
standards. It has not been determined whether the air
monitoring stations will be removed following cleanup
of the site.

3.14. SOCIOECONOMICS
PoPULATION AND DEMOGRAPHICS

The population in Jefferson County grew from 438,430
in 1990 to 527,056 in 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau 2002),
an average annual increase of about 1.8%. Jefferson
County population is expected to increase about 0.75%
annually from 2000 to 2015, while the state population
is expected to increase by 1.7% annually (Colorado
Department of Local Affairs 2002).



Rocky Flats is located in Jefferson County’s North
Plains Community Planning Area, which also includes
portions of Westminster, Arvada, Golden and
unincorporated areas. Within this planning area, the
population grew from 8,453 in 1990 to 10,194 in 2000, an
average annual increase of about 2% (Jefferson County
2002). About 95% of the North Plains population
consider themselves to be white (compared to 83%
state wide), while about 5% consider themselves to be
Hispanic or Latino in origin (Jefferson County 2002).

EMPLOYMENT

The average unemployment rate for Jefferson
County in 2001 was 3%, while the state average was
3.72% (Colorado Department of Local Affairs 2002).
In 2000, the services sector employed 79,317
workers while the retail trade sector employed
62,838 and the government sector employed 51,762
(Colorado Department of Local Affairs 2002).

INCOME

In 2000, per capita personal income was $36,442, a
5.6% annual increase since 1990. Total personal
income in Jefferson County was $19.3 billion in
2000, up from about $9.4 billion in 1990, reflecting
an average annual growth rate of about 7.5%
(Bureau of Economic Analysis 2002). The largest
sources of work-related personal earnings by
industry were services (16.1%), government (8.3%),
and manufacturing (7.9%). Retail trade accounted
for about 3% of the total personal income in 2000.
Transfer payments, dividends, interest and rent
accounted for 22% of personal income in 2000
(Bureau of Economic Analysis 2002).
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Chapter 4.

4.1. INTRODUCTION

This chapter provides an analysis of the potential
effects on environmental resources associated with the
implementation of each of the four management
alternatives for the Refuge. Potential impacts were
identified for each alternative based on a review of
relevant scientific literature, previously prepared
environmental documents for Rocky Flats, and the
best professional judgment of Service staff and other
resource specialists.

This chapter is organized by resource, and provides an
analytical comparison of the alternatives. Many of the
potential management actions and resource impacts
are similar between the alternatives, but the

discussion differentiates impacts where applicable.
Resource impacts are discussed according to the
management goals and the appropriate types of actions
or activities associated with those goals. For example,
the discussion of impacts to vegetation associated with
Goal 1 — Wildlife and Habitat Management includes the
potential effects associated with Preble’s Habitat
Management, Xeric Tallgrass Management, Mixed
Grassland Prairie Management, and other
management actions. Not all goals, objectives, and
accompanying management actions are applicable to
each resource; therefore, only those that are relevant
for a particular resource are described.

Discussions are organized consistent with the goals,
objectives, and strategies described in Chapter 2.
General topic areas include:

= Wildlife and Habitat Management (Goal 1)

= Public Use, Education, and Interpretation
(Goal 2)

= Refuge Operations, Safety, and
Partnerships (Goals 3 to 6)

A summary of the impacts discussed is provided at
the end of Chapter 4 in Table 21 - Summary of
Environmental Consequences.

The Refuge Act (Appendix A) directs the Service to
consider “the characteristics and configuration of any
perimeter fencing that may be appropriate or
compatible for cleanup and closure purposes, refuge
purposes, or other purposes.” Fencing options and
their impacts are discussed in Section 4.15 - Fencing

© Mauro

The potential effects of management activities on
wildlife and habitat are analyzed for each alternative.

Considerations. An assessment of the potential
effects that nearby transportation improvements could
have on Refuge resources, as well as recommendations
to mitigate those effects, is found in Section 4.16 -
Possible Transportation Improvements Near the
Refuge. An assessment of how the proposed
alternatives conform with the Refuge goals is included
in Section 4.17 - Adherence to Planning Goals.

METHODS

Effects are evaluated at several levels, including
whether the effects are adverse or beneficial, and
whether the effects are direct, indirect, or cumulative
with other independent actions. The duration of effects
also is used in the evaluation of environmental
consequences.

Direct effects are those where the impact on the
resource is immediate and is a direct result of a
specific action or activity. Examples of a direct
effect include the effect of trail construction on
vegetation along the trail or the effect of hunting
on wildlife.

Indirect, or secondary, effects are those that are
induced by implementation actions, but occur later in
time or farther removed from the place of action
through a series of interconnected effects. Examples
of indirect effects include the downstream water
quality effects from an upstream surface disturbance,
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Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences

Biological controls would be used as a weed
management tool in all alternatives.

or the impact that recreational use along a trail may
have on nearby plant communities (through the
periodic introduction of noxious weeds).

A cumulative effect is defined as “the impact on the
environment which results from the incremental impact
of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of
what agency (federal or non-federal) or person
undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7).
Reasonably foreseeable future actions independent of
the CCP for the Refuge are described in Section 2.9.

Impacts are often described in terms of their context,
intensity, and duration. Table 20 - Impact Threshold
Definitions, at the end of the chapter, defines the
intensity levels (negligible, minor, moderate, and major)
for each resource. The duration of effects are described
as either short term or long term. Short-term effects
would persist for a period of 3 to 5 years, and would
consist primarily of temporary disturbance due to
habitat restoration or facility construction and
subsequent revegetation efforts. Long-term effects
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would last more than 5 years after project initiation,
and may outlast the 15-year life of the CCP Many long-
term effects consist of long-term benefits to wildlife
habitat resulting from habitat management actions.

4.2. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

Previous studies and available information on
geologic and soil resources at Rocky Flats were used
to identify potential effects from alternative actions.
Potential effects were qualitatively and quantitatively
evaluated based on the types and amount of land-
disturbing activities for each alternative. Impacts to
geologic resources are not discussed because none of
the alternatives would affect geologic features or
resources. Actions of concern for soils include those
likely to generate erosion and reduce soil
productivity or actions that promote soil stability and
reduce soil loss.

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
Xeric Tallgrass Management

Alternatives A, B, and C would include prescribed
fire as a management tool for maintaining native
prairie habitat and controlling weeds. In addition,
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Alternatives A, B, and C to restore and maintain
xeric tallgrass grasslands.

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge



Alternative B would allow livestock grazing. When
used as habitat restoration tools, both prescribed
fire and grazing would temporarily reduce
vegetation cover in a treatment area. These
restoration tools usually stimulate new plant growth
and increase the vigor of existing plant communities.
However, the use of these restoration tools has the
potential to result in localized, short-term erosion,
soil loss, and the release of soil particles (dust) into
the air. A potential minor effect on soil erosion from
prescribed fire in Alternative A would be limited to
the Rock Creek Reserve. Alternative D would not
include the use of burning or grazing and would not
have the potential soils impacts resulting from use of
these tools.

Concentrations of all soil contaminants are low
throughout the Refuge, and prescribed fire could be
used safely anywhere on the Refuge (Appendix D).
Although contaminant concentrations are low
throughout the Refuge, they are slightly higher south
of the east entrance road (Figure 4). Prescribed fire
would not be used in this area (Figure 10).

Mixed Prairie Grasslands Management

Restoration of 300 acres of non-native grassland in
Alternatives B and C may result in a short-term
minor disturbance of soil resources during site
preparation and planting. Following establishment
of native grasses, soil protection and productivity
would be maintained long term. There would be
no effect to soil resources if non-native vegetation
is not restored under Alternatives A and D.

Concentrations of all soil contaminants are low
throughout the Refuge, and safety precautions
during habitat restoration activities probably
would not be needed (Appendix D). Final safety
requirements to address any remaining soil
contamination for any surface or subsurface
disturbance on Refuge lands will be identified in
the Corrective Action Decision/Record of Decision
discussed in Chapter 1. It is anticipated that DOE
will retain any lands that have institutional controls
on agricultural practices such as tilling.

Road Restoration and Revegetation

Excluding the area retained by DOE, the Refuge
currently has 56.5 miles of paved, graded, or two-track
roads and numerous road stream crossings. The length
of roads and number of stream crossings that would be
removed and revegetated in each alternative are:

= Alternative A — 11.9 miles; 7 stream crossings
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= Alternative B — 26.3 miles; 13 stream crossings
= Alternative C — 25.7 miles; 13 stream crossings
= Alternative D — 24.3 miles; 6 stream crossings

(While Alternative C would have fewer roads and trails
overall, the length of road to be revegetated in
Alternative B is greater than Alternative C because in
Alternative B, a new trail segment would replace the
existing road in the Woman Creek drainage. See
Figures 25 and 26.)

Road restoration efforts would include ripping,
grading, or other methods to remove the existing
roadbed and prepare the area for planting. Although
restoration would be confined primarily to the
existing disturbed road prism, soils adjacent to the
road may be disturbed resulting in minor, short-term
soil disturbance and erosion. However, successful
revegetation and planned use of erosion control
measures, such as mulching and water bars to control
water flows, would minimize impacts. The greatest
potential for soil erosion from roads would occur in
Alternative A, which limits road restoration to the

Wildflowers such as blue flax are found in Refuge grasslands.

Rock Creek portion of the Refuge. Thus, a number
of the existing roads would remain in place but would
not be maintained, resulting in moderate long-term
soil erosion. A long-term moderate benefit to soil
resources would occur for Alternative A in the Rock
Creek Reserve and Alternatives B, C and D Refuge-
wide by stabilizing and revegetating roads that would
no longer be needed.

Prairie Dog Management

Prairie dog communities are dynamic and vegetation
and surface conditions often vary from year to year.



Additionally, the enhanced nutrient cycling from prairie
dog activities can stimulate plant growth and can
contribute to soil stability. However, limited soil
surface erosion may occur in each of the alternatives
from the potential expansion of prairie dog
populations. Through grazing, prairie dogs often clip
vegetation to allow better visibility of their
surroundings; therefore, the amount of bare soil is
typically greater than surrounding lands. Exposed
soils are more prone to wind and water erosion.

Alternative A would have the greatest potential for
direct soil impacts with unlimited expansion of prairie
dog populations, followed by Alternative D with 1,000
acres, Alternative B with 750 acres, and Alternative
C with 500 acres. The loss of soil resources for
Alternatives B, C, and D would be minor and would
not adversely affect soil productivity. Soil loss from
unlimited expansion of prairie dog populations in
Alternative A would range from minor to moderate,
depending on the size and distribution of the colonies.

Concentrations of all soil contaminants are low
throughout the Refuge (Figure 4), and are not present
in subsurface soils in the areas that will become the
Refuge. Burrowing by prairie dogs on Refuge lands is
not expected to expose contaminated soils.

DOE will be responsible for management of the DOE
retained area, and such management is not discussed
in this CCP Any requirements to limit burrowing
animals in the DOE retained area will be identified in
the Corrective Action Decision/Record of Decision.

If burrowing animals are required to be prohibited in
the DOE retained area, the Service will cooperate
with DOE to minimize potential for burrowing
animals to invade DOE the retained lands from
adjoining refuge lands.

PuBLic UsE, EDUCATION, AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS
Public Use Facilities

New Trails. For Alternatives B and D, the
construction of new trails would result in localized
soil disturbance, including erosion and reduced soil
productivity. Alternative B has 4.6 miles of new trail,
while Alternative D has 6.4 miles of new trail.
Reduced soil productivity would be a long-term
minor effect, but erosion would be minimized by
revegetation efforts and the use of appropriate
erosion and drainage control measures. Alternatives
A and C do not include new trails and would have no
effect on soil resources.

Trails Converted from Existing Roads. In
Alternatives B, C, and D, the conversion of existing
roads to trails (11.9 miles in B, 0.6 mile in C, and 14.9
miles in D) would result in minor localized soil
disturbance and erosion during construction.
However, these trails would be constructed within the
existing disturbed roadway and the total amount of
exposed soil would be less than current conditions
following conversion from a roadway to a trail and
revegetation bordering the trail. The short-term
construction-related impacts to soils would be
reduced by implementing trail design features such
as water bars and tread resurfacing, resulting in
negligible long-term effects.

The multi-use switchback trail proposed for the upper
Woman Creek drainage in Alternatives B and D would
replace the existing steep road grade. Construction of
this trail and planned restoration of the existing road
would have a long-term beneficial effect to soil
resources by reducing erosion.

Trail Use. Alternatives B and D would allow hiking, as
well as bicycle and limited equestrian use along multi-
use trails. Trail use by hikers, bikers and equestrians
typically have the potential to cause soil compaction
and erosion (Seney 1991; Dehring 1998). Several
studies indicate that while all trail users cause soil
impacts, they can be more pronounced by equestrian
use (Dehring 1998; Del_uca et al. 1998; Cole and
Spildie 1998). Some studies indicate that the erosional
impacts of bicycles can be less than either equestrians
or hikers (Weir 2000; Seney 1991).

Most of the multi-use trails in Alternatives B and D
would be located on flat, dry areas that are less
susceptible to the erosional impacts of public use. In
addition, most of the trails would be located along
existing stabilized roadways. Activities such as trail
use have the potential to release dust into the air.
Concentrations of all soil contaminants in the areas
planned for trail use are low and trail use on Refuge
lands would be safe for all Refuge visitors, regardless
of user type. Informational signs would convey the
history of the site. Final safety requirements to
address any remaining soil contamination for any
visitor use on Refuge lands will be identified in the
Corrective Action Decision/Record of Decision
discussed in Chapter 1. Any safety requirements for
visitor use on Refuge lands required in the Corrective
Action Decision/Record of Decision will be discussed in
the step-down Visitor Use Plan. The Service would not
require visitors to sign an informed consent statement.



The DOE does not anticipate transferring any lands
to the Service that would require additional safety
requirements for either the Refuge worker or the
visitor. The risk assessment efforts that resulted in
the cleanup action level were inclusive of Refuge
management activities such as trail and fence
construction and maintenance, visitor use, and
prescribed fire and were designed to be safe for the
Refuge worker, Refuge visitor, and the

greater community.

Impacts to soil resources would be negligible to
minor over the long term with planned trail design,
erosion control measures and revegetation of areas
adjacent to trails. Off-trail pedestrian use would be
limited to select locations; the development of social
trails would be managed through signage, fencing
and other visitor management techniques.

No formal trails would be developed in Alternative A
and the impacts to soils from occasional guided tours
would be negligible. Alternative C would likewise
have negligible impacts to soils from a single short
trail along an existing road.

Visitor Use Facilities. In Alternatives B and D, the
construction of a visitor contact station, parking
facilities, and overlooks would require soil excavation,
grading, and other surface disturbances. Temporary
increases in soil erosion would occur in these areas,
resulting in direct, short-term impacts to soils. The
anticipated extent of soil disturbance due to facility
development in Alternatives B and D is:

e Alternative B — 1.1 acres
e Alternative D — 1.4 acres

A long-term loss in soil productivity may occur from
construction of visitor-related structures. The impacts
of these activities on soils for all alternatives would be
negligible considering the small area of the Refuge that
would be affected. Soil disturbance in Alternatives A
and C would be minimal because the only facility would
be a portable restroom.

REFUGE OPERATIONS

Each alternative would include the construction of
maintenance facilities to support Refuge operations.
There would be a long-term negligible loss in soil
productivity for construction of these facilities and
possible short-term erosion during construction. New
surface disturbances would be minimized by locating
these facilities in areas of existing disturbance.

Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan & EIS
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Before and after photos of road restoration initiated by
DOE in 1999.

Estimated areas potentially affected by facility
construction for each alternative are:

= Alternative A -0.13 acre

= Alternative B — 0.24 acre

= Alternative C - 0.17 acre

= Alternative D — 0.25 acre
Fence Construction

Permanent or temporary fencing may be used
throughout the Refuge. Concentrations of all soil
contaminants are low throughout the Refuge, and
safety precautions during fence construction on
Refuge lands probably would not be needed. Final
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safety requirements to address any remaining soil
contamination for surface or subsurface disturbance
on Refuge lands will be identified in the Corrective
Action Decision/Record of Decision discussed in
Chapter 1. Safety requirements for surface or
subsurface disturbance on Refuge lands required in
the Corrective Action Decision/Record of Decision
will be discussed in the step-down Vegetation and
Wildlife Management Plan.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Mining

Potential future gravel mining along the western edge
of the Refuge may lead to erosion and windblown soil
deposition from the construction and operation of
surface mines and access roads. Impacts to soils
resulting from any of the Refuge management
alternatives would not contribute substantially to the
impacts from mining.

The Service would work with the mining operators
and the appropriate regulatory agencies to minimize
and mitigate the effects of windblown soil deposition
on the Refuge.

4.3. WATER RESOURCES

Effects to water resources were evaluated based on
existing information on the distribution and quality of
water at the Refuge and the potential for Refuge
activities to impact water resources. \Water resource
impacts from Refuge activities would be related
primarily to potential impacts to water quality rather
than changes in surface or ground water flow, which are
expected to be minor. As described in the Future
Hydrological Conditions section of Chapter 3, the
cleanup of Rocky Flats by DOE will result in several
changes to existing water resources including the
removal of discharge ponds, subsurface drains, and
eliminating the import of water. Because these changes
would occur prior to Refuge establishment, the analysis
of impact to water resources for each of the alternatives
is based on post-cleanup hydrologic conditions.

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
Preble’s Habitat Management

Planned protection and maintenance of riparian habitat
along Rock Creek, Walnut Creek, Woman Creek, and
the Smart Ditch in all alternatives would provide a
long-term benefit to water resources by keeping intact

the vegetation buffer surrounding principal drainages
on the Refuge.

Road Restoration and Revegetation

Road Removal. In all alternatives, the Service would
remove and revegetate many of the existing roads
and road crossings of streams. The extent and
location of this restoration would be greatest for
Alternatives B, C, and D and would be least for
Alternative A, which limits restoration to the Rock
Creek Reserve. Alternative A would restore seven
stream crossings, Alternative D would restore six
stream crossings, and Alternatives B and C would
restore 13 stream crossings.

Most streams at the Refuge are ephemeral or
intermittent and restoration activities would be
conducted when the streams are dry to minimize the
direct introduction of sediment. Planned revegetation
and stabilization of the stream channels would reduce
the potential for stream sedimentation during
precipitation events. Removal of road stream crossings
would have a long-term beneficial impact on water
quality by removing a source of erosion and sediment
delivery. Benefits would include improved natural
stream flows, restored channel morphology, and
improved continuity of streamside wetland and riparian
habitats that benefit riparian and Preble’s habitat
management goals. Additional benefits from improved
streamside habitat conditions would include bank
stabilization and the retention and removal of
sediments and pollutants from the water. Alternatives
B and C would provide the most benefit because a
greater number of stream crossings would be restored
than in Alternatives A and D.

Road removal and revegetation at locations outside of
the stream corridor may result in minor, short-term
impacts to water resources due to erosion and
sedimentation during and immediately following
restoration. However, these restoration activities
would result in long-term benefits to water resources.
Indirect benefits from road restoration include an
overall improvement in downstream water quality.

In Alternative A, many of the existing roads outside
of the Rock Creek Reserve would not be revegetated
or maintained. Erosion of these roads over time may
contribute sediment to streams at Rocky Flats,
resulting in minor to moderate adverse effects to
water quality.

Lindsay Ponds. In Alternative C, the Lindsay Ponds
would be removed and the stream channel restored to
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Overbrowsing by deer or elk may impact riparian and
shrubland vegetation in Alternative A.

pre-settlement conditions. Removal of the Lindsay
Ponds would result in the long-term loss of aquatic
habitat, water storage, and sediment removal
functions currently provided by the ponds. However,
restoration of the native stream conditions would
return the site back to its original condition. The
Lindsay Ponds would continue to function as they
currently do under Alternatives A, B, and D with no
effect on water resources.

PuBLic Usg, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS
Public Use Facilities

Trail Use. In all alternatives, most of the trails
would be located away from drainages and water
features and only negligible effects to water quality
are likely. Alternative D would include an east-west
multi-use trail along Walnut Creek. The close
proximity of this trail to the creek may lead to social
trails and localized erosion. Impacts to water
quality from trail use in Walnut Creek is expected to
be negligible.

Off-trail Use. Off-trail use would be permitted in the
southern portion of the Refuge in Alternatives B and
D. While concentrated off-trail use is not expected, the
potential for sedimentation of water bodies from off-
trail use is negligible over the long term.

Visitor Use Facilities. Construction activities involved
in developing parking areas, overlooks, viewing blinds,
and other facilities may result in indirect, short-term
impacts to water resources due to erosion and
sedimentation. The extent of facility development and
corresponding impacts would vary among the
alternatives, with Alternative C having the least
potential for impact and Alternative D having the
greatest potential for impact. Considering the
relatively small amount of facility development and
distance from water features, the resulting impacts to
water resources at Refuge would be negligible.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Mining

Future mining along the western edge of the Refuge
has the potential to alter surface and ground water
flows in the upper Rock Creek drainage. These
changes may adversely affect surface runoff in Rock
Creek and ground water discharge along the pediment
slopes, which in turn may affect riparian and Preble’s
habitat, establishment of a native fishery, and the type
and quality of vegetation communities. Proposed
management actions associated with implementation of
the CCP at the Refuge would not contribute
measurably to the cumulative effects on water
resources from mining.

The permit for the Church Ranch Rocky Flats Pit
includes stipulations that mining will stay a minimum
of 2 feet above groundwater (CDMG 2004; Church
Ranch 2004). However, the permits for the Bluestone
Pit and the Lakewood Brick and Tile operation do not
have stipulations about groundwater. Therefore,
these operations may potentially impact base flows in
the Rock Creek and Walnut Creek drainages, which
are downgradient of these operations.

DOE Monitoring and Maintenance

As described in Section 1.8, the DOE retained area
would include areas in the eastern portions of Rocky
Flats where residual contamination levels are low
enough to be safe, but still warrant protection of water
quality in Walnut Creek and Woman Creek. These
protection measures would ensure that long-term
monitoring and maintenance activities within the DOE
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retained area will not adversely affect water quality on
the Refuge.

4.4. VEGETATION COMMUNITIES

Vegetation management would be a key component to
managing wildlife at the Refuge. Wildlife and

vegetation communities are interrelated; the quality of
wildlife habitat is affected by vegetation management,
and the quality of vegetation is affected by wildlife
management. Potential impacts to vegetation were
evaluated based on the management goals for each
alternative and the potential to disturb vegetation,
change species composition, or change the quality of
the vegetation community. For some actions, such as
road restoration, effects to vegetation are quantified
based on the number of acres restored. For other
actions, a qualitative assessment of effects to
vegetation was made.

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
Preble’s Habitat Management

Habitat Protection. Alternative A would protect and
maintain Preble’s habitat throughout the Refuge, while
Alternatives B, C, and D would also seek to improve
Preble’s habitat, by focusing on the preservation of
woody riparian vegetation. These actions would result
in long-term benefits to the composition and integrity of
riparian and wetland habitats on the Refuge and
continued protection of suitable Preble’s habitat. For all
alternatives, the maintenance and protection of Preble’s
mouse habitat would have a beneficial effect on riparian,
wetland, and shrubland vegetation communities.

Ungulate Exclusion. Riparian and wetland habitat
management in Alternatives B, C, and D would include
the option to use fencing to selectively exclude grazing
and browsing animals from sensitive riparian areas.
Limiting grazing and browsing would be a long-term
benefit to the structure and integrity of the riparian
communities at the Refuge, but would only be
implemented if monitoring indicates resource damage.
In Alternative A, the Service would not implement
these measures, and use by ungulate and other grazing
animals may result in moderate, long-term adverse
impacts to riparian and shrubland vegetation in some
locations.

Monitoring. Vegetation surveys conducted in
Alternative C would provide long-term benefits to
riparian communities through periodic assessments of
riparian habitat condition. Alternatives A, B, and D
only include species composition data with Preble’s
monitoring, which have negligible value in managing
riparian habitat.

Xeric Tallgrass Management

In all alternatives, the Service would complete a
vegetation management plan and participate in



regional efforts to implement tallgrass prairie
conservation measures. These actions would provide
indirect, long-term benefits to the xeric tallgrass
community by improving the Service’'s understanding
of the community’s species composition, allowing
implementation of successful restoration techniques,
and appropriate responses to management concerns.

Other components of xeric tallgrass management
would focus on weed management and road
revegetation (discussed below under Road Restoration
and Revegetation). Managing weeds and revegetating
abandoned roads also would result in long-term
benefits to the xeric tallgrass community.

All alternatives would use mowing to help maintain
xeric tallgrass habitat, but only Alternatives A, B, and
C would use prescribed fire. The effects of grazing,
prescribed fire, and other restoration tools are
discussed in greater detail below under Weed
Management. Alternatives A and D would exclude
grazing as an ecological restoration tool. The absence
of grazing for Alternatives A and D and the absence of
prescribed fire for Alternative D would make it more
difficult to maintain the species composition and health
of tallgrass prairie and would have a minor to
moderate adverse effect on the xeric tallgrass
community, depending on the effectiveness of other
management tools.

In Alternative A, the Service would focus grassland
management efforts on about 1,000 acres of xeric
tallgrass habitat in the Rock Creek Reserve.
However, management of those portions of the xeric
tallgrass outside of the Rock Creek Reserve (about
950 acres) would be limited to weed containment,
which includes controlling the spread of existing
weeds rather than reducing overall infestations. This
reactive approach to grassland management may
have long-term, moderately adverse effects on the
xeric tallgrass communities outside of the Rock
Creek Reserve.

Mixed Grassland Prairie Management

Management of shortgrass and mixed grasslands
would include weed control efforts, restoration of non-
native hay meadows (Alternatives B and C), prairie
dog management, and species reintroductions. While
other management measures specific to mixed
grassland prairie communities are not anticipated, the
application of these measures would provide for long-
term beneficial protection and maintenance of these
native grasslands.

Management actions for weed control and habitat
restoration outside of the Rock Creek Reserve
would be limited in Alternative A, which may result
in minor to moderate adverse impacts to mixed
grassland prairie. This approach may result in long-
term habitat degradation to the mixed grassland
prairie communities outside of the Rock Creek
Reserve because of a reduced capacity to manage
these areas and respond to management issues.

All alternatives would use mowing to help maintain
mixed grassland prairie habitat, but only Alternatives
A, B, and C would use prescribed fire. In Alternative
A, prescribed fire would be limited to the Rock Creek
Reserve. Alternatives A and D would exclude grazing
as an ecological restoration tool. The absence of
grazing for Alternatives A and D and the absence of
prescribed fire for Alternative D would make it more
difficult to maintain the species composition and health
of mixed grassland communities and would have a
minor to moderate adverse effect, depending on the
effectiveness of other management tools.

In Alternatives B and C, the Service would restore
the 300-acre hay meadow and other non-native
grasslands to native mixed grass prairie. This would
have a long-term, beneficial effect to the
environmental integrity of the Refuge by restoring a
native grass ecosystem. A short-term increase in
erosion and weed infestation is possible, but
appropriate management actions would be used to
reduce these impacts. The hay meadow would
remain in Alternative A and D and non-native
grasses may expand their distribution and degrade
adjacent native grasslands.

Road Restoration and Revegetation

In all alternatives, road and stream crossing removal
and revegetation would result in long-term benefits
to vegetation communities on the Refuge by restoring
native plant communities, reducing erosion, and
reducing habitat fragmentation (Table 11). The
removal and revegetation of roads and stream
crossings would include diligent weed control and
erosion control measures to restore large, contiguous
patches of grassland habitat and uninterrupted
corridors of riparian and wetland habitat. Large
patch sizes of undisturbed vegetation reduce the
potential for weed introduction and the spread and
propagation of non-native plant communities in
addition to the benefits of wildlife movement and
distribution as described below in Section 4.5 Wildlife
Resources. Alternative C would provide the greatest



Table 11. Road Restoration and Average Vegetation Patch Size Following Revegetation

Alternative
Vegetation Type/Action
A B C D

Xeric Tallgrass Grassland
Roads Removed (miles) 2.5 8.6 9.2 8.5
Average Patch Size (acres) 74 114 148 105
Riparian and Wetland Areas
Roads Removed (miles) 0.7 5.7 5.8 4.6
Stream Crossings Removed 7 13 13 6
Average Patch Size (acres) 53 71 63 77
Other Grasslands
Roads Removed (miles) 4.3 12 10.7 11.2
Average Patch Size (acres) 73 127 111 104
TOTAL
Roads Removed (miles) 7.5 26.3 25.7 24.3
Area of road restored (acres) 18.2 47.8 46.2 44.2
Average Vegetation Patch Size 58 93 103 88
Refuge-wide (acres)

benefit because of the amount of road restoration,
followed by Alternatives B and C. Alternative A
would provide the least benefit.

The removal of roads and stream crossings for all
alternatives would result in a minor, short-term
impacts to vegetation during excavation, grading,
construction, and revegetation activities. In addition,
road restoration may result in minor impacts to
wetlands where road crossings are removed and the
stream channel restored. The result of these actions
are expected to have a long-term beneficial effect on
wetlands by restoring the natural stream channel and
establishing wetlands where hydrologic conditions
are suitable.

The Service will comply with Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act should impacts to wetlands require
permitting. Wetland impacts would be mitigated as
required by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. In
Alternative A, seven road and stream crossings
would be removed in the Rock Creek Reserve.
Alternative D would have the least beneficial effect to
riparian and wetland vegetation by removal of six
road stream crossings.

Weed Management

The Service would prepare an Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) plan in Alternatives B, C, and D.
IPM planning would enable the Service to develop a

targeted weed management strategy that would result
in long-term benefits to vegetation communities by
controlling or reducing weed infestations on the
Refuge. While the Service would implement IPM
techniques in Alternative A, an 1PM plan would not be
completed and a moderate long-term adverse effect to
vegetation communities outside of the Rock Creek
Reserve may occur in the absence of a detailed plan.

The intensity of weed management efforts and the
different tools including chemical control, prescribed
fire, biological control, and mechanical control would
vary between the alternatives. In general, successful
weed management efforts would benefit vegetation and
wildlife habitat at Rocky Flats by increasing the
diversity and vigor of native plant species. The
magnitude of the impacts and benefits of the following
weed management tools would correspond with the
intensity of the efforts. In Alternative A, weed
reduction targets would apply only to the Rock Creek
Reserve, although weed control outside of the Rock
Creek Reserve would occur. The use of weed control
only outside of the Rock Creek Reserve for Alternative
A would likely increase weed density in currently
affected areas and may make it difficult to implement
weed containment actions.

Chemical Control. Using herbicides to control weeds
would provide a long-term benefit to native vegetation
communities by reducing weed competition,
maintaining desired species composition, and
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improving production of grasses and sedges for all
alternatives. Herbicide application may result in short-
term, minor impacts on native grasses and sedges from
physiological damage and reduced growth for the first
growing season after application. However, native
vegetation in application areas would be expected to
recover from the effects of herbicides and increase
production of grasses and sedges in subsequent
growing seasons (DOE 1999).

Prescribed Fire. The grassland communities at Rocky
Flats have evolved with fire over millennia. Natural
grassland fires rejuvenate grassland by controlling
exotic weed species, removing plant litter, and
stimulating new plant growth. While fire has generally
been limited from the site over the last 50 to 75 years,
periodic wildfires due to lightning strikes or human-
caused ignition have occurred at Rocky Flats. Periodic
wildfires would continue to occur at Rocky Flats over
the long term. In the event of unplanned fires, the
Service will work with local agencies (through mutual
aid agreements) to aggressively suppress the
unplanned fires.

Prescribed fire is a restoration tool that would simulate
the ecological benefits of natural fires and reduce the
magnitude and severity of periodic wildfires.
Prescribed fires would be conducted in accordance
with approved vegetation management and fire
management plans, Service policy, and state air
quality regulations. In Alternatives A, B, and C, the
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use of prescribed fire would have a short-term,
beneficial effect on vegetation communities by
improving plant vigor, controlling weeds, and
maintaining desired species composition. The timing of
prescribed fire is critical to promoting desirable plant
species and controlling weed species.

The indirect, long-term benefits of prescribed fire
include the reduction of hazardous fuel loads that can
contribute to uncontrolled wildfires. Prescribed fire
would not be used as a restoration tool in Alternative D
or in Alternative A outside of the Rock Creek Reserve.
The lack of fire as a restoration tool would have a
moderate adverse effect on the ability to maintain
native plant communities, control weeds, and reduce
the potential for wildfires.

Biological Control. The introduction of a non-native
insect predator to control non-native weeds would
beneficially affect native plant communities by
controlling weed distribution for all alternatives. For
example, in all alternatives the Service would distribute
the field bindweed mite, a biological control agent, to
appropriate locations. However, biological control
methods have the potential to adversely affect native,
non-target plant species. The remote potential for
these adverse impacts is offset by the benefits of using
a weed management tool that is self-sustaining and
reduces the need for herbicide application.

Mechanical Control. The use of mowing and other

Prescribed fire is a restoration tool that would be used in Alternatives A, B, and C to improve plant vigor, control weeds,
and maintain species composition.

Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan & EIS
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mechanical methods to control weeds as part of an
overall IPM strategy would provide an additional
weed management tool for all alternatives. Although
mechanical control would not introduce chemicals into
the environment, they may result in adverse impacts
to vegetation communities, such as the dispersal of
weed seeds, soil disturbance, and direct impacts to
native plants within treatment areas. However, the
potential adverse effects of mowing are generally
offset by their benefits.

Grazing. Alternatives B and C would include selective
grazing by cattle, goats or other livestock, which would
have a beneficial effect on vegetation communities by
reducing the number and density of weed species and
stimulating native plant growth. A secondary benefit of
selective grazing would be weed control. Grazing may
also result in short-term impacts to wildlife, particularly
elk, due to competition for limited forage. However, the
benefits of managed grazing, such as grassland
enhancement and weed control, are expected to have
long-term beneficial effects on grasslands. Alternatives
A and D would not include grazing and would not
realize the potential benefits of weed control.

Weed Mapping. All alternatives include annual
mapping of weed patches and treatment sites. This
management tool would provide long-term benefits to a
variety of vegetation communities on the Refuge by
allowing Refuge staff to respond to new infestations and
adapt weed control strategies based on past experience.

Interior Fencing. In Alternatives B and C, the Service
would construct interior fencing to control and collect
wind-dispersed tumbleweeds. While this may increase
weed establishment near the fence, it would result in
long-term overall benefits to a variety of vegetation
communities at Rocky Flats. No interior fencing would
be used for Alternatives A or D, and weed dispersal for
species such as diffuse knapweed may be greater.

Deer and Elk Management

In all alternatives, the Service and/or CDOW would
maintain deer and elk populations to meet target
population estimates for the Refuge. This is expected
to reduce the potential for overgrazing or overbrowsing
of vegetation, resulting in long-term benefits to
grassland and shrubland communities on the Refuge.
Alternative A does not specify a timeframe for meeting
target population goals. The potential for minor
adverse effects to vegetation from overgrazing would
be greatest for Alternative A followed by Alternative B
and then Alternatives C and D.
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The Service and CDOW would work together to manage
deer and elk populations.

All alternatives call for monitoring of ungulate-
induced degradation of vegetation, although the
frequency, methods, and detail of monitoring would
vary among the alternatives. Monitoring would
provide an indirect benefit to grassland and
shrubland communities by enabling the Service to
more readily respond to deer and/or elk overgrazing
or overbrowsing.

Prairie Dog Management

Management of prairie dog populations for
Alternatives B, C, and D would include confining
their range to short and mixed grasslands and non-
native grasslands. In Alternative A, prairie dog
populations would be allowed to expand subject to
natural habitat and predator controls. Under natural
conditions, xeric tallgrass habitat does not provide
suitable prairie dog habitat because of the tall height
of the grass and the stony soils. Riparian
communities are too moist and/or vegetation is too



tall to favor prairie dog establishment. However,
prairie dogs have been known to colonize these areas
when they have been degraded by drought, weeds, or
accumulated thatch, which can lead to additional
habitat degradation and further colonization
(Hygnstrom et al. 2002).

If necessary, to protect important vegetation
communities from the potential impacts of prairie dog
colonization, all alternatives would trap and relocate
prairie dogs from riparian areas. Prairie dog
exclusion from these habitats would benefit the long-
term viability of riparian communities and still allow
development of sustainable prairie dog colonies. In
Alternative A, the capture and relocation of prairie
dogs from riparian areas would occur only in the Rock
Creek Reserve. Alternatives B, C, and D would also
relocate prairie dogs to protect xeric tallgrass habitat.

The expansion of prairie dog populations in Alternative
A may have minor to moderate adverse effects on
native plant communities, depending on the extent of
prairie dog dispersal. A shift in vegetation composition
for portions of the Refuge is possible. In Alternatives
B, C, and D, limits on prairie dog expansion are
expected to have a minor adverse effect on species
composition and distribution.

Species Reintroductions

The planned removal of the Lindsay Ponds in
Alternative C would affect about 1 acre of open water
and adjacent wetland habitat. Restoration of the native
stream channel is expected to replace some of the
affected wetlands, but no open water habitat would be
created. If the removal of the Lindsay Ponds requires
a 404 permit and wetlands are affected, the Service
would mitigate replacement wetlands in accordance
with Service policy and permitting requirements.

None of the other alternatives would affect wetlands or
open water at the Lindsay Ponds.

PuBLic Usg, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS
Public Use Facilities

New Trails. Implementation of Alternatives B and D
would result in the direct long-term loss of vegetation
from the construction of new trail segments within the
xeric tallgrass and mixed grassland prairie communities
(Figures 24 and 26). The area of disturbance from
constructing these trails is 3.7 acres for Alternative B
and 6.5 acres for Alternative D (Table 12). The loss of
vegetation for both of these alternatives would be minor
and would not adversely affect the overall quality and
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Trails would be designed to minimize impacts to wildlife.

characteristics of vegetation communities. No new
trails are planned for Alternatives A and C; hence,
there would be no disturbance to vegetation
communities (Figures 23 and 25).

In Alternatives B and D, several trails would cross
through riparian and wetland habitat areas sensitive to
disturbance. Alternative B would have 11 such
crossings, while Alternative D would have 18. All trail
crossings would use existing culverts, bridges, or low-
flow crossings to minimize effects to vegetation.

Alternative D includes a new, 0.2-mile hiking trail
connecting the Lindsay Ranch area and the Plum
Branch within the Rock Creek drainage. This short
trail would descend through mixed grassland prairie
along the pediment slopes adjacent to an area
dominated by shrublands including the rare tall upland
shrubland community. Only minor adverse effects to
these shrubland communities are expected with careful
trail design and placement.

Trail Use. Public trail use on the Refuge in
Alternatives B and D would have the potential to
adversely impact surrounding vegetation
communities by:

= Development of social trails

Localized trampling and erosion
= Soil compaction

= Introduction and dispersal of noxious weeds
and other introduced species

= Fragmentation of habitat
While there is disagreement in the scientific and

recreation communities about the specific effects of
various trail uses, the Service recognizes that, in



Table 12. Vegetation Disturbance Associated With New Trail Construction

Segment Xeric Tallgrass Impact Mixed Grassland Impact
New Trail Segment Map 1Dt Length (acres)t (acres)t

) A B c D A B C D
Rock Creek Loop 1 4,180 - 0.9 - 0.9 - 0.6 - 0.6
Upper Woman Creek switchbacks 2 1,487 - 0.1 - 0.1 - 0.4 - 0.4
South ridge through trail 3 6,551 -- 0.4 - 0.4 - 0.8 - 0.8
Southeast loop connection 4 1,580 - - - - - 0.5 - 0.5
South ridge loop 5 4,909 - - - 1.6 - - - 0.1
Lindsay Ranch-Plum Branch connection 6 1,012 - - - - - - - 0.4
North boundary connection 7 2,166 - - - 0.2 - - - 0.5
TOTAL - 14 - 32 - 2.3 - 33

t Shown in Figure 25 and Figure 27.

T Area calculated assuming a 15-foot impact width during construction (does not include trails converted from existing roads).

— = No impact.

general, social trails and trampling are typically
associated with hiking and equestrian use, while weed
dispersal can be exacerbated along multi-use trails
where bicycling and equestrian use is permitted
(Weir 2000). Bicycles have the potential to carry and
disperse weed seeds on the bike itself, while horses
may introduce noxious weed seeds from off-site in
their manure, hooves, and coat (Weir 2000;
Benninger-Traux et al. 1992). Soil compaction
associated with public use of social trails, especially in
the case of equestrian use (Swinker et al. 2000), can
hinder the re-establishment of native vegetation
(Dehring 1997).

Public use of Refuge trails in Alternatives B and D
may result in localized, long-term effects to
vegetation communities near trails. However, with
appropriate trail maintenance and visitor use
management, the overall effect of public trail use on
vegetation communities would be minor. The limited
trail use in Alternatives A and C would have a
negligible effect on vegetation.

Table 13. Vegetation Impacts from Public Use Facilities

In Alternatives B and D, the Service would monitor the
impacts of public use on riparian communities.
Monitoring would provide a long-term benefit to
riparian habitat by allowing the Service to effectively
respond to impacts and implement appropriate
management measures.

Off-trail Use. Seasonal off-trail use in Alternatives B
and D may result in localized vegetation trampling, the
development of social trails, and increased weed
dispersal in the southern portion of the Refuge
(Figures 24 and 26). The extent and severity of these
impacts may be increased by consistent off-trail use of
specific areas, or by large groups of visitors. Impacts
would be minimized by restricting off-trail access to the
non-growing season. As a result, only minor, long-term
effects to vegetation are anticipated for off-trail use in
Alternatives B and D.

No off-trail public use would be allowed under
Alternatives A and C, and there would be no effect
to vegetation.

Area of Impact (acres)t

Vegetation Type
Alt. A Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D
Xeric Tallgrass Grassland - 0.5 0.01 0.08
Other Grassland - 0.6 - 1.3
Riparian and Wetland - - - -
TOTAL - 11 0.01 14

1 This does not include impacts from new trail construction shown in Table 12.
— = No impact.




Visitor Use Facilities. Construction of public use and
Refuge management facilities in Alternatives B, C,
and D would result in minor impacts to the vegetation
communities at Rocky Flats. New facilities would
include parking areas, trailheads, restrooms,
overlooks, viewing blinds, visitor contact facilities, and
interpretive facilities. Disturbance to vegetation
communities from specific facilities in Alternatives B,
C, and D would be small (Table 13). The central
parking and trailhead area in Alternatives B, C, and
D would be primarily in a previously disturbed area
of xeric tallgrass grassland north of the Upper
Church Ditch. Additional indirect impacts may result
from social trails, trampling, and weed infestations
associated with public use of the parking and
trailhead areas. Construction of most of these
facilities would result in a minor, long-term loss of
vegetation, but effects would be minimized by placing
facilities in previously disturbed areas and directing
visitors to developed facilities.

REFUGE OPERATIONS, SAFETY AND PARTNERSHIPS
Refuge Operations

Maintenance Facilities. In all alternatives, the
Service would construct a maintenance facility within
degraded portions of the xeric tallgrass community
to minimize effects. This would be a stand-alone
facility in Alternative A; in Alternatives B, C, and D,
the maintenance facility would be co-located with
visitor use facilities (described above). The area of
permanent impact for a maintenance facility would
be less than 1 acre for all alternatives.

The construction of maintenance facilities would
result in a minor, long-term loss of vegetation in the
xeric tallgrass community. Additional, indirect
impacts may result from social trails, trampling, and
weed infestations associated with the ongoing use of
the facility.

Partnerships

Regional Coordination. In Alternatives B, C, and D,
the Service would meet annually with nearby open
space managers and landowners to coordinate
resource management strategies. Coordination of
Refuge resources and management issues with
adjacent land managers would likely result in long-
term benefits to vegetation communities. The
sharing of knowledge between agencies and other
landowners would result in more effective and
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Monitoring Preble’s meadow jumping mouse populations
within the riparian habitat

efficient vegetation management, including weed
control, habitat restoration, and fire management.
The coordination of management strategies would
help ensure that resource management strategies
off Refuge do not conflict with or counteract
management actions on the Refuge. Alternative A
would not realize these benefits.

Research. In alternatives B, C, and D, the Service
would identify information needs and consider
proposals for compatible scientific research on the
Refuge by staff or external researchers. The Refuge
presents many opportunities for targeted research on
various resource management issues. This research
would result in indirect benefits to wildlife and habitat
on the Refuge by improving the Service’s base of
knowledge for management and decision-making.
Alternative A would not realize these benefits.
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Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences

Invasive weeds such as Dalmatian toadflax can dominate native plant communities.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Mining

Potential future mining along the western edge of the
Refuge would result in major, long-term impacts to the
vegetation communities in those areas, due to major
habitat disturbance and the encroachment of weed
species. About 264 acres of xeric tallgrass grassland
and 16 acres of riparian habitat may be lost or
disturbed within the permitted mining areas. These
vegetation communities may eventually be re-
established following mining, but reclamation would be
a long-term effort.

The deposition of windblown soil from mining areas has
the potential to adversely impact adjacent vegetation
communities by burying native plants and by providing
a foothold for noxious weed infestations. The Service
would work with the mining operators and the
appropriate regulatory agencies to minimize and
mitigate the effects of windblown soil deposition on the
Refuge. Management actions on the Refuge would not
add to the adverse cumulative impacts from mining.

The permit for the Church Ranch Rocky Flats Pit
includes stipulations that mining will stay a minimum
of 2 feet above groundwater (CDMG 2004; Church
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Ranch 2004). However, the permits for the Bluestone
Pit and the Lakewood Brick and Tile operation do not
have stipulations about groundwater. Therefore, these
operations may potentially impact riparian vegetation
communities in the Rock Creek and Walnut Creek
drainages, which are downgradient of these operations.

Urban Development

Urban development adjacent to the Refuge to the
south and west has the potential to adversely impact
vegetation communities on the Refuge by contributing
to the spread of noxious weeds on the Refuge. The
process of urban development typically creates large
areas of vacant, disturbed land as it is prepared for
future development. These areas are prone to
invasions of noxious weeds and in turn can become the
source of subsequent infestations on the Refuge.
These cumulative effects can be reduced by minimizing
the size and duration of disturbed land during
construction, developing and implementing a weed
management plan, and if possible, incorporating into
development plans a buffer of native vegetation
between the Refuge and development areas.

The Service would work with local jurisdictions during
the the land use and development planning process to
minimize the impact of adjacent urban development on
Refuge resources.

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
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The intensity of weed management efforts
would vary between alternatives.

DOE Monitoring and Maintenance

The Refuge will surround the DOE retained area on all
sides. Ongoing monitoring and maintenance activities
within the DOE retained area may include ground
disturbing activities that would be prone to noxious
weed infestations. While the Service will provide the
DOE recommendations on revegetation and natural
resource management, the Service does not have
decision-making authority on these matters.
Therefore, the DOE retained area does have the
potential to adversely affect vegetation communities on
the Refuge through the spread of noxious weeds.

4.5. WILDLIFE RESOURCES

Potential effects to wildlife species were evaluated
based on the anticipated types of actions and
disturbances associated with each alternative.
Quantifiable impacts to wildlife are not readily
predicted, but inferences can be made based on the
amount of habitat lost or gained, changes in the
quality of the habitat, and known wildlife response to
human activity and other disturbances. Potential
effects to wildlife were refined further by input from
regional wildlife specialists, the knowledge of Service
and consulting biologists, previous studies at Rocky
Flats, and published information.

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
Preble’s Habitat Management

All alternatives would protect and maintain Preble’s
habitat on Refuge streams, survey habitat to detect
any degradation, and allow natural revegetation of
native species on abandoned roads. Habitat

protection for Preble’s in all alternatives would provide
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secondary benefits to riparian wildlife species such as
raptors, numerous songbirds, voles, and other riparian
rodents. This section addresses environmental
consequences of Preble’s habitat management on
general wildlife resources; direct impacts of Preble’s
habitat management on Preble’s and other threatened
and endangered species is discussed in the Threatened
and Endangered Species section.

Alternative A would provide the least benefit for
Preble’s and other wildlife. This alternative would
protect Preble’s habitat, control weeds (with limited
herbicide use), and monitor the presence/absence of
Preble’s, but provides few other benefits to wildlife
in general.

Alternatives B, C, and D would provide additional
moderate benefits to all riparian wildlife species by
protecting riparian vegetation with temporary fencing
as needed and providing better control of ungulate
populations. These measures have the potential to
adversely affect some species by restricting movement
and access to habitat areas. However, fencing to
exclude ungulates from riparian habitat is not expected
to be widely used, if at all, so the expected impacts to
other wildlife species are expected to be minor to
negligible. These three alternatives would protect,
maintain, and improve about 1,000 acres of Preble’s
habitat, providing a moderate benefit to Preble’s
compared to the simple habitat protection in
Alternative A. Alternative D would also establish a
plan to monitor trail use and recreation impacts on
Preble’s. Results from monitoring would indirectly
provide moderate benefits to other riparian wildlife
potentially impacted by recreation and public use in
sensitive habitats.

Maintaining target populations of deer and elk would
ensure healthy populations and limit habitat degradation.



In all alternatives, the periodic presence of humans in
riparian habitat during monitoring may disturb or
temporarily displace individual animals. The extent of
the disturbance would depend on the magnitude,
intensity, and duration of monitoring. Alternatives C
and D have the greatest potential to disturb riparian
wildlife as a result of more extensive vegetation
monitoring; however, because of the low magnitude
and short duration of monitoring, short-term impacts
would be negligible in all alternatives. No long-term
adverse effects to wildlife are anticipated with planned
levels of monitoring.

Xeric Tallgrass Management

The maintenance and improvement of xeric tallgrass
would benefit native wildlife species in all alternatives.
Alternative A would manage 1,000 acres of tallgrass
habitat; Alternatives B, C, and D would manage 1,500
acres of tallgrass habitat.

The short-term, minor, adverse impacts of xeric tallgrass
management would be the same for all alternatives,
possibly including direct injury or mortality of wildlife
from weed control management strategies. Native
wildlife, however, evolved with natural ecological
processes such as fire and grazing and have developed
behavioral or physiological adaptations to survive these
events. Other strategies such as mowing are not
anticipated to adversely affect wildlife populations.

Alternative A would have the fewest short-term adverse
impacts and would provide the fewest long-term benefits
for native wildlife by limiting xeric tallgrass
management efforts to the Rock Creek Reserve.
Prescribed fire would be used only within Rock Creek
Reserve resulting in minor short-term adverse impacts
and, because this tool would not be used Refuge-wide,
long-term benefits also would be minor. Conversely,
Alternatives B and C would have moderate short-term
adverse impacts from restoration tools including
prescribed fire and grazing, but also would result in the
moderate to major long-term benefits for native wildlife
by improving the quality of the habitat.

Alternative D would manage xeric tallgrass grasslands
Refuge-wide, but the tools available would be limited.
Prescribed fire and large herbivore grazing are part of
the natural functions of the prairie ecosystem and
excluding these processes may indirectly adversely
impact wildlife. Alternative D would have minor
short-term direct impacts on existing wildlife and,
because natural processes would be suppressed, would
result in negligible to minor benefits to the native
prairie wildlife community. Alternatives B and C

would monitor ecological conditions and provide long-
term minor indirect benefits to wildlife. Alternatives
A and D would have no monitoring and any short- or
long-term benefits would not be realized.

Mixed Grassland Prairie Management

The only management activity specific to mixed
grassland is related to grassland restoration.
Alternatives B and C would restore 300 acres of
monoculture hayfield and other areas to native
grassland. These efforts would result in minor short-
term impacts on wildlife species that use non-native
grasslands or that would be directly impacted by
grading or removal of existing vegetation (such as
burrowing mammals). However, revegetation efforts
would improve and diversify habitat conditions for a
variety of wildlife species, including grassland birds
and native burrowing mammals. Alternatives B and C
would provide direct long-term benefits to wildlife at
the Refuge. Alternatives A and D would not establish
native vegetation in the existing hay meadow, and
benefits to native wildlife would not be realized.

Road Restoration and Revegetation

In all alternatives, varying lengths of existing roads
and stream crossings on the Refuge would be
removed and revegetated. The short-term impacts of
these restoration efforts on wildlife would be
negligible to minor, primarily affecting species such
as burrowing mammals and nesting birds that may
be directly impacted by construction and grading
activities. Restoration efforts, however, would result
in major long-term benefits to a variety of wildlife
species by reducing habitat fragmentation, increasing
habitat patch size, and improving the overall quality
and amount of wildlife habitat on the Refuge. In
general, larger average patch sizes would have a
positive effect on wildlife and habitat. Alternative C
would have the most beneficial effect on patch size
followed by Alternatives B, D, and A (Table 11).

Weed Management

Developing and implementing an IPM plan involves
various applications of weed control strategies and
monitoring. Invasive weeds can dominate a native
plant community, alter native habitats, reduce the
suitability of the habitat for native wildlife species,
and attract non-native species. Short-term adverse
impacts of weed management on wildlife populations
could include direct injury or mortality to individuals
from the various IPM strategies (such as mowing,
prescribed fire, and chemical control), depending on
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The Service would monitor deer and elk populations and
their impacts on sensitive habitat areas.

the intensity, duration and timing of control activities.
Activities conducted during summer breeding or
other active periods for wildlife have the greatest
potential for adverse impacts. Implementation of an
IPM plan would have long-term benefits for native
wildlife species and communities on the Refuge
including enhanced habitat quality and a reduction in
non-native wildlife species.

While the intensity of weed management efforts would
vary between alternatives, the tools would be similar
except neither Alternative A nor Alternative D would
use grazing, and prescribed fire would not be used in
Alternative D. Alternative A would use only limited
prescribed fire in the Rock Creek Reserve. The
difference in impacts between the various tools would
be negligible.

Large ungulate grazing of short, intense duration is a
natural process in prairie ecosystems. Controlled
grazing would have short-term minor impacts on large
herbivores by reducing available forage, but would
result in long-term moderate benefits to wildlife by
restoring native grassland vegetation and processes.

A compatibility determination would be required for
any grazing program that provides an economic benefit
to a private party. This would not be needed for a
contract to use goats for the purpose of weed control.

Chemical control has the potential for secondary
impacts caused by inadvertent application to non-
target species or secondary poisoning effects. All
chemicals would be applied according to strict state,
Service, and EPA requirements and guidelines to
minimize adverse effects. Prescribed fire may
directly impact wildlife by temporarily displacing
animals or disturbing important breeding or foraging

areas; however, native grassland wildlife evolved with
fire as an important ecosystem process and has
adapted fire survival mechanisms and behavior.
Biological control would be a low impact strategy, but
would have inherent risks such as impacts to non-
target species and introduction of non-native
organisms to the ecosystem.

Implementation of Alternative A would have the fewest
short-term adverse impacts and, conversely, would
provide the fewest long-term benefits for native wildlife
by limiting weed control efforts to the Rock Creek
Reserve plus weed control outside the Reserve.
Alternatives B, C, and D would have the greatest
short-term adverse impacts, but also would result in
the greatest long-term benefits for native wildlife.

In Alternatives B and C, the establishment of interior
fencing to collect weeds would have minor long-term
impacts by creating barriers for certain species.
Fencing would cause minor long-term impacts by
altering the microhabitat, including altering moisture
regimes, changing plant species composition, and
establishing linear strips, or edges, of a perpetual early
seral stage community. These edge effects would
benefit some species and be detrimental to others.
Weeds built up along fencelines also provide temporary
cover for numerous bird, mammal and reptile species.
Placing fences along existing edges such as trails or
roads would minimize edge effects.

Deer and Elk Management

Population Management. The concept of management
for a target population level would be used for deer and
elk populations on the Refuge. Target population levels
would be established in coordination with CDOW to
maintain an optimum number of animals that can be
supported by their habitat without that habitat being
significantly degraded.

In all alternatives, the development and use of a target
population would result in long-term benefits to deer
and elk populations, other species, and their habitats.
Establishing a target population level would allow the
Service to be proactive in deer and elk management,
maintain herd health in response to environmental
variables including chronic wasting disease, and prevent
or minimize the adverse effects of overgrazing and
overbrowsing on habitat on which other species depend.

Alternative A would not have a time frame for
establishing and achieving population targets, but
would implement population targets in accordance
with other Refuge management priorities.
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Wawy leaf thistle.

Alternatives B, C, and D would establish population
targets within 3 years with the goal to achieve these
targets within 5 years. Several population control
methods would be used to achieve population targets
including culling by Service staff and public hunting.
Alternatives A and C would not include public hunting
as a management tool.

Population targets would be the same in all alternatives
(deer and elk populations would be maintained at target
levels below the maximum supported by the Refuge in
the absence of other refuge goals) and the impacts to
deer and elk herds on the Refuge would be similar in all
alternatives. Maintaining population target levels would
directly impact individual animals that are killed by
culling or public hunting, but would have negligible
impacts on the overall population of the CDOW's
Boulder Herd Management unit, in which the Refuge is
located. Culling and hunting deer and elk would have
minor, short-term impacts on the remaining herd.

Implementing population management measures would
result in moderate, long-term benefits to the health and
sustainability of deer and elk populations on the
Refuge. Over the course of 15 years, the effects of
culling and/or hunting, combined with the increased
disturbance in Alternatives B and D from public trail
use, may result in increased movement of deer between
the Refuge and adjacent habitat areas. While this
increased movement may benefit the population as a
whole by increasing genetic diversity and reducing
overuse of the habitat, it also may result in a minor
increase in ungulate mortality along the roads and
highways surrounding the Refuge.

The schedule for implementing these management
strategies would vary among alternatives. Alternative
A would have no specified implementation schedule and

would risk populations exceeding targets and degrading
habitat before any control measures would be enacted.
Population control activities under this alternative likely
would be implemented after current herds have
expanded. Thus, Alternative A would require greater
initial population control (culling and hunting).
Alternatives B, C, and D would establish a target
population within 3 years. This schedule would permit
the Service to implement control measures in a timely
manner and minimize impacts to vegetation and
sensitive habitats from overgrazing.

Monitoring. In addition to monitoring deer and elk
impacts on riparian and upland shrub communities in all
alternatives, Alternatives B and C also would include
monitoring of deer and elk populations and indices of
herd health. Monitoring in Alternatives A and D would
identify potential habitat degradation of sensitive shrub
communities associated with an overabundance of deer
and elk, but this may be inadequate to obtain reasonable
population parameters for determining viable target
populations and maintaining herd health. Without
reasonable target population estimates in Alternative A,
the Service may implement inappropriate population
control, resulting in the inadequate or unnecessary
removal of animals.

In Alternative B, riparian and shrub monitoring would
every two years, and annual deer and elk counts would
measure abundance and density. This level of
monitoring would provide an adequate measure of deer
and elk populations. However, monitoring in
Alternative B may not be sufficient to assess seasonal
movement and use patterns on the Refuge and the
extent of emigration and immigration off-Refuge.

In addition to the monitoring in Alternative B,
Alternative C also would include seasonal surveys of
movement patterns, and annual surveys of population
size, age and sex composition, fawning rates, and fawn
survival. This level of monitoring would provide a
moderate benefit by obtaining adequate information on
population parameters necessary to establish
sustainable target population, and provide managers the
ability to accurately establish population control goals.
Obtaining information on fawning rates and fawn
survival usually involves intensive and invasive
monitoring that requires some form of mark and
recapture or telemetry methods that may result in
occasional direct and indirect injury or death to fawns.

Prairie Dog Management

The biodiversity and productivity of grasslands result
from a mosaic of habitat types; the prairie dog town is
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one of those types. Alternatives B, C, and D would
allow intra-Refuge relocation of prairie dogs, while
Alternative D would evaluate the suitability of
relocating prairie dogs onto the Refuge from other
jurisdictions. Prairie dog relocations require careful
and detailed planning, and are very labor intensive.
Despite the best care, regional data collected by City
of Boulder Open Space and Mountain Parks (City of
Boulder 2003) show that only about 40 to 60 percent
of relocated prairie dogs survive the relocation
process. Prairie dog relocations also fail to address
the survival of other animals that depend on their
complex of burrows. When prairie dogs are live-
trapped and removed, effects of habitat loss to other
wildlife species that occupy the site are often ignored
(City of Boulder 2003) resulting in minor impacts to
common, widely dispersed species and moderate
adverse impacts to uncommon or narrowly
distributed species, such as the burrowing owl.

The prairie dog management objectives for all
alternatives are similar and would vary primarily in
the acreage allowed to be occupied by prairie dogs.
Prairie dogs are prey for numerous avian and
mammalian predators. In general, the more acreage
occupied by prairie dogs, the more prey is available for
larger predators, such as eagles, coyotes, and badgers.

Alternative A would permit unlimited natural
expansion of prairie dogs throughout the Refuge.
Because natural expansion of prairie dog colonies
would occur gradually, all impacts would be considered
long term. Moderate impacts to wildlife species
assemblages may occur on a local scale, because
changes in vegetation structure would result in local

reintroduction efforts.

reductions of species associated with taller grasslands.
On a Refuge-wide or regional scale, an increase in
prairie dog acreage would have only a minor effect on
the relative abundance or distribution of wildlife
species preferring this habitat type, but would not
likely change the overall species composition (gain or
loss of additional species). Prairie dogs would be
excluded from sensitive habitats within the Rock
Creek Reserve and Preble’s habitat, but not
throughout the Refuge, and colonies may expand
unchecked into sensitive xeric tallgrass communities
resulting in moderate impacts to this community.

Alternatives B, C, and D would restrict prairie dog
expansion. Alternatives B and C would be more
restrictive in the acreage allowed to become occupied
by prairie dogs (750 and 500 acres, respectively). The
expansion of the prairie dog population on the Refuge
would have a beneficial effect on other wildlife species
that typically inhabit prairie dog colonies, although
some displacement of other mixed prairie grassland
species, including bird and small mammal species, is
likely. Overall, a greater diversity of wildlife is
expected with expansion of prairie dog colonies.
Alternatives B, C, and D would exclude prairie dogs
from xeric tallgrass communities and Preble’s habitat,
providing a greater amount of protection and,
consequently, negligible adverse impacts to these
sensitive wildlife habitats.

Alternative D would allow expansion of prairie dogs up
to 1,000 acres. This amount of habitat conversion
would have moderate beneficial impacts on wildlife
species assemblages by increasing the diversity of
habitats on the Refuge. Alternative D would also
evaluate the suitability of accepting prairie dogs from
off-site locations. This may lead to the introduction of
the plague or a more rapid expansion of prairie dog
populations to the 1,000-acre limit.

Species Reintroductions

In Alternatives B, C, and D, the Service would work
with the CDOW to evaluate the suitability of
reintroducing extirpated species to the Refuge. In
Alternative A, species reintroduction would be
conducted at the discretion of CDOW. Species
currently under consideration include native fish
species and plains sharp-tailed grouse. The CDOW
would be primarily responsible for the implementation,
management, and control of the consequences of
introductions. While the Service would not play a
leading role in these activities, it would work with
CDOW and other land management agencies in



providing habitat for reintroduced species and
cooperating in other measures to improve the
potential for successful reintroductions. The success
of any reintroduction effort would depend on close
cooperation with CDOW and surrounding open space
land management agencies.
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Native Fish Species. In all alternatives, the Service
would continue to assist the CDOW with on-going
reintroduction and monitoring of native fish species
such as the common shiner and northern redbelly
dace in Rock Creek and the Lindsay Ponds. The
successful reintroduction and establishment of
native fish species would provide long-term benefits
to the survival of these species by establishing a
population in its native habitat that can be a source
for future reintroductions to other foothills and
plains streams. Increasing the numbers and
survival rates of these species in Colorado also may
reduce the potential for future federal listing.
Reintroduction monitoring data would enable
Service staff to evaluate long-term population and
habitat trends and respond accordingly.

All alternatives would have a monitoring component.
In Alternatives A and D, the Service would only
assist CDOW with monitoring. In Alternatives B and
C, the Service would take a more active role and
oversee annual monitoring. Monitoring common
shiner and redbelly dace populations, which were
introduced in 2003, would help CDOW determine if
additional reintroductions are appropriate or other The use of established viewing blinds and overlooks would
management actions are necessary. help reduce the impacts of public use on wildlife.

In Alternatives A, B, and D, the Lindsay Ponds would
remain intact, resulting in a long-term benefit for
common shiner and redbelly dace. In Alternative C,
additional native fish reintroductions would not occur

native species by expanding the distribution of the
species and reducing the potential adverse effects of a
single catastrophic event.

until the Lindsay Ponds are removed and the stream Plains Sharp-tailed Grouse. While the proposed plan to
habitat restored. Removal of the Lindsay Ponds in allow sharp-tailed grouse reintroduction to the Refuge
Alternative C would result in major short-term and is the same among all alternatives, the timing and
long-term adverse impacts to common shiner and distribution of reintroduction efforts and the frequency
redbelly dace populations introduced in 2003. Lindsay  of monitoring would be different for each alternative
Ponds provide both feeding and spawning habitat for  gepending on different rates of satisfying pre-release
these two species (Rosenlund 2003) and removing the  rgcedures in the CDOW Plains Sharp-tailed Grouse
ponds would result in a long-term loss of spawning Recovery Plan (CDOW 1992). The long-term benefits
habitat for both species in the Rock Creek drainage of grouse reintroduction efforts would include

and eventual loss of population (Aquatics Associates expanding the existing range and population stability of
2003). Even if other suitable habitat is available for the grouse, increasing wildlife diversity on the Refuge,

relocation of these native fish species, overall available 514 an additional opportunity for wildlife observation
habitat on the Refuge would be substantially reduced. and interpretation.

Alternative B would also evaluate reintroduction of In Alternative A, the Service would adopt a passive

native fish species into Walnut and Woman Creeks. approach to grouse re-introduction, assisting CDOW,
This would provide additional long-term benefits for but not taking the lead in reintroduction activities and
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monitoring. The Service would not develop site-
specific management plans for grouse in Alternative A.
The lack of adequate planning would likely result in
poorly defined management objectives, ineffective
monitoring, inadequate success criteria, and conflicting
management priorities on the Refuge that may lead to
the failure of grouse re-introduction. Without proper
management of the habitat, Alternative A may
adversely affect the success of grouse reintroductions.

In Alternatives B, C, and D, the Service would evaluate
the suitability of sharp-tail grouse reintroduction and
complete a sharp-tailed grouse management plan
within the first 2 to 3 years of the Refuge. This plan
would benefit grouse by increasing the prospect for
successful reintroduction. The success of grouse
reintroduction efforts depends on the availability of
suitable habitat. Sharp-tailed grouse reintroduction in
habitat that is not suitable because of weed infestations
or incorrect habitat composition (plant species) may
result in increased sharp-tailed grouse mortality.

Grouse reintroduction in all alternatives probably would
not impact or displace other ground-nesting birds or
other wildlife species because the grouse would be re-
filling a niche vacated by their earlier extirpation.
Managing tallgrass and other grassland habitat for
sharp-tailed grouse would conflict with shortgrass
habitat requirements of prairie dogs.

Other Reintroductions. Alternative B also would
evaluate the suitability for reintroduction of additional
native species. This would provide an overall benefit to
the Refuge by further enhancing the biodiversity of the
Refuge and contributing to the overall functioning of
the ecosystem.

Red-winged blackbird.

PuBLic Use, EDUCATION, AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS
Public Use and Facilities

Visitor Use Facilities. Impacts to wildlife from the
construction of visitor use facilities would primarily
involve disturbance or alteration of vegetation, which is
discussed in Section 4.4, Vegetation Communities.

Hunting. Alternatives B and D call for a limited youth
and/or disabled hunting program focused on mule deer
and elk populations at Rocky Flats. No public hunting
would occur in Alternatives A and C. The short-term
impacts of this program would include direct impacts
on individuals that are taken during the hunts, and the
effect on the Refuge deer population from the
introduction of a new disturbance. These minor short-
term impacts would be offset by the long-term benefits
of improved population dynamics (migration and
dispersal) that may result from hunting.

Unharassed wildlife populations quickly adapt to some
human disturbances such as wildlife observation and
predictable levels of activity. Limited hunting on the
Refuge would reinforce skittish behavior in wildlife and
would result in minor to moderate impacts to wildlife
observation opportunities.

New Trails. Construction of new trails can favor
invasive weed species that may capitalize on the
existence of trail corridors. These effects can include
introducing a new pathway for predators, or the
creation of an unnatural wildlife dispersal corridor for
species such as prairie dogs. No new trails would be
constructed in Alternatives A and C; thus, there would
be no effect to wildlife. New trail segments would be
constructed in Alternatives B and D, resulting in long-
term impacts to wildlife, primarily burrowing animals.
The area disturbed by new trail construction in
Alternatives B and D is small (Table 12) and minor
adverse impacts are expected to be offset by the
benefits of restoring and revegetating abandoned roads
and converting some roads to trails.

The conversion of existing roads to trails would
minimize the effects to wildlife habitat for Alternatives
B and D. Trail construction along existing roadways
would result in a narrowing of the tread surface and
active restoration (including weed management) in the
areas adjacent to the trail. Over the long term, these
activities would benefit wildlife and their habitat, and
would help mitigate the impacts of public use along
these trails.



Trail Use. Public use of trails would result in both
short- and long-term adverse effects on wildlife
species due to disturbance. While most trails would
be along existing roads, the frequency and nature of
disturbance would increase relative to present
conditions. Presently, Rocky Flats roads are used
sporadically by individual maintenance and patrol
vehicles, resulting in infrequent disturbance to
wildlife for short durations. Public trail use in
Alternatives B and D would result in more
continuous disturbance from trail users during peak
public use periods resulting in minor local adverse
impacts to wildlife.

Wildlife responses to recreational use of trails would
vary by species, habitat type, and type of recreational
use. Factors that influence the amount of wildlife
disturbance include:

e Time of year

Group size

Number of visitors

Duration (time spent near habitat)

Predictability and habituation to trail use

Noise and detectability

Natural and created noise/visual barriers

Different uses would result in different types of
impacts. Visitors engaging in wildlife photography
and observation can cause short-term impacts to
wildlife due to the long duration and
unpredictability of their behavior (Knight and Cole
1995; Weir 2000). The use of established blinds and
overlooks, as well as guided interpretive visits,
would help mitigate these impacts.

Short-term impacts generally would apply to
individuals rather than populations or communities,
and include behavioral changes such as nest
abandonment, changes in food habits, and physiological
changes such as elevated heart rates during flight
(Knight and Cole 1995). Repeated disturbance may
result in long-term changes to the behaviors of both
individuals and populations. These changes would
include abandonment of preferred foraging areas,
alterations in energy budgets due to flight and, in some
cases, abandonment of broad habitat areas (Knight and
Cole 1995).

Trail use disturbance to large, broad ranging species
such as mule deer would result in minor adverse
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Internal barbed-wire fencing would be removed.

impacts by causing changes in movement patterns and
abandonment of certain concentration areas. While elk
are occasionally found in portions of Rocky Flats, their
presence is limited and sporadic. Changes in public use
of the Refuge are not anticipated to affect elk or their
periodic use of the Refuge. Trails in the Rock Creek
drainage would be closed seasonally to protect sensitive
breeding areas. Trail use would have a beneficial effect
if elk displacement resulting in a reduction in the
amount of degradation to sensitive riparian habitat
from overbrowsing. For smaller species including birds,
small mammals, reptiles, and insects, the presence and
ongoing use of a trail would be a minor and localized
adverse impact by creating a barrier to movement and
use of nearby habitat for species such as voles (Meaney
et al. 2002; Dickerson 2003; Miller and Knight 2001).

Trails and visitor use of the Refuge would have
negligible to minor impacts on prairie dogs. The
experience from trails located within or near prairie
dog colonies on City of Boulder and Boulder County
open space suggests that prairie dogs adapt to
adjacent trails.

General Trail Density. Depending on the specific trail
configuration, the overall trail density in a given area
can be an indicator of the potential for use of those
trails to adversely affect wildlife and habitat. The
potential for such impacts are often balanced against
the provision of trails for public access and recreation,
as is the case with many open space areas near Rocky
Flats. As shown in Table 14, the trail density in
Alternative D would be comparable to other nearby
open space areas, while Alternative B would have a
lower trail density than many nearby open space areas.



Table 14. Comparison of Proposed Trail Density to Other Open Space Areas

e . . . Acres per
Area Jurisdiction Size (acres) Miles of Trail Mile of Trail }
Alternative B USFWS 5,000 16.4 305
Alternative D USFWS 5,000 21.1 237
Boulder .
Mountain Park City of Boulder 5,719 40.2 142
Mesa/South .
Boulder Creek 1 City of Boulder 3,174 19.8 165
White Ranch Park Jefferson County 4,335 19.6 221
Walker Ranch Boulder County/
Open Space Co. State Parks 3,507 1.4 308
Doudy Draw .
Open Space 1 City of Boulder 1,629 5.0 326

Source: City of Boulder and Boulder County GIS data; Jefferson County Open Space web page.
+ Generally consists of grassland communities comparable to those at Rocky Flats.

1 Areas with higher values have fewer trails per acre.

When compared against nearby open space areas with
a similar grassland character such as the Mesa/South
Boulder Creek area, both Alternatives B and D would
be similar. By these measures, Alternatives B and D
do not appear to have an excessive density of trails for
the land area that is anticipated to become the Refuge.

Potential Impacts of Specific Trails

Northern East-West Trail. The east-west, multi-use
trail in the northern portion of the Refuge
(Alternatives B and D) may result in habitat
fragmentation by disrupting the movement of mule
deer and other wildlife species between the Rock
Creek drainage and the Walnut Creek drainage. While
several existing roads cross this area, public use along
a single trail may create a barrier of disturbance
during periods of high visitation. Such an impact would
be moderate over the long term.

Rock Creek Hiking Trail. The hiking-only trail
traversing the upper (western) portions of the Rock
Creek drainage (Alternatives B and D) would have
the potential to affect the movement of wildlife
between Rock Creek and the open lands to the west of
the Refuge, as well as disturbance to wildlife species
in the vicinity of the trail. As a newly constructed
trail, this trail also would have the potential to
increase weed dispersal in the area. Because low
pedestrian traffic and seasonal closures are expected
along this trail, the long-term impacts to wildlife are
anticipated to be minor.

Plum Branch Trail. In Alternative D, a hiking trail
would traverse the Rock Creek drainage along the
Plum Branch. Similar to the Rock Creek trail, this
trail would have minor impacts on wildlife movement
within the Rock Creek drainage. This trail would
follow an existing road through riparian areas and mule
deer concentration areas. The effects of disturbance
and habitat fragmentation from this trail would be
moderate at certain times of the year. During periods
of heavy public use, the cumulative effect of this and
the three other trails that would traverse the Rock
Creek drainage in Alternative D may result in
moderate to major impacts to some species of wildlife.
These impacts would be partially mitigated by the
enforcement of seasonal trail closures.

South Ridge East-West Through Trail. In Alternatives
B and D, public use along an east-west multi-use trail
may result in some fragmentation and disturbance of
wildlife movement between Antelope Springs and the
Woman Creek drainage, including mule deer
concentration areas. This would constitute a minor
impact to mule deer populations.

Walnut Creek, Smart Ditch, and Woman Creek Trails.
In Alternative D, several trails would follow existing
roads in close proximity to riparian habitat along
Walnut Creek, the Smart Ditch, and South Woman
Creek. Public use along these three trails would
disturb potential raptor nesting habitat. In addition,
public use along the Walnut Creek and Smart Ditch
trails has the potential to fragment or disturb mule



deer concentration areas. Individually, the impacts of
public use would be relatively minor. The combined
impact of all three trails, however, may have a
moderate impact on the availability of suitable
nesting habitat for various raptor species, most
notably, American kestrels, great horned owls, and
red-tailed hawks.

REFUGE OPERATIONS, SAFETY AND PARTNERSHIPS
Cultural Resource Management

Cultural resource management is not anticipated to
affect overall wildlife habitat, populations or species
composition on the Refuge. Removal of the Lindsay
Ranch structures in Alternative C would eliminate
some barn owl, bat, and invertebrate (honey bee)
habitat. These effects would not occur in
Alternatives A, B, or D.

Refuge Operations

Fencing

The existing barbed wire perimeter fence, which
would remain in all alternatives, and would have
negligible impacts to the movement of wildlife species.

Partnerships

In Alternative A, the Service would maintain

dialogue with adjacent landowners and open space
management agencies, while in Alternatives B, C and
D, the Service would meet annually with adjacent

open space managers. These activities would benefit
wildlife populations on the Refuge by allowing the
Service to learn about other landowners’ and agencies’
wildlife and wildlife habitat management successes and
failures. This regional dialogue also would benefit
wildlife on the Refuge by improving the coordination of
habitat management across jurisdictional boundaries to
improve and expand the range of available habitat for
many species. Coordination with adjacent land
managers also would be useful in protecting wildlife
movement corridors between properties.

Research. All alternatives would allow for compatible
scientific research that focuses on habitat, wildlife, and
public use. All field research would introduce
additional short-term researcher disturbance. This
disturbance would be offset by improved knowledge
that may be directly applied to the management and
conservation of habitat.
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Trail use in Alternative D could impact nesting sites for
raptors.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Mining

The impact of future aggregate mining on wildlife
corridors along the western edge of the Refuge would
disrupt or alter deer and elk movement between the
Refuge and areas to the west and fragment existing
grassland communities. Noise and human activity, as
well as noxious weed infestations related to mining also
would indirectly reduce habitat for native wildlife using
lands surrounding the Refuge. The cumulative effect
of reduced habitat, movement barriers and fragmented
habitat from mining combined with increased public
use may curtail ungulate movements on and off the
Refuge and would have moderate adverse impacts to
elk and possibly deer use on the Refuge.



Urban Development

The development of private lands along the western
boundary of the Refuge would adversely impact
numerous wildlife species on the Refuge by eliminating
a major east-west movement corridor between the
Refuge and the open space lands and foothills to the
west. Development along the southern boundary of the
Refuge would similarly impact the movement of
wildlife species between the Refuge and the Big Dry
Creek drainage. Urban development along the Refuge
boundaries also has the potential to increase the
occurrence of wildlife conflicts. Such conflicts include,
but are not limited to wildlife seeking domestic food
sources (gardens or trash), wildlife preying upon
domestic pets, and domestic pets preying upon birds
and small mammals, and traffic conflicts. Overall,
these conflicts can be a nuisance and in some cases a
danger to humans. Additionaly, wildlife/lhuman
conflicts can alter the natural foraging and movement
patterns of some wildlife.

DOE Monitoring and Maintenance

The Service has recommended to the RFCA parties
that DOE construct a four-strand barbed-wire stock
fence around the DOE retained area to demarcate the
boundary between the Refuge and DOE retained lands
(Appendix E). The impact of such a fence on wildlife
would be negligible to minor, depending on the species.

4.6. THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES

Potential effects to threatened and endangered
species from alternative actions were evaluated
based on potential impacts to Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse, which is found in riparian habitat
on the Refuge, and bald eagles, which occasionally
forage on the site. The determination of effects to
these species was based the likelihood for direct
impacts to individuals or a loss or change in
habitat used by these species. No assessment of
effects on threatened or endangered plant species
was conducted because none are known to exist at
the Refuge.

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
Preble’s Habitat Management

The protection and management of riparian and
adjacent upland grasslands specifically for Preble’s
would provide long-term benefits to the mouse. The
periodic presence of humans in Preble’s habitat for
monitoring may potentially disturb or temporarily
displace individual Preble’s. The extent of the

disturbance would depend on the magnitude, intensity
and duration of monitoring, but is expected to be
negligible for all alternatives. Alternatives C and D
would have the greatest potential to disturb Preble’s as
a result of more extensive vegetation monitoring than
Alternatives A and B. The magnitude and intensity of
the disturbance would be substantially less then
previous population monitoring of Preble’s at Rocky
Flats, which included extensive trapping, marking, and
fitting individuals with radio transmitters or other
marking devices.

Habitat surveys in all alternatives would facilitate more
responsive management to early detection of problems
or positive responses to habitat restoration. These
surveys would detect any habitat degradation and lead
to responsive actions such as deer and elk population
management or weed control.

Road Restoration and Revegetation

Reclamation of roads and stream crossings would
benefit all threatened and endangered species by:

= Improving habitat connectivity
= Reducing habitat fragmentation

= Reducing conduits for invasive weeds
and predators

Alternative A would provide the least benefit by
restoring 12 miles of unused roads and seven stream
crossings. Alternatives B, C, and D would restore
between 24 and 27 miles of unused roads Refuge-wide
and up to 13 stream crossings. These alternatives
would benefit Preble’s by reducing habitat
fragmentation and restoring connectivity Refuge-wide.
Bald eagles would indirectly benefit from reduced
fragmentation that may increase the distribution,
diversity, and availability of prey populations.
Restoration (road restoration in all alternatives and
hay meadow restoration in Alternatives B and C) and
weed management efforts (all alternatives) may
indirectly improve foraging habitat for the bald eagle
by increasing the abundance and diversity of prey
species in the grasslands at Rocky Flats.

Weed Management

Weed management would benefit threatened and
endangered species by reducing competition or
degradation of habitat from invasive weeds. As
discussed in Section 4.4, all forms of weed management
would carry inherent short-term risk for adverse direct
impacts to threatened and endangered species or their
habitat. Alternative A would have the fewest short-



term adverse impacts and, conversely, would provide
the fewest long-term benefits for threatened and
endangered species by limiting efforts primarily to the
Rock Creek Reserve. Alternatives B, C, and D would
have the greatest short-term adverse impacts, but also
would result in the greatest long-term benefits for
threatened and endangered species.

Weed management and habitat restoration efforts
would increase populations of some bird and small
mammal species that provide prey for bald eagles,
while populations of other species would decrease,
resulting in overall negligible impacts to eagles.

Deer and Elk Management

Monitoring deer impacts on riparian habitat in
Alternatives B and C would benefit Preble’s by
identifying excessive browsing that would prompt
management activities to prevent excessive damage to
Preble’s habitat. Impacts of deer and elk management
on bald eagles would be negligible in all alternatives.

Prairie Dog Management

Prairie dog exclusion from riparian, wetland, and xeric
tallgrass habitat areas (Alternatives B, C, and D) would
not reduce substantially the available colonization sites
for prairie dogs, and would maintain the quality of
native habitat for other Refuge resources, including
Preble’s. Intra-Refuge relocation (Alternatives B, C,
and D) may benefit prairie dog populations, but would
result in an accompanying change in the composition of
existing shortgrass and mesic mixed grass habitat.
Accepting prairie dogs from off-site locations
(Alternative D) may benefit prairie dog populations at
the expense of other Refuge resources, but may
possibly introduce plague and other diseases.

A moderate adverse impact would occur in Alternative
A with the potential expansion of prairie dog colonies
into upland foraging habitat and shrub areas that
would reduce habitat suitability for Preble’s.
Alternatives B, C, and D would exclude prairie dog
expansion into Preble’s habitat resulting in

negligible impacts.

Prairie dog expansion in all alternatives would
improve foraging conditions for both nesting and
wintering bald eagles from surrounding areas.
Expanded prairie dog populations may be a
particularly important winter prey resource for
Front Range eagles (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
1992; Gillihan 1998). The expansion of prairie dog
habitat also would benefit other species by providing
prey for predators, or habitat for prairie dog
associates, such as burrowing owls and horned larks.
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Species Reintroduction

In all alternatives, native fish reintroduction would
have a negligible impact on terrestrial threatened and
endangered species, including Preble’s, and bald eagle.
Creating a sustainable native fishery in Rock Creek
would benefit aquatic predators such as herons and
cormorants, but the native fish are typically too small
to provide prey for bald eagles.

Reintroduction of sharp-tailed grouse in all alternatives
likely would involve habitat restoration and weed
management activities. Alternative A provides for no
specific grouse management activities, while
Alternatives B, C, and D would be implemented after
the development of a management plan. Habitat
restoration would benefit Preble’s by maintaining or
enhancing native grass and shrub communities.

Grouse also may provide an additional prey species for
both nesting and wintering bald eagles.

PuBLic Usg, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS
Public Use

Trail Use. Public use may result in minor indirect
impacts to Preble’s populations, distribution, and
behavior due to trail use in habitat areas. Meaney et
al. (2002) found no strong indication that Preble’s are
adversely impacted by trails, although the study
suggests possible negative trail effects on Preble’s
distribution and abundance.

Alternatives A and C would have the least impact to
Preble’s resulting from the conversion of existing roads
into trails or other public uses. These two alternatives
would have no trails or public use of riparian areas.
Alternative B would have minor impacts to Preble’s
because some existing roads within riparian areas
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Alternatives A, B, and D would maintain the scenic, historic,
and interpretive value of the Lindsay Ranch.



would be converted to pedestrian trails. While the
existing number of roads would be reduced in this
alternative, the use of trails will exceed the current
occasional use of roads. The Ecological Services
branch of the Service has previously concluded that
conversion of a graded or two-track road did not
constitute a change in land use and does not result in
“take” of Preble’s.

Table 15. Trail Lengths Within Preble’s Habitat

Alternatives

B D
Existing Road 0.4 mi. 0.6 mi.
New Trail 0.1 mi. 0.1 mi.
TOTAL 0.5 mi. 0.7 mi.

Mileage based on riparian and wetland vegetation types that supports
Preble’s habitat. Upland grassland habitat is not included.

Public use of the Refuge may displace or discourage
bald eagle use of potential foraging or perching areas.
Currently, the Refuge is only occasionally visited by
wintering bald eagles or possibly by eagles from
nearby nesting areas. As habitat restoration
progresses and the availability of prey (prairie dogs)
increases under the various alternatives, bald eagle
use of the Refuge would be expected to increase and
potential human/eagle conflicts would also increase.
Alternatives A and C would have the least public use
and a negligible effect on bald eagles. Alternative B
would have more trails and a greater potential impact
on bald eagles; however, trails in Alternative B
generally avoid riparian areas and other suitable eagle
foraging or perching habitat. Alternative D would
likely have the highest visitor use, the most diverse
uses, and the most widely dispersed human use.
Several trails specific to Alternative D would follow
existing roads in close proximity to riparian habitat
along Walnut Creek, the Smart Ditch, and South
Woman Creek, and public use along all three of the
trails may indirectly impact bald eagles by human
activity near potential perch sites. Alternatives B and
D are expected to have a minor effect on bald eagles
because of their limited current use of Refuge habitat.

Trail Construction. In Alternative B, approximately
0.4 mile of existing roads within Preble’s habitat would
be converted to trails and 0.1 mile of new trail
construction would occur in Preble’s habitat. In
Alternative D, 0.6 mile of existing roads would be
converted to trails and 0.1 mile of new trail

construction would occur in Preble’s habitat (Table 15).

Construction of a new hiking trail in the Rock Creek
area may fragment some habitat as it descends from
the pediment top into the Short Ear Branch of Rock
Creek (Alternative D). To avoid adverse impacts to
Preble’s, construction activities for new trails would
be conducted outside the Preble’s active season (May
through September). Adverse impacts would be
minor if trails are constructed during Preble’s
hibernation. Alternative D would have the most
human disturbance within Preble’s habitat, the most
new trail construction, and the greatest potential for
secondary impacts associated with erosion caused by
equestrian and bicycle use. New trail construction for
Alternatives B and D would have a minor effect on
Preble’s because of the limited extent of construction
in Preble’s habitat.

Because no new trails would be constructed for
Alternatives A and C, there would be no effect on
Preble’s habitat. A beneficial effect would occur for
all alternatives with the conversion of roads to trails
and revegetation of the narrower corridor.
Monitoring for recreation impacts in Alternatives B
and D would benefit Preble’s through adaptive
management prescriptions implemented in response
to recreation impacts.

Trail construction in Alternatives B and D may directly
impact some prairie dog colonies due to disturbance
and fragmentation in their habitat areas. This activity
also would indirectly impact bald eagles by eliminating
or curtailing use of some potential foraging areas.

Hunting

Limited deer and elk hunting would have no direct
impact on any threatened or endangered species.
Indirect short-term impacts would result from
disturbance caused by the additional human presence
in unpredictable locations and noise from gunshots.

Visitor Use Facilities

Construction of visitor use facilities such as parking
areas, overlooks, and viewing blinds would be located in
areas of previous disturbance. These facilities for all
alternatives would have a negligible effect on
threatened or endangered species.

REFUGE OPERATIONS, SAFETY AND PARTNERSHIP ACTIONS

Minor to negligible adverse impacts to threatened and
endangered species would occur from most Refuge
operations, including staffing, office and maintenance
facilities, and cultural resources management.
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Habitat restoration in the mixed grassland prairie
commumnities would help enhance internal views on
the Refuge.

Alternatives C and D would result in the most benefits
from monitoring and adaptive management
prescriptions, due to staff available to implement
monitoring efforts. These benefits would be reduced in
Alternative B. Staffing levels in Alternative A would be
inadequate for effective monitoring and management.

Partnerships

In Alternative A, the Service would maintain a dialogue
with adjacent landowners and open space agencies.
Alternatives B, C, and D would entail annual meetings
with Refuge neighbors. These activities would benefit
threatened or endangered species populations on the
Refuge by allowing the Service to learn about
successes and failures of other landowners and
agencies in matters regarding threatened and
endangered species habitat management. This
regional dialogue also would benefit threatened and
endangered wildlife and sensitive plant species on the
Refuge by improving coordination of habitat
management across jurisdictional boundaries to
improve and expand the range of available habitat for
many species.

Fencing

The existing stock fence that surrounds the Refuge
would be maintained in all alternatives. This would
permit wildlife movement, and maintain habitat
connectivity and the exchange of genetic information
between species, including Preble’s.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Mining

Future aggregate mining may directly or indirectly
affect Preble’s habitat though habitat loss, introduction
of noise and disturbance adjacent to habitat, and by
changes to the hydrology that supports riparian habitat
used by Preble’s.

The permit for the Church Ranch Rocky Flats Pit
includes stipulations that mining will stay a minimum
of 2 feet above groundwater (CDMG 2004, Church
Ranch 2004). However, the permits for the Bluestone
Pit and the Lakewood Brick and Tile operation do not
have stipulations about groundwater. Therefore, these
operations may potentially impact habitat for the
Preble’s in the Rock Creek and Woman Creek
drainages, which are downgradient of these operations.

Urban Development

Possible residential development along the southern
boundary has the potential to impact Preble’s due to
harassment or predation by domestic cats. While such
cumulative impacts are generally unlikely, they do have
the potential to occur.

4.7. CULTURAL RESOURCES

The analysis of cultural resource effects was based on
known cultural resources present on the site and
anticipated disturbances. Effects were evaluated on a
site’s integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association. Site-specific
impacts to cultural resources would be determined
during final design and layout prior to surface
disturbance. As discussed in Chapter 3, no identified
cultural resources are eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places.

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

Some weed management tools, such as burning and
mowing, have the potential to disturb, destroy, or
otherwise impact cultural resource sites throughout the
Refuge. Using these tools may adversely affect the
integrity of some resources.

REFUGE OPERATIONS, SAFETY AND PARTNERSHIPS

Cultural Resources

Lindsay Ranch. In Alternatives A, B and D, the
Service would stabilize the Lindsay Ranch barn and
allow other features, including the ranch house, to



deteriorate. The barn would be interpreted in
Alternatives B and D. These actions would maintain
the scenic, historical, and interpretive value of the barn.
The integrity of the ranch house and other features
would be lost over time. Alternative C would remove
all Lindsay Ranch structures. This action would affect
the integrity of the site as a historic, scenic, and
interpretive resource.

Other Resources. Construction of new trails or
facilities in all alternatives would not affect any
identified sites. Disturbance and vandalism
associated with improved public access to portions of
the Refuge may indirectly affect some resources. In
all alternatives, the Service would maintain an
inventory of other cultural resources (such as the
apple orchard) on the Refuge. None of the additional
cultural resources would be maintained or restored.
In Alternatives B and D, some of these resources
would be interpreted to the public through signage
and/or programs. Such interpretation would
mitigate the long-term effects of not maintaining
such resources.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Mining

The development of private mineral rights in the
western portion of the Refuge has the potential to
impact several cultural resource sites in those areas.
Those sites, however, are not eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places.

Rocky Flats Cold War Museum

The proposed establishment of the Rocky Flats Cold
War Museum near the Refuge would benefit cultural
resources associated with the site by providing a
venue to present and interpret the history of the site
as former ranchland and a nuclear weapons
production facility.

4.8. TRANSPORTATION

VISITATION/ACCESS

Visitation in Alternatives A and C would be similar to
existing visitation unrelated to site cleanup. Annual
visitation in Alternative A is estimated to be about 300
people per year and 1,000 people per year in
Alternative C, and would be limited to guided tours
(Table 16). Because of the public use component of
Alternatives B and D, visitation in these alternatives
would be considerably higher than in Alternatives A
and C. In Alternative B, annual visitation is estimated
to be 10,000 visitors in the first 3 to 5 years, increasing
to 85,000 visitors after year 5 as more public use
development occurs. Similarly, Alternative D would
have less visitation anticipated in years 1 through 3,
and would increase to 135,000 visitors after year 5. In
all alternatives, weekend visitation is expected to be
twice as much as weekday visitation (Table 16).

Vehicles per day would range from less than 1 in
Alternatives A and C to 325 on a weekend in
Alternative D (Table 16). For analysis purposes, it was
assumed all visitors in all alternatives would access the
site by vehicle. Non-motorized access would not occur
in Alternatives A and C; the proportion of non-
motorized access, such as by foot, bike, or horse, in
Alternatives B and D is not known. Vehicles per day
estimated for Alternatives B and D probably would be
lower than those shown due to non-motorized access.

Alternative B would include three parking areas: a
north trailhead parking lot with access off of Highway
128; and a central parking lot and west parking lot with
a single access off of Highway 93 at the location of the
existing Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site
gate. Alternative D would include three more parking
areas in addition to the parking proposed with
Alternative B: a northeast trailhead parking lot with
access off of Indiana Street; a southeast trailhead

Table 16. Estimated Visitation and Associated Vehicles Per Day

Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D
Period
Annual \ehicles/ Annual Vehicles/ Annual \ehicles/ Annual Vehicles/

Visitation day Visitation day Visitation day Visitation day

Weekday Years 1-3 100 <1 3,300 12 333 <1 8,000 30
Weekend Years 1-3 200 <1 6,700 24 667 <1 17,000 60
Weekday Years >5 100 <1 28,000 102 333 <1 45,000 162
Weekend Years >5 200 <1 57,000 204 667 <1 90,000 325




Table 17. Daily and Peak Hour Traffic Volume for Access and Trailheads Proposed in Alternatives B and D
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Total Site SH 93 Access SH 128 Trailhead N. Indiana Trailhead S. Indiana Trailhead
Scenario Daily Daily Peak Daily Peak Daily Peak Daily Peak
Volume Volume Hour Volume|  Volume Hour Volume| Volume Hour Volume|  Volume Hour Volume

Alternative B

Years1-5 48 48 6 -

Years > 5 409 266 35 143 19

Alternative D

Years 1-3 120 78 10 18 2 6 1 18 2
Years 4 -5 409 266 35 61 8 20 61 8
Years > 5 649 422 55 97 13 32 4 97 13

parking lot with an access off of Indiana Street; and an
additional west parking area with a visitor center that
would use the Highway 93 access (David Evans 2003).

Effect on Highway 93

The existing access road leading into Rocky Flats
Environmental Technology Site carries about 2,700
vehicles per day. In all alternatives, this volume is
expected to decrease substantially when the site is
converted to a wildlife refuge. Alternative D, which
would place the most traffic onto Highway 93, would
include a visitor center and about 70 parking spaces on
the access road. Alternative D would result in an
estimated 422 vehicles per day using the Highway 93
access on a weekend day after year 5 (Table 17). This is
a decrease of almost 85 percent from the current daily
traffic. The Highway 93 access intersection would not
warrant signalization through 2021 in all alternatives.

The existing deceleration and acceleration lanes would
be beneficial to the safety of the intersection if the
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Stream crossings would be restored and many roads
revegetated.

traffic signal is removed. The sight distance at the
intersection appears adequate for stop control on the
Highway 93 access. Traffic capacity and operations
also would be improved along Highway 93 if CDOT
removes the traffic signal (David Evans 2003).
However, the removal of the existing traffic signal
could make it difficult for visitors to exit the Refuge on
to Highway 93. Truck traffic related to ongoing mining
activities may increase the need for a traffic signal.

Effect on Highway 128

Alternative D would include a roadside overlook at an
existing pull off on the south side of Highway 128
across from an existing unimproved Boulder County
trailhead. The overlook would be improved and paved
to match the grade of Highway 128. Although the sight
distance is good at this location, it would be improved
with grading improvements. The Boulder County
trailhead may provide informal spillover parking for
the overlook. Placing pedestrian crossing warning
signs would improve safety.

Alternatives B and D would include a trailhead with
parking along Highway 128 in the vicinity of Rock
Creek. The location would provide adequate sight
distance from the horizontal curve to the west and good
sight distance to the east.

Alternative B would include a pedestrian crossing of
Highway 128 west of McCaslin Boulevard, contingent
on the establishment of connecting trails. Locating the
crossing at a signalized intersection would protect
pedestrians. Pedestrian signals and push buttons
would help crossing pedestrians (David Evans 2003).

Effect on Indiana Street

The existing access to the Rocky Flats Environmental
Technology Site from Indiana Street is not proposed
for public use in any alternative. Therefore, the



existing signal would not be warranted and would likely
be removed by CDOT. Although sight distance is poor
looking north from the access, it would be adequate for
infrequent use by Service or DOE vehicles. Reducing
the existing wide access road approach to the signal
would discourage public use for parking or turn around
maneuvers. Modifying pavement markings on Indiana
Street would eliminate the existing intersection turn
lanes. Traffic capacity and operations would be
improved along Indiana Street if CDOT removes the
traffic signal.

Alternative B would include a pedestrian crossing on
Indiana Street south of Highway 128, contingent on
the provision of connecting trails by neighboring
entities. This crossing would connect the Refuge
trail system to the future Great Western Trail in the
Broomfield Open Space east of Indiana Street. Due
to the rolling terrain along Indiana Street, the
pedestrian crossing would be located north of
Walnut Creek to maintain good visibility for
approaching vehicles.

Another pedestrian crossing on Indiana Street north of
96th Avenue would be included in Alternative B. This
crossing would connect the Refuge trail system to the
future Westminster trail system in the Westminster
Open Space east of Indiana Street. The proposed
location of the crossing south of Woman Creek in the
area of the monitoring station has good visibility for
approaching vehicles.

Alternative D would include a trailhead with parking
along Indiana Street in the vicinity of Walnut Creek.
Similar to the potential pedestrian crossing, it is
recommended that the trailhead be located north of
Walnut Creek to achieve good sight distance with the
vertical curves on Indiana Street. Alternative D would
include another trailhead with parking along Indiana
Street north of the signal at 96th Avenue. Traffic
expected to use the accesses would not require
acceleration or deceleration lanes for right turning
traffic on Indiana Street.

The two trailhead access intersections proposed with
Alternative D would need the minimum 40-foot length,
so the total length of left turn lane required would be
540 feet at each access. Due to the limited distance to
the 96th Avenue signal, the left turn lane at the
southern trailhead access would be coordinated with the
existing left turn lane at the 96th Avenue intersection.

If the roadway improvements at the Indiana Street
trailhead accesses require replacement of the drainage
structures located near the trailheads, the Service

would consult with CDOT to determine if an expanded
underpass structure would be needed to accommodate
both drainage and pedestrian/bicyclists. This would
remove crossing pedestrians and bicyclists from the
vehicular travel lanes and lower the possibility of
pedestrian/vehicle conflicts (David Evans 2003).

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

A discussion about the general effects of any
transportation improvements to the roads and
highways surrounding the Refuge is included in
Section 4.16.

Urban Development

Urban development south and east of the Refuge
would likely increase traffic on the roads and highways
that surround the Refuge. Traffic associated with the
Refuge and urban development would contribute to the
overall traffic.

4.9. OPEN SPACE, RECREATION AND TRAILS

Refuge establishment would make a significant
contribution to a nearly contiguous block of open space
in northern Jefferson County and southern Boulder
County. In all alternatives, the protection of the site
from development would help conserve the
interconnected natural resources of the Rocky Flats
area for the long term. This section provides an
analysis of the regional consequences or benefits of the
proposed alternatives, and how they would affect
resources on the Refuge and on adjacent open space
lands and trails.

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
Preble’s Habitat Management

Successful protection and enhancement of riparian
habitat on the Refuge would benefit wildlife species on
adjacent open space lands. Protection of riparian
habitat also would provide a potential source of
Preble’s for downstream areas on Rock Creek, and
open space to the east (Standley Lake). Recreational
users would benefit from riparian area management by
maintaining vegetation and scenic diversity.

Xeric Tallgrass Management

Several adjacent open space areas support xeric
tallgrass habitat that is similar to the habitat at
Rocky Flats. In all alternatives, the Service would
develop a vegetation management plan and work
with adjacent open space agencies towards regional



xeric tallgrass conservation. This management
planning and collaboration would benefit both the
Service and nearby open space management
agencies in their management and restoration of the
xeric tallgrass community.

Weed Management

In general, on-going weed management efforts in all
alternatives would benefit adjacent open space lands.
In Alternative A, the Service would focus weed
management and reduction efforts in the Rock Creek
Reserve. Efforts outside of Rock Creek Reserve
would be limited to containing existing weed
infestations. Adjacent open space lands would be
adversely affected if weeds are not adequately
contained in Alternative A. The proposed reduction of
weed infestations in Alternatives B, C, and D would
benefit adjacent open space lands by reducing the
spread of weeds onto adjacent lands and by providing
a source of information for regional weed
management strategies.

Deer and Elk Management

In all alternatives, developing a target population for
the Refuge and managing that population would benefit
adjacent open space areas by reducing the potential
effects of overgrazing or overbrowsing on adjacent open
space areas. Alternatives B, C and D would include
extensive monitoring of deer and elk populations, deer
and elk habitat impacts, and fawning rates and survival
in Alternative C. This monitoring would provide long-
term benefits to adjacent open space managers by
providing a growing base of scientific information that
would be used in developing wildlife and habitat
management strategies in other areas.

Prairie Dog Management

The Refuge has the potential to support many more
prairie dog colonies and individuals than currently
occupy the site. A healthy prairie dog population on the
Refuge would provide a genetic base for the region if
populations on nearby open space lands were eliminated
due to plague, predation, or other reasons. In
Alternative D, the Service would consider accepting
unwanted prairie dogs onto the Refuge from off-Refuge
locations. If deemed appropriate, relocations from off-
site would benefit nearby open space managers by
providing a non-lethal option for prairie dog removal.

Species Reintroduction

Species reintroduction would benefit wildlife diversity
on open space lands throughout the area. Any

expansion of wildlife populations also would provide a
long-term benefit to adjacent open space, and
recreational opportunity by improving wildlife
viewing opportunities.

PuBLic Usg, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS
Public Use

Recreation Opportunities. The wildlife-dependent
public use programs proposed in Alternatives B and D
would enhance the availability and diversity of outdoor
recreation opportunities in the Rocky Flats area.
These programs, including environmental education,
interpretation, wildlife observation, and trail use, would
complement recreational opportunities on nearby open
space lands.

The guided tours and interpretive programs in
Alternative C would also complement other outdoor
recreation and learning opportunities in the Rocky
Flats area. However, these opportunities at the Refuge
would be limited to 1,000 visitors per year. In
Alternative A, visitation would be limited to 300 visitors
per year and recreational opportunities would be
significantly less than in the other three alternatives.

The multi-use trails that are planned for Alternatives B
and D could result in user conflicts between hikers and
bikers in the northern portion of the Refuge, and
hikers, bikers and equestrian users in the southern
portion of the Refuge. Due to the size of the Refuge,
the length of multi-use trails, and the open sight lines
that characterize trails in a predominantly prairie
landscape, user conflicts are anticipated to be rare, and
their effect on the overall trail experience are
anticipated to be minor. Conflicts among trail users
can be reduced and mitigated by education,
appropriate signage, and where necessary, law
enforcement activities.

Equestrian use on the multi-use trails in the southern
portion of the Refuge could potentially impact trail
aesthetics from the accumulation of horse manure on
trails. Concentrations of horse manure on trails could
result in a minor impact on trail use and the
experiences of other trail users. Removal of horse
manure by volunteers, as stipulated in the
Compatibility Determination for Multi-Use Trails
(Appendix B), would mitigate these impacts.

Wildlife Displacement. Increased human presence,
visitor use, and hunting in the Rocky Flats buffer zone
in Alternatives B and D have the potential to displace
some wildlife species, especially mule deer, and could



cause them to migrate onto adjacent open space lands.
Wildlife displacement onto adjacent lands could
decrease wildlife viewing opportunities on the Refuge,
and could facilitate the spread of CWD to the deer
population on the Refuge. Wildlife displacement,
however, may benefit adjacent open space areas by
increasing their native wildlife diversity and
opportunities for wildlife viewing, depending on visitor
use and habitat conditions on those lands.

Recreation Facilities

Trail Development. Recreational trails exist or are
planned on open space parcels to the south, east, and
north of Rocky Flats. A segment of the regional Front
Range Trail is conceptually planned for the Highway 93
corridor on the west side of the Refuge. In Alternatives
A and C, which would not have publicly accessible trails,
Rocky Flats would continue to be a barrier to regional
open space trail connections. In Alternatives B and D,
the trail system at Rocky Flats would provide regional
connections between Broomfield, Westminster, and
Arvada trails, as well as the proposed Front Range
Trail. These alternatives would not provide a direct
connection to the City of Boulder or Boulder County’s
trails to the northwest, and would not provide
connections for trail users with dogs. Alternative B
would provide less trail connectivity for equestrians
than Alternative D because it would not allow horse use
on the northern multi-use trails that connect to
Broomfield and Superior.

Trailhead Facilities. In addition to trail connections
from adjacent open space areas, access to the trails and
other wildlife observation facilities at the Refuge would
be provided from the main entrance on Highway 93,
and trailhead facilities on the periphery. Alternative B
would provide a single peripheral trailhead along
Highway 128, while Alternative D would provide
additional trailhead facilities along Indiana Street.
These facilities would benefit public access to the
Refuge. However, the proposed parking and trailhead
location along the north edge of the Refuge has the
potential to impact nearby open space resources due to
trespass to the north across Highway 128.

Refuge Operations, Safety, and Partnerships

Partnerships

Regional Coordination. In Alternative A, the Service
would maintain dialogue with adjacent landowners and
open space management agencies, while in Alternatives
B, C and D, the Service would meet annually with
adjacent open space managers. These efforts would
benefit both the Refuge and surrounding open space

by improving collaboration and coordination in
resource and visitor use management plans, strategies
and techniques.

Research. Alternatives B, C and D would support
research related to wildlife, habitat and public use.
Over the long term, this research would benefit
nearby open space managers by providing an
expanded foundation of scientific knowledge on
which they can base resource and public use
management decisions.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Trails

The cities of Arvada, Westminster, and Broomfield
have future trails planned that can connect to the
Refuge and to each other. The Refuge trail systems
proposed in Alternatives B and D would contribute to
this enhanced network of regional open space trails.
In Alternatives A and C, which would not have
publicly accessible trails, Rocky Flats would remain a
barrier to regional open space trail connections.

4.10. VISUAL RESOURCES

Visual resources on the Refuge generally comprise
views from surrounding areas, views from Rocky
Flats to surrounding landmarks, and internal views.
This section evaluates the impacts of the CCP
alternatives on these resources. Given the qualitative
nature of visual resources, the descriptions of the
effects in this section attempt to account for
differences in visual preferences.

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
Xeric Tallgrass Management

Habitat Maintenance and Enhancement. In all
alternatives, the Service would focus weed
management and habitat restoration tools to maintain
and enhance the xeric tallgrass communities.
Alternative A would focus these efforts on xeric
tallgrass habitat within the Rock Creek Reserve.
Successful maintenance and restoration of the xeric
tallgrass community would likely result in a taller, more
robust grassland that would benefit the quality and
diversity of views within the Refuge.

Prescribed Fire. Smoke associated with prescribed fire
in all alternatives except D would result in short-term
visual impacts. Such impacts would include impaired
views of the Rocky Flats/mountain backdrop area from



surrounding communities, and obscured views within
the Refuge during fires. Blackened stubble that
would likely follow fires would be a short-term visual
impact. However, successful ecological restoration in
these areas would benefit the visual quality and
diversity in the long term.

Grazing. From the perspective of Refuge visitors
(internal views), the use of grazing as a grassland
management tool may result in short-term visual
impacts to some areas due to manure, trampling, and
dust. Some may consider the pastoral view of
livestock grazing on Rocky Flats grasslands to be a
benefit to internal visual resources. Livestock
grazing would not be visible from surrounding
communities and would not affect views from off
Refuge.

Mixed Grassland Prairie Management

In Alternatives B and C, the 300-acre hay meadow in
the southeast corner of the Refuge would be restored
to native prairie. During the restoration process, the
removal of non-native grasses and the establishment of
native grasses would result in short-term visual
impacts to the area, which would be bare, patchy, or
weedy for several years. These impacts would affect
internal views and distant views from the Refuge
looking southeast, where the hay meadow provides a
vegetated foreground to panoramic views. However,
successful prairie restoration in this area would benefit
the visual quality and diversity in the long term.

Road Restoration and Revegetation

In all alternatives, some roads and stream crossings
would be removed and revegetated. Once completed,
the revegetation efforts would benefit views on the
Refuge and views from within the Refuge by
creating larger patches of undisturbed grasslands
and shrublands.

Deer and Elk Management

In all alternatives, the Service would monitor deer and
elk browsing in riparian and upland shrub areas
throughout the Refuge. This monitoring, and
subsequent actions to prevent overbrowsing, may
indirectly benefit internal visual quality in some

riparian areas by facilitating healthy, robust vegetation.

Prairie Dog Management

In all alternatives, prairie dogs would be allowed to
naturally expand within their habitat areas. To some,
prairie dog colonies add to the natural diversity of the
prairie landscape; to others, they are an eyesore.
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Views from Rocky Flats to downtown Denver.

Depending on their location and arrangement,
expanded prairie dog colonies may impact the visual
quality of Rocky Flats grasslands as they pertain to
internal views and as a foreground for distant views
toward the east. These impacts would be the most
pronounced in Alternatives A (unlimited expansion)
and D (where prairie dogs may expand to 1,000 acres)
and less pronounced in Alternatives B and C (750 and
500 acres, respectively).

PusLic Uskg, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS
Public Use Facilities

Public use facilities, such as trails, parking lots,
restrooms, kiosks, viewing blinds and overlooks,
would be constructed in Alternatives B, C, and D.
These facilities would be designed and located to
minimize their visual impact both within the Refuge
and from outside of its boundaries. Most of these
facilities, however, would be visible from surrounding
roads. The extent of the visual impact of these
facilities would be proportional to their quantity,
ranging from negligible in Alternative C to minor in
Alternatives A, B and D.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Urban Development

The planned Vauxmont development, as described in
the Reasonably Foreseeable Activities section in
Chapter 2, will be south of the Refuge boundary. This
development will change the visual character of the
Rocky Flats area, and may result in long-term impacts
to the quality of views of the Refuge and the mountain
backdrop from nearby communities. This
development may also affect views from the Refuge to
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the south from overlooks and trails. Refuge facilities
and management would not contribute to the visual
impacts of adjacent development. Any development
adjacent to the Refuge could impact visual resources
by increasing the number of lights in the area during
the evening and night.

The development of private lands to the west would
have a similar effect, and would further interrupt
mountain views from the visitor contact station and
other facilities in the western part of the Refuge.

Mining

Existing mined areas on the western edge of the
Refuge have the potential to expand onto the Refuge in
other permitted areas. If the permitted areas were
mined, the visual quality of the western edge of the
Refuge would be affected by aggregate mining
operations. Visual resources on the Refuge would be
affected, including views of the mountain backdrop
from the Refuge, and internal views in the western
portion of the Refuge. While expanded mining
operations may be visible from surrounding
communities, the impact on distant views of the Refuge

Future aggregate mining may impact wildlife habitat.
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would be less substantial than more local views from
the Refuge.

Wind Technology Center

Located adjacent to the Refuge to the northwest, the
National Wind Technology Center operates tall wind
turbines for research on wind power generation. From
many areas on the Refuge, these turbines interrupt the
views of the mountain backdrop and Eldorado Canyon.
To some visitors, however, the turbines may be a visual
attraction in itself that adds to the character of the
Rocky Flats area.

DOE Monitoring and Maintenance

The Service has recommended to the RFCA parties
that DOE construct a four-strand barbed-wire stock
fence around the DOE retained area to demarcate the
boundary between the Refuge and DOE retained lands
(Appendix E). Such a fence would only be visible from
close distances, would be consistent with the character
of the western landscape, and would not detract from
the visual aesthetics of the Refuge.
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4.11. NOISE

WILDLIFE AND HABITAT MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

In all alternatives, the Service and/or CDOW may use
culling to manage deer and elk populations. Hunting
rifles may be used for culling, resulting in occasional
gunshots that may be audible on and off Refuge.
Infrequent gunshots during deer and elk culling would
result in a minor increase in noise levels within and
around the Refuge.

Public hunting programs in Alternatives B and D
would allow the use of shotguns. Gunshots associated
with the use of such weapons may be audible from on-
and off-Refuge, depending on hunter location, wind,
and topography. Public hunting on the Refuge would
result in short-term minor increase in noise levels in
some areas of the Refuge. However, areas in the
Refuge used for hunting would be closed to other
visitors during hunting periods, and it is unlikely that
noise from gunshots would adversely affect
surrounding communities. Noise levels would return
to existing levels after hunting ceases.

The removal and revegetation of roads and stream
crossings in all alternatives would require the use of
heavy equipment to regrade some areas. This
equipment would result in a short-term minor increase

188

in noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the
restoration activities. Noise levels would return to
existing levels after construction ceases.

PuBLic Usg, EDUCATION AND INTERPRETATION ACTIONS
Recreation Facilities

Construction of trails, overlooks, parking lots and other
visitor use facilities would require the use of heavy
equipment for site excavation and grading. This
equipment would produce higher, short-term noise
levels in the immediate vicinity of the construction
activities. Noise levels would return to existing levels
after construction ceases.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Urban Development

Construction of the proposed Vauxmont development
to the south of Rocky Flats will require the use of
heavy equipment for site excavation and grading. This
equipment will produce higher, short-term noise levels
in the immediate vicinity of the construction activities
and may add to the cumulative noise levels on the
Refuge. Noise levels would be reduced after
construction ceases, but would would not likely return
to existing levels after the development is occupied.

Mining

Ongoing surface mining in the western portions of
the Refuge would adversely impact wildlife and
public use in areas that are in close proximity to
the mining operations.

4.12. AIR QUALITY

DusT AND EMISSIONS

Implementation of all alternatives would result in
varying levels of equipment usage. Construction of
public use facilities, habitat restoration activities, and
on-going Refuge management would likely require the
use of motorized equipment, which would result in
localized carbon monoxide and hydrocarbon emissions.
Construction activities also would create fugitive dust.
Impacts of equipment usage on the Refuge would have
a negligible effect on air quality in the Rocky Flats
region, and would be mitigated by best management
practices. Increased emissions and dust would cease
after construction is completed.

Public access to the Refuge would occur in all
alternatives, with Alternative D having the highest

Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge



public use and Alternatives A and C having the lowest.
Some visitors would access the Refuge using
automobiles. Auto emissions would be higher in
Alternative D and lower in Alternatives A and C.

Prescribed Fire

Prescribed fire has been identified as a grassland
management tool in all alternatives except D. This
prescription would apply to lands managed by the
Service and not lands retained by the DOE.
Prescribed fires would be subject to approved plans,
and factors such as weather conditions, fuel conditions,
adequate firebreaks, and the preparedness of fire
management and emergency response Crews.
Prescribed fire would be conducted in accordance with
approved vegetation management plans, and an
approved Fire Management Plan. These step-down
plans would be developed with the involvement of the
public and nearby communities. Any prescribed fire
would be conducted in accordance with Service policy,
and would adhere to state air quality regulations.

The periodic use of fire may result in short-term
increases in particulates and decreased visibility in
nearby areas. The amount of smoke and particulates
generated by a prescribed fire would depend on
variables such as wind, soil and vegetation moisture,
and fire intensity.

In response to concerns about residual contamination
outside of the DOE retained area, the EPA and the
CDPHE believe the use of fire is an appropriate
management tool on Refuge lands (Appendix D).
Section 1.8 includes a discussion of issues related to
contamination. In accordance with Service and DOE
policies, any naturally occurring or human-caused
wildfires on the Rocky Flats site, regardless of whether
they are on Refuge lands or DOE-retained areas,
would be aggressively suppressed.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Urban Development

Urban development south or west of the Refuge
would likely require the use of motorized equipment,
which would result in localized carbon monoxide and
hydrocarbon emissions. Construction activities also
create fugitive dust. Cumulatively, construction
activities on- and off-Refuge are not expected to
adversely affect regional air quality. Increased
emissions and dust will cease after construction

is completed.

Mining

Continued mining adjacent to the Refuge will likely
increase dust blowing across the Refuge. Rocky Flats
is a very windy location, and best management
practices to reduce the amount of dust generated will
not be able to be totally effective.

The accumulation of windblown sand onto the Refuge
has been a problem in the past, because it facilitates
the establishment of noxious weeds in the native
grassland communities. The Service would work with
mining operators and the appropriate regulatory
agencies to minimize and mitigate the effects of
windblown soil deposition on the Refuge.

4.13. SOCIOECONOMICS

EMPLOYMENT, INCOME, AND HOUSING

Staffing levels at the Refuge would range between two
full-time employees in Alternative A to eight employees
in Alternative D. Annual staffing income is estimated
to range from $77,000 in Alternative A to $468,000 in
Alternative D. Additional temporary employment as
well as indirect employment may be generated during
construction of Refuge facilities. These anticipated
staffing levels would have a negligible effect on local
employment, income, or housing conditions in the
communities surrounding Rocky Flats, or in the
Denver metropolitan region.

Commumity

Over the long term, the establishment and successful
management of Rocky Flats as a National Wildlife
Refuge may alter the public perception of the site.
While current public perception is dominated by its
history as a former nuclear weapons facility with
contamination issues, future perceptions may associate
the site with wildlife habitat and protected open space.
Such a change would benefit Rocky Flats and the
surrounding communities. Rocky Flats serves as both
a gateway and a backdrop to several surrounding
communities, including Boulder, Arvada, Superior, and
Broomfield. The open, rural visual character of all
alternatives would benefit these communities.

Environmental Justice

Rocky Flats is not located in an area predominated by
minority and low-income populations. None of the
alternatives would result in disproportionately high and
adverse human health or environmental effects on a
minority population, low-income population, or Native
American tribe.



CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Urban Development

Construction of the Vauxmont development south of
the Refuge along with the Refuge development may
benefit economic and employment conditions in Arvada
as well as other nearby communities. While Refuge
establishment may make development of adjacent
lands more attractive, it would not cumulatively affect
any land use, employment or income conditions outside
of the Refuge.

4.14. WILDERNESS REVIEW

A wilderness review is the process used by the Service
to determine whether to recommend lands or waters in
the NWRS to Congress for designation as wilderness.
The Service is required to conduct a wilderness review
for each refuge as part of the CCP process. Land or
waters that meet the minimum criteria for wilderness
are identified in a CCP and further evaluated to
determine whether they merit recommendation for
inclusion in the Wilderness System. According to
Section 13 of the Service’s Director’s Order No. 125
(July 2000), in order for a refuge to be considered for
wilderness designation, all or part of the refuge must:

= Be affected primarily by the forces of nature,
with the human imprint substantially
unnoticeable

= Have outstanding opportunities for solitude or
primitive and unconfined type of recreation

= Have at least 5,000 contiguous acres or be
sufficient in size to make practical its
preservation and use in an unimpaired
condition, or be capable of restoration to
wilderness character through appropriate
management, at the time of review

e Be a roadless island

Rocky Flats NWR does not meet the above criteria
and is not recommended for inclusion in the Wilderness
System. The Refuge has considerable evidence of past
human use, does not have outstanding opportunities for
solitude or unconfined recreation, and is not roadless.

4.15. FENCING CONSIDERATIONS

The Refuge Act (Appendix A) directs the Service to
consider “the characteristics and configuration of any
perimeter fencing that may be appropriate or
compatible for cleanup and closure purposes, refuge

purposes, or other purposes.” Fencing options that
were considered during the planning process include:

= Chain-link security fence
= Barbed-wire stock fence (existing)

After consideration of the two fencing options, the
maintenance of the existing stock fence was retained
for all alternatives, as described in Objective 6.3 -
Fencing. The chain-link security fence was not
recommended because of the cost and ecological
impacts (discussed below) and because it would not be
consistent with the Refuge purpose and goals.

Fencing Costs

The estimated cost of installing a 6-foot chain-link
security fence around the perimeter of the Refuge (a
distance of about 13.5 miles) is about $4 million. A
barbed-wire stock fence, which is currently in place,
would have no installation costs. Costs of materials
needed to maintain a chainlink fence would be
approximately $ 7.50 per linear foot while barbed wire
fencing materials would be only $ 0.17 per linear foot.
Fence maintenance costs would be included in the
Refuge operations budget.

Fencing Impacts

Wildlife

A chain-link security fence would result in major,
long-term impacts to the movement of wildlife
between the Refuge and surrounding areas. The
fence would directly impact several mammal species
such as deer, elk, fox, and coyote, while it may
indirectly impact many other species due to changes
in predator/prey relationships and habitat conditions.
Such a fence may be an annoyance to prairie dogs, but
would not likely create a barrier to movement for
Preble’s, prairie dogs, or bald eagles. The existing
barbed-wire boundary fence would have negligible
impacts to the movement of wildlife species, and
habitat connectivity.

Visual Resources

A chain-link boundary fence would be visible from
within the Refuge and from neighboring areas,
changing the character of the Refuge from rural to
semi-industrial. This change in the visual character of
the Refuge and its surroundings would have a long-
term major impact on visual resources in the
immediate Rocky Flats area. However, this change
would not be discernable from greater distances and
would have a negligible impact on views of the
mountain backdrop from surrounding communities.



The existing barbed-wire stock fence would maintain
the rural character of the Refuge, would not be visible
from most areas, and would not impact views of or
from the Refuge.

4.16. POSSIBLE TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENTS NEAR THE REFUGE

The Refuge Act directs the Service to address and
make recommendations on the land to be made
available along Indiana Street for transportation
improvements. This section addresses the Service's
concerns and recommendations related to
transportation improvements to any of the road
corridors adjacent to or near the Refuge: Indiana
Street, State Highway 128, and State Highway 93.
While a definitive analysis of the direct impacts of
potential transportation improvements is outside the
scope of this CCP/EIS, this section includes potential
indirect impacts to the Refuge, as well as
recommendations that could minimize or mitigate the
effects of transportation improvements surrounding
the Refuge. Additional information about the
Northwest Corridor Transportation Study EIS, or
any other plans that address transportation
improvements near Rocky Flats can be obtained from
the Colorado Department of Transportation.

LanDS WITHIN 300 FEET OF INDIANA STREET

The Refuge Act’s 83174 prohibits the construction of a
public road through the Refuge. However, the DOE
can make available land along the eastern boundary of
the Refuge for the sole purpose of transportation
improvements along Indiana Street. Land made
available under 83174 may not extend more than 300
feet from the west edge of the existing Indiana Street
right of way. To be made available, DOE must receive
an application submitted by a county, city, or other
political subdivision of the State of Colorado that
includes documentation demonstrating that the
transportation improvements for which the land is to
be made available:

e Are carried out so as to minimize adverse effects
on the management of the Refuge as a wildlife
refuge

= Are included in the regional transportation plan of
the metropolitan planning organization
designated for the Denver Metropolitan area

The Refuge Act requires that the CCP address and
make recommendations on the land to be made
available. Three possible alternative widths, 50 feet,

125 feet and 300 feet, are analyzed. A range of widths
is analyzed to provide information to the Service and
the DOE regarding lands that could be made
available. The DOE will be responsible for
determining the width of any transferred lands, but it
is likely the width would range between 50 and 300
feet. The transfer of a 50-foot right of way would
make the right of way along Indiana Street 100 feet
wide, wide enough for a four-lane, undivided road.
Similarly, the transfer of a 100-foot right of way would
make the right of way along Indiana Street 200 feet
wide. A 100-foot or 200-foot wide right of way would
not be wide enough for a four-lane, divided highway.
Typical right of way widths for a four-lane, divided
highway are 300 to 400 feet. The transfer of a 300-
foot right of way would make the right of way along
Indiana Street 350 feet wide, wide enough for a four-
lane, divided highway. The transfer would be
designed to help meet regional transportation needs.

The amount of land that could be transferred is
directly proportional to the possible width; a 300-foot
width would transfer about 99 acres (Table 18). A 50-
foot width would transfer about 16 acres. The intent
of the analysis in Table 18 is to quantify the amount of
each resource within each right of way width that has
the potential to be impacted by transportation
improvements. Some resources require qualitative
descriptions. The analysis assumes the transfer of a
given width along the entire eastern boundary of the
Refuge. In all cases, the lands that could be
transferred would be primarily mixed grasslands.
Any wetlands directly or indirectly affected by
transportation improvements along Indiana Street
would require mitigation in accordance with CDOT
policy. The Service would review any wetland
mitigation plans. Similarly, the Service would consult
on any improvement that may affect a threatened or
endangered species, such as the Preble’s mouse.
Based on this analysis, and the need for future
coordination and consultation associated with any
transportation improvement along Indiana Street, the
Service finds that transfer of a corridor up to 300 feet
wide would not adversely affect the management of
the Refuge.

POTENTIAL IMPACTS FROM TRANSPORTATION
IMPROVEMENTS

The following discussion briefly describes impacts that
may result from any transportation improvement
adjacent to or near the Refuge boundaries. It also
includes recommended measures that can minimize or
help mitigate the effects of the potential impacts. Such



mitigation is typically included for any proposed road
improvements along the Front Range. This analysis
was not completed in response to any particular plans
or proposals, but is instead intended to characterize
the types of impacts that could result from
transportation improvements around the Refuge.

As discussed previously, a detailed analysis of any
specific type of transportation improvement along
Indiana Street, such as construction of a four-lane
divided highway, is outside the scope of this CCP/EIS.
The reader is referred to CDOT for more information
about its Northwest Corridor Transportation Study.

Segments of roadway that were considered for
potential impacts include Indiana Street along the
east boundary of the Refuge, State Highway 128
along the north boundary of the Refuge, and State
Highway 93, which runs parallel to the west boundary
of the Refuge, ¥ mile to the west.

Water Quality

Additional runoff from Highway 128 and Highway 93
has the potential to impact water quality on the
Refuge due to increased storm water runoff. These
impacts could be reduced or mitigated through the
use of best management practices to minimize
discharges and erosion, and dissipate storm flows
before they are conveyed to area creeks.

Noxious Weeds

Construction along any of the roadway corridors has
the potential to exacerbate existing problems with
noxious weeds at Rocky Flats, which could further
impact native plant communities and wildlife habitat
throughout the Refuge. This is especially the case
along Highway 93 because it is generally upwind of
the Refuge. Noxious weed impacts could be reduced
by designing construction to minimize ground

Table 18. Potential Resource Impacts Within Various Right-of-Way Widths

Possible Transferred Width

Trailhead/Restroom

R
esource 50 feet 125 feet 300 feet

Area (acres) 16.4 41.0 98.7

Soils Loss of soil productivity of paved area

Water Resources

(length of streams/ditches - feet) 705 2,218 3133

Vegetation (acres)

Wetlands 0.6 1.5 3.5
Mesic mixed grassland 10.6 259 61.0
Reclaimed mixed grassland 2.7 7.0 17.5
Riparian shrubland/woodland 0.1 03 0.7
Xeric tallgrass grassland 0.6 1.9 4.0
Xeric needle and thread grassland 1.5 3.8 9:2
Other 0.3 0.6 2.8
No direct impacts to mule deer concentration areas or known raptor nest
sites. General impacts to overall wildlife habitat, potential raptor nesting

Wwildlife habitat, and movement corridors would occur.

Prairie dog suitable habitat (acres) 12.7 31.9 76.6
Prairie dog active colony (acres) <0.1 0.4 1.9

Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species
Preble’s habitat (acres) 0.9 2.8 8.5

Cultural Resources 1 1 1

(number of sites)

Public Use/Recreation

Alt tives B/D,

& s sape e t)) 1,300/6,000 1,500/6,200 2,000/6,600
Trail connections %g %g ?g
Parking A

ariimg reas 01 01 01

Easterly views from portions of the Refuge may be affected, depending

Visual on road grade and viewer location

Noise Increased noise levels may affect wildlife use and visitor use in portions
of the Refuge

Air Quality May affect air quality in the eastern portion of the Refuge from increased

concentrations of gaseous pollutants




disturbance, developing and implementing a noxious
weed management plan prior to and during
construction, and monitoring and controlling noxious
weeds during and after construction.

Wildlife Corridors

Indiana Street can be a barrier to wildlife movement
between the Refuge and the open space lands to the
east during high traffic periods. A variety of
terrestrial wildlife species, including mule deer,
periodically cross between Rocky Flats and open
space lands to the east. A larger and/or faster
roadway along Indiana Street would increase the
barrier effect for wildlife.

During high traffic periods, Highway 128 is a barrier
to the movement of a variety of wildlife species,
including mule deer, elk, prairie dogs, and other
terrestrial species between the Refuge and open
space lands to the north. The culvert at the Rock
Creek crossing is too small to provide safe passage for
many species. Likewise, Highway 93 to the west of
the Refuge cuts across a broad plain that is a major
movement corridor between the Refuge and the Front
Range foothills and open space lands to the west for a
variety of wildlife species, including mule deer and
elk. A larger and/or faster roadway along Highways
128 or 93 could contribute to wildlife corridor impacts.

In general, impacts to wildlife corridors to and from
the Refuge could be minimized or mitigated with the
following measures:

= Install below-grade wildlife crossings where
necessary to facilitate the movement of
wildlife under the roadway

= Locate crossings at stream corridors and in select
upland locations

= Create designated wildlife corridors;
minimize shared wildlife crossings and trail
crossings

= Construct fencing, as appropriate, to prevent
wildlife from crossing roadways and encourage
the use of constructed crossings

In the case of Indiana Street, the Service does not
want to encourage the movement of deer and elk
between the Refuge and the open space lands to the
east because of the potential for impacts to nearby
subdivisions, and efforts to discourage the
establishment of a resident elk herd in the grasslands
around Rocky Flats. For these reasons, the design of
any transportation improvements along the Indiana

Street corridor could include crossings that facilitate
the movement of smaller species (such as small
mammals and reptiles) while prohibiting the
movement of deer and elk. Crossings should be
located at Woman Creek and Walnut Creek, as well as
select upland locations.

If Highway 128 is widened, the Service recommends
that the small culvert at Rock Creek be removed and
replaced with a roadway design that facilitates the
movement of wildlife (including deer and elk) between
the Refuge and the open space lands to the north. The
Service recommends that roadway designs along
Highway 93 include wildlife crossings at several
locations to facilitate the movement of wildlife between
the Refuge and the open space lands to the west.

Noise and Aesthetics

Increased noise along any of the adjacent corridors
could displace or alter the behavior and productivity
of some wildlife species on the Refuge. Many species
depend on sound to communicate, avoid danger and
locate food. Studies have found that noise can impact
reproduction, productivity, behavior and energy
expenditure in wildlife (Bowles 1995). This is
especially true in the case of Highway 128, which
crosses through the Rock Creek drainage, one of the
most important wildlife habitat areas on the Refuge.
Increased traffic volume and/or speeds may impact
wildlife species sensitive to noise. Lighting equipment
and increased light along the roadway could adversely
affect some wildlife species. Artificial light can
disrupt bird behavior, affect migration, increase bird
collisions with structures, and increase risk of
predation (IDA 2002).

Impacts to the Refuge could be reduced by
incorporating berms, sound walls, vegetation, or other
noise-reducing techniques into the design of
transportation improvements to reduce the impacts of
traffic noise on wildlife and Refuge visitors. Roadway
lighting could be designed to reduce light emission
and be positioned to minimize effects to wildlife and
Refuge aesthetics.

Public Use Facilities

The northern trailhead and overlook proposed in
Alternatives B and D would be located adjacent to
Highway 128. Roadway improvements could affect
the use and safe access to these facilities. The
northern multi-use trail proposed in Alternative B
would parallel the south side of Highway 128 for
about 1.5 miles in the northeastern part of the Refuge.
In addition, a short section of the proposed Rock



Table 19. Adherence to Planning Goals

. = The alternative satisfies the goal.
¢ = The alternative partially satisfies the goal.
> = The alternative does not satisfy the goal.

ALTERNATIVES

GOAL A B C D
1. Wildlife and Habitat Management < - - -
2. Public Use, Education and Interpretation = - s -
3. Safety - - -

4. Effective and Open Communication < - < -
5. Working with Others < - -
6. Refuge Operations > - - -

Creek hiking trail would be in close proximity to the
highway. Improvements to the highway could result
in visual and noise impacts to trail users.
Improvements along Indiana could impact parking
areas, trails, and trail connections on the Refuge. A
larger and/or faster roadway along Highway 93 could
hinder the safe access to the Refuge for visitors and
staff.

Impacts to public use facilities can be reduced by
relocating trails, trailheads, and other facilities to
complement both the transportation improvements
and Refuge operations, and by designing the roadway
improvements to provide safe and reasonable access to
the Refuge entrance, trailheads, and trail connections.

4.17. ADHERENCE TO PLANNING GOALS
Goal 1. Wildlife and Habitat Management

Conserve, restore, and sustain biological diversity of
the native flora and fauna of the mountain/prairie
mterface with particular consideration given to
threatened and endangered species.

While basic resource management would occur Refuge-
wide under Alternative A, it would not be sufficient to
satisfy this goal. However, the resource management
activities for the Rock Creek Reserve (as directed by
the 2001 Rock Creek Reserve Integrated Natural
Resources Management Plan) would satisfy Goal 1.

Alternatives B, C, and D would satisfy Goal 1. The
habitat restoration and resource management
programs in all of these alternative are sufficient,
although they would be the strongest in Alternative C,
followed by B and D.

Goal 2. Public Use, Education, and Interpretation

Provide visitors and students high quality
recreational, educational, and interpretive
opportunities and foster and understanding and
appreciation of the Refuge’s xeric tallgrass prairie,
upland shrub, and wetland habitats; native wildlife;
the history of the site; and the NWRS.

While limited guided tours and interpretation would
occur in Alternatives A and C, these programs would
not be sufficient to satisfy Goal 2. Alternatives B and
D both satisfy this goal, with the programs in D having
the strongest adherence to the goal.

Goal 3. Safety

Conduct operations and manage public access in
accordance with the final Rocky Flats cleanup
decision documents to ensure the safety of the Refuge
visitors, staff, and neighbors.

All alternatives would ensure the safety of visitors,
staff, and neighbors, and would satisfy Goal 3.

Goal 4. Effective and Open Communication

Conduct communication outreach efforts to raise
public awareness about Refuge programs,
management decisions, and the mission of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and the NWRS among
visitors, students, and nearby residents.

Outreach efforts in Alternative A would be minimal,
and would only partially satisfy Goal 4. Efforts in
Alternatives B and D would be much more extensive
and would satisfy this goal. Outreach efforts in
Alternative C would be similar, but would not reach
many visitors.




Goal 5. Working with Others

Foster beneficial partnerships with individuals,
government agencies and non-governmental
organizations and others that promote resource
conservation, compatible wildlife-related research,
public use, site history, and infrastructure.

Alternatives B, C, and D would satisfy Goal 4, while the
reduced partnership efforts in Alternative A would
partially satisfy the goal.

Goal 6. Refuge Operations

Based on available funds, provide facilities and staff
to fulfill the Refuge vision and purpose.

While the staffing levels in Alternative A would be
sufficient to manage the proposed activities, the
alternative would not fulfill the Refuge vision and
purpose. Alternatives B, C, and D would all provide
sufficient facilities and staff to satisfy Goal 6.

4.18. RESOURCE COMMITMENTS COMMON TO
ALL ALTERNATIVES

NEPA requires a discussion of any irreversible or
irretrievable commitment of resources that would
result from implementing the alternatives. An
irreversible commitment of resources means
nonrenewable resources are consumed or destroyed.
These resources are permanently lost due to plan
implementation. In contrast to an irreversible
commitment of resources, an irretrievable commitment
of resources is the loss of resources or resource
production, or use of renewable resources during the
15-year life of the plan.

All alternatives would result in an irreversible
commitment of soil resources. Topsoil would be
removed before trail and facility construction for use in
revegetation of disturbed areas, but some irreversible
soil loss due to erosion would occur. The soil
productivity of trails over the long term would be less
than original undisturbed conditions, which would be
an irreversible commitment of resources. Loss of soil
productivity and vegetation, as well as changes to
visual resources due to facility development would be
an irretrievable commitment of resources.

Federal funding for staff and operations would be an
irretrievable commitment of resources. These
resources would not be available for other federal
programs or projects.

Fossil fuels used during construction of facilities would
represent an irreversible commitment of resources
because their use is lost for future generations.

Rocky Flats lands transferred from the DOE to the
Service would be retained as “public lands” unavailable
for private use or development, with the exception of
the transportation right of way. DOE also may
transfer up to a 300-foot right of way. These transfers
would be an irretrievable commitment of resources.

4.19. SHORT-TERM USES OF THE
ENVIRONMENT AND MAINTENANCE OF LONG-
TERM PRODUCTIVITY

Historical uses of the Refuge, including early
settlement, the manufacture of nuclear weapons
components, and cleanup of soil and ground water
contamination, have affected the long-term productivity
of the Refuge’s ecological environment. Short-term
uses of the Refuge associated with implementing the
CCP include the construction of facilities and
maodifications and enhancement of the natural
environment. The effects of implementing the CCP
would contribute to the maintenance and enhancement
of long-term productivity of the Refuge environment.

4.20. UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE
ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Adverse environmental effects associated with
implementation of the CCP would be short term and
minimal. During construction of additional facilities on
the Refuge, wildlife would be disturbed and
temporarily displaced. Facilities construction also
would result in minor, short-term disturbance of soils
and erosion. The long-term effects of implementing
the CCP would be beneficial to the biological
community and the diversity and productivity of the
Refuge ecosystem.

4.21. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

On the following pages, Table 21 compares the effects
of the alternatives relative to the resources discussed in
Chapter 3. Summary statements in this table are
abbreviated and taken out of context to provide a quick
comparison by resource. The reader is encouraged to
review the supporting analysis in Chapter 4.
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Table 20. Impact Threshold Definitions

Impact
Topics

Negligible

Minor

Moderate

Major

GEOLOGY AND
SolLs

Change to the landscape
or geologic formations
would not be noticeable.
Soils would not be
affected or the effect
would be below or at the
lower end of detection.
Any effects to soil
productivity or fertility
would be slight.

The effects to the
landscape, geologic
formations, and soils
would be detectable.
Changes to the landscape
and geologic features
would be small in size or
area. The extent and
magnitude of effects to
soil productivity or
fertility would be small or
short-lived.

The effect to the
landscape, geology, and
soils would be readily
apparent. Effects would
result in a change to the
landscape, geology, and
soil character over a
relatively large area or
multiple locations.

The effect on the
landscape, geology, and
soils would be readily
apparent and would
substantially change the
character of these
resources over a large
area.

COMMUNITIES

plants would be affected,
but there would be no
effect on native species
populations. The effects
would be on a small scale.

plants would be affected
over a relatively small
area and minor portion of
that species' population.
A minor introduction or
spread of non-native
plant species is possible
over a small area and
eradication or control
would be easily achieved.

plants would be affected
over a relatively wide
area or multiple sites and
would be readily
noticeable. There would
be limited impact to the
species population, but
for individual species, a
sizeable segment of the
species' population could
be affected. The
introduction or spread
of non-native plant
species would occur at
multiple locations and
extensive weed control
measures would need to
be implemented.

WATER Changes in water quality |Changes in water quality |Changes in water quality |Changes in water quality
RESOURCEs  |OF quantity would not be |or quantity would be or quantity would be or quantity would be
measurable. measurable, although the |measurable, affecting readily measurable, and

changes would be small |water resources on Rocky | would be noticed off of
and the effects would be |Flats. Water quality Rocky Flats. Water
localized. Water quality |standards would not be | quality standards would
standards would not be |exceeded. be exceeded.
exceeded.

VEGETATION Some individual native Some individual native Some individual native Native plant populations

would be affected over a
relatively large area. A
widespread introduction
or spread of non-native
plant species would occur
resulting in the likely
establishment of exotic
species and the need for
aggressive weed control.

WILDLIFE AND
AQUATIC
SPECIES

Wildlife and aquatic
resources would not be
affected or the changes
would be so slight that
they would not be of any
measurable or
perceptible consequence
to a species' population
on a regional or local
scale.

Effects to individual
wildlife and aquatic
species are possible,
although the effects
would be localized, small,
and of little consequence
to the species' population
on a regional or local
scale.

Effects to individual
wildlife and aquatic
species are likely and
localized, with
consequences at the
population level.

Effects to wildlife and
aquatic resources would
have substantial
consequences to species
populations on both a
local and regional scale.




Table 20. Impact Threshold Definitions (continued)

Impact Negligible Minor Moderate Major
Topic
THREATENED | No federally listed species | Individuals of a listed An individual or An individual or
AND would be affected, or an  |species or its habitat population of a listed population of a listed
ENDANGERED | individual of a listed would be affected, but the | species, or its habitat species, or its habitat
SPECIES AND | Species or its critical change would be small or | would be noticeably would be noticeably
SPECIES OF habitat would be affected, |short-lived. Minor affect | affected. The effect could | affected with a long-term,
CONCERN but the change would be |is the same as a "may have some long-term consequence to the
so small that it would not |effect” determination in a | consequence to the individual, population, or
be of any measurable or  |U.S. Fish and Wildlife individual, population, or | habitat. Major effect is
perceptible consequence |Service Biological habitat. Moderate effect |the same as a "may
to the protected individual |Opinion and would be is the same as a "may affect" determination in a
or its population. accompanied by a affect” determination in a | U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Negligible effect is the statement of "not likely to| U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Biological
same as a "no effect" adversely affect” the Service Biological Opinion and would be
determination in a U.S. species. Opinion and would be accompanied by a
Fish and Wildlife Service accompanied by a statement of "likely to
Biological Opinion. statement of "likely to adversely affect” the
adversely affect" the species or critical habitat.
species or a "not likely to | Mitigation and
adversely affect with conservation measures
mitigation and would lessen the effect,
conservation measures." | but would not completely
remove the adverse
effect.
CULTURAL Impact is at the lowest Disturbance of a site Disturbance of a site Disturbance of a site is
AND HisToric |level of detection, with no |would be confined to a would not resultin a substantial and results in
RESOURCES | perceptible consequences, | Small area with little, if | substantial loss of the loss of most or all of
either adverse or any, loss of important important information. | the site and its potential
beneficial, to information potential. Impact would alter a to yield important
archeological or historic | Impact would not affect a | character-defining information. Impact
resources. For purposes | character-defining feature of the structure | would alter a character-
of Section 106, the feature of a structure or | or building, but would not defining
determination of effect building listed or eligible | diminish the integrity of | toatire of the structure
would be no adverse for listing in the National | the resource to the extent or building, diminishing
effect. Register of Historic that its National Register | {hq integrify of the
Places. For purposes of | eligibility is jeopardized. | resource to the extent
Section 106, the For purposes of Section | that it is no longer
determination of effect | 106, the determination of | eligible to be listed in the
would be no adverse effect would be either National Register. For
effect. adverse effect or no purposes of Section 106,
adverse effect. the determination of
effect would be an
adverse effect.
g;‘i’;g’ﬁgﬁ Changes in visitor use or | Changes in visitor use or | Changes in visitor use or | Changes in visitor use or
AND TRAILS recreation opportunity  |recreation opportunity recreation opportunity recreation opportunity
would be below the level |would be detectable, but | would be apparent, but | would be readily
of detection. the changes would be temporary. apparent and long-
slight. lasting.
VISUAL Effects would not result | Changes to visual Effects would be readily | Effects would be highly
RESOURCES in any perceptible resources would be short- | apparent and would noticeable and
changes to existing lived or affect a small change the character of | permanent, affecting
viewsheds. portion of the Refuge. the visual resources in significant views of or
the area. from the Refuge.
Noise New noise sources would | New noise sources would | New noise sources would | New noise sources would

be below existing levels.

be above existing levels,
but would be temporary
and not adversely affect
visitors or wildlife.

be substantially above
existing levels and would
adversely affect visitors
and wildlife for short
periods of time.

be substantially above
existing levels and would
adversely affect visitors
and wildlife for long
periods of time.




Table 20. Impact Threshold Definitions (continued)

Impact
Topic

Negligible

Minor

Moderate

Major

'TRANSPORTATION

Changes in traffic at or
around the Refuge would
not be noticeable.

Traffic at or around the
Refuge would increase
above existing conditions,
but would not be noticeable
to most travelers on
surrounding public roads.

Traffic to and from the
Refuge would increase above
existing conditions. The
additional traffic would cause
an unacceptable level of
service at some locations.

Traffic to and from the
Refuge would increase
substantially, causing an
unacceptable level of service
at many locations.

AIR QUALITY Change in existing air Increased airborne Increased airborne Increased airborne
quality or visibility would | pollutants would be slight, |pollutants would be readily | pollutants would be readily
not be measurable or but measurable. Changes in |measurable. Impacts to measurable. Visibility at the
noticeable. visibility would be visibility would be readily Refuge or surrounding areas
observable at local sites. observable and widespread. |would be reduced. Air
Air quality standards would |Air quality standards would | quality standards would be
not be exceeded. not be exceeded. exceeded.
S No effects would occur or Effects to employment, Effects to employment, Effects to employment,
oclo- the effects to socio- income and housing would  |income and housing would be | income, and housing would
ECONOMIC economic conditions would | pe insignificant in relation ~|would be measurable, have substantial impacts to
RESOURCES be below or at the level of altering the local economy.

detection.

to the local economy. Effect
on low income and minority
populations would be
similar to the surrounding
area.

Impacts borne by low
income and minority
populations would be slight,
but larger than average in
the surrounding area.

the regional population or
economy. Impacts borne by
low income and minority
populations would be
significantly larger than the
average in the

surrounding area.
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Table 21. Summary of Environmental Consequences

ALTERNATIVE A — No Action

ALTERNATIVE B — Wildlife, Habitat, & Public Use

(Preferred Alternative)

¢ Deer and Elk Management: Population control would
reduce potential for soil erosion due to overgrazing.

 Prairie Dog Expansion: May result in increased soil
erosion. These impacts may be offset by the increased

nutrient cycling and soil stability provided by prairie dog

colonies. Effects could be Refuge-wide.

¢ Road Restoration and Revegetation: Removal and

Prairie Dog Expansion: Same effects as A, up to 750
acres.

Mixed Prairie Grassland Management: Restoration of
hay meadow and other disturbed areas would result in
short-term soil disturbance and long-term benefits.

Resources

Geology A L * Road Restoration and Revegetation: Road removal
revegetation of roads and stream crossings would result would result in short-term soil disturbance and erosion.
and Soils in short-term soil disturbance and erosion. Long-term Long-term benefits of revegetation would offset the
benefits of revegetation would offset the short-term short-term effects.
effects. — 26 miles of road and 13 stream crossings restored
— 12 miles of road and 7 stream crossings restored
- Rock Creek Reserve only + Public Use and Maintenance Facilities: New trails and
facilities would result in localized soil disturbance and
erosion during construction, and long-term impacts from
use.
— Soil loss on 1.1 acres from facilities
— Soil disturbance from 1.7 miles of newly constructed trail
* Weed Management: Localized, short-term
erosion may occur following prescribed fire or grazing.
* Preble’s Habitat Management: Protection and
maintenance of riparian habitat and vegetated buffer
would benefit water resources.
* Road Restoration and Revegetation: Road removal in * Road Restoration and Revegetation: Road removal
Rock Creek Reserve may result in short-term impacts Refuge-wide may result in short-term impacts due to
due to sedimentation, and long-term benefits due to sedimentation, and long-term benefits due to improved
improved bank vegetation, stream channel, ete. Outside bank vegetation, stream channel, etc.
of Rock Creek Reserve, lack of restoration may result in
long-term sedimentation from existing roads.
* Public Use: Trail use and off-trail use near streams
may result in bank destabilization and erosion. Facility
Water construction may result in short-term impacts due to

erosion and sedimentation.




ALTERNATIVE C — Ecological Restoration

ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Y

¢ Prairie Dog Expansion: Same effects as A, up to 500
acres.

Y

* Road Restoration and Revegetation: Same as B, except:
— 26 miles of road and 13 stream crossings restored

 Public Use and Maintenance Facilities: Same as B,
except:
— Soil loss on 0.2 acres from facilities
— No newly constructed trails

Prairie dog expansion: Same effects as A, up to 1,000
acres.

* Road Restoration and Revegetation: Same as A, except:
— 24 miles of road and 6 stream crossings restored

¢ Public Use and Maintenance Facilities: Same as B,
except:
— Soil loss on 1.7 acres from facilities
- Soil disturbance from 3.3 miles of newly constructed
trail

Y

* No grazing or prescribed fire.

Y

Y

* Lindsay Pond: Pond removal would result in a long-term
loss of aquatic habitat, water storage, and sediment
removal.

¢ Public Use: Same effects as B.




Table 21. Summary of Environmental Consequences (continued)

ALTERNATIVE A — No Action

ALTERNATIVE B — Wildlife, Habitat, & Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)

Vegetation
Communities

Deer and Elk Management: Population management by
CDOW and vegetation monitoring would benefit vegetation
by reducing impacts of overbrowsing/ overgrazing.
Benefits more uncertain by lack of a timeframe.

Prairie Dog Management: Exclusion of prairie dogs
from riparian and xeric tallgrass habitat in Rock Creek
Reserve would benefit these communities. Outside of
Rock Creek Reserve, prairie dogs could degrade plant
communities.

Preble’s Habitat Management: Maintenance and
protection of riparian and wetland habitat would benefit
these communities.

— Exclusion of ungulates would benefit riparian habitat

Xeric Tallgrass Conservation: Management planning
and regional conservation efforts would benefit xeric
tallgrass community. Benefits would be limited to Rock
Creek Reserve.

Road Restoration and Revegetation: Road removal
would benefit vegetation communities within the Rock
Creek Reserve by reducing fragmentation. Removal of
stream crossings would result in short-term impacts to
wetlands and riparian habitat. Would result in:

— 18 acres of additional habitat

— Average patch size of 58 acres

Weed Management: Weed management efforts in Rock
Creek Reserve would benefit vegetation communities.

— Chemical, biological, and mechanical control may
have short-term adverse impacts that would be offset
by long-term benefits. Benefits may be reduced by
lack of grazing as a management tool

— Outside of Rock Creek Reserve, benefits would be
greatly reduced

* Deer and Elk Management: Same benefits as A, except
benefits would be increased by the Service’s larger role
and the 5-year target population timeframe.

Prairie Dog Management: Prairie dogs may impact some
plant communities. Exclusion of prairie dogs

from riparian and xeric tallgrass habitat Refuge-wide
would benefit these communities.

Preble’s Habitat Management: Maintenance, protection,
and improvement of riparian and wetland habitat would
benefit those communities.
— Exclusion of ungulates would benefit riparian habitat
— Monitoring recreation impacts only may provide
insufficient information for effective riparian habitat
management

Xeric Tallgrass Conservation: Same as A, except
benefits would be Refuge-wide.

Mixed Grassland Prairie Management: Restoration of
hay meadow and other areas would benefit grassland
communities.

Road Restoration and Revegetation: Road removal
would benefit vegetation communities Refuge-wide by
reducing fragmentation. Removal of stream crossings
may result in short-term impacts to wetlands and riparian
habitat, with long-term benefits. Would result in:

— 48 acres of additional habitat

— Average patch size of 93 acres

Weed Management: Same as A, except benefits and
impacts would be Refuge-wide.
— Benefits may be increased because of Refuge-wide use
of rescribed fire and grazing

Public Use Facilities: New trails and facilities would
directly impact vegetation, and indirectly impact adjacent
vegetation. Includes:

— 4.8 acres of impacts to vegetation

Off-trail Use: Minor impacts to vegetation due to
trampling, social trails, and weed dispersal.

Public Use Monitoring: Monitoring impacts of public use
on riparian habitat would provide long-term benefit.

Regional Coordination: Coordination with adjacent
landowners would benefit vegetation through better
management.

Research: Habitat-related research would benefit
vegetation and habitat management.




ALTERNATIVE C — Ecological Restoration

ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Y

L

 Preble’s Habitat Management: Same as B, except:
— Vegetation surveys would benefit riparian habitats

>

¢ Prairie Dog Relocation: Accepting unwanted prairie
dogs from other jurisdictions may impact grassland
communities.

* Preble’s Habitat Management: Same as B.

Y

Y

* Road Restoration and Revegetation: Same as B, with a
larger reduction in fragmentation. Would result in:
— 46 acres of additional habitat
— Average patch size of 121 acres

Y

* Public Use Facilities: Same as B, except:
— 0.01 acre of impacts to vegetation

* Road Restoration and Revegetation: Same as B, except
no benefits from hay meadow restoration. Would result
in:

— 44 acres of additional habitat

— Average patch size of 90 acres

* Weed Management: Same as A, except benefits and
impacts would be Refuge-wide. Benefits may be reduced
due to a lack of grazing and prescribed fire as
management tools.

* Public Use Facilities: Same as B, except:
— 7.9 acres of impacts to vegetation

* Off-trail Use: Same as B.

* Public Use Monitoring: Same as B.

Y

Y




Table 21. Summary of Environmental Consequences (continued)

ALTERNATIVE A — No Action

ALTERNATIVE B — Wildlife, Habitat, & Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)

Wildlife

* Native Fish Reintroduction: Would provide long-term
benefits to fish populations and survival rates.

* Sharp-tailed Grouse Reintroduction: Lack of
management plan may result in conflicting management
priorities and adverse impacts on introduced grouse.

* Deer and Elk Management: Passive approach to
population management by CDOW with no set
timeframe; may impact ungulates and other resources.

— Culling would impact individual animals due to
mortality, but would provide long-term population
benefits.

— Monitoring levels would be inadequate for effective
population management.

* Preble’s Habitat Management: Habitat protection would
benefit other riparian wildlife species.

* Prairie Dog Management: Colony expansion could result
in long-term impacts to vegetation structure and local
extirpation of some species over large areas of the
Refuge.

* Road Restoration and Revegetation: Road revegetation
would benefit various wildlife species in Rock Creek
Reserve.

» Vegetation and Wildlife Monitoring: May result in
short-term impacts (disturbance/displacement) to
individual animals.

* Xeric Tallgrass Management: Efforts in Rock Creek
Reserve may have short-term adverse impacts to wildlife
and long-term benefits due to habitat enhancement.

* Weed Management: Various management tools have the
potential to cause direct mortality or injury to individual
animals. Impacts would be offset by long-term benefits
of improved habitat.

* Regional Coordination: Coordination with other land
managers would improve wildlife and habitat
management.

L
>

¢ Sharp-tailed Grouse Reintroduction: Management
planning and weed management efforts would benefit
grouse reintroduction efforts.

Deer and Elk Management: Population targets would be
realized within 5 years, providing moderate benefits.
— Culling and hunting would impact animals due to
mortality or stress, would provide long-term benefits.
— Monitoring would be minimum necessary for effective
population management.

Preble’s Habitat Management: Same as A, plus:
Minor impacts to riparian wildlife species due to greater
Preble’s monitoring.

¢ Prairie Dog Management: Same as A except reduced
magnitude of change (750 acres).

* Road Restoration and Revegetation: Road revegetation
would benefit various wildlife species Refuge-wide.

Y

Xeric Tallgrass Management: Efforts Refuge-wide
may have greater short-term adverse impacts to wildlife
and long-term benefits due to habitat enhancement.

* Mixed Grassland Prairie Management: Restoration of
disturbed areas may impact some resident wildlife;
would result in long-term habitat benefits to wildlife.

¢ Public Use: Trail use throughout the Refuge may
adversely affect wildlife in the following ways:

— Creating a new disturbance that may disrupt wildlife
movement and fragment habitat areas.

— New trails may provide a conduit for predators and
weeds.

— Short-term stress and adjustment for mule deer;
followed by long-term benefits of increased deer
movement that may improve genetic diversity and
decrease habitat impacts.

* Regional Coordination: Same as A, except more
pronounced benefits due to better coordination.

Research: Short-term wildlife disturbance would be
offset by improved knowledge of wildlife management.

¢ Fence Removal: Removal of unnecessary interior stock
fencing would benefit wildlife species by facilitating open
movement through Refuge.




ALTERNATIVE C — E'cological Restoration

ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Native Fish Reintroduction: Same as A, except:
Removal of the Lindsay Ponds would result in major
adverse impacts to common shiner and redbelly dace
populations on the Refuge.

¢ Native Fish Reintroduction: Same as A.

Y

Deer and Elk Management: Same as B, except:
— No hunting.
— Monitoring would provide adequate information for
effective population management.
— Fawn monitoring may result in injury or death of
some fawns.

* Deer and Elk Management: Same as B, except:
— Monitoring levels would be inadequate for effective
population management.

Y

Prairie Dog Management: Same as A except reduced
magnitude of change (500 acres).

 Prairie Dog Management: Same as A except moderate
magnitude of change (1,000 acres).

Y

Vegetation monitoring: May result in short-term
impacts (disturbance/displacement) to individual animals.
More extensive monitoring may have greater impacts.

Y

Y

Y

Public Use: Impacts in Alternative C would be
negligible.

Lindsay Ranch: Removal of structures would eliminate
some habitat for barn owl, bats, and other species.

Y

* Public Use: Same as B, except:
— Additional impacts to raptor nesting habitat.
— General impacts to wildlife more pronounced.

Y

Y

Y




Table 21. Summary of Environmental Consequences (continued)

ALTERNATIVE A — No Action

ALTERNATIVE B — Wildlife, Habitat, & Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)

Threatened
and
Endangered
Species

* Grouse Reintroduction: Grouse habitat management
would provide additional eagle prey; may conflict with
prairie dog habitat management.

Deer and Elk Management: Delayed population
management may impact Preble’s through overbrowsing.

Prairie Dog Management: Unlimited colony expansion
acres could improve foraging for bald eagles, but could
impact Preble’s habitat.

Preble’s Habitat Management: Exclusion of grazing
from habitat may have moderate benefits to Preble’s.
Monitoring could lead to short-term disturbance. Habitat
management may benefit bald eagle foraging perches.

Road Restoration and Revegetation: Revegetation of
unused roads and stream crossings would benefit all
species.

Weed Management: Short-term habitat impacts from
management tools followed by long-term habitat
improvements.

* Deer and Elk Management: More aggressive population
management could benefit Preble’s by reducing
overbrowsing.

Prairie Dog Management: Same benefits and impacts as
A but reduced in magnitude (750 acres).

Y

Weed Management: Same as A, except impacts and
benefits would be more pronounced.

Public Use: Trail development and use in riparian areas
may impact Preble’s (mitigated by seasonal closures).
Facility development may impact prairie dogs and
associated foraging habitat for eagles.

Cultural and
Historic
Resources

Lindsay Ranch: Stabilization efforts would benefit barn,
but continued degradation of the hours would impair its
interpretive value.

Y

Open Space,
Recreation,
and Trails

Wildlife Management: Species reintroductions and deer
and elk population management on the Refuge may result
in long-term benefits to wildlife populations and wildlife
viewing opportunities on adjacent open space lands.

Preble’s Habitat Management: Refuge could provide a
core reserve for Preble’s and other species that would
benefit populations on adjacent open space lands.

Vegetation Management: Efforts such as xeric tallgrass
management planning, and regional collaboration could
benefit adjacent open space areas by improving
knowledge and coordination.

Weed Management: Reduced diligence outside of Rock
Creek Reserve may impact adjacent open space areas by
potentially contributing to spread of weeds.

* Trail Facilities: Rocky Flats would continue to be a
barrier for regional trail connectivity.

Wildlife Management: Same as A, but benefits would be
more pronounced.

Weed Management: Weed reduction efforts on the
Refuge could benefit adjacent open space by reducing
spread of weeds and increasing management knowledge.

Recreation Opportunities: Recreation programs would
compliment but not duplicate opportunities on nearby
open space lands.

Trail Facilities: Trails and trailheads would benefit the
regional connectivity of trails, but would lack a direct
connection to Boulder trails.




ALTERNATIVE C — Ecological Restoration

ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

Y

¢ Prairie Dog Management: Same benefits and impacts as
A but reduced in magnitude (500 acres).

* Preble’s Habitat Management: Same as A, except
increased magnitude of disturbance due to monitoring.

Y

¢ Prairie Dog Management: Same benefits, impacts, and
similar magnitude as A (1,000 acres).

Y

Y

Y

¢ Public Use: Same as B, except:
— More extensive impacts from additional trail use.
— Potential impacts to bald eagle habitat due to trail use
adjacent to riparian areas.

 Lindsay Ranch: Removal of all structures would impact
historical and interpretive value of site.

¢ Lindsay Ranch: Stabilized barn would have greatest
benefits for site; house would be lost.

» Wildlife Management: Same as A, but benefits would be
greatest.

¢ Wildlife Management: Same as B.

Y

Y

Y

 Trail Facilities: Same impact as A.

Y

* Recreation Opportunities: Same as B, except more
pronounced.

¢ Trail Facilities: Same effects as B, but greater trail
connectivity.




Table 21. Summary of Environmental Consequences (continued)

ALTERNATIVE A — No Action ALTERNATIVE B — Wildlife, Habitat, & Public Use
(Preferred Alternative)
¢ Deer and Elk Management: May reduce visual impacts
of overgrazing/overbrowsing.
 Prairie Dog Management: Colonies would be a visual « Prairie Dog Management: Same effects as A, but less
impact to some, a benefit to others. Greatest effects in pronounced (750 acres).
Alternative A (unlimited).
¢ Prescribed Fire: Short-term visual impacts associated
with smoke and burned areas from prescribed fires.
 Grazing: May result in short-term visual impacts; though
Visual some may consider livestock to be a benefit for landscape
views.
Resources | , Road Removal and Revegetation: Revegetation would « Road Removal and Revegetation: Revegetation
benefit visual aesthetics within Rock Creek Reserve. would benefit visual aesthetics Re.fuge-wiie.

* Mixed Grassland Prairie Management: Revegetation
would likely cause short-term visual impacts followed by
long-term benefits.

* Public Use Facilities: May result in minor visual
impacts.

* Deer and Elk Management: Occasional gunshots « Deer and Elk Management: Same as A, except
associated with culling may be audible from within additional gunshots from public hunting.
. Refuge, but would not impact overall noise levels.
Noise  Excavation and Construction: Heavy equipment for
road restoration and facility development would result in
short-term noise impacts in nearby areas.
* Highway 93: Contribution of Refuge traffic to Highway * Highway 93: Contribution of Refuge traffic to Highway
93 would be much less than pre-Refuge conditions. 93 would be much less than pre-Refuge conditions.
Would not warrant a traffic signal at access road Would not warrant a traffic signal, but existing
intersection. acceleration/ deceleration lanes would be beneficial.
Trans- » Highway 128: No impacts from trailhead location.
portation Potential trail crossing at McCaslin would require
pedestrian signals.

¢ Indiana Street: Potential pedestrian crossings should
include warning signs for safety. Recommended locations
are north of Walnut Creek, and south of Woman Creek.

* Dust and Emissions: Equipment usage would result
in short-term localized emissions and fugitive dust.
Air Quality . Prescr?bed Fire: Would result 1n s.h.ort-term increases
in particulates and decreased visibility nearby.
 Staffing: Staffing levels would have no impact on
regional employment, income or housing conditions.
e Community: Change from past use to Refuge would
. benefit community perceptions of Rocky Flats.
Socio - « Environmental Justice: No adverse effects on minority
economics or low-income populations, or Native Americans.




ALTERNATIVE C — Ecological Restoration ALTERNATIVE D — Public Use

L
>

* Prairie Dog Management: Same effects as A, but least « Prairie Dog Management: Same effects as A, with
impact (500 acres). moderate impact (1,000 acres).
* Public Use Facilities: Negligible visual impact * Public Use Facilities: Same as B.

from facilities.

* Deer and Elk Management: Same as A. * Deer and Elk Management: Same as B.

Y

e All Roads: Same as A. ¢ Highway 93: Same as B.

* Highway 128: Same as B.

¢ Indiana Street: Same effects as B from potential trail
crossings. Trailhead access may require left turn lanes.

Y

Y

Y

Y

Y
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U.S. FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Name Responsibilities Education Experience
Dean Rundle Refuge Manager B.S. Fisheries and Wildlife 29 years
M.S. Fisheries and Wildlife
Laurie Shannon Team Leader, RF CCP Plan B.S. Recreation Resources Mgmt. 27 years
Michael Spratt Chief of Refuge Planning B.S. Forestry 23 years
Region 6 M.S. Landscape Architecture
Mark Sattelberg Contaminants Biologist RF B.A. Chemistry and Biology 15 years
M.S. Biology
Andrew Todd Water Quality Specialist B.A. Biology 6 years
M.S. Civil Engineering/Water Res.
Amy Thornburg Refuge Operations Specialist B.S. Wildlife Biology 9 years
Sherry James Supervisory Park Ranger 14 years
Visitor Services, RMA
Bruce Hastings Supervisor, Wildlife/Habitat B.S. Chemistry and Psychology 18 years
RMA M.S. Wildlife Science
Ph.D. Ecology
Lorenz Sollmann Integrated Pest Management B.S. Wildlife Biology 9 years
Fire Management, RMA
Robin Romero Biocontrol of weeds, RF B.S. Animal Science 10 years
Planning Assistance M.S. Biology/Entomology
Beth Dickerson Planning Assistance M.S. Biology 4 years
Preble’s Consultation
SHAPINS ASSOCIATES, INC.
Name Responsibilities Education Experience
Ann Moss Project Manager, CCP B.A. Art and Art History 27 Years
Masters of Landscape Architecture
Mimi Mather Planner, CCP; Public Use B.A. Sociology 4 Years
Masters of Landscape Architecture
Brian Braa Planner, CCP; Public Use B.S. Accounting 4 Years

Masters of Landscape Architecture



REsoLVE

Name Responsibilities Education Experience
Mike Hughes Facilitation B.A. Political Science 20 Years
Masters of City Planning
Jody Erikson Facilitation B.A. Human Communication 4 Years
ERO Resources Core.
Name Responsibilities Education Experience
Richard Trenholme Project Manager, EIS B.S. Agronomy 25 years
Bill Mangle Project Planning and B.S. History/Political Science 6 years
Coordination M.S. Natural Resource Policy/Planning
Ron Beane Wildlife B.S. Biology 28 years
M.S. Wildlife Biology
Mark DeHaven Vegetation, Soils, and Geology B.A., Business 24 years
M.S., Natural Resources
Barbara Galloway Water Resources and B.A., Environmental Conservation 20 years
Aquatic Life and Biology
M.S., Water Resources
Michael Simler GIS B.S., Biology 5 years
Martha Clark Technical Editor B.A., English 18 years

ADDITIONAL CONTRIBUTORS

The following individuals also contributed to the development of the CCP/EIS by sharing their knowledge in
planning workshops or at other times during the planning process.

U.S. FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, REGION 6 REGIONAL OFFICE

Name

Rick Coleman
Ron Cole

Ron Shupe
Larry Gamble
Mark Ely

Sheri Fetherman
Melvie Uhland

Ken Kerr

Chief of Refuges

Former Region 6 Program Supervisor (CO, KS, NE)
Region 6 Program Supervisor (CO, KS, NE)

Chief, Environmental Contaminants

Planning, GIS and Mapping Coordinator

Chief, Education and Visitor Services Division
Education and Visitor Services, CO/KS/NE

Zone Fire Management Officer, CO/KS/NE



Harvey Wittmier Chief, Realty Division

David Redhorse External Affairs

U.S. FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, REGION 6 ECOLOGICAL SERVICES

Name

Lee Carlson Former CO Ecological Services Field Office
Supervisor

U.S. FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, COLORADO FISH AND WILDLIFE ASSISTANCE OFFICE

Name

Bruce Rosenlund Colorado Management Assistance Office

U.S. FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, PRIVATE LANDS

Name

Bill Noonan Private Lands Coordinator

U.S. FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, WASHINGTON OFFICE

Name

Liz Bellatoni Planning Coordinator

U.S. FisH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, RockY MOUNTAIN ARSENAL NWR STAFF

Name

Vic Elam Refuge Operations Specialist
Stephen Smith Civil Engineer

Tom Jackson Remedy Coordinator

Mindy Hetrick Wildlife Biologist

Eric Stone Wildlife Biologist

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, Rocky FLATS FIELD OFFICE

Name

Cliff Franklin Physical Scientist

John Rampe Physical Scientist



KAISER-HILL/LABAT-ANDERSON

Name

Jody Nelson Plant Ecologist

CoLorADO DivisioN oF WILDLIFE

Name

Mike Wedermyer District Wildlife Manager

Aaron Lindstrom Wildlife Biologist
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Chapter 6.

The public involvement process was an important
component of the CCP/EIS project. During the scoping
phase of the project, the Service sought input from the
public and interested organizations and agencies to help
direct the CCP/EIS process. Scoping helped identify
specific opportunities, issues, concerns and ideas related
to the management of the future Refuge.

The Service used various methods to solicit guidance
and feedback from interested citizens, organizations,
and government agencies. These methods included
public scoping meetings, public agency scoping
meetings, briefings and presentations, issue-specific
focus group workshops, as well as letters, email and
telephone calls.

6.1. PROJECT SCOPING

The scoping process began with informal public
agency consultations in February 2002. On July 23,
2002, Service staff met with the Rocky Flats
Coalition of Local Governments (RFCLOG). The
RFCLOG is a coalition of seven local governments
(Boulder County, Jefferson County, City and
County of Broomfield, and the cities of Arvada,
Boulder, Westminster, and Superior).

Beginning in early 2002, Service staff met with
representatives from communities, agencies, and
businesses that may have an interest in the Rocky
Flats CCP/EIS process. The Service also met with
state representatives, including the offices of the
Governor, the Attorney General and the CDPHE to
help develop the public process. The purpose of these
meetings was to brief the stakeholders on the planning
process, and solicit their comments and concerns for
the scoping process.

Between February 6 and April 12, 2002, Dean

Rundle and Laurie Shannon with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service met individually with each member of
the RFCLOG. All the local governments had questions
about developing the Memorandum of Understanding
between DOE and the Service in addition to the
planning process. Copies of the Service’s policy on
Planning and Compatibility were distributed.

Service staff also met with representatives of the
cities of Golden, Thornton, Northglenn, Louisville

and Lafayette.

The formal scoping period for the general public began
on August 23, 2002, with the publication of a Notice of
Intent in the Federal Register. The Notice of Intent
notified the public of the Service’s intent to begin the
CCP/EIS process, set the dates for public scoping
meetings, and solicited public comments. The scoping
period ended on October 31, 2002.

PuBLic ScorpING MEETINGS

Public scoping meetings were held in September 2002
in Broomfield, Arvada, Westminster, and Boulder.
Several weeks before the public scoping meetings,
Planning Update #1, an announcement of the scoping
meetings, was mailed to 889 individuals, businesses and
organizations. The mailing list consisted of individuals
and organizations that had previously expressed an
interest in Rocky Flats-related issues and were on the
Rocky Flats Citizen Advisory Board (RFCAB), the
DOE, or Kaiser-Hill (DOE contractor) mailing lists.

Planning Update #1 described the planning process,
the draft vision and goals for the Refuge, and the dates,
times and locations of the public scoping meetings.
Information contained in Planning Update #1 also was
announced at RFCLOG and RFCAB meetings. A
press release soliciting participation in the scoping
process was also sent to 23 local and national media
organizations. The Service placed advertisements in
seven newspapers to publicize the project and invite
the public to the scoping meetings. Flyers announcing
the public scoping meetings were posted in public
buildings in several communities surrounding the
Rocky Flats site.

ProJecT WEBSITE

The Rocky Flats NWR web site (http://rocky
flats.fws.gov/) was published for public access during
the week of July 21, 2002, and contained information
about the public scoping meetings, as well as
downloadable versions of all of the available public
scoping documents.

PuBLic AGENCY MEETING

On August 19, 2002, the Service hosted a meeting for
representatives from various state and federal agencies



interested in the future management of the Rocky
Flats site. The following agencies were represented:

= Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease
Registry

= City of Westminster
= Colorado Attorney General’s Office
= Colorado Department of Agriculture

= Colorado Department of Public Health and
Environment

= Colorado Department of Transportation

= Colorado Division of Minerals and Geology
= Colorado Division of Wildlife

= Colorado Geological Survey

= Colorado Historical Society

= Colorado State Parks

= Denver Regional Council of Governments

= Federal Aviation Administration

= Governor Owens’ Office

= Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments
= State Land Board

= Senator Allard’s Office

= U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

= U.S. Department of Energy

= U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

= U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

= Urban Drainage and Flood Control District

= Xcel Energy

Focus GRoups

Six focus group meetings were held on October 28, 29,
and 30, 2002. The purpose of the focus group meetings
was to convene a forum to better explore key issues, as
well as the potential management alternatives and
their potential implications. Participants were invited
because of their knowledge of a particular subject.
Focus groups were convened around the following
topics: Recreation; Environmental Education; Public

Perception/Public Information: Managing a NWR in
the Context of Remediation and Contamination; Trails;
Vegetation Management; and Wildlife Management.

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES

Representatives from the Arapaho Tribe, Cheyenne
and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma, Northern Cheyenne
Tribe, the Ute Indian Tribe Business Council, Southern
Ute Tribe, and the Ute Mountain Ute Tribe were
contacted by the Service to solicit their input for the
scoping process. The Service received responses from
the Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma and
will continue to work with them during the planning
process. The Service did not receive any scoping
comments from the Tribes.

6.2. RESULTS FROM SCOPING

During the course of the public scoping process, the
planning team received 1,881 comments from the public
or other stakeholders. Every comment was considered
and grouped by topic area (Table 22). The objective of
the scoping process is to gather the full range of
comments, questions and concerns that the public has
about the future Rocky Flats NWR.

Major topics included public use, cultural resources,
real estate, infrastructure, vegetation management,
and wildlife management. Other topics that have
attracted comments include Refuge operations, cleanup
level and remediation issues, and comments on the
planning process.

Table 22. Percentage of Scoping Comments by Topic

Topic Area Percentage of
Comments
Public Use 31
Vi : 13
‘egetation
wildlife 2
| 11
nfrastructure
Contaminationt 10
Propertyt 8
Cultural Resources 6
Refuge Operations 6
Planning Process 3

T Issues related to contamination and site cleanup are outside the
scope of this CCP/EIS, as explained in Section 1.8.

T Issues related to property include mineral rights, potential land
acquisitions, and the transportation corridor right of way, all of
which are discussed in Section 2.9.



Written submissions came in the form of letters, email,
guestionnaires, and notes from telephone calls.
Questionnaires were distributed at the public scoping
meetings and could also be downloaded from the
project website. Sixty-two written submissions were
received. All written submissions were carefully read
and evaluated to determine the specific issues or
concerns that were being addressed.

6.3. ALTERNATIVE WORKSHOPS

After the significant issues were identified during the
scoping period, the Service developed alternatives for
the management of the Refuge. In May 2003, the
Service held workshops in Broomfield, Arvada,
Westminster, and Boulder to present four preliminary
management alternatives. The alternatives ranged
from providing little or no public access to extensive
public access and facility development. At each
workshop, the participants were encouraged to provide
comments on the alternatives, and were specifically
asked what they liked or disliked about them.

ISSUES TO RECONSIDER

The public expressed differing opinions on several
issues. The following were the predominant concerns:

Proposed Action: Re-examine Alternative B and
determine if it should remain as is or be modified in
some specific way.

Equestrian Use: Evaluate whether equestrian use is
consistent with the goals of Alternative B, and if it is
compatible with the Refuge purposes.

Trail Design: Consider modifying trail configurations
in Alternatives B and D to improve connectivity and
enhance visitor experience while minimizing potential
impacts on sensitive natural resources.

Restoration: Consider phasing options that would
accelerate habitat conservation and delay public use
facility and programming development until
restoration efforts are underway.

PuBLIC PREFERENCES

Comments on the alternatives were highly varied as to
people’s desires, with some wanting no public access to
Rocky Flats and some wanting extensive public use.
More people supported Alternative B, either as it is or
with some modifications. A majority of the comments
were related to public use opportunities (42 percent)
and habitat and wildlife management (30 percent).
These percentages reflect what was heard through the
comment period, which ended in June 2003.

After the workshops were completed, the Service re-
evaluated all the issues and revised some portions of
the alternatives prior to the development of the
CCPI/EIS.

6.4. COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS

The Draft CCP/EIS was available for public review
from February 19, 2004 to April 25, 2004. In March
2004, the Service held four public hearings on the draft
in Westminster, Boulder, Arvada, and Broomfield. In
addition to the public hearing testimony, comments
were also received in the form of letters, emails, form
letters, and petitions. During the Draft CCP/EIS
comment period, the Service received over 5,000
comments from 251 individuals, 34 agencies/
organizations, and 933 form letters. From those who
specifically stated a preference for a particular
alternative, 21 percent supported Alternative A, 63
percent supported Alternative B, 15 percent for
Alternative C, and 1 percent for Alternative D.

The most significant issue raised was about public
access and whether there should be any public access
due to past contamination history and the current level
of cleanup on the site and how the DOE retained area
would be demarcated. Other significant issues included
public hunting, prescribed fire and grazing, prairie dog
management, water rights, Lindsay Ranch, cumulative
impacts of adjacent mining, and nearby transportation
improvements. All substantive issues raised in the
comments were addressed in the Final CCP/EIS.

All of the comments received on the Draft CCP/EIS, as
well as responses to substantive comments, are
included or summarized in Appendix H-Comments
and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (under a separate cover). Public comments
will be available for review at the Front Range
Community College Library, Rocky Flats Reading
Room or at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National
Wildlife Refuge Visitor Center on weekends.
Responses to comments are included as a companion
document with the Final CCP/EIS.

CHANGES FROM THE DRrRAFT CCP/EIS

As a result of public comments and concerns about the
Draft CCP/EIS, numerous changes were made to the
Final CCP/EIS. The most significant changes include
the following:

« Trails: New trail configurations for
Alternatives B and D (See Figures 7, 9, 25,
and 27)



e Hunting Weaponry: Muzzleloading rifles
were eliminated from the list of weapons to
be allowed for the hunting program.

= Contamination: Expanded discussion of
contamination, cleanup, and the DOE
retained lands (See Sections 1.8, 3.2, and 4.2,
and Appendix E)

= Transportation Improvements: Revised
discussion about the transportation corridor
and nearby transportation improvements
(See Sections 2.10 and 4.16)



6.5. DRAFT CCP/EIS RECIPIENTS

FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES

Name

Glen Tucker

Scott Fredericksen
Steve Balzek

Tim Carey

John Rampe

Frazier Lockart

Amy Bergstedt
Robert Roberts

John Brejcha

Eric Lane

Ron Cattany

Steve Gunderson
Howard Roitman
Steve Tarlton

Brad Beckham

Tim Harris

Eric O'Dell

Mike Wedermyer
Scott Hoover

Ken Knox

Charlie Unseld

Dan Corson

Vicki Cowart

Greg Squire

Bob Finch

Roxanne Brickell-Reardon
Dan McAuliffe

John Sovell

Dr. George Beck

Len Ackland

Dr. Tim Seastadt

Bill Broderick

Scott Tucker
Honorable Paul Danish
Jane Uitti

Rich Koopman

Scott Robson

Mike Bartleson
Shirley Garcia
Councilor Hank Stoval
Councilor Tom Bruner
Honorable Ken Fellman
Gordon Reusink
Councilor Lorraine Anderson
Clark Johnson
Andrea O'Neill

Shawn McGrath

Mike Weil

Agency Toxic Substance and Disease Register
Federal Aviation Administration

National Renewable Energy Laboratory
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Department of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Colorado Board of Land Commissioners
Colorado Department of Agriculture
Colorado Division of Minerals and Geology
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment
Colorado Department of Transportation
Colorado Department of Transportation
Colorado Division of Wildlife

Colorado Division of Wildlife

Colorado Division of Wildlife

Colorado Division of Water Resources
Colorado Department of Local Affairs
Colorado Office of Historic Preservation
Colorado Office of Minerals and Geology
Colorado Office of Minerals and Geology
Colorado State Parks

Colorado State Parks

Colorado Water Conservation Board
Colorado State University

Colorado State University

University of Colorado

University of Colorado

Denver Regional Council of Governments
Urban Drainage and Flood Control District
Boulder County

Boulder County

Boulder County Parks and Open Space
Boulder County Transportation

City and County of Broomfield

City and County of Broomfield

City and County of Broomfield

City and County of Broomfield

City of Arvada

City of Arvada

City of Arvada

City of Arvada

City of Arvada Park Advisory Committee
City of Boulder

City of Boulder



Jim Crain

Matt Jones

Kristin Pritz

Councilor Bob Nelson
Mike Bestor

Gary Klaphake

Bill Simmons

Philip Nelson

Jack Ethredge

Ron Hellbusch

Albert Nelson

Lynn Wodell

Councilor Sam Dixon
Honorable Michelle Lawrence
Nannette Neelan

Ken Foelske

Frank Kunze

Trustee Karen Imbierowicz
Matt Magley

GOVERNMENT REPRESENTATIVES

City of Boulder Open Space
City of Boulder Open Space
City of Broomfield Open Space
City of Golden

City of Golden

City of Lafayette

City of Louisville

City of Northglenn

City of Thornton

City of Westminster

City of Westminster

City of Westminster

City of Westminster
Jefferson County

Jefferson County

Jefferson County Open Space
Jefferson County Open Space
Town of Superior

Town of Superior

Name

Dan Miller
Felicity Hannay
Doug Young
Terry Van Keuren
John Swartout
Brandy Belta
Jeanette Alberg
Kim Cadena

ORGANIZATIONS

Office of Attorney General Ken Salazar
Office of Attorney General Ken Salazar
Office of Congressman Mark Udall
Office of Congressman Tom Tancredo
Office of Governor Bill Owens

Office of Senator Ben Nighthorse Campbell

Office of Senator Wayne Allard
Office of Congressman Bob Beauprez

Name

Suzanne Webel

Jim McKee

Jyoti Wind

Steve Davies

Michael Menefee
Suzanne O'Neil

David Buckner

Paula Elofson-Gardine
David and Doris DePenning
Roman Kohler

Gary Spring

David Shelton

Bob Meulengracht
Steve Torbit

BATCO - Boulder Area Trails Coalition

Boulder County Nature Assn.; Colorado Wildlife Federation
Citizens Concerned About Nuclear Waste Impacts

Cold War Museum

Colorado Natural Heritage Program
Colorado Wildlife Federation

Esco Associates

Environmental Information Network
Friends of the Foothills
Homesteaders

International Mountain Biking Association

Kaiser-Hill
Mule Deer Foundation
National Wildlife Federation



Paul Kilburn
Jim Stone

David Abelson
Kimberly Chelboun
Tom Gallegos
Victor Holm
Jerry Henderson
William Cossack
Ken Korkia

Jim Kinsinger
Patricia Rice
Erin Hamby
Tom Marshall
LeRoy Moore
Hildegard Hix
Joan Seeman
Justin Spring
Len Carpenter
Steve Smith

NATIVE AMERICAN TRIBES

North Jeffco Area Group

Rocky Flats Cleanup Commission

Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments
Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments
Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board

Rocky Flats Citizens Advisory Board

Rocky Mountain Peace & Justice Center
Rocky Mountain Peace & Justice Center
Rocky Mountain Peace & Justice Center
Sierra Club

Sierra Club

Trust for Public Land

Wildlife Management Institute

Xcel Energy

Name

Anthony Addison, Chairman

Arapaho Business Committee

Virgil Franklin, Sr., NAGPRA Contact Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma

James Pedro
Geri Small, President

Cheyenne and Arapaho Tribes of Oklahoma
Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council

Nelson Tallbull Sr., NAGPRA Contact Northern Cheyenne Tribal Council

Leonard Burch, Chairman

Southern Ute Tribe

0. Roland McCook Sr., NAGPRA Contact  Ute Indian Tribe

Floyd Wopsock, Chairman

Judy Knight-Frank, Chairperson

Terry Knight, NAGPRA

Ute Indian Tribe Business Committee
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe

INDIVIDUALS
Name Name
Bini Abbott Ann Lockhart

Jacques and Carolyn Adam
Donald and Pamela Anderson
Hildy Armour

Amy Bowman

John Boylan

Judy Capra

Judy Childers

Kirk Cunningham

Alex Deya-Santiago

Becky Eades

Janice Echardt

Judy Enderle

Anne Fenerty

Doug Magee

Julie Maheu

Brenda Marriott
Michael Mauro

Charlie McKay

Nancy McNally
Caecilia McNeill

Dan and Barb Michaels
Chris Morrison

Renee Nelson

Werner and Nancy Newpert
Harvey Nichols

Shelly Reed



Linda Georges
John Giezertunner
Francesca Giongo
Deb Griew

Doug Grinbergs
Al Gunter

Erin Hamby
Jeanniene Haynes
Tom Hoffman
Karen Hollweg
Bob Kropfli

PusLic LIBRARIES

Joel Selbin

Barbara Taylor

Bryan Taylor

Janet Torma

Eric Vogelsberg

Henry Von Struve

D. Waddington

Lisa and Rick Woodward
Sharon Zuelsdor

Name

Arvada Public Library
Boulder Public Library
Westminster Public Library
Golden Public Library
Daniels Public Library

Louisville Public Library

Thornton Public Library

Mamie Doud Eisenhower Public Library, Broomfield
Front Range Community College
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accessibility: the state or quality of being easily
approached or entered, particularly as it relates to the
Americans With Disabilities Act.

accessible facilities: structures accessible for most
people with disabilities without assistance; ADA-
accessible (e.g., parking lots, trails, pathways, ramps).

adaptive management: the rigorous application of
management, research, and monitoring to gain
information and experience necessary to assess and
modify management activities. A process that uses
feedback from refuge research and monitoring and
evaluation of management actions to support or modify
objectives and strategies at all planning levels.

alternative: a reasonable way to fix an identified
problem or satisfy a stated need (40 CFR 1500.2 [cf.
"management alternative"]).

alluvium: soils that have been formed by the
deposition of water borne materials.

appropriate use: a proposed or existing use of a
national wildlife refuge that (1) supports the Refuge
System Mission, the major purposes, goals or
objectives of the refuge; (2) is necessary for the safe
and effective conduct of a priority general public use on
the refuge; (3) is otherwise determined under Service
Manual Chapter 605 FW1 (draft), by the Refuge
Manager and Refuge Supervisor to be appropriate.

aquifer: a formation, group of formations, or part of a
formation that contains sufficient saturated, permeable
material to yield significant quantities of water to wells
and springs.

aquitard: a layer of rock having low permeability that
stores groundwater but delays its flow.

biodiversity: the variety of life in all its forms.

breeding habitat: habitat used by migratory birds or
other animals during the breeding season.

buffer zones: land bordering and protecting critical
habitats; areas created or sustained to lessen the
negative effects of land development on animals, plants,
and their habitats.

candidate species: species for which the Service has
sufficient information on file about their biological
vulnerability and threats to propose their listing under
the Endangered Species Act.

CERCLA: The Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (commonly
known as Superfund), which created a tax on the
chemical and petroleum industries to, among other
purposes, establish a trust fund to provide for long-

term cleanup of contaminated sites.

Chronic Wasting Disease: a contagious fatal
neurological disease among deer and elk that produces
small lesions in brains of infected animals. Itis
characterized by loss of body condition, behavioral
abnormalities and death.

community: the locality in which a group of people
resides and shares the same government.

vegetation community type: a particular assemblage
of plants and animals, named for its dominant
characteristic.

compatible use: “a wildlife-dependent recreational use
or any other use of a refuge that, in the sound
professional judgment of the Director, will not
materially interfere with or detract from the fulfillment
of the mission of the System or the purposes of the
refuge" (National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997 [Public Law 105-57; 111 Stat.
1253)).

compatibility determination: a required determination
for wildlife-dependent recreational uses or any other
public uses of a refuge before a use is allowed.

Comprehensive Conservation Plan: a document
mandated by the National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997 that describes desired future
conditions for a refuge unit, and provides long-range
guidance for the unit leader to accomplish the mission
of the System and the purpose(s) of the unit (PL. 105-
57,FWS Manual 602 FW 1.4).

concern: cf. "issue.”

conservation: managing natural resources to prevent
loss or waste (N.b. Management actions may include
preservation, restoration, and enhancement).

conservation agreements: voluntary written
agreements among two or more parties for the purpose
of ensuring the survival and welfare of unlisted species
of fish and wildlife or their habitats or to achieve other
specified conservation goals.

conservation easement: a legal agreement between a
landowner and a land trust (a private, nonprofit
conservation organization) or government agency that
permanently limits uses of a property to protect its
conservation values.

cooperative agreement: the legal instrument used
when the principal purpose of a transaction is the
transfer of money, property, services, or anything of
value to a recipient in order to accomplish a public
purpose authorized by Federal statute, and substantial



involvement between the Service and the recipient is
anticipated (cf. "grant agreement”).

cultural resource: a general term applied to buildings,
structures, landscape features, places, or other
identifiable artifacts of scientific, aesthetic, educational,
spiritual, archaeological, architectural, or historic
significance. Can also be more narrowly defined to
refer to a prehistoric or historic district, site, building,
structure or object listed in or eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places.

designated wilderness area: an area designated by
Congress as part of the National Wilderness
Preservation System (FWS Manual 610 FW 1.5
[draft]).

disturbed area: an area where natural processes have
been degraded or destroyed due to human impacts
(e.g., mining, cultivation, development).

easement: an agreement by which landowners give up
or sell one of the rights on their property (e.g., ditch
owners may have an easement to maintain the
waterway [cf. "conservation easement'T).

ecosystem: a natural community of organisms
interacting with its physical environment, regarded as
a unit.

endangered species: a Federal- or State-listed
protected species that is in danger of extinction
throughout all or a significant portion of its range.

environmental education: education aimed at
producing a citizenry that is knowledgeable about the
biophysical environment and its associated problems,
aware of how to help solve these problems, and
motivated to work toward their solution" (Stapp et al.
1969).

Environmental Impact Statement: (EIS) a detailed,
written analysis of the environmental impacts of a
proposed action, adverse effects of the project that
cannot be avoided, alternative courses of action, short-
term uses of the environment versus the maintenance
and enhancement of long-term productivity, and any
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources
(cf. 40 CFR 1508.11).

erosion: the detachment and movement of soil from the
land by wind, water, or gravity.

extirpated: no longer occurring in a given geographic
area.

Federal land: public land owned by the Federal
Government, including national forests, national parks,
and national wildlife refuges.

Federally listed species: a species listed either as
endangered, threatened, or a species at risk (formerly,
a "candidate species") under the Endangered Species
Act of 1973, as amended.

geographic information system: (GIS) a computerized
system to compile, store, analyze and display
geographically referenced information (e.g., GIS can
overlay multiple sets of information on the distribution
of a variety of biological and physical features).

global positioning system: (GPS) a satellite-based
navigation and positioning system that can be used to
locate and store specific points on the earth. GPS
technology can be used to create accurate maps of
refuge resources or management issues (such as weed
patches) that can be easily loaded onto a GIS for
analysis.

habitat fragmentation: the breaking up of a specific
habitat into smaller, unconnected areas (N.b. A habitat
area that is too small may not provide enough space to
maintain a breeding population of the species in
guestion).

habitat conservation: protecting an animal or plant
habitat to ensure that the use of that habitat by the
animal or plant is not altered or reduced.

habitat: the place where a particular type of plant or
animal lives.

hay meadow: reference to a 300-acre portion of Rocky
Flats that was once cultivated for agriculture and is
now comprised primarily of non-native smooth brome
and crested wheatgrass. In its current condition, the
hay meadow provides marginal wildlife habitat, though
it does not adversely affect other Refuge resources.

informal monitoring: (see monitoring) the on-going
observation of resource conditions and needs by
Service staff that does not follow a pre-determined
schedule or observation method.

Integrated Pest Management: (IPM) sustainable
approach to managing pests by combining biological,
cultural, physical, and chemical tools in a way that
minimizes economic, health, and environmental risks.

interpretive facilities: structures that provide
information about an event, place, or thing by a variety
of means, including printed, audiovisual, or multimedia
materials (e.g., kiosks that offer printed materials and
audiovisuals, signs, and trail heads).

forbs: flowering plants (excluding grasses, sedges, and
rushes) that do not have a woody stem and die back to
the ground at the end of the growing season.



interpretive materials: any tool used to provide or
clarify information, explain events or things, or
increase awareness and understanding of the events or
things (e.g., printed materials like brochures, maps or
curriculum materials; audio/visual materials like video
and audio tapes, films, or slides; and, interactive
multimedia materials, CD-ROM or other computer
technology).

issue: any unsettled matter that requires a
management decision (e.g., a Service initiative, an
opportunity, a management problem, a threat to the
resources of the unit, a conflict in uses, a public
concern, or the presence of an undesirable resource
condition).

local agencies: generally, municipal governments,
regional planning commissions, or conservation groups.

long-term protection: mechanisms like fee title
acquisition, conservation easements, or binding
agreements with landowners that ensure land use and
land management practices will remain compatible
with maintaining species populations over the long
term.

managed grazing: the use of livestock such as cattle or
goats for purposes other than livestock production
(including weed management and vegetative
succession). Often requires fencing and moving
animals in an organized fashion to achieve resource
management objectives.

management alternative: a set of objectives and the
strategies needed to accomplish each objective [FWS
Manual 602 FW 1.4].

management concern: cf. "issue"; "migratory nongame
birds of management concern."

management opportunity: cf. “issue."

management plan: a plan that guides future land
management practices on a tract.

management strategy: a general approach to meeting
unit objectives (N.b. A strategy may be broad, or it
may be detailed enough to guide implementation
through specific actions, tasks, and projects [FWS
Manual 602 FW 1.4]).

mission statement: a succinct statement of the purpose
for which the unit was established; its reason for being.

mitigation: actions taken to compensate for the
negative effects of a particular project (e.g., wetland
mitigation usually restores or enhances a previously
damaged wetland or creates a new wetland).

mixed grassland prairie: a combination of several
grassland communities, including mesic mixed
grassland, short grassland, xeric needle and thread
grassland, and reclaimed mixed grassland, that are
composed of similar types of native and non-native
grasses and have common management requirements.

monitoring: the collection of scientific information to
determine the effects of resource management actions
and to identify changing resource conditions or needs.

multi-use trails: trails designated for a variety of uses
including hiking, biking and, in some cases, equestrian
use.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969: (NEPA)
requires all Federal agencies to examine the
environmental impacts of their actions, incorporate
environmental information, and use public participation
in planning and implementing environmental actions.
(Federal agencies must integrate NEPA with other
planning requirements, and prepare appropriate
NEPA documents to facilitate better environmental
decision-making [cf. 40 CFR 1500].)

National Register of Historic Places: Authorized
under the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
the National Register is the nation's official list of
cultural resources worthy of preservation. National
Register properties are distinguished by having been
documented and evaluated according to uniform
standards.

National Wildlife Refuge Complex: (Complex) an
internal Service administrative linking of refuge units
closely related by their purposes, goals, ecosystem, or
geopolitical boundaries. In this case, referring to the
Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge
(NWR), Two Ponds NWR, and Rocky Flats NWR as a
complex.

National Wildlife Refuge System: (System) all lands
and waters and interests therein administered by the
Service as wildlife refuges, wildlife ranges, wildlife
management areas, waterfowl production areas, and
other areas for the protection and conservation of fish
and wildlife, including those that are threatened with
extinction.

native species: a plant or animal that has grown in the
region since the last glaciation and occurred before
European settlement.

Notice of Intent: (NOI) an announcement published in
the Federal Register that states what the an agency
will prepare and review an environmental impact
statement [40 CFR 1508.22].



noxious weeds: non-native species that have been
introduced into an area and, because of their
aggressive growth and lack of natural predators,
displace native species.

objective: a concise statement of what the Service
wants to achieve, how much to achieve, when and
where to achieve it, and who is responsible for the
work. Objectives derive from goals and provide the
basis for determining strategies, monitoring refuge
accomplishments, and evaluating the success of
strategies. Objectives are made to be attainable, time-
specific, and measurable.

off-trail use: designated areas where visitors are
permitted to traverse across the landscape and are not
limited to the trail corridors.

outdoor classroom: an environmental education facility
that provides learning space and storage for
educational materials and props in the field.

overlook: A designated viewing area often furnished
with a bench and interpretive signage.

partnership: a contract or agreement among two or
more individuals, groups of individuals, organizations,
or agencies, in which each agrees to famish a part of
the capital or some service in kind (e.g., labor) for a
mutually beneficial enterprise.

patech: a relatively homogenous habitat area that is
not interrupted by disturbance corridors such as
roads, trails, or fences.

permitted mining use: an area in which an outside
party owns the rights to subsurface minerals and a
permit to mine those minerals. Mining could occur on
these areas.

picocurie: A unit of measurement for radioactivity,
equal to one trillionth of a curie (1x10-12). A curie is a
unit of radioactivity, based originally on the
radioactivity of 1 gram of pure radium, equal to 37
billion disintegrations per second.

Planning Updates: newsletters distributed, primarily
through mailing lists, in order to update the
interested public on the status of the CCP project.

pre-settlement condition: a conceptual goal for habitat
restoration based on ecological conditions that existed
prior to ranching and modern use and disturbance of
the site.

prescribed fire: the application of fire to wildland
fuels, either by natural or intentional ignition, to
achieve identified land use objectives (FWS Manual
621 FW 1.7).

private land: land owned by a private individual or
group or non-government organization.

private landowner: cf. "private land."

private organization: any non-government
organization.

Proposed Action (or alternative): activities for which
an Environmental Impact Statement is being written;
the alternative containing the actions and strategies
recommended by the planning team. The proposed
action is, for all proactive purposes, the draft CCP for
the Refuge. (Referred to as the Preferred Alternative
in the Final CCP/EIS).

pedestrian trails: trails designated for hiking use only
and not opened to other modes of transportation such
as biking or equestrian uses.

protection: mechanisms like fee title acquisition,
conservation easements, or binding agreements with
landowners that ensure land use and land management
practices will remain compatible with maintaining
species populations at a site (cf. “long-term )

public: individuals, organizations, and non-government
groups; officials of Federal, State, and local
government agencies; Native American tribes, and
foreign nations includes anyone outside the core
planning team, those who may or may not have
indicated an interest in the issues and those who do or
do not realize that our decisions may affect them.

public involvement.: offering to interested individuals
and organizations that our actions or policies may
affect an opportunity to become informed,; soliciting
their opinion.

public involvement plan: long-term guidance for
involving the public in the comprehensive planning
process.

public land: land owned by the local, State, or Federal
Government.

rare species: species identified for special management
emphasis because of their uncommon occurrence.

rare community types: plant community types
classified as rare by any State program (as used in
CCPs, includes exemplary community types).

recommended wilderness: areas studied and found
suitable for wilderness designation by both the
Director (FWS) and Secretary (DOI), and
recommended by the President to Congress for
inclusion in the National Wilderness System (FWS
Manual 610 FW 1.5 [draft]).



Record of Decision: (ROD) a concise public record of a
decision by a Federal agency pursuant to NEPA. (N.b.
A ROD includes: the decision; all the alternatives
considered; the environmentally preferable alternative;
a summary of monitoring and enforcement, where
applicable, for any mitigation; and, whether all practical
means have been adopted to avoid or minimize
environmental harm from the alternative selected [or if
not, why not].)

refuge goals: "descriptive, open-ended, and often
broad statements of desired future conditions that
convey a purpose but do not define measurable units"
(Writing Refuge Management Goals and Objectives: A
Handbook).

refuge management economic activity: a management
activity on a national wildlife refuge that results in the
generation of a commaodity which is or can be sold as
income or revenue or can be traded for goods and
services. Examples include: farming, grazing, haying,
timber harvesting, and trapping.

Refuge Manager: the official directly in charge of a
national wildlife refuge or a wildlife refuge complex.

refuge purposes: “The purposes specified in or derived
from the law, proclamation, executive order, agreement,
public land order, donation document, or administrative
memorandum establishing, authorizing, or expanding a
refuge, refuge unit, or refuge subunit" (National
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997).

refuge lands: lands in which the Service holds full
interest in fee title or partial interest like an easement.

refuge use: a recreational use (including actions
associated with a recreational use or other general
public use), or refuge management economic activity.

Regional Chief: the official in charge of the National
Wildlife Refuge System within a Region of the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service.

relative cover: a measure of abundance for individual
plant species or group of species of interest in a
specified area, relative to the total cover all species.
Can be expressed as a percentage.

restoration: the artificial manipulation of habitat to
restore it to its former condition (e.g., restoration may
involve planting native grasses and forbs, removing
shrubs, prescribed burning, or re-establishing habitat
for native plants and animals on degraded grassland).

restored stream crossing: obstructions such as
culverts, roads and trails are removed or restructured
to allow stream flows to return to a more

natural condition.

revegetation: the process of establishing a

native plant community in an area that was formerly
disturbed. May involve removing existing non-native
vegetation, grading, soil preparation, seeding, and
supplemental irrigation.

RFCA Parties: the agencies that are signatories

to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement: U.S.
Department of Energy, Environmental Protection
Agency, and the Colorado Department of Public Health
and Environment.

riparian area: see riparian habitat.

riparian habitat: habitat along the banks of a stream
or river that is characterized by trees and shrubs
(such as cottonwood and willow) that grow in

moist conditions.

right of way: that land on which a public road may be
built within The Refuge boundary.

runoff: water from rain, melted snow, or agricultural or
landscape irrigation that flows over a land surface into
a water body (cf. "urban runoff").

scoping: the process used at the beginning of a
planning process to engage the public and other
agencies to determine the scope and significant issues
to be addressed in the plan and analyzed in the EIS.

seasonal closures: areas and/or trails closed for the
protection of wildlife based on their annual life cycles
and habitat needs. Closures are seasonal and are
determined by Refuge staff.

sedimentation: the introduction of eroded soil particles
to a water body which can result in increased turbidity
(cloudiness) and affect aquatic plants and animals.

Service presence: Service programs and facilities that
it directs or shares with other organizations; public
awareness of the Service as a sole or cooperative
provider of programs and facilities.

site improvement: any activity that changes the
condition of an existing site to better interpret events,
places, or things related to a refuge (e.g., improving
safety and access, replacing non-native with native
plants, refurbishing footbridges and trail ways, and
renovating or expanding exhibits).

Refuge mailing list: A list containing names and
addresses of people with an interest in the Refuge. As
part of the planning process, the list was continually
updated to include conservation agencies, recreation
interests, Congressionals, workbook respondents, open
house/focus group attendees, etc.



social trail: unplanned trails that develop informally
through repeated use. Are commonly formed between
planned trails and points of interest.

soil productivity: The overall productive status of a soil
arising from all aspects of its quality, such as its
physical and structural condition as well as its chemical
content.

species of concern: species not federally listed as
threatened or endangered, but about which the Service
or our partners are concerned.

stabilization: reinforcing a building (e.g., Lindsay
Barn) to avoid further deterioration of its
structural integrity.

State agencies: generally, natural resource agencies of
State governments.

State land: State-owned public land.

State-listed species: cf. Wildlife species that are listed
as threatened or endangered within the State of
Colorado by the Colorado Division of Wildlife.

step-down management plan: a plan for dealing with
specific refuge management subjects, strategies, and
schedules, e.g., hunting, vegetation and fire (FWS
Manual 602 FW 1.4).

target population: the preferred number of animals
(deer or elk) that live on the Refuge, as determined
by Service and CDOW staff based on fluctuating
habitat conditions.

threatened species: a Federally listed, protected
species that is likely to become an endangered species
in all or a significant portion of its range.

urban runoff: water from rain, melted snow, or
landscape irrigation flowing from city streets and
domestic or commercial properties that may carry
pollutants into a sewer system or water body:.

vision statement: a concise statement of what the unit
could achieve in the next 10 to 15 years.

visitor center: a permanently staffed building offering
exhibits and interpretive information to the visiting
public. Some visitor centers are co-located with refuge
offices, others include additional facilities such as
classrooms or wildlife viewing areas.

visitor contact station: compared to a visitor center, a
contact station is a smaller facility that may not be
permanently staffed.

viewing blind: a structure that provides shelter
and a suitable vantage for wildlife observation
and photography.

warm-season grass: native prairie grass that grows
the most during summer, when cool-season grasses are
dormant.

trail connections: trailheads along the refuge boundary
that provide a link to outlying trail systems.

watchable wildlife: wildlife that are visible and
enjoyed by Refuge visitors. A watchable wildlife
program is one that helps maintain viable populations
of all native fish and wildlife species by building an
active, well-informed constituency for conservation.
Watchable wildlife programs are tools for meeting
wildlife conservation goals while at the same time
fulfilling public demand for wildlife-dependent
recreational activities (other than sport hunting, sport
fishing, or trapping).

water bar: a constructed trail structure that diverts
water off of the trail surface. May consist of a earthen
berm, rock, wood, or other materials.

watershed: the geographic area within which water
drains into a particular river, stream, or body of water;
land and the body of water into which the land drains.

wetlands: lands transitional between terrestrial and
aquatic systems where the water table is usually at or
near the surface or the land is covered by shallow
water" (Cowardin et al 1979).

wilderness: cf. "designated wilderness."

wildfire: a free-burning fire requiring a suppression
response; all fire other than prescribed fire that occurs
on wildlands (FWS Manual 621 FW 1.7).

wildland fire: every wildland fire is either a wildfire or
a prescribed fire (FWS Manual 621 FW 1.3).

wildlife management: manipulating wildlife
populations, either directly by regulating the numbers,
ages, and sex ratios harvested, or indirectly by
providing favorable habitat conditions and alleviating
limiting factors.

wildlife-dependent recreation: recreational
experiences in which wildlife is the focus. The terms
“wildlife-dependent recreation” and "wildlife-
dependent recreational use” mean a use of a refuge
involving hunting, fishing, wildlife observation and
photography, or environmental education and
interpretation (National Wildlife Refuge System
Improvement Act of 1997).
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defense plutonium or defense plutonium materials to the Savannah
River Site during the period beginning on February 1, 2002, and
ending on the date on which such plans are submitted to Congress.

(g) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this section may be
construed to prohibit or limit the Secretary from shipping defense
plutonium or defense plutonium materials to sites other than the
Savannah River Site during the period referred to in subsection
(f) or any other period.

(h) ANNUAL REPORT ON FUNDING FOR FISSILE MATERIALS DIs-
POSITION ACTIVITIES.—The Secretary shall include with the budget
justification materials submitted to Congress in support of the
Department of Energy budget for each fiscal year (as submitted
with the budget of the President under section 1105(a) of title
31, United States Code) a report setting forth the extent to which
amounts requested for the Department for such fiscal year for
fissile materials disposition activities will enable the Department
to meet commitments for the disposition of surplus defense pluto-
nium and defense plutonium materials located at the Savannah
River Site, and for any other fissile materials disposition activities,
in such fiscal year.

SEC. 3156. MODIFICATION OF DATE OF REPORT OF PANEL TO ASSESS
THE RELIABILITY, SAFETY, AND SECURITY OF THE
UNITED STATES NUCLEAR STOCKPILE.

Section 3159(d) of the Strom Thurmond National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1999 (Public Law 105-261; 42
U.S.C. 2121 note) is amended by striking “of each year, beginning
with 1999,” and inserting “of 1999 and 2000, and not later than
February 1, 2002,”.

Subtitle F—Rocky Flats National Wildlife RrockyFlats

National Wildlife
Refuge Refuge Act of

2001.

16 USC 668dd

SEC. 3171. SHORT TITLE. note.
This subtitle may be cited as the “Rocky Flats National Wildlife
Refuge Act of 2001”.

SEC. 3172. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the following:

(1) The Federal Government, through the Atomic Energy
Commission, acquired the Rocky Flats site in 1951 and began
operations there in 1952. The site remains a Department of
Energy facility. Since 1992, the mission of the Rocky Flats
site has changed from the production of nuclear weapons compo-
nents to cleanup and closure in a manner that is safe, environ-
mentally and socially responsible, physically secure, and cost-
effective.

(2) The majority of the Rocky Flats site has generally
remained undisturbed since its acquisition by the Federal
Government.

(8) The State of Colorado is experiencing increasing growth
and development, especially in the metropolitan Denver Front
Range area in the vicinity of the Rocky Flats site. That growth
and development reduces the amount of open space and thereby
diminishes for many metropolitan Denver communities the
vistas of the striking Front Range mountain backdrop.
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(4) Some areas of the Rocky Flats site contain contamina-
tion and will require further response action. The national
interest requires that the ongoing cleanup and closure of the
entire site be completed safely, effectively, and without unneces-
sary delay and that the site thereafter be retained by the
United States and managed so as to preserve the value of
the site for open space and wildlife habitat.

(5) The Rocky Flats site provides habitat for many wildlife
species, including a number of threatened and endangered spe-
cies, and is marked by the presence of rare xeric tallgrass
prairie plant communities. Establishing the site as a unit of
the National Wildlife Refuge System will promote the preserva-
tion and enhancement of those resources for present and future
generations.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this subtitle are—

(1) to provide for the establishment of the Rocky Flats
site as a national wildlife refuge following cleanup and closure
of the site;

(2) to create a process for public input on the management
of the refuge referred to in paragraph (1) before transfer of
administrative jurisdiction to the Secretary of the Interior;
and

(3) to ensure that the Rocky Flats site is thoroughly and
completely cleaned up.

SEC. 3173. DEFINITIONS.

In this subtitle:

(1) CERCLA.—The term “CERCLA” means the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
of 1980 (42 U.S.C. 9601 et seq.).

(2) CLEANUP AND CLOSURE.—The term “cleanup and clo-
sure” means the response actions for covered substances carried
out at Rocky Flats, as required by any of the following:

(A) The RFCA.

(B) CERCLA.

(C) RCRA.

(D) The Colorado Hazardous Waste Act, 25-15-101
to 25—-15-327, Colorado Revised Statutes.

(3) COVERED SUBSTANCE.—The term “covered substance”
means any of the following:

(A) Any hazardous substance, as such term is defined
in paragraph (14) of section 101 of CERCLA (42 U.S.C.
9601).

(B) Any pollutant or contaminant, as such term is
defined in paragraph (33) of such section 101.

(C) Any petroleum, including crude oil or any fraction
thereof which is not otherwise specifically listed or des-
ignated as a hazardous substance under subparagraphs
(A) through (F) of paragraph (14) of such section 101.
(4) RCRA.—The term “RCRA” means the Solid Waste Dis-

posal Act (42 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.), popularly known as the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.

(5) REFUGE.—The term “refuge” means the Rocky Flats
National Wildlife Refuge established under section 3177.

(6) RESPONSE ACTION.—The term “response action” means
any of the following:
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(A) A response, as such term is defined in paragraph
(25) of section 101 of CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9601).

(B) A corrective action under RCRA or under the Colo-
rado Hazardous Waste Act, 25-15-101 to 25-15-327, Colo-
rado Revised Statutes.

(C) Any requirement for institutional controls imposed
by any of the laws referred to in subparagraph (A) or
(B).

(7) RFCA.—The term “RFCA” means the Rocky Flats
Cleanup Agreement, an intergovernmental agreement, dated
July 19, 1996, among—
(A) the Department of Energy;
(B) the Environmental Protection Agency; and
(C) the Department of Public Health and Environment
of the State of Colorado.

(8) ROCKY FLATS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in subparagraph

(B), the term “Rocky Flats” means the Rocky Flats Environ-

mental Technology Site, Colorado, a defense nuclear

facility, as depicted on the map titled “Rocky Flats Environ-
mental Technology Site”, dated October 22, 2001, and avail-
able for inspection in the appropriate offices of the United

States Fish and Wildlife Service.

(B) ExcrLusioNs.—The term “Rocky Flats” does not
include—

(i) the land and facilities of the Department of
Energy’s National Renewable Energy Laboratory,
including the acres retained by the Secretary under
section 3174(f); and

(i) any land and facilities not within the bound-
aries depicted on the map referred to in subparagraph
(A).

(9) SECRETARY.—The term “Secretary” means the Secretary
of Energy.

SEC. 3174. FUTURE OWNERSHIP AND MANAGEMENT.

(a) FEDERAL OWNERSHIP.—Except as expressly provided in this
subtitle, all right, title, and interest of the United States, held
on or acquired after the date of the enactment of this Act, to
land or interest therein, including minerals, within the boundaries
of Rocky Flats shall be retained by the United States.

(b) LINDSAY RANCH.—The structures that comprise the former
Lindsay Ranch homestead site in the Rock Creek Reserve area
of the buffer zone, as depicted on the map referred to in section
3173(8)(A), shall be permanently preserved and maintained in
accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C.
470 et seq.).

(c) PROHIBITION ON ANNEXATION.—Neither the Secretary nor
the Secretary of the Interior shall allow the annexation of land
within the refuge by any unit of local government.

(d) PROHIBITION ON THROUGH ROADS.—Except as provided in
subsection (e), no public road shall be constructed through Rocky
Flats.

(e) TRANSPORTATION RIGHT-OF-WAY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—
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(A) AVAILABILITY OF LAND.—On submission of an
application meeting each of the conditions specified in para-
graph (2), the Secretary, in consultation with the Secretary
of the Interior, shall make available land along the eastern
boundary of Rocky Flats for the sole purpose of transpor-
tation improvements along Indiana Street.

(B) BOUNDARIES.—Land made available under this
paragraph may not extend more than 300 feet from the
west edge of the Indiana Street right-of-way, as that right-
of-way exists as of the date of the enactment of this Act.

(C) EASEMENT OR SALE.—Land may be made available
under this paragraph by easement or sale to one or more
appropriate entities.

(D) COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE LAW.—Any action
under this paragraph shall be taken in compliance with
applicable law.

(2) CONDITIONS.—An application referred to in paragraph
(1) meets the conditions specified in this paragraph if the
application—

(A) is submitted by any county, city, or other political
subdivision of the State of Colorado; and

(B) includes documentation demonstrating that the
transportation improvements for which the land is to be
made available—

(1) are carried out so as to minimize adverse effects
on O_‘fhe management of Rocky Flats as a wildlife refuge;
an

(ii) are included in the regional transportation plan
of the metropolitan planning organization designated
for the Denver metropolitan area under section 5303
of title 49, United States Code.

(f) WIND TECHNOLOGY EXPANSION AREA.—The Secretary shall

retain, for the use of the National Renewable Energy Laboratory,
the approximately 25 acres identified on the map referred to in
section 3173(8)(A) as the “Wind Technology Expansion Area”.

SEC. 3175. TRANSFER OF MANAGEMENT RESPONSIBILITIES AND JUR-

ISDICTION OVER ROCKY FLATS.

(a) TRANSFER REQUIRED.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the other provisions of this
section, the Secretary shall transfer administrative jurisdiction
over the property that is to comprise the refuge to the Secretary
of the Interior.

(2) DATE OF TRANSFER.—The transfer shall be carried out
not earlier than the completion certification date, and not later
than 30 business days after that date.

(3) COMPLETION CERTIFICATION DATE.—For purposes of
paragraph (2), the completion certification date is the date
on which the Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency certifies to the Secretary and to the Secretary of the
Interior that cleanup and closure at Rocky Flats has been
completed, except for the operation and maintenance associated
with response actions, and that all response actions are oper-
ating properly and successfully.

(b) MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING.—

(1) REQUIRED ELEMENTS.—The transfer required by sub-

section (a) shall be carried out pursuant to a memorandum
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of understanding between the Secretary and the Secretary of

the Interior. The memorandum of understanding shall—

(A) provide for the division of responsibilities between
the Secretary and the Secretary of the Interior necessary
to carry out such transfer;

(B) address the impacts that any property rights
referred to in section 3179(a) may have on the management
of the refuge, and provide strategies for resolving or miti-
gating these impacts;

(C) identify the land the administrative jurisdiction
of \(zivhich is to be transferred to the Secretary of the Interior;
an

(D) specify the allocation of the Federal costs incurred
at the refuge after the date of such transfer for any site
investigations, response actions, and related activities for
covered substances.

(2) PUBLICATION OF DRAFT.—Not later than one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary and the
Secretary of the Interior shall publish in the Federal Register
a draft of the memorandum of understanding.

(3) FINALIZATION AND IMPLEMENTATION.—

(A) Not later than 18 months after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary and Secretary of the
Interior shall finalize and implement the memorandum
of understanding.

(B) In finalizing the memorandum of understanding,
the Secretary and Secretary of the Interior shall specifically
identify the land the administrative jurisdiction of which
is to be transferred to the Secretary of the Interior and
provide for a determination of the exact acreage and legal
description of such land by a survey mutually satisfactory
to the Secretary and the Secretary of the Interior.

(c) TRANSFER OF IMPROVEMENTS.—The transfer required by
subsection (a) may include such buildings or other improvements
as the Secretary of the Interior has requested in writing for pur-
poses of managing the refuge.

(d) PROPERTY RETAINED FOR RESPONSE ACTIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The transfer required by subsection (a)
shall not include, and the Secretary shall retain jurisdiction,
authority, and control over, the following real property and
facilities at Rocky Flats:

(A) Any engineered structure, including caps, barrier
walls, and monitoring or treatment wells, to be used in
carrying out a response action for covered substances.

(B) Any real property or facility to be used for any
other purpose relating to a response action or any other
action that is required to be carried out by the Secretary
at Rocky Flats.

(2) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall consult with the
Secretary of the Interior, the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, and the Governor of the State of
Colorado on the identification of all real property and facilities
to be retained under this subsection.

(e) CosT.—The transfer required by subsection (a) shall be
completed without cost to the Secretary of the Interior.

(f) No REDUCTION IN FUNDS.—The transfer required by sub-
section (a), and the memorandum of understanding required by
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subsection (b), shall not result in any reduction in funds available
to the Secretary for cleanup and closure of Rocky Flats.

SEC. 3176. ADMINISTRATION OF RETAINED PROPERTY; CONTINU-
ATION OF CLEANUP AND CLOSURE.

(a) ADMINISTRATION OF RETAINED PROPERTY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—In administering the property retained
under section 3175(d), the Secretary shall consult with the
Secretary of the Interior to minimize any conflict between—

(A) the administration by the Secretary of such prop-
erty for a purpose relating to a response action; and

(B) the administration by the Secretary of the Interior
of land the administrative jurisdiction of which is trans-
ferred under section 3175(a).

(2) PRIORITY IN CASE OF CONFLICT.—In the case of any
such conflict, the Secretary and the Secretary of the Interior
shall ensure that the administration for a purpose relating
to a response action, as described in paragraph (1)(A), shall
take priority.

(3) AccEss.—The Secretary of the Interior shall provide
to the Secretary such access and cooperation with respect to
the refuge as the Secretary requires to carry out operation
and maintenance, future response actions, natural resources
restoration, or any other obligations.

(b) ONGOING CLEANUP AND CLOSURE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall carry out to comple-
tion cleanup and closure at Rocky Flats.

(2) CLEANUP LEVELS.—The Secretary shall carry out such
cleanup and closure to the levels established for soil, water,
and other media, following a thorough review by the parties
to the RFCA and the public (including the United States Fish
and Wildlife Service and other interested government agencies)
of the appropriateness of the interim levels in the RFCA.

(3) NO RESTRICTION ON USE OF NEW TECHNOLOGIES.—
Nothing in this subtitle, and no action taken under this subtitle,
restricts the Secretary from using at Rocky Flats any new
technology that may become available for remediation of
contamination.

(¢) OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT.—The Secretary of the Interior
shall have the opportunity to comment with respect to any proposed
response action as to the impacts, if any, of such proposed response
action on the refuge.

(d) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—

(1) NO RELIEF FROM OBLIGATIONS UNDER OTHER LAW.—
Nothing in this subtitle, and no action taken under this
subtitle—

(A) relieves the Secretary, the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, the Secretary of the
Interior, or any other person from any obligation or other
liability with respect to Rocky Flats under the RFCA or
any Federal or State law;

(B) impairs or alters any provision of the RFCA; or

(C) alters any authority of the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency under section 120(e) of
CERCLA (42 U.S.C. 9620(e)), or any authority of the State
of Colorado.
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(2) CLEANUP LEVELS.—Nothing in this subtitle shall reduce
the level of cleanup and closure at Rocky Flats required under
the RFCA or any Federal or State law.

(83) PAYMENT OF RESPONSE ACTION COSTS.—Nothing in this
subtitle affects the obligation of a Federal department or agency
that had or has operations at Rocky Flats resulting in the
release or threatened release of a covered substance to pay
the costs of response actions carried out to abate the release
of, or clean up, the covered substance.

SEC. 3177. ROCKY FLATS NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—On completion of the transfer required by
section 3175(a), and subject to section 3176(a), the Secretary of
the Interior shall commence administration of the real property
comprising the refuge in accordance with this subtitle.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF REFUGE.—Not later than 30 days after
the transfer required by section 3175(a), the Secretary of the
Interior shall establish at Rocky Flats a national wildlife refuge
to be known as the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge.

(c) CoMPOSITION.—The refuge shall be comprised of the prop-
erty the administrative jurisdiction of which was transferred as
required by section 3175(a).

(d) NoTiCE.—The Secretary of the Interior shall publish in
the Federal Register a notice of the establishment of the refuge.

(e) ADMINISTRATION AND PURPOSES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Interior shall man-
age the refuge in accordance with applicable law, including
this subtitle, the National Wildlife Refuge System Administra-
tion Act of 1966 (16 U.S.C. 668dd et seq.), and the purposes
specified in that Act.

(2) REFUGE PURPOSES.—The refuge shall be managed for
the purposes of—

(A) restoring and preserving native ecosystems;

(B) providing habitat for, and population management
of, native plants and migratory and resident wildlife;

(C) conserving threatened and endangered species
(including species that are candidates for listing under
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 1531 et
seq.)); and

(D) providing opportunities for compatible scientific
research.

(3) MANAGEMENT.—In managing the refuge, the Secretary
of the Interior shall—

(A) ensure that wildlife-dependent recreation and
environmental education and interpretation are the priority
public uses of the refuge; and

(B) comply with all response actions.

SEC. 3178. COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING PROCESS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days after the date of Deadline.
the enactment of this Act, in developing a comprehensive conserva-
tion plan for the refuge in accordance with section 4(e) of the
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 (16
U.S.C. 668dd(e)), the Secretary of the Interior shall establish a
comprehensive planning process that involves the public and local
communities. The Secretary of the Interior shall establish such
process in consultation with the Secretary, the members of the
Coalition, the Governor of the State of Colorado, and the Federal
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Deadline.

and State of Colorado officials who have been designated as trustees
for Rocky Flats under section 107(f)(2) of CERCLA (42 U.S.C.
9607(£)(2)).

(b) OTHER PARTICIPANTS.—In addition to the entities specified
in subsection (a), the comprehensive planning process required by
subsection (a) shall include the opportunity for direct involvement
of entities that are not members of the Coalition as of the date
of the enactment of this Act, including the Rocky Flats Citizens’
Advisory Board and the cities of Thornton, Northglenn, Golden,
Louisville, and Lafayette, Colorado.

(c) DissoLUTION OF COALITION.—If the Coalition dissolves, or
if any Coalition member elects to leave the Coalition during the
comprehensive planning process required by subsection (a)—

(1) such comprehensive planning process shall continue;
and

(2) an opportunity shall be provided to each entity that
is a member of the Coalition as of September 1, 2000, for
direct involvement in such comprehensive planning process.
(d) CONTENTS.—In addition to the requirements of section 4(e)

of the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966
(16 U.S.C. 668dd(e)), the comprehensive conservation plan referred
to in subsection (a) shall address and make recommendations on
the following:

(1) The identification of any land referred to in subsection
(e) of section 3174 that could be made available under that
subsection.

(2) The characteristics and configuration of any perimeter
fencing that may be appropriate or compatible for cleanup
and closure purposes, refuge purposes, or other purposes.

(3) The feasibility of locating, and the potential location
for, a visitor and education center at the refuge.

(4) Any other issues relating to Rocky Flats.

(e) CoALITION DEFINED.—In this section, the term “Coalition”
means the Rocky Flats Coalition of Local Governments established
by the Intergovernmental Agreement, dated February 16, 1999,
among—

(1) the city of Arvada, Colorado;

(2) the city of Boulder, Colorado;

(3) the city of Broomfield, Colorado;

(4) the city of Westminster, Colorado;

(5) the town of Superior, Colorado;

(6) Boulder County, Colorado; and

(7) Jefferson County, Colorado.

(f) REPORT.—Not later than three years after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of the Interior shall submit
to Congress—

(1) the comprehensive conservation plan referred to in sub-
section (a); and

(2) a report that contains—

(A) an outline of the involvement of the public and
local communities in the comprehensive planning process,

as required by subsection (a);

(B) to the extent that any input or recommendation
from the comprehensive planning process is not accepted,

a clear statement of the reasons why such input or rec-

ommendation is not accepted; and
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(C) a discussion of the impacts of any property rights
referred to in section 3179(a) on management of the refuge,
and an identification of strategies for resolving and miti-
gating these impacts.

SEC. 3179. PROPERTY RIGHTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in subsections (¢) and
(d), nothing in this subtitle limits any valid, existing property
right at Rocky Flats that is owned by any person or entity,
including, but not limited to—

(1) any mineral right;

(2) any water right or related easement; and

(3) any facility or right-of-way for a utility.

(b) AcceEss.—Except as provided in subsection (c), nothing in
this subtitle affects any right of an owner of a property right
referred to in subsection (a) to access the owner’s property.

(c) REASONABLE CONDITIONS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary or the Secretary of the
Interior may impose such reasonable conditions on access to
property rights referred to in subsection (a) as are appropriate
for the cleanup and closure of Rocky Flats and for the manage-
ment of the refuge.

(2) NO EFFECT ON OTHER LAW.—Nothing in this subtitle
affects any Federal, State, or local law (including any regula-
tion) relating to the use, development, and management of
property rights referred to in subsection (a).

(3) NO EFFECT ON ACCESS RIGHTS.—Nothing in this sub-
section precludes the exercise of any access right, in existence
on the date of the enactment of this Act, that is necessary
to perfect or maintain a water right in existence on that date.
(d) UTILITY EXTENSION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary or the Secretary of the
Interior may allow not more than one extension from an
existing utility right-of-way on Rocky Flats, if necessary.

(2) CONDITIONS.—An extension under paragraph (1) shall
be subject to the conditions specified in subsection (c).

(e) EASEMENT SURVEYS.—Subject to subsection (c), until the
date that is 180 days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, an entity that possesses a decreed water right or prescriptive
easement relating to land at Rocky Flats may carry out such surveys
at Rocky Flats as the entity determines are necessary to perfect
the right or easement.

SEC. 3180. LIABILITIES AND OTHER OBLIGATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this subtitle shall relieve, and
no action may be taken under this subtitle to relieve, the Secretary,
the Secretary of the Interior, or any other person from any liability
or other obligation at Rocky Flats under CERCLA, RCRA, or any
other Federal or State law.

(b) CostT RECOVERY, CONTRIBUTION, AND OTHER ACTION.—
Nothing in this subtitle is intended to prevent the United States
from bringing a cost recovery, contribution, or other action that
would otherwise be available under Federal or State law.

SEC. 3181. ROCKY FLATS MUSEUM.

(a) MUusEUM.—To commemorate the contribution that Rocky
Flats and its worker force provided to winning the Cold War and
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50 USC 98d note.

the impact that such contribution has had on the nearby commu-
nities and the State of Colorado, the Secretary may establish a
Rocky Flats Museum.

(b) LocATION.—The Rocky Flats Museum shall be located in
the city of Arvada, Colorado, unless, after consultation under sub-
section (c), the Secretary determines otherwise.

(c) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall consult with the city
of Arvada, other local communities, and the Colorado State Histor-
ical Society on—

(1) the development of the museum;

(2) the siting of the museum; and

(3) any other issues relating to the development and
construction of the museum.

(d) REPORT.—Not later than three years after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Secretary, in coordination with the city
of Arvada, shall submit to Congress a report on the costs associated
with the construction of the museum and any other issues relating
to the development and construction of the museum.

SEC. 3182. ANNUAL REPORT ON FUNDING.

For each of fiscal years 2003 through 2007, at the time of
submission of the budget of the President under section 1105(a)
of title 31, United States Code, for such fiscal year, the Secretary
and the Secretary of the Interior shall jointly submit to Congress
a report on the costs of implementation of this subtitle. The report
shall include—

(1) the costs incurred by each Secretary in implementing
this subtitle during the preceding fiscal year; and

(2) the funds required by each Secretary to implement
this subtitle during the current and subsequent fiscal years.

TITLE XXXII—DEFENSE NUCLEAR
FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD

Sec. 3201. Authorization.
SEC. 3201. AUTHORIZATION.

There are authorized to be appropriated for fiscal year 2002,
$18,500,000 for the operation of the Defense Nuclear Facilities
Safety Board under chapter 21 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954
(42 U.S.C. 2286 et seq.).

TITLE XXXITII—NATIONAL DEFENSE
STOCKPILE

Sec. 3301. Definitions.

Sec. 3302. Authorized uses of stockpile funds.

Sec. 3303. Authority to dispose of certain materials in National Defense Stockpile.

Sec. 3304. Revision of limitations on required disposals of certain materials in Na-
tional Defense Stockpile.

Sec. 3305. Acceleration of required disposal of cobalt in National Defense Stockpile.

Sec. 3306. Restriction on disposal of manganese ferro.

SEC. 3301. DEFINITIONS.
In this title:
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION

Use: Hunting
Refuge Name: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
Jefferson and Boulder Counties, Colorado
Establishing
Authority: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001 (P.L. 107-107)
Refuge Purposes: 1. Restoring and preserving native ecosystems.

2. Providing habitat for, and population management of, native plants, and
migratory and resident wildlife.

3. Conserving threatened and endangered species (including species that are
candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.)).

4. Providing opportunities for compatible scientific research.

NWRS Mission: “...to administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation,
management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant resources and their habitats,
of the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.” (16 U.S.C.
668dd(a)(2)).

Description of Use: The Refuge will administer a limited big game (mule deer and elk) hunting program
for youth and disabled hunters. The program may be expanded after year 2 to include able-bodied hunters,
if needed to control ungulate populations in order to meet wildlife management goals.

A maximum of 10 hunter/participants would be allowed per hunt. There will be two hunts per year (one
for youth and one for disabled hunters). Each hunt will last for 1 weekend, including a Saturday and
Sunday. Hunts will be scheduled during the period October 15 - January 15 annually.

Weapons will be limited to: shotguns (20 gauge or larger), firing single projectiles; and archery (bow and
arrow). No centerfire rifles or muzzleloading rifles will be allowed. Disabled hunters may be authorized to
use centerfire handguns or cross-bow archery tackle, determined on a case-by-case basis, depending on the
nature of the hunter’s disability.

All weapons will meet requirements of the Colorado Division of Wildlife, (CDOW) for the species hunted.

The Rocky Flats NWR program will be highly managed. Permits/licenses will be issued by drawing
cooperatively administered by the Refuge and CDOW. All hunters will be required to check-in prior to
hunting and attend a safety/orientation briefing, and check-out at the end of each hunt day.

Youth hunters will be required to hunt with a mentor and disabled hunters will be required to have a
volunteer to assist them. There will be a minimum ratio of 1 Refuge or CDOW staff present on-site for
every 3 hunter participants.

Each hunter will be assigned to a unique hunting zone within the Refuge for his/her exclusive use and is
restricted to hunting in that zone.



Hunters will be required to present all harvested game for inspection and collection of biological data,
including sampling for Chronic Wasting Disease.

Other authorized public uses of the Refuge will be suspended and the Refuge will be closed for any non-
hunting public use activities on hunt weekends.

Hunt dates, bag limits, hunter quotas, and any adjustments to Refuge Hunt Zones will be determined on an
annual basis, in consultation with CDOW.

Availability of Resources: It is anticipated that annual planning and execution of the proposed hunting
program will require approximately 20 staff-days of work, spread among the Refuge Manager, Biological,
Visitor Services and Law Enforcement staff and cost approximately $5,000 to operate. Refuge O&M
resources are expected to be augmented by the services and volunteers and partnership with CDOW and
conservation organizations.

This is a “pre-acquisition” compatibility determination, prepared to accompany the Comprehensive
Conservation Plan (CCP) for the future Rocky Flats NWR. No

facility development will be required to operate the proposed hunting program and funds are anticipated to
be available for the operation of this program based on the Refuge staffing levels and budget proposed in
the CCP.

Anticipated Impacts: This limited big game hunting program is anticipated to have minimal potential
impacts on Refuge wildlife, but potentially significant beneficial impacts on the unique flora of the Refuge.
The proposed use is a Wildlife-Dependent Recreational Use and a Priority Public Use of the NWRS.

The Rocky Flats site has supported a mule deer herd numbering approximately 160 animals (on 6,240
acres) since at least the late 1990s (Kaiser Hill 2001). Small, but increasing numbers of white-tailed deer
also occur on the site. Prior to 2002, elk were known to visit Rocky Flats, but were not considered to be a
resident species by DOE (DOE 1997). During the winter of 2002 - 2003, significant numbers of elk were
observed regularly on the east side of Highway 93 adjacent to Rocky Flats and at least 9 cow elk are known
to have calved on the site in the summer of 2003.

The future Refuge is bordered by public conservation lands to the north and west. Fencing is typical stock
fencing that does not impede movement of ungulates. Although there is potential for future commercial
development on the west side of the site, it is anticipated that deer, elk and other large mammals will
continue to be able to move freely between the Refuge and adjacent public lands, and into the Roosevelt
National Forest to the west.

The Refuge is located in CDOW’s Game Management Unit (GMU) No. 38, and adjacent to GMU 29.
Those two GMUs make up CDOW’s Data Analysis Unit (DAU) D-27 which covers to the Boulder Deer
Herd. CDOW has published the Boulder Deer Herd Management Plan (CDOW 2002). DAU D-27 lies at
the edge of the endemic area for Chronic Wasting Disease (CWD) in northeast Colorado. The plan focuses
on keeping the prevalence of CWD in the Boulder Deer Herd at no more than 1% infection rate and the
Boulder Deer Herd.

In December 2002, 26 deer were collected at Rocky Flats, by CDOW as part of the state’s CWD
surveillance program. All animals harvested were negative for CWD.

Under the Region 6 CWD Policy, it will be necessary to continue surveillance of the Refuge herds for
occurrence and prevalence of CWD. Hunter-harvested deer and elk will provide data for this surveillance
requirement and reduce or eliminate the need for Refuge staff to take deer for CWD surveillance purposes.

Colorado has the largest elk population of any state or province in North America. The current Colorado
elk herd is far above CDOW’s objective level, and CDOW has taken aggressive action in recent years to
reduce the herd through sport hunting. Increasingly, elk are becoming established in suburban and
agricultural areas along the Front Range. Elk in the cities of Evergreen and Estes Park, and a newly



established population near Loveland, Colorado are creating numerous depredation issues. In Rocky
Mountain National Park, the unhunted elk herd is destroying important riparian habitat.

It will be important to prevent or control the establishment of a resident elk herd on the Refuge. Year-
round grazing and browsing by elk has the potential to significantly degrade rare plant communities and
destroy or reduce the quality of Preble’s meadow jumping mouse on the Refuge.

Hunting will have a positive impact on habitats by controlling ungulate grazing and browsing pressure on
the Refuge. Direct impacts of the hunting program will be insignificant because of the timing (during
Preble’s meadow jumping mouse hibernation and outside the bird nesting season) and small number of
participants walking through upland and riparian areas. The program will require no facility development
or conversion of habitat areas to administrative use.

Public Review and Comment: This Compatibility Determination was presented for public review and
comment in conjunction with the public comment period for the Draft CCP/EIS for the future Rocky Flats
NWR in the first quarter of CY 04.

At four public hearings, and throughout the comment period for the Draft CCP/EIS for Rocky Flats NWR,
significant public input was received regarding the provisions in the Proposed Action to provide a hunting
program at Rocky Flats NWR. None of the comments received were specifically addressed to the Draft
Compatibility Determination that was published with the Draft CCP/EIS. However, several individuals and
organizations expressed the opinion that hunting, in general, is not a compatible use of the National
Wildlife Refuge System. All public testimony presented at the hearings and written comments received
and responses are reported in Appendix H, Comments and Responses on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), of the Final EIS for the Rocky Flats NWR Comprehensive Conservation Plan.

Numerous public comments were received both in favor and in opposition of the proposed hunting
program. A petition was received with 89 signatures (23 incomplete or illegible) stating “The following
object to any recreational sport hunting at Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge.” The petition did not
address issues germane to the compatibility determination.

Letters supporting the hunting proposal were received from: the State of Colorado, Division of Wildlife,
Colorado Wildlife Federation, National Wildlife Federation and the Wildlife Management Institute and
other organizations and individuals. Letters opposing hunting were received from the Rocky Mountain
Peace and Justice Center, Prairie Preservation Alliance and other organizations and individuals. Local
units of government had mixed responses, with some supporting hunting, and others wanting no public use
at all. Several local governments expressed concerns about the safety of the hunting proposal, and in
response to those concerns, the proposal was changed to delete muzzleloading rifles and restrict hunting to
archery and shotguns/slugs only. See Appendix H, Final CCP/EIS, for full comments and responses.

At public hearings, concerns were expressed that: the hunting program proposed was excessively
expensive; the definition of “refuge” was a “place of safety”’; ungulate populations should be controlled, if
necessary, by agency sharpshooters; and that it would be inappropriate to protect animals all year, and then
shoot at them two weekends per year — implying a “fair-chase” issue.

In the professional judgment of the undersigned, none of the issues raised at the hearings warrants changing
the proposal. Hunting is clearly an appropriate use of NWRS — by law. The costs of the program are
mostly salaries of personnel expended over the course of a fiscal year and are not excessive compared to
many Refuge programs. Hunting can be an effective tool for ungulate population management that
provides a wholesome outdoor recreation experience that is absent in culling programs. Many state-wide
and Refuge deer herds are hunted a few days per year without fair chase concerns. The Rocky Flats herd is
not fenced, and is currently subject to some hunting pressure on adjacent private, and nearby public lands.

Compatibility Determination: Using sound professional judgment (603 FW 2.6U and 2.11A), place an
“X” in appropriate space to indicate whether the use would or would not materially interfere with or detract
from the NWRS Mission or the Purposes of Rocky Flats NWR.



Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility: The use (hunting) will not begin until a step-down
hunting plan, ensuring biological integrity, and safety of the program, has been approved under provisions
of 8RMS5, and the Refuge has been formally opened to hunting through publication of a rule in the Federal
Register and inclusion of Rocky Flats among refuges open to big game hunting in 50 CFR 32.7.

Justification: Hunting is a form of wildlife-dependent recreation and is a priority use of the NWRS.
Hunting will help control ungulate populations and distribution on the Refuge, with a net benefit to the
conservation of rare botanical communities and conservation of habitat for the threatened Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse. Hunting will provide scientific data for surveillance of Refuge deer and elk populations
for Chronic Wasting Disease.

Mandatory Re-evaluation Date: As a priority public use, the Compatibility Determination for this use is
subject to mandatory re-evaluation in 15 years, on the anniversary of final Compatibility Determination in
2019.

NEPA Compliance: This use is addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision.

Approval/Concurrence: . o ;
Prepared/Approved: ‘,:E,-f. !:l-h—- ?“.‘L = fl{ 4 / 44

Refuge Manager:
Signature Date
Concurrence: s
Regional ChieW a é@m ?f‘/ f'i'&l,/d/'l:r'x’
Signature Date

References:
Colorado Division of Wildlife. 2002. Boulder Deer Herd Management Plan. Denver, CO.

Department of Energy. 1997. Rocky Flats Cumulative Impacts Document. Rocky Flats Field Office,
Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site. Golden, CO.



COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION

Use: Interpretation and Environmental Education
Refuge Name: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
Jefferson and Boulder Counties, Colorado
Establishing
Authority: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001 (P.L. 107-107)
Refuge Purposes: 1. Restoring and preserving native ecosystems.

2. Providing habitat for, and population management of, native plants, and
migratory and resident wildlife.

3. Conserving threatened and endangered species (including species that are
candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.)).

4. Providing opportunities for compatible scientific research.

NWRS Mission: “... to administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation,
management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant resources and their habitats,
of the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.” (16 U.S.C.
668dd(a)(2)).

Description of Use:

Interpretation: This is a priority public use of the National Wildlife Refuge System per the National
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997. 1t is proposed to continue delivery of Interpretation
programs to accomplish the goals and objectives of the Refuge as established in the CCP.

Interpretation programs and facilities are proposed along designated trails and at the Visitor Contact Station
on the west side of the Refuge. Facilities and programs would be mostly passive, consisting of interpretive
panels on kiosks at trailhead access points and overlooks along trails. Signage would interpret the native
prairie ecosystem, rare plant communities, wetlands, endangered species, invasive weeds, and the social
significance and cultural resources of Rocky Flats NWR.

Guided tours, led by Service personnel or volunteers, provide a similar but more detailed experience than
the self-guided Refuge visit. Tours and nature programs will be developed for delivery to the public on a
scheduled basis, and by reservation for groups with special interests and needs. Tours will generally be
conducted on the established trail system, but when guided by staff, may access all upland portions of the
Refuge, depending on visitor interests, and the subject matter of the interpretive program.

A variety of interpretive programs may also be delivered off-site.

Environmental Education: Environmental education at Rocky Flats NWR will emphasize teacher-led
programs and be targeted to high school and college level students. No formal outdoor classroom facilities
are planned, but the Refuge will provide sites for student field trips on an “as-arranged” basis. Temporary
and impromptu outdoor classrooms will not be established or used in wetland, riparian and other sensitive
communities during the growing season, and will be scheduled seasonally to avoid impacts to threatened
and endangered species. Rocky Flats NWR will become a venue for implementation of environmental
education curricula developed at Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR



Availability of Resources: It is anticipated that initial development of interpretive facilities designated in
the Comprehensive Conservation Plan for Rocky Flats NWR will cost approximately $76,000. It is also
anticipated that appropriated NWRS Operations and Maintenance funds for development of interpretive
facilities will be leveraged through partnership arrangements with non-profit organizations and with local
units of government and state agencies. Once developed, the annual maintenance costs for interpretive
facilities is anticipated to be approximately $5,000 per year.

No development of specialized facilities is anticipated to facilitate teacher-led environmental education
programs at Rocky Flats NWR. It is estimated that development of special curricula and lesson plans for
Rocky Flats will require approximately 0.5 FTE of labor and $30,000 over the course of the first five years
following Refuge establishment. The required level of staffing and funding to produce those materials is
within the current operating budget and staffing pattern of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR Complex.

This is a “pre-acquisition” compatibility determination, prepared to accompany the Comprehensive
Conservation Plan (CCP) for the future Rocky Flats NWR. Funds are anticipated to be available for the
operation of this program based on the Refuge staffing levels and budget proposed in the CCP.

Anticipated Impacts: Development and implementation of interpretive and education programs at Rocky
Flats NWR will have minimal and biologically insignificant impacts on Refuge resources. Less than 0.25
acres of habitat will need to be disturbed or converted for development of all planned interpretive facilities
(not including parking facilities).

Human presence and movement on the Refuge for participation in Interpretive and Environmental
Education programs will result in some wildlife disturbance. The level of disturbance will be minimal and
will not be additive to disturbances attributed to other public uses such as wildlife observation and trail use.

Public Review and Comment: This Compatibility Determination was presented for public review and
comment in conjunction with the public comment period for the Draft CCP/EIS for the future Rocky Flats
NWR in the first quarter of CY 04.

Many public comments were received at four public hearings held in March 2004, and throughout the
public comment period on the Draft CCP/EIS. Comments related to public use were received both from
those in opposition and in favor of public access for interpretation and environmental education.

Many people were opposed to any form of public use at Rocky Flats NWR based on their belief that site
cleanup is inadequate and that public access would result in health and safety risks to visitors. Those
comments did not address whether wildlife observation and photography were compatible with Refuge
purposes or the mission of NWRS.

Comments were received from several organizations, including the Colorado Wildlife Federation that
supported the proposed action (Alternative B), including interpretation and environmental education. The
Rocky Flats Citizen’s Advisory Board supported environmental education, but was not in agreement about
whether those activities should take place on-site. The Rocky Flats Cold War Museum expressed a desire
to partner with the Service in development of interpretive and education programs. Other groups, including
the Prairie Preservation Alliance recommended no wildlife-dependent recreation, based on concerns of
wildlife disturbance, exacerbating invasive weed problems and causing erosion.

Comments from local units of government also varied, with several cities and counties favoring public
access for interpretation and environmental education, and others recommending no public use of the
Refuge. Similarly, written comments received from individuals ran the gamut from advocating more
extensive public use programs, to the 815 copies of a form letter expressing opposition to any recreational
access to the Rocky Flats NWR. For the complete record of public comment received on this issue,
including responses to written comments and testimony received at the public hearings, please see
Appendix H to the Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for
Rocky Flats NWR.



Several of the comments received were germane to the issue of compatibility. Those comments raised
concerns mostly related to wildlife disturbance. There were also several general comments opposing public
use on the basis that a “refuge” should be free of disturbance and a place of inviolate sanctuary for wildlife.

The undersigned acknowledge that this use is likely to result in some disturbance of wildlife. However, in
the professional judgment of the undersigned, we do not believe that the level of disturbance that may
result from this use will materially detract from or prevent the achievement of the Refuge establishment
purposes or mission of the NWRS. Wildlife interpretation and environmental education are clearly
appropriate uses of the NWRS, and are among the priority public uses of the Refuge System, as established
in law. The areas necessary to be disturbed for development of the proposed facilities to support
interpretation and environmental education are very small. The conversion of those small areas to non-
habitat uses will not materially detract from the ability of the Refuge to achieve its establishment purposes
or its contribution to accomplishing the NWRS mission.

Compatibility Determination: Using sound professional judgment (603 FW 2.6U and 2.11A), place an
“X” in appropriate space to indicate whether the use would or would not materially interfere with or detract
from the NWRS Mission or the Purposes of Rocky Flats NWR.

Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:

1. Development and implementation of Interpretation and Environmental Education programs in the first
five years following Refuge establishment will be limited to one short trail from the Visitor Contact Station
on the west side of the Refuge to the Lindsay Ranch site, and one guided interpretive tour per month that
will follow existing Department of Energy service roads.

2. A self-study training program will be prepared for use by educators. Teachers will be required to
participate in that training, or in Service-sponsored teacher workshops prior to leading teacher-lead
environmental education programs on the Refuge. The training will include information on site history,
safety, residual contamination, closed areas, endangered species and wetland conservation, and
preservation of rare habitats.

Justification: Interpretation and environmental education are forms of wildlife-dependent recreation and
are priority public uses of the NWRS. Interpretation and Environmental Education will increase public
awareness and appreciation of the significant wildlife and habitat values of Rocky Flats NWR, and the
National Wildlife Refuge System. It is anticipated that such appreciation and understanding will foster
increased public support for the Refuge System and conservation of America’s wildlife resources.

Mandatory Re-evaluation Date: As a priority public use, the Compatibility Determination for this use is
subject to mandatory re-evaluation in 15 years, on the anniversary of final Compatibility Determination in
2019.

NEPA Compliance: This use is addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision.
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION

Use: Multi-Use (Equestrian, Bicycle and Foot access) Trails

Refuge Name: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
Jefferson and Boulder Counties, Colorado

Establishing

Authority: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001 (P.L. 107-107)

Refuge Purposes: 1. Restoring and preserving native ecosystems.
2. Providing habitat for, and population management of, native plants, and
migratory and resident wildlife.
3. Conserving threatened and endangered species (including species that are
candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.)).
4. Providing opportunities for compatible scientific research.

NWRS Mission: “...to administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation,

management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant resources and their habitats,
of the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.” (16 U.S.C.
668dd(a)(2)).

Description of Use: To provide access for compatible wildlife-dependent recreational activities of wildlife
observation, wildlife photography and interpretation, a 16-mile system of trails will be developed at Rocky
Flats NWR.

In order to provide connectivity with regional trail systems and complement public uses of adjacent public
lands (municipal and county open space), some portions of the Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
(NWR) trail system will accommodate horseback riding and bicycles as modes of transportation for
wildlife-dependent recreation.

Within the total anticipated trail system of 16.5 miles, approximately 3.8 miles of trail will be open to foot
traffic only, and portions of those foot trails will be closed seasonally to reduce disturbance of
wetland/riparian habitats during the months of May through September when the threatened Preble’s
meadow jumping mouse is active above ground.

In the northern portion of the Refuge, a multi-use trail approximately 4 miles long will follow the top of the
mesa on the southern boundary of the Rock Creek drainage. This trail will connect a parking lot on State
Highway 128, with open space parks managed by the City of Boulder, Boulder County, City and County of
Broomfield, and Town of Superior with the proposed Visitor Contact Station on the west side of the Refuge
and ultimately with regional trails to be located off-Refuge in the State Highway 93 corridor west of the
Refuge. This trail will be open for foot and bicycle traffic only.

In the southern portion of the Refuge, a multi-use trail, approximately 8 miles long will follow portions of
the Refuge south boundary, and mesa tops south of the main stem of Woman Creek, connecting City of
Westminster and City of Arvada Open Space with the Visitor Contact Station and eventually with other
public lands and regional trails west of Rocky Flats. This southern multi-use trail will be open for
equestrian, bicycle and foot traffic.



Availability of Resources: It is anticipated that initial development of interpretive facilities designated in
the Comprehensive Conservation Plan for Rocky Flats NWR will cost approximately $76,000. It is also
anticipated that appropriated NWRS Operations and Maintenance funds for development of interpretive
facilities will be leveraged through partnership arrangements with non-profit organizations and with local
units of government and state agencies. Once developed, the annual maintenance costs for interpretive
facilities is anticipated to be approximately $5,000 per year.

No development of specialized facilities is anticipated to facilitate teacher-led environmental education
programs at Rocky Flats NWR. It is estimated that development of special curricula and lesson plans for
Rocky Flats will require approximately 0.5 FTE of labor and $30,000 over the course of the first five years
following Refuge establishment. The required level of staffing and funding to produce those materials is
within the current operating budget and staffing pattern of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR Complex.

This is a “pre-acquisition” compatibility determination, prepared to accompany the Comprehensive
Conservation Plan (CCP) for the future Rocky Flats NWR. Funds are anticipated to be available for the
operation of this program based on the Refuge staffing levels and budget proposed in the CCP.

Anticipated Impacts: Development and implementation of interpretive and education programs at Rocky
Flats NWR will have minimal and biologically insignificant impacts on Refuge resources. Less than 0.25
acres of habitat will need to be disturbed or converted for development of all planned interpretive facilities
(not including parking facilities).

Human presence and movement on the Refuge for participation in Interpretive and Environmental
Education programs will result in some wildlife disturbance. The level of disturbance will be minimal and
will not be additive to disturbances attributed to other public uses such as wildlife observation and trail use.

Public Review and Comment: This Compatibility Determination was presented for public review and
comment in conjunction with the public comment period for the Draft CCP/EIS for the future Rocky Flats
NWR in the first quarter of CY 04.

Many public comments were received at four public hearings held in March 2004, and throughout the
public comment period on the Draft CCP/EIS. Comments related to public use were received both from
those in opposition and in favor of public access for interpretation and environmental education.

Many people were opposed to any form of public use at Rocky Flats NWR based on their belief that site
cleanup is inadequate and that public access would result in health and safety risks to visitors. Those
comments did not address whether wildlife observation and photography were compatible with Refuge
purposes or the mission of NWRS.

Comments were received from several organizations, including the Colorado Wildlife Federation that
supported the proposed action (Alternative B), including interpretation and environmental education. The
Rocky Flats Citizen’s Advisory Board supported environmental education, but was not in agreement about
whether those activities should take place on-site. The Rocky Flats Cold War Museum expressed a desire
to partner with the Service in development of interpretive and education programs. Other groups, including
the Prairie Preservation Alliance recommended no wildlife-dependent recreation, based on concerns of
wildlife disturbance, exacerbating invasive weed problems and causing erosion.

Comments from local units of government also varied, with several cities and counties favoring public
access for interpretation and environmental education, and others recommending no public use of the
Refuge. Similarly, written comments received from individuals ran the gamut from advocating more
extensive public use programs, to the 815 copies of a form letter expressing opposition to any recreational
access to the Rocky Flats NWR. For the complete record of public comment received on this issue,
including responses to written comments and testimony received at the public hearings, please see
Appendix H to the Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for
Rocky Flats NWR.



The greatest anticipated impact associated with multi-use trails is the potential for erosion and damage to
trail surfaces caused by horses and bicycles. Permitting those modes of transportation is likely to increase
maintenance costs and if not managed, could eventually lead to soil loss and reduced surface water quality.

It is noted that equestrian use is authorized in most units of the National Wilderness System, and is deemed
appropriate with preservation of wilderness values, and that bicycle use on trails has proven to be a
compatible mode of transportation on other urban units of the NWRS, including Minnesota Valley NWR
and refuges of the San Diego NWR Complex.

Public Review and Comment: This Compatibility Determination was presented for public review and
comment in conjunction with the public comment period for the Draft CCP/EIS for the future Rocky Flats
NWR in the first quarter of CY 04.

Many public comments were received at four public hearings held in March 2004, and throughout the
public comment period on the Draft CCP/EIS. Comments related to trails were received both from those in
opposition and in favor of multi-use trails.

Many people were opposed to any form of public use at Rocky Flats NWR based on their belief that site
cleanup is inadequate and that public access would result in health and safety risks to visitors. Those
comments did not address whether trails were compatible with Refuge purposes or the mission of NWRS.

Comments were also received from several organizations, including the Boulder Area Trails Coalition and
Boulder County Horse Association, which supported multi-use trails and other groups, including Plan
Jeffco and the Prairie Preservation Alliance, which recommended very limited trails or no trails at all due to
concerns about trail users causing wildlife disturbance, exacerbating invasive weed problems and causing
erosion. The National Wildlife Federation and others specifically opposed equestrian access based on the
weed issue. Comments from local units of government also varied, with several cities and counties
favoring establishment of multi-use trails and others recommending no public use of the Refuge.

Similarly, written comments received from individuals ran the gamut from advocating more extensive trails
with greater access for equestrians to 815 copies of a form letter expressing opposition to any recreational
access to the Rocky Flats NWR. For the complete record of public comment received on this issue,
including responses to written comments and testimony received at the public hearings, please see
Appendix H to the Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for
Rocky Flats NWR.

Several of the comments received were germane to the issue of compatibility. Those comments raised
concerns mostly related to wildlife disturbance, habitat fragmentation, weed seed importation and erosion
that might result from trail use. There were also several general comments opposing public use on the basis
that a “refuge” should be free of disturbance and a place of inviolate sanctuary for wildlife.

The undersigned acknowledge that this use is likely to result in some disturbance of wildlife, and that
active management of this use will be required to mitigate potential for this use to exacerbate weed
problems and cause erosion. However, in the professional judgment of the undersigned, we do not believe
that the level of disturbance that may result from this use will materially detract from or prevent the
achievement of the Refuge establishment purposes or mission of the NWRS. Trails will occupy a very
small portion of Rocky Flats NWR. Implementation of the Final CCP will result in less habitat
fragmentation, fewer roads and point sources of soil erosion, and enhanced weed control efforts. If
implemented with the stipulations listed below, this use will facilitate achievement of Refuge goals for
wildlife-dependent recreation, and will not significantly interfere with preservation and restoration of native
habitats, or conservation of native wildlife.

Compatibility Determination: Using sound professional judgment (603 FW 2.6U and 2.11A), place an
“X” in appropriate space to indicate whether the use would or would not materially interfere with or detract
from the NWRS Mission or the Purposes of Rocky Flats NWR.



Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations
Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:

1. Multi-use trails with equestrian and bicycle access are limited to those trail segments designated in the
Comprehensive Conservation Plan for Rocky Flats NWR. Development or opening of additional areas for
these uses will require additional evaluation under the National Environmental Policy Act, a new
Compatibility Determination, and a new Intra-Service Section 7 Consultation.

2. No dogs or other pets will be allowed on any trails or other areas of Rocky Flats NWR.

3. Equestrian use is contingent on development and implementation of volunteer service agreements with
equestrian user groups who will agree to pick up and remove horse manure from Refuge trails at least twice
a month to reduce the potential for horses to become a source of weed seed.

4. Trails will be posted with “yield” signs indicating that pedestrians must yield to equestrian users and
bicycles must yield to both equestrians and pedestrians.

5. Trails open to bicycle use will be located on level ground to the maximum extent possible to discourage
use by recreational mountain bikers for “thrill riding.”

Justification: Multi-use trails accommodating equestrian and bicycle use are not a form of wildlife
dependent recreation. However, they are modes of access and transportation that facilitate public
participation in wildlife observation, wildlife photography and interpretation. Within the context of an
urban NWR, surrounded on three sides by public lands administered by local units of government, these
trails provide needed connectivity among public lands to facilitate the public’s appreciation of open space
and habitat conservation at the edge of a rapidly urbanizing metropolitan area.

It is noted that equestrian use is authorized in almost all units of the National Wilderness System, and is
deemed appropriate with preservation of wilderness values. Bicycle use on trails has proven to be a
compatible mode of transportation on other urban units of the NWRS, including Minnesota Valley NWR
and refuges of the San Diego NWR Complex that support far more sensitive habitats and far more
significant migratory bird and endangered species resources than does Rocky Flats.

Mandatory Re-evaluation Date: This is not a priority public use. The Compatibility Determination for
this use is subject to mandatory re-evaluation in 10 years, on the anniversary of final Compatibility

Determination in 2014.

NEPA Compliance: This use is addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision.
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COMPATIBILITY DETERMINATION

Use: Wildlife Observation and Photography, Including Public Use Facility
Development to support those uses.

Refuge Name: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
Jefferson and Boulder Counties, Colorado

Establishing

Authority: Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge Act of 2001 (P.L. 107-107)

Refuge Purposes: 1. Restoring and preserving native ecosystems.
2. Providing habitat for, and population management of, native plants, and
migratory and resident wildlife.
3. Conserving threatened and endangered species (including species that are
candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.)).
4. Providing opportunities for compatible scientific research.

NWRS Mission: “...to administer a national network of lands and waters for the conservation,

management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife and plant resources and their habitats,
of the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of Americans.” (16 U.S.C.
668dd(a)(2)).

Description of Use: Wildlife Observation and Wildlife Photography programs are provided to the general
public, during daylight hours, along an established and well delineated system of authorized trails
designated in the Comprehensive Conservation Plan for Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. A total of
16.5 miles of trail will be developed and open. Most of the trail system will be open year-round, however
trails that enter the Rock Creek drainage and cross sensitive habitats of the Preble’s meadow jumping
mouse will be closed seasonally during May through September.

Off-trail access for wildlife observation and photography will also be provided seasonally, on the southern
third of the Refuge, during the Preble’s hibernation season from September through May, outside the bird-
nesting season.

Most areas of the Refuge are closed to general public access due to the sensitivity of habitats. Despite
highly restricted access that prohibits visitor traffic in the Refuge’s sensitive endangered species habitats,
excellent opportunities are available for observing deer, coyotes, raptors, song birds other species from the
approved trail system. Opportunities for wildlife observation and photography may also be available in
conjunction with staff or volunteer-led interpretive tours and programs.

The CCP calls for access to public use trails for wildlife observation and photography. The CCP also calls
for enhanced programs including the addition of one wildlife observation and photography blind, and three
enhanced overlook facilities for observation and photography, a Visitor Contact Station, and trailhead
parking areas. The Visitor Contact Station would be a small (700 - 1000 square foot) building with
associated restroom facilities. Parking facilities would include three lots, to accommodate a total of 70 cars
and 1 bus. Parking lots would be gravel surfaced, and enclosed with post and beam type fencing. Over
72% of the planned trail system will be located on existing roads. About 2 miles of new foot trail will be
constructed in the northwest corner of the Refuge. Approximately 0.6 miles of existing roads would have
to be improved to provide for accessibility for mobility impaired visitors.



Availability of Resources: Most of the planned trail system will be located on existing roads, so wildlife
observation and photography could be initiated without additional facility development, and with minimum
costs for posting and staffing.

Construction of two new trail segments (4.6 miles), overlook facilities, viewing/ photography blinds,
trailhead parking lots and Visitor Contact Station represent one-time construction costs of about $390,000.

Resources necessary to open and operate wildlife observation and photography programs, using the
existing trail system are estimated to be 0.5 FTE and $42,000 annually. Those resources are available
within the existing staffing and budget allocations of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal NWR Complex. They
will be well within the resources available under the proposed staffing and O&M budget proposed in the
CCP for Rocky Flats NWR.

Resources are not currently available for development of new facilities to support the objective level of
wildlife observation and photography programs for Rocky Flats NWR. Once approved, all facilities called
for in the CCP will be incorporated in funding packages in the Refuge Operating Needs System (RONYS),
and will be developed as funds become available over the life of the CCP. Development of additional
facilities are not required to open the Refuge for limited wildlife observation and photography.

Anticipated Impacts: Continuation of the existing programs for interpretation, wildlife observation and
wildlife photography will have a negligible impact on habitats. Development of facilities to support these
uses will result in a loss of 1.9 acres or xeric tallgrass prairie and 2.9 acres of mixed grass prairie, mostly
for parking lot development. Those acreages represent 0.12% and 0.13% of those habitat types at Rocky
Flats, respectively. Facility development would result in no loss of upland shrub, riparian, or other wetland
habitats.

Some wildlife disturbance will result from these programs. Some birds will be flushed from foraging or
resting habitats by the approach of people on trails. However, the area impacted by these disturbances is
small compared to the overall habitat area available. Approximately 200 acres of habitat will be within 100
feet on either side of the proposed trail system. That amounts to 4% of the total acreage at Rocky Flats. It
is also possible that some particularly sensitive bird species will avoid areas adjacent to trails for nesting
purposes. However, under the CCP approved trail plan, over 80% of Refuge habitats will be greater than
100 yards from any trail.

Off-trail access during the period of October — April in the southern portion of the Refuge is provided to
give bird watchers and photographers an opportunity for viewing and photographing wildlife that may not
be available on designated trails. This area avoids occupied Preble’s habitat and the use will occur during
seasons when there will be no impact to ground-nesting birds. Some trampling of vegetation will occur,
but most plants will be senescent during those seasons. It is not anticipated that off-trail traffic will be
intense enough to create social trails or damage habitat.

Disturbance caused by these uses is not anticipated to cause wildlife to leave or abandon the Refuge, and all
areas are available to wildlife for undisturbed use during closed hours. Disturbance resulting from wildlife
observation, and photography programs is deemed to be biologically insignificant.

Additionally, the CCP calls for continued closure and restoration of many roads and trails that will exist at
the time of Refuge establishment. Fencing, other barriers, signs and revegetation efforts will restore many
acres and result in a net habitat gain. All stream crossings will be on existing roads, and no new
disturbance of riparian habitats will be required for these uses. Numerous existing stream crossings will be
restored and revegetated. Trails that occur in riparian areas in the Rock Creek drainage will be closed
seasonally to prevent wildlife observation and photography activities from impacting Preble’s during the
May through September active period.

The proposed uses, including development of facilities to support those uses, will foster public appreciation
and understanding of the prairie ecosystem and the importance of Refuge habitats for wildlife conservation.



The proposed uses are also priority wildlife-dependent uses of the National Wildlife Refuge System and
promote fulfillment of the intent of the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act of 1997.

Public Review and Comment: This Compatibility Determination was presented for public review and
comment in conjunction with the public comment period for the Draft CCP/EIS for the future Rocky Flats
NWR in the first quarter of CY 04.

Many public comments were received at four public hearings held in March 2004, and throughout the
public comment period on the Draft CCP/EIS. Comments related to public use were received both from
those in opposition, and in favor of public access for wildlife observation and photography.

Many people were opposed to any form of public use at Rocky Flats NWR based on their belief that site
cleanup is inadequate and that public access would result in health and safety risks to visitors. Those
comments did not address whether wildlife observation and photography were compatible with Refuge
purposes or the mission of NWRS.

Comments were received from several organizations that supported the proposed action (Alternative B),
including wildlife observation and photography. Other groups, including the Prairie Preservation Alliance
recommended no trails or wildlife-dependent recreation based on concerns of wildlife disturbance,
exacerbating invasive weed problems and causing erosion.

Comments from local units of government also varied, with several cities and counties favoring public
access for wildlife observation and photography, and others recommending no public use of the Refuge.
Similarly, written comments received from individuals ran the gamut from advocating more extensive
public use programs, to the 815 copies of a form letter expressing opposition to any recreational access to
the Rocky Flats NWR. For the complete record of public comment received on this issue, including
responses to written comments and testimony received at the public hearings, please see Appendix H to the
Final Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement for Rocky Flats NWR.

Several of the comments received were germane to the issue of compatibility. Those comments raised
concerns mostly related to wildlife disturbance. There were also several general comments opposing public
use on the basis that a “refuge” should be free of disturbance and a place of inviolate sanctuary for wildlife.

The undersigned acknowledge that this use is likely to result in some disturbance of wildlife. However, in
the professional judgment of the undersigned, we do not believe that the level of disturbance that may
result from this use will materially detract from or prevent the achievement of the Refuge establishment
purposes or mission of the NWRS. Wildlife observation and photography are clearly appropriate uses of
the NWRS, and are among the priority public uses of the Refuge System, as established in law. The areas
necessary to be disturbed for development of the proposed facilities to support wildlife observation and
photography are very small. The conversion of those small areas to non-habitat uses will not materially
detract from the ability of the Refuge to achieve its establishment purposes or its contribution to
accomplishing the NWRS mission.

Compatibility Determination: Using sound professional judgment (603 FW 2.6U., and 2.11A), place an
"X" in appropriate space to indicate whether the use would or would not materially interfere with or detract
from the NWRS Mission or the Purposes of Rocky Flats NWR.

Use is Not Compatible
X Use is Compatible with the Following Stipulations

Stipulations Necessary to Ensure Compatibility:

1. Wildlife observation and photography programs must be conducted in accordance with the
Comprehensive Conservation Plan. Any new programs or facilities not prescribed in the CCP must be
approved through an additional public planning process, in compliance with NEPA, Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act, and other environmental compliance requirements, prior to implementation.



2. Areas open for off-trail use in the southern third of the Refuge will be closely monitored by Refuge
staff. If off-trail use exceeds the capacity of the habitat (e.g., to a point where trampling results in loss of
vegetative cover), the off-trail portion of the program will be curtailed or reduced to preserve habitat
integrity.

Justification: Wildlife observation, and wildlife photography are priority wildlife-dependent public uses
of the National Wildlife Refuge System. These uses, including existing and future enhanced programs as
prescribed in the Comprehensive Conservation Plan for Rocky Flats NWR are compatible with the
Refuge’s establishment purposes, and with the mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System. These
uses are not only justified but are encouraged by the National Wildlife Refuge Improvement Act of 1997.
The Rocky Flats NWR Act of 2001 states that wildlife-dependent recreation is a priority public use of
Rocky Flats NWR.

Mandatory Re-evaluation Date: As a priority public use, the Compatibility Determination for this use is
subject to mandatory re-evaluation in 15 years, on the anniversary of final Compatibility Determination in
2019.

NEPA Compliance: This use is addressed in an Environmental Impact Statement and Record of Decision.
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LAWS AND REGULATIONS AFFECTING
ROCKY FLATS NWR

Many procedural and substantive requirements of
Federal and applicable State and local laws and
regulations affect Refuge establishment,
management, and development. The following list
identifies the key federal laws and policies that were
considered during the planning process or that could
affect future Refuge management.

AMERICAN INDIAN RELIGIOUS FREEDOM AcT (1978): Directs
agencies to consult with native traditional religious
leaders to determine appropriate policy changes
necessary to protect and preserve Native American
religious cultural rights and practices.

AMERICANS WITH DisaABILITIES AcT (1992): Prohibits
discrimination in public accommodations and services.

ANTIQUITIES ACT (1906): Authorizes the scientific
investigation of antiquities on Federal land and
provides penalties for unauthorized removal of objects
taken or collected without a permit.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORIC PRESERVATION AcT (1974):;
Directs the preservation of historic and archaeological
data in Federal construction projects.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES PROTECTION AcT (1979) AS AMENDED:
Protects materials of archaeological interest from
unauthorized removal or destruction and requires
Federal managers to develop plans and schedules to
locate archaeological resources.

ARCHITECTURAL BARRIERS AcT (1968): Requires federally
owned, leased, or funded buildings and facilities to be
accessible to persons with disabilities.

BALD AND GOLDEN EAGLE PROTECTION AcT (1940): The Act
prohibits the taking or possession of and commerce in
bald and golden eagles, with limited exceptions.

CLeaN AIR AcT oF 1977, As AMENDED: The primary objective
of this Act is to establish Federal standards for various
pollutants from both stationary and mobile sources and

to provide for the regulation of polluting emissions via
state implementation plants. In addition, and of special
interest for National Wildlife Refuges, some
amendments are designed to prevent significant
deterioration in certain areas where air quality exceeds
national standards, and to provide for improved air
quality in areas which do not meet Federal standards

("non-attainment” areas). Federal facilities are required
to comply with air quality standards to the same extent
as nongovernmental entities (42 U.S.C. 7418).

CLeaN WATER AcT (1977): Requires consultation with the
Corps of Engineers (404 permits) for major wetland
modifications.

EMERGENCY WETLANDS RESOURCES AcT (1986): The purpose of
the Act is "To promote the conservation of migratory
waterfowl and to offset or prevent the serious loss of
wetlands by the acquisition of wetlands and other
essential habitat, and for other purposes.”

ENDANGERED SPecIEs AcT (1973): Requires all Federal
agencies to carry out programs for the conservation of
endangered and threatened species.

ExecuTive ORDER No. 11593, PROTECTION AND ENHANCEMENT OF

THE CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT (1971): If the Service proposes
any development activities that would affect the
archaeological or historical sites, the Service will
consult with Federal and State Historic Preservation
Officers to comply with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

ExecuTive ORDER 11987, ExoTic OrRGANISMS (1977): This
Executive Order requires Federal agencies, to the
extent permitted by law, to: restrict the introduction of
exotic species into the natural ecosystems on lands and
waters owned or leased by the United States;
encourage States, local governments, and private
citizens to prevent the introduction of exotic species
into natural ecosystems of the U.S.; restrict the
importation and introduction of exotic species into any
natural U.S. ecosystems as a result of activities they
undertake, fund, or authorize; and restrict the use of
Federal funds, programs, or authorities to export
native species for introduction into ecosystems outside
the U.S. where they do not occur naturally.

ExecuTive ORDER 11988, FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT (1977):
Each Federal agency shall provide leadership and take
action to reduce the risk of flood loss and minimize the
impact of floods on human safety, and preserve the
natural and beneficial values served by the floodplains.

ExecuTive ORDER 11990, ProTECTION OF WETLANDS (1977): This
order directs all Federal agencies to avoid, if possible,
adverse impacts to wetlands and to preserve and
enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands.
Each agency shall avoid undertaking or assisting in
wetland construction projects unless the head of the
agency determines that there is no practicable



alternative to such construction and that the proposed
action includes measures to minimize harm. Also,
agencies shall provide opportunity for early public
review of proposals for construction in wetlands,
including those projects not requiring an EIS.

ExecuTive ORDER 12898, ENVIRONMENTAL JUsTICE (1994): This
order provides minority and low-income populations
an opportunity to comment on the development and
design of Reclamation activities. Federal agencies shall
make achieving environmental justice part of their
missions by identifying and addressing, as
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects of its
programs, policies, and activities on minority
populations and low-income populations.

ExecuTIVE ORDER 12996 MANAGEMENT AND GENERAL PuBLIC USE

oF THE NATIONAL WiLDLIFE REFUGE SysTEM (1996): Defines the
mission, purpose, and priority public uses of the
National Wildlife Refuge System. It also presents four
principles to guide management of the System.

Executive ORDER 13007 INDIAN SACRED SITES (1996): Directs
Federal land management agencies to accommodate
access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by
Indian religious practitioners, avoid adversely affecting
the physical integrity of such sacred sites, and where
appropriate, maintain the confidentiality of sacred sites.

ExecuTive ORDER 13084, CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION WITH

INDIAN TRIBAL GOVERNMENTS (1998): The United States has
a unique legal relationship with Indian tribal
governments as set forth in the Constitution of the
United States, treaties, statutes, Executive orders, and
court decisions. Since the formation of the Union, the
United States has recognized Indian tribes as domestic
dependent nations under its protection. In treaties, our
Nation has guaranteed the right of Indian tribes to
self-government. As domestic dependent nations,
Indian tribes exercise inherent sovereign powers over
their members and territory. The United States
continues to work with Indian tribes on a government-
to-government basis to address issues concerning
Indian tribal self-government, trust resources, and
Indian tribal treaty and other rights.

ExecuTive ORDER 13112, INvAsIVE SPeciES(1999): Directs federal
agencies to prevent the introduction of invasive species,
control and monitor invasive species, and restore native
species and habitats that have been invaded.

FEDERAL AID IN WILDLIFE RESTORATION ACT OF SEPTEMBER 2, 1937
16 U.S.C.669-6691), As AMENDED: This Act, commonly

referred to as the "Pittman-Robertson Act", provides
to States for game and non-game wildlife restoration
work. Funds from an excise tax on sporting arms and
ammunition are appropriated to the Secretary of the
Interior annually and apportioned to States on a
formula basis for approved land acquisition, research,
development and management projects and hunter
safety programs.

FeberAL Noxious WEED Act (1990): Requires the use of
integrated management systems to control or contain
undesirable plant species; and an interdisciplinary
approach with the cooperation of other Federal and
State agencies.

FisH AND WiLDLIFE COORDINATION ACT oF MARcH 10, 1934 (16

U.S.C. 661-66¢), As AMENDED; This Act authorizes the
Secretary of the Interior to assist Federal, State and
other agencies in development, protection, rearing and
stocking fish and wildlife on Federal lands, and to study
effects of pollution on fish and wildlife. The Act also
requires consultation with the Fish and Wildlife
Service and the wildlife agency of any State wherein
the waters of any stream or other water body are
proposed to be impounded, diverted, channelized or
otherwise controlled or modified by any Federal
agency, or any private agency under Federal permit or
license, with a view to preventing loss of, or damage to,
wildlife resources in connection with such water
resource projects. The Act further authorizes Federal
water resource agencies to acquire lands or interests in
connection with water use projects specifically for
mitigation and enhancement of fish and wildlife.

FisH AND WiLbLIFE AcT (1956): Established a
comprehensive national fish and wildlife policy and
broadened the authority for acquisition and
development of refuges.

FisH AND WiLDLIFE COORDINATION AcT (1958): Allows the Fish
and Wildlife Service to enter into agreements with
private landowners for wildlife management purposes.

Foob SecurITY AcT oF 1985 (TiTLE XII, PusLic Law 99-198, 99

STAT. 1354; DecemBeR 23, 1985), As AMENDED; Authorizes
acquisition of easements in real property for a term of
not less than 50 years for conservation, recreation, and
wildlife purposes.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND AcT (1965): Uses the
receipts from the sale of surplus Federal land, outer
continental shelf oil and gas sales, and other sources
for land acquisition under several authorities.



MIGRATORY BIRD CONSERVATION AcT (1929): Establishes
procedures for acquisition by purchase, rental, or gift

of areas approved by the Migratory Bird
Conservation Commission.

MiGrATORY BIRD TREATY AcT (1918): Designates the
protection of migratory birds as a Federal responsibility.
This Act enables the setting of seasons, and other
regulations including the closing of areas, Federal or
nonfederal, to the hunting of migratory birds.

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL PoLicy AcT (1969): Requires all
Federal agencies to examine the impacts upon the
environment that their actions might have, to incorporate
the best available environmental information, and the use
of public participation in the planning and
implementation of all actions. All Federal agencies must
integrate NEPA with other planning requirements, and
prepare appropriate NEPA documentation to facilitate
sound environmental decision making. NEPA requires
the disclosure of the environmental impacts of any major
Federal action that affects in a significant way the quality
of the human environment.

NATIONAL HisTORIC PRESERVATION AcCT (1966) AS AMENDED:
Establishes as policy that the Federal Government is to
provide leadership in the preservation of the nation's
prehistoric and historic resources.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM ADMINISTRATION ACT oF 1966
AS AMENDED BY THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM
IMPROVEMENT AcT oF 1997, 16 U.S.C. 6680D-668EE. (REFUGE

AbmiNISTRATION AcT): Defines the National Wildlife
Refuge System and authorizes the Secretary to permit
any use of a refuge provided such use is compatible
with the major purposes for which the refuge was
established. The Refuge Improvement Act clearly
defines a unifying mission for the Refuge System;
establishes the legitimacy and appropriateness of the
six priority public uses (hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation and photography, or environmental
education and interpretation); establishes a formal
process for determining compatibility; established the
responsibilities of the Secretary of Interior for
managing and protecting the System; and requires a
Comprehensive Conservation Plan for each refuge by
the year 2012. This Act amended portions of the
Refuge Recreation Act and National Wildlife Refuge
System Administration Act of 1966.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 1997:
Sets the mission and administrative policy for all

refuges in the National Wildlife Refuge System.
Clearly defines a unifying mission for the Refuge
System; establishes the legitimacy and appropriateness
of the six priority public uses (hunting, fishing, wildlife
observation and photography, or environmental
education and interpretation); establishes a formal
process for determining compatibility; establishes the
responsibilities of the Secretary of the Interior for
managing and protecting the System; and requires a
Comprehensive Conservation Plan for each refuge by
the year 2012. This Act amended portions of the
Refuge Recreation Act and National Wildlife Refuge
System Administration Act of 1966.

NATIVE AMERICAN GRAVES PROTECTION AND REPATRIATION ACT

(1990): Requires Federal agencies and museums to
inventory, determine ownership of, and repatriate
cultural items under their control or possession.

REFUGE RECREATION AcT (1962): Allows the use of refuges
for recreation when such uses are compatible with the
refuge's primary purposes and when sufficient funds
are available to manage the uses.

ReHABILITATION AcT (1973): Requires programmatic
accessibility in addition to physical accessibility for all
facilities and programs funded by the Federal
government to ensure that anybody can participate in
any program.

REFUGE REVENUE SHARING AcT OF 1935, As AMENDED: Provides
for payments to counties in lieu of taxes, using
revenues derived from the sale of products from
refuges. Public Law 88-523 (1964) revised this Act and
required that all revenues received from refuge
products, such as animals, timber and minerals, or
from leases or other privileges, be deposited in a
special Treasury account and net receipts distributed to
counties for public schools and roads. Payments to
counties were established as: 1) on acquired land, the
greatest amount calculated on the basis of 75 cents per
acre, three-fourths of one percent of the appraised
value, or 25 percent of the net receipts produced from
the land; and 2) on land withdrawn from the public
domain, 25 percent of net receipts and basic payments
under Public Law 94-565 (31 U.S.C. 1601- 1607, 90 Stat.
2662), payment in lieu of taxes on public lands.

Rocky FLats NATIONAL WiLDLIFE ReFUGE AcT oF 2001:
Establishes Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge
following cleanup and closure of the site, directs the
development of a Comprehensive Conservation Plan
for the Refuge, and other details.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION

., AGENCY
L SN REGION 8
""" g 999 18™ STREET - SUITE 300
DENVER, CO 80202-2466

Ref: 8EPR-F

Mr. Mark Sattelberg

Senior Contaminant Biologist

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge
Building 111

Commerce City, CO 80222-1748

Re: USFWS Future Activities at Rocky Flats
Dear Mr. Sattelberg:

This is in response to your letter dated August 20, 2003, in which you asked whether
EPA anticipated placing restrictions on activities the US Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) may
wish to conduct at the future Rocky Flats National Wildlife Refuge. Specifically the Service
asked about the following activities: prescribed fire, grazing, plowing, and ripping up old roads.

Once EPA certifies the remedy to be complete and jurisdiction of property has been
transferred to the Service, does EPA foresee any restrictions on the use of prescribed fire?
Similarly, does the EPA envision restrictions on ripping up roads?

As you are aware, the widespread contaminants of most concern at Rocky Flats are
plutonium and americium. Consequently, areas at the site where these contaminants remain at
closure would have the most use restrictions. In June 2003, CDPHE and EPA approved
modifications to the Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement, including revised contaminant soil action
levels. EPA expects that at the completion of the remedy no significant contamination will be
left in the surface soils at concentrations greater than outlined in the Attachment 5 of the
modified agreement. For plutonium, the expectation is that surface soils contaminated at
concentrations greater than 50 picocuries/gram (pCi/g) will have been removed. Surface soils
are defined as those less than three feet in depth. EPA anticipates there will be restrictions on
areas of the Site with residual contamination less than 50 pCi/g but greater than 9 pCi/g —a
concentration representing lifetime excess cancer risk of one in 1,000,000 to a wildlife refuge
worker. This is not to say that prescribed fire or ripping up roads would be precluded in areas
with residual contamination in the 9-50 pCi/g range. Rather, the Service would need to take
extra precautions in those areas to minimize soil disturbances. The primary concern being that
major soil disturbances could result in elevated levels of contaminants to migrate to surface

water.
&
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The use of prescribed fire at Rocky Flats is of special interest 1o ciizens and public
officials in the surrounding communities. EPA believes that the use of prescribed fire at the site
will not pose significant risk to firefighters, Service personne] or the gencral public. This belief
is based upon data gathered during and after the 2000 test burn and for accidental burns at the
gite, as wel] as risk assessment work documented in the Task 3 Report {Assessing Risks of

iym, February 2000) on the effects of prescribed fire at Rocky Flats,
However, relatively large areas of Rocky Flats have not been charactenized to date. These areas
are often referred to as "white spaces.” EPA does not believe there is great potential to find
contamination in these areas because they are remaoved from areas of known contamination and
are not associated with past practices at the site that resulted in releases of contamination.
Nevertheless, unexpected discoveries have occurred at Rocky Flats (e.g., the incinerator near the
ash pits), and EPA belizves that samples should be collected from white spaces before closure
and analyzed prier to the application of preseribed fire in those areas

Does EPA foresee any restrictions on the consumption of edible tissues from the grazing
arimals used for weed control at Rocky Flals?

Animal studies to date, and studies conductad by the actinide migration panel, indicate
that there is no significant uptake of contaminants by grazing animals at Rocky Flats, Therefore,
EPA does not anticipate restrictions on consumption of animals that graze at Rocky Flats,
However, overgrazing in the areas in the 9 to 50 pCi'g range could result in water quality issues
as discussed above Therefore, EPA would expect 10 sse measures put in place that would
prevent overgrazing.

Do vou foresse any restrictions on the plowing of areas in the southeast portion of the
site for the purpose of reestablishing native vegedation?

Plowing will in all likelthood be prohibited in any areas of the site where contamination
concentrations are greater than 9 pCi/g plutonium

EPA looks forward to working with the Service in identifying and implementing the
necessary restrictions for assuring that residual contamination at the future Rocky Flats National
Wildlife Refuge poses & negligible risk to workers and members of the public. Please contact me
&t {303) 312-6246 if you have any guestions regarding these matters.

Sincerely,
GH}Zﬁﬂmn
Acting Rocky Flats Team Leader
oo Dean Rundle, FWS§
Steve Gunderson, CTIPHE
Joe Legare, DOE

Deve Shelton, KH
Administrative Records, T130G



Appendix D: Regulatory Letters about Future Refuge Management

Eill Owars, Cuossismd

STATE OF COLORADO
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Lecated in Gloradale, Colorads

e Farwes coipha . ctmle oo s

Seplember 23, 2003

Mr. Mark Sattclberg

Senior Contaminant Biologist

U% Fish and Wildlife Service

Rocky Mountuin Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge
Building 111

Commerce City, CO BUZ22-1748

Dear Mr. Sattclberg:

The Colorado Department of Pubdlic Health and Environment has received your letter dated August 20,
2003 in which you asked the department’s position conceming potential activities being considered by
the U3 Fish and Wildlife Sarvice (Service) for wie af the fulure Rocky Flats National Wildlile Refuge,
The Department’s responses to cach potential aclivity follow:

I Doex COPJIE foresee any restriciions on the use of preseribed fira?

Ag you know, in June 2003 CDFHE and the Environmental Protection Agency approved modifications
to the Rocky Flots Cleanup Agreemant, which inclieded substantially revised contaminant soil action
levels, The surface soil action level for pluloniom was cstablished af a very conscrvative 50 picocuries
per oram of soil. Most surface soil plutonium contamination at Rocky Flats is related 1o airborne
releases of plutonium contamination in the late 19603 that were related 1o the 903 Pad, The highest
conceniraiions of plutopinm contamination in surfuce soils found Lo date are at the 903 Pad itself. An
gccelerated sction at the Pad to remove thiz contaminated 301l iz nearing completion. Lower levels of
plutonivm contamination in surface soil are presont sast of the 303 Pad. Surface soils wilh levels greater
than 30 picocuries per gram will be removed in accordance with EPCA. Surface soils with pluloaium
tevels lower than 30 picocuries per gram will likely be Jeit in place.

The modified RPCA inclisdes a site map that shows an area of land that i3 anticipated 1o be retained by
DOE after site closure, This area includes the Indusiria] Arca, the Bulfer Zope retention ponds, ground
wiler tregiment systems, the two existing landfills, and the areu of surface plutonium contamination
localed cast of the 203 Pad with contamination Jevels above appreximately T plcocuries per pram,
CDPHE does not believe that the resulting smoks and dust from a praivie fire in the arca of surface soil
eontaminztion between 7 and 50 picocuries per gram would pose a human health risk. Nonatholess, the
department would likely place restrictions on burning in these arcas in order to minimize soil
disturbance and potemiially adversely irnpact the plutonium surface watcr standarnd,
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Current data indicate thal most of the land thut is anticipated to be tumed over to the Service ufler sie
elafinup i3 completed has little or no plutonium contamination, and COPHE does not anticipate placing
restriclions on pres¢ribed burning in these areas.  Final delincation of arcas of the site with restrictions,
including thase areas that will be retained by DOE and not transferred 1o the Service, will be determined
after completion of the Comprehensive Risk Assagement (CRA). The CRA will not be completed uniil
2005 at the carliest. Additional soil sampling will likely be conducted in arcas of the Buffer Zone where
sampling duta are fimited.

2, Assuming that the deer tissue resulis agree with the CSOT data, de vou foresee any restrictions
on the use of prazing ai @ weed managenznt fol? Do you foresee any rextrictions on the
consumplion of edible ({ssues from the grazing animals used for weed conirol aft Rocky Flas?

Brsed on histerical animal studies, the actinide migrution panel results, and the low levels of resideal
conlamination that will be preseat ot Rocky Flats after cleanup, there s little evidence to indicale that
arazing will present a risk to livestock or the consumer, CDPHE would not expect o place restrictions
on grazing excepl Lo minimize surface soil disturbance in those arcas with residual plutonium
contamination levels between approximately T and 30 picocurics per gram.

5. Do vyou foreses any restrictions on the plowing or ripping of these types of areas for the
purposed or reestablishing narive vegetarion?

The plowing or fipping of surface soils would likely be prohibiled in those areas with contamination
between approximately T and 30 picocuries per gram. As staled in the answer to question number 1
ghove, RFCA anlicipates thal DOE would retain the area of the gite with thase levels of contamination.
Any roadways that eross this arca could be disturbed lor the purpose of revegetation and road remaval,

provided that adequate precantions are taken for dust and runoff control, and that any worker safety
issues are addressed.

IF yowu have any questions, please contact me af 303-692-3367,

Sincercly,

mﬁﬂ’v

Rocky