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nbstract: This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) describes a Propos- 
ed Action and alternatives for managing 2,905,027 acres of National Forest 
System land. The a1ternat1ves are: 1, Emphasx on a mixture of outputs, a 
portion of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area (CPFPA) 1s suitable for 
wilderness, ~0~~11 Ridge Wilderness Study ~rea (FRWSA), 1s unsuitable for 
wzldesness; 2, Emphasrs on contlnuatlon of current management, CPFPA and FRWSA 
are unsuitable for wilderness; 3, Outputs 1dentrf1ed in Forest and Rangeland 
Renewable Resources Planning Act and Regional Gurde, CPFPA and FRWSA are 
unsuitable for wilderness; 4, Bnphas1s on non-market outputs, all of CPFPA and 
FRWSA are suitable -for wrlderness; 5, Emphasis on market outputs, CPFPA and 
FRWSA are unsuitable for wilderness; 6, !&phasls on recreatxon and wilderness 
management, portions of CPFPA and FRWSA are suitable for wilderness; 7, 
Emphasis on range and timber management, all of CPFPA and FRWSA are surtable 
for vnlderness; 8, Fmphas1s on water augmentation, a portion of CPFPA, 1s 
suitable for wllderenss, FRWSA, 1s unsuitable for wilderness; 9, Rnphas1s on 
maintaining the current rmx of outputs under a 25% reduced budget, CPFPA and 
FRWSA are unsuitable for wilderness. 

Alternative 1 1s the Forest Senxce Proposed Action. 
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SUMMARY OF FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

This Flnal Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) dxscloses the environmental 
consequences of implementing the Proposed Action and the alternatives to It. 
The alternatives were developed in preparation of the Forest Land and Resource 
Management Plan (the Plan) for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnrson 
NatIonal Forests (the Forest). The Record of Decision attached to this Flnal 
EIS discloses the ratlonale for the declslon which approves the Grand Mesa, 
Uncmpahgre and Gunnison National Forest's Plan. 

PURPOSE AND NERD 

The purpose of the Plan 1s to address local, reglonal, and natlonal issues 
related to National Forest management; to define a mix of management 
actlvltles that ~111 promote the sustazned use and protection of forest 
resources; gurdes development of multi-year lmplementatlon programs for the 
Supervisor's Offlce and Ranger Districts; and provides directzon to the 
Supervisor's Office and Ranger Dlstrxts for ldentlfylng actlvltxs and 
expenditures to achieve on-the-ground results. The Plan 1s needed to address 
the confllctlng desires between forest user groups. There 1s a need to 
resolve these conflicts, and to update and display lnformatlon In one Plan 
that Integrates management direction for all forest resources. The Plan 
provides a management program reflecting a rmx of management activities to 
achieve a healthy, vigorous forest environment. The environment must be 
capable of supporting a wade range of natural processes and human actlvltles. 
Vegetation treatment is the ma]or tool the Forest utilizes to achieve this 
overall goal. The Record of Decxion attached to this Final EIS drscloses the 
rationale for the decrslon in the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnxon 
NatIonal Forest Plan. 

The preparation of an EIS 1s required by the Natronal Environmental Policy Act 
WPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, and xmplementing 
regulations of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA). Preparation of the 
Plan is reqnxred by the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resources Planning Act 
(RPA) as amended by 14Fw. 

The key element for achlevlng the goals and ob]ectlves of this Plan 1s a 
healthy Forest. The Plan and Final EIS discuss numerous needs and rationales 
for using vegetation treatment as one of the most practwal and efflclent 
methods of achieving many goals and ob]ectlves. Vegetation treatment 1s a 
management technique In admrnlsterlng the multiple-use resources of the 
NatIonal Forest to attain the overall goal of a healthy, vigorous forest. It 
1s used to adlust existing plant communities to best meet the vegetatmn needs 
and resource goals and ob]ectlves. Vegetation treatment IS accomplished 
without lmpalxment of land productrvlty and 1s guided by the Management 
Requirements of the Plan In all alternatives. 

When vast acreages of forest cover are uniformly mature, wlldlrfe dlversrty 1s 
limited to relatively few species dependent on mature forests. Burning, 
cutting, or other vegetation treatment actlvrties will increase vegetation 
dlverslty which ~111 provide wlldllfe habltat dlverslty. Treatment also 
reduces the amounts of unwanted fuels. Mature and ovennature forests are more 
susceptible to epidemic insect attack. The attack can spread over large areas 
creating undesirable effects slmllar to large burns or clearcuts. If age, 
size class, and species diversity 1s enhanced the risk of wide spread epidemx 
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is reduced. Water yield increases also depend on forest resource management. 
Other outputs and effects as diverse as maintaining visual quality and 
firewood availability are closely related to the amount of vegetation treated. 

Costs associated with vegetation treatment and other activities necessary to 
achieve goals stated in the alternatives are significant. It is often 
difficult to ]ustify vegetation treatment expense to achieve goals associated 
with visual quality maintenance , cultural resource discovery, wildlife habitat 
improvement, insect and disease prevention, water yield improvement or 
camercial tunber harvest. Domg so may maximize the use of some resources 
but reduce the total outputs and long-term potential of other resource uses. 
Individually the costs are too great and the long-term benefits too small. By 
applying an integrated approach to management the overall goals are cost- 
efficient. For example, timber harvest in aspen enhances wildlife habitat 
diversity visual quality, and returns dollars to the U.S. Treasury. This 
approach has the added benefit of maintaining existing employment in 
communities dependent on the timber industry. 

In other cases, prescribed burning, firewood removal, or cutting by Forest 
Service crews and volunteers may be the most efficient way to treat vege- 
tation. Vegetation treatment levels vary by alternative due to the alter- 
natives emphasis. 

Vegetation treatment can require road construction. Roads take land out of 
production and impact the soil and water resources. However, Management 
Requirements in the Plan, Chapter 111, ensure impacts are short-term in all 
alternatives. An environmental analysis occurs before road construction. 
Considerations are given to the physical and biological land characteristics 
as well as the goals of the management area in determining how and where to 
construct the road. These characteristics include slope, soil erodibality, 
vegetation cover, wildlrfe and fisheries protection, stream proximity and 
visual resource protection. Road use by people, rather than the actual road 
itself, causes greater impacts on the environment and on other resource uses 
and activities. Effective travel management provides resource protection and 
a safe, environmentally sound, and efficient transportation system. Travel 
management directs use of existing and future roads in all alternatives. In 
some areas, no roads will be built. In others, roads will be built, but their 
use will be restricted. In other instances, roads will bs open to public use. 

As an example, road constructwn can open up a previously unroaded area. Road 
use in this area can impact wildlife seclusion and semi-primitive non- 
motorized recreation opportunities. Travel management may restrict or close 
roads leading to, or in, the area based on the goals of the management areas 
through which the road passes. This road closure or restrlctlon can restore 
wildlife seclusion, continue semi-primitive non-motorized recreation oppor- 
tunities but with improved non-motorized access to the area, improve access 
for other resource activities, prevent unacceptable resource damage and reduce 
maintenance costs. PubllC understanding of management area and travel 
management goals IS necessary for public acceptance of area and road closures 
or restrictions. Additional discussion of travel management is displayed in 
Chapter 111 under the 'Facilities" section. 
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The Colorado Wilderness Act (P.L. 96-560) directs the Forest Service to assess 
Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area for inclusion in the Natunal Wilderness 
PresenratKxI system. The Act retains the RARR II deslgnatlon for Cannibal 
Plateau Further Planning Area. Wild and Scenic River Ellglblllty Reports wsre 
prepared for the East River and Taylor Rwer. 

There are 2,953,186 acres of Natlonal Forest System land comprrsng the Grand 
Mesa (346,141 acres), Uncompahgre (944,241 acres) and Gunnux~n Natronal For- 
ests (1,662,804 acres). Figure 1 IS a vlcuuty map dlsplaylng land admlnls- 
tered by the Forest. 
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FIGURE 1. 
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The Plan and F2"s.l EIS address publx lssuss and management concerns related 
to Forest management. These issues and concerns were analyzed and summarxed 
into seventeen Forest planning questlons. 

The planning questlons are a" Integral part of the planning process. They are 
llnked to alternative development and evaluatwn. These planning questions, 
and the requirements of the NFMA regulations, establrshed the scope of the 
Plan and Its Frnal EIS. The planning questxxz are: 

PLANNING QUESTION 1: How much and what types of recreation opportunltles 
should the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnzson NatxxIal Forests provide? 

PLANNING QUESTION 2: How much roadless, non-wilderness recreation opportunity 
should the Forest provide and where should It be located? 

PLANNING QUESTION 3: What type of wilderness management 1s needed to malntaln 
the quality of the recreation experience m exlstlng and proposed wilderness 
areas? 

PLANNING QUESTION 4: Should Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and Fossil 
Ridge Wilderness Study Area be recommended for mclus~~" 1" the National 
Wzlderness Preservatlo" System? 

PLANNING QUESTION 5: How much habltat (forage, cover, water) should bs avall- 
able for wlldllfe and fish? 

PLANNING QUESTION 6: Where and how much forage should be allocated to big 
game use? 

PLANNING QUESTION 7: Where and how much forage should be allocated to live- 
stock use? 

PLANNING QUESTION 8: How should Forest products be managed to supply commsr- 
clal and non-commercial demands on the Forest? 

PLANNING QUESTION 9: What surface resource uses should be permItted in munl- 
clpal watersheds? 

PLANNING QUESTION 10: How should the Forest respond to rncreaslng demands for 
water? 

PLANNING QUESTION 11: How should the Forest coordinate rmneral development 
actlvlty with other resourcs values? 

PLANNING QUESTION 12: What type of transportation system 1s necessary to 
manage the Forest and Its resources? 

PLANNING QUESTION 13: How should the Forest handle the problems caused by 
private land wlthln and ad]acent to the National Forest? 

PLANNING QUESTION 14: Where should the Forest provide utlllty corrxdors and 
how should they b-s managed? 



PUNNING QUESTION 15: Can service to the public and admrnlstratlon be xnprov- 
ed with Forest or Dxtrxt boundary changes? 

PLANNING QUESTION 16: How should the Forest manage slgnlflcant cultural re- 
sources (and other special Interest areas)? 

PLANNING QUESTION 17: How should the Forest manage the visual resource? 

WILDERNESS DIRECTION 

The Final EIS discloses alternative managem&nt dlrectwn for 2,905,027 acres 
of National Forest System land. This acreage rncludes all of the La Garlta 
and Raggeds Wildernesses. Thrs Fxnal EIS does not disclose alternative 
management dlrectlon for the Lizard Head, Collegiate Peaks and Maroon Bells- 
Snowmass unldernesses. Table 1 summarizes the area covered by the Flnal EIS 
and Forest Plan. 

Management drrectlon was establlshed cooperatwely between this Forest and the 
San Juan, White River, and RXI Grande National Forests to ensure uniform 
management wthln a single unlderness area. Each Forest ~nll continue to 
admInIster their respective portions of the wlldesness areas. 

TABLE 1. 

ACREAGE SUMMARY 

Area Acres 

Total Grand Mesa, Unccxnpahgee, and 
Gunnison Natlonal Forest System Land 2,953,186 

Forest Wilderness Acres Drsclosed XI 
Other Forest EIS's 

Net Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and _ 
Gunnmon National Forest System Land 
Disclosed I" This EIS 

Other Forest Wzlderness Acres Disclosed 
I" Thxs EIS 

Total National Forest System Land Dxclosed 
I" This EIS 

88,901 

2,864,285 

40,742 

2,905,027 

The Final EIS dxscloses management alternatives and thex potential unpacts on 
the five wilderness areas displayed I" Table 2. 



TABLE 2. 

WILDERNESSES COVERED IN THIS FINAL EIS 
(Acres) 

NS”Ilt? Net N.F. Acres 

Big Blue Wilderness 

La Garlta Wilderness 
(sncluting 24,164 acres admln- 
rstered by the Rro Grande N.F.) 

Mount Sneffels Wilderness 

Raggeds Wilderness 
(mcludes 16,578 acres adnun- 
istered by the White River N-F.) 

98,235 

103,986 

16,200 

59,105 

West Elk Wilderness 176,092 

GRAND TOTAL 453,618 

The San Juan National Forest's Final EIS "111 dxclose alternative management 
dlrectlon for the entlre Lrzard Head Wrlderness. Thrs Includes 20,342 acres 
managed by thrs Forest. The White River NatIonal Forest "111 dlsclose 
alternatlve management dxectlon for the Maroon Bells-Snowmass Wilderness and 
the Collegiate Peaks Wilderness. This Includes 19,598 acres and 48,961 acres 
respectively, managed by this Forest. 

CHANGES BETWEEN DRAFT AND FINAL EIS 

The Draft EIS and Proposed Plan ware filed with the EPA October 25, 1982. 
Subsequently nine open house meetings and two public hearings were conducted. 
Numerous artxles were plblrshed in local and reglonal newspapers. Forest 
offlclals made radro and televlslon appearances dxcusslng the Proposed Plan. 

Members of the publx and other government agencies commented on the Draft EIS 
and Proposed Plan. A total of 249 government and non-government letters, 73 
hearing statements and two government resolutions were recerved. The comments 
on the Draft EIS and Proposed Plan covered a variety of topics. Comments and 
Forest Servxe respnse are dIsplayed I" Chapter VI of the Frnal EIS. 

Separate leglslatlve EIS' for Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and 
Foss11 Ridge Wrlderness Study Area rvlll bs prepared. The leglslatlve EIS' 
"111 be submitted to the Washington Offxe of the Forest Servxe. The 
Raglonal Forester's recanmsndatlon w1.11 receive further review and possrble 
modlflcatlon m the offlces of the Chief of the Forest Service, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, and the President of the United States. 
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The Proposed Plan was prepared under the 1979 NFMA lmplementlng regulations. 
In November 1982 revised regulations became effective. The revised regula- 
tlons contain provlslons for a transItron period. The revxed regulations (36 
CFR 219.29(b) (1)) state: "If prxx to the effectxve date of an amendment to 
this subpart, a forest plan either has been approved xn flnal form or released 
in draft form for public revxw, the plan need not be modlfled to incorporate 
requlrsments of such amendment, until the next scheduled revlslon of the 
forest plan." 

The Proposed Plan was fxled prior to the 1982 regulations effective date. 
When the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnlson NatIonal Forests Plan 1.5 
scheduled to be revxed It wz.11 be brought into conformance with the 1982 
regulations. 

The E'lnal EIS and Plan have been revised, where practicable, to meet the 
Intent of the 1982 regulations. The 1982 regulations changed the name of the 
Rsglonal Plan to Rsylonal Guide. The proposed Rocky Mountal" Regional Plan 
referenced in the Draft EIS 1s now referred to as the Rocky Mountaln Regional 
Guide. The Rsglonal Guide and Final EIS ware filed with the Environmental 
ProtectIon Agency on June 1, 1983. 

Content has been revxed in this Flnal EIS to reflect new data, revised 
management dxectlon and lmplementlng schedules, public comments and goal 
clarification. Scane ccmuusntors dxagreed with data or analysis displayed m 
the Draft EIS. These are considered opposing views under the NEPA 
regulations. Opposing views have been approprrately Incorporated throughout 
the Final EIS. The responsible offlclal "111 consider these opposing views 
when making his flnal decision. Opposing views that have been added to the 
Final EIS Include: 

--Constraints on Benchmark analysis give Inaccurate results and make them mn- 
appropriate for comparison; 

--Drsagree mth data analysis and drsplay for Foss11 Ridge Wilderness Study 
Area and/or Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area. 

--The management lndrcator spscles list 1s too llmrted; 
--The criteria for determining capable timber land 1s too low; 
--Timber harvest levels are too high; 
--Timber harvest levels are too low; 
--Clearcuttlng to Increase water yield ml1 cause eroslo" and turbldlty XII- 

pacts; 
--Harvestmg tvnbsr to xxrease water yield LS shortslted and IS being used to 

ratlonalxe timber harvest levels; 
--The fifty year proposed water pro]ectlons are too high; 
--The Proposed Plan "~11 destroy the tourist rndustry for Gunnlson County; 
--Downhill skllng demand prqectlons are too high; 
--Ttier should be managed for unevenaged stands; 
--MIneral leasing should not be permItted on slopes over 40%; 
--Utlllty corridors are not discussed m any of the alternatives; 
--Discount rates used XI the econcmx analysis are too low; and 
--The Proposed Plan "111 prevent economic development xn the planning area. 

The set of Management Prescrlptlons has been revised to respond to public 
comments and management concerns. Prescrlptlons 6C and 6D have been deleted. 
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These prescriptions duplxated Management Drrectlon in a number of other 
prescrlptxons and the Forest Dlrectron. Management Prescriptions 5A and 5B 
were added to make writer range management more site speclfx. Public and 
management alike ware confused on the locatron of winter range due&ion m 
the Plan. Prescription 7F has been ccmbuxzd with Prescription 7% Riparlan 
area management IS duplayed in Prescription 9A m the Frnal EIS. It was 
included In Forest Du?actlon in the Draft EIS. Prescrlptlon 9B 1s now 
dxplayed on alternative maps. Prescription 10E was added for the Fruita 
Dlvlslon Munuxpal Watershed. Maps have been revised to respond to publx 
comments on the Draft EIS and to management concerns. 

In Chapter 11, In the section 'Alternatives Considered and Elulnated from 
Dstalled Study', the Departure from Base Sale Schedule has been revised. The 
Departure &splayed Ln the F1na.l EIS was developed to respond to a local 
comment requesting the tunber harvest schedule be accelerated. 

The importance of vegetation on the Forest has been hlghllghted. Alternatzves 
m Chapter II have vegetation treatment goals. Chapter III dxsplays current 
vegetation conditions and what vvlll happen to the vegetatxon wrth and wthout 
treatment. Chapter IV displays how vegetation treatment and ixmber management 
contrrbute to a healthy Forest. Tlmbsr management contributions to other 
resources are dlsplayed In Chapter IV. Some goals were reworded and new goals 
added to clarify management dIrectIon. 

The Draft EIS was designed to respond to 17 plannrng questions developed 
during the Forest planning process. Public comments on the Draft EIS are 
organized by these plannug questions and dlsplayed ln Chapter IV. In 
addition to the planning questions, comments on seven other topws are 
displayed m Chapter IV. These topics are: 

Alternative Selectron Monltorrng 
Benchmark/NEPA Process Prescrlptlons 
Miscellaneous Research 
Social, Economic, Net Public Benefits. 

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

This chapter 1s the heart of the Flnal EIS. It describes and compares the 
range of alternatlves analyzed in the Forest planxung process, lncludlng the 
Proposed Action. The NFMA regulations Include crlterla to guide alternatIve 
development. Nine alternatives, lncludlng the Proposed Actlon, are considered 
In detail. Each alternative meets NFMA feasiblllty requirements. They are 
econcmlcally, technically, budgetarlly, and environmentally feasible and 
reasonable. Each alternative addresses the set of planning questsons differ- 
ently. Each contazns different goals and ob]ectives, resource outputs, actlv- 
ltles, costs, and benefits. 

Two alternatzves ware elinunated from detalled study. These include a mineral 
leasing alternative and a departure from base sale schedule alternatlve. 

The Plan may be revised when condltlons or demand m the planning area change 
signrficantly or when change In RPA policy, goals or ob]ectrves would have a 
slgnlfxant effect on the Forest program. Revxrons vnll not go into effect 
until considered and approved m accordance with the requrements for the 
development and approval of a Forest Plan. (36 CFR 219.10(q)) 
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A description of the alternatives considered in detail, including the Proposed 
Action, follows: 

ALTERNATIVE 1 - (PROPOSED ACTION) 

The Proposed Action emphasizes intensive management for market output oppor- 
tunities. Market outputs provide the opportunity to maintain or enhance the 
stability of industries needed to produce local and regional goods and 
services. Range, timber, and water exceed their current output levels. Three 
hundred fifty million board feet of timber will be offered for sale during the 
period 1984 through 1993. To respond to local Interest in accelerating the 
timbar harvest schedule, 35 MMBF will be offered in 1984, and 55 MMEIF will be 
offered annually in 1985 through 1987. A review of the local demand situation 
will be made prior to the end of 1987 to determine If local demand for trmbsr 
has significantly changed. If local demand for timber changes significantly, 
the Plan ml1 be reanalyzed as required by NFMA Regulation 36 CFR 219.10(c). 
If local demand has not significantly changed, the remainder of the 350 MMBF 
planned for the decade will be offered in 1988 through 1993 at a rate of 25 
MMBF annually. Any of the volurae offered but not sold in the first 4 years 
will still be available for re-offer. 

The alternative will meet 79% of total developed recreation demand at the end 
of the 50-year planning horizon. This allows the private sector to meet part 
of the demand for developed recreation. In this alternative 13,599 acres of 
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and no acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness 
Study Area are suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation 
system. Demand for dispersed recreation opportunities outside wilderness will 
be met. Trail management and reconstruction is emphasized. Trails, trarl- 
heads, and other improvements are constructed or reconstructed to help dis- 
perse recreationists. Vegetation treatment is scheduled for approximately 
16,100 acres per year during the first ten years. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 - (CURRENT PROGRAM - NO ACTION) 

Alternative 2 pro]ects current management modified by the minimum WFMA re- 
quirements and regional policy. This is the "no action" alternative required 
by the NEPA regulations. It responds to present program levels and provides a 
basis for ccmparison of other alternatives. The increased demand above exist- 
ing capacity for developed recreation opportunities is not met. Current 
direction schedules dispersed recreation opportunities and wildlife habitat 
improvement. No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area or Fossil 
Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. Livestock graslng increases. Wood fiber 
production and vegetation treatment are used to achieve other resource goals. 
Programmed timber sales offered equal 28 million board feet per year in the 
first ten years. Vegetation treatment would occur on approximately 14,200 
acres per year during the alternative's first ten years. The current approved 
timber management plan on standard and special land is 35 million board feet 
per year. 
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ALTERNATIVE 3 - (1980 WA PamK4) 

The RPA alternative (Alternative 3) emphasizes intensrve management for market 
output opportunit+es. The Forest will provrde outputs to meet Its share of 
local, regional, and national demand for goods and services. The outputs are 
reflected in the 1980 RPA goals and ob]ectives assigned to the Forest. The 
alternative will meet the increased demand for developed recreation over the 
planning horizon. Demand for dispersed recreation outside wilderness IS met. 
NO acres Of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area or Fossil Ridge Wilderness 
Study Area are suitable for inclusion XI the National Wilderness Preservation 
system. Range, tmker, and water exceed their current output levels. 
Vegetation treatment would occur on approximately 16,500 acres per year during 
the alternative's frrst ten years. 

ALTERNATIVE 4 - (NON-MARKET OPP~RTUNITIRS) 

Alternative 4 emphasizes non-market output opportunitres. Market output 
levels are designed to complement non-market opportunities. The increased 
demand for developed recreation is mat over the 5C-year planning horizon. The 
demand for dispersed recreation opportunities outside wilderness areas is met. 
Econanics played an important role in selecting the management prescription 
mix for each alternative. This was accomplished initially through the FORPLAN 
model. It was run with the ob]ectwe function of maximizing present net 
value. If prescriptions were able to satisfy the constraints, FORPLAN would 
select the most cost-efficient prescriptron. 

Trail management is emphasized. Trails, trailheads, and other improvements 
are constructed or reconstructed to help disperse recreationrsts. In this 
alternative 31,990 acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and 47,400 
acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion in the 
National Wilderness Preservation System. The alternative schedules wildlife 
habitat improvement. Permitted livestock grazing and timber harvest outputs 
are decreased from current levels. Vegetation treatment would occur on 
approximately 12,800 acres per year during the alternative's first ten years. 

ALTERNATIVE 5 - (MARKRT OPPORTUNITIES) 

Alternative 5 emphasizes intensive management for market output opportunities. 
Market outputs provide the opportunity to marntazn or enhance the stability of 
industries needed to produce local and regional goods and servrces. Range, 
timber, and water exceed their current output levels. The increased demand 
above existing capacity for developed recreation is not met. Thrs allows the 
private sector to meet part of the demand for developed recreation 
opportunltles. The alternative schedules dispersed recreation opportunities 
and wrldllfe habitat improvement. No acres of Cannrbal Plateau Furth@r 
Planning Area or Fossil Ridge Wrlderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion 
in the National Wilderness Preservation System. Permitted livestock grazing 
increases by 9%. Programmed tunber sales offered increase to 35 mIllion board 
feet in the first ten YeUS. vegetation treatment would occur on 
approximately 16,100 acres per year during the alternative's first ten years. 
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ALTERNATIVE 6 

Alternative 6 emphasizes non-market outputs. Market output levels are design- 
ed to complement non-market opportunities. This alternative ~111 meet 79% of 
the total developed recreation demand at the end of the 50-year plannrng 
horizon. This allows the private sector to meet part of the demand for devel- 
oped recreation opportunities. The demand for dispersed recreation opportun- 
ities outside wilderness is met. Trail management ~~11 be emphasized. 
Trarls, trailheads, and other improvements are constructed or reconstructed to 
help disperse recreationists. In this alternatlve 13,599 acres of Cannibal 
Plateau Further Planning Area and 34,300 acres of Foss& Ridge Wilderness 
Study Area are suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation 
system. It schedules wildlife habitat improvement. Permitted livestock 
grazing and timber harvest outputs are decreased from current levels. Vegeta- 
tion treatment would occur on approximately 12,700 acres per year during the 
alternative's first ten years. 

ALTERNATIVE 7 

Alternative 7 emphasizes intensive management for market outputs. Market 
outputs provide the opportunity to maintain the stability of industries needed 
to produce local and regional goods and services. Range, timber, and water 
exceed their current output levels. The ancreased demand above existing 
capacity for developed recreation opportunities 1s not met. The alternative 
schedules dispersed recreation opportunities and wildlife habitat improvement. 
In this alternative 31,990 acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and 
47,400 acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for rncluslon 
in the National Wilderness Preservation System. Permitted livestock grazing 
increases by 9%. Programmed timber sales offered equals 30 million board feet 
in the first ten years. Vegetation treatment wuld occur on approximately 
15,700 acres per year during the alternative's first ten years. 

ALTERNATIVE 8 

Alternative 8 is designed to augment water yield. This alternative emphasizes 
intensive management for market outputs. It emphasizes water production 
through vegetation treatment. Timber resources are managed intensively and 
silvicultural treatments are designed to enhance water runoff. Permitted 
livestock grazing will increase by 5%. This alternative will meet 79% of the 
total developed recreation demand at the end of the 50-year planning horizon. 
This allows the private sector to meet part of the demand for developed 
recreation opportunities. The alternative schedules dispersed recreation 
opportunities and wildlife habitat improvement. Trail management will not be 
emphasized. In this alternative 13,599 acres of Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area and no acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable 
for inclusion m the National Wilderness Preservation System. Vegetation 
treatment would occur on approximately 17,100 acres per year during the 
alternative's first ten years. 
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ALTBP.EATIVE 9 - (RDDCED BUDGET) 

Alternative 9 emphasizes market outputs under a 25% reduced budget when com- 
pared to fiscal year 1982. The alternative displays outputs, benefits, and 
costs associated with a reduced budget. Developed recreation capacity is 
reduced below 1981 levels. Increased demand for developed recreation is not 
met. This allows the private sector to meet part of the demand for developed 
recreation opportunities. The alternative maintains dispersed recreation 
opportunities. No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area or Foss11 
Ridge Wilderness Study Area are recommended suitable for inclusion in the 
National Wilderness Preservation System. Permitted livestock grazing and 
timber harvest outputs are decreased from current levels. Vegetation 
treatment would occur on approximately 9,600 acres per year during the 
alternative's first ten years. 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Table 3 compares the planning question resolution for the nine alternatives 
considered in detail. 

Figures 2 through 10 display selected outputs by alternative. The outputs are 
average annual for years 1991-2000. All alternatives are compared to current 
output levels (C) of no-action alternative 2 and Benchmark 3 (BM 3). 
Benchmark 3 is used because it maximises the present net value for all outputs 
having a value assigned in the 1980 RPA program. 
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TABLE 3. 

COMPARISOd, PLANNING QUESTION RESOLUTION BY ALTERNATIVE 
(Average Annual Output For Year 1991-2000) 

Alternatives 
Gutput or Effect I * 3 4 5 6 7 R 9 

PQ PleT""l".J plestmn to be "easurea "Ilit?,* Proposed NO ACtlO" WA 

“CM “UC” AND mm 
TYPE OF I(ECREATION 
OPFORT”NITIES 
SHO”LD mm m)REsT 
PROVIDE7 

“cm MUCH Fwm*ss 
NON-WILDERNESS 
P.EcREAT1OH OPEOR- 
T”NITY S”O”LLl THE 
FOREST PROYlDE AND 
WTERE SHO”LD IT BE 
IoxTm7 

WHAT TYPE OF WIL- 
DERNESS Miw*GEHENT 
IS NEEDED To mm- 
mm THE poAL.lTx 
OF THE RECREATION 
EWERIE~3E IN EX- 
ISTING AM) Pm- 
P.Jsm WILDERNESS 
AREAS7 

c. Wild and Scz”lC 
RI”.ZS. 

744 744 744 
778 744 812 
866 744 968 
924 744 1,124 

1,012 744 1,280 

45/55 4mr 45/55 

35,200 35,200 35,200 

16.6 14.5 15.9 
482,400 420,500 463,250 

744 744 744 
812 744 778 
968 744 866 

1,124 744 924 
1.28ll 744 1,012 

58,42 31,69 42/58 

35,200 35,200 35,200 

13.9 14.8 14.1 
PO4.200 431.400 408,400 

744 744 657 
744 778 657 
744 866 657 
744 924 657 
744 1,012 657 

X/69 58,42 0,100 

35,200 J5.200 35,200 

14.1 14.2 16.4 
40*,950 412.350 477,900 



TABLE 3. (Cont.) 

Alternative* 
output or Effect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

PQ nannmg plestmn to be Measured Glnts* Proposed No Action WA 

4 S”O”Li-2 CILNNlBAL 
PWLTEA” F”RTRER 
&TANNING AREA RND 
FOSSIL RIDGE w*Ir 
DERNESS STUDY AREA 
BE IlmxumNDBD 
FOR WllDF.RNESS 
DESIGNATICIN? 

5 HOW ““cl3 RABlTAT 
CWPAGE,COVEW 
WRTER~ SHOULD BE 
AVAILABLE POR 

z WILDL*F’E AND FISH? 

6 WHERE AND “ml 
MUCH FOPAGE 
S”0”l.D BE ALU- 
CATED To BIG GAME 
“SE? 

7 WHERE AND “cm 
H”cll FoRAGlz 
SHOULD BE ALU)- 
CATED M mm 
STOCK “SE, 

A. PortlO” Of can- 
“rbal Plateau suit- 
ame for Wilderness. 
B. Portion Of FOSS11 
Ridge suitable for 
Wilder”eSS. 
c. Total Wlldernesa 
Acreage.” 
D. Oh-Be-Joyful. 

A. ?.rea protected for 
Threatened and El&In- 
gered spxes. 
8. Total Area or 
WlldlLfe mphasla. 

A. livestock carry- 
mg Eapclty. 

Animals 87.6cm 87,800 88,500 86,400 88.100 86,700 86,600 87,700 86,200 

rmeer 10 35 35 10 30 10 47 10 0 
Acres 7,998 7.800 7.998 9,800 6,398 9,800 7.830 7,560 4,130 



TABLE 3. (OXIt.) 

__---_- --- 

Rlterrlatlves 
output or erfect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 1 

PQ Plannlnq Questron to be Measured ""its" Proposed NO ACtlO" RPA 

HOW SHO”LD FOR- 
EST PRODUCTS 8E 
MANAGED TO SUP- 
PLY rn”MERClAL 
AND NON-COMMER- 
GIRL DEMRNDS ON 
THE FOREST? 

WHAT S”RP*cE RESOURCE 
USES SHO”T.0 BE 
PERHITTrn IN “UNICIPRI. 
WRTERSIIEDS? 

HOW S,IO”W THE 
FOREST RESWND TO 
INCRERSING DE- 
MANDS FOR WXCER? 

R FOreSted area not Acres 848,337 
m Of commer~1 
timber productron. 
El. Capable area not acres 244,683 
available for canmer- 
c1.d tunker orcductlo” 

Jcres 652.809 

P.cres 476,251 

Acres 57.528 

MMBF 35.0 

Acres 
747 

5,281 

848.337 

245.856 

682,339 

445.548 

59,694 

28.0 

no 
3,767 

104 1 

848,337 

222.952 

643,581 

507,210 

63,240 

44.2 

1,388 
6,091 

115 6 . 

048,337 848,337 

267.318 222,952 

795,113 671,761 

311,312 479,030 

90,556 49,479 

13.5 35.0 

848,337 

251,196 

819,389 

303,158 

90,538 

13.5 

207 
2,443 

57.1 . . 

848,337 

267,3k? 

671,214 

435,ZIl 

89,592 

30.0 

523 
5,050 



TABLE 3. (Cont.) I 

57 49 57 
45 38 44 

216 185 216 
15 9 15 
16 16 23 

693 660 962 

500 15” 110 

11 58 II 47 43 36 
9 45 9 36 34 28 

43 219 43 176 164 137 
5 15 5 12 14 9 
3 17 3 14 12 10 

144 705 141 579 504 437 

1,000 150 50” 150 150 0 

2,450 75” 2,120 2.45” 750 2,450 75” 75” 0 

mrevt mrece,on, Plan, provrcles travel management drrPctl.3” I” all alternattves. 

I ------__ --_--_-----~ .____-_--~ ___-----~ 



TABLE 3. (Cont.) 

Alternative. 
output clr Effect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

PQ PkT""i"Y @lestlo" t.¶ he Measured Units* Proposed Na n&l"" IWA 

13 How S”O”LD T”E 
FOREST BANmE 
PROBLmS cA”.sFn BY 
PRIWTE LAND WITHiN 
AND ADJACENT To 
TRE NATIONAL FOR- 
EST? 

15 CAN SERVICE To TRE 
PUBLIC AND ADHINIS- 
‘PRATION BE DwR.O”~ 
WIT” FOREST OR DIS- 
mum BO”NDARY 
CHANCSS? 

A. Land Exchanse. 

B. Right-of-Way 
Acquisition. 
c. occupancy 
TlWpBS. 
D. Landltne IOCatl.2”. 
E. Right-of-way 
Grants. 

*. land Exchange 
Cp&Ort”“itieS 

?icres 

cases 

cases 

nues 
cases 

Priority for prwace land exchange ia determined by manayement are.3 prescription Of the 
adjacent land in the alternative selected. The acres exchanyed is mre dependent o” the 
Forest’s funding to process exchanyes than o” the alternatme selected. 

8 8 B 7 8 7 7 8 7 

23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 

20 20 25 15 20 20 20 20 15 
30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 

The designation Of new “tillty CwridDro Will be studmd 0” a case-by-case basis regard- 
lees of the alternative, but will be consistent wit,, the plans and programs of other 
age"CkS. The Rocky Mountain Reqional Guide establishes standardde and yuzdelines to be 
used by the Porest in activities related to utihty corridors expandlnq COnpa2ibl. uses 
m existinq corridors is enrphaslrecl over new corridor development. The permittiny and 
NEPA processes to k followed when authoririny “se and occu~aney are located m Forest 
Service Mznn,als. Mnaqement area &ceecription ID prc+vides for “tilify corezdors io 01: 
alternatives. HanayeRent activities within these linear corridors srri”e to k-3 ccmpaz- 
ible with the yc.815 of the nwnaqement area throuqh which the corrilore pass. 

land exchange opportunities exist between the Forent service and BW, and bat- 
wee” the Fc.m.st Service and rational Park Service. A discusrlon of the exchanga 
program can be found in the a~pend‘ces of the accmpa”y:“q elan. 
The Forest has tentatiwly Identified 354,800 acres for possrble ,“rindlctional land 
tranefer tetrieen the Wrest and the CSUI. The Forest has tentatively identified 
760 acres for pssrble transfer to the Narronal Pa& service. 
There are no distrsct tmndasy chanqes ~r”posed in any alternatzve. 



TABLE 3. (Cont.) 

Alt.X”=tl”eS 
OatpUt or Effeect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 0 9 

PQ Planning plestmn to be Measured ““it** Propsed ND nct~o” RPA 

16 HOW S”O”LD TBE The Tabequache pO”derosa Pine Area is recmre”ded as proposed Research Nat,,ural Area 
FORES* HANAGE in Alternatives 1. 2, 4, 6, 7. 8. and 9. each alternative vlll protect all siqmflcant 
SXNIFICANT C”Ir cultural reso”rces by avoidance and or study. Areas containing patentlal Cultural 
TURAL RBSOORCES? reso”r‘~es wxll be armyed &xior to qround disturbiraq activrties. The COthlc Research 
(And other special Natural Area till retan, its desiqnatio” m all alternatives. The Dry Hcsa Dinosaur 
Interest Aread plarry and the ~l”mqullm” ~arthflw rational Namral Landmark wiIl co”tu,“e to be 

wnaqed as special interest sites. All alternatives propose mnaqement of the followlnq 
a* special mnaqemnt areas. 

The alpine Tunnel Historic District. 
The Whir Needles Natlow. Natural Ian&ark. 
Escalante Creek Research Natural Area. 
MOUnt Dnnwns llcm Bcq. 

Manayemnt area prrscri~tions 1011 and IOC &xw,ide for research natural areas and 
spedal interest areas in all alternatives. Slllmqnlllo” Earthrlov Naltonal Natural 
landmark retains its landmark desiqnation in alternatives 4 and 7 and IS also ldentlfzed 
suitable for wilderness as part Of ca”“lbl Plateau Further Fanning Area. 

17 How SHOULD THE Forest Direction, man, applies the Visual m‘nayement System to all National narest sys- 
FOREST MANAGE tsa land in all alternatives. Visual Resource uanaqement plans, designs, and locates 
THE VISUAL Rx- veqetation treatment in a scale which retains the color and texture of the characterzsex 
SOURCE? landscape. I” addltio”, each manaqement area prescrIptron for the alternatives ~de”tl- 

fies a series Of “iS”Sl *a1ity m,ectives. 

l \ = Percent No. - Number RvwYr = Recreation “lsltor Days per Year 

PSWRS” = Full SeIVlce Ma”aqeme”t,Red”ced service Manaqement AC P-L = Rcre Feet WAT = Persons F.t one Tune 
A”&, - I\nimal Lhur “onths MMBF = “illion Roard Feet NO. R”. = Nunber Of A”iMIS 

l * PQ35 

PQ 11 - Reflects 88,901 acres of wilderness beiny displayed by San Juan and White River Natmnal Forests and 40.742 acres of mlderness outs>de 
the Forest being displayed by Grand Mesa, ““cmpahqre, and G”nnxon ~atfonal forests. 

PQ 4 - Thxs total includes acres only o” Grand Mesa, “ncmpahgre, and ~unniso” rational forests for the My flue, collegiate ~.aAs, la Garita, 
lizard Read, Maroon Bells-~“owmass, Mount ~“effels, Raqqeds, and West Elk Wildernesses. Foss11 Rzdqe W&lderness Study Mea and Cannibal 
Plateau Further Plannlnq Area are included only when s”itable for vzlderness in that alternatwe. 

PQ 10 - Water yield increase potential based on te”tati”ely suitable tmberlasd c,” slopes less than 40 Prcent. 



FIGURE 2. 

SJiMI-PRIMITIVE NON-MOTORIZED 
RECREATION 

(Thousand Acres OutsIde Wilderness) 
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Alternatives 

FIGURE 3. 

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT 
(Thousand Acres) 

Alternat,ves 

FIGURE 4. 

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM WINTER 
RANGE CARRYING CAPACITY 

(Thousand Anmals) 

FIGURE 5. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
(Thousand Anunal Unrt. Months) 
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FIGURE 6. 

PROGRAMMED TIMBER SALES OFFERED 
(Mlllmn Board Feet) 

FIGURE 7. 

TIMBER LONG-TERM SUSTAINED 
YIELD 

(Millmn Board Feet) 
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FIGURE 8. FIGURE 9. 

WATER YIELD INCREMENTAL PRESENT NET VALUE 
(Mlllmn Acre Feet) (Mlllron Dollars) 
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FIGURE 10. 

DEVELOPED RECREATION CAPACITY 
(Thousand Recreatmn Vlsltor Days) 

Alternatives 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

This Fmal EIS chapter describes the physrcal, bmlogical, socral, and 
economc environment affected by the alternatzves. The reader 1s encouraged 
to review the affected environment m detail m Chapter III of the Fmal EIS. 

PHYSICAL, BIOLOGICAL, SOCIAL, AND ECONOMIC SETTING 

The Forest plannzng area 1s located astrlde two physmgraphlc provmces; 
Colorado Plateau and Southern Rocky Mountains. The two provmces differ 
greatly m landfonns, rock types, and mmeral deposits. Half of the plannmg 
area, wlthrn the Colorado Plateau Provmce, 1s characterized by high flat top 
mesas and rolling plateaus, sedmentary rocks, and mmeral deposits mcludmg 
011, natural gas, 011 shale, coal, vanadmm, and "ranrum. The other half of 
the plannmg area 1s characterized by rugged momtams, igneous rocks, and 
hardrock mrnerals mcludmg gold, sliver, lead, zinc, copper, molybdenum, and 
"ranlum. Elevatmns range from about 6,000 feet to peaks over 14,000 feet. 

The Forest IS located wlthm the Rocky Mountam Forest Eco-Regmn of the 
Hlghland Province, and mcludes four mayor clmatlc and vegetatmn zones; 
lower montane forest, upper montane forest, subalpme forest, and the alpme 
tundra. Cmumn vegetatmn types at the lower elevatmn mclude sagebrush, 
pmyon pme, ,"nqer, Gambel oak, and ponderosa pme. Higher elevatxm m- 
eludes Engelmnn spruce, subalpme fir, lodgepole pme, Douglas-fir, and quak- 
1ng aspen. The mayor range types rnclude the mountan meadow, mountan bunch 
grass, alpine meadow, alpine tundra, and aspen-forb plant assoclat~ons. 

The Forest provides habItat for a variety of game and non-game wlldllfe spe- 
cles. The mre canon spxzes Include mule deer, elk, black bear, blue 
grouse, ptarmigan, Gambel's quail, snowshoe hare, and cottontall rabbit. 
BIghorn sheep inhabIt several areas of the Forest. Favorable habitat for the 
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bald eagle and psregrlne falcon exists in the planning area. Fisheries in- 
clude cutthroat, rainbow, brook, mackmaw, and brown trout; kokanee salmon, 
northern pike, and white sucker. 

Agriculture, mining and logging have been important economic activities in the 
planning area. Recreation has recently becoms an important eCOnomiC factor. 
National Forest management can affect these resource uses. 

RESOURCE ANU SUPPORT ELEMENTS 

National Forest system management is conducted on an integrated basis. Each 
resource and support element can affect other elements. These interactions 
are consrdered in the following discussion. 

Vegetation 

Forest vegetation contributes to Forest character aore than mOst landscape 
features. Its form, color, and texture, is easily discernible to the human 
eye. Society perceives it to have beauty and utility. The hundreds of 
individual plant species which occur on the Forest may be classified into less 
than a dozen vegetation types. Each type lends a unique character to the 
landscape and has an associated utility to society. Forest management is 
linked to vegetation treatment because vegetation influences other resource 
elements. Vegetation is a dynamic resource. It will change over time. The 
way it will change is based on factors that effect the vegetaton and the site 
on which it 1s growing. The Forest Reserves were established prior to 1900. 
Since that trme Forest managers have largely controlled the factors that 
effect vegetation and growing conditions. Forest managers control these 
conditions to provide and maintain a healthy, vigorous environment, capable of 
producing a range Of outputs and conditions. There are conseq"ences 
associated with not managing the vegetation on the Forest. These consequences 
are discussed in detail in the Final EIS, Chapter IV under all resources. 

Recreation 

Developed recreation "se is currently 578,000 recreation visitor days (RVD's) 
annually. Capacity at existing sites is 744,000 RVU's. Estimates indicate 
demand will exceed supply after 1990. The three downhill ski areas on the 
Forest, Crested Butte, Powderhorn, and Telluride supported 222,000 RVU's 
during the 1981 season. Potential capacity at these areas is 3.04 million 
RVU'S. This capacity is adequate to meet demand over the 50-year planning 
horizon. Capacity for dispersed recreation IS 10.2 milllo" RVU's annually. 
Current "se is 1.2 million RVU's annually. As demand increases the importance 
of visual quality will also increase. 

wilderness 

The Forest administers all or portions of eight wilderness areas totaling 
501,777 acres. This is 17% of the Forest acres. Access to the wilderness is 
generally not restricted, but activites vnthin the wilderness areas are 
managed to protect wrlderness resource values. Wilderness "se in 1980 was 
164,000 wilderness recreation vrsitor days. 
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The Colorado Wilderness Act of 1980 identified Fossil Ridge a Wilderness Study 
Area (47,400 acres). The Act retained Cannibal Plateau's designation as a 
Further Planning Area (31,990 acres). 

Fish and Wildlife 

The Forest's habitat supports over 314 wildlife and fish species. In 1980, 
hunting generated 105,200 RVD's and fishing generated 243,200 RVD's. Wildlife 
and fish use are expected to increase in the future. Habitat management is a 
Joint effort with the Forest and the Colorado Division of Wildlife (DOW). 

The Forest contains approximately 242,000 acres of big game winter range. 
This is only a small portion of the total big game winter range in the area. 
The n!a]ority of the winter range is at lower elevations on BLM and private 
land. The Forest is coordinating with the State and other Federal agencies to 
agree upon manageable herd sises in relation to winter range carrying capa- 
city. 

Federal and State threatened and endangered species that may be present on the 
Forest include: peregrine falcon, bald eagle, whooping crane, greater sand- 
hill crane, wolverine, lynx, and Colorado River cutthroat. One plant species, 
the spineless hedgehog cactus is on the Federal list of endangered species and 
may occur on the Forest. The Uncompahgre Frrtlllary Butterfly IS under 
consideration for designation and occur" on the Forest. 

Range 

The Forest has 1,295,775 acres classified suitable rangeland with 320,000 
animal unit months (AUM'S) permitted annually. To maintain satisfactory 
ecological conditions more intensive range management is needed in many allot- 
ments. Expected demand for grazing IS higher than the Forest is capable of 
supplying. 

Approximately 1,089,208 acres have been identified tentatively suitable for 
timber production. The current annual harvest is 28.8 million board feet 
WMBF) . The current, approved tvnber management plan on standard and special 
land is 35 million board feet per year. Sildicultural activitres help achieve 
other resource ob]ectives. Demand for free-use firewood IS estimated at 9 
MMBF per year and zncreasing due to rising fossil fuel costs. 

Water 

The water flowing through the Forest comprises an estimated 40% of the Colo- 
rado River flow at the Colorado and Utah border. Average annual yield from 
the Forest IS estimated at 2.81 million acre feet. Water yield from 
tentatively suitable timber land on slopes less than 40% could be increased by 
67,000 acre feet above current levels without significant adverse effects on 
other resources. 
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Mmerals 

Mining plays an Important role in the planning area. Locatable mlnerals that 
have been developed or could be developed include: gold, srlver, srnc, lead, 
copper, cadmium, uranum , vanadium and molybdenum. Leasable or energy 
minerals being explored or developed mclude: oil, gas, coal, and geothermal 
resources. Mineral exploratron and development are expected to increase. 

p 

The Forest participates I" programs which provide employment, skill tralnmg, 
experience, and education for a wade range of age groups. These programs 
include Youth Conservation Corp., Senior Ccmmunrty Service fiployment, 
Volunteers, Comprehensive Eksployment and Tralnlng Act, and college work study. 

Protectron 

Fire statistics indicate the Forest does not have a serious vnldfire problem. 
A"nua1ly, a" average of 51 fires burn a total of 291 acres. The fire manage- 
ment ob]ectrve 1s to provrde a cost-effective program which responds to land 
and resource management goals rncludlng fire protection, prevention, presup- 
pression, and fuel treatment. 

Dwarf mistletoe contrnues to be a problem in certain areas of lodgepole pine 
and to a lesser degree m the ponderosa prne. Control efforts are 
acccmpllshed through vegetatron treatment. 

The most prevalent insect pests on the Forest are the Engelmann spruce bark 
beetle, mountal* pine beetle , and the Western spruce budwxm. There have been 
serious outbreaks rn the past. Currently, mountarn pine beetle IS causing 
resource loss on the Uncanpahgre Plateau. 

Ax quality over the Forest 1s good. The main source of pollutants from 
Forest actwlties is suspended particulates from wlldfrres and prescribed 
burning. 

Lands 

Forest land use and occupancy involves over 850 specral use permr.ts that 
authorize uses such as pasture permits, utlrtres, drtches and resefvolrs, and 
roads. Highest priority for acguisitlon has been grven to private land 
located wthin wilderness. Forest landovmershlp adlustments are coordrnated 
with the plans and programs of other Federal agencies and State and local 
governments. Opportunltres for 2urlsdrctlonal land transfer have been 
ldentlfred Hnth the BLM and the National Park Service. Non-federal land 
wlthm and ad]acent to the Forest has resulted in management problems that are 
beccmrng more crltlcal as demand on public land mcreases. Access to and 
within the Forest IS a mayor public issue. 

SOllS 

The sorls management obJectwe is to match actrvltres rylth sol1 capability and 
surtability to r.nsure long-term productivity. 
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Facllltles 

The Forest has 3,874 miles of road. Of thuz, 1,240 mrles are classlfled 
arterial or collector roads and 2,634 miles are classlfzed local roads. Ezght 
forest hlghways, part of the State Highway System, access and cross the For- 
est. The arterral and collector road system 1s essentially in place. Many 
miles need improvement or reconstruction, but the corrrdors are well estab- 
llshed. 

Admuustrative facllitles on the Forest u-xlude offlce buldlngs, work cen- 
ters, and other service and storage facllltzes. The Forest owns 98 buxldrngs. 
The Forest 1s respnslble for 18 dams, 81 bridges, 63 water systems, and 2 
waste water and treatment plants. The Forest admlnu.ters by specul use. 
permlt 230 dams and 241 ditches and canals. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

This chapter describes the environmental consequences of implementing the 
Proposed Action or any of the alternatives to It. Environmental effects can 
be either beneficial or adverse, direct or indirect, or cumulatxve. Forest 
management requrements 111 the accompanying Plan mltlgate many envrronmental 
effects for all alternatives. 

This chapter examu~es short-term use and long-term productivity, irreversible 
or irretrievable resource commitments, energy requrements, hlstorrcal and 
cultural resources, and envuxnmental effects that cannot be avoided. The 
reader 1s encouraged to revlsw the environmental consequences m detail MI 
Chapter IV of the Final EIS. 

DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTm EFFECTS 

Environmental consequences vary for each alternative because &fferent nuxes 
of management actlvlties produce different levels of resource outputs. The 
reader is encouraged to review the environmental consequences m d&all in 
Chapter IV of the Final EIS. 

Table 4 summarizes resource output analysu by alternatrve over the planning 
horxzon. 

Alternatives 2, 5, and 7 wrll have the same effect on developed recreatux. 
No new sites ~11 bs constructed. After 1990, demand for developed recreation 
Will not be Inst. AlternatIve 9 shortens use season and reduces capacity 12%. 
Demand ~111 not be met after 1986. Alternatives 1, 6, and 8 schedule an mc- 
rease m developed recreatun capacity to meet 50% of the increased demand 
above exlstlng capacity after 1990. Alternatives 1, 6, and 8 schedule suf- 
fxxent x~crease in capacity to meet 79% of demand m 2030. Alternatives 3 
and 4 schedule developed site construction to meet demand over the planning 
horizon. Projected demand for downhI skiing will be met by all alter- 
natives. Demand for all dispersed recrea'uon opportunltles wrll bs met by all 
alternatives. 
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The Forest contains 501,777 wilderness acres including the acres designated by 
the Colorado Wilderness Act. In Alternatives 2, 3, 5, and 9 no additional 
acres are suitable for inclusion zn the National Wilderness Preservation 
System. In Alternatives 4 and 7 the entire Cannibal Plateau Further Planning 
Area and Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for wlderness. In 
Alternatives 1 and 8; 13,599 acres of Cannibal Plateau and no acres of Fossil 
Ridge are suitable for wilderness. In Alternative 6; 13,599 acres of Cannibal 
Plateau and 34,300 acres of Fossil Ridge are suitable for wilderness. 

Wildllfe habltat unprovement ~11 be achieved through sllvicultural active- 
txs, range revegetatlon, prescribed burning, and other vegetation treatment 
activities. These actlvlties are designed to improve habitat for certain man- 
agement indicator species in all alternatives. Alternative 7 schedules the 
highest opportunities for slgnrflcant long-term benefxial effects to manage- 
ment indicator species and meets DOW goals for structural wildlife habltat 
mprovement. Other alternatives fall short of these goals xath Alternative 9 
the lowest. The lowest opportunity for sagnifxant long-term beneficial 
effects occurs In Alternative 9. 
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All alternatives wrll rncrease National Forest System writer range carrying 
capacity for big game. Riparian habitat will be protected or unproved under 
all alternatives. 

Alternatives 3, 5, and 7 will Increase permitted livestock grazing 6% to 9% by 
year 2030. Alternatives 4, 6, and 9 reduce permitted grazing 2% to 3%. 
Alternatives 1, 2 and 8 schedule slight increases over present levels. 

The annual programmed timber sales offered vary with each alternative. Suit- 
able timber land IS determined by the alternative direction and timber harvest 
volume ob]ectlves. Alternatives 4 and 6 with the lowest amount of suitable 
land, schedule the lowest annual harvest, and have the lowest long-term sus- 
tained yield capacity. Alternative 3, with the most suitable land, has the 
greatest annual harvest and long-term sustained yield capacity. 

All alternatives increase surface water yield through vegetation treatment. 
These treatments ml1 be scheduled tn watersheds capable of producing more 
water wrthout detrimental effects on stream channel stability. The magnitude 
of the increase ranges from 0.4% (Alternative 9) to 0.9% (Alternative 8) over 
current levels during the fifth decade. Water quality ~111 meet all applic- 
able Federal and State standards. 

Demand for mrneral exploratron and development IS expected to ~-~crease slgnl- 
ficantly. Development will require increases In transportation faclllties 
which can cause conflicts wth other Forest uses. Operating plans will 
Include provisions to mlnlmlze environmental impacts on surface resources. 

Human Resource Programs are affected by other agency budget opportunities 
rather than alternatives. There wxll be no slgnlflcant impact of any 
alternative on Human Resource Programs. 

Human-caused wildfire will increase under all alternatives because of the 
expected population growth and proportionate increase In Forest vlsltor use. 
Insect and disease control measures are determined by the infestation level in 
all alternatives. 

All alternatives vnll maintain air quality above standards. All prescribed 
burning is conducted in accordance with Colorado Air Quality regulations. 

All alternatwes ml1 create some effects on the soil resource. Mitlggation 
mea**re* in the accompanying Plan will prevent a permanent loss of soil 
productrvlty in all alternatives. The greatest unavoidable soil productivity 
loss will occur as a result of road constructron. 

All alternatwes propose a net increase in Forest road miles, ranging from 3% 
to 23% over the 50-year planning horizon. Alternatives 4 and 6 schedule less 
road construction and greater road closures to mtorlzed vehxle use to 
enhance semi-primitive non-motorized recreation opportunities and wildlife 
seclusion. Alternatives 1, 3, 4, and 6 schedule signlflcant increases in 
trail construction and reconstructlon to enhance dispersed recreation oppor- 
tunitles. 
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SCCIAL AND ECONCMIC EFFECTS 

Sane slgnlflcant soclal changes rvlll take place in the 10 county planning area 
regardless of alternative. These changes are related to energy, nunerals, and 
downhall ski area development. These social changes are likely to occur 
throughout the planning area and ~11 have a greater unpact on the social 
resource values than any alternative impacts. LIfestyle; attitudes, beliefs, 
and values; social organization; and population and land use will not be 
slgnrficantly affected by National Forest Service management by =*y 
alternative. Alternatives may generate some minor opportunities or problems; 
however, change In out@zs when canpared to, current management is not great 
enough to cause any slgniflcant problems within the planning area. 

All alternatives were analyzed for cost-efficiency using Present Net Value 
mw . The PNV is discounted benefits less discounted costs, including only 
those outputs to which nxanetary values can be assigned. Figure 9 displays 
incremental PNV for each alternative. Table 5 displays an incremental com- 
parison of alternatives considered in detail. 

Non-monetary values must also be considered. Net public benefit (NPB) IS the 
criterion used to evaluate the overall effect of monetary and non-monetary 
costs and benefits. Net public benefit is the overall value to the nation of 
all benefits less all associated costs. 

Table 6 summarizes the cost-efflcxncy analysis at 4% discount rate,by alter- 
native. Benchmarks 1 and 3 are presented for canparison. Benchmark 3 is 
designed to calculate the highest achrevable PNV. Benchmark 1 estimates the 
minimum management level needed to maintan the Forest as part of the National 
Forest System. The alternative PNV 1s incremental above Benchmark 1. Incre- 
mental PNV 1s the added cost and benefit assocrated wl'ch management actlvitles 
under the different alternatives. 

Benchmark 3 has the highest PNV. This'Benchmark level has relatively high 
present value benefits (PVB) and relatively low present value costs (PVC). 
Benchmark 3 is not constrained by Forest Service policy. It does not include 
costs for activities responding to policy. Some of these activities are 
vlsua.1 and cultural resource management, ~011s and water Improvement, various 
inventory costs and non-declining flow tzmber production. 

Exclud.xng these costs effectively lowers PVC and rases PNV $28.2 rmlllon (4% 
discount rate). All alternatives considered m detail are constrained by pol- 
1cy. 
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TABLE 5. 

INCRi?HENTAL ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON 
hmmary All Decades, Mlllmn 1978 Dollars, 4% Dxcount Rate) 

present Net “al”=* 
olfference -29.7 -1.5 -0.0 -0.3 -1.3 -2.6 -2.6 -4.9 

l Indicates the difference in cost, benefit, an.3 PNV between alter”at~v*s. 



TABLE 6. 

COST EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
(Millmn 1978 Dollars) 
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ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED 

Mitlgatlon measures are included m the Management Requirements for all 
alternatives. They will limit the adverse effects that cannot be avoided. 
HOWe"f?S, the alternatives, including the Proposed Action, will have some 
adverse, unavoidable effects lnclu&ng: 

--Intermittent decrease in air quality due to dust from road construction, 
maintenance, and use; from mlneral exploration and development actlvlties; 
and smoke from campfires, prescribed burning, and wildfires. 

--Vegetation eliminated for road and trail construction, structural range and 
wildlife habitat rmprovements, developed recreation sites, and 
administrative sites. 

--Conflicts ml1 increase between recreation and other Forest use activities. 

--Solitude loss due to increased management and use actlvltles. 

--Tenpray vvlldlife dlsxurbance In some locations because of increased 
management and use activities. 

--An increase in energy requirements needed to manage the Forest. 

SHORT-TERM USES OF MAN'S ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE OF LONG-TERM PRODUC- 
TIVITY 

Forest management is a long-term canrmtment. Forest management requires 
short-term resource use, conducted In a manner that ensures long-term produc- 
t1v1ty. 

The Proposed Action and alternatwes meet the Multiple-Use Sustained-Yield 
requirement to provide for the "achievement and maintenance m perpetuity of a 
high level annual or perxdxc output of the various renewable resources of the 
national forests without impairment of the productivity of the land." The 
long-term land prcductlvity 1s maintained or unproved In all alternatives 
while producing outputs, goods, and services over the planning horizon. 

CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS 

This Final EIS IS the latest in a series of efforts designed to involve the 
publx in the development of the Forest Plan. Comments on the Draft EIS 
received during the review period were used in preparation of Final EIS. The 
public comment period closed February 19, 1983. The reader IS encouraged to 
review changes between the Draft and Final EIS in Chapter I. The reader IS 
also encouraged to review public comments and Forest Service responses in 
Chapter VI. 

The final decision regarding Plan approval will be documented in a Record Of 
Decision issued at the time the Final EIS and Forest Plan are wallable to the 
public. The declslon regarding the addition of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study 
Area and Cannlbal Plateau Further Planning Area to the National Wilderness 
Preservation System IS reserved for Congress and will be made at a later date. 
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CHAPTERI 
PURPOSE AND NERD 

9WRVIEW 

The purpose of a Forest Land and Resource Management Plan (the Plan) is to 
address local, regional, and national issues related to National Forest 
management; to define a mix of management activities that will promote the 
sustained use and protection of forest resources; guides development of multi 
-par mplementation programs for the Supervisor's Office and Ranger 
Districts; and provides directron to the Supervisor's Office and Ranger 
Districts for identifyrng activities and expenditures to achieve on-the-ground 
results. The Plan is needed to address the confllctinq desires between forest 
user groups. There is a need to resolve these conflicts, and to update and 
display information in one Plan that integrates management direction for all 
forest resources. The Plan provides a management program reflecting a mix of 
management activities to achieve a healthy, vigorous forest environment. The 

, environment must he capable of supportrnq a wide range of natural processes 
and human activities. Vegetation treatment is the major tool the Forest 
utilizes to achieve this overall goal. The Plan ~11 also satisfy guiding 
legislation. 

The Proposed Action IS described in the attached: Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, 
and Gunnison National Forests' Land and Resource Management Plan. For pur- 
poses of dxsclosure, this Final EIS and Plan are treated as ccmbined 
documents. 

The Plan schedules outlxts for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison 
National Forests (the Forest) and guides all resource management activities. 
The Plan acccmpllshes these objectives by the following means: 

--Defmes management activities approprrate to the range of conditions found 
on the Forest. 

--Allocates land uses to the combination of management activities for which 
they are most suited; recognizing needs to change management directron, 
needs and conflicts expressed by the issues and concerns; and recognizing 
the productive land potential and its sensitivity to the impacts of manage- 
ment actrvitres. 

--Specrfres the resource production outputs associated with specrfic land use 
allocations. 

--Establishes standards and guidelines for resource use and protection. 

--Establishes monitoring standards to ensure that actual outputs and effects 
are consistent with those planned. 

--Provides a framework for pro]ect level decisions and for budget proposals. 

--Integrates rndividual resource planning activities. 

--Coordinates Forest Service planning activities with the efforts of State and 
local governments and Indian tribes. 
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--Provides input for future Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning 
Act (RPA) Programs and the Rocky Mountain Regional Guide. 

This Final EIS is not a decision document. It is a document disclosing the 
environmental consequences of implementing the Proposed Action and alterna- 
tives to that action which were considered in developing the Plan for the 
Forest. The alternatives displayed in this Final EIS are applicable only to 
National Forest System land. 

The Plan guides management of the Forest for the next 50 years. It will bs 
reviewed and updated, if necessary, at least'every five years; and completely 
revised at least every ten to fifteen years. This is a requirement of the 
National Forest Management Act of 1976 @WA). The requirements assure the 
Plan will bs dynamic and will respond to change. 

A glossary to aid in reading and interpreting this Final EIS and Plan is in- 
cluded in Appendix A. Maps displaying the Management Area Direction for each 
alternative considered in detail are attached to this Final EIS. 

The Plan is required by RPA. amended by NFMA. The regulations specify that 
the Plan will be accompanied by an EIS. This Final EIS conforms to the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and Its 
implementing regulations. 

Th$ planning process is outlined in the NFMA regulations. The process uses an 
interdisciplinary approach to develop the Proposed Action and the alterna- 
t1ves. The Planning Actions described in the regulations, and used U-I this 
Forest planning process are: 

--Identification of Issues, Concerns, and Opportunities. 

--Development of Planning Criteria. 

--Inventory Data and Information Collection. 

--Analysis of the Management Situation. 

--Formulation of Alternatives. 

--Estimated Effects of Alternatives. 

--Evaluation of Alternatives and Identification of the Preferred Alterna- 
tive. 

--Selection of the Preferred Alternative (or Proposed Actron). 

--Implementation of the Forest Plan. 

--Monitoring and Evaluation of the Forest Plan. 
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Forest planning documents are available for inspection during regular business 
hours at the Forest Supervisor's office: 

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and 
Gunnison National Forests 
Supervisor's Office 
2250 U.S. Highway 50 
Delta, Colorado 81416 

These documents, known as planning records, contain the detailed information 
used to develop the Plan. The planning records are incorporated by reference 
and are referenced to appropriate points in the text and appendices of this 
Final EIS and in the Plan. 

Forest planning occurs within the framework of National and Regional planning. 
The Regional Guide establishes management standards and gUldSllUeS, addresses 
regional issues and concerns, and identifies resource output targets for the 
Forests withsn the Region. The question of meeting assigned targets and 
addressing local issues and concerns is addressed in the Forest planning 
process. 

Each Plan in turn, validates or provides a basrs for changing the production 
levels assigned by the Regional Guide. Activities and prolects are planned 
and implemented by the Forest to carry out the direction developed in the 
Plan. Information from all of the Forest plans in the Region will be used in 
revlslng the Regional Guide. Regional Guide implementation will require a 
review of Forest Plans to determine rf amendments are necessary. 

The NFMA regulations require the Forest Service to coordinate Its national, 
regional, and Forest planning with related planning efforts of other Federal 
agencies, State and local governments, and Indian tribes. These agencies were 
contacted. All levels of Forest planning were coordinated with the planning 
efforts of these agencies. This coordination assisted in making the Forest 
planning effort compatible with the goals, ob]ectives, and priorities of those 
other agencies. 

In comments on the Draft EIS, the town of Pitkin endorsed wilderness designa- 
tion for Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area (WSA). The Colorado Department of 
Natural Resources, stated in their letter on the Draft EIS that Governor Lamm 
endorsed Fossil Ridge WSA after careful study in 1979, and the Colorado Divi- 
sion of Wildlife feels wilderness will benefit wildlife on Fossil Ridge. 

The Colorado Wilderness Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-5601 designated Fossil 
Ridge (47,400 acres) a Wilderness Study Area. The Forest Service was directed 
to further assess the area and to make a recommendation on the suitability or 
unsuitability of the area for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preserva- 
tion System by 1983. This was done within the context of the Forest planning 
process. A Wilderness Study Report was prepared. 

The Record of Decision which approves the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison 
National Forest's Plan will recommend the suitability or unsuitability of 
Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area 
for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
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A legrslatrve EIS for Fossil Ridge will be prepared based on information and 
analysis disclosed in the Final EIS for the Plan and an analysis of the 
records of the public hearings. Public hearings were held on January 11, 1983 
in Gunnison, Colorado and January 12, 1983 in Denver, Colorado. The Draft EIS 
for the Plan was issued on October 25, 1982 for public review and comment. 
The comment period on the Proposed Plan and Draft EIS and the hearing record 
for the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area closed February 19, 1983. Chapter 
"I in this Final EIS documents the consultation and public comment on the 
Draft EIS. 

The legislative EIS for Fossil Ridge with the ReglOnal Forester's 
recommendation will receive further review and possible modification in the 
offices of the Chief of the Forest Service, the Secretary of Agriculture, and 
the President of the United States. After the President transmits the 
Administration's final recommendation to Congress, the legislative EIS will be 
filed with the Environmental Protection Agency and distributed to the public. 
Final decisions on wilderness designation have been reserved by Congress. 

The wilderness characteristics of the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area will 
be protected until Congress acts. 

The Colorado Wilderness Act also designated Oh-Be-Joyful (5,500 acres) a 
Wilderness Study Area. The Forest Service was directed to further assess the 
area and to recommend the suitability or unsuitability of the area for wilder- 
ness classification. A separate Draft EIS was prepared and hearings have been 
held. The Administration is currently completing the Final EIS. 

The Colorado Wilderness Act retained RARE II's designation for Cannibal 
Plateau (RARE II Area A-2218). Cannibal Plateau IS a further planning area 
requiring further study before a recommendation can be made regarding 
suitability or unsuitability for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. This analysis and evaluation was conducted within the 
context of the Forest planning process. Hearings will not be held prior to 
making a final recownendation to Congress because this IS within the context 
of the Colorado Wilderness Act. 

If, in the Record of Decision which approves the Forest Plan, a Further 
Planning Area IS recommended suitable for wilderness, a legislative 
environmental impact statement (EIS) will be prepared. The legislative EIS 
will be submitted to the WaShlngtOn Office of the Forest Service. The 
legislative EIS for Cannibal Plateau with the Regional Forester's 
recommendation will receive further review and possible modification in the 
offices of the Chief of the Forest Service, the SeCretary of Agriculture, and 
the President of the United States. If the wilderness recommendation is 
affirmed, the President wrll transmit the Administration's final 
recommendation to Congress. The legislative EIS will be filed with the 
Environmental Protection Agency and distributed to the public. Final 
decisions on wilderness designation have been reserved by Congress. 
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If the decision In the Forest Plan Record of Declslon is that a Further 
Plannxng Area is best sulted for nonwilderness purposes, the Charrman of the 
Senate Energy and Natural Resources Comrmttee and the Chaxman of the House 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee ~111 be notified by letter. A waltlng 
period of 90 days is necessary while Congress IS In session before the portIon 
of the decxslon which directly affects the Further Planning Area can be 
implemented. The go-day waltrng perwd begins on the date of EPA's Notice of 
Avallabllrty publIshed In the Federal Register. 

In the 1980 NatIonal Materrals and Minerals Polxy Research and Development 
Act and the Energy Security Act of 1980, Congress directed the Forest Servxe 
to encourage private Investors In developing domestx mrneral resources and to 
proceed in making recommendations to the Bureau of Land Management regarding 
leasing proposals on Natlonal Forest System land. Mlnerals Management 
direction 1s displayed in Chapter III, Management Requirements for the Forest 
Plan. 

Two Wild and Scenic River Elrgrblllty Reports were developed as part of the 
Forest planning process. The reports were prepared for the East River and the 
Taylor Rwer. The reports are attached as Appendix G to thrs document. 

This planning effort has been coordinated with the envIronmenta analysis for 
the proposed Mount Emmons rmning project. The Notlce of Avallablllty for the 
Mt. Emmons Mining Pro]ect Final EIS was published in the Federal Register, 
October 29, 1982. The proponent has postponed the prqect Indeflnltely. 
Therefore, no decisron has been made by the Forest Servxe regarding approval 
of the proposal. 

A Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the Forest Plan was publIshed In the 
Federal Register on November 14, 1980. The Draft EIS for the Plan was issued 
on October 25, 1982 in draft form for publx rsvzew and comment. The comment 
period on the Proposed Plan and Draft EIS closed February 19, 1983. The 
Notlce of Availability was published In the Federal Register, November 11, 
1982. Chapter IV In this Final EIS documents the consultation and publx 
cramnent on the Draft EIS. After the go-day comment perwd closed, the 
Proposed Plan was amended as necessary to adequately respond to publx 
comment, new or unproved data, and additIona analysis. The RegIonal Forester 
uses the Final EIS in making a declsron under NFMA regarding Plan approval. 
This decrslon 1s documented In a Record of Decxion, and is attached to this 
Final EIS. 

The "Record of DecLslon" for the Final EIS includes the management decisions 
for the White River and Rio Grande Natlonal Forest portldns of the Ragged6 and 
La Garlta Wildernesses. 

The planning effort Included 12 scopxng meetrngs, September 1981, conducted in 
local commun~tres and Denver. Open house meetings were conducted In November 
1981 at the ranger &strict offxes. These open houses were deslgned to grve 
the public an opportunity to review preliminary alternatives, Including land 
use allocations, output levels, and management directions. 
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As soon as practicable after the Plan LS approved, the Forest Supervisor will 
ensure that, SubJect to valid exlstlng rlght.5, all outstanding and future 
permits and other occupancy and use documents which affect National Forest 
System lands are consistent with the Plan. The management direction displayed 
in the Plan LS used in analyzing proposals by prospective Forest users. All 
pe-ts, contracts, and other instruments for occupancy and use of the 
National Forest System land covered by this Plan must be consistent with the 
Management Requirements in both the Forest and Management Area Direction 
sections. This is required by 16 USC 1604 (i) and 36 CFR 219.10 (e). 

Subsequent administrative activities affecting National Forest System land, 
including budget proposals, shall be based on the Plan. The Forest Supervisor 
may change proposed implementation schedules to reflect differences between 
proposed annual budgets and actual funds received. Schedule Champ.9 resulting 
from a reduced budget ~~11 be considered an amendment to the Forest Plan. 
These changes shall not bs considered a significant amendment, and ~~11 not 
require an EIS unless the changes significantly alter the long-term relation- 
ship between levels of multiple-use goods and services prcqected under planned 
budget proposals as compared to those proiected under actual appropriations. 

Implementation of this management direction is the key to translating the 
TO=lS, objectives, and management requirements into on-the-ground results. 
The Plan 1s implemented through the program development, budgeting, and annual 
work planning processes. These processes supplement the Plan and make the 
annual adjustments and ChangSS needed to reflect current priorities within the 
overall management direction. 

The Plan guides development of multi-year implementation programs for each 
Ranger District. The Plan's management area direction, oblectives, and 
management requirements are translated into these multi-year program budget 
proposals which specifically identify the activities and expenditures neces- 
sary to achieve the direction provided by the Plan. These implementatron 
programs form the basis for the Forest's annual program budget. 

Upon approval of the final budget appropriation for the Forest, the annual 
program of work is finalized and implemented on the ground. The annual work 
plan provides the detail to the program budget proposals necessary to guide 
the land managers and their staffs in responding to the direction of the Plan. 
The activity files in the data base and the Program ACCOUntlng and Management 
Attainment Reporting System provide information for monitoring the accomplish- 
ment of the annual Forest program. 

Future environmental documents prepared on the Forest will tier (40 CFR 
1502.20 and 1508.28) on the Final EIS prepared for the Plan. Environmental 
analysis for project implementation will use the Plan as direction. Addi- 
tional details may be included in the environmental analyses for project level 
decisions. Environmental documents for specific pro]ects implemented under 
this Plan direction will, therefore, be site specific only. 

The management &reckon displayed in Chapter III, Plan, IS composed of two 
mapr parts: Forest Direction and Management Area Direction. 
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Forest Dlrectlon Conszsts of goals, ob]ectlves, and management requirements 
for the Forest. The goals and ob]ectlves provAe broad overall dire&Ion 
regarding the type and amount of goods and services the Forest ~1.11 provide. 
The management requrements contaIned m the Forest Dlrectlon set the rmnlmum 
standards that must be maIntaxIed whrle achxevlng these goals and ob]ectlves. 
Management requxements establish the broad multiple-use management dlrectlon 
and generally apply to all areas of the Forest. 

Management Area Direction consists of lndlvldual management area prescrlptlons 
applicable to SpeClflC management areas. The management area prescriptions 
contain management requxements speclfylng which actlvltles ~111 be xnple- 
mented to achieve goals and ob]ectlves. Management requirements are speclfx 
to lndlvldual management area prescriptrons withln the Forest and are applied 
in addltlon to the Forest Drrection Management Requirements. The management 
area map attached to this document indicates where the udlvidual management 
area prescriptions ~11 be applxd. 

VICINITY OF THE FOREST 

The Forest IS located XI West-Central Colorado on the west slope of the Colo- 
rado Rockies. The Forest includes portions of the following counties: Delta, 
Garfield, Gunnlson, Hlnsdale, Mesa, Montrose, Ouray, Saguache, San Juan, and 
San Mquel. Frgure I-l IS a vrcrnlty map displaying land administered by the 
Forest. 

There are 2,953,186 acres of Natlonal Forest System land comprising the Grand 
Mesa (346,141 acres), Uncompahgre (944,241 acres), and Gunnison NatIonal 
Forests (1,662,804 acres). Within the Forest boundary, there pre 210,217 
acres 1n private, state, or other Federal ownership. Table I-l dxsplays 
Natlonal Forest System acres by county. 

This Final EIS discloses alternative management duectlon for 2,905,027 acres 
of Natlonal Forest System land. This acreage includes all of the La Garita 
and Raggeds Wildernesses. This Final EIS does not disclose alternative 
management dxectlon for the Luard Head, Collegiate Peaks, and Maroon Bells- 
Snowmass Wildernesses. Table I-2 summarizes the area covered by the Plan and 
FInal EIS. 

Management dxection was established cooperatively between this Forest and the 
San man, White River, and R1o Grande National Forests to ensure uniform 
management wlthln each mlderness area. Each Forest vvlll continue to admin- 
ister their respective portions of the wilderness areas. 

The Fu-~al EIS discloses management alternatives and thex potential unpacts on 
the five wilderness areas dzsplayed in Table I-3. 

The San Juan National Forest's Final EIS wrll disclose alternative management 
duectlon for the entlre Lizard Head Wilderness. This Includes 20,342 acres 
managed by this Forest. The White River National Forest ~111 disclose 
alternative management dIrectIon for the Maroon Bells-Snowmass Wilderness and 
the Collegiate Peaks Wilderness. This includes 19,598 acres and 48,961 acres 
respectively, managed by this Forest. 
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TABLE I-l. 

GRAND MESA, UNCOMPAHGRE, AND GUNNISON 
NATIONAL FORESTS ACREAGE SUMMARY 

(WithIn Forest Boundary) 

County National. Forest Other Total 

Delta 191,649 4,672 196,321 
Garfield 2,043 0 2,043 
Gunnison 1,204,677 89,774 1,294,451 
Hinsdale 176,644 2,178 178,822 
Mesa 459,848 13,386 473,234 
Montrose 304,785 19,232 324,017 
Ouray 127,026 23,269 150,295 
Saguache 312,481 9,162 321,643 
San Juan 2,007 535 2,542 
Sah Mrguel 172,026 48,009 220,035 

TOTAL 2,953,186 210,217 3,163,403 

TABLE I-2. 

ACREAGE SUMMARY 

Area Acres 

Total Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and 
Gunnison Natlonal Forest System Land 

Forest wrlderness Acres Disclosed In 
Other Forest EIS's 

Net Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and 
Gunnlson National Forest System Land 
Disclosed in This EIS 

Other Forest Wilderness Acres Disclosed 
in This EIS 

Total National Forest System Land Disclosed 
In This EIS 

2,953,186 

88,901 

2,864,285 

40,742 

2,905,027 

I-9 



TABLE I-3. 

WILDEP.NESS AREAS COVERED IN THIS FINAL EIS 
(Acres) 

NCiIWS Net N.F. Acres 

Big Blue Wilderness 

La Garlta Wilderness 
(includes 24,164 acres admm- 
xtered by the Rio Grande N.F.) 

98,235 

103,986 

Mount Sneffels Wilderness 

Raggeds Wilderness 
(includes 16,578 acres adnun- 
lstered by the White River N.F.) 

16,200 

59,105 

West Elk Wilderness 176,092 

GRAND TOTAL 453,618 

SCOPE OF THE ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED 

The Plan addresses publx issues and management concerns. These issues and 
concerns were derived from comments solicited at publx meetings, from written 
respxses to the Forest's Scoping Document, from the Forest staff, and from 
comments received on the Draft EIS. Federal, State, and local governments 
were contacted, and their issues rdentifred. These xssues and concerns are 
the topxcs the Plan will address. 

The Draft EIS for the Plan was issued on October 25, 1962 for public review 
and comment. The comment period on the Proposed Plan and Draft EIS closed 
February 19, 1983. The Final EIS and Plan have been amended to respond to 
public comment, new or improved data, opposing vuews, and additional analysx. 
The reader IS encouraged to review Chapter VI of the Final EIS. Chapter VI 
documents consultation with the publz; Federal, State and local governments; 
Industry; organuatlons; and legislators. The section CHANGES BETWEEN DRAFT 
AND FINAL EIS m this chapter summarizes changes between the Draft and FInal 
EIS. 
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The individual public issues and management concerns were combined into 
general statements. These general statements were grouped Into broad 
categories and were summarized in seventeen Forest planning questions. A 
detailed discussion of this process IS contained in the Forest plannrng 
records. How each plannrng question is addressed by an alternative also 
determines the manner in which the issues and concerns are addressed. The 
following identify and br,rrefly describe the Forest planning questions and 
provide a summary of the issues and concerns. 

PLANNING QUESTION 1: How much and what type of recreation opportunrtres 
should the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnlson Natronal Forests provide? 

This planning question deals with the quantity and location of developed 
recreation facilities on National Forest System land. There is a need for 
adequate up-to-date developed recreation facilities for winter and summer use. 
Existing developed recreation capacity is inadequate to meet increasing de- 
mand. An issue related to this planning question IS the extent to which the 
Forest should compete with the private sector rn provldrng developed site 
recreation opportunities. The Forest has a large resource of dispersed 
recreation opportunities not available in the private sector. If management 
was orrented more toward providing dispersed opportunities, par% of the devel- 
oped recreation demand could be met by the private sector. 

PLANNING QUESTION 2: How much roadless, non-wilderness recreation opportunity 
should the Forest provide and where should it be located? 

The mayor parts of this planning question involve conflicts between the motor- 
rzed and non-motorized recreatxxx uses. Some individuals want addrtlonal 
opportunities for non-motorized recreatron activities such as hiking, cross- 
country sklmng, huntrng, and fishing. Some individuals consider too much of 
the Forest roaded. 

PLANNING QUESTION 3: What type of vnlderness management 1s needed to maintain 
the qualrty of the recreation experience in existing and proposed wilderness 
areaS? 

This planning question addresses the type of wilderness management needed to 
maintain a quality wilderness recreatron experience. The issues center around 
conflicts between wilderness use and range resource management, and between 
different types of wilderness users. 

PLANNING QUESTION 4: Should Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and Fossil 
Ridge Wilderness Study Area be recommended for inclusion Ln the National 
Wilderness Preservation System? 

This questron addresses the suitabrlity of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning 
Area and Fossil Ridge Wrlderness Study Area for rnclusion in the National 
Wrlderness Preservatzon System. The Colorado Wilderness Act lddentlfied Foss11 
Ridge a Wilderness Study Area and retained Cannibal Plateau's Further Planning 
Area designation. 
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PLANNING QUESTION 5: How much habItat (forage, cover, water) should be avail- 
able for wldllfe and fish? 

This planning questlo" addresses the wlldllfe (excluding deer and elk) re- 
source. 

Public issues and manaqement concerns are related to questions co"cer"~."q 
mineral exploratlo" and development, transportatlo", and munlclpal watersheds. 
The issues lndlcate a desire to protect and manage wlldlzfe habitat, uvzludrng 
threatened and endangered species. Issues were raised on how fishery habltat 
wrll be managed. 

PIANNING QUESTION 6: Where and how much forage should be allocated to big game 
Use? 

This planning questvan addresses National Forest System winter ranqe carrying 
capacity for elk and deer. The scope of this planning questlo" revolves 
around provldrng the ranqe resource ccmpatlble with big game habitat. 

Most public issues and management concerns related to conflicts between live- 
stock grazing and blq game. Crltlcal big game winter ranqe 1s belnq lost 
outside the Forest boundary caused by subdlvlslon of private land. Blq qame 
herd size 1s lncreaslnq and the habltat loss 1s causing conflxts wxth qrazlng 
on the Forest. 

PL4NNING QUESTION 7: Where and how much forage should be allocated to live- 
stock use? 

This plannlnq question addresses allocatlo" of the range resource between 
cclmpet1ng uses. Publx issues indxated Forest users were concerned with how 
much grazing will be permItted, and where It ~111 occur I" relation to other 
resource uses. Publrc issues opposed to domestIc livestock qrazlnq centered 
around rlpparla" zones, valderness, and mun~~pal watersheds. 

PLANNING QUESTION 8: How should Forest products be managed to supply commer- 
clal and non-ccxnmerc~al demands on the Forest? 

Thrs plannrng questlo" addresses timber management on the Forest. PUbllC 
issues Include lncreaslnq demand for firewood, clear cutting, the effect of 
tlmber harvest on watershed condltlons and the role of this Forest 1" 
supplying timber for the natlon. 

Correspondence ccmmentlnq on the Draft EIS and Proposed Plan lndlcated a group 
of investors wish to construct a modern sawmill and planer ml11 1" Montrose, 
Colorado. The uwestors lndlcated that the Umber demand flqures dlsplayed I" 
the Draft EIS are based on past harvest volumes and have no allowance for 
future lndustrlal development. They requested that the annual sales program 
be rescheduled to reflect mxe total management of the tuber resource. An 
annual sale of 55 to 60 mmbf would help ]ustlfy the large capital expenditures 
requred to establish a modern process facrllty. 

Management concerns Include using the Umber management program to achieve 
multiple use objectives. 
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PUNNING QUESTION 9: What surface resource uses should be permitted in 
munxlpal watersheds? 

Thzs planning question addresses the potential effects of recreation, range, 
Umber, and minerals (mmlng and exploration) uses on the quality and quantity 
of munlclpal water supplies. 

The plannlnq questlo" was formulated initially L" response to potent1a1 
adverse effects of mlnlnq and exploration actlvlty on the quality of the 
mun1crpa1 water supplies. There IS a concern that mmerals, timber manage- 
ment, and qrazlng actlvlty 1s Lncreasmg and can degrade water quality. 

PLANNING QUESTION 10: How should the Forest respond to the lncreaslng demands 
for water? 

The scope of the planning questxx" Includes public issues and manaqement 
concerns for surface and groundwater manaqement. Surface water on the Forest 
1s a natlonal concern due to the Forest's locatlon at the headwaters of the 
Colorado River. Runoff from this area 1s crltlcal to the water supply of the 
southwest unrted States, where much of the water generated on the Forest 1s 
used. There 1s a" rncreasrng demand for water on the western slope. New 
lndustrles also require addltlonal water. 

P&NING QUESTION 11: How should the Forest coordrnate nuneral development 
actwlty with other resource values? 

This plannlnq questlo" addresses the potentkal effects of mznerals development 
on all the other resources, partxularly wilderness, wAdlIfe, water, and 
VI sual , and how management of other resources may unpact mineral development. 

The plannlnq questwn was formulated from xsues and concerns ldentifxd 
durzng scoplnq and canmsnts to the DEIS relatlnq to Increased mineral 
exploration and development activity throughout the Forest. SeVeral 
ccmmsntors to the Draft EIS and Proposed Plan felt there were no provisions 
for conflxt resolution where m~-~erals are the highest and best multiple-use 
actw1ty. Resp3"se to thrs concern 1s Included under Comment 7, Plannlnq 
Questzon 11, Chapter VI of this document. 

PLANNING QUESTION 12: What type Of tsa"sportatlo" system 1s necessary to 
manage the Forest and Its resources? 

Thxs planning questlo" addresses the transportation requirements needed to 
manage all resou1ces. Public ~sues lndlcate environmental damage is occur- 
ring from indrscrlmlnate motorized vehicle use. This dispersed motorzed 
recreation use IS also ~nterferlnq with other resource uses. 

PLANNING QUESTION 13: How should the Forest handle the problems caused by 
private land wlthzn and adlacent to the Natlonal Forest? 

Public Assues and management concerns relating to land adJustments either 
express a desire for more access to the Forest or ldentrfy conflicts between 
prwate land I" or adlacent to the Forest. There are about 1,600 private 
acres wlthln exlstlnq wilderness areas on the Forest. 
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PLANNING QUESTION 14: Where should the Forest provide utrlity corridors and 
how should they be managed? 

This planning questlo" addresses Forest land used for rlqhts-of-way for major 
tra"smlsslo" 11nes. The primary concern 1s Impacts on resources created by 
these utlllty rights-of-way. 

PLANNING QWSTION 15: Can service to the public and adnunlstration be unprov- 
ed wth Forest or Dlstru3z boundary changes? 

This plannlnq question addresses the posslbflrty of reccmmsndlng Dlstrlct or 
Forest boundary changes; land exchange opportunltles between the Forest Ser- 
vice and Bureau of Land Management (BLM); and between the Forest Service and 
Natlonal Park Service. 

PLANNING QUESTION 16: How should the Forest manage slqnlflcant cultural 
resources (and other special interest areas)? 

The planning questIon addresses cultural resource protectlo". The concern IS 
that damage to srqnlflcant and unevaluated prehistoric and hlstorlc sites can 
occur with management actwltles in an area. 

PLANNING QUESTION 17: How should the Forest manage the visual resource? 

This planning questlon addresses the adoptlon of visual quality oblectlves for 
Natronal Forest System land. The concern 1s that unless the visual resource 
1s considered durlnq planning and pro]ect actwztles, negative visual impacts 
are likely to cxxur. 

CHANGES BE'NYEEN DRAFT AND FINAL EIS 

The Draft EIS and Proposed Plan ware filed with the EPA October 25, 1982. 
Subsequently, nine open house meetings and two public hearlnqs were conducted. 
Numerous articles were published in local and regional newspapers. Forest 
offxials made radio and television appearances dxcusslnq the Proposed Plan. 

Members of the publx and other government agencies commented on the Draft EIS 
and Proposed Plan. A total of 249 government and non-government letters, 73 
hearing statements and two government resolutions ware recewed. The comments 
on the Draft EIS and Proposed Plan covered a variety of topxs. Comments and 
Forest Service respxxe are dIsplayed I" thrs Final EIS Chapter VI. 

The annual programed sales offered during the first decade has been revised. 
Three hundred fifty million board feet of timber ~111 be offered for sale 
durlnq the period 1984 through 1993. To respond to local interest m 
acceleratlnq the timber harvest schedule, 35 MMBF ~111 be offered m 1984, and 
55 NNBF ~111 be offered annually 1" 1985 through 1987. A review of the local 
demand sltuatlon ~~11 be made prior to the end of 1987 to determIne if local 
demand for Umber has slgnlflcantly changed. If local demand for tunber 
changes slgnlflcantly, the Plan ~111 be reanalyzed as required by NFMA 
Requlatron 36 CFR 219.10(c). If local demand has not slgnlflcantly changed, 
the remarnder of the 350 MMBF planned for the decade ~111 be offered XI 1988 
through 1993 at a rate of 25 MMBF annually. Any of the volume offered but not 
sold 1" the first 4 years ml1 still be available for re-offer. 
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Another alternative was added for Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and 
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area. The alternative was added to provide 
a* opportunity to schedule outputs for the Further Planning Area and 
Wilderness Study Area because of their current legislative and administrative 
status. 

The boundary of the suitable portion of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area 
has been revised. The boundary was revised to reduce potential management 
conflicts with the Bureau of Land Management proposed Powderhorn Wilderness. 

Separate legislative EIS' for Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and 
Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area will be prepared. The leqislatrve EIS' 
will be submitted to the Washington Office of the Forest Service. The 
Regional Forester's reccmmendation will receive further review and possible 
modification in the offices of the Chief of the Forest Service, the Secretary 
of Agriculture, and the President of the United States. 

Eighty percent of the non-government comments on the Draft EIS and Proposed 
Plan dealt with Foss11 Ridge Wilderness Study Area or Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area. The reader is encouraged to review Appendix K and L of this 
Final EIS. Appendix K indexes the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area. 
Locations are displayed to help the reader locate detailed information on 
Fossil Ridge. Appendix L indexes Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area in a 
similar manner. 

Incremental alternatwe present net value changed between the Draft and Final 
EIS. The revised Region 2 benefit value for range $10.48 per sum was 
substituted for the receipt value of $1.97 used in the Draft. Although the 
receipt value was used in the MTVEST runs for the Draft, the specified Region 
2 benefit value was used to value range in FORPLAN. The result is an increase 
in the discounted benefits for range. 

A second factor affecting the increase in present net value is the projected 
increase in demand trends for future wilderness use. The result is greatly 
increased benefits with no increase in costs. 

The changes between the Draft and Fmal EIS are grouped into three categories: 

--Changes in the inplementing regulations for the National Forest Management 
Act; 

--Content changes in the documents; 

--Issues to be addressed in the Final EIS. 

NFMA REGULATION CHANCE 

The Proposed Plan was prepared under the 1979 NFMA implementing regulations. 
In November 1982 revised regulations became effective. The revised requla- 
tions contain provisions for a transition period. The revised regulations (36 
CFR 219.29(b)) state: ' . ..planning process steps already completed need not 
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be repeated." and "If, prior to the effective date of an amendment to this 
subpart, a forest plan either has been approved I" flnal form or released I" 
draft form for public review, the plan need not be modlfled to 1"corporate 
requirements of such amendment, until the next scheduled rev~s~o" of the 
forest plan;." 

The Proposed Plan was filed prior to the 1982 requlatlons effective date. 
When the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnlson Natlonal Forests Plan 1s 
scheduled to be revised It "111 be brought Into conformance with the 1982 
reg"latlo"s. 

The Final EIS and Plan have been revised, where practicable, to meet the 
intent of the 1982 requlatlons. The 1982 regulations changed the name of the 
Regional Plan to Reqlonal Guide. The proposed Rocky Mountal" Regronal Plan 
referenced I" the Draft EIS 1s no" referred to as the Rocky Mountal" RegIonal 
Guide. The Regional Guide and Final EIS were flied with the Environmental 
Protectxx, Agency on June 1, 1983. 

CONTENT CHANGBS 

Content has been revised 1" this Flndl EIS to reflect new data, revised 
management d&ectlon and lmplementlng schedules, public comments and goal 
clarlf1catlon. 

Sane canmentors disagreed Hnth data or analysx displayed I" the Draft EIS. 
These are consxdered opposing "lews under the NEPA regulations. DPposl"g 
"lews have bee" incorporated throughout the Final EIS. The responsible 
offlclal "111 consider these opposing views when making ha final declslon. 
Opposing views that have been added to the Final EIS Include: 

--Constraints on Benchmark analysis gl"e inaccurate results and make them 
inappropriate for comparison; 

--Disagree with data, analysis, and display for Foss11 Ridge Wrlderness Study 
Area or Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area: 

--The management lndlcator species list 1s too llmlted; 
--The crlterla for determlnlnq capable trmberland 1s too low; 
--Tmber harvest levels are too high; 
--Timber harvest levels are too low; 
L-Clearcuttlng to increase water yield w1.11 cause eroslo" and turbldlty 

Impacts; 
--Harvestmg tlmher to increase water yield 1s shortsrted and 1s being used to 

ratlonallze timber harvest levels; 
--The fifty year proposed water prolectlons are too high; 
--The Proposed Plan "111 destroy the tourist Industry for Gunnlso" County; 
--Downhill skiing demand proiectlons are too high; 
--Tunber should be managed for unevenaged stands; 
--Mineral leaslng should not be permltted on slopes over 40%; 
--Utlllty corridors are not dxcussed I." any of the alternatives; 
--Discount rates used r" the econcmlc analysis are too low; and 
--The Proposed Plan "~11 prevent economx development 1" the planning area. 
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The set of Management Prescrlptlons has been revised to respond to public 
canments and management concerns. Prescrlptlons 6C and 6D have been deleted. 
These prescrlptlons duplrcated Management Drrectlon in a number of other 
prescrlptlons and the Forest Dxectlon. Management Prescrlptrons 5A and 5B 
were added to make winter range management more ate speclfrc. Public and 
management alike were confused on the location of winter range dzrectron in 
the Plan. Prescrlptlon 7F has been canbxned with Prescrlptlon 7E. Rlparran 
area management 1s displayed in Prescrlptlon 9A 1" the Final EIS. It was 
Included 1x1 Forest Dlrectlon 1x1 the Draft EIS. Prescrlptxx 9B 1s now 
dlsplayed on alternative naps. Prescrlptlon 10E was added for the Frulta 
D~vvlsx~n Munxlpal Watershed. 

Some land use allocations have been adjusted, HI some cases the adjustments 
are I." response to public camnents. Other changes were lnltxated to 
facllltate plan Implementatxx. 

In Chapter II, I" the sectlo" 'Alternatives ConsIdered and Elzmlnated from 
Detailed Study', the Departure from Base Sale Schedule has been revised. The 
Departure displayed 1" the Final EIS was developed to respond to a local 
ccmment requesting the tunber harvest schedule be accelerated. 

The importance of vegetation and Its relatIonshIp to other resources on the 
Forest has been hIghlIghted. Alternatives I" Chapter II have vegetatxn 
treatment goals. Chapter III drsplays current vegetation condltlons and what 
"111 happen to the vegetation with and without treatment. Chapter IV displays 
how vegetation treatment contributes to a healthy Forest. Vegetation 
treatment contrlbutlons to other resources are dlsplayed I" Chapter IV. Some 
goals were reworded and new goals added to clarify management dIrectIon. 

ISSDES TO BE ADDRESSED 

The Draft EIS was desqned to respond to 17 planning questxons developed 
during the Forest planning process. Public comments on the Draft EIS are 
organized by these plannzng questlons and dlsplayed in Chapter VI. In 
addltlon to the planning questlons, comments on seven other topxs are 
dlsplayed III Chapter VI. These topics are: 

--Alternatrve Selectlon; --Prescrlptlons; 

--Benchmark/NEPA Process; --Research; 

--Mrscellaneous; --Social, Econcmlc, Net Public Benefits; 

--Monltorlng; 

RESULTS OF CHANGES IN THE FINAL EIS 

Changes between the Draft and Final EIS were necessary to clarify 1nfonnatlon, 
revise data and to respond to publx comments on the Draft EIS. 
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CHAPTER II 
ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

OVERVIEW 

This chapter 1s the heart of the Frnal EIS. Tt descrlbss and compares the 
range of alternatives analyzed in the Forest planning process, rncluding the 
Proposed Actlo". The section, Crlterla Used to Develop AlternatIves, explains 
the NEPA and NFMA regulations that govern alternative development. It dls- 
cusses how alternatives were formulated, the range of alternatlves, and the 
set of management prescrzptrons m each alternative. The sectlo" also dls- 
cusses the role of economxs in alternative formulation. The sectlon, Bench- 
mark Levels, describes the benchmark levels and their quantitative analysis. 
This 1s used to define the declsron space used ln formulating alternatives. 
The section, AlternatIves ConsIdered and Ellmlnated from Detailed Study, 
describes the nuneral leasing alternative and the departure from Base Sale 
Schedule alternative and reasons for eliminating them from detailed study. 
The next section displays the nave alternatives consldered I" detail. This 
includes the Proposed Action. The alternatives are summarxed with emphasis, 
goals, land use allocations, and the expected future condltlon of the Forest. 
The chapter concludes by comparing the nine alternatives consldered in detail. 
ThLs canparlslo" includes planning questIons, land use allocations by manage- 
ment prescription, average annual outputs of selected resources, and detailed 
canpr~son of resources for a selected tune pert&. The ccmparlson also 
displays social and economic effects of implementing the alternatives. 

CRITERIA USED TO DEVELOP ALTERNATIVES 

The NEPA regulations require rigorous exploration and ob]ectlve evaluatlo" of 
all reasonable alternatlves to the Proposed Action including a "no actlo"" 
alternative. The regulations requxe the Forest to analyze alternatives not 
wIthin the agency's lurisdx'cion. The regulations also requxe Identl5xatlon 
and dlscussron of alternatlves eliminated from detalled study. 

The NFMA regulations include criteria to guide alternative development. These 
criteria are: 

--Each alternative "111 be capable of being achieved. 

--A "no actIon" alternatlve "111 be formulated that 1s the most likely condi- 
tlon expected to exist in the future, if current management dlrectxon con- 
txnues unchanged. 

--Each alternative wrll provide for the orderly elimination of backlogs of 
needed treatment for the restoration of renewable resources as necessary to 
achieve the multiple-use ob]ectlves of the alternative. 

--Each publx issue and management concern "111 be addressed 1" one or mire 
alternatives. 

--Each alternatIve will represent, to the extent practicable, the most cost- 
efficient comblnatlon of management activltles that can meet the obIectlves 
establlshed in the alternatIve. 
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The NF'MA regulations also require that each alternative dxsplay: 

--The condition and uses that "~11 result from long-term application of the 
alternative. 

--The goods and services to be produced, and the tlmlng and flow of these 
resources outputs. 

--Resource management standards and guldellnes. 

--The purposes of the management dlrectlon prppsed. 

A" alternatxza IS a speczflc ccxnblnatlon of management prescrlptlons and 
associated cost and output schedule. Management prescriptlons apply only to 
National Forest System land. A variety of prescription ccmbinatlons are 
possible in formulating a reasonable range of alternatives. 

Prescriptions are management activltles selected for speclflc land areas to 
attain multiple-use goals and oblectlves. Alternatives vary by changing acres 
and prescription location. Prescriptions for the Management Areas are dis- 
played in Chapter III, Management Direction, of the Plan. Append= N displays 
a prescrlptlon that was used L" alternative fonnulatlon, but was not used m 
the Proposed Actlo". 

The prescriptions contain nutlgatlon measures. Mitigation ensures long-term 
land productivity is not lmpalred under any alternative. 

Federal agencies are required to include and discuss appropriate measures to 
mrtigate adverse environmanta impacts (40 CFR 1502.14 and 16.) 

Mltlgatlo" Includes: 

--Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain actlon or parts of an 
action. 

--Minlmizlng impacts by llmrtrng the degree or magnitude of the action and its 
implementation. 

--Rectrfylng the impact by repalrlng, rehabilitating, or restoring the 
affected environment. 

--Reducing or elimlnatrng the impact over tune by preservatlo" and maintenance 
operations during the life of the action. 

--Ccmpnsating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources 
or environments. (40 CFR 1508.20) 

chapter III, Management Direction, the Forest Plan, contaxns goals, ob]ec- 
tlves and management requirements necessary to achieve these goals and 
ob]ectlves. Management requirements are presented in two sectlons. The first 
sectlon contains Forest Direction which details overall management requze- 
ments that must be malntalned during Plan Implementation. The second section 
contains management prescriptions detalllng the management requirements for 
spzciflc Forest land areas called management areas. The management require- 
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ments listed in Forest Direction are applied in addition to the management 
requirements for rndivrdual management areas. Individual management areas are 
identified on management area maps attached to the Plan. 

The alternatives presented in this Final EIS were formulated using different 
combinations of management areas and associated management requirements. 
Mltlgatlon measures were incorporated into the management requirements. The 
management requirements set the baseline that must be maintained throughout 
the Forest in achieving the goals and ob]ectives of the Forest Plan. m=Y 
establish the environmental quality requirements, natural and depletable 
resource use standards, and mitigating measures that apply to all Forest 
Areas. Each alternative is economically efficient in terms of present net 
value (PNV) and benefit/cost ratio. Present net value is total discounted 
benefits minus total discounted costs associated with providing outputs. 

A qualitative assessment of the alternatives is important. To conduct this 
assessment non-monetary values must also be considered. Net public benefit 1s 
the criterion used to evaluate the overall effect of monetary and non-monetary 
costs and benefits. Net public benefit is the overall value to the Nation of 
all benefits less all associated costs. 

Constraints ware formulated for each alternative. They ensure that contribu- 
tions to "et public benefit, not adequately recognized in the present net 
value calculations, are incorporated into the linear program model (FOEPLAN). 
A detailed discussion of the FOPPLAN model 1s presented 1" Appendix B. 

Benchmark 3 will be used to compare present net value between the alterna- 
tives. This Benchmark level IS used because it maximizes present net value of 
those outputs that were assigned a monetary value in the 1980 EPA program. 
This benchmark includes values for recreation, wilderness use, wildlife and 
fish, range, tmber, and water. Appendix C displays the results of Benchmark 
level analysis. 

The highest present net value alternative does not necessarily ensure selec- 
tion of that alternative as the Forest's Proposed Action. Net public benefit 
must be considered. A detailed discussion of the economic analysts and ana- 
lytical process used in the Forest planning process is included L" the Forest 
planning records and Appendix E. 

Values are applied to outputs that are sold or could be sold if Forest Service 
polxy or legislation permitted sale. These include: recreation, wilderness 
use, wildlife and fish, range, timber, and water. Appendix B displays the 
values used in the analysis. 

Economic effects and impacts will include population, ~nccane, employment, and 
payments to local, county, and State government. 

The Formulation of Alternatives (Planning Action 5) IS the culmination of 
Planning Actions 1 through 4. The following summarizes these steps. 

step 1 Mayor public issues are identified through public involvement and 
coordination with other local, State and Federal agencies. Manage- 
ment concerns were identified through an internal analysis. 
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step 2 

step 3 

step 4 

step 5 

step 6 

step 7 

step 8 

step 9 

step 10 

step 11 

step 12 

Public xsues and management concerns are consolidated into a set of 
general planning questions to bs addressed in the planning process. 

Multiple-use management prescriptions wars developed. These pre- 
scrlptlons represent sets of compatible management practxes, de- 
signed to address plannrng questlons in an economically efflcxant 
manner. 

Data was collected, assembled and stored ~.n the Forest resource data 
base. 

Potential locatxons for applying the management prescrlptlons were 
ldentlfred through site-speclflc capablllty and sultabxllty analy- 
SlS. 

Potential production levels were estimated for each resource through 
benchmark analysx. Benchmark levels defined the range wlthln whxh 
alternatwes could be developed. 

Demand and supply levels ware estimated for the various resourcss. 
The need to change current management dlrectlon was identlfled. 

A broad range of possible alternatives was developed. These alter- 
natlves address the needed changes III management dlrectlon. Each 
alternatwe reflected a unque set of ob]ec!tlves for rssourcs 
management whxh reqoonds to planning questIons hfferently. 

The lrnear program model, FORPLAN, was used to estimate the goods 
and services that could actually be produced by each alternative. 
The model IS a mathematical process that determines the mOst cost- 
efflclent prescrlptlon uux which achieves a desired goal. The model 
schedules outputs and costs over trme. 

The land management allocations, output schedules, and effects wars 
validated. Unacceptable management conflxts were resolved. 

The land management allocations were mapped and re-analyzed to test 
the orlglnal constraints and to insure max~um ec~nom.x efficiency. 

Steps 9 through 11 were repeated to define the reasonable range of 
alternatives that assured the mDst cost effective method of 
achlevlng alternatwes ob]ectlves. 

BENCHMARK LEVELS 

Benchmarks can best be described as analytic or lnformatlon packages from 
which to develop implementable alternatives. Benchmarks are reference pox&s 
used for canparlson mth alternatives. For example, such reference points 
~11 indicate the highest amount of sustained capacity for dispersed recrsa- 
tmn g3.ven a certain set of assumptions. This sams assessment vvlll also 
reveal the tradeoffs m other resources and effects resulting from this 
smount. The level of outputs resulting frcm this analysrs reflects the upper 
llrmt of the declslon space withln whxh alternatxves ~111 be considered. 
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Without the knowledge of certain management posstbllltles and subsequent 
environmental effects, alternative development is extremely difficult to 
accanplxh mth any degree of rellablllty that resolution of issues are ?z.alng 
fully addressed. 

Benchmark Information 1s also used in assessing costs associated with certain 
rmnLmum management requxements such as maintenance of long-term productlvlty 
of the land. 

Key lmplementatzon and assessment factors such as spatial feaslbllzty of 
management areas, environmental and social effects, program staffing and 
budget lmplxatlons, and tranqortatlon requxsments are estimated, but they 
are not analyzed UI sufficient detail to deternune the practxallty of actual 
lmplementatlon. 

As such, benchmarks only approximate what could actually be accomplxhed on 
the ground. They are technxally, but not necessarily, operationally unple- 
mentable. They, therefore, are approximately Implementable. 

Eleven benchmark levels were analyzed. Each benchmark level 1s s"b]ect to the 
laws and regulations that govern National Forest System Management; however 
benchmarks are not constralned by local, regIonal, or natronal policy. All 
benchmarks are deslgned to malntaln land productrvlty. 

Constraints vary by benchmark, but are applied to help ensure that each 
benchmark can be implemented. These constraints are presented In Appendix C. 

Each benchmark has a speclflc ob]ectlve. This ob]ect~ve 1s reflected in the 
ob]ectlve function, constraints, and the assumptions made for that benchmark. 
Benchmarks 1 through 7 are modeled in FORPLAN, Benchmarks 8 through 11 are not 
modeled 1x1 FORPLAN. Appendix C, a benchmark ccmparlson, presents economic 
analysis and average annual output by resource. 

MINIMUM LEVEL (BENCHMARK #l) 

This Benchmark level estxnates a nunl~~um level of management. It Will comply 
with applxable laws and regulations, Including prevention of significant or 
permanent impairment of long-term land productivity , and whxh would be needed 
to mantam the Forest as part of the National Forest System and to manage 
uncontrollable outputs and uses. Management actlvlties that occur at this 
level include fire suppression, insect & drsease control where needed to 
protect values ln adlacent land ownershlp, law enforcement, and spaclal "se 
managenhxlt. Incidental outputs include dlsparsed recreation, wIldlIfe, and 
water yreld. This Benchmark 1s used to distlnguxh between non-Induced and 
Induced outputs and effects. 

The following conclusions can be drawn from Benchmark 1. There 1s a net 
decrease in water yield and potential National Forest System wrnter range 
carryrng capacity when vegetation management 1s halted. No outputs requxlng 
Forest Service fundlng will be produced. Dispersed recreation, wilderness 
"St?, unldlife, fish, and water ~111 continue to be avallable on the Forest but 
below current levels. Downhill ski areas will close and the industry ~111 be 
ellmlnated. 
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Implementing minimum level management would result in lost opportunities to 
treat vegetation for improved wildlife habitat, increased water yield, 
unproved scenery, improved range conditions and wood fiber. Forested areas 
would become over-mature and would deteriorate. Susceptability to insect and 
disease epidemics with the potential of destroying vast acreages of trees 
would increase. 

Although some dispersed recreation would occur the amount would drop 
dramatically as the quality of the Forest envrronment diminished. The quality 
of scenery would be reduced as would big game habitat and accessibility within 
the forest. All of these things influence the type, quality, and amount of 
recreation occurring on the Forest. Over 50% of the jobs in the local 
economy, dependent on recreation opportunities on National Forest would be 
lost. 

Many grasrng permittees are dependent on National Forest System grazing to 
supplement their livestock operation. Some ~~11 be immediately put out of 
business, others may consolidate available private, State, or other Federal 
grazing opportunities and remain in business. 

Many local sawmill operators are dependent on National Forest System timber. 
Many operators ~~11 likely be forced out of business. Some operators may be 
able to rely on private, State, or other Federal timber to remain m business. 
The supply of timber 1s minimal from these sources. 

New public issues will result from minrmum level management. People will find 
access to the Forest reduced and in some cases eliminated. Wildlife habitat 
improvements will be eliminated. No developed recreation opportunities ~~11 
exist. If the Forest is to remain open other agencies at the State and local 
level will have to assume road malntalnence responsrbilities. 

MAXIMUM PRESENT NET VADDR BASED ON ESTABLISHED MARKET PRICES (BENCHMARK #2) 

Th1.s Benchmark estimates the maxinnna present net value that would be attained 
by valuing only those outputs having an established market price. Dollar 
values are based on actual market prices ("willingness to pay"). 

The following conclusions can be drawn from Benchmark 2. The frrst decade 
tmber harvest is 22 million board feet (MMBF) per year. Thus LS the minimum 
harvest level required for this Benchmark. The mOst economically efficient 
level of range production IS 405,700 animal unit months (AUM'& a year and 
developed recreation capacity IS 656,000 recreation visitor days (RVD's) a 
year. 

Management for market output resources will contribute to increased outputs 
for non-market goods. Potential National Forest System winter range carrying 
capacity increases by 15% and dispersed recreation capacity increases by 40%. 
The increases are a result of timber management activities. As aspen 1s 
harvested, plant species favorable to big game are established on the site. 
The increased food availability has the potential to increase the National 
Forest System winter range carrying capacity. Tunker management requires road 
construction in areas which are not currently roaded. The additional roads 
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Increase capacrty for motorized recreation. The capacrty for non-motorrsed 
recreation decreases, however the overall dispersed recreation capacity in- 
creases. Present net value increases by 42% and the cost to produce the 
outputs 1s 15 tunes greater than Benchmark 1 over the first 10 years. 

In their comments on the Draft EIS The Colorado Open Space Council, The 
Natronal Audubon Socrety, and The Wrlderness Society ob]ected to unposrng the 
22 MMBF timber harvest floor constraint, decade 1, in thus Benchmark. To 
respond to these comments Benchmark 2 was reanalyzed with the 22 MMBF harvest 
constraint eliminated. The results of the reanalysis, with a 4% discount rate 
are: Present value costs total $129.4 millron, present value benefits total 
$306.0 million, incremental PiW totals $176.7 mlllron with a 2.36 benefit cost 
ratlo. 

Elimrnating the harvest floor constraint rn Benchmark 2 rarses the incremental 
PNV $2.7 mullion. 

All figures referencing Benchmark 2 rn thus document ~~11 retarn the 22 MMBF 
harvest level floor. This constraint LS retarned to ensure Benchmark 2 meets 
the crrteria of basng approximately unplementable. 

WAXIMDM PRESENT NET VALUE INCLUDING ASSIGNED VALUES ~BENCBMARR #3) 

Thus Benchmark level estunates the mrx, output, and cost schedule which ~~11 
maxrmrse the present net value resulting from outputs that have an established 
market price and market outputs that are assrgned values. Dollar values are 
based on actual or simulated market prices for market and non-market outputs. 

The purpose of the maximum PNV Benchmark level LS to provrde a basis for 
computing the opportunity costs (net benefits foregone) of the alternatrves. 
The drfference between the PWV of thus benchmark level and the PNV of each 
alternative is the opportunity cost of that alternative. The PNV trade-off 
analysis, along with the economic impact analysrs and cost-efficiency summary 
of the alternatrves, IS displayed rn the last section of thus Chapter. Pre- 
sent Net Value trade-off is also presented in Appendix E. 

The following conclusions can be drawn from Benchmark 3. The first decade 
tanker harvest is 22 MMBF/yr. Thus is the mrnrmum harvest level required for 
this Benchmark. Water yield increases are due to the acres clearcut in the 
Benchmark. The most econcxnrcally efficient range productron level 1s 401,100 
AUM's a year. Dispersed recreation capacity is economically efflclent at 
1,102,600 RVD's. The most effrclent National Forest System winter range 
carrying capacity LS 89,500 animals for the frrst decade. 

The groups commenting on the Draft EIS that ob]ected to imposing the 22 MWBF 
timber harvest floor constraint m Benchmark 2 rarsed the same ob]ection for 
Benchmark 3. To respond to these crsuaents Benchmark 3 was reanalyzed with the 
22 MMBF harvest constrarnt elirmnated. The results of the reanalysis, with a 
4% drscount rate are: Present value costs total $95.0 mullion, present value 
benefits total $303.6 million, Incremental PNV totals $208.7 mullion with a 
3.20 benefit cost ratio. 

Eliminating the harvest floor constraint In Benchmark 3 raises the incremental 
PNV $5.1 millron. 
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All figures referencing Benchmark 3 m this document lnll retaln the 22 MMBF 
harvest level floor. This constraint LS retained to ensure Benchmark 3 meets 
the crlterla of being approximately zmplementable. 

~~x1~m.f TIMBER LEVEL (BENCHMARK #4) 

This Benchmark level estxmates the maximum tlmbsr output capabllltles of the 
Forest. This will establish the blologlcal potential without lmpalring land 
prcd"ctlvlty. The tunbsr output schedule is the maximum that could be pro- 
duced ln the first decade, sub]ect to a maxunum 25% departure per decade. All 
land classified capable, available, and tent%tively suitable for timber pro- 
ductlon was used in the analysrs. Benchmark 4 LS designed to deteraune the 
maximum timber volume that can bs scheduled for harvest. 

The following conclusions can be drawn from Benchmark 4. NO alternative will 
schedule mOre than 122.3 MMBF for harvest annually in the first 10 years. 
Benchmark 4 considers tzmber producing actlvltles mxe efficient than non- 
tlmbar producing actlvitles. If the nwdel has a choice between a timber 
harvest and a non-timber harvest prescription, It ~~11 choose the timber 
harvest prescrlptlon. There 1s no change in the recreation or vnlderness 
outputs. National Forest System winter range carrying capacity of Benchmark 4 
LS 56% less than Bencbmaq$c 3. 

MAXIMUM RANGE LEVEL (BENCHMARK #5) 

This Benchmark level estunates the maximum range output capabllitles of the 
Forest. This will establish the upper linut for range productlon without 
lmpairlng land prcductlvity. Timber harvest mull1 bs used to help achieve the 
maximum range outputs. Timber harvest is sub]ect to a maximum 25% departure 
per decade. 

All land classified capable, avallable, and suitable for timber production was 
used in the analysis. All land classified capable, available, and suitable 
for range production was used in the analysis. Benchmark 5 IS designed to 
determine to maxmum livestock graslng output that can be produced. 

The following conclusions can be drawn from Benchmark 5. No alternatlve ~~11 
schedule m3re than 497,200 AUM's of grazing annually m the first 10 years. 
The benchmark considers livestock produci@ actlvitles mxs efficient than 
actrvitles that do not produce livestock grazing opportunities. If the model 
has a choice between a grazing and a non-grazing prescrlptlon It wrll choose 
the grazing prescriptzon. 

MAXIMUM DISPERSED RECREATION LEVEL (BENCHMARK #6) 

Thrs Benchmark level estates the maxunum dispersed recreation output capa- 
billtles of the Forest. This ml1 establish the upper level for dispersed 
recreation capacity. This benchmark includes mtorxzed and non-motorized use, 
it does not include mlderness use. Benchmark 6 IS designed to determine the 
maximum dispersed recreation capacity the Forest can provide. 
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The following conclusions can be drawn from Benchmark 6. Th1.s benchmark 
considers dispersed recreation producing actlvltuzs more effuzrent than actlv- 
ltles that do not produce &spersed recreation opportunltles. NO a1ternat1ve 
~111 schedule m~rr? than 4,237,600 RVD's of drspersed recreation annually the 
first 10 years. 

MAXIMUM NATIONAL FOREST SYSTW WINTER RANGE CARRYING CAPACITY LEVEL (BENCHMARK 
#7) 

This Benchmark level estunates the maxunum Natlonal Forest System Wznter Range 
carry1nq capacity output capab111t1es. This ~111 establish the upper llrmt 
for winter range carrying capacity. Timber harvest ~111 be used to help 
achreve the maxunum winter ranqe carrymng capacity. Tm!zer harvest ~111 be 
sub]ect to a maximum 25% departure per decade. Benchmark 7 1s deslgned to 
determIne the maximum National Forest System winter ranqe carrying capacity 
the Forest can provide. 

The following conclusions can be drawn frcm Benchmark 7. No alternatIve ~111 
provide Winter range for more than 93,300 elk and deer annually, in the first 
10 years. Tmbzr harvest at his level enhances winter range carryug capa- 
city, 72.3 MMBF are scheduled for harvest annually. 

MAXIMUM DEVELOPED RECREATION LEVEL (BENCHMARK #8) 

This benchmark level estunates the maxmum developed recreation capacity 
needed to meet demand. This wrll establish the upper lunlt for developed 
recreation capacity. Outputs ~111 be produced at exlstlng and proposed 
NatIonal Forest System developed recreation sites. The sites ~111 be managed 
at the full service management level. 

Benchmark 8 1s deslgned to determine the maxunum developed recreation capacity 
of the Forest. The followlnq conclusion can be drawn from Benchmark 8. 
Exlstlng site capacity IS 744,000 RVD's annually. To increase above this 
total addltlonal developed recreation sztes ~111 be requred. Demand ~111 be 
1,280,OOO RVD's annually by year 2030. 

MAXIMUM WINTER SPORTS LEVEL (BENCHMARK #9) 

This benchmark level estmates the maxunum downhlll skllnq output capabllltu?s 
of the Forest. This ~111 establish the upper luiut for downhlll skllng. 
Outputs wrll be produced at exlstlnq and proposed downhzll skung sltes. 

Benchmark 9 1s deslqned to determIne the maxunum downhrll skunq capacity on 
the Forest, limited to exlstlng and proposed sites. The followlnq conclusion 
can be drawn from Benchmark 9. Potentlal capacity 1s 315,500 RVD's or 35,200 
skiers at one time. To increase above thu level addltzonal downhill ski 
areas ~111 be requred. 

~XIMUM WILDERNESS LEVEL (BENCHMARK #lo) 

This benchmark level estimates the maximum capacity for existrng wilderness, 
Foss11 Rldqe Wilderness Study Area, and Cannlbal Plateau Further Planning 
Area. This ~111 establish the upper lurut for wilderness capacity. 
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Benchmark 10 is designed to determine the maximum wilderness capacity on the 
Forest. The follownq conclusion can be drawn from Benchmark 10. Total 
capacity including Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and Fossil Ridge 
Wilderness Study Area is 417,619 RVD's annually. No alternative will reflect 
a higher capacity. 

EAEMJM WATER YIELD LEVEL (BENCHMARK #ll) 

This benchmark level estimates the maximum water yield that can be produced on 
the Forest while still maintaining land productivity. This will establish the 
upper llrmt for water yield. Timber harvest, vegetation treatment, snowpack 
management, and structural improvements will be used to enhance water produc- 
t1on. 

This benchmark assumes all tentatively suitable forest land on slopes less 
than 40%, one-third of the tentatively suitable timber land on slopes greater 
than 40%, and one-thxd of the non-forest land on slopes less than 40% are 
capable of management for increased water yield. Wilderness acreage is not 
capable of increased water yield. Some openings may be desiqned to minimize 
water yield in sensitive watersheds. 

Benchmark 11 IS designed to determine the maximum water yield increase the 
Forest IS capable of producing. The following conclusion can be drawn from 
Benchmark 11. The max~~rn water yield increase potential from vegetation 
treatment on both suitable forest land and non-forest land is an average 
annual increase of 125,000 acre-feet by the end of the 50-year planning 
horizon. Table 11-l displays average annual increased water yield by decade. 

The fifth decade value (125,000 acre-feet/year) represents a potential in- 
crease of 4.4% over current water yield by the year 2030. If accomplished, 
total annual water yield would be about 2,994,OOO acre-feet. 

TABLE II-l. 

INCPEASED WATER YIELD 
(Average Annual) 

Tmue Period 

1981-1990 1991-2000 2001-2010 2011-2020 2021-2030 

Thousand 
Acre-Feet 39.3 64.1 85.6 105.9 125.0 

Benchmark level analysis defines the feasible decision space used to formulate 
alternatives. Appendix C presents benchmark level analysis. Table II-2 
displays the maximum and rmnlmum resource output levels and budget require- 
ments In the benchmark analysis. 
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TABLE 11-2. 

MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM OUTPUT LEVELS 
DERIVED FROM BENCHMARK LEVEL ANALYSIS 
&bmmary All Decades, Average Annual) 

MaXlIllUm MinlIILUm 
Resource output Units** Quantity BM* Quantity BM* 

Recreation 
Developed 
Dispersed 
Winter Sports 

Wilderness 
Management 

Use 

Wildlife 
NFS** Winter 

Range Carrying 
capacity 

Range 
Grazing Use 

Tlmher 
Programmed 
Sales Offered 

water 
Increased Yield 

Econonuc Analysis 
Incremental PNV 

(4%) 
Budget Require- 

ments 

MRVD 1,280.O 8 0 
MRVD 9,749.2 6 887.5 
MRVD 3,872.0 9 0 

Thousand 
Acre* 
MWVD 

Thousand 
Atllmals 

MAUM 499.9 

MAF 

M,1978$ 

581.2 10 501.8 
173.0 10 97.9 

93.4 

176.9 

73.6 

219.2 

NA 

7 77.3 

5 0 

4 0 

11 0 

3 NA 

NA 351.0 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NA 

1 

* Indxates benchmark level used to establish the output level. 

** MRVD = Thousand Recreation Visitor Days 
MWVD = Thousand Wilderness Visitor Days 
MAUM = Thousand Animal Unit Months 
MMBF = Million Board Feet 
MAF = Thousand Acre Feet 
MM$ = Million Dollars 

NFS = National 
Forest 
system 

M.1978 $ + Thousand 1978 Dollars 
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED STUDY 

A nnneral leaslnq alternative and an alternative departing from Base Sale 
Schedule were analyzed and eliminated from detailed study. 

MINERAL LEASING 

The maximum mineral leasing alternative assumes all National Forest System 
land covered in this Final EIS 1s available for leasing. Chapter I displays 
the National Forest System land covered in this Final EIS. Table II-3 dis- 
plays the acres recommended available for mineral leasing in this alternative. 

TABLE 11-3. 

MAXIMUM MINEPAL LBASING ALTERNATIVB 

Land Classification Acres 

Unclassified Land 2,369,497 
Wrlderness 453,618 
Cannibal Plateau Further 

Planning Area 31,990 
Fossil Ridge Wilderness 

Study Area 47,400 
Other Special Management 

Land 2,522 

There are 373,024 unclassified acres (13%) rated low potential for reclama- 
tion. In this alternative these acres would be open to exploration and devel- 
opment. Developing isolated areas would cause extensive surface impacts to 
surrounding land with low reclamation potential. These include access roads, 
pipelines, electric transmission lines, and geophysical activity. 

In Wilderness 382,850 (84%) acres rated low potential for restoration will be 
available for development. 

In Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study 
Area 20,525 (26%) acres rated low potential for restoration will be available 
for development. 

In other special management areas 2,520 (100%) acres, which mineral explora- 
tion and development would be detrimental or destructive to the special values 
of the classified area, would be avallable for leasing. 

This alternative is eliminated from detailed study. The alternative is in- 
feasible and unreasonable. It makes areas available for leasing that could 
not be leased because of environmental or legal constraints. 
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DEPARTURE FROM BASE SALE SCHEDULE ALTERNATIVE 

Departure from Base Sale Schedule (BSS) is a timber harvest schedule whrch 
deviates from the principle of nondeclining even flow by exhibiting a planned 
decrease m the t&r sale and harvest schedule at any time in the future. A 
departure can be characterrzed as a temporary increase, usually In the 
beginning decade(s) of the planning period, over the BSS that would otherwxe 
be established, without unpairing the future attainment of the Forest's long- 
term sustained yield capacity. The purpose of analyzing departure is to eval- 
uate the net public benefits produced through departure from base sale 
schedule. 

Departure can result in increased net public benefit when one or more of the 
following conditions occur on a National Forest: 

--High mortality losses from any cause can be siqnrfrcantly reduced or pre- 
vented. 

--Timber age or size class distributron can be unproved. This will facilitate 
the attainmant of Forest growth at its long-term sustained yield capacity. 

--Implementation of the corresponding base sale schedule would cause a sub- 
stantial adverse impact upon a community in the economic area in which the 
National Forest is located. 

--Other management concerns, public issues, and opportunities suggest a depar- 
ture as a viable alternative. 

lkro conditions are known to exist in the Forest. Currently the forest IS 
losing timber volume through natural mortality. Trees are dying faster than 
they are being replaced and many of the surviving trees are stunted, growth is 
stagnated and they are becoming even more susceptible to disease.. These 
conditions are present on suitable and unsuitable timberland. The Forest also 
has poor age and size class distribution. Departure does have the potential 
to reduce mortality and improve age and size class distribution. 

Currently the Forest has an over supply of old growth and an under supply of 
seedling and sapling stands on suitable tunbsr land. Balancing the age and 
size class distribution IS important to timber growth rate, resistance to 
insect and disease infestation, reaching long-term sustained yield capacity, 
and capturing mortality that IS currently being lost. 

Comments on the Draft EIS and Proposed Plan indicate a third condition may 
exist. Correspondence commenting on the Proposed Plan indicated a group of 
investors, to bs known as Continental Lumber Company, wish to construct a 
modern sawmill and planer mill m Montrose, Colorado. Continental indicated 
that the timber demand figures displayed in the Draft EIS are based on past 
harvest volumes and have no allowance for future industrial development. 
Continental stated, "We request that your annual sales program be rescheduled 
to reflect more total management of the timber resource. An annual sale of 
55-60 mmbf saw logs would alleviate the constrictions of timber resource 
supply and allow 3ustification of the large capital expenditures required to 
establish a modern process facrlrty." 
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The request to revise the tunber harvest schedule was endorsed by the Montrose 
Chamber of Commerce, Intrawest Banks, Club 20, Mayor of Montrose, City Council 
of Montrose and the Montrose Board of Commrss~oners. 

Departure from BSS was analyzed. The departure had the same land use allo- 
cations and long-tern sustamed yield capacrty as the Proposed Actlo,,. 

Flgure II-1 displays departure management for 240 years. The figure dzsplays 
the tlmter output schedule for the Proposed Action and Benchmark 3 as 
reference pornts. 

FIGURE II-l. 

DEPARTURE FROM BASE SALE SCHEDULE 
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Benchmark 3 
-- Alternative 1 

__*a Departure from Base Sale Schedule 

This departure from base sale schedule has been ellmlnated from detailed 
study. The anticipated demand for 'umber, local market condltlons, ensting 
mrll capacity, and the high roadlng requrements udxate a departure 
alternative 1s not warranted. 

Should Contxnental Lumber Company, or any tmher processor, make actual 
investment comnutments at specific locations within the forest's market area 
demand estimates vnll be revised. Conmrtments ~11 nclude land and facility 
purchase for a ml11 or processing unit. 

II-14 



Should the market for tlmker improve slgnrfxantly in the future, an addl- 
tlonal analysis ~111 be conducted to determIne the need for departure from the 
base sale schedule. 

Adtitlonal lnformatxx, regardrng thLs departure IS drsplayed =n Appendix M. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

The key element for achlevlng the goals of these alteruatlves 1s a healthy 
forest. Vegetation treatment levels differ by alteqnatlve due to the 
alternatxves emphasis. Vegetatron treatment 1s a management technque m 
admlnlsterlng the multiple-use resources of the Natlonal Forest to attaln the 
overall goal of a healthy, vigorous forest. It 1s used to adlust exx&lng 
plant communltles to best meet the vegetation needs and resource goals and 
ob]ectwes. Vegetation treatment is acccmplxhed without impairment of land 
productlvlty and 1s guided by the Management Requirements displayed m the 
Plan. Through cwmercral and noncommercial treatment actlvltzes, vegetation 
treatment 1s directed towards the following: 

--Provldlng addltlonal recreation opportunltles, 

--Provldlng downhill ski areas; 

--Provldrng publx servzce through utlllty corridors and electronic sites; 

--Increasing opportunltles for slgnlflcant cultural resource dxcovery; 

--improving visual quality; 

--Increasmg big game winter range; 

--Increasing non-game mldllfe h&at& drverslty by xncreasxng edge; 

--Improving range condltlons; 

--Provrdlng wood ftier; 

--Increasing tree growth and vigor; 

--Increasxng water yxld without lmpalrlng water quality; 

--Increasmng the forest's rexstance to insect and disease Infestaixons; 

--Reduang unwanted fuel accumulations; 

--Returning revenue to the U.S. Treasury; 

--Mamtamlng lndustrles dependent on Natlonal Forest System land management. 

This F1na.l EIS discusses need and rationale for uslug "egetatlon treatment. 
Vegetation treatment 1s one of the most practical and effxlent methods 
wallable to achxve goals. Most aspen stands on the Forest were generated by 
past fires. Most stands are over 80 years old. Thx coincides with the fxe 
preventIon and control actlvltles established by the Forest Service in 1905. 
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Most aspen stands wrll not regenerate themselves. They 'all be replaced by 
pwe or spruce unless cut, burned, or otherwIse treated. Aspen 1.9 an 
extremely important species to mldllfe and contrxbutes to the visual quality 
of mountan scenery. Without treatment most aspen stands will not regenerate. 

The detaled consequences of not managing the Forest vegetation are presented 
In Chapter IV. When vast acreages of forest cover are uniformly mature, 
wlldllfe dlverslty is lzmlted to relatively few species dependent on mature 
forests. Burning, cutting, or other vegetation treatment actlvlties ~111 
increase vegetation &versity which ~111 provide wlldllfe habitat tiversrty. 
Treatment also reduces the amOunt of unwanted fuels. Mature and overmature 
forests are mire suscepttile to epldemlc insect attack. The attack can spread 
over large areas creating undesirable effects sxnllar to large burns or 
clearcuts. If age, size class, and species dlversrty 1s enhanced the risk of 
wdespreed epldemx is reduced. 

Water yield xncreases also depend on forest resource management. Other outp- 
uts and effects as diverse as malntanlng visual quality and firewood avail- 
ability are closely related to the amount of vegetation treated. 

Costs associated with vegetation treatment and other actlvitles necessary to 
achieve the goals stated In these alternatwes are slgnlficant. It IS often 
dlffxult to ]ustlfy the vegetatron treatment expense to achieve goals 
associated w.th visual quality maintenance, cultural resource discovery, 
wlldllfe habitat Improvement, insect and disease prevention, water yxsld 
improvement, or ccmmerc~al tmbsr harvest. Domg so may maxmise the "se of 
some resources but reduce the total outputs and the long-term potential of 
other resource uses. Intivldually the costs are too great and the long-term 
benefits too small. By applying an integrated approach to management the 
overall goals are cost-efficient. For example, tmber harvest in aspen 
enhances wrldlife habItat diversity, vital quality and returns dollars to the 
U.S. Treasury. This approach has the added benefit of marntalnlng exlstlng 
employment 1" ccmmunlties dependent on the trmber Industry. The fact that all 
alternatives result In a posltlve PNV illustrates thx point. 

In other cases, prescribed burning, flrewood removal, or cutting by Forest 
Service crews and volunteers may be the mxt effxrent way to treat vege- 
tation. Vegetation treatment levels vary by alternative due to the alter- 
natives emphasis. 

Vegetation treatment can require road constructlon. Roads take land out of 
production and impact the sol1 and water resources. However, Management 
Requirements 1" the Plan, Chapter III, ensure impacts are short-term in all 
alternatives. An environmental analysis occurs before road constructron. 
Consrderatlons are gxven to the physlcal and blologxal land characterlstxs 
as well as the goals of the management area In determinIng how and where to 
construct the road. These character?stxs Include slope, sorl ercdlbzlrty, 
vegetation cover, wildlife and flsherles protection, stream proxlrmty and 
visual resource protection. Road "se by people, rather than the actual road 
ltself, causes greater impacts on the environment and on other resource uses 
and actwltles. Effective travel management provrdes resource protectron and 
a safe, envlrolwntally sound, and efflclent transportation system. 
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Travel management directs use of exlstlng and future roads In all alterna- 
t1ves. In some areas, no roads all be built. In others, roads ~~11 be buxlt, 
but their use ~11 be restricted. In other instances, roads ~111 be open to 
publx use. 

As an example, road construction can open up a previously unroaded area. Road 
use m thrs area can Impact wlldlrfe seclusion and semi-prxnltlve non- 
motorized recreation opportunltxss. Travel management may restrict or close 
roads leadlng to, or In, the area based on the goals of the management areas 
through which the road passes. This road closure or restrlctlon can restore 
wlldlzfe seclusion, continue semi-prlrmtzve non-motorzed recreation oppor- 
tunltles but with unproved non-motorxed access to the area, improve access 
for other resource actlvltres, prevent unacceptable resource damage and reduce 
mamtenance costs. Public understandrng of management area and travel 
management goals IS necessary for public acceptance of area and road closures 
or restrlctlons. Addltlonal discussion of travel management 1s dlsplayed in 
Chapter III under the "Facllltles" section. 

Nine alternatives are considered In detail. These alternatives, including the 
Proposed Actlon, are presented m this se&Ion. Each alternative meets NFMA 
feaslblllty requirements. They are economically, technically, budgetarlly, 
and environmentally feasible and reasonable. 

The NFMA regulations requxe alternatives to address publx issues and manage- 
ment concerns. Each alternatxve addresses the set of planning questions 
drfferently. 

The alternatwes represent a broad range of resource outputs and expenditure 
levels. They address differently the public x~~ues, management concerns, and 
resource op~rtunltles; through a unque canblnatlon of management prescrip- 
tlons. See Plan, Chapter III for a complete display of the prescrlptlons. 
Appendsx N displays a prescrlptlon used In alternative formulation, but was 
not used m the Proposed Actlon. 

The linear program model FORPLAN was used to help select the ccmblnatlon of 
prescrlptlons m each alternative to max~mrze present net value, given the 
alternatwe goals and constraints. A detalled dlscussron of the linear 
program model FOWLAN, 1s presented in Appendix B. Usrng FORPLAN meets NFMA 
requirements that each alternative represent to the extent practicable the 
most cost-efflaent comb~natlon of management prescrlptlons. The prescrlptlon 
ccmblnatlon selected was the nwst cost-efflclent comblnatlon In every alter- 
native because the linear program was required to max~mxe present net value. 

Unique contrants were applied in the FORPLAN model for each alternative. 
Through constraints It was possible to address the different emphasis and 
goals incorporated m each alternative. This resulted In a unique rmx of 
management prescrlptlons and outputs for each alternative. Constraints help 
to achx=ve tlmlzr, range, wildlife, recreation, water, and budget goals; and 
force the model to schedule certarn actlvltres at different times In the 
planning horizon. Resource outputs were prqected for fifty years. TlSkX?IZ 
harvest was examined for an addltlona.1 19 decades beyond 2030 to ensure the 
tlmlxr 1s managed on a non-declining even flow baas. Constraints common to 
all alternatives are dlsplayed In Appendix D. 
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Econcmxs played an un&ortant role ln selecting the management prescrlptwn 
muc for each alternative. This was accomplished inltlally through the FORPLAN 
model. It was run rvlth the ob]ective function of maxlmxzlng present net 
value. If prescriptions were able to satisfy the constraints, FORPLAN would 
select the nest cost-effxient prescription. 

Once FORPLAN produced tent&we prescription allocatrons, the Forest manage- 
ment team mapped the solution into a manageable configuratxn. Once again, 
econonuc efflcxncy was a criterion. It relates to access, transportation 
system design, admrnlstratwe costs, and prescrlptlon placement on the most 
productive land to meet the prescription obJectives. A detailed dxcussion of 
the analytical process and economic effxiency is available In the Forest 
planning records, and is summarized in Append= E. 

Although the alternatives considered In d&all have different outputs, costs, 
and effects; each alternatwe represents the most cost-effwlent way of meet- 
lng the goals of that alternative. Each alternative has also been evaluated 
for spatial and resource output feasiblllty. 

The linear program model also fulfilled NFMA requirements for the coordination 
of outdoor recreation, range, Umber, water, wrldlife and fxsh, and wilder- 
ness. To achieve multiple-use coortinatlon, each alternative must provide an 
Integrated mix of resource outputs. 

There are ad&tlonal outputs which are not Included ln the FORPLAN model. 
They are Included in the alternative economic efficiency analysis. A computer 
program, MTVEST, was used to evaluate Forest investment opportunities. !ThlS 

program incorporates all non-FORPLAN benefits and costs into the economic 
efflcrency analysis. 

In addition to the following descriptzons, one-quarter inch per rmle maps are 
attached to the back cover of this Final EIS. The maps drsplay the spatlal 
tistrrbutxx of mangement prescriptIons that were selected for each alterna- 
t1ve. The alternative maps display corridors for the proposed construction 
and reconstructwn of arterial and collector roads, and corridors for mayor 
existing utility routes. 

The following descrlptlons present goals, constraints, and a summary of 
expected results for each alternative. Chapter IV further describes the 
expected future condition and envxonmental consequences resulting from the 
Propxed Action and Alternatives to It. Append= J summarizes outputs and 
act~vltles, for each alternatws. Appendix H displays goals and ob]ectives 
ccmumn to each alternative. 

The Plan may be revised when con&twns or demand In the Planning Area change 
signlflcantly or when change In RPA Polxy, goals, or ob]ectlves would have a 
slgn1flcant effect on the Forest program. Revisions will not go into effect 
until considered and approved for the development and approval of a Forest 
Plan. (36 CFR 219.10(g)) 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 - (PROPOSED ACTION) 

The Proposed Action emphasizes Intensive management for market output oppor- 
tun1t1es. Market outputs provide the opportunity to malntaln or enhance the 
stability of industries needed to produce local and regional goods and 
ser"lces. Range, tunber, and water exceed their current output levels. Three 
hundred fifty mlllxx~ board feet of timber ~11 be offered for sale durlnq the 
period 1984 through 1993. To respond to local Interest I" accelerating the 
trmter harvest schedule, 35 MMBF ~~11 be offered 1" 1984, and 55 MMBF ~111 be 
offered annually I" 1985 through 1987. A review of the local demand sltuatlon 
~111 be made prux to the end of 1987 to detenune If local demand for Umber 
has slqnlflcantly changed. If local demand for tunber changes slqnlfxantly, 
the Plan ~111 be reanalyzed as requred by NFMA Regulatlo" 36 CFR 219.10(c). 
If local demand has not slqnlflcantly changed, the remamder of the 350 MMBF 
planned for the decade ~111 be offered I" 1988 through 1993 at a rate of 25 
MMBF annually. Any of the volume offered but not sold 1" the fxst 4 years 
~~11 still be avaIlable for re-offer. 

The alternative ~111 meet 79% of total developed recreatlo" demand at the end 
of the 50-year planning horxzon. This allows the private sector to meet part 
of the demand for developed recreation. In this alternative 13,599 acres of 
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and no acres of Fossil Rrdqe Wilderness 
Study Area are suitable for inclusron in the National Wrlderness Preservation 
system. Demand for dispersed recreation opportunltles outside wilderness ~111 
be met. Trdll management and rec0nstruct10n 1s emphasrzed. Trails, 
trallheads, and other unprovements are constructed or reconstructed to help 
disperse recreatlonlsts. Vegetatux treatment 1s scheduled for approxunately 
16,100 acres per year durlnq the fust ten years. 

The goals and ob]ectives of this alternative are: 

--Manage vegetation I" a" econcmically effxlent manner to provide and main- 
taln a healthy, vlqorous environment capable of produclnq a range of mul- 
tlple-use outputs and condltlons; l.e., outdoor recreation, fish and wild- 
lrfe habltat, livestock grazlnq, visual quality, water, wood fiber, 
research, cultural opportunltles, and economic benefits to society. 

--Meet 50% of increased demand above existlnq capacity for developed 
recreatlo" opportunrties at the close of the 50 year planning horizon. 

--Meet demand for motorued and non-motorrzed dispersed recreation 
opportunrtles outside ulderness areas. 

--Disperse recreatlonlsts by constructing or reconstructlnq trails, trail- 
heads, and other Improvements. 

--Manage 60% of wilderness acres at the full servxe management level and 40% 
at the reduced servzce management level. 

--Thirteen thousand flvve hundred nlnty-nine acres of Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area are sutable for inclusion 1" the Natlana Wilderness 
Preservation System. 
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--No acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion in 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

--Increase National Forest System winter range carrying capacity for elk and 
deer. 

--Improve wlldllfe habitat dlverslty. 

--Schedule a 5% increase 1" permltted livestock qrazlnq. 

--Increase Lnvestments in structural and non-structural range vnprovements. 

--increase programmed timber sales offered. 

--Meet the demand for firewood.. 

--Increase water supply, while reducing sol1 erosion and stream turbidity. 

Table II-4 displays the unique constraints in this alternative. 
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TABLE 11-4. 

CONSTRAINTS 
(Alternative 11 

output 
Type of Con- 

Constraint* straint Units** Decade 

TIMBER 
Total Volume 

Aspen Volume 

Sawtimber Volume 

Spruce-Fir Volume 

Acres Clearcut 
Spruce-Fir and 
Ponderosa Pine 
Lodgepole Pine 
Total Clearcut 

Volume Allowed Full 
Road Analysis Area 

Volume Allowed Iilqh 
Road Analysis Area 

RANG?3 
Livestock Grazrnq 

WILDLIFE 
Aspen Habitat 
Improvement 

Prescrxbed 
Burning 

GE 70.0 MMCF/Decade 
35.0 MMBF/Yr 

LE 90.0 MMCF/Decade 
45.0 MMBF/Yr 

LE 7.0 MMCF/Decade 
3.5 MMBF/Yr 

GE 52.5 MMCF/Decade 
26.2 MMBF/Decade 
54.0 MMCF/Yr 
27.0 MMBF/Yr 

LE 52.5 MMCF/Decade 
26.2 MMBF/Yr 

LE l,ooo.o 
LE 3,000.0 
LE 8.000.0 

LE 9.0 
4.5 

Acres/Decade 
Acres/Decade 
Acres/Decade 

MMCF/Decade 
MMBF/Yr 

LE 13.5 MMCF/Decade 
6.7 MMBF/Yr 

GE 3,330.o MAUM/Decade 
LE 3,360.O MAUM/Decade 

LE 8,300.O 
GE 5,000.0 

LFi 55,000.0 
GE 45,000.0 

Acres/Decade 
Acres/Decade 

Acres/Decade 
Acres/Decade 

1 

5 

l-5 

l-2 
3-5 

l-5 

l-5 
l-5 
l-5 

l-5 

l-5 

l-5 
l-5 

l-5 
l-5 

l-5 
l-5 

* LE = Less Than or Equal to 
GE = Greater Than or Equal to 
EQ = Equal To 

**MMCF/Decade = Million Cubuz Feet/Decade 
MMBF/Yr = Million Board Feet/Year 
MAUM/Decade = Thousand Animal Unit Months/Decade 
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Each constraint was analyzed by the Forest management team and mnterdrscxpli- 
nary team. 

The total timber volume constraints reflect the timber potentials from the two 
current timber management plans. Thirty-five MMBF/year 1s the mid-pxnt of 
the estunated demand pro]ected for the 50 year plannlnq horizon. This volume 
provides industry the opportunrty for economic growth. Total tUnber volume 
includes all tunber 7 inches In dxxneter and greater from suitable tunber 
land. 

The 45 MMBF/year, less than constraint, is an lmpliclt budget constraint. 
Because the budget IS not a scheduled output, the budget can be controlled by 
applylnq a constraint on timber volume that will indirectly control spending. 
The model was forced to apply range and wildllfe prescriptions to Forest areas 
to unprove mldllfe habitat and Increase livestock qrazlnq. The aspen con- 
stralnt was based on demand for aspen products Ln the planning area. The 
sawtlmber volume greater than constraint was established to maintain local 
industry. The spruce-fir volume upper llrmt was establlshed so that the 
linear program model would not cut entirely from spruce-fir sawtlmber stands. 
Appsndur E discloses detailed xtformatlon on economx effxlency. 

Clearcut constraints were based on the volumes offered by clearcut harvest 
methods from past cuttznq on the Forest. The less than constraint was estab- 
lashed to ensure the proportionate clearcut acres to volume annually offered 
LS not slqnificantly increased on the Forest. 

Less than constraints w-are placed on the amount of volume that could be 
harvested from fully and highly roaded analysis areas. These co"stral"ts 

reflect tlmker harvested through 1981. 

The range ob]ectlve was to schedule a 5% increase In llvestock qraslnq over 
current levels. This established a upper lirmt constraint of 336,000 AUM's 
per year for the planning horizon. The lower limit ensured that qraslnq would 
be Increased over present levels m the solution. 

The constraints applied to the wrldllfe resource reflect a long-term wlldlife 
habitat rmprovemsnt program. Aspen is an important habitat for many wildlxfe 
spzc1es. Aspen treatment for wlldllfe habltat unprovement involves clear- 
cutting to create diversity. This provides aspen with good spatial and age 
class drstrlbutlon. Clearcutting produces edge which benefits wlldlrfe. Aspen 
constraints were formulated to re-enter aspen stands at periodic intervals. 
The edge contrast vvlll increase and sustain the midlife population. The 
non-structural improvements (prescribed burning) constraints were formulated 
in the same manner. By re-entering the prescribed burn areas at periodic 
intervals, the oakbrush growth associated with these areas ~~11 bs controlled. 
This vnll increase available forage for midlife, particularly deer and elk. 

Expected Future Condition. 

Recreation - The demand for developed recreation opportunities will Increase 
from 617,000 RVD's In 1985 to 1,280,OO RVD's annually by the year 2030. The 
Forest ~11 reduce the percentage of total demand met over the 50-year 
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planning horizon from 100% in decade 1 to 96, 89, 82, and 79% in decades 2 
through 5. Total developed recreation capacrty ~~11 increase from 744,000 
RW's annually in decade 1 to 1,012,OOO RW's annually in decade 5. 

Approximately 45% of the sites wrll be operated at the full service management 
level. 

The Forest has a large resource of dispersed recreation opportunities not 
available in the private sector. Approximately 17% of the Forest LS managed 
for semi-prlmltlve non-motorized recreation. Trawl management ~~11 be empha- 
sized, 30% of the exlstinq Forest trail mrleage ~1.11 be reconstructed during 
the first decade (1981-1990). Fifty rmles vvlll be constructed or 
reconstructed annually over the planning horszon. 

Wilderness - Wilderness management will emphasize prunltlve wilderness set- 
tings. Thirteen thousand five hundred ninty-nine acres of Cannibal Plateau 
Further Planning Area are suitable for ~nclusron m the National Wrlderness 
Preservation System. This could Increase the total wilderness acres on the 
Forest to 515,376 acres, 17% of the total Forest acres. No acres of Fossil 
Ridge are suitable for inclusion m the National Wrlderness Preservation 
System. 

Fish and Wildlrfe - National Forest System winter range carrying capacity ~~11 
increase by 6% over current levels in the first decade. This 1s due to the 
aspen habitat management and increased prescrrbed burning programs. Aspen 
treatment ~~11 be malntalned at 500 acres annually, over the planning horizon. 
Prescribed burnlnq 1s scheduled for 5,500 acres annually after 1985. The 
alternative schedules 590,386 acres to bs managed for wrldllfe habitat empha- 
SLS. 

Range - The alternatrve schedules the permitted lrvestock program to increase 
by 5%, to 335,800 AUM's grazed annually over the plannrnq horizon. Range 
condition wrll be good with a stable trend. Grazmg capacity IS increased by 
rncreaslnq investments m structural and non-structural range improvements. 

Tmber - The programmed sales offered will be 350 MMSF for the lo-year period 
1984 through 1993. This will provide the opportunity for rndustrlal 
development. In response to publx comment requesting a hlqher level of 
tlmbec be offered, the annual volume offered ~~11 be increased to 55 MMBF for 
1985 through 1987. See tiscuss~on in opening paragraph of this alternatlve 
for further explanation. 

Water - The Proposed Action wrll increase water yields over the first ten 
years by 10,898 acre feet per year over the current sltuatlon. This ~~11 be 
accomplished through vegetation treatment. By the fifth decade water yield 
~111 increase by 19,410 acre feet per year or .7% over the current situation. 

Minerals - Table II-5 summarizes land avallable for mineral leaslnq for Alter- 
native 1. Sixty-two percent of the wilderness acreage 1s recommended not 
available for leasmq. 
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TABLE 11-5. 

MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY 
(Alternative 1) 

Area 

Leasing 
Availability 

Recommendation Acres 

Wilderness* No Lease 285,992 
Iease with 

Surface 0cc"pa"cy 
Lease without 

Surface Occupancy 

76,418 

104,807 

Unclassified No Lease 185,494 
Lease with 

Surface 0cc"pa"cy 2,041,637 
Lease without 

Surface 0cc"pa"cy 210,679 

* Includes the area identified suitable for inclusion 
in the National Wilderness Preservation System for 
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area. 

Facilities - The Forest's transportation system is drrectly affected by 
management area directron. Construction or reconstruction in the alternative 
will occur on 57 miles of arterial roads, 45 miles of collector roads, and 216 
miles of local roads during the first ten years. Fifteen bridges will be 
constructed or reconstructed during the first ten years. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 - (CURRENT PROGRAM - NO ACTION) 

This alternative pro]ects current management modified by the minimum NFWA 
requirements and regional policy. This is the "no action" alternative re- 
quired by the NSPA regulations. It responds to present program levels and 
provides a basis for comparison of other alternatives. The increased demand 
above existing capacity for developed recreation opportunities rs not met. 
Current direction schedules dispersed recreation opportunities and wildlife 
habitat improvement. No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area or 
Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. Livestock grazing increases. Wood fiber 
production and vegetation treatment are used to achieve other resource goals. 
Programmed timber sales offered equals 28 million hoard feet per year in the 
first ten years. Vegetation treatment would occur cn approximately 14,200 
acres per year during the alternative's first ten years. The current, 
approved timber management plan on standard and special land is 35 million 
board feet per year. 

The gcals and ob]ectives of this alternative are: 
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--Manage veqetatlon in an economically efflclent manner to provide and main- 
tain a healthy, vigorous environment capable of producing a range of 
multiple-use outputs and conditions; i.e., outdoor recreation, fish and 
wildlife habltat, livestock qrazlnq, visual quality, water, wood fiber, 
research, cultural opportunzties, and economic benefits to society. 

--Maintam developed recreation capacity at current level. 

--Meet demand for motorlsed and non-motorized dispersed recreation oppor- 
tunitles outside wilderness areas. 

--DO not drsperse recreatlonlsts by constructlnq or reconstructlnq trails, 
trallheads, and other improvements. 

--Manage 20% of mlderness acres at full service and 80% at reduced service 
management level. 

--No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area are sultable for 
inclusron in the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

--No acres of Foss11 Rrdqe Wilderness Study Area are suitable for rncluslon in 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

--Increase winter range carrylnq capacity for elk and deer. 

--Improve wildlife habitat diversity. 

--Schedule a 4% increase in permitted livestock grazing. 

--Maintain rnvestmsnts in structural and non-structural range improvements. 

--Maintain programmed tunber sales offered. 

--Meet the demand for firewood. 

--Increase water supply, while reducrng sol1 erosion and stream turbidity. 

--Recommend no area available for mineral leaslnq in wilderness areas, 
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area, and Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study 
AR?..* 

Table II-6 displays the unique constraints in this alternative. 

* Current management IS not recommending land for mineral leasing at this 
tune. This alternative &splays the environmental consequences of recom- 
mendlnq no area available for mineral leasrnq in wilderness areas, Cannibal 
Plateau Further Planning Area, and Fossrl Ridge Wrlderness Study 
Area. 
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Table 11-6. 

CONSTRAINTS 
(Alternative 2) 

output 
Type of Con- 

Constraint* straint Units** Decade 

TIMBER 
Total Volume GE 56.0 

28.0 
Aspen Volume LE 4.0 

2.0 
Sawtlmber Volume GE 39.2 

19.6 
Spruce-Fir Volume LE 39.2 

19.6 
Acres Clearcut 

Spruce-Fir EQ 0.0 
Ponderosa Pine EQ 0.0 
Lodgepole Pine LE 1,500.O 
Total Clearcut LE 4,500-o 

Volume Allowed Full 
Road Analysis Area LE 7.0 

3.5 
Volume Allowed Hlqh 

Road Analysis Area 

Livestock Grazlnq 

LE 10.5 MMCF/Decade l-5 
5.2 MMBF/Yr RANGE 

GE 3,700.o MAUM/Dscade 1-5 
LE 3,340.o MAUM/Decade l-5 

WILDLIFE 
Asp" Habltat 
Improvement 

Prescrrbed 
Burnrnq 

LE 8.300.0 Acres/Decade l-5 
GE 5,000.0 Acres/Decade l-5 

LB 55.000.0 Acres/Decade l-5 
GE 45,000.0- Acres/Decade l-5 

MMCF/Decade 
MMBF/Yr 
MMCF/Dscade 
MMSF/Yr 
MMCF/Decade 
MMBF/Yr 
MMCF/Decade 
MMBF/Yr 

Acres/Decade 
Acres/Decade 
Acres/Decade 
Acres/Decade 

MMCF/Decade 
MMBF/Yr 

- 

* LE = Less Than or Equal To 
GE = Greater Than or Equal To 
EQ = Equal To 

**MMCF/Decade = Million Cubic Feet/Decade 
MMBF/YR = Million Board Feet/Year 
MAUM/Decade = Thousand Animal Unit Months/Decade 

I 

l-5 

l-5 

1-5 

l-5 
l-5 
l-5 
l-5 

l-5 
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Each constraint was analyzed by the Forest management team and lnterdlscl- 
plenary team. 

The total tunher volume constraint reflects the timber volume sold In 1981. 
The aspen volume and spruce-fir volume constraint reflects the volume sold In 
1981. The total sawtunber volume and acres clearcut are proportional to the 
current trmber program. Total volume includes all Umber 7 inches in dlsmeter 
and larger from sultable timber land. 

Less than constraints were placed on the Umber volume that could be harvested 
from fully and hlqhly roaded analysis areas. These constraints reflect trmber 
that was harvested through 1981. 

The greater than livestock grazing constraint reflects the 1981 level. The 
less than constraint reflects a scheduled increase Ln grazing. 

The greater than aspen habitat improvement constraint reflects the 1981 output 
level. The lower llrmt prescribed burnlnq constraint reflects the prolected 
1982 level. 

petted EX 

Recreation - The Forest will not meet demand for increased developed recrea- 
tlon opportunltles. Demand ~~11 not be met after 1990. Developed recreaton 
capacLty ~~11 remaln at Its 1981 level, 744,000 RVD's annually. This provides 
the private sector the opportunity to supply developed recreation oppxtuni- 
ties to meet demand. Approximately 45% of the sites wxll be operated at the 
full service management level. Forest recreatlonists will not have the quan- 
tlty and qualrty of developed recreation opportunities they are lzkely to 
desire. 

The Forest has a large resource of dispersed recreation opportunltles not 
avallable in the private sector. Approximately 14% of the Forest IS managed 
for semi-prunrtive non-motorized recreation. Dispersed recreation quality 
could decrease. Trail management IS not emphasized. Trails, trailheads, and 
other improvements will not be constructed or reconstructed to help disperse 
recreatlonlsts. Fifteen miles of trail will be constructed or reconstructed 
annually over the planning horizon. 

Wilderness - Wilderness management ~~11 smphaslze prlmrtlve wilderness set- 
tings. None of Foss11 Rldqe Wilderness Study Area or Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area are suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preser- 
vation System. The Forest's wilderness area will remain at 501,777 acres. 

Fish and Wildlife - National Forest System winter range carrying capacity ~111 
Increase 6% over current levels in the first decade. This LS due to the aspen 
habitat management and increased prescrzbed hurninq programs. Annual aspen 
treatment wrll be mamta~ned at 500 acres over the plannzng horizon. Prs- 
scribed burning LS scheduled for 5,500 acres annually after 1985. The alter- 
native provides 620,600 acres to bs managed for wildlife habitat emphasis. 
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Range - The alternative schedules the permitted lrvestock program to increase 
4%‘ to 333,300 AUM's grazed annually over the plannlnq horizon. Range condi- 
tlon wrll be good with a stable trend. Grazmg capacrty LS increased by 
increasing investments in structural and non-structural range improvements. 

Tmber - The programmed sales offered ~~11 be malntarned at 28 million board 
feet annually during the first decade. Trmber sales offered will increase to 
39.9 million laard feet annually over the planning horrzon. The alternative 
will meet demand for firewood through 1990 provldrng 9.0 million board feet 
annually. 

Water - This alternatlve ~~11 Increase water yields through the first ten 
years by 7,710 acre feet per year over the current situation. This ~~11 be 
accomplished through veqetatlon treatment. By the fifth decade water yield 
~~11 increase by 14,832 acre feet per year or -5% over the current situation. 

Minerals - Table II-7 summarizes land avarlable for mineral leasing for Alter- 
native 2. One hundred percent of the wilderness acreage 1s recommended not 
available for leasmq. 

TABLE 11-7. 

MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY 
(Alternative 2) 

Area 

Leasmg 
Avallablllty 

Recommendatron Acres 

Wilderness 

Unclasslfled 

Cannibal Plateau 
Further Plan- 
mng Area 

Foss11 Ridge 
Wilderness 
Study Area 

No Lease 
Lease with 

Surface Occupancy 
Lease without 

Surface Occupancy 

No Lease 
Lease wrth 

Surface Occupancy 
Lease without 

Surface Occupancy 

No Lease 

No Lease 

453,618 

0 

0 

171,830 

2,011,370 

188,819 

31,990 

47,400 
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Facllltles - The Forest's transportation system is directly affected by 
management area dlrectlon. Construction or reconstruction in the alternatxve 
~~11 occur on 49 miles of arterial roads, 38 miles of collector roads, and 185 
miles of local roads during the first ten years. Nine bridges will be con- 
structed or reconstructed during the first ten years. 

ALTERNATIVE 3 - (1980 P.PA PROGRAM) 

The RPA alternative emphasizes lntenslve management for market output oppor- 
tunlties. The Forest ~111 provide outputs to meet Its share of local, 
regional, and national demand for goods and servxes. The outputs are reflec- 
ted in the 1980 RPA goals and oblectlves tentatively assigned to the Forest ln 
the Rsglonal Guide. The alternative will meet the Increased demand for 
developed recreation over the planning horizon. Demand for dispersed recrea- 
tlon outsrde the wilderness is mst. No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area or Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion 
XI the National Wilderness Preservation System. Range, txnber, and water 
exceed their current output levels. Vegetation treatment would occur on 
approximately 16,500 acres per year during the alternatwe's first ten years. 
Outputs for each alternative are compared m Chapter IV with the tentative 
outputs and actlvitxes assigned to the Forest by the Regional Guide. 

The goals and objectIves of this alternatlve are: 

--Manage vegetation in an econcmxally efflclent manner to provzde and main- 
tain a healthy, vigorous environment capable of producing a range of 
multiple-use outputs and conditions; i.e., outdoor recreation, fish and 
wildllfe habitat, livestock grazmg, visual quality, water, wood fiber, 
research, cultural opportunities, and economic benefits to society. 

--Meet 100% of the increased demand above existing capacity for developed 
recreation opportunities over the planning horizon. 

--Meet demand for motorzad and non-motorized dispersed recreation oppor- 
tunltles outslde mlderness areas. 

--Do not disperse recreatlonlsts by constructing or reconstructing trails, 
trailheads, and other improvements. 

--Manage 20% of wzlderness acres at full servxe and 80% at reduced service 
management level. 

--No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area ars suitable for mchu- 
sion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

--No acres of Foss11 Ridge Wilderness Study Area are sultable for inclusion in 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

--Increase w.nter range carrying capacity for elk and deer. 

--Improve wrldllfe habrtat diversity. 
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--Schedule a 6% increase in permitted livestock grazing. 

--Increase mvestments in structural and non-structural range mprovements. 

--Increase programmed timber sales offered. 

--Meet the demand for flrewood. 

--Increase water supply, while reducing soil erosion and stream turbldlty. 

Table II-8 drsplays the unque constraints in this alternative. 
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TABLE 11-8. 

CONSTRAINTS 
(Alternative 3) 

output 
Type of Con- 

Constraint* straint Units** Decade 

TIMBER 
Total Volume 

Aspen Volume LE 

Sawtimber Volume GE 

Spruce-Fir Volume 

Acres Clearcut 
Spruce-Fir and 
Ponderosa Pine 
Lodgepole Pine 

Total Clearcut 
Volume Allowed Full 

Road Analysis Area 

Volume Allowed Iilgh 
Road Analysis Area 

RANGE 

Livestock Grazing 

GE 

GE 

GE 

GE 

GE 

LE 

LE 
LE 
m 
LE 

LE 

LE 

GE 
GE 
GE 
LE 
LE 

81.6 MMCF/Decade 
40.8 MMBF/Yr 
88.4 MMCF/Decade 
44.2 MMBF/Yr 
90.0 MMCF/Decade 
45.0 MMBF/Yr 
10.0 MMCF/Cecade 

5.0 MMBF/Yr 
61.4 MMCF/Decade 
30.7 MMBF/Yr 
66.3 MMCF/Dscade 
33.1 MMBF,'Yr 
67.5 MMCF/Dacade 
33.7 MMBF/Yr 
63.0 MMCF/Dscade 
31.5 MMBF/Yr 

2,000.0 Acres/Decade 
5,500.o Acres/Decade 
4,500.o Acres/Decade 

13,500.o Acres/Decade 

9.0 MMCF/Decade 
4.5 MMBF/Yf 

13.5 MMCF/Decade 
6.7 MMBF/Yr 

3,200.O MNlM/Decade 
3,360-O MAUM/Dscade 
3,400.O MAUM/Decade 
3,400.O MAUM/Cecade 
3,740.O MAUM/Decade 

1 

2 

3 

l-5 

1 

2 

3-5 

1-5 

l-5 
l-2 
3-5 
l-5 

l-5 

l-5 

l-2 
3 

4-5 
l-3 
4-5 
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TABLE II-E. (Cont.) 

Output 
Type of Con- 

Constraint* stralnt Units** Decade 

WILDLIFE 
Asp* Habitat 
Improvement 

Prescribed 
Burning 

LE 8,300.O Acres/Decade l-5 
GE 5,000.0' Acres/Decade 1-5 

LE 55,000.0 Acres/Decade l-5 
GE 45,000.0 Acres/Decade l-5 

* LE = Iess Than or Equal To 
GB = Greater Than or Equal To 
EQ = Equal To 

**MMCF/Decade = Million Cubic Feet/Decade 
MMBF/YR = Million Board Feet/Year 
MAUM/Decade = Thousand Animal Unit Months/Decade 

Each constraint was analyzed by the Forest management team and mnterdrscl- 
plinary team. 

The greater than constraint reflects the timbsr program defined for the Forest 
in the Regional Guide*. No less than constraint was necessary. Aspen and 
spruce-fir volume are less than constraints which are proportional to the 
aurrent timber program. Clearcut acres are proportional to the current timber 
management program. Total timber volume includes all timber 7 inches in 
diameter and greater from suitable timber land. 

Upper limit constraints were placed on the amount of volume that could be 
harvested from fully and highly roaded analysis areas. These constraints 
reflect timher harvested through 1981. 

The constraints ensure livestock forage production at levels sufficient to 
meet 1980 RPA goals for the Forest. 

The greater than aspen habitat improvement constraint reflects the 1981 output 
level. The lower limit prescribed burning constraint reflects the proiected 
1982 level. 

Expected Future Condrtron 

Recreation - The Forest wrll meet 100% of the increased demand for developed 
recreation over the planning horizon. Fifty camping units are constructed by 
1990 and an additional 50 are constructed by 1995. Approximately 45% of the 
sites will be operated at the full service management level. 

source: * Rocky Mountain Regional Guide, April 1983. 
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Approximately 16% of the Forest LS managed for semi-primitive non-motorized 
recreation. Dispersed recreation quality could decrease. Trail maintenance 
is not emphasised. Trails, trailheads, and other improvements ~~11 not be 
constructed or reconstructed to help disperse recreationists. Eleven miles 
~~11 be constructed or reconstructed annually over the planning horizon. 

Wilderness - Wilderness management will emphasize primitive wilderness set- 
t ings. None of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study, Area or Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area are surtable for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. The Forest's wilderness area will remain at 501,777 
acres. 

Fish and Wildlife - National Forest System winter range carrying capacrty ~~11 
increase by 7% over current levels in the first decade. This is due to the 
aspen habitat management and increased prescribed burning programs. Annual 
quantity of aspen treatment will be increased from 500 to 830 acres by the 
year 2000. Prescribed burning LS scheduled for 5,500 acres annually after 
1985. The alternative provides 591,544 acres to be managed for wildlife 
habitat emphasis. 

Range - The alternative schedules the permitted livestock program to rncrease 
by 6%, to 340,100 AUM's grazed annually over the planning horizon. Range 
condition will he fair to good with a stable trend. Grazing capacity 1s 
rncreased by increasing investments in structural and non-structural range 
improvements. 

Timber - The programmed sales offered will Increase to 40.8 million board feet 
annually during the first decade. Sales offered will increase to 48.8 million 
board feet annually over the planning horizon. The alternative will meet the 
demand for firewood through 1990 providing 14.1 million board feet annually. 

Water - The alternative will increase water yields over the first ten years by 
11,797 acre feet per year over the current situation. This will be accomp- 
lished through vegetation treatment. Sy the fifth decade water yield will 
mcrease by 19,238 acre feet per year or -7% over the current situation. 

Minerals - Table II-9 summar~ses land available for mineral leasing for 
Alternative 3. Sixty-two percent of the wilderness acreage is recommended not 
available for leasing. 
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TABLE 11-9. 

MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY 
(Alternative 3) 

Area 

Leasing 
Availability 

Recommendation 

Wilderness No Lease 
Lease with 

Surface occupancy 
Lease without 

Surface occupancy 

283,513 

70,768 

99,337 

Unclassified NO Lease 184,515 
Lease with 

Surface occupancy 2,066,692 
Lease without 

Surface occupancy 200,202 

Facilities - The Forest's transportation system IS directly affected by 
management area direction. Construction oz- reconstruction in the alternative 
will occur on 57 miles of arterial roads, 44 miles of collector roads, and 216 
miles of local roads during the first ten years. Fifteen bridges will be 
constructed or reconstructed during the first ten years. 

ALTERNATIVE 4 - (NON-MARKET OPPORTUNITIES) 

This alternative emphasizes non-market output opportunities. Market output 
levels are designed to complement non-market opportunities. The lncseased 
demand for developed recreation is net. over the planning horizon. The demand 
for dispersed recreation opportunities outside wilderness areas is met. Trail 
management is emphasized. Trails, trailheads, and other improvements are con- 
structed or reconstructed to help disperse recreationists. In this Alternative 
31,990 acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and 47,400 ac+es of 
Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study ATea are suitable for rnclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation system. The alternative schedules wildlife habitat 
improvement. Permitted livestock grazing and timber harvest outputs are 
decreased from current levels. vegetation treatment would OCCUI on 
approximately 12,800 acres per year during the alternative's first ten years. 

The goals and ob]ectlves in this alternative are: 

--Manage vegetation in an econan~cally efficient manner to provide and main- 
tain a healthy, vigorous environment capable of producing a range of 
multiple-use outpts and conditions; l-e., outdoor recreation, fish and 
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wlldllfe habitat, livestock graang, visual quality, water, wood fiber, 
research, cultural opportunltles, and econonuc benefits to soczety. 

--Meet 100% of the increased demand above exlstlng capacity for developed 
recreation opportunltles over the 50 year planning horuon. 

--Meet demand for motorued and non-motorized dxspersed recreation 
opportunituzs outside wilderness areas. 

--Disperse recreatlonists by constructug or reconstructing trails, t&xl- 
heads, and other improvements. 

--Manage 60% of vnlderness acres at full servxe and 40% at reduced service 
management level. 

--Thirty-one thousand nine hundred nlnty acres of Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area are sutable for lncluslon In the NatIonal Wilderness 
Preservation System. 

--Forty-seven thousand four hundred acres of Foss11 Rzdge Wilderness Study 
Area are sutable for inclusion m the National Wilderness Preservation 
system. 

--Increase water range carrying capacity for elk and deer. 

--Improve wIldlIfe habltat dlverslty. 

--Schedule a 3% decrease In pennrtted livestock grazing. 

--Mantam uwestments m structural and non-structural range unprovements. 

--Decrease programmed timber sales offered. 

--Do not meet the demand for fuewood. 

--Increase water supply, while reducrng sol1 erosux and stream turbldlty. 

Table II-10 displays the unque constraints m this alternative. 
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TABLE 11-10. 

CONSTRAINTS 
(Alternative 4) 

output 
Type of Con- 

Constraint* stralnt Units** Decade 

TIMBER 
Total Volume 

Aspen Volume LE 

sawtunber volume GE 

Spruce-Fir Volume LE 

Acres Clearcut 
Spruce-Fir 
Ponderosa Pure 
Lodgepole Pine 
Total Clearcut 

Volume Allowed Full 
Road Analysrs Area 

EQ 
EQ 
LE 
LE 

LE 

Volume Allowed High 
Road Analysis Area LE 

RANGE 
Livestock Grazing 

WILDLIFE 
Aspen Habitat 
Improvement 

Prescribed 
Burning 

GE 

LE 

GE 
LE 
LE 

LE 
GE 

LE 
GB 

27.0 MMCF/Decade 
13.5 MMBF/Yr 
48.0 MMCF/Decade 
24.0 MMBF/Yr 

3.0 MMCF/Decade 
1.5 MMBF/Yr 

20.2 MMCF/Decade 
10.1 MMBF/Yr 
16.2 MMCF/Decade 

8.1 MMBF/Yr 

0.0 Acres/Decade 
0.0 Acres/Decade 

800.0 Acres/Decade 
3,200.O Acres/Decade 

1 

5 

l-5 

l-5 

l-5 

3.4 MMCF/Decade 
1.7 MMBF/Yr 

5.1 MMCF/Decade 
2.6 MMBF/Yr 

1-5 
l-5 
l-5 
1-5 

1-5 

l-5 

2,900.O MAUM/Decade l-5 
3,200.O MAUM/Decade 1 
3,100.O MAUM/Decade 2-5 

20,300.O Acres/Decade 
8,300.O Acres/Decade 

60,OOO.O Acres/Decade 
50,OOO.O Acres/Decade 

1-5 
l-5 

l-5 
l-5 

* LE = Less Than or Equal To 
GE = Greater Than or Equal To 
EQ = Equal TO 

**MMCF/Decade = Million Cubx Feet/Decade 
MMBF/YR = MIllion Board Feet/Year 
MAUM/Decade = Thousand Ax-anal Unit Months/Decade 
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Each constraint was analyzed by the Forest management team and interdlsclpli- 
nary team. 

The less than constraint was designed to reflect the goals of this alternative 
and to produce less timber than current management. The aspen sawtmber, 
spruce-f1r volume, and the clearcut constraint 1s proportional to current 
management. The total tlmher volume constraint includes all tunber 7 inches 
In diameter and greater fran surtable timber land. 

Upper lust castrants were placed on the amount of volume that could be 
harvested from fully and highly roaded analysis areas. These constraints 
reflect timber harvested through 1981. 

The livestock grazing constrarnts reflect a 10% reduction over the current 
p?33p.S?7l. This 1s an lmpllcrt budget constraint deslgned to help make the 
alternatwe feasible from a budget standpolnt. 

A goal of this alternative is to xarea*e National Forest System winter range 
carrying capacity and wIldlIfe habltat. The constraints reflect a 60% In- 
crease In habltat management, deslgned to enhance wlldllfe habltat. 

Expected Future Contitron 

Recreation - The Forest all meet 100% of the Increased demand for developed 
recreation over the planrang horxon. Fifty canpIng nuts are constructed by 
1990 and an adtitlonal 50 are constructed by 1995. Approximately 58% of the 
sites ~111 be operated at the full servux management level. 

The Forest has a large resource of dispersed recreation opprtunltles not 
avalable 1.n the private sector. Approxunately 14% of the Forest I* managed 
for semi-prunltlve non-motorized recreation. Trail management vnll be empha- 
sued, 30% of the exlstlng Forest trail mileage will be reconstructed during 
the fust decade (1981-1990). Fifty miles rvlll be constructed annually over 
the planning horuon. 

Wilderness - Wilderness management ~111 emphasize prlstlne and prunltlve 
wilderness settmgs. Thuty-one thousand nine hundred nlnty acres of Cannibal 
Plateau Further Planning Area and 47,400 acres of Foss11 Ridge Wilderness 
Study Area are sutable for lncluslon In the Natlonal Wilderness Preservatxon 
system. Thx could uxrease the total wilderness acres on the Forest to 
581,167 acres or 20% of the total Forest. 

Fish and Wildllfe - National Forest System winter range carrying capacity ~11 
increase by 4% over current levels In the fxst decade. Thm IS due to the 
aspen habltat management and rncreased prescribed burning programs. Annual 
quantity of aspen treatment will be rncreased from 830 to 2,030 acres by the 
year 2000. Prescrrbed burning LS scheduled for 6,000 acres annually after 
1985. The alternative provides 694,443 acres to be managed for wlldllfe habi- 
tat emphasis. 
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Range - The alternatwe schedules the permltted livestock program to decrease 
by 3%, to 309,900 AUM's grazed annually over the planning horizon. Range 
contitlon ml1 be fau to good with a stable trend. 

Timber - The programmed sales offered will decrease to 13.5 million board feet 
annually during the first decade. Programmed sales offered ~111 increase to 
21.0 mlllun board feet annually over the planning horuon. The alternative 
will not meet the demand for fuewood through 1990 providing 4.3 mllllon board 
feet annually. 

Water - The alternatwe ~11 uxrease water yields over the fust ten years by 
6,981 acre feet per year over the current situation. This will be accomp- 
1lshe.d through vegetation treatment. By the fifth decade water yxld ~111 
increase by 13,998 acre feet per year or .5% over the current situation. 

Mmerals - Table II-11 summarizes land wallable for nuneral leasing for 
Alternative 4. Fifty-four percent of the wrlderness acreage 1s recommended 
not wallable for leaslng. 

TABLE 11-11. 

MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY 
(Alternative 4) 

Area 

Leasing 
Avazlabillty 

Recommendation Acres 

Wilderness* No Lease 287,275 
Lease wth 

Surface Occupancy 129,633 
Lease without 

eurface Occupancy 116,110 

Unclasslfled NO Lease 178,526 
Lease with 

Surface Occupancy 1,998,995 
Lease wIthout 

Surface Occupancy 194,498 

* Includes the area ldentrfled sultable for inclusion 
In the National Wilderness Preservation System for 
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and Foss11 
Ridge Wilderness Study Area. 

Facllltles - The Forest's transportation system IS duectly affected by 
management area directron. ConstructIon or reconstruction In the alternative 
~111 occur on 11 moles of arterial roads, 9 miles of collector roads, and 43 
miles of local roads during the first ten years. Five bridges will be con- 
structed or reconstructed during the first ten years. 
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ALTERNATIVE 5 - (MARKET OPFORTUNITIES) 

This alternative emphasizes lntenslve management for market output opportuni- 
ties. Market outputs provide the opportunity to mantain or enhance the 
stability of industries needed to produce local and regronal goods and ser- 
vices. Range, tmber, and water exceed theu current output levels. The 
increased demand above exlstlng capacity for developed recreation IS not met. 
Thrs allows the private sector to meet part of the demand for developed 
recreation opportunrtxs. The alternative schedules dispersed recreation 
opportunrtles and wlldllfe habrtat unprovement. No acres of Cannibal Plateau 
Further Planning Area or Foss11 Ridge Wilderness Study Area are sutable for 
lncluslon in the National Wilderness Preservation System. Permxtted livestock 
grazing mcreases by 9%. Programmed timber sales offered equals 35 mllllon 
board feet in the fxst ten years. Vegetation treatment would occur on 
approximately 16,100 acres per year during the alternatrve's first ten years. 

The goals and ob]ectlves of this alternative are: 

--Manage vegetation In an economically effraent manner to provide and main- 
tan a healthy, vigorous environment capable of produclng a range of 
multiple-use outputs and conditions; =.e., outdoor recreation, fxsh and 
wlldllfe habitat, livestock grazing, vrsual quality, water, wood fiber 
research, cultural oppxtunltles, and econcmx benefits to society. 

--Mawtam developed recreation capacity at current level. 

--Meet demand for hspersed motorrzed and non-motorized recreation 
opportunrtles outside wrlderness areas. 

--Do not drsperse recreationlsts by constructrng or reconstructing tsals, 
trallheads, and other improvements. 

--Manage 20% of vnlderness acres at full service and 80% at reduced service 
management level. 

--No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area are suitable for 
inclusion m the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

--No acres of Foss11 Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for lncluslon In 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

--Increase winter range carrying capacity for elk and deer. 

--Improve wlldllfe habitat dlverslty. 

--Schedule a 9% uuxease In pennrtted livestock graang. 

--Increase uwestments in structural and non-structural range unprovements. 

--Increase programmed timber sales offered. 

--Meet the demand for firewood. 

--Increase water supply, while reduang sorl erosion and stream turbldlty. 
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Table II-12 displays the unque constraints m this alternatwe. 

TABLE 11-12. 
CONSTRAINTS 

(Alternative 5) 

output 
Type of Con- 

Constramt* stramt Units** Decade 

TIMBER 
Total Volume 

Aspen Volume 

sawt1lllbsr Volume 

Spruce-Fir Volume 

Acres Clearcut 
Slxuce-Fir and 
Ponderosa Pme 
Lodgepole Pine 
Total Clearcut 

Volume Allowed Full 
Road Analysis Area 

Volume Allowed High 
Road Analysis Area 

RANGE 
Livestock Grazing 

WILDLIFE 
Aspen Ha?xtat 
Improvement 

Prescrlhed 
Burnmg 

GE 70.0 MMCF/Decade 
35.0 MMBF/Yr 

LE 90.0 MMCF/Decade 
45.0 MMBF/Yr 

LE 7.0 MMCF/Decade 
3.5 MMBF/Yr 

GE 52.5 MMCF/Eecade 
26.3 MMBF/Yr 

LB 52.5 MMCF/Decade 
26.3 MMBF/Yr 

LE l,OOO.O Acres/Decade 
LE 3,000.0 Acres/Decade 
LB 8,000.0 Acres/Decade 

LE 9.0 MMCF/Decade 
4.5 MMBF/Yr 

LE 13.5 MMCF/Decade 
6.8 MMBF/Yr 

GE 3.200.0 MAUM/Decade 1 
G.E 3,340.O MAUM/Decade 2-5 
LE 3.500.0 MAUM/Decade l-5 

LE 8,300.O Acres/Decade 
a3 5,000.0 Acres/Decade 

LE 40,OOO.O Acres/Decade 
GE 30,OOO.O Acres/Decade 

1 

5 

l-5 

l-5 

1-5 

l-5 
l-2 
1-5 

l-5 

l-5 

l-5 
l-5 

l-5 
1-5 

* LE = Less Than or Equal To 
a = Greater Than or Equal To 
EQ = Equal TO 

**MMCF/Decade = Millmn Cubx! Feet/Decade 
MMBF/YR = Million Board Feet/Year 
MAUM/Decade = Thousand Anmal Unit Months/Decade 
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Each constraint was analyzed by the Forest management team and lnterdlscl- 
plenary team. 

The greater than constraint reflects the current long-term sustained yield 
calculation for the Forest. It IS intended to increase the timber output up 
to that level. The aspen volume constraint assumes an expansion In the market 
for aspen products of 1.5 MMBF/ year. The total sawtimber volume constraint 
~111 schedule other forest products to be harvested and will enhance age class 
distribution. The spruce-fir volume constraint will require other timber 
species to be harvested. This assumes a continuation m the demand for these 
other species. The clearcut acre constraint 1s proportional to the current 
clearcut acres to timber volume ratlo. The total volume rncludes all tlmbsr 7 
Inches in diameter and greater from surtable txnber land. 

Upper lrmlt constraxnts were placed on the amount of volume that could be 
harvested frcm fully and highly roaded analysx areas. These constraints 
reflect timber harvested through 1981. 

The livestock grazing constraints reflect a 9% increase over the current 
program. This is an xnpllclt budget constraint deslgned to help make the 
alternatwe feasible from a budget standpoint. 

A goal of this alternatIve is to increase National Forest System winter range 
carrying capacity and wildlIfe habltat In general. The constraints reflect a 
30% increase m habltat management, designed to enhance wlldllfe habitat. 

Expected Future Con&tlon 

Recreation - The Forest ~11 not meet xxxeased demand for developed recrea- 
tion opportunities. Demand ~111 not be met after 1990. Developed recreation 
capacity will remain at Its 1981 level, 744,000 RVD's annually. This provides 
the private sector the opportunity to supply developed recreation opportuni- 
ties to meet demand. Approximately 31% of the srtes ml1 be operated at the 
full service management level. 

The Forest has a large resource of dispersed recreation opportunltles not 
avallable in the private sector. Approximately 15% of the Forest 1s managed 
for semi-prlmitlve non-motorized recreation. Dispersed recreation quality 
could decrease. Trail management 1s not emphasized. Trails, trallheads, and 
other improvements will not bs constructed or reconstructed to help disperse 
recreatlonrsts. Fifteen miles of trail ~111 be constructed or reconstructed 
annually over the planning horizon. 

Wilderness - Wilderness management ~111 emphasize prunltlve unlderness set- 
tlngs. None of Foss11 Ridge Wilderness Study Area or Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area are surtable for mclusmn in the Natlonal Wrlderness 
Preservation System. The Forest's wilderness area ~111 rema~.n at 501,777 
acres. 

Fish and Wlldllfe - Natlonal Forest System winter range carrying capacity 
will increase by 6% over current levels In the first decade. This LS due to 
the aspen habltat management and increased prescribed burning programs. 
Annual wantlty of aspen treatment ~111 be rncreased from 500 to 830 acres by 
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the year 2000. Prescribed burning LS scheduled for 4,000 acres annually after 
1985. The alternative provides 532,506 acres to be managed for wildlife 
habitat emphasis. 

Range - The alternative schedules the permitted livestock program to increase 
by 9%, to 349,800 AUM's grazed annually over the planning horizon. Range 
condition will be good with a stable trend. Grazing capacity IS increased by 
increasing investments in structural and non-structural range improvements. 

Timber - The programmed sales offered will mcrease to 35 million board feet 
annually during the first decade. Programmed sales offered will increase to 
40.1 million board feet annually over the planning horizon. The alternative 
~~11 meet the demand for firewood through 1990 providmg 11.2 million board 
feet annually. 

Water - The alternative will increase water yields over the first ten years by 
10,794 acre feet per year over the current situation. This will be accomp- 
lashed through vegetation treatment. By the fifth decade water yield will 
increase by 18,847 acre feet per year or .I% over the current situation. 

Minerals - Table II-13 summarizes land available for mineral leasing for 
Alternative 5. Sixty-two percent of the wilderness acreage is recommended not 
available for leasing. 

TABLE 11-13. 

MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY 
(Alternative 5) 

Area 

Leasing 
Availability 

Recommendation Acres 

Wilderness No Lease 283,513 
Lease with 

Surface Occupancy 70,768 
Lease without 

Surface Occupancy 99,337 

Unclassified NO Lease 186,112 
Lease wrth 

Surface Occupancy 2,053,245 
Lease without 

Surface Occupancy 212,052 
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Facllltles - The Forest's transportation system 1s dxectly affected by 
management area direction. Construction or reconstruction m the altesnatlve 
~111 occur on 58 miles of arterial roads, 45 miles of collector roads, and 219 
miles of local roads during the first ten years. Fifteen bridges will be con- 
structed or reconstructed during the first ten years. 

ALTERNATIVE 6 

This alternative emphasxzes non-market outputs. Market output levels are 
designed to canplement non-market opportunltles. The alternative will meet 
79% of the total developed recreation demand at the end of the 50-year 
planning horizon. This allows the private sector to meet part of the demand 
for developed recreation opportunltzes. The demand for drspersed recreation 
opportunltxs outslde of wilderness areas 1s met. Trail management will be 
emphasxed. Trails, trallheads, and other improvements are constructed or 
reconstructed to help disperse recreationlsts. In thx alternative 13,599 
acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and 34,300 acres of Fosszl 
Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suItable for rnclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. It schedules mldllfe habItat improvement. 
Pernutted livestock grazing and timber harvest outputs are decreased from 
current levels. Vegetation treatment would occur on approximately 12,700 
acres per year during the alternative's first ten years. 

The goals and ob]ectxws of this alternative are: 

--Manage vegetation zn an econcmxally efflclent manner to provide and main- 
taln a healthy, vigorous environment capable of producing a range of multi- 
ple-use outputs and condrtlons; ~.e., outdoor recreation, fxh and wlldllfe 
habitat, livestock grazing, v~ual quality, water, wood fiber, research, 
cultural opportunltles, and economic benefits to society. 

--Meet 50% of increased demand above exlstlng capacity for developed 
recreation opportunltles at the close of the 50-year planning horizon. 

--Meet demand for motorxzed and non-motorized dxqersed recreation oppor- 
tunltles outside welderness areas. 

--Dxperse recreatlonlsts by constructing or seconstructlng trails, trall- 
heads, and other unprovements. 

--Manage 60% of wlderness acres at full service and 40% at reduced service 
management level. 

--Thirteen thousand five hundred nmty-nine acres of Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area are sultable for rnclus~~ in the National Wilderness 
Preservation system. 

--Thirty-four thousand three hundred acres of Foss11 Ridge Wilderness Study 
Area are sultable for inclusion III the National Wilderness Preservation 
system. 

--Increase rylnter range carrylng capacity for elk and deer. 

II-43 



--Improve unldllfe habltat tiverslty. 

--Schedule a 3% decrease m pernutted livestock grazing. 

--Mamtaln mvestments in structural and non-structural range mprovements. 

--Decrease programed t&r sales offered. 

--DO not meet the demand for firewood. 

--Increase water supply, while reducmg so~l erosmn and stream turbldlty. 

Table II-14 displays the umque constraints m this alternatwe. 

TABLE 11-14. 

CONSTRAINTS 
(Alternative 6) 

output 
Type of Con- 

Constramt* stramt Units** Decade 

TIMBER 
Total Volume 

Aspen Volume LE 

sawtlmber Volume GE 

Spruce-Fir Volume LB 

Acres Clearcut 
Spruce-Fir 
Ponderosa Pine 
Lodgepole Pine 
T&al Clearcut 

Volume Allowed Full 
Road Analysis Area 

EQ 
EP 
LE 
LE 

Volume Allowed High 
Road Analysis Area LE 

RANGE 
Livestock Grazing 

LE 

27.0 MMCF/Decade 
13.5 MMBF/Yr 
48.0 MMCF/Decade 
24.0 MMBF/Yr 

3.0 MMCF/Decade 
1.5 MMBF/Yr 

20.2 MMCF/Decade 
10.1 MMBF/Yr 
16.2 MMCF/Decade 

8.1 MMBF/Yr 

1 

5 

l-5 

l-5 

l-5 

0.0 Acres/Decade 
0.d Acres/Decade 

800.0 Acres/Decade 
3,200.O Acres/Decade 

3.4 MMCF/Decade 
1.7 MMBF/Yr 

5.1 MMCF/Decade 
2.5 MMBF/Yr 

l-5 
l-5 
l-5 
l-5 

l-5 

l-5 

G8 3,000.0 MAUM/Decade 1 
LE 3,200.O MAUM/Decade 1 
LE 3,100.O MAUM/Decade 2-5 
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TABLE 11-14. (Cont.) 

outplt 
Type of Con- 

Constraint* stralnt Units** Decade 

WILDLIFE 
Aspen Habltat 

Improvement 

Prescribed 
Burnrng 

LE 20,300.O Acres/Decade l-5 
GE 8,300.O Acres/Decade l-5 

LFS 60,OOO.O Acres/Decade l-5 
GE 50,000.0 Acres/Decade l-5 

* LE = Less Than or Equal TO 
GE = Greater Than or Equal To 
EQ = Equal To 

**MMCF/Decade = Mllllon Cubx Feet/Decade 
MMBF/YR = Million Board Feet/Year 
MAUM/Decade = Thousand Animal Unit Months/Decade 

Each constraint was analyzed by the Forest management team and lnterdlsclpll- 
nary team. 

The greater than total volume constraint was establzshed by the Forest manage- 
ment team. It IS an unpllclt budget constraint deslgned to help make this 
alternative feasible from a budget standpornt. The less than constraint was 
deslgned to reflect the goals of thus alternative and to produce less t&r 
than current management. The aspen sawtunber, spruce-fir volume, and the 
clearcut constraints are proportional to current management. Total timber 
volume Includes all timber 7 Inches In hameter and greater from suItable 
tmber land. 

Upper llmlt constraints were placed on the amount of volume that could be 
harvested from fully and highly roaded analysis areas. These constraints 
reflect timber harvested through 1981. 

The lIvestock grazing constraints reflect a 10% reductron over the current 
pZAXJ~CtlL This 1s an unplrat budget constraint deslgned to help make the 
alternatwe feasible from a budget standpoint. 

A goal of this alternatwe 1s to rncrease National Forest System winter range 
carrying capacrty and wldllfe habltat m general. The constraints reflect a 
60% increase In habltat management, desrgned to enhance wlldllfe habltat. 

Expected Future Con&tron 

Recreation - The demand for developed recreation opportunities wxll increase 
from 617,000 RVD's in 1985 to 1,280,OOO RVD's annually by the year 2030. The 
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Forest w.11 reduce the percentage of total demand met over the 50-year plan- 
nlng horizon from 100% In decade 1 to 96, 89, 82, and 79% m decades 2 through 
5. Total developed recreation capacity will increase from 744,000 RvD's 
annually m decade 1 to 1,012,OOO RVD's annually in decade 5. Approximately 
42% of the sites vvlll be operated at the full service management level. 

The Forest has a large resource of drspersed recreation opportunities not 
avalable In the private sector. Approximately 14% of the Forest IS managed 
for semi-prlmltlve non-motorized recreation. Trail management ~111 be em- 
phaswed, 30% of the exlstlng Forest trail mlleage wll be reconstructed 
during the frrst decade. Fifty miles of trail all be constructed or recon- 
structed annually over the planning horizon. 

Wilderness - Wilderness management ~~11 emphasize prlrmtlve wilderness set- 
tlngs. Thxteen thousand five hundred nlnty-nme acres of Cannibal Plateau 
Further Planning Area and 34,300 acres of Foss11 Rrdge Wilderness Study Area 
are sultable for lncluslon In the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
This could increase the total wilderness acres on the Forest to 549,676 acres 
or 19% of the total Forest acres. 

Fish and Wlldlife - National Forest System winter range carrying capacity ~111 
increase by 5% over current levels m the first decade. This 1s due to the 
aspen habItat management and increased prescribed burning programs. Annual 
quantity of aspen treatment will be rncreased from 830 to 2,030 acres by the 
year 2000. Prescribed burning is scheduled for 6,000 acres annually after 
1985. The alternative provides 703,176 acres to be managed for wildllfe 
habItat emphasis. 

Range - The alternatwe schedules the permrtted livestock program to decrease 
by 3%, to 309,900 AUM's grazed annually over the planning horizon. Rang= 
contitlon will be fair to good with a stable trend. 

Timber - The programmed sales offered ~111 decrease to 13.5 mllllon board feet 
annually during the fxst decade. Programmed sales offered ~111 increase to 
17.6 mllllon board feet annually over the planning horizon. The alternative 
vnll not meet the demand for firewood through 1990 provldlng 4.3 mllllon board 
feet annually. 

Water - The alternative will increase water yields over the fzrst ten years by 
6,841 acre feet per year over the current situation. ThlS Will be accomp- 
lashed through vegetation treatment. By the fifth decade water yield wrll 
mcrease by 13,718 acre feet per year or .5% over the current situation. 

Minerals - Table II-15 summazes land available for rmneral leaslng for 
Alternative 6. Fifty-seven percent of the wilderness acreage 1s recommended 
not avallable for leasing. 
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TABLE 11-15. 

MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY 
(Alternative 6) 

Area 

Leasmg 
Avallablllty 

Recommendation Acres 

Wilderness* No Lease 285,992 
Lease wrth 

Surface Occupancy 105,230 
Iease wIthout 

Surface Occupancy 110,295 

Unclassified No Lease 178,231 
Lease with 

Surface Occupancy 2,032,839 
Lease wIthout 

Surface Occupancy 192,440 

l Includes the area ldentlfled suitable for lncluslon 
m the National Wilderness Preservation System for 
Cannibal Plateau Further Plannrng Area and Foss11 
Ridge Wilderness Study Area. 

Facllltles - The Forest's transportation system 1s directly affected by 
management area dIrectIon. ConstructIon or reconstructlon in the alternative 
vnll occur on 11 miles of arterxal roads, 9 mrles of collector roads, and 43 
miles of local roads during the first ten years. Five \brldges ~111 be con- 
structed or reconstructed during the first ten years. 

ALTERNATIVE 7 

The alternative emphasxzs lntenslve management for market outputs. Market 
outputs provide the opportunity to maintain the stability of lndustrles needed 
to produce local and regional goods and services. Range, tmber, and water 
exceed their current output levels. The increased dgmand above exlstlng 
capacity for developed recreation opportunltles is not met. The alternative 
schedules dlspsrsed recreation opportunltles and wlldllfe habltat improvement. 
In this alternative 31,990 acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and 
47,400 acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area suitable for inclusion in 
the National Wzlderness Preservation System. Permitted lzvestock grazing m- 
creases by 9%. Programmed tx&er sales offered equals 30 million board feet 
in the first ten years. Vegetation treatment muld occur on approximately 
15,700 acres per year during the alternative's fxst ten years. 
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The goals and oblectives of this alternative are: 

--Manage vegetation in an economically efficient manner to provide and main- 
tain a healthy, vigorous environment capable of producing a range of 
multiple-use outputs and conditions; i.e., outdoor recreation, fish and 
wildlife habitat, livestock grazing, visual quality, water, wood fiber, 
research, cultural opportunities, and economic benefits to society. 

--Maintain developed recreation capacity at current level. 

--Meet demand for motorized and non-motorized dispersed recreation oppor- 
tunities outside wilderness areas. 

--Do not disperse recreatlonists by constructing or reconstructing trails, 
trarlheads, and other unprovements. 

--Manage 60% of wilderness acres at full service and 40% at reduced service 
management level. 

--Thirty-one thousand nine hundred ninty acres of Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area are suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservatmn System. 

--Forty-seven thousand four hundred acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study 
Area are suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation 
system. 

--Increase winter range carrying capacity for elk and deer. 

--Improve wildlife habitat diversity. 

--Schedule a 9% increase in permitted livestock grazing. 

--Increase investments in structural and non-structural range improvements. 

--Increase programmed timber sales offered. 

--Meet the demand for firewood. 

--Increase water supply, while reducing soil erosion and stream turbidity. 

Table II-16 drsplays the unique constraints in this alternative. 
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TABLE 11-16. 

CONSTRAINTS 
(Alternative 7) 

output 
Type of COIP 

constraint* stra1nt uInts** Decade 

TIMBER 
Total Volume 

Aspen volume 

Sawttir Volume 

LE 

lx 

Spruce-Fir Volume LE 

Acres Clearcut 
Spruce-Fir 
Ponderosa Pme 
Iodgepole Pine 

Total Clearcut 
Volume Allowed Rlll 

Road Analysis Area 

EQ 
EQ 
LB 
LE 
LE 

LE 

Volume Allowed High 
Road Amlysls Area LE 

RANGE 
Livestock Grazmg 

WILDLIFE 
Aspen Habitat 
Improvement 

Prescribed 
Burning 

GE 

LE 

60.0 MMCF/Decade 
30.0 MMBF/Yr 
70.0 MMCF/Decade 
35.0 MMBF/Yr 

6.0 MMCF/Decade 
3.0 MMBF/Yr 

45.0 MMCF/Dacade 
22.5 MMBF/Yr 
39.0 MMCF/Decade 
19.5 MMBF/Yr 

0.0 Acres/Decade 
0.0 Acres/Decade 

2,400.O Acres/Decade 
2,700.O Acres/Decade 
7,000.0 Acres/Decade 

7.0 MMCF/Decade 
3.5 MMBF/Yr 

10.5 MMCF/Decade 
5.2 MMBF/Yr 

GE 3.200.0 MAUM/Decade 1 
GE 3.340.0 MAUM/Cecade 2-5 
LE 3,500-O MAUM/Decade l-5 

LB 20,300.O Acres/Decade 
GE 8,300-O Acres/Decade 

LF, 40,OOO.O Acres/Decade 

1 

5 

l-5 

l-5 

1-5 

l-5 
l-5 

1 
3-5 
1-5 

1-5 

l-5 

l-5 
1-5 

l-5 

l LE = Less Than or Equal To 
GE = Greater Than or Equal To 
EQ = Equal To 

**MMCF/Decade = MIllion Cubic Feet/Decade 
MMBF/YR = Million Board Feet/Year 
MAUM/Decade = Thousand Anmal Unit Months/Decade 
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Each constraint was analyzed by the Forest management team and interdiscrpli- 
nary team. 

The constraints reflect the current long-term sustained yield calculation for 
the Forest. This alternative is designed to increase the timber output up to 
that level. The less than timber constraints are implicit budget constraints 
designed to help make this alternative feasible from a budget stand point. 
The aspen volume constraint assures no expansion in the market for aspen 
products. The sawtimber volume constrarnt will schedule other forest products 
to be harvested and will enhance age class distribution. The spruce-fir 
volume constraint will require other timber species to be harvested. ThlS 
assures a continuation in the demand for these other species. The clearcut 
acre constraint is proportional to the current clearcut acres timber volume 
ratio. Total volume includes all timber 7 inches in d.iameter and greater for 
suitable timber land. 

Upper limit constraints were placed on the amount of volume that could be 
harvested from fully and highly roaded analysis areas. These constraints 
reflect tubber harvested through 1981. 

The livestock grazing constraint reflects a maximum 9% increase over the 
current program. This in an implicit budget constrarnt designed to help make 
the alternative feasible from a budget standpoint. 

A goal of this alternative is to increase National Forest System winter range 
carrying capacity and wildlife habitat in general. The constraints reflect a 
60% increase in habitat management, designed to enhance wildlife habitat. 

Expected Future Condition 

Recreation - The Forest will not meet increased demand for developed recrea- 
tion opportunities. Demand will not be met after 1990. Developed recreation 
capacity will remain at its 1981 level of 744,000 RVD's annually. This pro- 
vides the private sector the opportunity to supply developed recreation oppor- 
tunities to meet demand. Approxzmately 31% of the sites will be operated at 
the full service management level. 

The Forest has a large resource of dispersed recreation opportunities not 
available in the private sector. Approximately 14% of the Forest is managed 
for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation. Dispersed recreation quality 
could decrease. Trail management is not emphasized. Trails, trailheads, and 
other improvements will not be constructed or reconstructed to help drsperse 
recreationists. Fifteen miles of trail will be constructed or reconstructed 
annually over the planning horizon. 

Wilderness - Wilderness management will emphasize pristine and primitive 
wilderness settLngs. Thirty-one thousand nine hundred nlnty acres of Cannibal 
Plateau Further Planning Area and 47,400 acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness 
Study Area are suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation 
sys teal. This could increase the total wilderness acres on the Forest to 
581,167 acres or 20% of the total Forest. 
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Fish and Wildlife - National Forest System winter range carrying capacity will 
increase by 4% over current levels In the first decade. Thrs is due to the 
aspen habitat management and increased prescribed burning programs. Annual 
quantity of aspen treatment will be maintained at 830 acres over the planning 
horizon. Prescribed burning is scheduled for 4,000 acres annually after 1985. 
The alternative provides 538,624 acres to be managed for wildlife habitat 
emphasis. 

Range - The alternative schedules the permitted livestock program to Ancrease 
by 9%, to 349,900 AUM's grazed annually over the planning horizon. Range 
condition will be good with a stable trend. Grazing is increased by increas- 
ing investments in structural and non-structural range improvement. 

Timber - The programmed sales offered will increase to 30 million board feet 
annually during the first decade. Programmed sales offered will increase to 
35.0 million board feet annually over the planning horizon. The alternative 
will meet the demand for firewood through 1990 providing 9.6 million board 
feet annually. 

Water - The alternative will increase water yields over the first ten years by 
9,693 acre feet per year over the current situation. This will be accomp- 
lished through vegetation treatment. By the fifth decade water yield will 
mcrease by 16,732 acre feet per year or .6% over the current situation. 

Minerals - Table II-17 summarizes land available for mrneral leasing for 
Alternative 7. Fifty-four percent of the wilderness acreage is recommended 
not available for leasing. 

TABLE 11-17. 
MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY 

(Alternative 7) 

Area 

Leasmg 
Availability 

Recommendation Acres 

Wilderness* No Lease 287,275 
Lease mth 

Surface Occupancy 129,633 
Lease without 

Surface Occupancy 116,100 

Unclassified NO Lease 173,158 
Lease with 

Surface Occupancy 1,989,722 
Lease without 

Surface Occupancy 209,139 

* Includes the area identified suitable for inclusion 
m the National Wilderness Preservation System for 
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and Foss11 
Ridge Wilderness Study Area. 
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Facilities - The Forest's transportation system is directly affected by 
management area direction. Construction or reconstruction in the alternative 
will occur on 47 miles of arterial roads, 36 miles of collector roads, and 176 
miles of local roads during the first ten years. Twelve bridges will be con- 
structed or reconstructed during the first ten years. 

ALTERNATIVE 8 

This alternative is designed to augment water yield. This alternative empha- 
sizes intensive management for market outputs. It emphasizes water production 
through vegetation treatment. Timber resources are managed intensively and 
silvicultural treatments are designed to enhance water runoff. Permitted. 
livestock grazing will increase by 5%. The alternative will meet 79% of total 
developed recreation demand at the end of the 50-year planning horizon. ThlS 
allows the private sector to meet part of the demand for developed recreation 
opportunities. The alternative schedules dispersed recreation opportunities 
and wildlife habitat improvement. Trail management will not be emphasized. 
In this alternative 13,599 acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and 
no acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion in 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. Vegetation treatment would occur 
on approximately 17,100 acres per year during the alternative's first ten 
years. 

The goals and ob]ectwes of this alternative are: 

--Manage vegetation in an economically efficient manner to provide and main- 
tain a healthy, vigorous environment capable of producing a range of 
multiple-use outputs and conditions; l.e., outdoor recreation, fish and 
wildlife habitat, livestock grazing, visual guality, water, wood fiber, 
research, cultural opportunities, and economic benefits to society. 

--Meet 50% of increased demand above existing capacity for developed recrea- 
tion opportunities at the close of the 50-year planning horizon. 

--Meet demand for notarized and non-motorized dispersed recreation oppx- 
tunities outside wilderness areas. 

--Do not disperse recreationists by constructing or reconstructing trails, 
trailheads, and other improvements. 

--Manage 40% of wilderness acres at full service and 60% at reduced service 
management level. 

--Thirteen thousand fwe hundred nmnty-nine acres of Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area are suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. 

--No acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion in 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

--Increase winter range carrying capacity for elk and deer. 

--Improve wildlife habitat diversity. 
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--Schedule a 5% increase in permitted livestock grazing. 

--Increase investments in structural and non-structural range improvements. 

--Increase programmed timber sales offered. 

--Meet the demand for firewood. 

--Increase water supply, while reducing soil erosion and stream turbidity. 

Table II-18 displays the unique constramts in this alternative. 

TABLE 11-18. 

CONSTRAINTS 
(Alternative 8) 

output 
Type of Con- 

Constraint* straint Units** Decade 

TIMBER 
Total Volume 

Aspen Volume LE 

sawtmber Volume GE 

Spruce-Fir Volume LE 

Acres Clea?xut 
Spruce-Fir and 
Ponderosa Pine 
Lodgepole Pine 
Total Clearcut 

Volume Allowed Full 
Road Analysis Area 

I5 
LE 
LE 

LE 

Volume Allowed High 
Road Analysis Area LE 

GE 
GE 
LE 

RANGE 
Lawsstock Grazing 

GE 

LE 

70.0 MMCF/Decade 
35.0 MMBF/Yr 
75.0 MMCF/Decade 
37.5 MMBF/Yr 

4.0 MMCF/Decade 
2.0 MMBF/Yr 

52.5 MMCF/Decade 
26.2 MMBF/Yr 
52.5 MMCF/Decade 
26.2 MMBF/Yr 

l,OOO.O Acres/Decade 
4,000.0 Acres/Decade 
8.000.0 Acres/Decade 

9.0 MMCF/Decade 
4.5 MMBF/Yr 

13.5 MMCF/Decade 
6.8 MMBF/Yr 

3,200.O MAUM/Decade 1 
3,270.O MAUM/Decade 2-5 
3,370.O MAUM/Decade 1-5 

1 

5 

l-5 

l-5 

l-5 

l-5 
1-5 
l-5 

l-5 

l-5 
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TABLE 11-18. (Cont.) 

CONSTRAINTS 
(Alternative 8) 

output 
Type of Con- 

Constraint* straint Units** Decade 

WILDLIFE 
Aspen Habitat I5 20,300.O Acres/Decade 1-5 
Improvement GE 8,300.O Acres/Decade 1-5 

Prescribed LE 60,OOO.O Acres/Decade 1-5 
Burning m 50,OOO.O Acres/Decade 1-5 

* LE = Less Than or Equal TO 
GE = Greater Than or Equal TO 
EQ = Equal To 

**MMCF/Decade = Million Cubic Feet/Decade 
MMBF/YR = Million Board Feet/Year 
MAUM/Decade = Thousand Animal Unit Months/Decade 

Each constraint was analyzed by the Forest management team and interdiscipli- 
nary team. 

The greater than constraint reflects the current long-tens sustained yield 
calculation for the Forest. It is intended to increase the timber output up 
to that level. The less than constraint was established by the Forest manage- 
ment team. It is an implicit budget constraint designed to help make this 
alternative feasible from a budget standpoint. The aspen volume constraint 
assumes no expansion in the market for aspen products. The sawtmker volume 
constraint will schedule other forest products to be harvested and will en- 
hance age class distribution. The spruce-fir volume constraint will require 
other timber species to be harvested. This assumes a continuation in the 
demand for these other species. The clearcut acre constraint is increased 
over the current level. The goal of this alternative is water augmentation. 
This will be achieved in part by clearcut harvest. Total volume includes all 
timbsr 7 inches in &ameter and greater for suitable timber land. 

Upper limit constraints ware placed on the amount of volume that could be 
harvested fran fully and highly roaded analysis areas. These constraints 
reflect timbsr harvested through 1981. 

The livestock grazing constraints reflect a 5% increase over the current 
program. This is an implicit budget constraint designed to help make the 
alternative feasible from a budget standpoint. 

A goal of this alternative IS to increase National Forest System winter range 
carrying capacity and wildlife habitat in general. The constraints reflect a 
60% increase in habitat management, designed to enhance wildlife habitat. 
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Expected Future Condition 

Recreation - The demand for developed recreation opportunities will increase 
from 617,000 RVIJ's in 1985 to 1,280,OOO RvD's annually by the year 2030. The 
Forest will reduce the percentage of total demand met over the 50-year 
planning horizon from 100% in decade 1 to 96, 89, 82, and 79% in decades 2 
through 5. Total developed recreation capacity will increase from 744,000 
RVD's annually in decade 1 to 1,012,OOO RVD's annually in decade 5. 
Approximately 58% of the sites will be operated at the full service management 
level. 

The Forest has a large resource of dispersed recreation opportunities not 
available in the private sector. Approximately 14% of the Forest is managed 
for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation. Trail management will not be 
emphaissed. Fifteen miles of trail will be constructed or reconstructed 
annually over the planning horizon. 

tiilderness - Wilderness management will emphasize primitive wilderness set- 
tings. Thirteen thousand five hundred nmty-nine acres of Cannibal Plateau 
Further Planning Area are suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. This could increase the total wilderness acres on the 
Forest to 515,376 acres or 17% of the total Forest acres. NO acres of Fossil 
Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. 

Fish and Wildlife - National Forest System winter range carrying capacity will 
increase by 6% over current levels in the first decade. This IS due to the 
aspen habitat management and increased prescribed burning programs. Annual 
quantity of aspen treatment will be increased from 830 to 2,030 acres by the 
year 2010. Prescribed burning is scheduled for 4,000 acres annually after 
1985. The alternative provides 657,728 acres to be managed for wildlife 
habitat emphasis. 

Range - The alternative schedules the permitted livestock program to u-crease 
by 5%, to 336,700 AUM's grazed annually over the planning horizon. Range 
condition will be good with a stable trend. Grazing capacity is increased by 
increasing investments in structural and non-structural range improvements. 

Timber - The programmed sales offered will increases to 35 million board feet 
annually during the first decade. Programmed sales offered will increase to 
37.5 million board feet annually over the planning horizon. The alternative 
will meet the demand for firewood through 1990 providing 11.2 million board 
feet annually. 

Water - The alternative will increase water yields in the first ten years by 
14,260 acre feet per year over the current situation. This will be accomp- 
lished through vegetation treatment. By the fifth decade water yield will 
increase by 24,928 acre feet per year or -9% over the current situation. 

Minerals - Table II-19 summarizes land available for auneral leasing for 
Alternative 8. Sixty two percent of the wilderness acreage IS recommended not 
available for leasing. 
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TABLE 11-19. 

MINERAL LEASING 
(Alternative 8) 

Area 

Leasmg 
Availability 

Recommendatron Acres 

Wilderness* NO Lease 285,992 
Lease with 

Surface Occupancy 76,418 
Lease without 

Surface Occupancy 104,807 

Unclassified No Lease 176,216 
Lease with 

Surface Occupancy 2,053,385 
Lease without 

Surface Occupancy 208,209 

* Includes the area identified suitable for inclusion 
in the National Wilderness Preservation System for 
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area. 

Facilities - The Forest's transportation system IS directly affected by 
management area direction. Construction or reconstruction in the alternative 
will occur on 43 miles of arterial roads, 34 miles of collector roads, and 164 
miles of local roads during the first ten years. Fourteen bridges will be 
constructed or reconstructed during the first ten years. 

mmm~TIv~ 9 - (REDUCED BUDGET) 

This alternative emphaslses market outputs under a 25% reduced budget when 
compared to fiscal year 1982. The alternative displays the level of outputs, 
benefits, and costs associated with a reduced budget. Developed recreation 
capacity is reduced below 1981 levels. Increased demand for developed recrea- 
tion is not met. This allows the private sector to meet part of the demand 
for developed recreation opportunities. The alternative maintains dispersed 
recreation opportunities and wildlife habitat improvement. No acres of 
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area or Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area 
are suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
Permitted livestock grazing and timber harvest outputs are decreased from 
current levels. Vegetation treatment would occur on approximately 9,600 acres 
per year during the alternative's first ten years. 

The goals and ob]ectwes of this alternative are: 
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--Manage vegetation in an econcmrcally efflclent manner to provide a range of 
multiple-use outputs and condltlons; z-e., outdoor recreation, fuh and 
wlldllfe habltat, livestock granng, visual quality, water, wood fiber, 
research, cultural opportunities, and economic benefits to society. 

--Reduce developed recreation oppxtunlties below ensting capacity. 

--Meet demand for motorued and non-motorwed dx%parsed recreation oppor- 
tunitles outslde wrlderness areas. 

--Do not disperse recreatiornsts by constructing or reconstructing trails, 
trailheads, and other improvements. 

--Manage 100% of wrlderness acres at reduced seance management level. 

--No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area are sutable for 
u-xluslon ln the Natronal Wilderness Preservation System. 

--No acres of Foss11 Ridge Wzlderness Study Area are sutable for ~ncluslon 1n 
the National Wilderness Preservation System. 

--Marntam winter range carrying capacrty for elk and deer. 

--MalntaLn wldllfe habitat dlversrty. 

--Schedule a 2% decrease in permitted livestock grazing. 

--Mar&am uwestments in structural and non-structural range unprovements. 

--Decrease programmed tunber sales offered. 

--Do not meet demand for firewood. 

--Increase water supply, while reducing sol1 eroszon and stream turbidity. 

--Reduce budget requrements by 25% from 1982 levels. 

Table II-20 displays the unique constrarnts in this alternatlve. 
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TABLE 11-20. 

CONSTRAINTS 
(Alternative 9) 

Output Type of COIP 
Constramt* stralnt Units** Decade 

TIMBER 
Total Volume 

Aspen volume 

Sawtmber Volume 

Spruce-Fxr Volume 

Acres Clearcut 
Spruce-Fir 
Ponderosa Pine 
Lodgepole Pine 
Total Clearcut 

Volume Allowed Full 
Road Analysis Area 

Volume Allowed High 
Road Analysis Area 

RANGE 
Livestock Grazing 

WILDLIFE 
Aspen Habitat 
Improvement 

LE 
GB 

Prescribed LE 
Burning GE 

m 

LE 

LE 

GE 

LE 

EQ 
EQ 
LE 
LE 

LE 

LE 

GE 
LE 

44.0 MMCF/Decade 
22.0 MMBF/Yr 
62.0 MMCF/Decade 
31.0 MMBF/Yr 

4.0 MMCF/Decade 
2.0 MMBF/Yr 

31.0 MMCF/Decade 
15.5 MMBF/Yr 
33.6 MMCF/Decade 
16.8 MMBF/Yr 

0.0 Acres/Decade 
0.0 Acres/Decade 

1,500.o Acres/Decade 
4,500.o Acres/Decade 

7.0 MMCF/Decade 
3.5 MMBF/Yr 

10.5 MMCF/Decade 
5.2 MMBF/Yr 

3,150.O MAUM/Decade 
3,250.O MAUM/Decade 

5,000.0 Acres/Decade 
4,000.0 Acres/Decade 

23,500-O Acres/Decade 
22,500.O Acres/Decade 

1 

5 

l-5 

1-5 

l-5 

l-5 
l-5 
l-5 
l-5 

l-5 

l-5 

l-2 
3 

l-5 
l-5 

l-5 
l-5 

* LE = Less Than or Equal To 
GE = Greater Than or Equal To 
EQ = Equal To 

**MMCF/Decade = Million Cubic Feet/Decade 
MMBF/YR = Millnn Board Feet/Year 
MAUM/Decade = Thousand Animal Unlt Month/Decade 
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Each constraznt was analyzed by the Forest management team and mterdlsczpli- 
nary team. 

Thrs 1s a reduced budget alternative. The greater than total volume con- 
stralnt reflects 80% of the fiscal year 1981 programmed sales offered. This 
IS the harvest level floor used in the benchmark analysts. The less than 
total volume constraut 1s an implxit budget constramt. It IS designed to 
lower the overall tunber costs of this alternative while still maintammg the 
general mix of outputs produced in 1981. The aspen, spruce-fir, and sawtunber 
volume and total clearcut constraints are proportional to current management. 
Total volume includes all timber 7 inches m dumeter and greater for suitable 
tlmbar land. 

Upper limit constraints ware placed on the amount of volume that could be 
harvested from fully and highly roaded analysx areas. These constraints 
reflect tunber harvestd through 1981. 

The livestock grazing constraints are designed to maintarn or slightly red&e 
range outputs. This 1s an implicit budget constraint. 

The unldlife constraints are deslgned to reduce the investments for wrldllfe 
habltat management. This is an lmpllcit budget constramt. 

Expected Future Condition 

Recreation - The Forest will not meet demand for developed recreation oppor- 
tunities after 1986. Developed recreatxn capacity ~111 be reduced below the 
1981 level of 744,000 RVD's to 657,000 RVD's annually. ntrstlng developed 
recreation sites ~111 be managed on a shortened season. Approximately 36% of 
the sites ~11 be operated at the full service management level. 

Approximately 16% of the Forest is managed for semi-prlmltive non-motorized 
recreation. Dispersed recreation quality could decrease. Trail management 
~111 not be emphasized. No Forest trails ~111 be constructed or reconstructed 
annually over the planning horuon. 

Wilderness - Wilderness management will emphasize prlmitwe wilderness set- 
t1ngs. None of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area or Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area are suitable for rnclus1on 3.n the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. The Forest's wilderness area ~111 remain at 501,777 
acres. 

Fish and Wildlife - NatlonaJ. Forest System winter range carrying capacity wrll 
increase by 4% over current levels m the first decade. This IS due to the 
aspen habitat management and uxxeased prescribed burning programs. Annual 
quantity of aspen treatment ~111 be maintained at 500 acres over the planning 
horuon. Prescribed burning is scheduled for 2,250 acres annually after 1985. 
The alternative prondes 510,383 acres to be managed for wzldllfe habrtat 
emphasis. 

Range - The alternative schedules the panutted livestock program to decrease 
by 2%. to 315,000 AIJM's grazed annually over the planning horizon. Range 
con&tlon ~~11 be fair to good with a stable trend. 
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Tmber - The programmed sales offered ~111 decrease to 22 m~lllon board feet 
annually during the first decade. Programmed sales offered will increase to 
23.7 million board feet annuall$ over the planning horizon. The alternative 
wrll not meet the demand for firewood through 1990 providing 7.0 million board 
feet annually. 

Water - The alternative vvlll increase water yields over the first ten years by 
6,553 acre feet per year over the current situation. This ~111 bs accomp- 
lashed through vegetation treatment. By the fifth decade water yield will 
mcrease by 12,607 acre feet per year or .4% over the current situation. 

Mmerals - Table II-21 summarizes land available for mineral leasing for 
Alternative 9. Sixty-two percent of the wilderness acreage is recommended not 
available for leasmg. 

TABLE 11-21. 

MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY 
(Alternative 9) 

Area 

Leasing 
Availability 

Recommendatmn Acres 

Wilderness No Lease 283,513 
Lease mth 

Surface Occupancy 70,768 
Lease wthout 

Surface Occupancy 99,337 

Unclassified No Lease 174,262 
Lease vnth 

Surface Occupancy 2,068,417 
Lease without 

Surface Occupancy 208,730 

Facilitres - The Forest's transportation system IS directly affected by 
management area direction. Constructmn or reconstructmn m the alternative 
will occur on 36 mrles of arterial roads, 28 miles of collector roads, and 137 
miles of local roads durmg the first ten years. Nine bridges ~111 be con- 
structed or reconstructed during the first ten years. 

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES FOR FOSSIL RIDGE WILDERNESS STUDY AREA AND CANNIBAL 
PLATEAU FURTHER PLANNING AREA 

Nine alternatwes were considered III d&all in this Final EIS, Chapter II. In 
each alternative Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal Plateau 
Further Planning Area ware sultable, partially suitable, or unsuitable for 
inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. The following is 
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provided for the reviewers' convenience. It Will sulNnar1se alternatrve forms 
of management for Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal Plateau 
Further Planning Area. The Affected Environment for Fossil Ridge and Cannibal 
Plateau IS described in Chapter III, Wilderness. Environmental consequences 
for each alternative are disclosed in Chapter IV in the indrvidual resource 
SeCtlOnS. The 3uitability analysis for each alternative IS disclosed r.n 
Chapter IV, Wilderness. Appendix K indexes the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study 
Area. Appendix L indexes the Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area. 

FOSSIL RIDSB WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 

The Colorado Wilderness Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-560) directed the Forest 
Service to address the suitability or unsuitability of the Fossil Ridge Wil- 
derness Study Area for inclusron rn the National Wilderness Preservation 
system (NWPS). The following four alternatives are considered: 

Alternatives Foss11 Ridge Wilderness Study Area 

Alternative A - This is the No Action alternatrve. The entlre Fossil Ridge 
Wilderness Study Area is unsuitable for inclusron in the National Wilderness 
Preservation System. The Wilderness Study Area will be managed for non-market 
output opportunities. Frgure II-2 displays the Foss11 Ridge Wilderness Study 
Area. This alternative 1s part of Final EIS Alternatrves 2 and 9. 

This alternative manages the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area with the fol- 
lowing land management allocations: 21,687 acres in Prescriptron 2A with an 
emphasis on semi-primitive motorized recreation opportunity; 1,315 acres in 
Prescription 2B with an emphasis on roaded natural and rural recreation oppor- 
tunity; and 24,398 acres in Prescription 3A with an emphasis on semi-primitive 
non-motorized recreation opportunity. 

Alternative B - Thirty-four thousand three hundred acres are suitable for 
inclusion rn the National Silderness Preservatron System. In thus alternatrve 
approximately 13,100 acres of the Foss.11 Ridge Wilderness Study Area are 
unsuitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. 
Figure II-3 displays this alternative. This alternative 1s part of Final EIS 
Alternatrve 6. 

This alternative manages the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area with the 
following land management allocations: non-wilderness - 8,900 acres 1x1 
Prescriptron 2A with an emphasis on semi-primitive motorized recreation oppor- 
tunity; 4,200 acres in Prescription 6B with emphasis on livestock grazing; 
wilderness - 7,867 acres in Prescrrptron 8A with an emphasis on pristine 
wilderness setting; 16,037 acres in Prescription 8B with an emphases on 
prlmrtive wilderness setting; 8,476 acres in Prescrrption 8C with an emphasis 
on semi-primitive wilderness setting; and 1,920 acres in Prescription 8D with 
an emphasis on high-density wilderness setting. 

Alternative C - In this alternative the entire Fossil Rrdge Wilderness Study 
Area is suitable for inclusion in the National Wrlderness Preservation System. 
Figure II-2 displays the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area. This alternative 
1s part of Final EIS Alternatives 4 and 7. 
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This alternative manages the Fossil Ridge WSA with the following land manage- 
ment allocations: 16,290 acres in Prescription 8A with an emphasis on 
pristine wilderness setting; 15,698 acres in Prescriptron 8B with an emphasis 
on primitive wilderness setting; 13,327 acres in Prescription 8C with an 
emphasis on semr-primitive wilderness setting; and 2,085 acres in Prescription 
8D with an emphasis on high-density wilderness setting. 

Alternative D - In this alternative the entrre Fossil Ridge WSA is unsuitable 
for occlusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. This alterna- 
tive was added to the Final EIS to provide an opportunity to schedule outputs 
for the WSA because of its legislative status. The WSA will he managed for 
market output opportunltles. Figure II-2'displays the Fossrl Rrdge WSA. 
This alternative IS part of Final EIS Alternatives 1, 3, 5 and 8. 

Thrs alternative manages the Fossil Rrdge WSA with the followrng land manage- 
ment allocations: 21,369 acres rn Prescrlptron 2A with an emphases on semi- 
primitive motorized recreation opportunity; 1,315 acres ln Prescription 2B 
with an emphasis on roaded natural and rural recreation opportunity; 21,116 
acres in Prescriptron 3A with an emphasis on semi-prunitive non-motorized 
recreation opportunity; 1,500 acres in Prescription 6B wrth an emphasis on 
livestock grazing; and 200 acres in Prescription 7A, 300 acres m Prescription 
7C, and 1,600 acres r.n Prescription 7E with an emphasis on intensive timber 
management. ' : 
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FIGURE 11-2. 

FOSSIL RIDGE WILDERNESS STUDY AREA 
(Alternative A, C, and D: 47,400 Acres) 

c--l wilderness Study 
Area Boundary North 

II-63 



FIGURE 11-3. 

FOSSIL RIDGE WILDERNESS STUDY APEA 
(Alternatlve B, 34,300 Acres 

Recanmsnded Sutable For Inclusmn 
In The Natmnal Wilderness Preservatmn System) 

I---I Wilderness Study Area Boundary '& North 

Area Sutable 
for mclusion in the Natmnal Wilderness Preservatmn System 
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CANNIBAL PLATEAU FURTHER PLANNING AREA 

The Colorado Wilderness Act of also dxected the Forest Service to address the 
sutabllity or unsutablllty of the Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area for 
inclusion in the NatIonal Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS) and the Act 
provides that wilderness potential bs maintaIned during the study period. The 
following four alternatvxs are consldered: 

Alternatives Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area 

Alternative A - This is the No Action alternative. The entire Cannibal 
Plateau Further Planning Area IS unsuitable for inclusion m the NatIonal 
Wilderness Preservation System. The Further Plannug Area ~111 be managed for 
non-market output oppxtunitles. Figure II-4 displays the Cannibal Plateau 
Further Planning Area. This alternative 1s part of Final EIS Alternatives 2 
and 9. 

This alternative manages the Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area vn'ch the 
following land management allocations: 30,203 acres m Prescrlptun 2A with an 
smphasls on semi-prunitlve motorized recreation opportunity; 1,287 acres in 
Prescription 5A with an smphasls on non-forestland big game winter range; and 
300 acres in Prescription 1OC mth an emphasis on specu~l interest areas - 
NatIonal Natural Landmarks. 

Alternative B - Thirteen thousand five hundred ntnety-nme acres are sutable 
for ucluslon in the National Wilderness Preservation System. The boundary 
has been modified in the Final EIS to reduce conflxts with the BLM's proposed 
Powderhorn WUderness. In thrs alternative 18,391 acres of the Cannibal 
Plateau Further Planning Area are unsuitable for inclusux in the National 
Wilderness Preservation System. The Further Planning Area will bs managed for 
non-market output opportunltles. Figure II-5 displays this boundary. This 
alternatIve IS part of Final EIS Alternatives 1, 6 and 8. 

Acres were recalculated In the FInal EIS from official land status records 
through section acreage counts. The unsuitable area Includes existing special 
uses and contains high potentral for snowmoblling. Figure II-5 displays 
AlternatIve B. 

This alternative manages the Cannlbal Plateau Further Planning Area vvlth the 
following land management allocations: non-wilderness - 12,108 acres in 
Prescription 2A with an emphasis on ssml-prlmitlve motorized recreation oppor- 
tunlty; 5,983 acres In Prescrlptlon 6B with an emphasu on lIvestock grazing; 
wilderness - 1,723 acres in Prescription 8A with an vxnphasis on prrstlne 
wilderness setting; 728 acres In Prescription 8B with an emphasis on prinutlve 
wxlderness settlng; 4,596 acres m Prescrlptlon 8C wxth an emphasx on sent- 
primitive wilderness setting and 300 acres In Prescrlptlon 1OC with an empha- 
szs on spsclal Interest areas - National Natural Landmarks. 

AlternatIve C - In this alternative the entue Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area is suitable for inclusion Ln the National Wilderness Preser- 
vatlon System. Figure II-4 displays the Cannibal Plateau Further Planning 
Area. This alternatIve 1s part of Final EIS Alternatives 4 and 7. 
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This alternative manages the Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area mth the 
following land management allocations: 1,619 acres In Prescrlptux 8A with an 
emphasis on prlstlne wilderness setting; 13,464 acres in PrescriptIon 8B unth 
an emphasis on primitive wilderness setting; 15,871 acres in Prescription 8C 
mt.h an emphasis on semi-prunltive wilderness settmg; and 1,036 acres in 
Prescription 80 with an emphasis on high-density wilderness settmg. 

Alternative D - In this alternative the entire Cannibal Plateau Further 
Planning Area unsuitable for rnclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation 
sys tan. This alternative was added to the Flnal EIS to provide an opportunity 
to schedule outputs for the FPA because of Its administratlve status. The WSA 
wxll be managed for market output opportunltles. Figure II-4 displays the 
31,990 unsuitable acres for Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area. 

This alternatlve manages the Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area mth the 
following land managetint allocations: 3,467 acres in Prescription 2A with an 
emphasis on semi-primitive mDtorised recreation opportunity; 489 acres in 
PrescrIption 2B wxth an emphasis on roaded natural and rural recreation oppor- 
tunity; 1,487 acres In Prescription 5A with an emphasis on non-forested big 
game winter range; 946 acres m Prescription 5B with an emphasis on forestland 
big game winter range; 15,589 acres m PrescriptIon 6B vnth an emphasis on 
livestock grazmg; 9,712 acres in Prescrlptlon IE with an emphasis on mnten- 
save timber management; and ?OO acres in Prescription 1OC with an emphasis on 
special interest areas - National Natural Landmarks. 
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FIGURE 11-4. 

CANNIBAL PLATEAU FURTHER PLANNING AR!% 
(Alternatives A, C, and D; 31,990 Acres) 

Further Planning 
Area Boundary North 
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FIGURE 11-5. 

CANNIBAL PLATEAU FURTHER PLANNING AREA 
(Alternative B) 

El 00 Further Planning Area Boundary 

Area Suitable 
North 

for mclusmn in the Natmnal Wilderness Preservatmn System 
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CCMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQDBNCES 

This section displays the differences between the alternatives. The compari- 
son tables and figures are based on detalled lnfonnatlon presented In Chapters 
III and IV. The items displayed were selected on the basis of their respn- 
slveness to Issues, concerns, and NEPA requirements. 

Table II-22 displays the land management allocations for each alternative. 
Land management allocations are deternlned by goals and oblectlves of each 
alternative. 

Table II-23 canpares the planning questlon resolution for each alternatlve. 

Figures II-6 through II-14 display selected outputs by current level (C), 
Benchmark 3 (BM3), and each alternative for years 1991-2000. 

Figures II-15 through II-17 display the timber schedule for 240 years for 
Benchmark 3 and each alternatlve. 
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TABLE 11-22. 

ACREAGE ALLCCATION BY MANAGEMENT AREA PRESCRIPPION FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE 
(Acres) 

eqmt. Area 
Prescription Fmphasia 

Alter”HA”eS 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 

Proposed NO r.EtJ.3” uPI\ 

1A 

48 

4c 

4D 

National Foorest System Developed Rix- 
reation sites. 

Existin winter sprts sites. 

Utility corridors and electronic sites. 

Semi-primitive mOtori!& recreation 
opportunities. Rang.3 manaqanlent will 
reduce ~onflicte between re<reation 
and livestock. 

Roaded natural B”d rural recreation 
opportmitiee. *a,or travel routes. 
Haintained or impnmed visual q”ality. 
~anqe mmaqemnt “ill reduce conflicts 
between recreation and’liveetock. 
Timber harveest. 

swi-primitive non-natorized eecrea‘3.m 
opportmitiee. “ser density is 
controlled by access. 

Wildlife habitat management for one 
or nore nanaqemnt indkator species. 
Livestock grazing Will be canptih1e 
with wildlife habitat magement. 

Wildlife habitat impmvement. 
“eqetation treatment in hardlac-3 
and shrub dominated land. ~ivesbxock 
grazing Will be Ccmpatlble dth 
wildlife habitat manaqement. 

Wildlife habitat manaqement. 
Livestock qrazinq Will be 
cmpatible with wildlife habitat 
management. aeaecut aspen only. 
Slopes leas than 40%. 

1,117 

8,191 

4,535 

490,433 

140,000 

36,391 

104,757 

221,796 

21,139 

955 

8,191 

4,535 

490,077 

125,446 

94,812 

x28.135 

222,275 

27.496 

1,279 

8,191 

4,535 

482.595 

130,429 

39,228 

129,285 

L91.403 

28,162 

1,279 

8,191 

4,535 

566,874 

127,859 

84,811 

156,520 

227,270 

67,959 

955 

8.191 

4,535 

477,463 

129,679 

56.413 

130,975 

131,624 

27.213 

1,117 955 1,117 955 

8.191 8,191 8.191 8.191 

4,535 4,535 4.53’5 4,535 

591,883 461,589 493,303 B50.144 

127,859 130,186 131,021 0 

84,784 63,977 49,159 0 

165,298 118,886 140,828 155,867 

227,243 113.067 222.853 88.423 

67,941 48,921 51,353 23,399 



TABLE 11-22. (Cont.) 

sqmt. Area 
ET~SC~ipti.3” hphasis 

nlternati”es 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Praposed NO Action Rm. 

5P. siq game winter range in non-forest 
areas. Travel lmnaqement prevents 
unacceptable StrxBB. Li”estock qra=nq 
managed to favor wildlife habitat. 

5B eiq game winter range in forest areas. 
haYe management prevents unacceptable 
stress. “eqetath” treatment will 
enhance plant and animal diversity. 
r,L"eStOck grazing mdnaqed to favor 
wxldlife habitat. 

6A LVestock grazing. Improve forage 
composition. "eqetatio" treatment 
in "wuntain grass, meadow, and shrubi 

=t 
oakbrush, and aspen types. All slopes. 

I 
2 

68 I,ivestcGk grazing. HLIlntai" forage 
canposition. Vegetation treatlmnt 
in ,,,,untam grass, meadow, and shrub: 
oakbrush, and aspen types. All slopes. 

7A Intensive timber management. ClearcUt 
harvest in aspen, sprues-fir, and 
lodgepole pine tyypes. Slopes less 
than 40%. 

7c rntenaive timber management. 
Clearcut harvest in lod9epole pine 
type. Group ?,election harvest m 
~m$e-~ir typ. slopes greater 

7s Intensive timber mnaqement. 
~he1terwx.d hameat in s~ruee-f&r 
and ponderma pm.? types. Clearcut 
lodgepole pine. slopes less than 40%. 

8R mxst,ne wilderness settm9. Very 
high levels of solitude. High DPPT- 
tun~ty for challenge, rfsk and self- 
reliance. No tmds present. 

206,305 

36,389 

1,ocn 

797,144 

lI3,926 

3,221 

296,097 

105,475 

210,496 

32,198 

1,001 

770,005 

6,388 

3,074 

275,886 

103,752 

207,616 

35.078 

1,001 

796,957 

22,243 

16,808 

306,510 

103,752 

220,097 

22,597 

1,001 

670,401 

5.076 

768 

157,125 

206,382 

220,428 

22,266 

1,001 

861,504 

20,060 

3,192 

305,821 

103,752 

220,097 

22.597 

1,001 

676,040 

4,263 

1,774 

148,723 

100,134 

202.02J 

40,671 

1,001 

855,414 

10,310 

5,447 

257,190 

189,628 

214,023 

28,671 

1,001 

741,005 

9,066 

5,821 

285,495 

105,475 

229,731 

12,963 

1,001 

847.493 

4,598 

2,622 

171,048 

103,752 



TABLE 11-22. (Cont.) 

"gmt. Area 
Prescription FXOph.?.S~S 

Alternatives 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Pmpmed NO *ction re* 

8D 

9A 

9B 

1OA 

1rJc 

1oe 

primitive wilderness setting. High 
level of solitude. High opportunity 
for challenge, rrsk, and self-reliance. 

Swi-primitive wilderness setting. 
Moderate level Of solitude. "ode-ate 
opprt"unity foe challenge, risk, 
and self-reliance. 

Hqh density wilderness setting. 
Heavy day use. row level Of 
solimde. Iaw opportunity for 
challenge, risk, and self-reliance. 

Riparian area management. One hundred 
feet Of perennial stream edge8. Does 
not apply to wildernesses, special 
interest areas. and research natural 
.dXa*. 

I"te"si"e water augmentation. Increase 
water qwmtity on siuitable timberland. 
Snawpack rranagement. 

Research Natural Areas. 

special Interest Areas. cult"ral Areas. 
Nation* Natural Iaandwrks. 

Hunicipal Watersheds. 

185,464 

176.278 

0 

25,826 

14,580 

1,461 

1,061 

7,440 

172,076 

165,700 

12,090 

25,897 

14.580 

1,461 

1,061 

7.440 

172,076 

165,700 

12,090 

25,897 

14,580 

1,111 

1,061 

7.440 

220,065 

87,286 

19,275 

25,414 

14,580 

1,461 

761 

7.440 

172,076 

165,700 

12,090 

25,897 

14,580 

1,111 

1,061 

7.440 

256,459 

106,086 

38,838 

25,622 

14,580 

1,461 

1,061 

7,440 

200,907 179,356 

116,013 170,296 

26,460 12,090 

29,414 25,826 

14,580 14,580 

1,461 1,461 

761 1,061 

7.440 7.440 

172,076 

165,700 

12,090 

25,897 

14,590 

1,461 

1,061 

7.440 



TABLE 11-23. 

COMPARISON, PLANNING QUESTION RESOLUTION BY ALTERNATIVE 
(Average Annual Output For Year 1991-2000) 

Alternatives 
output or Effect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

PQ Planning puestmn to he "easured IhIlts* PrOwsed NO Acti>" NW. 

1 How mc” AND WNAT 
TYPB OF msEATIoN 
OPPORlllNlTlES 
SNO”LD THE mREST 
PRCWIDNP 

? 

2 * How HUCN ROADLESS 
NOtWiT‘DEPNESS 
R&nNATION oPF.m- 
7!“Nmr SHWLD mm 
FOREST PFxwmB AND 

A. Developed &?cre- 
ation site capacity. 
my Decade) 
1980 - 1990 
1991 - 2000 
2001 - 2010 
2011 - 2020 
2021 - 2030 
B. Developed Ret- 
rearion Management 
Level (Pull service- 
Reduced service). 
c. m.w"hill skiing 
capacity. 

A. Area allocated to 
semi-primitive non- 
mtorized recreation 
outside vrlderness. 
8. Demand for *emi- 

Percent 
PSW,RSr 

PAOT 

Percent 

ACDSS 

WHERE SAD”LD IT SE prmitive non-motorized 
Laxrcm? lWXWd0”. 

C. Wild and Scenic 
Rivers. 

3 WHAT TYPE lx ml,- 
DERNESS UnNA~HENT 
IS NEWED To mm- 
TAIN mm @xmm 
OF THE P.EcREATIoN 
ExPERlElEE TN EX- 
1STIW AND PRO- 
PosErJ WIIDEsNBS.9 
AWAS? 

A. sanacpment Area 
PresCription- 
OUderness) 
High k"sity (BDI 
Semi-Pri"liti"e (SC) 
Primiti.vve (88) 
Pristine WA) 
B. Wilderness Man- 
agement Level ,P"lI 
serviee,Reduced 
service) 

744 
778 
866 
924 

1,012 

45,55 

35,200 

16.6 
482,400 

744 744 
744 812 
744 968 
744 1,124 
744 1,.280 

45,55 45,55 

35,200 35,200 

14.5 15.9 
4*0.50* 463.290 

744 
812 
968 

1,124 
1,280 

58,42 

35,200 

13.9 
404.200 

744 
744 
744 
744 
744 

3VB9 

35,200 

14.8 
431.400 

744 
778 
866 

‘924 
1,012 

42,58 

35,200 

14.1 
408.400 

744 
744 
744 
744 
744 

31,69 

35,200 

14.1 
408,950 

744 
778 
866 
924 

1,012 

5*,42 

35,200 

14.2 
4L2.350 

657 
657 
657 
657 
657 

0,100 

35,200 

16.4 
477,900 

I)B"mnd for semi-prrmitive non-motorwed recreation will be net xn all alternatives. 
NO"-wilderness acres currently suitable for dispersed "OR-motorized recreation rill 
in the future be roaded under smw ,xes~ri~ti""s. All single plrpose, newly con- 
structed roads will be cbsed. 'Transportation system Management', Plan, chapter III, 
provides direction to as8"re eed-primitive non-motorized recreation opp~rtunitaes in 
all alternatives. me continental mvide lvational Scenic hail Parrida will be manwed 
primarily for recl~ati"" "8.3. see alternative maps for location. 

The Taylor River and the East River were determined @ to be eligible for a subsepuent 
formal Wild and Scenic liver study. see Pla""i"9 plestion 12 for trail C""str"Cti0" and 
TeCO"str"ctio" plans by alternative. 

Acres 
0 12,090 12,090 19,275 12,090 38,838 26,460 12,090 12,090 

176.278 165,700 165,700 87.286 165,700 106,OS6 116,013 170,.296 165,700 
185,464 172,076 172,076 220,065 172,076 256,459 xlo.907 179,356 172,076 
105,475 103,752 103,752 *06,382 103,792 100,134 189,628 105,475 103,752 

Percent 
EZl,R91 GO,40 *o/m *0,*0 60,40 *o,so 60,40 60,40 40,60 0,100 



TABLE 11-23. (Cont.) 

Alteenatives 
cmtput or Effect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 * 9 

PQ Planning *estion to be Measured lhlits* Pro&w.¶ed No ACtlo" RPA 

4 

5 

F 
2 

6 

7 

S”O”ID CRNNIBAL 
PLATEA” F”RTHmt 
PLANNING AREA AND 
FOSSIL RIOGE WIL- 
DERNESS STUDY AREA 
BE RECOHHgNDED 
FOR WllnERNESS 
DESIGw.TION7 

HOW “ual HABI!mT 
WCXEdX?,CCNEP/ 
WATER) SRCULD BB 
AVAIUBLE POR 
WmDLlpE AND FISR? 

WHERE Am HIM 
HUO( FORAGE 
SRO”LD BE ALID- 
cmm To BIG CAME 
USE? 

WHERE IWD AOW 
Iwa FORAGE 
SHO”LD BE ALLC- 
CATLD To LIVE- 
STOCK USE7 

A. Port~o” Of can- 
nibal Plateau suit- 
able for Wilderness. 
B. Fur-don of Fossil 
Ridge suitable for 
Wilderness. 
C. Total Wilderness 
Acreage.** 
D. Oh-Be-Joyful. 

A. Area prOteCted for 
Threatened and mdan- 
gered species. 
B. Total Area Of 
Wildlife mpllaeis. 

A. livestock csrly- 
ing capacity. 

Acres 13,599 0 0 31,990 0 13,599 31,990 13,599 0 
Percent 43 0 0 100 0 43 100 43 0 

n.creB 0 0 0 47.400 0 34,300 47.400 0 0 
Percent 0 0 0 100 0 72 100 0 0 

Acres 515,376 501,777 501,777 581,167 501,777 549,676 581,167 515,376 501,777 

A Draft Bnviromental llnpact Statement for Oh-Be-Joyf”ul Wilderness Study lvea was transmitted to 
the Wviromntal Protection Agency on June 4. 1981. The Forest .%rvice’s preferred alternative 
is aat the area is unBuit*1* for inclualm in the National wilderness Pre.erv.ti.3” system. 
Ihe administration is currently cmpketing the Final EXS. 

Acres 19,104 19.104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19.104 19,104 19.104 

Animals 87,600 87,800 88,500 86.400 88,100 86,700 86,600 87,700 86,200 

Number 10 35 35 10 30 10 47 10 0 
Acres 7,998 7,800 7,998 9,800 6,398 9,800 7,830 /,560 4,130 

Acres 206,305 210,496 207,616 220,097 220,428 **0,097 202,0*3 214,023 229,731 
36,389 32,198 35,078 22.597 22,266 22.597 40,671 28,671 12,963 

me total big game winter range acreage (242,694) is the same for a11 a1ternath3s. Alternative 
mapa attached to the final EIS display big gane winter range. 

A”” 335,800 333,300 339,900 309,900 349,800 309,900 349,900 336,700 315,000 

Gra!zing capacity is increase3 by increasing investments in structural and “on- 
Str”Ct”ral range ispro”erDe”ts ~Alterna~i”es 1,*,3,5,7,*,. Approximately 95% Of 
tile suitable rangelands are in .atiSfactoTy condition. Intensive management 
implemented through individual Allotment Management Plans could bring a11 range- 
lands to a satisfactory condition by 1990 in all alternati”es. 



TABLE X-23. (Cont.) 

__--- -- --- 

Rlternatlves 
OUtpUt or Effect 1 * 3 4 5 6 7 

PQ Planning @lestlo” to L-5 Measured ““It+ Proposed NO ACelO” WA 
- 

8 9 

- 

8 How SHOULD FOR- 
EST PROD”crB BE 
MANRGED TO SUP- 
PLY co”mRCI*L 
AN” NON-CMR- 
GIRL DBMANDS ON 
THE FORESTS 

9 WHAT SURFRCE RESOURCE 
USES SHO”W BE 
PERMITTED IN ““NfCIPRL 
WATERSHEDS? 

10 HOW B”O”LD THE 
FOREST RESPON” To 
mxERS*NG DE- 
MANES FOR WATER7 

Acres 476,251 445.548 507.210 

ncres 57.528 59.694 63.24” 

MMBF 35.0 28.0 44.2 

Acres 
747 270 1.388 

5.281 3.767 6.091 

848,337 

267,318 

795.113 

311.312 

90,556 

13.5 

209 
2.444 

55.9 

848.337 

222,952 

671,761 

479,030 

49.479 

35.0 

748 
5,280 

848.337 

251,196 

819,389 

303,158 

90,538 

13.5 

207 
2,443 

848,337 

267,318 

671,214 

435,211 

89,592 

30.0 

523 
5,050 

840,337 

2P.041 

694,426 

450,276 

*o,nm 

15.0 

574 
5,663 

R48.337 

222,952 

939,625 

331,227 

44, x15 

22.0 

389 
3,519 

MMBF 104.9 104 1 115.6 117.0 57.1 _ 96.9 109.5 62.6 
me current, appr~ved tmber nmagement plan on standard cw3 specml tzmberland 15 35.0 t+mF. 

A. increased water 
pem (1st decade). 
8. Increased water 
yield (5th decadeI. 
c. EStMate wmu1=- 
tlve water yre1d m- . . crease (5” yr. prxa, D. Portlo” water Yldd Percent 29.0 21.1 28.7 zu.9 28.1 20 5 25.” 37.2 123 R 
increase ptentxai*+ 
achlwed (50 years,. 
E l3stlmat.z cum”latl”e AC Pt 
SedlMnt yield mcrease 
from actw1ties to In- 
crease water yzeld (50 
yr. &n2rx.3,. 

75 54 80 56 73 54 66 98 46 

water pad increate Will be the vegetation treatment goal undertaken for tunber, range, 
and wlldllfe marayment purposes I” watersheds rde”tlfLed to lldW the p~entlal for 
producmg rmre rater withont detrmental effects on stream channel stablllty and water 
qnallty. Managemrt are.3 prescrlptro” 98 emphaslzns increased water yield on 14.580 
acres I” a11 a1terratrvos 
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TABLE 11-23. (Cont.) 

.- -- 

Alternatives 
(kltpt or Effect 1 * 3 4 5 6 7 6 

PQ Planning puestion 
9 

to be nearurea lhito= Proposed No A&10" RPA 

13 

H 
‘: 
= 14 

15 

Aow sAoum TIXAE 
PORBST RuR)IB 
PRmLmS CMSLZ) BY 
PRIVATE LAND WITHIN 
aNo ArhmcEwi- To 
THE tGw*oNAL FUR- 
EST? 

wHEP.E smwl.” TIE 
FOREST PRO”*“!3 
vrIL1lY CORRIDORS 
AN” ACM sAcum 
mm BE nANAGED 

CAN SER”IC!A To TnE 
DUBLK MD ADMINIS- 
TIWTION BE n4pRovm 
WlTm R)RBsT OR DIS- 
TRIcr BOUNDARY 
MANHCZS? 

A. Iand Rdwmye. 

B. Right-of-Way 
Acquieition. 
c. mc”pa”cy 
hes&kws. 
n. randline Incation. 
E. Right-of-Way 
lxsnte. 

h. land Exchange 
0pprt”“ities 

Acres Iand exchange opportunities exist between the Forest service and 8u4. and ht- 
ween the wrest sewice and National Park service. A dir”ssion of rile exchange 
program can be found in the appendices Of the accollpanying Plan. 
The I%rest has tentatively identified 354,800 acres for pxsible jurisdictional land 
transfer k.etlDen the mrest and the MA. The Porest has tentatively identified 
760 acres for p**rlae transfer tc. the National Park service. 
There are n-3 district boundary chllnges propsed in any alternative. 



TABLE 11-23. (Cont.) 

hltput or Effect 
PQ Planning Question to he Measured 

16 HOW SHO”LD THE 
FOREST MAtma 
SlGNIPICANT cur? 
TURRL RBsooRcss? 
(And other Special 
Interest Areas) 

Y r 
2 

17 “cm SHO”Y) TSB 
KmsST MANAGE 
THE “rS”AL Rs- 
SOURCE? 

A1ter”atiV.m 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

units* Proposed No Action RPA 

The Tabeguache Ponderosa Pine Area is recmmnded as proposed Reaearch Natural l\rea 
in alternatives 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9. Each alternative will protect all significant 
c,,lt”ral resources by avoidance and or study. Areas containing ptentia1 cultural 
resr,“r~es vzll be Surveyed prior to ground disturbing activities. The Gothic Feesearch 
Natural Area till retain its designation in all alternatives. The Dry tksa Dinosaur 
marry and the S~umgullion Earthflow National Natural landmxk will m,ntm”e to he 
managed ~6 r;pecial interest sites. All alternatives propose management of the following 
88 special mnagem.nt areas- 

The Illpme Tunnel Histocic Distrxt. 
The OphW Needles National Natural Landnark. 
EMalQnte Creek Research Natural Area. 
&bunt Dmons 7x0” seq. 

ttanagement area prcscri~tions 1OA and IOC prwide for remarch natural areas and 
special interest areas in all alternatives. Slmg”llio” Earthflow Naltonal Natural 
Laandmark retal”= its landmark designation in *temati”eS 4 and 7 ana is al.90 identified 
SUitable for YilderneSB BB part Of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Are*. 

Forest Direction, Plan, applies the Visual Management system to a11 K¶tiona1 Forest sya- 
tern land I” a11 a1ternatzives. Visual ReaO”rce Management plans, designs, and locates 
vegetation treatment in a scale wldci, retains the color and texture of the characteristic 
landscape. I” addition, each nanagement area ,,rescri~tion for the alternatives identi- 
f&s a eeriea Of visual pla1ity Objectives. 

PQ 11 - Reflects 88,901 acres of rnldeenese being displayed by ~a” Juan and White River National ~oreets and 40.742 acre8 of wilderness outaide 
the Forest being displayed by Grand “es=, ““cmpahgre, and mnniso” rational forests. 

PQ 4 - This total includee acres only on Grand Hem, ““canpahgre, and Gunniso” National P.xe~te for the Sig Bl”e, Collegiate Peaks, la Garita, 
lizard Read, Maroon Se11s-Sncmm~~, Mount Sneffels, Ragged*, and West Elk Wildernesses. Posei Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal 
~1ate.n further planning i,rea are included only when suitable for wilderness in that alternative. 

pi 10 - water yield increase ptentlal based on tentatively witable timbErlard on alopes less than 40 percent. 



FIGURE 11-6. 

DEVELOPED RECREATION CAPACITY 
(Thousand Recreation Vlsltor Days) 
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FIGURE 11-10. FIGURE 11-11. 

LIVESTOCK GRAZING PROGRAMMED TIMBER SALES OFFERED 
(Thousand Anmal Unit Months) (Millmn Board Feet) 
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FIGURE 11-12. 

LONGTERM SUSTAINED 
TIMBER YIELD 
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FIGURE 11-13. 
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FIGURE 11-14. 

FIGURE 11-15. 

INCRFMENTRI. PRESENT NET VALUE 
(Mlllmn Dollars) 
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FIGURE 11-16. 

COMPARISON BASE SALE SCHEDULE 
(Alternatives 4, 5, 6; MMBF Per Decade) 

1100. 

I 

900- 

,~~.~~~~~I 
, 

I 

0 4 a 12 16 20 

- 

t 
* 

d 

24 

Benchmark 3 Decade s s s -Alternative 5 
--- Alternative 4 -----Alternatwe 6 
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Sane significant social changes will take place in the lo-county planning 
area, regardless of alternative. These changes are related to energy, miner- 
als, and downhill ski area development. These social changes are likely to 
occur throughout the planning area and will have a greater impact on the 
social resource values than any alternative impacts. Lifestyle; attitudes, 
beliefs, and values; social organization; and population and land use will not 
be significantly affected by Natlonal Forest system management in any 
alternative. Alternatives may generate some minor opportunities or problems. 
Change in outputs when canpared to current management is not great enough to 
cause any significant problems within the planning area. 

Quantitative econcxnic differences between the alternatives are important to 
understanding the differences between the alternatives. Economic impacts in 
terms of cost-efficiency; expenditures and returns; population, employment, 
income changes; payments to counties; and present net value trade-off analysis 
are displayed. All values are in terms of 1978 dollars. Chapters III and IV 
present additonal econoauc information. 

Table II-24 cQnpares budget expenditures and returns by alternative. 

Table II-25 compares the cost-efficiency of Benchmark 1, Benchmark 3 and each 
alternative using a 4% drscount rate. 

Table II-26 canpares population, inccxne, employment, workforce unemployment 
rate, and payment to counties for each alternative. 

Table II-27 summar~ses resource output analysis by alternative over the plan- 
nmg horizon. 

TABLE 11-24. 

EXPENDITURES AND RETURNS 
(Summary All Decades, Average Annual, 

Thousand 1978 Dollars) 

Budget Returns to the 
Alternatives Expend2 tures U.S Treasury 

Current Year 6,314.6 879.1 
1 7,665.6 1,057.7 
2 6,990.8 939.1 
3 8,415.8 1,094.4 
4 7,144.8 916.6 
5 7,229.6 1,059.6 
6 6,830.3 883.6 
7 7.104.2 1,004.7 
8 7,639.0 1,081.4 
9 4.970.8 892.3 
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TABLE 11-25. 

COST EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS SUMMARY 
(Mllllon 1978 Dollars) 

4% Discount Rate 

Alter”atiWS 
Ml’ 8113 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

312.0 
295.9 

16.1 

108.4 

0.0 
6.5 

75.9 
1cl.B 

15.2 

203.6 

2.88 

302.8 
286.9 

15.9 

157.0 

0.0 
9.4 

110.0 
15.7 

21.9 

145.8 

1.93 

294.6 
279.0 

15.6 

140.5 

0.0 
8.4 

98.3 
14.1 

19.7 

154.1 

2.10 

313.3 
296.8 

16.5 

172.4 

0.0 
10.3 

120.7 
17.3 

24.1 

140.9 

1.82 

290.2 
275.3 

14.9 

141.8 

0.0 
8.5 

99.2 
14.2 

19.9 

148.4 

2.05 

302.0 
286.1 

15.9 

149.4 

0.0 
9.0 

104.6 
14.9 

20.9 

152.6 

2.02 

286.1 
271.0 

15.1 

133.8 

0.0 
8.0 

93.7 
13.4 

IS.7 

152.3 

2.14 

298.1 
282.4 

15.7 

145.5 

0.0 
8.7 

101.9 
14.5 

20.4 

152.6 

2.05 

304.2 
288.2 

16.0 

153.2 

0.0 
9.2 

107.2 
15.4 

21.4 

151.0 

1.99 

283.2 
268.3 

14.9 

99.4 

0.0 
6.0 

69.6 
9.9 

13.9 

1*3.* 

2.85 



TABLE II-26 

ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS 
(EIA-214 and EIA-215) 

Base mange Rem Base *ear By Alternative 

Imi+* :tt I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

PTRST DECADE m981-19m 
Po!xle.tion 

em-214 
*IA-215 

lllEDme 
EIA-214 

m@oyee 
ccmpehsacion 

wqerry *“sore 
TOtal Incane 

ETA-215 
mpployee 

Ccnpsnsaria” 
Emperty Incop 
Mtd I”cmm 

s.xm&t”ri”g 
IkmkerWood 
RCd”&S 

TTMIIpXt&lOPI 
WhOl~Sal~,Retall 
ServiEI1. 

lbfal 

EIA-215 
Agriculture 

” R)rams 
R ~mons 

Ifi 
rms 

Ka 
nns 
nw 

H Job* 
s Jobs 
n Jobe 

” Jobs 
n Jobs 
n Jobs 
R JOba 

n .l*s 
n Joba 
M Jobs 

n JOhS 
n Jobe 
H JOba 
n Jobs 

n Joha 

: 
“S 

113.0 9.3 

363.1 251.0 615.1 

18.6 21.0 49.6 

1.421 2.901 4.111 
2.220 2.450 8.662 9.079 
30.85 

056 ,479 .075 
.I05 .0x .659 .965 

xiii 

::,” 

3.02 
2.41 

4.3 

2: 

3.2 
2.0 
5.2 

.016 

.003 
A49 

.056 

.011 

.I16 

.345 

xz 

.012 

.002 

.030 

.001 

.oc+ 

.I03 

.322 

Tiz 

4.7 
20 

2.34 2.38 

::: 5.9 

3.2 2.0 5.2 

A13 .003 .049 
.0*7 .OLO .I13 .313 
xz 

.011 .002 A30 

.00x .oG¶ .I09 321 
zz 

4.4 2.4 

3.18 2.13 
1.42 3.37 

4.7 
:.i 

::: 4:3 

2: ::t 
5.2 5.0 

.019 .004 

.003 .002 

.050 .047 

.:z - 003 
.OOQ 

.I18 .I11 

.317 .338 

x5 m 

.013 .ou 

.oo?. .OOl 

.010 .030 

.005 -.OOl 

.009 .009 

.I09 .I08 
.322 .3*1 

ZG Yiz 

4.8 4.8 
2.0 2.4 

3.01 
2.41 

1.3 
2.4 
6.7 

3.2 
2.0 
5.2 

.018 

.003 

.050 

.054 

.Oll 

.I17 

.346 

3s 

.013 
A02 
.030 

.003 

.om 

.I03 

.32* 

Tiz 

4.8 
2.0 

2.43 
2.37 

3.0 

::: 

3.1 
1.9 
5.0 

.om 

.oo* 

.047 

-.0x3 
.OOB 
.111 
.338 

x77 

.on 

.OOl 

.030 

-.om 
.005 
.108 
.a21 

Tiz 

2 

2 90 
1.40 

4.0 
2.2 
6.2 

::: 
5.2 

A15 
003 

.049 

.035 

.011 

.I15 

.344 

zz 

013 
.002 
.030 

A03 
.oc¶ 
.I09 
.a22 

YiiG 

1.8 
2.0 

3.02 
2.41 

4.3 
2.3 
6.6 

::i 
5.2 

.016 
003 

.049 

A56 
.011 
.I16 
.345 

xz 

.oq 

.002 

.030 

A04 
.oc4 
.104 
.322 

ZiG 

4.7 
2.0 

2 67 
2.37 

3.5 
1.6 
5.1 

3.1 
2.0 
5.1 

.ocn 

.oo* 

.oo* .009 .I13 .341 
35 

.011 .OOl .030 

.OOl .009 .108 .x1 
xi 

4.8 2.4 

II-85 



TABLE 11-27. 

RESOURCE OUTPUT ANALYSIS BY ALTERNATIVE 
(Summary All Decades, Average Annual Output) 
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PRESENT NET VALUE TRADE-OFF ANALYSIS 

This analysis summarizes the differences between alternatives considered in 
detail and compares them to the maximum PNV Benchmark (Benchmark 3). Appendix 
E presents additlonal data used in the PNV trade-off analysis. Table II-28 
displays PNV, discounted benefit, and discounted cost drfferences between 
alternatives. Table II-29 is an incremental alternative display. 

Benchmark 3 has relatively high present value benefits (PVB) and relatively 
low present value costs (PVC). It does not include costs for some activities 
required by Forest Service policy that do not produce valued benefits and are 
not needed to support benefit producing activities. Excluding the activities 
identified by these polxies effectively lowers PVC and raises the PEV $28.2 
million (at the 4% discount rate). To assure each is implementable, alterna- 
tives considered in detail include the policy costs and display the effects in 
their PNV calculation. 

Benchmark 3 is not sub3ect to sustained yield tlmbar production for the first 
150 years. It requires a 22.0 BMBF harvest annually for the first decade. 
The timber harvest schedule raises the PVB of Benchmark 3, which subsequently 
results in a higher PNV. 

The following constraints are applied to Benchmark 3: Threatened and en- 
dangered species habitat management, viable wildlife populations, soil and 
water protection, and 25% tlmbsr departure. 

The following policy constraints are not applied to Benchmark 3 but do apply 
to all alternatives considered in detail: Recreation planning, cultural 
resource management, visual resource management, SOllS inventory, water 
resource planning, and transportation planning. 

Many of these constraints require activities that do not produce a measured 
benefit. Appendrx E, PNV trade-off analysis, discloses additional details 
regarding activities that do not produce a measured benefit. 

II-87 



iz 
tin 

! 

3 

P 

m 

a 

VI 

c 

N 

E 
icn 
2 m 
z 

:, 
2 

‘N 
E 

T* rn. 0: ‘: 0 - 
rimoc.4.i’; 
z;;lz:‘fz+ 

9 ? m ? ‘9 1 
z2:c;sm 31orl I + I 

.myera-s* 
y$lii 
dNr( I + I 

r r 9 ‘9 ? c. mPrlN-‘C 
242?Z, 

(9 1 1 1 9 m. 
:it:::2 .4r4* 1+ I 

49’9190: rnr4NFiv401 
2;42TZ ( 

Y”9?1? 
7:~~~2 -c-G- 8 + I 

Y ‘4 1 v: 1 ? 
sx:s:s v.iN.4 I + I 

T=NmmOC 
0; 4 *; ; G m’ DImm .4 c-33 I I: 

s ? ‘9 
35: d”s-4 

om . . Srn?l?? 
:z yIo~LDm*, tnO*Nm 

? ‘D ? ? m 1 ? ? 
2c S%$ZX” 

rn? ???1?4 
“Z m”*--cI mm*Nln 

?C. m3m3NYI 
2: d d 9: G G .i YICI.rNYI 

‘: ? 9 ‘9 1 9 1 7 .A?= Nrle’lD3” Y)“INVI 

m’” N.?rnlYo: 2::: IocIP~om V.“?VNYI 

*: D: 1 ? m 1 Y c. 
SE %z:z::” 

2 ‘: 1 ? m 1 r c. ~O.r~O” 2z *“c-NY) 

?? ???ll? 
:z 2.cS~2” 

(“? “Cm::? IDoeJ’1o-a f;$ *“l*‘Nm 

II-88 



TABLE 11-29. 

INCRFMENTAL ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON 
(Summary All Decades, Mllllon 1978 Dollars, 4% Discount Rate) 



Comparison, Benchmark 3 and Alternative 9 

AlternatIve 9 1s the reduced budget alternative. It has the highest PNV, 
$183.8 m~lllon, of the alternatives considered in detail. Discounted benefits 
are $28.7 mrlhon less than Benchmark 3. Of this reduction, about two-thirds 
1s due to decreased range benefits. and another 20% LS due to reduced timber 
harvest volume and the shift to a non-decllnlng flow schedule. WIldlIfe 
benefits are reduced slightly as is developed recreation. The decrease m 
benefits 1s off-set somewhat by an Increase xn water beneflts. 

Discounted costs are reduced to between $9 nulllon in AlternatIve 9. Addr- 
tlonal costs are incurred for actlvitles for which there are no priced bene- 
fits. These added costs redude the alternatIve PNV to a level below Benchmark 
3. The net reduction in present net value in Alternative 9 from Benchmark 3 
is $19.8 million. 

The non-priced benefits result from the following actlvltles: trail con- 
Structlon. developed recreatzon management level, cultural resource manage- 
ment, vnlderness management level, prescribed burning, fish structures, and 
sol1 and water resource unprovement. 

Ccmparlson, Alternatlve 9 and Alternative 2 

AlternatIve 2 is the No Ac'clon alternative. Net dzscounted benefits are $11.4 
mllllon glare in Alternative 2 than in Alternatlve 9. This results prunarlly 
from an Increased Umber program in Alternatlve 2, 28.0 to 39.9 MMBF, compared 
to 22.0 to 23.7 MMBF for Alternative 9. There are also a slightly higher 
range levels, developed recreation outputs, and wlldllfe benefits associated 
with Alternatlve 2. 

The net xxrease in &scouted costs 1s $41.1 mllllon. Thus 1s substantially 
more than the net benefit increase. Thus includes costs for increased 
developed recreation management and investment, additional trail construction 
and reconstruction, more lntenslve wilderness management, fish structures, 
sol1 and water improvement , and Insect and drsease surveys. 

These changes reduce the PNV $29.7 mllllon. The non-priced benefits asso- 
elated wrth that part of the increase in costs not related to higher recrea- 
tlon benefits, result from the following actlvltles: trail, wilderness, 
recreation, flsherles, ~011s and water, and znsect and duease management. 

Comparison, Alternative 2 and Alternatlve 7 

Altarnative 7 emphasizes lntenslve management for market outputs. DIscounted 
benefits uxrease $3.5 millIon over Alternative 2. This 1s the result of a 4% 
mcrease in range benefits. All other benefxts are the same or nearly the 
same for the two alternatzves. 

Total &scouted costs are $5.0 mllllon higher for AlternatIve 7 than for 
Alternative 2. Trail construction and reconstruction, FA&O constfuctlon and 
reconstruction, and structural wlldllfe habltat improvements are higher for 
Alternative 7. These costs are somewhat off-set by higher costs xn Alterna- 
tive 2 for developed recreation management, sol1 monltorlng, arterial and 
collector construction and reconstruction, and fuel management. 
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Present net value for Alternative 7 IS $1.5 milllo" less than for Alternative 
2. Non measured benefits Include wilderness management and insect and disease 
management. 

Ccmparlson, AlternatIve 7 and Alternative 5 

Alternative 5 is the market opportunity alternatlve. Due to an increase in 
timber benefits of $3.6 mllllon in Alternative 5 above AlternatIve 7, dis- 
counted benefits Increase by $3.9 mxlllon except for the Increased timber 
benefits and a slight increase m water benefits for Alternative 5, there are 
no other differences in benefits between the two alternatives. _ 

Ducounted costs also increase $3.9 nullion in Alternatlve 5. Most of the 
$3.9 mlllron ucrease ln discounted costs above Alternatlve 7 can be attrl- 
buted to the Increased tunber outputs. Other costs are attributed to insect 
and disease management and reduced fisheries impact. 

Overall. Incremental PNV 1s reduced less than $.l mllllon from Alternative 7 
to Alternative 5. Although the PNV IS similar, costs for Alternatvie 7 stress 
protectlo" and sol1 improvement while AlternatIve 5 costs stress unldllfe 
programs. 

Ccmpar~son, Alternatlve 5 and AlternatIve 6 

Alternatlve 6 emphasized non-market outputs. Discounted benefits are $15.9 
milllon less m Alternative 6 than in Alternative 5. This is the result of a 
$12.1 million reduction m tubber benefits, and slight reductions m water, 
range and wildllfe benefits. The above msntloned decrease I" benefits are 
offset somewhat by increased benefits m developed and dispersed recreation. 

Dzscounted costs decrease from $149.4 million to $133.8 milllon for a net 
reduction of $15.6 mlll1on. The cost reductions associated with Alternative 6 
occur as a result of the reduced Umber and range programs. There are also 
cost reductions resulting from the wlldllfe and water programs. Some of these 
costs are offset by increased costs associated with that part of the increase 
m costs not related to higher recreation programs result from the following 
actlvltles: trail, wrlderness, recreation, fisheries, and insect and disease 
management. 

Canparuon, AlternatIve 6 and AlternatIve 8 

Alternative 8 I.S the water augmentation alternatlve. Discounted benefits are 
$18.1 mllllon greater In Alternatvie 8 than in Alternative 6. This is a 
result of a $12.3 mllllon uxrease m tunber benefits, a $4.5 milllon increase 
I* range, a $2.1 mllllon Increase in mldllfe'beneflts, and a $1.2 mllllon 
uuxease m water benefits. The benefits are slightly offset by reductions m 
developed and hspersed recreation outputs. 

The net uxrease in discounted costs is $19.4 for Alternatlve 8 above Alterna- 
tlve 6. There are slight cost reductions in recreation programs; however, 
costs associated with the tunbsr, range, and wildlife programs heavily over- 
shadow the reductions. 

The reduction ln PNV is $1.3 million. Additional non-prxed benefits 
associated with the added costs for this alternatlve result from soil and 
water Improvements. 
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Comparison, Alternative 8 and Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 is the non-market output alternative. Net discounted benefits 
decrease $14.0 million from Alternative 8. This decrease IS the result of a 
$12.2 million drop in timber benefits, a $4.4 million reduction in range 
benefits, a smaller decrease in wildlife and water benefits. These benefit 
reductions are offset somewhat by a benefit increase of $4.8 million in 
developed recreation. 

At the same time, discounted costs decrease $11.4 million. The cost seduc- 
tions associated with Alternative 4 occur a5 a result of reduced timber and 
range programs. Sane of these costs are offset by increased costs associated 
with expanded developed recreation programs. 

The combination of decreased benefits and increased costs results in a 
decrease in the PNV of Alternative 1 of $5.8 mrllion when compared to Alter- 
native 8. 

Comparison, Alternative 4 and 1 

Alternative 1 is the Proposed Action alternative. Total discounted benefits 
increase $12.6 million, from $290.2 million to $302.8 million above 
Alternative 4. This IS due to a $12.1 million increase m timber benefits, 
$4.3 million in range, and smaller increases in wildlife and water. The 
mcreases are offset somewhat by decreases in developed and dispersed 
recreation benefits. 

Discounted costs increase $15.2, from $141.8 million in Alternative 4 to 
$157.0 m11110*. Despite the cost reductions rn recreation programs, costs 
associated with timber, range, and wildlife programs heavily overshadow these 
reductions. 

Present net value decreases $2.6 million to $145.8 million in Alternative 1. 
This is a difference of $57.8 million when compared to the marxsum PNV bench- 
mark alternative (BM3). 

COMPARISON, ALTERNATIVE 1 AND ALTERNATIVE 3 

Alternative 3 IS the RPA alternatrve. To&l discounted benefits are $313.3 
m11110*, an increase of $10.5 million over Alternative 1. Timber benefits 
increase $3.1 million while developed recreation benefits increase $6.1 
mllllo". Range and dispersed recreation benefits increase only slightly. 

Discounted costs are $172.4 million compared to $157.0 milllo" for 
Alternative 1. This is due primarily to an effort to meet the RPA specified 
outplts. The ma3ority of the cost increases occur within the timber and 
developed recreation programs. 

Overall, the incremental PNV IS reduced $4.9 million in Alternative 3 when 
compared to Alternative 1 and $62.7 million when compared to the maximum PNV 
Benchmark alternative (BM 31. 
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CHAPTER III 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

OVERVIEW 

This chapter describes the environment affected by the alternatwes dlsplayed 
m Chapter II. This chapter describes the physical and blologxal settmg; 
the econonx and social settmng; and provides a summary of the current sltua- 
tlon and demand trends for the Forest resource and protection elements. This 
Chapter also describes m detail FossA Ridge Wilderness Study Area and 
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area. 

PHYSICAL AND BIOLOGICAL SETTING 

The Forest's east boundary follows the Continental Dlvlde and the Elk Moun- 
talns. The south boundary includes the northern slopes of the San Juan Moun- 
talns and the crest of the Wilson Mountams. The west and north boundaries 
are formed by the Uncompahgre Plateau and Battlement Mesa. 

The Forest lies rn'chln the upper Colorado River dralnage. Mayor rwers in- 
clude the Gunnxon, Uncompahgre, and San Mquel. 

The planning area 1s located astride two physlographic provinces; Colorado 
Plateau and Southern Rocky Mountains. The two provinces differ greatly m 
landforms, rock types, and rmneral depxlts. Half of the planning area, 
within the Colorado Plateau Province, IS characterized by high flat top mesas 
and rolling plateaus, sedimentary rocks, and mineral deposits including 011, 
natural gas, 011 shale, coal, vanadwm, and uranium. The other half of the 
planning area IS characterized by rugged mountains, Igneous rocks, and 
hardrock rmnerals including gold, sliver, lead, zmc, copper, molybdenum, and 
uranunn . Elevations range from about 6,000 feet to peaks over 14,000 feet. 

The Forest 1s located withln the Rocky Mountain Forest Eco-Region of the High- 
land Province, and x~cludes four mayor clunatic and vegetation zones; lower 
montane forest, upper montane forest, subalpine forest, and the alpine 
vegetation. Common vegetation types at the lower elevations include sage- 
brush, pinyon pme, jumper, Gambel oak, and ponderosa pine. Higher 
elevations include Engelmann spruce, subalpine fx, lodgepole pine , 
Douglas-fx, and quaking aspen. The malor range types include the mountain 
meadow, mountain bunch grass, alpine meadow, and aspen-forb plant asscxx- 
ations. 

Much of the Forest IS not XI optimum growng condition. The lodgepole pine, 
Englemann spruce-subalpine f1.r and aspen types in particular tend to be 
overmature and therefore susceptible to losses from insect and disease 
infestations. 

'Unforested areas consist of grassland, brushland, and alpIne cmnmunitles. 
Grassland areas occur along streams and are often interspersed with forested 
areas. Sagebrush and oakbrush canmun~t~es are ccmm~n at elevations below the 
forested area while alpine communities predominate above tlmberllne. 
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The various vegetation types provide habitat for a variety of game and non- 
game wildlife species. The aore common specxes include mule deer, elk, black 
bear, blue grouse and ptarmigan, Gambel's quail, snowshoe hare, and cottontail 
rabbit. Bighorn sheep inhabit several areas of the Forest. Favorable habitat 
for the bald eagle and peregrine falcon exists in the planning area. Fisher- 
ies rnclude cutthroat, rainbow, brook, mackinaw, and brown trout; kokanee 
salmon; northern pike; and white sucker. 

VBGBTATION 

Forest vegetation contributes to Forest character aore than most landscape 
features. Its form, color, and texture, 1s easrly discernible to the human 
eye. Society perceives it to have beauty and utility. 

The hundreds of individual plant species which occur on the Forest may be 
classified into less than a dozen vegetation types. Each type lends a unique 
character to the landscape and has an associated utility to society. Forest 
management is linked to vegetation treatment because vegetation influences 
other resource elements. 

Vegetation IS a dynamic resource. It will change over time. The way itHnl1 
change IS based on factors that effect the vegetation and the site on which it 
1s gromng. The Forest Reserves were established prior to 1900. Since that 
tune Forest managers have largely controlled the factors that effect 
vegetation and growing conditions. 

Forest managers control these conditions to provide and maintain a healthy, 
vigorous environment, capable of producing a range of outputs and conditions. 
There are consequenses associated with not managing the vegetation on the 
forest. These consequences are discussed throughout Chapter IV. 

A vegetation discussion of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal 
Plateau Further Planning Area is displayed in the Wilderness section of this 
chapter. 

The following discussrons display current condition, management needs, and 
expected forest condition without management. Figure III-1 displays elevation 
ranges for forest vegetation. 
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Alpine 

Alpine vegetation grows above native tree elevation limits. It is charac- 
terized by grasses, grassllke forbs, low shrubs, and poorly formed trees. 
Alpine provides a unique opportunity for scenic viewing particularly during 
the early summer when wildflowers are in bloom. The most important factor 
controlling the,tistribution and growth of alpine plants is available soil 
moisture. The wildlife habitat provided by this type supports elk, bighorn 
sheep and mountain goats. Ptarmigan and pika are unique to the type. Live- 
stock, particularly sheep, graze the alpine in designated range allotments. 

Treatments which modify alpine vegetation are infrequently applied. Due to a 
short growing season and harsh climatic conditions , malor disturbances of this 
vegetation type are very slow to recover. Alpine vegetation will perpetuate 
itself unless there is severe ground disturbance. 

Aspen 

The aspen vegetation type occupies 17% of the Forest and typically occurs at 
lower elevations interspersed with grasslands, meadows, mountain brush, and 
other forest types. Aspen stands on the Forest are typically mature to 
overmature with high disease and mortality levels. 

Aspen IS important to recreation use. It is an important feature in the 
landscape character subtypes in the southern Rocky Mountain Physiographic 
province. Variety classes A and B have the highest visual quality on the 
forest. Aspen color and texture contribute to the character in many ways. 
These include edge contrast between aspen and conifer stands, aspen islands in 
large meadows, and massive textural blocks all occurring in the midground and 
background. In the foreground distance zone aspen form and texture are 
important features. Color is a dominant element in all distance zones. Color 
contrasts with surrounding coniferous vegetatron, nonforest 'areas, bare rock, 
water and sky. The color change between seasons attracts many forest viszts 
year round. 

Mountaln grasslands and associated aspen ranges furnish forage for a large 
segment of the livestock industry in Western Colorado. Many aspen sites 
support a luxuriant understory of forbs and grasses. These areas are 
important summer rangelands for both cattle and sheep. It is common to send 
100 pound lambs directly to market at the end of the summer grazing season in 
early September. 

The aspen ecosystem IS important to Colorado wildlife. Deer and elk use aspen 
under 6 feet in height for forage. They use taller aspen for thermal and 
hiding cover. Aspen sprouts above snowcover are critical to winter diet in 
sore areas. The grass, forb and shrub understory provide a summer food source 
as more forage is present than in conifer stands. 

Aspen forests are prime elk calving and deer fawning habitat. This is 
especially true on south slopes within h mile of water between winter and 
summer range. 
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Wore songbirds are normally observed in aspen forests than in coniferous 
forests. Aspen provides food, nest sites, and cover for warblers, vireos, 
blue grouse, owls, thrushes, kinglets, and a variety of other birds. Small 
mammals such as shrews, moles and mice use aspen forests. Aspen understory 
and leaf litter provides their food, cover and nest sites. Aspen along 
riparran zones is the basic food for beaver. 

Overmature aspen stands are usually decadent and provide cavities and insects 
for bird and mammal species. Aspen stands are usually in close proximity to 
conifer stands that can provide cover during aspen regeneration. 

Aspen management in transitory big game range helps support the animals longer 
in the spring and fall. This takes pressure off summer and winter range and 
provides extra forage during mild winters. 

Aspen regenerates almost exclusively through root sprouting. This results in 
clones which are genetically identical to the trees from which they 
originated. Trees within one clone are very homogeneous in such character- 
istics as rate of growth, form, vigor, resistance to disease, and time of leaf 
break and leaf fall. These characteristics often vary widely between clones 
due to genetic and site differences. 

To stimulate root sprouting the ma]ority of aspen clones require a mayor 
disturbance that results in the removal of most or all of the existing trees. 
Wildfire has historically been the primary disturbance initiating root 
sprouting. Control of wildfire has permitted many aspen stands to become 
overmature with no means of regenerating themselves. In the absence of. 
disturbance, either natural or man-made, much of the aspen will convert to 
conifer types in 100 to 200 years. 

Resources will suffer if the aspen 1s not treated and allowed to convert to a 
conifer Forest. This will result in loss of the above described wildlife 
habitat conditions, reductions in forage supplies, and adverse impacts on the 
recreation settings associated with the aspen type. In order to maintain the 
aspen on the forest, 5,800 acres would have to be treated annually. 

Douglas-fir 

Douglas-fir occupies about 2 percent of the-Forest. The Douglas-fir type is 
more important than its relative area implies. It typically occurs on steep, 
north-facing slopes at lower elevations and IS frequently the only conifer 
vegetation in a large area. On south-facing slopes, Douglas-fir occurs 
sparsely on rocky ridges, steep hillsides, and canyon slopes. 

Douglas-fir is a long-lived species which 1s valued for wildlife habitat 
diversity, scenic quality, and cover on big game winter range. Douglas-fir 
also contributes to watershed protection and is a desired commercial tree 
species . The Douglas-fir type has not been treated in the past resulting in 
mostly mature and overmature stands. Very little acreage of early 
successional stages of Douglas-fir are known to exist on the Forest. 
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Douglas-fir 1s a clunax species that reproduces from seed. Without treatment 
stands mature and die but perpetuate the Douglas-frr type. Currently the 
stands have a relatively uniform age structure. Natural succession will 
perpetuate the current uniform drstrlbution. 

Gambal Oak 

The oak brush vegetation type commonly occurs at lower elevatrons on the 
Forest. At Its lower elevatron range, It IS frequently associated with plnyon- 
3unlper trees. At its upper limrt It IS often Interspersed wrth aspen, 
Douglas-fir, or ponderosa pme. 

The Gambel oak type provides watershed protection, retards snowmelt, provides 
browse for wildlife and domestrc stock, and IS a popular firewood species. 
Gambel oak 1s capable of reaching tree srze on some sites. This Savannah type 
provrdes hrghly productive useable forage for wlldlrfe and livestock. The 
mature trees provrde cavltres for small mammal dens and non-game brrd nests. 
Food productron for deer and turkey is highest on these sates. Gambel oak 
stands are often thxk and animal moblllty LS severely restricted and the more 
palatable grasses and forbs are shaded out. 

Currently, the malorrty of the Gambal oak type 1s estrmated to be In an early 
seral stage. A nore balanced stru&ural dlstrrbutlon would improve thus type 
for wildlrfe and domestic stock and increase the landscape's vxual drversrty. 

Grasslands and Meadows 

Grassland and meadow vegetation types occur throughout the Forest interspersed 
with all other vegetation types. Most grasslands support, or are capable of 
supportmg, numerous kinds of perennial grasses and forbs. Herbage productron 
on mountarn grasslands occasionally exceeds 3,000 pounds per acre; however, 
yields of 1,000 to 2,000 pounds per acres are much more common. 

Many of these open parks may be the result of fire. The forage produced In 
the grassland and meadow vegetatron types 1s avarlable for both wrldlife and 
domestic stock. The open nature of these vegetatron types provides a great 
deal of scenrc varrety. Management IS typically directed at increasrng forage 
whJhlle marntalnrng vrsual quality. 

Lodgepole prne 

Lodgepole prne occurs on the Forest prlmarlly in even-aged stands of fire 
or igm . Lodgepole pine is typxally a seral species whrch, In the long-term 
absence of malor drsturbance, w111 be replaced by more shade-tolerant 
species--generally Engelmann spruce and subalplne frr. On some sites, 
however, where site contitlons or lack of a seed source prevent the estab- 
llshment of sore tolerant species, lodgepole may form a virtual clrmax. The 
type occupres about 6 percent of the Forest and provides scenx beauty, 
wlldllfe habitat, firewood and other wood products. 
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Lodgepole pine IS an aggressive pioneer into disturbed sites. Existing stands 
will deteriorate in 200 to 300 years. As lodgepole pine matures and loses 
vigor, it becomes highly susceptible to attack by the mxntain pine beetle. 
Under the right stand conditions, individual beetle infestations multiply into 
an epideqic. The long-term solution to control pine beetle epidemics is to 
create a mosaic of age and size classes in lodgepole pine and to apply mter- 
mediate cultural treatments which promote vigorous, disease free trees. 
Wstletoe also heavily infects large amounts of lodgepole pine on the Forest. 
All of the sultable lodgepole pine stands occur on the Gunnison National 
Forest. Over 16,000 acres of stagnated lodgepole pine occurs on the Forest. 
Following disturbance, natural regeneration is often so prolific that the 
stand IS overstocked and may become stagnated if It is not thinned. 
(Stagnation is a condition where canpetition between individual trees for 
light, water, and nutrients is so intense that growth ceases). 

If lodgepole pine is not treated the even-aged stands will become overmature 
and the mountain pine beetle infestation risk will increase. The large areas 
of beetle killed trees will become increasingly susceptible to wildfire. If 
serotinous cones are present the lodgepole pine type could be maintained. 
Without a seed source meadows or other seral species such as aspen could 
invade burned over areas. 

Mountain Shrub 

This vegetation type IS dominated by one or more of the following species: 
serviceberry, rabbitbrush, snowberry, and mountain-mahogany. It is located in 
canbrnatlon with other brush types and some of the drier forest types. The 
primary value of the type IS for wildlife habitat and domestic sheep range. 
It has particular importance when available for use as big game winter range. 
There IS a significant imbalance in the structural stages with most of the 
type In intermedIate and late stages on the Forest. 

Pinyon/Junipar 

This vegetation type is a scrub woodland composed of pinyon pine and juniper. 
It IS a widespread type occurrrng below the elevation limrt of Gambel oak and 
generally occupies the lowest elevations on the Forest. 

The pinyon-Juniper type occurs on the driest sites on the Forest and therefore 
IS the least productive type. Vegetation IS characterized by small size and 
low growth rate. 

It provides forage for wildlife and livestock, adds scenic variety to the 
landscape, and furnishes products such as firewood, posts, and Christmas 
trees. It IS important cover on big game winter range. Most of the type is 
estimated to be in the intermediate and late structural stages which reflects 
the lack of recent natural disturbance. 

Many sites are grazed. This has destroyed much of the small sized understory. 
An estimated 10 percent is in an early seral stage in old chaining areas. 
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If left untreated the pinyon-Juniper type will replace itself. If it replaces 
itself naturally the type will retain its current structural imbalance. 

Riparian 

The rqarian vegetation type 1s a plant association which occur in areas with 
year-round high water tables. Most of the distinct vegetation types on the 
Forest are represented in the riparian zone. In addition, the riparian 
includes willow, cottonwood and alder. These areas are typically located 
ad]acent to streams and around springs, lakes, or bogs. While small in total 
area, they represent delicate, very important habitat for wildlife and serve 
as sediment traps to help purify overland water runoff. Desirable forage 
production is high, and under proper management these areas are an important 
part of graslng allotments. The rlparlan type also provides visual diversity 
and timber management potential along most forest streams. Riparian is 
important for recreation such as campgrounds and fishing. Rlparian is one of 
the nore productive sites on the forest. It also has the most uneven age 
structure. 

Sagebrush 

This vegetation type occupies relatively dry sates on the Forest. It IS 
typically found at lower elevations and is highly valued as big game winter 
range. It also provides a scenic desert-like landscape and significant forage 
for livestock. Most of the type is in intermediate and late structural 
stages. Management techniques used in this type are fertrlisation, prescribed 
burning, and mechanical or chemical treatment. 

Sagebrush is an invader species that may eventually take over other sites. If 
left untreated the sagebrush type will perpetuate itself and expand. 

Engelmann Spruce/Subalpine Fir 

Engelmann spruce and subalpine fir , occupies 17 percent of the Forest. ThlS 

type occurs at high elevations and represents the climax on the maiority of 
the sites it occupres. This type usually occupies moist sites. Spruce can 
grow to over 300 years and fir to 250 years. They generally occur in single 
age stands but occasionally occur in 2, 3, or multi-story stands. Its dense 
forest growth and layered appearance provides outstanding scenic views. It 1s 
also valued for vnldlife habitat, watershed protection, and production, and 
wood products. 

There is currently a poor distribution of age classes or structural stages. 
This poor distribution is caused by low levels of management activity and by 
fire control. Sixty percent of the type is overmature. As the spruce and fir 
type matures, the trees become susceptible to insect and disease rnfestations. 
Subalpine fir is infected first, followed by spruce. A better balance of 
structural stages is needed to enhance forest health and vigor. 
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There was a massive spruce bark beetle epidemic during the period 1939 to 
1952. It effected the old growth spruce and fir stands on the Forest at that 
time. Many of the dead trees are still standing. 

The spruce/fir type reproduces by seed. It will reproduce itself naturally if 
not treated. The reproduction will retain the same age class distribution as 
currently exists. If a natural catastrophe occurs, such as a major fire, the 
site all probably revert to aspen or lodgepole pine. 

Ponderosa Pine 

This vegetation type occupies 7 percent of the Forest. It is located almost 
entirely on the Uncompahgre Plateau between 7,000 and 9,000 feet. Ponderosa 
Pine grows in pure stands, but can be associated with aspen and oakbrush. 
Ponderosa pine reproduces by seed. Natural regeneration requires the 
combination of a good seed crop, ample moisture the spring following seed fall 
to assure germination and seedling survival, and favorable seedbed conditions. 
These three conditions coincide rather infrequently. Historically, low- 
intensity wildfires burned through ponderosa pine stands at frequent 
intervals. These fires had little effect on established trees. Thick bark 
makes ponderosa pine fire resistant. However, these fires prevented the 
buildup of heavy duff accumulations and kept competing vegetation In check, 
thus maintaining seedbed conditions favorable to ponderosa pine. Fl?X 
suppression over the past several decades has resulted in a buildup of organic 
litter, making seedbed conditions less favorable for ponderosa pine. 
Currently the type is mature to ovennature, open grown and poorly stocked. 
There are some uneven aged stands. These are the result of past cutting 
activity. 

Ponderosa Pine is important for timber production, livestock grazing, and 
wildlife habitat. Elk calving areas can bs located in this type at lower 
elevations. 

Ponderosa pine IS considered a climax species on many of the sites on which it 
occurs, particularly near the center of its elevational range. Major 
disturbances, such as high-intensity fires, heavy logging, or vvldespread mor- 
tality from insect or disease infestations may cause ponderosa pine sites to 
revert to more seral stages such as aspen, oakbrush or grass. The mountan 
pine beetle is currently at epidemic levels in some localized areas, but the 
rate of spread appears to generally be decreasing. 

ECONOMIC SETTING 

The Forest Planning Area contains portions of 4 Economic Impact Areas (EIA). 
These areas have been identified to define local econormes within the Rocky 
Mountain Region which Forest Service management may effect. All outputs and 
effects for the Garfield county portion of the Grand Mesa Forest will be 
included in the White River National Forest planning process. Saguache County 
will be analyzed in the P.io Grande National Forest planning process. Figure 
III-2 displays the location of EIA's 214 and 215. These areas were used to 
conduct the economic impact analysis. 
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An econanlc setting dIscussion of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and 
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area is displayed in the Wilderness section 
of this chapter. 

FIGURE 111-Z. 

ECONOMIC IMPACT AREAS 

National Forest System Land k% / - "Oil," 0 SCALE:: MLfS XI 

POPULATION 

The planning area is separated fran Colorado's front range population centers 
by the Continental Divide. Total population of the area is about 170,000 
people. Population increased approximately 52,000 in the planning area be- 
tween 1970 and 1980. This 1s a 43.63% increase and is higher than the state 
average. The growth rate is expected to remain strong over the planning 
horlson. Table III-1 displays the population projections for the planning 
area. 

Sane canmentors felt the growth projections displayed in the Draft EIS ware 
too high. The growth rate displayed in Table III-1 has been revised to 
reflect current census data. 
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TABLE III-l. 

POPULATION 
(Percent Change and Thousand People) 

County 

Actual Population* Percent* 

1970 1980 Change 1990 

Prelections at Same Range of Change** 

2000 2010 2020 2030 

Delta 15.3 21.2 

Garfield ‘14.8 22.5 

Gunhlson 7.6 10.7 

Hinsdale 

H 

Y 
Mesa 

=: Montrose 

OlXdY 

.2 .4 

34.4 81.5 

18.4 24.4 

1.5 

Sagoache 

San Miguel 

3.8 

1.9 

San Juan 
-- 

TOTAL 

.8 

118.7 

'1.9 

3.9 

3.2 

.8 

170.5 
\ 

38.6 34.8 

52.0 36.0 

40.8 19.1 

100.0 .6 

49.8 94.9 

32.6 36.4 

26.7 2.0 

2.6 4.0 

68.4 5.0 

.O .8 

233.6 

38.3 

46.5 

40.1 41.8 43.5 

44.5 46.5 48.5 

22.3 23.9 25.5 27.1 

.-I 

110.6 

44.9 

1.9 

4.2 

5.9 

.8 

271.1 

.8 .9 1.0 

128.3 148.9 172.7 

49.1 

1.9 

4.3 

7.9 

.8 

301.6 

53.3 

1.9 

4.4 

8.9 

.8 

57.5 

2.0 

4.5 8 

10.0 

.8 

332.9 367.6 

source: l 1980 Colorado Population Reports, Bureau of the Census and Planning Records. 
l * June 1982, strrct ratio method applyrng 1980 census material to 1979 pro]ectlon. 

State Demographer's Office, Department of Local Affairs. (Prelection beyond 
2000 were calculated using trend line analysis.) 



EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME 

The average per capita income for the ten county area In 1977 was $5,789. By 
1979 It had risen to $7,423. Table III-2 displays the number of jobs, the 
workforce unemployment rate , and the total Income In 1979 by EIA. 

TABLE 111-2. 

EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME* 

Unit Economic Impact Area 
of 

Measure** 214 215 

Incane 
Employee MN 363.1 28.5 

Compensation 

Property Mw 252.0 21.1 

Total Income MMS 

Employment M Jobs 

Workforce Un- 
Employment Rate % 

615.1 49.6 

30.85 2.24 

4.8 3.9 

** MM$ = Mlllion Dollars 
M Jobs = Thousand Jobs 
% = Percent 

Unemployment in 1980 was low in all counties except Ouray, where unemployment 
was 9%. The proJected unemployment rate through May 1981 increased to the 
point that Delta, Ouray, and San Miguel Counties are designated as labor 
surplus areas.*** This is due to the depressed uranium prices and mine clos- 
ings . 

The total average monthly labor force in the ten county area for 1980 was 
estrmated to be 80,960; of which 77,789 were employed. The unemployment rate 
for 1980 was 3.9%. The state average was 3.6% at this time. About 14% of this 
employment (10,900 jobs) are directly, lndlrectly, or induced by actlvitles on 
the Forest. Table III-3 displays the 1980 drrect employment influence of the 
Forest. 

Source: * IMPIAN, Rocky Mountaln Region, Input/Output Model. 
*** Colorado Manpower Review - Vol. XVII, No. 7, July 1980. 
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TABLE 111-3. 

EMPLOYMENT INF'LUBNCE OF THE FOREST 1980 
(Jobs) 

Actlvlty Jobs 

Recreation (Downhill Skllng Areas) 

Recreation (Fishing & Hunting) 

Agriculture (Livestock) 

Iogglng/Sawmllls/Wood Products 
(Tmber) 

Recreation (Other) 

TOTAL 

5,400 

2,200 

1,100 

600 

1,600 

10,900 

EXPENDITURES AND RETURNS 

Budget Expenhtures - The fiscal year 1981 Forest budget was 6.3 million, 1978 
dollars, including capital investment. Table III-4 displays a general 
classification for the 1981 budget. 

TABLE 111-4. 

FISCAL YEAR 1981 BUDGET 
(Thousand, 1978 Dollars) 

Budget Item Funding Level 

Capital Investment 355.0 
Backlog 369.6 
Total Appropriation 5,759.8 
Allocated Funds 554.8 

TOTAL 6,314.6 
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Payments to Counties - Each year, 25 percent of the receipts from Forest 
outputs goes to the State for distributzon to counties in which the forest is 
located. In 1982, about $304,000 was paid to the 10 counties in the Forest 
Planning Area from the National Forest Fund Receipts program. The following 
canponents canprise the receipts that make up the "25% Fund": 

--Gross receipts from timber harvested 
--Iand use permits 
--Recreation permits 
--Mrneral permits 
--Recreation user fees 
--Grazing fees 

In addition to the above, payments in lieu of taxes are authorized to the 
counties under one of two options based on the number of "entitlement land" 
acres, but not for tax exempt lands (but not donated lands) acquired from 
State or local governments. The amount paid is the higher of (A) 75 cents for 
entitlement land acres vnthin the county's boundaries, reduced by the amount 
of certain Federal payments that were received by the county in the preceding 
fiscal year, or (8) 10 cents for each entitlement land acre wrthin the county, 
not reduced for Federal land payments received in the preceding fiscal year. 
Gh options are subject to a ceiling based on the population of the county. 
This ceiling is based on a sliding scale, starting at $50 per capita for 
populations up to 5,000 and rising to a maximum of $l,OOO,OOO ($20.00 per 
capita for populatrons up to 50,000). Under the Option A, if the total 
calculated payment (75 cents/acre) exceeds the ceiling, the deductions for 
other Federal land payments received are taken from the ceiling, not the 75 
cents per acre figure. 

In 1981 the Forest paid a total of $273,000 to the counties in the Forest 
Planning Area under the 1976 Payment in Lieu of Taxes Act (Public Law 94-565). 

Returns to the U.S. Treasury - Each year the Forest returns money to the U.S. 
Treasury. The amount returned 1s the total dollars received from all reve- 
nue-producing activities conducted on the Forest. In 1981 the Forest returned 
$879,000 to the U.S. Treasury. 

SCCIAL SETTING 

SOCIAL RESOURCE UNITS 

The Forest Service has sub-divided the Rocky Mountain Region into Social 
Resource Unrt's (SRU). Social Resource Unit's are a framework for assessing 
social, cultural, and econanic interactions with the physical resources. 
Social Resource Unit's are homogeneous in terms of settlement patterns and 
natural barrrers that separate the area from other areas in Colorado. The 
Forest is entirely within Social Resource Unit Ii.* 

source : * Final Rocky Mountain Regional Guide 
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Thx unit 1s defined by the Continental Divide to the east and the San Juan 
Mountains Range on the south. The Utah desert isolates the SRU fran other 
units to the west. To the north, the Battlement Mesa Divide and the 
Mesa-Garfield county line separate SRU H from SRU G. 

Milllons of people use the Forest annually. Visual guallty, a pleasant recre- 
atxan experience, camping, boating, the opportunity to view and hunt wIldlife, 
and to hike in mlderness all contribute to the Forest's attraction. The 
attractxon is based mostly on the natural environment. The effect of Forest 
management 1s to support that natural environment. The major tool the Forest 
Servxe has In provldlng and enhancing these types of experiences IS vegeta- 
tlon management. 

A SOCL& settxng dIscussron of Foss11 Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal 
Plateau Further Planning Area IS drsplayed m the Wilderness sectlon of this 
chapter. 

HUMAN RESOURCE UNITS 

The Forest has delineated SIX smaller units unthln SRU H. These are called 
Human Resource Units (HRU). Human Resource Units are used to design management 
actions that respond to changing condltxxs at the Forest and Ranger Dlstrxt 
level. An HRU 1s a geographic area characterxed by particular llfestyles, 
economic condltlons, lnstltutzonal arrangements, and topography. HRU's vary 
m size but are typically larger than lndlvldual towns and commun~tles, and 
they may cross polltrcal ]urlsdxtlons. The Collbran, Crested Butte, Grand 
Junction, Gunnx.on, North Fork, and Uncompahgre HRU's were ldentlfled to help 
design management actions that would be responsive to local xsues, condi- 
tlons, and needs. 

The following dlscusslon brlefly describes each HRU. General location; 
settlement; lifestyles; attitudes, beliefs, and values; social organxzat~on; 
and p3pulatlon and land use are descrtied. Figure III-3 displays the location 
of the s1x HRU's. 
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FIGURE 111-3. 

HUMAN RESOURCE UNITS 

Nat 
/- 

:ional Forest System Landa 

Collbran Human Resource Unit 

The Collbran HRU IS located in the east part of Mesa County known as the 
"Plateau Valley". Its boundary on the north is the Battlement Mesa divide, on 
the east Plateau Valley watershed divide with Divide Creek watershed, and on 
the south Mesa County lme. The west boundary 1s a line between the Grand 
Valley and Plateau Valley. Considerable public interaction exists across this 
boundary with the Grand Junction Human Resource Unit. 

This area was settled i.n the 1880's by fanners and ranchers. These land use 
patterns stall exist today. Some homesteads‘have been abandoned, others have 
consolidated ownership. Ranching is still a basic industry in the area. 

Some diversity IS generated by the Vega State Recreation Area and Powderhorn 
slu Area. The downhill ski Industry was established at Powderhorn in 1966. 
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Lifestyles - Ranching IS dependent on the National Forest System for livestock 
grazing. The water resource has been extensively developed in the past for 
irrigation use. Tourism is a significant employer. Tourists are attracted by 
recreation opportunities including big game hunting, fishing, and downhill 
skiing primarily on National Forest System land. Downhill skiing is centered 
around the day use Powderhorn Ski Area. Oil and gas exploration personnel 
work in the HRU on a seasonal basis. 

Attitudes, Beliefs, and Values - This unit IS ranching orrented. Interest 
and concern about land and resource management, especially water and grazing, 
1s high. Public issues were raised opposed-o additional wilderness designa- 
tlon or additronal road construction. 

Social Organization - The Collbran HRU is rural and sparsely settled. Limited 
fire, law enforcement, search and rescue, medical, local news media, and local 
planning services are available in the area. Education through high school IS 
available. Most residences travel outside the unit, to Grand Junction, for 
the ma]ority of their Purchases. 

Population and Land Use - Agriculture continues to be a dominant land use. 
Private land holdings wlthm the Forest are used primarily for ranching and 
grasrng. There IS local speculation that oil shale development may effect 
population and current land uses. The 1980 census shows a 30% growth rate for 
the Collbran division of Mesa County for the period 1970 to 1980. 

Social Change - Some significant social change may take place in this HRU 
regardless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to energy and 
numerals development. Primarily oil and gas and oil shale development. 

Crested Butte Human Resource Unit 

The Crested Butte HRU is located in the north central part of Gunnlson County 
where the Elk Mountain Range forms the Forest and County boundary. It is 
essentially the East River drainage including Ohio Creek and part of the 
Spring Creek drainage. 

Prior to 1860, the county was unexplored and used as a summer hunting ground 
by the Ute Indians. In 1861 gold was discovered in Washington Gulch. In 1872 
silver was discovered in the Elk Mountains: The area has a history of gold, 
silver, and coal mining. The railroad arrived in 1881. In 1952 the last coal 
mine closed and railroad service ended. The area was revived in 1964 with the 
development of a downhill ski area. This has established a new economic base 
for the HRU. By the early 1970's it brought new prosperity to Crested Butte. 
The resort community of Mount Crested Butte has formed at the Crested Butte 
Sh Area. 

Mining could become a significant element in this HRU. Exploration for the 
proposed Mount hunons mining project began in 1974. The company has 
discovered a large molybdenum deposit in Mount Emmons.* 

Source: *Mount Emmons Mining Pro]ect, Final EIS, October 1982. 
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Lifestyles - Ranching and tourism are dependent on National Forest System 
land. Summer recreation emphasized fishing, boating, picnicking, and camping. 
Four-wheel drives are popular. Downhill skiing IS centered at Crested Butte. 
Cross-country skiing and snowmobiling occurs throughout the high country 
surrounding Crested Butte. The water resource is important for irrigation, 
snow making, and domestic use. 

Attitudes, Beliefs, and Values - Public issues indicate local opposition to 
minerals development and the effect growth will have on water quality and big 
game population. 

Social Organization - The Crested Butte HRU is a rural unit centered around 
the ski area. Limited fire, law enforcement, search and rescue, medxal, 
local news media, local planning, and canmarcia trade services are available. 
Education is available through high school. Most residents travel outside the 
unit for ma-jar purchases. 

Population and Land Use - Crested Butte is one of the most sparsely populated 
HRU's surrounding the Forest. The population is located around Crested Butte 
and Mount Crested Butte. 

\ 
Continued rapid growth is expected if the proposed Mount Emmons Munng Project 
starts. Much of this activity will occur around Gunnison in the adjacent HRU. 
The 1980 census shows a 237% growth for the Crested Butte division of Gunnison 
County for the period 1970 to 1980. 

SOCLA Change - Some significant social change may take place in this HRU 
regardless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to minerals devel- 
opment. 

Grand Junction Human Resource Unit 

The Grand Junction HRU 1s located at the confluence of the Gunnison and Colo- 
rado Rivers. The south border follows the Mesa-Delta County line to the point 
where the boundary changes to the Mesa-Montrose County line to the State line 
(omitting the Manta-LaSal National Forest). The west boundary follows the 
State line to the Mesa-Garfield County line. The north boundary follows the 
Mesa-Garfield County line. The east boundary is a line between the Grand 
Valley and PIateau Valley. Considerable public interaction exists across this 
boundary with the Collbran HRU. 

The original settlers migrated in the 1880's from the east into the Colorado 
and Gunnison River Valleys. Water, climate, and protection provided by the 
surrounding mountains and plateaus helped establish the fanning and ranching 
industry. The railroad was extended from Denver and Salt Lake City to the 
Grand Valley in the 1880's. This turned the area into a major distribution 
center by the turn of the century. This increased the market for agricultural 
production and the need for a-ore workers. 

Lifestyles - Support services and light industry are the major employers in 
the area. The population is in the rmddle to slightly younger age group. A 
secondary employer is ranching and farming. The Forest's water resource is 
important for irrigation and domestic use. Summer recreation focuses on 
fishing, camping, four-wheel driving, hiking, and other opportunities on 
National Forest System land. 
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Attitudes, Beliefs, and Values - This unit is b-sing urbanized. Public issues 
indicate concern for continued opportunity for camping, fishing, snowmobiling, 
and cross-country skiing. Issues were also raised concerning water and miner- 
al development on grazing and wildlife. Interest in land and resource manage- 
ment is high. 

Social Organization - Full service fire, law enforcement, search and rescue, 
medical, news media, planning, and commercial trade services are available. 
Elementary and secondary school education is available through high school. 
Mesa College provides opportunity for higher eduction. 

Population and Land Use - Grand Junction is an urban area rapidly engulfing 
the surrounding communities. Growth patterns radiate out frw the city center I 
along Highway 6 toward Palisade, west toward Fruita, and south along Highway 
50 toward Whitewater. The 1980 census recorded a 50% growth rate for the 
permd 1970 to 1980. This IS the most densely populated HRU in SRU "Ii" and 
includes approximately one-half of its population. 

Social Change - Some significant social change may take place in this HRU 
regardless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to energy and 
minerals development. 

Gunnison Human Resource Unit 

The Gunnison HRU contains most of Gunnison County. Its east and south bound- 
ary IS the Continental Divide. Frcm a point near Lake City the boundary runs 
north along the Uncanpahgre HRU boundary through the Big Blue Wilderness to 
the Gunnison River near Blue Mesa Dam. The boundary continues east through 
the West Elk Wilderness to Purple Mountain and the East River drainage. The 
north boundary follows the divide between the White River and the Gunnison 
National Forest. 

Settlement at Lake Crty began when gold and silver were discovered. In 1877, 
it was unrivaled in population and size on the Colorado West slope. Lake City 
was a supply point for Animas Forks, Silverton, Duray, Mineral City, Capitol 
CltY I and other smaller San Juan mining camps. Gunnrson was incorporated in 
1875. In 1881, the Denver and Rio Grande Railroad reached Gunnison. sar- 

,ge*ts, Doyleville, and Parlin located along the tracks. 

Railroad splrs were built to Crested Butte in 1881 and Lake City in 1889. 
Mining declined near the turn of the century and the Gunnison area economy 
changed from mining to logging, farming, ranching, railroad support, and light 
industry. 

Lifestyles - The ma]ority of the work force is employed in retail trade, tour- 
ist related business, agriculture, logg~w , and education (Western State 
College). Water is important for irrigation, boating, and domestic use. 
Hunting and fishing are mayor recreation activities. Recreation visitors 
provide slgnlficant Forest use within the HRU and provide significant impact 
on the economy. 
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Attitudes, Beliefs, and Values - Interest and concern in land and resource 
management is high. The public has a wide spread concern over water use, 
grazing, wildlife, and preservation of the area in its natural state. The 
Lake City economy is seasonal and the public belleves industrial growth IS 
needed to enhance community growth and stability. Public issues were raised 
opposed to and supporting additional wilderness designation. 

Social Organization - The Gunnison HRU is a large mostly rural unit. Full 
service fire, law enforcement, search and rescue, medical, news media, plan- 
ning and canmarcial trade services are available in Gunnison. Limited ser- 
vices are available elsewhere in the unit. Elementary and secondary school 
education is available through high school. Western State College provides 
opportunity for higher education. 

Population and Land Use - Ranching and tourism are the dominant land uses. If 
the proposed Mount Einmons Mining Pro3ect begins , employment opportunities will 
bs available in the mining industry, and mining would become a significant 
economic factor and land use. The 1980 census records a 41% growth rate for 
Gunnison County for the period 1970 to 1980. 

Social Change - Some signrficant social change may take place in this HRU 
regardless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to minerals devel- 
opment. 

North Fork Human Resource Unit 

The North Fork HRU includes Delta, Gunnlson, and Montrose Counties. It m- 
eludes the North Fork of the Gunnison River and part of the Gunnison River. 
Its boundary on the west and north is the Mesa-Delta County line. On the east 
it is the Raggeds and Ruby Mountain ranges and the Paonla-Taylor kiver Ranger 
District boundary line through the West Elk Wilderness. The south boundary 
includes the Gunnison River and the Montrose-Delta County line. 

The earliest settlement in the North Fork HRU occurred in the early 1880's and 
became the basis of a new irrigated agriculture economy. Ranchers, farmers, 
and fruit growers moved into the area to help support the local mining indus- 
try. Railroads linked the area with the east and west. The mining industry 
developed the coal deposits in the North Fork Area. 

The mining industry decline in the early 1900's forced residents fran the 
mountain canmunities to the Delta-Cedaredge area. Through the 1930's, agri- 
culture continued to be the leading income source. 

Lifestyles - Ranching, farming, fruit growing, and coal mining are the major 
industries of the area. Ranchers, farmers, and fruit growers have interests 
in National Forest System management as it effects water, grazrng permits, 
demand for farm land for other uses and property values. The ranching mdus- 
try depends heavily on National Forest System for livestock grazing. Water 
has been extensively developed in the past and is an important resource to the 
ranching, farming, and fruit growing industries. 
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Seasonal employment makes up a substantial portion of the agricultural employ- 
ment. The fruit growing industry hires many migrant workers each season. 

Timber is not a major industry in the HRU, however there remains a steady 
demand for timber products. Eleven percent of the timber volume sold by the 
Forest IS processed at nulls in the HRU. 

A large percentage of the farmers and ranchers also hold lobs at the coal 
mines. Most farms and ranches are too small to bs self-sufficient. These 
workers may spend their vacations and weekends working on their farms and 
ranches. Mine shutdown programs put all employees on vacation at one time. 

Forest land within this HRU receives considerable outdoor recreation use. 
Many recreatlonists cone from the Denver area. The major summer recreation 
activities are water related. About half of the 103 lakes on Grand Mesa lie 
within the HRU. Island Lake, Ward Lake, and Crawford and Paonia Reservoirs 
are the most popular. There are a large number of private summer home devel- 
opments around many of the lakes on the Grand Mesa. 

Attitudes, Belief, and Values - There are two resident groups in this HRU. 
The first group are the ranchers, farmers, fruit growers, and mrners. They 
value the agricultural lifestyle and available open space. Public issues 
incbcate these residents do not want change. The second group are new miners, 
retired people, and businessmen that recently arrived in the area. They tend 
to support growth and diversity. 

Social Organization - The North Fork HRU is rural. Full service fire, law 
enforcement, search and rescue, medical, news media, planning, and commercial 
trade services are available rn Cedaredge, Crawford, Delta, Hotchkiss, and 
Paonia. Education is available through high school. A vocational school in 
Delta provides the opportunity for trade education. Many residents travel 
outside the unit to Montrose and Grand Junction for mayor purchases. 

Population and Land Use - Agriculture continues to be the dominant land use in 
the HRU. Private land within the National Forest is used primarily for ranch- 
mg and grazing. The 1980 census shows a 39% growth rate for Delta county for 
the period 1970 to 1980. 

The Cedaredge-Orchard City area IS presently growing at a faster rate than the 
county. Twelve new subdivisions have been annexed in the last ten years. The 
1980 census shows a 70% rate for this area for the period 1970 to 1980. 
Approximately 50% of the new residents arrive from outside the region. Agrl- 
cultural land east and south of Delta IS being developed for residential use. 

Social Change - Some srgnificant social change may take place in this HRU 
regardless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to energy and 
minerals development, primarily coal mining. 

Uncanpahgre Human Resource Unit 

The Uncanpahgre HRU includes the Unccmpahgre and San Miguel River drainages. 
The west boundary IS the Colorado-Utah State line. The north boundary follows 
the Delta-Montrose County line and the Gunnison River to a point near the Blue 
Mesa Dam. The boundary continues south across private and BLM land, along a 
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divide to the Hinsdale-Ouray County line in the Big Blue Wilderness. On the 
south the boundary follows the Uncompahgre-San Juan National Forest boundary 
and the San Miguel-Dolores County line to the Colorado-Utah State line. 

The earliest settlers were the Ute Indians. They are the only tribe indige- 
nous to the basin. The first white settlers arrived in 1874. Fort Crawford 
was constructed for their protection. Settlement began in the mining areas in 
the San Juan Mountains. These canmunitles included Ouray and Tellurlde. Many 
other towns where developed near the mining areas, but were deserted when the 
mineral resources ware depleted. Montrose grew as a trade center. It contin- 
ued to prosper after the mining decline. Commercial development in Montrose 
follows U.S. Highways 50 and 550. 

In the 1960's, recreation stnnulated interest In the old mining ccanmunitres at 
Ouray and Telluride. Growth is steady and the demand for land continues to 
rncrease real estate prices. 

The Uranium Mine in Uravan revitalized the Norwood/Naturita area in the 
1970's. 

Llfesyles - The majority of the labor force 1s employed in retail and whole- 
sale trade and government. Skilled trades and professional personnel make up 
a large part of this group. Most employment is located near Montrose. 
Although timber is not a major industry in this HRU, there remains a steady 
demand for timber products. Sixty-three percent of the timber volume sold by 
the Forest is milled in Montrose. 

A labor force is centered around the recreation use of the Uncanpahgre Natlon- 
al Forest near Telluride and Ouray; and the Black Canyon of the Gunnison 
National Monument. Telluride is a major destination ski resort. Ouray bills 
itself as the "Little Switzerland" a mayor summer resort area. A jeep tour 
business with national importance exists between Ouray and Telluride. 

The HRU offers year round recreation opportunities. Summer recreation empha- 
sises camping, backpacking, sightseeing, fishing, boating, and picnicking. 
High use areas include the Uncompahgre Plateau, Miramonte Reservoir, Silver 
Jack Reservoir, and the Black Canyon of the Uunnison National Monument. Three 
wilderness areas are located in the unit. The area is highly accessible in 
the summer months, especially to off-road vehicles. Heavy winter snow pro- 
vides good downhill skiing at Telluride. 

Attitudes. Beliefs, and Values - The attitudes and beliefs of the public in 
the HRU are diverse. The attitudes of the mining industry are different from 
those of the downhill ski Industry. The attitudes of the agricultural commu- 
nity are different from those of the recreatronist. The retired public voices 
a strong oprnion concerning land use. Issues show concern for grazing, wild- 
life, watershed, &ring, four-wheel driving opportunities, and orderly devel- 
opment. 

Social Organlzatlon - The Unccmpahgre HRU is a mostly rural unit. Montrose is 
the commercial center for the unit. Lunrted to full fire, law enforcement, 
search and rescue, medlcal, news media, planning, and commercial trade ser- 
vices are available in Montrose, Norwood, Ouray, and Telluride. Education is 
available through high school. 
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Population and Land Use - The Uncanpahgre HRU contains a number of smaller 
communities. The Montrose-Olathe area is the regional center. It contains 
the largest portion of the population. Initially the economy revolved around 
agriculture. Now it is diversifying Its economic base to include light mdus- 
try. tourism, and agriculture. There is a substantial population of retired 
residents who have moved to the area because of its stability and unpolluted 
natural resources. The 1980 census shows 40% growth rate for the period 1970 
to 1980. 

The Norwood, Naturita, and Nucla area is isolated from the populated area. 
This area is primarily mining oriented. The depressed uranium market has 
affected this area to the point that several mills have closed. The commune- 
ties are anxious to strengthen and diversify their economy. The 1980 census 
shows an 8% growth rate for the period 1970 to 1980. 

The Telluride and Guray area is also isolated from the populated area. ThlS 
area is primarily mining and tourism orientated. Telluride has a large devel- 
opment potential related to the Telluride Ski Area expansion. The 1980 census 
shows 50% growth rate for the period 1970 to 1980. 

Social Change - Some significant social change may take place in the HRU 
regardless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to energy and 
minerals development. Primarily coal, gold, silver, and molybdenum mining. 

RESOURCE ELEMENTS 

The following describe the resource and support elements managed by the For- 
est. These are the same elements used in the 1974 Forest and Rangeland Renew- 
able Resources Planning Act. 

The following discussion displays the current management situation. It must 
be remembered that the Forest is managed on an integrated basis. Management 
decisions effect all resources. These effects are designed to achieve mul- 
tiple resource ob3ectives. 

Management activities affect a variety of resources, and decisions are made 
only after considering the entire set of ramifications involved. Similarly, 
single management actrvxties are actually designed to serve a variety of 
resource obiectives. For example, treating lodgepole pine stands wrth small 
clearcuts to increase water yield will provide additional wildlife habitat and 
a wood source for varrous purposes. Water developments are designed to serve 
the needs of certain wildlife spscres as well as domestic livestock. Roads 
are located to efficiently transport logs from a tmber sale area to the mill, 
but these same roads are also designed to provide access for hunting, firewood 
gathering, and other recreation activities. 

Other inter-relationships are more separated chronologically. For example, 
treating trees to improve successional vegetation stages can provide an 
immediate timber benefit and will eventually improve wildlife habitat and 
VlSUal gual1ty. Improved diversity leads to a gradual increase ln populations 
of certain animal species, which in turn mcreases recreation opportunities 
for viewing, photographing, and hunting these animals. Thl.5 serzes of events 
may take several years to cane to fruition, yet it may be entirely the result 
of a single management activity. 
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Resources are part of a very complex system wth numerous lnteractlons. They 
are described lndlvldually only to emphasxze nqortant aspects of the current 
sltuatnn 1" some type of organzed framework. These elements must be 
conceptually combzned in order to understand the overall current sltuatlon on 
the Forest. 

RECREATION 

Recreation I* a ma,or Forest "se. An estimated 2.2 mlll~~n recreation nsltor 
days (RVD's) were recorded I." 1980. 

The 1981 Colorado Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) identified three recreation 
actlvltles that the Forest Service m the Region 10 Plannng Area should 
provide addxtlonal op!qortunlties for. These are pxnxkrng, four-wheelmg and 
downhlll sklng. 

A recreation dlscusslon of Foss11 Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal 
Plateau Further Planning Area 1s displayed m the Wilderness sectlon of this 
chapter. 

Developed Recreation 

Current Use and Management - Exlstlng developed recreation sites on the Forest 
Include: 5 observation sites, 67 family campgrounds, 11 family plcnlc 
grounds, 2 group pxnlc grounds, 2 organlzatlon camps, 5 privately owned 
resorts, 3 concession sites, 2 rnformatlon sites, and 12 recreation residence 
*lea*. These developed recreation sites can support approxunately 744,000 
RVD'S. There are a few private campgrounds "ear the Forest. Approximately 
80% of the developed recreation "se occurs at recreation sites on the Forest. 

Use in 1980 of NatIonal Forest System developed recreation sites was approxi- 
mately 578,000 RVD's annually. Some sites are n!ore popular and recewe mOre 
use than others. Currently developed recreation demand exceeds capacity on 
the Grand Mesa and along Taylor Rover. Over the last ten years, developed "se 
has increased from 46% to 82% of capacity. Use 1" the private sector has 
Increased at a greater rate than the public sector. 

Demand Trends - Demand is increasing for all types of developed recreation. 
Natlonal Forest System developed recreation use I* rncreaslng at approxnnately 
2.7% per year. At this rate demand for Natronal Forest System developed 
recreation ~~11 exceed supply after 1990. Table III-5 displays average annual 
developed recreation demand for the 50-year planning horizon. 

There are nrxe than enough potential development sites to meet demand through 
2030, If enough budget were available to construct the necessary new sites and 
It was a goal of the Forest. 
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TABLE 111-5. 

DEVELOPED RBCRBATION DEMAND 
(Thousand RVD's Per Year Excluding Downhlll Skllng) 

Tune Period 

1981-1985 1986-1990 1991-2000 2001-2010 2011-2020 2021-2030 

Developed 
Recreation 
Demand 

617 695 812 968 1,124 1,280 

Downhill Slu~ng 

Current Use and Management - The three downhlll skr areas on the Forest sup- 
ported 222,000 RVD's durxng the 1980 season. Capacsty zn 1980 on the three 
ski areas was 737,592 RVD's. Table III-6 displays the exlstlng and potential 
capacltles for the three slu areas and the possible Monarch Sk1 Area expansion 
onto the Forest. The ski areas have a potential capacity of 3.04 mlllxx~ 
RVD's. Crested Butte, Powderhorn, and Tellurlde have approved master plans. 
The Crested Butte master plan includes expansion onto Snodgrass. 

Demand Trends - Demand for downhrll skllng has mcreased. With the proJected 
annual growth rate of 8.4%, downhill skllng use ~111 account for 50% of the 
Forest's developed recreation use by the year 2010. Downhill sklrng use 1s 
expected to reach 1,063,OOO RvD's annually by year 2030. Crested Butte, the 
Monarch expansion, Powderhorn, and Tellurlde have potential capacity to supply 
downhlll skllng opportunltles to meet projected demand through 2030. Table 
III-7 displays the average annual demand for downhlll skllng on the Forest. 

In canments on the Draft EIS the High Country Cltlzens' Alllance stated, "The 
Plan projects a quadrupling of downhill skllng through the year 2030. There 
are lndlcatlons that for reasons of econcm~s and demographrcs, downhlll 
skiing may be approaching its peak of popularity. Neither the Plan nor the 
EIS offer any analysx or references to support thx growth assumption.* 

Demand pro]ec'cxnx were developed using trend line analysis. As addItIona 
data becanes avallable demand prqectlons may be revised. 
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TABLE 111-6. 

DOWNAILL SKI AREA CAPACITY** 

Area 

JZxlstmg Total Approved Potential 
Capacity Master Plan Capacity Capacity 

PAOT* RVD* PAOT* RVD* PAOT* RVD* 

Crested 
Butte 4,050 341,717 10,700 902,812 10,700 902,812 

Monarch 0 0 0 0 5,400 437,500 

Powderhorn 1,800 147,375 4,500 368,438 4,500 368,438 

Tellurlde 2,800 248,500 15,000 1,331,250 15,000 1,331,250 

TOTAL 8,650 737,592 30,200 2,602,500 35,600 3,040,000 

* PAOT = People at one time. 
RVD = Recreatmn visitor days. 

** The exlstmg Monarch Sk1 Area LS on the San Isabel Natlonal Forest. 
It could potentially expand onto the Forest. The figures repre- 
sented here exclude the San Isabel capacity. 

TABLE 111-7. 

DOWNHILL SKIING DEMAND 
U'housand RVD's Per Year) 

Tune Perlcd 

1981-1985 1986-1990 1991-2000 2001-2010 2011-2020 2021-2030 

Downhll1 
Sklmg 
Demand 

269 362 502 689 876 1,062 
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The Forest retains downhill skiing opportunities on eight potential sites by 
utilizing management activities compatible with their long-term future as 
downhill ski areas. Existing area expansion is encouraged over new site 
development. The Forest does not actively encourage new development, but 
responds to proponent interest on an indrvidual basis. Table III-8 displays 
the potential ski sites using the four-level Priority System disclosed in the 
Regional Guide. This priority system facilitates land management allocation 
decisions and guides development scheduling of allocated wrnter sport sites. 

TABLE 111-8. 

POTENTIAL SKI SITES* 

Area Regional Priorrty* 

Mt. Axtell (Gibson Ridge) 1 
Salt Creek 2 
Wdson Ridge 2 
Carbon Peak 3 
Double Top 3 
Rambourllet - Slumgulllon 3 
Tin* Peaks 4 
Park Cone Mountain 4 

Dispersed Recreation 

Current Use and Management - The Forest provides opportunrties for a wide 
variety of dispersed recreation activities. Total dispersed recreation capa- 
city is approximately 10.2 million RW's annually. The Forest can supply 
847,560 RVD's of semr-primitive non-motorized recreation use and 2,637,154 
RVD's of semi-primitive motorized recreation use each year. 

These supplies are taken from the existing Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
(ROS) Class calculations and are assumed to be constant for the 50-year plan- 
nmg horizon. Some increase in capacity would be created with the addition of 
access required for vegetation treatment during this time. However, this in- 
crease IS figured to be less than 10%. 

Dispersed recreation use for 1980 was 1.2 million RVD's. Most use occurs 
along and adjacent to roads. Non-motorized use is expected to increase faster 
than motorized use. The current use by ROS class is displayed in Table 111-g. 
Current acres by ROS class are displayed in Figure 111-4. 

source: * Final Rocky Mountain Regional Guide. 

III-27 



TABLE 111-g. 

1980 RECREATION USE SUMMARY 

ROS* Class RVD's** 

Urban, Rural and 
Roaded Natural 

696,300 

Semi-PrLmltlve Motorzed 492,900 

Semi-Prlrmtlve Non-motorized 45,500 

TOTAL 1,234,700 

**RVD's = Recreation Visitor Days. 

FIGURE 111-4. 

CURRENT ROS* DISTRIBUTION 

(Total National Forest System - 2,953,186 acres) Acres 

Non-motorxsed 

\ Prlmitlve 

Urban 1,066 

Rural 33,021 

Roaded Natural 619,184 

1,265,186 

816,799 

217,930 

*ROS = Recreation OpprtUnlty Spectrum 
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About 125 permits are issued annually for outfitters and guides on the Forest. 
Outfitting for big game hunting is the predominant activity. This is consid- 
ered a dependent industry with Forest use essential to its survival. The 
Forest manages these permits in accordance with the Forest Service Manual and 
the Forest's Interim Outfitter Guide Policy. New national policy is being 
developed. When adopted the Forest policy ~111 be modified to be in 
conformance. 

Current direction will increase opportunities for motorized recreation. 
However, some roads are closed or their use restricted to protect resource 
values, reduce maintenance budget requirements and to meet other resource 
ob]ectives. A drscussion of travel management is displayed in the Facilities 
section of this chapter. 

The Forest currently has 1,647 miles of system trails. Inadequate maintenance 
on the trail system hinders dispersed recreation use. 

Demand Trends - Factors such as population growth, leisure time, and energy 
costs will affect dispersed recreation use. Dispersed recreation demand will 
continue to increase faster than developed recreation. As travel expenses 
u-crease, the amount of dispersed recreation on the Forest by local residents 
91~11 mcrease. The Forest can supply all of the demand for dispersed recrea- 
tion opportunities. 

There is more demand for winter dispersed recreation facilities (i.e. main- 
tained trails, slgnmg, sanitation facilities) than facilities provided. 
Table III-10 displays the prqected demand for dispersed recreatron. 

TABLE III-lo. 

DISPERSED RECREATION DEMAND 
(Thousand RVD's Per Year) 

TlUV2 Off-Road 
Peru33 Hunting Fishing Motorized Other Total 

1981-1985 166 263 179 885 1,493 
1986-1990 167 283 202 1,029 1,681 
1991-2000 169 304 236 1,254 1,963 
2001-2010 171 324 281 1,563 2,339 
2011-2020 173 344 326 1,873 2,716 
2021-2030 175 364 371 2,183 3,093 
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Continental Divide Natlonal Scenic Trail 

The Natmnal Parks and Racreatlon Act; November 10, 1978; established the 
Continental Divide National Scenic Trail Corridor. One hundred and thirty 
miles of th1.s trail corridor are on the Gunnlson National Forest. Of the 130 
miles, 83 or 64% cross land which offers prlml'clve or seml-primitive non- 
motorized recreation opportunitres. Nrneteen miles or 14% cross land which 
offers semi-primltlve motorxed recreation opportunltles, and 28 miles or 22% 
cross land whxh offers roaded natural recreation opportunxtles. 

The Forest has ldentifled the trail on the Gunnlson National Forest. Map* 
dlsplayxng the trail locatlon are attached to this Final EIS. SpeClflC 
descrlptlons of the trail location are contaIned In the Forest planning 
records. The San Isabel National Forest LS currently studying a corridor.for 
the trail from Cottonwood Pass to Monarch Pass. The Gunnlson National Forest 
has designated the trail from Cottonwood Pass to Trncup Pass. The trail has 
not been designated from Tlncup Pass to Monarch Pass. The San Isabel National 
Forest "111 study further the Cottonwood Pass to Monarch Pass sectIon of the 
Continental Dlvlde National Scenic Trail. 

The Proposed Dominguez - Escalante Natlonal Hlstorx Trail 

The proposed trail crosses the Uncompahgre Plateau and the Grand Mesa. This 
route was designated by Congress for study as a National Hlstorlc Trail. A 
Draft EIS was prepared by the NatIonal Park Service. The Forest Service 
response was to recommend "hxgh potentral segments" be ldentlfled a National 
Hlstorlc Trail and location crlterza be developed. A FInal EIS has been 
completed and submtted to the EnvIronmental Protection Agency. The adrmnx- 
tratxx recommends that no Federal actlon be taken at this time due to the 
general lack of publx support for the trail and the present national bud- 
getary con*tralnt*.* 

National Recreation Trails 

The Forest has three National Recreation Trails. The Crag Crest Natlonal 
Recreation Trail 1s 11 miles long and follows the Grand Mesa ridge. The Crag 
Crest Natronal Recreation Trail for cross-country skiing IS 7.5 miles long In 
the Scales Lake Area. The Bear Creek Natlonal Recreation Trail 1s SIX miles 
long In the rugged nunlng country near Ouray. 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

The Forest planning process included two Wild and Scenx River Ellglblllty 
Reports. Reports were prepared for the East River and the Taylor River. m=y 
were llsted as p3tentlal Wild and Scenic Rivers by the Heritage Conservation 
and Recreation Services (now the National Park Servxe) in its natlonwlde 
rivers inventory. 

The ellglbllrty reports conclude that nezther the East River nor the Taylor 
River are eligible for further consideration for Inclusion m the Wild and 
Scenic River System. See Appendrx G for the detalled studzs of the two 
rivers. 

Source: * Domxquez - Escalante Flnal National Trail Study. 
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Research Natural Areas 

One Research Natural Area has been establIshed on the Forest. The Forest 
planning process evaluated and proposes two other areas for management as 
Research Natural Areas. A detailed dlscussun of these areas 1s available U-J 
the Forest planning records. A summary of the three research natural areas 
follows: 

--The Gothic Research Natural Area was designated in 1931, expanded 1x1 1959. 
It IS a 1,050 acre ecologxal research and study area located 10 miles north 
of Crested Butte. 

--The proposed Escalante Creek Research Natural Area 1s a 61 acre blue spruce 
site. It 1s located m the upper Dry Fork of Escalante Creek. 

--The proposed Tabeguache Research Natural Area 1s a 350 acre site contalnlng 
ponderosa pme. It 1s located nine miles northeast of Nucla. 

Special Interest Areas; Cultural and Natural 

There are cultural (prehlstorlc and historic) and natural resources on the 
Forest. In most cases, the location IS kept confldentral to protect these 
resources from vandalxm and to preserve them for sclentlfx and educatIona 
purposes. The Forest's hlstorlc overview IS complete in three volumes pre- 
pared ]olntly by the BIM and Forest. Work 1s proceedug on a portion of the 
prehlstorx overview through a cooperative agreement. Until the prehlstorlc 
overview IS fmlshed, data ~111 be adapted from the completed BIM prehx.torx 
overnew of the surrounding areas. 

Approximately 195,000 acres, 7% of the Forest, have been surveyed for cultural 
resources. Cultural resource surveys take place before any vegetation 

_ treatment actlvltles. Vegetation treatment increases the opportunltles for 
slgnlflcant cultural resource discovery. 

Two natural special Interest areas are managed on the Forest. The Forest 
planning process examued the records on 15 other areas for management as 
special Interest areas. A detalled &scusslon of the areas 1s located in the 
Forest planning records. A summary of the examlnatlon results of the 17 
spaclal Interest areas follows. 

Dry Mesa Dinosaur Quarry Paleontologlcal Site - The quarry IS a 40 acre site 
located wlthm the Jurassic Morruwn formation and contains fossils with a 
geologx age of approzumately 150,000,000 years. Thx quarry IS located 26 
miles southwest of Delta. Excavation actlvlty has ylelded remains of many 
&fferent kinds of extuxt anunals lncludlng partial skeletons of anunals not 
previously known to science. 
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Slumgullion Earthflow Natlonal Natural Landmark - The earthflow 1s a natural 
geologic process associated with the erosIon of unstable geologic and sol1 
features. It includes approximately 900 acres of BLM land, 300 acres of 
National Forest System land, and 100 acres of private land. It IS located two 
miles south of Lake City. It 1s designated a National Natural Landmark and IS 
listed In the Natlonal Registry of Natural Landmarks. It IS not a registered 
landmark since all owners have not agreed to protect its value. The Colorado 
Natural Areas Program has also des+gnated the earthflow as a Colorado Special 
Interest Area. 

Proposed Ophlr Needles Natlonal Natural Landmark - The Ophxr Needles 1s a 
geologic formation formed by alplne eroswn etching out spectacular topo- 
graphic spxes from highly pornted lntruslve rock. This lntruslve cuts 
sharply acrc~ss a varied sequence of sedimentary and volcanx rocks, and the 
dlscordant contacts are exceptionally dlsplayed over a vertical range of about 
1,000 feet. This formation LS 10 miles southwest of Tellurlde. Ophlr Needles 
1s being ncmlnated by the National Park Service for lncluslon in the National 
Registry of Natural Landmarks. 

Natural Special Interest Areas Being Studled - Eleven potential National 
Natural Landmarks are being studled by the National Park Service to deternune 
their ellglbllzty. They Include: Cochetopa Park Caldera, Elk Mountains, 
Foss11 Ridge, Lxzard Head Pass, Mount Bellvlew, Mt. Sneffels, Potosl Peak, The 
Castles, Tcmxhl Dome, and Waunlta Hot Springs. Gothx Research Natural Area 
is also being studled for dual deslgnatlon as a Natlonal Natural Landmark by 
the NatIonal Park Service. 

The Mt. mmons Iron Bog ~111 be protected from actlvltles detrrmental to its 
malntalnlng the habltat of Drosera rotundlfolla 4. ThlS IS a small 
carnworous round-leaf sundew plant located in peaty or wet, acldlc soils. 
Pro]ected rmnlng activities on ad]acent private land may affect the bog. 
Close ccordlnatlon ml1 be necessary with the projected mrnlng prqect. 

Natural Spsc~al Interest Areas Re]ected - Three areas have been studred by the 
National Park Se?xxe and determzned to bs lnellglble to the National Natural 
Landmark's registry. These include: Black Face; Lizard Head; and San Juan, 
Sllverton and Lake City Caldera Complex. 

Proposed Alplne Tunnel Historx Drstrrct - The district 1s approximately 60 
acres of National Forest System land. It consists of three non-contiguous 
parcels of rallroad that were built as part of the Denver, South Park, and 
Paclflc RaIlroad. With the tracks reaching 11,523 foot elevation, the Alpine 
Tunnel became the highest sectlon of adhesion railroad In the world. The 
Palisades parcel 1s known for Its use of crlbblng to stablllze the narrow 
points of the rallroad route. The district IS located approximately 40 miles 
east of Gunnxon. The Alpine Tunnel has been nominated to the NatIonal Regls- 
ter of Hlstorx Places. 

Proposed Englehart Park Archeologxal D&strrct - The dlstrxt 1s 664 acres of 
National Forest System land. It contains nine prehlstorlc sites and twenty- 
six prehistoric xolated finds. Englehart Park Archeologxal Dlstrlct has 
been nominated to the National Register of Hlstorlc Places. The Forest's 
reccmmendatlon 1s that it be protected by awldance until agreements are made 
to interpret or study the area. 
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Visual Resource 

The Rocky Mountain Region has been dzvided into three geographx areas for 
visual resource planning. These areas are: The Southern Rocky Mountains, 
Central Rocky Mountains, and Great Plams. Each province IS divided into 
ecological land units that have similar landform, vegetation and soil charac- 
teristics. These units function as landscape character subtypes. These sub- 
types are a frame of reference in classifying the physical features of an area 
into variety classes. 

The Forest is in the Southern Rocky Mountaln physxgraphrc province and in- 
cludes eight landscape character subtypes. 

The number of landscape character subtypes makes the Forest visually complex. 
Visual resource management includes reducing undesirable contrast and retam- 
lng or creating natural-appearing variety In the landscape. To accomplish 
this requires that particular attention be paid to the form, line, color, and 
texture associated by management activities. On the non-forested land, the 
line, color, and structure placement are especially important. In the forest- 
ed areas the visual impact on landscape character and variety 1s critical. 

The majority of land on the Forest is visible in middleground and background 
news from the mxnrtain valleys. Vegetation treatment increases ecological 
diverlsty. This usually enhances scenic beauty as long as the treatments 
emulate natural growth patterns and shapes in the surrounding landscape. 

WILDERNESS 

The Forest adrmnisters all or portions of eight wilderness areas. These areas 
are drsplayed in Table 111-11. 

TABLE 111-11. 

DESIGNATED WILDERNESS 
(Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison Acres Only) 

Wilderness 
National Forest 

System Acres 

Big Blue Wilderness 98,235 
Collegiate Peaks Wilderness 48,961 
LaGarita Wilderness 79,822 
Lizard Head Wilderness 20,342 
Maroon Bells-Snowmass Wilderness 19,598 
Mount Sneffels Wilderness 16,200 
Ragged= Wilderness 42,527 
West Elk Wilderness 176,092 

TOTAL 501,777 
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Eannah Creek, Roubideau, and Tabeguache ware listed suitable for lnclusron in 
the National Wzlderness Preservation System in the RARB II Final EIS. Section 
107(b) (2) of the Colorado Wilderness Act released these areas from further 
wilderness conslderatlon in this planning period. These areas will not be 
analyzed for vnlderness in this Final EIS. 

Recreation settings within wilderness are categorized pristine, primitive, 
semi-prlrmtive, and high density day use. The settings consider area size, 
trail use, the influence of human activity within and outside the wilderness, 
opportunity for solitude, and potential for encountering other users. 

Pristine wilderness recreation settings offer very hLgh levels of solitude, 
very high opportunities for challenge, risk, and self-reliance. Trad and 
camp encounters will generally bs very low, 0 to 2 other parties per day. 
Primitive wilderness recreatron settings offer hrgh levels of solitude, high 
opportunities for challenge, risk, and self-reliance. Trail encounters will 
generally be low, less than five other parties per day. Semr-prunitive 
wilderness recreation settings offer moderate levels of solitude, moderate 
opportunities for challenge, risk, and self-reliance. Trail encounters ~~11 
generally be moderate to high, 5 to 20 other parties per day. Iilgh densrty 
recreation settings offer low levels of solitude, low opportunity for 
challenge, risk, and self-reliance. Trail encounters will generally be high, 
greater than 20 other parties per day. 

Oh-Be Joyful Wilderness Study Area 

The RARE II Final EIS listed Oh-Be-Joyful unsuitable for wilderness. It was 
listed a Wilderness Study Area in the Colorado Wilderness Act. A Draft EIS 
for Oh-Be-Joyful Wilderness Study Area was transmitted to the Environmental 
Protection Agency on June 4, 1981. The Forest Service preferred alternative 
in the Draft EIS IS unsuitable for inclusion in the National Wrlderness 
Preservation System. The administration IS currently completing the Final 
EIS. If Congress does not act wrthin two years from the date of submission of 
the President's recommendation to Congress, the Oh-Be-Joyful area will be 
managed non-wilderness. 

Until Congress acts or until two years pass from date of the President's 
recommendation on the Oh-Be-Joyful Wrlderness Study Area, the area will be 
managed to marntain its existing wilderness character. &isting uses will 
contmue . Livestock grazing will continue and range structural improvements 
can be maintained and constructed. 

Existing Wilderness 

About 17% of the Forest, 501,777 acres, IS designated wilderness. Of this 
total; 416,043 acres were designated wilderness by the Colorado Wilderness 
Act. 

Current Use and Management - This Final EIS wrll disclose alternative manage- 
ment direction for the five wildernesses displayed in Chapter I. Table III-12 
displays current wilderness use for the five wilderness areas. Capacity of 
the five wilderness areas is approximately 418,000 wilderness recreation 
visitor days (RVD's). 
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TABLE 111-12. 

1980 WILDERNESS USE 

Wilderness/Forest MRVD's* Trail Miles MAUM's* 

BIG BLUE 
Uncmpahgre 52.4 -250.0 5.6 

LA GARITA 
Gunmson 9.2 120.0 2.3 
Rio Grande 22.4 47.0 1.1 

MOUNT SNEFFF,LS 
Unccmpahgre 10.9 60.0 .7 

RAGGEDS 
Gunnlson 12.3 80.0 1.8 
White River 1.2 14.5 .6 

WEST ELK 
Gunnson 56.0 220.0 9.0 

TOTAL 164.4 791.5 21.1 

* WAUM's = Thousand Animal Unit Months. 
MRVD's = Thousand Recreation Visitor Days pro]ected back to 

1980 use for each wilderness (Recreation Base Year is 1980) 

Demand Trends - Future wilderness use can be expected to rise during the next 
decade at nearly the historic rate of increase. Changes in this rate beyond 
the next few years will depend on factors such as travel costs and leisure 
time. Grazing use 1s expected to remain steady. Table III-13 displays aver- 
age annual wilderness demand over the planning horizon. The demand estimates 
have been revised from the Draft EIS basedon public comment and additmnal 
data. 

TABLE 111-13. 

WILDERNESS DEMAND 
(Thousand RVD's Per Year) 

Tune Period 

1981-1985 1986-1990 1991-2000 2001-2010 2011-2020 2021-2030 

Wilderness 176 194 223 268 322 386 
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Wilderness Study Area and Further Planning Area 

There are two areas elrgible for wilderness suitability analysis on the For- 
est. Figure III-5 displays the general vicinity and mapr population centers 
within a 100 mile radius of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal 
Plateau Further Planning Area. 

FIGURE 111-5. 

FOSSIL RIDGE WILDERNESS STUDY AREA AND 
CANNIBAL PLATEAU FURTHER PLANNING AREA 

VICINITY MAP 
(The circles display conununltles within 100 miles 

of the Study Areas.) 

(----- ______. ----- 

0 Wilderness Study Area and Further Planning Area 

-1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

n Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnlson National 
Forest System Land 

The Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area is located in Gunnison County, 
Colorado, about B miles northeast of Gunnison and 125 air miles southwest of 
Denver. It IS roughly located between Taylor Canyon and Union Park on the 
north and east; and Quartz Creek on the south. 
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The Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area is located in Hinsdale County, 
Colorado, approximately 3 air miles east of Lake City and 160 air miles south- 
west of Denver. The area is located immediately ad]acent to the BLM's Pow- 
derhorn Primitive Area. The Primitive Area, containing 40,480 acres, was 
formally designated by the Secretary of the Interior in August, 1973. In the 
BLW Wilderness Study, Powderhorn Primitive Area was identified an Instant 
Study Area. A Draft EIS, which identified Powderhorn Primitive Area plus an 
additional 4,471 acres (44,951 acres total) suitable for wilderness classifi- 
cation, has been prepared. This primitive area has been recommended for 
classification as the Powderhorn Wilderness. 

Fossil Ridge WildernessStudy Area - The RARE II Final EIS listed Fossil Ridge 
unsuitable for wilderness. The Colorado Wilderness Act identified Fossil 
Ridge a Wilderness Study Area (WSA). Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study area 
contains 47,400 acres of National Forest System land. 

The Colorado Wilderness Act requires the Secretary of Agriculture to complete 
a study of the Fossil Ridge area. The Act provides Congress with unlimited 
tune to act on the administration's recommendation of suitability or unsurta- 
bility of Fossil Ridge for wilderness. The Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study 
Report was attached to the Draft EIS as a separate document and contained more 
detailed information on the study area. 

The Record of Decision which approves the Plan will recommend the suitability 
or unsuitability of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area for inclusion in the 
National Wilderness Preservation System. 

A legislative EIS will be prepared based on information and analysis disclosed 
in the Final EIS for the Forest and an analysis of the public hearing records. 
Public hearings were held on January 11, 1983, in Gunnison and January 12, 
1983, in Denver. The Draft EIS for the Forest was issued on October 25, 1982, 
for public review and comment. The comment period on the Proposed Plan and 
Draft EIS and the hearing record for the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area 
closed on February 19, 1983. Chapter VI of this Final EIS documents the 
consultation and public ccmment on the Draft EIS, Proposed Plan, and Fossil 
Ridge Wilderness Study Area. 

The legislative EIS with the Regional Forester's recommendation will receive 
further review and possible modification in the offices of the Chief of the 
Forest Service, the Secretary of Agriculture, and the President of the United 
States. After the President transmits the Administration's final recommenda- 
tion to Congress, the legislative EIS will be filed with the Environmental 
Protection Agency and distributed to the public. Final decisions on wilder- 
ness designaixon have been reserved by Congress. 

Until Congress acts, the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area will be managed to 
maintain its existing wilderness character while still permitting existing 
uses. Livestock grazing and dispersed motorized recreation will continue and 
range structural improvements can be maintained or constructed. 

Suitability or unsuitability for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preser- 
vation System is determined by physical, biological, social, and economic 
characteristics. This section describes in detail the affected environment 
and demand trends in the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area. 
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--Vegetation, Fossil Ridge - Vegetation varies with elevation, which ranges 
from 9,000 feet to over 13,200 feet. Coniferous vegetation occurs over 60 
percent of the WSA, with the dominant species being Engelmann spruce and 
lodgepole pine. Aspen stands on 10 percent of the WSA, are scattered 
throughout. The remainder of the WSA is mostly grassland and rock. Carex 
and fescue are the most abundant vegetation types in non-forest areas. 
Grass and forb understory vegetation exists. Above timberline, rocklands 
and rock outcrops commonly preclude any vegetation. The higher peaks have a 
considerable amount of rock. s011s. are shallow. Alpine vegetation IS in 
good condition, forested areas are generally mature and are progressing 
through various stages of ecological change. Open parks and riparian areas 
are in good condition. 

There are no kuown threatened or endangered plants in the Wilderness Study 
Area. There IS a possibility of finding the plant Braya humrlis ssp. 
ventosa (belongs in the mustard family - no cceunon name) growing on lime- 
stone outcroppings in the WSA. Two of the four known populations of this 
subspecies have been found about five air-miles to the east, on Leadville 
limestone outcroppings. There IS no official classification of this sub- 
species at this time, but it is considered a special management subspecies 
by the Forest Service. Scouler's willow does occur in the WSA, but it IS 
not considered rare or endangered. 

--Landform, Fossil Ridge - Glacial features include cirque basins and head- 
walls, serrated ridges, and sharp peaks and cliffs. Cirgues are abundant at 
higher elevations. South Lottis Creek IS an outstanding example. Deposi- 
tional features caused by glacial action are not important to the landscape. 
Erosion has modified other drainages into "ore of a V-shaped cross-section. 
Post-glacial pending behind low moraines has produced flat meadows in some 
areas, such as along Iottis Creek above Union Park. 

--Geology, Fossil Ridge - The Wilderness Study Area LS underlain by a mixture 
of sedimentary, igneous, and metamorphic rocks. The sedimentary rocks are 
Paleozoic age, 300-600 million years old, and include mostly limestones and 
sandstones. Associated with the limestone are common marine invertebrate 
fossils. These sedimentary rocks overlie a Precambrian complex of granite, 
gneiss, and schist over 1 billion years old. Structural deformation during 
early Tertiary period, about 40 million years ago, created a number of 
faults in the area. Most are normal faults but a few appear to bs reverse 
faults. Minor intrusive rocks were emplaced during this period. They 
include dikes, sills, and irregularly-shaped masses. 
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