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Burrowing owls

On this sand farm in Wisconsin, first worn

out and then abandoned by our bigger and

better society, we try to rebuild, with shovel
and axe, what we are losing elsewhere.

Aldo Leopold, A Sand County Almanac

The Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife
Refuge Complex, consisting of some of the newer
properties in the National Wildlife Refuge System, is
a work in progress. Offering unique assets to sur-
rounding communities, these lands promise to
become some of the premier urban wildlife refuges in
the country. At the heart of the refuge complex is the
Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge:
16,000 acres of shortgrass and mixed-grass prairie
that is home to bison, bald eagles, migratory song-
birds, prairie dogs, and much more—all within the
Denver Metropolitan area.

This comprehensive conservation plan will be the
first in the country designed to begin implementing
the Refuge System’s new Urban Refuge Initiative.
To accomplish this, we analyzed a wide range of

Summary

options on how best to support up to one million visi-
tors per year without compromising our principal
purposes to protect and preserve fish and wildlife
and their habitats.

We are fortunate to have inherited a great deal of
infrastructure from the U.S. Army, but we are also
constrained by the current condition and layout of
these facilities. Some of this infrastructure may be
acting as barriers to the public—a condition inconsis-
tent with the purposes of the refuge. Accordingly, we
have developed a goal to increase and improve suit-
able access to the refuge, develop sustainable trans-
portation options, and provide more connections
among the units of the refuge complex. This
increased access will enable people from all walks of
life to visit the refuge. The vision we have developed
for the refuge complex calls for the restoration of the
refuge’s historical habitats, and the reconnection of
people with the natural lands of the refuge and of the
region at large using a network consisting of multi-
modal trails, a far-reaching light-rail system, and the
Denver International Airport.

This refuge is well positioned to leverage and
catalyze early investments to create world-class
wildlife habitat and a conservation education facility
in the heart of a rapidly growing urban metropolis.
So positioned, the refuge represents the ideal inter-
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section of nature and education to transmit the mes-
sage of conservation, outdoor recreation, and
stewardship to future generations. Toward this end,
collaboration is essential to the refuge’s future suc-
cess. We will continue to foster and improve our
strong public and private partnerships in the sur-
rounding communities. These partnerships will
enable us to act quickly and effectively as we invest
in education and outreach efforts to fulfill our poten-
tial as a conservation catalyst in neighboring com-
munities, the larger Intermountain West, and the
world.

A New Chapter

The homesteader and wartime eras of the Rocky
Mountain Arsenal represent important chapters in
American history, but how these lands can benefit
wildlife and people well into the future is an equally
important chapter. Following the massive environ-
mental cleanup that concluded in 2012, the next chap-
ter in the story of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal
National Wildlife Refuge will teach us lessons about
healing wildlife habitats and the resiliency of our
natural environment. The refuge offers a destination
for millions of people to learn about and connect with
their natural environment. Our hope is that these
people will love nature as we do and join in the stew-
ardship of our public lands.

In the early 1930s, Aldo Leopold purchased an
80-acre farm in Sauk County, Wisconsin. On this
farm, Leopold and his family focused much of their
effort on the restoration of the natural environment.
Many people believe that Leopold was one of the first
to consider restoration as a land management tactic.
His essay “The Land Ethic”—published in 1949 and
incorporated into later editions of A Sand County
Almanac—proposed a new relationship between
people and nature and set the stage for the modern
conservation movement. In December 2013, members
of our planning team participated in a Land Ethic
Leadership Workshop facilitated by the Aldo Leop-
old Foundation. Members of the team decided that
“The Land Ethic” would be a centerpiece in the
development of this comprehensive conservation plan.

Like Leopold’s farm, our lands were once harmed,
and our efforts to transform the refuge will require a
landscape approach to land management, linking con-
servation science, policy, and ethics in an effort to
ensure the future health of land and water. This
transformation will take time, and we must recognize
that the refuge is only in its infancy. We will strive to
restore a diverse, native prairie ecosystem made up
of vegetative mosaics of varying composition, height,

and density that provide important wildlife habitat.
We will restore 4,500 acres to native shortgrass prai-
rie and 8,000 acres to mixed-grass prairie. We will
also maintain shrublands as nesting habitat for birds
and as forage and shelter for other species. Finally,
we will employ the historic cultural landscape left by
the prior landowners to maintain the wetlands and
reservoirs on the refuge, creating an oasis for wild-
life in a highly urbanized environment.

The last master plan for the refuge was completed
in 1996. This plan served us well and guided the ref-
uge through its establishment and the Superfund
cleanup process. Almost 20 years have passed since
this plan was finalized; this new plan will guide man-
agement and conservation of the refuge for the next
15-20 years.

Restoration of Native Prairie

Restored prairies, along with a few remnants of
prairie that escaped the plow, are mere fragments of
what once existed. Fertile soils created by glacial
action were kept treeless and nutrient-rich by peri-
odic fires and the prairie plants themselves (Mlot
1990). However, when prairie grasslands—Ilike those
on the land occupied by the refuge—have been con-
verted to agriculture and other human-centric uses,
restoration is challenging, and the mechanisms are
not always well understood (Camill et al. 2004). To
date, more than 10,000 acres of the refuge have been
treated and seeded, but the true restoration of these
lands will take an unknown amount of time. Our res-
toration efforts are guided by a habitat restoration
plan (FWS 1999a) and a long-term habitat manage-
ment plan (FWS 2013a). In the short term, we will
continue to battle the establishment of invasive plant
species. In the long term, we seek to improve the rich-
ness of plant species found on the refuge through
increased bison grazing and the use of prescribed fire.

Reintroduction of Native

Wildlife Species

Over time, many of the terrestrial species origi-
nally found on the refuge and surrounding prairie
were extirpated. Wild bison were reintroduced to the
refuge in 2007 and have been helping us to restore
the prairie. Over time we may also reintroduce
greater prairie-chicken, plains sharp-tailed grouse,
and pronghorn.
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Prickly poppy

Once again we refer to Aldo Leopold, who is cred-
ited with first describing the mechanism known as
trophic cascade (Leopold 1944; Leopold et al. 1947;
Ripple and Beschta 2005). A trophic cascade is an
ecological phenomenon triggered by the addition or
removal of top predators, the subsequent changes
throughout the food chain, and the dramatic changes
witnessed in ecosystem structure and nutrient
cycling. In this plan, we propose reintroducing the
endangered black-footed ferret to the refuge. This
will not only assist with the species’ recovery; but
because the ferret is a key predator in the prairie
ecosystem, its reintroduction will also assist with the
ecological restoration of the refuge.

At the same time, it is important to recognize
that, because of the size, isolation, and continuing
restoration of the refuge, we must actively manage
populations of certain wildlife species. Allowing
unregulated population growth of grazing species
would jeopardize the long-term sustainability of
native prairie and shrublands and contribute to the
worsening condition of individual animals, in turn
increasing the potential incidence of wildlife
diseases.

Surrogate Species

Recently, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
refined its strategic habitat conservation (SHC)
approach to focus conservation design on creating
functional landscapes capable of supporting self-sus-
taining populations of fish and wildlife species (FWS

2012a). This approach is based on the selection of sur-
rogate species, which Caro (2010) defines as “species
that are used to represent other species or aspects of
the environment.” This approach is still under devel-
opment, but offers promise for a systematic method
of landscape conservation design that could address
the absence of key species that are necessary to pre-
serve biodiversity and habitat function.

The use of surrogate species allows us to achieve
our conservation mission more strategically by using
a smaller number of species to inform our goals and
future management of the refuge. For the purposes
of this plan, we have chosen four species (black-tailed
prairie dog, lark bunting, Cassin’s sparrow, and
American bison) as surrogates that are consistent
with our goals to focus on threatened and endan-
gered species, declining populations of migratory
birds, and the genetic conservation of bison to repre-
sent the majority of other species that occur on the
refuge. These species and their habitat (shortgrass
and mixed-grass prairies with a shrubland compo-
nent) act as reliable indicators of any impacts on wild-
life and their habitats associated with future
management. We believe that if we are successful in
managing these four species, these habitat types and
our other refuge habitats (lacustrine, riparian, wet-
lands, and woodlands) should react favorably as well.

Urban Refuge Initiative

Periodically, the Refuge System develops a vision
document to assist in guiding its national network of
conservation lands. In July 2010, refuge managers
from across the nation met in Madison, Wisconsin, to
develop our most recent vision, “Conserving the
Future,” which is supported by three pillars: wildlife
and wildlands, a connected conservation constitu-
ency, and leading conservation into the future. The
recommendations from this group are clear, stating
that we should strive to engage urban audiences in
order to remain relevant to the American people.

With 80 percent of Americans living in cities, we
must find ways to connect urban America with our
wild places, such as our national wildlife refuges. It is
important that we teach each new generation to love
the land and that we help children learn to find inspi-
ration in nature even in their urban surroundings.
We believe that Americans will have much of their
direct contact with nature while in an urban setting,
and that we, as stewards of our natural heritage,
must reach beyond the boundaries of our wildlands to
shape the Nation’s conservation values, ethics, and
priorities.
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Sunrise on the refuge

Planning Process

Over the past year, we met with the public on sev-
eral occasions to solicit their input on the content of
this plan. Based on that input, a large and diverse
group of stakeholders, representing Federal, State,
and local governments with important relationships
to the refuge, met and drafted this plan.

The primary purposes of this plan are to:

m Develop a vision to guide the future man-
agement of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal
National Wildlife Refuge.

m Develop a set of alternatives and analyze
their effects in order to understand the
environmental, social, and cultural impacts
of proposed changes to the management of
the refuge.

m [dentify ideas and actions for transforming
a wildlife refuge in the middle of a major
metropolitan area into one of the Nation’s
premier national wildlife refuges.

m Describe what will be necessary to balance
our goals of providing high-quality experi-
ences for an increasing number of visitors
while also protecting the resources that
make the refuge significant.

The planning team evaluated four alternatives in
this plan, ultimately selecting alternative C, the
“Urban Refuge Alternative,” as the proposed alter-
native for this draft plan and environmental impact
statement. Alternatives C and D both seek to imple-
ment the Service’s Urban Refuge Initiative: alterna-
tive C represents the refuge’s steps toward

implementing the Urban Refuge Initiative, while
Alternative D constitutes a slightly different approach
focusing more effort external to the Refuge.

Colorado’s Front Range
Refuges

While this plan outlines a vision for all our refuge
holdings along Colorado’s Front Range (figure 1), its
provisions are specific to the Rocky Mountain Arse-
nal NWR in Adams County, Colorado. A similar plan
was completed for the Rocky Flats National Wildlife
Refuge in 2005. Once we complete this plan, we will
begin to update the 1997 plan for the Two Ponds
National Wildlife Refuge. In this plan we explore
administratively renaming the refuge complex so
that it better reflects all the units we manage and the
geographic locale where the refuges occur.

Vision for the Refuge Complex

We developed a vision for the complex at the begin-
ning of the planning process. The vision describes the
focus of refuge complex management and portrays a
picture of the refuge complex in 15 years.

As the sun rises, bison thunder across the
prairie, red-tailed hawks soar overhead,
and the urban bustle begins. Lands once
known for their agricultural and indus-

trial uses are being restored on the
Nation’s premiere urban wildlife refuge,
where time moves at nature’s pace and
wildlife have the right-of-way. Propelled by
public and private partnerships, refuge
stewards at Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Two

Ponds, and Rocky Flats National Wildlife

Refuges continue to work to repair and
regenerate wildlife habitat. These prairie
oases nestled within Colorado’s Front
Range communities welcome visitors from
near and far and foster an appreciation for
nature. They will connect people with the
land for generations to come.
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Figure 1. Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge Complex, Colorado.
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Goals for the Refuge

We developed nine goals (table S-1) for the refuge
based on the Improvement Act, the purposes of the
refuge, and information developed during planning.
The goals focus work toward achieving the vision and
purposes of the refuge and outline approaches for
managing refuge resources.

Implementation

In the coming months, we will again solicit the
public’s opinions and comments. Your comments on

this draft will be considered in developing a final plan
and environmental impact statement. The final plan
will include the objectives and detailed strategies
necessary to implement the selected alternative.

This is a 15-20 year plan, and the actions we pro-
pose must be phased in over time. Full implementa-
tion will be a slow process. At various stages, we will
review this plan and make changes to it. Fish and
wildlife conservation remains our primary
responsibility.

If conflicts arise between actions proposed in this
plan and our management of fish and wildlife
resources, we reserve the ability to forgo actions pro-
posed in this plan and make decisions to restrict
access and public-use activities.

Table S-1. Goals for the Refuge.

Goal Area Goal
Habitat Management Use an adaptive management framework to conserve, restore, and enhance the eco-
logical integrity of Front Range prairie communities, including wetlands, grasslands,
native shrubs, and trees.
Wildlife Management Balance and preserve wildlife species of concern through active management.

Visitor Services

Foster the public’s appreciation of natural resources and provide inclusive, high-qual-

ity, wildlife-dependent recreation, education, and interpretation.

Communications and Outreach Through effective communication and innovative technology, engage the public and
stakeholders to help them better understand the importance of natural resources,
operations, and history at the refuge complex so that they are inspired to take part in
and support management and restoration efforts.

Partnerships

Seek and foster strong partnerships to support research and management, enhance

wildlife-dependent recreation, and promote an appreciation of nature.

Cultural Resources

Protect artifacts and interpret the archeological, agricultural, military, and indus-

trial histories of the refuge complex and the story of its restoration in order to con-
nect visitors and the community to the area’s past.

Research and Science

Use science and promote research to advance the understanding of natural resource

functions and management within the refuge complex and beyond.

Infrastructure and Operations

Effectively use money, staff, partners, volunteers, and equipment to restore and

manage refuge complex habitats, conduct programs, and improve and maintain all

necessary infrastructure.

Access and Transportation

Support the improvement of suitable access to the refuges, develop sustainable trans-

portation options, and provide more connections within the refuge complex.
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Conservation is a state of harmony
between men and land. Despite nearly a
century of propaganda, conservation still
proceeds at a snail’s pace; progress still
consists largely of letterhead pieties and
conventional oratory. On the back forty we
still slip two steps backward for each
forward stride.

From The Land Ethic, by Aldo Leopold, 1949

We, the Service, have developed this draft com-
prehensive conservation plan (CCP) and environmen-
tal impact statement (EIS) to describe alternatives
for and potential consequences of the management
and use of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National
Wildlife Refuge (NWR or refuge). The refuge is part
of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife
Refuge Complex (refuge complex), which also man-
ages the Two Ponds NWR and the Rocky Flats
NWR, as well as various properties in Larimer and

Weld Counties. The units of the refuge complex are in
Adams, Boulder, and Jefferson Counties along the
Front Range region of Colorado (figure 1). Although
all three refuges making up the refuge complex are
managed by the same staff, Two Ponds NWR has a
separate Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP)
and Rocky Flats NWR has a separate CCP. Conse-
quently, those units are not included in this CCP.The
CCP is being developed in compliance with the
National Wildlife Refuge Administration Act of 1966,
as amended (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] §§ 668dd
et seq.) and Part 602 (National Wildlife Refuge Sys-
tem Planning) of the Fish and Wildlife Service Man-
ual (FWS 2000a) and other Service guidelines. The
actions described in the CCP also meet the require-
ments of the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969 (NEPA).

Wildlife conservation, including habitat conserva-
tion, is the Service’s first priority for managing
national wildlife refuges. Public uses, specifically
wildlife-dependent recreational uses, are allowed and
encouraged as long as they are compatible with the
establishment purposes of each refuge.

The draft CCP and EIS for the refuge discusses
program levels that are sometimes substantially
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above current budget allocations and would, there-
fore, be phased in over time. The final CCP will
specify the objectives and strategies necessary to
achieve the refuge’s purposes, vision, and goals.

We have formulated three alternatives—the
action alternatives—for managing the refuge, as well
as the no-action alternative (the continuation of cur-
rent management). The action alternatives were
developed in collaboration with Federal, State, local
agencies, and neighboring cities and municipalities,
as well as through public scoping. The core planning
team of representatives from several Service pro-
grams (see appendix A) prepared this draft CCP and
EIS. In addition, the following cooperating agencies
were on the planning team:

Adams County

City of Commerce City

City and County of Denver

Colorado Department of Public Health and

Environment (CDPHE)

Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW)

Denver International Airport (DIA)

Denver Water

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

National Park Service (NPS)

Tri-County Health Department (TCHD)

Urban Drainage and Flood Control District

(UDFCD)

U.S. Army

m U.S. Department of Agriculture, Animal
and Plant Health Inspection Service
(APHIS)

m U.S. Department of Transportation, Fed-

eral Highway Administration (FHWA)

Public involvement in the planning process is dis-
cussed in section 1.6 and in further detail in appendix
B. Details on the no-action alternative and three
action alternatives are in “Chapter 3—Alternatives,”
and the predicted effects of the alternatives are
described in “Chapter 5-Environmental Conse-
quences.” We have identified one alternative as the
proposed action.

1.1 Purpose and Need for

Action

The National Wildlife Refuge System Improve-
ment Act of 1997 (Improvement Act) requires that
each unit of the National Wildlife Refuge System
(Refuge System) be managed in accordance with a
CCP. Furthermore, the Improvement Act establishes

that each CCP will be revised at least every 15 years.
Since the existing comprehensive management plan
for the refuge was prepared more than 15 years ago,
we are in need of developing a CCP for the refuge.
Therefore, one of the purposes of this draft CCP and
EIS is to comply with the Improvement Act require-
ment to develop a CCP for this unit of the Refuge
System. A second purpose for this CCP and EIS is to
describe the role of the refuge in supporting the mis-
sion of the Refuge System: to “administer a national
network of lands and waters for the conservation,
management, and where appropriate, restoration of
the fish, wildlife, and plant resources, and their habi-
tats within the United States for the benefit of pres-
ent and future generations.”

The third purpose of this draft CCP and EIS is to
provide long-term guidance for management of ref-
uge programs and activities. The fourth purpose of
this plan is to help us achieve the following:

m Communicate better with the public and
other partners about our efforts to carry
out the mission of the Refuge System and
meet the purposes of the refuge.

m Provide a clear statement of direction for
management of the refuge.

m Ensure that the refuge continues to con-
serve fish, wildlife, and ecosystems in spite
of current challenges such as water short-
ages and the effects of climate change.

m Provide neighbors, visitors, and government
officials with an understanding of our man-
agement actions on and around the refuge.

m Recruit and collaborate with regional part-
ners to develop strategies for connecting
more residents of the Denver Metropolitan
area with nature.

m Ensure that our management actions are
consistent with the mandates of the
Improvement Act.

m Ensure that management of the refuge con-
siders other Federal, State, and local gov-
ernment plans.

m Provide a basis for development of budget
requests for the operation, maintenance, and
capital improvement needs of the refuge.

We are committed to sustaining the Nation’s fish
and wildlife resources through the combined efforts
of governments, businesses, and private citizens.



Chapter 1—Introduction 3

1.2 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service and the National
Wildlife Refuge System

We are the principal Federal agency responsible
for fish, wildlife, and plant conservation. The Refuge
System is one of our major programs.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
and its Mission

Our mission is working with others to
conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife,
and plants and their habitats for the
continuing benefit of the American people.

The Service was established in the Department of
the Interior (DOI) in 1940 through the consolidation
of bureaus then operating in several Federal depart-
ments. The primary precursor agency was the
Bureau of Biological Survey in the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (USDA). Today, we enforce Federal
wildlife laws, manage migratory bird populations,
restore nationally significant fisheries, conserve and
restore vital wildlife habitat, protect and support
recovery of endangered species, and help other agen-
cies and governments with conservation efforts. In
addition, we administer a Federal aid program that
distributes hundreds of millions of dollars to states
for fish and wildlife restoration, boating access,
hunter education, and related programs.

Service Activities in Colorado

Our activities in Colorado contribute to the
State’s economy, ecosystems, and education pro-
grams. The following list describes some of our
activities:

m We manage 10 units of the Refuge System
encompassing a total area of 339,760 acres.
This includes nine national wildlife refuges
plus other lands managed under the Farm
Services Administration and interest along
the Colorado River. These ten units of the
Refuge System are considered as refuges in

the Service’s Annual Lands Report (FWS
2013b). We also manage two fish hatcheries
with a total area of 3,208 acres, two coordi-
nation areas with a total area of 1,153 acres,
and one administrative site (FWS 2013b).

m We provide millions of dollars annually, recov-
ered as excise taxes from the sale of firearms
and ammunition, to CPW for sport fish and
wildlife restoration and hunter education
under the Pittman-Robertson Act of 1937 and
the Dingell-Johnson Act of 1950 (FWS 2013c).

= We manage the National Black-Footed Fer-
ret Conservation Center (BFF Center) near
Fort Collins in Larimer County.

= For more than 20 years, our Partners for
Fish and Wildlife Program (Partners pro-
gram) has helped to restore more than
29,647 wetland acres, 296 linear miles of
streams, and 104,910 upland acres in Colo-
rado (FWS 2013d).

m In 2014, we paid Adams County $417,630
under the Refuge Revenue Sharing Act for
use in schools, roads, and other county ser-
vices (FWS 2013e).

The National Wildlife Refuge
System

US. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR.
ah

NATIONAL

WILDLIFE
REFUGE
SYSTEM

U.S.
FISH & WILDLIFE
SERVICE

The mission of the National Wildlife
Refuge System is to administer a national
network of lands and waters for the
conservation, management, and where
appropriate, restoration of the fish,
wildlife, and plant resources, and their
habitats within the United States for the
benefit of present and future generations.

In 1903, President Theodore Roosevelt desig-
nated the 5.5-acre Pelican Island in Florida as the
Nation’s first wildlife refuge to protect nesting colo-
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nies of brown pelicans, egrets, and other birds. This
was the first time the Federal Government had set
aside land specifically for wildlife. This small but sig-
nificant designation was the beginning of the Refuge
System.

Since then, the Refuge System has become the
largest collection of lands in the world specifically
managed for wildlife, with at least one refuge in
every State and in five U.S. territories and Common-
wealths, as well as numerous wetland management
districts across the nation. These units of the Refuge
System vary widely in size, purpose, origin, climate,
level of development and use, and degree of Federal
ownership (Fischman 2005; FWS 2013f).

Historically, most refuge-establishing statutes
that authorized acquisition of national wildlife refuge
lands gave broad authority to the Service for manag-
ing lands for wildlife. However, in many cases the
establishing authorities lacked specific direction or
procedures for uniform management of the acquired
and reserved lands. To resolve this, Congress passed
two statutes in the 1960s to provide administrative
guidance: the Refuge Recreation Act of 1962 and the
National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act
of 1966 (Administration Act) (refer to appendix C).
While the Administration Act consolidated the units
under our jurisdiction, it still did not meet its goal of
giving clear direction for Refuge System manage-
ment. The Administration Act gave the Secretary of
the Interior (Secretary) broad power to decide what
secondary uses could occur on refuges and districts,

o
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but it did not provide any biological standards or
other standards of review beyond the establishing
purposes. Furthermore, Congress did not specify a
definition for compatible uses or provide any other
direction on making such a determination (Treden-
nick 2000).

In the late 1980s, a decline in migratory bird
populations prompted a General Accounting Office
study of how refuge and wetland management dis-
trict management activities negatively affected these
populations (General Accounting Office 1989; U.S.
House of Representatives 1997). The report con-
cluded that the focus on secondary uses of refuges
and wetland management districts diverted the man-
agers’ attention and resources away from wildlife
management. In the early 1990s, several environ-
mental organizations, seeking to end recreational and
economic uses of the units of the Refuge System
because of alleged incompatibility with wildlife con-
servation, challenged the Service through several
lawsuits (Tredennick 2000). Eventually, the Service
settled the lawsuits by changing or eliminating sev-
eral existing uses of Refuge System lands. The pres-
sure for new legislation intensified as a direct result
of these lawsuits and other concerns, and the ground
was laid for passage of a bill that would give us a
clear mission and help resolve the problems of the
past (U.S. House of Representatives 1997). Finally,
on October 9, 1997, Congress passed into law the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act
of 1997. The Improvement Act established a clear
vision for the Refuge System.

The Improvement Act (and associated regula-
tions) states that each unit of the Refuge System
must be managed to:

m “fulfill the mission of the Refuge System, as
well as the specific purposes for which that
unit of the Refuge System was established”;

m consider “wildlife conservation... [as] the
singular Refuge System mission” (Final
Compatibility Regulations Pursuant to the
National Wildlife Refuge System Improve-
ment Act of 1997; FWS 2000b);

m “ensure that the biological integrity, diver-
sity, and environmental health of the Refuge
System are maintained”;

m fulfill the requirements of preparing “a com-
prehensive conservation plan... for each unit
of the Refuge System within 15 years after
the date of enactment of the... Act” and of
ensuring opportunities for “public involve-
ment in the preparation and revision of
[these] plans”;
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m recognize that “compatible wildlife-depen-
dent recreation [fishing, hunting, wildlife
observation and photography, and environ-
mental education and interpretation] is a
legitimate and appropriate general public
use of the Refuge System”;

m keep the authority of a refuge manager to
“make... the compatibility determination”
after exercising “sound professional judg-
ment... regarding wildlife conservation and
uses of the Refuge System” (Final Compati-
bility Regulations Pursuant to the National
Wildlife Refuge System Improvement Act
of 1997, FWS 2000b).

We began following the direction of the new legis-
lation immediately after passage of the Improvement
Act, most directly through initiating preparation of
CCPs for all units of the Refuge System. In accor-
dance with the mandates of the Improvement Act, we
encourage public involvement in the preparation of all
CCPs.

People and the Refuge System

The Nation’s fish and wildlife heritage contributes
to the quality of American lives and is an integral
part of the country’s greatness. Wildlife and wild
places have always given people special opportunities
to recreate, relax, and appreciate the natural world.

Wildlife-dependent recreation contributes mil-
lions of dollars to local economies through birding,
fishing, hunting, photography, and other wildlife-
related pursuits. Nearly 46.5 million people visited
the units of the Refuge System in 2011 (Carver and
Caudill 2013), mostly to observe wildlife in their nat-
ural habitats. Refuge System visitors enjoy nature
trails, auto tours, interpretive programs, and hunting
and fishing opportunities. Local communities that
surround the refuges and districts receive significant
economic benefits. Economists report that Refuge
System visitors contribute more than $2.4 billion
annually to local economies, 72 percent of which is
generated by nonconsumptive activities (Carver and
Caudill 2013).

Urban Wildlife Refuge Initiative

With 80 percent of Americans living in cities, the
Service needs to find a way to connect urban Amer-
ica with our wild places, such as our national wildlife

refuges. Such connections are vital for fostering an
appreciation for nature in today’s generation and for
finding ways for the people of our Nation to be
inspired by nature in the urban surroundings where
they live. We believe that most Americans will have
their most direct contact with nature while residing
in an urban environment, and that that experience
will help shape the Nation’s conservation values, eth-
ics, and priorities. For these reasons, our refuge and
the Service overall need to reach out beyond the
boundaries of the lands we manage. This is the man-
date of the Urban Wildlife Refuge Initiative.

Born from the “Conserving the Future” docu-
ment, the initiative focused the Refuge System on
recognizing the distinct value of refuges near and
within major metropolitan areas. In 2014, working
with a broad range of government and nongovern-
mental organizations, we developed a proposal
describing the approach and steps necessary for
transforming the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National
Wildlife Refuge into one of the Nation’s premier
urban national wildlife refuges. The Service’s new
“Standards of Excellence for Urban National Wildlife
Refuges” (FWS 2014a) has informed and inspired
many of the actions proposed in this plan.

Compatible Refuge Uses

Lands in the Refuge System are different from
other Federal lands that have multiple-use purposes.
They are closed to the public upon acquisition unless
specifically and legally opened. A refuge use is not
allowed unless the Service finds the use to be com-
patible (FWS 2000Db). In the case of refuges, we can-
not allow a new use, nor can we or expand, renew, or
extend an existing use, unless the Secretary has
decided that the use is compatible and is consistent
with public safety. A compatible use is one that, in the
sound professional judgment of the manager, will not
materially interfere with or detract from the fulfill-
ment of the Refuge System mission or the purposes
of the unit of the specific refuge or refuge complex.
Sound professional judgment is defined as a decision
that is consistent with the principles of fish and wild-
life management and administration, the available
science and resources, and adherence to the law.

Compatibility determinations are typically com-
pleted as part of the process for a CCP or stepdown
management plan. Draft compatibility determina-
tions for existing and new uses for the proposed
actions under alternative C (proposed action) are
provided in appendix D. A compatibility determina-
tion is the written documentation that an existing or
proposed use of a national wildlife refuge either is or
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is not compatible with the purposes of the refuge.
Following public review, a final determination is
made about the compatibility of various uses. Subse-
quently, the determination is signed and dated by the
manager with the concurrence of the assistant
regional director for the Refuge System. Once a final
compatibility determination is made, it is not subject
to administrative appeal.

The Improvement Act states that six priority
uses—hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, photog-
raphy, interpretation, and environmental education—
should receive consideration over other public uses in
planning and management. All activities associated
with recreational uses, or where there is an economic
benefit associated with a use (such as livestock graz-
ing or commercial recreation), require compatibility
determinations. However, management activities
such as prescribed fire or invasive plant control do
not require compatibility determinations.

Biological Integrity, Diversity, and
Environmental Health

Central to the Improvement Act is the require-
ment that the biological integrity, diversity, and envi-
ronmental health of the Refuge System be
maintained for the benefit of present and future gen-
erations of Americans. In 2001, we published a policy
with guidance on this topic (FWS 2001). This policy
directs refuge managers to consider the broad spec-
trum of fish, wildlife, and habitat resources found on
the refuge or district and in associated ecosystems
while fulfilling the purposes of the refuge and the
Refuge System mission. The policy defines the terms
biological integrity, diversity, and environmental
health, and provides direction for secondary eco-
nomic uses like farming, haying, livestock grazing,
beekeeping, firewood collection, and other extractive
activities. These are permissible habitat management
practices only when prescribed in plans to meet wild-
life or habitat management objectives and only when
more natural methods, such as fire or grazing by
native herbivores, cannot meet the purposes and goals
of the Refuge System unit. As stated above, a compat-
ibility determination is required for these uses.

Rocky Mountain Arsenal National
Wildlife Refuge Act of 1992

The Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife
Refuge Act of 1992 transferred management and

jurisdiction of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal to DOI
for management as a national wildlife refuge and
established guidelines for initiating environmental
cleanup. The act is reproduced in appendix E.

1.3 National and Regional

Mandates

Refuge System units are managed to achieve the
mission and goals of the Refuge System, along with
the designated purposes of the refuges, conservation
areas, and wetland management districts as
described in establishing legislation, Executive
Orders, or other establishing documents. Key con-
cepts and guidance for the Refuge System are set
forth in the National Wildlife Refuge System Admin-
istration Act of 1966, as amended by the Improve-
ment Act (16 U.S.C. 668dd et seq.) and further
detailed in Title 50 of the Code of Federal Regula-
tions (CFR) and the “Fish and Wildlife Service
Manual.”

Brief descriptions of the laws and Executive
Orders that may affect the development or implemen-
tation of this CCP are presented in “Appendix C—
Key Legislation and Policies.” Service policy for the
planning process and management of refuges and
districts is found in the “Fish and Wildlife Service
Manual.”

Strategic Habitat Conservation

Escalating challenges such as threatened and
endangered species, land use conversion, invasive
species, water scarcity, environmental contaminants,
urbanization, and climate change have led us to move
away from our earlier approach to conservation,
which emphasized ecosystems, toward a broader
vision that emphasizes landscape conservation in
partnership with others.

A cooperative effort by the Service and the U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) culminated in a report on
SHC by the National Ecological Assessment Team
(USGS and FWS 2006). The report outlined a unify-
ing adaptive resource management approach for
landscape-scale conservation of the entire range of a
priority species or suite of species. This is SHC—a
way of thinking and doing business by incorporating
biological goals for priority species populations, by
making strategic decisions about the work needed,
and by constantly reassessing and refining the
approach (figure 2).
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Figure 2. Strategic habitat conservation.

Since 2006, we have taken significant steps to
turn this vision into a reality by defining a frame-
work of 22 geographic areas. Experts from both the
Service and USGS developed this framework
through an aggregation of Bird Conservation
Regions. The refuge lies within the Great Plains Geo-
graphic Area (figure 3).

We have used this framework as the basis to
establish the first generation of Landscape Conserva-
tion Cooperatives (LCCs). These LCCs are conserva-
tion-science partnerships between the Service and
other Federal agencies, States, tribes, nongovern-
mental organizations, universities, and others.
Designed as fundamental units for planning and sci-
ence, the LCCs have the capacity to help us carry out
the elements of SHC: biological planning, conserva-
tion design and delivery, and monitoring and
research. Coordinated planning and scientific infor-
mation will strengthen our strategic response to pos-
sible climate change and other challenges. Because
the sheer number of species that we and our partners
work with makes designing and conserving land-
scape-scale habitats impractical on a species-by-spe-
cies basis, we are now developing a process to
collaboratively identify surrogate species, or species
that can represent a suite of other species or aspects
of the environment such as habitat or water quality.
For more information about surrogate or focal spe-
cies, refer to chapters 3 and 4.

Climate Change

We expect that any change in climate would affect
the Nation’s fish, wildlife, and plant resources in pro-
found ways. While many species would continue to
thrive, some may decline and some may go extinct.
Some species would survive in the wild only through
direct and continuous intervention by managers. In
2010, we completed a strategic plan to address cli-

mate change for the next 50 years. The strategic plan
is built on three key strategies: adaptation, mitiga-
tion, and engagement. In addition, the plan acknowl-
edges that no single organization or agency can
address climate change without establishing partner-
ships across the Nation and around the world (FWS
2010a). This strategic plan is an integral part of
DOTI’s strategy for addressing climate change as
expressed in Secretarial Order 3226 and updated by
Order 3289 (DOI 2009). Order 3226 states that “there
is a consensus in the international community that
global climate change is occurring and that it should
be addressed in governmental decision making” (see
chapter 4, section 4.2.2). Furthermore, we are
employing the National Fish, Wildlife, and Plants
Climate Adaptation Strategy (National Fish, Wild-
life, and Plants Climate Adaptation Partnership
2012), which is a call to action to work with other
natural resource professionals and decision makers to
conserve the Nation’s fish, wildlife, plants, and natu-
ral systems that could be affected by climate change.

We will use the following guiding principles from
the strategic plan (FWS 2010a) in responding to cli-
mate change:

= Priority setting—Continually evaluate pri-
orities and approaches, make difficult
choices, take calculated risks, and adapt to
possible climate change.

m Partnership—Commit to a new spirit of
coordination, collaboration, and interdepen-
dence with others.

m Best science—Reflect scientific excellence, pro-
fessionalism, and integrity in all of our work.

m Landscape conservation—Emphasize the
conservation of habitats within sustainable
landscapes, applying our SHC framework.

m Technical capacity—Assemble and use
state-of-the-art technical capacity to meet
the challenge of a possible change in
climate.

m Global approach—Be a leader in national
and international efforts to meet the chal-
lenge of a possible change in climate.

Conserving the Future

In 1999, we developed a vision for the Refuge Sys-
tem. A report titled “Fulfilling the Promise—The
National Wildlife Refuge System” (FWS 1999b) was
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the culmination of a year-long process by teams of
Service employees to evaluate the Refuge System
nationwide. It was the focus of the first National Ref-
uge System conference (in 1998), which was attended
by the managers of Refuge System units, other Ser-
vice employees, and representatives from leading
conservation organizations. The report contains 42
recommendations bundled with 3 vision statements
dealing with wildlife and habitat, people, and leader-
ship. The outcome of that effort continues to influence
CCP planning both nationally and locally.

In 2010, we began updating our earlier vision for
the Refuge System in a report titled “Conserving the
Future—Wildlife Refuges and the Next Generation”
to chart a course for the Refuge System’s next 10
years (FWS 2011a). The new vision recognizes many
new challenges in landscape conservation efforts,
including a rapidly changing landscape and a con-
stricted Federal budget. Moreover, less undeveloped
land is available, more invasive species are spreading,
and it appears that we are experiencing the effects of
a possible change in climate. In the face of these and
other challenges, we believe we can most effectively
pursue conservation objectives through continued
partnering with Federal, State, and local agencies;
tribes; nongovernmental organizations; friends groups;
and volunteers. As we have done in the past, we will
strive to be a vital part of local communities as we work
to conserve wildlife and habitats (FWS 2011a).

We believe that the wildlife management and
habitat recovery and conservation actions outlined in
this CCP reflect our commitment to the American
people to support the Refuge System’s landscape
conservation efforts and to respond to the climate
change challenge (see “Climate Change” in chapter 3
of this CCP and EIS).

1.4 Other National

Conservation Efforts

As part of our SHC mission, the refuge collaborates
with the planning and conservation work of many
regional and national agencies and organizations. Some
of these collaborations are described below.

Recovery Plans for Threatened

and Endangered Species

Where federally listed threatened or endangered
species occur within the refuge, we adhere to the
management goals and strategies in the recovery

plans for those species. The list of threatened and
endangered species at the refuge changes as species
are listed or delisted or as listed species are discov-
ered. The refuge will follow the recovery and man-
agement plans for the black-footed ferret, which is
listed as endangered. (Refer to “Habitat and Wildlife
Resources” in chapter 3 and “Biological Resources”
in chapter 4.) Other listed species or species of con-
cern that could occur on the refuge are detailed in
chapter 4, section 4.3.

Bird and Landscape Conservation

Over the past few decades, interest in conserving
birds and their habitats has been growing. This
increased interest has led to the development of
partnership-based bird conservation initiatives that
have produced international, national, and regional
conservation plans. The North American Bird Con-
servation Initiative Committee, started in 1999, is a
coalition of government agencies, private organiza-
tions, and bird initiative groups in the United States,
Canada, and Mexico working to advance and inte-
grate bird conservation efforts. The primary conser-
vation planning initiatives follow the Partners in
Flight North American Landbird Conservation Plan,
the North American Waterfowl Management Plan,
the U.S. Shorebird Conservation Plan, and the North
American Waterbird Conservation Plan. Further-
more, to help apply adaptive management strategies
across large landscapes, the Service is partnering
with new and established conservation groups in
developing LCCs to address issues for plant, wildlife,
and fish resources that share similar stressors and
impacts, such as climate change, on a landscape-scale
level. The refuge’s role in connection with Partners in
Flight and the Great Plains LCC is described below.

Partners in Flight

The Partners in Flight program began in 1990 in
response to the declining population levels of many
migratory bird species. The program’s primary goal
is to provide for the long-term health of birdlife in the
Western Hemisphere. Partners in Flight’s mission is
expressed in three related concepts: (1) helping spe-
cies at risk; (2) keeping common birds common; and
(3) voluntary partnerships for birds, habitats, and
people (Partners in Flight 2012).

For planning purposes, Partners in Flight divides
North America into seven groupings of birds by eco-
logical area, avifaunal biome, and 37 Bird Conserva-
tion Regions (figure 3). The refuge is in Bird
Conservation Region 18—Shortgrass Prairie (North
American Bird Conservation Initiative 2013). Region
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18 is a topographically complex area that includes the
Front Range region of Colorado. Wetlands and ripar-
ian corridors along the Front Range support a vari-
ety of nesting waterfowl, and the surrounding
uplands provide migration habitat for various bird
species of management concern.

Focal birds are a subset of the list of the Service’s
2009 Birds of Management Concern (FWS 2011b) and
are selected on the basis of: (1) high conservation
need, (2) characteristics representative of a broader
group of species sharing the same or similar conser-
vation needs, (3) a high level of current Service effort,
(4) a potential to stimulate partnerships, and (5) a
high likelihood that factors affecting the species’ sta-
tus can realistically be addressed.

As discussed in chapter 3, section 3.2, and chapter
4, section 4.2, some focal species identified for Bird
Conservation Region 18 occur on the refuge complex.

Landscape Conservation Cooperatives

The refuge is in the Great Plains LCC (GPLCC)
(figure 4). The GPLCC contains grasslands, playas,
saline lakes, prairie rivers, streams and riparian cor-
ridors, savannahs, shrublands, and sand dune habitats
in parts of Kansas, Nebraska, western Oklahoma and
Texas, eastern Colorado and New Mexico, and south-
eastern Wyoming. The GPLCC has identified an ini-
tial list of priority species for shortgrass and
mixed-grass prairies, including lesser prairie chicken,
burrowing owl, black-tailed prairie dog, American
bison, American burying beetle, black-footed ferret,
mountain plover, and ferruginous hawk. As discussed
in chapter 3, section 3.2, and chapter 4, section 4.2,
some of these species occur on the refuge.

Monarch Butterfly Conservation Initiative

The Service plans to allocate an additional $2 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2015 for monarch conservation,
building upon our already robust commitment to
work with our partners to restore and enhance
approximately 200,000 acres of habitat for monarchs
while also supporting more than 750 schoolyard habi-
tats and pollinator gardens.

Our Monarch Conservation Strategy identifies
key investments in conservation planning, design,
delivery, inventory, and monitoring—the primary
elements of our SHC approach to our emerging mon-
arch conservation strategy. This comprehensive
approach involves habitat restoration and enhance-
ment projects, native seed strategies, and education
and outreach programs. Investments align with the
strategy’s goals, listed below:

m Conservation planning and design processes
for key geographic areas range-wide.

m Restoring and enhancing habitat in the
eastern population’s central flyway for
migrating monarchs from border to border,
with a focus on first-generation spring
breeding habitat and summer breeding
areas for monarchs in the high production
areas of what is known as the Corn Belt.

m Developing a range-wide, geospatial
approach for conserving the western mon-
arch population while also restoring and
enhancing important habitat.

m Engaging communities, schools, and citizens
through a conservation campaign across the
country, focusing efforts around a vision for
Interstate 35 as the centerpiece of a greater
landscape partnership for monarchs and
pollinators.

The refuge will seek a partnership with the But-
terfly Pavilion in Westminster, Colorado, to support
monarch butterfly conservation efforts.

State Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife
Conservation Strategy

Over the past several decades, many declines of
wildlife populations have been documented across
the Nation. To help prevent species from becoming
threatened or endangered, Congress created the
State Wildlife Grant program in 2001. This program
provides States and territories with Federal money
to support wildlife conservation.

Under this program, each State develops a Com-
prehensive Fish and Wildlife Conservation Strategy
that defines an integrated approach to the steward-
ship of all wildlife species, with emphasis on species
of concern and habitats at risk. The goal is to shift
focus from single-species management and highly
specific individual efforts to a landscape-oriented,
geographically based conservation effort. The Ser-
vice approves each State’s conservation strategy and
administers the State Wildlife Grant money.

Colorado’s highest priority watersheds include the
South Platte Basin, where the refuge is located. Tier
1 species (highest priority) consist of all federally
listed species, along with 52 species of greatest con-
servation need, for a total of 107 Tier 1 species. The
remaining 103 species of greatest conservation need
make up Tier 2. Some of the Tier 1 bird species rele-
vant to the refuge are bald eagle, Swainson’s hawk,
burrowing owl, grasshopper sparrow, lark bunting,
Cassin’s sparrow, and loggerhead shrike (Murray
Laubhan, FWS Region 6 Zone biologist; telephone
conversation; September 25, 2014).
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The planning team for the CCP used Colorado’s
Comprehensive Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Strategy during development of the draft CCP and
EIS (CDOW 2006). Implementation of the CCP will
support the goals and objectives of the State conser-
vation strategy.

1.5 Planning Process

Planning for the refuge’s CCP began in spring
2013 with site visits and meetings with refuge staff
and invitations to State and Native American tribal
representatives, followed with the establishment of a
core planning team of Service staff from the refuge
and the Mountain-Prairie region in summer 2013.
Appendix B lists the core planning team and cooper-
ating agency members for this planning process.

The core team was responsible for the develop-
ment of a set of management alternatives, the analy-
sis of environmental consequences, and the writing
and production of the draft CCP and EIS. With the

participation of the entire refuge staff, the core team
developed a preliminary vision and set goals for the
refuge. The cooperating agencies (refer to section 1.6)
are part of the larger planning team, who met
throughout the process in a series of collaborative
workshops to develop and review the alternatives and
to review drafts of the CCP and EIS.

While developing the CCP, the planning team col-
lected available information about the resources of the
refuge and surrounding area. This information, sum-
marized in chapter 4, served as the baseline for ana-
lyzing the predicted effects of the alternatives. Table 1
lists many other planning activities that occurred
subsequent to creation of a habitat management plan
(HMP), a stepdown plan to the CMP that we devel-
oped over the last few years and finalized in 2013.

The planning process is based on the Refuge Sys-
tem planning policy, which was issued in 2000 (FWS
2000a). The resulting requirements and guidance for
refuge and district plans, including CCPs and step-
down management plans, ensure that planning
efforts comply with the Improvement Act. The plan-
ning policy sets out the steps of the CCP and envi-
ronmental analysis process (figure 5).

Table 1. Planning process summary for the CCP and EIS for Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge,

Colorado.
Date Planning Activity Outcome
May 6, 2013 Preplanning meeting and tour of the ~ Met with refuge staff. Identified refuge purposes and initial

refuge

list of issues and qualities. Provided overview of the CCP
development process.

June 13, 2013

Mailing of Regional Director’s Invita-
tion Letters to Native American
Tribal leaders and Cooperating Agen-
cies

Invited Native American Tribal governments and cooperat-
ing agencies to join in the process of developing the CCP/
EIS.

June 14, 2013

Mass mailing of first CCP and EIS
Planning Update

Informed members of the public, cooperating agencies, Con-
gressional delegation, and others of our intent to prepare a
CCP, our desire for their participation, how to provide com-
ments, and public scoping meetings subsequently held near
the refuge.

June 24, 2013

Onsite meeting and tour of refuge for
Congressional Representatives

Met with and briefed local Congressional Delegation on the
refuge’s mission, its challenges and issues, and the process
to develop the CCP.

June 26, 2013

Kickoff meeting and tour of the ref-
uge

Updated the list of issues and qualities affecting the refuge
complex. Identified needed biological information and maps.
Developed draft vision and goals.

July 25,2013

Public scoping meeting at the Reunion
Recreation Center

Reached out to public to present an overview of the plan-
ning process, request their involvement, and solicit their
input.

July 30, 2013

Public scoping meeting at the Central
Park Recreation Center

Reached out to public to present an overview of the plan-
ning process, request their involvement, and solicit their
input.

August 7, 2013

Publication in Federal Register of
Notice of Intent to Prepare a CCP
and EIS for the RMA NWR

Informed the public of our intention to prepare a CCP/EIS
for the refuge, of how to provide us comments, and of the
CCP public meetings.
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Table 1. Planning process summary for the CCP and EIS for Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge,

Colorado.
Date

Planning Activity

Outcome

August 7,2013

Bilingual public scoping meetings at
the Commerce City Recreation Cen-
ter (English and Spanish)

Reached out to public to present an overview of the plan-
ning process, request their involvement, and solicit their
input.

August 15,
2013

Bilingual public scoping meetings at
the Montbello Recreation Center
(English and Spanish)

Reached out to public to present an overview of the plan-
ning process, request their involvement, and solicit their
input.

October 29-30,
2013

Visitor Services Program Assess-
ment Workshop

Planning team reviewed existing RMA NWR visitor ser-
vices program and brainstormed how it might be enhanced
and expanded.

December 19,
2013

Meeting on RMA NWR CCP/EIS
transportation needs

Planning team leader met with FHWA personnel to identify
transportation issues, analysis, and needs, and to plan workshop.

January 8-9, Purposes, Vision, and Goals Work- Planning team reviewed establishment purposes of the ref-

2014 shop uge and developed a vision and a set of goals statements for
the CCP/EIS.

January 28, Transportation Alternatives Work- Gained understanding of existing access and circulation con-

2014 shop ditions, and outlined RMA NWR transportation issues to
address in CCP/EIS.

February 7, CCP/EIS alternatives briefing Planning team leader briefed FHWA personnel on range of

2014 alternatives development process and analysis needs.

February Range of Management Alternatives Formulated a range of management alternatives; ensured

24-25,2014 Development Workshop that management alternatives generated by workshop par-

ticipants satisfy NEPA; defined requirements for a full
range of viable options.

March 11, 2014

Alternatives Mapping Workshop

Refuge and Regional Office staff met to discuss GIS and
mapping needs to show the features of each alternative
graphically.

April 14-16, Environmental Consequences Assess- Identified affected resources, defined thresholds, discussed
2014 ment Workshop and described impacts of management alternatives
May 16, 2014 Preliminary Proposed Action Work-  Reviewed and updated alternatives, reviewed and updated

shop

impact summary work to date, reviewed how alternatives
meet goals/vision for RMA, discussed preliminary proposed
action and reasoning, planned for moving CCP/EIS forward.

June 11, 2014

Black-Footed Ferret Consultation
Conference

Refuge staff conferred with staff from the Ecological Ser-
vices Colorado Field Office on black-footed ferret reintro-
duction issues and procedures.

June 19, 2014

CCP/EIS and black-footed ferret rein-
troduction status briefing to DIA staff

Presented draft alternatives and proposed black-footed fer-
ret reintroduction details and maps to DIA staff, answered
their questions, and received input and comments from them.

June 26-Octo-

Drafting of CCP/EIS for internal

Refuge and Regional Office staffers prepared a preliminary

ber 16, 2014 review draft CCP/EIS to be reviewed internally by the planning
team and Service personnel.
July 7, 2014 CCP/EIS status briefing to the City of Presented draft vision, goals, alternatives, and proposed

Commerce City Council

action details and maps to the City of Commerce City Coun-
cil members, answered their questions, and received input
and comments from them.

July 16,2014

UCD Design Studio meeting

Planning team leaders met with instructor from University
of Colorado at Denver Landscape Architecture program to
discuss planning needs.

July 17,2014

CCP/EIS status briefing to RMA
Committee

Presented draft vision, goals, alternatives, and proposed
action details and maps to the RMA Committee members,
answered their questions, and received input and comments
from them.
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Table 1. Planning process summary for the CCP and EIS for Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge,

Colorado.
Date Planning Activity Outcome

August 12, Meeting on CCP/EIS long-range Planning team leader met with other RO employees and

2014 transportation needs FHWA staff to discuss the RMA NWR CCP/EIS long-
range transportation needs.

August 14, CCP/EIS status briefing to Denver Presented draft vision, goals, alternatives, and proposed

2014 Parks and Recreation action details and maps to the members of the Denver Parks
and Recreation directorate, answered their questions, and
received input and comments from them.

August 22, Meeting on CCP/EIS planning and Planning team leaders met with FHWA staff to discuss the

2014 alternatives status of the RMA NWR CCP/EIS planning effort and the
details of the alternatives.

August 28, Teleconference on socioeconomic anal- Refuge and RO staffers held teleconference with USGS

2014 ysis needs socioeconomic branches to discuss CCP/EIS socioeconomic
analysis needs.

September 30, Refuge project leader and planning The RMA NWR project leader and the planning team lead-

2014 team leaders briefing with Refuge ers briefed the refuge supervisor on the planning effort sta-

Supervisor tus and alternatives details.
May-June Publishing of Notice of Availability in The RMA NWR staff informed the public about the release
2015 Federal Register, press release, dis-  of the draft CCP/EIS for public comment and conducted

tribution of draft CCP/EIS for public
review, public meetings

public meetings to solicit public input.

1. Preplanning
8. Review and Revise m Plan the plan. b | 2 Initiate Public
Plan » » Involvement
Public involvement when and Scoping
applicable. Involve the public.
& =
= Comprehensive ¥
7. Implement Plan Conservation Planning Process 3. Draft Vision Statement
Monitor and Evaluate and and Goz.:]ls _
Public involvement when - - Determine Substantive
sprkEblE, Compliance with the Issues
National Environmental
* Policy Act =
= ¥

6. Prepare and Adopt

4. Develop and Analyze

Alternatives

Final Plan

Respond to public comments.
Select preferred alternative.

<

5. Prepare Draft Plan and
National Environmental
Policy Act Document

Public comment and
review.

<

Figure 5. Comprehensive conservation planning process.

Create a reasonable range
of alternatives including
a “no-action” alternative.
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1.6 Public Involvement

Public scoping began in June 2013 with the
release of a planning update that described the CCP
process and its anticipated schedule (FWS 2013g).
We published a notice of intent to prepare a CCP and
EIS in the Federal Register on August 7, 2013. Since
then, we conducted four public meetings during the
scoping and development of the alternatives; mailed
one planning update; posted information on the Web
site for the CCP; and coordinated with Federal,
State, and local agencies and Native American tribes.

The purpose of the first round of public meetings
during the scoping phase was to inform the public
about the project and to solicit their ideas and con-
cerns regarding the future management of the ref-
uge. During the alternative public meetings, we
described the alternatives to meeting participants,
answered their questions, and collected feedback.

An important consideration in the development of
this plan—including the vision and goals—is the
opinions, perspectives, and values of all interested
citizens, agencies, and organized groups. While there
are no requirements to base management decisions
on public opinion, we value and consider input from
the public. As detailed in appendix B, the Service has
contacted and invited Native American tribes and
actively involved Federal and State agencies, local
governments, organizations, and private citizens
throughout the process.

Cooperating Agencies

We sent letters of notification about the planning
process, including an invitation to join the planning
team, to several Federal and State agencies: Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA), Federal High-
way Administration (FHA), U.S. Army, Colorado
Parks and Wildlife (CPW), Colorado Department of
Public Health and Environment, Tri-County Health
Department (TCHD), Adams County, City of Com-
merce City, City and County of Denver, Denver
International Airport (DIA), UDFCD, and Denver
Water. These agencies are participating as cooperat-
ing agencies in the planning process and planning
team.

Native American Tribes

We sent letters of notification about the planning
process, including an invitation to join the planning
team, to the following tribes: Northern Arapaho,

Northern Cheyenne, Southern Ute Indian Tribe, and
Ute Mountain Ute Tribe. We will reach out to and
work with tribes who are interested in the planning
process.

1.7 Significant Issues to

Address

Habitat and Wildlife Management

We manage a wide variety of habitats on the ref-
uge, including prairie grasslands, wetlands, reser-
voirs and ponds, and riparian corridors. The nearly
26 square miles of open land encompassed by the
refuge provide important feeding, nesting, and win-
tering habitat for many bird species, including bur-
rowing owl and bald eagle. Many species of mammals
use the refuge, including American bison, deer, coy-
ote, red fox, and black-tailed prairie dog. In total,
more than 350 species of wildlife can be found on the
refuge at different times of the year. Because of pre-
vious land management practices and Superfund
cleanup activities, many acres of the refuge grass-
land habitats were severely affected, and we are still
in the process of restoring these habitats. The grass-
land reestablishment task becomes especially chal-
lenging when the developing vegetation is subjected
to strong grazing pressure, such as that from bison
and prairie dogs. Accordingly, it is very important to
reduce grazing pressure on recently restored grass-
lands until these habitats attain a degree of stability
that can sustain more intense grazing. We try to
accomplish this by managing the refuge’s bison herd
grazing areas and by maintaining a healthy prairie
dog population.

Many of our wildlife and habitat management
issues have already been addressed in our HMP.
Consequently, we have limited our analysis of
impacts to new actions, such as increased visitation
and reintroduction of native species.

Water Rights

It is our policy to comply with State laws, regula-
tions, and procedures in obtaining and protecting
water rights, both for Service facilities and for trust
fish and wildlife resources on lands not owned by the
United States, except where application of State stat-
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utes and regulations does not permit Federal pur-
poses to be achieved. Federal reserved water rights
will be quantified and asserted when necessary to
accomplish the primary purpose of the reservation.
Water rights appurtenant to lands proposed for pro-
tection, restoration, enhancement, development, or
acquisition will be identified and evaluated early in
the planning process, and proposed actions will not
proceed until water rights have been acquired. We
will cooperate with the State on all matters related
to water use and water rights and will seek to resolve
conflicts through negotiation, in coordination with
the Solicitor’s Office, as appropriate. However, if
negotiations are unproductive, other courses of
action, including litigation, will be pursued (FWS
1993).

Groundwater and water storage rights for the
refuge appear to be adequate for current manage-
ment. Most of our reservoirs have additional storage
available. In the future we may seek a change in loca-
tion of our senior water rights in Upper Derby Lake,
or we may petition for additional water rights to the
maximum storage available in our reservoirs.

The refuge’s water rights and water management
are complex subjects requiring an indepth analysis

and their own management plan. Accordingly, we
developed a more detailed plan (FWS 2014b) that
explains how our water will be managed under a
variety of circumstances. In summary, we generally
obtain water in the following order: (1) use surface
water, (2) purchase recycled water, and (3) pump
groundwater. This order of priority is the most cost
effective, involves the smallest carbon footprint, and
limits the amount of groundwater removed from the
aquifer. This water management approach requires
minor infrastructure. However, because there would
be no changes to our current management approach,
no impact analysis is necessary in the EIS.

We recognize that all natural systems are
dynamic. The refuge will experience years with high
and low water levels, and both beneficial and adverse
effects can result from these fluctuations. In most
years, water rights become an issue in the South
Platte basin. Accordingly, we will store what we are
legally allowed and will divert any additional water
directly back to the basin via our wetlands. During
dry years, we may be required to purchase and pump
more water to meet our needs.

The water rights pertaining to the refuge are
summarized in tables 2, 3, and 4.

Table 2. Summary of surface water storage rights, Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, Colorado.

Maximum
Name Priority Date Storage Right Case Number

Lake Ladora March 3, 1919 203 af No. 54658 (12 November 1924)
Lake Ladora (enlargement) May 12,1942 323 af No. W-9160 (b) -77 (6 August 1996)
Upper Derby Lake May 12, 1942 460 af No. W-9160 (b) -77 (6 August 1996)
Lower Derby Lake October 3, 1893 387 af No. 807 (9 June 1924)

Lower Derby Lake (enlargement) May 12, 1942 660 af No. W-9160 (b) -77 (6 August 1996)
Lake Mary November 24, 1960 57 af No. W-9160 (b) -77 (6 August 1996)
Havana Pond February 28, 1985 79 af No. W-9160 (b) -77 (6 August 1996)

af = acre-feet

Table 3. Summary of groundwater rights for Sections 4 and 12 Wells, Rocky Mountain Arsenal National

Wildlife Refuge, Colorado.

Maximum
Name Priority Date Water Right Case Number
Section 4 Wells August 6, 1956 750 gpm No. W-9160(a)-77 (16 December 1994)
(Wells # 385, 386, 387) 466 af No. W-9161(a)-77 (16 December 1994)
No. W-9162(a)-77 (16 December 1994)
Section 4 Wells March 26, 1999 900 gpm No. 2002CW238 (16 April 2013)
(increase) 700 af
Section 12 Well December 20, 2004 900 gpm No. 2008CW286 (25 November 2014)
700 af

af = acre-feet; gpm = gallons per minute
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Table 4. Summary of groundwater rights for other wells (<50 gpm), Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife

Refuge, Colorado.

Name Priority Date Maximum Water Right Case Number
Ole Rugger Well (Section 20) May 1, 1965 25 gpm No. W-9150-77 (28 March 1989)
Stock
Section 8 Well January 1, 1960 10 gpm No. W-9164-77 (9 October 1981)
160 af
Section 32 Well January 1, 1942 40 gpm No. W-9159-77 (13 March 1992)
Stock

af = acre-feet; gpm = gallons per minute

Connecting People with Nature

Many of the comments we received during the
scoping meetings and by email reiterated an issue
that the Service is trying to help address through
expanded public opportunities on the units of the
Refuge System—connecting people with nature.

Recent studies in the U.S. suggest that a lack of
personal connection with nature and decreased
engagement in outdoor recreational activities could
have potential adverse effects on children, adults,
and the health of society in general. The Service’s
Connecting People with Nature program seeks to
reconnect our Nation’s residents with the natural
world, especially at the units of the Refuge System.

Our refuge needs to become an example of how
our agency and the units of the Refuge System can
help address this issue by reconnecting the present
and future generations of Americans with the natu-
ral world, and instilling in them an appreciation for
the conservation of our natural resources.

Setting Clear Expectations About
the Refuge

Many individuals and members of our staff com-
mented that it is not uncommon for visitors to the
refuge and other units of the Refuge System to be
unaware of the difference between our agency and
the lands we manage and other agencies and their
lands, such as the National Park Service, Bureau of
Land Management, USDA Forest Service, and Colo-
rado Parks and Wildlife. Similarly, many visitors are
unaware of what activities are allowed in the lands
we manage. We realize it is important for us to find
better ways to communicate to the public about who
the Service is, what our mission and lands are, and
how the public can participate in that mission and in
the activities offered throughout the lands we man-

age. To that end, we have developed a Communica-
tions and Outreach Goal (see “Summary”) in this
draft CCP and EIS through which we propose con-
crete actions to help us communicate more efficiently
and clearly with our visitors and stakeholders.

Improving and Expanding Public
Use Facilities and Programs

Comments that we received during the scoping
period show a desire from the public that we expand
and improve our visitor services programs and facili-
ties to appeal to a wider audience and nontraditional
refuge visitors. Since we expect the number of visi-
tors to the refuge to increase steadily over coming
decades, it is important to consider, plan, and imple-
ment changes and improvements to our refuge’s visi-
tor services programs and facilities to accommodate
these anticipated increases and diversification of
future visitors (see appendix I for projected
increases in visitation). Failing to do so could create
logistical complications for our staff, diminish the
quality of our visitors’ experiences, and cause us to
miss opportunities to educate refuge visitors about
our refuge, the Refuge System, and environmental
congervation in general.

We also received many inquiries and comments
regarding expanded fishing opportunities and open-
ing hunting opportunities on the refuge. There is
both support for and opposition to the use of hunting
as a management tool and a wildlife-dependent recre-
ational activity throughout the country, and on the
refuge specifically. The alternatives reflect these
requests by providing hunts and hunting education at
varying levels.

Some groups wish to invest more and partner
with the refuge in environmental education and
interpretation to educate visitors about the impor-
tance of the refuge and the history of the refuge site.
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We also received public comments recommending
that we open more refuge areas to wildlife observa-
tion and photography, and build more blinds and
observation facilities throughout the refuge.

There is widespread and increasing interest
among the public for the allowance of other outdoor
recreational opportunities and facilities to support
bicycling, camping, snowshoeing, cross-country ski-
ing, jogging, hiking, and picnicking. Many of our
partners would like to think beyond the boundaries
of each refuge, craft plans at the landscape scale
where possible, and use a variety of mechanisms to
accomplish our common goals. This philosophy is
reflected in alternative D.

Maintaining a Sense of Retreat

Many comments we received reminded us that the
refuge offers a precious sense of retreat in the midst
of a highly urbanized area. This characteristic is not
only of great value for visitors, but is also essential to
the wildlife living in or migrating through the refuge.
We have been asked to preserve this refuge attri-
bute—unique in the context of the Denver Metropoli-
tan area.

Interpretation of the Site’s History

Many comments stressed the importance of pre-
serving the refuge area’s rich pre— and post-Euro-
pean settlement history and requested that we
continue protecting and interpreting historical arti-
facts, structures, and sites within the refuge bound-
ary. In general, there has been outstanding
cooperation between Federal agencies, tribes, and
the State Historic Preservation Office to preserve
and document the refuge site’s history.

Museum property representing arsenal activities
during World War IT and the Cold War are currently
stored in one of the refuge’s buildings. We have been
asked to display and interpret these artifacts or to
create a World War II and Cold War era museum on
the refuge. Although the proper care of these arti-
facts is the Service’s responsibility, and several are
displayed in the Visitor Center as part of the inter-
pretation of those eras, a more extensive display is
not within the refuge’s primary purposes. Neverthe-
less, our staff needs to determine the best preserva-
tion options and future use of these artifacts.

Improving Access and
Transportation

Many comments pointed out the need to provide
more and easier access to the refuge now that
cleanup activities have concluded. Our alternatives
have been developed to address these comments.
Refuge neighbors have pointed out that despite their
proximity to the refuge boundary, they must travel
miles to enter the refuge through the only currently
available public access point. Other comments
pointed out that adding new refuge access points
would offer neighbors and other visitors a more
direct connection between refuge trails and other
nearby trail systems, such as the Rocky Mountain
Greenway Trail Network.

Some commenters asked us to consider allowing
the use of bicycles in the refuge to participate in ref-
uge programs and view wildlife and habitats. We
have also been asked to consider how our existing
and possible future trails may better accommodate
pedestrians, bicyclists, and other refuge visitors.

Other comments asked us to study the possibility
of expanding the existing auto tour route and open-
ing some of the staff-only roads to visitors to provide
access to areas currently closed to the general public.
Presently, the 7.8-mile Wildlife Drive in the central
portion of the refuge is open only to refuge, U.S.
Army, or appropriate contractor’s staff, and to visi-
tors while being transported in the refuge bus and
guided by refuge staff. Allowing refuge visitors to
use this drive would provide them with access to ref-
uge habitats and wildlife in the southern portion of
the refuge. Many other roads, remnants of the site’s
diverse uses, are similarly closed to the general pub-
lic; these are currently used by the refuge, U.S.
Army, and appropriate contractors for maintenance
and other necessary activities. We have been asked
to determine if some of these roadways may be
opened to the general public, thereby extending the
existing Wildlife Drive.

A few comments pointed out that because some of
the site’s remnant roads crisscrossing the refuge may
no longer be essential for management, maintenance,
or general transportation, such roads should be
decommissioned and the roadbeds restored to native
habitat to improve habitat connectivity. Other com-
menters pointed out a need for expanded parking
facilities where refuge visitors can safely park their
vehicles without affecting refuge habitats and other
visitors’ mobility.

Finally, some commenters have suggested
improvements to the refuge signage to help refuge
visitors more easily navigate the refuge sites and
facilities.
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Alternatives C and D propose increased public
access to the Wildlife Drive and other areas of the
refuge. Alternatives B, C, and D entail improvements
to refuge signs and facilities.

Reintroducing Native Species

In addition to the American bison—successfully
reintroduced to the refuge a few years ago—we are
considering bringing back other animal species that
historically inhabited the Front Range region of
Colorado. These species include the federally listed
black-footed ferret, pronghorn, greater prairie-
chicken, and plains sharp-tailed grouse. We will need
to conduct some research and consultation with spe-
cies experts to determine if the size and current
habitat conditions on the refuge are adequate to sus-
tain populations of these species.

As part of the overall recovery strategy for the
black-footed ferret, we are considering reintroducing
this highly endangered mammal to the refuge’s
grasslands habitats. This proposal has generated
tremendous interest from the public and NGOs
throughout the nation, as well as from neighboring
communities, State and local governments, and a
variety of State and Federal agencies throughout the
region.

Improving Outreach to

Neighboring Communities

Many people noted that, while visitation to the
refuge has increased steadily and dramatically in the
past 10 years, many residents in the surrounding
communities and the broader Colorado Front Range
region are unaware that the refuge exists, is open to
the public, and offers programs and outdoor recre-
ational opportunities. They pointed out a need to
improve and expand our outreach efforts to these
communities.

Ever since the establishment of the refuge, we
have endeavored to reach out to partners, stakehold-
ers, and the public using a variety of means and per-
sonnel. Based on comments during public scoping, it
appears that our efforts have met with mixed results.
Many people, especially members of nontraditional
and minority groups, are not aware of the refuge or
its mission and programs or, perhaps, do not find
them appealing.

The Refuge System—the largest system of lands
dedicated to wildlife in the world—is tasked with
conserving wildlife and the habitats on which they

depend for the enjoyment of future generations. Yet
many refuge visitors and members of the general
public do not know of the Refuge System’s existence
or of its important mission. Because it is nestled
within the Denver Metropolitan area and adjacent to
DIA, the refuge can be a vital ambassador for the
Refuge System, accessible to local residents as well
as international visitors.

We need to convey to today’s young people the
importance of the Refuge System and the Service’s
role in the conservation of wildlife and the habitats on
which they depend on a local, national, and interna-
tional scale. To this end, we must increase the scope
and effectiveness of our outreach activities if we are
to be successful stewards and leave a fitting natural
legacy for future generations.

Alternatives C and D would expand and diversify
our outreach programs and activities to better com-
municate the importance of the refuge and the Ref-
uge system.

Increasing Partnership
Opportunities

Some commenters suggested that we assess strat-
egies for increasing our partnerships with neighbors,
stakeholders, and others during the planning pro-
cess. Refuge management offers many opportunities
for partners and volunteers to advance the refuge’s
mission and programs. Both former and existing
partnerships have helped us maintain and expand
refuge programs, as well as carry out restoration and
conservation projects.

The Service in general and our staff in particular
appreciate and value the importance of partnerships
in achieving the Service’s and Refuge System’s mis-
sions and the refuge’s purposes. Accordingly, our
planning team has addressed opportunities for part-
nerships with our neighbors, stakeholders, and others
in this CCP.

Alternatives B, C, and D, to varying degrees,
would maintain or expand existing partnerships and
seek out new ones.

Make the Refuge More
Welcoming

We received many comments about the refuge
boundary fence and vehicular entrance, suggesting
that we expand public access to the refuge and create
a more welcoming and appropriate look and atmo-
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sphere. Currently, an 8-foot chain-link fence—a rem-
nant of the prior cleanup period—surrounds the
entire refuge. Although most of the site has become a
wildlife refuge, this boundary fence has remained
despite the conclusion of Superfund cleanup activi-
ties. The existing fence reinforces the messages of
closure and exclusion that characterized the site’s
previous condition, and that is in direct opposition to
the message we wish to convey to neighbors, stake-
holders, and visitors.

An effective barrier is necessary to promote pub-
lic safety. We are attempting to keep large wildlife
species (such as bison and deer) from moving out of
the refuge and endangering people and themselves,
causing disruptions to the vehicular and aircraft traf-
fic patterns around the refuge, and damaging private
property. The fence has also helped isolate refuge
deer populations from populations outside the refuge
that may carry chronic wasting disease. The refuge
must find ways to continue managing its habitats and
wildlife to ensure public safety, while at the same
time creating a more welcoming look and environ-
ment for neighbors and visitors.

The Service’s Urban Wildlife Refuge Program
seeks to engage urban communities as partners in
wildlife conservation (see appendix F for information
on the Standards of Excellence for Urban National
Wildlife Refuges). To accomplish this, units of the
Refuge System near or within urban areas must
reach out to and engage the residents of these urban
areas. We understand that the current infrastruc-
ture of our refuge is not ideal to support the goals of
the Service’s Urban Wildlife Refuge Program;
accordingly, in this draft CCP and EIS we have pro-
posed steps to support this program.

1.8 Issues Not Addressed

We considered several issues that were identified
by the public during scoping and alternatives devel-
opment but were not selected for detailed analysis in
the CCP and EIS. In accordance with the require-
ments of NEPA, we have identified and eliminated
from detailed analysis the topics or issues that are
not significant or are beyond the scope of this plan-
ning process. These issues and the rationale for not
discussing them further in the CCP and EIS are
briefly described below.

Development of Mineral Rights

When the refuge was created, the majority of
mineral rights were acquired with the land. In addi-
tion, the United States and the State of Colorado
entered into an agreement stating that all minerals
owned by the State within the boundaries of the ref-
uge are subordinated (November 5, 1942). For those
remaining outstanding mineral rights, the draft CCP
and EIS does not address the rights of private prop-
erty owners to exercise their rights to extract any
locatable minerals or oil and gas within or adjacent to
the refuge. Any exploration or other activities sup-
porting the testing, development, or production of
gas, oil, and other resources will be analyzed through
an additional and separate NEPA process designed
to address that issue specifically. While this CCP and
EIS does not analyze any future mineral develop-
ment alternative, we are considering how habitat,
wildlife, and visitor services should be managed if
private mineral development occurs near or adjacent
to the refuge.

Decisions Made in Other Planning
Documents

During the past several years our staff has been
working with other Service employees from the Divi-
sion of Biological Resources, the Division of Water
Resources, and the Division of Fire Management to
prepare various plans to assist in refuge manage-
ment. The plans include an HMP, an Integrated Pest
Management Plan (IPMP), a Water Management
Plan (WMP), a Fire Management Plan (FMP), a
Black-Tailed Prairie Dog Management Plan (BTP-
DMP), and a Station Safety Plan (SSP). Most of these
plans were drafted and released for public comment
in spring and summer 2013. After analyzing the com-
ments we received during the public comment period,
we addressed all significant comments and then final-
ized the plans. These plans have been under imple-
mentation since they were finalized. The CCP and
EIS does not readdress the decisions made on the
HMP, IPMP, WMP, FMP, BTPDMP, or SSP as these
plans have already undergone their own NEPA
analysis and public scrutiny.

We use a variety of plans to assist with refuge
management. The plans discussed below have been
developed in the last 2 years and are not included in
the scope of this planning process.
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Habitat Management Plan

The HMP provides additional details regarding
specific strategies and implementation schedules for
meeting the wildlife and habitat goals for the
refuge.

Integrated Pest Management Plan

The IPMP provides a broad strategy for combat-
ing invasive plant species and weed control on all
three refuges, focusing on early detection and a rapid
response program for species with a high potential
for spread.

Water Management Plan

The WMP is a synthesis of our water sources and
how water is managed on the refuge. The WMP
establishes monitoring protocols to ensure compli-
ance with State of Colorado regulations.

Fire Management Plan

The FMP provides policy direction for wildland
fire suppression and prescribed fire activities on all
three refuges to promote healthy native habitat for
wildlife.

Black-Tailed Prairie Dog Management
Plan

The BTPDMP establishes a transparent decision-
making process and information on the methods that
will be used to control and maintain a healthy and
balanced population of prairie dogs on the refuge.

Station Safety Plan

The SSP assesses risks associated with refuge
staff and visitors, outlines the procedures for safe
operations, and provides information and procedures
to be followed in case of an emergency. All of our
safety analysis is covered under our SSP.

Superfund Cleanup

Some of the site’s historical military and indus-
trial activities resulted in contamination of portions
of the lands within and around the refuge boundary.
In 1987, the site was studied and declared a Super-
fund site, initiating a vast and comprehensive cleanup
effort. EPA, the U.S. Army, and Shell Oil Company
have performed numerous environmental studies and

complied with appropriate NEPA regulations, includ-
ing full disclosure, public outreach, and opportunities
for public comment. The lands transferred by the
U.S. Army and currently being managed by the Ser-
vice have been cleaned up sufficiently to guarantee
human and wildlife safety. From this process, several
encumbrances, or land use restrictions, have been
passed along to us (see section 2.1).

Because the site’s Superfund designation and sub-
sequent cleanup activities were subjected to their
own NEPA analysis and process, this CCP and EIS
does not further address these issues.

Refuge Revenue Sharing
Payments

Since 1935, we have made revenue-sharing pay-
ments for refuge lands under our administration to
counties under the Refuge Revenue Sharing (RSS)
Act of 1935 (16 U.S.C. 715s), which was subsequently
amended. These payments are not the same as other
Federal revenue-sharing payment measures, such as
payments in lieu of taxes, that apply to lands admin-
istered by other agencies, including those within
DOI. When there is not enough money to cover the
payments, Congress is authorized to appropriate
money to make up the deficit; however, payments to a
county are reduced when Congress fails to appropri-
ate the money. Understandably, these are issues of
concern for many counties in times of declining reve-
nues, but the Service has no control over Congress in
making these payments.

In section 5.10 of this document we provide infor-
mation about the refuge’s RRS payments and how
they contribute to the local economy. Nevertheless,
the issue of Congressional levels of funding for RSS
payments is outside the scope of this CCP and EIS.

Management of U.S. Army—
Retained Sites

The Rocky Mountain Arsenal (Arsenal) was
established by the U.S. Army during World War II.
With the passage of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal
National Wildlife Refuge Act of 1992 (Public Law
102-402), the Secretary of the Army was directed to
transfer jurisdiction of the Arsenal to the Secretary
of the Interior. This act created the refuge by trans-
ferring most of the former Arsenal lands to the Ser-
vice. However, the U.S. Army retained some lands
(approximately 1,000 acres) for the operation and
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maintenance of landfills and groundwater treatment
facilities.

Except for any cumulative effects that result from
our proposed actions, the CCP and EIS does not
address the management of U.S. Army-retained
sites on or adjacent to the refuge, as these lands are
managed by a different agency and this issue is out-
side the scope of the analysis.

Power Transmission Lines

We have received many questions about the large
overhead power lines at the refuge. In 1947, the U.S.
Army granted an easement to the Public Service
Company of Colorado, later becoming XCEL Energy
Company, to construct and maintain an electric
transmission line over and across the refuge. In 1997,
the term of this easement was extended by 50 years
(ending April 29, 2047). In 2003, a slight adjustment
was made to facilitate the widening of 56th Avenue
and allow the power lines to go behind the U.S. Army
Reserve Center. Power lines constructed by the ref-
uge will typically be below ground, but any changes
to power lines owned by Public Service Company of
Colorado within existing easements are outside the
scope of this document.

Repository Programs

The Service’s Office of Law Enforcement man-
ages the National Wildlife Property Repository
(Repository) and the National Eagle Repository
(Eagle Repository), both of which are within the ref-
uge boundaries.

These facilities support the Service’s law enforce-
ment, migratory bird permit, and educational out-
reach programs nationwide. Both are funded from
criminal fine monies deposited in the Lacey Act
Reward Account.

The Repository receives, stores, and distributes
wildlife property that has been abandoned or for-
feited to the government as a result of Service wild-
life inspections and wildlife crime investigations. It
currently houses approximately 1.5 million individual
pieces of wildlife property, including many striking
examples of the impact that unlawful wildlife traf-
ficking has on imperiled species such as tigers, rhi-
noceros, elephants, bears, and too many more to list
here. The Repository loans wildlife products to public
scientific and educational institutions, State agencies,
and Service offices for use in conservation education
or law enforcement. In 2013, we played a major role
in planning and hosting the U.S. Ivory Crush.

The Eagle Repository supplies whole eagles and
eagle feathers and parts to enrolled members of fed-
erally recognized Native American tribes for reli-
gious use under a Service permit program. In 2012
and 2013 the Eagle Repository conducted formal
nationwide government-to-government consultations
with tribes, and started using the information from
those consultations to make improvements to the
Repository’s distribution processes beginning June 1,
2014. Since its transfer to Colorado in 1995, the Eagle
Repository has filled more than 42,000 individual
orders for Tribal members. Because the Repository
is not managed by the refuge, we do not further
address it in this CCP and EIS.

1.9 Scope of the Document

The scope of our decisions and analysis are broken
out into two areas: the decision area and the analysis
area.

Decision Area

The decision area is the area within the desig-
nated boundary of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal
National Wildlife Refuge (figure 6; refer to chapter 2
for a complete description of the refuge).

Analysis Area

The analysis area (table 5) encompasses the deci-
sion area as well as areas outside the decision area
where most of the direct, indirect, or cumulative
effects could occur as a result of implementing the
actions described in the alternatives. These effects
are described in chapters 4 and 5. The foreseeable
activities where our actions in combination with
other activities could result in cumulative effects are
described in detail in chapter 3, section 3.9.

1.10 Decisions to Be Made

The Regional Director of the Mountain-Prairie
Region will make the final decision on the selected
alternative for the CCP. The Regional Director’s
decision will be based on the analysis of impacts; our
legal responsibilities, including the mission of the
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Figure 6. Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, Colorado.
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Table 5. Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge CCP and EIS decision and analysis areas.
Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement Decision Area

For the purposes of the environmental analysis of this CCP and EIS, the decision area is that encompassed by the
Congressionally designated boundary of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, excluding the Army-
retained areas.

Comprehensive Conservation Plan and Environmental Impact Statement Analysis Area

For the purposes of the environmental analysis of this CCP and EIS, the analysis area for physical impacts includes all
areas surrounding the refuge where the management actions described in the CCP could result in a direct and quanti-
fiable impact. It is expected that the smoke generated by prescribed burns or wildfires on the refuge would have the
most extensive direct and quantifiable impact of all refuge actions. Furthermore, it is estimated that, under normal
conditions and following established prescribed burn guidelines, the greatest distance that smoke would travel outside
the refuge boundary would be approximately 1 mile. Accordingly, we established the following 1-mile boundary lines
for the CCP and EIS analysis area.

North: 104th Avenue (Commerce City)

Northwest: Interstate 76 (Commerce City)

West: Holly Street (Commerce City)

South: Green Valley Ranch Boulevard (Denver)

East: Tower Road (Denver)

For the purposes of assessing socioeconomic effects, the analysis area encompasses Adams, Arapahoe, Boulder,
Broomfield, Denver, Jefferson, Larimer, and Weld Counties.

Service and the Refuge System; other legal and pol-
icy mandates; the purposes of the refuge; and the
vision and goals identified in this draft CCP and EIS.

Additionally, in accordance with our policy (040
FW 2), the Regional Director will make the decision
on whether, for administrative purposes only, to
rename the refuge complex.!

Our final decision will be documented in a record
of decision that will be published in the Federal Reg-
ister no sooner than 30 days after filing the final CCP
and EIS with EPA and distributing it to the public.
We will begin to carry out the selected alternative
identified in the final EIS immediately following pub-
lication of the decision in the Federal Register.

1 Due to their close proximity, the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, Rocky Flats, and Two Ponds National Wildlife Refuges are administra-
tively managed as one “complex”—the “Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge Complex.” This name is site-specific to the
Rocky Mountain Arsenal and does not accurately reflect our management of all three units. The planning team has proposed a new
name for the complex—the “Colorado Front Range National Wildlife Refuge Complex”—Dbut this name change has not been finalized.
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Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge staff

We abuse land because we regard it as a
commodity belonging to us. When we see
land as a commumnity to which we belong,

we may begin to use it with love
and respect.

Aldo Leopold, A Sand County Almanac

2.1 Establishment and

Management History

The Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife
Refuge is an urban wildlife refuge just north of Den-
ver, Colorado. The site neighbors several communi-
ties that have historically played an active role in the
development and management of the land.

The U.S. Army purchased 19,833 acres from Colo-
rado homesteaders in 1942 with the intent to develop
a chemical munitions plant to supply American forces
during World War II. The site was selected because

of its ideal location: it was far from potential threats
to both coasts, easily accessible by rail, and removed
from the Denver Metropolitan area. The United
States developed the Arsenal as a deterrent to coun-
ter the German and Japanese production of chemical
weaponry, but the U.S. Army never in fact employed
chemical weapons during World War II. Initially, the
Arsenal supplied mustard gas, lewisite, and chlorine
gas during World War II. During the Cold War and
Korean War, the Arsenal was called into action
again, producing white phosphorous, distilled mus-
tard, and incendiary bombs.

In addition to the production of chemical muni-
tions, the Arsenal realized the heightened priority of
chemical production byproducts and worked simulta-
neously to demilitarize older products through the
1960s. During the same period, the U.S. Army con-
tinually produced GB-Sarin, a highly dangerous and
debilitating nerve agent to deter mounting Soviet
threats. Later, rocket fuels and hydrazine were pro-
duced to aid the Nation in the space race. Chemical
weapon production finally came to a close in the
1970s. In 1972, the United Nations Conference on the
Human Environment sparked interest in preventing
the decline of the environment. Outdated practices of
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deep well pumping (pushing the chemicals deep into
the earth) resulted in earthquakes around the Den-
ver area. The need for an efficient and effective
method of protecting the public from chemical con-
tamination became apparent.

In 1987, the Rocky Mountain Arsenal was placed
on EPA’s National Priority List (NPL) because of its
status as one of the most contaminated sites in the
country (Federal Register 1987). EPA, DOI, Agency
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, the State
of Colorado, and the U.S. Army entered into a Fed-
eral Facilities Agreement outlining the responsibili-
ties of each party in the cleanup process. Finally, in
1992, Congress passed the Rocky Mountain Arsenal
National Wildlife Refuge Act (appendix E). The Act
established the Arsenal as a national wildlife refuge
and declared that once cleanup was complete and cer-
tified by EPA, management responsibility would lie
with the Service.

Environmental Cleanup

The impact of manufacturing ordnance and pesti-
cides on the site and the subsequent plans that were
developed to clean up contaminants are well docu-
mented in the 1996 Record of Decision (ROD) that
initiated the environmental cleanup (Foster Wheeler
Environmental Corporation 1996). In summary, dis-
posal practices typical of that era included treating
and discharging waste products into evaporation
basins. However, by the early 1950s, chemical wastes
were leaching through the soil into groundwater and
were affecting environmental resources. Subsequent
cleanup activities have included construction of bor-
row areas, caps, covers, landfills, and other remedia-
tion structures that disturbed thousands of acres on
the present-day refuge. These activities, ongoing
since 1988, were concluded in fall 2011. In some cases,
the surface topography of an entire section of land
was completely recontoured to facilitate cleanup and
drainage, whereas in other sections borrow areas
had to be excavated to depths ranging from 1 foot to
more than 20 feet. As lands were fully remediated,
EPA removed them from the NPL so they could be
added to the refuge (Federal Register 2003; 2004b;
2006; 2010).

The cleanup effort would result in the loss of con-
siderable wildlife habitat. To mitigate these losses,
efforts were initiated to restore much of the future
refuge to native plant communities. Restoration of
native shortgrass and mixed-grass prairie is a diffi-
cult undertaking that was guided by a habitat resto-
ration plan (FWS 1999b). In 2012, we entered into a
new agreement to assist the U.S. Army in achieving
its goals for restoration and mitigation of habitat

losses. This agreement funded restoration of approxi-
mately 2,122 acres remaining of the planned mitiga-
tion of 10,727 acres at the refuge. This work is still
underway; we plan to meet this obligation by 2018.
In 2008, the State of Colorado, the U.S. Army, and
Shell Oil Company reached a settlement on the natu-
ral resource damages associated with the site. This
settlement provided approximately $35 million for
acquisition, enhancement, and restoration of natural
resources in and around the northeast metropolitan
area Arsenal site (Colorado Attorney General 2008).

Refuge Establishment

The refuge was officially established on April 21,
2004, when we accepted 4,930 acres of land in the
southern and southeastern areas of the site (Federal
Register 2004a). Additional lands were added over
the years until the refuge reached its current size.
Additional transfers are expected in the future, but
the U.S. Army will always retain lands associated
with their landfills in the center of the refuge.

Today’s refuges are managed by the Service with
the intent to fulfill the mission and goals of the Ref-
uge System. The goals of the Refuge System
together with the interests of the refuge (as desig-
nated by the 1992 Act) afford the refuge an opportu-
nity for new growth and wildlife preservation in this
phase of its existence. While the 1992 Act is a guid-
ing foundation for the refuge’s direction, the refuge is
further managed in accordance with the Migratory
Bird Treaty Act of 1918, Refuge Recreation Act of
1962, National Wildlife Refuge System Administra-
tion Act of 1966, Title 50 CFR, the “Fish and Wildlife
Service Manual,” and the Improvement Act.

We completed our first comprehensive manage-
ment plan for the refuge in 1996; this plan provided
guidance through the cleanup period (FWS 1996a).

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Department of the Interior

The refuge was established in 200.

USFWS
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The end of cleanup signaled a major change in man-
agement direction for the refuge. In 2013, we
released a new HMP and several supporting plans
that will guide current and future refuge manage-
ment (FWS 2013a, 2013h, 20131i).

Land Use Restrictions

In 1987, pursuant to section 105 of the Compre-
hensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended,
the Rocky Mountain Arsenal was listed on the
National Priorities List (Superfund). A Federal
Facility Agreement was developed in 1989 to guide
cleanup activities at the Arsenal; Section 44 of this
agreement includes several land use restrictions. The
1996 ROD for the site incorporated many of these land
use restrictions (Foster Wheeler Environmental Cor-
poration 1996). In 2003, 2004, 2006, and 2010, EPA
completed partial deletions from the NPL of lands that
would become the refuge, meaning that the lands have
been cleaned up sufficiently to guarantee the health of
refuge workers and visitors (Federal Register 2003;
2004b; 2006; 2010). In accordance with Section (2)(2)(b)
(2) of the Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife
Refuge Act of 1992, EPA certified that these lands
were acceptable for transfer as a national wildlife ref-
uge. Based on the 2004 deletion, the refuge was offi-
cially established (Federal Register 2004a).

Land use restrictions found in the 1989 Federal
Facility Agreement are as follows:

m Residential development on the Rocky
Mountain Arsenal shall be prohibited.

m The use of groundwater located under, or
surface water located on, the Rocky Moun-
tain Arsenal as a source of potable water
shall be prohibited.

= Consumption of all fish and game taken on
the Rocky Mountain Arsenal shall be pro-
hibited, although hunting and fishing on the
site for nonconsumptive use may occur if
subject to appropriate restrictions.

m Agricultural [sic], including all farming
activities such as the raising of livestock,
crops, or vegetables, shall be prohibited.
Agricultural practices used in Response
Action or used for erosion control, however,
shall be permitted.

m Wildlife habitat(s) shall be preserved and
managed as necessary to protect endangered

species of wildlife to the extent required by
the Endangered Species Act, 16 U.S.C. §§
1531 et seq., migratory birds to the extent
required by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act,
16 U.S.C. §§ 703 et seq., and bald eagles to
the extent required by the Bald Eagle Pro-
tection Act, 16 U.S.C. §§ 668 et seq.

m Other than as many [sic] be necessary in
connection with a Response Action or as
necessary to construct or operate a
Response Action Structure, no major altera-
tion shall be permitted in the geophysical
characteristics of the Arsenal if such altera-
tion may likely have an adverse effect on the
natural drainage of the Rocky Mountain
Arsenal for floodplain management,
recharge of groundwater, operation and
maintenance of Response Action Strue-
tures, or protection of wildlife habitat(s).

m The United States shall maintain security
at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal adequate to
assure the proper construction, operation,
and maintenance of Response Action Struc-
tures, the proper implementation and moni-
toring of Response Actions and compliance
with the restrictions listed in paragraph
44.2 and the Technical Program Plan. The
United States shall take reasonable precau-
tions to assure that only federally autho-
rized access to the Rocky Mountain Arsenal
shall occur.

The 1996 ROD incorporates these restrictions
more simply as “The Rocky Mountain Arsenal
National Wildlife Refuge Act of 1992 and the Federal
Facilities Agreement restrict future land use, and
prohibit certain activities such as agriculture, use of
on-post groundwater as a drinking source, and con-
sumption of fish and game taken at Rocky Mountain
Arsenal NWR.” The 1989 Federal Facility Agree-
ment states that “The United States [U.S. Army,
EPA, USFWS] shall also evaluate the continuing
need for such restrictions or requirements to deter-
mine if any restriction or requirements may be
removed or modified.” We are currently working
with these organizations to remove or modify unnec-
essary land use restrictions on the refuge.

Hours of Operation

On May 15, 2014, we expanded the hours of opera-
tion of the refuge (FWS 2014¢). The refuge is now
open daily from sunrise to sunset and will be open on
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most Federal holidays (we are closed on Thanksgiv-
ing, Christmas, and New Year’s Day). We believe
that sunrise to sunset hours are easy to understand,
and the change provides better access to visitors
when they are not at work. Wildlife can be adversely
affected when disturbed overnight; these hours will
be strictly enforced.

The refuge’s Visitor Center is open Wednesday
through Sunday from 9:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. and is
closed on all Federal holidays. The Visitor Center
requires staff to operate, and hours were reduced in
2013 due to significant budget cuts.

2.2 Special Values

The following list summarizes many of the unique
and special values of the refuge:

m Showecases the transformation of the land-
scape from heavy industrial development to
national wildlife refuge.

m Protects 15,000 acres of diverse habitats—
grassland, wetland, riparian, lacustrine, and
woodland.

= Supports habitat for breeding neotropical
birds in the midst of a highly urbanized area.

m Provides small cottonwood galleries along
streams that support a diverse variety of
wildlife.

m Provides nesting and winter roosting habi-
tat for bald eagles in the Denver Metropoli-
tan area.

m Provides outstanding bird viewing opportu-
nities as a Colorado State Important Bird
Area (designated by the National Audubon
Society).

Provides a self-guided auto tour and miles
of nature trails for wildlife observation and
photography with distant views of the
Rocky Mountains.

Offers catch-and-release recreational fish-
ing opportunities in the Denver Metropoli-
tan area.

Features the historic Egli House, which is
listed in the Colorado State Historic Regis-
ter and is eligible for listing in the National
Register for Historic Places (NRHP).

Provides environmental education opportu-
nities for area students.

Serves as a gateway to the Refuge System
for local, national, and international visitors
because of its proximity to Denver Interna-
tional Airport.

Collaborates and builds partnerships with a
large variety of organizations and agencies
to enhance the mission of the Refuge
System.

Provides year-round wildlife viewing oppor-
tunities of bison, deer, bald eagles, water-
fowl, songbirds, and many others.

Provides research opportunities for a num-
ber of wildlife and environmental research
organizations.

Engages more than 80 volunteers who con-
tribute more than 8,000 hours of service
annually in support of visitor services, wild-
life habitat improvements, trail mainte-
nance, and administrative duties.

Provides habitat for more than 350 species
of wildlife (see appendix G).

Provides habitat for a herd of American
bison as well as for white-tailed and mule
deer populations.

Features a Visitor Center and exhibit hall
focusing on prairie wildlife, regional history,
and refuge management.

2.3 Issues Raised During

Scoping

Our scoping process for the draft CCP and EIS
identified some of the special values listed above
along with issues to address and recommendations to
consider. Based on this information, as well as guid-
ance from the Improvement Act, NEPA, and our
planning policy, we identified the following issues to
address:
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Habitat and wildlife management

Refuge water rights, water management,
and infrastructure

Connecting people to nature

Setting clear expectations on what a refuge
is and what the refuge can offer

Improving and expanding visitor services
facilities and programs

Maintaining the sense of retreat of the ref-
uge in the midst of the urban setting

Interpreting the Arsenal’s history

Improving access and transportation sys-
tems to and within the refuge

Reintroducing black-footed ferrets and
other native species

Improving and increasing breath and types
of outreach to neighboring communities

m Increasing partnership opportunities with
neighbors and various NGOs

m Making the refuge more welcoming and
open to the local and international public

Our planning team considered every comment
that was received during the public scoping process.
These comments were grouped into related topics
and subtopics. Significant issues are those that are
within our jurisdiction, that suggest different actions
or alternatives, and that will influence our decision
(see “Significant Issues to Address” in chapter 1).
Our planning team used this list of issues to help us
develop the four alternatives presented in this draft
CCP and EIS, as well as to choose one of these alter-
natives as the proposed action. Furthermore, during
our analysis of environmental consequences, we
sought to address how the management actions pro-
posed under each of the alternatives would affect
these and other issues identified internally. Finally,
the issues identified internally and during the public
scoping process helped us develop the vision and
goals to guide the refuge into its next phase (see
“Summary”).
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A Service employee controls weeds with a chemical treatment.

Our job is to sharpen our tools and make
them cut the right way...

Aldo Leopold, The River of the Mother of
God and Other Essays

In this chapter we describe the management
alternatives that we propose for the Rocky Mountain
Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge. Alternatives are
different approaches to management that are
designed to achieve the purposes of the refuge, pro-
mote the vision and goals of the refuge, and further
the Refuge System’s mission. We have formulated
four alternatives, including the no-action alternative,
to address significant issues that have been identified
by the Service, cooperating agencies, interested
groups, and the public during the public scoping
period and throughout development of the draft plan,
and to meet the goals developed through that process.
The “Summary” lists the vision and goals we have
developed for the refuge; chapter 1 provides an over-
view of the issues addressed in this CCP and EIS.

3.1 Criteria for Alternatives
Development

Following the initial public scoping process during
spring and summer 2013, we held meetings and work-
shops with the cooperating agencies and identified a
range of preliminary alternatives. Eventually, we
dropped some of these ideas; we discuss those in sec-
tion 3.9. We selected the following four alternatives
for detailed discussion and analysis in this draft CCP
and EIS:

m Alternative A—No-Action Alternative

m Alternative B—Traditional Refuge
Alternative

m Alternative C—Urban Refuge Alternative
(Draft Proposed Action)

m Alternative D—Gateway Refuge Alternative

In concert with existing refuge plans, these alter-
natives examine different ways in which we can
achieve the goals and address significant issues; pro-
vide opportunities for the public to engage in compat-
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ible, wildlife-dependent recreation; improve
transportation within and access to the refuge;
increase outreach and partnerships; and reintroduce
native species to the refuge. Each alternative incor-
porates specific actions that are intended to achieve
the goals described in chapter 2. The no-action alter-
native would continue the current refuge manage-
ment strategies and may not meet every aspect of
every goal. The no-action alternative provides a basis
for comparison with action alternatives B, C, and D.
The alternatives vary in how well they meet each
goal, as discussed in section 3.13.

3.2 Elements Common to All

Alternatives

Regardless of the alternative selected, we will
comply with all applicable laws, regulations, and poli-
cies for management activities that could affect ref-
uge resources such as soil, water, air, threatened and
endangered species, and archaeological and historical
sites. A list of key legislation and policies is pre-
sented in appendix C.

The elements listed below and the sections that
follow describe practices and policies that guide ref-
uge management as well as actions that have been
approved in other plans and are currently in force.
These practices and policies apply to all alternatives,
including the no-action alternative.

m We will identify and protect significant cul-
tural resources. Individual projects may
require consultation with the Colorado
State Historic Preservation Office, tribal
historic preservation offices, and other
interested parties.

m U.S. Army-retained sites and facilities will
continue to be inaccessible to the public.

m As the refuge’s budget and personnel duties
allow, we will continue to implement the ref-
uge’s approved and current HMP and
BTPDMP.

m Collaboration with our partner agencies or
organizations will continue under estab-
lished agreements. Cooperation and collabo-
ration with Federal, State, tribal, and local
governments; nongovernmental organiza-
tions; and adjacent private landowners will
continue. Section 3.11 describes existing and
potential partnerships.

m All wildfires occurring on the refuge will be

managed under a full suppression strat-
egy—accordingly, the potential benefits of
naturally occurring wildfires will not be
considered in pursuing this suppression
strategy.

Prescribed burns will be conducted in all
habitat types on the refuge, and we will
carry out all prescribed fire activities under
our approved and current FMP, which con-
forms to DOI and Service policies. While
the amount of prescribed burning will vary
from year to year based on management
objectives and fire conditions (for example,
weather and fuel moisture), the refuge will
continue to burn up to about 2,500 acres per
year.

In accordance with our approved and cur-
rent IPMP, we will continue to control inva-
sive weeds and carry out integrated pest
management (IPM) using a variety of tools
such as grazing and biological, chemical, and
mechanical controls. We will continue to
work in partnership with others to reduce
weed infestations.

By law and policy, we will continue to abide
by all State water regulations regarding the
use of surface and groundwater. It is impor-
tant to note that the use of all water sources
on this refuge is subject to the adjudication
process of the Colorado Water Court. The
resulting court decrees often define when,
where, and for what beneficial use water can
be diverted, used, and consumed. All
changes in water use described in this plan
must either be within the limits described in
the existing decree for the specific water
source or result from a successful applica-
tion to and approval by the State engineer
or the court.

We will continue to acquire land within the
authorized boundary areas of the refuge.
These lands will be purchased from willing
sellers as funding becomes available.

We will continue to manage the refuge’s
fisheries in accordance with Service policy.
All persons engaging in fishing activities
will be required to possess a valid State-
issued fishing license and to carry with
them a refuge fishing permit while fishing.
Fishing will be allowed only in designated
fishing areas as posted and shown on maps.
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m The public will be required to park in desig-
nated parking areas and must abide by all
other refuge-specific regulations.

m We will adhere to all Service polices regard-
ing rules and regulations for oil, gas, and
mineral extraction on refuge lands. Access
to subsurface minerals is regulated by Fed-
eral and State laws, which, in part, require
the Service, as owner of the surface estate,
to place reasonable restrictions on the min-
eral access in order to reduce disturbance to
the surface estate.

Sustainability

Sustainability is a guiding principle of this CCP.
The Service has set a goal for becoming carbon neu-
tral by 2020 through avoiding emitting greenhouse
gases, reducing unavoidable emissions, and offsetting
any remaining emissions. This region’s climate is
conducive to the increased use of solar energy as a
cost-effective and reliable form of alternative energy.
The refuge’s Visitor Center—which will be LEED
certified in the near future—currently uses both geo-
thermal and solar energy to reduce and offset its
energy consumption while incorporating a variety of
design techniques to increase energy efficiency. In
addition, we use solar energy to power most of our
electric wells, and we will continue to retrofit and
improve our existing facilities.

By 2018, we anticipate installing new, wildlife-
friendly photovoltaic solar arrays to support the ref-
uge’s maintenance facilities. If constructed, these
solar arrays would occupy already disturbed sites
within the refuge’s administration area. These

arrays might occupy approximately 1-2 acres of pre-
viously disturbed lands and will require some minor
trenching.

We will also construct a new, more efficient
administration office building and improve several
other existing facilities that will receive a portion of
their electricity from new solar generating systems.
The Service recently issued a new Climate Leader-
ship in Refuge (CLIR) tool that we will use to gauge
greenhouse gas emissions and to comprehensively
assess, and over time reduce, the carbon footprints of
operations and of our visitors.

U.S. Army’s Dams

Lands associated with four interconnected reser-
voirs and associated dams in the Irondale Gulch
drainage on the refuge have already been trans-
ferred to Service ownership, but the responsibility of
operation and maintenance of the dams was retained
by the U.S. Army pending inspection and repair.
These reservoirs are an important part of the refuge
for both people and wildlife. Following floods in Sep-
tember 2013, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) completed an updated dam safety report
(USACE 2014) on all four dams. This report makes
several recommendations that must be completed
prior to transfer of these dams to the Service. The
U.S. Army is currently working to schedule needed
repairs and improvements. Once these are completed,
the Service plans to accept transfer of the dams as a
part of refuge operation.

Fees

The refuge does not have an entrance fee nor will
an entrance fee be considered in this plan. However,
under the Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement
Act, the refuge may charge reasonable fees for some
of its programs. Fees are used to support programs
and help pay for facility maintenance, brochures,
passes, and fee envelopes. The refuge currently
charges the following fees:

m Recreational Fee:
o Daily Fishing—$3 per day for persons 16
years and older

= Non-Recreational Fees:

o Facility Fee—$50 per day as a deposit for
using refuge facilities, to be returned if
there is no damage or need for unreason-
able cleaning
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o Commercial Photography—$50 dollars
per day—a limited number of permits

After conducting a fee analysis, we are proposing
the fees listed below based on what similar nearby
facilities charge. In addition to daily fishing permits,
we intend to offer an annual fishing pass to assist fre-
quent users and reduce paperwork. In the future, we
may also offer our facilities to outside organizations
for wildlife-dependent presentations, training, and
other functions. Due to the popularity of our facili-
ties, we need some assistance in defraying costs and
any additional staff time necessary to support events
(such as after-hours, holiday, and weekend events).
The following fee structure is common to all alterna-
tives and would become effective January 1, 2016:

m Recreational Fees:
o Daily Fishing (unchanged)—$3 per day
for persons 16 years and older
o Annual Fishing (new)—$50 per year for
persons 16 years and older

= Non-Recreational Fees:

o Facility Fee (nhew)—$50 per day plus any
additional staff time for use of refuge
facilities (such as commercial summer
camp and fee-based programs)

o Commercial Photography
(changed)—3$100 dollars per day

Alternatives B and C include new hunting oppor-
tunities. Fees would be assigned to these programs
to assist with the cost of management. Fees for the
programs would be developed as part of a future
Hunt Management Plan.

Federal Duck Stamps and Federal
Lands Recreation Passes

We will begin to sell Migratory Bird Hunting and
Conservation Stamps (Federal duck stamp) and con-
tinue to issue Federal Lands Recreation Passes. The
cost of both Federal duck stamps and the various
Federal Lands Recreation Passes are determined
nationally.

Surrogate Species

The principal purpose of a national wildlife refuge
is to conserve fish and wildlife and their habitats. We
are entrusted by the American people with conserv-

ing and protecting these resources; this commitment
involves prioritizing certain trust resources on our
refuges. Trust resources—wildlife and habitat for
the conservation of which the Service has statutory
responsibility—typically refers to federally listed
threatened or endangered species, migratory birds,
certain marine mammals and fish, and wetlands. The
Service issued draft policy (FWS 2013a) focusing our
attention on the following conservation priorities:

m recovery of threatened and endangered
species

= implementing the North American Water-
fowl Management Plan

m conserving migratory birds of conservation
concern

As detailed in the refuge HMP (FWS 2013a), res-
toration and maintenance of habitat are central to
accomplishing our mission. The presence and health
of wildlife populations are key indicators in measur-
ing the success of these efforts. However, more than
350 wildlife species have been documented on the
refuge. With such a broad suite of species, habitat
conditions (such as food, cover, and other life history
requirements) that provide the needs of all these spe-
cies individually cannot be managed consistently and
reliably (FWS 2013a). Consequently, in 2006 the Ser-
vice endorsed SHC as its new adaptive management
business model. SHC recognizes that future conser-
vation of fish and wildlife species must utilize new
tools that function at broader scales, embracing
landscape-level approaches. The key to this model is
the designation of priority species as a guide for con-
servation design (National Ecological Assessment
Team 2006). The selection of priority species is a
valuable tool to assist in the development of conserva-
tion efforts.

The Service has further refined its SHC approach
to focus conservation design on creating functional
landscapes capable of supporting self-sustaining
populations of fish and wildlife species (FWS 2012a).
This approach is based on the selection of surrogate
species, which Caro (2010) defined as “species that
are used to represent other species or aspects of the
environment.” This guidance is still under develop-
ment, but shows promise for a systematic approach to
landscape-level conservation design that would
address the essential limiting factors of certain spe-
cies—in other words, using the surrogate species to
help identify and nurture the habitat conditions nec-
essary to preserve other sensitive species that would
benefit from the same habitat conditions, thereby
supporting biodiversity overall.

For the purposes of this CCP, we will use a lim-
ited number of species to inform our goals, objec-
tives, and future management of the refuge. We have
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chosen four species as surrogates—lark bunting, Cas-
sin’s sparrow, black-tailed prairie dog, and American
bison—that are consistent with our focus on threat-
ened and endangered species, declining populations of
migratory birds, and the genetic conservation of
bison. We believe these four species represent the
majority of our habitats (shortgrass and mixed-prai-
rie with a shrubland component) and will serve as
good indicators for the application of adaptive man-
agement. If we successfully manage for these species,
their ecosystems should respond favorably as well.

While the refuge supports other important habi-
tat types (lacustrine, riparian, wetlands, and wood-
lands), their role on the refuge does not directly
relate to national or regional biological goals, and so
surrogate species have not been selected for these
habitat types.

Lark Bunting

The lark bunting is the selected surrogate for the
mosaic of shortgrass and mixed-grass prairie. The
lark bunting is associated with Swainson’s hawk,
western meadowlark, mountain plover, long-billed
curlew, short-eared owl, horned lark, and ferruginous
hawk. We plan to restore up to 4,500 acres of native
shortgrass prairie, providing suitable nesting habitat
for the lark bunting and associated species.

Cassin’s Sparrow

The Cassin’s sparrow is the selected surrogate for
mixed-grass prairie and shrubland (which includes
sand sagebrush, yucca, and rabbitbrush). The Cas-
sin’s sparrow is associated with loggerhead shrike,
western meadowlark, grasshopper sparrow, Swain-
son’s hawk, short-eared owl, and vesper sparrow. We
plan to restore and establish up to 8,000 acres of
mixed-grass prairie, providing suitable nesting habi-
tat for the Cassin’s sparrow and associated species.

Black-Tailed Prairie Dog

The black-tailed prairie dog is the selected surro-
gate for a native vegetation community that not only
supports prairie dogs, but also associated species
such as burrowing owl, black-footed ferret, prairie
rattlesnake, American bison, and many other species
that reside on the refuge. We plan to manage a mini-
mum of 2,585 acres (17 percent) of the refuge for prai-
rie dogs.

American Bison

The American bison is the selected surrogate for
shortgrass prairie and will be the primary habitat
maintenance tool. The bison is associated with prai-

rie dog, burrowing owl, and ferruginous hawks. A
second goal of the refuge bison herd will be to serve
as a genetic reservoir to lessen the chance of inbreed-
ing depression and reduce the risks of disease and
genetic drift. As of July 2014, our herd numbered 80
animals, exceeding the carrying capacity for current
pastures. An additional pasture unit was developed
in 2014 and, as more infrastructure is constructed,
approximately 12,165 acres will eventually be avail-
able for bison grazing.

3.3 Structure of Alternative

Descriptions

Since each alternative is designed to address the
goals described in chapter 2, the description of each
alternative is organized by goal:

Habitat Management

Wildlife Management

Visitor Services
Communications and Outreach
Partnerships

Cultural Resources

Research and Science
Infrastructure and Operations
Access and Transportation

3.4 Summary of Alternative

A—No Action

Alternative A, the no-action alternative, repre-
sents current management of the refuge (figure 7).
This alternative provides the baseline against which
the other alternatives are compared. It also fulfills
the NEPA requirement that a no-action alternative
be addressed in an EIS.

Under this alternative, management activities
currently conducted by the Service will remain in
effect as described in Section 3.2 and below. We
would not develop any new management, restoration,
or education programs. Current habitat and wildlife
practices would not be expanded or changed except
as allowed by existing approved plans such as those
described in “Section 1.8—Other Planning Docu-
ments.” Funding and staff levels would remain the
same with little change in overall trends. Programs
would follow the same direction, emphasis, and inten-
sity as they do now.
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The following is a synopsis of the major manage-
ment actions called for in the HMP that we would
continue to implement under all four alternatives.

Habitat Management

Under this alternative, we would continue to use
an adaptive management framework to conserve,
restore, and enhance the ecological integrity of the
Front Range prairie communities, including the wet-
lands, trees, and native shrubs within those commu-
nities. We would use prescribed fire, mowing,
grazing, and IPM to restore and then maintain ref-
uge habitats.

We would manage for habitat diversity in fire-
maintained ecosystems using management tools like
prescribed fire, as described in the fire management
plan (FWS 2013i).

Invasive species management would continue
through the use of approved biological controls, phys-
ical controls, chemical controls, and appropriate cul-
tural controls for the prevention, early detection,
monitoring, and control (or eradication) of invasive
plant species and other pests on the refuge (FWS
2014d).

Herbivore populations would continue to be man-
aged as necessary to ensure the long-term sustain-
ability of restored prairie and shrubland, contribute
to the Service’s bison metapopulation goals, and pro-
vide suitable habitat for species of concern.

Also, we would pursue a variety of strategies
aimed at protecting wildlife habitat (such as fee-title
acquisition, leases, and co-management of private
lands).

Prairie

We would continue to pursue the goals specified in
the 1999 habitat restoration plan and the HMP for
restoring native prairie to develop diverse plant com-
munity mosaics that differ in composition, height, and
density. These activities would promote successful
long-term establishment and maintenance of seeded
restoration sites, as well as existing native prairies
and shrublands, to provide habitat for species of con-
cern. We would continue to work with DIA and adja-
cent cities on co-management of specific parcels of
wildlife habitat (such as the bison viewing area) and
to acquire and protect inholdings and lands adjacent
to the existing refuge boundary.

Shrubland

Shrubland would be maintained and restored
where appropriate to provide suitable nesting habitat

for Cassin’s sparrow as well as forage and shelter for
associated small mammals and deer.

Wetlands

Wetlands would continue to be managed to pro-
mote native emergent species, provide opportunistic
benefits to wetland-dependent wildlife, and maintain
spawning grounds for forage fish. Cattails would be
treated when 80 percent or more of shorelines are
covered with them within 30 feet of the shoreline.

Riparian Areas

Riparian corridors would be sustained. Surface
flow would remain unaltered without actively manag-
ing hydrology. We would inventory this habitat.

Wildlife Management

We would maintain healthy wildlife communities
in harmony with the refuge’s historic cultural land-
scape—which includes New Mexico locust thickets,
old farmstead windbreaks, and other planted trees—
as well as with cottonwood galleries, created wet-
lands and lakes, and restored grasslands.

We would restore habitat for species of concern
(such as grassland-dependent birds, burrowing owls,
bald eagles, neotropical migratory birds, bats, and
black-footed ferrets) using tools such as prescribed
fire. We would continue to provide nesting sites for
burrowing owls along with long-term quality nesting
and roosting habitat for bald eagles. We would pro-
vide habitat in the refuge’s Environmental Education
Zone for neotropical migratory bird species that are
losing suitable stop-over areas to urban development
in the Denver Metropolitan area. We would imple-
ment riparian and prairie habitat recommendations
from the HMP addendum to maintain a mosaic of
wetland and riparian habitats to provide foraging
habitat in support of big brown bat populations. We
would discontinue the use of artificial bat roosts, also
known as bat boxes.

Black-Footed Ferret

Federally listed black-footed ferrets would not be
reintroduced to the refuge.

Surrogate Species

A population of black-tailed prairie dogs (FWS
2013h) would be preserved. This provides functions
necessary to perpetuate native grasslands and sup-
port associated migratory birds (FWS 2013a).
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We would continue to maintain a bison population
that contributes to DOI’s Bison Conservation Initia-
tive and helps maintain the structure and composi-
tion of native and restored prairies necessary to
support priority grassland bird species. Bison popu-
lations would be managed at or below the refuge’s
carrying capacity. The 80 bison currently making up
the refuge herd exceed the present carrying capac-
ity. Once additional grazing units are in place, long-
term bison populations may range between 110 and
180 and should not exceed 209 individuals.

Other Native Species

No reintroduction of other native species (e.g.,
greater prairie chicken, sharp-tailed grouse, prong-
horn) would be undertaken.

Visitor Services

Under this alternative we would maintain exist-
ing facilities and programs.

Hunting

The refuge would remain closed to all hunting and
hunting-related activities (such as hunter education).

Fishing
The refuge would continue to be open for catch-

and-release fishing from April to October in accor-
dance with State fishing regulations.

Wildlife Observation and Photography

Wildlife observation and photography opportuni-
ties would continue to be provided on the refuge, sup-
ported by a self-guided auto tour, nature trails, and a
wildlife viewing blind near the Rod and Gun Club
Pond. Seasonal closures to protect sensitive wildlife
areas and reduce disturbance to wildlife would be
supported. A limited number of commercial photog-
raphy permits are available each year; we would
continue to evaluate requests for these permits on a
case-by-case basis.

Environmental Education and
Interpretation

The environmental education program would con-
tinue to be opportunistic, depending on the availabil-
ity of time and staff. An environmental education
curriculum is available to teachers, although a lim-

ited number of environmental education programs
are offered due to our current staff shortage. The
refuge has an active interpretation program and
offers regular tours and programs. Interpretive pan-
els, brochures, factsheets, Web sites, and maps would
be updated as funding allows. We would continue to
make use of the Contact Station to provide interpre-
tive programs as well as to provide a venue for teach-
ers to use our environmental education curriculum.

Communications and Qutreach

Audiences

With the help of refuge volunteers, we would con-
tinue to reach out to traditional refuge visitors and
local communities by participating in community
outreach events such as Fishing Frenzy, Refuge Day,
the Bass Pro Fishing Classic, Colorado Get Outdoors
Day, the Aurora Youth Water Festival, the Barr
Lake Birding Festival, and other events.

Emphasis of Outreach Message

We would continue to support the Service’s Urban
Refuge Initiative and to participate in special events
and career development programs for local students.

Tools and Approaches

We would continue to manage Web site and social
media platforms to reach a broad spectrum of visi-
tors. The Wild News publication, a quarterly list of
refuge tours and nature and interpretation pro-
grams, would continue to be distributed through an
extensive email list; it is also available in hardcopy
format in the Visitor Center and locations throughout
local communities. The refuge has a current general
brochure and rack card, and staff is developing bro-
chures for trails and the auto tour.

Partnerships

Through partnerships with other organizations
and municipalities (including those in the Rocky
Mountain Greenway Trail Network and Sand Creek
Greenway Partnerships), we would continue to create
new trails and connect them with existing trails to
form a trail network connecting the refuge with Two
Ponds NWR and Rocky Flats NWR. Friends of
Front Range Wildlife Refuges would continue to sup-
port refuge programs and operate the Visitor Center
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store—Nature’s Nest Books and Gifts. Partnerships
with City of Commerce City Parks and Recreation
and Bass Pro Shops to sponsor the annual Fishing
Frenzy would continue. We would continue to work
with the City and County of Denver and the Rocky
Mountain Bird Observatory to implement the Urban
Bird Treaty. We would continue to implement the
Urban Refuge Partnership with Environmental
Learning for Kids at their property in Montello. We
would continue to develop our partnerships with the
Denver Botanical Garden and Butterfly Pavilion for
monarch and pollinator programs and outreach. We
would continue to work with Mile High Youth Corps
and Groundwork Denver for habitat restoration proj-
ects. The refuge would continue to employ Arrupe
High School students—one student once a week—to
assist with operation of the Visitor Center through
an agreement managed by our regional diversity and
civil rights office.

Cultural Resources

Under Section 106 of the National Historic Pres-
ervation Act (NHPA), we would continue to conduct
cultural resource reviews for projects that involve
ground-disturbing activities or that could affect
buildings or structures more than 50 years old. Most
of the refuge was intensively surveyed for cultural
resources in 1994 and 1995, and the results of those
surveys form an excellent basis for these reviews
(Clark 1997).

We would avoid disturbing significant cultural
resources unless such disturbance is necessitated by
unusual circumstances. In addition, we would con-
tinue to conduct law enforcement patrols to monitor
sensitive sites. We would continue to consult with the
Colorado State Historic Preservation Office, Native
American tribes, local governments, and members of
the general public on matters pertaining to cultural
resources. We would continue to adhere to other cul-
tural resource laws; however, research opportunities
would be minimal.

Artifacts currently stored at the refuge—both
prehistoric and historic items—would be cared for
and inventoried. We would explore and possibly
implement deaccession of some artifacts.

Significant historic buildings, structures, and
sites would be preserved and interpreted using sig-
nage and bus tours. The Egli house and garage,
listed in the State Register of Historic Properties,
would continue to be preserved through some stabili-
zation actions and maintained in a state of arrested
decay. This house and other historic sites—including
the observation bunker, the old Officer’s Club, the
guard tower foundation, the weapons storage bunker,

homestead sites, a wagon road, historical tree plant-
ings, and farming equipment—would continue to be
protected. (See following page for more details on the
Egli farmstead.)

Research and Science

We are currently engaged in several research and
monitoring programs; these will continue. Some proj-
ects support both research and monitoring and inven-
tory programs. All this work is helpful for making
management decisions.

Research

Trapping and banding burrowing owls contrib-
utes to research on the migratory pathways of bur-
rowing owls in western North America. Other
research opportunities arise, often unexpectedly and
involving short-term levels of effort.

Monitoring and Inventory Programs

We would continue to conduct the following
annual monitoring and inventory programs:

= Trap and band burrowing owls as a moni-
toring project (as well as for research) that
may help evaluate trends in the migratory
pathways of burrowing owls in western
North America.

m Conduct bald eagle winter roost surveys and
nest counts in cooperation with the Rocky
Mountain Bird Observatory to help monitor
overall riparian health of the refuge and bald
eagle reproductive success at the refuge.

m Monitor raptor nests (such as those of
Swainson’s hawks and burrowing owls) in
accordance with objectives in the HMP.

m Assess fish populations through electrofish-
ing and gillnetting in accordance with objec-
tives in the HMP to maintain a quality sport
fishery.

m Conduct a deer census each fall to assess
populations for inclusion into the refuge for-
age allocation plan.

m Conduct a bison roundup each fall to assess
overall individual health and to evaluate
populations for inclusion into the refuge for-
age allocation plan.
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EGLI FARMSTEAD

Shortly after the arrival of the railroad, home-
steading and other forms of new settlement began
on and around the refuge. Settlement patterns
changed over time as land was subdivided. Many
of the new residents were recent immigrants from
overseas. By the late 1930s, several hundred fami-
lies were living within the boundaries of what
would become the refuge (Hoffecker 2001).

. . . . Undated photo of Egli family members in
Gottleib Egli was born in Switzerland. He and fromt of their home.

his family came to the area after 1910 and

acquired a relatively large plot of several hundred acres. They built a home and farmed corn,
alfalfa, wheat, barley, and millet, as well as pigs and cattle. With the creation of the Rocky
Mountain Arsenal, the Federal government acquired the land through condemnation, and the
hundreds of families on the property were forced to abandon their homes. By all accounts, most
did so without protest, but the pain of the experience was never forgotten (Hoffecker 2001).

The Egli house and garage, near the refuge’s Contact Station, are the only surviving pre—
World War Il structures on the refuge. The house and garage are now listed in the Colorado State
Register of Historic Properties, and these structures were determined as potentially eligible for
listing in the National Historic Register of Historic Places as representative of twentieth century
agriculture in northeast Colorado.

A structural assessment of the buildings was completed in 2004, but little preservation has
been carried out since (Preservation Partnership 2004). In 2014, the Friends of Front Range
Wildlife Refuges replaced the roof and gutters and repaired the chimney and windows on the
second floor.

In this plan we considered a range of alternatives for the Egli farmstead, all of which
satisfy our requirements under the National Historic Preservation Act.

m Alternative A—we would continue to preserve the Egli House in a state of
“arrested decay” and would interpret it in its current, deteriorated condition.

m Alternative B—we would preserve and interpret the Egli farmstead in the same
was as we would under Alternative A.

m Alternative C (proposed alternative)—we would strive to complete a full resto-
ration of the exterior of the Egli farmstead. We would install additional inter-
pretive panels outside the house to explain the significance of the farmstead and
past homesteading on the refuge.

m Alternative D—we would strive to complete a full restoration of both the inte-
rior and exterior of the Egli property to allow for reuse. While we have not iden-
tified specific future uses, they could include a variety of interpretational
activities.
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m Monitor native and invasive vegetation—
especially at habitat restoration sites—to
determine future management actions that
may be necessary.

= Band 200 mourning doves to support
national efforts to monitor migratory birds.

= Support Citizen Science projects in connec-
tion with the Great Backyard Bird Count in
February.

m Conduct a Christmas Bird Count in January
to support national efforts to monitor
migratory birds.

m Conduct spring and fall bird counts in May
and September to support national efforts
to monitor migratory birds.

Citizen Science Projects at the Refuge

We will continue to support Citizen Science proj-
ects, especially the Christmas Bird Count in January,
the Great Backyard Bird Count each February, and
spring and fall bird counts in May and September.

Climate Change

We do not conduct research on climate change.
However, refuge and U.S. Army personnel do collect
meteorological data that may be useful in the future
for establishing trends in climate change at the
refuge.
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The refuge’s Visitor Center houses several exhibits.

Social Science, Social Media, and

Emerging Technologies

We do not currently conduct research in social sci-
ence, social media, or emerging technologies. How-
ever, we do occasionally permit social science
research that benefits refuge management.

Infrastructure and Operations

Staff and Funding

Tables 7 and 8 in section 3.11 provide information
on the refuge’s current funding and personnel, which
would continue unchanged.

Volunteer Groups and Programs

At present, approximately 80 volunteers actively
support refuge operations, including staffing the
front desk of the Visitor Center, conducting interpre-
tive tours and programs, performing light mainte-
nance of trails and facilities, assisting with biological
surveys, and staffing special events. A fenced pollina-
tor garden behind the Visitor Center is maintained
by volunteers and is in good condition. We would
encourage the continuation of this project.

Facilities

Our visitor facilities include a Visitor Center, a
Contact Station, three information kiosks, two
amphitheaters, a fee station (iron ranger), and a wild-
life viewing blind. A fenced pollinator garden and
amphitheater are located behind the Visitor Center,
with a second amphitheater at Lake Mary. No new
facilities for observing and photographing wildlife
would be developed, but existing facilities would be
supported. A new administration building is planned
and may be constructed. The Visitor Center includes
an exhibit hall, a 73-seat auditorium, and discovery
room. The Contact Station offers self-guided learning
stations and can accommodate 60 students.

We would continue to host special events and
meetings that support the purposes of the refuge and
the mission of the Service and the Refuge System.
We would consider hosting special events and meet-
ings for DOI and other Federal, State, and local agen-
cies on a case-by-case basis.

Under this alternative we would continue to safe-
guard the refuge from unnatural sounds and undue
light contamination to the extent possible, but would
not be able to retrofit existing structures to pursue
this objective.
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Energy Transmission Towers

In support of the Service’s climate change policy,
we implement all necessary measures to increase our
facilities’ energy efficiency and reduce the carbon
footprint of our refuge management operations.
Additionally, we intend to modify the energy distri-
bution lines (by either burying or relocating them)
when redeveloping certain areas of the refuge. If
necessary, we will coordinate with the U.S. Army
prior to removal of the existing electrical substation
on the refuge.

Refuge Signs

Entrance signs are located at the main and
Havana gates. Guide and directional signs are posted
throughout the refuge. Interpretive panels are
located at the Visitor Center, Contact Station, and
Wildlife Drive information kiosks. All signs would be
maintained.

Water-Control Infrastructure and Water
Rights

There are five major dams on the refuge. Upper
Derby Lake, Lower Derby Lake, Lake Ladora, and
Lake Mary dams are currently owned and operated
by the U.S. Army and are slated for transfer to the
Service (as noted in section 3.2). Havana Ponds dam
is owned and operated by the City of Denver and
Urban Drainage and Flood Control District
(UDFCD). The refuge will not accept transfer of the
U.S. Army dams until the necessary repairs on
Lower Derby Lake, Lake Ladora, and Lake Mary
dams are complete. Upper Derby Lake dam would be
partially breached prior to transfer and would no
longer be considered a dam. Havana Pond dam is cur-
rently impaired or breached after flooding in 2013,
but it is currently being repaired.

Fencing

There would be no changes to the refuge’s exist-
ing fencing, sign design, and material standards.

Hours of Operation

The refuge would continue to be open from sun-
rise to sunset. In general, visitors would not be
allowed in the refuge during hours of darkness.

Other Operational Topics

The UDFCD would include the refuge in an alert
system (text alerts) to notify of emergency water con-

ditions, such as flood threats. We would partner with
FHWA and others to investigate the vulnerability of
refuge infrastructure to extreme weather events.

Access and Transportation

Points and Types of Access

Currently, automobile, bus, and pedestrian travel
are the modes allowed on the refuge. These would
continue to be available year-round, unless the refuge
is closed due to heavy snows. Recreational biking
would continue to be permitted from the main gate—
the Prairie Gateway—to the Visitor Center, but all
other trails and roads would remain closed to this
use. The single existing visitor access point would
remain in effect.

Way-Finding and Sign Plan

The refuge would continue to use existing way-
finding signs and would not develop a sign plan
within the life of the CCP.

Roads and Related Infrastructure

The infrastructure and the type and condition of
the existing roads would remain unchanged from the
predominantly older asphalt roads left behind by
Army operations. The roads would only receive the
maintenance necessary to sustain current
operations.

Legacy Loop

The Legacy Loop tour route would remain open
to the public when the refuge is open.

Wildlife Drive

Under this alternative, the Wildlife Drive auto
tour route would generally remain closed to the pub-
lic, except for tours guided by refuge personnel.

Trail System

The Service would continue to maintain 10 miles
of trails in the refuge. Sections of some trails that are
currently closed due to flood damage would be
repaired. The refuge would remain open to snow-
shoeing on existing trails.



44  Draft CCP and EIS—Rocky Mountain Arsenal National Wildlife Refuge, Colorado

3.5 Summary of Alternative

B—Traditional Refuge

This alternative focuses on providing traditional
refuge visitor uses and conveying the importance of
conservation, wildlife protection, and the purposes of
the Refuge System (figure 8). Access to the refuge
would remain more limited than under alternatives C
and D, and wildlife-dependent recreation, as well as
community outreach, would be minimally expanded.

Habitat Management

Habitat management under this alternative would
be similar to that under alternative A.

Wildlife Management

We would manage wildlife much as we would
under alternative A, with the exception that we
would seek to reintroduce the endangered black-
footed ferret and, possibly, other native species.

Black-Footed Ferret

Provided that habitat conditions remain stable
and captive ferrets are available for this project, we
would hope to release 15-40 ferrets (with an approxi-
mate sex ratio of 50:50) during the first year,
although that allocation could be staggered over sev-
eral periods through the year. Subsequent ferret
releases would be based on requirements outlined in
the refuge’s annual ferret allocation request submit-
ted to the BFF Center. Ferrets to be released may
come from existing wild ferret populations or from
animals held and bred in captivity. Captive animals
selected for release would be as genetically redun-
dant as possible with the captive population. All
released animals would be marked with passive inte-
grated transponder chips, and some may be fitted
with radio transmitters. Both captive-raised and
wild-born translocated ferrets (trapped from other
authorized ferret reintroduction areas) would be
released directly into targeted prairie dog complexes
at about 18 weeks of age or older. Releases are likely
to take place in the fall when juvenile black-footed
ferrets in the wild typically become independent;
exhibit dispersal behaviors; and are more capable of
killing their own prey, avoiding predators, and
adjusting to environmental conditions.

Reintroduction of black-footed ferrets would
require the legal safeguarding of neighbors in case of
incidental take. Targeted outreach efforts would be
used to educate refuge neighbors on ferrets and rein-
troduction issues. Public access to the northern half
of the refuge would be restricted to support ferret
and bison populations and research activities. For
further detailed information on the reintroduction
efforts and safeguards, please see “Appendix H—
Biological Assessment.”

We would also develop a live ferret exhibit to
showcase ferret conservation efforts on the refuge
and range-wide. This would generally display two live
(preferably nonreproductive) ferrets. The selection of
specific ferrets for the exhibit would be decided with
the BFF Center and consider both range-wide ferret
population goals and management considerations of
the refuge (for example, individuals that have a his-
tory of repeatedly leaving the refuge would be suit-
able candidates for the exhibit). The exhibit would be
designed for public viewing and to ensure a controlled
and secure environment for the ferrets.

Surrogate Species

We would manage surrogate species as described
for alternative A.

Other Native Species

We would carry out new feasibility and scientific
studies to determine if the greater prairie-chicken,
plains sharp-tailed grouse, and pronghorn could be
reintroduced. We would reintroduce all native species
that studies show could become self-sustaining. We
would enforce seasonal closures to safeguard plains
sharp-tailed grouse and greater prairie-chicken leks.

Visitor Services

We would foster the public’s appreciation of natu-
ral resources and provide inclusive, high-quality,
wildlife-dependent recreation, education, and inter-
pretation. We would slightly increase accessible
trails, reopen Rattlesnake Hill and Wildlife Watch,
and add more wildlife viewing facilities. We would
continue to conduct visitor use satisfaction surveys.

Hunting

We would use the refuge as a venue for educating
visitors about hunting as a management tool and
partner with CPW to offer hunting education courses.
We would also implement a limited deer and dove
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Figure 8. Principal features of alternative B.






Chapter 3—Alternatives 41

hunting program. Hunting would be limited to spe-
cial programs for youth and people with disabilities.

Deer and dove hunting would be carried out in
conjunction with State hunting seasons. Additionally,
refuge hunts would be by lottery draw only, restrict-
ing the number of hunters and the dates on which
hunting is allowed.

Fishing

We would undertake minor renovations to facili-
ties and signage to increase the quality of fishing
opportunities. Otherwise, fishing opportunities
would remain as described for alternative A. We
would assess fishing satisfaction with the assistance
of anglers, volunteers, and partners.

Wildlife Observation and Photography

In addition to the opportunities described for
alternative A, we would add wildlife viewing facili-
ties and trails at Rattlesnake Hill and Wildlife
Watch. We would increase the accessibility of exist-
ing trails and facilities. Reintroduction of black-
footed ferrets would provide new viewing
opportunities for visitors.

Environmental Education and
Interpretation

In addition to the opportunities described for
alternative A, we would add new curricula covering
black-footed ferrets. Implementation would begin
with Rhythms of the Refuge, which would offer
teacher resources and distance learning. The exhibit
featuring live black-footed ferrets described above
would contribute to the new environmental education
and interpretive programs.

Communication and Qutreach

We would continue to use the same communica-
tions and outreach tools, resources, messages, and
levels of effort as described for alternative A. How-
ever, we would enhance our emphasis on the refuge’s
conservation efforts as well as the overall purposes of
the Refuge System.

Audiences

We would target our traditional refuge use audi-
ence as well as wildlife enthusiasts. We would also
increase public outreach and refuge promotion in

neighboring communities to increase the visibility of
the refuge and overcome negative perceptions.

Emphasis of Outreach Message

We would focus our outreach messaging to
address safety concerns over the cleanup of refuge
habitats, invite visitors to participate in refuge activ-
ities and programs, and explain the refuge’s wildlife
and habitat resources.

Tools and Approaches

Our outreach and communications tools and
approaches would be similar to those under alterna-
tive A. In addition, we would encourage more cross
promotion among partners to raise awareness of the
refuge. We would also develop more bilingual
resources (such as a refuge Web site, signs, and bro-
chures); increase our communications slightly; and
disseminate more information through existing out-
lets and media.

Partnerships

We would maintain our partnerships as described
for alternative A.

Cultural Resources

We would manage cultural resources as described
for alternative A.

Cindy Souders / USFWS

Refuge Day is an important outreach activity that helps
connect members of the public to the overall goals of the
Refuge System.
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Research and Science

Research

In addition to the research activities described for
alternative A, we would develop opportunities to con-
duct important research on the reintroduced black-
footed ferret population in collaboration with the
BFF Center.

Monitoring and Inventory Programs

In addition to the programs described for alterna-
tive A, we would undertake the following:

m Develop an Inventory and Monitoring Plan.

m Recommence water quality monitoring and
data gathering.

m Adopt the findings of the water manage-
ment plan.

m Reestablish yearly monitoring of cultural
resources sites.

m Monitor reintroduced species for success.

m Introduce the use of hand-held devices (such
as tablets) to facilitate improvements in data
and information collection and monitoring.

Citizen Science Projects

In addition to the projects described for alterna-
tive A, we would increase the extent of existing bird
counts as other opportunities arise and implement
the Big Sit Bird Count—an annual, international,
noncompetitive birding event hosted by Bird Watch-
er’s Digest. It involves bird watchers tallying as
many bird species as they see and hear from a lim-
ited site (17 feet in diameter) that they remain in for
24 hours.

Climate Change

We would initiate research and monitoring of phe-
nological characteristics (that is, the relationship of
plant and animal life cycles with seasonal and inter-
annual variations in climate) of various species of
plants, birds, and pollinators. We would also be more
alert to impacts of climate change on habitat and
wildlife regimes at the refuge.

Service staff perform a deer health check.

Aaron Rinker / USFWS
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Social Science, Social Media and

Emerging Technologies Research

As described for alternative A, we do not under-
take such research. However, we do occasionally
permit social science research that benefits refuge
management.

Infrastructure and Operations

Staff and Funding

Tables 7 and 8 in section 3.11 provide information
on the refuge’s funding and personnel scenario under
alternative B, which would be similar to, but slightly
less than, that under alternative A.

Volunteer Groups and Programs

In addition to the groups and programs described
for alternative A, we would help develop a reliable
core group to staff the Visitor Center desk and lead
various tours and programs. We would offer to sup-
port Eagle Scout projects and engage various scout
volunteers in other ways.

Facilities

We would develop a site plan for a new adminis-
tration complex, consider a new office building and
the removal of unused facilities (such as trailers and
some buildings), and replace current temporary
bunkhouses.

In all future facility design, we would reduce the
addition of nighttime light pollution, maintain exist-
ing ambient natural sounds, and avoid introducing
sources of unnatural sounds.

Energy Transmission Towers

Our approach to energy transmission towers
would be the same as under alternative A.

Refuge Signs

We would maintain the same array of signage as
described for alternative A.

Water-Control Infrastructure and Water
Rights

Dams and water rights would be managed as
described for alternative A.

Fencing

We would develop a branding scheme, entailing a
set of standards for fencing and signage design and
material to be implemented consistently across the
refuge complex.

Hours of Operation

The hours of operation would remain the same as
described for alternative A.

Other Operational Topics

Efforts involving the UDFCD and activities relat-
ing to our vulnerability to extreme weather events
would be the same as described for alternative A.

Access and Transportation

Points and Types of Access

We would enhance and improve the main general
visitor access point, the Prairie Gateway entrance.
We would maintain or reevaluate the need for three
employee entrances (two electronically controlled,
one locked). Current travel modes would continue and
include Service-owned bus and vans, autos, recre-
ational biking only to the Visitor Center, and pedes-
trian access. Commercial touring would not be
available.

Way-Finding and Sign Plan

We would address navigation and new ways to
bring people to the refuge (for example, way-finding,
Colorado Department of Transportation [CDOT],
marketing). We would also use way-finding to clarify
circulation inside the refuge boundary. We would
incorporate positive messages into signs—focusing
on what is allowed rather than what is not allowed.
We would provide rationales to explain road and area
closures. Refuge maps in the Visitor Center and at
all kiosk locations would be updated.
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