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Summary

Despite their relative scarcity across the Western United States, riparian areas provide important habitat for many species of wildlife for food, water, shelter, or use during migration.   Riparian areas have always been important for people also; but in years past, the significance of riparian habitat to wildlife was not understood.  One of the results of this lack of understanding is that all of Dinosaur National Monument’s (DINO) campgrounds and campsites are located in the riparian corridor.  Native riparian trees such as cottonwoods are subject to rot and disease, which creates a hazardous situation for visitors recreating in campgrounds.  Hazard limbs and trees are pruned to provide for visitor safety.  Unfortunately, these actions may adversely impact wildlife dependent upon these trees.  DINO understands the importance of this habitat for wildlife and wants to protect riparian forest habitat for the species that depend on it for survival while still maintaining the opportunity for visitors to safely utilize campgrounds and campsites.  The proposed plan will assist the park to manage hazard trees in an ecologically friendly way, while still providing quality visitor services.  Alternatives for this plan include Alternative I: Continuation of Current Management Practices and Alternative II: Preferred Alternative – A Comprehensive Management Approach to Manage Hazard Trees.  If Alternative I is chosen, DINO will continue to adversely impact wildlife species dependent on riparian forest for survival and will not comply with National Park Service (NPS) policies and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA).  Alternative II considers a comprehensive approach to proactively manage hazard trees; this alternative will keep DINO in compliance with NPS policies and other federal regulations.  This alternative will be the least damaging to the environment while still maintaining visitor safety at an acceptable level.  

Public Comment

If you wish to comment on the environmental assessment, you may mail comments to the name and address below or post comments online at http://parkplanning.nps.gov/.  This environmental assessment will be on public review for 30 days. It is the practice of the NPS to make all comments, including names and addresses of respondents who provide that information, available for public review following the conclusion of the environmental assessment process.  Individuals may request that the NPS withhold their name and/or address from public disclosure.  If you wish to do this, you must state this prominently at the beginning of your comment.  Commentators using the website can make such a request by checking the box "keep my contact information private."  The NPS will honor such requests to the extent allowable by law, but you should be aware that NPS may still be required to disclose your name and address pursuant to the Freedom of Information Act.  We will make all submissions from organizations, businesses, and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses available for public inspection in their entirety.

Mary Risser, Superintendent

Dinosaur National Monument

4545 E. Highway 40

Dinosaur, CO 81610
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PURPOSE AND NEED
INTRODUCTION

Dinosaur National Monument (DINO) was established in 1915 (Presidential Proclamation 1313, 39 Stat. 1752) to preserve the fossil resources at the dinosaur quarry near Jensen, UT.  In 1938, President Franklin D. Roosevelt expanded DINO to 203,885 acres from its original 80 acres to protect the river corridors of the Yampa and Green Rivers (Presidential Proclamation 2290, 53 Stat. 2454).  This proclamation cites the 1916 Act that established the National Park Service (NPS) and its purpose, which gives direction for the administration of the monument: preservation of the natural resources and public use.  The Act states:


[The National Park Service] shall promote and regulate the use of the Federal areas known as
national parks, monuments, and reservations hereinafter specified by such means and measures as
conform to the fundamental purposes of the said parks, monuments, and reservations, which 
purpose is to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.
In 1960, Congress enacted legislation (Public Law 86-729, September 8, 1960; 74 Stat. 857) expanding the Monument to 211, 141 acres.  

DINO’s significance lies in the outstanding fossil remains and the scenic canyons of the Green and Yampa Rivers.  Visitors can see fossil remains or take advantage of the outdoor recreational opportunities, such as hiking, boating, fishing, camping, and watching wildlife.  Despite the diverse recreational opportunities available within the Monument, the majority of the people come primarily to see the fossil resources or to raft the Yampa and Green Rivers.
The purpose of this Environmental Assessment (EA) is to examine the environmental impacts associated with the proposal to write a Hazard Tree Management Plan within DINO.  The Hazard Tree Management Plan would address impacts to park resources, recreational use, and aesthetic values of the river corridors from cutting hazardous limbs and trees within the Monument.  This EA has been prepared in accordance with NEPA, regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR 1508.9), and the National Park Service Director’s Order (DO)-12 (Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis, and Decision-making).

BACKGROUND

Dinosaur National Monument is located in a semi-arid region; the green vegetation of the river corridors is a stark contrast to the sagebrush and pinyon juniper communities surrounding them.  The river corridors have attracted both wildlife and people throughout time. Despite the scarcity of riparian habitat, just two to three percent of the western landscape, 80 percent of bird species, 80 percent of mammals, 72 percent of reptiles, and 77 percent of amphibians that occur regularly on the Colorado Plateau use riparian habitat for food, water, cover, or migration routes (Colorado Partners in Flight, 2000).  Evidence of people’s use over time in DINO is seen in the archeological remains as well as historic use such as cabins and homesteads.  The river corridors of the Green and Yampa have been impacted by human activities, including ranching, livestock grazing, mining, recreation, and dams for hydroelectric or water storage purposes.  The Flaming Gorge Dam regulates the flow of the Green River within the Monument, resulting in changes to flow amounts and patterns (Bureau of Reclamation, 2004); other streamflow depletions also impact the flow and water levels of the rivers as they pass through DINO.  Since the construction of the dam and regulated flows, cottonwoods do not seem able to regenerate on the Green River above the confluence with the Yampa.  Within DINO, all of the campgrounds and river campsites are located within the riparian zone.  This activity within the river corridor has the potential to adversely impact the native vegetation and wildlife associated with the river corridor.

The campgrounds, river campsites, and designated trails and backcountry sites within DINO are places where the visitor is invited to go, or in the case of river campsites, required to stay as part of their river permit.  Park visitors, in designated use areas, have the right to expect to be safe from foreseeable or preventable accidents, such as those resulting from obviously rotten or dead limbs falling on a person.  Part of the scenic and recreational aspect of the canyons is the aesthetic value of riparian forest.  Impacts to riparian forest within the Monument, such as the regulated flow, the lack of regeneration, and removal of riparian trees over time will result in a change in the canyon landscape, diminishing values for which Dinosaur National Monument was set aside.
Due to the relative scarcity of riparian forest, any repetitive management actions dealing with riparian trees or forest would likely have significant impacts over time.  Activities conducted in campgrounds are no exception.  Cottonwoods are a disease prone species; fallen limbs are a common sight in cottonwood galleries.  In order to make campgrounds safe for visitors, hazard trees and limbs are dealt with on an individual basis.  However, NEPA requires that actions be examined for impacts to the resource, including cumulative effects of similar actions.  The Monument was concerned that the cumulative impacts over time would begin to have an adverse impact on native species dependent on riparian forest.  The staff of DINO is interested in better managing hazard trees in developed zones in a proactive manner.  These concerns and interest in better management of these resources prompted the creation of a Hazard Tree Management Plan and Environmental Assessment.
PURPOSE AND NEED
The purpose of this document is to develop a Hazard Tree Management Plan for Dinosaur National Monument that complies with National Park Service Management Policies (2006), Director’s Order 12 and Environmental Impact Analysis, NEPA, and the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  
The project is needed to accomplish the following objectives:

1. Meet federal laws and regulations as well as NPS management policies for management of hazard trees.
2. Determine appropriate management actions for hazard trees by development/management zone and designated areas.

3. Maintain visitor and employee safety to the appropriate level, as determined by the development zone and designated use.

4. Maintain, to the extent possible, the value and function of the riparian forest and individual hazard trees for wildlife.

5. Establish a decision-making tool and protocol that will guide the decision making process for hazard tree management taking into account visitor safety, natural vegetation, wildlife, cultural landscapes, and other factors.

Figure 1: Overview of Dinosaur National Monument With Hazard Tree Management Project Areas
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Figure 2: Northern Third of Dinosaur National Monument
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Figure 3: Western Third of Dinosaur National Monument
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Figure 4: Eastern Third of Dinosaur National Monument
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Figure 5: Harpers Corner Road, Overlooks, and Headquarters Area
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RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER MONUMENT PLANS AND POLICIES

This project is consistent with the 1986 Dinosaur National Monument General Management Plan (GMP) objectives for visitor activities and safety as well as natural and cultural resource objectives.  Objectives in the GMP pertinent to this planning effort include the following:
· Manage all the monument’s resources as a total environment to perpetuate the natural, historic, and prehistoric features for which the area was established.

· Maintain all park roads and facilities so as to maximize safe use and enjoyment by visitors while protecting the government’s investments.

· Protect, manage, and maintain natural plant and animal communities within the monument.

· Protect, manage, and recover endangered species and their habitats where feasible and in cooperation with other federal agencies, state agencies, and participating entities.

· Protect monument resources and values from adverse external influences.

· Identify, protect, and preserve historic and prehistoric features.
This project is consistent with the 2006 NPS Management Policies for visitor safety and resource objectives.  Visitor safety considerations included within the 2006 Policies are the following:

· The saving of human life will take precedence over all other management actions as the Park Service strives to protect human life and provide for injury-free visits, within the constraints of the 1916 Organic Act.  (Section 8.2.5.1).

· The Service will seek to provide a safe and healthful environment for visitors and employees.  
· Park visitors must assume a substantial degree of risk and responsibility for their own safety when visiting areas that are managed and maintained as natural, cultural, or recreational environments.  (Section 8.2.5.1).
· The Service will not intervene in natural biological or physical processes, except… when a park plan has identified the intervention necessary to protect other park resources, human health and safety, or facilities.  (Section 4.1).
Natural Resource objectives included within the Policies are the following:

· The National Park Service will strive to understand, maintain, restore, and protect the inherent integrity of the natural resources, processes, systems, and values of the parks, while providing meaningful and appropriate opportunities to enjoy them (Section 4).
· The Service manages the natural resources of parks to maintain them in an unimpaired condition for present and future generations… (Section 4).
· Biological or physical processes altered in the past by human activities may need to be actively managed to restore them to a natural condition or to maintain the closest approximation of the natural condition when a truly natural system is no longer attainable (Section 4.1.).
· The Service will reestablish natural functions and processes in parks…The Service will seek to return such disturbed areas to the natural conditions and processes characteristic  of the ecological zone in which the damaged resources are situated.  The Service will use the best available technology, within available resources, to restore the biological and physical components of these systems, accelerating both their recovery and the recovery of landscape and biological community structure and function.  (Section 4.1.5)
This project is consistent with the Wilderness Act of 1964 and the Wilderness Recommendation for Dinosaur National Monument of 1974.  The Department of Interior (DOI) Guidelines for Wilderness Proposals of 1972 found in the Wilderness Recommendation for Dinosaur National Monument state “An area should not be excluded from wilderness designation solely because established or proposed management practices require the use of tools, equipment or structures, if these practices are necessary for the health and safety of wilderness travelers…”  The majority of river campsites in Dinosaur National Monument on both the Green and Yampa Rivers are located within Recommended Wilderness.

This project is consistent with the Dinosaur National Monument River Management Plan of 1979; designated campsites will continue to exist, and overnight camping will still be restricted to these sites.

This project will comply with the Dinosaur National Monument Invasive Plant Management Plan and Environmental Assessment, completed in 2005.  Under the preferred alternative, best management practices will be utilized to reduce the risk of the introduction or spread of invasive species. 
SCOPING
Scoping is a process to identify the resources that may be affected by a project proposal and to explore possible alternative ways to achieve the proposal while minimizing adverse impacts.  DINO conducted both internal scoping with appropriate NPS staff and external scoping with the public and interested/affected groups and agencies.

Internal scoping was conducted by an interdisciplinary team of professionals from the Monument.  Interdisciplinary team members met on February 8, 2006, to discuss the purpose and need for the project, various alternatives, potential impacts, the cumulative impacts of past, present and future actions, and possible mitigation measures.
External scoping was initiated with the distribution of a scoping letter to inform the public of the proposal to write a Hazard Tree Management Plan and to generate input on the preparation of this EA.  The scoping letter dated June 2, 2006 was mailed to over 150 people, affiliated Native American Tribes, federal, state and local agencies and was also posted to the DINO website.  

Five responses were received in response to the letter.  Three responses came in within the 34-day scoping period and two came in after July 5, 2006.  The decision was made to accept the late comments as well.  The comments generally supported instituting a Hazard Tree Management Plan and protection of visitor safety.  One of the responses was the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) Section 7 Consultation letter from the Grand Junction, CO Field Office and can found in Appendix A USFWS Consultation.  No responses were received from affiliated Tribes.  
IMPACT TOPICS

Impact topics are resources of concern that could be affected by the range of alternatives.  After scoping, issues and concerns were organized into impact topics to facilitate the analysis of environmental consequences, to ensure the alternatives were compared on the basis of the most relevant information.  Impact topics were identified on the basis of federal laws, regulations, orders, NPS Management Policies, and NPS knowledge of monument resources.
Topics analyzed in this EA include the following: vegetation, wildlife, threatened and endangered species, invasive species, visitor experience, cultural resources, wilderness, and land use and park operations.  Each of these impact topics is addressed later in this EA.

IMPACT TOPICS DISMISSED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION
Some impact topics have been dismissed from further consideration, as listed below.  The rationale for dismissing these specific topics is stated for each resource.

Environmental Justice: Executive Order 12898, “General Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations” requires all federal agencies address environmental and human health conditions in minority and low-income communities to avoid disproportionate placement of any adverse effects from federal policies and actions on these populations.  Any action regarding hazard tree management within the Monument will not disproportionately affect minority or low-income populations.  Therefore, this topic has been dismissed from further consideration.
Prime and Unique Farmlands: The CEQ 1980 memorandum on prime and unique farmlands directed that federal agencies must assess the effects of their actions on farmland soils classified as prime or unique.  Prime farmland is defined as soil that produces common foods, forage, fiber, and oil seeds; unique farmland produces specialty crops such as fruits and vegetables.  According to the Natural Resource Conservation Service Soil Survey of Dinosaur National Monument, Colorado and Utah, no prime or unique soils occur within the Monument.  As a result, prime and unique farmlands were not retained for further analysis.  
Museum Collections:  According to Director’s Order 24 Museum Collections, the NPS requires the consideration of impacts on museum collections (historic artifacts, natural specimens, and archival and manuscript material), and provides further policy guidance, standards, and requirements for preserving, protecting, documenting, and providing access to, and use of, NPS collections.  Implementation of any of the alternatives considered in this document is expected to generate a negligible amount of reports, plans, and data to be catalogued and/or archived.  Thus, this topic has been dismissed from further consideration.
Ethnographic Resources: Per NPS Director’s Order 28, Cultural Resource Management, ethnographic resources are defined as any site, structure, object, landscape, or natural resource feature assigned traditional legendary, religious, subsistence, or other significance in the cultural system of a group traditionally associated with it.  According to DO-28 and Executive Order 13007 on sacred sites, the NPS should try to preserve and protect ethnographic resources.  No complete study of ethnographic resources exists for the monument, and no tribes have responded to previous queries regarding ethnographic resources.  Because no sites have been identified by either Monument staff or affiliated tribes confirming the presence and location of ethnographic resources, this topic will not be addressed further.
Indian Trust Resources: Indian trusts are assets owned by Native Americans but held in trust by the United States.  Indian trusts do not occur within the Monument and therefore this topic will not be retained for further analysis. 

Socioeconomics: The proposed action would neither change local and regional land use nor impact local businesses or other agencies.  This topic will not be addressed in this document.

Energy Efficiency and Conservation Potential: Under any alternative, the NPS would continue to implement its policies of reducing costs, eliminating waste, and conserving resources by using energy-efficient and cost-effective technology.  Therefore, this topic has been dismissed from further evaluation.
Geological Resources: According to the National Park Service Management Policies (2006), the NPS will preserve and protect geologic resources and features as integral components of park natural systems, while allowing natural geologic processes to continue.  Soil is included as a component of Geological Resources.  The impact to soils will be minimal and in areas that have already been disturbed by human activities at the site.  As a result, this topic will not be addressed further.
Air Quality: The Clean Air Act of 1963 (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.) was established to promote the public health and welfare by protecting and enhancing the nation’s air quality.  Section 118 of the Clean Air Act requires a park unit to meet all federal, state, and local air pollution standards.  Depending on the alternative selected, there could be a temporary effect on air quality when doing a specific action.  However, the effect would be negligible, and so this topic has been dismissed from further evaluation.
Soundscapes: Under the alternatives considered, there would be short term effects associated with equipment used to limb or cut trees, plant trees, or install shade structures.  Such use would be minimized to the extent possible and actions would be carried out to lessen any potential impact, so there would be no appreciable impacts on soundscapes.  Therefore, this impact topic will not be carried forward.

Floodplains and Wetlands: Though the campgrounds and river campsites are within the 100-year flood plain, and the NPS complies with Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wetlands and Executive Order 11988 Floodplain Management, hazard tree management actions in DINO are not expected to adversely affect wetland or floodplain function, and therefore does not constitute “development” under Reference Manual 77-1 and 77-2.  Therefore these topics have been dismissed from further consideration. 
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND POLICIES
A range of laws, regulations, policies, and presidential proclamations guide the decisions and actions that can be taken for hazard tree management.  The following provides a summary applicable to all alternatives for this project.
Organic Act of 1916
Through the Organic Act, Congress directed the Department of Interior and the NPS to manage units “to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.”  Congress intended for conservation to be predominant when there is a conflict between conserving resources and values and providing for enjoyment of them (NPS Management Policies 2006 Sect 1.4.3).  Courts have also consistently interpreted the Organic Act to place conservation above visitor recreation.  

Endangered Species Act of 1973
The Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended states “all Federal departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered species and threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purpose of this Act.

Management Policies 2006
Management Policies 2006 establishes service-wide policies for the preservation, management, and use of park resources and facilities.  These policies provide guidelines and direction for hazard tree management within the Monument.  
Section 4.4.1 requires the NPS to maintain native plants and animals as a part of the park ecosystem.  “The Service will preserve and restore the natural abundances, diversities, dynamics, distributions, habitats, and behaviors of native plant and animal populations and the communities and ecosystems in which they occur, restoring plant and animal populations in parks when they have been extirpated due to human-caused actions, and minimizing the human impacts on native plants, animals, populations, communities, and ecosystems, and the processed that sustain them.”
Section 4.1.5 requires the NPS to “reestablish natural functions and processes in parks” resulting from human disturbances including hydrologic changes and the disruption of natural processes.  The NPS will strive to return these disturbed areas to the natural conditions and processes characteristic of the ecological zone in which the damaged resources are situated.  Examples of such efforts could include removal of exotic species, restoration of areas disturbed by NPS administrative, management or development activities, such as hazard tree removal or construction, and the restoration of native plants and animals.  
There are multiple other sections of Management Policies 2006 that are relevant to the hazard tree management plan.  These sections include, but are not limited to, the following: Section 4.4.2.3 Management of Threatened or Endangered Plants and Animals, 4.4.2.4 Management of Natural Landscapes. 4.4.1.2 Genetic Resource Management Principles, 5.3.1 Protection and Preservation of Cultural Resources, 5.3.5.1.1 Preservation of Archeological Resources, 5.3.5.2 Cultural Landscapes, 6 Wilderness Preservation and Management, 8.2.5.1 Visitor Safety, 8.2.2.1 Management of Recreational Use, and 8.2.2.3 River Use.
Director’s Order #12 and Handbook: 

Director’s Order #12 and Handbook dictate how the NPS will comply with NEPA, which encouraged the “productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment” and “to promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere…”  Director’s Order #12 and Handbook require looking at not only short-term impacts, but also impacts that are cumulative, connected, or indirect.  

Natural Resource Management Reference Manual #77

RM#77 presents guidelines for natural resources management to be used in conjunction with other policy and procedural documents.  There is a section in RM#77 dedicated to hazardous trees, Chapter 2, pages 349 – 357.  
Purpose and Significance of Dinosaur National Monument
Through the Antiquities Act of 1906, the President of the United States can create national monuments to preserve historic landmarks, historic and prehistoric features, and other objects of historic or scientific interest.  The resource for which the national monument was created lays the foundation for management decisions on how best to conserve resources while providing “for the enjoyment of the same.”  
Dinosaur National Monument was originally established by Presidential Proclamation # 1313 to preserve the outstanding fossil remains at the Dinosaur Quarry in 1915.  In the proclamation it states “there is located an extraordinary deposit of Dinosaurian and other gigantic reptilian remains of the Juratrias period, which are of great scientific interest and value, and it appears that the public interest would be promoted by reserving these deposits.”
In 1938, Presidential Proclamation # 2290 expanded the Monument to include the river corridors of the Green and Yampa Rivers; “Whereas certain public lands contiguous to the Dinosaur National Monument, established by Proclamation of October 4, 1915, have situated thereon various objects of historic and scientific interest; and Whereas it appears that it would be in the public interest to reserve such lands as an addition to the said Dinosaur National Monument.”

The National Environmental Policy Act requires that federal agencies explore a range of reasonable alternatives and analyze the impacts that the alternatives could have on the natural and human environment.  During February and March of 2006, an interdisciplinary team of NPS employees met for the purpose of developing project alternatives.  At these meetings, the goals and proposed actions of the plan were established.  Two action alternatives and the No Action Alternative were originally considered for this project; one action alternative was dismissed from further consideration for reasons that will be described later in this chapter.  One action alternative and the No Action alternative were carried forward for further evaluation in this Environmental Assessment. 
Alternatives Carried Forward

Alternative I:  Continuation of Current Management Practices.

This no-action alternative provides a basis for comparing the current management direction and environmental consequences with that of the proposed action.  Under this no-action alternative, DINO would continue to manage hazard trees in the same way that has been done in the past.  Hazard tree management activities would occur every few years, in response to an obvious hazard, such as large limbs falling in designated visitor use areas.  Management activities would continue to occur in the developed campgrounds, headquarters, housing, and the Josie Morris Ranch site.  Occasional trail maintenance and pruning small branches to protect petroglyph or pictograph sites would also continue.  DINO staff would inspect trees in these areas, and utilize either DINO staff or a contractor to remove hazardous limbs or trees.  Hazard tree management would not occur elsewhere in the Monument.  Should this alternative be selected, NPS would respond to future hazard tree management needs without a major shift in action or change in course.  

Currently, hazard trees are not managed by management zone.  Activities that are appropriate for one zone may not be appropriate in a different zone.  There would continue to be no standard method to identify hazard limbs or trees or decide a course of action for those deemed hazardous.  The cumulative impacts to resources from repeatedly trimming or removing trees would not be considered.  Each hazard would continue to be looked at individually.

Under this alternative, impacts to wildlife, vegetation, and the visitor experience would not be addressed at all and visitor safety would not be fully addressed in all high visitor use areas.  If current management actions continue, trees will be limbed and eventually may become too hazardous to leave standing.  Replacement trees would not be planted; in the future, it may be possible that there would come a time when no trees were left standing in the campgrounds.  Federally listed species have the potential to be found in and near some of the areas where hazard tree management is occurring.  Current management activities do little to protect such species from the impacts of hazardous limb or tree removal.

The Utah SHPO would continue to be included when addressing cultural resource concerns at the Josie Morris Cultural Landscape and the compliance process would continue to be completed.  Best management practices for invasive species would continue to be utilized to reduce the risk of invasive species being spread by the contractor’s vehicles or equipment.

Alternative II:  Preferred Alternative – A Comprehensive Approach to Manage Hazard Trees.
The preferred alternative would consider a comprehensive approach to proactively manage hazard trees.  This would include activities to address visitor safety, wildlife needs, cumulative effects of actions, mitigation to reduce adverse effects of visitors on existing trees, and to educate visitors and staff alike about hazard trees.  This alternative would address hazard trees in developed zones, river campsites, cultural sites, etc. Using this more comprehensive alternative would reduce the adverse impacts that management activities have on wildlife and the natural functions of the riparian trees and forest.  Recreational and aesthetic values would be taken into consideration when planning management activities.  This alternative, due to its more comprehensive approach, would more appropriately address federal laws and regulations, native vegetation and wildlife species, cultural sites and landscapes, recreational and aesthetic values in the river corridor, and visitor concerns as well as addressing visitor safety in these areas.  This alternative meets the objectives for hazard tree management identified by DINO staff.  

Identify appropriate actions for the different management zones and designated use areas.

The three management zones present in DINO are developed, cultural, and natural zones.  Developed zones include areas such as the visitor centers, maintenance facilities, housing, and the developed campgrounds.  Cultural zones include places like the Josie Morris Ranch, Jones Hole Creek, and the Chew Pool Creek Ranch.  The natural zone, which includes Wilderness, encompasses the majority of acres at DINO.  

Developed zones are areas in which visitors are expected to be present, and as such are generally managed for visitor safety and a positive visitor experience.  Many of Dinosaur’s campgrounds and other facilities are located within the riparian corridor of the Yampa and Green Rivers or their tributaries.  When these facility locations were chosen, the fragile nature and importance of riparian habitat for wildlife was not well understood.  This has since changed; DINO understands the scarcity of riparian habitat, the fragile ecosystem, and the importance of this habitat to wildlife.  Due to the size, age and condition of riparian trees in and around facilities, particularly the campgrounds, concerns have increased for visitor and employee safety from falling limbs and dead or dying trees.  Cottonwood trees are disease-prone, with older trees often having diseased, rotten, and/or dead limbs or hollow trunks.  These types of trees provide important habitat for wildlife, some of which are federally or state listed species.

Cultural zones are zones which contain cultural or archeological resources, historic structures, cultural landscapes, or a combination of these.  Resource protection, preservation, restoration of some sites, and interpretation of these resources to visitors occurs within cultural zones.  The safety of historic structures or other cultural resources and visitor safety is a high priority.  Several cultural zones occur within riparian areas, and have hazard tree issues, such as the Josie Morris Ranch Cultural Landscape.  Riparian trees and trees planted by Josie Morris have become hazardous over time, and threaten the safety of both visitors and historic structures.

In the natural zone, the management strategy is to allow natural processes to continue unimpeded, and maintain a primitive character.  With the exception of designated visitor use areas, such as river campsites, backcountry campsites, and maintained trails, hazard tree management will not occur in the natural zone.  Instead, the natural processes in these areas will be allowed to function unimpeded while maintaining a primitive character.  By entering natural zones, visitors assume risk, and the responsibility for their own safety.  The exception to this are the designated use areas mentioned above; the NPS has the obligation to remove known safety hazards while the visitor has the right to expect to be safe (NPS Management Policies, 2006).  Therefore, these designated areas are included in the Hazard Tree Management Plan, despite being located within the natural zone.  
A flowchart has been developed that will guide inspectors through the hazard tree process.  Removal of hazards does not always have to be the answer.  Concerns for natural resources, federal regulations, and NPS policies require consideration for other possibilities.  If a tree is not a significant hazard, it may be left standing and monitored.  If a tree is a significant hazard, the hazard may be removed, or the human activity could be removed from the danger zone of the hazard.  This would benefit wildlife that might utilize this type of tree, including threatened or endangered species, or species of concern that may be present.  Though beneficial for wildlife, this may adversely impact campground use if too many sites need to be closed.  Obviously, there needs to be a balance between people and resource needs.

When limbs or trees are cut down, some of this large woody debris will be left for habitat for ground-dwelling wildlife, and to complete the nutrient cycle.  In backcountry locations, branches will be moved to the edge of the site, so woody debris doesn’t impede use by visitors, but will not totally be removed.
Establish Methods to Identify Hazard Trees.

A form has been established for use in identifying hazardous trees, and a copy is located in Appendix B.  

Establish a decision-making tool to decide a course of action for identified hazard trees.

A flowchart has been established to guide the decision-making process, and a copy is located in Appendix B.

Identify methods to maintain or replace the value and function of riparian trees and forest while providing for visitor safety and enjoyment of facilities located within riparian habitat.  

Possible options include the following:

· Plant new trees in campgrounds.  After old, hazardous trees are removed, there would still be trees remaining to provide shade, wildlife habitat, and maintain genetic diversity.

· Leave the hazardous tree and remove the human activity by closing the site or area.  This would preserve the tree and its value.

· Mitigate habitat loss by planting trees to increase riparian forest habitat.

· Create artificial habitat for wildlife, either on a temporary or permanent scale.  This could include nest boxes, nesting platforms, perches, leaving large limbs that have been removed, or downed trees for habitat, etc. When artificial habitat is being considered, the appropriate level of management will be considered based on management zone; some activities may not be appropriate for all management zones.
· Provide artificial shade at campsites without shade by installing shade structures.

· Use transplants from the local area or cuttings from existing trees to maintain genetic stock of local, native trees.

· Aerate the soil around existing trees to diminish problems associated with soil compaction and increase water infiltration into the soil.

· Fertilize, mulch, or water established trees.

· Discourage damage to or use of trees by visitors in campgrounds.

· Designate parking spaces in locations that do not further stress trees to the degree possible.

· Temporarily close heavily used campsites to spread use out over entire campground and reduce stress on existing trees.
· Place signs stating that hazard trees may be present, proceed at own risk, etc.

· Change official designation for some trails from official or maintained to unofficial or not maintained, with proper warning, such as a sign.

Educate visitors and staff regarding hazard trees.

One of the difficulties facing DINO during past hazard tree management, is the lack of understanding by visitors and staff alike.  When DINO staff are well informed, and understand the situation, they are better able to inform and educate visitors in a positive manner and obtain a higher level of voluntary compliance for the closures or other actions to protect riparian trees, wildlife habitat, and visitor safety.

Possibilities to educate staff include presentations by resource management staff with discussion afterward to appropriate staff, such as interpreters, campground hosts, and law enforcement, etc., who will interact with visitors in the campgrounds and giving pamphlets or site bulletins to staff.  Visitor education could consist of interpretative talks in the campground, site bulletins, signs at closed sites explaining the closure, and informal contacts by rangers, campground hosts, or volunteers.

Plan Implementation
Hazard tree management will occur at the following locations at DINO: developed areas such as headquarters, visitor areas, maintenance facilities and utilities, employee housing, campgrounds, and overlooks with associated trails.  Hazard tree management will be done at cultural sites, including the Josie Morris Ranch, Chew Pool Creek Ranch, near petroglyphs and pictographs, etc.  Within the natural zone, consideration will be taken to maintain the “primitive character” that is a part of this zone, as well as allowing the natural processes to continue.  Designated river campsites, backcountry sites, and trails will have hazard tree management actions taken.  The vast majority of the natural zone will have no hazard tree management done.

Inspection: Hazard Tree Inspections will consist of a thorough examination once every five years and an annual “walk-through” of developed and cultural sites; if a severe storm or other factor creates a need, an emergency walk-through may be necessary, especially in areas known to have hazard tree issues.  River campsites will be checked annually by staff already on the river.  Trails will be checked on a semi-annual basis.  Potential staff for inspections include resource management, fire, facilities management, and rangers.  The form appearing at the end of this plan will be utilized for these inspections.

Removal: Most hazard tree removal will occur at times of the year with the least disturbance to wildlife and vegetation, including threatened and endangered species and species of concern that may be present.  The majority of hazard tree management in riparian areas will occur in late September through early November, particularly in areas where listed species are known to occur.  For a variety of reasons, it is possible a tree may become hazardous and may need to be removed immediately.  In areas with potential listed species, staff will conduct surveys for federally listed species prior to removal.  Hazard tree removal in non riparian areas of the park will be conducted October through March to avoid disturbance to nesting wildlife.

Hazard removal will vary based on the tree species, tree size, and location.  Removal options will be considered for individual projects based on available equipment and staff; contractors may be utilized for some projects.  If DINO staff is removing hazards, chainsaw safety does not allow the chainsaw “head” to go past shoulder height of the operator.  Therefore, specialized equipment may be needed to allow for limbing of hazardous limbs higher than shoulder height of Monument staff in some areas.  If a federal or state listed species is thought to be present, resource management staff will be contacted to survey the area prior to any removal activity.  When a tree that is part of a cultural landscape or associated with a site is considered hazardous, the compliance process involving DINO cultural resources staff and the appropriate state’s SHPO will be completed prior to removal.  Designated and maintained trails will be checked on a semi-annual basis, and appropriate hazard management actions taken.

T&E Species: The federally listed or proposed species are the bald eagle, Mexican spotted owl, yellow-billed cuckoo, and Ute ladies’-tresses.  Based on current knowledge, the Mexican spotted owl is not expected to be present in any of the projects areas.  However, the bald eagle, yellow-billed cuckoo, and Ute ladies’-tresses may be present.  The following list is part of the conservation measures sent to the USFWS as part of the Section 7 consultation and will be implemented as part of the plan.
· Planned hazard tree management in riparian areas will occur to the extent 

possible in late September through early November; planned management will occur late September through March. 

· If a tree or trees become significant hazards other than these times, surveys will be completed by appropriate resource management staff to discover if listed species are present.

· Trees will be checked for the presence of wildlife prior to being cut.

· Habitat considerations for these species will be part of the decision making process on whether to remove the tree or leave the tree and hazard and remove the human activity from that area.

· Ground disturbance will be minimized to the extent possible in areas with known Ute ladies’-tresses populations.
· Options that maintain habitat for these species will be considered when making overall decisions for hazard tree, campground, or riparian management.
· Trees may be planted to maintain habitat for listed species.

Planting Trees: If the decision is made to plant trees either in the campgrounds or for habitat mitigation, maintaining genetic diversity will be part of the process.  Existing, native trees may be transplanted from the local area or cuttings taken from existing trees.  Non-native tree species will be avoided.  Trees may be watered to increase survival.  After establishment, trees will not ordinarily be watered.  If planting trees in other developed areas such as Headquarters or housing, non-native trees will be avoided.  Designated cultural landscapes may have trees planted as part of the resource and interpretive display; these trees may be non-native species.  At no time will species considered to be invasive be deliberately planted in the monument.  Trees will not generally be planted in the natural zone, unless such action is deemed appropriate to provide increased habitat, maintain genetic diversity, etc.

Training:  Initial training will be provided by a resource professional able to detect disease, rot, etc. in trees.  Trees anticipated to be the most difficult to detect problems in are cottonwoods in the developed campgrounds, due to their height and difficulty detecting disease or rot, especially in higher branches.  Seasonal staff may be trained by permanent staff.  Any resource questions will be directed to the appropriate resource management staff or the Chief of Research &Resource Management.

Table 1: Summary of Alternatives
	Alternative Elements/Actions
	Alternative I:  Continuation of Current Management Practices – cut hazard limbs or trees down as they become a known hazard in developed areas.

	Alternative II:  Preferred Alternative – A Comprehensive Approach to Manage Hazard Trees, including activities to address visitor safety, aesthetics, wildlife needs, cumulative effects of management actions, and educating park visitors and staff.



	Identify appropriate actions for the different management zones and designated use areas.
	Treatment does not differ in different management zones or designated areas.
	Treatment of hazard trees and limbs would differ based on what development zone it was in, the designated use for that area, and the individual tree and its location.

	Establish methods to identify hazard trees.
	Currently DINO staff identifies hazardous limbs and trees based every few years.  
	Identify hazardous trees and limbs based on DINO goals and objectives.

	Establish a decision-making tool to decide a course of action for identified hazard trees.
	Current management practices include identifying and then removing hazards.  
	A decision-making tool would be developed to decide the course of action for identified hazards; individual trees, limbs, and situations would be treated both independently, and as part of a greater whole.

	Identify methods to maintain or replace the value and function of riparian trees and forest while providing for visitor safety and enjoyment of facilities located within riparian habitat.
	Currently, no methods are identified to maintain or replace the value and function of riparian trees or forest.
	Methods would be identified, developed, and carried out to maintain or replace the value and function of the riparian trees and forest while providing for visitor safety and enjoyment of the monument.

	Educate visitors and staff about hazard trees.
	Current level of visitor and staff education on hazard trees would be continued.  This occurs on a very limited basis, mainly when campsites have to be closed due to a hazard.
	Monument would expand visitor and staff education to improve awareness of the importance of riparian habitat, hazard trees and how these areas are utilized by wildlife.


	Extent to which alternative meets project objectives.
	This alternative would not identify different actions based on management zone, there would not be a standard method for identifying hazards, no attempt would be made to maintain or replace the value and function of riparian trees and forest that were removed, and a minimal level of education for staff and visitors would continue only when closures were needed prior to removal of hazards.  This alternative would fail to meet the majority of project objectives.
	This alternative would base appropriate action based on management zone and designated use and a standard method for hazard trees would be established.  This alternative would consider the values and functions of riparian trees and forest prior to removal.  Options to maintain the value and functions would be considered.  Staff and visitor education would be provided on a regular basis, to facilitate understanding.  This alternative would meet project objectives.


Figure 6: Alternative I Hazard Tree Management Project Areas
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Figure 7: Alternative II Hazard Tree Management Project Areas
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Alternatives Dismissed from Further Consideration
One additional alternative, “Alternative III: No Hazard Tree Management or Control,” was identified and considered in the scoping process; it was dismissed from further consideration because it did not meet federal laws and regulations, NPS management policies, and DINO’s enabling legislation.  Director’s Order #12, Section 2.7B indicates that the CEQ considers alternatives unreasonable if they could not be implemented if chosen or did not resolve the need for action and fulfill to a large degree the stated purpose in taking action.  Such alternatives include those that do not fulfill park mandates, that are not consistent with carefully considered management objectives, or that have severe environmental impacts.  This alternative could not have been implemented if chosen, since it would not comply with federal laws and regulations, NPS mandates, and DINO’s enabling legislation.  In addition, if it were chosen, this alternative would not resolve the need for action or fulfill the stated purpose in taking action.
MITIGATION MEASURES
The following mitigation measures have been developed to minimize the degree and/or severity of adverse effects and would be implemented under the preferred alternative.  If hazard removal work were to be contracted, mitigation measures would be written into the contract and/or explained to contractors to obtain compliance.  
Vegetation

· Action will be taken to reduce damage to existing riparian trees, particularly cottonwoods.  This may include putting shade structures in campsites to encourage visitor use at other sites, implementing activities to reduce soil compaction around trees, mulching existing trees, and discouraging use or damage by visitors.

· Where appropriate, campsites or other locally small areas may be closed to allow valuable hazard trees to remain standing and maintain their form, structure, and character. 
· If trees are planted, care will be taken to use local, native tree species to preserve the genetic strain of the local trees. Cuttings may be taken from existing trees, as long as this activity is not detrimental to the chosen tree.

· Measures will be taken to minimize disturbance to other trees while conducting hazard tree operations.
· Decisions on hazardous trees and limbs will be based on DINO objectives, including federal regulations, resource objectives, and management objectives.

Wildlife

· Management considerations for riparian forest and hazard trees will consider wildlife; possible actions include planting trees to increase the size of riparian forest or providing artificial habitat on either a temporary or permanent basis.

· Before removing limbs or trees deemed to be hazardous, trees will be inspected for wildlife use.  If possible, removal will be delayed until wildlife have ceased utilizing the tree, such as after young have left the nest or den.
· If a tree is deemed valuable to wildlife, consideration will be taken as to whether the individual tree can be left, and the human activity removed from danger, such as by closing a campsite.

· Every attempt will be made to conduct hazard tree management activities during times least disruptive to wildlife species.

Threatened and Endangered Species
· Areas with proposed hazard tree management that coincide with potential habitat for listed species will be surveyed prior to implementing the activity.

· Management activity will occur in seasons determined to have the least amount of impact on listed species; an example of this is conducting management activities during the season of non-use to minimize disturbance.
· Management considerations for riparian forest and hazard trees will consider species of special concern; possible actions include planting trees to increase the size of riparian forest, or providing artificial habitat on either a temporary or permanent basis.
· Individual trees will be inspected to determine if wildlife are utilizing them prior to trees being removed.  If species of concern are found to be utilizing a tree, the tree or limb will not be removed until after the species of concern animal has stopped using it, such as after migration south for the winter, or when the young are independent.  Leaving the hazardous limb or tree and removing the human activity from under the hazard instead will also be considered for such trees.
Invasive Species
· Best management practices will be utilized to reduce the potential for introduction or spread of exotic species.

· Efforts will be coordinated with appropriate natural resources staff to prevent introduction or spread of exotic species.

· Areas disturbed for hazard tree management may be monitored for exotic species for a reasonable time period after disturbance.

· Efforts will be made to plant trees native to the area, with local genetic stock, particularly in important or rare habitats, such as riparian areas.

Cultural Resources, Cultural Landscapes, Archeological Resources

· The DINO Archeologist will be consulted prior to project implementation of projects; the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) will be consulted as necessary.
· During the planning phase of projects, sensitive areas and acceptable levels of disturbance will be determined.  This will reduce or eliminate potential adverse impacts to these resources.

· When hazard tree management activities are conducted near these resources, care will be taken to minimize possible disturbances to these sites.

· Attempts will be made to preserve the cultural landscape of these areas to the extent possible.
· Historic structures will continue to be protected from potential damage from falling limbs or trees.  

Visitor Experience
· Interpretive tools will be utilized to assist visitor understanding of the importance of riparian forest and its general scarcity in the West. 
· In addition to the resource values of riparian trees and forest, the overall visitor experience will be taken into consideration when making management decisions.

Wilderness

· Since Wilderness is in the natural zone, the vast majority of wilderness will not be impacted by hazard tree management.  

· Areas in the Wilderness, such as river campsites and backcountry campsites, that are designated use areas for visitors will have hazard tree management actions taken, but such actions will be as minimal as possible and take into consideration the wilderness character and associated values.
Land Use and Park Operations
· Funding may be sought to offset costs to plant and establish new trees, particularly if cuttings are taken from native trees within the monument.

· Attempts will be made to make hazard tree planning and management as efficient and cost-effective as possible. 

Table 2: Environmental Impact Summary by Alternative
	Impact Topic
	Alternative I:  Continuation of Current Management Practices – cut hazard limbs or trees down as they become a known hazard in developed areas.

	Alternative II:  Preferred Alternative – A comprehensive approach to manage hazard trees, including activities to address visitor safety, aesthetics, wildlife needs, cumulative effects of management actions, and educating park visitors and staff.



	Vegetation
	There would be an adverse effect on maintaining vegetation communities. Riparian trees are limbed or cut down in campgrounds and cultural landscapes and other areas in the developed zone without replacing trees.  Substantial limbing can be harmful to older trees.  Cottonwood stands are slowly disappearing from areas where hazard tree management is occurring.
	There would be a beneficial effect to maintaining vegetation communities, particularly riparian forest.  Individual trees and their place in the community would be considered prior to any removal action.  If trees are removed, replacements may be planted, in an attempt to maintain individual trees and cottonwood stands.

	Wildlife
	There would be an adverse impact to wildlife associated with this alternative over time. Diseased, soft, and dead limbs and trees are potential habitat and foraging areas for wildlife. With this alternative, diseased, soft, or dead limbs and trees are removed without consideration for wildlife or wildlife habitat.
	Beneficial effects for wildlife would occur with this alternative by taking into consideration wildlife needs and possible wildlife habitat for species likely to utilize diseased, soft, and dead limbs and trees.  These wildlife objectives would be considered prior to making a decision regarding cutting hazard trees down.  The decision may be made to leave some hazardous trees standing, and remove human activity from the hazardous area.  Replacement trees may be planted to maintain habitat.

	Threatened and Endangered Species
	T&E species may be adversely impacted by continued removal of hazard trees; these trees may be a potentially important component of wildlife habitat for some T&E species.
	Effects on T&E species would be beneficial, because these species would be considered when making decisions prior to removing hazardous trees.  The decision may be made to leave some hazardous trees standing, instead removing human activity from the hazardous area. Replacement trees may be planted to maintain habitat. Any adverse impacts would be negligible to minor and short-term.  

	Invasive Species
	Under this alternative, there is the potential for the introduction of invasive species as trees are removed and nothing replanted.  Soil compaction and disturbance from visitors, heavy equipment for cutting trees, and lack of a native species seed bank may impede native species from establishing in these areas.  Invasive species best management practices have been implemented since 2005.
	There is the potential for the introduction of invasive species with this alternative due to soil disturbance; however, best management practices would be followed to avoid this outcome.  Maintaining riparian forest may help to maintain native vegetation and impede exotic species from establishing.  Overall, this alternative would have a beneficial effect.

	Cultural Resources: Archeological and Cultural Resources, Historic Structures, and Cultural Landscapes 
	Overall, this alternative would not impact the majority of cultural resources.  Some sites would continue to require protection from hazard trees, and some cultural landscapes would continue to have hazard trees within the landscape.  Compliance would continue to be completed with the SHPO as appropriate.
	Under this alternative, there would not be an impact to the majority of cultural and archeological resources.  Resources would be protected, and consideration for cultural resources, including cultural landscapes would be a part of hazard removal.  Compliance with the SHPO would be completed as appropriate and necessary.   Any adverse effect would probably be minor and temporary in nature.

	 Visitor Experience 
	There would be a adverse impact to visitors with this alternative.  Removing hazardous limbs would destroy the form and character of the individual trees, and removing trees without replacing them would slowly reduce the aesthetic beauty and value of the riparian trees, the overall stand, and the cool shade these trees provide.  Visitor safety is provided for under this alternative.
	At times there may be some temporary inconveniences for visitors, but overall there would be a positive effect from this alternative.  The aesthetic value of the riparian forest and trees would be considered prior to making decisions to remove trees.  Provisions for visitor safety and protection related to hazard tree management are considered for areas of the park where this has never been done previously.  This alternative should make visitors safer in areas where we invite them to go, or require them to stay.

	Wilderness
	Under this alternative, there would be no impact to Wilderness.  No hazard tree management is currently done in Wilderness.
	There would be some degree of adverse impact to Wilderness under this alternative; hazard tree management would occur in designated use areas, such as river campsites and designated back-country sites.  Consideration for Wilderness and its character and value would be a part of the decision making process.   

	Land Use and Park Operations
	This alternative would have an adverse impact on park operations.  The park would continue to have to find staff time to do the work or money to hire hazard tree trimming and removal every few years.  These areas would not be regularly inspected between trimming and removal events, creating safety issues for visitors and staff and liability issues for the park.  Hazardous trees are only removed from developed zones and cultural zones not from natural zones.  
	This alternative would have beneficial and adverse impacts on land use and park operations.  The Monument would utilize staff to inspect hazard trees more thoroughly, and in more places than previously.   These additional duties would adversely impact DINO’s small staff.  However, decisions on whether to cut or limb trees would be made by staff using DINO’s objectives for resources, management, visitor safety, etc.  Hazardous tree management would be expanded into the natural zones at designated visitor use areas, where removal is not presently occurring. 


Identification of the Environmentally Preferred Alternative
The environmentally preferred alternative is determined by applying the criteria suggested in NEPA, which guides the CEQ.  The CEQ provides the direction that the “environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that would promote the national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA’s Section 101.”  Section 101 of NEPA states that “it is the continuing responsibility of the federal government to:

1. fulfill the responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding generations;

2. assure for all Americans safe, healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings;

3. attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment without degradations, risks to health or human safety, or other undesirable and unintended consequences.

4. preserve important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage, and maintain, wherever possible an environment which supports diversity, and a variety of individual choices;
5. achieve a balance between population and resource use which will permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life’s amenities; and
6. enhance the quality of renewable resources and approach the maximum attainable recycling of depletable resources.”

The environmentally preferred alternative for this project is based on these national environmental policy goals.

Alternative I:  Continuation of Current Management Practices.
This alternative does not fully meet the six objectives listed above; current management consists of cutting hazardous limbs and trees down to provide for visitor safety every few years.  However, actions are taken without consideration for degradation to resources, aesthetic values, or a balance between resources and the needs of the people.  These actions have the unintended, but nonetheless undesirable, consequences of destroying vegetation important to the riparian corridor and to wildlife.  Genetic diversity inherent among the stands, and the cottonwood stands themselves would continue to be lost through this alternative.  Therefore, this alternative would not result in the same level of protection of natural and cultural resources, or the values that people hold important, such as the aesthetic beauty of a cool, shady stand of riparian trees in an otherwise arid landscape that the preferred alternative would.  Consequently, the continuation of the current management practices alternative does not adequately satisfy objectives 1-6 of NEPA’s Section 101.
Alternative II:  Preferred Alternative – A comprehensive approach to manage hazard trees.
This alternative is the environmentally preferred alternative, because it more fully addresses the six objectives in NEPA Section 101.  Natural and cultural resources, the needs and values of people, and the consequences of actions would be taken into consideration during decision making.  Resource degradation, human health and safety, resource preservation, and a better balance between resources and people are included. This alternative would contribute to the long-term diversity and dynamics of the natural processes within the monument, instead of causing degradation.  Therefore, this alternative is the preferred alternative, since it would better promote the National Environmental Policy, as expressed in the six objectives found in Section 101 of NEPA.
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

This chapter analyzes the potential environmental consequences or impacts that could occur as a result of implementing either of the two alternatives previously discussed.  Topics that are analyzed include Vegetation, Wildlife, Species of Concern, Introduction of Exotic Species, Cultural Resources, Cultural Landscapes and Archeological Resources, Visitor Experience and Aesthetics, Wilderness, and Land Use Operations.  Potential impacts are described in terms of type, context, duration, and intensity.  General definitions are defined below, whereas more specific definitions are included in the following resource sections.
Beneficial: A positive change in the condition or appearance of the resource or a change that moves the resource toward a desired condition.

Adverse: A change that moves the resource away from a desired condition or detracts from its appearance or condition.

Direct: An effect that is caused by an action and occurs in the same time and place.

Indirect: An effect that is caused by an action but is later in time or farther removed in distance, but is still relatively foreseeable.

Context: The area or location in which an impact will occur.  

Short-term: Impacts generally lasting only for a short time period, at which point the resource is returned to its pre-disturbance condition or appearance.  
Long-term: Impacts that cause a resource to be unable to return to its predisturbance condition or appearance, and for all practical purposes is considered permanent.

Intensity: Description of the degree, level, or strength of an impact.  For this analysis, intensity has been categorized into negligible, minor, moderate, minor, and major.  Because definitions of intensity vary by resources topic, intensity definitions are provided separately for each impact topic analyzed in this EA.
Cumulative Effects: CEQ regulations for NEPA implementation require assessment of cumulative impacts in the decision-making process for federal projects.  Cumulative impacts are 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).  Cumulative impacts are considered for both alternatives and will be determined by combining the effects of either alternative with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  These actions are identified below.
Activities that may contribute to cumulative effects on hazard tree management include homesteading, ranching, agricultural use, the extensive grazing history throughout DINO and the surrounding area, oil and gas exploration around the monument, invasive species, fire management, maintenance of facilities, the impacts of Flaming Gorge Dam and the regulated flow of the Green River, the potential diversion of additional water from the Yampa River or its tributaries upstream of the Monument thereby reducing flow through the Monument, and heavy human utilization and alteration of riparian zones in the monument and surrounding areas.  
Impairment: NPS Management Policies 2006 require analysis of potential effects to determine whether or not actions would impair park resources (NPS Management Policies 2006).  The fundamental purpose of the national park system, established by the Organic Act and reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act, as amended, begins with a mandate to conserve park resources and values.  NPS Managers must always seek ways to avoid, or to minimize to the greatest degree practical, adversely impacting park resources and values.  However, the laws do give the NPS the management discretion to allow impacts to park resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purpose of a park, as long as the impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and values.  The prohibited impairment is an impact that, in the professional judgement of the responsible NPS manager, would harm the integrity of park resources or values.  An impact to any park resource or value may constitute impairment, but an impact would be more likely to constitute an impairment to the extent that it has a major or severe adverse impact upon a resource or value whose conservation is necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation of the park, key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park, or identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents.  Impairment may result from NPS activities in managing the park, visitor activities, or activities undertaken by concessionaires, contractors, and others operating in the park.  

Impacts to Cultural Resources and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA): In this EA, impacts to cultural resources are described in terms of type, context, duration, and intensity, which is consistent with the regulations of the CEQ that implement NEPA.  These impact analyses are intended to comply with the requirements of both NEPA and Section 106 of NHPA.  In accordance with the NHPA’s Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s regulations implementing Section 106 of the NHPA (36 CFR Part 800, Protection of Historic Properties), impacts to cultural resources and the cultural landscape were identified and evaluated by determining the area of potential effects, identifying cultural resources present in the area of potential effects that were either listed in or eligible to be listed in the National Register of Historic Places, applying the criteria of adverse effect to affected cultural resources either listed in or eligible to be listed in the National Register, and considering ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects.
Under the Advisory Council’s regulations a determination of either adverse effect or no adverse effect must also be made for effected National Register eligible cultural resources.  An adverse effect occurs whenever an impact alters, directly or indirectly, any characteristic of a cultural resource that qualify it for inclusion in the National Register (e.g. diminishing the integrity of the resource’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or association).  Adverse effects also include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the preferred alternative that would occur later in time, be farther removed in distance, or be cumulative (36 CFR Part 800.5 Assessment of Adverse Effects).  A determination of no adverse effect means there is an effect, but the effect would not diminish in any way the characteristic of the cultural resources that qualify it for inclusion on the National Register.
CEQ Regulations and the NPS’s Conservation Planning, Environmental Impact Analysis and Decision-making (Director’s Order #12) also call for a discussion of the appropriateness of mitigation, as well as an analysis of how effective the mitigation would be in reducing the intensity of a potential impact, e.g. reducing the intensity of an impact from major to moderate or minor.  Any resultant reduction in intensity of impact due to mitigation is an estimate of the effectiveness of mitigation under NEPA only.  It does not suggest that the level of effect as defined by Section 106 is similarly reduced.  Although adverse effects under Section 106 may be mitigated, the effect remains adverse.  
DINO will conduct compliance through the staff Archeologist with the respective SHPO and the Monument Interdisciplinary Team for hazard tree management projects that are separate from, but developed under the guidance of, this plan.  With respect to Section 106, this hazard tree management plan is meant to serve only as an analysis of potential effects to cultural resources in general.  Due to the diversity of cultural resources within DINO, it does not provide site-specific analysis for particular resources, artifacts, or cultural landscapes.  This type of compliance will be completed for hazard tree management projects, as the need arises.

Vegetation

Native vegetation types in DINO are typical of vegetation in the semi-arid Intermountain West with sagebrush/grassland and pinyon-juniper woodland the primary vegetation types.  Other vegetation types include desert shrub, Douglas fir and/or Ponderosa pine, and riparian.  Riparian habitat, and therefore riparian vegetation, is a small percentage of the intermountain region and DINO as well.  Impacts to vegetation, including trees, in these vegetation types include wildfire, wind, drought, wildlife, such as insects, as well as past and present human activities such as fire suppression, prescribed fire, homesteading, grazing, and other activities.  The scale of impacts to the vegetation within these habitat types differs substantially; for example, if several pinyon pine are cut down in a pinyon-juniper woodland, these actions would barely be noticeable and would not have an adverse impact due to the overall size of this vegetation type.  Because of the regulated flows of the Flaming Gorge Dam, cottonwood stands do not seem able to establish along the Green River above the confluence of the Green and Yampa Rivers.  Conditions are seldom favorable for cottonwood establishment due to the regulated flow regime (BOR 2004).  At this time, the Yampa River is still a naturally flowing river, and its influence allows for a more natural fluctuation of the flow regime; as a result of this, cottonwood stands are still able to establish within the Yampa River Corridor and below the confluence with the Green River.   
While there is the potential for hazard tree management in any of these vegetation types, some are more prone to hazardous trees than others.  Riparian trees, particularly cottonwoods, are expected to be the main type of tree that is deemed hazardous, which could have an impact on vegetation.  This is due to the nature of riparian trees, the scarcity of riparian forest, and the proximity of human activities to riparian trees at DINO.  Though the potential exists in the other vegetation types for hazard trees, there would be little impact due to the large number of the same species, or to its location, in areas designated as a Natural Zone.  After a fire, if a tree is deemed hazardous, it may be cut down, but this occurs rarely.  The current course of action by the DINO Fire is to cut as few trees as possible after a fire in any vegetation type, and only if they are a direct safety hazard.
The thresholds for this impact assessment are as follows:

Negligible: Vegetation would not be affected or the effects would be at or below the level of detection, and the changes would be so slight that they would not be of any measurable or perceptible consequence to the species. 
Minor: Effects to vegetation would be detectable, although the effects would be localized, small and of little consequence.  Mitigation measures, if needed, would be simple and successful.

Moderate: Effects to vegetation would be readily detectable but relatively localized.  Mitigation measures to offset adverse effects may be extensive but likely successful.
Major: Effects to vegetation would be obvious, long-term, and would have substantial consequences that were severe and possibly permanent.  Extensive mitigation measures may be required, and success is not assured.

Impacts of Alternative I: Continuation of Current Management Practices.
Under this alternative, hazard tree and limb removal would continue to occur almost exclusively within the riparian forest habitat in developed zones and cultural zones, such as the developed campgrounds.  Very little, or no, hazard tree management would take place in sagebrush/grassland, desert shrub, pinyon-juniper woodland, or Douglas fir and/or Ponderosa pine vegetation types within the monument.  Therefore, the primary vegetation impacted by this alternative are riparian trees, especially cottonwoods.  Under this alternative, hazardous limbs and trees would continue to be removed every few years in the campgrounds.  Trucks or equipment would continue to cause minor damage to vegetation due to trampling or soil compaction, which impacts the roots of vegetation.  Removal of large limbs from trees could provide an entryway for disease organisms, which potentially could damage or stress the tree(s) even further.  Damage to other vegetation from falling limbs or trees would be possible during removal operations.  As individual trees are removed, over time, the cottonwood stands would become smaller, and smaller, and could eventually disappear in these areas.  The genetic variability inherent in these cottonwoods would diminish as the trees were removed.  As these trees are removed, they are not being replaced, and bare spots are left behind, allowing for the potential spread or introduction of invasive species.  Heavy use of shaded campsites will continue to stress existing trees through soil compaction and damage from campers.  These effects would have a direct, short and long-term, moderately adverse impact on riparian vegetation, particularly cottonwoods within DINO and the surrounding area.

Cumulative Effects: This alternative would add to existing adverse impacts to vegetation, such as the regulated flow of the Green River as a result of the Flaming Gorge Dam, livestock grazing, agricultural use, and human activities, such as recreational use in riparian areas.  These activities cause disturbance and damage to native soils and vegetation and can increase the potential for invasive species to become established.  Some cottonwoods, not native to this ecosystem, have already been planted in the campgrounds to provide shade.  As individual trees are removed and not replaced, riparian forest in these developed and cultural zones would begin to grow smaller and eventually could disappear.  The genetic variability inherent in these stands would become smaller, and then eventually disappear from these areas.  Therefore, when continued with other past, present, and foreseeable future actions on riparian vegetation, this alternative would have a moderate, direct, short-term and long-term adverse impact in DINO and the surrounding area.
Conclusion: Alternative I would result in a direct and adverse moderate impact to vegetation for the short and long-term in the monument and surrounding area; as such, this alternative would contribute to adverse cumulative impacts to riparian vegetation when considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.  Since there would be no major impact to vegetation, this alternative would not impair vegetation.  
Impacts of Alternative II:  Preferred Alternative – A comprehensive approach to manage hazard trees.
Under this alternative, a comprehensive approach incorporating management zone, designated use, visitor safety, federal regulations, NPS mandates, and resource preservation would be utilized to manage hazard trees in DINO.  Hazard tree and/or limb removal would occur in developed zones, cultural zones, and designated use areas such as the river campsites.  The majority of hazard tree management would occur in the riparian forest, especially cottonwoods, but also box elders.   When a hazard was found, consideration would be made for the importance of the tree, the genetic variability, the character and value of the tree itself, and other alternatives available, such as closing the site and leaving the tree standing.  Negative consequences, such as the possibility of spreading disease and leaving entry points for future disease organisms through limbing trees, soil compaction further stressing trees and surrounding vegetation, and damage from pruning and removal operations would be considered.  Cuttings or transplants may be planted to offset the loss of trees deemed too hazardous to leave standing, which would maintain genetic diversity of the local population.  Other vegetation around the hazardous tree would be considered prior to heavy trucks and equipment disturbing the ground around the tree; consultation with appropriate resource management staff and/or appropriate surveys would occur to lessen the impact to rare or sensitive native vegetation.  Best management practices for preventing the introduction or spread of noxious weeds would be implemented.  
Cumulative Effects:  Existing adverse impacts include the regulated flow of the Green River by the Flaming Gorge Dam, livestock grazing and agricultural use, and human activities including recreational activities occurring in riparian areas.  Impacts to vegetation and the loss of genetic diversity would be a considered for the short and long-term.  Depending on which actions are chosen and implemented from the available choices, this alternative could have a negligible to moderate, direct, short and long-term adverse impact.  However, when considering past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, this alternative is expected to have a direct and indirect, short and long-term minor to moderate beneficial impact to vegetation. 
Conclusion:  There could be an adverse impact, based on the decisions of monument staff; however, this alternative is expected to have a direct and indirect, minor to moderate beneficial impact in the short and long-term.  When decisions are made regarding hazardous trees, the importance of the individual tree, vegetation type, and genetic diversity will be taken into consideration.  This alternative is not expected to contribute to the adverse cumulative impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.  Since there would be no major impact to vegetation, this alternative would not impair vegetation.  
Wildlife 
In the semi-arid Intermountain Region, riparian habitat and riparian forest is crucial habitat for wildlife species for water, food, and shelter.  Cottonwood trees are an important part of riparian forest; the diseased, rotten, or dead parts of cottonwoods that cause these trees to be considered a hazard by people, actually play a significant role in the riparian ecosystem.  Insects eat different parts of the trees, while other animals, such as birds or bats, feed on the insects and utilize the trees for nesting.  Ospreys typically make their nests in riparian areas; according to Kingery (1998), snag or dead tree management impacts birds like the Osprey, because many of the trees they use are located in recreational use areas, and therefore are considered safety hazards and are removed.  Other birds that may nest in cottonwoods include the golden eagle, black-chinned hummingbird, flycatchers, jays, etc.  Cavity nesting birds are those species dependent on finding or making a hole in a tree to nest; these include the mountain bluebird, Western kingbird, Violet-green swallow, kestrel, and woodpeckers.  Mammals utilize the cottonwoods for roosts, nests, dens, and escape cover.  Species in DINO include bats, such as the spotted bat, which was found to forage heavily over riparian forest, including DINO campgrounds (Navo, 1992).  Bats are also known to utilize hollow trees as roosting sites.  Other mammals utilize riparian trees after they have fallen, for dens or escape cover, such as the northern river otter.  Other animals present in DINO that might use hollow trees or down logs include the northern raccoon and gray fox.
Human activities heavily impact riparian zones, including agricultural crops and grazing, campgrounds, homes, introduction of exotic species, and hydroelectric plants and dams.  These activities have impacted riparian habitats across the West.  This makes the remaining riparian areas, especially riparian habitat in protected places like the National Park system, all the more important for native wildlife.
The thresholds for the impact assessments are as follows:

Negligible: Wildlife and/or wildlife habitat would not be affected or the effects would be at or below the level of detection, and the changes would be so slight that they would not be of any measurable or perceptible consequence to the wildlife species’ population or habitat.

Minor: Effects to wildlife and or wildlife habitat would be detectable, although the effects would be localized, small, and of little consequence.  Mitigation measures, if needed, would be simple and successful.  

Moderate: Effects to wildlife and/or wildlife habitat would be readily detectable but still relatively localized.  Mitigation measures to offset adverse effects may be extensive but likely successful.

Major: Effects to wildlife and/or habitat would be obvious, long-term, and would have substantial consequences that were severely adverse and possibly permanent.  Extensive mitigation measures may be required, and success is not assured.

Impacts of Alternative I: Continuation of Current Management Practices.
Under this alternative, hazard tree and limb removal would continue to occur almost exclusively within the riparian forest habitat in developed zones and cultural zones, such as the campgrounds.  Since other vegetation communities would have very little, if any hazard tree management on-going, it is the animals utilizing riparian forest and riparian forest habitat that would be impacted.  Under this alternative, limbs and trees would continue to be removed every few years.  Noise and disturbance from trucks and equipment could disrupt wildlife over a short time period, depending on the time of year management activities occur.  Species dependent on the diseased or decaying limbs and trees, large tree size for nesting, cavities for nesting or hollow trees would be unable to utilize these types of limbs and trees, because they would be removed.  Insects, which utilize diseased or dead wood, and are a food source to other animals, may not be as numerous over time.  As individual trees were removed, habitat for wildlife would be reduced as well; over time, the riparian forest in these areas could eventually disappear.  Since the majority of hazardous limbs are removed from the Monument, ground-dwelling animals utilizing these limbs or trees could also be impacted by removal activities.  Currently, some limbs are left on the ground for wildlife.  These effects would have a direct, short and long-term, moderately adverse impact on wildlife that utilize riparian forest within DINO and the surrounding area.
Cumulative Effects: This alternative would add to existing adverse impacts, such as the regulated flow as a result of the Flaming Gorge Dam, livestock grazing in riparian areas, and heavy recreational use by humans.  As individual trees are removed and not replaced, riparian forest in these developed and cultural zones would begin to grow smaller, and eventually could disappear.  Therefore, when continued with other past, present, and foreseeable future actions that would impact wildlife, this alternative would have a moderate, direct, short-term and long-term adverse impact on wildlife and species of concern.
Conclusion: Alternative I would result in a direct and adverse moderate impact to wildlife and species of concern dependent on riparian habitat and riparian habitat for the short and long-term in the Monument and surrounding area.  As such, this alternative would contribute to cumulative impacts to wildlife and species of concern when considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.  Since there would be no major impact to wildlife, this alternative would not impair wildlife or species of concern.
Impacts of Alternative II: Preferred Alternative – A comprehensive approach to manage hazard trees.
Under this alternative, a comprehensive approach incorporating management zone, designated use, visitor safety, federal regulations, NPS mandates, and resource preservation would be utilized to manage hazard trees in DINO.  Hazard tree and/or limb removal would occur in developed zones, cultural zones, and designated use areas, such as the river campsites.  The majority of hazard tree management would occur in the campgrounds located within the riparian forest, impacting mainly cottonwoods, but also box elders.   When a hazard was found, the importance of the tree to wildlife for foraging, nesting, escape cover, and/or roosting would be taken into consideration; the tree might be left standing for wildlife habitat purposes, and human activities removed from the hazardous area instead.  Planned removal activities would occur at times of year when the noise and disturbance associated with such actions would have the least disturbance to wildlife, such as in the fall.  After considering alternatives, if a hazard needed to be removed, appropriate resource management staff would be consulted, and surveys would be done as necessary.  If possible, the hazard would be left, and the area closed to people, until after breeding season to cause the least disturbance to wildlife.  Depending on location and situation, some limbs or trees would be left on the ground for wildlife.  
Cumulative Effects:  Past actions in riparian areas have damaged or destroyed wildlife habitat, sometimes irreversibly.  These actions include agricultural use, livestock grazing, and human activities including heavy recreational use.  This alternative could have an adverse impact, depending on which action items are chosen from the available choices.  For instance, if the decision is made not to plant replacement trees to provide for future wildlife habitat the riparian forest stands could disappear.  However, it is expected that based on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, this alternative would have a beneficial effect on wildlife and wildlife habitat.

Conclusion: This alternative is expected to have a direct, short and long-term negligible to moderate beneficial impact to wildlife in DINO and the surrounding area; wildlife and wildlife habitat will be a part of the decision when deciding to leave or remove hazardous limbs or trees.  This alternative is not expected to add to the adverse impacts from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions to wildlife. Since there would be no major impact to wildlife, this alternative would not impair wildlife.
Threatened and Endangered Species
The Endangered Species Act of 1974 requires the NPS to identify and manage federally threatened or endangered species.  Letters were sent to the appropriate Colorado and Utah Field Offices of the UFWS in June 2006 regarding this project.  The Utah office did not send a response. A letter dated January 27, 2006, which stated that species lists would no longer be provided in letter format, and directed agencies to utilize the website instead.  The Colorado field office sent a reply with four species that may occur in the project area and therefore need consideration.  All of these species have been documented as present in the monument at one time, though not necessarily in the project areas.  These four species are also found on the website indicated by the Utah office.  See below for the species and their status:
	        Common Name
	         Scientific Name
	                Status

	Bald eagle
	Haliaeetus leucocephalus
	Threatened

	Mexican spotted owl
	Strix occidentalis lucida
	Threatened

	Ute ladies’-tresses
	Spiranthes diluvialis
	Threatened

	Yellow-billed cuckoo
	Coccyzus americanus
	Candidate


Section 7
For purposes of Section 7 compliance with the USFWS, the following section includes a statement of effect for each federally listed species indicated above.  Review of this document and the impact analysis is intended to serve as the Biological Assessment in support of the Section 7 informal consultation process.  Both states’ lists for the Hazard Tree Management Plan and EA were updated on February 1, 2007; Colorado was updated by phone, and Utah was updated by printing off the new species list that was updated in December 2006.  The original species lists used for this document are still valid.
Description of Action Area:  Hazard tree management will occur within the developed zone, in places such as the developed campgrounds, visitor centers, and other facilities; cultural zones, including the Josie Morris Ranch and other cultural resource sites; and designated use areas in the natural zone, such as river campsites and trails.  These areas are places where the NPS “invites” visitors to go or requires them to stay, and therefore incurs liability for obvious hazards.  Hazard tree management will not occur in the majority of the natural zone, since the management strategy for this zone is for the perpetuation of natural processes and primitive character.  The area most affected by this plan would be the developed campgrounds and associated trees; these trees are cottonwoods, which have varying degrees of disease, rot, and dead branches.  The trees are spaced apart from each other, so that there is an open to fairly open canopy and sparse understory of non-riparian vegetation, such as sagebrush and grass.
Description of Proposed Treatment: Visitor safety is a high priority in designated use areas, but particularly in developed zones; hazardous trees or limbs that may fall on a visitor, causing injury or death, is not an acceptable risk in these areas.  Therefore, hazardous limbs and trees will be dealt with in an appropriate manner to protect visitors; the preferred alternative looks at various options when dealing with a hazard limb or tree.  Options include removing the hazardous limb or tree; leaving the tree and removing human activity such as closing a campsite; planting or transplanting cuttings or trees as replacements within developed campgrounds, so there would always be trees present; and providing artificial habitat as either a temporary or permanent measure for wildlife.  Currently, cottonwoods are able to establish in favorable years below the confluence of the Green and Yampa Rivers, so there may not be a need to plant trees at this time.  For the Hazard Tree Management Plan, please see Appendix B.
Analysis of Effects – Federally Listed and Proposed Species

Bald Eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus
No nests have been found within DINO to date; though there have been reports of immature bald eagles in Rainbow Park and Deerlodge, so far none have been positively identified.  In 2006, a golden eagle nest was found in Island Park (in close proximity to Rainbow Park), and fledglings were seen in late summer.  The reported immature bald eagles may have actually been immature golden eagles instead.  There appeared to be a bald eagle nest on private property near Deerlodge in 2004 with adult eagles observed; however, shortly after the observation, a pair of geese was seen on the nest.  It is not known if eagle young have ever been produced at this location.

Bald eagles are known to winter along portions of the Green and Yampa Rivers and are generally present in DINO mid-November through mid-April.  Cottonwoods along the rivers are utilized as roost and perching sites.  Fish, waterfowl, and carrion from road-killed or winter-killed animals are the main food sources for wintering bald eagles in the DINO area.  

The preferred alternative could have a direct and indirect, negligible effect on bald eagles for the short and long-term in the developed campgrounds due to removal of hazardous limbs and trees as well as the noise from equipment and crews doing the removal.  Though bald eagles have been known to perch in cottonwoods in the developed campgrounds, they are more reliably seen in trees across the river from the campgrounds and slightly up or downstream from the campgrounds, most likely as a result of human activity in the campgrounds.  As hazard tree removal activities are completed, there would still be other, less hazardous trees, which would still provide habitat for bald eagle use within the campgrounds and nearby.  The majority of river campsites do not have large cottonwoods or hazardous trees present, and therefore there would be at most a negligible effect to bald eagles at these sites.  
Conservation Measures:  To minimize the effects to bald eagles wintering along the Green and Yampa Rivers, the following conservation measures are incorporated into project plans:
· Limbing, pruning, or tree removal in developed campgrounds will take place prior to bald eagle arrival or after they have left their wintering areas (prior to mid-November or after late April) to minimize disturbance.

· Habitat needs for wildlife, including the bald eagle will be taken into consideration, particularly if either regular winter use or summer (nesting) use is detected.  If such use is detected, if possible, the tree will be left, and the human activity will be removed (campsite closed).  If the tree or limb is too hazardous to visitor and employee safety, and can not be left standing until it falls due to decay, then it will be removed after the season of use to avoid disturbance to bald eagles.  
· Trees may be planted in the campground to replace trees that have become hazardous; these trees would provide wildlife habitat for species that might utilize the campgrounds.

· No hazard tree management will occur in the cottonwoods that are near, but not in the areas designated for management actions, such as the trees across the river from the developed campgrounds, leaving the habitat bald eagles more frequently select unaffected.

· Section 7 Consultation would be reinitiated with the FWS, as needed.
Determination of Effect and Rationale:  Though there would be a negligible, direct effect to bald eagles in the short and long term in developed campgrounds due to occasional use by bald eagles, implementing the conservation measures would reduce any adverse impacts, and cause them to be insignificant.  In addition, trees that are chosen more frequently by bald eagles outside of the campgrounds would not be impacted by hazard tree management.  Therefore, implementation of the Hazard Tree Management Plan with the conservation measures may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect the bald eagle. 
Mexican Spotted Owl, Strix occidentalis lucida
In the mid-1990s, Mexican spotted owl surveys of DINO were completed by crews from Northern Arizona University in two consecutive years.  In both years, a lone male was heard.  No females were ever heard or observed within the Monument.  It is unknown at this time if a breeding population is present in DINO, though no nesting population has been found.  DINO is outside of the generally recognized range for the Mexican spotted owl, and no critical habitat is located within the Monument.  The call was heard in an unnamed, remote, rugged area of the monument near Outlaw Park, which is rarely visited by visitors or staff.  The nearest river campsites are approximately three river miles upstream and downstream from this area.  No hazard tree management will occur within or near the area where the call was heard.  Mexican spotted owls have not been seen or heard near the developed campgrounds, visitor centers, river campsites, or other areas where hazard tree management would be conducted.  Therefore, no conservation measures are required, and implementation of the Hazard Tree Management Plan will have no effect on the Mexican spotted owl.
Ute ladies’- tresses, Spiranthes diluvialis
The Ute ladies-tresses orchid typically inhabits riparian and sub-irrigated meadow communities below 6500 ft elevation, though it may occur up to 7000 ft.  An early to mid-seral species, the typical fluviogeomorphic structures occupied by the orchid include abandoned channels, meander scars, vegetated channel banks, vegetated  floodplains, and point bars.  It likes to have “wet feet” for at least a portion of the growing season, late July to September depending on location and elevation, in a seasonally flooded to saturated hydrologic regime.  Flowering and seed set occur well after the peak flow stages and flooding (NPS 2005).  There are many populations of this orchid in the monument, some of which are located near locations where hazard tree management will occur.

The proposed alternative could have direct and indirect effects on individual populations of Ute ladies-tresses, over a short and long time period, if populations occur in designated use areas near a tree that becomes hazardous.  

Conservation Measures:  To minimize potential impacts to this species, the following conservation measures will be followed.

· To the degree possible, hazard limb or tree removal will occur pre-emergence or post-seed set in areas containing Ute ladies’-tresses and near hazard tree management.

· Areas containing known populations or suitable habitat will be surveyed for the presence of Ute ladies’-tresses prior to hazard removal activities taking place.

· The minimum equipment necessary to accomplish the hazard removal in a safe manner will be utilized to minimize habitat disturbance or trampling.

· If hazard removal cannot be accomplished without damage to a population, consideration will be given to leaving the tree and removing the human activity by closing a campsite, etc.

· Section 7 Consultation will be reinitiated with USFWS, as needed.

Determination of Effect and Rationale: Direct and indirect effects to Ute ladies’-tresses could result from hazard removal, such as trampling or soil disturbance.  The conservation measures should adequately reduce any adverse direct and indirect effects to Ute ladies’-tresses or its habitat.  Therefore, the proposed implementation of the Hazardous Tree Management Plan with the conservation measures may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect Spiranthes diluvialis populations or its habitat.
Yellow-billed cuckoo, Coccyzus americanus
The yellow-billed cuckoo is a secretive bird, utilizing old-growth riparian woodlands with dense understories in the western United States (Kingery 1998).  The main riparian areas where hazard tree management would occur, the developed campgrounds, have an open or fairly open canopy and sparse understory made up mainly of upland species such as sagebrush, making it extremely marginal habitat at best for the cuckoo.  Due to its reclusive nature, human activity, and the low quality habitat, it would be unlikely that the yellow-billed cuckoo would choose to be in any of the campgrounds or where hazard tree management would occur.  Surveys conducted in 2001 and 2002 by the Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory found no yellow-billed cuckoos present in the monument (Giroir 2002); according to the Colorado Breeding Bird Atlas (1998), only one confirmed observation of a yellow-billed cuckoo was made on the Western Slope, in Hayden, CO (Routt County).  There will still be trees and habitat present after hazard tree removal efforts both in and near the campgrounds.
Implementation of the Hazard Tree Management Plan should have negligible short-and long-term direct and indirect impacts to this species, since it is has not been documented as a breeder in the monument or as present in the cottonwood stands in DINO.  Under the preferred alternative, removing potential habitat and the noise and disturbance that occurs with removal operations would not disturb the cuckoo, since it was not found in the Monument during the intensive avian surveys of 2001-2002.  
Conservation Measures: Though DINO does not believe the yellow-billed cuckoo is present in the monument based on completed avian surveys and acknowledges that the potential cuckoo habitat where hazard tree management activities would occur is low quality, the following conservation measures will be incorporated into project plans:

· Hazard removal operations would occur prior to or after the season of use by yellow-billed cuckoos.
· If hazard removal had to be conducted during the time of year when yellow-billed cuckoos could be present, surveys would be conducted prior to any hazard removal operations to ensure no cuckoos were present.

· If, in the future, yellow-billed cuckoos were found utilizing hazard trees, consideration would be given to leaving the tree and removing the human activity from the hazardous area.  If this were not possible, i.e. the safety hazard was too significant, the tree or limb would not be removed until after the cuckoo had migrated in the fall to avoid disturbance to the cuckoo.

· Trees may be planted in the campgrounds to replace future hazard trees that need to be removed, so there would continue to be trees present, even if some of the older trees become hazards and need to be removed.

· Section 7 Consultation would be reinitiated with USFWS, as needed.

Determination of Effect and Rationale: Based on the fact that no cuckoos were found during intensive avian surveys of the monument, the habitat in the project areas is low quality for cuckoos, and if some trees are removed from campgrounds, others will still be present, this alternative with the conservation measures, would have a negligible, short and long-term, direct and indirect effect.  Therefore, this alternative may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect yellow-billed cuckoos.  

NEPA
There are five main vegetation types and therefore five main habitats present in DINO; sagebrush/grassland, pinyon-juniper woodland, desert shrub, Douglas Fir and/or Ponderosa pine, and riparian.  In the semi-arid Intermountain Region, riparian areas and riparian vegetation are scarce; since the majority of hazard tree management will occur within riparian areas, particularly the developed campgrounds, listed species occurring outside of these areas would seldom be impacted.   Federally listed species occurring in riparian areas have the potential to be impacted by hazard tree management; the federally listed species potentially impacted by management actions may include the bald eagle, Mexican spotted owl, Ute ladies’-tresses and yellow-billed cuckoo. 
In addition to federally listed species, NPS policy directs that state and locally listed species be treated in a similar manner to federally listed species to the greatest extent possible.  Please see Appendix D for a listing of state threatened, endangered, sensitive, or species of concern species.  These species will receive similar treatment to the federally listed species to the best of the Monument’s ability to do so.  It is in the best interest of DINO to treat these species as such, since this protection and attention would seem to be the most effective method of preserving natural resources “unimpaired for future generations” and may prevent these species from becoming federally listed in the future.  
Thresholds for this impact assessment are the following:
Negligible:  Listed species or their habitat would not be affected or the effects would be at or below the level of detection, and the changes would be so slight that they would not be of any measurable or perceptible consequence to the listed species or their habitat.

Minor:  Effects to threatened and endangered species or their habitat would be detectable and measurable, although the effects would be localized, small, and of little consequence.

Moderate:  A noticeable effect to a listed species or its habitat would be readily detectable but relatively localized.  The effect would be of consequence to the population(s) or habitat.
Major:  Effects to a listed species or its habitat would be obvious, long-term, and would have substantial consequences that were severely adverse and possibly permanent.

Impacts of Alternative I: Continuation of Current Management Practices.
Under this alternative, hazard tree limb and removal would continue to occur within cultural and developed zones, such as the developed campgrounds in riparian forest habitat.  Every few years, DINO staff or a contractor would remove hazardous limbs or trees; these limbs and trees typically have been large, old cottonwoods that are diseased, rotten, or dead.  Threatened and endangered species that utilize these types of trees for foraging, nesting, or roosting would not able to utilize such trees and limbs in the campgrounds, because they would be removed.  Vegetation present in the vicinity of hazardous trees may be damaged.  Studies conducted in DINO by Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory in 2001 and 2002 failed to detect the presence of the yellow-billed cuckoo (Giroir 2002), though there is marginally suitable habitat present in parts of the monument.  Bald eagles are present in the monument, mainly during the winter along the Green and Yampa Rivers.  The Mexican spotted owl has been detected within the monument, though it has not been seen near sites where hazard tree management would occur with this alternative.  Surveys for Ute’s ladies tresses indicate populations near some hazardous tree removal sites.  This alternative does not take into account concerns for the presence of listed species prior to management options.  Visitor safety is the only consideration. If a threatened or endangered species were present in the campgrounds, the noise and disturbance from removal activities could impact the individual animals or plants.  Removal of potential habitat could impact threatened and endangered species in the  campgrounds in the future, because the habitat size would grow smaller and could eventually disappear.
Cumulative Effects:  Past activities, such as livestock grazing, agriculture, and human activities such as recreational use, have had adverse impacts on riparian areas in DINO and the surrounding area.  Though trees would be removed from the campgrounds in riparian areas, and in the future there could come a time when there were no trees left in the campground, there are other suitable trees nearby that can be utilized by bald eagles.  Ute ladies’-tresses are not typically impacted by this activity, though trampling or ground disturbance near or on the population would have an adverse impact.  Done severely enough or often enough, small populations could disappear over time.  Though the habitat in the campgrounds is poor for the yellow-billed cuckoo, continued removal of potential habitat could have an adverse impact to this species in the developed campgrounds. However, there are other areas with seemingly better, though still marginal, habitat within DINO for the yellow-billed cuckoo.  Therefore, when considered with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, this alternative would have a negligible to minor, short and long-term impact.
Conclusion:  This alternative would have a direct, short-term and long-term, negligible to minor adverse and beneficial impact on threatened and endangered species within DINO and the surrounding area.  Though some trees would be removed that could be utilized by the bald eagle, there are other suitable trees for roosts and perches in the same vicinity.  Ute’s ladies’-tresses are susceptible to ground disturbance near them and could be impacted by equipment and trucks near to their populations, since the area may not be surveyed prior to hazard tree removal or workers may not be aware of their presence.  Though there is potential habitat, the yellow-billed cuckoo has not been found within the monument during recent surveys, and probably is not present in the campgrounds, or other areas where hazard tree management would occur with this alternative.  The Mexican spotted owl has not been found in the areas where hazard tree management is currently done, and therefore would not be effected by this alternative.  Since there would be no major impact to threatened and endangered species, this alternative would not impair wildlife or species of concern.

Impacts of Alternative II Preferred Alternative – A comprehensive approach to manage hazard trees.
Under this alternative, a comprehensive approach incorporating management zone, designated use, visitor safety, federal regulations, NPS mandates, and resource preservation would be utilized to manage hazard trees in DINO.  Hazard tree and/or limb removal would occur in developed zones, cultural zones, and designated use areas such as the river campsites and trails.  Consideration for listed species and alternative options to reduce or remove impacts to them would be considered.  Prior to hazard tree removal, surveys would be conducted for listed species to ensure they were not present, and appropriate natural resources staff would be consulted if a listed species was detected.  If listed species were found, the decision of whether to remove the hazard or remove the human activity from the area would be made, based on the significance of the hazard, location, etc.  The tree could be left, and campsites, etc. would be closed instead; however, if the hazard is simply too great to leave, than temporary closures would be in effect until the end of the season of use for the listed species.  Education for visitors and staff regarding hazard trees and the importance of riparian areas would assist with temporary or permanent closures.  Other options, such as planting replacement trees in the campgrounds would maintain habitat at the current level, assisting listed species that potentially could utilize the campgrounds.
Cumulative Effects: Past human activities, such as livestock grazing, agriculture, and recreational use, have had adverse impacts on riparian areas in DINO and the surrounding area.  Though trees may still be removed from the campgrounds in riparian areas, consideration for listed species that may utilize these areas would occur.  Surveys would be completed prior to hazard removal, so if listed species were present, that would become known, and appropriate management actions would be taken.  If trees are planted in the campgrounds, then habitat would be maintained at the current level.   Therefore, when considered with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, this alternative would have a negligible to minor impact on listed species.

Conclusion: Due to the comprehensive approach, including consideration for listed species and their habitat, this alternative, when considered with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions would have a negligible to minor adverse and beneficial impact to threatened and endangered species, depending on the options selected.  Since surveys would be completed for threatened and endangered species prior to limb or tree removal, their presence would be detected, and appropriate management actions would be taken.  If trees were planted in the campground, the current level of riparian habitat would be maintained, which would negate adverse impacts due to removal of habitat for listed species.  Since there would be no major impact to threatened and endangered species, this alternative would not impair wildlife or species of concern.

Invasive Species

Invasive species are becoming a serious issue, costing landowners millions annually in the fight to control them, and DINO is no exception.  In the past, invasive species have been introduced intentionally for forage, agricultural crops, and erosion control.  Invasive species have also been inadvertently spread through transportation and movement of livestock, vehicles, equipment, and people.  In response to concerns about non-native species, DINO completed an “Invasive Plant Management Plan and Environmental Assessment” in 2005.  As part of the invasive species control efforts, surveys have been done in DINO, including areas where hazard tree management actions currently occur and are expected to occur in the future.  Invasive species found in DINO campgrounds include tamarisk, Russian olive, Russian knapweed, leafy spurge, and cheatgrass (Naumann 2007).  The plan also established management actions to combat the growing problems within the Monument.  Best Management Practices (BMPs) for preventing the introduction or spread noxious weeds are now in place and need to be followed for hazard tree management in the future.  Actions may include cleaning off vehicles, equipment, and shoes prior to and after work activities; inventorying a site prior to any ground disturbance and controlling weed infestations present; minimizing soil disturbance and revegetating after disturbance; and building and maintaining healthy native plant communities.
Thresholds for this impact assessment are as follows:

Negligible:  The introduction or spread of invasive species would not occur or would be below the level of detection.

Minor:  The introduction or spread of invasive species would be detectable, although the effects would be small, localized, and of little consequence.  After detection, eradication and/or control of the species would be relatively simple and successful.  
Moderate:  The introduction or spread of invasive species would be readily detectable, but relatively localized.  Eradication or control may be extensive, but likely successful.

Major:  Invasive species would be introduced and/or spread and initial control efforts fail.  The species becomes established, or spreads to new areas in an aggressive manner.  Extensive measures would need to be undertaken to control or eradicate the new invasion; success would not be assured.

Impacts of Alternative I: Continuation of Current Management Practices.
Under this alternative, hazard tree and limb removal would continue to occur almost exclusively within the riparian forest habitat in developed zones and cultural zones, such as the campgrounds.  Under this alternative, limbs and trees would continue to be removed as they were found.  If a contractor were to be utilized to limb or chop trees, the risk of introduction or spread of invasive species would increase as equipment and vehicles were brought in from the outside to do the work.  Soil disturbance, compaction, and damage to vegetation would continue to occur through the use of large trucks to do the work, leading to the possibility of introduction or spread of invasive species sites where hazardous trees and branches were removed would not be checked for the presence of invasive species or the spread or introduction of invasive species after work was completed.  The contractor would be expected to wash trucks and equipment off prior to beginning work and when moving to different areas.  Because the contractor is already required to wash equipment and trucks prior to entering work sites, this alternative would have a negligible to minor adverse effect over a short-term time period on a very localized scale.
Cumulative Effects: This alternative would have a negligible cumulative impact over time, when considered with past, present, and foreseeable future actions; eradication and control efforts for noxious weeds are occurring within the monument and on the land surrounding the monument.  Noxious weed species are already present in campgrounds, and precautions are utilized to reduce the spread of weeds or their seeds.  Therefore, there would be a short-term, negligible adverse impact to the localized area when considering this alternative with past, present and foreseeable future actions.  Long-term effects are not expected as a result of this alternative.

Conclusion: Alternative I would have a direct and indirect negligible to minor impact on invasive species control over a short-term timeframe over an extremely localized area.  There would be a negligible additive impact, because eradication efforts and precautions to reduce spread would continue to be utilized.  Since there would be no major impacts to monument resources, this alternative would not cause impairment.  

Impacts of Alternative II: Preferred Alternative – A comprehensive approach to manage hazard trees.
Under this alternative, a comprehensive approach incorporating management zone, designated use, visitor safety, federal regulations, NPS mandates, and resource preservation would be utilized to manage hazard trees in DINO.  Hazard tree and/or limb removal would occur in developed zones, cultural zones, and designated use areas, such as the river campsites.  The majority of hazard tree management would occur in the riparian forest, especially cottonwoods but also box elders.   The spread of invasive species will be considered when deciding and implementing hazard tree management.  Best Management Practices (BMPs) for preventing the introduction or spread of invasive species would be followed, including consultation with appropriate resource management staff as necessary. 
Cumulative Effects:  Efforts to eradicate and control invasive species are already occurring within and around the monument; invasive species are taken seriously at DINO, and BMPs would be followed in an effort to prevent the introduction or spread of invasive species.  This alternative would have little effect when considered in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.
Conclusion: Due to awareness of invasive species issues and following BMPs, this alternative would have a direct, short-term, negligible to minor beneficial impact on DINO and the local area.  There would be a negligible cumulative effect when considered with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions.  Since there would be no major impact to monument resources, impairment would not occur.
Cultural Resources: Archeological Resources, Cultural/Historic Resources, and Cultural Landscapes

Evidence of human presence in DINO spans 9000 years, from the Archaic culture through to present day.  Though only approximately 10% of the monument has been intensively surveyed, over 680 archeological sites have been found (Prokopetz 2007).  The majority of archeological sites are from the Fremont period, 425 AD to 1300; most of the petroglyphs and pictographs found in the monument are believed to be Fremont.  Other Native American tribes in this region include the White River and Uinta Ute, Yamparicka Comanche, and the Shoshone (NPS 2005).  DINO also has a rich history of Euro-Americans, as trappers, explorers, outlaws, and ranchers passed through or settled in what is now the monument.  The scattered remains of homesteads are still visible, a silent reminder of the hardy people who settled this area and the difficult conditions they faced.  Three of these homesteads are designated as cultural landscapes: the Josie Morris, Ruple, and Chew Pool Creek Ranches.  These sites were nominated due to their intact landscapes and original structures still present.   
The thresholds for this impact assessment are as follows:

Negligible: Impacts to cultural resources, either beneficial or adverse, are at the lowest levels of detection, barely perceptible and not measurable.  For purposes of Section 106, the determination of no effect would be no adverse effect.
Minor: The impact to a cultural resource would only affect a site with little data potential or the impact would not affect the contributing elements of an eligible or listed structure eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  The context of the affected site(s) would be local.  For Section 106 purposes, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.

Moderate: The impact affects a historic/cultural site with modest data potential.  The context of the affected site(s) would be state-wide.  For a National Register eligible site, the adverse impact would affect some of the contributing elements of the site but would not diminish the integrity of the resource and jeopardize its National Register eligibility.  For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be no adverse effect.
Major: The impact affects a historic/cultural site with high data potential.  The historic context of the affected site(s) would be national.  For a National Register eligible or listed site, the impact would affect the contributing elements of the site by diminishing the integrity to the extent that it is no longer eligible for listing on the National Register.  For purposes of Section 106, the determination of effect would be adverse effect.

Impacts of Alternative I: Continuation of Current Management Practices.
Under this alternative, hazard tree and limb removal would continue to occur almost exclusively within the riparian forest habitat in developed zones and cultural zones, such as the campgrounds.  Under this alternative, limbs and trees would continue to be removed as they were found every few years.  Many archeological and historic/cultural sites are in areas in which hazard tree management is very seldom done, since potential hazard trees grow very slowly and are not usually problematic due to tree species and age.  The Josie Morris Ranch, a cultural landscape, is one of the most affected cultural sites, due to its location and the amount of visitors to it.  In addition to the danger of hazard trees in proximity of visitors, there is also the danger of limbs or trees falling on historic structures present at the site.  Some of the trees planted by Josie Morris, particularly a windbreak of Lombardi poplars, have exceeded their expected lifespan, and are becoming hazards as well.  Under this alternative, trees would continue to be limbed or removed as they became hazardous to visitors and structures.  Each time a tree that is part of a landscape is deemed hazardous, the DINO cultural resource specialist would initiate consultation in compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA by sending a letter to the SHPO.  The SHPO’s concerns and comments would be discussed and the appropriate mitigation measures taken during limb or tree removal.  Occasional trimming of small branches near petroglyphs and pictographs would continue to occur to prevent damage from branches rubbing or scraping them. The impact to cultural resources, including archeological and cultural resources, historic structures, and cultural landscapes, is a negligible to minor adverse impact, short and long-term in duration, and of local context.
Cumulative Effects:  For the majority of cultural resources, continuing the current level of hazard tree management would not have much of a cumulative impact.  Most sites are located where there would be no hazard tree management done under this alternative.  The potential does exist in cultural landscapes, such as the Josie Morris Ranch, that over time enough trees may be removed for safety reasons that the original layout would become more difficult to see.  However, historic structures will continue to need protection from these trees.  Lombardi poplars are a shade-intolerant species, and new ones would not grow if planted, due to the amount of shade that currently exists in this area.  Based on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, this alternative will have a direct, long-term, negligible to moderate adverse impact to cultural resources.
Conclusion:  This alternative would result in a negligible to moderate, direct, adverse impact over a short and long-term time period and the context would be localized for most of the cultural resources.  Consultation with the appropriate SHPO would occur as necessary, on a site specific and/or specific project basis.  Under this alternative, when considered with past, present, and reasonably future actions, repeatedly cutting hazard trees that are a part of a cultural landscape may eventually make the basic layout more difficult to see, though it will protect historic structures present at the site.  Since there would not be a major impact to monument resources, there would be no impairment of resources.
Impacts of Alternative II: Preferred Alternative – A comprehensive approach to manage hazard trees.
Under this alternative, a comprehensive approach incorporating management zone, designated use, visitor safety, federal regulations, NPS mandates, and resource preservation would be utilized to manage hazard trees in DINO.  Hazard tree and/or limb removal would occur in developed zones, cultural zones, and designated use areas such as the river campsites.  Other cultural resources would also be protected from hazardous trees or branches, such as petroglyphs and pictographs.  Many archeological and historic/cultural sites are in areas in which hazard tree management would be seldom done under this alternative, since potential hazard trees grow very slowly and are not usually problematic due to size, age, and tree species. Impacts of hazardous trees to cultural resources would be a part of the decision-making process.  Under this alternative, replacement trees (of like kind) may be planted to maintain the cultural landscape and visual layout for the interpretation of the site to offset removal, if such trees can be located and present site conditions make it possible for them to grow.  The DINO cultural resources specialist would be consulted for projects near cultural resources, and appropriate consultation and compliance would be initiated with the appropriate SHPO (Colorado or Utah) for projects. 
Cumulative Effects: When taken into consideration with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, this alternative is expected to have a negligible to minor long-term impact on Cultural Resources.  Though some trees that are a part of cultural landscapes are becoming hazardous, and need to be removed for fear of damaging historic structures, DINO staff would take the overall importance of such trees into consideration, and if possible, plant replacement trees to maintain the site layout.  Historic structures would continue to be protected.  Most other sites will continue to remain undisturbed, due to a lack of hazardous trees near them.
Conclusion: This alternative would have a direct and indirect, long-term negligible to minor adverse impact to DINO’s cultural resources as a whole.  Considerations for the preservation and protection of all cultural resources, including archeological and cultural resources, historic structures, and cultural landscapes would be incorporated into the decision-making process for hazard tree removal.  Since there would be no major impacts to monument resources, there would be no impairment of resources.
Visitor Experience

Visitor experience, aesthetic values, and recreation are an important part of the NPS mission; enjoyment by present and future visitors is included in the 1916 act establishing the National Park Service.  Recreational opportunities such as hiking, boating, fishing, camping, wildlife watching, and looking at dinosaur fossils abound at DINO.  Visitors looking for wilderness and solitude can find it in the backcountry, while less adventurous visitors can take advantage of the developed campgrounds and activities there.  Despite the importance of the visitor experience to the NPS mission, when a conflict between visitor recreation and conservation of resources exists, NPS policy states that conservation will take precedence.  
Thresholds for Visitor Experience are as follows:

Negligible: Visitors would not be affected or changes in visitor use and/or experience would be at or below the level of detection.  Any effects would be short-term, and the visitor would probably not be aware of the effects associated with the alternative.

Minor: Changes in visitor use would be detectable, although the changes would be small.  The visitor would be aware of the effects, but the effects would be slight.

Moderate: Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be readily apparent and likely long-term.  The visitor would be aware of the effects associated with the alternative, which would have a greater impact to the overall visitor experience.
Major: Changes in visitor use and/or experience would be readily apparent and have important, long-term consequences.  The visitor would be aware of the effects, there would be a large impact on visitor experience, and the visitor would likely express a strong opinion about the changes.

Impacts of Alternative I: Continuation of Current Management Practices.
Under this alternative, hazard tree and limb removal would continue to occur almost exclusively within the riparian forest habitat in developed zones and cultural zones, such as the campgrounds.  Under this alternative, limbs and trees would continue to be removed as they were found, or when a “close call” happened.  If current management practices are continued, many visitors will not see or notice a difference to their overall experience; visitors camping in the developed campgrounds would be the only visitors directly affected.  The noise and disturbance from removal activities would disrupt the visitor experience for those who happened to be present while removal activities were occurring.  However, the intangible benefits of the riparian forest, such as the aesthetic beauty and value of the tall cottonwoods, and the shade they provide would continue to diminish in quality and quantity, as hazardous limbs and trees are removed.  Trees would not be replaced as they are removed, leading to the possibility.  Once a tree became hazardous, nearby campsites would be temporarily closed until the safety hazard could be removed; understanding among staff and visitors would continue to be poor, and voluntary compliance low.  Visitors would experience frustration as shaded campsites, and therefore seemingly desirable sites, were closed with very little explanation.  Unshaded spots will continue to be considered undesirable, fill last, and be underutilized.  Visitor safety is not adequately addressed, since inspections would only occur every few years or so.  For visitors staying in the campgrounds, this alternative would have an adverse impact; however, when considered as part of the overall visitor experience at DINO, this alternative will have a short-term, direct, negligible adverse impact to visitor experience.
Cumulative Effects:  Visitors staying in the campgrounds repeatedly choose shaded sites with trees over unshaded sites and would not like less shade in campgrounds associated with removal of hazardous limbs and trees over time.  The intangible benefits of the riparian trees and their presence would also disappear over time. This could diminish the visitor experience for those who camp in the campgrounds here at DINO.  The majority of visitors over the years came to DINO to see the dinosaur quarry, a world-renowned exhibit; with the closure of the Quarry Visitor Center, the overall visitor experience has been diminished for many visitors.  Under this alternative, repeated removal of hazardous trees and limbs would have an added adverse impact to the visitor experience to visitors camping in the developed campgrounds.  Therefore, when considering past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, this alternative has an indirect, direct, short and long-term minor adverse impact to the overall visitor experience.
Conclusion: Due to the localized nature of hazard tree management under this alternative, there would be a direct, indirect, short and long-term, negligible to minor adverse impact to the visitor experience when considering the overall visitor experience including past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future events.  There would be no impairment, since there are no major impacts to monument resources.
Impacts of Alternative II: Preferred Alternative – A comprehensive approach to manage hazard trees.
Under this alternative, a comprehensive approach incorporating management zone, designated use, visitor safety, federal regulations, NPS mandates, and resource preservation would be utilized to manage hazard trees in DINO.  Hazard tree and/or limb removal would occur in developed zones, cultural zones, and designated use areas such as the river campsites.  This alternative would take into account the visitor experience at DINO; visitor safety, recreational opportunities, and the intangible benefits, such as the aesthetic value of riparian forest or observing wildlife would be considered prior to hazard tree removal.  Though shaded campsites may be closed to protect resource values, an explanation for the closures will be present, to aid visitor understanding.  Visitor education would add to the visitor experience, as they learned about riparian areas, the importance of riparian areas to wildlife, and the scarcity of riparian habitat across the Western United States.  Various options would be considered, such as planting replacement trees or adding shade structures to make unshaded campsites more attractive.  There would still be a temporary disturbance for visitors present during removal activities, but visitor safety would be addressed.  Planned removal activities would occur in the fall, after the busy summer season.
Cumulative Effects:  The majority of visitors over the years came to DINO to see the dinosaur quarry, a world-renowned exhibit; with the closure of the Quarry Visitor Center, the overall visitor experience has been diminished for many visitors.  This alternative, when taken into consideration with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, would not further diminish the visitor experience.  This alternative could enhance the visitor experience, by providing shade in the campgrounds for future visitors 
Conclusion:  This alternative would have a direct, short and long-term, negligible to minor beneficial impact to the visitor experience for those who visit DINO.  The visitor experience would be considered when hazard tree management decisions were made.  Shaded campsites are obvious, but the more intangible aspects, such as the opportunity to see wildlife or knowing wildlife and their habitat are being protected, would also be considered.  When considered with past, present, and future actions, this alternative would enhance visitor experience.  There would be no impairment of resources, since there are no major impacts to monument resources.
Wilderness

The Wilderness Act of 1964 mandated that land designated as “wilderness areas,” be set aside unimpaired for future use and enjoyment and preservation of their wilderness character.  DINO has 165, 341 acres of recommended wilderness and 10,274 acres of potential wilderness.  Under NPS policy, both recommended and potential wilderness are managed as of they were actually designated wilderness; for the remainder of this document, wilderness will refer to the recommended and potential wilderness located within DINO.  Section 4(b) of the Wilderness Act specifies that wilderness areas are to be devoted to the public purposes of recreational, scenic, scientific, educational, conservation, and historic use while preserving the wilderness character of the area.  Visitors entering Wilderness assume responsibility for their own safety, and hazards are not removed from Wilderness to preserve the wilderness character.  Despite this, the river campsites are designated visitor use areas, and since DINO assigns campsites to river runners, DINO incurs liability for obvious hazards at these sites.  This is done to protect the majority of the riparian corridor and confine the damage caused by campsites and repeated use to a small area.
Thresholds for this impact assessment are as follows:

Negligible: A change in the wilderness character and associated values could occur, but it would be so small that it would not be of any measurable or perceptible consequence or impact.

Minor: A change in the wilderness character and associated values would occur, but it would be small, and, if measurable, would be highly localized.

Moderate: A change in the wilderness character and associated values would occur.  It would be measurable, but localized.

Major:  A noticeable change in the wilderness character and associated values would occur. It would be measurable, and would have a substantial and/or possibly permanent consequence.

Impacts of Alternative I: Continuation of Current Management Practices.
Under this alternative, no hazard tree management would occur in Wilderness.  Therefore, there would be no effect to Wilderness if this alternative was implemented; no cumulative impacts, no impairment.  The natural processes inherent to wilderness character would continue unaffected by this alternative.
Impacts of Alternative II: Preferred Alternative – A comprehensive approach to manage hazard trees.
Under this alternative, a comprehensive approach incorporating management zone, designated use, visitor safety, federal regulations, NPS mandates, and resource preservation would be utilized to manage hazard trees in DINO.  Hazard tree management would occur in Wilderness, in designated use areas, such as the river campsites and trails.  Though this alternative does take into consideration wilderness character and values, visitor safety is also considered when making decisions.  River runners are assigned campsites by the monument, to protect riparian resources and manage river use by visitors.  By designating campsites, DINO incurs liability and responsibility for the safety of those campsites; users have the reasonable expectation that their assigned campsite is free of obvious hazards such as dead branches overhanging tent locations.  This alternative would create such campsites for river runners.  Even in Wilderness, management activities can occur, in order to protect the health and safety of visitors.  Though there may be occasional disturbance to the silence one would expect in Wilderness due to hazardous tree or limb removal equipment and crews, this could be offset by conducting activities during the day, when campsites are not being utilized.  It is possible that river runners would not appreciate efforts to make them safe, since it would be obvious that some trees had been pruned, leading to an artificial look in the river campsites.  A minimum tool analysis would be conducted to determine the proper tools for hazard tree management projects located in Wilderness.  
Cumulative Effects:  Past impacts to Wilderness include homesteading, grazing, agriculture, mining and recreational activities.  Due to the size of Wilderness present in DINO and the comparatively small size of the impacted river campsites, when considered with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, this alternative would have a negligible cumulative impact to the few river campsites containing potential hazard trees.

Conclusion:  Under this alternative, there would be a short-term and long-term, negligible, direct adverse impact on Wilderness, as a result of the possible noise from hazard removal equipment and crews, and the removal of the hazard trees or limbs in a Wilderness area.  Because these activities would occur in designated campsites, they would be obvious to visitors.  However, based on past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, this alternative would not add to adverse cumulative effects.  There would be no impairment to monument resources.
Land Use and Park Operations

Land Use

Land uses within the monument include recreation, grazing, wilderness, natural and cultural resource preservation and management, management, and infrastructure.  Infrastructure includes visitor centers, headquarters, housing areas, utilities, roads, trails, and developed campgrounds.   In both Moffat and Uintah counties, land uses include similar uses, as well as agriculture and oil and gas exploration.  With hazard tree management, existing land uses are expected to change little, if at all.  

Park Operations

Park operations are divided among five divisions, Research and Resource Management, Facilities Management, Interpretation and Visitor Services, Administration, and Visitor and Resource Protection.  It is expected that implementation of a Hazard Tree Management Plan will have direct effects on Facilities Management, Research and Resource Management, Administration, and Visitor and Resource Protection operations.  The Interpretation and Visitor Services division will be indirectly affected.  
Thresholds for this impact assessment are as follows:
Negligible: Land use or park operations would not be affected or the effect would be at or below the lower levels of detection, and would not have an appreciable effect.

Minor: Effects to land use or park operations would be detectable, but would be of a magnitude that would not have an appreciable adverse or beneficial effect.

Moderate: The effects would be readily apparent and would result in a substantial adverse or beneficial change in park operations in a manner noticeable to staff or the public.

Major: The effects would be readily apparent and would result in a substantial adverse or beneficial change in park operations in a manner noticeable to staff or the public, and be markedly different from existing operations.  Mitigation measures would be needed to offset adverse effects, though their success would not be guaranteed.

Impacts of Alternative I: Continuation of Current Management Practices.
Under this alternative, DINO staff would have to make time to do the work or Facilities Management staff would oversee contract work to remove hazardous limbs or trees within developed and cultural zones every few years.  Land use would not be affected, since there would be no change.  Park operations are impacted, since staff would either have to do the work or oversee the contract work being done in the monument, unlock gates, etc.  If contracted out, no additional training or certification would be necessary, since Facilities Management staff oversee other contract work in the monument also and already have the necessary qualifications.  The cost to the monument for tree trimming is expected to increase over time, due to the rising cost of fuel and inflation.  As the DINO staff decrease in number, and NPS budgets do not keep pace with inflation, it will become increasingly difficult for DINO to afford the price of hazard tree trimming with either staff or a contractor.  This alternative would have a long-term, direct, minor adverse impact to park operations.
Cumulative Impacts:  Current management of hazard trees does not have a large impact on Monument work plans or budget.  However, as budgets tighten, and competition for fiscal resources grows, it will become more difficult to afford hazard tree trimming.  Therefore, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, this alternative would have a direct, long-term adverse effect to park operations.
Conclusion:  This alternative would not measurably change park operations in the short-term, especially since trees were trimmed in fall of 2005.  However, impacts may be seen long-term, as costs continue to rise, budgets continue to shrink, and DINO infrastructure continues to grow older and need maintenance repairs.  Therefore, if this alternative was implemented, it would have a direct, long-term, minor to moderate adverse impact to park operations.  There would be no impairment of resources, since there are no major impacts to park operations or land use.

Impacts of Alternative II: Preferred Alternative – A comprehensive approach to manage hazard trees.
Under this alternative, a comprehensive approach incorporating management zone, designated use, visitor safety, federal regulations, NPS mandates, and resource preservation would be utilized to manage hazard trees in DINO.  Hazard tree and/or limb removal would occur in developed zones, cultural zones, and designated use areas such as the river campsites.  Workload will vary, depending on which actions are chosen within this alternative.  Hazard tree inspections would increase workload, since staff would be doing this instead of a contractor; also access to river campsites is difficult and inspection of these sites would be labor and time intensive.  If the decision was made to plant trees, cuttings or transplants would have to be obtained and intensively managed until the tree was established in 3 to 10 years depending on weather, amount of water received, etc.  Depending on other options chosen, staff would have to build shade structures, give programs, write site bulletins, etc.  These activities would take up valuable staff time.  It is possible that eventually enough site closures within developed campgrounds could impact revenue from camping, if there were not enough campsites to meet the demand of visitors wanting to camp within the Monument.  
Cumulative Effects: Over time, park operations have been impacted by reduced budget and staff.  Though this alternative would create an increase in workload, future park operations would be more proactive in hazard tree management and its effects on the resources NPS policies mandate to “leave unimpaired for future generations.”  Therefore, this alternative, when considered with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions has a long-term, minor adverse effect to park operations.
Conclusion:  There would be an increased workload for the various divisions to inspect, decide, and resolve hazard tree issues.  Other divisions, such as Interpretation and Visitor Services, would become involved to develop educational materials for the visiting public.  Under this alternative, the people making the decisions for hazard tree management would be DINO staff.  Therefore, this alternative will have a direct, minor, short and long term adverse and beneficial impact to park operations at DINO.  There would be no impairment of resources, since there are no major impacts to park operations or land use at DINO.
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July 5, 2006
Memorandum
To: Superintendent, National Park Service, Dinosaur National Park, Dinosaur, Colorado

The Fish and Wildlife Service received your June 2, 2006, scoping letter for the subject
management plan. There are four species of concern that may occur in the project area and
should be considered during the environmental assessment process. These are the threatened
bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), Mexican spotted owl (Strix occidentalis lucida), and
Spiranthes diluvialis (Ute ladies'-tresses), and the candidate yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus
americanus).

Frpm; { Western Colorado Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service,
w Junction, Colorado

Subject:  Hazard Tree Management Plan Scoping Comments

It should be determined if habitat exists for these species in the hazard tree management area
and, if so, surveys should take place for them prior to project implementation. If any of the
species are found in the area timing restrictions, equipment and personnel buffers, or other
actions may be necessary to help conserve the species.

If the Service can be of further assistance, please contact Terry Ireland at the letterhead address
or (970) 243-2778, extension 16.

pc:  FWS/Browns Park NWR (Attn: Kathleen Lindner)

Tlreland:NPSDinosaurNMHazard TreeManagementPlanSpeLst.doc:070506
QL

JUL 7 2008
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1o Reply Refer To

FWS/R6 January 27, 2006

ES/UT

TA-0125

Dear Interested Parties:

In the past, our office has responded to requests for species lists and requests for concurrence on
“no effect” determinations. We believed that these procedures were mutually beneficial as they
maintained good interagency coordination on all project activities and provided clear
documentation of section 7 consultations for your files. Due to current funding allocations and
increased workload, the Utah Field Office is changing priorities and eliminating some of our

current

section 7 procedures. We wanted to make you aware of these changes and recommend

that you also provide this information to project-level consultants, as appropriate.

1)

2)

Species lists will no longer be provided in letter format. Current county species lists can
be obtained from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service website:
http://mountain-prairie.fws.gov/endspp/CountyLists/UTAH.htm

We recommend that you check this website on a regular basis to confirm that you are
using the most current list.

We will no longer provide concurrence for “no effect” determinations. Federal agencies
can individually analyze and conclude that a project has “no effect” to a listed species.
Written concurrence from our office is not required for “no effect” determinations. If you
are unsure 1f a project will affect a listed species, please call and we can discuss proposed
actions. At this time, we will still provide written concurrence for projects that “may

affect” listed species, either by informal concurrence letters or formal biological opinions
(50 CFR 402).

We appreciate your continued interest in conserving endangered species. If further assistance is
needed or you have any questions, please contact Laura Romin, at (801) 975-3330 extension 142.

Sincerely

Wi ke

Henry R. Maddux
Utah Field Supervisor
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Appendix B:  Dinosaur National Monument Hazard Tree Management Plan

The Hazard Tree Management Plan is a comprehensive plan that will identify options and strategies to manage hazardous trees in the context of visitor and employee safety, resource values and needs, and compliance with federal laws, regulations, and NPS Management Policies.  This plan will establish decision making tools, methods to identify hazard trees, and treatment options based on management zones and designated uses.  The level to which this plan will be implemented depends upon which alternative will be selected.  The following management actions make up the Hazard Tree Management Plan, and are found below.
1.  Identify appropriate actions for the different management zones and designated

     use areas.

Management zones present in DINO are developed, cultural, and natural zones.  Developed zones include areas such as the visitor centers, headquarters, maintenance facilities, housing, and the developed campgrounds.  Cultural zones include places like the Josie Morris Ranch, Jones Hole Creek, and the Chew Pool Creek Ranch.  The natural zone, which includes Wilderness, encompasses the majority of acres at DINO.  

Developed zones are areas in which visitors are expected to be present, and as such, are generally managed for visitor safety and a positive visitor experience.  Many of Dinosaur’s campgrounds and other facilities are located within the riparian corridor of the Yampa and Green Rivers or their tributaries.  When these facility locations were chosen, the fragile nature and importance of riparian habitat for wildlife was not well understood.  This has since changed; DINO understands the scarcity of riparian habitat, the fragile ecosystem, and the importance of this habitat to wildlife.  Due to the size, age and condition of riparian trees in and around facilities, particularly the campgrounds, concerns have increased for visitor and employee safety from falling limbs and dead or dying trees.  Cottonwood trees are disease-prone, with older trees often having diseased, rotten, and/or dead limbs or hollow trunks.  These types of trees provide important habitat for wildlife, some of which are federally or state listed species.

Cultural zones are zones that contain cultural or archeological resources, historic structures, cultural landscapes, or a combination of these.  Resource protection, preservation, restoration of some sites, and interpretation of these resources to visitors occurs within cultural zones.  The safety of historic structures or other cultural resources and visitor safety is a high priority.  Several cultural zones occur within riparian areas and have hazard tree issues, such as the Josie Morris Ranch Cultural Landscape.  Riparian trees and trees planted by Josie Morris have become hazardous over time and threaten the safety of both visitors and historic structures.

In the natural zone, the management strategy is to allow natural processes to continue unimpeded and to maintain a primitive character.  With the exception of designated visitor use areas, such as river campsites, backcountry campsites, and maintained trails, hazard tree management will not occur in the natural zone.  Instead, the natural processes in these areas will be allowed to function unimpeded while maintaining a primitive character.  By entering natural zones, visitors assume risk and the responsibility for their own safety.  The exception to this are the designated use areas mentioned above; the NPS has the obligation to remove known safety hazards while the visitor has the right to expect to be safe (NPS Management Policies, 2006).  Therefore, these designated areas are included in the Hazard Tree Management Plan, despite being located within the natural zone.  
A flowchart has been developed that will guide inspectors through the hazard tree process.  Removal of hazards does not always have to be the answer.  Concerns for natural resources, federal regulations, and NPS policies require consideration for other possibilities.  If a tree is not a significant hazard, it may be left standing and monitored.  If a tree is a significant hazard, the hazard may be removed, or the human activity could be removed.  This would benefit wildlife that might utilize this type of tree, including threatened or endangered species, or species of concern that may be present.  Though beneficial for wildlife, this may adversely impact campground use if too many sites need to be closed.  Obviously, there needs to be a balance between people and resource needs.

When limbs or trees are cut down, some of this large woody debris will be left for habitat for ground-dwelling wildlife and to complete the nutrient cycle.  In backcountry locations, branches will be moved to the edge of the site, so woody debris doesn’t impede use by visitors, but will not totally be removed.
2. Establish Methods to Identify Hazard Trees.

Hazard tree

A form has been established for use in identifying hazardous trees; it appears at the end of this plan.  

3. Establish a decision-making tool to decide a course of action for identified hazard

    trees.

A flowchart has been established to guide the decision-making process and appears at the end of this plan.

4. Identify methods to maintain or replace the value and function of riparian trees and forest while providing for visitor safety and enjoyment of facilities located within riparian habitat.  

Possible options include the following:

· Plant new trees in campgrounds.  After old, hazardous trees are removed, there would still be trees remaining to provide shade, wildlife habitat, and maintain genetic diversity.

· Leave the hazardous tree and remove the human activity from the hazardous area by closing the site or area.  This would preserve the tree and its value.

· Mitigate habitat loss by planting trees to increase riparian forest habitat.

· Create artificial habitat for wildlife, either on a temporary or permanent scale.  This could include nest boxes, nesting platforms, perches, leaving large limbs that have been removed, or downed trees for habitat, etc. When artificial habitat is being considered, the appropriate level of management will be considered based on management zone; some activities may not be appropriate for all management zones.
· Provide artificial shade at campsites without shade by installing shade structures.

· Use transplants from the local area or cuttings from existing trees to maintain genetic stock of local, native trees.

· Aerate the soil around existing trees to diminish problems associated with soil compaction and increase water infiltration into the soil.

· Fertilize, mulch, or water established trees.

· Discourage damage to or use of trees by visitors in campgrounds.

· Designate parking spaces in locations that do not further stress trees to the degree possible.

· Temporarily close heavily used campsites to spread use out over entire campground and reduce stress on existing trees.
· Place signs stating that hazard trees may be present, preceed at own risk, etc.

· Change official designation for some trails from official or maintained to unofficial or not maintained, with proper warning, such as a sign.
5. Educate visitors and staff about hazard trees.

One of the difficulties facing DINO during past hazard tree management is the lack of understanding by visitors and staff alike.  When DINO staff are well informed and understand the situation, they are better able to inform and educate visitors in a positive manner and obtain a higher level of voluntary compliance for the closures or other actions to protect riparian trees, wildlife habitat, and visitor safety.

Possibilities to educate staff include presentations by resource management staff with discussion afterward to appropriate staff, such as interpreters, campground hosts, and law enforcement, etc., who will interact with visitors in the campgrounds.  Pamphlets or site bulletins can also be provided to staff.  Visitor education could consist of interpretative talks in the campground, site bulletins, signs at closed sites explaining the closure, and informal contacts by rangers, campground hosts, or volunteers.

Plan Implementation
Hazard tree management will occur at the following locations at DINO: developed areas such as headquarters, visitor areas, maintenance facilities and utilities, employee housing, campgrounds, and overlooks with associated trails.  Hazard tree management will be done at cultural sites, including the Josie Morris Ranch, Chew Pool Creek Ranch, near petroglyphs and pictographs, etc.  Within the natural zone, consideration will be taken to maintain the “primitive character” that is a part of this zone, as well as allowing the natural processes to continue.  Designated river campsites, backcountry sites, and trails will have hazard tree management actions taken.  The vast majority of the natural zone will have no hazard tree management done.

Inspection: Hazard Tree Inspections will consist of a thorough examination once every five years and an annual “walk-through” of developed and cultural sites; if a severe storm or other factor creates a need, an emergency walk-through may be necessary, especially in areas known to have hazard tree issues.  River campsites will be checked annually by staff already on the river.  Trails will be checked on a semi-annual basis.  Potential staff for inspections include resource management, fire, facilities management, and rangers.  The form appearing at the end of this plan will be utilized for these inspections.

Removal: Most hazard tree removal will occur at times of the year with the least disturbance to wildlife and vegetation, including threatened and endangered species and species of concern that may be present.  The majority of hazard tree management in riparian areas will occur in late September through early November, particularly in areas where listed species are known to occur.  For a variety of reasons, it is possible a tree may become hazardous and may need to be removed immediately.  In areas with potential listed species, staff will conduct surveys for federally listed species prior to removal.  Hazard tree removal in non riparian areas of the park will be conducted October through March to avoid disturbance to nesting wildlife.

Hazard removal will vary based on the tree species, tree size, and location.  Removal options will be considered for individual projects based on available equipment and staff; contractors may be utilized for some projects.  If DINO staff is removing hazards, chainsaw safety does not allow the chainsaw “head” to go past shoulder height of the operator.  Therefore, specialized equipment may be needed to allow for limbing of hazardous limbs higher than shoulder height of Monument staff in some areas.  If a federal or state listed species is thought to be present, resource management staff will be contacted to survey the area prior to any removal activity.  When a tree that is part of a cultural landscape or associated with a site is considered hazardous, the compliance process involving DINO cultural resources staff and the appropriate state’s SHPO will be completed prior to removal.  Designated and maintained trails will be checked on a semi-annual basis, and appropriate hazard management actions taken.

T&E Species: The federally listed or proposed species are the bald eagle, Mexican spotted owl, yellow-billed cuckoo, and Ute ladies’-tresses.  Based on current knowledge, the Mexican spotted owl is not expected to be present in any of the projects areas.  However, the bald eagle, yellow-billed cuckoo, and Ute ladies’-tresses may be present.  The following list is part of the conservation measures sent to the USFWS as part of the Section 7 consultation and will be implemented as part of the plan.
· Planned hazard tree management in riparian areas will occur to the extent 

possible in late September through early November; planned management will occur late September through March. 

· If a tree or trees become significant hazards other than these times, surveys will be completed by appropriate resource management staff to discover if listed species are present.

· Trees will be checked for the presence of wildlife prior to being cut.

· Habitat considerations for these species will be part of the decision making process on whether to leave the tree and hazard and remove the human activity, or remove the tree.

· Ground disturbance will be minimized to the extent possible in areas with known Ute ladies’-tresses populations.
· Options that maintain habitat for these species will be considered when making overall decisions for hazard tree, campground, or riparian management.
· Trees may be planted to maintain habitat for listed species.

Planting Trees: If the decision is made to plant trees either in the campgrounds or for habitat mitigation, maintaining genetic diversity will be part of the process.  Existing, native trees may be transplanted from the local area or cuttings taken from existing trees.  Non-native tree species will be avoided.  Trees may be watered to increase survival.  After establishment, trees will not ordinarily be watered.  If planting trees in other developed areas such as Headquarters or housing, non-native trees will be avoided.  Designated cultural landscapes may have trees planted as part of the resource and interpretive display; these trees may be non-native species.  At no time will species considered to be invasive be deliberately planted in the monument.  Trees will not generally be planted in the natural zone, unless such action is deemed appropriate to provide increased habitat, maintain genetic diversity, etc.

Training:  Initial training will be provided by a resource professional able to detect disease, rot, etc. in trees.  Trees anticipated to be the most difficult to detect problems in are cottonwoods in the developed campgrounds, due to their height and difficulty detecting disease or rot, especially in higher branches.  Seasonal staff may be trained by permanent staff.  Any resource questions will be directed to the appropriate resource management staff or the Chief of Research &Resource Management.

Decision Chart for Hazard Trees
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HAZARD TREE EVALUATION FORM
Location:______________________________________________________________________

Date:_______________Inspected by:_________________________________

Tree Characteristics

Tree Species:__________________________________________________________________
Tree Location: _________________________________________________________________

Special Value:  Historic   Wildlife   Rare   Shade   Other________________________________

Pruning history:  Unknown   None   Pruned   Pruned Excessively   Comments_______________
_____________________________________________________________________________

Lean:  Natural   Unnatural    Degree from vertical______   Form: Symmetric   Asymmetric

Roots:  Suspected root rot:  Y   N        Mushroom/Conk present:  Y   N

Crown and Trunk Defects:  Check all that apply

Poor Taper






Conks/Mushrooms

Codominant trunks or forks




Bleeding

Multiple attachments





Loose/Cracked bark

Excessive end weight





Nesting holes/bee hives

Cracks/Splits






Deadwood/stubs

Widowmakers






Borers/termites/ants

Wounds






Cankers/galls

Cavities






Previous failure

Decay







Other________________ 
Point System for Defects

3 points 


Wounds/cankers >50% circumference


Unnatural lean


Root Disease


Exposed roots with decay, > 50% of roots


Crack severe or associated with fork


Fruiting of decay fungus or punk knots


Sound shell < 33% radius


Dead Tree, top, branch > 9” diameter

2 points


Wounds/cankers 10-33% of circum.


Exposed roots with decay, <50% of roots


Cavities in branch, bole, base


Codominant stems with included bark

Dead top or branch 6-9” diameter

Sound shell 33-60% radius

1 Point

Wounds/cankers 10-33% of circum.

Lightning scar, small crack

Large broom, dead top/branch 3-6” diameter

Codominant stems with no included bark


Exposed or severed roots, no decay


Natural lean

0 Points


No visible defect; minor wounds, pitch/flux

Target Points:  2 People, permanent structures, vehicles



1 Major trails or roads

Hazard rating:   Defect points x target points =  0  1  2  3  4  5  6

Hazard Abatement

Prune:  Remove hazardous part    reduce weight    reduce crown

Move Target:  Y  N  If yes, how _________________________________________________

Remove Tree: Y  N    Is tree high value to cultural or natural resources?   Shade tree?


Date and Name of Resource Management Staff Contacted:________________________

Would removal be controversial?   Y   N    If yes, contact Chief of R&RM Division
Other possible options, such as fertilize, mulch, etc.:______________________ _____________________________________________________________________________
Human Activity
Use under/near tree:_____________________________________________________________
Can target be moved?  Y  N    

Comments and Summary:

Appendix C:  Wildlife of Dinosaur National Monument

The following species have been documented in or near Dinosaur National Monument through various research, diaries, journals, and collected specimens.  

FISH

	Scientific Name
	Common Name
	Status Notes

	Catostomus discobolus
	bluehead sucker
	Native but not endemic

	Catostomus latipinnis
	flannelmouth sucker
	Endemic to CO River Basin

	Catostomus commersoni
	white sucker

	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Catostomus platyrhynchus 
	mountain sucker 
	Native but not endemic

	Xyrauchen texanus
	razorback sucker
	Endemic to CO River Basin

	Lepomis cyanellus
	green sunfish


	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Lepomis macrochirus

	bluegill
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Micropterous dolomieu
	smallmouth bass
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Micropterous salmoides
	largemouth bass
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Pomoxis nigromaculatus
	black crappie
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Cottus bairdi

	mottled sculpin
	Native but not endemic

	Cyprinus carpio
	common carp

	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Ptychocheilus lucius

	Colorado pikeminnow
	Endemic to CO River Basin

	Semotilus atromaculatus
	creek chub

	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Pimephales promelas
	fathead minnow
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Gila elegans
	bonytail chub
	Endemic to CO River Basin

	Gila robusta
	roundtail chub
	Endemic to CO River Basin

	Gila cypha
	humpback chub
	Endemic to CO River Basin

	Gila atraria
	Utah chub

	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Cyprinella lutrensis

	red shiner
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Notropis stramineus

	sand shiner
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Richardsonius balteatus
	redside shiner

	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Rhinichthys osculus

	speckled dace
	Native but not endemic

	Ctenopharyngodon idella

	grass carp
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Fundulus kansae
	plains killfish
  
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Culaea inconstans

	brook stickleback
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Esox lucius

	northern pike
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Ictalurus melas
	black bullhead

	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Ictalurus punctatus

	channel catfish

	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Stizostedion vitreum

	walleye
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Salmo trutta

	brown trout

	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Oncorhynchus clarki

	cutthroat trout

	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Oncorhynchus mykiss
	rainbow trout
	Introduced to CO River Basin

	Prosopium williamsoni
	mountain whitefish
	Native but not endemic


HERPTILES

	Scientific Name
	Common Name
	Status Notes

	Ambystoma tigrinum

	tiger salamander
	Present in Monument

	Spea intermontana

	Great Basin spadefoot
	Present in Monument

	Bufo woodhousei

	Woodhouse's toad
	Present in Monument

	Pseudacris triseriata  
	Western chorus frog
	probable occurrence

	Rana catesbeiana

	bullfrog
	Present in Monument

	R. pipiens

	Northern leopard frog
	Present in Monument

	Phrynosoma hernandesi
	short-horned lizard
	Present in Monument

	Sceloporus graciosus

	sagebrush lizard
	Present in Monument

	Sceloporus undulatus

	Plateau lizard
	Present in Monument

	Urosaurus ornatus

	tree lizard
	Present in Monument

	Uta stansburiana

	side-blotched lizard
	Present in Monument

	Cnemidophorus tigris

	Western whiptail
	Present in Monument

	Cnemidophorus velox

	Plateau striped lizard
	Probable occurrence

	Coluber constrictor

	eastern racer
	Present in Monument

	Elaphe guttata


	corn snake
	Unconfirmed

	Heterodon nasicus 

	Western hognose snake
	Probable occurrence

	Lampropeltis triangulum
	milk snake
	Present in Monument

	Liochlorophis vernalis

	smooth green snake
	Probable occurrence

	Masticophis taeniatus

	striped whipsnake
	Present in Monument

	Pituophis caetnifer

	gopher snake, bull snake
	Present in Monument

	Thamnophis elegans

	Western terrestrial garter snake
	Present in Monument

	Crotalus viridis concolor
	midget faded rattlesnake
	Present in Monument

	Crotalus viridis viridis

	prairie rattlesnake
	Unconfirmed

	Charina bottae
 

	rubber boa
	Probable occurrence


MAMMALS

	Scientific Name
	Common Name
	Status Notes

	Sorex merriami

	Merriam shrew
	Present in Monument

	Sorex monticolus

	montane shrew
	Present in Monument

	Myotis californicus
	California myotis
	Present in Monument

	Myotis ciliolabrum

	Western small-footed myotis
	Present in Monument

	Myotis evotis
	long-eared myotis
	Present in Monument

	Myotis lucifugus

	little brown bat
	Present in Monument

	Myotis thysanodes
	fringed myotis
	Present in Monument

	Myotis volans
	long-legged myotis
	Present in Monument

	Myotis yumanensis
	Yuma myotis
	Present in Monument

	Lasionycteris noctivagans
	silver-haired bat
	Present in Monument

	Lasiurus cinereus
	hoary bat
	Present in Monument

	Pipistrellus hesperus
	Western pipistrelle
	Present in Monument

	Eptesicus fuscus
	big brown bat
	Present in Monument

	Euderma maculatum

	spotted bat
	Present in Monument

	Corynorhinus townsendii
	Townsend's big-eared bat
	Present in Monument

	Antrozous pallidus

	pallid bat
	Present in Monument

	Tadarida brasiliensis
	Mexican free-tailed bat
	Present in Monument

	Nyctinomops macrotis

	big free-tailed bat
	Present in Monument

	Sylvilagus audubonii

	desert cottontail
	Present in Monument

	Sylvilagus  nuttallii
	Nuttall’s cottontail
	Present in Monument

	Lepus californicus

	black-tailed jackrabbit
	Present in Monument

	Lepus townsendii

	white-tailed jackrabbit
	Present in Monument

	Eutamias dorsalis
	cliff chipmunk
	Present in Monument

	E. minimus


	least chipmunk
	Present in Monument

	E. quadrivittatus

	Colorado chipmunk
	

	Marmota flaviventris

	yellow-bellied marmot
	Present in Monument

	Spermophilus elegans

	Wyoming ground squirrel
	Probably Present

	Spermophilus lateralis

	golden-mantled ground squirrel
	Present in Monument

	Spermophilus tridecemlineatus

	thirteen-lined ground squirrel
	Present in Monument

	Spermophilus variegatus

	rock squirrel
	Present in Monument

	Cynomys leucurus

	white-tailed prairie dog
	Recently (11/04) removed from consideration for listing under the Endangered Species Act

	Tamiasciurus hudsonicus
	red squirrel
	Present in Monument

	Thomomys talpoides
	Northern pocket gopher
	Present in Monument

	Perognathus fasciatus

	olive-backed pocket mouse
	Present in Monument

	Perognathus  parvus
	Great Basin pocket mouse
	Present in Monument

	Dipodomys ordii
	Ord's kangaroo rat
	Present in Monument

	Castor canadensis
	beaver
	Present in Monument

	Reithrodontomys megalotis
	Western harvest mouse
	Present in Monument

	Peromyscus crinitus

	canyon mouse
	Present in Monument

	Peromyscus maniculatus
	deer mouse
	Present in Monument

	Peromyscus truei

	pinyon mouse
	Present in Monument

	Onychomys leucogaster
	Northern grasshopper mouse
	Present in Monument

	Neotoma cinerea

	bushy-tailed wood rat
	Present in Monument

	Microtus longicaudus

	long-tailed vole
	Present in Monument

	Microtus  montanus
	montane vole
	Present in Monument

	Lemmiscus curtatus

	sagebrush vole
	Present in Monument

	Ondatra zibethicus
	muskrat
	Present in Monument

	Erethizon dorsatum
	porcupine
	Present in Monument

	Canis latrans


	coyote
	Present in Monument

	Canis lupus
	gray wolf
	extirpated from monument

	Vulpes vulpes

	red fox
	Present in Monument

	Urocyon cinereoargenteus
	gray fox
	Present in Monument

	Ursus americanus
	black bear
	Present in Monument

	Ursus arctos
	grizzly bear
	extirpated from monument

	Bassariscus astutus
	ringtail
	Present in Monument

	Procyon lotor

	raccoon
	Present in Monument

	Mustela frenata
	long-tailed weasel
	Present in Monument

	Mustela vison
	mink
	Present in Monument

	Taxidea taxus

	badger
	Present in Monument

	Spilogale gracilis
	Western spotted skunk
	Present in Monument

	Mephitis mephitis
	striped skunk
	Present in Monument

	Lutra canadensis
	river otter
	Present in Monument

	Felis concolor


	mountain lion
	Present in Monument

	Lynx rufus
	bobcat
	Present in Monument

	Cervus elaphus

	elk (wapiti)
	Present in Monument

	Alces alces
	moose
	Present in Monument

	Odocoileus hemionus

	mule deer
	Present in Monument

	Antilocapra americana
	pronghorn
	Present in Monument

	Bison bison
	bison
	extirpated from monument

	Ovis canadensis  
	Bighorn Sheep
	Present in Monument


BIRDS

	Scientific Name
	Common Name
	Status Notes

	Gavia immer
	Common Loon
	Present in Monument

	Podilymbus podiceps
	Pied-billed Grebe
	Present in Monument

	Podiceps nigricollis
	Eared Grebe
	Present in Monument

	Aechmophorus occidentalis
	Western Grebe
	Present in Monument

	Pelecanus erythrorhynchos
	American White Pelican
	Present in Monument

	Phalacrocorax auritus
	Double-crested Cormorant
	Present in Monument

	Ardea herodias
	Great Blue Heron
	Present in Monument

	Egretta thula
	Snowy Egret
	Present in Monument

	Nycticorax nycticorax
	Black-crowned Night-Heron
	Present in Monument

	Plegadis chihi
	White-faced Ibis
	Present in Monument

	Cathartes aura
	Turkey Vulture
	Present in Monument

	Chen caerulescens
	Snow Goose
	Present in Monument

	Branta canadensis
	Canada Goose
	Present in Monument

	Anas strepera
	Gadwall
	Present in Monument

	Anas americana
	American Wigeon
	Present in Monument

	Anas platyrhynchos
	Mallard
	Present in Monument

	Anas discors
	Blue-winged Teal
	Present in Monument

	Anas cyanoptera
	Cinnamon Teal
	Present in Monument

	Anas clypeata
	Northern Shoveler
	Present in Monument

	Anas acuta
	Northern Pintail
	Present in Monument

	Anas crecca
	Green-winged Teal
	Present in Monument

	Aythya valisineria
	Canvasback
	Present in Monument

	Aythya americana
	Redhead
	Present in Monument

	Aythya collaris
	Ring-necked Duck
	Present in Monument

	Aythya affinis
	Lesser Scaup
	Present in Monument

	Clangula hyemalis
	Oldsquaw
	Present in Monument

	Bucephala albeola
	Bufflehead
	Present in Monument

	Bucephala clangula
	Common Goldeneye
	Present in Monument

	Bucephala islandica
	Barrow's Goldeneye
	Present in Monument

	Mergus merganser
	Common Merganser
	Present in Monument

	Oxyura jamaicensis
	Ruddy Duck
	Present in Monument

	Pandion haliaetus
	Osprey
	Present in Monument

	Haliaeetus leucocephalus
	Bald eagle
	Present in Monument

	Circus cyaneus
	Northern Harrier
	Present in Monument

	Accipiter striatus
	Sharp-shinned Hawk
	Present in Monument

	Accipiter cooperii
	Cooper's Hawk
	Present in Monument

	Accipiter gentilis
	Northern Goshawk
	Present in Monument

	Buteo swainsoni
	Swainson's Hawk
	Present in Monument

	Buteo jamaicensis
	Red-tailed Hawk
	Present in Monument

	Buteo regalis
	Ferruginous Hawk
	Present in Monument

	Buteo lagopus
	Rough-legged Hawk
	Present in Monument

	Aquila chrysaetos
	Golden Eagle
	Present in Monument

	Falco sparverius
	American Kestrel
	Present in Monument

	Falco columbarius
	Merlin
	Present in Monument

	Falco mexicanus
	Prairie Falcon
	Present in Monument

	Falco peregrinus
	Peregrine Falcon
	Present in Monument

	Alectoris chukar
	Chukar
	Present in Monument

	Phasianus colchicus
	Ring-necked Pheasant
	Present in Monument

	Centrocercus urophasianus
	Sage Grouse
	Present in Monument

	Dendragapus obscurus
	Blue Grouse
	Present in Monument

	Meleagris gallopavo
	Wild Turkey
	Present in Monument

	Callipepla californica
	California Quail
	Present in Monument

	Fulica americana
	American Coot
	Present in Monument

	Grus canadensis
	Sandhill Crane
	Present in Monument

	Charadrius vociferus
	Killdeer
	Present in Monument

	Himantopus mexicanus
	Black-necked Stilt
	Present in Monument

	Recurvirostra americana
	American Avocet
	Present in Monument

	Tringa melanoleuca
	Greater Yellowlegs
	Present in Monument

	Tringa flavipes
	Lesser Yellowlegs
	Present in Monument

	Catoptrophorus semipalmatus
	Willet
	Present in Monument

	Actitis macularia
	Spotted Sandpiper
	Present in Monument

	Numenius americanus
	Long-billed Curlew
	Present in Monument

	Gallinago gallinago
	Common Snipe
	Present in Monument

	Phalaropus tricolor
	Wilson's Phalarope
	Present in Monument

	Larus pipixcan
	Franklin's Gull
	Present in Monument

	Xema sabini
	Sabine's Gull
	Present in Monument

	Sterna forsteri
	Forster's Tern
	Present in Monument

	Columba livia
	Rock Dove
	Present in Monument

	Zenaida macroura
	Mourning Dove
	Present in Monument

	Coccyzus americanus
	Yellow-billed Cuckoo
	Present in Monument

	Otus flammeolus
	Flammulated Owl
	Present in Monument

	Otus kennicottii
	Western Screech-Owl
	Present in Monument

	Bubo virginianus
	Great Horned Owl
	Present in Monument

	Glaucidium gnoma
	Northern Pygmy-Owl
	Present in Monument

	Athene cunicularia
	Burrowing Owl
	Present in Monument

	Strix occidentalis lucida
	Spotted Owl
	Present in Monument

	Asio otus
	Long-eared Owl
	Present in Monument

	Asio flammeus
	Short-eared Owl
	Present in Monument

	Aegolius acadicus
	Northern Saw-whet Owl
	Present in Monument

	Chordeiles minor
	Common Nighthawk
	Present in Monument

	Phalaenoptilus nuttallii
	Common Poorwill
	Present in Monument

	Aeronautes saxatalis
	White-throated Swift
	Present in Monument

	Lampornis clemenciae
	Blue-throated Hummingbird
	Present in Monument

	Archilochus alexandri
	Black-chinned Hummingbird
	Present in Monument

	Stellula calliope
	Calliope Hummingbird
	Present in Monument

	Selasphorus platycercus
	Broad-tailed Hummingbird
	Present in Monument

	Selasphorus rufus
	Rufous Hummingbird
	Present in Monument

	Ceryle torquata
	Belted Kingfisher
	Present in Monument

	Melanerpes lewis
	Lewis's Woodpecker
	Present in Monument

	Melanerpes erythrocephalus
	Red-headed Woodpecker
	Present in Monument

	Sphyrapicus nuchalis
	Red-naped Sapsucker
	Present in Monument

	Picoides pubescens
	Downy Woodpecker
	Present in Monument

	Picoides villosus
	Hairy Woodpecker
	Present in Monument

	Picoides tridactylus
	Three-toed Woodpecker
	Present in Monument

	Colaptes auratus
	Northern Flicker (Red-shafted)
	Present in Monument

	Contopus borealis
	Olive-sided Flycatcher
	Present in Monument

	Contopus sordidulus
	Western Wood-Pewee
	Present in Monument

	Empidonax traillii
	Willow Flycatcher
	Present in Monument

	Empidonax hammondii
	Hammond's Flycatcher
	Present in Monument

	Empidonax oberholseri
	Dusky Flycatcher
	Present in Monument

	Empidonax wrightii
	Gray Flycatcher
	Present in Monument

	Empidonax difficilis
	Cordilleran Flycatcher
	Present in Monument

	Sayornis saya
	Say's Phoebe
	Present in Monument

	Myiarchus cinerascens
	Ash-throated Flycatcher
	Present in Monument

	Tyrannus verticalis
	Western Kingbird
	Present in Monument

	Tyrannus tyrannus
	Eastern Kingbird
	Present in Monument

	Lanius excubitor
	Northern Shrike
	Present in Monument

	Lanius ludovicianus
	Loggerhead Shrike
	Present in Monument

	Vireo vicinior
	Gray Vireo
	Present in Monument

	Vireo solitarius
	Plumbeous Vireo
	Present in Monument

	Vireo gilvus
	Warbling Vireo
	Present in Monument

	Perisoreus canadensis
	Gray Jay
	Present in Monument

	Cyanocitta stelleri
	Steller's Jay
	Present in Monument

	Aphelocoma coerulescens
	Western Scrub-Jay
	Present in Monument

	Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus
	Pinyon Jay
	Present in Monument

	Nucifraga columbiana
	Clark's Nutcracker
	Present in Monument

	Pica pica
	Black-billed Magpie
	Present in Monument

	Corvus brachyrhynchos
	American Crow
	Present in Monument

	Corvus corax
	Common Raven
	Present in Monument

	Eremophila alpestris
	Horned Lark
	Present in Monument

	Tachycineta bicolor
	Tree Swallow
	Present in Monument

	Tachycineta thalassina
	Violet-green Swallow
	Present in Monument

	Stelgidopteryx serripennis
	Northern Rough-winged Swallow
	Present in Monument

	Riparia riparia
	Bank Swallow
	Present in Monument

	Hirundo pyrrhonota
	Cliff Swallow
	Present in Monument

	Hirundo rustica
	Barn Swallow
	Present in Monument

	Parus atricapillus
	Black-capped Chickadee
	Present in Monument

	Parus gambeli
	Mountain Chickadee
	Present in Monument

	Parus inornatus
	Juniper Titmouse
	Present in Monument

	Psaltriparus minimus
	Bushtit
	Present in Monument

	Sitta canadensis
	Red-breasted Nuthatch
	Present in Monument

	Sitta carolinensis
	White-breasted Nuthatch
	Present in Monument

	Sitta pygmaea
	Pygmy Nuthatch
	Present in Monument

	Certhia americana
	Brown Creeper
	Present in Monument

	Salpinctes obsoletus
	Rock Wren
	Present in Monument

	Catherpes mexicanus
	Canyon Wren
	Present in Monument

	Thryomanes bewickii
	Bewick's Wren
	Present in Monument

	Troglodytes aedon
	House Wren
	Present in Monument

	Cinclus mexicanus
	American Dipper
	Present in Monument

	Regulus satrapa
	Golden-crowned Kinglet
	Present in Monument

	Regulus calendula
	Ruby-crowned Kinglet
	Present in Monument

	Polioptila caerulea
	Blue-gray Gnatcatcher
	Present in Monument

	Sialia mexicana
	Western Bluebird
	Present in Monument

	Sialia currucoides
	Mountain Bluebird
	Present in Monument

	Myadestes townsendi
	Townsend's Solitaire
	Present in Monument

	Catharus ustulatus
	Swainson's Thrush
	Present in Monument

	Catharus guttatus
	Hermit Thrush
	Present in Monument

	Turdus migratorius
	American Robin
	Present in Monument

	Dumetella carolinensis
	Gray Catbird
	Present in Monument

	Mimus polyglottos
	Northern Mockingbird
	Present in Monument

	Oreoscoptes montanus
	Sage Thrasher
	Present in Monument

	Toxostoma rufum
	Brown Thrasher
	Present in Monument

	Bombycilla garrulus
	Bohemian Waxwing
	Present in Monument

	Bombycilla cedrorum
	Cedar Waxwing
	Present in Monument

	Sturnus vulgaris
	European Starling
	Present in Monument

	Vermivora celata
	Orange-crowned Warbler
	Present in Monument

	Vermivora virginiae
	Virginia's Warbler
	Present in Monument

	Dendroica petechia
	Yellow Warbler
	Present in Monument

	Dendroica tigrina
	Cape May Warbler
	Present in Monument

	Dendroica coronata
	Yellow-rumped Warbler (Audubon's)
	Present in Monument

	Dendroica nigrescens
	Black-throated Gray Warbler
	Present in Monument

	Dendroica townsendi
	Townsend's Warbler
	Present in Monument

	Dendroica striata
	Blackpoll Warbler
	Present in Monument

	Setophaga ruticilla
	American Redstart
	Present in Monument

	Helmitheros vermivorus
	Worm-eating Warbler
	Present in Monument

	Oporornis tolmiei
	MacGillivray's Warbler
	Present in Monument

	Geothlypis trichas
	Common Yellowthroat
	Present in Monument

	Wilsonia pusilla
	Wilson's Warbler
	Present in Monument

	Icteria virens
	Yellow-breasted Chat
	Present in Monument

	Piranga ludoviciana
	Western Tanager
	Present in Monument

	Pipilo chlorurus
	Green-tailed Towhee
	Present in Monument

	Pipilo erythrophthalmus
	Spotted Towhee
	Present in Monument

	Spizella arborea
	American Tree Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Spizella passerina
	Chipping Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Spizella breweri
	Brewer's Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Pooecetes gramineus
	Vesper Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Chondestes grammacus
	Lark Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Amphispiza bilineata
	Black-throated Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Amphispiza belli
	Sage Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Calamospiza melanocorys
	Lark Bunting
	Present in Monument

	Passerculus sandwichensis
	Savannah Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Ammodramus savannarum
	Grasshopper Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Passerella iliaca
	Fox Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Melospiza melodia
	Song Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Zonotrichia querula
	Harris's Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Zonotrichia leucophrys
	White-crowned Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Junco hyemalis
	Dark-eyed Junco (Oregon)
	Present in Monument

	Junco hyemalis
	Dark-eyed Junco (Slate-colored)
	Present in Monument

	Junco hyemalis
	Dark-eyed Junco (Gray-headed)
	Present in Monument

	Pheucticus melanocephalus
	Black-headed Grosbeak
	Present in Monument

	Guiraca caerulea
	Blue Grosbeak
	Present in Monument

	Passerina amoena
	Lazuli Bunting
	Present in Monument

	Passerina cyanea
	Indigo Bunting
	Present in Monument

	Agelaius phoeniceus
	Red-winged Blackbird
	Present in Monument

	Sturnella neglecta
	Western Meadowlark
	Present in Monument

	Xanthocephalus xanthocepha
	Yellow-headed Blackbird
	Present in Monument

	Euphagus cyanocephalus
	Brewer's Blackbird
	Present in Monument

	Quiscalus quiscula
	Common Grackle
	Present in Monument

	Molothrus ater
	Brown-headed Cowbird
	Present in Monument

	Icterus galbula
	Bullock's Oriole
	Present in Monument

	Leucosticte arctoa tephrocus
	Gray-crowned Rosy-Finch
	Present in Monument

	Leucosticte arctoa atrata
	Black Rosy-Finch
	Present in Monument

	Leucosticte arctoa australus
	Brown-capped Rosy-Finch
	Present in Monument

	Pinicola enucleator
	Pine Grosbeak
	Present in Monument

	Carpodacus cassinii
	Cassin's Finch
	Present in Monument

	Carpodacus mexicanus
	House Finch
	Present in Monument

	Loxia curvirostra
	Red Crossbill
	Present in Monument

	Carduelis pinus
	Pine Siskin
	Present in Monument

	Carduelis psaltria
	Lesser Goldfinch
	Present in Monument

	Carduelis tristis
	American Goldfinch
	Present in Monument

	Coccothraustes vespertinus
	Evening Grosbeak
	Present in Monument

	Passer domesticus
	House Sparrow
	Present in Monument

	Aix sponsa
	Wood Duck
	Unconfirmed

	Tringa solitaria
	Solitary Sandpiper
	Unconfirmed

	Larus delawarensis
	Ring-billed Gull
	Unconfirmed

	Vireo bellii
	Bell's Vireo
	Unconfirmed

	Vireo olivaceus
	Red-eyed Vireo
	Unconfirmed

	Progne subis
	Purple Martin
	Unconfirmed

	Cistothorus palustris
	Marsh Wren
	Unconfirmed

	Polioptila melanura
	Black-tailed Gnatcatcher
	Unconfirmed

	Ixoreus naevius
	Varied Thrush
	Unconfirmed

	Dendroica coronata
	Yellow-rumped Warbler (Myrtle)
	Unconfirmed

	Mniotilta varia
	Black-and-white Warbler
	Unconfirmed

	Ammodramus bairdii
	Baird's Sparrow
	Unconfirmed

	Melospiza lincolnii
	Lincoln's Sparrow
	Unconfirmed

	Calcarius mccownii
	McCown's Longspur
	Unconfirmed

	Cardinalis cardinalis
	Northern Cardinal
	Unconfirmed

	Pheucticus ludovicianus
	Rose-breasted Grosbeak
	Unconfirmed

	Icterus parisorum
	Scott's Oriole
	Unconfirmed

	Carduelis flammea
	Common Redpoll
	Unconfirmed

	Podiceps auritus
	Horned Grebe
	Probably Present

	Aechmophorus clarkii
	Clark's Grebe
	Probably Present

	Botaurus lentiginosus
	American Bittern
	Probably Present

	Ardea alba
	Great Egret
	Probably Present

	Bubulcus ibis
	Cattle Egret
	Probably Present

	Butorides striatus
	Green Heron
	Probably Present

	Anser albifrons
	Greater White-fronted Goose
	Probably Present

	Cygnus buccinator
	Trumpeter Swan
	Probably Present

	Cygnus columbianus
	Tundra Swan
	Probably Present

	Aythya marila
	Greater Scaup
	Probably Present

	Melanitta fusca
	White-winged Scoter
	Probably Present

	Lophodytes cucullatus
	Hooded Merganser
	Probably Present

	Mergus serrator
	Red-breasted Merganser
	Probably Present

	Bonasa umbellus
	Ruffed Grouse
	Probably Present

	Rallus limicola
	Virginia Rail
	Probably Present

	Porzana carolina
	Sora
	Probably Present

	Pulvialis squatarola
	Black-bellied Plover
	Probably Present

	Charadrius semipalmatus
	Semipalmated Plover
	Probably Present

	Charadrius montanus
	Mountain Plover
	Probably Present

	Bartramia longicauda
	Upland Sandpiper
	Probably Present

	Limosa fedoa
	Marbled Godwit
	Probably Present

	Calidris pusilla
	Semipalmated Sandpiper
	Probably Present

	Calidris mauri
	Western Sandpiper
	Probably Present

	Calidris minutilla
	Least Sandpiper
	Probably Present

	Calidris bairdii
	Baird's Sandpiper
	Probably Present

	Calidris melanotos
	Pectoral Sandpiper
	Probably Present

	Calidris himantopus
	Stilt Sandpiper
	Probably Present

	Limnodromus griseus
	Long-billed Dowitcher
	Probably Present

	Phalaropus lobatus
	Red-necked Phalarope
	Probably Present

	Larus philadelphia
	Bonaparte's Gull
	Probably Present

	Larus californicus
	California Gull
	Probably Present

	Sterna caspia
	Caspian Tern
	Probably Present

	Chlidonias niger
	Black Tern
	Probably Present

	Tyto alba
	Barn Owl
	Probably Present

	Sphyrapicus thyroideus
	Williamson's Sapsucker
	Probably Present

	Tyrannus vociferans
	Cassin's Kingbird
	Probably Present

	Vireo cassini
	Cassin's Vireo
	Probably Present

	Cyanocitta cristata
	Blue Jay
	Probably Present

	Catharus fuscescens
	Veery
	Probably Present

	Anthus spinoletta
	American Pipit
	Probably Present

	Vermivora peregrina
	Tennessee Warbler
	Probably Present

	Vermivora ruficapilla
	Nashville Warbler
	Probably Present

	Seiurus aurocapillus
	Ovenbird
	Probably Present

	Seirus noveboracensis
	Northern Waterthrush
	Probably Present

	Spizella pallida
	Clay-colored Sparrow
	Probably Present

	Zonotrichia albicollis
	White-throated Sparrow
	Probably Present

	Calcarius lapponicus
	Lapland Longspur
	Probably Present

	Plectrophenax nivalis
	Snow Bunting
	Probably Present

	Dolichonyx oryzivorus
	Bobolink
	Probably Present

	Quiscalus mexicanus
	Great-tailed Grackle
	Probably Present


Source: Dinosaur National Monument Invasive Plant Management Plan and Environmental Assessment
Appendix D:  State-listed Animal and Plant Species of Concern

In addition to the federally listed and candidate species, the following species are state of UT and/or CO designated or proposed wildlife species of special concern (SC) or state threatened (ST) that have been documented in or near DINO since 1960 by researchers from various federal and state agencies an universities.

	Common Name
	Scientific Name
	Status in UT
	Status in CO

	Bluehead sucker
	Catostomus discobolus
	SC
	

	Flannelmouth sucker
	Catostomus latipinnis
	SC
	

	Roundtail chub
	Gila robusta
	SC
	SC

	Colorado River cutthroat trout*
	Oncorhynchus clarki pleuriticus
	SC (conservation agreement)
	SC

	Midget faded rattlesnake
	Crotalus viridus concolor
	
	SC

	Smooth green snake
	Liochlorophis vernalis
	SC
	

	Northern leopard frog
	Rana pipiens
	
	SC

	Townsend’s big-eared bat
	Corynorhinus townsendii
	SC
	SC

	Spotted bat
	Euderma maculatum
	SC
	

	River otter
	Lontra canadensis
	
	ST

	Fringed myotis
	Myotis thysanodes
	SC
	

	Big free-tailed bat
	Nyctinomops macrotis
	SC
	

	Northern pocket-gopher
	Thomomys talpoides macrotis
	
	SC

	Northern goshawk
	Accipiter gentilis       
	SC (conservation agreement)
	

	Grasshopper sparrow
	Ammodramus savannarum
	SC
	

	Short-eared owl
	Asio flammeus
	SC
	

	Burrowing owl
	Athene cunicularia
	SC
	ST

	Ferruginous hawk
	Buteo regalis
	SC
	SC

	Greater sage grouse
	Centrocercus urophaianus
	SC
	SC

	Mountain plover
	Charadrius montanus
	
	SC

	Peregrine falcon
	Falco peregrinus
	
	SC

	Sandhill crane
	Grus canadensis
	
	SC

	American white pelican
	Pelecanus erythrorhynchos
	SC
	

	Three-toed woodpecker
	Picoides tridactylus
	SC
	


  * Species may occur within the project area and are managed under Conservation Agreements/Strategies in the state of Utah.  
The following plant species are state of UT and/or CO designated or proposed special status species of concern that occur in or near DINO that have been documented since 1960 by researchers from various federal and state agencies an universities.

	Common Name
	Scientific Name
	Status in UT
	Status in CO

	southern maiden hair fern
	Adiantum capillus-veneris
	
	X

	Jones blue star
	Amsonia jonesii       
	
	X

	park rock cress
	Arabis vivariensis = A. fernaldiana var. fernaldiana = Boechera fernaldiana
	X
	X

	grass milkvetch
	Astragalus chloodes
	X
	X

	Duchesne milkvetch
	Astragalus duchesnensis
	X
	X

	Hamilton milkvetch
	Astragalus hamiltonii = A. lonchocarpus var. hamiltonii
	X
	X

	Dinosaur milkvetch
	Astragalus saurinus
	X
	X

	Canyonlands sedge
	Carex curatorum
	X
	

	Ownbey thistle
	Cirsium ownbeyi
	X
	X

	Rollins’ cat’s-eye 
	Cryptantha rollinsii = Oreocarya rollinsii
	X
	X

	erect cryptanth
	Cryptantha stricta = Oreocarya stricta
	X
	X

	Uinta Basin spring parsley
	Cymopterus duchesnensis
	X
	X

	Utah Bladderfern
	Cystopteris utahensis
	X
	X

	juniper draba
	Draba juniperina = D. oligosperma var. juniperina
	
	X

	helleborine
	Epipactis gigantea
	X
	X

	needle-leaf daisy
	Erigeron nematophyllus
	X
	

	Wilken fleabane
	Erigeron wilkenii
	X
	X

	Dinosaur buckwheat
	Eriogonum saurinum = E. lonchophyllum var. saurinum
	X
	X

	Woodside buckwheat
	Eriogonum tumulosum
	X
	X

	Duchesne buckwheat
	Eriogonum viridulum = E. brevicaule var. viridulum
	
	X

	Utah greasebush
	Forsellesia meionandra = Glossopetalon spinescens var. meionandrum
	X
	X

	Orchard snakeweed
	Gutierrezia pomariensis
	X
	

	alcove bog orchid
	Habenaria zothecina = Limnorchis zothcina
	X
	X

	Rollins sweetvetch
	Hedysarum boreale var. gremiale
	X
	

	small-head sunflower
	Helianthella microcephala
	X
	

	rock hymenoxys
	Hymenoxys lapidicola
	X
	

	Watsons prickly phlox
	Leptodactylon watsonii
	X
	X

	Rollins bladderpod
	Lesquerella subumbellata
	X
	

	Uinta Basin stickleaf
	Mentzelia multicaulis var. multicaulis
	X
	X

	Thurbers muhly
	Muhlenbergia thurberi
	X
	X

	compact nama, matted fiddleleaf
	Nama densum var. parviflorum
	
	X

	narrow-leaf evening primrose
	Oenothera acutissima = O. flava var. acutissima
	X
	X

	Bessey locoweed
	Oxytropis besseyi var. obnapiformis
	X
	X

	large-flowered breadroot
	Pediomelum megalanthum
	
	X

	Vernal narrowleaf penstemon
	Penstemon angustifolius var. vernalensis
	X
	X

	Fremont beardtongue
	Penstemon fremontiivar. glabrescens
	X
	

	Plateau penstemon
	Penstemon scariosus var. cyanomontanus
	X
	X

	Uintah bahia
	Platyschkuhria integrifolia var. ourolepis
	X
	

	Ute ladies'-tresses orchid
	Spiranthes diluvialis
	X
	X

	elegant thelypody
	Thelypodiopsis elegans
	X
	

	mountain clover
	Trifolium andinum
	X
	X

	Cisco woody aster, desert daisy
	Xylorhiza venusta
	X
	

	alcove death camas
	Zygadenus vaginatus = Anticlea vaginatus
	X
	X


Source: Dinosaur National Monument Invasive Plant Management Plan and Environmental Assessment
Appendix E: Public Scoping/NEPA Documentation
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Dinosaur National Monument
4545 Highway 40
Dinosaur, CO 81610

June 2, 2006

Dear Interested Party:

The National Park Service is in the initial stages of developing a Hazard Tree Management Plan for Dinosaur
National Monument. Prior to preparing an Environmental Assessment, the National Park Service is seeking
public comment to help identify issues associated with the proposed plan. It is the intention of the National Park
Service to develop this plan by January 2006.

Though riparian habitat is scarce, just two-three percent of the western landscape, eighty percent of bird
species, eighty percent of mammals, seventy-two percent of reptiles, and seventy-seven percent of amphibians
that occur regularly on the Colorado Plateau use riparian habitat for food, water, cover, or migration routes.
Riparian areas have always been important for people also; but in years past, the significance of riparian
habitat to wildlife was not understood. One of the results of this lack of understanding is that all of
Dinosaur’s campgrounds and campsites are located in the riparian corridor. Native riparian trees such as
cottonwoods are subject to rot and disease, which can create a hazardous situation for visitors recreating in
campgrounds. Some hazard limbs and trees are being cut to provide for visitor safety. Unfortunately, these
actions may negatively impact wildlife dependent on these trees. The Monument understands the importance
of this habitat for wildlife and wants to protect riparian forest for the species that depend upon it for survival
while still maintaining the opportunity for visitors to safely utilize campgrounds and campsites. The proposed

plan will assist the park to manage hazard trees in an ecologically friendly way, while still providing quality
visitor services.

We welcome your comments and concerns regarding the management of hazard trees as we begin to develop
this plan. Enclosed is a briefing statement that further details the direction and scope this effort include.
Comments on this initial stage of development must be received in writing by close of business on July 5,
2006, and should be sent to Superintendent, Dinosaur National Monument, 4545 E. Highway 40, Dinosaur,
Colorado 81610; by fax to (970) 374-3003; or by email to DINO Superintendent@nps.gov.

For questions or comments regarding the scoping process or proposed plan, please contact Cindy Heyd,
Natural Resources Program Manager, at (970) 374-2501 ext. 5.

Sincerely,

77/@:‘7 %’
Mary Risser
Superintendent

enclosure




BRIEFING STATEMENT
Prepared by 

Cindy Heyd, Natural Resources Program Manager

NPS- Dinosaur National Monument

March 22, 2006

Subject:
Notice of Intent to Prepare a Hazard Tree Management Plan and Environmental Assessment – Invitation to Participate

What is the Hazard Tree Management Plan?

The Hazard Tree Management Plan will outline a long-term, comprehensive program for

managing hazard trees within Dinosaur National Monument.  The plan will address identification of hazard trees, options for identified hazard trees, and management strategies to treat hazard trees in different management zones and designated use areas within the monument.

Why is the plan needed?

A hazard tree management plan is needed to address the complicated factors involved with hazard trees at Dinosaur National Monument, including compliance with federal laws and regulations, NPS management policies, resource concerns, and visitor safety.

Despite the relative scarcity of riparian habitat, particularly riparian forest, these habitat types are highly important for wildlife species.  For example, eighty percent of birds that occur on the Colorado Plateau use riparian habitat for food, water, cover, or migration routes.  The regulated flows of the Green River, a result of the Flaming Gorge Dam, have compounded the problem; cottonwood galleries are no longer able to regenerate on the Green River above the confluence with the Yampa River.  This situation makes existing cottonwood stands even more important for wildlife species dependent upon them for survival.

Dinosaur campgrounds and other facilities are located within the riparian corridor of the Yampa and Green Rivers or their tributaries.  When locations for these facilities were chosen, the importance of riparian habitat to wildlife was not well understood.  At the present time, the Monument does understand the importance of riparian habitat for wildlife and seeks to maintain the natural value and function of this habitat to the extent possible while still maintaining visitor services such as safety, aesthetics, and shade in the existing facilities.  Due to the size, age, and condition of cottonwoods and box elders in designated visitor areas, concerns for visitor and employee safety have increased as a result of falling limbs or hazardous trees. 

Goals of the Plan

   The goals of the Hazardous Tree Management Plan are to:

· Determine management actions of hazard trees by management zone and designated areas.

· Maintain visitor and employee safety to the appropriate level as determined by development zone and designated use.

· Maintain, to the extent possible the value and function of riparian forest and individual hazard trees for wildlife species.

· Comply with federal laws, regulations, and NPS policies.

· Establish decision-making tools, methods to identify hazard trees, and treatment options based on management zones and designated uses.

Proposed Actions

1. Identify appropriate actions for the different management zones and designated use areas.

Describes reasoning for decisions about what actions are appropriate for the different management zones, natural, cultural, development, and special use and other designated use areas within the management zones.

2. Establish methods to identify hazard trees.

  Describes the methods that will be used to identify hazard trees in management zones where treatment would be appropriate. 
3. Establish a decision making tool to decide a course of action for identified hazard trees.

   Describes how decisions will be made to determine the course of action for individual 

   hazard trees in the different management zones and designated use areas.

4. Identify methods to maintain or replace the value and function of riparian trees and forest while providing for visitor safety and enjoyment of facilities located within riparian habitat.


 Describes methods, such as planting new trees, replacing trees, and identifying ways to 

         reduce human impacts to existing trees.

5. Educate visitors and staff about hazard trees.

   Monument will develop methods to communicate issues regarding hazard trees, 

   such as the importance of riparian habitat to wildlife, aesthetic values, and visitor safety

   to visitors and staff alike.

Suggested Alternatives

Alternative I:  Continuation of Current Management Practices – cut hazard limbs or trees down as they become a known hazard in developed areas by contracting work to local tree removal company.

Dinosaur National Monument has used this method in the past to remove hazardous limbs or trees to provide for visitor safety.  This method is based on a reactive process that occurs when a hazardous limb falls in a location where visitors could be.

If this alternative is selected, Dinosaur National Monument would continue to hire a contractor to come and trim trees at three to five year intervals as it has been doing.

Alternative II:  Preferred Alternative – A comprehensive approach to manage hazard trees, including activities to address visitor safety, aesthetics, wildlife needs, cumulative effects of management actions, and educating park visitors and staff.

The preferred alternative would consider a comprehensive approach to proactively manage hazard trees.  This would include activities to address visitor safety, wildlife needs, cumulative effects of actions, mitigation, reducing adverse effects of visitors on existing trees, and educating visitors and staff alike about hazard trees.  This alternative would address hazard trees in developed zones, river campsites, cultural sites, etc. Using this more comprehensive alternative would reduce the adverse impacts that management activities have on wildlife and the natural functions of the riparian trees and forest.

Alternatives Excluded from Further Consideration

Alternative III:  No hazard tree management or control.

This alternative was excluded from further consideration because it does not meet the requirements of the park’s enabling legislation to protect natural resources, the NPS Organic Act, NPS Management Policies, or compliance with NEPA.

Anticipated Timelines

Public Participation

We invite your participation and appreciate your interest in the development of this plan.  An outline of suggested alternatives has been prepared.  These will evolve and change as we progress with the planning process and receive input from stakeholders and other interested parties.

Contact Information

Comments and questions regarding Dinosaur National Monument’s Hazard Tree Management Plan are welcome.  Please contact:

Cindy Heyd

Natural Resources Program Manager

Dinosaur National Monument

970.374.2501 ext. 5

cindy_heyd@nps.gov

[image: image16.png]"Nate Bricker” To: <cindy_heyd@nps.gov>
<nateb@oars.com> cc:

06/12/2006 09:15 AM ~ Subject: Trees
MST
Please respond to nateb

Hello Cindy,

Thank you for your letter regarding the management of hazard trees in the riparian zone. | agree with
the proposed "Preferred Alternative” with the thought that there will still need to be some limited reactive
management where conditions are such that public safety is best managed through the trimming or
removal of trees/limbs whose potential for disastrous effects are determined to be significant and best
managed with this invasive procedure.

There's my two cents for what it's worth, please keep me posted on your progress.

All the best,
Nate

Nate Bricker

General Manager

The O.A.R.S. Family of Companies
P.O. Box 67, Angels Camp, CA 95222

PH: 208-736-2407 x732
FX: 209-736-2902
www.oars.com

The World's Best Rafting, Sea Kayaking and Muiti-Sport Adventures Since 1969
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NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Dinosaur National Monument

4545 Highway 40

Dinosaur Co 81610

Attention: Cindy Heyd
Narural Resources Program Manager

Attention: Superintendent,
Dinosaur National Monument

July 02, 2006° Send to Fax No. 970 374 3003 no. of pages = |

I will comment on the proposed Management of Hazardous Trees Plan dated June 2,
2006 and circulated to “Dear Interested Party” with the stated intention to develop this
plan by January 2006 Notwithstanding the stated dates, [ assume that there is not an
educated proofreader at DNM or this letter is a formality following a “done deal” which
would not be surprising, considenng past actions taken by DNM

My comments are directed toward the total lack of mention and consideration of the
impact or impacts on the grazing of Domestic Livestock in Dinosaur National
Monument.

These domestic animals also denve a certain amount of forage, protection, shade and
shelter as well as water within these nparian areas. Domestic Livestock use would be
well covered if such use 15 to be included 1n the statement “the umportance of this habitat
for wildlife” and include “and domestic livestock.”

The statement that “Though npanan habitat 1s scarce” opens the door for my next
comments DNM has breached watering places that were developed and operational for
many years, thereby forcing livestock and wildlife to travel to other water sources,
usually on adjoining private lands, thereby burdening the “neighbors” to provide forage
and water (does this not equate to habitat?) for domestic hivestock on allotments as well
as wildlife at large. We have spent many days with DNM personnel looking at and for
areas to develop water, and nothing happens at DNM headquarters.

These are my areas of concern and please keep me informed, timely, of future plans.

Fax No. 9708785303
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Mary Risser, Superintendent
Dinosaur National Monument
4545 East Highway 40
Dinosaur, Colorado 81610

COMMISSIONERS:

David J. Haslem

Jim Abegglen

Michael J. McKee
ASSESSOR-  Gayla Casper
ATTORNEY - JoAnn Stringham
CLERK-AUDITOR - Michael W, Wilkins
RECORDER - Randy J. Simmons
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ARCENED

RE: Hazard Tree Management Plan for Dinosaur

National Monument

Dear Ms. Risser:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Hazard Tree Management Plan for the
Dinosaur National Monument. Uintah County supports this proposal that improves safety for the

public.

At this time we have no further comment, but reserve the right to comment at a later date, if

warranted.

Sincerely,

UINTAH COUNTY COMMISSION

David J. I—‘faslem

ot
Jim Abegglen

COUNTY BUILDING - 152 EAST JOO VORT! - VERNAL (ITAH 84078
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TAILS 65413-2006-SL-0056 .
ecpves
July 5, 2006
Memorandum
To: Superintendent, National Park Service, Dinosaur National Park, Dinosaur, Colorado

The Fish and Wildlife Service received your June 2, 2006, scoping letter for the subject
management plan. There are four species of concern that may occur in the project area and
should be considered during the environmental assessment process. These are the threatened
bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), Mexican spotted owl (Strix occidentalis lucida), and
Spiranthes diluvialis (Ute ladies'-tresses), and the candidate yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus
americanus).

Frpm; { Western Colorado Supervisor, Fish and Wildlife Service,
w Junction, Colorado

Subject:  Hazard Tree Management Plan Scoping Comments

It should be determined if habitat exists for these species in the hazard tree management area
and, if so, surveys should take place for them prior to project implementation. If any of the
species are found in the area timing restrictions, equipment and personnel buffers, or other
actions may be necessary to help conserve the species.

If the Service can be of further assistance, please contact Terry Ireland at the letterhead address
or (970) 243-2778, extension 16.

pc:  FWS/Browns Park NWR (Attn: Kathleen Lindner)

Tlreland:NPSDinosaurNMHazard TreeManagementPlanSpeLst.doc:070506
QL

JUL 7 2008
ﬂ

OWOs4,,

RECENED




[image: image20.png]James To: Cindy Heyd/DINO/NPS@NPS

Worrall@FSNOTES _cc . ‘
07/24/2006 02:10 PM Subject: HT Mgmt Plan, Dinosaur National Monument
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Cindy Heyd

Natural Resources Program Manager
Dinosaur National Monument

Dear Cindy,

Thank you for including me in the mailing of the scoping letter for development of a Hazard Tree
Management Plan and Environmental Assessment for Dinosaur National Monument. Unfortunately it
arrived at the peak of our field season and | was unable to respond before the deadline. However, my
comments are intended only to be advisory and helpful, and | hope you will consider them later in the
process.

The scoping letter and briefing statement are excellent. They clearly and concisely outline the potential
conflict between wildlife and hazard tree management in an inteiligent, rational and balanced manner, and
give an overview of intended actions and alternatives that are well planned. Minor points that you might
consider are:

e [t would be heipful to know roughly what percentage of riparian habitat and percentage of viable
riparian forest cover are occupied by campgrounds and other developments in the Monument, and
thus subject to hazard tree management. This is useful in gauging the extent of the problem. One
could take a position, for example, that if the developed areas are only a few percent of the total
riparian or forested riparian habitat available, the impact of hazard tree management to wildlife may
be minimal. This may not be true, however, if the developed sites are somehow uniquely valuable to
wildlife in comparison with similar habitat elsewhere.

e There is an emphasis on wildlife as the important natural value to be protected. Thinking more
broadly, are plants and other groups of organisms similarly rich and diverse in riparian vs.
non-riparian areas? To what extent do the developments themselves, aside from hazard tree
management, impact wildlife and these other groups? These considerations may be important in
developing and choosing among alternatives. [f the developments impact sensitive plants in riparian
habitats, for instance, perhaps a long-term plan to move developments to non-riparian areas would be
worth considering.

e In most units of the US Forest Service, hazard tree management is considered site maintenance and
thus generally not subject to NEPA. However, in this case, there are sufficiently important issues that
an Environmental Assessment is a good opportunity to consider alternatives and their impacts before
moving ahead.

e The three alternatives presented (continued reactive treatment, the more comprehensive
management that is the preferred alternative, and the no-management alternative that is excluded)
comprise an intuitively reasonable range of alternatives. However, in hazard tree management there
is always an additional alternative that is frequently overlooked: (re)move the target. Although the
cost may be prohibitive, it is worth considering movement and reconstruction of campgrounds to
non-riparian or non-forested areas in certain cases where the conflict between natural values and
hazard tree management is particularly acute. Perhaps this could be included under the preferred
alternative to be decided on a case-by-case basis during implementation of the HT Management Plan
after more is known about the hazard tree status and environmental impacts.

e I'm not certain exactly what is planned under Proposed Action 1, "ldentify appropriate actions for the
different management zones and designated use areas," probably because | am not familiar with the
Monument's management systems. [n any case, it should be recognized that hazard tree rating
systems all incorporate target as part of a hazard rating. If there is no significant target, such as in a
natural, undeveloped area, there can be no hazard and hazard tree management is not conducted.




[image: image21.png]Some consideration will have to be given to evaluating target values in rating, but I'm not sure how
this will dovetail or be redundant with this proposed action.

e As|am sure you are aware, designation of a tree as hazardous is not a binary decision. All hazard
rating systems result in a range of hazard values. After evaluating hazard rating results, managers
may consider risk in deciding what level of hazard is the threshold, above which treatment will be
implemented.

e As ageneral rule, I suggest that we never compromise on safety. To the extent that wildlife depend
on highly hazardous trees, wildlife and campground use are incompatible. Either hazard trees may
be treated or campsites may be closed/moved , but knowingly maintaining highly hazardous trees
over actively used campsites should not be contemplated.

As you go through this process, | would be happy to contribute in any way | can. | would be willing to
come and participate in an |D team meeting to provide information on hazard tree management and
details of rating systems, etc., if that would be helpful. During implementation we could provide
assistance in training or starting hazard tree inspection crews if that is needed.

Jim Worrall

US Forest Service

Rocky Mountain Region
Forest Health Management
216 N. Colorado St.
Gunnison CO, 81230

(970) 642-1166 desk
(970) 390-2352 cell
(970) 642-1919 fax
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