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To: Danny D. Naranjo
Cc: Coleman, Julie A -FS; Janowiak, Matthew J -FS; Whitmer, Jared -FS; Hooley, Camela -FS
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Hi Danny,
  None of the resources described in the EIS are within sheep concentration areas.  Also, none of the
 sites visited were being impacted by sheep grazing.   Therefore, they are not receiving active
 management (i.e. fencing).    When we discussed this project with the tribes during our 2010 annual
 tribal consultation meeting none of them expressed concerns or a desire for further consultation.  I
 hope this answers your questions.  I will be out of the office starting tomorrow until April 13. 
 Should you have any questions while I am away Julie Coleman (jacoleman@fs.fed.us) can answer
 questions concerning tribal consultation and Jared Whitmer (jwhitmer@fs.fed.us) can answer any
 questions you have concerning the grazing analysis. 
Cheers,
 

Lynn Robinson 
District Archeologist

Forest Service
San Juan National Forest, Columbine Ranger District

p: 970-884-1439 
lynnirobinson@fs.fed.us

367 Pearl St
Bayfield, CO 81122
www.fs.fed.us 

Caring for the land and serving people

 
 

From: Danny D. Naranjo [mailto:ddnaranjo@santaclarapueblo.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 15, 2016 2:33 PM
To: Robinson, Lynn I -FS <lynnirobinson@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Weminuche landscape grazing analysis project.
 
Good afternoon Lynn,
 
  We have received documents of the above stated project. I contacted Julie Colman and have
 received a summary of the cultural resources in the area, after reviewing most of the cultural
 resources are lithic scatters and not eligible to NRHP. Proper grazing rotation throughout these
 allotments should remedy the amount of erosion occurring near eligible sites, helping to protect
 these resources. We would like to see the eligible sites protected best as possible, will any type of
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 fencing be utilized to aid in protection or what steps will be taken to protect eligible sites? What are
 the other tribes thoughts on this project could you share their responses?
 
Danny Naranjo
Land and Cultural Resources Technician
ddnaranjo@santaclarapueblo.org
(505)692-6285 Ext.#1234
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From: Coleman, Julie A -FS
To: Danny D. Naranjo (ddnaranjo@santaclarapueblo.org)
Cc: Robinson, Lynn I -FS; Hooley, Camela -FS
Subject: RE: Weminuche Grazing DEIS
Date: Sunday, March 06, 2016 6:21:41 PM
Attachments: Weminuche EIS Cultural Section.docx

Dear Mr. Naranjo,
 
Thanks so much for contacting the San Juan NF.  Please find attached the cultural section from the
 Weminuche Grazing DEIS.  This section summarizes the cultural resources located within the
 proposed project area.  The majority of the cultural resources identified in the analysis area are
 prehistoric lithic scatters and campsites, and historic mining related sites.  Please contact Lynn
 Robinson, the Columbine District Archaeologist if you would like additional information on the
 cultural resources referred to in this document.  Lynn is cc’d on this email.
 
Additionally, could you please let me know if Ben Chavarria is still working for the Santa Clara
 Historic Preservation Department?  I am updating my Tribal/Pueblo contacts and have not hear
 from Ben in a while.  I’ve tried to email him a couple of times and haven’t heard back from him.  I
 hope he is doing well!
 
Thanks,
 
Julie Coleman
Forest Archaeologist
San Juan National Forest
 
 
 
 

From: Danny D. Naranjo [mailto:ddnaranjo@santaclarapueblo.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 02, 2016 10:22 AM
To: Whitmer, Jared -FS <jwhitmer@fs.fed.us>
Subject: Re: Weminuche Grazing DEIS
 
We would like more information about this project specifically if there are any cultural components
 involved. Any other information you can provide will be helpful as well thank you.
 
Danny Naranjo
Land and Cultural Resources Technician
ddnaranjo@santaclarapueblo.org
(505)692-6285 Ext.#1234
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[bookmark: _Toc379527580]AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

There is evidence of occupation of the analysis area from approximately 10,500 years ago to the present. During prehistoric times, the analysis area was primarily utilized on a seasonal basis for resource procurement activities such as hunting and plant gathering. This occupation is affiliated with paleoindian, archaic, and protohistoric (Ute) cultures. Evidence of historic occupation includes the remains logging, mining, ranching, and herding activities. The historic period occupation in the analysis area is affiliated with European-American, Hispanic-American, and Native-American cultures.

The analysis area for the grazing assessment is the 166,627 acres of land within the Weminuche Landscape. A review of existing San Juan National Forest and Colorado Historical Society records was conducted to identify previous incidences of archaeological survey and known historic properties within the analysis area. Thirty-eight cultural resource inventories have been completed in the analysis area within the past 30 years, resulting in approximately 4,662 acres of intensive level inventories. The previous surveys were conducted in support of recreation, prescribed burns, minor land use authorizations, and timber management.

The Colorado Historical Society’s records indicate that 142 cultural resources have been identified within the analysis area. Isolated finds, cultural resource locales consisting of one or very few artifacts, account for sixty-nine of the cultural resources in the project area. The majority of sites in the general region of the analysis area consist of prehistoric sites associated with lithic reduction and seasonal camping. A smaller percentage of the cultural resources are attributed to historic natural resource exploitation in the area. 

In addition to the landscape, the trailing routes to the landscape were also analyzed for impacts to cultural resources.  These are primarily existing road and trail corridors that are used to bring stock to the grazing allotments and any camps that occur leading into the Weminuche landscape.  The analysis area for this portion is 1,664 acres of potential effects.  This includes the trail and a fifty foot buffer on either side of the trail.  Fifty cultural resource inventories have been completed in the trailing area within the past 30 years, resulting in approximately 761 acres of intensive level inventories.  Fifteen cultural resources are located within the trailing corridor.  They are primarily associated with prehistoric resource exploitation.

Under 36 CFR 800.16(d) the Area of Potential Effects (APE) is the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The Area of Potential Effects is influenced by the scale and nature of the undertaking and may be different for different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking. Under Alternatives 2 and 3, the potential to affect historic properties would be limited to the allotments which are proposed to remain active, or are proposed for emergency use. As Colorado is a fence-out state, and very little fencing of private property is present in the analysis area, grazing does occur on private property within the active allotments. As grazing on private property is considered a connected action, non-federal lands are included in the APE.

Under Alternative 2, the APE would be those allotments that would remain active (49,172 acres). Twenty-nine cultural resource inventories have been completed in the analysis area for Alternative 2 within the past 30 years, resulting in approximately 3,291 acres of intensive level inventories. Within the Alternative 2 APE, 54 cultural resources have been identified. Of this number, 35 are considered not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Fifteen sites require additional data prior to evaluating them for the NRHP and are currently considered potentially eligible. The remaining 4 sites are eligible for the NRHP and one, the Durango to Silverton Narrow Gauge Railroad, is listed on the NRHP.

Under Alternative 3, the APE would be those allotments proposed as active and as forage reserve for either sheep or cattle (73,475 acres). Twenty-six cultural resource inventories have been completed in the APE for Alternative 3 within the past 30 years, resulting in approximately 3,146 acres of intensive level inventories. Within the Alternative 3 APE, 80 cultural resources have been identified. Of this number, 58 are considered not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Nineteen sites require additional data prior to evaluating them for the NRHP and are currently considered potentially eligible. The remaining three sites are eligible for the NRHP.

Under Alternative 4, the APE would be those allotments proposed as active without a forest reserve (45,600 acres). Twenty-six cultural resource inventories have been completed in the APE for Alternative 3 within the past 30 years, resulting in approximately 3,146 acres of intensive level inventories. Within the Alternative 4 APE, 49 cultural resources have been identified. Of this number, 32 are considered not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Fifteen sites require additional data prior to evaluating them for the NRHP and are currently considered potentially eligible. The remaining two sites are eligible for the NRHP.

The stock trailing APE would be the same for Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 and would consist of the trail and a fifty foot buffer on either side of the trail and any camps that occur leading into the Weminuche landscape (1,664 acres). Fifty cultural resource inventories have been completed in the trailing area within the past 30 years, resulting in approximately 761 acres of intensive level inventories.  Within the trailing APE, 15 cultural resources have been identified. Of this number, 11 are considered not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Three sites require additional data prior to evaluating them for the NRHP and are currently considered potentially eligible. The remaining site is eligible for the NRHP.

Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act

The San Juan National Forest drafted a document titled Standard Range Rescission Strategy for Cultural Resources to provide specific direction and guidance for accomplishing the Section 106 process for open range grazing permit renewal.  Consultation with the Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer on this guidance was completed on June 25, 2008 (CHS #51571).

Per the San Juan National Forest Standard Range Rescission Strategy for Cultural Resources (SJNF 2008), the focus of the analysis is known livestock congregation areas and their intersection with areas known or likely to contain cultural resources. Such locations within allotments that are currently active and proposed to remain open to sheep grazing were examined during field analysis efforts conducted for this undertaking.

The Forest rangeland management staff defined areas where livestock are known to congregate within the APE. Predictive variables for sheep concentration included known bedding areas, salting locations, water sources, and landscape choke points that contributed to severe trailing. Known herder camp locations were also considered. A computer mapping site prediction model was run to identify areas likely to contain cultural resources. The model utilized environmental factors such as proximity to water, slope, and vegetation types. Site records, orthophotos and the SJNF suitable sheep grazing acres GIS layer were used to further refine new survey areas. Additional intensive sample survey was also planned in suitable sheep forage areas on slopes of less than 35% to assess the accuracy of the inventory strategy. 

 Fourteen locations on National Forest lands within the Area of Potential Effects for Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 were identified by the rangeland management staff and the archaeologist as meeting the definition of intersection areas between sheep concentration and areas known or likely to contain cultural resources. The records search indicated that most of these locations lacked previous survey and that there are no known cultural resources in these locations.  The same strategy was applied to the trailing APE and nine locations were identified by the rangeland management staff and the archaeologist as meeting the definition of intersection areas between sheep concentration and areas known or likely to contain cultural resources.  One was previously surveyed and the remaining eight locations were on private land.  Letters were sent to private land owners on May 23, 2012 requesting permission to survey on their property.  No replies giving permission were received within a month of their delivery; therefore these locations were not surveyed.  

 Approximately 362 acres of new survey was conducted for this analysis.   Nineteen acres of new intensive survey was conducted in sheep concentration areas and herder camps that lacked previous survey and were likely to contain cultural resources. An additional 295 acres of intensive sample survey was conducted in sheep grazing areas outside of identified sheep congregation locations.  Forty-nine acres of intensive survey was conducted within the trailing APE.

A cultural resource report containing survey results, National Register determinations, and grazing effects on historic properties was produced and sent to the Colorado State Historic Preservation Officer.

[bookmark: _Toc379527581]ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The cultural resources objective of this rangeland planning on the Weminuche landscape is to protect historic properties from impacts related to the continued permitting of livestock grazing. Concentrated livestock grazing has the potential to directly affect historic properties through trampling or displacement. Overgrazing can result in a decrease in vegetation and an increase in the amount of bare soil within a site. Typical dispersed sheep grazing patterns are unlikely to impact cultural resources. Sheep congregation and overgrazing would typically occur at sheep bedgrounds. Concentrated trailing generally occurs at choke points formed by landscape features that restrict sheep movement options. Repeated livestock trailing in the same areas can form new intermittent drainages within a site. Poor sheep bedground management, repeated use of the same salting locations, and continued use the same trailing routes for moving sheep bands have the potential to impact cultural resources. Both overgrazing and livestock trailing have the potential to indirectly affect historic properties by causing or enhancing erosion within archaeological sites. Sheep herder campsites, when located on an archaeological site, can disturb site deposition and surface artifacts. Sheep herders could use wooden components of historic cultural resources for firewood.

The effects of a proposed project are taken into consideration for cultural resources that are eligible or potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Cultural resources determined to be ineligible for inclusion in the Register do not require protection, and don’t warrant further consideration of effects from the proposed project.  The recording of this class of cultural resources has exhausted their data potential, and effectively mitigated any impacts that may occur to them.

Alternative 1:  No Action/No Grazing

Since livestock grazing would not occur under this alternative, there would be no direct impacts from sheep grazing activities to historic properties in the analysis area. There is some potential for indirect impacts associated with current grazing practices to occur short term, but these would likely cease as well. The elimination of livestock grazing should result in an increase in the abundance, distribution and vigor of plant species which would increase the amount of ground cover and soil organic matter, and decrease the amount of bare soil, which would decrease the potential for soil erosion, compaction, and runoff. This would have a generalized beneficial effect on archaeological sites. Potential impact areas as sheep bedding grounds, concentrated sheep trailing locations, and associated herder camps would be eliminated. An indirect impact from the elimination of livestock grazing is that future surveys that might be required for the authorization of structural range improvements would not be conducted, and the opportunity for that survey would be lost.

Alternative 2: Current Management

The potential for current livestock grazing practices to have direct or indirect impacts to eligible sites and potentially eligible sites located within the APE would remain the same or possibly lessen if the trend of a substantial decrease in the historic numbers of sheep grazed continues. Current grazing practices would continue to maintain problems areas on the landscape caused by poor bed ground management, repeated use of the same salting locations, and repeated sheep trailing through the same areas. Problem areas on the landscape caused by the historic grazing practices would be unlikely to improve. Allowing livestock grazing to continue under current range management would maintain the established trends in rangeland conditions. Existing abundance, distribution and vigor of plant species due to livestock grazing, along with their influence on soils, would continue in its present state. In general, where undesirable impacts are occurring to eligible or potentially eligible archaeological sites due to soil movement by rills and gullies, sheet erosion and scouring, they would likely continue.  Eligible or potentially eligible archaeological sites located in areas not meeting or moving toward the desired conditions could experience downward trends in vegetative cover and soil stability, since no new improvements or livestock grazing system changes would be implemented to positively affect those conditions. Eligible or potentially eligible archaeological sites located in areas already meeting or moving towards desired conditions would likely remain in a stable condition, barring any factors that contribute to livestock concentration.

There are no additional known eligible or potentially eligible sites within identified sheep congregation areas or herder camps. No impacts to eligible or potentially sites from sheep grazing activities were observed.

Future maintenance of existing rangeland management improvements, the implementation of new improvements and grazing management activities (such as herder camp locations, heavily utilized bedding grounds and salting locations, repeated sheep trailing, and corral reconstruction) should consider potential impacts to historic properties prior to implementation.

Alternative 3: Adaptive Management w/Forage Reserves

[bookmark: _GoBack]Under Alternative 3, the potential for direct and indirect impacts to eligible and potentially eligible sites located within the APE should lessen, as opposed to Alternative 2. In general, an increase in the abundance, distribution and vigor of the forage species would be likely to occur, which would increase the amount of ground cover and soil organic matter, and decrease the amount of bare soil, which would increase infiltration and decrease runoff and erosion.  Those areas that currently do not meet desired conditions would have the best chance to improve conditions because of the more responsive and flexible type of livestock grazing management under this alternative. This would be a benefit for eligible or potentially eligible archaeological sites located in areas not meeting desired conditions, as they would likely trend towards a more stable condition, barring any factors that contribute to livestock concentration. The design criteria specific to this alternative (those in particular that address livestock bedding, trailing, salting, and herder camps) should result in a decrease of potential impacts to historic properties. As Alternative 3 would result in the closure of eight allotments and decrease use on four allotments (those changing to forage reserves instead of potentially being stocked), there should be a benefit for cultural resources in these allotments identical to that discussed under Alternative 1.

There are no additional known eligible or potentially eligible sites within identified sheep congregation areas or herder camps. No impacts to eligible or potentially eligible sites from sheep grazing activities were observed.

Future maintenance of existing rangeland management improvements, the implementation of new improvements and grazing management activities (such as herder camp locations, heavily utilized bedding grounds and salting locations, repeated sheep trailing, and corral reconstruction) should consider potential impacts to historic properties prior to implementation.

Alternative 4: Adaptive Management / Closing Vacant Allotments

Under Alternative 4, the potential for direct and indirect impacts to eligible and potentially eligible sites located within the APE should lessen, as opposed to Alternatives 2 and 3. In general, an increase in the abundance, distribution and vigor of the forage species would be likely to occur, which would increase the amount of ground cover and soil organic matter, and decrease the amount of bare soil, which would increase infiltration and decrease runoff and erosion.  Those areas that currently do not meet desired conditions would have the best chance to improve conditions because of the more responsive and flexible type of livestock grazing management under this alternative. This would be a benefit for eligible or potentially eligible archaeological sites located in areas not meeting desired conditions, as they would likely trend towards a more stable condition, barring any factors that contribute to livestock concentration. The design criteria specific to this alternative (those in particular that address livestock bedding, trailing, salting, and herder camps) should result in a decrease of potential impacts to historic properties. As Alternative 4 would result in the closure of twelve allotments, there should be a benefit for cultural resources in these allotments identical to that discussed under Alternative 1.

There are no additional known eligible or potentially eligible sites within identified sheep congregation areas or herder camps. No impacts to eligible or potentially eligible sites from sheep grazing activities were observed.

Future maintenance of existing rangeland management improvements, the implementation of new improvements and grazing management activities (such as herder camp locations, heavily utilized bedding grounds and salting locations, repeated sheep trailing, and corral reconstruction) should consider potential impacts to historic properties prior to implementation.

[bookmark: _Toc379527582]CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Activities and actions other than livestock grazing that have occurred, or will be occurring, in the analysis area could impact cultural resources. These include recreational use, fire suppression activities, fuels reduction (mechanical and prescribed burning), and timber harvest activities. Typically, planned actions of the Forest Service such as timber harvest, trail constriction, and fuels reduction require a cultural resource clearance which would require avoidance of negative impacts to cultural resources. However, unforeseen or unregulated activities have greater potential for impacting cultural resources. For example, wildfire could burn standing structures, or fire suppression activities could disturb artifacts during fireline construction. Personal firewood gathering has the potential to remove aspen art. Illegal artifact collection occurs and can be exacerbated by increased public access. Natural or man-caused erosion could expose or wash artifacts away.

Based on the information presented above, implementation of any alternative analyzed in this EA would not result in substantial cumulative impacts to cultural resources.




