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Water yield from forests also can be increased through show capture.
("Watershed Management In The Rocky Mountain Subalpine Zone* The Status
of Knowledge," Charles Leaf, 1675, USDA Forest Service Research Paper
RM-137; "Watershed Management In The Central and Southern Rocky
Mountains,” Charles Leaf, 1975, RM-142, *"Managing Vegetation To Increase Flow
in The Colorado Basin,” Alden Hibbert, 1973, RM-66; and "Snow in Natural
Openings and Adjacent Ponderosa Pine Stands On The Beaver Creek
Watersheds,” Ffolliot, et al,, 1965; and others,

Most of the precipitation on the Forest ocours as snowfall during the winter and
spring months. Snow typically falls ta the ground or lodges in the needles of the
trees Because the Forest 1s and and experiences high winds during the winter
and spring, most of the snow, especially that which has lodged in tree branches
or needles, sublimates directly into the atmosphere, rather than melting More
than 70 percent of the blowing snow evaporates within two miles of its onigination
site However, If the snow s captured i drifts, rmore of it melts and passes into
the ground instead of evaporating (See Hibbert, 1979; Leaf, 1975, Flolliot, 1965).

Snow can be captured by cutting rows or patches into the forest canopy. Strips
or patches cut into a forest canopy work in two ways. First, they cause the winds
to swirl the snow from tree branches into the openings where it piles into drifts.
Drifted snow reduces the surface area to volume ratio so that more snow melts
than evaporates from the exposed surface. Patch cuts are thought to be superior
to stnip cuts since the dnfted snow is protected more from wind. Secondiy, patch
or strip cuts remove some trees, and, therefore, eliminate the transpiration loss
from those trees (Hibbert, 1979)

The effects of forest management on water yield, peak flows, low flows, and
timing of flow have been studied for more tharn 60 years, Varous studies have
shown that \ncreased water yield occurs at the time of snowmelt as a result of
tree rernoval (*Effect of Clearcutting on Streamflow Generating Processes from
a Subalpine Forest Slope,* C.A Troendle, August 1987 Proceedings of the
Vancouver Symposium).

Water yield increases are a result of both the acres treated by various silvicultural
methods and the distribution of harvest areas. They are also a result of surplus
water that 1s dependant on climatic conditions (especially precipitation),
elevation, and aspect (Hibbert, 1979, pg. 13). Water yield increases were not
modeled for proposed ponderosa pme harvesting on the Forest. The climatic,
elevation, and aspect zones of this species on the Forest are not favorable for
significantly increasing water yield.
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The Effects

Aspen Harvest - An important 1ssue in evaluating the effect of the alternative
timber management programs on the Forest's water resources (s the reduced
effect aspen harvests have on water yield compared to conifer harvests. Three
factors must be taken into account. First, aspen resprouts prolifically and quickly
revegetates the cut site, Therefore, the potential for increasing water yield from
timber harvest in aspen stands over an 80 year rotation 1s relatively low. Second,
rapid revegetation of the cut site lowers the risk of water quality degradation
(Hibben, 1979). When entire watersheds of decadent aspen burn within a short
period of ime, peak flows are increased over the whole watershed. These higher
peak flows may erode bare stesp slopes and scour channels. Compared with
sustained yield harvesting and mitigated water yield increases, catastrophic,
fire-caused increases can be much more damaging.

Timber Harvest Water Yield Increases - For all of the alternatve timber
management programs, tinber harvest would increase the amount of water
flowing from National Forest lands. The additional water would result from (1)
peak snowmelt runoff increases due to greater amounts of snow melted in
logged areas and (2) increased late season flows with exira baseflow
contrnibutions from water no longer transpiring from soils in those same areas,

Table V-9 displays the FORPLAN outputs affecting water-yield-nduced
sediment increases n Rows (1) through (4) and (8) The FORPLAN calculated
water yield increases are shown in Row (5). These outputs were used to calculate
cumulative acre-feet and percentage water yield increases for suited timber
acres.

V-26
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TABLE V-8
DECADE 1 ACTIVITIES AND OUTPUTS WITH POTENTIAL TO IMPACT WATER

Alternatives

1A 1C 1D 1E 1G iH

(1) AVG VOL 35,000 19,600 19,000 61,500 38,800 45,800
HARVESTED
MBF/YR

(2) AVG 8,582 6,091 3,581 11,505 7,327 7,957
ACRES TREATED
ACRES/YR

(3) SUITED 362,498 287,882 200,203 881,123 550,131 621,966
TIMBER ACRES

{4) MILES OF ROAD 24 11 9 41 24 29
CONSTRUCTION
MILES/YR

{5) MAXIMUM 13,100 7,500 1,000 17,400 11,100 12,400
WATER YIELD
INCREASE FOR
DECADE ONE AF/YR

(6) CUMULATIVE 30,800* 25,200* 18,700* 35,100* 28,800* 30,100*
TIMBER HARVEST
WATER YIELD
INCREASE AF/YR

(7) WATER YIELD 347,573* | 279,672* | 199,884* | 810,770* | 509,568* 574,937*
FROM SUITED
TIMBER AC AFfYR

{8) CUMULATIVE 8 9* 9.0* 9.4* 4 3*% 5.7* 5.2*
WATER YIELD %
INCREASE ON
SUITED TIMBER AC

(9) STEEP SLOPE 0 0 0 820 0 80
ACRES HARVESTED
OR ROADED

*.Includes 17,700 Acre Feet increase for planming years 1983 through 1988 and FORPLAN Alternative
maximum water yield increase. Water yields shown are increases over the baseline total water yield
from the Forest of 2.87 millon acre feet/year. Baseline water yield 1s the runoff that would be expected
If all watersheds were in a natural pristine condition.
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Decade one cumulative (*) water yield increases are shown in acre fest In Row
(6) and by percentage in Row {8).

Alternative 1E has the most potential to create additional water {17,400 acre feet
per year) while Alternatives 1D (1,000 ac ft/year} and 1C (7,500 ac fi/year) would
produce the lowest increases. The existing water yield for the suitable timber
acres In the alternatives are displayed in Row (7). Three of the Alternatives (1A,
1C, and 1D) could increase the cumulative water yield for the suitable timber
acres by approximately nine percent The size of thus increase is based on the
low number of suitable timber acres n these alternatives and on the existing
17,700 acre feet increase for harvesting in the years 1983 through 1988.

For all the alternative timber management programs, the increased water yields
generally would be spread out over the entire runcif cycle. Decreases in fall water
yields are not expected. These predictions are based on current research {'The
Effect of Timber Harvest on the Fool Creek Watershed, 30 Years Later," Trocendle
and King, Dec, 1985 Water Resources Research Volume 21, pgs. 1915 - 1922),

All of the alternatives schedule aspen for harvest. The prefetrred Alternative, 1G,
would reduce conifer harvesting and increase aspen harvesting The resulis of
conifer harvesting were modeled using HYSED for the original Forest Plan. The
results of this modeling are discussed in the FEIS, pages IV-68 through [V-78.
Signficant impacts are not expectad to result from the ncreased aspen harvest
if the cuts are dispersed throughout Forest watersheds.

Alternatives 1E, 1G, and 1H would not mcrease the cumulative water yield
increase for the suitable tmber acres more than six percent. A six percent
increase 18 within the acceptable limits of 10 to 20 percent conversion of a
drainage areato an equivalent clearcut area that 1s recommended for sensitive
C classification watersheds (HYSED, October 1981, page 45). Significant water
yreld increase impacts are not expected for Alternative 1G, but the emphasis on
aspen harvest in Alternatives 1E and 1H could cause a concentration of harvest
in certain watersheds. This concentration of harvesting would increase the risk
of channel damage and degradation in sensiive watersheds, These conclusions
are based on aspen harvest research results and water yreld research on the
Fraser Expenmental Forest (The Fraser Expenmental Forest, Colorado:
Research Program and Published Research 1937-1985, Alexander, Troendle,
Kaufmann, Sheppard, Crouch, and Watkins, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range
Expenment Station Report RM-118, pgs. 17, 18, 24, and 25).

One ssue that was identified in the scoping process involved the effects
increased water yields on irrigation diiches that exist on the Forest Timber
harvest in Fool Creek, Fraser Experimental Forest, increased peak discharge by
an average of 23 percent when 50 percent of the timbered area of the watershed
was harvested. However, Fool Creek is a 714 acre watershed and i1s not
representative of the size of the watersheds that are used as wrnigation water
sources ("The Effect of Partial and Clearcutting on Streamflow at Deadhorse
Creek, Colorado," C A. Troendle and R.M. King, 1987 Journal of Hydrology 90,
pgs. 145 - 157} Forest watersheds that might supply irrigation ditches are
typically larger, third to fifth order watersheds An averaging effect takes place
in these larger watersheds Soils, elevation, aspect, and subdramnage shapes
integrate flows to disperse the timing of peak flow increases in the larger
drainages
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Water yield increases generated by harvesting subdrainages are usually
insignificant when measured at the mouth of the larger drainages. Since most of
the ditch diversions are in the larger drainages, increased flows are not expected
to have a harmful effect on rngation ditches, Peak discharges are not likely to
effect properly maintained ditches with diversion structures that have been
designed to withstand normal vanation in peak discharges Mitigation, if
necessary, can be achieved through timely diich maintenance and diversion
structure design and management

Onthe National Forests sediment is the primary pollutant created by logging and
road construction activities, Sediment may be infroduced into stream channels
from soil disturbing activities such as timber harvest, road building, and site and
slash treatments. Ancther concern i1s late summer water temperatures, which
have been measured at greater than 70-degrees Fahrenheit at some lower
elevations on the Forest As water temperatures increase beyond 70-degrees
Fahrenhett, the cold water fishenes resource would be detnimentally affected.
Removal of streamside vegetation, which provides shade and thermal insulation,
can increase mean daify summer water temperatures (Richel, Lynch and Corbett,
1982), (Brown, 1980)

Increases In water yield may be accompanied by corresponding increases in
sediment yield. In the worst case (if mitigation measures were not implemented)
sediment increases, peak flow increases, and channel degradation could be
directly proportional to the amount of harvesting and water yield mcreases.
Substantial increases in “peak flows” and sediment levels would cause channels
to be scoured due to the higher flows and the greater abrasiveness of these
sediment-laden hugh flows. Deposition of sedunent in channels as flow levels
recede would constrict channels, cause accelerated flood damage duning high
flows, and decrease aquatic productivity.

If tmber harvesting i1s dispersed, no sigrmficant water quality impacts should
occur for Alternatives 1A, 1C, 1D, and 1G. The impact of Alternatives 1E and 1H
depends upon the inherent stability of the watersheds that would be intensively
managed for imbet harvest, the dispersion of harvests in these watersheds, and
the willingness of the Forest to incur greater costs due to the implementation of
soil and water protection measures. In the recent analysis of the ten year timber
program, the Forest determined that 820 acres on steep slopes would be
harvested or roaded each year for Alternative 1E and 80 acres on steep slopes
for Alternative 1H. The risk of water quality degradation would be higher for these
two alternatives due to the high number of steep slope acres that would be
harvested ot roaded,

Clearcutting aspen has less potential to degrade water qualty than does cutting
of other species because water yield increases are lower for aspen harvest
Aspen also sprouts and revegetates more quickly than other imber species, thus
resulting in hydrologic recovery in ten to twenty years (Hibbert, 1979), Increases
In aspen harvest present a lower nsk of water quality degradation and channel;
damagmng peak flows than equivalent increases in spruce-fir or lodgepole pine.

Roads are the single biggest source of sediment contrnbutor associated with
silvicultura! activities (Meghan, 1972, EPA, 1975). As the miles of new road
construction increase, sediment production is likely to increase.
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Need For Mitigation

Summary of Effects
on Water

RANGE RESOURCES

How Timber
Management Affects
Range Management

The timber program does provide an opportunity to correct existing road
problems Through tmber sales, problem roads can be relocated or
reconstructed, Graveling roads is also commonly done to improve water quality

In a 1986 technical conference on the management of subalpine forests, J D,
Stednick addressed the potential impacts of timber harvest on sediment
production. His conclusion was that, "increases may ocour from roading and
harvesting, however the increase 1s short lived and often not measurable when
Best Management Practices have been utilized" ("The Potential of Subalpine
Forest Management Practices on Sediment Production,* J D. Stednick, 1987,
Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station Report RM-149). Since
Alternatives 1A, 1C, 1D, and 1G (Refer to Table IV-8) have relatively low road
construction mileages and *Best Management Practices" are provided by Forest
Prescriptions such as the 8A Riparian Prescnption, General Direction, Standards
and Guidehnes and Timber Sale Contracts, significant sediment increases are
not expected.

Of the direct effects discussed, spruce-fir timber harvest poses the highest nsk
for degradation of water quality. Consequently, confer harvest was modeled
using HYSED for the onginal Forest Plan The results of this modeling are
discussed n the FEIS pages IV-66 through IV-78.

Detailed conservation requirements and practices for all Forest streams are
included in the Forest Standards and Guidelines. Ripanan areas (including the
stream, its floodplain, and the ad|acent "water influence zone") are given special
attention as reguired by 36 CFR 219.27. A special Management Prescription {SA)
has been assigned to all ripanan areas. This Management Prescription defines
the range of acceptable activities on the Forests’ riparian areas. The Mitigation
Measures for Solls Resource provides additional infermation.

Although the alternatives do vary with regard to their effects on water yield and
sediment production, our analysis,indicates that none of the six alternatives
would result In a significant adverse impact to water resources. In addition, no
alternative 1s expected to generate significant increases m water yield. This
conclusion 18 based on three factors' 1) for all alternatives the most
environmentally sensitive areas have been excluded from classification as fands
suited for timber production, 2} harvest activities will be distributed across the
Forest and over tme, and 3) mmgation measures commensurate with the
sensitivity of the site and the value of the resources will be included in project
design For altermnatives 1E and 1G, which schedule harvest on steep slopes, the
cost to produce timber would be more expensive due to the need for additional
mitigation costs. For example, full bench roads and advanced logging systems
are commoniy needed for steep slope areas The ability of a project to support
those ncreased casts s not a factor in whether or not the mitgation measures
are needed.

Range vegetation and range management would be affected by aspen harvest
in all of the alternative timber management programs Four important documents
have been published since the Forest Plan and FEIS were prepared These
describe the complete range of environmental effects of aspen management.
These publications are.
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Examples of Aspen Treatment, Succession and Management in Western
Colorado, Barry C Johnston and Leonard Hendzel, USDA Fore% Service,
1985, P

i

Guidelines for Managing Aspen, The Aspen Panel, USDA Forest Service,
1985,

Siivicufture of Aspen Forests in the Rocky Mountamns and the Southwest,
Wayne D Shepperd, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Expersnent
Station, 1986, and

Aspen. Ecology and Management in the Western United States, ed. Norbert
V DeByle and Robert P. Winokur, Rocky Mountain Forest and Range
Experiment Station, 1985.

These publications provide a fuller understanding of the effects that range
management and aspen management have on each other and on the human
environment These four publications are incorporated into this SEIS by
reference

Large, created openings In areas of widespread aspen stands are desirable for
livestock (The Aspen Panel, 1985) These openings produce significantly higher
short term increases In avallable and palatable forage for sheep and cattle. The
amount of forage increase varies widely among aspen sites, and depends upon
the aspen type, the site capabilities, and the time required to re-establish tall tree
caver (Johnston and Hendzel).

Johnston and Hendzel showed that 1) total understory production in selected
aspen stands doubled and sometimes tripled (up to 3,000 pounds/acre/year),
where openings were created; 2) that the increased production usually lasted for
about 10 years or until aspen saplings begin to exert dominance in the canopy;
and 3} that forage production returned to onginal levels as the tali aspen canopy
cover increased in height This usually occurred about 18-20 years after
treatment Forage increases were greatest in "conifer-invaded aspen stands"
where pre-treatment forage production was lower than in pure aspen stands

Whenever a temporary increase in forage production occurs, such as that
caused by timber sales, the practice on the Forest has been to use this as
"transitory range” (temporary) Future stocking levels are not based on this
temporarily iIncreased farage Transitory range is used to relieve other areas from
overstocking or to increase livestock distribution This practice will not change.

The distance of a created opening in aspen from a park, meadow, or other large
opening that may be grazed directly affects the amount of forage use by
domestic livestock (The Aspen Panel, 1985) There are also two barriers to
increased livestock and wild herbivore use in a created opening Fuirst, large
volumes of slash left in the opening by loggers physically restrict animal
movement through the opening (Johnston and Hendzel, 1985) Current use
standards would prevent these slash barniers The second barrier to ivestock
movement and use of the forage in the opening 1s the tremendous Increase In
aspen sprouts Livestock avoidance of man-created openings in aspen stands
usually begins four to six years after clearcutting Within twenty years, or when
tall tree cover has been re-established, the sites again become accessible to
livestock
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The Effects

Mitigation

ROADLESS AREAS

How Timber
Management Affects
Roadless Areas

Generally, sheep eat forbs and cattle eat grass As the aspen grows back and
canopy height increases, forbs usuafly dominate the understory community and
grasses decline.

"If cattle use an area heavily over several to many years, aspen sprouting can be
significantly reduced, but rarely ehminated . Often this will happen only after alt
other forage has been removed or else when a stand had been grazed in the
spring, before much of the cattle forage had appeared. Treatment blocks should
be large, both to minmize effects of congregation on a small area and also to
minimize the amount of unusable (as forage) forest edge.” (Johnston and
Hendzel) Browsing damage is reduced if more acres within an area are treated
at one time.

Created openings and road construction can affect livestock distribution in both
positive and negative ways. ln some cases, man-made openings through the
forest make traling and movement of livestock from one pasture to another
easler. However, livestock (pnmanly cattle) may also develop new habits as a
result of cleanings in the forest which may make herding/trailing/gathering more
difficult

In sum, the effects of the alternative timber management programs are ta vary
the acreages of aspen clearcutting and create a temporary increase in the
amount of forage available to livestock. The increased capacity would be
considered temporary (transitory) in nature and would be used as a
management tool to improve lvestock distnibution and use, but would not be
used to increase stocking capacities The miles of road built to reach the stands
also vary by alternative and wauld have indeterminate effects on the distribution
of livestock.

Alternatives 1E (2,791 acres) and 1H (2,000 acres) schedule the greatest number
of acres of imber cutting in aspen, as well as the highest road cansturction
mileages. Consequently, these alternatives have the greatest potential to of
temporarily increase forage avatlable to livestock, Aternatives 1A, 1G, and 1D
would have the least potential to increase forage, with annual aspen harvests at
310 acres for 1A, none for 1C, and 489 acres for 1D. The proposed alternative,
1G, would provide a moderate number of acres available for forage (1,370 acres)

Recommended mitigation measures include:

Plan aspen sales that fall within a range allotment with range management input
to provide the analysis with informairon abouwt possible conflicts and practical
solutions (Johnston and Hendzel, 1985).

Make opemings of sufficient size and number within a given area to keep the
density of browsing in openings to a level that would assure adequate
regeneration.

Provide for adequate structures such as cattleguards and wing fences where
permanent timber sale roads may have a negative effect on livestock distrbution,

On lands identified as suited for timber production, roads constructed for
purposes of timber management would allow regular intrusion by humans. The
roadless character of an area would be lost.
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The Effects None of the Alternatives would require entry into the Kannah Creek Area for
timber cutting, Alternatves 1A and 1E would enter both the Roubideau and
Tabeguache areas for tmber harvesting purposes as displayed in Table IV-10
below Table IV-10 identifies how the roadless areas would be affected by each
of the alternatives.

TABLE vV-10
EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES ON ROADLESS AREAS (1st DECADE)
Roadless area Estimated # of % of roadless Total Total acres
acres affected by areas impacted acres
Alternative roadiess areas entered in
proposed timber to be 1mpacted by proposed entered In Tabequache
sales P timber sale Roubideau 9
1A 3,009 11 3.2 349 1,067
i1C 2,132 8 23 0 0
1D 1,253 5 13 0 0
1E 10,242 26 109 1,100 1,286
1G 4,485 20 47 &) 0
1H 4,808 21 51 0 0
VISUALS/SCENERY
How  Timber Timber management activiies can affect the scenery of a National Forest by
Management Affects creating major changes in the line, form, color, and texture of the characienstic
Scenery landscape For example, a timber sale in a coniferous forest could result in

changing the normal color of the landscape from the dark green of the forest
canopy to the kight brown of the soils on the forest floor This creates contrast in
line, form, ¢olor, and texture different from the characteristic landscape, and thus
the logged area becomes more visible to peopie

The degree to which the characteristic landscape of an area 1s changed by
management activities 1s determined by several factors These include’

1) the extent of the area affected by the activity,

2) the shape of the project area (unnatural geometric ines and angles would
contrast more than Imes which follow the natural landscape),

3) vegetation composition (vanety, distnbutton of total vogetation cover, and
height of the vegetation),

4) natural openings (size and distnbution),
5) soil color contrast (hghter solls have greater contrast potential), and

V-33



IV ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The Effects

Need For Mitigation

RECREATION
OPPORTUNITIES

How  Timber
Management Affects
Recreation
Opportunities

The Effects

6) slope (as slope increases, greater portions of the timber management activity
would be visible).

Every management activity which alters the landscape through vegetation and
soil marnipulation or by mtroducing structures would affect visual resources. The
extent of the effect would ulimately be determined by how well the treatment
blends with the surrounding landscape

The VQO’s would be the same for all alternatives of the Forest Plan However, the
amount of visual change from the present visual condition would be greatest in
alternative 1E and 1H; moderate for alternatives 1A and 1G; and lgast in
alternatives 1€ and 1D.

Each management activity on the Forest, especially timber management and
road construction activities, must be designed to meet the Visual Quality
Objectives for the area in which the activity occurs. Each project must conform
to the Standards and Guidelines descnbed on pages [II-7 through il-9 of the
Forest Plan. No activity would result in significant environmental effects from the
visual resource management standpoint. There i1s no need for mitigation of the
effects of the alternative timber management programs on the Forest's visual
resources

With the exception of the changmg timber management program objectves,
other management programs for the Forest are unchanged from one alternative
io another. The following section focuses on the effects of the timber
management alternatives on dispersed recreation, The developed recreation,
downhill sking, and wilderness recreation programs are unaffected by the range
of alternatives evaluated i this final SEIS and remaimn unchanged from the 1983
Forest Plan.

Tunber harvesting and the associated road building usually result 1n a modified
environment which falls into the Roaded Natural or, rarely, the Urban Recreation
Opportunity Classes. Acres which are currently roadless or have a very low
density of roads may be classed as Semi-primitive Non-motorized or
Semi-primitive Motorized Timber harvesting in these areas would typically result
in constructing roads and changing the character of the area in a way that would
result in a change of the ROS class to Roaded Natural. In some cases the
semi-primitive classification of some areas could be mantaned following
harvesting f special precautions were taken In planning of harvest activities and
if roads were closed and obliterated following the harvest,

Table IV-11 displays the approximate acres in each ROS class by alternative as
a result of ROS changes by the end of the first decade.
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RECREATION OPPORTUNITY SPECTRUM CLASSES iN THOUSAND ACRES/
Thousand RVD’s/Year Capacities

Alternatives

ROS CLASS 1A 1C 1D 1E 1G 1H
Primitive 218/37 218/37 218/37 218/37 218/37 218/37
Semi-Primitive
Non-Motorized | 772/510 784/517 784/517 752/496 | 770/508 765/505
Serru-Primitive
Motorized 1222/806 1235/815 1235/815 1200/792 | 1219/804 1213/801
Roaded Natural | 707/12662 | 682/12215 | 682/12215 | 749/1341 } 71211 2752 723/12949
Rural 33/2128 33/2128 33/2128 33/2128 | 33/2128 33/2128

The number of acres in the prirmtive ROS category remains the same for all
alternatives These primitive acres would be unaffected except inthe alternatives
where semi-primitive acres are reduced "Back country® use, now being satisfied
n semi-primiive areas, may be concentrated n the remamnng prnmitive and
semr-primitive areas This would result 1in a reduction in the quality of the back
country experience for the user, especially during the peak-use perods of
hunting season and summer holidays

Semi-Primitive (both Motonzed and Non-Motorized) opportunities change
among the alternatives Alternative 1E would create the largest loss of
Semi-Primitive acreage with an estimated decrease of 5% Alternative 1H would
have the next largest loss in acreage in semi-pnmitive with an estimated
decrease of 4%. These decreases would include losses in sensitive areas such
as Kebler Pass comndor, Dallas Divide, Cimarron (area west of Silver Jack
Reservorr) and McCiure Pass. Alternatives 1A and 1G would create an estimated
loss of 3% and Alternatives 1C and 1D would create an estimated [0ss of 2%.

The demand for dispersed recreation opportunities has steadily increased over
the fast 15 years, Changes in acreage among Recreation Opportunity Classes
from the current direction (Table 1V-11) to the projected alternative direction
should meet the projected demand mn all demand categores Alternatives
showing the greatest loss of semi-primitive acres are at the greatest risk of having
demand exceed theoretical capacities at the end of 50 years Reduchon m the
semi-primiive component of the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum appearsiotip
the balance of dispersed recreation away from the lower intensity end of the
spectrum. However, the Grand Mesa, Uncompaghre, and Gunnison National
Forests continue to provide a balanced mix of recreation opportunities under all
of the alternatives analyzed (unusual for any National Forest i the National
Farest System).
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Need For Mitigation

Public land managers and those participating in recreational endeavors on the
National Forests are often concerned about the compatibility of recreation with
cther resource management activities An issue frequently raised by reviewers
of both the draft SEIS and the proposed amendment was whether timber harvest
was detrimental to the recreation experience on the Forest, and, ultimately, the
community income generated by recreation activities. Because a perception of
"naturalness" in the recreation environment is important to the recreational user,
consideration of recreation and scenic values is woven into all resource
management actwvities on the Grand Mesa, Uncompaghre, and Gunnison
National Forests

Each management actvity, specifically timber management and road
construction projects, would be planned and designed to meet the physical
setting criteria for each Recreation Opporturity Spectrum Class and s
associated Visual Quality Objectives, Each management activity would conform
to the Standards and Guidelines.
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A great vaniety of birds, fish, and animals inhabit the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre,
and Gunnison National Forests. Commerctal timber management activiies can
affect the Forest's wildlife and aquatic resources by reducing, changing, or
improving their habitat conditions, or by displacing individual animals. iIndividual
species as well as groups of species, respond differently to commercial timber
management activiies. Timber management operations can improve ecological
condittons for some species while reducing the quality of these conditions for
other species The changes in habitat are, in part, determined by the methods
of harvest used, the charactenstics of the sifes where timber harvest and
road-buillding take place, the timing and the intensity of harvest, the size and
distribution of the harvest areas, and the sensitivity of the wildiife and fish species
occupying the harvest areas

The effect and size of the changes that commercial timber management activities
bring to habitat conditions 1s best determined by predicting the changes which
would occur at each project site in relationship to the surrounding landscape.
Specific habitat capabilities and habitat effectiveness levels for big game and
indicator species would be measured at the project level using two Regional
models, R2 HABCAP and R2 FSSIM. However, we can generalize about the kinds
of changes the alternative tmber management programs would create in existing
habitat conditions, the general significance these changes would have for wildife
populations, and the trends of habitat capabiity and habitat effectiveness for
management indicator species.

The environmental effects of the alternative imber management programs onthe
Forest's wildlife and fish resources are indicated in terms of the effects on wildlife
species diversity (or nchness), management indicator spectes, big game
movements, big game habitat effectiveness, ripanan areas, aquatic resources,
and threatened and endangered species.

Timber harvesting, and associated road construction activities, have the
potental to create significant adverse effects on the rnparian ecosystem. Davis
(1977) stated that the alteration of the aquatic/riparian ecosystem complex 1s
thought to be one of the more significant causes of (species) extinction, Le.,
when wildhfe niches are altered, a species must move, adapt, or die. Riparian
habitats provide lIving conditions for a greater vanety of both aquatic and
terrestnal wildiife than any other habitat type. Riparian habitats are of paramount
importance in producing and mantaining bictic diversity. They are the most
critical wildife habitat types in the managed forests and rangelands with more
wildlife species depending entirely upon, or spending disproporhionately more
time in, this habitat than in any other type (Thomas et al. 1977).
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Any loss or disturbance of nparian areas through road bulding or timber harvest
activities could adversly impact affect systems. Akthough ripanan systems
associated with the streams on Forest Service lands vary considerably in terms
of plant civersity (1.e, some are totally exposed or have a nparian community
consisting primarily of willow species winle others have stratiied npanan
vegetative communities consisting of conffers, deciduous trees and shrubs),
timber sale units are usually associated with the maore diverse, stratrfied riparian
systems These are the npanan systems where timber harvesting activities can
cause the most habitat disturbance or degradation. The loss or modtication of
these ripanan systems can cause irreversible changes to the aquatic system and
resuit in long-term habiat degradation.

The major abjectives of the fishernies resources management pragram are the
maintenance, improvement, and enhancement of aquatic habitat. Aquatic
habitat degradation may result from timber harvest and road buillding primarily
from increased sediment loads throughout the watershed, These sediment loads
may cause aloss of spawning and rearing habitat, thus reducing the productivitly
of the stream by the elimination of micro-habitat, by covering and embedding
stream gravels and smothenng developing eggs and juvenies Not only canthis
affect the various salmonids, but also the increased sediment loads could affect
the macroinvertebrate food base by filling in the intersticial spaces between the
gravels and smail rubble with soil. These gravel and rubble areas are the most
productive areas for the produciton of aquatic invertebrates and are an essential
aspect of a stream’s ability to support a healthy and diverse fishery by providing
far an adequate food-base.

Removal, or significant reduction, of niparian vegetation may result mn increased
water temperatures, decreased streambank stability, streambank erosion,
channelization, and a greater amount of sediments and debris reaching the
stream due to the lack of "filtering® provided by the nparian vegetation. Timber
harvest and/or road building within the aquatic/nparian corndor may cause the
alteration of the natural stream channel and result m the loss, or reduction in
qualtty, of pools, meanders, undercut banks, and niffles that provide food, cover,
and shelter for fish and other aquatic kfe. These types of disturbances may also
cause the stream to become wider and shallower through erasion. As the stream
becomes wider, any benefits from the ripanan system in terms of leaf liter,
organic input, and terrestnal insects as afood base begin to diminish. The overall
change in stream channel morphology may ultimately result in a less diverse and
less stable aquatic community and thus reduce the value of the Forest's aguatic
resources.
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Aspen 1s a major habitat type for many wildife species. Aspen stand
maintenance and regeneration to provide a mix of structural stages 1s important
for both habitat diversty and species richness Separating large contiguous
blocks of non-regenerating, mature aspen through mecharucal means will
contribute to a desirable distnbution of different structural stages which are of
value to many wildlife species. Species dependency on aspen and the various
structural stages within the aspen type varies The mature stages provide the
necessary habitat for species requiring the later structural stages of aspen such
as the red-naped sapsucker. This species 1s highly dependent on the later aspen
stages and therefore is an mndicator of this structural stage This spectes, and the
group of spacies it represents, would be adversely affected by decreased habitat
capability as more acres of mature aspen are treated, (the amount of mature
aspen 18 an Indicator of the amount of snags) This decrease would be realized
for up to 90 years, unti the regenerated aspen stand would again provide seven
inch and larger DBH snags. The less the amount of mature aspen harvested, the
higher the habitat capability would be for this group duning the first decade,

The earlier structural stages i aspen provided by the grass-forb/seed-sapling
stages typically exist following disturbance of mature stands These earlier
structural stages can be created through natural means such as fire or through
man-induced operations --- generally clearcutting. Although no known species
are solely dependent on this structural stage, foraging species such as elk and
deer are highly attracted to this stage and serve as indicators for the earlier
structural stages Eik and deer, and the group of species they represent, would
benefit most as more acres of mature aspen are harvested, provided a sufficient
level of habitat effectiveness exists (See discussion on big game habitat
effectiveness) Habitat capability for cover, depending on the stand structure
prior to cutting, would be temporarily decreased until the stand reaches a height
and density able to hide 90% of an elk at 150 ft ; this would generally occur in
four to six years

The mid-structural stages of aspen are necessary to provide both the link from
the early to late stages and diversity They also afford necessary nesting habitat
for the warbling vireo. The warbling vireo 1s an indicator of the post/pole stages,
generally trees in the 5-9" DBH category Due to the low demand for products in
this size category and the low volume of wood fiber existing in these stands, they
are generally not scheduled for cutting and would advance to the mature stage
naturally. Harvesting of the mature stands would provide the post/pole nesting
stage for the warbling vireo approximately 15 years after the cut, during which
time the habitat capability would be low. This post/pole stage would last for
approximately 20 years at which ttme the habitat capability of the stand for the
warbling vireo would decrease Table IV-12 displays the average annual level of
aspen harvest by alternative forthe first decade The large majorty of these acres
would be in the mature to old growth class. Those alternatives which harvest the
most mature aspen acres would have the most adverse impact on those species
which use the later structural stages of aspen, while those which are attracted
o the earlier structural stages would be most positively affected.
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Conifer Foresis

TABLE IV-12

AVERAGE ANNUAL ASPEN HARVEST ACRES BY ALTERNATIVE
(FIRST DECADE)

Alternatives

[ |0 | o

e | e |

Clearcut Acres I 310 | 0 | 489 |2797 l 1376 |2006

The effects of vegetatve treatment in the confer browse, shrub, and grassland
types must be considered on the management ndicator spectes. Table IV-12
displays the number of acres treated by alternative and decade for the timber
types and method of treatment. Table [V-13 summarizes the first decade average
annuat vegetation treatment acres by method n all vegetative types except
aspen.

TABLE V-13
VEGETATION TREATMENT BY METHOD

Alternatives

1A 1C 1D 1E 1G iH

Clearcut 1186 4] (1] 733 733 733
Shelterwood 7086 | 6091 0| 7975 | 5218 5218
Selection 0 0 3092 0 0 0
Total 7827 | 6081 | 3092 | 8708 | 5951 5951
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Those acres displayed in Table V-13 that are cut through the clearcut,
shelterwood and selection methods are in the mature to old growth structural
stages. All alternatives which include treatment activiies would gradually reduce
the old growth/mature structural stages of the Forest. Clearcutting would reduce
this stage the most and the selection method the least This loss could have long
term effects on many wildlife species, particularly old-growth dependent species

The loss is directly related to the rate of natural succession of the earlier structural
stages to offset removal of later structural stages through treatment activities.
Localized decreases in habitat capability for these species would be reduced for
80 to 140 years depending on the vegetation type cut, Due teo the mobile nature
of the species dependent on mature/old growth, this reduced habitat capability
would have varying effects. Alternatives which harvest higher levels would
reduce habitat capability for these species the most and for longer penods of
time This would cause greater losses of habitat capability for longer penods of
time Alternatives with lower harvest levels would stil experience a loss; however,
the loss would be more localized and would be offset sooner through natural
succession of other stands,

All management indicator species require tading cover, Short-term loss of hiding
cover occurs In all of the alternatives during the first two decades. Cuts in the
conifer types may destroy hiding cover up to 15 years following treatment During
this time, specles would be displaced to adjacent, possibly less attractive, sites
to find their hiding cover needs. In most cases the regenerated stands would
provide better hiding cover for big game than the mature stands once they reach
an average height of six feet Of greater concern s the long-term loss of big game
thermal cover which would result in all alternatwes. The removal of mature/old
growth vegetation causes a reduction i thermal cover. These reductions would
not be recovered until the stand achieves a 70% canopy and a 40 foot height.
Elk are used as -an indicator species which require thermal cover. Those
alternatives which schedule farger numbers of acres of mature stands for harvest
have the potentai to reduce the mding cover (short term) and thermal cover (long
term) for all indicator species, and so reducing the habitat capability for these
needs; those with lower levels have the least potential to reduce habitat capability
for hiding and thermal cover.

The alternatives which harvest trees all have the potential to increase forage
opportuniies for species which are atiracted to the earlier structural stages
These species’ habitat capability would be increased for foraging purposes.
Edge dependant species and those species which use edge for daily activities
will also be enhanced Those alternatives which cut larger numbers of acres of
mature stands have the potential to increase the forage needs and edge
component the most; those with lower levels have the least potential to provide
these needs
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The Effects on Habitat
Effectiveness

Aspen

The effects of logging on the needs of management indicator species must also
address the imiting factors In most cases, on summer ranges, hiding cover
needs are more limiting than foraging needs. For big game these needs vary by
seasonal ranges In terms of forage, winter ranges are considered the limiting
factor for big game numhers. On the average, an estimated 2091 elk and 5816
deer winter on the Forest lands associated with each of the six alternatives.
Based on the differences among the alternatives, the changes in populations are
nsigruficant since such a small percentage of big game wintering habitat is
located on National Forest lands. Also, hmited timber harvesting occurs on thess
winter ranges due to the low commercial value of these resources. Thus, the
average annual outputs for elk and deer for the first decade are 2091 and 5816,
respectively.

These numbers are a result of the effects of all harvests, including aspen. Cuts
which occur on winter ranges have the most significant impact on population
numbers, Cuts on summer ranges have the potential to increase or decrease
habitat capability and effectiveness for elk and deer; however, the numbers are
cantrolled by winter range capabilities. Implementation of Forest Direction (see
mitigatton measures) on harvest sites would provide a level of habitat capability
and effectiveness on summer ranges to accommodate the numbers limited on
winter ranges.

Habitat for elk and deer 1s greatly influenced by open roads and the composition
of forage and cover. Mature aspen can offer varying degrees of security and
forage. Mature stands with no regeneration generally offer little hiding or big
game browsing opportunities but may provide forbs and grasses for foraging.
However, these stands offer hitle value on winter ranges when the grasses and
forbs are unavallable. Mature stands with conifer invasion offer more security
cover but less forage value. The early structural stages of aspen that are created
by harvesting offer less hicing cover than mature stands, however, within four to
six years hiding cover increases. The harvested stand would immediately release
aspen suckers, grasses, and forbs and provide generous amounts of forage and
browse for big game, On winter ranges the increase in aspen suckers is
particularly important since this may be the only forage available due to snow
cover.
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Vegetative hiding cover becomes less important as the level of human
disturbance decreases. The open forage areas of the eatly structural stages are
used more heavily as human disturbance decreases. In contrast, increased
human disturbance creates a need for more tiding cover and open foraging
areas become less important. Thersfore, the capability of these habitats to
support elk and deer1s directly affected by the amount of human disturbance that
is present. These human disturbances can be a direct result of forest activities,
such as, aspen harvesting, or roads constructed for aspen harvest and left open
for continued pubiic use. The leveis of disturbance are displayed by alternative
in Tables IV-12 and IV-14, As more acres cf aspen are harvested, the level of
disturbance to big game will increase and the suitabiity of the habitat will
decrease However, this decreased habitat sutability would be short-term and
would stop when the activities stop Roads which would remain open following
logging activities are a good indication of the amount of human disturbances that
could to be expected. Although the current Forest direction 1s to_close all newly
constructed roads unless documented analysis dictates a need to keep them
open (Forest Direction #0075), those atternatives with the most miles of road
construction par year also have the greatest potential to keep more roads open.
Those alternatives which have the highest open road density would have the
most negative iImpact on big game habitat effectiveness. Those with the lowest
open road density would have the least effect on habitat effectiveness

TABLE IV-14

AVERAGE ANNUAL MILES OF LOCAL RGAD CONSTRUCTION IN ASPEN
TYPE

Alternatives

1A 1C 1D 1E 1G 1H

CONSTRUCTION (miles) 22 | 00 | 35 (208 | 97 | 142
RECONSTRUCTION (miles) | 1.5 | 00 | 24 ]|145 | &7 98

TOTAL 37 00 59 |351 | 164 24.0
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Conifer Forests

The Effects on Big
Game Movements

Aspen

The effects are directly related to the amount and kind of harvest, the location of
the harvest, and the leve! of human activities during and after the treatment
Concurrent activities both within a geographical area would affect a larger
portion of the Forest since elk and deer would be forced to move to areas outside
of their preferred habitat and occupied by other species. This would occur dunng
the actual harvest activities and could continue indefinitely depending upon the
administrative management of the area and the level of habitat effectiveness as
determined by human disturbances. The additicn of a single lane road prism, 11
feet wide, removes an estimated 2 8 acres of habtat per mile from elk use
(Pedersen 1978). Thetotal loss of habitat can be calculated by the amount of new
open roads that would result from the alternatives. Many local roads would be
scheduled or designated for closure following the logging activities n order to
meet wildlife habitat and other resorce objettives (see Forest Direction #0075)

However, with the continuing combination of activities assoctated with logging,
many roads may be open again prior to their final closure, and the result would
be an ever increasing disturbance to elk and deer. These levels of road
construction are displayed in Tables IV-14 and IV-15.

TABLE V-15

AVERAGE ANNUAL MILES OF LOCAL ROAD CONSTRUCTION CONIFER
TYPES

Alternatives

1A 1C 1D 1E 1G 1H

CONSTRUCTION (miles) 216 | 11.0 56 | 204 {146 146
RECONSTRUCTION (miles) ;| 23.7 | 150 76 | 242 | 165 16.5

TOTAL 453 | 260 | 132 | 446 | 311 314

As previously discussed, elk and deer movements and their presence ¢an be
influenced by human activities, These movements can be a result of such Forest
activities, as aspen harvesting or the amount of open roads available for public
use Those alternatives which schedule the most acres of aspen for harvest and
have the highest open road density, as displayed 1n Tables IV-12 and 1V-14,
would have the most probability of displacing big game from therr preferred
seasonal ranges The impacts of these disptaced herds on private [ands would
depend upon where the activiies occur In relation to the private lands. Herds
which occupy Forest lands adjacent to private lands may be displaced to either
those private lands or to adjacent Forest land. Big game movements will react
similarily 1n the aspen type as in other timber types.
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The effects of tmber harvesting on displacing big game to private land would be
the same on elk and deer as discussed under Big Game Habitat Effectiveness.
The effect would be more far reaching however, since displaced herds affect not
only other objectives on Forest Service lands but also the resource objectives of
private landowners. Among the potential impacts are the damage or
consumption of forage and fruit crops, damage from trampling and compaction
of soils, damage to fences and other range improvement, and damage to
wrigation ditches. Impacts would vary with the degree of livestock use on and
adjacent to Forest lands, weather condibions, hunting pressure, current and past
vegetative treatments on summer and winter ranges, and the availabiity or
palatability of the forage and other habitat conditions on private lands, Increases
in the acres of disturbance and the resulting accessibility from open roads would
decrease habitat effectiveness on Forest land If these activities are of a large
enough magnitude within a watershed and adjacent watersheds do not provide
adequate levels of habitat effectiveness, these animals may be displaced to
private Tands. This may also cause increased damage claims by private
landowners to the Colorado Dvision of Wildife. Due to the kmited amount of
winter range on Forest Service land, the restrictive activities of the 5A and 5B
Management Area Prescriptions (winter range management emphasis), and the
imited opportunities to treat vegetation during the winter months, this potential
problem s not a concern on winter ranges. Those alternatives which treat more
acres and build more roads, as displayed in Table IV-13 and IV-15, have the most
potential to displace big game to private lands, the opposite 1s also assumed to
be true

The overall sffects of tirmber harvesting on big game damage on private lands
adjacent to the Forest are among the most difficult to estimate. In hght of the
discussion above, some broad generalizatlons must be made.

- Pnivate lands that he within big game winter ranges would be used by elk
and deer, particularly during severe winters, regardless of conditions or
practices on the adjoining Forest lands.

- As elk and deer fluctuate in numbers, corresponding fluctuation m use of
private lands and Forest lands would occur, regardless of other factors or
mitigation measures.

- Providing high quality habitat for big game on Forest lands, especially on
winter ranges, may reduce impacts to private lands.
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RIPARIAN

The Effects On
Ripartan Areas

Aspen

Conifer Forests

The direct effects of harvasting aspen within the riparian ecosystem would be
minimal because of the limited amount of harvesting which occurs in the riparian
zone. This 1s due to the restrictive activities of the nparian management area
prescription {(94), which nclude mantaining an upper mid-seral successional
stage. These restrictions are apphcable wherever nparian zones occur on the
Forest, However, the effects of clearcutting aspen outside the niparian zone can
have an impact. Harvesting activittes have the potential to affect streams and
npanan zones through increases In sedimentation, debris barners, changes in
water temperature, and streambank breakdown. This is especially true within the
area directly affected by the harvest activities although the impact could be
realized many miles downstream. The potential for impacts to riparian areas are
expected to be directly related to 1) the amount of area harvested and type of
cut, 2) slope, and 3) distance of harvest activities from the nparian zone.
Alternatives with a high number of acres to be harvested are expected to
increase the nsk of impact; the opposite 1s also assumed to be true.

Road construction is often necessary to barvest aspen. Road construction has
a more cptical and long lasting impact on nparian zones than any other
management actvity {Hoover and Wills, 1884) The mcremental sediment
contribution from roads 1s often many times that from all other land management
actvities, including log skidding and yardng (Yee and Roelofs 1980).
Sedimentation studies by Corning and Farmer (1964) on three tributanes of the
North Fork of the Poudre River, Colorado, indicate that roads are the source of
80% of the suspended sediments {Hoover and Wills 1984), The potential for
impacts to nparian areas as a result of road construction 1s directly related to the
number of newly constructed roads. The amount of newly constructed roads are
usually a direct result of the amount of timber harvesting that occurs. In addition
to the increased number of roads constructed by alternative, the increased
number of acres harvested 15 expected to increase the rnisk of impact, the
opposite s also assumed to be frue. These levels are displayed by alternative in
Table IV-12 and IV-14.

With the application of the 9A Management Area Prescription throughout the
Forest, the effects of treatment on other timber types in the nparian zone would
be similar to the effects discussed above. Forest Standards and Guidelines
specify npanan best management practices and are assumed to be sufficient to
prevent stream, streambank, and riparian zone degradation. However, the
potential for ripanan zone degradation does exist as a result of vegetative
treatments outside of the ripanan zone The aliernatives which cut more acres
and build more roads would have an increased nisk of impact; the opposite is also
assumed to be true. These levels are displayed in Table iV-13 and IV-15.
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AQUATIC
RESOURCES

The Effects On The The type of timber harvested (aspen or conifer), the location of the sale unit within

Aquatic Resources the watershed, and the location of roads and culverts associated with the sale
umit would cause varying degrees of potential risk to the agquatic resources. Table
IV-16 lists the alternatives and the major activiies which have the greatest
potential for affecting the aguatic resources

TABLE IV-16

RANKING OF ALTERNATIVES BASED ON THE POTENTIAL FOR AFFECTING
AQUATIC RESOURCES.

TOTAL | TOTAL 'NCFI‘IEASE *ESTIMATED
ALTERNATIVE| ACRES | MBF | ch ROAD MILES
1E 871,506 | 61,001 17,400 42-C/38-R (80)
1H 612,340 | 45,400 12,400 28-G/27-R (58)
- 16 540,514 | 38,400 11,100 24-C/23-R (47)
1A 362,498 | 35000  **13,100 24-G/25-R (49)
1c 287,882 | 19,600 7,500 11-C/15-R (26)
1D 200,203 | 19,000 1,000 9-C/10-R (19)

* C = New local road construction.
R = Local road reconstruction

** Although the increased water yield for 1A s greater than for alternatives 1H and
1G, the overall differences are considered insignificart in ranking these
alternatives when considenng the other factors, The difference in road miles

between 1A and 1G 1s also considered insignificant when considenng the other
factors

General ranking in terms of potential impacts to the aquatic system.

HIGH MODERATE LOW

1E wee> H--> 1G—~~>  1A-—> 1C--> 1D
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THREATENED AND
ENDANGERED
SPECIES

The Effects On
Threatened And
Endangered Species

The increased sediment yield and aquatic habitat degradation (based on
percent increase in water yield) associated with Alternative 1E would have the
greatest potential for affecting the Forest's fisheries and aquatic resources.
Alternative 1C and 1D would have the least impact based on projected increases
in water yield and subsequent increased sediment load (refer to Water
Resources, Table V-9, page IV-27).

In road construction, culvert placement, and associated activities, Alternative 1E
would cause the greatest adverse impacts on aquatic resources. Alternatives 1C
and 1D would have the least effect based on miles of construction. Alternatives
1A, 1G and 1H would appear to have low high to moderate potential for affecting
the aquatic resources depending on the qualty of road construction, road
location and culvert placement (refer to Water Resources, Table V-9). However,
any of these roads have the potential to significantly impact aquatic/riparian
systems If proper long range planning and design are not considered in terms
of how these roads relate to the total watershed.

Of all the alternatives considered, Alternative 1E would have the greatest
potential for adversely affecting the aquatic resources. This is due primarily to
increased water yields, possible sedimentation, and the relative percentage of
the timber base scheduled for cutting Alternatives 1E, 1H, 1G and 1A would have

the greatest potential for affecting aquatic/ripanan systems from road location
and construction

In road design and construction Culvert placement 1s one of the most important
factors to consider in protecting the fisheries resource. If culverts associated with
road construction are not properly designed, significant downstream impacts
would result from increased sediment loads, barriers to fish migration, and
channel erosion. Haugen et al. (1982) suggests best management practices
(BMPs) for road planning and design, road construction, and maintenance. By
following these BMPs, and the Forest Directions and prescriptions, impacts to the
aquatic and ripanan systems should be held to a minimum.

Althcugh any management activity has the potential to affect threatened and
endangered species, complance with the Endangered Species Act and the
consultation processes on a case by case basis would assure that there would
be no adverse effect to these species under any of the alternatives. This was the
consensus of the U S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in both the consultation
process which occurred in the onginal planning stages and the subsequent
findings described in the May 25, 1983 memc from the Acting Field Supervisor
of the USFWS to Jimmy Wilkins, Forest Supervisor, Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre
and Gunnison National Forest. The 'no effect' determination by the USFWS
maodel holds true within this analysis. The Forest Service would closely evaluate
all land use practices and appropriately justify the "may affect’ or "no effect"
determination as required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. If the
determination is "'may effect* for listed species, a written raquest for formal
consultation and a copy of the biological assessment andfor relevant
information, would be sent to the Colorado State Supervisor of the USFWS.
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Many of the management techniques used to mitigate the impacts on wildlfe and
fish species discussed above do not significantly vary by alternative These are
discussed in Chapter 3 of the approved Forest Plan. These are some of the
directions for mitigation that relate to the identified issues and concerns

Management indicator species and wildlife diversity

Created openings would generally not be more than 40 acres in size.
Suitable security areas would be left between all openings, natural or
created.

Within diversity units 5% or more should be in old growth and 5% should
be in the grass forb structural stages.

Created or medified openings would have a Patton edge index of at least
1.4 and have at least a medium-edge contrast.

At a minimum, an average of 6-10 snags would be present per 10 acres of
minimum D.B.H.

Forest Direction #0408, P. lil-19, 20 and 21 require specific standards for
each indicator species for the critical habitat needs.

Habitat capability for all species on the Forest would be maintained at 40%
or more of potential and 80% for indicator species.

In forested ecosystems, a minimum of 50% of the diversity unit would be
maintained as hiding cover.

Big game habitat effectiveness and movements

Maintain habitat effectiveness of at least 50% throughout the Forest as well
as 80% on areas emphasized for big game management and 90% on winter
ranges.

Manage road use to provide for habitat needs of indicator species, this
would include road and area closures

Maintain cover that hides 90% of an elk at 200 yards along 75% of all arterial
and collector road edges.

Close all newly constructed roads to public motorized use unless a
documented analysis shows a need and the road does not adversely
impact other resources.
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FOREST PEST
MANAGEMENT

How Timber
Vlanagement Affects
the Probability of
[nsect and Disease
Epidemics

Aquatic/Riparian

- Manage forest cover types to perpetuate tree cover and provide healthy
stands, high water quality, and wildlife and fish habitat.

- Mamtam all ripanian ecosystems in at least an upper mid-seral successional
stage

- Prevent stream channel instability, loss of channel cross-sectional areas,
and loss of water quality that would result from activities that alter plant
COVEr.

- Locate roads and trails outside nparian areas unless alternative routes have
been reviewed and rejected as being more environmentally damaging

- Maintamn at [east 80% of existing plant density within 100 feet of the edges
of all perennial streams, lakes, and other water bodies, or to the outer
margins of the aquatic/nparan ecosystem where that ecosystem 1s wider
than 100 feet

- Site specific considerations would provide the basis for harvest decisions
for ripanan and sensitive areas.

Aquatic Resources

- The need for mitigation would be dictated by the degree of implementaton
of the Forest Plan. The 9A Riparian Prescription considers the aquatic
habitat associated with these niparian systems and provides specific
standards and guidelines for the protection of aquatic as well as nparian
habitat. The Forest Direction for Aquatic Habitat Management aiso provides
standards and guidelines for protection of aquatic habitat and should
preclude the need for extensive mitigatton efforts,

Threatened and Endangered Species

- Campliance with the Endangered Species Act would preclude the need for
mitigation measures for any listed species.

Timber managemert activiies affect the potential for insect and disease
infestation in several ways. Most timber harvest methods remove the weakest
and oldest trees. These are the trees most susceptible to attack by forest pests.
Alsg, logging reduces the number of trees competing for sunhight, water, and
nutrients on a single site. Without competitton,the remaining trees have greater
access to these elements, become more vigorous, and are better able to ward
off attacks by nsects and diseases. (See, for example, Stevens, RE, WF.
McCambnidge, and C.B. Edminster. 1980 Risk Rating Guide for Mountain Pine
Beetle in the Blackhills Ponderosa Pine.)
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Need For Mitigation

WILDFIRE
How Timber
Management Affecis

The Probability Of
Wildifire

The Effects

Need For Mitigation

V' ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The alternatives with higher ASQ levels offer the greatest opportunity to provide
tree stand conditions with a fower risk for insect attack. Alternatives 1A, 1E, 1G,
and 1H would contain both ponderosa pine and lodgepole pire as components
of the ASQ. This would emphasize growing stock level reductions to
consequently reduce mountan pme beetle nsks, which have become an
spidemic on the Uncompahgre Plateau All alternatives offer spruce-fir in the
ASQ which wouid provide the opportunity to treat stands over the long run to
reduce the potential for spruce beetle epidemics similar to the one that
devastated the Flattops area on the White River National Forest in the 1940's.

Pest outbreaks that threaten Forest users and/or resources inside or outside of
visuaily sensitive areas would be suppressed. Methods that mimimize visual
resource degradation would be emphasized

The probability of wildfire occurrmg on the Forest 1s influenced by weather,
topography, the availability of fuel, and sources of ignition Timber harvesting
{and associated activities} can produce large quantities of residue in amounts
and distribution which provide fuel for fires, or preclude effective fire protection,
for a number of years Timber management activities also can increase the
likelihood of wildfire ignition by bringng eguipment and people mnto the forest
who otherwise might not be there,

On the other hand, we can reduce the likelihocd of wildfire on the Forest by
controlling the amount of woody residue in forest stands through timber
management operations. As a general rule, more intensive management of
forested stands (management achieved through thinning and timber harvest
activities) lessens the availabilty of fuel for wildiire, The amount of fuel 1s smaller
In an even-aged management stand than i 1s in an uneven-aged stand "Ladder
fuels” (those which enable a fire to be carried from the ground level to the tree
canopy level) also occur less frequently In even-aged stands Intensive
management of even-aged stands usually results in the removal of trees infested
with insects or disease These dead or dying trees are also removed as a
potential source of fuel for wildfire.

Timber harvest also has the posttive effect of creating more roads which, in turn,
makes areas more accessible and fire suppression more rapid and efficient At
some tme, the unmanaged areas will burn, the question 1s when

Alternatives with the highest ASQ levels create the most short-term fire potential
as a result of a bulldup of logging residues. At the same time these alternatives
also decrease the long-term potential by brnnging timber stands under
management and reducing fuels created by dead and dying trees,

Mitigation of the impacts on the fire environment can be accomplished by

controliing the nsk of human-caused fires and by reducing hazardous residues
from management activities where those residues constitute a problem
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ECONOMICS

Introduction

The Effects

The environmental effects of the alternatives are discussed In terms of the
following economic components: payments to counties from 25% of gross re-
cetpts, changes In employment, and changes n total income.

Unless otherwise noted, effects are for the first 10 years of the alternatives
Chapter i, Tables II-6 and -9, summarizes the environmental consequences of
the alternatives on local economics

The IMPLAN input/output analysis model s used to determune the effects of the
alternatives on local employment and total Income (See section V, appendix 8)
The information provided by IMPLAN is based on an aggregation of the eight
counties (Delta, Gunruson, Hinsdale, Mesa, Mantrose, Ouray, San Juan, and San
Miguel) within the Forast using 1982 baseline data. The model was constructed
to reflect the employment and income effects of changes in the timber program
and the forest budgst among the alternatives The IMPLAN mode!l does not
reflect mduced changes outside the eight county area.

All of the alternatives show payments 1o counties from 25% of gross recepts
which are greater than the 1988 base of $740,000 in 1982 dollars The increased
payments are due to the Forest's efforts to reduce timber costs and raise timber
revenues across all of the alternatives.

Each year local counties receive 25% of gross Forest and other Federal land
management agency receipts Counties also receive payment in fieu of taxes
(PILT) funds at either ten cents per acre of Federal land, or based on a
population/acerage dollar celing minus the previous years 25% of gross receipts
payments according to a somewhat complex formula (See Payments in Lieu of
Taxes Act 31 USC 1801-1607). Counties obtain the higher of the two possible
PILT payments.

None of the alternatives will affect total (25% of gross receipts plus PILT) pay-
ments to Delta, Garfield, Mesa, Montrose, Ouray or San Juan Counties Gross
Forest timber receipts would have to increase by much as $12,000,000 to affect
these counties (See Appendix B Section Vill) In comparnson, Alternative 1E
which has the tughest gross timber receipts produces only $1,030,000 in re-
ceipts

The alternatives will affect total payments to Gunnison, Hinsdale, Saguache and
San Miguel counties because PILT payments are calculated at ten cents per
Federal acre without considering 25% of gross receipts payments Generally an
mncrease or decrease in gross timber recempts will increase or decrease payments
to these counties, except for Gunmison County. Gunrison county 1S on the
boarder hne between the two PILT calculation methods A decrease in Forest
gross receipts of approximately $60,000 (See Appendix B Sechon Vili) will mean
Gunmison County total payments are subject to a populationfacreage ceiling, in
which case Gunmison will recewve a flat rate of approximately $270,000 in total
payments annually, Alternatives 1C and 1D will decrease Gunnison County total
payments to $270,000 annually, or $65,000 annually from Forest tmber revenues
(See Appendix B Tables B-VIII-2 & 3).
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A major factor in determining changes i local jobs and income 1s whether or not
the local waferwood plant remains In the area This analysis does not try to
predict the aspen timber harvest volume at which the waferwood plant would
leave but instead identifies the relative risk of the plant leaving The closer an
alternative comes to providing 100% of waferwood industry needs, the lower the
risk the industry would leave the area

Chapter Il displays the changes m jobs and income which may occur by alterna-
tive. Whether or not changes cccur depend on the ability of timber milis to obtain
logs from other sources

If the local waferwood plant closes, the Delta-Montrose area would lose approxi-
mately 353 jobs and $5 9 miion in employee income The relative nisk of the
waferwood plant closing ranked from low nsk to high nisk is.

Alternative 1E
Alternative 1H
Alternative 1G
Alternative 1D
Alternative 1A
Alternative 1C

Many timber mills process sawtimber, therefore the sawhmber industry can still
exist even If one ot more sawtimber mills close Timber harvesting dunng the last
five years was greatest in 1989 when 27 MMBF were harvested from the Forest
Using 1989 as a base, the potental effects on the sawtimber industry are pre-
sented in Table IV-17,

TABLE V17

POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON SAWTIMBER INDUSTRY

YEAR/ SAWTIMBER EMPLOYEE
ALTERNATIVE JOBS INCOCME
1989 harvest 313 $3,458,700
Atternative 1A 366 $4,035,150
Alternative 1E 359 $3,962,517
Alternative 1G 244 $2,690,062
Alternative 1H 244 $2,690 062
Alternative 1C 228 $2,612,5673
Alternative 1D 192 $2,113,266
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SOCIAL
ENVIRONMENT

Introduction

How Timber
Management Affects
Lifestyles

The alternatives have the potential to affect the quality of the human environment
in the Forest’s area of influence. Tiws area of influence 1s defined as that which
includes the population most affected, directly and indirectly, by various program
alternatives.

Categornies of social effects have been identified as encompassing the primary
social effects of the Forest Plan alternatives. People’s Ifestyles and the attitudes,
beliefs, and values they have about the Forest are reflected, in part, in the public
issues identified in Appendix A and discussed in Chapter |. These issues also are
an expression of community cohesion or conflict,

Patterns of work and leisure, customns and traditions, and relationships with
famuly, friends, and others are all elements of hfestyie, Forest Service policies and
practices may affect people's lifestyles through (1) direct economic relationships
such as employment in an ndustry using Natianal Forest cammadities ar holding
special use permits or (2) esthetic and amenity ties

Effects are changes in the whole pattern of work-leisure actvities which influence
ties to the Forest Effects are created by actions which change (1) employment
apportunities (jobs and ncome), (2) freedom of use of the Forest far recreation
because of ncreased resource conflicts, (3) the diversity of recreational
opportunity, or (4) the environmental qualities of the area

Work patterns based on the use of Forest resources such as timber harvesting,
and leisure patterns such as hunting, fishing, drving for pleasure, camping, or
a visit to a developed site, can ail be affected

Industries using timber resources from the Forest have direct economic ties to
the Forest The harvest level affects those lifestyles which depend on woods and
sawmill work Table IV-18 depicts the changes in tmber harvest igvels from the
Current Forest Plan An increase of more than 10 percent in timber harvest
volume would probably strengthen and/or support the loggmg-lumbenng
patterns of work as in Alternatives 1E, 1G, and 1H. Alternative 1A, the current
direction, would not change Forest Plan harvest levels. A decrease of more than
10 percent m the timber harvest volume may hurt lifestyles buiit around wood and
mifl work, as in Alternatives 1C and 1D. Changes n job opportunities could lead
to the breakup of family-owned timber-dependent businesses and cause
employees to seek work elsewhere.



How Timber
Management Affects
Attitudes, Beliefs,
and Values
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TABLE V-18
PERCENT CHANGE IN HARVEST LEVEL FROM FOREST PLAN

Alternatives

1A 1C iD 1E 1G 1H
Percent Change in
Harvest Levels
from Forest Plan 0 -44 -46 +76 +11 +31

Attitudes, beliefs, and values include the feelings, preferences, and expectations
people have for the Forest and the management and use of particular areas
Such things as the desire to harvest Forest commodities or to enjoy its aesthetic
qualities are included as are the preference or dislike for specific management
practices, or the desire to preserve famiiar, sacred, archaeoclogical, and historic
sites.

Actions which run counter 1o the attitudes, belefs, and values that people have
about the Forest create negative social effects; actions consistent with people’s
expectations create posttive effects

Many of the feelings, preferences, and expectations people have expressed for
the Forest, and for the management and use of the Forest and particular areas,
have been listed in Appendix A and analyzed in Chapter I. The ID Team
considered each 1ssue or concern as a reflection of an attitude, belief, and value
about the Farest From the 1D Team perspective, the social effect vanables are
often interrelated. Some of the 1ssues that items that may affect attitudes, beliefs,
and values are described in the communities and Wfestyles sections of Social
Effects above In the following section, the ID Team identified two general
issue-related areas where direct impacts to attitudes, behefs, and values may
occur,

The size of timber harvest and the amount of land provided for timber
management on the Forast 1s a focal point for the expression of attitudes, behefs,
and values about overall forest management Many people in the local area
believe that imber harvest levels should be mantained or increased in order to
continue using a renewable forest resource and to assist In maintaining
community stability. Alternatives 1E, 1G, and 1H all would provide more board
foot volume than the current planned yield (see Table II-4, page 1I-30).

Other people with agsthetic and recreation ties to the Forest believe that imber
harvest adversely affects many other resources Alternatives 1C and 1D would
strengthen expectations for decreased timber harvest due to amenity interests
or values.
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How Timber
Martagement Affects
Social Organizations

While several alternatives do not show atotal decline in harvest levels, some may
cause the closure of sawtimber or waferwood mills due to the balance of
production between sawtimber and aspen POL. Alternatives 1A, 1G, and 1H are
most likely to result in a loss of jobs even though the total harvest levels do not
decline.

Public support, as well as public opposition, has been voiced about the number
of miles of road construction (past and future).

The proposed miles of local roads to be constructed for Decade 1 are displayed
in Table IV-19. People whose preferences and expectations are for fewer
additional roads in crder to maintain more of the Forest in a natural condition
and/ar to manage big game and other resources, would find that Alternative 1D
reinforces these attitudes and beiiefs the most since Alternative 1D has the
fowest leve! of road construction with nine miles of road construction each year.
Alternatwe 1C has the next greatest level of road construction at 11 mules of
construction, Alternatives 1A, 1G, and 1H include a 50 percent increase m local
rcad construction to 24-29 miles a year People who prefer more road
development in order to reach more of the Forest, and use roaded recreatton
opporturities would find that Alternative 1E provides the greatest support for
their expectations and preferences,

TABLE IV-19
TOTAL LOCAL ROAD CONSTRUCTION DECADE 1

Alternatives

iA | 1C | 1D { 1E | 1G | 1H

Miles 240 | 110 ] 90 | 410 | 240 | 290

Open Road Density 79| .79 .79 | BO | .79 | B8O
Index (Mi/Sq. Mi}*

* Calculabhons were based upon 75% of newly constructed roads
being closed

Social organization 1s the structure of a society described as roles, relationships,
norms, institutions, infrastructure, andf/or a community’s capacity to define
problems, including change, and resolve those problems without major
hardships or disruptions to groups or mshiuthions,

Effects are indicated by a change n the solidarity of a community and the degree
of conflict or dwision Significant negative effects occur when several decisive
issues divide a community (polarizing 1ssues). However, controversy, If directed
outward, can also make a community more cohesive.
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Social effects are also indicated by changes in solidarty or degree of confhict or
by division n a group or community. The interests of various groups can be
inherently at odds due to thelr perspective on the Forest, Many of the potental
differences between groups and communities with interests in the Forest are
reflected in the issues. In fact, groups have been started and have evolved In
response to the various sides of ISsues

Management of the roadless areas on the Forest has been, and remans, a
polanzing 1ssue for environmental groups and economic interests. Often,
different persons or different groups are directly involved with specific areas
(Roubideau, Tabeguache and Kannah Creek being the most sensitive) Either
retention of roadless areas or development of the areas tends to preclude
options for the interest groups on the *opposite side of the fence.* Alternatives
1C, 1D, 1G, and 1H would retain the three sensitive roadless areas in a roadless
state while Alternatves 1A and 1E propose to enter both Roubideau and
Tabeguache areas. Alkernatives 1A, 1C, and 1D (propose entenng 1-3%) all tend
to support viewpoints which agree that sensitive roadless areas should be left
undeveloped Alternatives 1E, 1G, and 1H (propose entering 5-119%) tend to
support the viewpoints which urge development of resources and areas.
Alternatives that project either full development or full retention of sensitive
roadless areas would tend to divide forest-related goups and communities
Alternatives that project some degree of "balanced” development and retention
of sensitive roadless areas, as occurs in Alternative 1A or 1G, may focus possible
conflict over the management of specific areas.

The timber issue is one that is central to how the Forest 1s managed; therefore,
the issue creates high interest among a wide variety of groups Alternatives which
emphasize a particular value or resource, or propose a high degree of change,
may have a higher probability of creating or reinforcing group or community
division Alternatives emphasizing economic values include 1E, 1G, and 1H;
amenity values are emphasized in Alternatives 1A, 1C, and 1D.

The alternatives probably would not cause changes in the economic and social
conditions of the area of nfluence great enough to affect the populations in a
predictable way. If the Lousiana-Pacific mill in Clathe closes, 1.1% of the total
area workforce could be affected.

The following 15 a summary of the general effects of each alternative during the
next 10-15 years, The degree of change from current or histonc output levels
and/or change in the character of the Forest has a potential influence on the
social environment. Some alternatives propose relatively large changes The
alternatives proposing the largest changes would have the greatest potential
impact.

Alternatives 1E, 1G, and 1H increase timber production and therefore create
relatively more roads, modified condtions, and change on the Forest. Each of
these alternatives tends to support or strengthen communities and lifestyles
dependent upon logging and lumbening. Recreation based on roads would be
enhanced. The expectations and views of people who support the use of
renewable forest resources and traditional economic values are strengthened
and reinforced. However, the expectations and preferences of people with
aesthetic or recreational ties to the Forest may not be met. This may produce
group or community dwvision.
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Alternatives 1A, 1C, and 1D provide for decreased timber production and/or do
not provide enough aspen POL to maintain existing industry. The Forest is
characterized by more natural or natural-appearing environments and lower
commodity output levels The principal change 1s one of reduced emphasis on
ttmber. Each of these alternatives tends to discourage or decrease hivelihoods
based on Forest resource use. Recreation based on more natural settings is
featured. The expectations and preferences of those people with aesthetic or
recreational ties 1o the Forest would be supported. However, the expeciations
and views of those parties with rescurce use and economic ties to the Forest may
not be met

SIGNIFICANT CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Sometimes the combined environmental effects of actions taken by several
landowners or regulatory agencies are both more substantial than those of
individual actions and of a qualtatively different nature Because Forest Plans
propoese broad programs of action for long penods of time, decision makers must
consider the cumulative effects of National Forest management activities as a
collection of activities and with the environmental effects of current and expected
activities on adjacent ownerships.

The kinds of significant cumulative effects scientists consider important are
incremental effects of repeated developments on the environment, repeated
removal of materials or organisms from the environment, precedent-setting
developments which might stimulate other activities (especially in fragile or
sensitive environments), signidficant environmental changes over large areas and
long perods of time, fundamental changes in the behavior of the ecological
systems of the Forest, and severe habitat fragmentation.

Forest Plans state the intention to perform broad kinds of acttons in each area
of the National Forest and to perform those actions during each decade of the
Plan However, individual actions are not defined in detail nor is ther exact
location or timing known. Therefore, the cumulative effects of the amendments
to the Forest Plan must be described in terms of probabiiity of occurrence, rather
than being estimated in exact terms. This section describes the probability that
sigmificant cumulative effects would result from the proposed amendments to the
Forest Plan.

To assess the probability that any of the proposed amendments to the timber
management program of the Forest Plan would result in significant cumulative
effects, an Inventory was made of the past, current, and reasonably foreseeable
activities taking place on the National Forest System lands and adjacent
owrtershups. Environtmental trends were also examined.
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Some changes are always taking place in the condition of the National Forest
System lands Many of these are signficant changes, and they would continue
even if all human activity ceased, These changes may continue to take place
under any alternative. These changes are not the result of one of the alternative
timber management programs. They are described here to help distnguish
between normal, on-going environmentai changes and those which would resuit
from implementation of the aliernative amendments 1o the timber program.

The National Forest Is at a higher elevation than the surrounding countryside, A
significant portion of the National Forest 1s underiain by unstable soils, Wind and
water are erosive in these circumstances and cause constant weathernng of rock
and soll. The following types of slope fallures have been observed on the GMUG
National Forest: rock falls, rockslides, debns slides, siumps, earthflows, rotational
slides, translational shdes, black shdes, and soil creep These sail fallures range
in s1ze from millions of cubic yards of matenal on the larger areas (Slumgullion,
Owl Creek, Buzzard Divide, McClure Pass, Tabeguache Basin, the upper Muddy
Creek Area) to small slumps and slides that may be only 10 to 20 cubic yards
in size.

Several important kinds of natural successtonal changes are taking place in the
Forest’s rangelands and tree communities. On the Uncompahgre Nationat
Forest, ponderosa pine i1s bemng replaced by Douglas-fir, Many of these pine
stands are nfested with pine bark beetle Coniferous trees (pine, spruce, fir, and
lodgepole pine) are replacing aspen on approximately 100,000 acres of the
National Forest.

These successional changes have long-term implications for management of the
National Forest and for use of its resources,

Some wildiife species migrate naturally to the Forest's environment while others
dechne as part of a regular and normal ecological process.

Under unchsturbed condtions population sizes of sach animal species are
assumed to be stable and to remain so relative to each other However, changes
n plant communities may affect these balances Over a [ong penod of time, the
successional changes taking place in aspen-consfer conumunities and n the
confferous forests could be expected to affect deer and elk populations by
reducing the forage available to them on winter ranges and by changing the
migration paths to winter range

The appearance of the landscape changes even in an undisturbed envircnment
--- sometimes slowly and sometimes suddenly
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Past Use or
Management

The appearance of the landscape 1s also changed by sudden catastrophe.
Lightning-caused fires can blacken forested slopes or rangelands. Fire can
completely destroy the vegetation in canyons and along streamsides which
stabilizes earth movement and preserves the water qualty of streams. Once the
restraining vegetation 1S gone, water movement may cause massive earth and
rock movement. The streams and canyons may become choked with debns and
the water may carry heavy sediment loads for several seasons,

To understand the significance of the changes directly attributable to the
alternatives, these changes must be placed in the context of processes set in
motion by earlier human use and management of the National Forest,

The current condiion of the Forest environment and historical development of
Forest management are described in Chapter Il of the FEIS Generally, changes
have been made to sail, water, and air as a result of recreation use, road bullding,
timber management, and livestock grazing. These activities have probably
ncreased the amount of soit movement and, in some cases, sediment in the
streams,

Changes have been made to forest and range plant communities as a result of
past tmber and range management actwvities, Early and recent timber
production activities have changed the species praportion and age structure of
some forested areas. Timber management activities have also caused
regeneration of timber stands. Generally, these activittes have resulted in a
younger forest in the Forest's lands and a more diverse mix of tree and
assoctated plant communities. The overall effect has been to create more
diversity in forest ecosystems than might appear if no logging had taken place.

Some changes have been made to the normal wildlife population as a result of
human occupation of the area and Forest management activities Predators have
either been reduced or eliminated. Elk populations have increased. The general
diversity of amimal populations probably has increased as a resuilt of Increasing
diversity in plant communities, but winter ranges on lands outside of the National
Forest, BLM, and State lands are diminishing due to human occupation or
development. The majority of winter ranges in the area are not on the Forest.

Many changes in the Forest environment are apparent to people. Roads,
brnidges, towns, ranches, mines, campgrounds and many other human artifacts
are present. There have been successive waves of settlers m the area and, all
of these have left behind charactenstic buldings, equipment, and signs of
settlement.
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Few environmentally disturbing developments have taken place in recent years
on the lands adjacent to the National Forest. There is hitle or no agrcultural
development. In fact, agricultural development has constricted 1n the past
several years. In general, local community growthr has also been declining m
recent years, The only moderate to large developments taking place are these
A large reservoir and recreational complex has been developed in the Ridgeway
area. The Powderhorn and Telluride ski area communities are expanding. A
waferboard wood products plant has been constructed and i1s operating in the
Olathe area. The plant uses aspen, pnmarly from private lands. As a result,
aspen harvest on lands adjacent to the National Forests has significantly
increased dunng the last four years but 1s expected to decline again in the near
future

There are no significant developments presently oceurnng on the Forest Land
use continues as It has in the past

Few enviranmentally disturbing activities are planned for the future on lands
adjacent to the National Forests Many of the adjacent lands are administered by
the Bureau of Land Management BI.M Resource Management Plans indicate
that these lands will continue to be used as they have inthe past The dominant
use will be grazing. An expenmental fludized-bed-combustion power plant 1s
plannead for Nucla. A nuclear waste processing plant 1s planned for the Uravan
area but 1s expected to have no environmental effect Aspen timber harvests are
projected to occur on private lands in the Grand Mesa area

The major changes which would take place in the National Forest environment
as a result of each of the proposed alternatives to the Forest Plan have been
described earlier in chapters il and V. The activities proposed include changes
In timber harvest levels and local road construction.

On the GMUG National Forests the possibility of additional significant cumulative
effects occuring because of the interaction of forest management activities with
activity on adjacent lands is greatly mitigated by terrain and topography. The
topography of the Forest 1s such that movement of materials between the Forest
and adjacent lands 1s restricted Movement of matenals 1s largely confined to the
atmosphere and to one-way transference of materials n streams and rivers
flowing from the Forest onto adjacent lands.

The movement of wildlife and other wing organisms between adjacent lands and
the Forest is common. Therefore, developments or environmental disturbances
on adjacent lands, with the exception of winter ranges, have relatively little effect
on the Forest.

No significant cumulative effects on air quality are expected to result from Forest
management activities. Awr poliution n the valleys may worsen, which could
degrade air quality on the Forest, but this I1s not expected to be significant.
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Repeated Removal
Of Materials Or
Organisms From The
Forest Environment

Precedent-Setting
Developments On
The Forest

Activittes affecting streams and rivers on the Forest would affect downstream
users. These effects would be both positive and negative. Increased water
production on National Forest System iands would translate into ncreased
diution of saits and toxicants downstream. However, increased road-building
activity may result in increased sedimentation of some streams The effect on
downstream aquatic habitat 1s not expected to be envirenmentally significant,

The prevalent cumulative effect on Natonal Forest System Lands s
sedimentation and the resulting effects on aquatic productivity The quantity and
quality of roads, skid trails, and mechanized site preparation treatments would
determine the cumulative effect of Forest vegetatve management on
sedimentation. To mitigate potential cumulative effects the Forest wilt

- Use Prescrnptions, Forest and General Direction, and Standards and
Guidelines to address the "quality* of construction and harvest (Stednick,
1987)

- disperse tmber harvest throughcout planning watersheds rather than
concentratng it in order to address the "quantity” of actwvities focused in a
watershed at a given pont in time

Clearcutting aspen has a lower potential to degrade water qualty than the
harvest of other species. Aspen sprouts and recovers much faster than other
harvested species and, thus has a lower nisk for water qualty degradation and
channel-damaging peak flows

Ofthe three direct effects discussed, spruce-fir harvest poses the highest risk for
degradation of water Mechanized compaction, road construction, slash
disposal and site treatments, feling and removal operations, and hydrologic
recovery times all have the potential to curmulatively impact harvest sites.

As winter ranges on private lands continue to decrease in quantity and qualty,
the treatment of timbered lands on the Forest through both commercial and
non-commercial methods would provide big game animals with additional food
and thermal conditions. This, in turn, would put the animals in a better condition
before they arrive on those winter ranges.

Timber harvesting and roadbullding would take place but would nct result m
significant removal of nutnients from the environment The use of identified
stivicultural methods would protect sites from nutrient loss. Additionally,
gurdehnes proposed in the Forest Plan provide direction to ensure that all of the
actvities assocrated with timber and road construction prowvide necessary
mitigation measures to protect the Forest resources Monitoring and evaluation
are a pant of the Forest Plan implementahon process. Monitoning requirements
can be found in Chapter |V of the Forest Plan

Scheduling of commercial tmber sales n currently roadless areas would occur

n all Alternatives. This means that the roadless areas would have permanent
system roads under these alternatives
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Sensitive or fraglle areas examined during the planning process on the Forest
include threatened and endangered habitat, winter range, unstable soil areas,
wetiands, and riparian areas No precedent setting activities would take place in
these areas

The proposed tunber management program would result In ingreased
management of the aspen forests. This would include development of additional
roads

There would be a reduction 1n the amount of old growth coniferous forests
Howaever, reductions would be mitigated by Forest Standards and Guidelines
Arsas would be identified in diversity urits that would be managed for old growth
n adequate quantity to meet wildife needs

The proposed timber management program would alter the mix, arrangement,
and internal characteristics of the aspen plant community on the Forest
Continuous changes in the aspen communities would have an effect on winter
range and might improve forage conditions for big game arimals on transitional
ranges

Although no wildlife spacies are known to be totally dependent upon an aspen
community’s structural stage or interspersion, several species heavily use
various structural stages for therr daily activities including foraging, thermali, and
security cover

Certain habitats such as old growth, may be reduced but none are expected to
become rare Management objectives for diversity include the recognition of the
need to Increase the abundance of early succession stages in the Forast types

Even-aged management practices would create more edge effect over the
Forest.

CONFLICT WITH THE PLANS AND POLICIES OF OTHER
AGENCIES

A review of other federal, state, and local government policies and plans to
determine possible conflicts with the management of the Forest under the
alternatives was conducted

The alternatives are compatible with the State Comprehensive Qutdoor
Recreation (SCORP) Plans written by Colorado Planming Agencies

The Colorade Department of Wildlife has developed long-range popuiation goals
for managing wildlife populations on the Forest Each plan involves considerable
input, not only from land management agenctes but also from a large segment
of the public. Projected wildlife outputs from all alternatives wouid contribute and
not confhict with these population goals. Logging and the associated activities
would be designed, whenever possible, to increase the habitat capability for all
species, especially those species of econormic importance to the State DOW
Where potential confiicts anse, adequate mitigation measures would be taken
Unless these are factors outside the control of the Forest Service, no alternatives
would prevent these overall population goals from being met
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THREATENED AND
ENDANGERED
SPECIES

WATER

AR

ROADS

SOCIAL AND
ECONOMIC

There are no significant conflicts with U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service recovery plans
for threatened and endangered species as required under the Threatened and
Endangered Species Act

A varety of federal, state, and local government plans and policies relate to
concerns about water quality Each concern relates to a potential for conflict,

Points of concern include the following,

Maintenance of mstream flows in the State of Colorado

Meeting state point and non-point water quality standards.

Meeting city and county goals for water and water-related activites and
programs.

[}

Mantaining water quantity and qualty in forest municipal watersheds.

Meeting federal water pollution standards.

Each alternative is expected to meet the plan and policy requirements of others,
none of the alternatives are expected to cause senous conflicts with any water
related plan or pohcy

A potential contlict exists with adjoinuing National Forest and National Parks that
are responsible for managing designated Class | Wilderness Areas (The Clean
Air Act provided for prevention of significant deterioration (PSO) of air quality In
Class | areas only, a very small amount of arr quality detertoration is permussible).
Smoke from prescribed burning on the Forest could affect Class | areas by
contrtbuting to regional haze which could affect visibility for short pertods of ime

Counties have a variety of policies relating to commeroial use (e ol and gas
operating or 1og haulng) of county road sysiems Some policies may increase
the cost and permit requirements for a purchaser of Forest products

A variety of federal, state, and local agency plans and policies encompass the
GMUG. None have been found to be in conflict with the alternatives proposed In
this FSEIS.

Contacts were made with other agencies when there was some doubt as to
whether or not a conflict existed. Contacts were made with both Gunnison and
San Miguel counties as to whether or not thew tand use plans might conflict with
the levels of timber harvest proposed in the alternatives. While both counties
expressed a concern over some of the timber harvest levels, neither had anything
in therr land use plans which conflicted with the alternatves,

Gunnison county is concerned that an increased timber harvesting program
would occur at the expense of tourism. Gunnison County wants to maintam
tourism at current or greater levels. Timber harvest levels proposed by the
alternatives are not expected to affect tourism.
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San Miguel County’s policy I1s to allow timber harvesting to occur as long as it
does not have to be subsidized by county tax dollars The county Is concerned
that road maintenance repaw costs from logging traffic are greater than the
federal and state funds currently available for repairs Federaf funds available
include *Payment in Leiu of Taxes* (PILT) funds and "25% of Gross Receipts"
funds. In 1986 these two funds contnbuted $56,000 to San Miguel County The
amount of state funds available for county road repairs Is unknown.

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF
RESOURCES

The information provided n this section supplements the discussion In the
onginal FEIS, CGhapter IV, page 128.

An irreversible commitment of resources results from actions altering an area to
the extent that it cannot be returned to s undisturbed condiion through
perpeturty or for an extended period of time It is also a commitment which
completely uses a non-renewable resource

Irretnevable commitments resulting from implementation of the proposed
alternative mnclude lost production or lost use of renewable resources due to the
passage of ime. The opportunity to use a renewable resource I1s foregone during
the time that t 1s committed to other uses or during periods of non-use

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USE AND
LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

The mformation provided 1n this section supplements the discussion in the
original FEIS, Chapter IV, pages 131-132

- Those amendment alternatives that propose higher ASQ levels than the
onginal Plan would have more acres under timber management This would
accelerate the replacement of existing, slow-growing, or stagnated stands
of trees with younger, faster growing stands that would increase long-term
tiber production

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The preceding sections of this chapter 1dentify the environmental effects
associated with each of the alternatives and the measures which wouid be used
to mibgate the adverse effects. Technically, and feasibly, all adverse
enviranmental effects could be avoided, but the costs for some measures would
be prohibitive.

Implementation of any alternative would result in some adverse environmental
effects that cannot be avoided. Standards and guidelines and mitigating
measures are ntended to keep the extent and duration of these effects within
acceptable levels, but adverse effects cannot be completely avoided
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Areas of potentially significant adverse effects:

- Intermittent decrease In ar qualty due to dust from road construction,
maintenance, and use and from smoke due to prescribed burning.

- Short-term and local increases in soil erosion and stream sedimentation
due to tand disturbing activities

- Shont-term changes In the [andscape from silviculture and road
construction that may be disturbing to Forest visitors.

- Disruption of prehistoric or historic evidence of man's otcupation of the
Forest,

- Elimination of small areas from vegetation production due to construction
of permanent physical developments such as roads,

- Increased conflicts between recreation use and other land use activities
related to commodity production

- Soltude loss due to increased management and use In certain areas

- Temporary wildlife disturbance in some locations because of increased
human activity.
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CHAPTER V
LIST OF PREPARERS

John Almy - Forest Hydrologist
B.S Forest Hydrology

5 years experience as Forest Hydrologist in several Regions; 4 years experience as District Resource
Assistant; 2 years experience as Liason Officer for a powerhne construction; 2 years as Hydrologist
on a Planning Team.

Participated i review and revision of water resource sections of the Forest Plan Amendment.

A Clair Bafdwin - Forest Range Staff Officer
B.S Range Managemefnt

Twenty-eight years expenence i varous positions at the District and Supervisor’s Office [evel

Interdisciplinary Team member involved with updating riparian prescription and developing the revised
Monitaring Plan.

Pam Bode - Taylor River District Ranger

Thirteen years experience Landscape Architect, District Recreation Staff, Recreation Specialist in
Washington Office, District Ranger.

Public information for Forest Plan Amendment and SEIS,

Len Brooks - Grand Junction District Ranger
B.S. Forestry

Twenty years expenience m varous resources at the District Jevel.
Provided overall direction for district for Plan Amendment and SEIS.

Jeff Burch - Planner
B.S. Forestry, M S. Forestry

Twelve years as Planner at several Forest Supetvisors Offices and a Regional Office; two years as
forester for International Paper Company; one year as forester/planner for Tlingit and Haida Indian
Tribes of Alaska.

Interdisciplinary Team Leader/Planner during completion of Plan Amendment after October 1990.

Jeff Cameron - Forest Fisheres Biologist
B S. Biological Sciences, Graduate School Fishenes Biology & Entomology

Three years Assistant Distnict Fishenes Biologist; eight years District Fisheries Biologist; four years
Zone Figsheries Biologist.
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Interdisciplinary Team member for revision of riparan prescription and preparation of Forest Direction
for Aquatic Habitat Management,

Richard P. Cook - Norwood District Ranger
B.S. Forest Management

Seven years Forester, Assistant District Ranger, thirteen years District Ranger.

Management Team member. Developed management concerns. Organized and conducted District
public involvement. Provided direction for "on-the-ground* apphcation of the Forest Plan. Mapped and
verified land use allocations.

Jim Dawson - Cebolia District Ranger
B S. Range Science

Twenty years Forest Service experience at the District and Supervisor’s Office levels

Member of public response team, Coordinated distret input and anailysis for the Plan Amendment and
FSEIS.

*Nick S Greear - Interdisciplinary Team Leader
B 8. Outdoor Recreation, Additional education in Forestry and Forest Engineenng

Nmneteen years Forest Service expenence in all resource areas: two years as Forestry Technician; ten
years Forester; three years assistant Ranger and four years District Ranger.

interdisciphnary Team Leader and supervision of Core Planning Team after January, 1988, Provided
direction, coordination, and scheduling for the DSEIS, FSEIS and Forest Plan Amendment

R.E. Greffenius - Forest Supervisor
B.S. Forest-Range Management

Five years Forester. Four years District Ranger, four years Regional and Washington Office staff; three years
Regional Staff Director; nine years Deputy Regional Forester; three years Forest Supervisor.

Forest Management Team Leader. Provided overall direction to the Forest Management Team and
Interdisciplinary Team,

Gene Grossman - Collbran District Ranger
B.S. Forest Management

Twenty-seven years experience at District Office level; eleven years as District Ranger.

Member of Forest Management Team, providing input to overall direction of the Forest Plan
Amendment and SEIS.

E. Polly Hammer - Forest Archeologist
B.A Biology, M A. Anthropology

Fourteen years as Forest Archeoclogist, Supenasor's Office.
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Provided input on Cultural Resource Management.

Steve Hemphill - Engineening Technician
A.8. Engineering Technology

Twenty-six years expearience in civil engineernng on several District and Supervisor's Offices in two
Regions; staff support in Engineenng

Tom Holland - Forest Wildlife Biologist
B S. Wildiife Biology

One year Research Wildlife Biologist; one year Forester; seven years Zone Wildhfe Biologist; seven
years Forest Wildhfe Biologist.

Interdisciphnary Team Member: assisted in revision of old growth, snag, and biodversity sections,

Denmis Hovel - Staff Officer, Land Management Planning
B.S. Forest Management

Twenty-eight years expenence with the Forest Service at the District, Supervisor’s, and Regional Office
levels,

Review, edit and advisory assistance of the FSEIS and Plan Amendment.

John J Hill - Quray District Ranger
B A. Geology, M S, Geology, M 8. Watershed Sciences

Four years mining industry; sixteen years Forest Service experience at the District and Supervisor's
Office levels,

Management Team member; coordinated District mput and associated anaiyses; Miscellaneous
reviews,

William S. Jarrell - Supervisary Forester
B S. Forest Management

Thirty-three years Forest Service experience in various timber management positions at the District,
Supervisor and Regional Office levels,

Interdisciplinary Team member; staff support in timber; assisted with document edit and review.

*Chen A. Jones - Forester
B.S. Outdoor Recreation Resource Management

* Eleven years Forest Service experience in Land Management Planming at the Supervisor's Office.

Responsible for editing, writing, coordination, and cartographic work for the FSEIS and Plan
Amendment.



V LIST OF PREPARERS

Steve Marquardt - Range and Wildlife Staff Officer
B.S. Wiidiife Biology

Fifteen years Forest Service expenence including Job Corps, District Range and Wildlife Staff, Forest
Biologist, and Range and Wildlife Staff Officer,

Interdisciplinary Team member; staff support for Wildlife and Fisheries,

Larry Meshew - Hydrologist
B 8. Electronic and Industnal Technology, M S. Forest Hydrology

Sixteen years Forest Service experience as a Hydrologist at District and Supervisor's Office levels

Forest Interdisciplinary Team member; coordinated input for water, soils, air and minerals; assisted
with document edit and review.

John W Oren - Landscape Architect
B 8. Environmental Design

Twenty-four years Landscape Architect, member of Forest Service Interdisciplinary Team.

Core Planning Team member; staff support for visual, recreation, wilderness and cultural resources,
assisted in document edit and review.

Steven L Posey - Paonia District Ranger
B.S Forest Management

Eighteen years Forest Service experience at both the District and Supervisor's Office levels.
Management Team member.

Frank Robbins - Transportation Planner
B S. Cwil Engineering

Ten years Field Construction and Structural and Facilties Engineer; Thirteen years Transportation
Planner.

Interdisciplinary Team member, staff support for transportation planning; developed cost and quantity
coefiicients for mtegrating road systems into land use allocations.

Jeffrey L Ulrich - Operations Research Analyst
B.S. Biochemistry, M.S. Park & Recreation Resources, M.S. Forest Management

Thirteen years Forest Service experience at the District and Supervisor's Office levels.

Core Team member; built FORPLAN model; conducted cost/benefit (FORPLAN) demand, job, income,
timber suitability, and timber price sensitivity analyses; summanzed analysis data for presentation to
ID Tearn, Management Team and others; authored, edited and reviewed socioeconomic and other
secticns of the FSEIS and Plan Amendment.
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* Indicates person is no longer assigned to the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forest
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INTRODUCTION

VI RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT

CHAPTER V!
RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT

The Forest Service in 1989 nvested extensive effort ito ganng a broad
speactrum of informed public comment regarding the Forest Plan Amendment.
Federal, State, and local agencies were Informed and consulted throughout the
planning effort, as thew letiers in this chapter will indicate Indicative of the
success in reaching individual and group users of the Nationa! Forests are the
more than 2,700 letters received from that sector.

A Notice of Intent to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for
this Forest Plan Amendment was published in Federal Register on Wedniesday,
September 2, 1987.

The planning effort included holding Open Houses at Forest Service offices i
Denver, Grand Junction, Gunnison, Montrose, Norwood, and Pacnia duning the
public comment penod In addition, 524 copies of the Proposed Amendment,
Environmental Impact Statement, and related maps were delivered to public
hbranes, schools, local government offices, and interested organizations
throughout Colorado.

The initial comment period was expanded from 90 to 105 days to ensure ample
time for the public to comment. That period was later extended by 30 additional
days at public request

Government agencies forwarded 28 letters which are printed in their entirety In
Chapter 6, along with Forest Service respaonses.

The 2,700 letters from mdwiduals and groups contaned 7,627 separate
comments which were considered in formulating the Final Amendment The
majority of commentors reside 1in Colorado, about 61 percent Iive in or near the
Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests

Every letter was read by a member of the core planning team Some 200
representative letters were duplicated and distributed to Management Team
members and their stafis The core team dentified the 7,627 comments and
organized them into 546 generalized comments by combining similiar thoughts
and |deas contained in the 2,700 letters.

A comment analysts team, made up of a district ranger, a regional public affairs
specialist, a public affars officer, two ranger district employees, and two
oversight members from the Forest Headquarters, met January 16 - 19, 1990
This group worked to identify all separate 1ssues raised by the 546 generalized
comments, then classified each comment under the Issue to which it pertains.

Vi-1



V1 RESPONSE TO PUBLIC GOMMENT

The mterdisciplinary team then developed responses to these 49 issue
statements. Where possible, the response addressed all of the generalized
comments. In many cases, 1ssue statement responses could not adequately
address each generalized comment. Those generalized comments are
addressed separately and appear in Chapter 6 as sub-paragraphs to the main
issue statement.

Each issue statement is {ollowed by the number of comments made about that
issue. [NOTE: Comments, not commentors, are shown. Some commentors
chaose to make more than 100 comments; the longest [etter was 105 pages long.]

If you wish to iocate where your comment was incorporated into the process,
please find your name in the alphabetical isting following the responses to the
comments at the end of this chapter. Under your name will be shown the 1ssue
number your comment was assigned to.

All of the original letters are on file in the Planning Records. Your letter can be
brought forth if you wish to see what concerns were identified in your letter.
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1. Some people feel the proposed timber harvest levels could affect the climate or
global warming. [98 comments]

RESPONSE: Forests in the northern latitude may play an important role in absorbing carbon dioxide, although
not as significant a role as equatonal forests Howaever, 1t 1s not yet known whether northern lattude forests
can play a role In stabilizing world carbon cycles, nor 1s there any firm scientfic idea as to what that role may
be. Forests on the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forest are high-elevation forests that
grow relatively slowly The stands of trees on this Forest are hkely to absorb small, but measureable amounts
of carbon dioxide and carbon-based gasses, but it seems likely that understory vegetation here contributes
little to carbon absorption

Certainly, the continued health and growth of existing forests is important to this nation’s efforts to
stabilize global change. Consequently, the modern silvicultural and vegetation management practices
discussed in the Supplemental EIS are designed to simulate natural events in the GMUG as closely as
possible. The practices are no greater in scalg, timing, area, tempo or duration than typical forest events such
as insect attacks, the course of disease in stands, naturally caused wildfire, or the normal pattern of decay
in spruce-fir stands which have reached the end of their life spans These events are important to regeneration
of spruce-fir and aspen stands in the natural world, and they are important to biclogical diversity, stability and
resistance to catastrophic events, such as sudden chmatic change We believe that designing our sitvicultural
practices to be of the same magnitude as natural events is an important response to the prospect of global
change.

Well-designed silvicultural practices can be used to perpetuate spruce-fir and aspen stands. These
increase the health and wigor of iIndividual stands by thinning to allow the remaining trees to have greater
access to the hmited nutrients and water of the site. This, 1n turn, improves the ability of each stand to ward
off the disabling events described above Through the use of shelterwood silviculture, spruce-fir stands are
being perpetuated Natural processes of decay in undisturbed spruce-fir stands last for 50-60 years, and an
equal amount of time 15 often required before the regeneration process fully takes hold Therefore, we are
attempting to perpetuate these spruce-fir stands thstead of permitting them to decay

The diversity of stands and species can be improved by regenerating and retaining the existing aspen
stands within a coniferous area, and by creating a mosaic of different age classes among conifer stands Such
diversity helps to increase the general resilience of the forests - is the best method of permitting the Forest
Service to provide a "gquick and fiexible response” to potential cimatic change.

2. Many people expressed opinions and comments on matters that are beyond the
scope of the Forest Plan Amendment. [285 comments]

RESPONSE: Many comments were received which were beyond the scope of the Forest Plan
Amendment and therefore could not be dealt with here Some comments were not appropriate to deal with
because of the limited role of the Forest Service; others were merely privately held-opinions. The purposes
of the amendment are twofold. (1) re-assess the timber demand situation on the Forest, and (2) address the
concerns expressed by the Secretary of Agriculture’s remand which dealt exclusively with the timber
management situation on the Forest A representative histing-of those public comments follows:
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- "*Louisiana-Pacific Corporation is a bad neighbor in that it violates air qualty standards inside and
outside the plant. Waferboard is a sub-standard product Therr plant i1s too noisy."

- "Environmental groups .have ‘played dirty’ throughout the planning process, they have torn up
pro-logging petitions, have misrepresented the facts in their literature, and know very little about forest
management.”

- *A let-burn fire policy should be adopted.*

- 'The Draft SEIS did not address pipeline safety "

- *The Amendment may affect oil and gas stipulations and availability of lands *

- *People out of work in the area should leave and move to argas where workers are needed.*

-'The Forest Service should object to timber harvest levels mandated by the Congress and should be
held accountable for mismanagement of forest lands."

- "Increases in the timber harvest level should be matched with increases in widerness area
designations *

- "More wilderness should have been designated.”

- "Timber sale appraisal allowances should be made for increased costs of winter logging.*
- "Four-wheel-drive vehiclas damage wetlands."

- "Shipping timber overseas is improper.”

- "The timber industry should grow its own trees or hire private landowners to do it *

3. Some people disagree with assumptions and procedures the Forest Service used in
its economic analysis of the Proposed Amendment. [62 comments]

RESPONSE: The Forest examined the assumptions and procedures used in the economic analysis
of the Proposed Amendment. Assumptions and procedures found to be incorrect or misleading there were
changed in the FSEIS

3-A. Why does timber Present Net Value (PNV) (Page 1I-28) show a greater negative value than
estimating PNV from cash flow values for Alternative 1E on page [1-47, table 11-9 of the DSEIS? The Forest
has improperly valued varlable average annual cash recelpts on volumes projected to be above demand,

RESPONSE: This problem occurs in Alternatives 1B and 1E with the OAC component, which have
timber production levels above the estimated level of demand. The PNV analysis does not count timber
revenues above the estimated level of demand as a means of weighing the overall value of an alternative.
The cash flow analysis does count timber revenues above the estimated level of demand as 2 means of
displaying whether a timber program will pay for itself if successfully implemented. The problem was
elimnated in the FSEIS because no alternative has a tmber harvest level above the estimated level of
demand.
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3-B. The cosl/benefit figures In the DSEIS are Inaccurate and don't reflect the benefits of tourlsm and
recreation In Ouray, Montrose and other counties.

RESPONSE: The cost/benefit figures in the DSEIS and FSEIS are designed to show the efficiency of
implementing an alternative on the Forest Cost/benefit figures include only the costs and benefits the Forest
can take credit for. Cost/benefit figures do not take credit for costs and benefits created by the local business
community. The Forest does consider tourism and recreation benefits provided by the local business
community by accounting for the jobs and income which are associated with each alternative

3-C. The Forest claims only a $30.00/day benefit from downhill skilng, while Colorado Ski Country USA
says it is worth $117.00/day.

RESPONSE: The Forest Service claims a benefit only for the portion of a downhill sking recreation
visitor day it can take credit for The Forest provides only the land on which the ski area exists, it does not
operate the restaurants, run the ski area, provide ski equipment, etc -- hence, that portion of the benefit i
excluded from Forest Service analyses

3-D. The cost/benefit analysis in the DSEIS included only economic values, and there are other ways
to measure value and importance.

RESPONSE: A cost/benefit analysis 1s, by its nature, one which uses only economic values. The
analysis 1n the DSEIS and FSEIS go beyond the cost/benefit analysis to measure value and imporiance
Chapter Il in the DSEIS (page Hl-11 through H-18) and FSEIS indicate the different ways the value and
importance of the alternatives are deterrmined.

3-E. The proposed amendment’s timber program (timber alone) has a PNV of minus- $20,860,000 when
all timber costs are considered, which is lower than the 1983 Plan.
1

RESPONSE: The Proposed Amendment (FSEIS Alternative 1G) does have a negative timber PNV
(-$22,514,987) that 1s more negative than the 1983 Pian Amendment (FSEIS Alternative 1A, -$20,599,136)
Please see FSEIS Table II-8 Aliernative 1G 1s considered to be the better alternative even though # has
a lower timber PNV -- because it will help save Jjobs and help maintain the tunber industry in this area while
perpetuating aspen and protecting the Forests.

3-F. The Forest arbitrarily drew a line between fixed and variable timber costs. All timber costs should
be variable, depending on the size of the timber program. The Forest must consider the entire program
costs, not just individual timber sale costs. In this light, even Alternative 1F is not really financially
efficlent. It only lcoked at Individual timber sale costs, not program, or fixed costs too,

RESPONSE"* The Forest reexamined fixed and variable costs for the FSEIS and determined all but
$160,000 (in 1982 dollars) should be categorized as vanable costs. The FSEIS as well as the DSEIS (See page
1-29 of the DSEIS) consider total tmber program costs. In the FSEIS at current average timber prices, no
timber on the Forest 15 financially efficient The timber harvest volume for FSEIS Alternative 1F 1s zero.

3-G. Using a four percent discount rate is inappropriate.

RESPONSE: A four percent discount represents the real (after inflation 1s taken out) long-term rate of
return of AAA rated bonds. Four percent, real discount rate, 1s the rate of return expected of government
funds, and correlates well with current interest rates, If the rate of inflation s six percent, then the four percent
real Interest rate corresponds to a 10 percent actual discount rate. The analysis 1s not conducted at actua!
interest rates because future inflation rates are unknown, but would have to be used i the calculations.
Instead, the analysis Is conducted in constant 1982 dollars (all costs and benefits obtained from other years
are converted to 1982 dollars with known histaric inflation rates) with a four-percent-interest discourit rate.
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3-H. The DSEIS failed to look at metheds of producing nontimber benefits, such as water augmentation,
that are cheaper than timber harvesting.

RESPONSE' The DSEIS did look at cheaper methods of producing nentimber benefits. Please see
page II-9 to II-11 of the DSEIS.

3-J. The demand for future livestock grazing is In conflict with the 1983 projections and s too low.
Statements in the DSEIS about national cattle levels and average prices are incorrect. Reassessment
of cattle demand in a timber remand is inappropriate. How do demand projections affect stocking levels?

RESPONSE: Livestock projections were used to calculate total Forest wide PNV and do not affect
stocking levels The FEIS analysis will display only timber PNV and will not address livestock demand levels.

3-K. Justifying treatment of pine stands to reduce future fire threat Is a waste of money since the Forest
only burns about 290 acres per year and we can’t really know which stands need treating anyway. The
decision to treat pine stands does not Identify the non-timber amenity benefits and who would be
affected by the change as required by the USDA decision. In addition, since lodgepole pine and
ponderosa pine have negative PNV’s there Is no financial or economic reason for treating them for
timber value alone.

RESPONSE' There are additional benefits to harvesting pine stands besides reduction of fire threat.
These include reduction of nsect and disease outbreaks as well as providing jobs 1o Jocal industry (Norwood,
Delta, Grand Junction) Pine harvesting called for in the alternatives 1s modest iIn comparison to spruce/fir
harvests, and was added to provide a modest level of management in the two pine species on the Forest.
If these pine types were managed as a number one priorty, the entire Forest timber program would be
devoted to pine harvesting at a much greater expense, While the annual proposed treatments are modest,
the treatments do have a cumuiative effect and can reduce the long-term threat of large-scale ntense fires
and large-scale insect and disease outbreaks.

3-L. The claims for non-timber benefits are not supported or documented in the planning record.

RESPONSE: Non-timber benefits are described on page i-11 of the DSEIS. The rationaie for
non-timber benefits used is documented in Appendix B of the FSEIS,

3-M. The Forest valued the OAC component In its timber program efficiency calculations. Since OAC Is
currently above demand, it should not have been valued.

RESPONSE: The OAC component was removed from the FSEIS analysis.

3-N. The Forest failed to consider any costs accrued in additional water production. The Forest only
claimed benefits and therefore overvalued the efficiency of the timber program. Much Is made of water
yield increases, but the land’s diminished capacity to retain water should also be studied with equal
fervor. None of the costs of water yleld enter into the FS equation. Costs from sediment, siltatlon of
reservoirs, recreation, fishing, wildlife, local water quality degradation, long-term soil productivity, and
the export of seoil nutrients are not calculated. A worst-case analysis has not been completed, and water
quality has been forgotten in the analysis.

RESPONSE Water production values reflect wilingness-to-pay values or what the market 1s willing to
pay for water above the cost of transfering, storing or using the water In theory, timber harvesting could cause
great harm to water quality; but, more than forty years of local timber harvesting indicates 1t does not. A case
in point 1s the Gunnison River which has many timber harvest areas feeding water into it but i1s one of the best
fisheries in the State of Colorado. In the case of wildlife, big game numbers exceed Colorado Division of
Wildiife target population levels -- again in spite of more than four decades of timber harvesting on the Forest.
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Saoil productivity and nutrient export have not been shown to be timber related problems (See Grier 1989,
pages 27-30).

3-0. A more complete assessment of recreation impacts and tradeoffs might reveal that logging near
roads Is economically Inefficlent when recreation losses are accounted for.

RESPONSE: While the Forest 1s cautious when harvesting near roads, More than forty years of timber
harvesting (during a booming tounism industry) indicate the two are not incompatible On the other hand, the
FSEIS analysis indicates that, at current prices, only spruceffir timber harvesting are sconcmically efficient

near roads

3-P. I'm suprised to see Alternalive 1C shows such a poor timber cash flow (figure 11-5) while having the
maximum economic efficiency,

RESPONSE" Alternative 1C maximizes economic efficiency by producing augmented water yields
Page li-14 of the DSEIS indicates the water 1s much more valuable than the timber being produced

3-Q. Where is the competitive bidding needed to establish a falr market price for aspen POL (Products
Other than Logs). How was the $1.90/ton aspen price determined?

RESPONSE. The $1.90/ton aspen price was obtamed from a Colorado State Timber Supply study
(Barth, 1988) and reflecis the average price paid to private land owners for aspen.

4. Some hold the view that the Forest Service did not listen, or respond, to public input
to the Proposed Amendment. [79 comments]

RESPONSE' Public opinion has helped guide all Forest Service policies, plans, and operations during
its 85 years of service, The agency still has a mandate to serve people by managing National Forests in such
away as to provide the greatest good to the greatest number As required by law, and its continuing tradition,
the Forest Service In 1989 invested extensive effort into gaining a broad spectrum of infermed public comment
regarding the Forest Plan Amendment Some 2,700 letters were received from the public as a result of Forest
Service efforts which included:

- Delivering 524 copies of the Proposed Amendment, Environmental impact Statement, and related
maps to public {ibraries, schools, Iocal government offices, and interested organizations, throughout
Colorado,

- Establishing an initizat public comment period of 105 days to ensure that everyone had ample time
to make known their concerns regarding the Proposed Amendment

- Extending the public comment pericd by an additional 30 days at public request.

- Announcing the Proposed Amendment in Forest Service news releases that were sent to general and
selected news outlets -- and achieved state-wide coverage on television, radio, and newspapers (Virtually
all of that coverage included the Forest Service’s request for the public to comment on the Proposed
Amendment.)

- Expanding public access to the Proposed Amendment (and providing any needed clarification) by
holding widely-advertised Open Houses in Denver, Grand Junction, Gunnison, Montrose, Norwood, and
Pacnia dunng the comment petiod.
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As aresult of public comments received by October 6, 1988, the Forest Service held a news conference
on that date to announce that the Proposed Amendment would be reconsidered and substantial changes
would be made. Those changes are reflected elsewhere in this document. in summary, the public asked for
and received:

- A reduction of aspen harvests to a level below that outlined in the Proposed Amendment (Previously
proposed levels of 3,000 acres annually have been reduced to 1,376 acres per year.)

- Elimination of proposed aspen harvests in a number of scenic corndors such as Kebler Pass, Mount
Sneffels, and Silverjack.

It should also be noted that any sigrificant future changes to this Amended Forest Plan, such as an
Increase in timber harvest levels, would be subject to the same public involvement effort the Forest Service
invested i this amendment process.

4-A. The High Country Alliance form letter was terribly slanted; the Forest Service should not give It
much credence.

RESPONSE Most letters reflected wrters’ opinions -- opintons which often contradicted or conflicted
with each other. However, all such comments regarding the Proposed Amendment were useful In gauging
public opinion and in arriving at the new preferred alternative (1-G)

5. The Forest Service failed to make clear to everyone the purpose of the Proposed
Amendment and its relation to the original Forest Plan, completed in 1983. [13
comments]

RESPONSE:Draft amendment documents explained in several places the purpose of the amendment
Inthe abstract at the front of the DSEIS, it states "...The proposed amendment deals with timber management.
Changes in management of cther resources such as recreation or wildlife are not proposed Six alternatives
were proposed...”. The Preface to the DSE!S has two pages devoted entirely to explaining the purpose of the
amendment. The Summary to the DSEIS, Chapter | of the DSEIS, and Chapter | of the Plan Amendment have
lengthy discussions about the intent and purposes of the Ptan Amendment. Many commentors never read
these documents but did read information published by other organizations, which may have caused
confusion for some commentors.

5-A. The required No Action alternative should be similar {o the 1983 Alternative 2 with modifications for
the interlm implementation of Alternative 1. ASQ levels should not be greater than in the 1983 Alternative
1 of 35 MMBF versus Alternative 1A which has an ASQ of 38 MMBF,

RESPONSE The No Action alternative for the Amendment must represent the current management
action which is the onginal Alternative 1. This alternative, 1A, has been corrected to reflect the onginal ASQ
of 35 MMBF,

5-B. Combine the original 1983 Forest Plan and the Amended Plan Into a single document.

RESPONSE: As stated in paragraph 2 on page I-1 of the Draft Amendment, this was planned for. The
Final Amendment 1s an entire Forest Plan in one document.
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5-C. The SDEIS & Plan focus almost exclusively on cutput, and obsessively on timber output.

RESPONSE: The DSEIS and Forest Plan devote some of their discussions to outputs, but the majornty
of each document deals with other subjects such as environmental impacts, 1ssues and concerns, and

standards and guidelines.

5-D. Isn't it illegal to tailor timber sales to the demands of a specific timber mill as Alternative 1E does?
Is It appropriate to clearcut 195 square miles of timber over a ten year period? The 1983 Forest Plan had
480,000 acres of sulted aspen with a sustained yleld of 25 MMBF/year, while Alternative 1E has 281,281
acres with a sustained yleld of 29.6 MMBF. Will 1E become the No Action alternative for the next round
of planning? How far wiil this game of {eapfrog go on?

RESPONSE Alternative 1E does not tallor timber sales to a specific timber mill, but does attempt to
provide a large share of the woodfiber needed by both the sawtimber and waferwood industnies The fact that
the waferwood industry consists of a single mill s beyond Forest Service control. Both industries are treated
more or less equally In Alternative 1E to the extent the timber resource will allow, On the other hand, the Forest
Service cannot discnminate agamnst the waferwood industry solely on the basis that 1t 1s the sole source of
waferwood demand on the Forests.

DSEIS Alternative 1E schedules 51,870 acres or 81 square miles of clearcuting (aspen and lodgepole pine
only) in the next decade. (Please see DSEIS Table 1-6 ) FSEIS Alternative 1E schedules 35,240 acres or 55
square miles of clearcutting (aspen and iodgepole pine only) The FSEIS preferred alternative, 1G, schedules
21,030 acres or 33 square miles of clearcutting 1n small lots of 40 acres or less {aspen and lodgepole pine
only). (Please see FSEIS Table II-6 ) The reduction in Alterative 1E clearcutting, between Draft and Final, 1s
due to the elimination of clearcutting spruce

The 1983 Forest Plan has 22,183 suited aspen acres and a first decade aspen harvest of 35 MMBF. (Please
see 1983 Forest Plan Table F-7 and 1983 EIS Table 1I-4.)

6. Some question the validity of the FORPLAN computer program used to evaluate
certain data; others question the Forest Service’s interpretation of the FORPLAN
answers. [6 comments]

RESPONSE: The computer model FORPLAN 1s a valid method of measuring future timber production
abilities It 1s susceptitle to human error just as 1s any computer program; however, it is the most relable and
efficient method that has been developed for its purpose. Interpretation 15 made by expenenced
professionals.

6-A. FORPLAN modeling Inappropriately favors wildlife over domestic grazing.

RESPONSE" Because experience has shown that timber harvests have a negligible effect on wildlfe
and domestic grazing, both were removed from the Final Suppfemental Environmental Impact Statement
FORPLAN analysis. Timbering's effect 1s neghgible because the most productive lands for big game and
domestic ivestock are the Forest's range and brush lands, not timber lands

The purpose of the Amendment i1s to analyze different fevels of timber production, not to change the
level of either wildlife or domestic grazing production. The ongnal 1983 Forest Plan more fully explains wildlife
and domestic grazing production.

6-B. The Draft Suppiemental Environment Impact Statement (DSEIS) did not explain how maximum
sustained timber yleld was determined.
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RESPONSE' Computations for long-term, sustained-yield capacity (LTSYC) are based on each timber
area’s abilty to grow back again. Consideration ts given to a number of vaniables in a process that 1s more
fully explained in FORPLAN Version 2 User’s Guide -- Release 13.

FORPLAN modeling identifies a number of trmber harvests over a 150-year planmng pernod that is
based on the lifespan of trees m this region Each planned timber harvest Is associated with a new stand of
timber that will mature 100 or so years later. FORPLAN takaes the new stand harvest volume and divides it
by the number of years it takes to grow that new stand. The result 1s an average annual harvest volume. LTSY
Is the sum of average annual harvest volumes of all tmber sales scheduled over that 150-year planning
period.

6-C. The Forest Service inappropriately used spruce-fiv timber yield data from the more productive
Grand Mesa, instead of an average for the three National Forests.

RESPONSE" Actually, the Forest Service used average forest-wide yield data from combined timber
vield analysis (Please see Hanes, *Silvicultural Input For The Forest Plan Remand" page 96).

6-D. Draft Supplemental Environmental mpact Statement (DSEIS) timber yleld modeling assumptions
overestimate both regeneration success and regenerated stand timher growth.

RESPONSE: Timber yields from R2GROW and RMYIELD were reviewed and adjusted to reflect the
actual stuation in the three National Forests, (Please see Hanes, "Silvicultural Input For the Forest Plan
Remand")

6-E. The Forest Service responded to the WCC Alternative by saying FORPLAN could not analyze it,

RESPONSE The Forest Service developed an alternative that conceptually represented the Western
Colorado Congress alternative and analyzed t through FORPLAN, That alternative can be found n the
Proposed Amendment where it is shown as Alternative 1-D

6-F. The validity of HYSED needs to be examined.

RESPONSE: The computer mode! HYSED (which evaluates water resources) was not part of the Draft
Supplemental Environmental impact Statement (DSEIS) in or out of FORPLAN analyses. HYSED analyses
from the 1983 Forest Plan were used to determine average forest-wide effects. HYSED also is used to analyze
effects of specific projects,

7. There is extensive opposition to the proposed level of aspen cutting, although some
agree with that level. [604 comments]

RESPONSE: A great deal of evaluation has been devoted to growth capability, soit conditions, and
other criteria that influence harvesting opportunities As a result, the level of aspen to be harvested has been
sigmficantly reduced from the old Alternative 1E 1o the newly propased Alternative 1G This reduction, from
3,000 acres to 1,376 acres per year represents the Forest Service's best professional judgement It I1s based
on recommendations from foresters who know the spectfic ground conditions in all three National Forests.
Trade-offs have been made n arnving at the new harvest level With the new level, less wood will be harvested
and more trees will die of *natural® causes, However, scenic, recreation, soil, and water values will receive
more emphasis under Alternative 1-G.
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8. A number of peopie are concerned about the biology, ecology, and proposed scale
of aspen harvests, Specifically, people are concerned about aspen visuals, aspen
regeneration, and biodiversity . Some also are concerned over forest health, aspen
inventory, and the effects of fire on aspen. [112 comments]

RESPONSE: From its first green shoot to final matunty, local aspen has an 80-to-120-year kivespan --
then gradually leans over, falls down, and decomposes.

During its Ife, aspen thrives on sunlight but does poorly in any sort of shade. Before enough adult trees
fall away to give sunhght to new shoots, an aspen stand must deteriorate extensively for decades. More
commonly, dying aspen stands become nursenes for invading evergreen trees. Heavy shadows cast by the
evergreen trees rob small aspen sprouts of sunlight. Eventually, the evergreens grow large enough to starve
out even the tallest aspen tree -- and the stand disappears.

Still, the aspen stand’s huge, central root system remains intact and alive beneath the evergreens. In
time -- perhaps 300 or 400 years -- the evergreen stand normally burns up in fightning-caused forest fires.
Soon after the fire, the aspen root system sends forth abundant new growth -- thousands of aspen shoots
per acre as the aspen stand begins its lifecycle anew.

Harvesting a mature aspen stand allows people to use the aspen before it rots away If the stand 1s
cut down all at once -- In what I1$ called clearcutting -- the aspen’s central root system soon sends forth
thousands of new shoots just as it does after a fire.

[NOTE: Some other species of trees can and should be cut by the shelterwood method -- which
amounts to a gradual thinning of the tree stand. That techmque, when used on aspen stands, allows older
trees to overshadow any new shoots that would try to replace harvested trees.]

In more than 85 percent of all aspen harvests in these three National Forests, aspen vigorously
regenerates from its own root systern after clearcutting has been done Within weeks, new shoots are visible,
Within a year, the shoots are knee-high saphngs. And within five or six years, they grow to heights of six foot
or more,

The public and the Forest Service are concerned about the appearance of areas where aspen has
been clearcut -- and the possibility of marnng the natural beauty of scenic areas. Given aspen’s rapid
regeneration, clearcuts all but disappear withun a couple of years. Despite this, the Forest Service has decided
to elimmate several scenic corridors from consideration for future aspen timber sales.

Too, aspen clearcuts will be held to areas of 40 acres or less -- and will average about 10 to 15 acres,
each. These small clearcuts will make aspen harvesting less apparent and will offer some advantages to
wildlife habitat by providing diverse ages and stand structures.

The Forest Service and others are concerned about wildlife that might be dependent on old,
deteriorating aspen trees for existence. For that reason, the Forest Service some time ago began a practice
of leaving several old snags in each aspen clearcut.

8-A. Aspen clearcutting benefits the timber industry in the short term at the expense of long-term scenic
beauty.

RESPONSE. The timber industry, construction industry, and the economy do benefit from aspen

harvesting. However, there is no indication that a long-term loss of scenic beauty will result, (Please see above
discussion of aspen regeneration.)
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8-B. Aspen reforestation at high altitudes Is slow; aspen doesn’t grow as fast as stated In the DEIS.

RESPONSE: Aspen regenerates rapidly at altitudes of 7,000 to 10,000 feet. Aspen stands above that
elevation that do not have reasonable regeneration and growth potential will not be harvested,

8-C. Go slow -- the impacts of massive aspen harvesting are unknown. Widespread aspen regeneration
fallures occurred on the San Juan National Forest six to ten years after harvest, by an unknown cause.
Spruce-fir clearcuts of the Fifties, Sixtles, and Seventles in high, alpine areas have yet to regenerate.

RESPONSE:* The Final Proposed Plan calls for 1,376 acres per year rather than 2,939 as proposed in
Alternative 1E 1n the Draft Aspen regeneration failures on the San Juan National Forest were relatively
uncommon -- less than one stand out of 100 falled to regenerate. Those few that failed did so because of
soll and mosture problems which are recognized today. The practice of clearcutting spruce-fir 1s no longer
prescnbed m the standards and guidelines of the Plan Amendment.

8-D. Let natural successlon and burn cycles take care of aspen. Natural processes have worked well
so far and are more economical at regenerating than timber harvesting Is.

RESPONSE: The Forest is under mandate of law to provide wood products to the Amencan public
while mamtaining long term forest productivity Regenerating aspen stands is not the anly goal we are trying
to achieve.

8.E. Clearcutting aspen In greater than 10-acre patches exceeds the light needed to regenerate the
sland.

RESPONSE: True, patches larger than 10 acres do bring in more than the minimum amount of light
reguired. However, clearcuts smaller than 10 acres become less efficlent and dramatically increase the
potential for show damage and livestock damage to young trees

8-F._The proposed aspen harvest level has the potential to introduce disease to clones which will kil
the clone and inhibit natural regeneratlon.

RESPONSE, After more than 40 years of aspen harvests on the Western Slope, no greater incidence
of disease can be found in harvested areas than in nearby areas that have never been harvested. Research
clearly indicates that selectively harvesting individual aspen introduces the greatest level of disease
infestations.

8-G. Clearcutting is ugly. The Forest Service cannot assume responsibility to stop [evergreen]
succession in the forest. Rocky Mountalin Foresi & Range Experiment Station publication AM 119, page
45, entitled “Vegetation Assoclations," indicates neither fire or clearcutting is needed to malntain aspen.

Clearcutting 1s unattractive to some, but probably no more so than a stand of trees killed by fire, insects,
or disease In the case of aspen, clearcutting 1s the optimum silvicultural method and creates primarily
short-term visual disruption. [Please see response to Issue 8, above }

On the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests, the Forest Service does not
attempt to "stop" succession by invading conifer, but rather recagruzes the intrinsic value of diverse conifer
invaded aspen stands for their habitat dwersity for wildlife and plants as well as for scenic beauty. Typically,
conifer-nvaded aspen stands are the most productive sttes on the Forest,

Our primary goal for providing aspen trees to the commercial wood products industry is to provide
wood from a renewable resource in accardance with legal mandates to do so (Multiple-Use, Sustained Yield
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Act) This is done in a manner consistent with known scientific principles of sound forest management and
in a careful, professional manner

Page 45 of the RM 119 publication indicates that only some stands are self-perpetuating - able to
flournish while repelling evergreen invasions --without major rejuvenation such as 1s created by fire, it does not
indicate that this would be true for all aspen stands Seff-perpetuating aspen stands are the exception rather
than the norm.

8-H. The goal of maintaining aspen in conifer-invaded stands does not justify the proposed aspen
harvest ievel. Non-conifer-invaded stands aiso wili be treated. Furthermore, why is this goal of
malintalning aspen a benefit to the public? If the stands were left alone, what benefits would would be
lost and who would be affected? According to Rocky Mountain Forest and Range Experiment Station
publication RM 119, page 45: "Conifer invasion can be so slow that more than 1,000 years without fire
may be required for aspen stands to progress to a conifer climax.”

RESPONSE' The goal is to perpetuate aspen, using even-age siviculture as part of biological diversity
maintenance. Some aspen stands may require 1,000 years to progress to conifer chmax but in this area most
do not Within these Forests, some are going to be lost in the near future if not managed through harvesting
and regeneration. This management provides wood fiber production as well as opportunities for maintenance
of visual quality and plant and ammal diversity -- all of which 15 in the pubhc nterest

8-J. Clearcutting does not replicate the effects of fire. Clearcutting removes nutrlents from the seoll while
fire actually fertilizes soils. Clearcutting may cause long term nutrient losses.

RESPONSE: Fire returns some nutrients to the soil but can scorch the earth, destroying nutrients and
microorgamsms, Clearcuthng practices used in these National Forest return nutrients to the soil in the form
of harvesting debris that s scattered over the sitg, Neither burning or clearcutting !s considered to be a perfect
approach; however, clearcutting 1s an ecologically sound alternative The Forest will closely monitor the
effects of clearcutting and subsequent regeneration results to help guide long-term managemerit.

8-K. Clearcutting destroys the entire ecosystem; its effects must be evaluated. The DSEIS ignored aspen
ecology by basing aspen types on tree size and not the seven habitat types identified in the Rocky
Mountaln Forest & Range Expetlment Station General Technical Report RM 163, entitled, "Forest
Vegetation of the Gunnison and Part of the Uncompahgre National Forests.*

RESPONSE: Four decades of harvesting aspen on the Western Slope has produced no evidence
indicating that aspen clearcutting 1s detnimental to the ecosystem.,

There 1s more than one method of integrating aspen ecology considerations The Forest Service bases
its findings on biological diversity, vertical height, opening size, and other critena such as landform and soiis.

8-L. How much aspen and conifer need to be cut to maintain a healthy forest? A healthy forest timber
program would harvest diseased, decadent, and Insect-Infested stands -- not even-aged, mature, old
growth, or conifer-invaded stands. Do not designate and harvest aspen as a commercial wood fiber
specles; this exceeds the management needs of the aspen type.

RESPONSE: Given the impossibility of defining perfect *natural" balances in any given forest, the term
*heatlthy forest® is virtually impossible to define.

The "Multiple Use, Sustained-Yield Act' of 1960 mandates timber production as one use of National

Forests. The Forest Service Is responsible for balancing that use with production of ather goods and services
-- and for mamtaining vegetative vanety that will support the terms of the Act.
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8-M. When the forest Is left to decay, everyone loses. Clearcut aspen areas spawn thicker, healthier new
growth, hold showpack longer, give deer and etk more food, and recover quickly for visual quaiity.
Replanting Is sometimes needed for spruce, fir, and pine but is no problem for aspen.

RESPONSE* While most of this comment 1s accurate, ¢ also s true that there is value in old, decaying
forests. They provide habitat for certain plants and amimals, unique and valuable recreation and visual
opportunities, and hold other intrinsic values,

8-N. | believe the method of distinguishing self-regenerating and conifer-invaded aspen from pure aspen
Is flawed. The classlification system doesn’t really matter because all aspen Is harvested anyway.

RESPONSE. Given the management focus in the "Multiple Use, Sustained Yield Act" of 1960 —~ and an
absence of ecological evidence to the contrary -- these aspen types are subject to harvesting within the
National Forests, within the hmits specified in the Forest Plan.

8-0. The Forest Service has not Inventoried aspen ecology as part of its Inventory process and lacks
information on which aspen sites will regenerate or experience other significant problems after harvest.
The Forest Service uses tree sizes and not ages to determine timber stand characteristics, ylelds, and
timber harvesting effects. Stand age does not correlate well with stand size.

RESPONSE: Inventories are useful and desireable. However profesional experience gained from four
decades of aspen harvesting has indicated no signficant regeneration problems witbun these three National
Forests Inventories will be pursued as the opportunity becomes available,

8-P. How will noxlous weeds be handled after an aspen harvest is completed?

RESPONSE, Knudson-Vandenburg (KV) funds are collected from timber sale receipts to allocate to dealing
with noxious weeds resulting from timber sales.

8-Q. The proposal to require 2-5 acres for deer and 30-60 acres for elk greatly increases the
restrictiveness of Standard and Guldellne 01(b) on page I11-24. Studies on logging traffic and elk Indicate
that these restrictions may be more than are needed. Why are they needed and how have they been
proven effective? This is a new stipulation that was not discussed during the Keystone process.

RESPONSE' Numerous studies indicate that these averages are the minimum necessary. Support 1s found
n the following.

* Hoover, P L. and Dale Wills, 1984, "Managing Forest Lands for Wildlife,* 459p, USDA and Colorado
Dwision of Wildlfe.

* Thomas, Jack Ward, 1979, "Wildlife Habitat in Managed Forests: The Blue Mountains of Oregon and
Washington," 511p, USDA Forest Service Agnculture Handbook 553.

* Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribe, Montana Depantment of Fish and Game, USDA Forest
Service, 1978, “Elk Habitat -- Timber Management Guidelines,*19p

* L ayser, Earle F., 1979, *Application of Existing Knowledge for Protection of Big Game Habitat in
Timber Sale Design,* Bridger-Teton National Forest, 31p

* Ward, A, Lorra, 1980, "Multiple Use of Timbered Areas,” Rocky Mountan Forest and Range
Experiment Station 24p.
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This standard will not significantly affect proposed levels of imber harvests but will affect timber sale
and design layout

8-R. Standard and Guideline 06 on page llI-5 says entire clones should be treated, yet treating entire
clones greater than 40 acres contradicts Region l limits on clearcuts over 40 acres.

RESPONSE: In the few mstances where a clone greater than 40 acres 1s scheduled for harvest, the Forest
would have to document in the environmental analysis the effects and rahionale for the proposed action and
then comply with national direction for proposed clearcuts over 40 acres In size. National Forest Management
Act Planning Regulations state *Size imits exceeding...[40 acres].. are permitted on an individual imber sale
basis afier 60 days’ pubhc notice and review by the Regional Forester." 36 CFR 219.27 (d}{2)(1} and page
3-20 of the (Apri 1983) Regional Guide. It usually 1s not necessary to harvest entire clones to achieve
regeneration objectives when a clone exceeds 40 acres.

8-S. The statement "climax aspen stands can be converted to other cover types,"in Standard and
Guidejine 06 on page ({-05 contradicts the Forest Service’s desire to maintaln the aspen type.

RESPONSE: While the Forest Service 1Is committed to maintaining aspen on the Western Slope, the
abave proviso 1s intended to provide an otherwise absent degree of flexibility in special situations

9. Some feel the GMUG is not abiding by the "Aspen Guidelines" that say, in part, that
aspen cannot be managed (harvested) for wood fiber. [12 comments]

RESPONSE:; The Rocky Mountamn Region of the Forest Service has always held two fundamental
positions concerning the "Guidelnes for Managing Aspen," published in September of 1985 and submitted
to the Regional Forester for review and consideration, 1) the Guidelines were meant to complemeant, not
supplement nor replace Forest Plans, and 2} they were guidelines, not policy

The Guidelines were not developed through the NEPA process.

The transmittal letter for the Guidelines, dated August 5, 1985 and signed by the Regional Forester
puts the Guidelines i proper perspective and states, in part, *.. There are some key points ..which need
emphasis, Most importantly, we must keep in mind that these Guidelines are intended to complemant, not
supersede, the Forest Plans. The vast differences between Forest Plans may not permit as full implementation
of the Guidelines as we would fike...". The GMUG reviewed and commented on the proposed Guidelines and
in a letter dated February 14, 1985, and signed by the Forest Supervisor Inthat letter he stated: * .. The Forest
believes there are two very distinct ways to manage aspen depending on whether the aspen 1s on suitable
or unsuitable timberlands as defined N NFMA implementing regulations...The driving force on surable
timberland 1s ttmber production without impacting the other resources Nowhere in the draft guidelines is the
guidance differentiated between suitable and unsutable timberland ',

While the Guidehnes state on page 2 that a goal (across the Region) for aspen management is not
to be fiber production, the Guidelines also state on page 21 that sites capable of high fiber yield should be
considered for fiber production The proposed Plan calls for designating 47% of the tentatively suited aspen
as suited timber lands and entenng 3 9% of the tentatively suited lands in the first decade.

This Forest Plan Amendment will supersede the Guidelnes in prowiding direction for aspen
management on these three National Forests.

VI-15



VI RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENT

10. Some people feel that the Forest Service may not adequately protect soil and water
on the National Forests. [82 comments]

RESPONSE Soil and water protection was a major consideration in reducing timber harvests in the
new preferred alternative, 1-G Soil and water resources are heavily protected with a number of Forest Service
measures:

- The "Forest Direction® segment of the Forest Plan provides basic protection for soil and water tn all
three National Foresis

- The "Management Area Direction® in the Forest Pfan protects soll and water by land charactenstics,
such as geology, vegetation, and hydrclogy.

- Sensitive soil and water areas -- such as streambanks. lakesides and wetlands -- have recewved
additional protection n the Final Amendment's Standards and Guidelines as well as in Management
Direction.

- Analysis and evaluation are pan of each timber harvest project Long before a timber sale is made,
the potential impact te soit and water resources i1s considered Possible damage 1o either one 15 cause for
project changes or cancellation. Cumulative effects on sail and water also must be evaluated before a projest
begins.

- Budgets and staffing are being increased to ensure soil and water protection on these three National
Forests, throughout the Rocky Mountain Regton, and across the nation,

- The "Monitoring and Evaluation® section {Chapter IV, Final Amendment) specifies further action to
protect water and sol Ground-disturbing activities that could impact these resources must be checked and
evaluated -- especially in streambank, lakeside and wetiands areas

- The same chapter also requires checking of water yield, sol productivity, ripanan conditions, and
sediment run-off. All monitoring and evaluation under this chapter must lead to corrective action when harm
to sails and water 1s detected

11. Some are concerned that the budget for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and
Gunnison National Forests may not adequately support implementation and
monitoring of the Proposed Amendment. [19 comments]

RESPONSE: True, the Forest budget grows or shrinks each year according to Congress' priorities.
Yearly, the Forest Service adjusts its level of operations as budgets shift. Aithough one annual budget may
restrict timber sales to an 80 percent level, that restnction may not affect the level bf funds this Forest chooses
to use for Forest Plan monitoring purposes. Please refer to the discussion on Page W-2 of the Proposed
Forest Plan.

11-A. The proposed Increase in the budget required 1o Impiement the proposed amendment (60%
increase over the 1983 Plan) Is extravagant In this day and age of Federal belt tightening.

RESPONSE: The "hudget Increass,” reflects a change in outputs of goods and services under the

Forest Plan. It s still subject to the annual processes of Congressional appropriation and allocation of money
1o support it.
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11-B. Since the Forest acknowledges full Forest Plan implementation is not realistically achievable
(since Congress deems it appropriate to not fund the Plan at the 100% level) the aiternatives, as
presented, are not really implementable. Therefore the Plan is in violation of NEPA for not presenting
a range of alternatives that are reascnable.

RESPONSE: The alternatives are reasonable. It 15 Congress’ prerogative to choose to fund them or
not. NEPA is naot being viclated as NEPA i1s not tied to funding execution.

11-C. The small three-percent increase in the budget for the large Increase in the timber program is short
sighted.

RESPONSE: This observation probably 1s accurate in assessing the Preferred Alternative (1-E)
outlined in the Proposed Amendment, Timber sale limits have been sharply reduced in the new preferred
alternative (1-G} outhned n the Final Amendment.

11-D. Where is the funding for the backlog of disturbed areas needing restoration, closure and
obiiteration of focai timber roads, and reforestation? The backiog needs to be itemized and scheduled
for a full and systematic elimination.

RESPONSE: Some of these funds are appropriated by Congress, some are provided for by the
Knutson-Vandenberg Act, and other fundmg s provided by purchasers of imber sales contracts There may
be afew pre-1975 roads that may not have been closed or obliterated as required under current policies, That
situation will be corrected i future timber sales contracts

Reforestation of 3,500 acres in the three forests (about one in 1,000 acres) was needed as of October 1890
Most of those acres will regenerate naturally except in areas devastated by insects -- which wiil be replanted
if nacessary.

11-E. The National Forest Management Act says trees cannot be harvested if there is no assurance of
funding for reforestation. Congressional funding for reforestation Is not assured and therefore timber
harvesting cannot occur,

RESPONSE: The law requires the Forest Service to insure ttimber wiii be harvested from National Forest
System lands only where there 1s assurance that such lands can be adequately restocked within five years
after harvest. The Forest Plan assumes that hatural regeneration will be part of management plans to promote
tree growth in National Forests.

11-F. How will the Standard and Guideline changes in the Proposed Plan page I11-21-23 be paid for? The
change was not addressed during the Keystone process and it is not a MacLeery remand issue.

RESPONSE These standards and guidelnes will be put into effect using wildife, fishenes, and
watershed segments of the Forest Service budget Timber harvest levels were the focal point of the Keystone
process, not protection of fish habitat, The change was introduced in the amendment as a sensible step in
correcting an oversight in the ongmnal 1983 Forest Plan

11-G. There Is concern that timber administration will suffer from the small budget increase called for
In the Proposed Amendment -- considering the marked timber increase proposed in that amendment.

RESPONSE. The Final Amendment contains a significant reduction in umber harvests proposed i the
1989 amendment. In any case, imber sale administration is fully funded in the budget process Funding for
timber sale admurustration mcreases in proportion (0 any mncrease mn timber harvest. Timber sale
adminustration funding 1s based on volume harvested.
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12. There are strongly opposing group views on the effects of timber harvesting on
recreation and on local economies. [816 comments]

RESPONSE: Recreation visttor days, big game hunting, and big-game herd size are at or near
record levels at the same time timber harvesting on the Forest (s at or near record levels, Harvesting timber
on the Forests has been going on for more than 40 years, yet local tounsm has thrived during that period
- which would indicate the two industnes will continue to coexist at the adjusted harvest levels in the final
plan.

The State of Colorado estimates local tounsm provides roughly twice the number of jobs (1,800
versus 950) as the timber processing mndustry in Delta, Gunnison, Hinsdale, Montrose, Ouray and San Miguei
Counties, but both industries provide about the same level of income ($15,000,000 versus $14,300,000). From
an income point of view, the tourism and timber industnes are roughly equal in importance. The tourism
industry provides more jobs, and the timber industry provides higher paying jobs.

Small loggers do provide stabilty to the local economy, because one company cannot cause
hundreds of people to be unemployed with a single decision. Small loggers on the other hand simply do not
have the investment capitol, or marketing abiiity that larger firms do to employ hundreds of people. A number
of small ioggers do work as subcontractors for the bigger tmber-harvesting fims, and do earn a portion of
the income generated by the larger firms.

Counties are responsible for the maintenance of county roads and the wear and tear caused by
logging trucks Counties do receive funds from a number of sources other than county taxpayers to provide
for county road maintenance. Counties recewve road-user taxes paid by commercial trucks (loggmg trucks)
and federal road mamtenance funds including a 25 percent share of all income from the Natonal Forests,
The Forest does not have jurisdiction for log truck hauling over non-Forest Service roads but is willing to work
with Tocal governments in resolving specitic problems. A good exampie 1s the cooperative effort between Delta
County and the Forest in obtaining funds to replace the Delta-Nucla road bridge that crosses Roubideau
Creek.

13. Some people believe the Forest failed to adequately address the USDA decision by
Assistant Secretary MacCleery. [8 comments]

RESPONSE: The Assistant Secretary wrote his decision letter on July 31, 1985, On September 11, 1985 he
wrote a follow-up letter which stated in part: *...My principal concern 1s that information clearly relevant to
making the deciston on the allowable sale guantity be brought forward and made a part of the public record.,
Additonal analysis may or may not be necessary. if it 18, consideration should be given to the costs of carrying
it out in the light of the resource values involved.. " The Forest chose to do a new amendment and
supplementar environmental impact statement which addresses the economic implications of the timber sale
program. Planning Problems 8B, 8C, 8D, and 8E were devsloped to respond to MacCleery’s points,

It is difficult, f not improper, to explain the rationale for a deciston i either the SEIS or the
Proposed Plan Amendment; this is not the purpose of these documents, The place for defending and
explaining decisions, which 1s really what MacCleery asked for, 1s in the Record of Decision {ROD). A ROD
is not presented with the draft documents and therefore much of what the Forest Service could have said
about its rationale for a preferred alternative was not presented 1n the draft documents.

14. Some people feel the Proposed Amendment inadequately addresses off-site,
cumulative, and immediate effects of management. [112 comments]
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RESPONSE: Off-stte and cumulative effects were discussed on pages IV-56-61 of the Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) The Final SEIS has expanded this discussion on
pages IV-58-63 Since the Forest Plan Amendment relates specifically to timber management, only
environmental consequences of timber activities on the various resources have been addressed Chapter IV
of the Final SEIS is a detailed description of these environmental consequences.

14-A. The SDEIS failed to adequately assess timber management effects on, or the cumulative effects
on recreation, wikdlife, damage to county roads, sedlment loss of tourlsm jobs, rlparian areas, diversity,
solf productivity, water quality, visual quallty, range access and availability, erosion, biological oxygen
demand, habltat fragmentation, nolse pollution, aspen ecology, asthetic values, topsoll loss, air quality,
and the mining industry. The DSEIS should be reissued.

RESPONSE: The effects of timber management on all alternatives have been thoroughly
addressed for the varous resources in Chapter (V of the FSEIS. The latter portion of Chapter IV deals directly
with cumulative effects of the aliernatives, past, present and future actions and therr effects and expected
cumulative effects,

14-B. The analysls considers the effects of water benefits far downstream and off Forest, but does not
consider the effects to air quality, wildlife, scenic opportunities, or other effects outside the Forest
boundarles.

RESPONSE: The effects of timber management to areas outside the Forest boundanes have
been discussed both in the Draft SEIS, IV-58-61 as well as in the Final SEIS, IV-61-63.

14-C, The DSEIS did not adequately disclose the effects of the proposal on alr quality on Class | areas
such as wilderness and Natlonal Recreatlon Areas.

RESPONSE' All of the aliernatives considered may temporarly affect Jocal air quality by creating
dust The dust will result from road construction and logging truck movement over the roads. However, fine
particulates resulting from road dust will not have a significant effect on air quality on the Forests or within
the region,

14-D. According to NEPA regulations, cumulative effects cannot be completed without a comprehensive
soll survey. Impacts are not even quantified within an order of magnitude in the DSEIS.

RESPONSE; According to NEPA, completion of a comprehensive soil survey 1s ot a raquirement.
The Forest is paricipating actively in the National Cooperative Soil Survey process. Through this effort, data
18 being gathered for the Forest Service by the Soil Conservation Service. Data 1s being gathered about the
soll resource and will be correlated and evaluated to national standards with state-of-the-art knowledge.
Approximately 90 percent of the survey has been completed on these three Forests When completed, this
will provide a general base of information from which indications of soil hazards, imitations and potentals
can be obtained, The mpacts of timber management on the Forest are discussed in the FSEIS, IV-11-17.

14-E. The majority of environmental effects, especially to soil productivity and water quality are not even
approximately quantified. Need o define signlflcant and inslgnificant effects. You cannot defend an ASQ
{Allowable Sale Quantity) while admitting the major Impacts to long-term productivity are stitl under
study. NEPA requires a worst-case analysls when information is lacking.

RESPONSE: NEPA requires a worst-case analysis in cases where there are gaps in relevant
mnformation or when scientific uncertainty exists pertaining to the evaluation. In this stuation, there is a great
deal of Information and scientific data avallable, The comprehensive sail survey for the Forest 1s 90 percent
complete. The FSEIS, IV-19-24, 29-30 covers a detaited discussion of environmental effects to soll productivity
and water quality.
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14-F. Net sediment yield should be reintroduced in the analysls as a cumulative impact. A two-to-flve-ton
per year soll loss from timber harvesting would not be tolerable. A foot of soji will be lost in 395-937 years
which is an order of magnitude greater than i is produced. A worst case-analysis needs to be done
which examines: mass wasting, channel aggradation and gullying, rainsplash on scil compactien on
roads, slope fallure, erosion due to failure to adequately close roads and erosion Impacts due to
management activities. Erosion and soil analysis will show the proposed ASQ is five times greater than
sustainable levels.

RESPONSE: The proposed ASQ has been lowered to a level where the impact to sail loss wil
be reduced significantly In calculating soll loss per year, estimates are taken when there is no vegetation on
the site In aspen clearcuts, revegetation begins in a very short time period Consequently, the soil loss to
a particular site will be reduced each year, Refer to page IV-21 of the FSEIS for information on soil loss
caleulations.

14-G. What are the cumulative effects of grazing and logging on water, soil, livestock use, and wildlife
In a given area? What's the effect of additional predation on domestic livestock?

RESPCNSE. The current Forest environment has been formed through historical development
of Forest management descnbed in Chapter Il of the FSEIS. As result of timber management, road building,
livestock grazing and recreation use, changes have been made to soll, water and air These activities have
probably increased the amount of soll movernent and sediment in streams, changed species proportion and
age structure of some forested areas, and possibly caused regeneration of timber stands The entire effect
has been to create more diversity In forest ecosystems than might appear f no timber harvest had taken
place. Some changes have been made to the normal wildhfe poputation as a result of human occupatton and
Forest management activities. Animals considered predators have been reduced in numbers or eliminated
on the Forest Elk populations have inereased and general diversity of animal populations probably has
increased as a result of iIncreasing diversity in plant communities. Aspen clearcutting can create a temporary
increase in the amount of forage available to Iivestock. The increased capacity will be considered temporary
and wiil be used as a management tool to improve livestock distribution and utiization, not to increase cattie
and sheep stocking capacities.

14-H. The Proposed Amendment never considered off-slte effects such as siltation of water supplles or
the costs of new water treatment facilities.

RESPONSE' These off-site effects were cansidered in the sediment analysis Please refer to
pages [V-21-23 of the FSEIS, No significant water qualty impacts are expected in Alternative 1G since timber
harvesting 1s conducted in widely dispersed areas,

15. Some people question the Forest Service’s assumptions and motives in
determining future demand for timber. [62 comments]

RESPONSE" Money from Forest Service timber sales goes directly to the United States Treasury.
However, the one of the agency's basic responsibiliies —~ as directed by Congress -- 1s to help meet the
nation's demand for woad products. The Forest Service also has to ensure that harvests do not exceed the
amount of timber a Forest can grow -- and that tmber harvests do not harm other natural resources. In this
way, our grandchildren and therr grandchildren will have forest and timber resources they'll need in centuries
to come,

As aresult of comments received from the public, and findings of the Forest Service’s own internal
review, less timber will be harvested than was proposed in the Drait Amendment.
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The amount of National Forast imber available for future harvests may nct meet all of the timber
industry’s growing demand for wood. Given natural imits on how quickly Forests can grow timber while stiil
meetng the environmental standards and guidelnes found in Chapter Nl of the Plan, some local
manufactunng facilities may reduce operations -- unless private land owners can meet industry’s demand for

wood

15-A. Increased demand for other resources such as recadless areas were ignered. Transaction
evidence data to support Louisiana-Pacific’s demand request is lacking.

RESPONSE Roadless areas are identified m the onginal Faorest Plan implemented in 1983
Roadless areas and other resources are considered in each alternative 1n the Forest Plan and an analysis
in that plan outlines what effect each level of timber harvest would have on all resources, The Proposed
Amendment lacked transaction evidence to support Louisiana-Pacific’s timber demand because there was
no market for aspen prior to 1984 The best available information was used -- harvest records from 1984 to
1989 -- as a basis for the analysis of demand

15-B. The Forest Service faiied to utilize price/quantity relationships in determining timber demand.

RESPONSE: No price/quality relationstup was used because none could be established Given
market conditions In this area, there 1s no way to determine how much timber will be used at any given price

16. There were concerns that the Forest Service may not have given adequate
consideration to private land as a source of timber to meet future demand. [33
comments]

RESPONSE. It 15 not the intent of the Forest Service to compete with private land owners,
undercut prices, or set prnices. With diminished timber suppliss from the National Forests and the potential
for increased Forest Service rates for aspen and corufer, local private land owners will have significant

opportunities to meet future timber demand

17. Some people indicate insect-and-disease-control measures are inadequately
addressed in the Proposed Amendment. {10 comments]

RESPONSE. Areas of forested land which are managed for timber production normally are
maintained i ways that make these areas more resistant to Insects and diseases It must be accepted that
those areas not managed and regenerated -- such as wilderness areas -- will run a higher nsk of damage
and mortality That's the normal, natural life cycle of forests. Addihional research 1s needed to adequately
address potential insect-and-disease problems associated with aspen.

The mountain pine beetle situation on the Uncomphagre Plateau 18 being addressed by a
separate Environmental Impact Statement, which may require further amendment of the Forest Plan,

Alternative 1G includes trade-offs that are an attempt to maximize net public benefits. Accepting
a certain risk of loss due to insects and disease is part of that trade-off.

17-A. The Impacts of the proposed logging program will be greater In scale than the impacts of insect
and disease outbreaks; therefore, allowing nature to take its course would be better,

RESPONSE. "Allowing nature to take its course" could result in insect and disease outbreaks that
could threaten all three National Forests on the Western Slope as well as neighbornng National Forests, state
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forests, and trees on private land The resultant losses to the environment, recreation, and industry would be
mecalculable

It should also be noted, however, that the level of hatvest put forth in the proposed amendment
has been significantly reduced as a result of public comment and an extensive internal review process. Even
areduced level of harvest 1s in the best interests of the National Forests because analysis indicates that imber
management and marwpulation improve the health of tree stands.

17-B. The Forest Service failed to consider alternate treatment methods to control insects and disease,
Specifically, they falled to document the cost-benefit data {or using prescribed fire to control Insects and
disease.

RESPONSE: Use of prescribed fire to control insects and disease has no history of success, From
the very advent of forest management, management of tmber stands in some manner to promote stocking
control and an optimum growing environment has proven to be the most cost-effective sirategy to prevent
nsect and disease losses,

17-C. The National Forests should be more efficiently managed to remove diseased and bug-Infested
trees from all areas of the National Forests.

RESPONSE: An active salvage program is pursued mn all areas of the National Forests — except
Wilderness Areas where timber operations are prohibited by law. Salvage programs also are limited by market
demands for woad,

17-D. The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement did not address Insects and disease In
aspen.

RESPONSE.This was not addressed because large-scale insect and disease problems are not
common in aspen in these forests. Proposed aspen harvest levels would not increase insect and disease
problems but are expected to produce more msect-and-disease-free stands,

17-E. Where are the Standards and Guidelines that protect disease-resistant stands and clones of trees?

RESPONSE: No specific Standards and Guidelines address this area Indwidual silvicultural
prescriptions {management strategies) address the site-specific needs of individual stands of trees. Resistant
stands would not necessarlly be protected It may be more advantageous to harvest, regenerate, and
perpetuate these types of stands.

18. People hold conflicting views on whether the Forest Service has honored
agreements made in the Keystone Process, and whether that process was fair. [19
comments]

RESPONSE: The prnimary purpose of the Keystone Discussions was to provide the environmental
community, local and State Government, Industry, and appeliants to the original Plan a far opporturity to
agree on a harvest level acceptable to all parties. That goal was not achieved; not all parties were willing to
discuss and agree upon specific harvest levels. Some of the invited parties chose not to attend and
participate. Only organizations and individuals directly interested i the timber harvest level 1ssue were invited.
The Keystone Meetings were not meant to be a forest advisory commitiee, nor were issues outside of the
harvest level to be discussed. Agreements were reached which placed responsibilities on the Forest Service
Those agreements, and the Forest Service response to them are found in Appendix A of the FSEIS.,
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Some commentors felt that the Keystone Process created a firm commitment on harvest levels,
while others felt that no agreements on harvest levels were reached As explained on page A-4 of the DSEIS,
concurrence on a preferred alternative was never fully achieved Alternative 1E it the Draft SEIS may have
been a result of the Keystone Process, but was not an alternative agreed 1o by alf the participants.

18-A. The OAC provides the dependent forest industry with a check valve in the event of increased
timber demand, 1t Is the critical Keystone agreement that allowed the timber Industry to support many
of the compromises demanded by the environmental community such as the increased monitoring

requirements.

RESPONSE: The OAC was not considered in any alternative in the Final SEIS. The Forest believes
that any increases In harvest levels should be considered in full context of the NEPA process and the public
provided an opportunity to participate and comment. Many of the extra monitormg requirements have heen
dropped in the proposed Plan since the harvest levels will be less than in Alternative 1E.

19. Individual commentors made suggestions concerning management area
designations and proposed new emphasis for these areas. The areas included Pass
Creek, Little Pass Creek, Castle Creek, Overland Reservoir area, McClure Pass area,
winter range areas, Little Alkalie - Red Mountain area and Coal Creek area. [10

comments]

RESPONSE The proposed Forest Plan Amendment did not involve making changes to
management areas except to correct errors made in the onginal 1983 Forest Plan. One of the major tasks
of the upcoming Forest Plan Revision (due in 1897) 1s to reexamine management area allocations

19-A. Despite the different management area types, all except Wilderness management areas are
subservient to timber harvesting. Even a 10A Research Natural Area is scheduled for timber harvest.

RESPONSE Proposed timber activities in that 10A area were in error and have been eliminated
from the Proposed Amendment. Commercial timber harvesting can occur only on lands suited for timber
production; suited fands occur in most management areas except wilderness and special areas. When timber
harvesting does occur, for example, In a 2A [Semi-primitive motorized recreation emphasis] management
area, the tmber sale activifies, including transportation system development and management, must comply
with standards and gudelnes unique to the 2A prescription

20. Several people are concerned about the amount and adequacy of Forest Plan
monitoring that will be done -- and the Forest Service’s ability to do that monitoring.
[18 comments]

RESPONSE' The Forest Monitoring Plan has been revised significantly since i1ssuance of the
Draft; it 1s now more realistic and achievable. [t reflects a reduced fevel of monitoring (from the Draft Plan
Amendment) because proposed timber harvest levels are markedly lower than was proposed in the Draft Plan
Amendment

One key of the Momitoring Plar is the tie to budget levels for specific program activities as stated
on page V-2 of the Plan, As programs such as timber harvest increase, so does the respective monitoring
level. Some monitoring, such as water qualty, may require lugh levels of monitoring to maintain baseline data
-- even when program levels are reduced
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Some cammented that, since recreation was not part of the remand, it should not be addressed
in the Monitoring Plan Thus Plan 1s a revised and updated version of the 1883 Plan and includes monitoring
activities for all resource areas

Industry commented that timber sale and harvest levels should be monitored so it would be
known when to tngger the OAC program. These activities are monitored as a part of program management;
however, the CAC program 15 not part of the proposed action

Some felt that outside agencies or instituttons should be used to monitor the Forest Plan to "get
the truth out * The Forest Service will consider outside sources to help it monitor the Plan The Forest Service
will make public all nformation concerning its monitoring and evaluation efforts, in an annual Monttoring and
Evaluation Report.

20-A. The use of "review ratlonale" under monitoring of created openings In the Draft Amendment page
V.15 does not make sense as it does not insure if standards and guldelines are being met.

RESPONSE: This tem was dropped from the Final Monitaring Plan.,

20-B. The transportation management proposal in the Draft Amendment pages IV-16 & 17 to monltor only
three road closures annually Is ridiculously low.

RESPONSE: The Forest Service feels that three timber sales per year are adequate when
combined with the seven travel management monitonng tnps {see page V-14 of the Final Plan).

20-C. The Amendment has no provision for project water quality monitoring (See Draft Amendment
pages IV-21 & 22). The only provision is to use HYSED which is Inadequate for the job.

RESPONSE" The Final Monitoring Plan provides for Interdisciphnary Team monitoring of water
guality and npanan areas on a project and selected watershed basis. See page V-9 of the Final Plan

20-D. Will the Forest be used as a grand experiment to see If timber harvesting adversely affects
tourism?

RESPONSE: Timber harvesting has been occurring on the GMUG for over 40 years and the
available evidence clearly points to no effect. Nevertheless, the Forest is sensitive to this issue and the beliefs
that many have concerning t The Proposed Plan calls for reduced timber harvest levels, especially in the
areas that were considered *sensitive" to recreation-oriented activities

20-E. If additional timber harvesting does occur, the Forest Service should monltor traffic levels on
Forest roads & ftrails, general recreatlon use, and jobs and income from recreation dependent
commuriitles to determine what the effects are,

RESPONSE:" "Additicnal timber harvesting" that exceeds planned harvest levels will not accur
under this amendment.

20-F, | suggest monitoring the Plan page ill-44 (04) (which defines shelterwood openings) to see If the
definition will affect ASQ (Allowable Sale Quantity).

RESPONSE: These standards and guidelines define when a created opening (as a result of a
shelterwood finai removal) will no longer be considered an opening, Very few acres are scheduled in the first
decade for overstory removal; even fewer (if any) acres will be determined to be stocked by these definitions.
Most overstory removal and subsequent consideration as being stocked will occur in later decades,
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20-G. Timber sale water monitoring stations need to gather three or more years of baseline data to
provide meaningful before and after water quality resuits. The Stevens Guich/Hubbard Park area should
be established as a water quality monitoring area before timber harvesting begins.

RESPONSE. The Forest intends to monitor water quality near the Stevens Guich/Hubbard Park.

21. Some people hold mutually contradictory ideas on whether the Forest Service will
adequately protect riparian (wetland) areas. [12 comments]

RESPONSE: New Riparian Standards and Guidelines identified in the Final Amendment fulfill the
need to be more responsive to concerns regarding nipanan protection and will provide necessary land
management guidance for the land manager.

21-A. The "number of vegetative treatments" used as a unit of measure on page IV-13 of the Draft
Amendment is not appropriate because vegetative treatments should not occur in riparian areas. [NOTE:
Page IV-13 calls for streambanks, fakesides and wetlands to be managed in such as way as to improve
fisheries and wildlife habitat. Vegetative treatments include such measures as controlled burning of oak
brush, fertilizing soil, and timber harvesting.]

RESPONSE: Vegetative treatment n some streamside and lakeside areas 1s possible and, i
some Instances, desirable The decision hinges upon what the management objectives are for the area
involved. if the management objective in a big game winter range area Is to enhance available winter forage,
for example, it may be desirable to introduce treatment methods that would stimulate nparian vegetation This
treatment would have to be consistent with other resource needs.

21-B. The proposed amendment’s riparian management strategies do not protect streams from activities
taking place outslde the ripartan zone.

RESPONSE* A combination of strategies (management prescriptions) protect streams from
harmful activities that otherwise could take place near or in nparian zones. Carrective action 1s taken wherever
needed

21-C. Will Standards and Guidelines in the Proposed Plan, page 1i1-180 (02-a), aflow timber harvesting
in riparian areas? (NOTE: PAGE lii-180, (02aj}, limits *yarding, skidding of logs or tracking within, through
or across the riparian/aquatic corridor."). Will purchasers have to pull cable to keep machines out of the
riparian zone?

RESPONSE* Page Ill-180 does not allow timber harvesting in niparian {streamside and lakeside)
areas. In a nparian zone, timber sales layout and design must include cutting units and transportation
systems that minimize impacts on wetland ecosystems. This may result in the use of cable or the need to skid
logs longer distances to avoid riparnan zone damage

21-D. Riparian Area Standards and Guidelines, while an improvement, are too heavy handed towards
domestic grazing use. They prevent Ranger District employees from having a full range of options to
improve the area. Requiring updated Allotment Management Plans is not appropriate. Remove the
"prohibited" and replace with "sensitive". Standards f and g on page 111-178 are totally unaccepiable and
should be withdrawn. (NOTE: PAGE Il-178 (f) and (g) refer to provisions for protecting riparian areas
by aitering schedules for livestock grazing on the National Forests.)
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RESPONSE' Domestic livestock grazing can have a major impact on streamside and takeside
plant ife For that reason, some adjustments are required — adjustments that balance the needs of the plant
commurnuty with existing grazing obligations

District Rangers have the authority to explore a full range of alternatives with the permit holder
In attempting t¢ coordinate domestic livestock grazing use and direction contained in the Land Use Plan.

The National Forest Management Act requires that all activities occurnng on the National Forest
be consistent with directions in the Forest Land Use Plan This creates the nieed to review, revise, and update
Allotment Management Plans

The objectives of the referenced Standards and Guidelines are to prowide the public land manager with
direction and a range of options to protect or enhance wetland plant life. Implementation may result in some
adjustments But, in the long term, the adjustments should help maintain iivestock grazing on the Nationai
Forests.

21-E. Standard and Guideline “d*, page M-183, does not make sense. it seems to aitow timber culting
to stabilize stream banks which are damaged beyond recovery. [NOTE: Page |11-183 (d) reads, “Stabilize
streambanks which are damaged beyond natural recovery, in a reasonable time perlod, with appropriate
methods or procedures that emphasize control by vegetative management or manipulation.”]

RESPONSE" The intent of that section I1s to emphasize stabiization of streambanks that are
darmnaged beyond natural recovery The section emphasizes recovery by natural means (vegetative
management), rather than by mechanical or cther means that may be less effective and more expensive This
is more n reference to management of damastic ivestock, not timber management actwities The wording
n the guidelne has been clanfied 1n the Final Amendment,

21-F. Prescription 9A allows exceptions for some streams and wet areas. Exceptions can be abused and
cause problems with erosion, wildlife, fish, and water quality in riparlan areas.

RESPONSE: The intent of this segment 1s to protect undisturbed nparian areas from
off-road-vehicies -- by restricting ORVs to existing or designated trails. Corrective action will be taken where
damage occurs.

21-G. Standard and Guldeline “f* on page U[-180 allows cutiing on stream banks. This i3 In confllct with
Standard and Guidelines "b" on page lli-176 of General Direction One. [NOTE: This Standard and
Guideline “f* prohiblts *log landing and decking (in) areas within the stream/riparian corridor.” And *b*
directs foresters to "maintain riparian vegetation communitles by protecting overhanging stream cover
which provides stream shading, temperature control, and organic input."]

RESPONSE: Page lil-180 (f) prevents people from cutting timber elsewhere and then landing and
decking logs n a riparian area. It does not allow cutting on stream banks A conflict between 11i-180() and
l1-176(b) ts not apparent.

22. There are widely mixed opinions on the emphasis that individual resources should
receive under the Proposed Amendment, especially timber and recreation resources.
The comments ranged from "additional logging is not a good idea" to " additional
logging is a good idea". Some felt that the level of harvesting proposed in the Draft
precluded other uses of the Forest, especially recreation oriented, others said the level
must be right if the Forest Service proposed it, while stili others felt a higher level of
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logging should occur. The majority of comments, including those from Federal, State,
and local governments, felt that the level proposed in the Draft was too high. Some
folks commented concerning the multiple-use policy of the Forest Service and either
supported higher timbering levels as a fulfillment of the policy or felt that multiple-use
goals were not being achieved for other resources because of the proposed harvest
level in the drafi Preferred Alternative. {1,738 comments]

RESPONSE:Management of the National Forests under the multiple use potlicy established by
Congress emphasizes that the Forests are established and shalt be administered for outdoor recreation,
range, timber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes, The policy goes on to say that due consideration
shall be gwen to the relative values of the various resources In particular areas Not every acre of fand can
or should be managed to produce a full range of resource goods and services. By the same token, it is a
rare instance when It 1s appropriate to manage extensive areas of Forest to the exclusion of other resources
(except in wilderness)

The process of Forest Planning, Plan Amendment, Plan Revision and the public mvolvement that
must accompany these activities has been put in place so that we can more accurately establish those levels
of resource management emphasis The process 1s one of change and the decisions for change wili seldom
be perfect solutions At best the changes will be adjustmenis which bring us closer to the social and economic
values of the day while shil meeting the legal mandates which direct Forest Service responsibilities.

22-A. The proposed Plan will reduce the long term productivity of nontimber benefits.

RESPONSE Chapters |l & IV of the FEIS descnbe environmental consequences of implementing
each alternative. The newly proposed alternative will provide the maximum net public benefit. There s nothing
to indicate that productivity of non-timber benefits willl be impaired

22-B. The USFS was established to protect and maintain the forest. The proposed Plan would not allow
this.

RESPONSE The Forest Service has the responsibility to protect, maintain, and manage the
resources of the National Forests for goods and services that meet America’s needs In an environmentally
sound manner (Please sse Respaorise to 22-A, above )

22-C. The statement in S&G 01,b on page Il-133 concerning coordination with adjacent land owners
should be included in the 5A prescription.

RESPONSE Thus error has been corrected, this Standard and Guideline has been included in
the 5A prescription

23. There is some concern about the protection of old-growth ecosystems -- places
where animal and plant life depend on old trees for survival. [15 comments]

RESPONSE. The Forest Service 1s committed to protecting a large number of old-growth ecosystems in the
Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunmson Natonal Forests. This commitment is spelled out in the Plan and
includes the following requirements:

* Five to twelve percent or more (234 square miles and greater) of these National Forests will be
managed in such a way as to protect old growth. These old-growth areas must be dispersed throughout the
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Forests, rather than assigned to a single location, The areas will average 100-200 acres whenever possible,
and will be no smaller than 30 acres.

* Qld growth ecosystems must be managed in such a way as 1o assure retention of these areas
-- and to support species that are dependent on old growth environments

23-A. Little old growth is mapped or inventoried. The 30 acre-minimum size restriction may be too small
to retain old growth characteristics. Species that require larger tracts of old growth will be vulnerable,
The Forest faied to iake into account the possible irreversible risks to old growth diversity.
Contradictions in the application of old growth definitions may destroy all existing old growth.

RESPONSE: The Forest Service has not yet completed an intensive, on-the-ground, old-growth
survey In all three million acres of the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests In the
meantime, the Forest Service uses a method of rating old growth stands that 1s based on the most current
research available. The 30-acre stand 15 a minimum size established by this Plan Amendment. In practice,
most old-growth stands are considerably larger, averaging 100-200 acres

The overalt vegetative diversity of an area, inciuding old growth, ensures that all successional
stages are present. These provide habitats for all species.

The 234 square mile rinimum of forest being managed to protect old-growth resources virtually
eliminates the possibility of all old growth being destroyed either through "irreversible risks® ar other causes.

23-B. Can the Forest Service meet the Standard and Guideline on page lil-8(a) of the Plan Amendment
== since the bark beetle has wiped out most of the ponderosa pine on the south end of the Uncompahgre
Plateau? [NOTE: HI-8{a) refers to managing "to retain a minimum of ten percent of the larger old growth
ponderosa pine, spruce-fir, and Douglas fir trees in Visual Management Guideline Class 1 and 2.]

RESPONSE" The guideline means that if conditions exist, then the Forest Service must manage
to meet a certain standard Obwiously, if the trees are already dead, the opportunity to manage to meet a
certain visual management standard 1s foregone. The primary purposes of managing ponderosa pine stands
1s to prevent future outbreaks of insects so that a forested stand remains on site.

24, People hold mixed opinions on the range of alternatives presented and on which
alternative should be chosen. [105 comments)

RESPONSE. According to NEPA, the range of alternatives should include all reasonable alternatives, as well
as other alternatives which are eliminated from detailled study with a brief discussion of the reasons for
eliminating them Each alternative must be rigorously explored and objectively evaluated. The alternatives in
the Final Plan Amendment have been changed from the Draft to reflect both public 1ssues and to better
identify an adequate basis for identifying the alternative that comes closest to offering the greatest net public
benefits A detalled description and comparison of each alternative 1s in Chapter Il of the Final Supplemental
EIS.

24-A. Alternative 1A should be consldered for implementation,

RESPONSE. This alternative continues the current timber management direction as prescribed
In the Forest Plan; however, the volume of aspen scheduled for harvest in the first decade would not use a
significant portion of the aspen lands for commercial purposes. The conifer sawtimber harvest level in
alternative 1A pushes the realistic limits of the suited land capabiities within standards and gudelines and
public comment and would require entry into many unroaded areas
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24-B. Alternative 1B should be considered for implementation.

RESPONSE: This alternative is not feasible because the timber harvest level is too high. A
thorough field validation verified that there 1s insufficient acreage to maintain such a harvest level,

24-C, Alternative 1C should be considered for implementation.

RESPONSE: This alternative maximizes economic efficiency Under this alternative, no aspen
trees would be available for fiber praduction.

24-D. Alternative 1D should be considered for implementation. Alternative 1D falls short of meeting the
needs of the timber industry and projects the loss of 423 jobs. Elements of Alternatives 1D and 1F should
be incorporated into a final preferred alternative.

RESPONSE: This alternative stresses minimum market opportunities and minimizes man's
influence in managing the forest But it fails to meet tustorical corifer sawtimber harvest levels and provides
little commercial aspen Alternative 1D 1s economically inefficient due to selection harvest in spruce/fir where
no increased water production and related values are recognized

24-E. Agree with proposed amendment, Alternative 1E [and] disagree with proposed amendment,
Alternative 1E. It is unlikely to be the final preferred Alternative. It is unlikely existing purchasers will buy
the conifer POL, and it is negative in both PNV and timber net revenue. It comes close to meeting current
demand (90% aspen, 100% conifer with CAC}. Ponderosa pine mills will be forced to convert to other
species. Iif OAC component cannot be triggered, conifer dependent mills may face a shortage of timber.
The Ailternative seems to be driven by financial, not economic efficiency. Disagree with the final ASQ
{Allowable Sale Quantity)

RESPONSE Alternative 1E requiras entry into scenic and visually sensitive areas such as Mount
Sneffels, Kebler Pass and most unroaded areas, which i1s not acceptable to the public. It has the lowest PNV
and loses the most money.

24-F. Alternative 1F should be considered for implementation. It is financialy efficient In terms of timber,
and it retains sensitive roadless areas. The Forest failed to consider an alternative that is truly financially
efficlent.

REPONSE: Using the current minimum rates, this alternative 1s unfeasible Alternative F was
designed to show positive cash flows for the timber sale program, which it could not attain. In the FSEIS,
alternative 1F was not considered in detaill because there were no financially efficient acres

24-G. The required reasonable range of alternatives Is lacking. Even the amenity alternative favors
timber exploitation, it merely does not favor Louislana-Pacific. |/we question the range of alternatives.
No alternative meets the increased demand for wilderness designation. None of the alternatives
prioritize timber sales around the needs of a healthy forest or biological diversity. None of the
alternatives have a harvest level lower than the current harvest level,

RESPONSE' The final SEIS prowides an adequate basis for identfying the alternative that
maximizes net public benefits and responds to public 1ssues. There 1s no dentified demand for increased
wilderness on the GMUG. Al of the alternatives were evaluated against the cntena of Planning Problem 8C
which addresses the healthy forest concept. The effort to establish the suited land base on the forest identified
areduced base, one that directly addressed needs of a healthy forest and biolagical diversity. Alternative 1D
has set an aspen harvest level lower than Alternative 1A.
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24-H. Ifwe prefer Alternative 4 of the Original 1983 FEIS.

RESPONSE. Alternative 1 of the Onginal 1983 FEIS was the selected alternative that now 1s the
Forest Land and Resource Management Plan. It 1s the current guide for all natural resource management
activities on the forest None of the other alternatives from the onginal FEIS met the cniteria used to develop
alternatives in the Amendment.

25. A number of people disagree with each other on the effects of timber cutting on
livestock grazing. [16 comments]

RESPONSE' Timber harvesting creates both advantages and problems for grazing. Harvesting
changes natural barriers, opens gates, and temporarly denies access at some pomts. At the same time,
however, timbernng stimulates plant growth, Improves access, and increases the variety of plants in the area,
The key to resolving grazing concerns is the Forest Service's ability to closely monitor conflicts and trade-offs.

25-A. Proposed Standard and Guldeline changes In Plan Amendment page 111-34 (04) & page 111176 will
have adverse impacts on the livestock Industry. [NOTE. Page li-34 {04) calls for "economucally efficient”
and sound ecologically-based programs and projects in maintaining “satisfactory range conditions on all
rangelands.” Page lil-176 requires protection of npanan areas and prevention of streambank and lakeside
damage by maintaining proper livestock distribution |

RESPONSE' The Forest Service has a strong mandate to protect nparian vegetation As aresult,
grazing levels may have to be reduced m some places to meet management Standards and Guidelines. This
may be to the disadvantage of some grazing permit holders

25-B. Logging activities will adversely affect the ground used for grazing by reducing forage both
temporarily and permanently. There is no way to use grazing permits during harvesting; it Is unsafe for
the permittee and cattle. Stocking reductions will occur as livestock concentrate on areas away from the
timber sale and overgrazing occurs. Aspen trees which provide shade for grass to grow In the dry part
of the summer will be lost. Road construction makes it difficult to distribute cattle effectively; road
closures do not work because they are not enforced.

RESPONSE' To avoid safety hazards, the Forest Service routinely coordinates logging and
accompanying road construction activities with grazing permit holders. No ovargrazing or reduction m
grazing levels are expected as a result of logging There Is no known case in recent history where a domestic
Iivestock permit was reduced on National Forest lands in Colorado as a result of imber harvesting activities.

Experience has demanstrated that timber harvesting opens up the ste which increases understory
vegetative production and creates a temporary, desirable forage mix that 1s attractive to domestic livestock
as well as to wildfe.

25-C. Ranchers want more acres to be cut because the openings give cattle more open grazing land and
temporary Increases in grazing can be provided. Cattle will not overgraze openings, but actually have
to be pushed Into them to graze. Slash left in openings reduces the amount of forage avallable to cattle.

RESPONSE: Logging stimulates plant growth that 1s usually temporary; hence, the increased
forage is not considered for long term use when plans are drawn up that establish the amount of forage
avallable for grazing allotrnents,

25-D. Timber sales should be planned in close coordination with affected livestock grazing permit
holders because timber harvesting can increase a rancher’s management costs.
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RESPONSE To help ranchers hold down costs, and to improve safety, timber harvests will
continue 1o be closely coordinated with permit holders.

25-E. Timber harvesting during drought years will force hoth cattle and big game onto private lands early
in the winter.

RESPONSE The maximur timber harvest in ayear 1s less than one percent of the entire National
Forests. Given this small area, timbenng's effect on plant stimulation is both minimal and temporary. For that
reason, it seems unlikely that timber harvesting would have a serious impact on livestock or wildife movement.
Drought, being a natural occurrence, can effect livestock and wildlife movement with or without timber
harvesting
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26. Should timber be harvested in unroaded areas? In semi-primttive, non-motorized
areas? (NOTE: The term "semi-primitive, non-motorized" describes areas that the
Forest Service tries to set aside for the benefit of those who prefer to hike or camp in
natural settings that are undisturbed by people.) [2 comments]

RESPONSE Most unroaded areas in the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunmson National Forests
will not be harvested this decade. There were 53 classified *roadless areas" on the Forest; in alternative 1G,
20 are scheduled for entry but oniy 4,485 acres, or 4 7 percent of the roadless area on the Forest will be
entered The current legal guidance i1s that roadless areas released from wilderness designation and/for study
are to be managed for multiple use purposes.

The term "semi-primitive, non-motorized® describes a type of recreation expenence that the Forest
Sarvice tries to achieve as part of the optimum mix of goods and services provided by the plan.

27. Why weren't the specific Recreational Opportunity Spectrum {ROS) and Visual
Quality Objectives (VQO’s) shown in the Proposed Amendment? (NOTE: Recreational
Opportunity Spectrum is the Forest Service method of defining the types of
recreational settings available in National Forests. It includes such classifications as
developed areas, unroaded natural areas, and semi-primitive areas. Forest Service
standards for the appearance of a given forested area are contained in what are called
Visual Quality Objectives.) [13 comments]

RESPONSE: Thorough ROS/VQO inventories and mapping were completed for the onginal Forest
Pian, published in 1983, and are part of that planning record. Suniliar maps are being updated for use in the
Forest Pian revision to be published in a few years They were not published (in map form) as part of the
amendment because they represent only the existing conditions (inventory) and not necessarily the managed
objective which may vary from inventory. The purpose of the Amendment was to assess timber demand and
supply potentials

27-A. The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement did not include driving-for-pleasure as
a recreation use -- the biggest contributor to enjoyment of the forests.

RESPONSE. Driving for pleasure 1s a major recreation in the National Forests It was included in the
onginal FEIS on pages [11-27 through 11-28 This document s still valid It was left out of the Draft SEIS because
driving-for-pleasure was not affected by changes proposed in the Amendment

28. There was concern that areas might not be reforested after cutting. [17 comments]

RESPONSE The National Forest Management Act requires that cut-over areas must be reforested.
Areas to be cut must be capable of being regenerated and must be so certified in site-specific documents,
These regeneration surveys are done three and five years after the regeneration cut to momitor the results
If montonng reveals site specific regeneration fatlures, appropriate actions will be taken including changing
our management actions and manually reforesting the site if necessary.

The Plan Amendment, page lIl-46 now reflects this five year regeneration requirement for lodgepole
pine also.
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28-A. Can the aspen forest be rebuilt after harvesting? The harvesting requirements are not strict
enough.

RESPONSE' Since the current aspen program began in 1984 in the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and
Gunnison National Forests, new aspen has been reproducing at a very prolific rate more than 95 percent of
the time Given this fact, there 1s little or no evidence to suggest that harvesting rules are too lax.

28-B. Nerther the Forest Service administration or Forest Service research understands the reason for
the 40 to 60 percent reforestation failure rate. Both refuse to look at soil productivity as a cause. Soil
compaction on roads, skid trails, and landings contributes to regeneration failures. Regeneration
failures affect Allowable Sale Quantity.

RESPONSE'Regeneration falures would affect fong-term ASQ (Allowable Sale Quantity) However,
current timber management practices are producing very low regeneration failure rates on the Grand Mesa,
Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests

Input receved dunng the draft comment penod from the Soill Conservation Service regarding soil
conditions was incorporated nto the analysis (see page Ii-5, 6 of the FSEIS) The Forest is aware of this newer
information and has already considered the possible effects of aspen clearcutting on albic sols This
awareness resulted in lower planned harvest levels in the first decade in certain areas on the Uncompahgre
Plateau.

28-C. There is a need to discuss the benefits of soil scarification (breaking up and loosening the soil
surface) to lodgepole pine and aspen regeneration.

RESPONSE Soil scanfication 1s important to the regeneration of lodgepole pine Whether the goal 1s
for natural or artificial regeneration, exposed mineral soil 1s best Moist mineral soil makes the best seedbed

The needs of aspen are different Aspen regenerates primarily by sprouting from underground root
systems -- hence, soil scanfication 1s not necessary for aspen (An exception might be made for estabhshing
aspen stands from seeds, but this is rarely needed )

28-D. Does the Draft Plan, page llI-41 {01) make sense? It nearly doubles the desired level [of lodgepole
pine regeneration] and will add expense to thinning costs. (NOTE- Page lll-41 (01) requires reforestation
of lodgepole pine and is followed by tables that outline desired density of trees planted per acre.)

RESPONSE"' Tables depicting planting densities are designed to be flexible in order to afford the forest
manager a range of options in meeting goals for each specific site

29. There is public concern about the impact of timber harvest roads on areas where
no roads now exist. [97 comments]

RESPONSE Scheduled timber sales within roadless areas will have new road construction to access
sale areas. Other than timber sale roads, no new road construction 1s planned that would be within areas that
are currently unroaded A current isting of all road construction planned for a two year penod s updated
annually and 1s availlable for public review at Forest Service offices Included in the road list are acres of
roadless areas accessed.,

. Morethan half of these three National Foresis were inventoried as roadless in 1979 It was not the intent

of Congress that the roadless areas released in 1980 for multiple use management be gwen special
management emphasis However, the semi-primitive nature of the roadless areas provides the opportunity
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and setiing for some of the areas to be managed for semi-primitive motorized use or semi-primitive
non-motorized recreation {1 e , hiking, horseback riding).

Planning and design for all hmber harvest areas -- roaded or not -- nclude analysis of visual, biological
diversity, and recreation opportunity concerns as well as economic viabilty. Public invalvement and
environmental analyses will be prepared for any future timber management activity or road construction
planned in unroaded areas

The Roubideau, Tabeguache, and Kannah Creek roadless areas were specifically noted by the public
as areas of concern. Please see FSEIS, IV-33, Table IV-10, for a display of how each alternative would affect
these three areas

Please see FSEIS, Pages [V-32-33, for details on the environmental consequences of timber
management and associated road construction on unroaded areas. A map of unroaded areas in the FEIS
displays the current status of unroaded areas and areas scheduled for commercial tmber in the next decade

29-A. The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement does not have a RARE [l map overlaid
with anticipated road construction, to show timber harvest road effects on roadiess areas.

RESPONSE As requested, the Forest Service has completed such a map and included it with the
SFEIS,

29-B. Comments indicate crisscrossing the West Elk Wilderness with new logging roads is a cause for
much concern.

RESPONSE. The law does not allow fogging, or construction of loggmg roads, in West Elk or any other
area designated as Wilderness by Congress.

29-C, Middle Fork is one of the few roadless areas left. Why ruin t?

RESPONSE* Middle Fork roadless area 1$ not scheduled for timber harvesting in the next decade A
sizable portion of this unroaded area 1s not included in the suited timber base

29-D. Let timber companies cut trees next to roads and close to towns instead of tearing up vegetation
deep in the forest.

RESPONSE" Please see the response to 29-D, above.

30. There is concern about the impact logging trucks could have on existing roads.
[100 comments]

RESPONSE" All road traffic affects the need for reparr of existing roads. The number of vehicles and
ther weight are significant factors that affect wear and tear on roads.

Asphalt roads, if constructed with an adequate gravel base and qualty control of the asphalt, should
not incur road damage from commercial truck traflic,

Dusty, washboarded gravel roads are a result of ight vehicle traffic as well as heavier log truck traffic.
Susceptability to washboarding is due to the gravel quality and grade of the road

Counties, unlike the Forest Service, are public road agencies and therefore receive road user taxes.
Thus, commercial users pay for their share of road maintenance/construction costs through federal and state
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road user taxes In addihion, counties recewe 25 percent of National Forest gross receipts {from such things
as timber sales, grazing permits, and ski area permits) to supplement county funds

30-A. Kebler Pass and other roads already need improvements. The impact of logging trucks will make
matters worse. A tremendous amount of money will have to be spent maintaining existing roads for
fogging trucks. Who will pay for it?

RESPONSE' County roads that serve as primary access to or through the National Forests are eligible
for Forest Service highway tfunds for reconstruction and upgrading. (See FSEIS Page H-90 and Appendix O
of the Amended Plan ) Kebler Pass Road 1s one such road In 1991, three bridges will be replaced on Kebler
Pass Road using Forest Service tighway funds. Taylor Canyon Road and Kebler Pass Road are the Forests’
two top priorities for Forest Highway projects Except for the briddges, neither road is included in the seven
year Forest Highway program of work because competition 1s great for the $4 million that 1s available annually
statewide

30-B. The logging industry should not be singled out as a cause of road damage; mining, livestock, and
tourism also damage roads.

RESPONSE: All traffic affects the repar and maintenance of roads Significant factors include the
number of vehicles, the weight of the vehicles, and the type of road

31. There is wide concern about the number of new roads required by timber harvest
levels in the Draft Amendment’s preferred alternative (Alternative 1E). [483 comments]

RESPONSE: As a result of public concerns and an internal review, a new preferred alternative
{Alernative 1G) 1s proposed However, the miles of road per million board feet harvested has increased from
the draft projections to more accurately refiect actual practices The GMUG Forest still builds fewer miles per
milien board feet harvested than 1s the average

Permanent reads are built or re-built under the terms of a timber contract only when the road will be
needed in the future Those roads are not oblfiterated after a timber harvest because it's too costly to rebuild
them every time they’re needed. However, most of these roads are closed to motor traffic after the harvest,
Closing these roads reduces their maintenance costs and improves animal habitat as well as access by horse
or by foot

in summary, when a road 1s needed, the most rellable and [east damaging to resources is a permanent
road -- one built 1IN accordance with plans and specifications, one operated and managed to meet resource
needs and objectives. The temporary road that is later obliterated or rehabilitated is far iess desirable.

31-A. The Forest Service continues to build hugely expensive gravel roads that are claimed as
multiple-use roads but in fact are only for imber, oil, and gas operations. For example, the new road up
Leroux Creek will be detrimental to the entire area. It will promote increased competition among users
and will destroy wildlife summer range.

RESPONSE* The reconstructied gravel road up Leroux Creek 1s a collector road that serves as the
primary access to the entire Leroux Creek drainage The road serves many purposes: hunting, grazing,
fishing, camping, timber, reservoir operations, and as a route g four-wheel drive roads as well as off-highway
vehicle trails.

Before reconstruction, Leroux Creek Road was deeply rutted and had boulders scattered across the
length of it The road also lacked adequate drainage in some places and was ercding away in others —
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contributing to sedimentation in Leroux Creek. For these reasons, this read also was very difficult to maintain
Reconstruction has solved all of these problems

While the improved road surface may mean more people will use the road, Leroux Creek drainage s far from
being overcrowded. An Increase In traffic may disperse some wildhfe away from the road; however, there 15
no evidence or reason to believe that wildife summer range will be destroyed by the road’s existence.

The cost of Forest Service roads are controlled by standards needed to ensure public safety and
protection of the National Forests,

Forest Service roads are designed to minimum standards needed for resource management and traffic
safety. A primary objectve in road design 1s to miimize ground disturbance, thereby mirumizing impacts on
natural resources (See Forest Direction for Arterial and Gollector Road Construction, Amended Plan, page
1-78.) This 1s accomplished by placing the road so it follows the lay of the land (i e , contours) and by building
mimimum-width, single-lane roads - as was done with Leroux Creek Road.

31-B. Twenty-two miles of new road construction annually will be destructive. This will require additional
road maintenance funding. Existing closed roads should not be reconstructed, but left closed.
Twenty-two miles of road construction for 63 MMBF is low. The regional average ratio is between 0.8
and 1.2 miles/MMBF. The DSEIS calls for a density of 0.349 miles/MMBF.

RESPONSE: Please see response fo Issue 31 Most new roads constructed will be closed 1o motornized
traffic following imber mangement actvities. During the road closure, only maintenance necessary to prevent
resource damage is performed This minimizes maintenance costs

Existing closed roads, If managed as local intermittant roads, are planned for future use Only minor
reconstruction should be needed on most closed roads that are being reopened for resource management
access lf they are managed as local short-term raads, they will be obliterated, rehabilitated, and remaoved
from the transportation system inventory as funding 1s available (See Forest Direction for Local Road
Construction, Amended Plan, page II-79)

The density of 0 349 miles of road/MMBF used in the DSEIS was low. The road density in the FSEIS
18 1 22 miles/MMBF. The major factor in a higher road density, 1s that a much larger portion of roads needed
far access in the harvest of aspen 1s estimated to be low-standard, local-intermittant, permanent road instead
of temporary road. The road mileage factor used in the FORPLAN computer model was derived by esumating,
on USGS Quad maps, the road mites needed for the timber sales planned for in the first decade {See Forest
white paper entitled "Road Construction and Road Reconstruction Coefficients Associated with Timber
Production* by Frank Robbins, 1980, which 1s available in the planning records.)

31-C. Logging roads disrupt long-term cattle movement patterns.

RESPONSE. Maintenance of allotment boundaries and vestock distribution patterns are included in
design critena the Forest Service uses for roads

31.D, Need both the miles of roads to be built and the miles of roads to be closed displayed in the FEIS,
RESPONSE The miles of road to be built 1s displayed on page -8 and 1n Appendix E and O of the
Amended Plan Other than predicting that a majanty of newly constructed road will be closed, the actual miles

of road to be closed will not be known untll analysis 1s done at the timber sale project planning level. The miles
of newly constructed road to be closed wiil be based on the criteria on page lll-76 of the Amended Plan.
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31-E. What are the impacts of extensive road expansion on small populations of endemic composite,
Rudbeckia Montana, whose distribution center is the Kebler-Horse Ranch Park corridor? Will roads
destroy these plants found no where else in the world?

RESPONSE: No road construction is planned in the Horse Ranch Park area in ttus Forest Plan.
Rudbeckia occidentalis var, montana 1s not listed as a threatened or endangered plant species. It grows
outside of the Kebler-Horse Ranch Park corndor and outside the state of Colorado,

32. There is concern about the opening, closing, maintenance, and safety of roads.
[254 comments]

RESPONSE. Pubiic safety will not be compromised because of [ack of maintenance funds. if funds are
not available, a road may be closed to motor use or marked as hazardous with proper warning signs (Please
see Amended Plan, page III-76 for transportation system management general direction, standards, and
guidelines )

All newly-constructed roads will be closed to public motorized use unfess documented analysis
supports keeping the road open. Conversely, all existing roads will be kept open to public motorized use
unless there are documented reasons for closing the roads. Durng timber harvesting operations, existing
open-road mileage will be reduced whenever possible

All roads not needed for multi-resource management will be obliterated at the earliest opportunity The
Forest has not recorded the miles of road obliterated in the past Existing roads to be oblterated also will be
identfied as part of any project analysis

Road maintenance 1s financed and accomplished in a variety of ways For exampie, direct financing
comes from Congress, timber-purchaser deposits, surface rock replacement deposits, and road-use permit
deposits In lieu of direct financing, maintenance may be accomphshed by cooperative agreements with
counties, by the road-use permit holder, by the timber purchaser, or by other cooperators, Where costs
exceed avarlable funding, it may be necessary to defer work, reduce mamntenance frequencies, close roads,
or allow roads to deteriorate However, public safety wil not be compromised.

Regulatory and warning signs on all Forest roads must be in accordance with the national signing
standard [1e the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)] Roads that are unsurfaced and
primitive -- for which you would need high clearance or 4-wheef drive vehicies -- are In the category of roads
not intended for public travel with a passenger car, These are excluded from MUTCD requirements, except
for regulatory and warning signs.

Public/user safety on National Forest roads 15 a key consideration in road design, operation, and
maintenance Some examples are

(1) Road Design The mix of traffic {log trucks and cars; cars and ATV’s, etc ), speed of traffic, volume
of trafiic, roadside conditions (1 e steep mountanside}, and the probability and severity of an accident
occuring, are components the Forest Service weighs In chocsing between a single lane or double lane road

{2) Road Operations Log hauling may be restricted to weekdays to avaid conflicts with high volumes
of recreation traffic on weekends

(3)Road Maintenance Dust abatement in the form of watering, aggregate stabilzation, or asphalt paving
of surfaces may be required to reduce hazards created by dust and to improve the recreation enjoyment of
all users,
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32-A. Increased logging traffic will turn scenic byways into a scary driving experience, Miller Mesa Road
is not fit for logging trucks; it’s unsafe and responsible for many accidents.

RESPONSE. No timber sales are scheduled in this Forest Plan that would use Miller Mesa road. Sales
after the year 2000 will be addressed In a revised Forest Plan to be prepared later in this decade,

32-B. Special emphasis should be placed on logging trucks. Communities such as Crested Butte do not
want logging trucks passing through town. Logging truck activity near populated areas can create noise
and dust problems, pose a safety hazard to children and pets, cause damage to personal vehicles, and
make it difficult to enjoy the right to one’s own home. Logging trucks should not be allowed on recreation
road corrnidors because they are too visible to tourists.

RESPONSE. The number of logging trucks coming inte Crested Butte using the Kebler Pass recreation
corndor should be minimal since the new preferred alternative (1G) elimmnates timber sales it the Kebler Pass
area. Routing commercial truck traffic around and away from populated areas i1s within the authonty of town
and county governments.

Combining road management elements (such as design, operation, and maintenance) with public
information and education programs on mountain driving enhances safe driving on forest roads, Still, the
most basic requirement I1s that all drivers use caution and common sense

33. A number of people are opposed to either "any" or "heavy" timber cutting in certain
areas. While there were many areas listed (several areas were only mentioned once),
the most frequently mentioned ones were:

Kebler Pass, Horse Ranch Park, McClure Pass, Mt. Sneffels area, Silver Jack, Taylor Park, Owl
Creek, Cimarron, Spring Creek, Lone Cone, Mount Axtell, lrwin-Lake, Hubbard Park, Black Mesa,
Leon Peak, North Fork Valiey, Uncompahgre Plateau, and Grand Mesa. [907 commenis]

RESPONSE: The Forest sertously considered these comments and as a result underwent an extensive
mapping effort to identify those lands that were considered especially important to the public in terms of
scenic and recreational values, Most of these lands were removed from the suited-timber land base and
therefore were not scheduled for timber harvest. In addition, they did not contribute towards long-term,
sustained-yield calculattons, The areas removed included most of the Kebler, McClure, and Owl Creek
Passes, and the Mt Sneffels area In other areas, the acreage of suited lands and those scheduled for timber
harvest In the first decade was reduced n the proposed Plan The map accompanymg the Forest Plan
Amendment displays the suted lands and those scheduled for harvest i the hirst decade

34. Some people support increased timber cutting or increased timber cutting in
specific areas. Some felt that timber harvesting is the best way to decrease insect and
disease infestations and maintain a healthy forest. Others supported using lodgepole
pine and beetle-killed ponderosa pine as a substitute for aspen in the production of
waferboard. Others stated that timbering levels should be relatively high so that
additional water would be available for down-stream uses. One person felt that timber
harvesting, as proposed, was 30 miles away from major highways and should not be
a visual concern, and that visual quality concerns were not valid concerns. [26
comments]
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RESPONSE. Please refer to the response to Issues 22 and 33 Both lodgepole pine and beetie-killed
ponderosa pine are available to ndustry. The Proposed Amendment calls for 22,400 MBF of lodgepole pine
be available in the ASQ (Allowable Sale Quantity)-- most of which comes from the Gunnison area

Water augmentation was not a primary objective of the timber program on the GMUG. While additional
water I1s produced for downstream users, water cid not determine the levels of timber to be harvested

Planming Regulations that govern Forest Planning ciearly identify visual resource management as an
important criteria In the process (36 CFR 219.21(f).

34-A. | support the goal of treating as large a percentage of an area in one entry as possible while
complying with standards and guidelines. Question the need for aspen CMAI being as high as 90 years.
Why limit DF clearcuts to 10 acres? Need to menitor criteria which define a created opening annually
to see if it has an effect on ASQ. New standard prescriptions are sound silviculture. It is good that credst
was given to timber management and TSPIRS in general direction 08,

RESPONSE., The culmination of mean annual increment {CMAI) for aspen was set at 80 years because
timber-yield curves indicated that this was the forest average The Douglas-fir clearcut policy was changed
on the Forest durning the draft pened to shelterwood and selection harvesting only, There is litle Douglas-fir
on the Forest that cortributes towards the ASQ

34-B. The catastrophic fires in Northern California and Yellowstone are an eéxample of what will happen
if we don’'t manage our National Forests.

RESPONSE This perception 1s accurate Lodgepole pine and ponderosa pine types are especially
vulnerable on this Forest. The maximum amount of treatment in these timber types, consistent with other
goals and objectives of the Forest, has been scheduled

34-C. Place emphasis on timber sales with fiber production in mind using silviculturally-sound
harvesting. Overmature stands should have the highest prionty

RESPONSE Ttus 1s the principle being followed in the Proposed Plan Overmature stands usually are
those scheduled for harvest to maximize efficiency and reduce insect and disease infestations

35. Some people expressed mixed opinions on the determination of "suited" timber
land. [26 comments]

RESPONSE. The FSEIS suited-timber land determination includes an additional step the DSEIS did
not include. The additional step 1s a determmation of "Not Appropriate” lands prior 1o the FORPLAN analysis
(See FSEIS Appendix B page B-9) The not-appropnate [ands were removed from Alternative 1G suited lands
based on excessive road costs, steep slopes, avoiding sensiive recreation or scenic areas, low productivity
sites, excessively rocky sites, and isolated tracts The not-appropriate land determination aiso identifies an
additional 61,000 not-tentatively-suited acres which could expernience irreversible soit damage 1If harvested

+ * ¥ {

The onginal 1983 Forest Plan tentatively suited land base (1,089,208 acres) 1s less than either the
DSEIS (1,314,900 acres) or FSEIS (1,253,541) This 1s due to a change between Forest Planning methods
used in 1983 and now. Currently a productivity criterton s not sufficient reason to classify lands as
nottentatively-suited. In 1983 a 20 cubicfoot/acre/year “was appropriate  The determination of
not-appropnate lands describad in the paragraph above removed low productivity sites from the Preferred
Alternative (Afternative 1G) suited land base Tentatively suited aspen timber lands decreased between the
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1983 Forest Plan and the FSEIS analysis when Ranger District managers dentified additional aspen acres
on poor sites and unstable souls.

The Preferred Alternative (1G) does include suited timber lands which are neither financially or
economically efficient. Despite claims by some, neither the National Forest Management Act or the associated
regulations (36 CFR 219) require timber lands to be financially or economically efficient

Alternative 1G’s suted-timber base 1s not perfect. Minor errors may still exist, such as the possible
inclusion of old clearcuts where reforestation efforts have falled These imperfections will be addressed in the
upcoming 1997 Farest Plan revision,

Timber demand was not a hmiting factor n the Alternative 1G suited-timber base, Suted-timber lands
are determined by the number of acres of trees needed to sustain a given timber production level indefinitely.
If the timber production level happens to be tmber demand, then tmber demand 1s a determining factor of
the suited-imber base.

36. Some people are opposed to all iogging on the National Forests. [125 comments]

RESPONSE: Logging on the National Forests is one of many uses that Congress has designated for
National Forests. Trees taken from the Forests help meet the nation's demand for wood products, including
timber for homes, furniture to fill them and firewood to heat them. Environmental regulations in the United
States are some of the strongest In the world

To ensure that National Forest timber will be renewed and available in centuries to come, the Forest
Service takes many measures to protect and regenerate our National Forests. The Forest Land Management
Plan sets the basic allocation of logging (and many other uses)} and indicates, generally, where it will occur,
Site-specific logging areas or timber sales, are then subjected to an environmental analysis process that
further refines the manner in which the harvest will cccur Timber sale contracts are put out for bid by private
industry who purchase and operate these sales Iin accordance with the timber sale contract,

Protection of other resources, such as wildlife, water, soll, cultural, and recreation is ensured by the
environmental analysis process. Measures that protect the environment are included in timber sale contracts
that reflect decisions made during the analysis process

36-A. The Plan Amendment does not address the destructiveness of logging equipment. Tracked or
wheeled equipment should not be used on slopes greater than 60 percent as stated on page it-57 of
the Plan Amendment. [NOTE: Page III-57 {2) prohibits legging on slopes steeper than 40 percent. The
intent of the rest of lIl-57 is to prevent activities that might damage resources in the National Forests.]

RESPONSE: The Forest Plan and its Amendment are designed to minimize or elminate the
destructiveness of logging Conventional logging equipment 1s restncied to slopes of 40 percent or less. (For
further detail, please see Plan Amendment pages [ll-41 and 42.)

36-B. Timber operators cut down trees that are too small to haul, cut straight roads, and make a big mess.

RESPONSE" True, some small trees do get cut down durng timber harvests; however, experience
indicates that this 1s the exception and not the rule, Because small trees represent the forests of the future,
monitoring takes place to ensure that an excessive number of small trees are not destroyed during harvest,

Roads are designed to fit the terrain, to offset slumping problems, and to mit the amount of intrusion
nto the forest, Although this means some roads are straight, the majority are not,
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There 15 a certan amount of debns associated with logging activities The Forest Service plans and
monitors harvests in order to mirmize this problem. However, much of what 1S seen as mess is actually made
up of snags, foliage, and branches that help protect arimal habitats and promote regeneration of the forest.

36-C. Don’t cut down 30,000 acres of my wilderness in the next ten years,

RESPONSE* No trees will be harvested in any location designated by Congress as a Wilderness Area.
Aspen harvest levels m the rest of the Forests have been reduced for the next decade significantly below the
30,000 acre figure.

36-D. Timber harvesting reduces ground water yields,

RESPONSE' Please see responses fo issues 10 and 45.

37. Several people are opposed to below-cost timber sales, sales that cost more to
prepare than the Forest Service is paid for them. [279 comments]

RESPCNSE The Forest Service Is required by law to manage National Forests for many uses The
Forest Service has no mandate to carry out “above cost* programs in any of the multiple-use pragrams it
manages Timber sales are not alone in the *below-cost category” Recreation, range, and other programs
do not pay for what it costs the Forest Service to manage them

The Forest Service continually monitors and challenges the cost of managing the Grand Mesa,
Uncompahgre, and Gunmison National Forests This 1s done to narrow the gap between costs and revenues.

Areas that were selected in the Final Amendment as being suited (hmber) lands are those that also
have the best economic viability 1t also Is anticipated that revenues for timber products will continue to
Increase along with market prices

The new Preferred Alternative (1G) calls for a signficant reduction in the amount of timber that will be
harvested each vear. In turn, that will contribute to efforts to reduce below cost sales,

37-A. The draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement did not mention the Forest Service has
the power to raise aspen prices to cover the cost of planning, roading, and administering timber sales.

RESPONSE. The effects of rate increases are displayed in Chapter 2 of the SEIS. The decision process
to change rates 1s beyond the scope of this Forest Plan Amendment

38. Some people ask that the Forest Service limit timber harvest to the amount of timber
the forest can grow. [7 comments]

RESPONSE: Alternative 1G proposes an average annual harvest of 38 4 mithon board feet which 1s
substantially less than the three National Forests can grow. Yield projections indicate that some 103 0 mullion
board feet per year could be harvested from the three Forests each year, fcrever, based on timber growth

The Forest Plan will be revised within 7 years At that time all of these figures will be recalcuiated to
develop a new annual program, one that will continue to ensure long-term sustamned yield,
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39. Some people are concerned about provisions for an "Opportunity Availability
Component' (OAC) that would have allowed increased timber harvesting without
revising the Forest Plan. [6 comments]

RESPONSE: The opportunity avalablity component (OAC) was a level of timber volume (7 milion
board feet) proposed in the Draft Amendment which was 1n addition to the established ASQ (Allowable Sale
Quantity) It was to be made available to industry if imber demand increased during the first decade, without
addihional analysis However, the final Forest Plan Amendment does not offer an OAC. The proposed ASQ
18 the average annual level of harvest the Forast believes 18 sustamable for the next decade in the preferred
alternative Ratsing this level would mean entering scenic and visually senstitive areas and possibly violating
standards and guidelines Therefore, no OAC was considered in any of the alternatives in the FSEIS

40. There was concern about the treatment and disposal of logging debris. [190
comments]

RESPONSE' Much of what i1s seen as logging debns 1s actually matenal that 1s intentionally left in
harvested areas in order to improve animal habitat or to return nutrients to the sall,

The level of treatment in logging debris depends on many vanables including the potential for fire
hazards, the need to mamntan scenic corndors, or to protect the soll. Other factors include access or
movement by animals as well as the need for future management of the area

No single method of brush-and-debns control will sutt all needs That's why the Forest Service
considers disposal plans ndividually for each site Those plans are based on an analysis of the environment,
management abjectives, and sidvicultural needs.

40-A. Logged areas do not have to be cleaned up; roads and other disturbances do not have to be
restored {o a natural appearance.

RESPONSE Please see the responses to Issue 32

40-B. I'm appalled at the cut timber and sifash laying around for years. The proposed plan does not
address reclamation after timber harvesting.

RESPONSE. Reclamation and brush-disposal plans are part of each timber sale planning process For
that reason, they normally are not included in a Proposed Amendment.

40-C, Don't leave a bunch of decaying sfash and stumps to spoil scenic beauty. Clearcutting done in
Cimarron 30 years ago has not started to heal. Logging roads on West Dalias, above Box Factory, have
devastated the forest. Piles of timber (several) stories high are still visible and will take hundreds of
years to come back.

RESPONSE, Past logging and cleanup activities, especially those that occurred in the Fifties and
Sixties are noted for their incomplete cleanup and poor road design and mamntenance Today’s timber sale
actvities are much stricter and must comply with Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines as well as with timber
sale contract clauses. Transportation system planning, environmental analysis, and effective layout and
adrministration will prevent these poor examples of forest management in the future
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41. Many people are opposed to clearcutting. [240 comments]

RESPONSE. Clearcutting must be used in aspen and lodgepole pine trees because this is the only
type of cutting that will stmulate natural regeneration. (Lodgepole pire stands that bear cones that open
without heating {non-serotonous cones) may be partially cut and obtain regeneration )

Clearcutting in any other timber type would be an exception, and 1s done only to remove salvage or
diseased trees. Clearcutting primanly has the effect of changing snow deposition patterns which, in turn,
affect tming of runoff, There will be shght increases in total runoff, given the small clearcut openings
prescribed in the Forest Plan Amendment Clearcutting may sometimes raise the water-table in specific areas
but should not lower it.

41-A. Clearcutting will destroy conifer trees in aspen stands and convert the entire stand to juvenile
trash.

RESPONSE: Part of the reason for clearcutting mature aspen stands is to remove fir trees from the
stand Shade from fir trees impedes the growth of aspen trees which are quite intolerant of shade. Without
shade, clearcut aspen stands grow vigorously at the rate of 8,000 to 30,000 trees per acre to reach a height
of five feet within five years and full maturity within 80 tc 100 years

41-B. Clearcutting will reduce future job opportunities for loggers.

RESPONSE, Because of vigorous re-growth, aspen clearcutting may actually increase future logging
jobs

41-C, The area will be devastated by clearcutting. It will threaten tourism, ranching, and recreation, It
will increase road construction, erosion, and siltation,

RESPONSE- Widespread devastation would result from massive clearcutting of entire mountamns or
valleys However, such destruction i1s not possible in the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunrison National
Forests, given the small scale on which clearcutting 1s done and the degree of planning that goes into each
timber sale [NOTE. Aspen clearcutting under the new preferred alternative (1G) would amount to 00046
percent of the three National Forests per year.]

Under the new preferred alternative, no significant increase 1n road construction will result Erosion and
siitation will be minimized through the planmng and admmistration process

41-D. Clearcutting takes a long time to come back. Stands will not be replaced in our Ilifetime.
Satisfactory reclamation has not occured on many previous logging sites, such as Mount Axtell and
1960s clearcuts in the Cimarron and Mount Sneffels areas. Visual impacts of clearcutting already have
adversely affected vacation areas. Should not allow logging in southwest Colorado as the climate i1s too
dry and the land too beautifut to sc¢ar.

RESPONSE" A few spruce-fir stands were clearcut 30 years ago and did not grow back as expected
For that reason, spruce-fir and ponderosa pine are no longer ciearcut except in limited situations when
needed to eliminate insects or disease However, clearcutting is the preferred method of harvesting aspen
(Please see responses o Comments 41, 41A, and 41C, above ) Clearcut aspen stands begin resprouting
within months after harvest -- sprouts that grow five feet in five years. Lodgepole pine begins regenerating
within five years,

41-E. A clearcutting buffer is needed around wilderness areas because clearcuts on the boundary can
cause erosion and kill trees inside the wilderness,
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RESPONSE Buffer zones around wilderness are not Forest Service national policy because there1s
no record of clearcuts killing adjacent trees inside or outside of a wilderness

41-F. Forests should be selectively cut and managed on a sustained-yield basis. Clearcutting will eave
unsightly areas, increase erosion, increase stream sedimentation, and adversely affect fish and wildlife.
Clearcutiing and shelterwood harvesting should not be considered.

RESPONSE The Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunrison National Forests have been managed
on a sustained-yield basts since the start of the Forest Service more than 80 years ago.

Selective cutling -- or uneven-aged management -- 1 an accepted and permitted method of harvest
that ts used in the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests far spruce-fir and ponderosa
pine under the Forest Plan Amendment. However, constraints created by the need to reduce below-cost sales
limit the degree to which this expensive harvesting method can be used on those species. (Please see
Alternative 1D.) Instead, the shelterwood method of harvesting often 1s preferred -- a method that creates a
senes of partial cuts over two or three decades

Selective cutting 1s not well suited to harvesting aspen because it imits regrowth of cut aspen The
most vibrant regrowth takes place it aspen after it has been clearcut, Freshly clearcut areas may be unsightly
but only temporanly so Within a few months after a harvest, thousands of aspen shoots per acre spring forth
from the old root system and grow about five feet tall in five years.

With the planning, harvesting, and monitoring methods outhined in the Final Amendment, no problems
are anhicipated with erosion or sedimentation due to clearcutting. No significant adverse effects on wildlfe
or fish have been recorded as a result of aspen clearcuts and none are expected.

41-G, Allowing clearcutting will encourage the area’s economic dependence on commercial lumbering
and increase pressure for more clearcutting.

RESPONSE* The area has long been dependent on timbering for income and employment. No
noticeable shift In these factors was noted when the practice of clearcutting spruce fir was abandoned -- and
none is expected to result from the new Preferred Alternative (1G).

Increased demand for clearcutting will not create more clearcuts The method of harvest -- and the
amount of harvest -- are controlled by forest growth

41-H. Replanting after clearcuts does not restore the ecosystem and animal habitat -- because the Forest
Service only plants one kind of tree. Have not seen replanting on the Grand Mesa.

RESPONGSE: The Forest Service has planted ponderosa ping, douglas fir, and englemann spruce trees
on the Grand Mesa and elsewhere in these National Forests A major replanting program 1s planned for the
southern Uncompahgre National Farest where mountain pine beetles have kiled large stands of Panderasa
Pine

The above tree species normally are not clearcut during harvests. Aspen normally is harvested by the
clearcut method, however, it regenerates well without replanting By keeping aspen cuts relatively small -- and
designing sales so that each aspen harvest is surrounded by uncut trees -- damage to animal habitat and
the ecosystem 1s avoided.

41-J. Where is the analysis showing the pros and cons of the different harvest methods? It is clearly
stated that clearcutting is the preferred alternative, which can only be for economic reasons -- not for
the health of the foresis. Differences in cost are not as great as the public imagines. Shelterwood is
deliberately abused by defimng it as two or three stage clearcuts. Where js the thumbnaii sketch of target
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tree silvics? There is no standard to make good use of good growers; instead, endemics are replaced
by genetically superior exotics.

RESPONSE: Forest Service sivic methods are discussed and modeled in "Silvicultural Input for Forest
Plan,” (dated 8/31/87} by Arthur L. Haines - a copy of which is available as part of the planrung records.

Endemics are not replaced with exotics, Cornufer trees are replanted with seedlings grown from cones
that onginated in the same seed zone that the seediings are planted n.

Ciearcutting 1s used only in aspen and lodgepole pine tree types and only when it 1s the optimum
silvicultural method of harvesting.

41-K. There will always be newly-cut aspen patches to affront the visitor.

RESPONSE Freshly cut aspen harvests do not long remam without trees Rapid, vibrant regrowth
begins within weeks and covers the clearcut from view within two to three years.

Given the size of the three National Forests (3,000,000 acres) and the Alternative 1G annual aspen
harvest (1376Average, clearcuis should be widely spread As indicated in the Final Amendment, clearcuts
will be relatively small, located outside of scenic corrdors, and designed to blend into the natural contours
of the land.

42. There are mutually contradictory opinions on when a stand of trees is ready to be
harvested. [3 comments]

RESPONSE. The National Forest Management Act of 1976 directs the Forest Service to harvest timber
whien stands become mature The means directed to be used for determining rotation ages or rotation fengths
1s the Culmination of Mean Annual Increment (CMAI). CMAI 1s the age at which the average annual growth
18 greatest for a stand of trees. Please also refer to the glossary in the FSEIS,

42-A. Why does the Forest Service say 95 percent of culmination of mean annual increment growth when
36 CFR 219.16 clearly says 100 percent?

RESPONSE. 36 CFR 219.16, (a)(2)(m) states "In accordance with the established standards, assure
that all even-aged stands scheduled to be harvested during the planning period wili generally have reached
the culmination of mean annual increment [CMAI] of growth®.

The Twnber Resource Planning Handbook, FSH 2409.13, 32.1 states "In general, base minimum rotation age
on the length of time required to achieve volums production equivalent to at least 95 percent of CMAI as
expressed in cubic measure"

In the practical world, timber inventory 15 used to determine if stands have reached the point of CMAI These
inventories occur up to ten years ahead of the harvest If CMAI 1s detected or a stand is close to culminating,
then the stand has up to ten years additional growmng time before harvesting occurs. This lag between
inventory and harvest allows for a "cushion® The 95 percent rule takes this cushion into account

In normai tmber sale planning, stands are priontized for treatment, Those stands which are past CMAI
are given a higher pricrity for regeneration harvests than younger stands. The younger stands are left
because regenerating the entire forest in one entry 1s imprudent -- hence the prioriization Most stands
scheduled to be harvested are clearly beyond CMAL
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42-B. CMAI ages in the Proposed Amendment, on page Ill-38, are too low for most Grand Mesa,
Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forest timber stands -- which violates National Forest
Management Act CMAI requirements.

RESPONSE. CMAI ages hsted in the Forest Plan on Page 1l1-43 are the results of growth and yield
studies of average site conditions encountered on the forest These figures are guidelines only As part of
the prioriization of stands for regeneration harvest treatments, actual growth I1s used. Each stand will differ
to some degree as to when the culmination will occur, Management objectives, specific stand conditions, site
quality, and desired product size all infiuence when CMAI is reached

42-C. CMAI was incorrectly determined; RMYLD2 values are unrellable. CMAI should reflect a range of
values and should be based on management objectives.

RESPONSE:' In actual application, CMAI does indeed reflect a range of values which are based
speciically on management objectives, site quality, and stand conditions The values displayed in the Forest
Plan are only intended as averages. As stated on Page lil-43 m the Plan, *Vanations from the Rotation Age
table will be documented In the site specific silvicultural prescrptions®

The CMAI ages listed are the best estimates for the average site conditions found on the forest.
RMYLD2 and GROW are simply tocls which aid in estimation. The simulators are not perfect, but represent
the best tools which were availlable at the time. Reliability of computerized growth and yield simulators 1s
directly related to the skill level of the user. Since input stand conditions can vary greatly, the resulting
projection will vary greatly. The user must be careful in entering data and interpreting the results.

43. Some people were concerned, or confused, by jargon, errors, or editorial
oversights that appeared in the Plan Amendment. [17 comments]

RESPONSE The Plan Amendment did not, in all cases, meet Forest Service quality standards due to
staff size and the sheer volume of work A concerted effort was made to minimize factual and typing errors
-- ag well as the use of jargon -- in this Final Environmental impact Statement Because this document must
be able to withstand legal review In the courtroom, it was not possible to eliminate all jargon However, the
definittons for most such terms are included in the Glossary to the FSEIS, Appendix D If errors or unexplained
terms still exist, please contact your nearest Forest Service office for further details

44. Many people feel clearcuts and other timber harvests are unsightly. [140
comments]

RESPONSE: Clearcutting and other forms of tmber harvesting are unsightly to some people; others see them
as short-term disruptions necessary to harvest wood products and employ people The GMUG makes every
effont to Wentfy those areas where the wisual quahties are especially wnportant and to design timber sales
that fit into the surrounding landscape, using the Visual Management System

44-A, There should be a 200 foot buffer between existing roads and aspen harvesting. Would rather
USFS lose money building more roads to hide logging.

RESPONSE' Universal restrictions such as a mandatory 200 foot buffer are not considered good forest

management It s better to examune each proposed timber sale in the environmental analysis and determine
what will best meet the objectives of that area
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44-B. Aspens and fern undergrowth are beautiful but will be gone if the aspen overstory is cut. The thick
regeneration will prevent the ferns from returning

RESPONSE. These ferns are beautiful and are usually associated with mature aspen stands They will
be elminated during clearcutting but will return as the stand matures again The Forest 1S proposing o
clearcut only two-tenths of one percent (0.002%) percent of the Forest’s aspen annually, so old growth aspen
will still be abundant

44-C. Logging should be small scale, using smaller trucks and equipment and operating in smaller
patches. Logging road and iimber sales should allow for substantlal visual screening around existing
trails, campgrounds, and viewspots.

RESPONSE' The economics of smaller operations mandate timber sales and related equipment be of
adequate size to turn a profit Trails, campgrounds, and other recreation-related features are screened,
protected, or sometimes even enhanced by timber management activities

44-D, Clear cuts greater than 10 acres do horrible things to visual qualty.
RESPONSE Please see the response to Issue 44 (above).
44-E. The proposed Plan could cause irreparable damage to scenic western Colorado.

RESPONSE The new Proposed Alternative (1G) has senously considered the impact of aspen
harvests in scenic areas and has eliminated most of them from the suited land base

44-F. Wilderness users will be able to see clearcuts and roads outside of wilderness, which will threaten
the integrity of wilderness acres and vistas.

RESPONSE While 1t 1s true that some clearcuts and roads can and will be seen from wilderness areas,
there is clear direction that buffers next to wilderness are not appropriate management of non-wilderness
fands Proposed timber management activities within view of wilderness areas can be planned and
implemented to mitigate the visual effects

44-G. Visual Quality Objective (VQO) standards may be met in the Plan, but they allow significant
degradation of exisling scenery. Aiternatives 1B, 1C, and 1E have a refatively high number of acres with
a "heavily altered" appearance, but the plan says there will be no effect to visuals. Logging will occur
next to campgrounds and within one mile from existing roads. Recreation travelers will see the timber
sales.

RESPONSE" Alternative 1B is no longer being considered in detal. Afternative 1C calls for no acres
of clearcutting, and the effects of 1E, which are displayed in Chapter IV of the FSEIS, now reflect that
sigrificant visual distuptions would occur If this alternative were selected

44-H. Clearcutting will spoil the view from the place we intend to build for commercial recreation
purposes.

RESPONSE:' If visible from your location, clearcutting effects will not be widespread or long term

44-J. After timber harvesting, mature conifer cannot be replaced visually for many years, which will
destroy lush stands of colorful spruce and aspen.
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RESPONSE Please see the response to Issue 41-A

45. Some people feel that Forest Service has overstated water values (both in terms of
dollars and volume) in order to justify timber sales. [114 comments]

RESPONSE Water values can not justify timber sales, nor are commercial tmber sales primarnly
implemented 1o augment waterflows Water yield increases were considered incidental to the objectives of
tmber harvests (See WM-93, original Environmental Impact Statement) Generally accepted analysis
procedures allow for the valuation of increased water yields where appropriate.

Extensive Forest and Range Expenment Station research has shown that harvesting timber in small openings
(less than five times as wide as the height of surrounding trees) increases water yield. The size of harvested
areas is critical because it 1s possible to decrease water yield by creating large openings Recent research
(Troendle 1987) also shows water yield increases for selective {partial} cutting

Water yield increases do not directly add moeney to the Federal Treasury but do produce benefits for
downstream users Some of the water yield increases that occur because of early tmber harvests are stored
m downstream reservoirs untl needed. These provide power generation, recreation, trrgation, and
desalnization. It 1s iImportant to note that the Forest Service claims no water nghts for increased water flows

46. People hold mixed views on timber harvesting effects on fish and wildlife. [154
comments]

RESPONSE Timber harvesting could help or harm fish and wiidlife. The difference lies in the degree
of consideration given to the needs of fish and wildlife before a tmber sale 1s made To ensure that fish and
wild!fe are fully protected, the Forest Service uses a vast array of biological considerations and scientific data,
as well as Standards and Guidelines found in the Proposed Amendment, Chapter lll. There 1s evidence of
the success of this approach over the past 85 years. The Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunrnison National
Forests has one of the nation’s largest Bighorn Sheep herds, gold medal trout fishing, and plentiful deer and
elk herds

46-A. Clearcuts greater than .33 acres fo 1.5 acres -- or 250 feet wide -- are unusable by most wildlife.

RESPONSE The size of an opening, created or natural, has an effect on wildlife but the effect varies
with each species The Forest Service uses Management Indicator Spectes to describe the effects on the
different species The size of a created opening is dependent upon many things, including, but not imited
to Patton Edge Index, Edge Structure Contrast, vicinity of human disturbance, topography, and stand size,
to insure regeneration and prevent blowdown Openings of more than .33 to 1 5 acres will not adversely affect
any of the Management Indigator Species or the species they represent.

The issue 1s much more complex than just the size of an opening. Planning for an acceptable level of
habitat effectiveness and vertical and horizontal diversity will provide more benefits to a wide range of wildlfe
species than the size of operings.

Based upon numerous scientific findings, it has been concluded that for openings in the forest for big
game, 26 acres I1s optimum for summer range (Thomas, 1979) and 10 to 40 acres 1s acceptable (Lyon 1976).
In the majority of forest projects, units will not be over 30-35 acres. Based on Thomas {1979), for maximum
use by elk and deer, forage areas should have no point farther than 183 meters (600 ft.) from the edge of
cover, The Forest Service will stay within those limits,
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46-B, Clearcutting aspen produces a thicket of regrowth which i1s very difficult to hike through, which
decreases available livestock and wildlife forage, and which 1s too thick for big game to use as hiding
cover.

RESPONSE (Please see page [V-41,42,43 of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
for detalled information.)

There may be very heavy regrowth immediately following treatment But within five years self pruning
occurs and provides big game access for foragmng Once the stand reaches at least six feet in height, with
a minimum of 1,000 stems per acre, it will provide hiding cover dunng the summer months Big game access
being imited by profuse regrowth 1s not a problem [n smail areas where thick regrowth does deter movement,
it 1s only short term

Certainily, in some areas where regeneration 18 as fhigh as 30,000-pius stems per acre, hiking can be
difficult But thuis will not pose a significant impact because aspen harvest areas are relatively small

46-C. it is not true, as stated in the Draft Supplemental Environmentai impact Statement (DSEIS) page
IV-41, that mature aspen without regeneration provides little forage and hiding cover.

RESPONSE* The above commert 1S correct The discussion on page (V-41 of the DSEIS addresses
the limited aspen suckers for browse, and does acknowledge the available grass and forb foraging available
in these type of aspen stands Mature aspen stands without regeneration do provide cover and abundant
understory vegetation for big game on the National Forests It 1s recogmized that mature aspen communilies
are one of the most productive forage types on big game summer ranges for forbs and grasses The
discussion presented inthis section of the DSEIS also presents the concept of the production and avaitability
of aspen regeneration for ng game browse on winter range In general, young regenerating aspen stands
produce prolific numbers of aspen suckers which can provide browse for big game. Older, mature aspen
stands without regeneration do not provide this level of avallable browse in terms of aspen suckers The
avalabibty of aspen suckers 1o big game can be important to habiiat on winter ranges Wherever mature
aspen stands without regeneration occur on big game winter range, there will be fewer aspen suckers as
browse. Vegetative treatments to regenerate these stands couid result in more aspen suckers for big game
browse.,

46-D. It is difficult to accept the claim that the expanded logging program will not have a negative effect
on fishing resources, including commercial fishing.

RESPONSE' No reference was made that “an expanded logging program wilf not have a negative effect
on the fishing resources, including commercial fishing" The impacts to fisheries for the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) page IV-45 were based on the relative differences in activities
throughout the alternatives.

The Environmental Consequences section for Aquatic Resources does not state that "expanded
logging will have no negative impacts’ on aquatic resources Instead, the degree of impacts were considered
and based prnmarly on logging activities, road construction, culvert placement and asscciated activities At
this time, It can oniy be assumed that the impacts will vary according to the intensity of other activities
associated with loggmng The DSEIS only states which activities would have the least impact on aquatic
resources and nowhere states that these activities would have no impacts

46-E. l/we support/oppose the downgrade from 75 percent to 40 percent in the
Proposed Amendment on page [l1-23 (01-a)

RESPONSE In the final plan, the numbers will be changed from 40% to 60% for deer and slk cover
near roads that have high human use
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46-F. The Keystone process did not cover the change in the Proposed Amendment {Page lil-24 (01-b}].
Why are the increased restrictions needed and how has their effectiveness been proven?

RESPONSE The Keystone process was intended only to achieve consent between parties for a level
of timber harvest. During the Amendment process, the Forest Service took the opportunity to change some
things that simply were wrong, unfeasible, or could not be achieved. Forests throughout the Rocky Mountain
Region attempted to implement the hiding cover standard In the current Plan and found they couldn’t
Subsequently, a Regronal task force was estabhished and a new mding cover standard, based on habitat
effectiveness, was agreed upon The new standard 1s implementable and will adequately provide a desired
level of habttat effectiveness for wildlife, using elk as an indicator. This standard does not increase restnetions
for iding cover It actually makes them less restrictive, but achievable, Please also see the respaonse to lssue
18.

46-G. How does clearcutting affect habitat fragmentation?

An important objective of wildife habitat management on National Forests 1s to maintain or enhance
the diversity of habtats Habitat diversity 1s dependent upon the relaive abundance and arrangement of
vegetatwe communities throughout the Natonal Forests The oscurrence of vegetative communities s
dependent upon the environmental tolerances of the communities themselves The age and structural
diversity of those vegetative communities are also dependent upon natural environmental factors but can also
be managed through a varety of vegetative treatments and management strategies such as clearcuthing,
prescribed burning, or protection.

Management applied to maintain and/or enhance vegetative diversity can be effective in enhancing wildlife
species richness by induecing a vanety of age classes within the vegetation In general this management
strategy 1s beneficial to the greatest vanety of wildlife species and species that are known as edge-dependent
species There also are wildlife species known as forest-intenor species that require large blocks of a specific
vegetation community or age classes of that community Habitat fragmentation can result from clearcutting
or any other management tool applied to large blocks of a continuous community type to enhiance diversity
Wildlife species depending on the interior areas of the forest would have therr carrying capacities reduced
proportionally to the amount of fragrmentation Mimmurn habitat sizes have been determined for many of the
wildlife species found on the National Forests. Habitat blocks of sufficient size are determined by a wildlfe
biologist during the evajuation and inihal planruing phases of a proposed vegetation treatment to provide for
the needs of mmmimum viable populations

46-H. What are the effects from increased summer browse on an exploding deer and elk popuiation --
and winter range capacity?

RESPONSE* Only an estimated 10 percent of the elk and deer that summer on the National Forests
also winter on the National Forests -- due to average climates The other 80 percent spend winter at lower
elevations on public lands and adjacent private lands. Elk and deer populations are limited pnmarnly by
available winter range During the past several years in Colorado winter conditions have been mild, enabling
big game to use higher elevation transiticnal ranges during the winter months and experience higher survival
and population growth

Habutat improvement projects on the National Forests are not designed to create more browse or
increase populations of big game, but to enhance the condition and availability of forage species on
transitional range located between winter range and summer range The intent Is to create conditions
favorable to big game use which will affect the duration and distribution of big game use This will relieve
grazing pressure on traditional winter ranges located on lower elevation public lands and adjacent private
lands and improve the abiity of big game to achieve their potential capabiiies
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46-J. Decayed aspen provides homes to many birds, homes to mammals, and food for beaver.

RESPONSE The above comment 1s correct Diversity and snag requirements i the Pian will provide
adequate habitat for these species (Please see Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement page
IV-38 and 39.)

46-K. Timber cutting will negatively effect deer, elk, and fishing. Wildlife is displaced during logging
operations. Wildlife eat aspen and conifer regeneration and retard reforestation Heavy truck and worker
traffic increase mortality. Increased access to logged areas increases ORV use and hunted wildlife will
suffer, Non-game wildiife surrenders habitat to logging operations and faces additional competition for
habitat. Increased traffic will decrease habitat effectiveness.

RESPONSE* Timber management and logging activities do effect wiidiife and fish habitats. Wildlife 1s
particularly affected by management achivities such as logging Timber harvesting can be, and is, used as
a management tool to manipulate forested areas to enhance existing wildlife habitat One of the main goals
of habitat management on the National Forests 1s 1o mamntam or enhance the diversity of existing vegetation
and associated wildife habitat The diversity of available habitat 1s dependent upon the refative abundance
and arrangement of potential vegetation throughout the National Forests Management activities such as
timber harvest can be used to induce age class and structural diversity withun existing forested communities
to create habitat conditions favorable to a variety of wildiife species Those species most benefitted by this
type of management are those referred 1o as edge-dependent species, species that utlize combinations of
two or more vegetation types or age classes of a vegetation type. Many of these benefiting species are
classified as non-game by the State of Colorado.

Logging activities and vehicular use of road systems and trails is known to affect the wildlife habitat
effectiveness of an area as well To mihigate this impact, timber sale contract clauses and "best management
practices” are implemerted to avoid logging adjacent areas simultangously to provide security areas for
displaced wildlife or to prevent disturbance during critical periods of an amimal’s ife cycle, such as elk calving
Temporary and low standard timber access roads are used when possible to facilitate timber harvest and
aflow subsequent closure of the area to motarized vehicles, after logging Following the timber sale, open road
densities and vehicular use are managed to comply with the Forest Travel Plan and reésource management
direction for the area

Dunng the planning and evaluation phases of any proposed timber sale, a wildhfe biologist 1s included
as a member of the project interdisciplinary team. That person works with the team to evaluate the current
and potential wildife habitat capabiliies of the area and recommends alternatives to the design of the overall
timber sale to achieve habrtat management goals for the area That person also monitors the effects of
implementing the selected management alternative upon the anticipated results to wildlife habitat,

46-L. What does 40 percent of elk habitat effectiveness mean and how does it affect timber production?

RESPONSE {Please see the discussion on habitat effectiveness in the Draft Supplemental
Environmental impact Statement (DSEIS) pages [V-41 and 42 | Habitat Effectiveness for elk is a function of
roads, vegetative type and structural stages Each combination of the number of miles of roads and acres
In each vegetative structural stage has coefficients between 0 - 1 0, A value of 1 0 being the optimum habitat
(5 will be half as effective habitat) in terms of cover, forage, and human disturbance based on road use.
Different coefficients are used for prmary, secondary and primitive roads based on ADT's (average daily
traffic) Analyzing upon a diversity unit, usually a 4th arder watershed or 5,000 to 20,000 acres, the type and
miles of road and all vegetative types and therr structural stages are entered into a model called HABCAP
This model will analyze all the coefficents for the roads and vegetation and provide a percentage of potential,
with 100% being optimum, The standard referred to requires a minimum of 40 percent of potential The model
will tell us, within a diversity unit, the percent of potential the area can provide for elk This 1s only used as
atooi to give an relative indication of alternatives of timber harvesting and may not be an absolute value The
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degree to which # affects timber harvesting 15 dependent on the current vegetative makeup. Without
considering roads, if the entire diversity area is forested the habitat effectiveness would be low and timber
harvesting would be encouraged to provide foraqing areas and improve the effectiveness If the area had a
substantially larger amount of opemings that provided forage and lacked adequate cover, the effectiveness
would be low, and timber harvesting would be deterred until such time as vegetative response provided
adequate cover

46-M. I/we are concerned about the lost of aspen on declining black bear populations. Clearcuts mean
the loss of spring and summer seasonal ranges for bears, displacement of bears from human access,
and an increase in bear peaching.

RESPONSE. Nowhere throughout therr range in Colorado can black bears be considered numerous
They have evolved as long-Iived species with exceptionally low reproductive rates and low natural mortality
rates. Unlike elk and deer, the rate of increase for black bear populations 1s low Harvest potential for black
bear poputations 1s kewise low.

Aspen communities an the National Forests are recognized as being important to black bear reproduction
and survival. Aspen habitats are vital for recovery from hibernation and as summer habitats for cub-nursing
females Aspen commurnties and mixed gambel ocak-aspen communities provide a diversity of succulent
understory vegetation. The mature stands of aspen which are not invaded by conifers provide the greatest
production of understory grasses and forbs within the aspen community type Clearcutting or other vegetative
treatments can and are being used to regenerate existing aspen communities to perpetuate stands that could
be potentially lost o comfer invasion or lack of regeneration

During the imitial analysis phase of proposed aspen timber sales, existing stand conditions and habitat
capabilities are estimated for a variety of wildlife species inhabming the sale area Aspen stands which are
conifer-invaded or jack suffictent regeneration to perpetuate the stands are identified for potential treatment.
Additional Imiting factors to habitat effectiveness such as open-road densibes and veticular use of the area
are also identfied at this time Opportunities to alleviate existing habitat hmitations are then included as
mimgation and enhancernent measures in the project evaluation

46-N. Elk avoid logged areas and move onto private lands. Local farmers and ranchers are already
suffering severe losses from game damage. After logging and opening to public use, deer and elk will
continue to stay on private land. The Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) must quantify the
estimated game damage to private land due to timber sales.

RESPONSE. Elk and deer movements and use patterns can be infiuenced by human activities On the
National Forests these effects can result from fimber management activibes or the amount of open roads
avallable for motonzed public use As big game amnimals are displaced from areas of disturbance, they seek
refuge i adjacent inaccessable or undisturbed areas If these activities are of a large enough magnitude
within a watershed, and adjacent watersheds do not provide adequate ievels of habitat effectiveness, these
animals may be displaced to private lands; provided those lands provide a lower level of disturbance and a
higher level of habitat effectiveness

Quantifying esuimated game damage to private lands from tmber saies and motonzed public access 1s one
of the most difficult to estimate, and although the Forest Service recognizes the 1ssue, it cannct estimate the
damage on a Forest-wide basis At the project level, the Forest Service addresses management actions and
off-site impacts which may accur - and consuits with the Colorado Division of Wildlfe to look at alternative
ways to mimimize the impacts to private lands and assess the potential damages This will continue,
Alternatives presented in the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) that treat more
acres and build more roads have the most potential to displace big game to private lands The oppasite 15
also assumed to be true. Further discussion of this 1ssue I1s presented on pages 1V-43 and 44 of the Draft
Supplementat EIS
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46-0. The Forest Service needs to list several wildlife indicator species for the aspen type and discuss
how they reflect aspen wildlife habital.

RESPONSE. Management indicator species are listed for each vegetative type as well as aspen. These
can be found on pages ill-19 and 20 of the Plan. In addition, because of the high degree of mnterest in the
aspen program, additional species are selected by the Forest Service when analyzing any treatment in the
aspen type These are done on a project level basis and reflect all the structural stages of the aspen type,
from early successional to late

46-P. The Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) falled to
assess the impacts to two state-listed endangered species: the wolverine and the fynx.

RESPONSE: The species are recognized within the DSEIS as having "doubtful existence on the Forest*
{see Table IV-10 on page IV-38) Since there have been no confirmed sightings on this Forest for a significant
amount of time, 1t s mnappropnate to assess impacts to these species at the Forest Plan level. But it would
be appropriate at the project level -- the point at which individual timber sales are evaluated

The U S Fish and Wildlife Service requires consultation on all listed or candidate species on a project
level basis, because "t 15 Impossibie through one consultation to render a 'may effect’” and 'no efiect’
determination on afl programs and activities that are identified in the DSEIS" (USFWS memo to R .E
Greffenius, August 23, 1989) Therefore, If at the project level, an 1ssue arnises on the possible occurrence of
the wolvenne or lynx, or it 1s found to be within the histoncal habitat, the possible impacts of the proposed
activity will be addressed

Thus decision 1s further influenced by the intense terntonality and very large (600 sq mu.) home range
of the wolvenne, the status of this mammal in Colorado 15 uncertain at this time. It 1s known to use high
elevation sub-alpine fir forests near timberline and alpme habitats and 1s categorized as a wilderness
mammal.

Although the lynx may occasionally live in the upper reaches of the Douglas-fir ecosystem, It s
generally confined to the sub-alpine fir ecosystem in Colorado, whete its occurrence is rated extremly rare
Although formerly found throughout the mountainous portions of the State, it was probably never common
its present distribution seems to be mited to portions of Clear Creek, Eagle, Grand, Lake, Pitkin, and Summut
counties,

47.Some people are concerned about the effect of timber cutting on biodiversity. [5
comments]

RESPONSE" Biological diversity is the vanety of life in an area, ncluding the varety of genes, species,
plant and animal communities, ecosystems, and processes through which individual organisms interact with
one another and ther environments. The biological diversity 1ssue reflects increasing concerns over the rate
of change In species extinctions, reductions in the genetic richness within species, simplification of ecological
systems, and the environmental, social, and eccenomic impacts those may have on current and future
generations of people. It s quite evident that there are a vanety of different components of trological diversity,
and each component must be analyzed individually to properly address all of these components. However,
the Forest Service does hold a position on biological diversity.

The Forest Service has a long history of managing forests and other wildland ecosystems to conserve
major elements of biological diversity. This began with establishment of the National Forest System and has
been augmented over the years with Renewable Natural Resources, State and Private Forestry, and
International Farestry programs. Although biclogical diversity was not menthoned in early Forest Service
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pohicies, those policies reflected concerns for forest health, a mixture of forest types, protection of special
areas such as Research Natural Areas, and fish and wildlfe conservation The National Forest Management
Act of 1976 now provides statutory direction for managing the National Forest System to "provide for diversity
of plant and anmal communuties ..in order to meet overall multiple-use objectives® Other statutes and
regulations guide Forest Service programs that address specific parts of "overall multiple-use objectives”,
such as threatened and endangered species, sensitive plants, fish, wildlife, praductive forests, rangelands,
wetlands, eic These reguiations emphasize the prowision of biotic diversity that best meets overall
multiple-use ablectives rather than bwological diversity for its own sake

This Forest has not recently found, nor anticipates in the future, that timber harvesting activities has
or will cause any significant loss of plant and aninal species, any Management Indicator Species, or
Threatened and Endangered Species. Displacement may occur locally; however, the ioss of species diversity,
numbers, or the indwvidual organisms which interact with one another will not be negatively affected
significantly through proposed timber harvesting activites. There exist a number of planning guides in the
Forest Plan which address the different components of biclogical diversity, including standards for snag
retention, fipanan protection, edge standards, vertical and horizontal diversity standards, and habitat
capability levels to ensure wildiife population levels well above miimum wviable populations, to mention a few.
These type of standards address particular components of biological diversity and are assessed in much
more detal at the project level.

A8. Some people feel the Proposed Amendment contains inadequate Standards and
Guidelines or inadequate mitigation measures. [8 comments]

RESPONSE Standards and guidelnes are developed as preventive measures NEPA requires
mitigation measures 1o cover the range of mpacts of a proposal. We feel the standards and guidelines
contaned in the proposed Forest Plan are reasonable, implementable and cover the range of the Plan, The
Imits set forth i the Standards and Guidelines allow impacts to occur, but not to a pomnt of significant
damage.

49, Many people wrote to express their support for the Proposed Plan Amendment,
aspen/forest management, or the Forest Service. The following comments ~ offered
without Forest Service response -- represent a consolidation of their letiers and
opinions. [68 comments]

Froperly managed cutiing adds to scenic beauty, makes better forage, better standing trees, and
provides employment. I'm impressed with the multi-story harvest plan on Black Mesa, years back, which
created a scenic, practical piece of real estate, Aspen harvest 1s appropriate if done with common sense,
which it 1s, and allows for maximum benefit for aspen. It's good for recreation and tourism because it maintains
a healthy stand.

The U.S Forest Service is capable of knowing what 1s best in the way of timber management If
increased timber sales are called far, I'm for it.

Roads are necessary to timber harvesting and are okay as long as they do not interrupt natural
drainage routes Roads aid hikers, hunters, firefighters, and anmimals.

The Forest Service has been harvesting timber for over forty years and we shl! have a thriving recreation

and tourism industry. The evidence suggests additional timber harvesting will not be harmful to the recreation
and tourism mdustries.
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Clearcuts need to be properly designed and laid out to be acceptable and to mamtamn visual quaiity.
Cutting done from Park Cone to Slaughterhouse Guich is visible from our cabin but 1s not objectionable and
IS revegetating n an attractive manner. Taylor Park 1s more attractive after recent selective cutting
Clearcutting sounds frightening but, if 1t is done in the manner described, we feel the end result will be
beneficial

The Standard and Guildeine in the Proposed Plan, page lil-4, for aspen diversity fooks good as it will
require some harvesting to meet the requirement

General direction for fire planning and suppression looks reasonable,
Timber harvesting will reduce fire hazards in places like Taylor Park.
The effort to show the estimated costs of monitoring 1s very good.

The Amendment proposed sausfactory consideration of cultural resources and._complies with the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1986

Alternative 1E comes close to Lousiana-Pacific’'s desired demand The OAC volume will insure
adequate volume as demand increases Prefer Alternative 1E over alternatives wiih less volume

A rotation of vigorous aspen regrowth will prodiuce more oxygen than an unharvested stand of aspen,

People need products made from aspen.
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Dear Mr. Greffenius:

Thank you for your concern regarding the Grand Mesa-
Uncompahgre-Gunnaison (GMUG) National Forest. On July 25, 1989,
the Forest bService reieased a dralt amendment to its
caontroversial 1983 forest plan. The amendment was the result of
numerous appeals and contemplates doubling timber cutting over
the next 1l0-years.

The GMUG Forest serves the communaties of Delta, Montrose,
Gunnison, Crested Butte, Grand Junction, Telluride and Ouray,
Colorado. Each community values the forest for its multiple uses.
The original forest plan challenged these communities to decaide
which forest values, timber, recreation, scenlc or water
augmentation were most important.

The controversy was so intense that timber industry
representatives, environmentalists, state and local government
officlals and the Forest Service were forced to engage the help
of a professional arbatrator to 1dentafy and work toward
resolving the differences each constituency had with the plan.

The release of the July amendment has renewed the prior
controversies.

Congress 1S in recess until Septewmber. I wall be traveling
the Third Congressional District during the August recess, paying
close attention to my constituents concerns about the amendment.
Unfortunately, 1t will be impossible for me to respond
constructively to the draft plan by the end of the comment period
cn Angust 25, 1982, Therefore, I have asked the chief of the
Forest Service to extend the comment perzod for an additional
thirty days.

This extension rs alsc important as an acknowledgement of
the amportance of thas amendment to the many Western Slope
communities who are served by the forest, and a recognition of
1intense controversy that has surrounded the forest since 1983.

Sincerely,
Ben Nighthd¥rse Campbell
Member of Congress

BNC;dm
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In response to public and Congressional requests, the Draft Supplemental EIS
comment penod was extended for 30 days from 8/25/89 to 9/25/89
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Richard Greffenius, Supervisor

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison
Naticnal Forest

2250 Haghway 50

pelta, Colorado 81416

Deaxr Mr. Greffenius:

On July 25, 1989, the Grand Mesa-Uncompahgre-Gunnison (GMUG)
National Forest released a draft amendment to its controversial
1583 forest plan. The amendment was the result of numerous
appeals and contemplates doubling timber cutting over the next 10
years.

The GMUG Forest serves communities within Delta, Mesa,
Garfield, Montrose, San Miguel, Ouray, Hinsdale, Saguache and
Gunnison counties. Each county and these many communities value
the forest for 1ts multiple uses. The original forest plan
challenged these communities to decide which forest values -«
timber, grazing, recreatlon, scenic or water augmentation -- were
most lmportant.

The controversy was so intense that timber industry
representatives, environmentalists, state and local government
officials and the Forest Service were forced to engage the help
of a professional arbitrator to identify and work toward
resolving the differences each constituency had with the plan.

The release of the July amendment renewed the prior
controversies.

During August and September, I travelled extensively
throughout the forest, attending meetings and reviewlng the
extracrdinary amount of mail my office received commenting on the
forest plan amendment. Throughout the forest, citizens and local
officials have become closely involved in this appeal process
because they wxll all be affected by the decisions the Forest
Service must make.
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The Forest, in conjunction with the Regionat Office, recognized a need to bring
industry and envitenmental groups together to discuss their differences and hope-
fully come up with a mutually agreeable preferred alternative Although the Forest
was capable of faciltating such a meeting, the Forest recognized the trust levet
would be higher if an independent faciirtator was hired As a result the Forest hired
the Keystone Corporation to facilitate the meetings Although the Keystone Corpo-
ratton invited many interested organizations to participate, some dechned [Naton-
al Resource Defense Council) while some patticipated throughout the process
(Western Colorade Congress & Intermountain Forest Industry Association) The
facilitated meetings did allow the parties involved to identify the issues they could
agreg upon, The participants could not agree on a preferred alternatve

The Forest elected to not re-write the Draft Supplemental EIS (DSEIS) and Amend-
ment, but instead analyzed the more than 2,500 public comments it receved to
develop the Final Supplemental EIS (FSEIS) and proposed Forest Plan Forest
Service expenence indicates rewnting the DSEIS would not remove any of the
existing controversy, would cost considerable tax dollars, would delay the process
for a considerable length of ime and would not signicantly increase the readabil-
ity of the DSEIS Forest Plans and Significant Amendments are complox and
lenghty due to the various laws which govern them (NFMA, NEPA, RPA, MUSYA,
coto ) and the sophistication of public interest groups and therr lawyers Forest Plans
and Ei8's are understandable to the average individual, but only after one spends
enough time and effort to theroughly study them. in otder to enhance the readakl-
ity of the final decision, the Forest has prodused a summary which 1s available to
all interested parties,

The purpose of the DSEIS and Amendment was to discover how people felt about
the decision being considered Before the Draft was published the Forest could get
Ittle specific input frem locat governments County land use plans do not identfy
areas where timber harvesting Is not recommended, nor do they recommend a
level of harvesting which should not be excesded due to conflicts with other
industries The major concerns of Gunnison and San Migue! Counties were ad-
dressed on page IV-63 of the DSEIS, Now that the DSEIS has been published, the
Farest has three lettars of suppoit for Altarnative 1E from Delta, Montrose, and
Hinsdale Gounty Commissieners, and four letters of opposition to Alternatve 1E
from Gunmison, Mesa, Ouray, and San Miguel County Commusstoners The letters
are spocific and to the poimt and helped the Forest develop the FSEIS and pro-
posed Forest Plan,

The FSEIS and proposed Forest Plan remove Mount Sneffels, Kebler Pass {except
for previously cut over conifer stands to the south of Coal Creek and the Kebler
Pass atea itsolf), Tabeguache and the undeveloped portions of Kannah Creek from
the surted timber base, Horse Mountain, lands surrounding but not adjacent to
Bonham Reservorr, Bull Basiny, lands surrounding Big Creek Reservoir except for
the south side, and Taylor Park are included in the surted timber base Taylor Park
1s & prime example where timber harvestng and tourism/recreation can coexist,
The Forest has been harvesting timber in the Taylor Park area for over 40 years and
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Based on my prior knowledge of the forest and the input T
received, I recommend that you completely rewrite the draft
amendment. The language in the body of the amendment and the 2.5
accompanying appendices must be made simple enough so that ats
impacts can be interpreted by people other than Forest Service
mathematicians. Many pecple I have spoken to about the draft feel
that understanding a complicated forest plan takes so long, that
comment periods must always be extended, leading to even hotter
tempers over inherently emotional issues.

Although the draft amendment addresses only timbering
levels, all other forest values hinge on your timber harvesting
recommendations. The new draft is the result of numercus appeals
that made 1t aimpossible for the Forest Service to carry out its
mission of managing the forests multipie resources. A well-
prepared forest plan should, by 1ts very nature, laimit the number
of appeals and thersfore save tax dollars. This amendment does
not meet that crateria. In fact, I believe the amendment was
written as a bargaining tool rather than as a management tocl.

In drafting the new amendment the Forest Service apparently
made little attempt to incerporate county and municipal planning
because seven of the nine counties that are withan the forest
oppose this document. When you rewrite the amendment, do not
recommend large areas for harvest when community planners, who
have gone to great lengths to begin diversifying thelr economies,
feel strongly about the areas where the timber harvesting will
take place. I also recommend that youn take into account the costs
to county taxpayers whoe are being asked to accommodate the intense
impacts of taimberang.

Several of the areas that need to be removed from
consideration include: Mount Sneffele, Kebler Pass, Taylor Park,
Tabequeche Research Natural Area and other areas of special
interest. Mesa County in particular has recreational geals for
Bonham Reservoir, Bull Bas=in, Big Creek, Horse Mountain and
Kennah Creek. Timber cutting should be avorded in these areas.

The amendment must also be rewr:itten because the health of
the timber industry in the area depends on it. The forest is
fortunate to host 23 saw mills, employing hundreds of Coloradoans
erther directly or indirectly. If the Forest Service develops a
plan that is practically beyond appeal, the local taimber industry
will be able to plan on future resource availability.

The Forest Service also should help ensure, however, that
timber remains available, not only so the Forest Service achieves
1ts own management goals, but alsc so area businesses achieve
their own long-term financial goals. This could be done formally
by helping facilitate the accquistion of private timber as the
state of Colorado has suggested, or by openly encouraging a
contanuing dialogue between environmental groups, aindustry, and
local governments.
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the Taylor Park area is still considered a prime rocreation attraction Please refer to
the enclosed proposed Plan maps

The Forest will do its best insure timber remains available within the hmits of the
Forest Plan ASQ It is entirely possible the level of imber harvesting in the pro-
posed Forest Plan will not be enough to keep alf of the saw mills In business as
other sources of timber are either unavailable or in short supply.



A thoughtful plan that discourages appeal will help
companies plan their financial futures just as the forest does --
in l0-year increments. This will allow even major timber
companies that have often chosen not to bid smaller sales to
properly plan for the future.

I realize that many issues will remain controversial. In
fact, many of the issues the "Keystone Process" failed to resoclve
remain unresolved by Congress and the courts. I do think,
however, that by addressing the public's basic concerns about the
location and volume of tamber to be cut in the GMUG forest over
the next several years, you will guiet many local fears about
watershed protection, blcological diversity and timber sales in
general.

I hope my commente have been helpful. All Coloradoans with
an interest in forest management will be following your efforts to
Produce a workable amendment. I do not envy your task. You have
inherited a terribly difficult situation and I appreciate the
work you and your staff have done thus far to bring diverse
interests together.

Sincerely,

BNC/dm

ca.
F. Dale Robertson, Chief
U.5.D.A. Forest Service

Gary Cargill, Regional Supervisor
U.S.D.A. Forest Service
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TIMOTHY WIRTH LETTER # 3
COLORADD

Hnited States Senate

WASHINGTCN, DC 20610 31
August 9, 1985

Mr. Gary Carglll

Reglonal Forester

United States Forest Bervice
11177 West Bth Avenue
Lakewood, Colorado 80225

Dear Gary:

I am writing today to reguest your assistance ln extending
the public comment period for the Forest Service’s proposed
amendment to the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison (GMUG)
National Forest Management Plan. My understanding as that the
public comment period Ls due to expire on Fraiday, August 25,
1989.

As you know, the Forest Service'’s proposal would nearly
double the annual allowable sale guantity, requiring the
construction of twenty-twe new miles of road each year, and the
clear-cutting of 3,000 acres annually. Moreover, a number of the
timber cuts would be withan roadlessg areas, or within sight of
popular recreation areas and highways. And flnally, I have been
told that the Forest Service lacks vital baseline data on water
gquality and soil quality that are needed to evaluate both
allowable sale guantity and specific¢ timber harvests.

Not surprisingly, this proposal has generated a great deal
of controversy. A number of Coloradans have called and written
ny office to express their strenuous objections to the proposal.
Others have called to say that the proposal is simply too complex
to fully evaluate by the end of next week.

For all of those reasons, I am writing today to urge that
you extend the public comment period on this draft forest plan
amendment for at leamt thirty (30) days. That extension of time
will enable Coloradans across the western glope fully to evaluate
and coneider the impacts and costs of the draft amendment.

I am locking forward to working with you on this matter,
and I appreciate your considaeration of thig reguest.

With best wighes,

Bincepgly yours,

»

Timothy E. Wirth

VI-60

204 Md €€ T0 69 0! B8O

LETTER 3 AESPONSE

In response to public and Congressional requasts, the Draft Supplemental EIS
comment period was extended for 30 days from 8/25/89 to 9/25/89
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1123 PENNSYLVANIA STREET
DENVER, CO 80203

303/866-1500

LETTER # 4 eomerTess
ARMED SERVICES
BANKING
BUDGET

ENERGY aND

Hnited States Senate

NATUAAL RESOURCES 4_1
WASHINGTON DC 20510
September 25, 1989
Mr. Richard Greffenius, Forest Supervisor
Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison Nation Forests
2256 Highway 50
Delta, Colorade 81416 4D

Dear Mr Greffenius:

I am writing to express my strong oppositien to the Draft
Proposed Amendment to the Land and Resocurce Management Plan for
the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison (GMUG) Naticnal Forests
I believe that at i1s incumbent on the Forest Service to start
over. Neither the 1983 proposed amendment -- which was rejected
by the Department of Agraiculture -- nor this proposal provide a
sound balance for timber and the other uses for which these
forests are reguired to be managed Instead, I strongly urge the
Forest Service to work with all affected interests in western
Colorado to develop a management plan that attracts broad support
rather than broad condemnataion.

During the time that I have been a member of the United
States Senate, few natural resources issues have aroused the
depth and intensity of opposition as has this proposed amendment.
Coloradans have called and written, and testified at a publaic 43
hearang that I sponsored, to express their concern about the
proposed timber harvest levels and the associated impacts on
recreation, grazing, wildlife habrtat, and water guality. Others
wrote about how the increased timber harvests would damage local
roads and increase traffic risks for themselves and their
chrldren. And finally, other Coloradans wrote of their strong
opposition to the taxpayers’ continued subsidy for below-cost
timber sales.

Many of the Coloradans who called, wrote, and testified
about the proposed amendment had one simple question for the 4-4
Forest Service: does this make sense? I have concluded that it
does not. The proposed amendment will radically increase the
amount of tamber that is available for harvest every year from
these forests. However, the GMUG forests will continue to lose
money an the bargain. Moreover, these increased timber harvest
levels will come at the cost of other sectors of the local
economy, especially the recreation industry and the region’'s
ranchers. The number and visual impact of clearcuts will
proliferate rapidly, while scenic vistas will be degraded,
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The Ferest did not start over with a new DSEIS, but did develop and select a new
alternative (1G) which 15 the proposed Forest Plan Alternative 1G has lower
harvest levels than alternative 1E and excludes many sensitive areas such as
Mount Sneffels from the sutted land base The orniginal Forest Plan was not
refected by the Department, but rather was approved for implementation and
remanded to the Forest for a better explanation of the raticnale used to select the
preferred alternative

It 1s important to view this 1ssue n s proper perspective The Forest Service 1s
required by law to manage National Forests for many uses The Forest Service
has no mandate to carry out *above cost* programs 1n any of the multiple-use
programs it manages Timber sales are not alone in the "below cost® category
Recreation, range and other programs do not pay for what i1s costs the Forest
Senrvice to manage them

The Forest Service continually monitors and challenges the cost of managing the
Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunmison National Forests This 1s done to
narrow the gap between costs and revenues

Areas that were selected in the proposed Forest Plan and FSEIS as being suited
timber lands aro those that also have the best economic viabity R also s
anticipated that Forest Services's revenues for timber produets will continue to
Increase along with market prices

The annual miles of road construction necessary to harvest imber ranges from
9 to 42, the proposed Plan would require 24 miles per year The effects of
bullding these roads are descnbed in chapter IV of the FSEIS, "significant”
erosion and stream sedimentation is not anticipated The road mileages reflect
roads which are designed and built as low-speed, narrow roads with mimimal
cleanng and sufficient drainage to minimize emvironimental impacts All new local
roads would be closed to public use unless the environmentat assessment for a
specific project documents valid reasons for leaving the road open

Alternative 1G has a timber harvest level which 1s about half the level of
alternative 1E in the DSEIS The lower proposed 1G harvest level will be more
acceptable to the local recreation industry not only because fewer acres will be
harvested, but because a number of sensitive areas (Kebler Pass, Mount
Sneffels, Kannah Creek, Roubideau, & Tabeguache) have been excluded from
timber harvesting

Although the mix of timber species harvested in alternative 1G 1s different from
the 1983 Forest Plan {alternative 1A}, the total harvest levels are very similar The
local recreation industry has been doing very well under the 1983 Forest Plan
timber harvest program
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grazing range will be diminished, and erosion and stream
sedimentation will be increased. In short, this proposed
amendment does not make good economic sense, and it does not make
good environmental sense.

The Grand Junction Daily Sentinel summarized the majority
sentiment well:

Gaven the agency’s past experience in these forests,
the fact that timber sales often lose vast sums of
money and that other forest uses -- particularly
recreation and preservation of water gualaty and
fisheries -- are vitally important to the local
environment and economy, one could reasonably have
expected that Forest Service officials would have
taken a more moderate approach to increasing the
harvest of the important natural resources entrusted
to their care.

Set out below are my specific concerns about the proposed
amendment. I want to emphasize that these 1ssues were raised
either in letters to my office, or rn testimony at the public
meeting held by my citizen’s recreation task force (the Wirth
Commission on Colorado Outdoors). I urge you to carefully
consider these comments in deciding what actions the Forest
Service will take next:

1. The propogsed amendment calls for radical increases ain
timber haxrvests, but would continue to lose money.

It 15 important to remember that thas planning controversy
actually began in 1982, when the Forest Service proposed the
first comprehensive management plan for the GMUG forests. In the
decade prior to the adoption of that plan, timber harvests on the
GMUG forests averaged 16.6 million board feet {MMBF) annnallvy,
although harvests in some years were significantly hagher. Even
at those harvest levels, the GMUG timber program lost money. In
1982, for example, the GMUG forests spent more than $1 million
more than i1t realized in timber sale revenues. At 1ts best the
timber sale program lost three times more than it earned. The
American taxpayer made up the difference, of course.

The plan that was approved by the Regional Forester in 1983
contemplated that the annual harvest in the plan’s first decade
would increase to 35 MMBF, and would eventually :ncrease to 41.1
MMBF. That timber harvest goal -~ at the 35-41.1 MMEF levels -~
would ultimately have cost the American taxpayer $30 million over
the planning horazon. Conversely, if the Forest Service had
proposed to sell only that timber that could be harvested at a
profit, the GMUG forests would have scheduled pno more than 8.75
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MMBF apnnally.

as I briefly mentioned above, that Secretary of Agriculture
ultimately rejected the timber provisions of that 1983 plan. He
dzd so because the Forest Service had failed to demonstrate a
reasoned economic justification for the swesping below-cost
timber sales that i1t had proposed, especially since the below-
cost tamber sales would adversely affect other values for whach
the national forests are to be managed.

In laght of that history, the current proposed amendment is
particularly disturbang. The document proposes to offer 63.3
MMEF for harvest amnually, a sum that is four times greater than
the pre-1983 harvest levels, and nearly twe times greater than
the harvest levels called for in the 1983 plan, whaich the
Agriculture Department rejected. And 1f the timber harvests
disguised by the Forest Service as the "Opportunity/Availabailaity
Component” are included in these calculations, at appears that
the Forest Service hopes to harvest 70.4 MMBF annually. (It is
important to point ont that while the 1983 plan called for the
harvest of 6.6 MMBEF annually of "products other than logs"
(praincipally aspen), the proposed amendment envisions annual
harvests of 32.4 MMBF of products other than logs -- all to
benefit a single company, Louirsiana Pacafic Corporation.)

Equally disturbang as the dimensions of the timber harvests
18 the amount of land that would be logged under thas proposal.
The 1983 proposal, which was rejected by the Secretary of
Agriculture, would have slated nearly 140,000 acres to be logged.
The new amendment calls for loggang on 355,000 acres withan the
GMUG forests.

Would the Forest Servaice make money from these dramatac
increases in timber harvests? By no means. If thas plan were
adopted, i1in the first decade the timber program would lose
$189,000 each year. In the second decade of timber harvests, the
forests would lose $207,000 every year. And 1f fixed costs (the
costs of preparing a sale and the costs of reforestation) are
included in these calculations -- as they should be -~ thas
timber program would lose more than %880,000 each year in its
first decade. In contrast, the total GMUG recreation budget in
fiscal year 1989 —- for dispersed and developed recreation, and
includaing the cost of trail construction as well as
admin:stration -- was $1.8 million.

While the Forest Service would continue to lose money on
timber sales on the GMUG forests, the proposed amendment calls
for building 22 miles of new logging roads every year. Those
roads would be added to the exasting inventory of 3971 miles of
road in the three forests. Over the entire fifty-year planning
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4-3§Er10d covered by the Forest Service documents, more than 1,000

miles of road are scheduled for construction in these three
forests alone, By comparison, there are only 205 miles of
primary county road in the whole of Gunnison County, and there
are only 565 miles of county-maintained secondary roads -- and
most of those secondary roads were constructed by the Forest
Service.

These new roads may be needed to meet the Forest Service'’s
tamber harvest goals, but that does not mean the roads are
needed. These roads would cause significant erosion and stream
sedimentation, will dasturb wildlife habitat, and will cost
millions to construct. The Forest Service should dramatically
scale back 1ts plans for new roads when it reviews the timber
harvest goals in the proposed amendment.

2. The proposed amendment does not adequately consider the

timber program’s ampacts on the recreation industry.

There 1s no question that every job -- inecluding jobs at the
small mills spread across the western slope -- i1n Colorado is
amportant. And as I have said many times, I am a strong advocate
of the pranciples of multiple use and sustained yield. However,
I do not believe that the Forest Service has given non-timber
resources the parity of consideration that they deserve.

First of all, based upon the Forest Service’'s documents, it
appears that 440 drrect, indairect, and rnduced jobs can be
attributed to logging jobs on the GMUG forests. Those jobs
account for approximately 0.67 percent of the regional employment
base.

Conversely, the Porest Service documents show that 70 per
cent of the jobs related to the GMUG forests are recreation-
based, from skiing to hunting, picnicking, and scenic drivaing.
And those jobs infuse into the local economies nearly $100
m1llion in employment and preperty income. Moreover, every
projection I have seen shows that the recreation aindustry in this
part of Colorado will continue to grow rapidly over the next
decade.

Despite the clear and overwhelming importance of recreation
to the region's econony, there rs very little evidence that the
Forest Service thoroughly and carefully evaluated the impacts of
1ts taimber harvest levels on this sector of the economy. There
is even less evidence that the Forest Service tried to adentify
areas where loggang could occur without adversely affecting the
recreation economy, water gquality, ranching, and other uses of
these national forests. In fact, it appears that in the proposed
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amendment

to the GMUG plan, the Forest Service has allowed a

single use -- and to a sagnificant extent, a single company -- to
take prioraity over all other uses, forsaking the balanced
approach that multiple use management 18 supposed to foster.

L)
4.5’ 3.
lQQI_’.‘EOSES to permit their management ior timber gz:oduct:f.on.

Timbering should be excluded in the Tabeguache and Roub:ideaun

roadless areas

for plant
activities

Certain areas are saimply too valuable for other

These roadless areas provide unigue protection
and animal species that are highly sensitive to human
There i1s a growing awareness that roadless areas are

the islands and corridors that preserve biological diversity ain

the forest.

Even 2 small taimber harvest in such areas can

dramatically alter, and even completely destroy, these unique and
pristine ecosystems.

4. There should be strict limitations on logging on Mount

Sneffels,

Kebler Pass, McClure Pass and Taylor Park.

These areas represent some of Colorado’'s most scenac lands.
They provade year-round enjoyment to large numbers of Coloradans

and visitors to our state.

In partacular, Gunnison and OQuray

counties are dependent on a recreation-based economy. The
proposed timber operations an this region will cause severe

problems to these economies.

employs a

In these areas, the taimber industry
fraction of the work forece that the tourist industry

employs, and opening Gunniscon and Ouray counties to expans:ive
tamber operations could result in unemployment and disruption of
the recreation/teourist industry in this part of the state.
Strict limrtations should be placed on timber harvests in these
areas because of their unique scenic, recreational and natural
values, and because of these areas’ dependence on the
tourism/recreation industry,

5. Many residents of the communities that surround the GMUG

iforests have expressed concerns about the impacts to hrghway

safety and

highway condations from repeated use by heavy logqing

trucks.

Many people who testified at the hearings that I sponsored
in September expressed concern about how heavy logging trucks

affect the

nearby roads that are heavily used by logging trucks.

safety of others who use the same roads or who lave
Logging

trucks speeding through the forests and through adjacent

communitie

s have created dangerous situations for residents,
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The Mount Sneffels and Kebler Pass areas (except for previously cut over conifer
stands to the south of Coal Creek and the Kebler Pass area ftself) have baen
withdrawn from timber production McClure Pass has only lmited timber harvests
scheduled Timber harvesting has occurred in the Taylor Park area for more than
40 years and many people still consider it a pristine area Timber harvesting will
continue In the Taylor Park area, as will the sensitvity to visual and recreation
resources

Logging truck traffic does cause increased impact to both people and roads
themselves The proposed Plan has reduced levels of timber and therefore less
log truck traffic than that proposed in the DSEIS

State and focal laws apply equally to log truck operators as to any cther licensed
vehicle operator On National Forest roads, 36 CFR 212 requires that traffic be
subject to state traffic laws As of June, 1930, all imber sale contracts must
include the clause (CT 60) which requires compliance with state and locat
statutes and regulations The enforcement of the traffic laws 1s by state, county,
and municipal jaw enforcement authonties The Forest Service has cooperative
agreements with counties 1o enforce the state traffic laws on Nalional Forest
roads

Forest Service research indicates that a loaded log truck weighing 82,000 'bs
causes 20 imes more loss of gravel than a typical passenger car. Commercial
users are required to pay for gravel loss on Forest Service roads In addition, the
commercial user 15 requited to pay or perform a commensurate share of
maimenance, based on vehicle weight and traffic volume, on roads mamntamed
by the Ferest Service. The Forest Service 15 not considered a public road agency
and thus does not receive funds from road user taxes Road mamntenance funds
are appropnated by congress each year and are directed to fund maintenance for
recreation and general public traffic

Counties, unlike the Forest Service, are public road agencies and therefore
recove road user taxes Thus the commerclal users, as with the recreation or
general public users, pays for theit commensurate share of road maintenance
andfor gconstruction through federal and state road user texes [n addition,
counties recoive 25 percent of National Forest grass receipts (1 e receipts from
tmber sales, grazing permits, ski area permits, efe ) to supplement county funds
for roads andfor schools

The proposed Forest Plan 15 reflective of public comments received dunng the
comment period from affected rescurce users A review penod following the
telease of the proposed Plan and FSEIS should help drive the decision of
selecting a Plan that fairly balances the needs of the rescurces on the Forest
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tourists, ranchers, children and livestock. The Forest Service
must ensure that penalties (perhaps in the form of logging permit
revocations) are sufficiently severe to prevent reckless and
unsafe logging truck operations.

Road damage by logging trucks is another important concern
that should be addressed in the GMUG plan amendment. One witness
at the September hearings estimated that the impact of one
logging truck on a county road is egquivalent te the impact of
9,600 cars., If the Forest Service increases the presence of
logging trucks in the region, the Forest Service should work wath
affected counties to mitagate this heavy impact -~- whach
represents a serious drain on county resources.

It 1s a rare day when an issue wnites groups as diverse as
the Gunnison County Board of Realtors and the Sheep Mountain
Alliance of Telluride, the San Miguel County Board of
Commissioners and the Western Colorado Congress, the Mayor Protem
of the Town of Crested Butte and the Colorado Mountain Club, and
the Mesa County Commissioners and the Rocky Mountain Biological
Laboratory. Yet each of these organizations has protested the
Forest Sexrvice’s planned timber harvests. Each has a different
constituency and each has expressed rtself in a different way,
but the message is the same: the Forest Service needs to take a
long, hard look at its plans for logging on the Grand Mesa,
Uncompahgre, and Gunniscon National Forests.

I agree with that sentiment. All Coloradans understand the
need for balance in managing our public lands. And 2f I could
underscore any single thing I have heard from Coloradans on the
GMUG plan, it 1s that the national forests in our state
represent a special resource, one that gan accommodate many uses,
includang timber harvesting. But the Forest Service's proposal
for logging on the GMUG falls far short of a balanced approach to
management of our public lands,

In fact, the proposed amendment 1s fundamentally flawed. It
threatens to radically increase timber harvest levels without
explaining, or even analyzing, how that logging will affect the
recreation and tourism indmstry, or local ranchers, or wildlife
habitat. It simply assumes that the Ameracan taxpayer is willing
to continue to subsidize tamber harvests in the GMUG forests,
despite the adverse impacts that would result from harvesting
more than 70 million board feet of timber every year.

The Gunnison Country Times said i1t well: “The Forest Service
-- the people who are hired as caretakers of our land -~ should
go back to the drawing board and come up with something everyone
can live with, not a plan devised to please only two logging

VI-66
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companies."

I hope the Forest Service does just that. The proposed
amendment should be taken off the table and the Forest Service
should go back to the drawing boards to draft a new proposal.

In preparing & hew proposal, the agency should consult early and
often with all of the affected resource users, and then hold
public hearings. If the agency does that, I am confident it will
emerge in a year or so with a proposal that fairly balances
timber harvests with recreation, ranching, wildlife habitat, and
water quality -- and which the people of Colorade will support.

Before closing, I would like to thank you, and the GMUG
Forest Servace staff for your cooperation and participation an
the Gunnison public meeting. I also want to express my
appreciation to the Forest Service for taking time to meet with
my staff and for answering many of our gquestions. I hope we will
have the chance to work together in drafting a forest plan
amendment that all Coloradans can support.

With best washes,

Sincerely yours,

Liasll

Vi-67
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August 31, 1989
Mr. Richard Griffemius
Forest Supervisor
GMUG National Forest
U.5. Forest Service
2250 Highway 50
Belta, Colorado 81416
Dear Geif-
1 have read the DEIS propesed land and resource management plan concerning the 53
Grand Mesa Uncompahgre 1n Gunnison National Forest The purpose of my letter
today 15 to express concern over some of the assumptions of the plan. The
areas to be discussed are all within your boundaries of supervision. I am very 54
pleased that the comment period was extended and that more time 15 now allowed
for consideration of the plan alternative and the increasing need for reassess-
ment of that proposal.
B-1 I truly support multiple use of public lands. I am also well aware of your charge
as forest supervisor to ufilize the public lands to their highest and best use
As this DEIS involves a huge area of the three national forests, I will try to
address the 1ssues generally., I may also recuest that the hearing scheduies on
this proposal be reestablished providing more time for citizens to respond. I
have recetved copies of many letters sent to you which clearly point out deficiencies
in the plan.
5.0 Let me begin by addressing the Muitiple Use Act of 1960. Muitipie use in Colorado's
most scenic areas has been occurring for many years Agriculturail practices and
tourism have really been working well and n harmony. Now, this DEIS plan will
truly alter the scenic panorama of much of our forests It will aiso alter the 55
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harmony which agricultural and recreational uses have come to establish.

The estimated amount of money 1n the plan to ceme from timbering i1s not close to
that which 15 estimated to come by the recreational and viewing opportunity afforded
through the scenic quality of the area Local governments are already objecttng to
tthe impact caused by logging traffic on their roads The economic value estimated
from timbering seems very low compared to the damage done to the roads. Even the
VI-68
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In response to public and Congressional requests, the Draft Supplemental EIS
commernit perlod was extended for 30 days from 6/25/89 to 9/25/89 Additional
heanngs were not held as the 2,500 public comments received by 9/25/89 ade-
quately covered the range of public concerns

Management of the National Forests under the multiple-use policy established by
Corigress emphasizes that the Forests are established and administered for
outdoor recreation, range, timber, watershed, and wildhfe and fish purposes, The
pohey goes on to say that due consideration shall be given to the relative values
of the various resourcas n particular areas Not every acre of land can or should
be managed to produce a full range of resource goods and services By the same
token, it Is & rare instance when it Is appropriate to manage extenswo areas of
Forest to the exclusion of a resource

The process of Forest Planning, Plan Amendment, Plan Revision and the public
invelvement that must accompany these activities hes been put in place so that
we can more accurataly establish those levels of resource management empha-
sls The process (s ohe of change and the decisions for change seldom will be
perfact solutions At best, the changes will be adjustments which bring us ¢loser
to the soctal and econamic values of the day, while still meeting the legal man-
dates which direct Forest Service responsibliities.

See Response to lssue number 12

Research shows that commeroial trucks do Ittle damage to properly constructed
asphatt roads —when the roads have been treated to prevent damage caused by
weather and shninking All traffic has an impact on damaged asphalt roads.

Both heavy and hght vehicles cause washboard-like surfaces to form on gravel
toads. However, a loaded logging truck — weighing 82,000 pounds — causes 20
times more loss of gravel than a typleal car

it should be noted that commaercial users pay for gravel loss as well as wear and
1ear on Forest Service roads Counties raceive road-user taxes pald by commer-
¢1al trucks Counbies receive federal road maintenance funds as well as a 25
percent share of alt iIncome from the National Forests

The numbers of big game animals displayed in Chapter Il of the Plan are our bast
estimate of numbers supported on National Forest Lands, not all land ownerships
inthe area The proposad timber management activities are projected to improve
the summer range diversity and capabiliies, not decrease it.

At the project level, the Forest Service addresses management actions and
off-sit¢ Impacts which may oceur - and consults with the Colorado Division of



Wildiife to look at alternative ways to minimize the impacts to private lands and
ur Rechard Graffemus . August 31, 1989 assess the potentiai damages This will continue Alternatives presented in the
DSEIS that treat more acres and build more roads have the most potential to
displace big game to private lands, and those that treat fewer acres and build
more roads have the least potential to displace big game to pnvate lands

percentage of payment 1n lieu of taxes and the 25 percent return afforded the

counties do not cover the dollars needed to maintain roads that are used by tim-

bering vehicles. It does not seem sensible to threaten the loss of my1tions of 56 See Response to issue number 44

dollars in recreational money to a timbering program which 15 not profitable at

this time. [ do not want to risk compromising western Colorado and the whole state

of Colorado's future tourism and recreation to that of a marginal timbering rtndustry. 57 Al

This timbering plan would also impact negatively the trails that are part of our newly constructed local roads will be closed fo public use unless the

recreational plan. environmental assessement states otherwise Local roads, once closed, are very
inexpensive to maintain Refer to Issue 31

-5 The figures on the wildl1fe numbers are a joke. The sustaining numbers we presently
have far exceed those that are estimated i1n the plan. Diminished habitat only
further mmpacts the ranchers in the area causing them loss of forage that s neces-
sary to perpetuate their own ranching operations. The Division of Wildlife erred
1n 1ts statement concerning how much habitable wildlife was available 1n the area
and what the area can support.

Sportsmen and other recreational uses bring 1n more dollars annually than does that
of the tourism 1ndustry and that dollar figure 1s continually increasing. The 1n-
crease 1n recreational dollars far exceeds that of clearcut timbering. May I say
now that 1 am not opposed to all timbering 1n the national forest. Timbering for
purposes of good forest management to protect against disease 1% vitally necessary.
Clearcutting 1n some areas has been 2 sound management practice, but not necessarily
n this area and at this time.

5.6 However, destruction of the visual quaiity of the forest 15 unacceptable and not
reasonable management as proposed by the GMUG plan. Grif, this plan points out that
roads nto the area would guadruple. You know that the National Forest Service does
not have the money to maintain additional roads now and that funds are very difficult
ito come by to maintain what responsibilities are presently established within these

5.7 boundaries. 1 could go on with many more points to be made on this 1ssue. Possibly
the best and most important thing that we need to note 15 that the possibility of
timber harvesting according to your draft supplemental environmental impact state-
ment could very severely 1mpact the whole economy of western Colorado.

1 ask you to do one thing--let us be sensible and return to the drawing board with
this plan. 1 urge you and Gary Cargo to reconsider this draft and take time tc hear
objections and suggestions for the regional forest plan. I urge you 1n the time
allowed to seek more information from those of us who have written to you concerning

our objections to the plan.

Thank you for your consideration.

rely, %
Marga rgy" Masson

mm: i

cc: Senators Bishop, DeNier and Pastore
Representatives Dyer, Foster and Prinster
County Commissioners of Quray, San Miguel, Delta and Montrose Counties
Western Colorado Congress VI-69
Wayne B, Wolff
Double Rl Ranch
Herbert and Charmion Kaiser
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June 22, 1989

Mr. R. E. Greffenmius

Forest Supervisor

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and
Gupnison National Forests

2250 Highway 50

Detta, C0 81416

Dear Mr. Greffemius:

This is in response to your request for corments on the Draft
Supplemental Envirenmental Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the Grand Mesa,
Uncompahgre, and Gupniscen National Forests.

Your DSEIS has been reviewed with comsideration for the areas of
responsibility assigned to the Department of Housing and Urban
Deveiopment. This review considered the proposed action's impact on
housing and community development and since there was no anticipated
mmpact, we find this DSEIS adequate for our purposes.

If we may be of further assistance, please contact Mr, Howard Kutzer,
Regional Environmental Officer, at FTS 564-3102.

Very sincerely yours,

) f% ;:2/
07 ymond D, McKinney

Director
Office of Operational Support

VI-70
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ER 89/473

Mr. R E Greffenius, Forest Supervisor

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison
National Forests

2250 Haighway 50

Delta, Colorade 81416

Dear Mr Greffenius.

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environ-
mental Impact Statement (DSEIS) and the Amendment of the Land and Resource
Management Plan for Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests,
tolorado and has the following comments

Threatened and Endangered Species

Although the DSEIS identifies specific objectives, 1t 1s impossible through
one consultation to render a "may affect" and "no effect™ determination on
all programs and activities that are identified in the DSEIS. Thus, consul-
tation w1ll be required on a case-by-case basis prior to implementation of
each specific action that, at that time, the Forest Service (F5) determines
"may affect" any threatened or endangered species. If the determination 1s
"may affect™ for listed species, a written request for formal consultation
should be sent to the Colorado State Supervasor, Fish and Wildlife Enhance-
ment, U 5. Fish and Wildlife Service, 730 Simms Street, Suite 290, Golden,
Colorado 80401 At such time, a copy of the biclogical assessment and/or any
other relevant information.that assisted you in reaching your conclusion
should also he EDIWarded..

on April 6, 1989, the Pish and Wildlife Service provided Larry Hill sath a
list of Pederally listed candidate species that may ocecur in each Forest We
believe the final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) should stipulate that
completed Recovery Plans for Federally listed species will be aggressively
implemented by the FS. For example, this would require PS5 to discourage
land-use practices and development which may adversely alter or eliminate the
character of Peregrine Falcon hunting habitat or prey base withan 10 miles,
and the immediate habitats within one mile of the nesting cliff (Task 1221,
page 334 of the Peregrine Falcon Recovery Plan) Denying any applications
for surface occupancy or disturbance within the 10-mile radius would be
evidence of aggressive implementation by the FS. While we recognize that
such actions may not be possibie in every case, at a mnimum we would ask
that the FS closely evaluate all such disturbances within the 10-mile radius
and appropriately justify the “may affect™ or "no effect" determination as
requared by Section 7 of the Endangered Species Ret. Vi-71

Us Deparme e o7 He Indmar
8-26-8R1
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United States Department of the Interior [hiuc s
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We agree that one consultation is not enough to render a "may affect’ and 'no
effect' determination on all programs and activities identified in the Final SEIS, in
the FSEIS, we have stated that consultation will be required on a case-by-case
basis prior to implementaton of each specilic action that the Forest Setvice
determines "may affect" any threatened or endangered species A written request
for formal consultation will be sent te the Colorado State Supervisor of the U S
Fish and Wildiife Service if the determination for a listed species 1s "may affect.”
We will also include a copy of the biological assessment and/or relevant
information

Woe agree that the FSEIS should stipulate that completed Recovery Plans for
federally listed species will be aggressively implemented The Forest Service will
closely evaluate all land use practices and appropriately justfy the *may affect’
or "no effect” determination

The FEIS and proposed Forest Plan include the 7A area near the National Park
Service Ponderosa Campground and beat ramp The Ponderosa Campground 15
actually on National Forest Land, butis being admimistered and managed by the
National Park Service through a memorandum of understanding with the
National Forest service as part of the Curecanti Recreation Area The tmber
management emphasis has not changed from the eriginal 1983 Forest Plan The
intent of the Amendment is to lsave intact the management emphasis allocaton
of the onginel 1983 Forest Plan, except to make corrections for several mapping
errors

Timber harvesting has been occurmng up the Soap Creek Dramnage for more than
ten years with Iitle effect on the Ponderosa Campground, or the two Forest
Service campgrounds further up the dramnage (Scap Creek & Commissary
Campgrounds) Project level timber sales analysis will address sie specific
conecarns

The FSE!S addresses air quality and has been expanded to hist the class | and
class Il air sheds in the planning area The conclusion of the FSEIS is the same
as the DSE!S ~ dust from logging trucks will not have a significant effect on air
quality on the Forest or the planning area Other timber harvesting activities do
not affect air quality

The area surrcunding Silver Jack Reservarr has been withdrawn from timber
production, Horse Mountain, lands surrounding but not adjacent to Bonham
Reservorr, Bull Basin, lands surrounding Big Creek Reservorr exept the south
side, and Taylor Park are included in the surted timber base Taylor Park 1s &
prime example where timbear harvesting and tournism/recreation can coexist The
Forest has been harvesting timber in the Taylor Park area for over 40 years and
the Taylor Park area 15 stll considered a prime recreation attraction Please refer
to the enclosed Forest Plan maps
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Visual/Rir/Aesthetic/Quality

The National Park Service (NPS} 1s concerned with the designation of an area
of forest land adjacent to Curecanti National Recreation Area as a "Manage-
ment Area 7A" (emphasis on "Intensive Timber Management”) The area 1s at
the mouth of Soap Creek, T49N, R4W, Sec. 5, 6, and 8, and 1s adjacent to the
Ponderosa Campground, This campground 1s well Xnown for its sclitude and
scenic beauty Emphasizing intensive timber management could have adverse
effects on the aesthetics and water quality of the area  These impacts
should be 1dentified and analyzed i1n the FEIS.

The statement (page IV-34) that landscapes, land features, and scenic guality
would "be the same for all Alternatives™ should be reconsidered Alternative
1F would only consider 379,000 acres for timber production; less than half of
the acreage proposed under the preferred Alternative (IE) Also, over 2,000
acres more per year would be clearcut under IE than under IF  There would
indeed appear to be significant differences in visual impacts between the
Alternatives. The FEIS should recognize and analyze this point.

7-3 The DSEIS does not address the potential for impacts on the air quality of

7-4

Black Canyon of the Gunnison National Monument under any of the ARlternatives.
At a minimum, the Class I air quality status of the designated wilderness
area within the monument should be acknowledged in the FEIS,

Proposed timber sales shown on the "proposed plan"” map indicated that much of
the land around Silver Jack Reservolr 1n the Uncompahgre Eational Forest is
included i1n the 10-year harvest category Harvest of this area should care-
fully consider impacts to aesthetics because of the recreational use at
Silver Jack. Views from the reservoir and associated campgrounds are an
important part of the recreational experience at Silver Jack. Thus, the FEIS
should 1dent1fy and analyze the impacts of timber harvests in the area on the
recreation user's experience.

Extensive harvest also appears to be proposed around the Collbran Project
Reservoirs in the Grand Mesa National Forest. These reservoirs are very
important recreatien sites, and impacts to aesthetics should be a primary
consideration in any final timber harvest plans Finally, impacts to recre-
ation at Taylor Park Reservoir in the Gumnison National Forest should alse be
described and apalyzed 1n the FEIS.

Water Qualat d Quantat

7-5 The effect of logging roads and timber harvest on sediment entry into streams

and reservoirs should be analyzed. The impacts to water quality which would
result from soi] erosion due to road construction and the removal of trees
should be fully described 1n the FEIS Mitigation measures such as effective
road closures and road reciamation should alsc be identified.

The water augmentation benefits which would result from timber harvest appear
high We recommend that this analysis be reconsidered.

VI-72
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Page V-5 of the DSEIS describes the effects of timber management activities on
solls. Pages N-73-75 of the proposed Forest Plan identifies mittlgabon measures
for soils, and page I-76-80 of the proposed Forest Plan identifies mitigation
measures for transportation system management, Project level analysis will
further define scil and road closure related mitgaton. Soill analysis and
miigation have been carried over to the Final SEIS and proposed Forest Plan

Elk and deer movements and use patterns ¢an be influenced by human activities
On the Netional Forests these effects can result from timber management
activiies or the amount of open roads available for motonzed public use At the
project level, the Forest Service addresses management actions and off-site
impacts which may occur — and consults with the Division of Wildife to look at
alternative ways to minimize the impacts to private lands and assess the potentia
damages

The annuai miles of road construction necessary to harvest imber in Altemative
1G 18 24 miles per year The effects of bullding these roads are descrnibed in
Chapter IV of the FSEIS, 'signfficant® erosion and stream sedimentation Is not
anticipated The road miieages reflect roads which are designed and burt as
low-speed, narrow roads with minimal cleanng and sufficient drainage to
minimize environmental impacts All new local roads would be closed to public
use unless the environmental assessment for a specdic project documents valiid
reasons fot leaving the road open

It 1s not the intent of the Forest Service to compete with private land owners

undercut prices, or set prices With diminished timber supplies from the National
Forests and the potential for increased Forest Service rates for aspen and conffer,
local private land owners will have significant opportunities to meet future timber
demand

The Naticnal Forest Management Act {NFMA) requires that cut-over areas must
be reforested Areas to be cut must be capable of being regenerated and must
be so certrfied In site-specrfic documents, These regeneration surveys ase done
three to five years after the regeneration cut to monitor the results i monstoring
reveals site specific regeneration fallures, appropnate actions will be taken
including changing our management actions and manually reforesting the srie if
necessary Current timber mansgement practices on the GMUG are producing
very low regeneration faulure rates (less than one percent for aspen)

Cumulative impacts are addressed in the final portion of Chapter IV of the FSEIS,
including cumulative effects of the alternatives, past, present and future action
and therr effects, and expected cumulative effects

Soil and water protection was a major consideration in reducing timber harvests
n the new preferred alternatrve, 1-G  Soil and water resources are heavily
protected with a number of Forest Service measures



~ The *Forest Direction" segment of the Forest Plan provides basic
protection for so1l and water in all three National Forests
Mr. R E Greffemus 3 - The *Management Area Direction® in the Forest Plan pretects soil and
water by land charactenstics, such as geology, vegetation and hydrology.
Hildlaife Habitat
- Sensitive so1l and water areas — such as wetlands — have recewed
7=6 The DSEIS does not recognize the decrease in wildlife habitat which will addifional protection in the Final Amendment's Standards and Guidelines
occur as a result of the tamber cutting, road building, additional human use as well as in Management Direction
and gpecupation, and development-related decreases in forage, air, and water
quality. The DSEIS appears to have devalued wildlife habitat considerations

- Analysis and evaluation are part of each timber harvest project. Long
which may result from timber harvesting beforte a timber sale 1s made, the potential impact to soll and water
Forest Resources resources 1s considered Possible damage to ether one 1s cause for

project changes ot cancellation Cumulative effects on sail and water also
7=7 We suggest that the FEIS should reconmsider the private foresters role in must be evaluated before a project begins

meefing the perceived increasing demand for forest products In additionm,
the FEI5 should specify whether regeneration will match the long-term in-
crease in harvest and describe the cumulative impacts that will result from
harvesting on Federal and private lands throughout the Guonison Basin.

- Budgets and staffing are bemng increased to ensure soll and water
protection on these three National Forests, throughout the Rocky
Mountain Region, and across the nation

Table 8-4 in the DSEIS {Page 5-10) indicates that upon reanalysis, the pro-

portion of suitable lands for timber production goes from 37 to 44 The - The *Manitoring and Evaluation® section (Chapter IV, Final Amendment)
FEIS should explain this increase in land areas now considered suitable for specihies further action to protect water and soil Ground-disturbing
harvest {1.e,, what has changed to make this additional acreage suitable} activibies that could impact these resources must be checked and
evaluated - especially in wetland areas

Soils

7-8 The effects of logging on so1l stabality should be analyzed in the FEIS In E;;::d";ec‘;him‘:‘:ls:n?g:g?;:nr;e:::::?g'o;‘;rﬁirnﬁ::; sc;l:!zr:i:zt;\:;yl;
particular, the effects of timber harvest on landsiide movement in the v2- n ' 9
cinity of Silver Jack Dam and sprllway should be described and analyzed under this chapter must lead to corrective action when harm to soils and

water 1s detected
He appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments and hope they will be
useful to you in the preparatien of the FEIS. The area surrounding Silver Jack Resetveir has been withdrawn from timber

production
Sincerely,

Boda T -, M(L%/

Robert F Stewart
/) Regronal Environmental Officer

VI-73
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Mr. R.E. Greffenius, Forest Supervisor
Grand Mesa, Uncompaghgra,

and Gunnison National Forests

2250 Highway 50

Delta, Colorade 81416

Dear Mr. Greffenius:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section 309 of the Clean aAir
Act, Regicn VIII of the Environmental Protactlon Agency (EPA)} has
completaed its review of the Draft Supplemental Environmental
1mpast Stztemenl (DSEI3) tor Grand Meas, Uncompagyhgre ond
Gunnison National Forests, and the proposed amandment to the Land
and Resources Management Plan {(LRMP) for the same forests.

This document was generated in responze to a number of
serious concerns and cbjections ellcited by the Final
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS}, and in order to address a
number of recenht wood-product market changes which limit the
utility of the FEIS as 2 planning document. The Forest Service
(Service) has accomplished a formidable task in addressing those
concerna and in adjusting this document to incorporate current
information. The Supplement appears to be consistent with the
goals, prlorities and responsibilities of the Forest Service, and
all of the alternatives presented are well considered and
comprehensive.

The EPA does have gome reservations about this document. In
general, these documents need to reflect greater consideration of
the impacte which might occur to the forest under wvarious climate
change scenarios. FMPs and related documents should include an
identification of the areas of forest management and use which
are most likely to be noticeably or critically impacted by
environmental changes. How would Plansg be adjusted to react to
these changes? How does the Forest Service plan to monitor
forest impactse, and how will actions be coordinated and
information made availabls to those responsible for forest
management? Are current forest managements mechanisme adeguate
to meet these challengas? VI-74



Secondly, there are lssuss related to specific aspects of
this dogument,; which requires Forest Service consideration.
Water related igsues need to be developad more fully in the light
of environmental change., Is it reasonable to conceptualize run-
off associated with current managemant plane as watar “yelld®?
The Forest Sarvice needs to address water needs by the forest.
Wwhat are the minimum water reqiurements for sound forest growth
now, with reduced precipitation and other environmental
varlations?

FPA Region VIII rates these documents EC-1. This rating
reflects gnvironmental concerns relating to actiens proposed in
these documents, and that more Information and perhape changes in
basic policies and implementation plans need to be coneidered for
these concerns to bs adaquately addressed. While the EPA feels
strongly about the issues which we have raised in this review, we
faeal that a2 more severe rating is not justified for this documant
vhich ig limited in scope. We have raised them out ¢f 2 sense of
concern that the plans and analyses which land and forest
resource agencies undertake incorporate the issue vwhich we have
raiged, Detajiled comments Follow.

The EPA commends and supports the Forest Bervice in its
stewardship of our National Forests. Aside from raising
particular quastions concerning the document currently under
review, the EPA is interested to know what plans the Bervice has
to maeet its already complex responsibilities during this period
of growing environmental change, and whether some of that
thinking is reflected in this Plan.

If the Forest Service has any question regaxding this
review, please feel free to contact eithey mysalf, or Gene
Kersey, Project Review Officer, at commercial 303-294-7117, or
FTS 564-7T117.

Sincerely;

A Wt

- Robert R, DeSpain, Chief
Environmental Agsessment Branch
Water Management Division

VI-75



COMMENTS

At the racent Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA
confarence in Washington, the CEQ identified three key areas it
would like to sae Faderal agencies address in the NEFA process.

These were:

1) activities which may contribute to or mitigate
the impacts of the dynamics driving Global
Climate Change;

2) biodiversity; and
3) cumulative environmental impacts

These are issues which EPA Region VIII has begun to addrese
within its NEPA revievw vesponsibilities. These are arsas of
particular relevance in reviewind the evaluation and planning
activities of Federal land management agencles. The Forast
Service baing one of these key Federal agencies, these concerns
need to be moré thorsughly addrecsed in this document, ox where
addressed, expanded and more clearly focusad.

The documents produced for this project are already very
complex, reflecting an equally complex task. The EPA is keenly
awvare that it would be ¢ounter-productive for NEPA analyses to
become so comprehensive, gleobal and, consequently, expensive and
time consuming in nature that they become prohibitive to conduct.
This is not our desire.

Rowavar, our Government is encouraging other governments and
industries to accept the responsibility for and cost of
implementing better pollution contrel technologisas and to adopt
pelicies and programs to reduce insults to the environment to
help preserve the health of the world's biosphere. At & tinme
whan we are encouraging policies aimed at preserving the world's
rainforest which continues to ¢leanse our commop atmogphere of
pollutants some of which this country is responsible for
producing, we nead to reflect the same awareness and concern for
the presexrvation of our own forest raesource.

To this end, the EPA urges the Forest Service to consider
not only the cumulative environmental impacts which may be
assoclated with policies adopted within a particular Forast
Management Plan (FMF) or LRMP, but to consider the aggregate and
cemuzlative environmental impacts of individual forest plans and
policies as they together form our overall national forest
policy.

VI-76



eneral questions raised here reflect the desire of the
EPA tzhgegter undgrstand the current thinking of the Forest .
Service in a number of areas, and to attempt to gat a gagge ]
the flexibility and power of the analytical tools whic batz
Service 1s using in its planning process, as vall as 2 ar
understanding of the procese itself.

t and
e support the Forest Service in its forest managemen
economic dggalopment efforts. A vigorous foraest 1 ba:tgz agéﬁar
to remove atmospheric CO;, as well as to perform all o£ st
vital ecological functions. The harvesting of mature oresin
makes room for vigorous new tres and habitat growth. Maturing
forestn have s greater capacity to bind and therefore remove n
atmospheric carbon than does a mature forest. Of courae,iezz
forest has differing grovth and environmental factors agailn
which any broad policy objectives must be balanced. No onat on
policy goal will apply or be obtainable in the same manner fr

one forest to another.

‘ Has the Forest Service performed an analysis of the COz

! ion capacity of the this planning area? Ie such an
'22§?§223°be1n§ coniidered? This capacity will be diminished
thisugn varigus Plan aclivities, Boss tho Sorvioa knov by hr.w£
much? What is the expected rate of reforestation envisioned fox
areas being harvested in this plan, and when will the lost
capacity be recovered?

The Forest Service needs to address impacts assoclated with
scenarios embracing but not limited to variations in
precipitation, including incrassed ameunte occcurring oveﬁ a "
shorter period of time, increased average temperature, changes
types and quality of precipitation, etc..

8-2 Climate change, however it manifests, will place the forest,

. well ac other ecosystems, under stress. Will the parameters
:Sengified as acceptable using enalysis of the hiatorigal record
be adequate to support the well-being of the forest unﬂer
conditions likely to prevail under future scenarios? How
will/has the Porest Sarvice determine this?

While the specter of Global Climate Change is in itself
reason for concagn, it is the projected rate of that change andm
the occurrence of associated blological stresses whic? cgus: ﬁo e
alarm. TIs this an area of concern to the Forest Service o
will the Service respond under its current FPlans?
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The Forest has not conducted and does not anticipate conducting a CO2
absorption capacity analysis of the planming srea The Forest 15 required to
reforest all imber sales five years after final harvest, and makes every effortto do
so Stands which are not capabie of being reforested within five years are not
harvested The wood harvested goes into homes and ather construction projects
where the carbon in the wood remains locked up The regenerated stands will
absorb CO2 at a greater rate than the onginal stand, as thrifty young stands foc
carbon at a faster rate than do mature stands which have passed CMAI
{Culmination of Mean Annual Increment - the age at which the average growth
rate of a stand starts to decline) Ninety-Five percent of CMAI ts the minimum age
at which timber stands will be harvested

Current stands of timber on the Forest have sustained perodic droughts in the
past and they still thrve With global warming, we are talking about a long term
change over 10to 20 years Forest Plans are reviewod every five years Currently
reforestation s not a problem on the Forest, and therefore no action needs to be
taken at this time The effect of a long term decrease n rainfall from global
warming would be a significant decresse In reforestation success which would be
identified 10 the five year Forest Plan review If the Forest cannot assure
reforestation within five years of final harvest, it must cease timber harvesting
activities

Increases in water yield due to timber harvesting will be small, approximately
08% Increases of this magnitude should have no impact on stream channels
and imgation ditches The paper, *Marginal Economic Value of Runcff From the
Grand Mesa, Uncompehgre, and Gunnison National Forests® by Brown, Harding
and Payton provides & thorough discussion of monetary values of runoff
Increases from forest management on the Forest

Unless compaction occurs as a result of imber harvesting, any decrease inwater
retention capacity will only last until vegetative cover s restored on the site to
decrease evaporation from the soil surface Increase in water yield occurs as a
result of decreased evapo-transpiration from trees following timber harvest,
Intiltration on harvest sites is maintained since tree raots that have penetrated the
soll are left on harvested sites These residual roots provide a path for water to
follow into the soil (infiltration) and also provide a path for water to foliow to
deeper depths in the soil (percolation) As new trees are resiored on the site
{regeneration) new root systems are established to replace detencrating residual
roots

Recovery or re-growth was addressed by decreasing water yield increases over
tme The water yield increase coefficient was decreased for each succeeding
decade after harvest (Water Yield Documentation, Meshew)



Monitoring and evaluation of soil productivity 1s specified in the Monttoring and
'E;mluatlon Plan in Table IV-Il, Effectiveness Monttoring, of the proposed Forest
an

As stated in paragraph two of this sect ;
8-2 The Service has a number of guidelines which would etention capacaﬂgisi:notaxpected‘o.::: n(;a)o‘x:::tinogncxg:ﬁnor: soll moisture
conceivably be useful in responding in this general area. For trails , landings and skid
instance, a timber parcel 15 considered unsuitable it there is no
reasonable likelihood of being able to support reforestation,

Would this guideline apply in the event that natural conditions
84, There 18 currently no data supporting the theory that a *spring acid run off pulse"

in the forest changed such that a previously acceptable parcel
was deemaed to fall into this category? occurs on this Forest. Wildemess lake pH sampling is currently being conducted
in the West Elk Wilderness

The EPA needs to see a more thorough discuassion of the
dynamice and consequences to the forest of the water diversion
from the forest intc increased surface stream flows which occurs
as a result of LRMP alternatives. The Forest Service accounts
for these increases as vater “producad®, and a market value
benefit calculated. A decreased forast vater retention capacity
resulting in increased water run-off intc streams seems a mixed

blessing.

8-3 Agide from increased siltation rates due to increased soil
erosion, nutrients are also being removed from the forest
ecosystem and transported elsewhere. As new vegetative growth
establishes itself in previously cleared areas, the lost water
retention capacity would be recovered, and the water reclaimed by
the forest ecosystem. Although appearing to be a temporary
siltuation, the nutrients are not recovered. Whether this water
is bound up in or by new growth, cycled into ground water or
both, increased surface flows for most management areas would
seem short-lived.

While the Forest Service has supplied the estimated run-off
associated with the various Plan options, there is no clear
analysis of what, if anything, the removal of this rescurce from
the forest cycle might mean to the forest. While these dynamics
occur naturally in the ecosystem, what makes a certain amount of
soil loss or loss of moisture retention capacity “"acceptable® to
that system? What factors influencing this will likely change
over time, and are these factors included in those which the
Forast Service will monitor in tracking the effects of its

management plans?

8-4 If the forest begins to receive more acidic precipitation, a
lower rate of moisture retention might be better for tree growth.
However, this would tend to exacerbate any "spring acid run-cft
pulse”, a phenomenon occurring in some eastern North American
forests. This would load surface streams with a sudden acidic
run-off detrimental to many aquatic species, while additiocnally
contributing to the likel:ihood of leaching, and the lowering of

water quality.
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This ie not to say that we assume all LRMP alternatives
related consequences to have negative impacts upon the forest, or
upon the larger ecosystem, The benefits to the forest assoclated
with the proposed Plan and its amendment are here wall
documented. There are, however, a number of possible
environmental scanarios which could shape the nature the impacts
of actions taken under the LEMP, gqulte possibly bayond or in
oppositien to those intended, and thase need to be anticipated

and analyzed.
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— LETTER # 9 WSSOI Conservatn St Gunh

; LETTER 2 RESPONSE
“4]15]%9
91 The proposed Plan calls for managing up to 1,370 acres per year of aspen
UNITED STATES S0l 216 N. Colorade through a commercral bmber sale program Ut is our view that this aternative best
DEPARTMENT OF Congervation Gunnison, CO 81230 meets all the Issues and concerns

AGRICULTURE Service 303~641-0494

September 13, 1988

R.E. Greffenius, Forest Superviser
Gunnison National Forest

2250 Highway S0

Delta, CO 81416

Dear Mr. Greffenius,

I support your Amendment to the Forest Plan. Like any agency oc
company, US Forest Service personnel were hired to do their job and
your job ts to manage US Forest Service lands 1n a way that they will
be sustained for future generations to utilize and engoy.

I have been keeping up with the criticism and the support you
have been receiving 1n the local paper and feel [i1ke much of the
criticism 15 coming from shortsighted people with no education 1n the
management of natural resources. It 1s to bad that the critics seem
teo out number the supporters 1n print, I just hope that does not keep
you from making the right decision for the natural resources.

In 50 years children of the parents that are now criticizing ths

9-1lamendment will be wonderrng why the aspen were not managed so that

they couvld enyoy their beauty.

The other big constderation 1s the benefit to wildlife, mainiy
deer and elk. The elk numbers are getting awfully high and by
creating more habitat for the elk some of the conflicts that are
ocecurring with [rvestoeck grazing will be relieved.

1t has got to be hard to be in your position to try and do what
vou believe 18 best for the envirenment and receive so much publc

criticism. 1 do not envy vour posttion with this upcoming decision, |
de feel you would not have gotten to your present position without
being qualified to make these dectssions and trust you will make the

right decision.

John M Scott, District Conservationtst
Gunnison SCS
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LETTER # 10

STATE OF COLORADO

10-1

EXECUYIVE CHAMBERS

136 State Capual
Denver Colarado 60203 1792
Phane {303) 866 2471

September 25, 1989

Richard Greffenius
Forest Supervisor
Grand Mesa, Uncompahare
and Gunmison National Forests
2250 Highway 50
Delta, CO 81416

Dear Mr Greffenius:

Colorado appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed
sAmendment of the Land and Resources Management Plan for the Grand
Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison (GMUG) National Forests ® Included
with this tetter 1s a compromise which I bel1eve balances the timber
and recreational interests of these forests, both of which are
important to the economy of western Colorado

The 1ssue facing all of the affected parties 1n the debate 1s
whether they support a timber Yevel that maintains current
empioyment or a level that ailows the industry to expand Colorado
believes it 15 essential to discuss constraints which terrain,
ecological balance, economics and other uses of the forests may
place on timbering levels We believe the current level of
timber—related jobs can be maintained without threatening existing
recreation and tourism jobs which depend on the national foresis
We are proposing a timbering level of 2,000 acres per year he
belreve that the current Tevel of timber-related jobs 315 comsistent
with the strong recreation and tourist economy  However, a sizable
expansion of the timber harvest industry, such as that 1n the
preferred alternative, could result 1n sigmficant conflicts

Colorado has been 1nvolved with the GMUG forest issues for several
years. In 1983, the state appealed the forest plan because of
apparent conflicts between lodging and recreational uses In 1985,
we agreed to settle that appeal based on the establishment of the
sGuidelines for Managing Aspen,” developed by the state and other
parties 1nterested 1n the management of national forests. In 1987,
at the request of local governments, the state clarified 1ts
principles related to timber management n  tight of the
reconstideration of the GMUG Forest Plan In 1988, the state was a
principal player in the Keystone agreement designed to resolve many
of the conflicts 1n that plan

Central to those discussions was the state's conviction that wood
fiber production should not be the primary objective of aspen
management  Forest management plans must balance the recreational,
tourism and timbering uses of the forests and must reflect the
concept of muttiple use of the forests

Roy Romer
Covermnor
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LETTER 10 RESPONSE

We agree The balance between timber onented jobs and recreation and
toutism Jobs Is a difficult one to properly achieve, and we believe that the
conflicts now anticipated to occur with atternative 1E would be detnmental to
the overall economy and the management of the natural resources on the
Forest Altsrnative 1G calls for 21,000 MBF in the conifer sawtmber program
which equals the historic harvest levels and would therefora maintain the exist-
ing jobs i that portion of the industry The aspen program in 1G calls for 1,370
acres per year which we believe 1s a reasonable balance between fiber produc-
tion for existing mndustry and the concerns expressed by the majorty aof the
commenting public

The governing regulations that we operate under statethatthe timber resources
on lands considered suited for tmber preduction can and should be managed
for wood fiber production Aspen trees offer a wood fiber base t the American
public and should be managed for fiber production along with other manage-
ment objectives such as scenic qualties, forage and cover for wildlife, and
recreational opportunities We believe the 1,370 acre proposal is a reasonable
balance

Wa concur Further analysis between the Dreft and Final indicates that Alterna-
tive 1E timber outputs cannot be achieved on the lands selected as sured for
timber production without violating the standards and guidelines The Forest
was able 1o better understand the effects of implementing the standards and
guidelines during tho draft comment perod through field layout of proposed
uraber sales What we leamed helped us to better understand and interpret
those standards and guidelines into long term timber managament planming
efforts, disclosed in the Final SEIS

The Aspen Management Guidelines will be superseded by tndwidual Forast
Plans The Aspen Guidslines were not developed n accordance with NEPA,
and are becoming out-of-date as NEPA and Forest Plan Implementation be-
comes more refined The GMUG intends to allow for production of aspen waod
fiber n acoordance with NFMA planning reguiations on lands surted for tmber
production The "20 year® goal of partial restoration is not found in the Aspen
Guidelines The Forest Service uses the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum
{ROS), Visual Quality Objective (VQO), and Landscape Management Systems
which will govern the objectives for visual resource management,

The Counties and ail affected and interested parhes will have the opportunidy to
review and comment on timber sales and other projects through the NEPA
process While concurrence is always desirable, the Forest Service has legal
responsibility far and will make the final decisions for achons on National Forest
System lands

Water qualty monttoring will be incorporated and carned out as part of the
Forest Plan Monitoring Plan

The Forest will continue to inventory forest resources In accordance with
Service-wids and Regional standards to the extent that funding is available
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Undaer the previous forest plan, up to 1,008 acres of aspen were to
be made available for timbering on an annual basis. The timbering
industry, mcluding Llouisiana-Pacific Corporation, 1ndicated that
approximately 3,000 acres of aspen from public 1lands would be
required annually to sustain their current processing efforts
During the Keystone process in 1988, all parties agreed that federal
forest lands should not provide 100 percent of the industry's need
because of the implications to the other multiple uses of the forest
and visual quaTity The participants in that process hoped that the
50 percent 1ncrease 1n aspen prices would make more private timber
available. As a result, the parties agreed to an interim level of
2,500 acres in 1989 and 1990. The intent was to determine if a
higher timber cut would be compatible with the other uses of the
forests.

Several recent circumstances suggest that future timber sale levels
may not be as high as envisioned in the current interim supply
agreement. First, the standards and guidelines for timber harvest
that have been developed have resulted in Jower timber sale
voiumes. Second, the industry and the forest service differ on what
constitutes marketable and commercial timber. Finally, the region
1s split on the amount of timber necessary to support those counties
dependant upon the timber industry while not harming those counties
which are recreation-based. If indicative of future trends, these
circumstances could reduce the long-term timber supply levels.

The state recognizes the value of the timber industry in Region 10.
The timber processing, transport and removal 1ndustries have a
payrell of $14.3 million, accounting for approximately 950 jobs, or
4.7 percent of the workforce. By comparison, tourism totals nearly
315 milTion n payroll, nearly 1,800 jobs and 7 percent of the
workforce. Clearly, we cannot 1gnore the value and size of the
tourist industry in this region, in identifying those areas suitable
for timber management.

For these reasons, the state proposes anm aliowable sale quantity of
2,000 acres per year under a rather stringent set of environmental
considerations This proposal could double the amount of aspen
available under the previous plan, thus supplying voughly one-half
to two-thirds of Louisiama-Pacific's needs from public lands.

The state supports this level of harvest with the following
conditions:

10-41 Inclusion of all the principles of the 1985 Aspen Management

Guidelines, 1ncluding a goal of partial restoration of the
visual quality of harvested areas within 20 years;
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10-5 2.

10-6 3

10-7 4.

10-8 5

10-9 6.

10-107.

10-11 8.

10-12 ¢.

10-13 10.

10-14 .

10-1512.

Consultation and concurrence with the affected counties
before final areas are designated for timber cuts to protect
visual, recreational and real estate values,

Establishment of a water quality momitertng program by
memorandum of agreement with the state health department to
evaluate pre- and post-timbering conditions;

pevelopment of an 1nventory over twme of baseline data,
inciuding water quality, old growth, understory conditions
and tree species diversity, for forest areas affected by
timbering,

Extreme limitations on timbering on Mount Sneffels, Kebler
Pass and Taylor Park, exclusion of timbering 1in the
Tabequache Research Matural Area and other special interest
or proposed research/special interest areas; and possible
prescription changes to Dimit timbering in areas such as
Stevens Gulch,

Estabiishment of baseline areas for research and monitoring
to 1dentify the direct and indirect effects of timbering 1in
the forest and provide valuable information to on-~the-ground
managers,

Suitability analysis to focus timber cuts n those areas that
would not affect recreation and reasonable wisual quality,
while also 1dentifying those areas where cuts will add to the
visual quality and recreation potential;

Timely obligation of roads and 1dentification of roadless
areas that would not be developed;

Establishment of a cooperative agreement with a local
unmiversity, such as Western State College, to assist in the
monitoring of forest conditions and the effects of timber
cuts;

An agreement between the timber industry and the counties to
share the frnancial costs of the mpacts of the
timber-related traffic on county roads;

Consideration of the impacts of specific timber cuts on
existing agricultureal activities; and

Review of new and existing access points to state highways
Tor possible safety regulation.
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108

1010

10-11

1012

1013

10-14,

1015,

10-16

1017

10-18

1019

In the proposed Plan lands have been designated "not surted for timber
production® in the Mount Sneffels, Kebler Pass, Taylor Park, Tabeguache, and
other \dentfied sceruc areas as displayed on the maps attached to the Plan.
Some timber sales are planned in the Taylor Park area Timber management
activites will proceed In the Stevens Guich area in accordance with the
approved EIS and subsequent approvals of it by the Regional Forester and
Chief In order to achieve a 2,000 acre annual aspen program, some of these
sensitive areas would have to be considered suted and would have to be
schedule for entry in the first decade in order that standards and guidetlines are
not exceeded on other areas

The Research Needs section of the Plan is being revised and updated based
on public comment and internal re-assessment of the need for scientfic
information to support Forest Plan implementation

The extensive mapping effort between draft and final claarly identified these
areas, they are no longer considered as surted lands in the proposed Plan

Management Area direction and the standards and guidelines in the Plan
address these 1ssues

Roadless areas and their relationship to the tmber sales scheduled for the next
ten years are shown m the accompanying Roadless Area map

Noeds for such cooperative arrangements will be considered in planning and
execution of the Forest Menitoring Plan

This 1s outside the jurisdiction of the Forest Service We have, and will conttnue
to support commumcations and assistance with transportation system
development through the Forest Highway pragram and indnvidual tmber sale
planning procedures

Project level environmental analysis and wdentfication of impacts is completed
during the NEPA review process

These problems would be considered in the project level NEPA analysis for
timber sales and related transportation facilities

This 13 outside the control of the Forest Service

Implementation of the Forest Plan 1s a function of funding levels appropriated
by Congress

This will' be a part of our normal monitoring and tmber management actvities
on the Forest. The timber cutput levels in the proposed Plan may not meet the
demands of the wood fiber industry, especially that of Louisiana-Pacific's
waferwood plant, The levels meet demand to the extent that they are in concert
with all other multiple use goals and objectives of National Forest management

None of the altarnatives now propose an OAC component
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Paramount to the success of this proposal, or any alfernative, are
several additional conditions. First, the GMUG Torests must be
10-16 fully funded by Congress to implement the momitoring and other
10 17cnnd1t1ons proposed in the plan and in this alternative. Second,
- the forest service must be prepaved tc deliver on the final harvest
level. Third, the performance of the plan should be monitored and
10-18evaluated periodically to determime if the aspen level 15 adequate
to meet demand and to allow for adjustments 1n timbering levels
where appropriate. Finally, the opportumity avaiiabie component
10-19should not be used as a device to avold public review or comment on
an increased timber level

The amount of timbering that the forest reasomably can support is
based on technical, economic and political considerations. A
tripling of the timber harvests in these forests, as proposed 1n the
preferred alternative, is unmrealistic. It creates the expectation
that this amount of timber could actually be made available through
the forest service planning process, despite recent experience which
stggests this is not possible. It also ignores the effects that a
substantial growth in timbering in these areas might have on other
important uses of the forest. Finally, it assumes that the higher
timbering level would not be appealed by other interest groups.

We believe that a level of 2,000 acres, with the possibility for
change in the future, based on economic and environmental
evalwations, 15 a more reasonable approach.

The spacific comments of the Colorado departments of health and
highways, the Colorado Natural Areas Program, and formal comments of
the Colorado Depariment of Matural Resources are enclosed.

He thank the Delta office for its interest in our concerns with this
1ssve.  In particular, we appreciate the information and cooperation
of Mick Greer and Denmis Havel He continue to be availabte to
discuss these 1ssues in the future.

Sincerely,

Roy Romea%
Governor

RR:wb
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STATE OF COLORADO LETTER # 11 f-zZi-1a84
Roy Romer, Governor REFER 1C
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL neduuHLED :

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE

AN EQUAL OPPDRTUNITY EMPLOYER
Perry D Olson, Director -
606D Broadway

Denver, Colorado BO216
Telephone (303) 297-1192

111

2300 S Townsend
Montrose, CO 81401
September 26, 1989

Mr. R.E. Greffepius, Forest Supervisor
U.S. Forest Service

2250 Haghway 50

Delta, CO 81416

Dear Mr. Greffepius:

The Divasion of Wildlife hes reviewed the GMUS National Forest Draft

Supplewental E.I1.S. and Amendment of the Land and Resource Management Plan

We offer the following comments for consideration 1n developang the final 1.2
decision document. i

A. The amendment is very well written and answers many wildlife issuves not
addressed in the Forest Plan. The sections on wildlife monitoring are
partrculerly ontstanding. We are pleased to see the emphasis placed on
wildlife and environmental meonitorang

I
11-f B. We are concerned about the transportation system analysis, New roads

) constructed for timber harvest continuve to be the Division’s number one
concern on most sales. Past experience has shown that road management
and closure enforcement on public lands 15 difficult, The amepdwent does
not adequately address a long-term road menagement plan. Thas 1s
cratical before consideration or additional timber harvest occurs. 1It ais
apparent that the timber program will drive meny of the other
multiple~use progrems simply because of access. This 18 particularly 1.3
true on the Uncompahgre Plategu, where s multi-agency transportation plan
18 needed Road management must be gaiven hagh priority in the Final EIS.

11-2 ¢. The Forest Service’s financial and menpower capsbilitzes to design, merk,
nanage and monitor three times the current espen harvest appears wealk.
While strongly supporting the menitoring plan, from the experience based
on current sales, current staffing, and funding, 1t 15 not apparent that
the preferred alternative can be effectively implemented. The Antelope
Timber Sale nmear Gunnison was to be designed, maneged and monitored as
"The Prototype" timber sale 1n Colorado for Managing Forested Lands for
Wildlife. To date there has been l:ttle coordinstion or monitoring since
the sale was let. It will be difficult to manage expanded future sales
such as Antelope Creek. Making 1t more difficult is the fact that there
bave been Iittle wildlife E-V funds avazlable to rehsbilitate or enhance 11-4
the timber harvests on the GMUG forests.

11-3 0. It appeasrs questionsbie whether allowsbie sale quantity levels can be met
with sustained yields or 1f young trees will be harvested to meet target
goals,

11-4 &. It 18 recommended that aspen and conifer harvest manegement ceincide to 1.6

minimyze human activity time and reduce w2ldlife impacts. This option
needs further analysiz in the Fanal EIS.

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESQURCES, Hamlet J Barry Executive Director Vi-85

WILDLIFE COMMISSION, George VanDenBerg Chairman s Robert L Freidenberger, Vice Chairman « William R Hegberg Secretary
Eldon W Cooper, Member » Rebecta L. Frank, Member « Dennis Lutirell Member « Gene B, Peterson, Member o Larry M Wnght Member

LETTER 11 AESPONSE

{Please see proposed Forest Plan, pg II-76-78 for transportation system man-
agerment general diractton, standards, and guidelines )

Al newly-constructed roads will be closed fo public molenzed use unless
documented analysis supports keeping the road open Conversely, all extisting
roads will be kept open to public motorized use unless there are documented
reasons for closing the roads Dunng timber harvestng operations, existing
open road mlleage will be reduced whenever possible

Al roads not needad for multi-resource management will be obliterated at the
earliest opportuntty The Forest has recorded the miles of road obliterated inthe
past. Existing roads to be obliterated in the future will be identified as part ofthe
analysis required under the National Environmental Protection Act.

True, the Forest budget grows or shninks each year according to Congress’
priotties Yearly, the Forest Service adjusts its level of operations as budgets
shift. Although one annual budget may restnct tmber sales to an 80 percent
level, that restriction would have no effect on funds for monrtoring The money
needed for monitoring and mitigating damage to vegetation, soil, and water 1
set aside - regardless of reductions in overali budgets or timber sales

The budget increase, If any, will be greatly minimized by the reduchon in aspen
harvests scheduled in alternative 1G, the proposed Forest Plan The degree of
change is not caleulable at thrs ttme

Alternative 1G recommends an annual harvest of 37 MMBF — substantially fess
than the GMUG Nstional Forests can grow

Long-term sustalned yield for this alternative is 61 million board feet per year
that could be harvested from the forests each year

The Forest Plan will be revised within 10 years At that ime, these figures will
be recalculated 1o develop a new annual program, one that will continue to
ensure long-term sustained yield

We concur with mimimizing the number of disturbances in a given geographical
area over time, see page 1142 , General Direction 02 of the proposed Forest
Plan

Elk and deer movements and use patterns can be influenced by human actvi-
ties On the National Forests these effects can result from imber management
activities or the amount of open roads avatlable for motanzed public use. Atthe
project tevel, the Forest Setvice addresses management actions and ofi-site
impacts which may oceur — and consults with your agency to look at alternative



F. Many of the proposed sales are located en small strips of public lands
adjecent to praivate lands or heavily used public lands. These areas need
special wildlife consideration to prevent animal displacement,
agricultural damage, and loss of wildlife habitat. Examples include
propesed sales areess east and west of Cimarron Ridge and High Park and
south of Mt. Sneffels,

11-5 6. Timherline areas are particularly umportent es summer range for big game
apecies, We encoursge special emphasis be pleced on maneging and
buffering these areas which are proposed for harvest.

H. Reclamataon of disturbed erees should include using graseea, forbs,
shrubs and trees in bag geme transitionsl and winter range areas.
Maintenance and enhancement of vertical vegetative diversity 1s impurtant
for wildlafe habatat.

i

11-6 1. wWildlafe pregcription areas such as Cow Creek, near Hidgway, should
receive wildlife emphasia prior to any timber sale consideration. Many
areas fall waithin this designation.

J.  The Dexter/Cutler Creek arces have received considersble attention due to
the cooperative bag game habitat projects accemplished during the past
two years. We recommend this area be given a wildlife winter-range
prescription.

11-7 XK. Timing of tawber harvests 1s important and should be coordinated with
wildlife ut:1lrzation end magraetion periods Many areas, such as South
Crystal Creek, near Crawford, should be harvested during winter months.

11-8L. Many napen foreste are found in steep, highly unstable, erodeble, and
deep soi1l types. Development of roads inte these areas could have
adverse impacta on sluwpang, soirl erosion, water quality, end the ability
to stabilize and maintmin vegetstion while providing high water guality
for fisheries. Areas need to be examined, such as the Dyer Creek, Kebler
Pass and Muddy Creek drainages, very carefully in the Final EIS., Meany of
these are outstanding hunting end recrestion mreas which could be
adversely impacted by romad building.

11-9 4.  Accessa to public lemds 1n critacal sreas should be considered during rosd
lay-out design on sale areas.

11-10 1o cooclusion, the Division recommends a scaled down harvest program over the
preferred action. We are concerned that the Forest Service resocurces are not
adequate to manage the preferred alternative. The adoption of a scaled down
alternative will allow scund road and resource management while successfully
meeting the standards and guidelines of U.S Forest Service policy and
following the procedures developed in Managing Forested Lands for Wildlife.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this document, Plesse
call 1f you have any guestions on these comments.

At
Robe LT
Regional Menager
ce* Clark
Goodman
Stone
Young
- VI-86
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11-8

11-9

1110

1o look at altarnatwve ways to minimize the impacts to private fands and assess
the potential damages, This will continue Further discussion of this issue is
presented in Chapter IV of the Final SEIS As for proposed sales areas in the Mt
Sneffels area, the area has been removed from the suited land base and no
sales are proposed in the next decade

The National Forest Management Act requires that cut over areas must be
reforested. Areas to be cut must be capable of being regenerated and must be
so certified In ste-speciic doguments required by the National Envirenmental
Protection Act. Those documents also must describe the means the Forest
Service will use to ensure regeneration Those means must be the most
ofiective procedures possible which may include re-seeding grasses, forbs,
shrubs and trees in big gama transtional and winter range areas

Wildlife emphasis areas do recewe wildife emphasis prior to timber sale
considersiion The intent of the Amendment Is to leave intact the managemoent
emphass allocation of the onginal 1983 Farest Plan, exceptto make corrections
for several mapping errors The Dexter/Cutler Creek areas were designated hig
game winter range in the 1983 Forest Plan and remain so

Appropnate timing of tmber sales will be considered during the project level
analysis

Refar to response in 11-1 for transpartation systern anelysis infermation Some
timber harvesting is acheduted for the Muddy Creek and Dyer Creek areas and
the Standards and Guidelines mentionad 1n 11-1 will be apphed in these areas
The Kebler Pass drainege to the west of the Pass has been removed from the
suited timber base so no harvesting wifl occur in this area

Access is considered, refer 1o the transportation standaerds end guidelines
beginning on page lIl-76 of the proposed Forast Plan,

The Forest developod a new alternative {1G) which is the proposed Forest Plan
Alternative 1G has a harvest level which is about one-half as large as the harvest
level as the preferred alternative i the DSEIS, afternative 1E,
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COLORADO RIVER COMMISSION
OF NEVADA
1515 E Tropicana, Suite 400
Las Vegas, Nevada B9158
(702) 486.706D
August 22, 1989

Mr, Gary E. Cargill
Regional Forester

11177 West Eaghth Avenue
Post Office Box 25127
Lakewood, GO 80225-0127

Dear Mr. Cargill:

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment en
the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(DSEIS) for the Proposed Amendment of the Land and Resource
Management Plan, Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison
National Forests.

Table IV-3 of the DSEIS aindicates that alternative 1B
has the potential to create the most additional water in the
forest--35,566 acre-feet per year. Even though thas
quantity of water s less than two percent of the existing
baseline yield of the forest, 1t 25 over ten percent of
Nevada's Coelorado Raver water allocation. The 35,566
acre-feet per year, along with additional water runoff from
other forests, would significantly augment existing water
supplies to help meet current allocations and accommodate
increasing demands on this vital resource. Therefore, we
strongly encourage the selection of alternative IB which
would maxaimize water yield from timber harvestaing.

Table B-IV-4 on page B-52 shows the values for Upper
and Lower Colorade Basin consumptive use water to be
$0 0l/acre-foot and §$1.15/acre-foot, respectively. It
appears from these low values that no consideration was
girven to the cost of municipal and aindustrzal (MI) water.
Consideration of MEI costs would increase the values for
consumptive use water, and thereby increase the potential
for maximizang the production of water on forest land. It
15 our hope that increased water production from forest land
in the Colorado River 3Basin will postpone future water
shortages that will inevitably occcur within the Colorade
River Basin due to increasing demands.

vI-87
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LETTER 12 RESPONSE

Due to public concems and a hmited sustanable timber resource, the Forest
developed afternative 1G as the proposed Forest Plan Ahernative 1G has as
estimated annual first decade Incremental (additionalj water yield of 11,100
thousand acre feet as a result of imber management activitios

Water values can not justify timber sales, nor are commercial timber sales used
1o augment waterflows Wateryield increases were considered incidental to the
objectives of imber harvests (See ill-93, DSEIS However, it Is more precise to
claim the economic benefits when and where they ocour

Extensive Forest and Range Expanment Station research has shown that har-
vesting timber 1n small openings (less than five times as wide as the height of
surrounding trees) ncreases water yield The size of harvested areas is ofitical
because it 13 possible to decrease water vield by creatng large openings.
Recent research (Troendle 1987) also shows water yield increases for selective
{parbal) cutting

Water yield increases do not directly add money to the Federal Treasuty but do
produce benefits for downstream users Some of the water yield increases that
occur because of imber harvests are stored in downstream resaervoirs until
needed, These provide power generation, recreation, irmgation, or desaliiza-
ton It 15 important to note that the Forest Service claims no watar nights for
increased water flows



Mr. Gary E. Cargill August 22, 1989
Regional Forester Page 2

In Nevada, Colorado River water 1s used solely for M§I
purposes. In the near future Nevada's demand for Colorado
Raver water will exceed its apportionment and we ultimately
will be forced to find another supply. Potential supply
sources which our agency investigated have been estimated at

{2.0 & mininum cost of §1,000/acre-foot. Table B-IV-4 indicates
that the total forest water benefit value in 1982 dollars 1s
$34.14/acre-foot. This value 1s substantially understated
when compared with the cost of new water resource
development for M§I uses.

We recommend that if the total forest water benefit
value does not 1include MEI water costs, the Forest Service
should consider these costs 1n 1ts determination of the
total forest water benefit value.

Sincerely,

thtd 7 Shmeheolen

Jack L. Stonehocker
Dairector

VIi-88
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Distict No 3, Ted H Hayden

September 27, 1888

Richard Greffenius
U S Forest Service
2250 Highway 50
belta, CO Bidié

Dear Mr Greffenius:

Thank you for taking us on a "tour" to see the lumbering on
California Mesa. That part of the mesa I had never seen before
and I really appreciated the trip

Please forgive me for not putting in my input regarding the
lumbering plan sooner, but hopefully you know that I'm against
giving Louisiania Pacific totally what they want. I feel they
must take the "bad" with the “good", I myself want to preserve
the forest for their beauty and effect they have on our visltors
to Coloradoe

I do not envy your Jjob and I know you will see to it that our
Colorade heauty is preserved,

M
Robert Watson, Commissioner
District II

RW gb

Vi-89

COUNTY COURTHOUSE 501 PALMER DELTA CCLORADQO 81416 PHONE (303)874-7595

LETTER 13 RESPONSE

Due to public concerns and a imrted sustainable timber resource, the Feorest
developed afternative 1G as the proposed Forest Plan Alternative 1G has an
estmated annual first decade aspen harvest of 1,370 acres a year Louisiana-
Pacific may choose to close its Olathe plant with the resulting loss of 300-400
local jobs and $7 & nuthon dollars (current daollars} i salanes
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COUNTY COMMISSIONERS GUNNISON COLORADO 81230

September 21, 1989

Mr. R.E. Greffenius, Supervisor

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison
National Forests

2250 Haghway 50

Delta, Colorade 81416

Dear Mr. Greffenius:

Enclosed here:n are the official comments from the Gunnison
County Beoard of Commissiohers regarding the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement prepared for the Proposed
Amendmnent of the Land and Resource Plan for the Grand Mesa,
Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests.

The comments reflect extensave public input received by the Board
of County Commissioners. The analysis of the DSEIS which was
prepared by the Gunnison County Planning Commission was reviewed
and approved by the Board and should be considered as part of the
County's submittal.

In submitting our comments, we add that the timbering plan has
created more public comment to the Beard of Commissioners than
any sother 1ssue 1n recent history.

It s cbvicus that the concerns of the community are broadly
based and serrous. We are hopeful that you decide to explore

other alternatives and we pledge our support in identifying &
plan that more fairly represents the community's interests.

Sincerely,

GUNNISON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSTONERS

/ aes (L7

ed Fiel Mario Petra
Vice Chairman commissioner

Vi-80
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September 21, 1989

Mr. R.E. Greffenius, Supervisor

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison
National Forests

2250 Highway 50

Delta, Colorado 81416

Dear Mr. Greffenaus:

The following comments are submitted by the Gunnison County Board
of Commissioners as i1ts official response to the proposed Amend-—
ment of the lLand and Resources Management Plan for the Grand
Mesa, Uncompahdgre and Gunnison National Forests. Because almost
80% of the land in Gunnison County is federally owned, most of 1t
managed by the Forest Service, federal land management polaicires
and decisions significantly aimpact our County and 1ts citizens.

The Gunnison County Commission supports the multiple use concept
to federal land management. Timbering ais an important element in
the national and regicnal economy and has played an important
role in the historic and present day economy of Gunniscn County.
We support resource development programs that are prudent and
attempt to balance resource development in order to achieve
economic diversity and environmental sensitivity. We support a
centinuation of the existing level of timberaing in Gunnison
County.

Waith this understocod, the Gunnison County Board of Commissioners
must oppose the proposed Amendment's preferred alternative for
allowable sales cuantity (ASQ) on the basis that 1t does not
further the objective of prudent and balanced resource develap—
ment. The preferred alternative is clearly based on the resocurce
demands of a single company without regard to impacts on other
important economies throughout the region.

In public meetings with USFS representatives, we are told that
the areas identified in the DSEIS 1indicate sites that are pro-
posed as suitable for harvest and that the issues of concern to
Gunnison County are best addressed at the individual sale level.
We are assured that the areas proposed as suitable do not
represent the actual areas that will be harvested, but are only a

VI-gi
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LETTER 14 RESPONSE

Due to public concems and a limrted sustainable timber rescurce, the Forest
developed alternative 1G as the proposed Forest Plan Alternative 1G has an
estimated annual first decade aspen harvest of 1,370 acres a year

The Forest 1s imited to harvesting, at a maximimum level, the ASQ lavels shown
on page 1I-7 of the proposed Plan Nothing in this Plan addresses or necessar-
ily guides what will happen in decade two, as a Forest Plan revision is neces-
sary to provide direction for that ime period

Page II-38 of the DSEIS states timber jobs make up approximately 1 1% of local
amployment The State of Colorade {Ses 9/25/89 letter from Governor Roy
Romer page 2) indicates the tmber industry and the tournism industry in Col-
orade Region 10 are roughly equal In importance when compared by the
salaries each industry prevides, although the timber industry provides about
ane-half the jobs (higher safaries, fewer workers) the tounsm industry provides

Neither industry is unimportant The Forest has been harvesting timber for over
40 years, vet the local tourism Industry has thrived dunng that penod, which
sooms to indicate the two industnies would continue to coexist even atthe levels
higher than alternative 1G

Management of the Nahonal Forests under the multiple-use policy established
by Congross emphasizes that the Forests are established and admimistered for
outdoar recreation, range, imber, watershed, and wildlife and fish purposes
The policy goes on to say that due considaration shaill be given to the relative
values of the various resources in particular areas Not every acre of land can
or should be managed to produce afull range of resource goods and services
By the same token, it 1s a rare instance when it 15 appropnate io manage
extensive areas of Forest to the exclusion of a resource

The procoss of Forest Planning, Plan Amendment, Plan Revisio