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1.0 Introduction
The City of Aspen is currently developing a Master Plan for Cozy Point Ranch, which is
considered to be the gateway of the Aspen community. A total of four open space parcels would
be potentially affected by proposed project activities, including Cozy Point Ranch, Cozy Point
South, Aspen Mass, and Mills. While the City of Aspen owns the Cozy Point Ranch and Aspen
Mass parcels, Pitkin County is a joint owner, with the City of Aspen, of both the Cozy Point South
and Mills parcels. In addition, the Colorado Department of Transportation (CDOT) owns and
manages the Intercept Lot, which is used for public parking for the Roaring Fork Transportation
Agency as well as for event parking. Collectively, these five parcels are referred to as the Cozy
Point Ranch parcels. In 2011, Western Ecological Resource, Inc., in conjunction with Wildlife
Specialties, LLC, performed a detailed Biological and Historical Resource Survey of the four open
space parcels as well as nine additional parcels (Western Ecological Resource and Wildlife
Specialties, 2011). This report summarizes the biological and historical resource surveys
conducted on the four parcels during 2011, integrates new information based on 2015 field visits,
and concludes with recommendations for future management.
In total, the five Cozy Point Ranch parcels comprise approximately 400 acres and include a
variety of mountain shrublands, small stands of conifer forests, shale badlands, agricultural
grasslands, and wetland and riparian habitats. The properties provide important habitat for mule
deer and a variety of songbirds and small mammals, and support diverse wetland and riparian
plant communities. These properties also have a rich historical tradition which exemplifies the
ranching and farming activities of the late 19th and early 20th centuries.

2.0 Environmental Setting
The Cozy Point Ranch, Cozy Point South, Aspen Mass, and Mills properties occur at the
intersection of U.S. Highway 82 and Brush Creek Road, approximately six miles north of the City
of Aspen (Figure 1). These parcels consist of alluvial terraces and adjacent mountain slopes. The
project area is bordered by the Roaring Fork River on the east and is bisected by Brush Creek, a
perennial tributary to the Roaring Fork River. The Sky Mountain Park Open Space (formally
Droste parcel) is located to the south and adjacent to the Cozy Point South parcel. The elevations
of these parcels range from a high of 8,200 feet on Cozy Point South to a low of 7,340 feet along
the Roaring Fork River in the Mills Open Space. The Cozy Point Ranch parcel currently supports
a large equestrian boarding and training facility as well as an archery range and a greenhouse. In
addition, both Cozy Point Ranch and the meadow on Cozy Point South are actively irrigated and
hayed. The Aspen Mass and Mills parcels are currently used for recreation, and one of the
pedestrian trails has been recently rerouted on the Aspen Mass parcel. All four of these parcels
are receiving increased recreational pressure due to the recent trail openings on Sky Mountain
Park. Finally, the CDOT Intercept Lot located adjacent to the Mills parcel is also being included
in the planning process. The CDOT parcel contains developed and undeveloped parking areas
and two areas of wetlands in drainage basins; however, no detailed on-the-ground environmental
studies have been conducted on the CDOT Intercept Lot to date.
The climate of the project area is generally characterized by long, cold and moist winters, and
short, cool, dry summers. Based on climate data from the Aspen 1 SW Weather Station (elev.
8,163 ft.), the average annual precipitation is 23.26 inches and the mean annual temperature is
40.8°F, with a mean high temperature of 77.2°F in July and a mean low of 7.4°F in January
(NCDC, 2002). The growing season length based on a 28°F air temperature is 127 days,
generally occurring between May 24 and September 28, and the average annual snowfall is 187.3
inches (NRCS 2002).
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3.0 Wildlife Resources
In 2011, a variety of wildlife baseline surveys of all the parcels included at that time were
conducted for two reasons. The first was to establish a baseline index of species currently using
the parcels; the second was to identify species which could potentially use the parcels. Survey
techniques included Terrestrial Vertebrate Encounter Surveys to identify rare, elusive, or hard to
detect species; avian point-count surveys incorporating distance sampling to develop a species list
and a baseline population estimate for more common species; owl surveys using tape play-back
call techniques to document species presence; nocturnal and diurnal amphibian surveys using
calls and visual identification; scent stations with infrared cameras to detect nocturnal rare
carnivores and other species; and pedestrian surveys of the parcels to specifically look for wildlife
and sign which may not have been detected using other survey techniques. A complete
description of the methodology, locations of where the surveys were conducted, etc. are included
in the 2011 report (Western Ecological Resource and Wildlife Specialties, 2011).

3.1 Federally Listed Species
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information, Planning, and Consultation System
(USFWS, 2015) was used to generate the current list of federally protected, candidate, and
proposed wildlife species for the project area (Appendix A). There are eight wildlife species
protected under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) that could potentially occur in the project area,
however none of these federally protected species are expected to occur as appropriate habitat is
lacking. No designated critical habitat exists for any listed species within the project area.

3.2 BLM and USFS Sensitive and MIS Species
Sensitive species considered in this report are based on the June 2015 Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) Colorado State Director's Sensitive Species List (BLM, 2015) and the August
2015 U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Region 2 Sensitive Species List (USFS, 2015). These species lists
are contained in Appendices B and C.
The project area potentially provides suitable habitat for the following four species: Townsend's
big-eared bat (Plecotus townsendii), Brewer’s sparrow (Spizella breweri), northern leopard frog
(Rana pipiens), and the bluehead sucker (Catostamus discobolus) (Table 1). However, the 2011
surveys only resulted in the detection of one of these species: the Brewer’s sparrow, which was
detected on the northern end of the Cozy Point Ranch parcel.
Although not a BLM or USFS Sensitive Species, the Virginia’s warbler (Vermivora virginiae) is
annually monitored across its range as a Management Indicator Species (MIS) representing the
oak-shrub community. MIS are animals with special management needs which must be met
through coordination with other open space uses (i.e. recreation and trails). Additionally,
population estimates for MIS are annually updated. Virginia’s warbler population trends and the
species’ distributional range are tracked within Colorado through monitoring programs (e.g.
Monitoring Colorado’s Birds Partnership Program and Partners In Flight). By monitoring
population trends for MIS, the impact and effectiveness of management actions can be assessed
and modified as needed.
A brief discussion of each of the four BLM and/or USFS Sensitive Species, as well as the one MIS
are described below. For further information, please see Appendix D, which provides a more
detailed overview of the natural history of these species.
Townsend’s big-eared bat is widely distributed in Colorado except on the eastern plains
(Armstrong et al. 1994). Habitat includes open montane forests, semidesert shrublands, and
pinyon/juniper shrublands. These bats are generally solitary or gather in small groups; during
summer females may form larger maternity colonies located in mines, caves, abandoned
structures, and crevices in rock cliffs, in woodlands and forests to elevations above 9,500 feet
(Armstrong et al., 1994, Fitzgerald et al., 1994). They are relatively sedentary and do not move
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long distances from hibernacula to summer roosts (Fitzgerald et al., 1994). There are about 350
historical records of individuals in Colorado, 250 of which are from 1990 or later (Pierson et al.,
1999). About 170 mine roosts and 15 cave roosts have been documented since 1990. All but
one of these roosts has populations believed to be less than 30 individuals. Because of the wide
range of habitats used, Townsend’s big-eared bats could forage over the Cozy Point Ranch parcels,
but no hibernacula or maternity colony habitat occurs within the project area. No individuals
were located on the subject parcels during the 2011surveys.
Critical Brewer’s sparrow habitat was mapped on the northern end of Cozy Point and the
southeast corner of Aspen Mass during the 2011 surveys (Figure 2). These areas were mapped as
critical habitat because they are the only large intact stands of sagebrush habitat remaining in
these parcels. In 2011, the recommendation was to restore the inactive agricultural lands within
these parcels to native sagebrush shrubland habitat, if possible. The idea was to increase the
amount of potential breeding habitat within these parcels and have sagebrush habitat at different
seral stages. However, any restoration of the inactive agricultural lands adjacent to Brewer’s
sparrow mapped habitat would not significantly increase the local and regional Brewer’s sparrow
population. Brewer’s sparrow was detected on the far northern end of the Cozy Point Ranch
parcel in 2011.
The northern leopard frog is distributed throughout Colorado from an elevation of below 3,500
feet on the plains of the northeastern corner of the state to over 11,000 feet in the San Juan
Mountains in the southwestern corner (Hammerson, 1999). Although formerly abundant
throughout its range, the northern leopard frog has become rare or been extirpated from many
areas, especially high elevation populations, due to changes in habitat conditions (Hammerson
1999, CPW 2011). Northern leopard frogs have diverse habitat requirements including wet
meadows, the banks and shallows of marshes, ponds (glacial kettles or beaver [Castor canadensis]
ponds), lakes, streams, or irrigation ditches. According to Hammerson (1999), northern leopard
frogs occurred throughout western Colorado where suitable habitat was available including
locations within the vicinity of the project area. Most of the riparian habitat along Brush Creek
within the Cozy Point Ranch area is degraded, but potential habitat associated with beaver ponds
may be present. Restoration of Brush Creek and the riparian corridor would increase the quality
of the habitat. No individuals were located on the subject parcels during the 2011surveys.
The bluehead sucker is a fish found throughout a variety of habitats from headwaters to large
rivers (Woodling, 1985). Water must be moderate to fast in velocity and streams must have a rock
substrate. The species feeds on algae and invertebrates. Breeding occurs in late April to early
May before high flows associated with spring runoff occur. Population declines have occurred
where white (Catostomus commersonii) and longnose (Catostomus catostomus) suckers from the
Front Range have entered waters historically occupied by bluehead suckers. Threats associated
with the project area include alteration of water quality within Brush Creek resultant of
environmental contaminants or an increase in sedimentation. Restoration of Brush Creek would
result in more suitable habitat. No individuals were located on the subject parcels during the
2011surveys.
The Virginia’s warbler breeds west of the continental divide in Colorado and into north central
New Mexico. Within Colorado, the species breeds in dense shrub-dominated oak forest habitats
between approximately 5,000 and 9,000 feet above mean sea level, with pinyon-juniper
woodlands and dense shrubby cover along riparian systems also frequently used. General habitat
requirements include a dense shrub component. The majority of the statewide population in
Colorado occurs in the western portion of the state within an approximately equal distribution
from north to south. Critical Virginia’s warbler habitat is located on Cozy Point South within the
large oak-shrub stands (Figure 3). In 2011, this species was detected in the oak shrubland on the
Mills parcel. However, the habitat is very small and would not support minimum viable
population, and therefore it is not considered critical habitat. The Virginia warbler sighting in this
area occurred in early spring and likely represented a recent migrant arrival.
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Table 1. BLM, Forest Service and MIS Wildlife Species with Potential Habitat
Common Name/
Agency

Scientific
Name

Habitat

Species
Detected?*

Parcel(s)

Mammals

Plecotus
townsendii

Semidesert shrublands, piñon-juniper
woodlands and open montane forests
below 2,900 m (9,500 ft.). Requires caves
or abandoned mines for roost sites during
all seasons and stages of its life cycle, and
its distribution is strongly correlated with
the availability of these features.

No

All

Brewer’s sparrow
(BLM, USFS)

Spizella breweri

Virginia’s
warbler
(USFS MIS)

Vermivora
virginiae

Sagebrush and other shrubs species with
similar stand characteristics including
greasewood, hopsage, and saltbush.
Dense shrub-dominated oak forest.

Yes
(Cozy Point
Ranch)
Yes
(Mills)

Aspen Mass
and Cozy
Point Ranch
Cozy Point
South and
Mills

Lithobates
pipiens

Wet meadows and the banks and shallows
of marshes, ponds, glacial kettle ponds,
beaver ponds, lakes, reservoirs, streams,
and irrigation ditches. Egg laying can only
occur in areas with very slow to no current.

No

Cozy Point
Ranch and
Cozy Point
South.

Catostamus
discobolus

Variety of aquatic habitats from headwater
streams to large rivers.

No

Cozy Point
Ranch and
Cozy Point
South

Townsend’s bigeared bat
(BLM, USFS)

Birds

Amphibians/Reptiles
Northern leopard
frog
(BLM, USFS)

Fish
Bluehead sucker
(BLM, USFS)

*Based on surveys conducted in 2011

3.3 Avian Species
In 2011, avian species richness and abundance were quantified using point counts and distance
sampling methods as described by Farnsworth et al. (2005) and Seavy et al. (2005). A complete
description of the methodology is contained in the 2011 Biological and Historical Resource
Survey report. The 2011 point count surveys resulted in a total of 923 detections from all point
count locations and encompassed 64 avian species. Sensitive species (i.e. Brewer’s sparrow) were
not detected on the Cozy Point Ranch parcels.
By repeating point count surveys (three survey efforts per point within one sampling season) on an
annual or semiannual basis, population trends can be identified. These trends would indicate
how management activities are influencing the local avian community. Data collected in 2011
forms the basis for comparison for future analysis. Surveys would need to occur at all of the
survey points established in 2011 in order to generate enough detections of each species to
estimate the local population sizes for those species with a high enough detection rate. Surveys
could be completed on the currently analyzed parcels for the sole purpose of recording presence
at these parcels.

3.4 Nocturnal Birds and Bats
No surveys for bats were conducted per the direction of the City of Aspen, Pitkin County, and
Town of Snowmass Village. Based on species distribution and elevational limits (Fitzgerald et al.,
1994), little brown myotis (Myotis lucifugus), long-legged myotis (Myotis volans), hoary bat
(Lasiurus cinereus), silver-haired bat (Lasioncycteris noctivagans), big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus),
and Townsend’s big-eared bat (Plecotus townsendii) all have the potential to occur on or use the
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project area. However, use of the project area likely would be sporadic and would occur mainly
during migration. No habitats such as old mines, which are suitable for use as a nursery colony or
hibernacula, are known to exist within the project area.
In 2011, owl surveys were conducted only in areas where potentially suitable nesting habitat was
present from locations designed to provide the best coverage. No owls were detected at any of
the call locations.

3.5 Rare and Nocturnal Mammals
Infrared cameras and associated scent stations were used to detect rare and nocturnal mammals
during the 2011 surveys, and techniques are provided in the 2011 report. However, no cameras
were installed on the current subject parcels. Over 10,000 photos were recorded by all cameras
and wildlife species were recorded at all locations. A total of 569 photographs of five mammal
species (coyote, deer, elk, red fox, and mountain cottontail rabbit [Sylvilagus nutallii]) and two
avian species (dusky flycatcher [Empidonax oberholseri] and American robin [Turdus migratorius])
were recorded. Of these, elk was the most common species photographed (72%), followed by
deer (16%) and coyote (7%); the remaining species comprised the remaining 5%.

3.6 Wildlife Habitat Mapping
The Cozy Point Ranch parcels are mapped by Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) as overall range
for mule deer and elk. Mule deer winter range habitat is mapped at the northern end of Cozy
Point (this area includes the mapped Brewer’s sparrow critical habitat) (Figure 4) and elk winter
range and severe winter range habitat is mapped on the hillsides of Cozy Point South (Figure 5).
These winter habitat types are considered essential to elk and mule deer population sustainability.
In addition to the mapped mule deer and Brewer’s sparrow habitat on the north end of Cozy
Point, a small amount (< 0.001 acre) of a much larger mapped resident elk population area is
also present. Critical habitat type definitions are provided in the 2011 Biological and Historical
Inventory report.
The area between Cozy Point and Cozy Point South is mapped as an elk migration corridor and
an elk highway crossing area. In 2011, elk migration corridors were mapped along Brush Creek
Road. At that time, the migration corridor that crosses Brush Creek Road at Highway 82 was
reported to be used occasionally by elk, but not as heavily or as often as locations further to the
west up Brush Creek. Regardless of the amount of use, the current situation does not provide a
safe alternative for wildlife to cross Brush Creek Road near Hwy 82. No data on the number of
annual elk-vehicle collisions on Brush Creek Road is available; in 2011, elk-vehicle collisions
were not considered to be a problem on Brush Creek Road.
The CPW data also shows an elk highway crossing along Highway 82 near its intersection with
Brush Creek Road for approximately 0.5 miles. A review of the CDOT Wildlife Program data
(CDOT 2016) for the section of Highway 82 between mile markers 30 and 40 (mile marker 35 is
within the referenced mapped highway crossing) shows a few elk-vehicle collisions do occur in
this area. For the period of 2011-2015, a total of five elk-vehicle collisions occurred near mile
marker 35. Though any elk-vehicle collision is not good, the data shows that elk-vehicle
collisions are not a significant problem in this area.

3.7 Agency Coordination
In 2011, six local wildlife professionals were coordinated with to determine what the local
consensus is for managing the parcels. These professionals were not contacted again and no new
contacts occurred as part of the current analysis. The general consensus among these
professional, experienced biologists in 2011 was that the core properties of Cozy Point, Cozy
Point South, Droste, Hidden Valley, Seven Star Ranch (I & II), and Upper North Mesa were the
critical pieces necessary to maintain viable wildlife populations within the general area, and these
parcels should be managed in concert with each other. The biologists all also stated that ‘the bare
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minimum of trails’ (generally recommending few trails only in locations where trails currently
exist), as well as the continuation of the seasonal closures which existed for some of these
properties and the ban on dogs, would be very beneficial to wildlife.

4.0 Vegetation Resources
4.1 Rare Plants
4.1.1 Methods
A detailed literature review for the subject parcels was conducted for the 2011 Biological and
Historical Resources Survey. Since that time, however, the federal, USFS and BLM lists have been
updated and were re-analyzed for the current study. More specifically, the following literature
sources were reviewed in 2015 in reference to the subject parcels. No additional field work was
conducted in 2015.


The 2015 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Information, Planning, and Consultation
System (IPAC System, 2015) for a current list of federally protected, candidate, and
proposed plant species for the project area. (Appendix A)



The 2015 U.S. Forest Service (USFS) Region 2 Sensitive Species List (Appendix B).



The 2015 Bureau of Land Management State Director’s Sensitive Species List (Appendix
C).



The 2015 Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) information for rare plants and
plant communities species occurrences and Potential Conservation Areas (PCA).

4.1.2 Federally Listed Plant Species
Only one federally listed plant species, the Ute ladies’ tresses orchid (Spiranthes diluvialis) is
known to occur or has the potential to occur on lands within Pitkin County, Colorado (USFWS
2015). The nearest location of this federally threatened plant is approximately 10 miles north of
the project area in open subirrigated meadows adjacent to the Roaring Fork River at an elevation
of 6,300 feet. The project area does not contain any suitable habitat for this orchid along the
Roaring Fork River, and although some subirrigated open meadows do occur on the Brush Creek
floodplain, these areas are at least 1,500 feet higher in elevation than the orchid is known to
occur. Therefore, it is concluded that the project area does not contain suitable habitat for this
orchid and it will not be discussed further.
4.1.3 BLM and USFS Sensitive Plant Species
Three BLM and/or USFS sensitive species have habitat within the project area, however none were
detected during the field surveys conducted in 2011 (Table 2). The first, Harrington penstemon
(Penstemon harringtonii), typically occurs in open sagebrush or sagebrush with encroaching
pinyon/juniper at elevations ranging from 6,500 to 9,200 feet. However, it also has been found in
the area by the author within open rocky Gambel oak - serviceberry woodlands on ridgetops. The
closest known populations of Harrington penstemon occur approximately four miles north of the
project area in the Williams Hill PCA. Within the project area, the most suitable habitat for this
plant occurs on rocky sagebrush-hillsides. However, no individuals or populations of Harrington
penstemon were identified during the field surveys for this plant in 2011, and the habitat on the
subject parcels appears to be marginal at best.
The second species, Park milkvetch (Astragalus leptaleus) is an inconspicuous perennial herb in
the pea family. Suitable habitat for Park milkvetch includes sedge-grass meadows, swales and
hummocks, wetlands, aspen glades, and streamside willow communities between 7,675 and
9,500 feet in elevation. The best habitat for this species occurs along Brush Creek on the Cozy
Point South parcel, however none of these plants were found during onsite field reconnaissance.
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Finally, yellow lady’s slipper (Cypripedium calceolus ssp. parviflorum) is a perennial forb that
grows as a single plant or in a colony. It is 10 to 80 cm in height with three to six alternate green
leaves and topped with one or rarely two conspicuous flowers which are colored yellowish-green
to purplish-brown (Mergen, 2006). In Colorado, the plant occurs at elevations between 5,800 and
12,683 feet in aspen, lodgepole pine, ponderosa pine, narrowleaf cottonwood, and spruce-firaspen forests. The most suitable habitat for this species occurs on the low terrace of the Mills
open space adjacent to the Roaring Fork River. However, no plants were discovered during
extensive field reconnaissance in 2011. Appendix E provides additional life history details of
these three species.

Table 2. BLM and USFS Sensitive Plant Species Potentially Present
Scientific Name

Common Name
Harrington
penstemon

Status*
BLM,
USFS
Sensitive

Astragalus
leptaleus

Park milkvetch

USFS
Sensitive

Cypripedium
parviflorum

Yellow
slipper

Penstemon
harringtonii

lady’s USFS
Sensitive

Habitat
Present?
Habitat
Open sagebrush or sagebrush
Yes
sites with encroaching pinyon/
juniper. Soils are typically
rocky loams and rocky clay
loams derived from coarse
calcareous parent materials
(basalt); 6,500 to 9,200 ft.
Yes
Sedge-grass meadows, swales
and hummocks, wet aspen,
streamside
willows,
sagebrush transition to wet.
6,000 – 9,000 ft.
Riparian
and
riparian
Yes
transition to cottonwood,
aspen, ponderosa, Douglas
fir, spruce-fir and lodgepole
pine. 7,400 – 12,500 ft.

Species
Detected?
No

No

No

*Species Status
Source: 2015 State BLM Sensitive Species List and 2015 USFS R2 Sensitive Species List.

4.1.4 State Rare Plants and Plant Communities
No state rare plants tracked by the Colorado Natural Heritage Program (CNHP) were documented
within the Cozy Point, Cozy Point South, Aspen Mass, or Mills parcels (Western Ecological
Resource and Wildlife Specialties, 2011). However, one tracked plant community was
documented on the Aspen Mass and Mills parcels: the globally vulnerable Montane Riparian
Forest comprised of narrowleaf cottonwood (Populus angustifolia), blue spruce (Picea pungens)
and alder (Alnus incana ssp. tenuifolia) (G3/S3). This plant community is part of the Roaring Fork
at Brush Creek PCA. PCA’s are preliminary conservation planning boundaries which represent the
best estimate of the primary area needed to support the long-term survival of the targeted species
or plant community. They are not legally binding boundaries and merely delineate ecologically
sensitive areas where land-use practices should be carefully managed for compatibility with
protection of natural heritage resources and sensitive species. See Appendix F for further details.

4.2 Vegetation Mapping & Descriptions
Vegetation types were originally mapped and described in the 2011 Biological and Historical
Resources Survey Report. Vegetation types were remapped based upon new six-inch resolution
aerial photography from 2014 and the field reconnaissance conducted in 2011. The aerial
photography was obtained from the Pitkin County website. Each vegetation type was classified
based on the International Vegetation Classification/U.S. National Vegetation Classification System
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(IVC/NVC), a system used by NatureServe and the CNHP. Descriptions of each vegetation type
are listed below and include dominant and associated plant species, structure, relative plant vigor,
insect damage, and disease (if present). Wetland and riparian habitats were additionally described
as to their functional status using the Proper Functioning Condition (PFC) Assessment Method
(USDOI BLM, 1998 & 2003). Finally, all resources were digitized into ArcView 10.0 Geographic
Information System (GIS). No significant changes have occurred since mapping was conducted in
2011 except for a pedestrian trail re-route on the Aspen Mass parcel. The vegetation types for the
subject parcels are listed and described below. See Table 3 and Figure 6.

Table 3. Vegetation Types
Vegetation Type

Acres

% of Area

Douglas-Fir Forest
Mountain Shrubland
Sagebrush Shrubland
Active Agriculture
Abandoned Agricultural Grassland
Shale Barren
Riparian/Wetland
Aquatic Habitat
Disturbed
Unvegetated
TOTAL

1.3
133.2
35.8
95.7
40.6
18.2
34.8
7.4
24.1
5.8
396.9

0.3%
33.5%
9.0%
24.1%
10.2%
4.6%
8.8%
1.9%
6.1%
1.5%
100.0%

4.2.1 Douglas-Fir Forests
Douglas -fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) forests occur in a few small isolated gullies on the Cozy Point
South parcel and comprise approximately 0.3% of the project area. These small stands of trees
are surrounded by the mountain shrubland vegetation type. The herbaceous cover is generally
low in deep shade but may include mountain lover (Paxistima myrsinites), heartleaf arnica (Arnica
cordifolia) and Oregon grape (Mahonia repens). This plant community best fits the Douglas Fir –
Gambel Oak Community which is globally secure and state apparently secure (G5/S4).
Douglas-fir is one of the most widespread and economically important trees in western North
America. In Colorado, Douglas-fir forests at elevations between 6,000 and 8,500 feet and are
generally confined to sheltered, north-facing slopes and cool ravines at lower elevations, but can
occur on all slope aspects at higher elevations (Benedict, 1991). Douglas-fir is not a true fir, but
belongs to an entirely different genus found only in western North America and in the mountains
of China, Japan, and Taiwan. Douglas-fir is most easily distinguished by its cones that hang down
and have a 3-pointed bract that protrudes between the cone scales. Douglas-fir first-year seedlings
survive and grow best under light shade, especially on southerly exposures, but older seedlings
require full sunlight. Competing shrub vegetation may create intolerable levels of shade, while
grasses may compete strongly for available moisture. Douglas-fir is susceptible to several insect
pests, the most significant being the western spruce budworm (Choristoneura occidentalis). The
spruce budworm most often results in reduced growth rates, although repeated defoliation
sometimes results in top-killing. In addition, trees infected with western spruce budworm are
more susceptible to bark beetles, such as the Douglas-fir beetle (Dendroctonus pseudotsuqae).
No evidence of spruce budworm or Douglas-fir beetle activity was detected within the project
area during the 2011 surveys.
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4.2.2 Mountain Shrublands
Mountain shrublands cover approximately 33.5% of the project area. These shrublands are
comprised of two vegetation communities as defined by NatureServe: the Gambel Oak Serviceberry Shrubland and the Gambel Oak - Sagebrush Shrubland. Each of these communities
is described below.
Gambel Oak - Serviceberry Shrubland. For this community, both Gambel oak (Quercus gambelii)
and serviceberry (Amelanchier alnifolia) appear to be co-dominant with an understory of elk sedge
(Carex geyeri), tuber starwort (Pseudostellaria jamesiana), lanceleaf bluebells (Mertensia
brevistyla), balsamroot (Balsamorhiza sagittata), ballhead waterleaf (Hydrophyllum capitatum),
and violet (Viola vallicola). Other shrubs/subshrubs present include chokecherry (Prunus
virginiana var. melanocarpa, Oregon grape (Mahonia repens) and snowberry (Symphoricarpos
rotundifolius). Non-natives include agricultural species such as Kentucky bluegrass and
houndstongue (Cynoglossum officinale), a noxious weed. The structure of this plant community is
variable, with some thickets that are relatively impenetrable and other areas which are more
navigable.
Gambel Oak - Sagebrush Shrubland. The Gambel Oak - Sagebrush Shrubland occurs near the
transition to sagebrush shrublands. Here moderately dense stands of Gambel oak form a mosaic
with sagebrush shrubs.
Other commonly occurring shrubs include green rabbitbrush
(Chrysothamnus viscidiflorus), snowberry and Woods' rose (Rosa woodsia). As with other oak
shrublands, elk sedge, tuber starwort and northern bedstraw (Galium septentrionale) are common,
along with a variety of sagebrush associates such as Indian paintbrush (Castilleja chromosa),
lupine (Lupinus argenteus), junegrass (Koeleria macrantha), green needlegrass (Nassella viridula),
sulphur flower (Eriogonum umbellatum), and butterweed groundsel (Senecio integerrimus).
The mountain shrublands provide big game winter range and habitat for a variety of local wildlife
including nesting birds and raptors. In a healthy community, a variety of grasses and forbs are
present in the understory and the stands show vigorous growth. In fact, Gambel oak is most
valuable for wildlife when it is between 12 and 50 years old (Ringer 2011). Decadent and overbrowsed vegetation shows hedging, clubbed terminal sprouts, and a lack of understory species
diversity. Some shrublands exhibit a high density of stems in a uniform age class, while other
areas have shrub clumps surrounded by sparsely vegetated ground or sagebrush shrublands.
Although the mountain shrublands within the project area are variable in structure and species
composition, almost all have been isolated from natural disturbance regimes such as fire. Gambel
oak is a fire-adapted species, and fire triggers vegetation sprouting and new plant growth, which
introduces age class diversity, increases forage quantity and quality, increases associated species
diversity, and improves its capability to support wildlife species.

4.2.3 Sagebrush Shrublands
Sagebrush shrublands comprise approximately 35.8% of the project area. The dominant
community is the Sagebrush/Balsamroot Shrubland which predominates the northern end of Cozy
Point and portions of Aspen Mass. Snowberry shrubs are often co-dominant with sagebrush in
some areas, along with the minor presence of serviceberry and chokecherry. Overall, numerous
native graminoids and forbs may be present in all three sagebrush communities, including
graminoids such as balsamroot (Balsamorrhiza saggitata), junegrass, green needlegrass, needleand-thread grass (Hesperostipa comata), squirreltail (Elymus elymoides), western wheatgrass
(Pascopyrum smithii), and Kentucky bluegrass, and forbs such as phlox (Phlox multiflora),
ballhead sandwort (Eremogone fendleri), sulphur flower, lupine, Indian paintbrush (Castilleja
chromosa and C. linariifolia), Rocky Mountain penstemon (Penstemon strictus), mariposa lily
(Calochortus gunnisonii), pussytoes (Antennaria parvifolia, A. pulcherrima), lambstongue
groundsel (Senecio integerrimus), and numerous others.
Sagebrush shrublands used to encompass approximately 156 million acres (63 million ha) of the
Western United States, but little of this area has remained unaltered since Euro-American
February 2016 Biological & Historical Resource Surveys – Aspen Parks and Open Space

9

settlement. It has been estimated that 50-60% of sagebrush shrublands have been converted to
nonnative grasslands (West, 2000), and other tracts have been lost to agriculture, urbanization,
and other human activities. Furthermore, less than three percent of sagebrush shrublands are
protected in National Parks or other Federal reserves (Knick et al., 2003). The increasingly rapid
and widespread degradation, fragmentation and, in some areas, near total loss of sagebrush has
resulted in its being rated one of the most imperiled ecosystems in North America (Noss and
Peters, 1995). Sagebrush habitats support a unique biodiversity. Several bird and mammal
species are almost entirely dependent on sagebrush for survival: greater sage-grouse, Gunnison
sage-grouse, sage sparrow, Brewer’s sparrow, sage thrasher, pygmy rabbit, and sagebrush vole. In
addition, sagebrush hosts 16 species of paintbrushes and seven species of owl-clovers, all
facultative root hemiparasites (Boyle and Reeder, 2005).
Overall, the sagebrush shrublands within the project area appear to be healthy and have a high
species diversity. Unlike Gambel oak, sagebrush is not fire-adapted and must reseed in order to
grow after wildfire. It is likely that big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata) did not historically occur in
or adapt to an environment with a high severity fire regime. The lack of grazing over the last
several decades over much of the project area has also likely benefitted sagebrush communities by
allowing the native grasses and forbs to grow and flourish. In fact, the largest threat to sagebrush
within the project area may be the invasion of non-native annual grass species such as cheatgrass
(Bromus tectorum), which is much more fire-prone than native bunchgrasses and could potentially
increase the natural fire-return interval.

4.2.4 Agricultural Grasslands
No native grasslands were observed within the project area. However both active and abandoned
agricultural grasslands comprise 34.3% of the total. These grasslands occur on the Cozy Point,
Cozy Point South and Aspen Mass Parcels. The active agricultural lands are currently being
irrigated and hayed, and are also the location of Cozy Point Ranch, an equestrian facility. The
abandoned agricultural grasslands are characterized by non-native agricultural species and weeds.
Common graminoids include smooth brome (Bromus inermis), orchardgrass (Dactylis glomerata),
crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum), timothy (Phleum pretense), and Kentucky bluegrass.
Quackgrass (Elytrigia repens) and intermediate wheatgrass (Thinopyrum intermedium) also occur
occasionally. Non-native forbs and weeds present include alfalfa (Medicago sativa), black medic
(Medicago lupulina), white Dutch clover (Trifolium repens), yellow sweet clover (Melilotus
officinalis), field pepperweed (Neolepia campestris), Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), plumeless
thistle (Carduus acanthoides), and houndstongue. In some areas, native shrubs such as sagebrush
and rubber rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus nauseosus) have begun to invade the abandoned
agricultural habitats. Because these habitats are not natural, they do not fit into any of the
NatureServe vegetation community descriptions. Dense stands of weeds, such as Canada thistle,
plumeless thistle and musk thistle (Carduus nutans subsp. macrolepis) are also problematic in
many of these areas, however weed control was observed during the 2015 site visit.
4.2.5 Shale Barrens
Shale barrens typify the ridge tops and steep slopes of Mancos Shale on the Cozy Point and Cozy
Point south parcels and comprise 4.6% of the total. These areas are characterized by extremely
low vegetative cover of 30% or less, and they are exposed to harsh wind, desiccation and sheet
erosion. The soils are typically shallow, calcareous, alkaline and clayey, and are often capped by
a thin gravel layer. These shale barrens are best described by the Indian Ricegrass Shale Barren
Community which is ranked as globally and state imperiled by the CNHP. It should be noted,
however, that although Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides) is present in almost all shale
barrens, it is not dominant or any more common than numerous other native plants that grow in
these areas. Species commonly occurring on the shale barrens within the project area include
scattered shrubs of mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus montanus), bitterbrush (Purshia tridentate),
Gambel oak, serviceberry, and snowberry; graminoids such as Indian ricegrass, junegrass, and
western wheatgrass; and forbs such as tapertip onion (Allium acuminatum), largeflower
hawksbeard (Psilochenia occidentalis), two-form pussytoes (Antennaria dimorpha), balsamroot,
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Douglas pincushion (Chaenactis douglasii), Rocky Mountain spring parsley (Cymopterus
planosus), evening primrose (Oenothera caespitosa), mat penstemon (Penstemon caespitosus),
Osterhout penstemon (Penstemon osterhoutii), and point-tip twinpod (Physaria floribunda). In
addition, the silverleaf milkvetch (Astragalus argophyllus var. martini) a state rare plant, occurs in
this vegetation community.
The major threat to this community was likely eliminated with the end of livestock grazing,
however grazing by elk and deer still impacts this community. Historical disturbances within the
shale barren community are extremely slow to recover given the lack of soil development and
sheet erosion that these areas are subject to.

4.2.6 Riparian & Wetland Habitats
Wetland and riparian habitats occur along the Roaring Fork River on the Mills and Aspen Mass
Parcels, along Brush Creek on the Cozy Point Ranch and Cozy Point South parcels, along Cougar
Creek and the Brush Creek Ditch on the Cozy Point Ranch Parcel, and on the CDOT Intercept Lot.
Each of the wetland and riparian habitat types on these parcels is described below.

1. Roaring Fork River. The riparian forest along the Roaring Fork River is best described as a
narrowleaf cottonwood (Populus angustifolia) - blue spruce (Picea pungens) /thinleaf alder (Alnus
incana ssp. tenuifolia) forest, which is ranked as globally and state vulnerable (G3/S3) by the
CNHP. This vegetation community is well developed on the floodplains of the Roaring Fork River
and contains trees up to 70 feet tall. Natural regeneration is occurring, as both young blue spruce
and narrowleaf cottonwood trees were observed. Common understory species include a variety
of shrubs, graminoids and forbs. These include shrubs such as alder, bush honeysuckle (Distegia
involucrata), serviceberry, chokecherry, dogwood (Cornus sericea), and whitestem gooseberry
(Ribes inerme), as well as subshrubs such as mountain lover and Oregon grape. Common
graminoids include beaked sedge (Carex utriculata) in permanently flooded wetlands and reed
canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea), an aggressive non-native grass, adjacent to the river's edge. In
upland riparian areas, there are numerous stands of agricultural grasses such as smooth brome,
orchardgrass and Kentucky bluegrass. Native graminoids occur less often, with elk sedge being
most common. Other natives commonly present include field horsetail (Equisetum arvense) and
scouring rush (Hippochaete hyemalis), which are both fern allies, as well as forbs such as cow
parsnip (Heracleum sphondylium), Richardson's geranium (Geranium richardsonii), bluntseed
sweet cicely (Osmorhiza depauperata), heartleaf arnica, northern bedstraw, baneberry (Actaea
rubra), and starry false Solomon's seal (Maianthemum stellatum). The striped coralroot orchid
(Corallorhiza striata) was also observed within this riparian habitat. Although not tracked by the
CNHP, this plant is relatively uncommon and should be protected. Noxious weeds observed
throughout this community include houndstongue and Canada thistle. Overall, this riparian
habitat appears to be in proper functioning condition; however, it is being threatened by invasive
plant species. Another threat is increased use of this area by the public for fishing access.

2. Brush Creek. Brush Creek traverses the Cozy Point South and the Cozy Point Parcels. The
majority of the creek supports a scrub-shrub wetland/riparian habitat type and primarily consists of
mountain willow (Salix monticola), Bebb willow (Salix bebbiana), and sandbar willow (Salix
exigua), along with hawthorn (Crataegus erythropoda), alder and river birch (Betula fontinalis).
Whitestem gooseberry, bush honeysuckle, Woods' rose, and chokecherry are also frequently
present. The creek banks are often dominated by the invasive reed canarygrass, and scattered
stands of beaked sedge, water sedge (Carex aquatilis), and swordleaf rush (Juncus ensifolius) occur
in the annual floodplains. Common forbs include cow parsnip, largeleaf avens (Geum
macrophyllum), Macoun's buttercup (Ranunculus macounii), chiming bells (Mertensia ciliata),
monkshood (Aconitum columbianum), and starry false Solomon's seal. Pasture grasses are also
extremely common, including smooth brome, orchard grass, timothy, and Kentucky bluegrass.
Portions of this willow riparian area are highly degraded by invasive plants and noxious weeds
including reed canarygrass, ox-eye daisy (Leucanthemum vulgare), houndstongue, Canada thistle,
and plumeless thistle.
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The Brush Creek Riparian/Wetland is best described by the Mountain Willow/Mesic Forb
Shrubland, which is common in the upper montane valleys of Colorado (NatureServe, 2011). In
addition, there is a small stand of mature narrowleaf cottonwood which once lined the driveway
to the Feinsinger house before the house was moved up valley (Droste, 2011). The understory of
this forest stand is mainly comprised of smooth brome along with orchardgrass and Kentucky
bluegrass, all introduced grasses. Houndstongue, yellow sweet clover, tansy (Tanacetum vulgare),
and burdock (Arctium minus) are all common weeds. One crack willow (Salix fragilis) also occurs
here. This community does not fit any of the IVC/NVC classification systems because it is not a
natural community type. Noxious weeds threaten this area and should be controlled.
The Brush Creek stream reach appears to be experiencing significant to severe erosion and lacks
well developed riparian vegetation in many areas, particularly through the active portion of the
Ranch. Overall, Brush Creek is rated as Functional-at-Risk. Factors that may be impacting the
stream include livestock grazing, roads, bridges, diversions, rock check dams, possible historic
channelization, upstream development including the Snowmass Ski Area, and beaver activity.
Depending on the extent of stream channel degradation and instability, enhancement and bank
stabilization options can range from relatively simple treatments of only the most severe problems
to full stream channel restoration involving realignment and extensive riparian vegetation reestablishment. In addition, some of the horse corrals are directly adjacent to the stream channel,
which may allow nutrient laden manure runoff to enter the stream, degrading water quality. The
benthic macroinvertebrate community shows signs of an impaired water quality (Malone and
Emerick, 2007).

3. Cougar Creek. Another riparian/wetland shrubland occurs along an unnamed intermittent
drainage north of the Cozy Point Ranch. This riparian shrubland is dominated by native willows
and hawthorns (Crataegus erythropoda), but is being threatened by an adjacent disturbed area
which contains stockpiled manure compost and topsoil. The nutrient-laden runoff from the
manure pile is likely washed into the drainage during high precipitation events. In addition,
portions of the right bank lack the stabilizing presence of willows, and the lower portion of this
drainage appears to have been ditched and lined with large cobbles which prevents the
development of a healthy riparian corridor. This stream reach is rated as Functional-at-Risk.

4. Brush Creek Ditch. The northern portion of the Cozy Point parcel contains a segment of the
Brush Creek Ditch. The headgate of the ditch is located in the Hwy 82 right-of-way between the
north and south bound lanes. Over the last hundred years or so since the ditch was created in the
late 1800's, narrowleaf cottonwoods have colonized and formed a narrow riparian community. A
dense herbaceous stand of smallfruit bulrush (Scirpus microcarpus) lines the ditch, along with
scattered stands of water sedge and beaked sedge. Understory shrubs include sandbar willow,
chokecherry, serviceberry, and snowberry. Weeds are present as well, and include Canada
thistle, burdock, houndstongue, ox-eye daisy, and yellow sweet clover. This community does not
fit any of the NatureServe classification systems. The hydrologic source for this riparian-wetland
plant community is totally dependent on irrigation ditch water rights. Noxious weeds threaten
this area and should continue to be controlled.
5. CDOT Stormwater Detention Ponds. The CDOT Intercept Lot supports two stormwater
detention facilities. The first, a 0.25 acre pond, is located approximately 100 feet north of the
existing parking lot, is completely fenced, and lacks any well-developed riparian or wetland
vegetation. The second feature, located 900 feet north of the parking lot is a herbaceous wetland
1.3 acres in size and is comprised of dense stands of cattails (Typha spp.). Additional plantings of
native trees and shrubs around these features would likely enhance their ecological value.
Those riparian and wetland habitats on the project site rated as Functional-at-Risk are listed below
in Table 4, including the reason for the rating and recommendations for improvement.
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Table 4. Riparian/Wetland Habitats Rated as Functional at Risk (FAR)
Name
Brush Creek
(Cozy Point
Ranch
Parcel)

Vegetation
Scrub-Shrub
(Willows)

Reasons for FAR Rating
Bank erosion, lack of welldeveloped riparian vegetation,
runoff
from
ranching
operations.

Cougar Creek Scrub-Shrub
(Cozy Point (Willows)
Ranch
Parcel)

Manure compost piles are
directly adjacent, lower end
has been ditched and lined
with cobble.

Recommendations
Perform a geomorphological
assessment of the stream reach.
Develop plan to stabilize creek
and replant riparian vegetation.
Continue to control noxious
weeds and monitor water
quality.
Move manure compost piles,
plant willows, design and
implement stream restoration
plan for cobble-lined and
ditched portion of creek.

4.3 Noxious Weeds
The following noxious weeds were identified in the project area during the 2011 field
reconnaissance (Table 5). These weeds are currently being controlled on the subject properties.
The most abundant weed observed in 2015 on the Cozy Point Ranch parcels was plumeless
thistle. However, musk thistle and Canada thistle were also observed. The majority of these
weeds are currently being managed. In addition, there was a small population of leafy spurge
(Tithymalus esula) present along the new recreation path on the Mills parcel.

Table 5. Noxious Weeds Identified In Project Area
Scientific Name

Common Name

Noxious
Weed Class

Comment

Perennial Graminoids

Elytrigia repens

Quackgrass

b

Occasional in agricultural
areas

Artemisia absinthium
Cardaria draba
Cichorum intybus
Cirsium arvense
(Breea)
Convolvulus arvensis

Absinth wormwood
Hoary cress; Whitetop
Chicory
Canada thistle

b
b
c
b

Infrequent
Infrequent
Infrequent
Common in moist soil

Field bindweed

c

Leucanthemum vulgare
(Chrysanthemum
leucanthemum)
Linaria vulgaris
Potentilla recta
Tanacetum vulgare
Tithymalus esula
(Euphorbia esula
var. esula)

Ox-eye daisy

b

Agricultural meadows and
adjacent sagebrush
Common along Brush Creek

Yellow Toadflax
Sulphur cinquefoil
Common tansy
Leafy spurge

b
b
b
b

Infrequent
Infrequent
Infrequent
Along new recreation path on
the Mills parcel

Arctium minus
Carduus acanthoides

Common burdock
Plumeless thistle

c
b

Conium maculatum

Poison hemlock

c

Infrequent
Common throughout project
area
Infrequent

Perennial Forbs

Annual/Biennial Forbs
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Table 5. Noxious Weeds Identified In Project Area
Noxious
Weed Class
b

Scientific Name

Common Name

Comment

Cynoglossum officinale

Houndstongue

Erodium cicutarium
Matricaria perforata
Verbascum thapsus

Redstem filaree
Scentless chamomile
Common mullein

b
b
c

Present in low densities
throughout project area.
Infrequent
Infrequent
Infrequent

Cheatgrass

c

Infrequent

Annual Graminoids

Anisantha tectorum
(Bromus)

4.4 Floristic Inventory and Quantitative Sampling.
A thorough floristic inventory was conducted as part of the 2011 Biological and Historical
Resource Survey. No new floristic surveys were conducted in 2015. In addition, the 2011 Report
included the results of quantitative sampling of 30 permanent vegetation transects for vegetative
cover, species richness, and Floristic Quality. These transects were recently resampled by Golder
& Associates (Golder, in prep). There has been no specific floristic inventory for the Brush Creek
parcels.

5.0 Geologic and Soil Resources
5.1 Geology
The geologic bedrock of the project area consists primarily of the upper member of the Mancos
Shale Formation. The Mancos Shale is a dark-gray shale and silty shale with a few outcrops of
persistent olive-gray sandstone up to 40 feet thick (Bryant, 1972). The upper Mancos Shale
member was laid down in the Upper Cretaceous Period 99 to 65 million years ago (mya) by
mudrock that accumulated in offshore and marine environments of the Cretaceous North
American Inland Sea. Holocene alluvial fan deposits (Qf) and older Pleistocene alluvial fan
deposits (Qof) occur along many of the gentle sagebrush shrublands as well as along Brush Creek.
Areas near the Roaring Fork River are dominated by Glaciofluvial deposits (Qgb), which include
poorly sorted outwash gravels from the Pleistocene.

5.2 Soil Mapping
The United States Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service (USDA-SCS) completed a
soil survey of the Aspen area in 1992 and mapped several soil units within the project area (Table
6, Figure 7). The most common soil on the project parcels is the Kobar silty clay loam (Map Unit
71), which dominates the relatively flat terraces of the Cozy Point Ranch, Cozy Point South, and
western portion of the Aspen Mass and Intercept Lot parcels. Overall, this soil comprises 45.5%
of all the soils present. The Kobar silty clay loam is a deep, well-drained soil present on alluvial
fans and terraces which formed in alluvium derived from Mancos shale. Both the surface layer
and subsurface layer are silt clay loams which are calcareous throughout. Water permeability is
slow and available water capacity is high, runoff is medium, and the hazard of water erosion is
moderate. This soil type has typically been used for irrigated hay meadows.
The Dollard-Rock Outcrop–Shale Complex (Map Unit 30) is also quite common and comprises
24.0% of the soils mapped. This soil occurs on ridges and mountain sides from 12% to 65%
slopes. The Dollard soil is moderately deep and well drained, and formed in residuum derived
from Mancos shale, which is the underlying bedrock of the project area. Typically, the surface
layer is grayish brown clay loam about 4 inches thick which is underlain by a substratum of clay
loam about 29 inches thick. The soil is calcareous throughout. Also present in this mapping unit
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is the Rock Outcrop, which consists of slightly weathered consolidated exposures of Mancos
shale. Overall, this mapping unit has a low available water capacity, high shrink-swell potential,
slow permeability, rapid runoff, shallow depth and/or exposed bedrock, severe erosion hazard,
and low strength. It occurs on the steeper slopes of the Cozy Point Ranch, Cozy Point South,
Mills, and Intercept Lot Parcels.
The Torriorthents-Rock Outcrop Complex (Map Units 104 and 105) occurs at the higher
elevations of the Cozy Point parcels and the steep slope of the Mills and Aspen Mass parcels. This
unit is about 45% Torriorthents, 20% Camborthids, and 15% Rock Outcrop. The Torriorthents
are shallow to moderately deep, well drained soils and the surface is covered with stones. The
surface layer is reddish-brown to brown in color and the soil texture ranges from fine sandy loam
to clay loam. The depth to the shale or sandstone bedrock is 4 to 30 inches. The Camborthids
are similarly well drained and have a light colored surface layer with a clay loam or loam texture.
Water runoff is rapid and the hazard of water erosion is severe for both soils of this map unit.
Overall, these two soil complexes comprise 16.3% of the project area.
The eastern part of the Aspen Mass and the Intercept Lot parcels are dominated by the Uracca
Moist-Mergel Soil Association (Map Unit 108). This deep, well-drained soil formed in alluvium
derived from mixed igneous and metamorphic materials or in glacial outwash. The surface layer
is typically a cobbly sandy loam or cobbly loam and the surface is covered with boulders, stones,
cobbles and gravels. Large stones and boulders can also be present just below the soil surface.
Permeability is moderate to moderately rapid, runoff is slow and the hazard of water erosion is
slight. These soils comprise 7.1% of the project area.
Fluvaquents (Map Unit 42), a wetland soil, occurs along Brush Creek in the Cozy Point Ranch and
South parcels and comprises 5.3% of the project area. This mapping unit consists of deep,
somewhat poorly drained, nearly level soils on floodplains and alluvial valley floors. These soils
are reported to be stratified and vary widely in texture and in depth.

Table 6. Soil Associations within the Project Area
Soil Name

Map Unit

Acres

Percent

Kobar silty clay loam

71

180.7

45.5%

Dollard-Rock outcrop-shale complex

30

95.1

24.0%

Torriorthents-Rock outcrop complex

104, 105

64.5

16.3%

Uracca moist-Mergel

108

28.4

7.1%

Fluvaquents

42

21.0

5.3%

Water

120

7.2

1.8%

396.9

100.0%

TOTAL

5.3 Soil Sampling in Disturbed Sites
In 2011, a total of 17 disturbed sites exhibiting low vegetative cover were visited by David
Buscher, a professional certified soil scientist, who described the nature and extent of the
disturbances and sampled the soils for nutrients and organic matter content. Of the 17 soils
samples, 7 were described from the parcels included in this study and the results are summarized
below. The disturbed sites visited and the samples collected are summarized in Table 7 and
recommendations are provided in Table 8. Please refer to the 2011 Report for details on
methodology and results of the laboratory analysis. To date, no soil samples have been examined
from the CDOT Intercept Lot.
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Table 7. Summary of Disturbed Sites and Soil Samples
Sample ID

General Location

5. Mills Road
“Fishing Access”
6. Cozy Pt. S. –
Electric Pipeline

Old road southeast of Highway
82 and Brush Creek Road.
Pipeline corridor west of
Highway 82 and south of Brush
Creek Road.
Grass field east of Highway 82
and south of Smith Hill Way
(south portion of field).
Grass field east of Highway 82
and south of Smith Hill Way
(north portion of field).
Pipeline
corridor
east
of
Highway 82 and south of Smith
Hill Way.
Old road east of Highway 2 and
south of Smith Hill Way.
Grass field west of Highway 82
at the north end of the
properties.

9. Aspen Mass
Field
10. Aspen Mass
Field-2
11. Aspen Mass
Pipeline
12. Aspen Mass
Road
13. Cozy Pt.
Field

Nature of Disturbance and Composition
Old road that is cut into steep escarpment of glacial terrace. Soil very rocky derived in
glacial drift.
Buried electric pipeline on north facing hillslope composed of shale. Some erosion on
upper 1/3 portion, which has convex slope, and has shallow, clay-rich soil with
weathered shale fragments. Lower 2/3 portion has deeper soil and no erosion.
Grass field with areas of sparse vegetation, soil is clay-rich with weathered shale
fragments.

Sample
Depth (in.)
0-6
0-12
0-6

Grass field with areas of sparse vegetation, appears topsoil has eroded off, soil is very
sandy and gravelly and was derived in glacial drift.

0-6

Buried gas pipeline on very steep, north facing escarpment of glacial terrace. Soil is
loamy and very rocky, no topsoil. Shrubs are beginning to colonize area.

0-6

Old road cut into glacial terrace escarpment. Soil is sandy loam and very rocky.

0-6

Grass field with areas of sparse vegetation, shallow clay-rich soil with weathered shale
fragments.

0-6

Table 8. Soil Amendment Recommendations for Disturbed Sites
Sample ID

Soil Amendment Recommendations

5. Mills Road
“Fishing Access”

If the road prism is to be maintain but road will be closed, apply and
incorporate 2500 lbs/acre of organic-rich topsoil into upper several inches of
soil then apply 100 lbs/acre P205 fertilizer
Till, then apply and incorporate 2,500 lbs/acre of organic-rich topsoil into the
upper several inches, then apply 200 lbs/acre P205 fertilizer; apply tackifier
such as Startak 600 by Chemstar in accordance with manufacturer’s
specifications

6. Cozy Pt. S. –
Electric Pipeline
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Landform & Vegetation Recommendations
Apply native seed mix.
Plant with native Gambel oak and Serviceberry
shrubs. Use of temporarily irrigation and a
mycorrhizal dip for shrubs is strongly encouraged.
Competition from existing agricultural grasses may
be an issue for shrub survival.
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Table 8. Soil Amendment Recommendations for Disturbed Sites
Sample ID

Soil Amendment Recommendations

9. Aspen
Field

Mass

10. Aspen
Field-2

Mass

11. Aspen Mass
Pipeline
12. Aspen Mass
Road
13. Cozy Pt. Field

Apply and incorporate 2500 lbs/acre of organic-rich
inches of soil to areas of sparse vegetation then
fertilizer
Apply and incorporate 2500 lbs/acre of organic-rich
inches of soil to areas of sparse vegetation then
fertilizer

Landform & Vegetation Recommendations
topsoil into upper several
apply 100 lbs/acre P205

Area could be converted agricultural land use or
reclaimed into native pasture and/or shrubland.

topsoil into upper several
apply 100 lbs/acre P205

Area could be converted agricultural land use or
reclaimed into native pasture and/or shrubland.

Very steep slope, shrubs are reestablishing site, any additional disturbance of
site will accelerate erosion.
If the road prism is to be maintain but road will be closed, apply and
incorporate 2500 lbs/acre of organic-rich topsoil into upper several inches of
soil then apply 100 lbs/acre P205 fertilizer
Apply and incorporate 2500 lbs/acre of organic-rich topsoil into upper several
inches of soil to areas of sparse vegetation then apply 200 lbs/acre P205
fertilizer

Apply a native seed mix.
Apply a native seed mix. This area is now a new
pedestrian trail.
Reclaim area to native sagebrush shrubland.

* Phosphorus is the nutrient that most often stimulates excessive growth of aquatic plants, leading to a variety of problems known collectively as
eutrophication. Avoid applying phosphorus fertilizer in areas where it could potentially leach or runoff from the soil into the aquatic habitats. Control of
noxious weeds is also recommended for all disturbed sites.
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6.0 Historical Resources
The first settlers came to the Roaring Fork Valley in 1879 in search of silver. Almost all of them
arrived from Leadville, Colorado, via Independence Pass. The largest silver nugget in the world,
weighing over one ton, was found in Smuggler Mine on Aspen Mountain in 1894. After Aspen's
mining economy started to decline in the late 1800's, farmers and ranchers who had been
supporting the miners became economically prominent and a small-scale mixed farm and ranch
economy developed. Between 1900 and 1950, families grazed their cattle on USFS land during
the summer, and used their farmland to produce hay, potatoes, grain and vegetables (Gilbert,
1992). The parcels of land included in this study exemplify the rich farming and ranching history
of the Roaring Fork Valley.
The 2011 Biological and Historical Resources report details the way in which many of the first
settlers obtained land from the federal government, including direct cash sales, the Homestead
Act, the Stock Raising Homestead Act, and the Desert Lands Act. In addition, the 2011 report
illustrates the location of the early land patents and describes who these early settlers were (Figure
8). In addition, during the 2011 field surveys, notes were kept on any new potential historical
structures found that were not already recorded by the county. Such new structures included
historic farming equipment and an old cabin on Aspen Mass. Structures previously documented
by Pitkin County include many of the ranch buildings on Cozy Point Ranch.
The original land patent maps, available through the BLM’s General Land Office Records website,
show land ownership in a much different configuration than today (Table 9). The first transfer of
land ownership from the federal government occurred in 1882, in which the northern portion of
the Cozy Point parcel in Section 16 was granted to the state of Colorado for school revenue. The
earliest land purchases were in 1890 through cash sales. For example, Jotham M. (Jote) Smith
purchased land within the Cozy Point Ranch. True A. Smith, Jote Smith's son, purchased land
north of his father's land in 1892, and William Lemond later expanded his ranch to the south
through the Homestead Act in 1899. In 1897, Alexander Cruikshank homesteaded lands where
the Aspen Mass and Mills parcels now lie, and he purchased a small ranch along Brush Creek on
the Cozy Point South parcel in 1889.

Table 9. Land Patent Details for Project Area
Year

Last Name

First Name

Open Space Parcel

1882
1890

Colorado
Smith

State
Jotham M

1892
1895
1897

Smith
Rex
Cruikshank

True A.
Augustus H
Alexander
(Heirs of)

Cozy Point
Cozy Point, Cozy Point
South, Aspen Mass
Cozy Point
Cozy Point
Aspen Mass & Mills

1889
1907
1923

Cruikshank
Smith
Wiese

Alexander
True A.
Charles H

Cozy Point South
Cozy Point
Cozy Point South

Patent or
Accession No.
NA
1159
561
564
369
50
93
Acc# 920617

Authority
State Grant
Cash Sale
Cash Sale
Cash Sale
Stock Raising
HA Original
Homestead Act
Cash Sale
Desert Land Act
Cash Sale

Each one of these pioneers has a unique and interesting history; however, many of them are
difficult to trace through time and we know little about them. Below is a brief history of some of
the prominent ranching families.
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Jotham and True A. Smith
Jotham Smith and his son True A. Smith were prominent ranchers where the Cozy Point Ranch
stands today. True was born in Colorado in 1864. His father, Jotham was born in Maine and his
mother was born in Iowa. According to the Rocky Mountain Sun (Oct. 3, 1885):
"The largest ranch, and perhaps the most profitable, is that of Jote Smith, at the mouth of the
[Brush] Creek. Mr. Smith purchased this ranch in 1883, of several parties, and has over 300
acres of land. He has this year 90 acres of oats, of heavy yield, part of which will go 60
bushels to the acres. He will have between 3,500 and 4,000 bushes of oats from this field.
This crop is worth $6,000 at least. He has a fine garden and has set out a number of fruit
trees, some of which are doing well."
On June 15, 1892, True married the daughter of another prominent ranching family along Woody
Creek, the Bourgs who were from France. Together, True and Nettie lived on the ranch, referred
to as Rathbone or Watson which were two nearby stations along the Midland Railroad.
However, their marriage wasn't always picture perfect. True's wife Nettie was badly injured one
year out on the farm when True accidently nailed her with a pitchfork. The Aspen Tribune
(August 3, 1898) describes it this way:
"Mrs. True Smith of Watson is in the city for surgical treatment…Mrs. Smith received a
wound from a pitchfork in a most unexpected and lamentable way. She was watching her
husband at work in a field, he being on top of a haystack. After a time she sat down…to
rest. Mr. Smith, busy with his work, noted her disappearance and supposed she had gone to
the house. When it came time to quit he carelessly tossed his pitchfork to the ground…a
sharp cry from his wife warned him, however, that…the fork had struck her, one prong
going through the flexor muscles of her leg below the knee…”
True and Nettie had at least four children, the first being born in 1900. According to the Aspen
Daily Times (January 28, 1900), "True A. Smith of Brush Creek near Rathbone Station on the
Midland Railroad, is the father of a 9 pound boy, born Saturday morning. True calls him a hay
bailer."
True also bred horses and was a member of the Roaring Fork Percheron Horse Breeding
association. An advertisement in the Aspen Daily Times (April 3, 1906) read: “Wanted at once.
A first class horseman to handle the Percheron stallion ‘Boston' for the season 1906. None but a
sober, competent man need apply. See True A. Smith, Rathbone."
By 1930, True had sold the ranch and was living in Aspen with his wife, brother-in-law and two of
his adult daughters. Both True and Nettie are buried in the Aspen Cemetery. True died in 1939
and Nettie passed away in 1956.
Alexander Cruikshank
Mr. Alexander Cruikshank was another pioneer of the Brush Creek Valley. The Cruikshank Ranch
was located just south and east of the Smith Ranch. Mr. Cruikshank came here with his family in
1881. He was a carpenter by trade, but also had several valuable mining properties on Aspen
Mountain. Unfortunately, Mr. Cruikshank died in 1886 at the age of 65 in a terrible accident.
According to the Rocky Mountain Sun (Oct. 2, 1886):
"It seems that about a quarter of a mile up Brush Creek from Mr. Cruikshank’s ranch, the
horses the old gentleman was driving became frightened at a dead mule by the side of the
road. They ran up the side of the hill, the wagon tipping over, and becoming uncoupled.
He was pitched forward, and dragged some 20 rods. The horses ran up the creek two miles
to Burke Brothers...Mr. Cruikshank's hired man was helping here, saw the horses, surmised
trouble and he and Brandis went down the creek and found the body from which life was
extinct"
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In 1889, one of Mr. Cruikshank's daughters, Emma Foster, married Lee Sherwood and they lived
on the ranch for a little over a decade. In 1902, "the country home known to all railroaders as
Cozy Point,” was sold to Mr. Weise due to the ill health of Emma Foster.
Another one of Mr. Cruikshank's daughters, Lottie, was a famous opera singer with the Chicago
Ideal Opera Company. Lottie Cruikshank originally married Mr. John Wutsum, a mining operator
of the Mother Shipton mine. However, in 1884 at the age of 42, Mr. Wutsum died in a terrible
storm up at the mine on Aspen Mountain. According to the Rocky Mountain Sun (July 5, 1884),
Mr. Wutsum was killed when "a large tree fell and crushed him to the earth". He left behind his
wife Lottie and one child. Lottie continued her career as an opera singer and travelled around the
country. On a trip back to Aspen in the late 1880's Lottie met Judge Joshua Deane and the two
were married. Unfortunately, their son died at the age of 38 in a mining accident, and their
daughter in-law and grandson moved to Chicago. The Deane's grandson, Had Deane, however,
continued to visit his grandparents during the summers. When Had grew up he moved back to
Aspen with his wife Lou Deane and together they purchased and developed a ranch on Maroon
Creek and called it the T-Lazy Seven Ranch, which is a western ranch guesthouse to this day. Lou
Deane is featured in the book, "The Story of Aspen" by M.E. Hayes.
The Name of Cozy Point
According to the United States Geologic Survey 7.5’ Quadrangle Map, the name Cozy Point refers
to the top of the steep shale bluff just west of Hwy 82 on the Droste Property. But how did this
shale bluff get its name? The answer is revealed by a quote from Ellamae Huffine Phillips in the
book “Aspen The Quiet Years” (Daily and Guenin 1994, p. 387).
"A long time ago, down by Shale Bluffs, there used to be a tunnel. That was the
railroad. The Midland was running and the Rio Grande was running, too. I have to tell
you why they call it the Cozy Point. There was a tunnel along that shale. The boys would
get their girlfriends and buggies - we didn't have anything but wagons. If you had a car, you
were rich. So, they would get together and a bunch of them would go in that tunnel and
smooch. They would drive their buggies in. That is how it got the name Cozy Point. Trains
didn't run at night.”

7.0 Management Recommendations
The following management recommendations are provided in order to aid in future planning by
the City of Aspen and Pitkin County Open Space. All open space parcel management should be
adaptive. Managers should make management decisions, implement these decisions, and then
monitor the effects of the management actions and adjust them accordingly based on the
monitoring results.
1) Limit new equestrian, hay fields and crop production facilities to the abandoned
agricultural areas. These areas were historically farmed and ranched and contain little
wildlife habitat value.
2) Consider restoring abandoned agricultural areas that are not used for equestrian or
agricultural activities to sagebrush shrubland. Prior to restoration, research on the
appropriate subspecies of sagebrush to use, planting and/or seeding method, etc. should
be conducted. Such activities could provide a useful educational tool on native landscape
restoration as well as enhance Brewer’s sparrow habitat.
3) When designing new trails, reduce habitat fragmentation and adverse impacts to wildlife
by using existing trails and/or ranch roads or by aligning the new trails along Hwy 82.
4) Do not allow mountain bikes on any trails if the trails are designed for equestrian use. If
mountain biking is desired, then there will need to be specific days of the week when
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either biking or equestrian riding are the only allowed activity. This is necessary so that
there is little chance of conflict between the two user groups and makes for a safer, more
pleasurable experience.
5) Prohibit dogs on any new equestrian trails and trails that do not connect with trails on
other open space parcels that allow leashed dogs. Maintain compatibility with dog
regulations on adjacent open space parcels.
6) Continue to allow leashed dogs on existing trails on the Aspen Mass parcel. The presence
of dogs on trails may help to keep some wildlife from approaching Highway 82 and
attempting at-grade crossings, putting themselves and motorists at risk.
7) Remove all fencing that is not absolutely necessary from all parcels. Fences can present
serious problems for wildlife, and prior to construction of any new fence, one must
consider whether the fence will separate wildlife from their accustomed water sources,
food sources, fawning/calving grounds, migration routes, or security cover. If fencing is
needed, then construct such fencing to be wildlife friendly and per CPW design standards.
Also remove the old “sheep fence” along the Highway 82 ROW.
8) Continue to implement a comprehensive integrated weed management and monitoring
plan for priority noxious weed species within the project area.
9) Maintain adequate vegetated buffers between intensive agricultural use and wetlands and
streams. Buffer width should be determined based on the intensity of adjacent activity
and potential for pollutants and sediment to migrate to wetlands and streams. Ideally, a
75 to 100 foot wide buffer from the edge of the stream is recommended along Brush
Creek on the Cozy Point Ranch parcel.
10) Restore disturbed areas which lack adequate vegetative cover. Disturbed areas that
should be prioritized include those areas adjacent to wetland and riparian habitats that
may be a source of sediment or excess nutrients and disturbed areas containing dense
stands of noxious weeds or noxious weed seed. More specifically, the manure storage
area adjacent to Cougar Creek should be relocated or appropriate buffers should be
constructed to capture and process nutrient laden runoff.
11) Restore and enhance wetland riparian habitats rated Functional at Risk. These areas
include Brush Creek on the Cozy Point Ranch parcel and Cougar Creek to the north of
Brush Creek. The restoration plan should be developed with input from a fluvial
geomorphologist or hydrologist in order to determine the most effective methods of
stabilizing these creeks.
12) Conduct a formal biological resource inventory on the CDOT Intercept Lot to aid in future
planning. The study should include an assessment of current wildlife use, a wetland
habitat assessment, and a description of existing vegetation, weeds, and soils.
13) Conduct fishery and macroinvertebrate sampling in Brush Creek within the project area.
Fishery sampling in Brush Creek was conducted in 1993, but not within the project area
(Bakich, 2011). Previous benthic macroinvertebrate sampling showed signs of an
impaired water quality (Malone & Emerik, 2007). Together, these two components will
provide managers with useful information on the health of Brush Creek and help to
formulate future management actions.
14) Develop a robust public education plan. At a minimum, post signs in strategic locations
that will inform the public about the rich historical, geological and ecological value of
these parcels. At all trailheads, provide an informative kiosk that details the importance of
these properties to wildlife and the social and economic values of preserving open space
and wildlife habitat.
15) An underpass of sufficient size where Brush Creek passes under Brush Creek Road would
allow for seasonal wildlife migration without the current threat of being hit while crossing
Brush Creek Road at-grade. The underpass could be used to move both wildlife and
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humans safely across Brush Creek Road. Additionally, Brush Creek would flow through
the same structure, creating an enhanced movement corridor. The Colorado Department
of Transportation has shown that a structure 12 feet in height by 24 feet in width does
allow for wildlife movement while maintaining a feeling of ‘openness’.
16) Conduct, in cooperation with the CPW, both mule deer and elk movement and habitat
use studies to better define critical habitats and movement corridors within the Roaring
Fork Valley and on the Cozy Point Ranch parcels. A study on elk movement and habitat
use was conducted in 2004 (Green, 2004), but significant changes to a variety of habitat
types have occurred since that time which may have changed use patterns. No such
studies on mule deer movement and habitat use have occurred within the Roaring Fork
Valley near the project area.
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Figure 2. Brewer's Sparrow Habitat
Cozy Point Ranch Open Space Parcels
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Figure 3. Viriginia Warbler Habitat
Cozy Point Ranch Open Space Parcels
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Figure 4. Mule Deer Habitat Types
Cozy Point Ranch Open Space Parcels
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Figure 5. Elk Habitat Types
Cozy Point Ranch Open Space Parcels
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Figure 6. Vegetation Types
Cozy Point Ranch Open Space Parcels
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U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

My project
IPaC Trust Resource Report
Generated December 07, 2015 02:10 PM MST

This report is for informational purposes only and should not be used for planning or
analyzing project-level impacts. For projects that require FWS review, please return to
this project on the IPaC website and request an official species list from the Regulatory
Documents page.
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IPaC Trust Resource Report

BKOWL-5GXC5-ANFPY-IKGLW-XDWPH4

US Fish & Wildlife Service

IPaC Trust Resource Report
Project Description
NAME

My project
PROJECT CODE

BKOWL-5GXC5-ANFPY-IKGLW-XDWPH4
LOCATION

Pitkin County, Colorado
DESCRIPTION

No description provided

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Contact Information
Species in this report are managed by:
Western Colorado Ecological Services Field Office
445 West Gunnison Avenue, Suite 240
Grand Junction, CO 81501-5720
(970) 243-2778
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Version 2.2.8

A-2
Page 2

IPaC Trust Resource Report

BKOWL-5GXC5-ANFPY-IKGLW-XDWPH4

Endangered Species
Proposed, candidate, threatened, and endangered species that are managed by the
Endangered Species Program and should be considered as part of an effect analysis
for this project.
This unofficial species list is for informational purposes only and does not fulfill the
requirements under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, which states that Federal
agencies are required to "request of the Secretary of Interior information whether any
species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a
proposed action." This requirement applies to projects which are conducted, permitted
or licensed by any Federal agency.
A letter from the local office and a species list which fulfills this requirement can be
obtained by returning to this project on the IPaC website and requesting an official
species list on the Regulatory Documents page.

Birds
Mexican Spotted Owl Strix occidentalis lucida

Threatened

CRITICAL HABITAT

There is final critical habitat designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B074

Yellow-billed Cuckoo Coccyzus americanus

Threatened

CRITICAL HABITAT

There is proposed critical habitat designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06R
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Fishes
Bonytail Chub Gila elegans

Endangered

CRITICAL HABITAT

There is final critical habitat designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E020

Colorado Pikeminnow (=squawfish) Ptychocheilus lucius

Endangered

CRITICAL HABITAT

There is final critical habitat designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E006

Greenback Cutthroat Trout Oncorhynchus clarki stomias

Threatened

CRITICAL HABITAT

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E00F

Humpback Chub Gila cypha

Endangered

CRITICAL HABITAT

There is final critical habitat designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E000

Razorback Sucker Xyrauchen texanus

Endangered

CRITICAL HABITAT

There is final critical habitat designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=E054

Flowering Plants
Ute Ladies'-tresses Spiranthes diluvialis

Threatened

CRITICAL HABITAT

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=Q2WA

Mammals
Canada Lynx Lynx canadensis

Threatened

CRITICAL HABITAT

There is final critical habitat designated for this species.
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=A073

Critical Habitats
Potential effects to critical habitat(s) within the project area must be analyzed along with
the endangered species themselves.
There is no critical habitat within this project area
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Migratory Birds
Birds are protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act.
Any activity which results in the take of migratory birds or eagles is prohibited unless
authorized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (1). There are no provisions for
allowing the take of migratory birds that are unintentionally killed or injured.
You are responsible for complying with the appropriate regulations for the protection of
birds as part of this project. This involves analyzing potential impacts and implementing
appropriate conservation measures for all project activities.
American Bittern Botaurus lentiginosus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0F3

Bald Eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B008

Black Rosy-finch Leucosticte atrata

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0J4

Brewer's Sparrow Spizella breweri

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0HA

Brown-capped Rosy-finch Leucosticte australis

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering

Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0NC

Cassin's Finch Carpodacus cassinii

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0J6

Ferruginous Hawk Buteo regalis

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06X

Fox Sparrow Passerella iliaca

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding

Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0DV

Juniper Titmouse Baeolophus ridgwayi

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
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Lewis's Woodpecker Melanerpes lewis

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0HQ

Loggerhead Shrike Lanius ludovicianus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FY

Long-billed Curlew Numenius americanus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B06S

Olive-sided Flycatcher Contopus cooperi

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0AN

Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FU

Pinyon Jay Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0I0

Prairie Falcon Falco mexicanus

Bird of conservation concern

Year-round
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0ER

Sage Thrasher Oreoscoptes montanus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0ID

Short-eared Owl Asio flammeus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Wintering
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0HD

Swainson's Hawk Buteo swainsoni

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B070

Veery Catharus fuscescens

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding

Western Grebe aechmophorus occidentalis

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0EA

Williamson's Sapsucker Sphyrapicus thyroideus

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0FX

Willow Flycatcher Empidonax traillii

Bird of conservation concern

Season: Breeding
https://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/profile/speciesProfile.action?spcode=B0F6
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Refuges
Any activity proposed on National Wildlife Refuge lands must undergo a 'Compatibility
Determination' conducted by the Refuge. If your project overlaps or otherwise impacts a
Refuge, please contact that Refuge to discuss the authorization process.
There are no refuges within this project area
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Wetlands
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats from your project may be subject to
regulation under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal Statutes.
Project proponents should discuss the relationship of these requirements to their project
with the Regulatory Program of the appropriate U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District.
DATA LIMITATIONS

The Service's objective of mapping wetlands and deepwater habitats is to produce reconnaissance level information
on the location, type and size of these resources. The maps are prepared from the analysis of high altitude imagery.
Wetlands are identified based on vegetation, visible hydrology and geography. A margin of error is inherent in the use
of imagery; thus, detailed on-the-ground inspection of any particular site may result in revision of the wetland
boundaries or classification established through image analysis.
The accuracy of image interpretation depends on the quality of the imagery, the experience of the image analysts,
the amount and quality of the collateral data and the amount of ground truth verification work conducted. Metadata
should be consulted to determine the date of the source imagery used and any mapping problems.
Wetlands or other mapped features may have changed since the date of the imagery or field work. There may be
occasional differences in polygon boundaries or classifications between the information depicted on the map and the
actual conditions on site.
DATA EXCLUSIONS

Certain wetland habitats are excluded from the National mapping program because of the limitations of aerial
imagery as the primary data source used to detect wetlands. These habitats include seagrasses or submerged
aquatic vegetation that are found in the intertidal and subtidal zones of estuaries and nearshore coastal waters.
Some deepwater reef communities (coral or tuberficid worm reefs) have also been excluded from the inventory.
These habitats, because of their depth, go undetected by aerial imagery.
DATA PRECAUTIONS

Federal, state, and local regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over wetlands may define and describe wetlands in a
different manner than that used in this inventory. There is no attempt, in either the design or products of this
inventory, to define the limits of proprietary jurisdiction of any Federal, state, or local government or to establish the
geographical scope of the regulatory programs of government agencies. Persons intending to engage in activities
involving modifications within or adjacent to wetland areas should seek the advice of appropriate federal, state, or
local agencies concerning specified agency regulatory programs and proprietary jurisdictions that may affect such
activities.

Freshwater Emergent Wetland
28.5 acres

PEMC
PEMB

0.341 acre

Freshwater Forested/shrub Wetland
50.7 acres

PSSC
PSSBb
PSSB
PSSAx
PSSA
PFOA

21.5 acres
7.25 acres
3.87 acres
2.4 acres
1.74 acres

Freshwater
Pond
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2.67 acres

PUBFx
PUSAh
PABGb
PABFh
PUSCh
PUSC
PABF

1.94 acres
1.28 acres
1.17 acres
0.968 acre
0.267 acre
0.0802 acre

Riverine
768.0 acres

R3UBH
R4SBCx
R3UBF

54.1 acres
2.5 acres
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Common Name

Scientific Name

Designation of other agencies:
CNHP Global and State
Ranking: Gj S_; Forest
Service Sensitive: FS; Colorado
Parks and Wildlife: SGCN
Tier ,and State Listed S .

Occurrence in BLM Districtsl }' ield OfliceslNLCS Units
Southwest Disl.
Northwest Disl.
Front Range Disl.
FO
NLCS
FO
NLCS
FO
NLCS

Corynorhinus townsendii
palleseens

G3G4T3T4/S2, FS, SGCN Tier

GJ,
CRY,
WR

Gunnison's prairie dog

Cynomys gunnisoni

G5/S5, FS, SGCN Tier 1

White-tailed prairie dog

Cynomys leucurus

G4/S4, FS, SGCN Tier 1

MAMMALS
Townsend's big-eared bat

I, SC

GJ,

DENCA,
MCNCA

TR,
UN

DENCA

GN,
TR,
UN
UN

K,

CANM,
DENCA,
GGNCA

SLY,
RG

BC

SLY,
RG

BC

DENCA,
GGNCA

LS,
WR
Black-tailed prairie dog
Spotted bat

Cynomys ludovicianus
Euderma maculatum

G4/S3, FS, SGCN Tier I , SC
G4/S2, FS, SGCN Tier 1

Allen's (Mexican) bigeared bat
Fringed myotis

Idionycteris phyllotis

G4/S2S3, FS, SGCN Tier 2

Myotis thysanodes

G4/S3, FS, SGCN Tier 1

Rocky mountain bighorn
sheep

Ovis canadensis

G4S4, SGCN Tier 2

Desert bighorn sheep

Ovis canadensis nelsoni

G4T4; FS, SGCN Tier 2

GJ,
CRY,
WR
K,
GJ,
CRY
GJ

Kit fox

Vulpes macrotis

G4/S I, FS, SGCN Tier I, SE

GJ

Swift fox

Vulpes velox

O3/S3, FS, SGCN Tier I , SC

CRY,
GJ,
LS,
WR

DENCA

DENCA

DENCA
MCNCA
DENCA
MCNCA

RG
SLY

TR,
UN

CANM,
DENCA,
GGNCA

TR,
UN
TR,
UN

CANM

SLY

CANM,
DENCA,
GGNCA
GGNCA

RG,
SLY

BC

SLY
RG

BC

UN
Gli
TR
TR,
UN
UN

DENCA,
DENCA,
GGNCA
RG,
SLY

BIRDS
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B-3

Common Name

Scientific Name

Northern goshawk

Accip/er gentilis

Designation of other agencies:
CNHP Global and State
Raoking: GJ S_; Forest
Service Sensitive: FS; Colorado
Parks and Wildl ife: SGCN
Tier • and State Listed S .
G5IS3B, FS, SGCN Tier 1

Golden Eagle

Aquila chrysaetos

G5IS3S4B, SGCN Tier 1,
population stable, [raoking in
other states: 84 in AZ, JD, NY,
UT, WY]

Burrowing owl

Ferruginous hawk

Athene crmicularia

Buteo regalis

G4/S4B, FS, ST, SGCN Tier 1

G4/S3BS4N, FS, SGCN Tier 1,
SC

Greater sage~grouse

Centrocerclts urophasianlls

Federal Candidate, G3G4/S4,
FS, SGCN Tier 1, SC

Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus

G3T3/S1B, SGCN Tier 1, SC

Mountain plover

Charadrius mon(anus

G3/S2B, FS, SGCN Tier 1, SC

Black swift

Cypseloides niger

G4/S3B, FS, SGCN Tier 2

Western snowy plover

O ccurrence in BLM Districtsl Field OffkeslNLCS Units
Northwest Dist.
Southwe'1 Dist.
Front Range Dist.
FO
NLCS
FO
NLCS
FO
NLCS

GJ,
CRY,
K,
LS,
WR
GJ,
CRY,
K,
LS,
WR
GJ,
LS,
WR,
K
GJ,
LS,
K,
WR
CRY
GJ,
CRY,
K,
LS,
WR

GN,
TR,
UN
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BC

MCNCA
DENCA

GN,
TR,
UN

CANM,
DENCA,
GGNCA

SLY,
RG

BC

MCNCA
DENCA

TR,
UN

SLY
RG

BC

mJ

CANM,
DENCA,
GGNCA

TR,
UN

DENCA,
GGNCA

SLY,
RG

BC

DENCA
MCNCA

GN

SLY,
RG
SLY,
RG

(breeding only)
LS,
K,
WR
CRY

SLY,
RG

MCNCA

GN,
TR

SLY
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Common Name

Scientific Name

American peregrine
falcon

Falco peregrinus analum

Designation of other agencies:
CNHP Global and State
Raoking: G-' S_; Forest
Service Sensitive: FS; Colorado
Parks and Wildlife: SGCN
Tier , and State Listed S .
G4T4/S2B, FS, SGCN Tier 1,
SC

Occurrence in BLM Districts! Field OfficeslNLCS Units
Northwest Dist.
Southwest Dis!.
Front Range Dist.
FO
NLCS
FO
NLCS
FO
NLCS

LS,
CRY,
WR,

DENCA
MCNCA

TR,
UN
GN

CANM,
DENCA,
GGNCA

SLY
RG

BC

MCNCA
DENCA

GN,
TR,
UN

DENCA,
GGNCA
CANM

SLY,
RG

BC

K
Bald eagle

Haliaeetus leucocephalus

GS/S IB/S3N, FS, SGCN Tier
1, SC

Long-billed curlew
(breeding only)
White-faced ibis
(breeding only)
American white pelican
(breeding only)
Brewer's sparrow

Numenius americanus

G5/S2B, FS, SGCN Tier 1, SC

Plegadis chihi

G5/S2B, SGCN Tier 2

Pelecanus erylhrorhynchos

G4/S1B, SGCN Tier 2,
population stable
G5/S4B, SGCN Tier 1

GJ
GJ,
CRY,
LS,
WR,

K

Spizella berweri

GJ,

K,

Columbian sharp-tailed
grouse

FISH
Bluehead sucker

Tympanuchus phasianellus
columbian

Caloslomus discoboius

G4D/S2, FS, SGCN Tier 1,
population trend stable, SC
[ranking in other states: SI in
ID, NY, OR, and WY]
G4/S4, FS, SGCN Tier 2

DENCA
MCNCA

LS,
WR
CRY
LS,
WR,

GN,
TR,
UN

CANM,
DENCA,
GGNCA

SLY
RG
SLY
RG
SLY,
RG
SLY,
RG

BC

TR,

K
CRY
GJ,
CRY,

K,

DENCA
MCNCA

TR,
UN

CANM,
DENCA,
GGNCA

LS,
WR
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Common Name

Scientific Name

Flannelmouth sucker

Ca/os/omas latipinnis

Designation of other agencies:
CI\'HP Global and State
Ranking: Gj S_; Forest
Service Sensitive: FS; Colorado
Parks and Wildlife: SGCN
Tier , and State Listed S .
G3G4/S3 , FS, SGCN Tier 2

Mountain sucker

Catostomas platyrhynchus

GS/S2?, FS, SGCN Tier 2, SC

Rio Grande sucker
Arkansas darter

Ca/os/omus plebeius
Etheostoma cragini

Rio Grande chub
Roundtail chub

Gila pandora
Gila robusta

G3G4/SI , FS, SGCN Tier I, SE
Federal Candidate, G3G4/S2,
SGCN Tier I, ST
G3/SI?, FS, SGCN Tier I, SC
G31 S2, FS, SGCN Tier I, SC

Colorado River cutthroat
trout

Oncorhynchus clarki pleuri/icus

G4T3/S3, FS, SGCN Tier I, SC

Rio Grande cutthroat
trout
REPTILES
Midget faded rattlesnake

Oncorhynchus clarki virginalis

G4T3/S3, FS, SGCN Tier I, SC

Crotalus viridis concolor

GST4/S3?, SGCN Tier 2, SC

longnose leopard lizard

Gambelia wislizenii

G5/S I, SGCN Tier 2, SC

Common kingsoake
Massasauga

Lampropeltis Ketula
Sistrurus ca/enatus

GS/S I, SGCN Tier 2, SC
G3G4/S2, FS, SGCN Tier I, SC
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Occurrence in BLM Districtsl Field OfficeslNLCS Units
Southwest Dis!.
Northwest Dist.
Front Range Dist.
FO
NLCS
FO
NLCS
FO
NLCS

GJ,
CRY,
K,
LS,
WR
CRY,
LS,
WR

DENCA
MCNCA

TR,
UN

CANM,
DENCA,
GGNCA

SLY
RG
SLY
GJ,
CRY,
LS,
WR
GJ,
CRY,
K,
LS,
WR

DENCA
MCNCA

TR,
UN

CANM,
DENCA,
GGNCA

DENCA

GN,
TR,
UN

DENCA,
GGNCA

SLY,

GJ,
CRY,
LS,
WR
GJ

DENCA
MCNCA

MCNCA

UN,

TR

TR,
UN

DENCA,
GGNCA

CANM
RG
RG
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B-6

Common Name

Scientific Name

Designation of other agencies:
CNHP Global and State
Ranking: G-' S_; Forest
Service Sensitive: FS; Colorado
Parks and Wildlife: SGCN
Tier , and State Listed S .

AMPHIBIANS
Northern cricket trog
Boreal toad

Acris crepilans
Anaxynls boreas boreas

G5/SH, SGCN Tier 2, SC
G4TlQ/SI, FS, SGCN Tier I,
SE,

Canyon tree frog

Hyla arenicolor

051 S2, SGCN Tier 2

Plain's leopard tro~
Northern leopard frog

Rana blair;
Rana pipiens

G5/S3, FS, SGCN Tier I, SC
O5/S3, FS, SGCN Tier I, SC

Occurrence in BLM Districtsl Field Offices/NLCS Units
Southwest Dist.
Northwest Dis!.
Front Ran~e Dist.
FO
NLCS
FO
NLCS
FO
NLCS

LS,
WR
CRY

GN,
TR

RG
SLY
RG

BC

RG
RG,
SLY

BC

K
GJ

DENCA
MCNCA

TR,
UN

DENCA,
GGNCA

GJ,
CRY,

DENCA
MCNCA

TR,
UN
GN

DENCA,
GGNCA
CANM

K,
LS,
WR
INVERTEBRATES
Butterfly, Great Basin
silverspot
PLANfS
Narrow-stem gilia

Speyeria nokomis nokomis

G3Tl/SI , FS, SGCN Tier 2

GJ

G3/S1

GJ,
WR
GJ

G4/S2

UN

Dwarf milkweed
Gunnison milkvetch
DeBeque milkveteh

Aliciella stenothyrsa
(Gilia stenothyrsa)
Amsonia jonesii
Aqui/egia chrysantha var.
rydberf(ii
Arabis crandallii
(Boechera crandallii)
Asclepias uncialis
Astra}!alus anisus
As/ragalus debequaeus

G3G41T2T3/S2; FS
G3 /G2
G2IS2

GN

Horseshoe milkvetch
Debris milkveteh

Astragalus equisolensis
Astragalus detritalis

O5Tl/SI
G3/S2

Jones' bluestar
Rydberg's golden
columbine
Crandall's rockcress

G4/S1
G4Tl /SI; FS

This Attachment is not Section 508 compliant.
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TR,
UN

MCNCA

TR
RG
RG

BC

RG
GJ,
CRY
GJ
WR
Attachment 1
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B-7

Common Name

Scientific Name

Duchesne milkyetch

Astragalus duchesnensis

Designation of other agencies:
CNHP Global and State
Ranking: G.J S_; Forest
Service Sensitive: FS; Colorado
Parks and Wildlife: SGCN
Tier , and State Listed S .
G3 /SIS2

Grand Junction
milkyetch
Skiff milkyetch

Astragalus Iinifolius

G3Q/S3

Astragalus microcymbus

Ferron's milkvetch
Naturita mil kvetch

Astragalus musiniensis
Astragalus naturitensis

Gl /SI
Federal candidate
G3/S1
G2G3/S2S3

Fisher milkyetch
San Rafael milkyetch
Ripley's milkvetch
Sandstone milkvetch
Grand Junction suncup
Slender spiderflower
Crescent bugseed
Tufted cl)'Jltantha

Astragalus piscator

Astral{alus rafaelensis
Astral{alus ripleyi
Astral{alus sesquif/orus
Camissonia eastwoodiae
Cleome multicaulis
Corispermum navicula
Cryptantha caespitosa

G2G3
G3Q/SI
G3/S2; FS
G3/S1?
G2/S1
G2G3/S2S3
GI ?/SI
G3/S2

Occurrence in BLM Districtsl Field OfliceslNLCS Units
Northwest Dist.
Southwest Dist.
Front Range Dis!.
FO
FO
NLCS
NLCS
FO
NLCS

LS,
WR
GJ

DENCA

UN
GN

GJ
GJ,
CRY
GJ
GJ

DENCA

TR,

DENCA

UN
UN
SLY

UN
GJ

MCNCA
SLY

Gypsum Valley cateye

Oreocarya revealii

G2/S2

K
LS,
WR
GJ

Osterhout's cryptantha

Cryptantha osterhoutii

G3/SIS2

GJ

G4/S2

WR

O5IS2
G3/S1

K
LS

TR

G2/S1
G3/S1
Gl G2/5 I 52; FS
G2/S1
G3/S2

GJ
LS

TR

(Oreocarya caespilosa)

DENCA

TR
MCNCA

GN

(Oreocarya osterhoutii)

Rollins' cryptantha
Fragile rockbrake
Uinta Basin
springparsley
Kachina fleabane
Singlestem buckwheat
Brandegee's buckwheat
Comb Wash buckwheat
Colorado buckwheat

Cryplantha rollinsii
(Oreocarya rollinsii)
Cryptol{ramma slelleri
Cymopterus duchesnensis
Erigeron kachinensis
Eriogonum acaule

Eriol{onum brandel{eei
Eriogonum cfavellatum
Eriogonum coloradense
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SLY

RG

BC

TR
GN

RG
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B-8

Common Na me

Grand buckwheat
Ephedra buckwheat
Woodside buckwheat
Clay hill buckwheat
Tufted frasera
Cathedral B luff dwarf
gentian

Scientific Name

Eriogonum contor/um
Eriogonum ephedroides

Eriogonum tumulosum
Eriogonum viridulwn
~raseraJ1aniculata

Gentianella tortuosa

Designation of other agencies:
CNHP Global and State
Ranking: G_I S_; Forest
Service Sensitive: FS; Colorado
Parks and Wildlife: SGCN
Tier , and State Listed S .
G3/S2
G3/S1
G3Q/S2
G4Q/SI
G4/S1
G3?/SI

Occurrence in BLM Districtsl Field Offices/NLCS Units
Northwest Dist.
Southwest Dist.
Front Range Dist.
FO
NLCS
FO
NLCS
FO
NLCS

GJ
WR
LS
LS
GJ
WR

MCNCA

Lone Mesa snakeweed

Gutierrezia e/egans

Piceance bladderpod

Physaria parviflora

GIISI
G2/S2

Pagosa Springs
bladderpod
Uncompaghre
bladderpod
Adobe desertparsley
Canyonlands biscuitroot

Physaria pruinosa

G2/S2; FS

Physaria vicina

G2/S2

Lomalium concinnum
Lomatium lati/obum

G2G3/S2S3
GIISI

GJ

MCNCA

G2/S2
GlG2ISIS2

GJ

MCNCA

TR
GJ,
WR
TR
DENCA

UN
UN

DENCA,
GGNCA
GGNCA

(Aletes latilobus)

Paradox lupine
Dolores River
skeletonplant

Lupinus crassus
Lygodesmia grandiflora var.

UN
TR

doloresensis

Gold blazingstar

Mentzelia chrysantha
(Nuttallia chrysantha)

G2IS2

RG

Royal Gorge blazingstar

Mentzelia densa

G2/S2

RG

(Nuttallia densa)

Roan cliffs blazingstar

Rock-loving neoparrya
Flaming Gorge evening

Mentzelia rhizomata
(Nuttallia argillosa. Mentzelia
arf!;illosa)
Neoparrya lithophila
(Aletes lithophilus)

Oenothera acutissima

G2/S2

GJ,
CRY

G3/S3; FS

G2IS2
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B-9

Common Name

Scientific Name

Designation of other agencies:
CNHP Globa l and State
Ranking: G.J S_; Forest
Service Sensitive: FS; Colorado
Parks and Wildlife: SGCN
Tier , and State Listed S

primrose
Bessey locoweed

Oxytropis besseyi var.

05T2/S2

Occurrence in BLM Districtsl Field OfficesINLCS Units
Northwest Dis!.
Front Ran~e Dis!.
Southwest Dis!.
FO
FO
FO
NLCS
NLCS
NLCS

WR
WR

obnapiformis
Few-flower ragwort
Colorado feverfew

Pac/<era paucijlora
Parthenium ligulalum
(Bolophyla ligulala)

G4G5/S1S2
03 /S2

Aromatic Indian
breadroot
Degener's beard tongue
Gibbens' beard tongue
Graham's beardtongue
Hanington's beardtongue

Ped;ome/um aromaticum

G3/S2

Penstemon degener;
Penstemon graham;;
Penstemon harr;ngtonii

G2/S2
GlG2/Sl
G2/Sl
03 /S3; FS

White River beard tongue

Penstemon scar;osus var.

G4Tl /SI

LS
WR
CRY,
K
WR

G3T2/S2

LS

GIIS1
G203/S2

K

Penslemon gibbensii

RG
LS,
WR
GJ

MCNCA

TR,
UN
RG

albijluv;s

Yanlpa beard tongue

Cushion bladderpod
Pale blue-eyed grass

P£'nstemon acaulis
var.yampaensis
(Penstemon yampaensis)
Physar;a pu/vinata
Sisyrinchium pallidum

Rock tansy
Cathedral Bluff meadowrue

Sphaeromeria capitala
Thalictrum heliophilum

G3/S1
G2/S2,FS

Hairy Townsend daisy

Townsend;a strigosa

G4/S1

Rolland's bulrush

Trichophroum pumilum

05/S2

TR
RG,
SLV

LS
GJ,
CRY,
WR
LS,
GJ

GN

RG

(Sc;rpus rolland;;)

-F,eld Offices.
CRY = Colorado River Valley
GJ = Grand Junction
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GN = Gunnison
K = Kremmling
LS = Little Snake
RG = Royal Gorge
SLV = San Luis Valley
TR = Tres Rios
UN = Uncompahgre
WR = White River
*NLCS Units:
BC - Browns Canyon NatiODalVoIl1lDK>4
CANM = Canyons oflbe AlIci<:nIs NM
DENCA = Dominguez-Escalante 'NCA
GGNCA = Gunnison Gmge NCA
MCNCA = McInnis Canyons NCA
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Appendix C. 2015 USFS Region 2 Sensitive Species List
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FOREST SERVICE MANUAL
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGION
DENVER, CO

FSM 2600 – WILDLIFE, FISH, AND SENSITIVE PLANT HABITAT MANAGEMENT
CHAPTER 2670 – THREATENED, ENDANGERED AND SENSITIVE PLANTS
AND ANIMALS
Supplement No:

2600-2015-1

Effective Date:

August 29, 2015

Duration: This supplement is effective until superseded or removed.
Approved: JAYNE HANDLEY Acting Deputy Regional Forester

Date Approved: 08/14/2015

Posting Instructions: Supplements are numbered consecutively by Title and calendar
year. Post by document; remove entire document and replace it with this supplement.
Retain this transmittal as the first page(s) of this document. The last supplement to this
title was 2600-2013-1 to FSM 2670.
New Document(s):

23 pages

Superseded Document(s) by
Issuance Number and Effective Date:
(Supplement 2600-2013-1, 08/24/2013)

2670
21 pages

Digest:
2672.11 Exhibit 01 – Updates the list of sensitive species designated by the Regional
Forester for the Rocky Mountain Region. New additions to the list include two animals:
monarch butterfly (Danaus plexippus plexippus) and western bumblebee (Bombus
occidentalis) and one plant: Mancos shale packera (Packera mancosana). Two plants
are removed from the list: narrowleaf grapefern (Botrychium lineare) and whitebristle
cottongrass (Eriophorum altaicum var. neogaeum), because they no longer meet the
criteria for designation as sensitive based on new information. Two animals are
removed from the list due to new or recently restored protections under the Endangered
Species Act: New Mexico meadow jumping mouse (Zapus hudsonius luteus) and gray
wolf (Canis lupus). Updates biological nomenclature for several plant and animal
species.
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FSM 2600 – WILDLIFE, FISH, AND SENSITIVE PLANT HABITAT MANAGEMENT
CHAPTER 2670 – THREATENED, ENDANGERED AND SENSITIVE PLANTS AND ANIMALS

2670.2 – OBJECTIVES
2670.22 - Sensitive Species
3. Develop and implement conservation strategies for sensitive species and
their habitats, in coordination with other Forest Service units, managing agencies, and
landowners.
4. Coordinate management objectives to conserve sensitive species with state
and federal agencies, tribes and other cooperators as appropriate. Approaches may
include collaboratively developing individual species or multi-species conservation
strategies, formalizing interagency conservation agreements, and incorporating
recommendations into management direction set forth in Land and Resource
Management Plans.
2670.3 – POLICY
2670.32 - Sensitive Species
6. Integrate available scientific information, including Regional species
evaluations, species and ecosystem assessments, and conservation strategies, into
Forest Service planning and implementation.
7. Conduct appropriate inventories and monitoring of sensitive species to
improve knowledge of distribution, status, and responses to management activities,
coordinating efforts within the Region and with other agencies and partners where
feasible.
8. Analyze and manage for sensitive species in groups and habitat complexes,
when feasible, to realize efficiencies and ecological soundness of multi-species and
ecosystem management approaches.
2670.45 – Forest Supervisors
7. In accordance with guidance in FSM 2672.42, designate journey level
biologists and botanists who are qualified to review biological evaluations, specifying the
type(s) of organisms (fish and aquatic invertebrates, wildlife, terrestrial invertebrates,
and plants) for which the individual is qualified. Qualifications include: meeting the
Office of Personnel Management Qualification Standards for General Schedule
Positions for the appropriate job series (0482, 0486, 0430) at the GS-9 level or above;
sufficient training in procedural and substantive requirements for biological evaluations,
including knowledge of the Endangered Species Act and Forest Service policy in this
FSM; and one year or more of experience in conducting biological evaluations that meet
professional standards (FSM 2672.42 and 2672.43). Use expert level staffing to assess
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FSM 2600 – WILDLIFE, FISH, AND SENSITIVE PLANT HABITAT MANAGEMENT
CHAPTER 2670 – THREATENED, ENDANGERED AND SENSITIVE PLANTS AND ANIMALS

adequacy of training and experience (FSM 2604.21 paragraph 5). Provide a list of
personnel qualified to review biological evaluations to the Regional Office annually or as
updates are completed.
2670.5 - Definitions
Action. All activities or programs authorized, funded or carried out, in whole or in
part, by Federal agencies in the United States or upon the high seas (50 CFR 402.02).
Both programmatic and project level proposals are considered to be actions subject to
the Endangered Species Act.
Biological Assessment. Information prepared to comply with Section 7 of the
Endangered Species Act for major construction activities to determine whether listed
and proposed species and designated and proposed critical habitat may be present in
the action area, and the evaluation of potential effects of the action on such species and
habitat. A “major construction activity” is a major Federal action significantly affecting
the quality of the human environment, that is, for which an Environmental Impact
Statement is prepared (50 CFR 402.02). A Biological Assessment may be prepared for
any project for which formal consultation is required.
Biological Evaluation. A documented Forest Service review of Forest Service
actions in sufficient detail to: 1) comply with the requirements of the Endangered
Species Act; 2) ensure that actions do not contribute to loss of viability of native or
desired non-native plant or animal species, or cause a trend towards listing under the
ESA; and 3) provide a standard by which to ensure that endangered, threatened,
proposed, and sensitive species and critical habitats receive full consideration in Forest
Service decision-making. A biological evaluation may be used to satisfy consultation
requirements for a biological assessment (FSM 2672.4).
Conserve. The use of all methods and procedures necessary to bring an
endangered species or threatened species to the point at which the protections
pursuant to the ESA are no longer necessary, or to avoid causing a species to become
threatened or endangered, or to maintain viable populations in the planning area.
Conservation Strategy. A document that establishes conservation objectives and
identifies the management actions necessary to conserve a species, species group or
ecosystem. The strategy can be incorporated into Forest Service plans through the
NEPA process with appropriate line officer approval.
Conservation Agreement. A formal agreement with cooperating or regulatory
agencies that identifies how a conservation strategy will be implemented.
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Programmatic Consultation. A generic term encompassing several different types
of ESA Section 7 consultations: 1) evaluation of strategic management plans that may
establish objectives, standards, guidelines, or design criteria to which future actions
must adhere; 2) evaluation of an overall Federal “program”; or 3) evaluation of a group
of similar proposed actions, or different types of actions proposed within a specific
geographic area. Three commonly used approaches for documenting programmatic
consultations are tiered, appended, and batched Biological Opinions.
2671 – COOPERATION
2671.44 – Determination of Effects on Listed or Proposed Species
Seek to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of consultations and conferences
under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and to enhance the conservation of
imperiled species by using a streamlining process as appropriate. Streamlining is
accomplished by emphasizing coordination and communication during informal
consultation. Streamlining actions may include: development of criteria or screens to
improve consistency in effects analysis and determinations; identification of design
criteria intended to benefit particular species; standardizing the format used to present
information and analysis; recommending alternative approaches, such as programmatic
consultations, to handle consultation workloads; and establishing procedures to
expedite dispute resolution.
2672 – PLANNING FOR MANAGEMENT AND RECOVERY
2672.11 - Identification of Sensitive Species
1. Species identified as Candidates by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will
automatically be placed on the sensitive species list in Region 2.
4. To be eligible for designation by the Regional Forester as sensitive, the
species (or subspecies, variety or stock) must be recognized by taxonomic experts, and
must be known or likely to occur on National Forest System lands within the Rocky
Mountain Region. Sensitive species status applies throughout the range of the species
on National Forest System lands within the Rocky Mountain Region. The Regional
Forester's sensitive species list for the Rocky Mountain Region is shown in exhibit 01.
5. The evaluation criteria used to determine whether a species warrants
sensitive status (FSM 2670.5) are shown in exhibit 02.
6. The list of sensitive species is reviewed and updated periodically. Forest
Supervisors may recommend additions or deletions to the list based on the criteria in
exhibit 02. Recommendations from other interested agencies, groups, and individuals
with information pertinent to sensitive species are considered in the revision process. A
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species will be removed from the sensitive list when sensitive status is superseded by
listing or proposed listing under the Endangered Species Act. A species that is removed
from listing under the ESA because recovery criteria have been met is automatically
added to the sensitive species list for a period of at least 5 years to ensure that its
recovery is maintained and monitored.
7. For newly designated sensitive species, current or planned Forest Service
actions that are well underway (or are completed) at the time an updated sensitive
species list goes into effect are exempt from requirements to conduct a biological
evaluation for that species. This exemption is intended to enable actions that have been
planned using the previous sensitive species list to go forward. Exemption in these
instances does not relieve the responsible official from compliance with other statutory
and regulatory mandates, including: 1) National Environmental Policy Act requirements
to evaluate significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental
concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts (40 CFR 1502.9, FSH
1909.15 sec. 18), and 2) National Forest Management Act requirements specify
guidelines when developing, maintaining and revising plans to provide for diversity of
plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability of the specific land
area in order to meet overall multiple-use objectives (16 USC 1600).
2672.4 – Biological Evaluations
2672.41 – Objectives of the Biological Evaluation
1. To ensure that Forest Service actions do not contribute to loss of viability of
threatened, endangered, proposed, or sensitive plant and animal species, or contribute
to a trend towards Federal listing under the Endangered Species Act of any species.
4. To incorporate concerns for sensitive species throughout the planning
process, identifying opportunities for enhancement and reducing any potential negative
impacts.
2672.42 – Standards for Biological Evaluations
1. A list of endangered, threatened, and proposed species and critical habitat
known or likely to occur in the action area may be requested from the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS), or a list may be submitted to FWS for concurrence.
2. Coordinate mapping of habitat with the FWS and other management
agencies as appropriate.
3. An analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the actions under
all alternatives considered through the NEPA process on federally listed, proposed, or
sensitive species, or habitat required for recovery or to meet Forest Service objectives.
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5. A determination of the effects or impacts on each species, and summary of
the rationale for each determination.
a. For federally listed species, or species proposed for such listing, and for
critical habitat or proposed critical habitat, use the determination statements
specified in ESA Section 7 regulations (50 CFR 402) and in accordance with
FSM 2671.43 through 2671.45.
b. For Region 2 sensitive species make a determination of:
(1)

"No impact";

(2)

"Beneficial impact";

(3)
"May adversely impact individuals, but not likely to result in a loss of
viability in the Planning Area, nor cause a trend toward federal listing"; or
(4)
"Likely to result in a loss of viability in the Planning Area, or in a
trend toward federal listing."
2672.43 – Procedure for Conducting Biological Evaluations
The intensity and detail of the biological evaluation may vary and should be
commensurate with the risk associated with the action and the vulnerability of the
species involved. Document the biological evaluation in accordance with the standards
established in FSM 2672.42. When a recovery plan or conservation strategy exists for a
species and is applicable to the actions being analyzed, evaluate and document
consistency of the action with the recovery plan or conservation strategy.
Step 1.

Prefield Review.

Follow current direction in FSM 2672.42 to identify all federally listed or proposed
species. Review records and contact knowledgeable Forest Service employees and
other experts for known occurrences, distribution maps, and habitat information. As
appropriate, contact state and federal wildlife, fish, and plant management agencies,
Natural Heritage Programs, research stations, universities, or other organizations about
species occurrence and habitat requirements. Document all sensitive species and their
habitats that are known or likely to be present in the analysis area, or that the proposed
action potentially affects.
Briefly summarize the habitat needs and ecological requirements of the species. Identify
seasonal patterns and recommend when field surveys can be conducted to evaluate
species and/or habitat presence, if needed. Describe management direction applicable
to habitat that may be affected, such as Forest Plan standards and guidelines. FSM
2672.43 Exhibit 01 outlines the procedure to use during the Prefield Review (Step 1) to
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determine whether Field Reconnaissance (Step 2) is needed to complete the biological
evaluation.
Step 2. Field Reconnaissance.
The purpose of this step is to gain a more specific understanding of which habitats and
species exist in the action area, and to gather information that will help to evaluate the
significance of the area to the species. The need for and extent of field reconnaissance
should be commensurate with the risk associated with the proposal, the degree of
certainty desired, and the level of knowledge already at hand.
Identify and describe all habitats known to be important for the species in the analysis
area. As needed, design and conduct field surveys to confirm species’ presence and
habitat suitability assess accuracy of remote sensing data, and collect any other data
deemed necessary. Assess and refine knowledge of how habitats exist on the
landscape and how species occupy and use their habitats.
Step 3. Analysis of Effects and Determination.
The purpose of this analysis for federally listed or proposed species is to determine
whether the action may affect the species or critical habitat. The purpose of this analysis
for sensitive species is to determine whether the action will contribute toward federal
listing or loss of viability in the Planning Area. As part of the interdisciplinary process of
designing alternatives under NEPA, develop design criteria to meet objectives for
threatened, endangered, proposed, and sensitive species, and identify any necessary
mitigation measures. The analysis must consider direct, indirect, and cumulative effects
of the proposed action and any alternatives on the species and its habitat.
Factors that may be considered in the analysis of effects include: the proportion of the
species’ total population and range that is in the analysis area or is affected by the
action; whether the habitat affected by the action is necessary for critical life functions
(for example, feeding, breeding, nesting); timing, frequency and duration of human
activity, especially as it relates to significant behavioral modification; any anticipated
reductions in numbers or distribution of the species; and the potential of the species to
recover from short-term impacts.
Based on the analysis, make a determination of the effects of each of the alternatives
on federally listed or proposed species and critical habitat, and on Region 2 sensitive
species. Use the appropriate language for each federally listed species, critical habitat,
proposed species, proposed critical habitat (FSM 2671.43 through 2671.45), and
sensitive species, and summarize the rationale for each.
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Step 4. Documentation.
The purpose of this step is to check the documentation record that has been compiled.
Documentation is essential to the biological evaluation process and is to be conducted
as the biological evaluation proceeds, rather than after the fact.
Documentation may be referenced or included as part of the appropriate NEPA
document, contained in the biological evaluation itself, or held in district or forest files.
Ensure that all requirements and mitigation measures are included in the decision
document and implementation plans or contracts.
Documentation should include contacts with agencies, especially the FWS, individuals,
and organizations, (dates, names of people and organizations, summary of information),
and sources of data used in developing the biological evaluation. The list of species
considered must be documented. Indicate species, for which surveys were conducted,
describe the survey methods used, provide maps showing which areas were surveyed,
record the date(s) of survey(s) and the people who conducted the survey(s), and
provide the results. Enter new data into appropriate corporate databases, and notify
Natural Heritage Programs and other cooperating agencies as appropriate. Use
literature citations to support conclusions on effects, habitat relationships, species
ecology, and recommendations for removing or avoiding adverse effects.
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2672.11 – Exhibit 01
Regional Forester’s Sensitive Species
Rocky Mountain Region
ANIMALS
AMPHIBIANS
Anaxyrus boreas boreas
Lithobates blairi
Lithobates pipiens
Lithobates sylvaticus
Rana luteiventris

boreal toad
plains leopard frog
northern leopard frog
wood frog
Columbia spotted frog

BIRDS
Accipiter gentilis
Aegolius funereus
Ammodramus savannarum
Artemisiospiza nevadensis
Asio flammeus
Athene cunicularia
Botaurus lentiginosus
Buteo regalis
Calcarius ornatus
Centrocercus urophasianus
Charadrius montanus
Chlidonias niger
Circus cyaneus
Contopus cooperi
Cygnus buccinator
Cypseloides niger
Falco peregrinus anatum
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
Histrionicus histrionicus
Lagopus leucura
Lanius ludovicianus
Melanerpes lewis
Numenius americanus
Peucaea cassinii
Picoides arcticus
Progne subis
Psiloscops flammeolus

northern goshawk
boreal owl
grasshopper sparrow
sagebrush sparrow
short-eared owl
burrowing owl
American bittern
ferruginous hawk
chestnut-collared longspur
greater sage-grouse
mountain plover
black tern
northern harrier
olive-sided flycatcher
trumpeter swan
black swift
American peregrine falcon
bald eagle
harlequin duck
white-tailed ptarmigan
loggerhead shrike
Lewis’s woodpecker
long-billed curlew
Cassin’s sparrow
black-backed woodpecker
purple martin
flammulated owl
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2672.11 – Exhibit 01—Continued
Rhynchophanes mccownii
Spizella breweri
Tympanuchus cupido
Tympanuchus phasianellus columbianus

McCown’s longspur
Brewer’s sparrow
greater prairie-chicken
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse

FISHES
Catostomus discobolus
Catostomus latipinnis
Catostomus platyrhynchus
Catostomus plebeius
Chrosomus eos
Chrosomus erythrogaster
Chrosomus neogaeus
Couesius plumbeus
Fundulus sciadicus
Gila pandora
Gila robusta
Hybognathus placitus
Macrhybopsis gelida
Margariscus nachtriebi
Nocomis biguttatus
Oncorhynchus clarkii bouvieri
Oncorhynchus clarkii pleuriticus
Oncorhynchus clarkii virginalis
Platygobio gracilis

bluehead sucker
flannelmouth sucker
mountain sucker
Rio Grande sucker
northern redbelly dace
southern redbelly dace
finescale dace
lake chub
plains topminnow
Rio Grande chub
roundtail chub
plains minnow
sturgeon chub
northern pearl dace
hornyhead chub
Yellowstone cutthroat
Colorado River cutthroat
Rio Grande cutthroat
flathead chub

INSECTS
Bombus occidentalis
Capnia arapahoe
Danaus plexippus plexippus
Hesperia ottoe
Ochrotrichia susanae
Somatochlora hudsonica
Speyeria idalia
Speyeria nokomis nokomis

western bumblebee
Arapahoe snowfly
monarch
Ottoe skipper
Susan’s purse-making caddisfly
Hudsonian emerald
regal fritillary
Nokomis fritillary, Great Basin silverspot

MAMMALS
Conepatus leuconotus
Corynorhinus townsendii
Cynomys gunnisoni
Cynomys leucurus

American hog-nosed skunk
Townsend’s big-eared bat
Gunnison’s prairie dog
white-tailed prairie dog
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2672.11 – Exhibit 01—Continued
Cynomys ludovicianus
Euderma maculatum
Gulo gulo
Lasiurus cinereus
Lontra canadensis
Martes americana
Microtus richardsoni
Myotis thysanodes
Ovis canadensis canadensis
Ovis canadensis nelsoni
Sorex hoyi
Thomomys clusius
Vulpes macrotis
Vulpes velox

black-tailed prairie dog
spotted bat
North American wolverine
hoary bat
river otter
American marten
water vole
fringed myotis
Rocky Mountain bighorn sheep
desert bighorn sheep
pygmy shrew
Wyoming pocket gopher
kit fox
swift fox

MOLLUSCS
Acroloxus coloradensis
Oreohelix pygmaea
Oreohelix strigosa cooperi

Rocky Mountain capshell
pygmy mountainsnail
Cooper’s Rocky Mountainsnail

REPTILES
Sistrurus catenatus edwardsii
Storeria occipitomaculata pahasapae

desert massasauga
Black Hills redbelly snake
PLANTS

NON-VASCULAR
Sphagnum angustifolium
Sphagnum balticum

sphagnum
Baltic sphagnum

FERNS & ALLIES
Botrychium ascendens
Botrychium campestre
Botrychium paradoxum
Lycopodium complanatum
Selaginella selaginoides

trianglelobe moonwort
Iowa moonwort, prairie moonwort
peculiar moonwort
groundcedar
club spikemoss

ANGIOSPERMS - MONOCOTS
Calochortus flexuosus
Carex alopecoidea
Carex diandra

winding mariposa lily
foxtail sedge
lesser panicled sedge
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2672.11 – Exhibit 01—Continued
Carex livida
Cypripedium montanum
Cypripedium parviflorum
Eleocharis elliptica
Epipactis gigantea
Eriophorum chamissonis
Eriophorum gracile
Festuca hallii
Galearis rotundifolia
Kobresia simpliciuscula
Liparis loeselii
Malaxis monophyllos var. brachypoda
Platanthera orbiculata
Ptilagrostis porteri
Schoenoplectus hallii
Triteleia grandiflora

livid sedge
mountain lady's slipper
lesser yellow lady's slipper
elliptic spikerush, slender spikerush
stream orchid, giant helleborine
Chamisso's cottongrass
slender cottongrass
plains rough fescue
roundleaf orchid
simple bog sedge
yellow widelip orchid
white adder's-mouth orchid
lesser roundleaved orchid
Porter's false needlegrass
Hall's bulrush
largeflower triteleia

ANGIOSPERMS - DICOTS
Aliciella sedifolia
Aquilegia chrysantha
Aquilegia laramiensis
Armeria maritima ssp. sibirica
Asclepias uncialis
Astragalus barrii
Astragalus iodopetalus
Astragalus leptaleus
Astragalus missouriensis var. humistratus
Astragalus proximus
Astragalus ripleyi
Braya glabella
Chenopodium cycloides
Cuscuta plattensis
Descurainia torulosa
Draba exunguiculata
Draba grayana
Draba smithii
Draba weberi
Drosera anglica
Drosera rotundifolia
Eriogonum brandegeei
Eriogonum exilifolium

stonecrop gilia
Rydberg's golden columbine
Laramie columbine
Siberian sea thrift
wheel milkweed
Barr's milkvetch
violet milkvetch
park milkvetch
Missouri milkvetch, Archuleta milkvetch
Aztec milkvetch
Ripley's milkvetch
smooth northern-rockcress
sandhill goosefoot
prairie dodder, Wyoming dodder
mountain tansymustard
clawless draba
Gray's draba
Smith's draba
Weber's draba, Weber’s whitlowgrass
English sundew
roundleaf sundew
Brandegee's buckwheat
dropleaf buckwheat
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2672.11 – Exhibit 01—Continued
Eriogonum visheri
Visher's buckwheat, Dakota buckwheat
Gutierrezia elegans
Lone Mesa snakeweed
Ipomopsis aggregata ssp. weberi
scarlet gilia
Lesquerella fremontii
Fremont's bladderpod
Lesquerella pruinosa
Pagosa Springs bladderpod
Mimulus gemmiparus
Rocky Mountain monkeyflower, budding
monkeyflower
Neoparrya lithophila
Bill's neoparrya
Oreoxis humilis
Pike’s Peak alpineparsley
Packera mancosana
Mancos shale packera
Parnassia kotzebuei
Kotzebue's grass of Parnassus
Penstemon absarokensis
Absaroka Range beardtongue
Penstemon caryi
Cary's beardtongue
Penstemon degeneri
Degener's beardtongue
Penstemon harringtonii
Harrington's beardtongue
Physaria didymocarpa var. lanata
common twinpod
Physaria pulvinata
cushion bladderpod
Physaria scrotiformis
west silver bladderpod
Potentilla rupincola
rock cinquefoil, Rocky Mountain
cinquefoil
Primula egaliksensis
Greenland primrose
Pyrrocoma carthamoides var. subsquarrosa
largeflower goldenweed
Pyrrocoma clementis var. villosa
tranquil goldenweed
Pyrrocoma integrifolia
many-stemmed goldenweed
Ranunculus grayi
ice cold buttercup
Rubus arcticus ssp. acaulis
dwarf raspberry
Salix arizonica
Arizona willow
Salix barrattiana
Barratt's willow
Salix candida
sageleaf willow, sage willow
Salix myrtillifolia
blueberry willow
Salix serissima
autumn willow
Sanguinaria canadensis
bloodroot
Shoshonea pulvinata
Shoshone carrot
Thalictrum heliophilum
Cathedral Bluff meadow-rue
Townsendia condensata var. anomala
cushion Townsend daisy
Utricularia minor
lesser bladderwort
Viburnum opulus var. americanum
American cranberrybush, mooseberry
Viola selkirkii
Selkirk's violet
Xanthisma coloradoense
Colorado tansyaster
GYMNOSPERMS
Pinus albicaulis

whitebark pine
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2672.11 – Exhibit 02
Sensitive Species Evaluation Criteria
Rocky Mountain Region
Eight criteria (below) are considered in evaluating whether a species merits sensitive
status. The combination of all eight factors, including uncertainty rankings, should be
considered and synthesized in formulating the recommendation for sensitive status.
Although information may not be complete for all 8 criteria, the available information
must provide a compelling argument that population viability is of concern as evidenced
by known or predicted downward trends. A species merits inclusion on the Regional list
if it is at risk over a substantial part of its range.
1. Geographic distribution within the Rocky Mountain Region. All else being equal,
species that are present in only a few locations within the Rocky Mountain Region have
a higher risk of extirpation, than those that have a broad distribution. Generally, species
with the widest breeding distributions are the least vulnerable to deleterious
environmental changes and catastrophic events. Species with restricted distribution and
limited interchange of individuals between subpopulations and subpopulations are more
vulnerable to local events (for example disease, storms) that may cause extirpation.
Similarly, species associated with geographically limited habitats may be more
extinction prone. Finally, if the current distribution pattern differs significantly from
historical distribution, this change should be considered in evaluating the influence of
geographic distribution on species persistence.
Rankings for geographic distribution within the Rocky Mountain Region:
A = Scarce OR isolated. If a population or habitat meets any of the following
conditions:
1. Habitat is very scarce throughout the Region, indicating strong potential for
extirpations, and little likelihood of recolonization. Or,
2. Habitat or population connectivity is very limited due to factors such as
environmental gradients, introduced species, disease, and habitat loss or
degradation. Dispersal among patches is limited or not possible. Or,
3. Habitat is naturally distributed as isolated patches, with limited opportunity
for dispersal among patches. Some local populations may be extirpated and
rates of recolonization will likely be slow. Or, pictorially if populations or
habitat look like any of the following:
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2672.11 – Exhibit 02—Continued

= Occupied
= Unoccupied
B = Patchy OR gaps. If a population or habitat meets any of the following conditions:
1. Habitat exists primarily as patches, some of which are small or isolated to
the degree that species interactions are limited by movements between
patches. Local sub-populations in most of the species’ range interact as a
metapopulation 1 or patchy population, but some patches are so disjunct that
sub-populations in those patches are essentially isolated from other
populations. Or,
2. Habitat is broadly distributed across the planning area but gaps exist within
this distribution. Disjunct patches of habitat are typically large enough and
close enough together to other patches to permit dispersal among patches
and to allow species to interact as a metapopulation. Or, pictorially if
populations or habitat look like any of the following:

1

Many spatially structured populations will not function as metapopulations. (The degree to
which a particular species occurs as a metapopulation, or several, in the Region will be
unknown for most taxa).
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2672.11 – Exhibit 02—Continued
C = Contiguous. If a population or habitat meets the following conditions:
1. Habitat is broadly distributed across the Region with opportunity for continuous
or nearly continuous occupation by species, little or no limitation on interaction
among populations. Or, pictorially if populations or habitat look like either of the
following:

D = Insufficient information to draw inferences about criterion
2. Geographic distribution outside of the Rocky Mountain Region. Species (or
subspecies/ varieties) that occur only in the Rocky Mountain Region warrant a higher
level of concern. A species (or subspecies/variety) that is mostly restricted to the Rocky
Mountain Region with a limited distribution outside of the Rocky Mountain Region would
have a moderate level of concern. The risk of extinction associated with activities in the
Rocky Mountain Region can be moderated by the potential for recolonization from
populations existing elsewhere, although low recruitment from outside populations
would reduce effectiveness of the rescue effect. A species with wide distribution outside
the Rocky Mountain Region would generally have a substantially reduced risk as a
result of activities in the Rocky Mountain Region.
Rankings for geographic distribution outside the Rocky Mountain Region:
A = Only within the boundaries of the Rocky Mountain Region (meaning local or
regional endemics)
B = Limited distribution outside the Rocky Mountain Region, or widely disjunct
taxa for which the main distribution is at a significant distance from the Rocky
Mountain Region
C = Wide distribution outside the Rocky Mountain Region
D = Insufficient information to draw inferences about criterion
3. Capability of the species to disperse. Dispersal of individuals from a population
may be limited because a species has low vagility or because barriers to dispersal exist.
All else being equal, species that do not disperse readily across large areas of
unsuitable habitat are at greater risk of extinction, than species that disperse readily
across a variety of habitats. Movements of aquatic species may be limited by barriers
such as culverts, impoundments, or discontinuous stream networks. The ability of plant
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species to disperse can depend on seed dispersal agents and reproductive strategy.
Species that are mobile and for which dispersal is not limited will be assigned a value of
no concern. Species that are able to disperse only within suitable habitat will be
assigned a moderate level of concern. Species for which dispersal is limited by
behavioral patterns or physical capability will be assigned a high level of concern.
In evaluating this criterion, the importance of dispersal to the life history of the species
will be considered. For instance, dispersal is a critical characteristic of the life history of
species that occupy ephemeral habitats or that occur early in succession after
disturbance. In contrast, dispersal plays a less significant role in the population
dynamics of some species that occupy stable habitats (such as cave dwelling insects).
Rankings for capability to disperse:
A = Very limited dispersal ability (restricted dispersal capability coupled with
ephemeral habitats)
B = Disperses only through suitable habitat (dispersal areas may or may not be
corridors)
C = Readily disperses across landscapes with few habitat-related limitations
D = Insufficient information to draw inferences about criterion
4. Abundance of the species in the Rocky Mountain Region. Population density or
abundance is a primary factor in determining whether a species will persist following
habitat loss. All other things being equal, the lower the abundance or density, the
greater the risk of extinction. Rankings will be based on categorical estimates of
abundance relative to the expected abundance of that species in good habitat. This
approach avoids problems associated with using population estimates or abundance
estimates for widely diverse species. Base ranking on overall condition, but rationale
should draw any contrasts between abundance on NFS lands vs. other ownerships.
Rankings for abundance in the Rocky Mountain Region:
A = Rare - current abundance (estimated number of individuals or populations) is
low enough that stochastic and other factors lead to potential imperilment
B = Uncommon - current abundance (estimated number of individuals or
populations) is large enough that demographic stochasticity is not likely to lead to
rapid extinction, but, in combination with highly variable environmental factors,
could pose a threat
C = Common – current abundance (estimated number of individuals or populations)
is large enough that species persistence is not threatened by demographic
stochasticity, in combination with environmental variation
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D = Insufficient information to draw inferences about criterion
5. Population trend in the Rocky Mountain Region. Another primary factor
indicating that viability may be at risk is a persistent downward trend in population size.
Consistently declining populations are an indication of concern even if current
population size is large. All species can be expected to have smaller population
numbers at times. In fact, variability is the rule in populations and therefore, short-term
declines should be interpreted cautiously. Alternatively, what could appear to be a
downward trend may be part of a cyclic population and would not be considered a
consistent downward trend. An example may be snowshoe hares, which have
population highs and lows over about a 10 - 15 year period. For this species, the pattern
of population abundance may need to be considered over 3-4 cycles, before a
population trend could be established. Results of local and national monitoring
programs may be used to assign values for this criterion.
Rankings for population trend in the Rocky Mountain Region:
A
B
C
D

= Significant downward or suspected downward population trend
= Stable population
= Upward population trend
= Insufficient information to draw inferences about criterion

6. Habitat trend in the Rocky Mountain Region. Another primary factor indicating
that viability may be at risk is a persistent downward trend in habitat quality or quantity.
Trends in quantity and/or quality of the species’ habitat can often be indicative of
population trends, if actual species trend data are unavailable. Base ranking on overall
condition, but rationale should draw any contrasts between abundance on NFS lands
vs. other ownerships. Terrestrial, aquatic, wetland, and riparian ecosystem
assessments may provide insights into habitat trends.
Rankings for habitat trend in the Rocky Mountain Region:
A = Decline in habitat quality or quantity
B = Stable amounts of suitable or potential habitat, relatively unchanged habitat
quality
C = Improving habitat quality or increasing amounts of suitable or potential
habitat
D = Insufficient information to draw inferences about criterion
7. Vulnerability of habitats in the Rocky Mountain Region. Anthropogenic
modifications of habitat in the Rocky Mountain Region include urban and rural
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development, vegetation management, mining, water diversions, and road construction.
Ecosystem assessments may be useful in providing insights into natural patterns and
dynamics of ecosystems, the processes that influence current habitat conditions, and
the degree to which management actions mimic natural disturbances and fall within the
historical range of variation. This criterion will evaluate recent and potential effects of
habitat modification on wildlife and plant species. Base ranking on overall extent of
habitat modifications and resiliency to modification.
Rankings for vulnerability of habitats in the Rocky Mountain Region:
A = Substantial modification of habitat has occurred or is anticipated with conditions
departing from HRV, and/or habitat is impacted by modern stressors such as
herbicides, nonnative invasive species, water diversions and dams, and so forth
B = Habitat modification is likely to fall within the range of historical conditions, but is
being impacted by modern stressors
C = Habitat resilient, changes are within HRV, and modern stressors not significant
D = Insufficient information to draw inferences about criterion
8. Life history and demographic characteristics of the species. Life history factors
such as reproductive rate, relationship with disease organisms, interaction with
mutualists or symbionts, food web dynamics, relationship with predators, or relationship
with competitors, can affect population size and ability to rebound from stochastic or
anthropogenic population reductions. For vertebrates, examples of characteristics that
viability risk include: number of reproductive cycles/year, average number of young
produced/breeding cycle, minimum age of first reproduction, age specific survival rates,
and social organization. Life history characteristics that affect viability in plants include
lifespan and variation in life span of individuals (for example annual vs. perennial), seed
dispersal strategy, variation in germination rates, relationship with pollination agents,
and susceptibility to herbivory. Annual variation in vital rates can also be important.
Species with strong mutualistic relationships, with low reproductive rates and which are
highly susceptible to negative effects of disease, predation or competition may have
less ability to recover from population declines. Those species will be assigned a high
level of concern. Species with higher reproductive rates have a greater ability to recover
from losses caused by predation, disease, or competition. Viability risk is also higher for
populations depressed by introduced diseases or competitors, or that are susceptible to
genetic introgression or inbreeding.
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Rankings for life history and demographic characteristics:
A = Low reproductive rate and high mortality (for example, susceptible to disease,
predation, or competition); OR life history characteristics suggest populations may
not recover rapidly from disturbance events or other demographic risk factors are
of concern
B = Low reproductive rate or high mortality (for example, susceptible to disease,
predation, or competition), but not both; OR life history characteristics suggest
populations have an intermediate ability to recover from disturbance events and
no other demographic risk factors are known
C = High reproductive rate and not especially susceptible to disease, predation, or
competition; OR species has life history characteristics that suggest populations
will have a high ability to recover from disturbance events and no other
demographic risk factors are known
D = Insufficient information to draw inferences about criterion
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2672.43 - Exhibit 01
Does the species have potential to
occur in the area affected by the
project, based on species range and
habitat associations?

No


Site-specific inventory is not
needed. Document rationale
and sources of information.

Yes


Additional inventory is not
needed. Use existing inventory
information to analyze effects.

Yes


Assume species is present, then
analyze and document expected
effects.

No


Assume species is present, then
analyze and document expected
effects.

 Yes or Unsure
Has an adequate site-specific
inventory of the area affected by the
project already been conducted, using
accepted (if available) protocols?

 No or Unsure
Is the project expected to have no
effects or wholly beneficial effects
regardless of the number or location of
individuals in the area affected?

 No or Unsure
Would information on presence or
relative abundance of the species
improve design and/or application of
mitigation to reduce adverse effects,
or allow better assessment of effects?

 Yes or Unsure
Are inventory methods feasible and
effective for providing information on
presence/absence or number and
location of individuals?

No


Assume species is present, and
analyze expected effects.
Document why inventory is not
feasible.

 Yes
Conduct site-specific inventory to
inform analysis of effects.
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2676.1 – Grizzly Bear
In the Greater Yellowstone recovery zone, as a result of sustained and coordinated
management across agencies and land ownerships, all grizzly bear recovery criteria
have been met since 1998. The Final conservation Strategy for the Grizzly Bear in the
Greater Yellowstone Area was signed by the Regional Foresters in 2003.
2676.11 – Authority
4. Conservation Strategy for Grizzly Bear in the Greater Yellowstone Area. The
Conservation Strategy identifies a Primary Conservation Area (PCA) where occupancy
by grizzly bears is anticipated and acceptable, and provides guidance for coordinated
management and monitoring within and outside the PCA upon de-listing of the grizzly
bear. The Memorandum of Understanding Detailing Agency Agreement to Implement
the Conservation Strategy, included as pages 12-13 of the Conservation Strategy, was
signed by the affected Regional Foresters in 2003. The Conservation Strategy is
available at: www.fws.gov/mountain-prairie/species/mammals/grizzly/yellowstoneindex.html.
2676.12 – Objectives
1. To maintain or enhance grizzly bear habitat conditions on National Forest
System lands as compared to the 1998 baseline, in accordance with the goals
established in the Conservation Strategy and the goals, standards and guidelines in
National Forest Resource Management Plans.
2676.14 – Responsibility
2676.14a – Regional Forester
11. Ensure that the grizzly bear is added to the Regional Forester’s list of
sensitive species immediately upon de-listing under the Endangered Species Act.
2676.14b – Forest Supervisor
1. As assigned, the Forest Supervisor of the Shoshone NF shall serve as a
member of the IGBC ecosystem management subcommittee. Upon de-listing, the
Forest Supervisor shall serve as a member of the Yellowstone Grizzly Coordinating
Committee, which has the responsibility for implementing the Conservation Strategy.
2. Work cooperatively with State wildlife agencies to meet population and habitat
goals established in the Conservation Strategy.
3. Ensure interagency coordination at appropriate levels and maintain contact
with interested publics.
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4. Work together with State agencies to explore options to address impacts from
private land development on conservation of the grizzly bear on National Forest System
lands, while recognizing that State and Federal agencies do not have authority over
private lands.
2676.15 – Planning
2676.15a – Habitat Analysis
1. Complete a biological evaluation for all projects potentially affecting the
grizzly bear, inside and outside the PCA, to determine if habitat standards in the
Conservation Strategy will be met. Modify projects as necessary to meet the habitat
standards in the Conservation Strategy.
2. Evaluate grizzly bear habitat connectivity within and between ecosystems
through the NEPA process for new road construction or reconstruction.
2676.15f – Monitoring
5. Cooperate in interagency monitoring and evaluation of the effectiveness of
the Conservation Strategy.
2676.16 – Management and Other Resources
Where habitat use by grizzly bears is likely, all contracts, special use permits,
easements, annual operating plans and allotment management plans, and other
authorizations shall include, as terms and conditions, feasible and effective measures to
meet goals and objectives for grizzly bear conservation, including specifications for food
storage and garbage disposal to comply with food storage orders. Full cooperation by
permittees is a condition for receiving and holding permits.
2676.16d – Livestock Grazing
2. Where habitat use by grizzly bears is likely, allotment management plans or
annual operating instructions must specify feasible measures for the timely removal,
destruction, or treatment of livestock carcasses to provide for public safety or to prevent
positive conditioning of grizzly bears to livestock carrion as food.
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Townsend’s Big-eared Bat

(Corynorhinus townsendii)

Distribution: Townsend’s is widely distributed in Colorado except on the eastern plains
(Armstrong et al 1994). Habitat includes open montane forests, semidesert shrublands, and
pinyon/juniper shrublands. These bats are generally solitary or gather in small groups; during
summer females may form larger maternity colonies located in mines, caves, abandoned
structures, and crevices in rock cliffs, in woodlands and forests to elevations above 9,500 feet
(Armstrong et al 1994, Fitzgerald et al 1994). These bats also roost in hollow trees (Ellison et al
2003). Townsend’s feed chiefly on small caddis flies and moths, but will take beetles, flies and
wasps. Foraging occurs over water, along the margins of vegetation and over sagebrush. They are
relatively sedentary and do not move long distances from hibernacula to summer roosts
(Fitzgerald et al 1994).
Natural history: Pierson et al. (1999) provide the following summary for Townsend’s in Colorado:
There are about 350 historical records of individuals in Colorado, 250 of which are from 1990 or
later. About 170 mine roosts and 15 cave roosts have been documented since 1990. All but one
of these roosts has populations believed to be less than 30 individuals. Thirty hibernacula, most
of which support only a few animals per site, have been documented. Twenty-six of the 30 have
been discovered since 1990. A mine discovered in 1999 was found to support about 150
individuals. This is the largest known active roost for Townsend’s in Colorado.
Threats: Primary Townsend’s predators are most likely snakes, owls, and hawks. Populations are
highly susceptible to human activity at roosts, particularly recreational exploration of caves and
mine interiors, which may lead to abandonment of the roost (Gruver and Keinath 2006).
Populations are reported to be declining. Hibernacula with the appropriate stable temperature
and humidity appear to be a limiting resource for Townsend’s. Primary threats to this species are
disturbance or destruction of roost sites, impacts to foraging and roost sites from timber harvest,
and potential impacts to prey from pesticide spraying (Ellison at al 2003).
Environmental Baseline: No large mines or associated mine structures potentially suitable for
roost sites were identified on any of the parcels during field review.
Brewer’s Sparrow

_________ (Spizella breweri)

Distribution: The Brewer’s sparrow is most often associated with big sage (Artemisia tridentata)
but also is found in lesser densities in greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus), hopsage (Grayia
spinosa), and saltbush (Atriplex spp.) in low country, or mountain mahogany and snowberry at
higher elevations (Kingery 1998).
Natural History: Brewer’s sparrows arrive in Colorado in mid-April and begin establishing
territories. Brewer's Sparrows prefer nest sites surrounded by relatively dense (26%-42%) shrub
cover, but the percentage of shrub cover near nests varies (Walker 2004). Brewer’s nest late in the
season and only once each year (re-nesting does occur, but not second broods), but they are able
to adapt to their environment – in wetter years they have larger clutch sizes (Kingery 1998). The
average clutch size is 3 – 5 eggs. Incubation averages 11 days. Young begin eating within an
hour of hatching (Rotenberry et al. 1999). Primary food items include small insects gleaned from
foliage and small seeds eaten off the ground.
Brewer’s sparrow can breed in small patches (e.g. 6 ha) within a larger matrix of unsuitable
habitat; however, these areas may act as population sinks (areas where population recruitment is
less than the number of individuals lost to predation etc.) (Walker 2004). Walker (2004) reports
that in one study patch sizes less than 146 ha had a lower productivity rate and greater predation
than in areas with contiguous habitat. Territories range in size from 0.5 to 2.0 ha (Walker 2004).
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Threats: Threats to Brewer’s sparrow include habitat loss and fragmentation, grazing, invasive
grasses, fire, brood parasitism, predators, and pesticide use.
Threats associated with the project area include the direct loss of habitat to trails; fragmentation of
habitat associated with trails; an increase in human presence near trails which may reduce
brooding or foraging time and an increase in alert time; invasive plant species associated with
trails reducing the amount of suitable habitat; an increase in predators along trails; and nest
parasitism by brown-headed cowbirds. These factors singularly and combined could result in a
decrease in the number of successful nest attempts in areas near trails.
Environmental Baseline: Brewer’s sparrows are tied predominantly to areas containing big
sagebrush and are declining throughout their range (Rotenberry et al. 1999). In Colorado this
species is considered secure, but data is limited. The species is listed on the Partners in Flight
Watch List of conservation priority species.
Project Area Use: Suitable habitat in which Brewer’s were detected in 2011 was limited to sage
dominated areas on the Cozy Point open space parcel. However, suitable habitat is also found
within the Aspen Mass parcel.
Northern leopard frog

____(Rana pipiens)

Distribution: The northern leopard frog is distributed throughout Colorado from an elevation of
below 3,500 feet on the plains of the northeastern corner of the state to over 11,000 feet in the
San Juan Mountains in the southwestern corner (Hammerson 1999). Although formerly abundant
throughout its range, the northern leopard frog has become rare or been extirpated from many
areas, especially high elevation populations due to changes in habitat conditions (Hammerson
1999, CPW 2011).
Natural History: Northern leopard frogs occupy habitats throughout Colorado ranging in
elevation from less than 3,500 feet to over 11,000 feet in elevation. Northern leopard frogs have
diverse habitat requirements including wet meadows, the banks and shallows of marshes, ponds
(glacial kettles or beaver [Castor canadensis] ponds), lakes, streams, or irrigation ditches. Within
the project area, the most common habitat type would be wet meadow or man-made ponds/stock
tanks. Winter months are spent in a state of torpor at the bottom of occupied bodies of water
(Hammerson 1999).
Breeding activity occurs in the shallow, quiet portions of occupied bodies of water, including
seasonally flooded areas adjacent to perennial water sources. Calling typically starts in March or
April at lower elevations with activity starting later at higher elevations as ambient water
temperatures warm, typically in late May. Egg masses are attached to vegetation near the surface
in warm shallow water (Hammerson 1999).
Threats: Formerly abundant, northern leopard frog populations have decreased in recent years.
Hammerson (1999) identified climatic variation (i.e., flooding and drought), as reasons for local
shifts in populations. In low elevation habitats, the introduced bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana) has
been identified as a threat, as has the introduction of predatory game fishes to ponds and other
habitats where leopard frogs were formerly common. Other threats include the human induced
alteration of wetlands through filling dredging or increases in overall water depth. Flood control
activities and other water diversion efforts have also impacted leopard frog populations
(Hammerson 1999).
Threats associated with the project area are the same as those described for the mountain toad.
Environmental Baseline: Evidence of population declines in the mountainous regions of Colorado
have been documented by Corn and Fogleman (1984) and Hammerson (1999); although, these
have been primarily restricted to the Front Range of the Rocky Mountains. According to
Hammerson (1999) northern leopard frogs occurred throughout western Colorado where suitable
habitat was available including locations within the vicinity of the project area. Although the
CPW recognizes the species as a species of concern, no mapping of species occurrence is
available through either the CPW or the Natural Diversity Information Source (NDIS).
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Project Area Use: Northern leopard frog habitat may be present along Brush Creek within the
Cozy Point and Cozy Point South parcels where beaver ponds create slow enough water.
Bluehead sucker

(Catostomus discobolus)

Distribution: Historically found throughout the middle and upper Colorado River Drainage.
Current distribution of the species is not well known or documented.
Natural History: The bluehead sucker is found throughout a variety of habitats from head waters
to large rivers (Woodling 1985). Water must be moderate to fast in velocity and streams must
have a rock substrate. The species feeds on algae and invertebrates. Breeding occurs in late April
to early May before high flows associated with spring runoff occur.
Threats:
Declines have occurred where white (Catostomus commersonii) and longnose
(Catostomus catostomus) suckers from the Front Range have entered waters historically occupied
by bluehead suckers. Cooler waters associated with reservoir releases have also decreased usable
habitat by lowering water temperatures.
Threats associated with the project area include alteration of water quality within Brush Creek
resultant of environmental contaminants or an increase in sedimentation.
Environmental Baseline: Populations have decreased throughout the species historical range. The
bluehead sucker is listed by the States of Utah and Wyoming as a sensitive species. Within the
project area suitable habitat may occur in Brush Creek.
Virginia’s warbler

(Vermivora virginiae)

In 2006 the White River National Forest (WRNF) developed a consistent, rigorous monitoring
protocol (Potter, 2006) framework to evaluate the habitats and population trend of the Virginia’s
warbler, chosen as a Management Indicator Species (MIS) to represent the species occupying the
mountain shrub cover type on the WRNF. The intent of the White River National Forest Land and
Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan) is to ensure that habitat quality and quantity is
maintained and well distributed in a manner that provides for interactive, viable populations of
wildlife species. The purpose of the monitoring protocol is to evaluate and track both the amount
and quality of habitat over time as well as associated animal population trends as described in the
Planning Regulations defining Management Indicator Species (36 CFR 219.19).The objective of
this monitoring protocol is to provide a rigorous framework for monitoring the Virginia’s warbler
and other avian populations that occupy mountain shrub habitat over time in a manner that is
consistent with state and regional monitoring efforts. This framework is based on the current
techniques and methodology used for the Monitoring Colorado’s Birds Partnership Program since
it was established in 1999 and includes existing transects on the WRNF (Leukering et al. 2000)
and is being widely adapted by other National Forests in Region 2.
The RMBO implemented habitat-stratified bird surveys on transects throughout Colorado in 19982007. In 2004-2005, the WRNF established eight additional transects in each of two habitat types
within the WRNF boundaries. The RMBO and WRNF transects were surveyed following identical
methods and protocols. Blakesley (2008) reported no evidence of population declines from 1999
– 2000 with populations appearing to be stable.
Natural History: The Virginia’s warbler breeds west of the continental divide in Colorado and into
north central New Mexico. The northerly distribution extends into southwestern Wyoming and
southeastern Idaho and through Utah with populations scattered throughout appropriate habitats
in Nevada. The species also breeds along the Mogollon Rim in Arizona as well as in the southern
mountains (Kingery 1998, Olson and Willson 1999). Throughout most of its range, Virginia’s
warbler breeds in pinyon-juniper and oak dominated shrublands. Within Colorado, the species
breeds in dense shrub-dominated oak forest habitats between approximately 5,000 and 9,000 feet
above mean sea level, with pinyon-juniper woodlands and dense shrubby cover along riparian
systems also frequently used. Breeding is initiated in early May and continues through late July.
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General habitat requirements include a dense shrub component. Adjacent habitats differ from
north to south; although, there is some consistency across the species’ range, with some
component of pine or other conifers occurring at the upper elevational limit (Olson and Willson,
1999). The estimated minimum viable population size is approximately 50 acres (Hoover and
Wills, 1987); the estimated average home range size is approximately 4.05 acres (Olson and
Willson 1999).
Diet of the Virginia’s warbler is exclusively insects, with probing and gleaning, hovering and
gleaning, and sallying for flying insects being the predominant foraging strategies employed
(Ehrlich et al. 1988, Olson and Willson 1999).
Environmental Baseline: The majority of the statewide population in Colorado occurs in the
western portion of the state within an approximately equal distribution from north to south. The
species is also common along the Front Range with the highest densities in the Fort Collins and
Colorado Springs areas (Kingery 1998). Partners in Flight estimated the Colorado population to be
approximately 100,000 comprising slightly over 25 percent of the global population of the species
(RMBO 2007). No population trends for Virginia’s warbler have been determined, although, BBS
data suggest an annual increase of approximately 3.5 percent from 1980 through 1994 across the
western United States. However, because of limited sample sizes associated with BBS routes, data
should be cautiously interpreted. In contrast to the BBS data, surveys from New Mexico indicated
a slight, although, statistically insignificant, population decline during migration over a 20-year
time period (Olson and Willson 1999).
Threats: Threats associated with the project area are the same as those identified for the Brewer’s
sparrow

February 2016 Biological & Historical Resource Surveys – Aspen Parks and Open Space

D-4

Appendix E. Natural History of Sensitive Plant Species
Harrington penstemon (BLM & USFS Sensitive)
Penstemon harringtonii (Harrington’s beardtongue) is a narrowly endemic vascular plant with a
global range limited to an 82 by 48 mile area in the Colorado River drainage in northwestern
Colorado. In 2006, it was known from 74 occurrences in Eagle, Garfield, Grand, Pitkin, Routt,
and Summit Counties, however in recent years, many new occurrences have been found. It is
found primarily in dry, sagebrush-dominated communities between 6,400 and 9,400 feet. (1,951
and 2,865 m) in elevation (Panjabi and Anderson 2006). However, it may also be found in or
adjacent to rocky Gambel oak (Quercus gambelii) communities, especially those that have been
disturbed in the past. Common associates include stemless fournerve daisy (Tetraneuris acaulis),
Lambert’s locoweed (Oxytropis lambertii), yarrow (Achillea lanulosa), and Indian paintbrush
(Castilleja chromosa). The soils of Harrington penstemon habitat are typically rocky loams and
rocky clay loams derived from coarse calcareous parent materials or basalt. This showy species
grows to 18 inches in height and has light blue flowers in interrupted spikes. An easily
recognizable feature of the flowers is the two lower stamens that stick out of the floral tube.
There are several threats to the persistence of Penstemon harringtonii including residential and
agricultural development, off-road vehicle use, exotic plant species invasion, over-grazing by
domestic and wild ungulates, oil and gas development, and climate change. The concentration of
these activities within the range and habitat of P. harringtonii suggests that this species has
experienced a significant downward trend over the past 25 years. Sagebrush shrublands on
private lands within the range of P. harringtonii have been developed for agricultural uses,
motorized recreation is rapidly increasing within the range of P. harringtonii, and oil and gas
development are also increasing dramatically within the range of P. harringtonii (Panjabi and
Anderson, 2006).
Park milkvetch (USFS Sensitive)
Park milkvetch (Astragalus leptaleus) is an inconspicuous perennial herb in the pea family.
Suitable habitat for park milkvetch in USFS Region 2 includes sedge-grass meadows, swales and
hummocks, wetlands, aspen glades, and streamside willow communities between 7,675 and
9,500 feet in elevation. Park milkvetch is a regional endemic of the Rocky Mountains, with a
bimodal distribution, half of which is in southeastern Wyoming and central Colorado. The other
half of the distribution occurs in east-central Idaho and southwestern Montana. One of the two
Wyoming occurrences is known from the Sierra Madre, managed by the Medicine Bow-Routt
National Forest. Twenty-three occurrences have been documented in Colorado and four in
Wyoming, but many records are very old and their current status is unknown. Only three
occurrences have been documented in the past fifteen years, the most recent being in 1994.
Those three records are on state or private lands in Park County. The most recent records on
National Forest System land in Region 2 in Colorado include one on the Roosevelt National Forest
in Larimer County (a 1975 record) and one on the Arapaho in Summit County (1982). There are
historic occurrences on the Pike (1895), the San Isabel (1873, 1886), and the White River (1892)
National Forests. There are also three historic records (1896 and 1898) from Region 2 in
Wyoming, all on the Medicine Bow National Forest (Ladyman 2006a).
The current trend of park milkvetch across its range is unknown, but it is suspected to be in
decline, due to historical loss and degradation of habitat associated with grazing over the past
century (NatureServe 2010). Rangewide, the major threats to park milkvetch include large-scale
habitat modification from development or meadow conversion for hay production (Ladyman
2006a). Local threats include livestock grazing, competition from invasive non-native plants, offhighway vehicle use, road building, and resource development (Ladyman 2006a). Plants have
been counted at only one occurrence, where 10 to 20 plants occur west of Antero Reservoir in
Park County, Colorado. The species was reported as “frequent” in one occurrence (Park County
1963) and in a “thick mat” in Gunnison County, Colorado (1978). Information on dispersal
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capability is also sparse; however, park milkvetch appears to produce seeds that fall near the
parent plant; it spreads vegetatively at least to some extent once established (Ladyman 2006a).
Yellow lady’s slipper (USFS Sensitive)
Yellow lady’s slipper (Cypripedium calceolus ssp. parviflorum) is a perennial deciduous forb that
grows as a single plant or in a colony. It is 10 to 80 cm in height with three to six alternate green
leaves and topped with one or rarely two conspicuous flowers which are colored yellowish-green
to purplish-brown (Mergen, 2006). In Colorado, the plant occurs at elevations between 5,800 and
12, 683 feet in aspen, lodgepole pine, ponderosa pine, narrowleaf cottonwood, and spruce-firaspen forests. Yellow lady’s slipper appears to be adapted to a range of moisture requirements.
The species is endemic to North America and found in all five states of Region 2. In Region 2,
some occurrences are found in dry ponderosa pine forests less than 4,000 feet in elevation, and
others are found in riparian areas, north slopes, and cool drainages that have moist to near
saturated soil moisture throughout the growing season. Although the habitat of this species is
quite variable, it is more common on shaded, cool, north-facing slopes in perennial moist to
saturated soils. As are all orchids, yellow lady’s slipper is entirely or partially dependent on
mycorrhizal fungi throughout its life cycle.
Yellow lady’s-slipper is a colony-forming species with rhizomes that can initiate growth of
multiple stems (Harper and White 1974). Seedling establishment is dependent on mycorrhizal
fungi, and plants often experience dormant periods lasting approximately one to two years
(Mergen 2006). Although response to canopy removal is uncertain, it is speculated that yellow
lady’s-slipper would likely not tolerate significant canopy removal or alteration of soil and
hydrological conditions (Allen 2002). Little information is known about habitat or population
trends of yellow lady’s-slipper, locally or globally. However, there is some speculation that the
species is declining due to habitat loss associated with residential development on private lands,
over-collection, grazing, and logging (Mergen 2006).
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Appendix F. Roaring Fork at Brush Creek Potential Conservation Area
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