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Chapter 1.  PROPOSED ACTION/PURPOSE 
AND NEED  
INTRODUCTION 

The Forest Service is proposing to amend the Forest Plan (the Plan) for the Grand Mesa, 
Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests (GMUG), to incorporate Wildland Fire 
Use as a management tool.  “Wildland Fire Use” is the management of lightning ignited 
fires to accomplish specific resource management objectives in pre-determined areas and 
under pre-approved conditions outlined in a Fire Management Plan.    

The Forest Supervisor, headquartered in Delta, Colorado, will be the responsible official 
for this amendment.   

The Forest Plan which is to be amended was first published in 1983, and then 
significantly amended in 1991 and 1993.  We do not believe at this time that these 
changes to the Plan constitute a significant amendment to the Plan.  See  
Appendix C.     

This amendment is being undertaken even though Forest Plan revision is underway.  The 
revision may be completed in late 2007; however, it may take longer.  The policies 
addressed in this proposed amendment are a very small aspect of management decisions 
made in the plan, yet wildland fire managers feel there is a real need to be able to manage 
fires ignited by lightning, rather than being obligated by current fire suppression policies 
to extinguish every fire.   

The purpose of this Environmental 
Assessment (EA) is to disclose the 
environmental impacts of the proposed 
action and alternatives to the proposed 
action, and to provide the deciding 
official with the information necessary 
to make an informed decision.  The 
decision will be documented in a 
Decision Notice to be issued following 
public comment on this EA. 

IN THIS DOCUMENT: 

GMUG stands for Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre 

      and Gunnison National Forests; 

Wildland Fire Use is the management of  

      lightning ignited fires to accomplish  

      specific resource management objectives  

      in pre-determined areas and under pre- 

      approved conditions outlined in a Fire  

      Management Plan;    

This chapter of the EA describes the 
proposed action, the purpose and need 
for the action, the decision to be made, 
the public involvement process, and 
the issues identified to be considered 
in the analysis.  This introduction 
provides background information on 
Fire Use.   
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LEGAL CONTEXT 

While the 1982 rule has been superseded and no longer exists, for reasons outlined 
below, the Forest has elected to conduct this amendment under the provisions of the 
former 1982 rule, as modified by 36 CFR 219.14. 

§219.14 Effective dates and transition. 

(a) Effective dates.  A plan, plan amendment, or plan revision is effective 30 days 
after publication of notice of its approval (§219.9(b)), except when a plan amendment 
is approved contemporaneously with a project or activity and applies only to the 
project or activity, in which case 36 CFR part 215 or part 218, subpart A, apply. 

(b) Transition period.  For each unit of the National Forest System, the transition 
period begins on January 5, 2005 and ends on the unit’s establishment of an EMS in 
accordance with §219.5 or on January 7, 2008 whichever comes first. 

*** 

(e) Plan development, plan amendments, or plan revisions previously initiated.  Plan 
development, plan amendments, or plan revisions initiated before the transition 
period may continue to use the provisions of the planning regulations in effect before 
November 9, 2000 (See 36 CFR parts 200 to 299, Revised as of July 1, 2000), or may 
conform to the requirements of this subpart, in accordance with the following:  

(1) The Responsible Official is not required to halt the process and start over.  Rather, 
upon the unit’s establishment of an EMS in accordance with §219.5, the Responsible 
Official may apply this subpart as appropriate to complete the plan development, plan 
amendment, or plan revision process.   

The transition rule allows for use of the provisions of the 1982 rule for the limited 
purpose of plan amendment or revision during the transition period.   

THE PROPOSED AMENDMENT 

The proposal is to amend the Forest Plan (approved 1983: major amendments 1991, 
1993), to modify fire management policies which will allow fire managers to manage 
certain lightning caused fires for resource benefits on the GMUG National Forest, if 
prescriptive conditions are met.  Wildland Fire Use is currently a management option on 
adjacent Bureau of Land Management and National Park Service lands.   

The specific language of the existing Forest Plan (affected pages) and of the Proposed 
Amendment is found in  Appendix A. 

There are two maps associated with the EA.  The first map portrays all areas where Fire 
Use MAY be allowed if the Plan is amended as proposed.  The second map will be 
amended to the GMUG Forest Fire Plan and is used as a planning tool when preparing a 
Wildland Fires Implementation Plan (WFIP).  This information is updated yearly.  This 
map portrays the locations on the Forest where Fire Use is most likely to occur and not 
occur as consequence of applying the Fire Planning process described in Appendix D.  
Under this process, once a fire is ignited naturally within the areas shown on Map 1 as 
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allowing fire use, a WFIP is prepared and the information shown on Map 2 is considered 
along with other specific circumstances of the fire, including weather, anticipated fire 
behavior, and fire fighting resource availability, to determine the appropriate 
management action.  Appropriate management action may be suppression or Wildland 
Fire Use.  Wildland Fire Use would only be implemented where resource benefits can be 
derived.   

The information shown on Map 2 includes critical resource data needed to determine if 
Wildland fire Use is appropriate and provides detail on the location of the wildland/urban 
interface, high public use areas, sensitive watersheds, important wildlife habitats, cultural 
and historic sites, special management areas, and suitable timber.  These are Protection 
Attributes, and consist of either renewable or non-renewable values that could be 
damaged or destroyed by fire.  These attributes have been mapped as discrete areas.  The 
appropriate management response to ignitions in these areas will continue to be fire 
suppression and these areas are not candidate areas for Wildland Fire Use.  

Attributes of the landscape that can be enhanced by fire include ecological values of 
Wilderness Areas where natural process should predominate, many wildlife habitats, and 
many areas of the National Forest where Protection Attributes are not present.  These are 
Enhancement Attributes, and consist of renewable values that can be enhanced by fire.  
These attributes have also been mapped as discrete areas.  The appropriate management 
response to ignitions in these areas could range from Wildland Fire Use to an appropriate 
fire suppression action, as necessary. 

The Proposed Action is to amend the Forest Plan to allow for Wildland Fire Use in the 
candidate areas portrayed on Map 1 appended to this EA as Figure 1.  Specific language 
amendments to the Plan are presented in Appendix A.   

It is important to understand that several of our vegetation types actually burn most 
‘effectively’ or ‘naturally’ with higher intensity, stand replacement types of fires of 
moderate to large size (50 to a few thousand acres).  Examples of these are 
Pinyon/Juniper, Sagebrush, older Spruce/Fir, and Oakbrush.  Some fire use fires will be 
stand replacing fires.  If we were to keep fires in these vegetation types small, in the 
understory, and low intensity, we would both have very tight prescriptive parameters and 
we would not achieve many significant resource objectives. 

This proposed amendment is an interim measure deemed necessary until the completion 
of Forest Plan revision. 

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ACTION 

Under current fire suppression policies, all wildfires on the GMUG are to be suppressed.  
Examples from the Plan include:  

General Management Direction:  “Take appropriate suppression action on all escaped 
fires …..” (Forest Plan page III-84)   

Management Area 6 (Grazing emphasis) Management Direction:  “Confine or control 
wildfires at fire intensity levels I, II and III.  Control wildfires at fire intensity level IV 
and above.”  (Forest Plan, Page III-144). 
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This direction in the current plan provides no flexibility to wildland fire managers to use 
natural ignitions to benefit ecological conditions or improve natural fire regimes, but 
instead requires all ignitions to be suppressed.  

Fire managers have observed that in a number of circumstances, fires which are actually 
beneficial to the landscape, and which are functioning as a natural process, are being 
suppressed due to current policy.  This suppression is being done at considerable cost in 
terms of dollars and use of personnel.  In some situations, fire fighters work to extinguish 
wildfires in locations where they might later ignite prescribed burns.  Fires suppression 
activities inevitably require some level of firefighter exposure to risk of injury.  
Implementation of these amended policies would reduce these risks.    

The proposal is to allow Wildland Fire Use (management of lightning caused fires to 
accomplish resource objectives) under certain prescriptive conditions and in locations 
identified in a fire management plan.  Ignitions that are candidates for WFU would be 
monitored and managed under a fire specific Wildland Fire Implementation Plan (WFIP) 
and evaluated daily for conformance to that plan.  If negative resource impacts start to 
occur, if conditions change, or if the fire moves into areas where it is not desired, all, or 
portions of the fire, could be suppressed.  

Benefits of Managing Wildland Fire Use on the GMUG include: 

1. Wildland Fire Use will allow fire to function as a more natural process both in 
Wilderness Areas and non-wilderness areas of GMUG.  In addition Wildland Fire 
Use will help to improve forest health and ecosystem function, and will enhance 
wildlife habitat, species diversity, and range and watershed condition. 

2. Wildland Fire Use may reduce the potential for large catastrophic fires by helping 
to return the landscape to more historic fuel types and conditions. 

3. Wildland Fire Use on the National Forest will provide for more consistent policies 
across agency boundaries, resulting in improved landscape level planning and 
implementation, as well as allowing for a full range of fire management options at 
an interagency level. 

4. Reduced costs of suppression activities and reduced levels of firefighter exposure 
to risk.   

SCOPE OF THE ACTION 

The scope of the action has been narrowed to a review and amendment of policies and 
direction that relate to fire use only.  All other aspects of fire management have been 
deferred until Forest Plan Revision.  

DECISION TO BE MADE 

The decision to be made is whether or not to amend the Forest Plan to modify the 
existing policies and direction found in the Forest Plan (Chapter IV) related to fire use.  
Following public comment the responsible official’s decision will be documented in a 
Decision Notice, which will include a summary of the findings disclosed in this EA and 
the rationale for the decision made.  The Decision Notice will also address whether or not 
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implementing the action would create a significant change in the Forest Plan in terms of 
NFMA significance in accordance with Forest Service Manual 1922.5 and Forest Service 
Handbook 1909.12 Chapter 5.  Direction applicable to this significance determination is 
included in this EA as Appendix C.   

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

In January of 2006, an interest/preliminary scoping letter was sent to individuals, 
agencies, and organizations on the GMUG Forest Plan Mailing list.  This letter described 
the purpose and need for the action, and summarized the proposed amendment.  In this 
scoping letter, notice was given that the opportunity to comment for this scoping period 
would extend through March 1, 2006, with the additional information that, “While we 
will accept and consider comments at any time during this analysis process, to be most 
helpful and to be fully considered in the analysis and decision process comments should 
be received by that date.” 

In addition a news release was sent to all newspapers with distribution in the area of the 
GMUG, summarizing the proposed amendment and inviting public review and comment. 

Through the scoping process four written responses were received.   

ISSUES 

The first step in the environmental analysis process is to determine what needs to be 
analyzed.  "Scoping" (refer to 40 CFR 1501.7) is an open process designed to determine 
the potential issues associated with a proposed action and then from this list further 
identify those issues that are significant to the decision.   

Issues are points of discussion, debate, or dispute about environmental effects that may 
occur as a result of the proposed action or an alternative.  It is these potential 
environmental effects, particularly potential negative effects, which provide focus for 
analysis, influence alternative development, and lead to development of mitigation 
measures.  Issues are used to display differing effects between the proposed action and 
the alternatives regarding specific resource elements.   

A list of potential issues was developed by the Project ID Team on the basis of their 
knowledge of the proposed action and the area affected, and on the basis of public 
comment during scoping.  These "potential issues" are reviewed by the ID Team to 
determine: a) the significant issues to be analyzed in depth, and b) issues which are not 
significant or which have been covered by prior environmental review and, therefore 
should be eliminated from detailed analysis.   

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES TO BE CARRIED THROUGH THE ANALYSIS 
 Potential for escaped/catastrophic wildfire from not suppressing naturally ignited 

fires immediately 

 Long term effects on mosaic of vegetation types/seral stages on the Forest 

 Fire ecology/Fuels Management  

 Potential for loss of value of commercial timber 
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 Plant re-vegetation/forest regeneration  

 Potential Spread of Noxious weeds into burned areas 

 Potential Erosion and soil loss for burned areas  

 Nutrient cycles, water quality and quantity  

 Riparian/Wetlands 

 Wildlife/Fisheries 

 Visual impacts 

 Heritage resources   

 Impacts to recreation   

 Air Quality   
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Chapter 2.  ALTERNATIVES/CUMULATIVE 
ACTIONS CONSIDERED 
ALTERNATIVE 1 – NO ACTION 

The No Action Alternative represents the existing Forest Plan management situation for 
the GMUG.  See Appendix A.  The Forest Plan policies and direction relating to the 
suppression of all fires would remain intact during the interim Forest Plan Revision 
period.  There would be no change to the management direction, outputs, or the 
monitoring and evaluation section of the Forest Plan.  Implementing this Alternative 
would not involve preparing a Forest Plan Amendment. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 - PROPOSED ACTION AND PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE 

The proposed action is as it is described in detail in Chapter 1.  The proposed action is to 
modify the Forest Plan, through a Forest Plan Amendment, to allow for the use of 
Wildland Fire Use.  Proposed specific changes to the current language and direction in 
the Forest Plan are included in Appendix A. 

Implementation of the proposed action would apply to all naturally ignited fires with the 
area identified on Map 1, as suitable for fire use on the GMUG, when certain conditions 
and parameters are met. 

ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

Variables which could be used to define alternative strategies for when and where to 
allow fire use include 1) the specific conditions under which naturally ignited fires might 
be allowed to burn (such as specific weather conditions, relative humidities, or times of 
day), and 2) specific locations where fire use would be considered (Map 1) as determined 
by both protection and enhancement attributes.   

Alternatives are intended to address issues while meeting the purpose and need for a 
proposal.  No issues were raised during scoping and the preliminary phase of the analysis 
that would suggest alternatives driven by these variables be considered.   

The conditions under which natural fire may be allowed to burn are the subject of 
extensive research and experience of the Fire managers, are addressed in the Fire 
Management Plan, and require no further examination or decision making.  Actual 
conditions at such time as a fire/ignition occurs are assessed and compared with 
prescription conditions under which a fire may be allowed to burn under fire use.  This is 
done as part of the WFIP process for any wildfire that is discovered.   
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As for varying the areas for which Fire Use is being considered, no issue was raised 
during scoping or in preliminary analysis questioning the application of protection and 
enhancement landscape attributes used to define Map 1, hence no alternative has been 
developed.   

CUMULATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED IN THE ANALYSIS 

Cumulative actions are those past, present and reasonably foreseeable activities in or near 
the project areas that may not individually, but may cumulatively result in effects of 
concern.  Consideration of these actions aids in the understanding of the context of the 
proposed action within the broader setting, and is important in determining whether 
“significant effect to the quality of the human environment” may occur as result of the 
proposed action or alternatives. 

CUMULATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING:  
 Prescribed Burning Program 

 Wildfires on the Forest from all types of ignitions  

 Openings created by timber harvesting 

 Openings created by fuels treatment using mechanical means 

 Other natural events such as windstorm, insect outbreak which create openings 
and reset succession 

 National Forest permitted grazing 
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Chapter 3.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
Following is a description of the affected environment and the environmental 
consequences of implementing the proposed action, and of choosing the No Action 
alternative.  

These are organized according to the issues identified early in the process (see Chapter 
1).   

POTENTIAL FOR ESCAPED/CATASTROPHIC WILDFIRE FROM NOT 
SUPPRESSING NATURALLY IGNITED FIRES IMMEDIATELY. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The potential Affected Environment as it relates to an escaped Wildland Fire Use (WFU) 
fire includes all of the GMUG, adjacent public lands (BLM and NPS) and some state and 
private lands, as well as any associated improvements on those lands.  

Direct and Indirect Effects of Alternatives 
Under the Proposed Action, and as dictated by policy, Wildland Fire Use is managed 
with great care, consisting of three levels: 1)identification of suitability of areas of the 
GMUG, 2) an ignition by ignition decision process, and 3) monitoring and management 
of any approved WFU event by fire management resources.   

Initially specific areas of the GMUG are identified as either generally suitable or 
generally not suitable.  Those areas containing, or adjacent to, resources that could be at 
risk from WFU are considered ‘generally not suitable’ for WFU, subsequently those 
areas will generally not have WFU fire managed within, or in close proximity to them.  
Areas of ‘limited suitability’ are generally further away from resources at risk but may 
still contain some resource component, such as a community watershed, which dictates 
that any WFU fire be managed within tight constraints (weather, fuel characteristics, size, 
intensity) to avoid negative impacts to that component or adjacent resources.  The 
‘generally suitable’ areas for WFU are those which typically will benefit the most from 
fire use events while also having the least potential for negative impacts.  This ‘generally 
suitable’ areas allow for the most flexibility in the WFU spectrum, however some 
constraints related to weather, fuel characteristics, size, and intensity, though less tight 
then in the ‘limited suitability’ areas, will still be in place.   

Secondly, any candidate ignition for WFU is evaluated through the Wildland Fire 
Implementation Planning (WFIP) process.  As mentioned previously, the WFIP process 
carefully considers all aspects of the ignition (cause, location, time), along with weather 
conditions (current and forecasted), fuel condition (fuel type, fuel loading, fuel moisture) 
and expected fire behavior (intensity, rate of spread, size) to determine if the candidate 
ignition will help to achieve the desired objectives, with minimal negative impacts, for 
the area within which it is burning.  In addition, long-term fire spread predictions are 
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made on more complex WFU events, helping to determine if adjacent areas may be 
impacted by the WFU.  Only after carefully analyzing the current and forecasted situation 
is a decision made to manage a fire as a WFU event.  This decision is revisited on a 
regular basis, typically daily, by fire managers and the appropriate line officer.  

Finally, each approved WFU is carefully monitored and managed on the ground by fire 
management personnel as necessary so that the fire meets objectives found both in the 
approved Fire Management Plan, as well as more specific objectives developed in the 
WFIP. 

If an approved WFU is burning with more intensity, to a larger size, or moves outside of 
its Maximum Manageable Area (MMA), it can be declared a wildfire and more 
aggressive actions will be implemented to contain and/or control it.  Given these three 
levels of intensive management (general suitability of an area, the WFIP planning 
process, and on-the-ground monitoring and management) coupled with the option of 
converting a WFU to wildfire status as needed, the vast majority of WFU events achieve 
their desired objectives and do not result in catastrophic escapes.  However, there is 
limited potential for a significant escape to occur that cannot be completely mitigated.  
An escape could result in damage to forest resources, other agency lands, private 
property, and even improvements such as structures and infrastructure.  The potential for 
these types of impacts is very limited and should be considered relative to full 
suppression policies, which result in ever increasing build-ups of fuel and slowly 
increasing risk to adjacent resources and improvements.  WFU allows managers an 
opportunity to manage fuels and ecosystems under more controlled conditions rather than 
allowing fuels to build up until an uncontrollable wildfire occurs.              

Under the No-Action Alternative WFU would continue to be precluded as an option for 
fire management.  All wildfires, even those naturally ignited by lightning, would continue 
to be suppressed, generally at small acreages.  Over time, a build-up of fuels would occur 
across the landscape, resulting in increasing resistance to control, increasing intensity and 
size, as well as increased potential for negative impacts to resources, property, and 
improvements.  To some extent this increased build-up of fuels has already been 
occurring over the past century due to past suppression and land management policies.  
Continuing on the No-Action Alternative will only exacerbate the problem of fuel 
buildup, increasing fire size and intensity, and increasing fire risk.     

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
The overall cumulative effect of WFU, when coupled with the current prescribed burning 
program, wildfires, timber harvest, and mechanical fuels treatments, as well as natural 
events (insects, windstorms, etc) will be to increase both biological and successional 
(seral) diversity across the landscape.  This increased diversity will lead to a more 
heterogeneous fuels complex, consisting of some older, dense vegetation/fuels broken up 
by younger, lighter vegetation/fuels.  These spatially variable fuels will cause both future 
wildfires and WFU fires to change in both intensity as well as impact as they move across 
the landscape, and will allow fire management personnel more opportunity to manage 
fire as a beneficial process, rather than suppressing all, or most fires, as negative harmful 
events.  WFU is one component of, or opportunity for, fire management, that, when 
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coupled with other actions/projects on the landscape, improves managements long term 
capability to avoid negative fire impacts to resources, property, and improvements.    

FIRE ECOLOGY, FUELS MANAGEMENT, AND LONG TERM 
EFFECTS ON MOSAIC OF VEGETATION TYPES/SERAL STAGES ON 
THE FOREST 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
The current vegetation on the GMUG is most fully described in the Comprehensive 
Evaluation Report for Terrestrial Ecosystems as part of the Forest Plan Revision.  Table 1 
describes the percentages of each major vegetation type on the GMUG. 
Table 1.  GMUG Major Vegetation Types  

Vegetation Type Acres 
Percentage
of GMUG 

Level of Fire 
Adaptation/ 
Dependency 

Spruce/Fir 748,400 22% Moderate 
Aspen 740,900 22% High 
Lodgepole Pine 280,300 8% High 
Douglas-fir 45,700 1% Moderate 
Ponderosa Pine 114,900 3% High 
Pinyon/Juniper 135,800 4% Moderate 
Gambel oak (mixed mtn shrub) 351,300 11% Moderate 
Sagebrush 101,700 3% Moderate 
Willow 86,100 3% Low 
Snowberry 10,500 1% Low 
Grass/Forb 460,900 14% Moderate 
Other (4 @ <1% each) 15,100 <4%  

 
All of these major vegetation types have evolved with some level of fire through time, 
some more than others.  Typically aspen, lodgepole pine, and ponderosa pine are thought 
of as highly adapted to, and dependent on fire for at least a portion of their life cycle.  
The other vegetation types, though less dependent on fire, are very well adapted to fire, 
either for survival of individual plants or for some of their reproductive strategies.  Fire 
Regime Condition Class (FRCC), which measures the departure between current 
condition and historic ecological conditions, indicates that 48% of the vegetation on the 
GMUG is in an FRCC of 2 or 3.  This measurement indicates that the current fire regime 
in these vegetation types in unnatural, either in fire intensity or frequency, and/or that the 
condition of these vegetation types is unhealthy, has seral stage problems, or is at risk of 
losing key ecosystem components in the event of a wildfire.   

 

16 



June 15, 2006 

Across each vegetation type fuel loadings may be slightly to moderately higher than 
historic levels due primarily to the exclusion of fire.  One aspect of this increased loading 
is that wildfires often burn with higher intensity and subsequently do more damage to 
these vegetation types than they historically may have.  A second issue associated with 
these slightly to moderately higher fuel loadings is that this increased loading adds 
continuity of fuel across the landscape; vegetation types that historically may have only 
had fuel to carry fire over dozens or hundreds of acres now have more continuous 
loadings that may allow fire to carry over several hundred to thousands of acres.  Recent, 
uncharacteristically large, fires on the GMUG support the idea that fuels are somewhat 
heavier and more continuous than in the past (Brantingham, presentation at 
Pinyon/Juniper Conference, Fall, 2004, Montrose, CO).          

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES 
Under the Proposed Action the majority of these vegetation types will be influenced by 
an increased amount of managed fire.  This will generally be beneficial across all 
vegetation types, though there will be pockets that burn with a different intensity than 
desired and in some locations there may be larger, or smaller, fires influencing the 
vegetation than desired.  Overall, the effect of WFU on the vast majority of vegetation 
types on the GMUG will be highly beneficial, and over time, significant benefits will be 
derived for the landscape as a whole, as well as for other resource goals and objectives 
such as biological diversity, habitat condition, watershed condition, aesthetics, etc.  For a 
more in depth analysis, by major vegetation type, of the ecological and long term effects 
on vegetation types/seral stages on the Forest refer to Appendix E,  ‘Summary of Fire 
Regimes, Fire Effects, and Post-fire Vegetation Response for Vegetation Types on the 
GMUG’.   

Increasing the amount of influence that fire has on the vegetation types on the GMUG 
will also help to move those types that are largely in a FRCC of 2 or 3 to a lower FRCC, 
which would be an indication of healthier, more diverse and more resilient vegetation 
types. 

From a fuels management perspective the proposed action has potential to help create a 
diversity of fuel types and fuel loadings across large areas of the GMUG.  This diversity, 
as mentioned previously, will help create a heterogeneous patchwork of fuels, reducing 
both loadings and continuity.  This will subsequently help to modify future fire behavior 
as fires move across the landscape.  This affords fire management personnel increased, 
and safer, opportunities to manage future fires while, at the same time, reducing the 
potential for fires to spread rapidly and with great intensity, possibly threatening 
resources, property, and improvements.   

Over time, fire use will not really reduce the potential for fires to spread rapidly and with 
great intensity in some fuel types, such as spruce-fir or PJ.  Some of those fuel type 
historically burn with some degree of hot/crown fires.  It may be patchy – not all the area 
will burn at that intensity.  But, fires in most of the dominant tree species on the forest 
will continue to spread rapidly and with great intensity under the right conditions. 

Under the No-Action Alternative vegetation mosaics, FRCC ratings, and fuel 
loadings/continuity will only be changed by limited prescribed burning, wildfires, which 
often burn with very high intensity over large areas, some timber harvest and limited 

17 



June 15, 2006 

mechanical treatments.  Under the current level of implementation in these programs, 
without WFU, the vegetation mosaics, FRCC ratings, and fuel loadings/continuity can be 
expected to slowly decline further. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

The cumulative effects of the proposed action, when combined with the existing 
prescribed burning program, wildfire activities, timber harvesting, mechanical fuels 
treatment, as well as insect and windstorm events, will be increased diversity in both 
vegetation type, as well as seral stages, across the majority of the GMUG.  Additionally, 
each of these activities will assist in modifying fuel continuity and fuel loading on the 
landscape.  As the Montrose Interagency Fire Management Program implements WFU 
(and other treatments) on the GMUG it will be essential to analyze, on a regular basis, 
whether the desired future condition, in terms of mosaics, are being achieved.  The BLM 
has been implementing a similar WFU, prescribed fire, and mechanical fuels treatment 
program and has processes in place to monitor overall landscape mosaics to help 
determine when the desired mosaics are achieved; when that occurs WFU becomes 
somewhat more restricted and is used only to maintain an appropriate mosaic on the 
landscape.  To reach that saturation of treatment where desired mosaics are achieved 
across large landscapes will take several decades of wise, ecologically sound 
management, as well as monitoring, to achieve.    

PLANT RE-VEGETATION AND FOREST REGENERATION 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
Plant re-vegetation and forest regeneration is an issue in all vegetation types and 
locations on the GMUG; however, the concern is primary to those areas that are 
designated as generally suitable for WFU.  These are areas that can be expected to have 
some WFU over the next several decades.  Refer to the Affected Environment portion of 
the previous section ‘Fire Ecology, Fuels Management, and Long term effects on mosaic 
of vegetation types/seral stages on the Forest’ and to  Appendix E (‘Summary of Fire 
Regimes, Fire Effects, and Post-fire Vegetation Response for Vegetation Types on the 
GMUG’) for a thorough description of the Affected Environment. 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES 
Under the Proposed Action WFU can be expected to create low to high levels of 
mortality in most vegetation types on the GMUG.  Subsequently, the burned areas will 
generally be returned to an earlier seral stage, though in isolated such as low-intensity 
Ponderosa pine fires) cases fire may actually move succession toward later seral stages.  
As vegetation is killed, new plants, often times from younger seral stages, become 
established on the site.  For example, when pinyon/juniper is burned, young grasses and 
forbs, which have been precluded by the overstory of PJ, may quickly take advantage of 
the open areas and reduced competition.  As another example, when an older, somewhat 
decadent spruce/fir stand is burned, declining aspen clones quickly sucker to take 
advantage of the light and moisture now available.  Generally, under the necessary 
constraints (weather, fuels, size, and intensity) on WFU, fire effects are not so severe that 
natural regeneration by on-site, or adjacent species, is precluded.  As mentioned 
previously, the vast majority of vegetation types on the GMUG have evolved with fire 
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and have developed regeneration strategies that compensate for, or are even dependent 
on, fire.   

Two situations may arise which would require additional inputs from management to re-
vegetate or reforest an area following a WFU event.  The first of these is in portions of a 
WFU fire that may have burned with higher intensity than is desired.  This may require 
that the area be reforested to maintain a suitable timber base, or be reseeded with native 
seeds to prevent short term deterioration of the watershed.  The second situation is where 
exotic plant species are present and may invade the site.  Several exotic plants are present 
on the GMUG to varying degrees and in various locations.  Perhaps the most invasive 
and pervasive of these species is cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) which, if present even in 
small concentrations, readily invades dry uplands that have been disturbed in any way.  
Where exotic species are present seeding with native species may be necessary following 
WFU events of any intensity to out-compete the exotic species.  For a full discussion on 
exotic/noxious weeds see that section in this document.  Funding of re-
vegetation/reforestation may be an issue since traditional fire rehabilitation dollars are not 
presently available for WFU events.  Other options for funding may include RMEF, HPP, 
or the Uncompahgre Project.  The BLM in the Montrose Fire Unit maintains a stockpile 
of seed funded from these, as well as other sources, so that rehabilitation can readily be 
accomplished on WFU events as needed; this may be a viable template for the GMUG.     

Under the No-Action Alternative no changes to re-vegetation/reforestation will be 
needed.  Wildfires, prescribed burns, timber sales and mechanical fuels treatments all 
have established protocols if and when artificial regeneration is needed.  These protocols 
would continue to be followed.  

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
Cumulative effects of the proposed action, coupled with prescribed burning, wildfires, 
timber harvest, and mechanical fuels treatment include significant knowledge gained in 
the re-vegetation/reforestation arena through these other treatments that can be readily 
applied to post-WFU needs.  In addition, quality regeneration of a site, regardless of 
treatment type, can contribute dramatically to achieving the desired mosaic and 
protecting the area from exotic species.   

POTENTIAL FOR LOSS OF VALUE OF COMMERCIAL TIMBER. 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
Refer to the description of Fire Regimes by vegetation type provided in Appendix E.  The 
descriptions in that section provide the expected fire effects within the Historical Range 
of Variation (HRV) to vegetation types found on the GMUG NF. 

These descriptions are important in analyzing the potential loss of value of commercial 
timber because many of the vegetative conditions on the forest are not within the HRV.  
Management activities such as fire suppression and grazing, along with silvicultural 
treatment levels that have not kept pace with the growth of timbered stands have led to 
the development of conditions that are outside the HRV. 

Many of the timbered stands on the forest are overmature.  High tree densities, heavy fuel 
concentrations, and deep litter layers now exist (Refer to p. II-71, paragraph one, of the 

19 



June 15, 2006 

Forest Plan).  Fire use is a management tool available to resource specialists.  The use of 
fire, along with silvicultural treatment, has the potential to help move vegetative 
conditions toward the normal historic range. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

No Action 
The effects of retaining the current policy of suppressing wildfires to the timber resource, 
specifically the potential loss of commercial timber value would be unchanged at least in 
the short term.  Timber values would continue to be protected through suppression efforts 
and current levels.  Over the long term the ability to protect the timber values could be 
somewhat diminished with the lack of availability of fire use as a management tool to 
help reduce the level of fuel concentrations in timbered stands and help move vegetative 
conditions toward the historic range.  Again, it is important to note that moving timbered 
stand conditions toward HRV over the long term would also increase the likelihood of 
natural fire starts to burn within historic regimes. 

Proposed Action 
The effects of implementing the Proposed Action would be to provide an additional 
management option to resource specialists for moving vegetative conditions toward the 
HRV.  In the short term, the potential loss to commercial timber values would be slightly 
higher.  The existing over mature stand conditions found in many parts of the forest, are 
at risk of experiencing elevated burning intensities as a result of the heavy fuel 
concentrations and deep litter layers and ladder fuel conditions that could allow a surface 
fire to move into the crown of potentially valuable tree species. 

It is important to note that a large percentage of the tree species on the forest have a 
historic fire regime of large, stand-replacing fires.  It is not uncommon for many of these 
tree species to become mature stands that experience high intensity crown fires.  The 
concept of fire use is that it should be used to create a more historic vegetation mosaic 
and restore stand structures.  Over time, there will still be large continuous patches of 
spruce-fir or lodgepole pine, for example, that will burn, but fires will not be 
uncharacteristically large or intense – i.e. the whole stand will not burn at the same 
intensity because of staggered openings with varied seral stages/reduced fuel loadings. 

Over the long term however, the risk of losing commercial timber value would gradually 
be diminished by providing this management option to resource specialists.  In addition 
to current silvicultural methods, fire use would help reduce fuel concentrations within 
and adjacent to commercial stands of timber, therefore, reducing the potential loss of 
value from the effects of wildfire as stands move toward a more normal range of historic 
conditions where fire intensities and the threat of damaging crown fires would be 
reduced.   

An important protection element included in the Proposed Action relative to commercial 
timber value is the requirement for completing the WFIP process for each fire 
occurrence.  Having WFIP built-in to the decision of whether or not to allow a given fire 
start to burn, assures that the potential loss of commercial timber value will be considered 
in each situation that arises.  Resource managers will retain the option of weighing the 
potential value of timber lost against the potential gain to other resource values from 
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allowing a fire to burn with continual monitoring and evaluation of the effects by a team 
of specialists. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

No Action 

The cumulative effects of taking No Action to amend the Forest Plan and implement fire 
use on the forest would be similar to effects discussed previously.  Wildfire suppression 
would continue under currently policy.  In the short term the risk of loss to commercial 
timber values would be reduced as compared with the Proposed Action by continuing to 
suppress all new fire starts that would have the potential to damage commercial timber.  
Over the long term the benefit that may be realized by allowing fire use would be 
unavailable to resource specialists as an additional management option for helping to 
restore vegetative conditions.  The No Action alternative would have no cumulative 
effect on openings created by timber harvesting.  It may well have the cumulative effect 
of leaving stands more susceptible to natural events such as insect and disease outbreaks 
in timbered stands. 

Proposed Action 
The cumulative impact to commercial timber value of implementing the Proposed Action 
would carry the potential for improving long term stand health and ecosystem function by 
allowing fire use to be added as a management tool but to restore fire as a natural process 
to ecosystem function.  The long term result would reduce fuel concentrations and litter 
layers in and adjacent to timbered stands providing fire use was managed to remain on 
the surface, in more instances, and not allowed to enter the crowns of timbered stands.  
None-the-less, in these fuel types, a certain portion will burn as a crown fire, in order to 
get the seral stages and strand structure diversity needed to restore HRV/FRCC.   

Natural fire regimes would be improved in all vegetation types on the GMUG NF.  
Current insect and disease levels on the forest are at moderate to high risk in general.  
Openings created as a result of implementing the Proposed Action would not contribute 
significantly to the total timbered area opened as a result of insect and disease impacts.  
The same would be true relative to openings created by timber harvest.  Again, the 
requirement for completing the WFIP process is a key consideration when analyzing the 
potential impacts of allowing fire starts to continue to burn.  The values gained or lost in 
the process are weighed prior to decision making in order to protect values for the benefit 
of the natural resources and the public. 

INVASIVE PLANT SPECIES 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
Table 2 lists the current invasive plant species inventory for the GMUG.  Information is 
from a combination of Forest Service and county inventories.  The majority of 
inventoried infestations occur along roads.  Roads are one of the major pathways upon 
which invasive plant species are transported; however, roads also serve as the primary 
survey routes.  Not all parts of the GMUG have been inventoried for invasive plant 
species.   
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Table 2.  Invasive Plant Species Inventory (2004) 
Species Total Acres  Species Total Acres 

Scentless Chamomile 
(Anthemis arvensis) 2  Bull thistle 

(Cirsium vulgare) 629 

Mayweed Chamomile 
(Anthemis cotula) 11  Houndstongue 

(Cynoglossum officianle) 13,104 

Common burdock 
(Arctium minus) 245  Russian olive 

(Elaeagnus angustifolia) 88 

Cheat Grass  
(Downy Brome) 

(Bromus tectorum) 
2,209  Leafy spurge 

(Euphorbia esula) 418 

Plumeless thistle 
(Carduus acanthoides) 11  

Dame’s rocket 
(Hesperis matronalis) 

11 

Hoary cress (Whitetop) 
(Cardaria draba) 448  Black henbane 

(Hyoscyamus niger) 31 

Musk thistle 
(Carduus nutans) 443  Perennial pepperweed 

(Lepidium latifolium) 78 

Diffuse knapweed 
(Centaurea diffusa) 40  Dalmation toadflax-broadleaf 

(Linaria dalmatica) 57 

Spotted knapweed 
(Centaurea maculosa) 121  Yellow toadflax 

(Linaria vulgaris) 981 

Russian knapweed 
(Centaurea repens) 828  Scotch thistle 

(Onopordum acanthium) 56 

Yellow starthistle 
(Centaurea solstitialis) 25  Tansy ragwort 

(Senecio jacobaea) 1 

Oxeye daisy 
(Chrysanthemum 
leucanthemum) 

1,111  Saltcedar (Tamarisk) 
(Tamarix ramosissima) 227 

Canada thistle 
(Cirsium arvense) 1,651  TOTAL 22,826 

An invisibility map of the GMUG has been prepared and is part of the project file for this 
analysis, however is not printed a part of this document.   

Quantitative trend information for invasive species spread on the GMUG is not available.  
Invasive species have been increasing over time.  Knapweed and thistle species appear to 
be moving upward in elevation along Forest access roads.  Invasive ornamental species 
(oxeye daisy, yellow toadflax) are expanding onto NFS land from private inholdings and 
communities within the Forest boundaries (Crested Butte, Telluride, Ophir, Ouray).   

The current cheat grass inventory grossly under represents the extent of this species.  
Cheat grass has greatly expanded into areas disturbed by wildfires and some treatments 
(mechanical and prescribed fires) in the past few years on the Uncompahgre Plateau 
Geographic Area.  Vegetation conditions combined with warmer, earlier springs and falls 
across the entire Forest have resulted in recent fires that have burned with high intensities 
over large areas (e.g. Burn Canyon).  This trend is expected to continue.  There is very 
high potential for invasive species to become established in these areas following 
disturbance.   
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Areas where vegetative cover is disturbed and bare soil becomes exposed are most 
susceptible to invasive plant species.  Physical factors of a site, such as available 
moisture, sunlight, and warm temperatures also influence the potential for invasive 
species to become established.  Most invasive plant species require large amounts of 
sunlight, warm temperatures, and relatively long growing seasons.  In arid western 
environments like the Uncompahgre Plateau and lower elevations elsewhere on the 
GMUG, riparian and wetland areas are susceptible because of the available water.   

A GIS based model was used to identify areas that have the highest risk for invasive plant 
species.  Modeling was done for the NFS lands using existing vegetation data (R2Veg), 
slope, elevation, aspect and precipitation data, to map invasibility risk.  Table 3 displays 
the percent of the GMUG and each Geographic Area that falls within each invasibility 
risk category.  Vegetation types with the highest invasibility risk include:  grass-forb, 
Gambel oak and mixed mountain shrub, pinyon-juniper and ponderosa pine.  Vegetation 
types with the lowest invasibility risk include aspen, spruce-fir, and alpine tundra. 

Figure A. displays the invasibility risk rating for the GMUG.  The Uncompahgre Plateau 
Geographic Area has the highest overall risk for future invasive plant species due to 
lower elevation ranges, drier moisture regimes and dominant vegetation composition.  
The San Juans and Gunnison Basin Geographic Areas have the lowest overall risk due to 
higher elevation ranges, wetter moisture regimes and dominant vegetation composition. 
Table 3.  Invasibility Risk for GMUG and each Geographic Area, as percent of total area. 

Risk Rating 
% of 

GMUG 

% of 
Grand 
Mesa 

% of 
Gunnison 

Basin 

% of  
North Fork 

Valley 
% of San 

Juans 

% of 
Uncompahgre 

Plateau 
Very High <1 1 0 0 0 <1 
High 16 15 7 17 5 35 
Moderate 22 24 14 23 11 37 
Low 47 58 55 55 53 27 
Very Low 16 4 24 5 31 0 

 

Management efforts for invasive plant species (education, inventory, treatment) are done in close 
coordination with other Federal, State and County weed management programs through 
cooperative agreements.  Funds from the various cooperating agencies are combined to inventory 
and treat noxious weeds; however, budget and available personnel limit the amount of inventory, 
monitoring and treatment that can occur. 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT AFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

No Action Alternative 
Current vegetation conditions have contributed to uncharacteristically large or intense wildfires 
that have resulted in the spread of invasive plant species following disturbances.  Under the 
current Forest Plan, opportunities to improve these vegetation conditions through wildland fire 
use would not occur.  Mechanical or prescribed fire treatments could be used to improve 
vegetation conditions and restore more characteristic mosaic patterns.  However, these types of 
treatments are more expensive than wildland fire use, and less effective in maintaining natural 
diversity in vegetation and species composition.  Budget limitations would result in less acreage 
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being treated or improved over time through mechanical or prescribed fire treatments than could 
occur through wildland fire use.  Under the current Forest Plan direction there will continue to be 
an increase in invasive plant species infestation due to uncharacteristically large or intense 
wildfires in the future.   

Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative 
Under the proposed action, wildland fire use will help create vegetation conditions in the 
planning area that will have more characteristic fire regimes.  Over time, the potential for 
uncharacteristically large or intense fires will be reduced partially due to wildland fire use.  
Natural diversity in native vegetation conditions (structure and seral stage) at the landscape scale 
will be increased.  Following disturbances native vegetation and seed sources will be available to 
revegetate areas and reduce the chance for invasive plant species infestation. 

There is a chance that this alternative may result in short term negative impacts from invasive 
plant species on the acres burned as a result of wildland fire use, particularly in areas with 
existing invasive plant species infestations and in areas with high or very high invasibility risk.  
However, over time it is expected that cumulatively fewer acres will be disturbed through 
wildland fire use than could potentially be affected by wildfire by restoring more characteristic 
fire regimes. 

In areas with higher invasibility risk, limitations on the allowable fire size and fire severity 
should be set to determine the appropriateness for wildland fire use.  Mitigation and 
rehabilitation measures designed to prevent the introduction and spread of invasive species 
during and following wildland fire use management activities should be included in the Fire 
Management Plan.    

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
Any management activities that result in ground disturbance have the potential to create suitable 
substrate for the establishment of invasive plant species (e.g. wildland fire management, timber 
harvest, habitat improvement projects, road/trail construction, maintenance or use, livestock 
grazing).  Mitigation efforts to reduce the potential for introduction and spread of invasive 
species will be part of all management activities as directed in recent Regional Invasive Species 
Management Strategy and the Forest Invasive Species Action Plan.  These actions, in 
combination with improved vegetation conditions that will result from allowing wildland fire 
use, should result in reduced potential for invasive species across the GMUG.  Currently most 
management actions are directed toward invasive plant species.  Over time, direction related to 
managing invasive vertebrate and invertebrate species needs to be assessed and included in this 
Plan. 

WATERSHED/SOILS/RIPARIAN/WETLANDS  

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Fire is one of the most important disturbance processes influencing western landscapes. 

Watersheds and their associated aquatic systems are dynamic and adapted to disturbances such 
as fire and post-fire processes.  Not all fires can be expected to have similar effects nor would the 
consequences of those effects be of equal concern.  While effects are dictated to a great extent on 
fire size and severity, they are also very much dependant upon the physical environment in 
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which they occur.  A thorough description of soil, water and climatic characteristics was 
compiled by Fire Management Unit (FMU) and is contained within the Fire Management Plan.  
That level of detail will not be repeated in this analysis.  A slightly different approach has been 
taken to help identify those watersheds were fire use may be limited based upon either physical 
limitations or values at risk.   

Watersheds with certain physical characteristics would be expected to be more responsive to fire 
than others.  Those factors that were readily available across the entire Forest and were important 
physical process drivers include basin slope, soil type, rainfall energy and soil type.  This data 
was compiled from assessments conducted in preparing the Comprehensive Evaluation Report 
for Forest Plan revision.  Those watersheds with the greatest potential for increases in erosion 
and/or flooding were identified as “sensitive watersheds”.  These watersheds are displayed on the 
attached table and map.  The other component of a risk assessment would be the aquatic values 
at risk should a large fire occur.  Those values that were considered include public water supply 
basins and conservation populations of Colorado River Cutthroat Trout.  A listing of those 
watersheds and stream segments along with an associated map is provided. 

Periodic large-scale disturbances of aquatic ecosystems are inevitable and often beneficial over 
long periods as they can result in the delivery of coarse sediment and wood that provides 
nutrients and habitat complexity and diversity.  Beneficial affects, such as providing habitat 
diversity, or adverse affects, such as increased sediment delivery to a water storage facility, tend 
to only be of significance on large fires, often very large fires (several thousand acres or larger).  
Looking at the result of wildland fire use (WFU) on lands adjacent to the GMUG provides some 
indication on what potential exists for large fires on National Forest lands should wildland fire 
use be allowed.  Of the 71 fires that were considered WFU three fires contributed to 99% of the 
acres burned.  The average size WFU fire on the remaining 68 was slightly larger than ¼ acre.   

While there are exceptions it has been common practice in the Forest Service to use 300 acres, of 
which at least 25% must be in a high burn severity category, in other words the soil exhibits 
strong water repellency, as a threshold where adverse effects to soil, water and aquatic habitats 
may begin to occur.  

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Soil, Water, Aquatic and Riparian  
Under the proposed action, which would allow for fire use over most of the Forest, those effects 
as described below are generally only of significance when large fires with extensive areas of 
high burn severity occur.  In recognition of some watersheds being more prone to fire related 
impacts and/or having important aquatic values, fire use would be limited by prescriptions that 
would define thresholds of individual fire size and cumulative burned acreage within watersheds 
by decade.  Cumulative acreage thresholds levels would vary by burn severity. 

Based upon an examination of fire history the probability of any fire growing to a size that the 
effects, as described below, would actually occur to a significant extent is extremely small.  
While smaller fires may have some localized impacts and in conjunction with other disturbance 
events and management activities may additively have effects, it tends to be the infrequent large 
wildfires that are an important cause of hydrologic, soil resource and geomorphic change in fire-
prone landscapes.  These effects can vary significantly by event and across the landscape so an 
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estimate of effects for a project that covers the entire scope of the Forest is one of central 
tendencies.   

Direct effects of fire include the potential for alteration of physical and chemical soil 
characteristics, which may influence water repellency behavior and stability of aggregates.  
Other direct effects include an increase in water availability through reduction in live biomass 
and thus reduction in interception and evaporation losses.  The loss of cover and litter has the 
potential to both reduce hillslope roughness; and increase solar radiation and air movement 
across the ground surface.  The release of organic and inorganic compounds and nutrients can be 
expected as a result of burning.  Some of these compounds are lost through: volatilization into 
the atmosphere; carried along with ash into receiving waters; or leached from soils into the 
groundwater.  The magnitude and duration of these direct effects is highly variable based upon 
local geo-climatic and topographic characteristics.  Fire severity is also a key difference in the 
projection of effects.  With high severity burns more likely to have larger and possibly longer 
lasting effects than lesser severity burns.  

Indirect effects are the result of onsite or downstream changes created by fire.  Increases in soil 
erosion, surface runoff, and peak flows are the result of changes to hillslope infiltration rates and 
loss of water retention from litter and cover.  Loss of cover can also result in changes to micro-
site climate that may affect vegetative recovery and/or increases in stream temperatures due to 
loss of shade.  Increases in sediment to stream channels may effect aquatic habitat and channel 
morphology.  Fine sediments tend to be damaging to aquatic resources, while coarse sediments 
may be beneficial in the long run by creating spawning habitat and providing deposition on 
floodplains that are necessary for some riparian species reproduction.  Increase surface runoff 
will contribute to large peak flow events that may occur and are typically associated with high 
intensity convective storms.  Increases in peak flows can produce dramatic changes to channel 
morphology, e.g., channel incision, channel migration and material deposition, plus the potential 
for damage to downstream property values and even life threatening. 

Another indirect effect that may follow fire is a change in vegetative type.  Fire has historically 
been used as a tool to create desirable vegetative changes on the landscape.  These changes may 
have beneficial affects on watershed hillslope processes.  In moisture or sunlight limited systems 
groundcover may not be sufficient to act like the “sponge and filter” mechanism that is equated 
with healthy watersheds.  Following fire, ground cover is often rejuvenated with vigorous 
germination or sprouting of both herbaceous and woody shrub vegetation that is better suited to 
reduce raindrop impact, anchor soil and retard overland flow, than the vegetation that existed 
prior.  This is very evident in mature pinyon-juniper forests that are very often nearly devoid of 
ground cover, but following fire may see considerable increases.  These changes are relatively 
rapid, usually occurring within three growing seasons and persisting for several decades.  

The timing and magnitude of storm events during a period immediately following fire until 
vegetative recovery dissipates the risk, is a key component on determining the probability of 
impact.  The duration of indirect effects is dependant to a large extent on vegetative recovery.  
This recovery varies by site and tends to progress much quicker where good soils exist and 
moisture is more abundant.  For example hydrologic recovery and reductions in erosion rates 
tend to come quicker on aspen sites and mountain shrub sites than on pinyon-juniper sites  
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A decision to not allow fire use would presumably result in less area burned.  However, the 
reality is that there will be very little difference in affects to watershed resources between these 
two alternatives.   

In summary fire is a primary influence in the evolution of western landscapes that include 
aspects of hydrologic function, channel morphology, soil productivity, nutrient cycling and 
aquatic habitat.  While there may be some short term impacts that could jeopardize socio-
economic values in the long term fire plays an important role in the introduction of disturbance 
that creates renewal, species diversity and habitat complexity. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
The expanded use of fire would contribute to cumulative effects in two ways.  First the 
disturbance related effects could be additive to management related effects that were either 
intentionally or unintentionally similar.  There are vegetation management treatments such as 
commercial and non-commercial timber removal being done to reduce fire hazard and improve 
forest health.  There are also prescribed fire projects.  Both of these types of projects by design 
would have similar objectives, although since they are carefully designed they have a lesser 
potential for significant impact than might occur with wildfire.  Those dissimilar activities that 
can affect watershed resources include the road/trail system and livestock grazing.  These 
activities tend to produce chronic rather than episodic impacts.   

The other cumulative impact aspect is the additive effect of total burned acreage distributed over 
many individual small events within the same watershed.  However, because of the synergy of 
affects that occur from one large event, many small fires do not equate to one large fire of similar 
acreage. 

Because there will be an accounting of total vegetative treatments either mechanical or with fire 
that is occurring within watersheds the risk of generating a cumulative effect of any significance 
is low.  Additionally the Forest has a process by which land treatments and activities are being 
accounted for in our spatial database and should watershed become heavily impacted by 
activities this would be taken into account during the initial WFIP to determine if fire use is 
appropriate for that particular incident. 

AIR QUALITY 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
This programmatic assessment is not intended to define how many acres would burn thus tons of 
fuel consumed and emissions output are not quantified. 

Wildland Fire Use for Resource Benefits (WFU) has been supported both by national wildland 
fire policy and by the public as a whole to achieve resource benefits; however large scale WFU 
activity may stimulate some opposition from the public due to adverse smoke impacts, closures, 
etc. 

Wildfires, including WFU, are a natural combustion process that consumes various ages, sizes, 
and types of vegetation on the landscape.  Wildland fire is a potential source of large amounts of 
air pollutants.  The size, intensity, and occurrence of wildfires depend directly on variables such 
as meteorological conditions, the species of vegetation involved and their moisture content, and 
the weight of consumable fuel per acre (available fuel loading). 
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In the beginning stages of a wildfire, the dry combustible material is consumed first.  As the 
wildfire progresses, the drying of green, live material occurs, with subsequent burning of this 
material as well.  Under proper environmental and fuel conditions, this process may initiate a 
chain reaction that results in a widespread conflagration. 

Impacts to air quality will be considered for this decision particularly as they relate to affected 
communities and Class I Federal Areas.  Class I Federal Areas are areas set aside under the 
Clean Air Act (CAA) to receive the most stringent protection from air quality degradation. 

The Black Canyon National Park, the West Elk Wilderness Area, La Garita Wilderness Area and 
Maroon Bells-Snowmass Wilderness area are Class I Federal Areas.  All other areas of the Forest 
are currently classified Class II Areas.  The Colorado Department of Public Health and 
Environment, Air Quality Division, regulates smoke from WFU in accordance with the State 
Implementation Plan (SIP).  WFU managers will coordinate with the State and follow the SIP to 
protect air resources; including obtaining and following air quality permits.  The permit contains 
estimates of smoke production, mitigation measures, and notification processes.  If necessary, 
smoke monitors will be used for public safety. 

Smoke Production/Air Quality – The smoke production/air quality issue centers around four 
different aspects. 

 First is the degradation of visibility on the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison 
National Forest with additional areas most likely to be affected by smoke as the I-70 
Interstate corridor; the North Fork, Uncompahgre and the Gunnison River Valleys; and 
the towns of Grand Junction, Delta, Cedaredge, Paonia, Hotchkiss, Olathe, Montrose, 
Ridgeway, Ouray, Telluride, Norwood, Nucla, Naturita, Paradox, Gunnison and Crested 
Butte. 

 Second, portions of the public become irritated with smelling smoke, seeing smoke, 
breathing smoke over long periods of time, and having smoke in their homes. 

 Third, there is a segment of the public that has respiratory problems that are aggravated 
by irritants in wood smoke. 

 Fourth, public safety along travel corridors. 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT AFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1 – No Action 
Alternative 1 would result in no fires managed as Wildland Fire Us fires and would be close to 
existing conditions of utilizing various suppression strategies to manage all fires on the GMUG.  
There would be a higher risk of wildfires with this alternative over time since WFU fires would 
not be managed to reduce fuels and change seral stages, thus lowering fire risk.  Smoke 
production will remain at present levels under this alternative in the short term, but increase over 
time as fuel loadings increase and vegetation ages.  This alternative calls for suppression of all 
fires, thus eliminating the temporary affects of smoke.  Over time, the incidental application of 
fire in the ecosystem will result in unacceptable fuel loadings.  Ultimately, these fuels loadings 
will result in large uncontrollable wildfires that will burn for long durations.  This will amplify 
problems associated with smoke exposure and visibility, and possibly increase respiratory 
problems. 
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During times of high fire danger, or when fires are burning, some temporary closures may be 
implemented for public safety.  Larger, more intense wildfires will have more evident visual 
impacts. 

Current research and public attitude reflects a need for WFU fires in the ecosystems managed by 
the GMUG; with this alternative, that need would not be met. 

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative 

This alternative will temporarily increase smoke production across the GMUG due to an increase 
in WFU acres burned. 

In this alternative, recreation opportunities will not be drastically changed.  There may be several 
WFU fires burning simultaneously or throughout periods of the fire season, resulting in 
diminished visibility and aesthetics from smoke.  Areas with multiple ongoing WFU fires might 
have public restrictions due to smoke and fire activity for public safety reasons.  In the long run 
there will be fewer restrictions than Alternative 1 since fuels complexes and seral stages across 
the GMUG would become more fire resistant over time.  Smoke and visual effects of fire would 
be a component of the forest user’s wilderness experience. 

This alternative allows managers the greatest flexibility to control smoke production in smoke-
sensitive and high-visibility areas.  If smoke-monitoring information dictates conditions are not 
within prescriptions, managers can declare the SFU fire a wildfire, and respond using the 
appropriate suppression response.  This alternative will meet the desired future condition in the 
shortest time period, returning fire to its natural role.  Fuel loadings will decrease in this 
alternative, resulting in increased personal safety and reducing risks to property and resources.   

The premise is that WFU fires are fires managed under specific prescriptions that may reduce 
consumption and smoke production.  If WFU objectives relating to smoke management are not 
being met the fire can be managed differently to bring smoke management into compliance with 
objectives.  As compared with wildfires, air quality impacts from WFU fires can be better 
managed because WFU fires are conducted in a manner that enables some control of the fire at 
the burn site; a combination of burn techniques and smoke management practices are used to 
reduce fuel consumption, dilute and transport smoke emissions, and avoid sensitive areas. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
Over time, suppression of all fires in the ecosystem will result in unacceptable fuel loadings.  
Ultimately, these fuels loadings will result in large uncontrollable wildfires that will burn for 
long durations (this appears to be happening on the GMUG over the past 10-15 years).  This will 
amplify problems associated with smoke exposure and visibility, and possibly increase 
respiratory problems. 

Fire in the ecosystem is a large, intermittent source of particulates that can have significant short-
term impacts on fine particulate concentrations and visibility.  This presents a serious challenge 
for managers who must address the potential conflict between the ecological need for using fire 
as a management tool and the public’s desire for clean air and good visibility. 

Smoke is part of the natural fire process and is often seen on the landscape in and adjacent to the 
GMUG.  The amount of smoke varies from day to day and year to year.  However, because of 
the gradual improvement in the vegetation mosaic and reduction in fuel accumulations through 
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both WFU fires and fuels/vegetation management, overall smoke levels will be less than the 
levels emitted by catastrophic wildfires of the past. 

Air pollutants emitted from those fires can be harmful to human health and welfare.  All fires 
emit air pollutants in addition to nonpolluting combustion products; but fires vary widely in what 
pollutants are emitted and in what proportion.  All components of smoke from fires, with the 
exception of carbon dioxide and water, are generated from the inefficient combustion of biomass 
fuels. 

Most of the particulates emitted from wild fire are of the size that EPA, States, and land 
management agencies are concerned about relative to public health and visibility impacts.  
Approximately 70% of particulates generated from wildfires are less than 2.5 microns in 
diameter making them an optimum size to be carried deep in to the respiratory system and to 
scatter light (obscure visibility).  Wildfire is the air pollution source with the greatest potential in 
the country for exposing the public to extremely high short-term fine particulate concentrations.  
The EPA Natural Events policy recommends the development of a fuels management plan that 
would mitigate the impacts of wildfire smoke on communities in the future. 

The implementation of a WFU fire program may increase smoke and decrease visibility.  
However, the effects, whether positive of negative, will depend on the amount of acres burned.  
When compared to the total emissions from wildfires, the total effect may be less. 

WILDLIFE/FISHERIES 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
The GMUG NF offers a wide variety of wildlife providing a wide variety of viewing and hunting 
opportunities to the general public.  Elk and mule deer hunting on the Forest are extremely 
popular activities.  Hunting for bighorn sheep, mountain goat, moose, and blue grouse are also 
very popular.  Non-consumptive users such as wildlife photographers, bird watchers, hikers and 
backpackers are increasing in number.  While hunter numbers will remain fairly stable, it is 
expected that there will be an increase in demand.  The number of non-consumptive users will 
likely increase much more dramatically.  The GMUG NF has the potential to meet these 
demands provided that wildlife populations flourish under ideal habitat conditions. 

The GMUG NF provides habitat for the endangered Uncompahgre Fritillary Butterfly and the 
threatened lynx.  Candidate species like the boreal toad and Gunnison’s sage grouse are also 
present on the Forest.  Sensitive species include the wolverine, western big eared bat, spotted bat, 
ferruginous hawk, boreal owl, and the Colorado River cutthroat trout.  There are 23 species of 
sensitive plants that have been identified on the Forest. 

Habitat protection is the highest priority and the key element in the Forest’s fisheries habitat 
management program.  This is of paramount importance because it is our responsibility to 
maintain viable fisheries and restoration of damaged fish habitats is more costly than protection.  

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Alternative 1- No Action 
This alternative would continue the current practice of extinguishing all lighting caused fires in a 
wide variety of habitats that support wildlife populations at or below population carrying 
capacities.  Many forested and non-forested habitats are currently supporting wildlife populations 
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that are below what the habitat could support because fire which is an integral part of the 
environment has been suppressed.  This has resulted in many habitats supporting less numbers of 
wildlife, particularly, big game species, than the habitat would support under natural conditions 
where fires would periodically create early success ional habitats that are favored by some 
wildlife species. 

Alternative 2 - Proposed Action and Preferred Alternative 

Implementation of the proposed action would apply to all naturally ignited fires with the area 
identified on Map _ as suitable for fire use on the GMUG. 

Naturally ignited fires in the ecosystem have a generally beneficially effect on wildlife habitat.  
This has been well documented in the literature for a number of species and habitats that are 
directly benefited by periodic fire in the environment.  Annual production of the under story 
vegetation increased dramatically on a moderately intense burn in an aspen ecosystem in 
Wyoming.  The number of aspen suckers on the moderate intensity burn tripled the first year and 
increased seven fold the second year.  Influence of fire on vegetation production in the aspen 
ecosystem in Western Wyoming.  (D.L. Bartos and W.F. Mueggler 1979).  

Fire can be used to prepare sites for aspen regeneration when other methods are unavailable or 
impractical.  (Perala, D.A.  1974). 

Elk showed preferences for burns after 2, 5 and 10 years as plants on burned units showed 
increased levels of total cell contents, soluble carbohydrate, copper and zinc.  (Response of elk, 
mule deer, cattle, and vegetation to burning, spraying, and chaining of gambel oak rangeland 
(R.C. Kufeld 1983).   

Early successional stage dependent species, such as elk, deer, bighorn sheep and others, 
represent a large number of wildlife species that are more adaptable to early successional 
vegetation. 

Information regarding elk biology, as discussed below, was summarized from Mammals of 
Colorado (Fitzgerald et al. 1994).  Elk are often associated with early successional spruce/fir, 
Douglas fir, lodgepole pine, aspen, and mountain shrub habitats.  Lengths of seasonal migration 
vary.  Elk are generalist feeders, grazing and browsing and a wide variety of plant species.  
Grasses and shrubs generally compose most of their winter diet, with shrubs becoming more 
important during the spring months.  These vegetation types generally come into an area after a 
burn.  Forbs and grasses are important during summer and fall months.  

Essentially all vegetation types present on the GMUG are suitable big game habitats during a 
portion of the year (USFS 2001), with most use on the Forest and in the analysis area occurring 
during the spring, summer, and fall months.  Habitat trends have been mixed on the GMUG.  
Exclusion of natural fire regimes has resulted in decreased availability of early successional 
habitats.  In the analysis area, habitat conditions for elk during the spring, summer, and fall 
months are generally good.  The mosaic of mature spruce/fir forest and open meadows provides 
both forage and hiding cover.  

FIRE EFFECTS ON SPECIFIC HABITAT TYPES 
Direct Effects of fire on faunal populations vary at different levels of intensity.  In general while 
some evidence of vertebrate mortality has been reported, the most common opinion is that 
vertebrates are rarely killed in fires that are not catastrophic in nature.  Based on the state of 
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knowledge review, fire represents a dynamic and important force in the life histories of many 
faunal species.  (Effects of Fire on Fauna USDA FS GTR WO-6Pa. 2-3.)  

Sagebrush ecosystems (Artemisia spp.):  Big Sagebrush is easily killed by fire and re-sprouting 
does not generally occur.  Repeated fire will generally convert the site to grasses or undesirable 
plants or weed species.  (Blaisdell 1953).  Mountain sagebrush recovers more quickly because it 
occupies more mesic sites where growing conditions are more favorable for seed production and 
reestablishment (Hironaka, 1977).  (Unabridged Fire Effects Data for Each Individual Species by 
H.A.Wright.  Big sagebrush was essentially eliminated on areas that were burned (M.E. Ralphs 
and F.E. Busby 1978.  Prescribed burning:  Vegetative changes, forage production, cost, and 
returns on six demonstration burns in Utah.  Most research indicates that fire will eliminate 
sagebrush for at least several years.  Burning can eliminate sagebrush from a site for a variable 
period of time (Ecological Implications of Sagebrush Manipulation- A Literature Review.  J.G. 
Peterson Mt. Fish, Wildlife, and Parks.  Proj.  W-101-R-2.  199. 

Mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus montanus):  This habitat type is found at lower elevations 
that are important to wintering big game populations on the Forest.  As with most shrub and 
grass species on the Forest, fire has a beneficial effect on the vigor of the plant.  Rejuvenation of 
many shrub species important to wildlife is achieved through fire.  Dormant season burning of 
the mahogany habitat type can increase production by 200- 900% for at least 2 years.  D.L. 
Young and J.A. Bailey.  1974. 

Willows (Salix spp):  Willow sprouts readily after fires.  In Alaska moose populations achieve 
their highest density in forested areas where winter ranges have been opened by fire permitting 
the regeneration of willow, birch, or aspen.  (Leopold and Darling 1953a). 

Pinyon – Juniper:  Fire in this habitat type increases the shrub and grass component of the site 
and provides important forage for wildlife and livestock.  (Arnold et al. 1964 and Forest Service 
1964).  The pinyon-juniper habitat type in Arizona US Dept. of Agr. Production Res. Rpt. 84 .   

Gambel Oak Habitat:  Oaks or oakbrush, like many other shrubs is rejuvenated by periodic fire.  
In New Mexico oaks were improved by burning (Kitatams, 1972).  Generally oak resprouts 
quickly after fire and provides a valuable food source for many species of wildlife.  However, 
old stands of oaks that produce large quantities of mast should be prevented from burning 
because they provide important food for the black bear and wild turkeys.  

Ponderosa Pine Habitats:  Generally the ponderosa pine forests are well adapted to fire.  These 
ecosystems developed and thrive under periodic fires.  Within one ponderosa pine burn area deer 
use was greater on a moderately burned watershed than in unburned areas as it relates to the 
production of palatable herbage species Leege (1969) and. R.E. Campbell et al. (1977).  Snags 
created by fire are an important habitat for many species that use them for nesting or perching 

Aspen Forests:  Generally aspen forests are not prone to burn because of the lush vegetation 
which grows under aspen stands.  Periodic underburns in an aspen stands will be beneficial to 
stand replacement and rejuvenation.  Many of the aspen forests that we have today are a result of 
a large fire.     

Mixed Conifer Forests:  In mixed conifer forests the most abundant food shrubs for deer and elk 
are willow, serviceberry, maple, and snowberry.  Prescribed burning trials in these habitat types 
indicated that both spring and fall burning are desirable and produced desirable results.  Large 
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wild fires early in the 19th century created extensive browse ranges and big game animals thrived 
in some of these forests.   

Lodgepole Pine forests:  Lodgepole pine forests are fire prone and are dependent on fire to 
regenerate themselves as the seed of the cones open up under the intense heat of a wildfire.  
Snags created are important habitat features. 

Spruce-fir Forests:  These forests are usually at elevations above 9,500 feet and are often fairly 
wet.  However they do burn and burns create mosaics in the forest types which is beneficial to 
many wildlife species such as marten lynx, and many other species.  Snags created are important 
habitat features. 

DIRECT EFFECTS ON WILDLIFE 
Small Birds:  Changes in bird populations as a result of a 122ha fire were evaluated and there 
was little evidence of any drastic effect on number of birds, species, or habitat diversity in the 
year in the year of the fire species diversity.  Fires during the nesting season would have an 
adverse impact on nests resulting in mortality to young and eggs.  

Small Mammals:  Many small mammals are ground burrowing and can usually survive a 
wildfire.  A boreal species would not survive a hot fire.   

Large Mammals:  Most big game species can escape a fire by moving out ahead of it. 

This section addresses the cumulative effects of the proposed Fire Plan when added to the effects 
of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions within the analysis area. 

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

This section addresses the cumulative effects of the proposed Fire Plan when added to the effects 
of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions within the analysis area. 

Over the last 100 years, most natural fire ignitions have been immediately put out.  Heavy 
concentrations of dead standing trees and dead down trees have been allowed to accumulate.  
Natural conditions coupled with aging forests have resulted in the unusual buildup of fuels that 
have the potential to develop into uncharacteristically large fires.   

National Forest System lands within the GMUG watersheds totals nearly 3 million acres.  Stand 
densities on these sites are leading to hazardous build-ups due to fire suppression in the past.  
Fuel loading has increased over the entire area due to natural mortality and pockets of insect or 
disease killed individuals.  

This cumulative effect of fuel buildup has resulted in larger fires occurring than under natural 
conditions.  However, under favorable burning conditions this condition can slowly be 
diminished over time allowing fires to burn when conditions are ideal for slow to moderate fire 
spread. 

RECREATION 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
The recreation resources of the GMUG are described in detail in numerous other documents (See 
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan documents).   
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As it relates to potential impacts of the propose use of Fire Use, most recreation occurs on roads, 
trails and developed sites.  Dispersed recreation off of trails occurs mostly in the form of hunting.   

The recreation experience of users of the Forest depends in some degree upon the beauty of the 
landscape.  This is enhanced by the mix of vegetation, from grass and shrub lands to forested 
slopes with meadows and parks interspersed.  Portions of the GMUG are some of the most 
scenic of all National Forests in the country.   

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES 
Roads, trails, and developed sites suffer almost no direct effect from fire.  Effects to these 
facilities do not differ observably from the No Action Alternative to the Proposed Action.  If Fire 
Use is adopted as in Alternative 2, there may be, in rare situations, some dispersed trail or 
campsite which, if allowed to burn over, will suffer short term closure to use.  However, these 
situations would be unusual, and the effect would be effectively mitigated through application of 
the fire planning process outlined in Appendix D.  Any sites and facilities which were directly 
affected would be restored to full use within one season of the fire.  

In general terms on the Forest the recreation experience of users may be modified in those 
locations where fires have burned and are black, however this is a short term and very localized 
effect.  Of the Forest on the average, there will be no observable effect on the experience of 
recreationists visiting the Forest.   

There may be rare instances where fire use fire would be allowed to burn in an area that is used 
locally by hunters, outfitter/guides, or grazing permittees.  In these situations there could be 
temporary displacement of accustomed activities and uses.  For example, an outfitter camp in an 
area that was allowed to burn under fire use may not be useable as a camp location for one or 
more seasons.  An area recovering from fire may not be available for grazing for one or more 
seasons.  As averaged over the Forest this is a very small effect, however for individual users 
that are displaced temporarily, this is a real effect.  In the longer run there may be actual 
advantage to even these users as the vegetation mosaic and the quality of browse/forage is 
improved over time.  See effects to vegetation section of this EA.  

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 
There are no cumulative effects upon recreation facilities or experience.   

HERITAGE RESOURCES 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The heritage resources on the GMUG are described in detail in the 1993 Forest Plan FEIS, as 
well as in other sources.   

Those heritage resources that are at greatest risk for being affected by fire are those which are 
wooden structures that are above ground and exposed to fire.  These consist of old buildings ore 
mining related structures, as well as the more rare remains of native occupation, such as wikiups, 
and culturally scarred trees.   

It is impossible to survey or report in this EA every potentially affected heritage feature or site.  
Selected sites which have a concentration of such facilities are shown on the maps which are part 
of this EA, and suggest themselves for protection from fire.   
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DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES 

No Action 
Elimination of Fire Use will, in the short term, result in suppression of fires in all ignitions, and 
protect heritage resources as much as possible.  In the long term these same features are more 
likely to be damaged or destroyed by more intense wildfires.   

Proposed Action 

During the WFIP process, every effort is made to consult with qualified archaeologists to 
determine if there are heritage features which need to be preserved in the area.  Some of these 
structures and features may have already been surveyed as part of other project work; others not.  
There is always the chance that structures or features will exist and be hidden by forest or 
vegetation and destroyed in a Fire Use fire.  However, most such sites are generally known, and 
if they are considered important and potentially eligible as significant sites, they will be 
protected and fires will be suppressed.  In the long run, however, these areas are equally likely to 
burn under wildfire conditions.  There is a better chance that fire use fires will be more 
controlled and not be as destructive as would catastrophic wildfire.  

Hence, under the proposed Action, while fire use fires may directly impact individual heritage 
structures, there is some potential for beneficial effect of allowing fire use, in that the effects of 
catastrophic fires may be reduced through fuels management, and the re-establishment of a fire 
regime where fire is more frequent by less intense event for a given area.   

OTHER CONSEQUENCES OR EFFECTS CONSIDERED  

Summary of the Relationship Between Short-Term and Long-Term Productivity 
None of the Alternatives would affect the productivity of the GMUG as compared with the 
current management direction, in terms of sustainability of the resources or outputs associated 
with them. 

Prime Farmland, Rangeland, and Forest Land; Floodplains and Wetlands; Cultural 
Resources; Threatened and Endangered Species 

There are no proposed resource disturbances.  None of the Alternatives would have any effects 
on prime farmland, rangeland, and forestland; floodplains and wetlands; or cultural resources, 
Threatened, Endangered, and Forest Service Sensitive species. 

Summary of Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 
This decision would result in the irreversible and irretrievable loss of resources burned in fire use 
fires.  However, these are renewable resources and do replace themselves, often with younger 
more healthy stands of trees, and with rejuvenated ecosystem components, mimicking in the 
natural system of stand and ecosystem replacement.   

Civil Rights  
There are no civil rights issues, and none of the Alternatives have any related effects because 
consideration of Fire Use does not affect rights protected under civil rights law. 
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Forest Plan Goals, Objectives, and Outputs 

None of the Alternatives make any changes in Forest Plan goals and objectives or affect any 
Forest Plan outputs. 

Management Prescriptions and Management Areas 
None of the Alternatives changes management prescriptions or alter management area 
boundaries. 

Environmental Justice  
Since the early 1970s, there has been increased concern over disproportionate environmental and 
human health impacts on minority populations and low-income populations.  Executive Order 
12898 (February 11, 1994, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations ) directs each federal agency "to make achieving 
environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, 
policies, and activities on minority populations and low income populations." 

None of the Alternatives considered in this EA has any disproportionate environmental or human 
health impacts on minority or low-income populations. 
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