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Abstract: 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 alternatives are: 1, Emphasls on a mixture of outputs, a
portion of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area {CPFPA) 15 suitabhle for
willderness, Fossll Ridge Wilderness Study Area (FRWSA), 1s unsultable for
wilderness; 2, Emphasis on continuation of current management, CPFPA and FRWSA
are unsuitable for wilderness; 3, Outputs i1dentified in Forest and Rangeland
Renewable Resources Planning Act and Regional Guide, CPFPA and FRWSA are
unsultable for wildermness; 4, Emphasis on non-market outputs, all of CPFPA and
FRWSA are suitable for wilderness; 5, Emphasis on market outputs, CPFPA and
FRWSA are unsuitable for wilderness; 6, Emphasls on recreation 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 suitable
for wilderness; 8, Emphasis on water augmentation, a portion of CPFPA, 1is
suitable for wilderenss, FRWSA, 1s unsuitable for wilderness; 9, Emphasis on
maintaining the current mix of outputs under a 25% reduced budget, CPFPA and
FRWSA are unsuitable for wilderness.

Alternative 1 i1s the Forest Service Proposed Action.
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SUMMARY OF FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) discloses the environmental
consequences of implementing the Proposed Action and the alternatives to 1it.
The alternatives were developed in preparation of the Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan (the Plan) for the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison
National Forests (the Forest). The Record of Decision attached to this Final
EIS discloses the rationale for the decision which approves the Grand Mesa,
Uncmpahgre and Gunnison National Forest's Plan.

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the Plan 1s to address local, regional, and national 1issues
related to National Forest management; to define a mix of management
activaities that will promote the sustained use and protection of forest
resources; guides development of multi-year implementation programs Ffor the
Supervisor's Office and Ranger Districts; and provides direction to the
Supervisor's Office and Ranger Districts for identifying activities and
expenditures to achieve on-the~ground results. The Plan 15 needed to address
the conflicting desires between forest user groups. There 1s a need to
resolve these cconflicts, and to update and display ainformation in one Plan
that 1integrates 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 be
capable of supporting a wide range of natural processes and human activities.
Vaegetation treatment 1s the major tool the Forest utilizes to achieve thas
overall goal. The Record of Decision attached to this Final EIS discloses the
rationale for the decision 1n the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison
National Forest Plan.

The preparation of an EIS 1s required by the National Envircmmental Policy Act
(NEPA), Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, and implementing
regulations of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA). Preparation of the
Plan 1s required by the Forest and Rangeland Renewable Resocurces Planning Act
{RPA} as amended by NFMA.

The key element for achieving the goals and objectives of this Plan 1s a
healthy Forest. The Plan and Final EIS discuss numercus needs and rationales
for using vegetation treatment as one of the most practical and efficient
methods of achieving many goals and objectaives., Vegetation treatment i1s a
management technique 1n administering the multiple-use resources of the
National Forest to attain the overall goal of a healthy, vigorous forest. It
1s used to adjust existing plant communities to best meet the vegetation needs
and resource goals and objectives. Vegetation treatment 1s accomplished
without impairment of land productivity and 1s guided by the Management
Requirements of the Plan in all alternatives.

When vast acreages of forest cover are uniformly mature, wildlife diversity 1s
limited to relatively few species dependent on mature forests. Burning,
cutting, or other vegetation treatment activities will increase vegetation
diversity which will provide wildlife habitat daiversaty. Treatment also
reduces the amounts of unwanted fuels. Mature and overmature forests are more
susceptible to epidemic insect attack. The attack can spread over large areas
creating undesirable effects similar to large burns or clearcuts. If age,
s1ze class, and species diversity 1s enhanced the risk of wide spread epidemic

1



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 associrated with wvegetation treatment and other activities necessary to
achieve goals stated in the alternatives are sagnificant. It is often
difficult to justify vegetation treatment expense to achieve goals associlated
with visual quality maintenance, cultural resource discovery, wildlife habitat
improvement, insect and disease prevention, water yield improvement or
commercial timber harvest, Doing so may maximize the use of some resources
but reduce the total outputs and long-term potential of other resource uses.
Indrvidually the costs are too great and the long~term benefits too small. By
applying an aintegrated approach to management the overall goals are cost-
efficient. For example, timber harvest in aspen enhances wildlife habitat
diversity wvisual gquality, and returns dollars to the U.S. Treasury. This
apprcach has the added benefit of maintaining existing employment 1in
communities dependent on the timber aindustry.

In other cases, prescribed burning, firewood removal, or cutting by Forest
Service crews and wvolunteers may be the most efficient way to treat wvege-
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
Reguirements in the Plan, Chapter III, 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 erodibilaity,
vegetation cover, wildlife and fisheries protection, stream proximity and
visual resource protection, Road use by people, rather than the actual road
1tself, causes greater 1mpacts 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 thear
use will be restricted. In other instances, roads will be open to public use.
As an example, road construction can open up a previously unroaded area. Road
use 1n this area can impact wildlife seclusion and semi-praimitive 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 restriction can restore
wildlife seclusion, continue semi-primitive non-motorized recreation oppor-
tunities but with improved non-motorized access to the area, i1mprove access
for other resource activities, prevent unacceptable resource damage and reduce
maintenance costs. Public understanding of management area and travel
management goals 15 necessary for public acceptance of area and road closures
or restrictions. Additional discussion of travel management 1s displayed in
Chapter III under the "Facilities" section.



The Colorado Wilderness aAct (P.L. 96-560) directs the Forest Service to assess
Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area for inclusion in the National Wilderness
Preservation System. The Act retains the RARE II designation for Cannibal
Plateau Further Planning Area. Wild and Scenic River Eligibility Reports were
prepared for the East River and Taylor River.

There are 2,953,186 acres of National Forest System land comprising the Grand
Mesa {346,141 acres), Uncompahgre (944,241 acres} and Gunnison Naticnal For-
ests (1,662,804 acres). Figure 1 1s a vicinity map displaying land adminis-
tered by the Forest.




FIGURE 1.
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The Pian and Final EIS address public 1ssues and management concerns related
to Forest management. These 1ssues and concerns were analyzed and summarized
1nto seventeen Forest planning questions.

The planning questions are an integral part of the planning process. They are
Iinked to alternative development and evaluation. These planning questions,
and the requirements of the NFMA regulations, established the scope of the
Plan and its Final EIS. The planning guestions are:

PLANNING QUESTION 1: How much and what types of recreation opportunities
should the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests provide?

PLANNING QUESTION 2: How much roadless, non-wilderness recreation copportunity
should the Forest provide and where should i1t be located?

PLANNING QUESTION 3: What type of wilderness management 1s needed to malntain
the quality of the recreation experience in existing and proposed wilderness
areas?

PLANNING QUESTION 4: Should Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and Fossil
Ridge Wilderness Study Area be recommended for inclusion 1n the National
Wilderness Preservation System?

PLANNING QUESTION 5: How much habitat {(forage, cover, water) should be avail-
able for wildlife and fish?

PLANNING QUESTION 6: Wwhere 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 commer-
cial and non~commercial demands on the Forest?

PLANNING QUESTICN 9: what surface resource uses should be permitted in muni-
cipal watersheds?

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

PLANNING QUESTION 11: How should the Forest coordinate mineral development
activity with other resource 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 within and adjacent to the National Forest?

PLANNING QUESTION 14: Where should the Forest provide utility corraidors and
how should they be managed?



PILANNING QUESTION 15: Can service to the public and administration be improv-
ed with Forest or District boundary changes?

PLANNING QUESTION 16: How should the Forest manage significant cultural re-
sources {and other special interest areas)?

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

WILDERNESS DIRECTION

The Final EIS discloses alternative management direction for 2,905,027 acres
of National Forest System land. This acreage includes all of the La Garita
and Raggeds Wildernesses. This Final EIS does not disclose alternative
management direction for the Lizard Head, Collegiate Peaks and Marcon Bells-

Snowmass wildernesses. Table 1 summarizes the area covered by the Final EIS
and Forest Plan.

Management directlion was established cooperatively between this Forest and the
San Juan, Whate River, and Rio Grande National Forests to ensure uniform
management within a single wilderness area. Each Forest will continue to
administer their respective portions of the wilderness areas.

TABLE 1.

ACREAGE SUMMARY

Area Acres

Total Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and
Gunnison National Forest System Land 2,953,186

Forest Wilderness Acres Disclosed ain
Other Forest EIS's 88,901

Net Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and .
Gunnison National Forest System Land

Disclosed in This EIS 2,864,285
Other Forest Wilderness Acres Disclosed

in Thas EIS 40,742
Total National Forest System Land Disclosed

in This EIS 2,905,027

The Final EIS discloses management alternatives and their potential impacts on
the five wilderness areas displayed in Table 2.



TABLE 2.

WILDERNESSES COVERED IN THIS FINAL EIS

{(Acres)
Name Net N.F. Acres
Big Blue Wilderness 98,235
La Garita Wilderness 103,986

(including 24,164 acres admin—
istered by the Rio Grande N.F.)

Mount Sneffels Wilderness 16, 200
Raggeds Wilderness 59,105
{1ncludes 16,578 acres admin-

istered by the White River N.F.)

West Elk Wilderness 176,092

GRAND TOTAL 453,618

The San Juan National Forest's Final EIS will disclose alternatlve management
direction for the entire Lizard Head Wilderness. This includes 20,342 acres
managed by this Forest. The White River National Forest will disclose
alternative management direction for the Maroon Bells-Snowmass Wildermess 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 were filed with the EPA OQctober 25, 1982,
Subsequently nine open house meetings and two public hearings were conducted.
Numerous articles were published in local and regional newspapers. Forest
officials made radio and television appearances discussing the Proposed Plan.

Members of the public and other government agencies commented on the Draft EIS
and Proposed Plan. A total of 242 government and non-government letters, 73
hearing statements and two govermment resclutions were received. The comments
on the Draft EIS and Proposed Plan covered a variety of topics. Comments and
Forest Service response are displayed in Chapter VI of the Fainal EIS.

Separate legislative EIS' for Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and
Fossil Ridge Wildernmess Study Area will be prepared. The legislative EIS'
will be submitted +to the Washington Office of the Forest Service. 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.




The Proposed Plan was prepared under the 1979 NFMA implementing regulations.
In November 1982 revised regulations became effective. The revised regula-
tions contain provisions for a transition period. The revised regulations {36
CFR 219.29(b) (1)) state: "If prior to the effective date of an amendment to
this subpart, a forest plan either has been approved in final form or released
in draft form for public review, the plan need not be modified to incorporate
requirements of such amendment, until the next scheduled revision of the
forest plan.®

The Proposed Plan was filed praor to the 1982 regulations effective date.
When the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests Plan 1s
scheduled to he revised 1t wall bhe brought into conformance with the 1982
requlations.

The Final EIS and Plan have been revised, where practicable, to meet the
intent of the 1982 regqulations. The 1982 regqulations changed the name of the
Regional Plan to Regional Guide. The proposed Rocky Mountain Regional Plan
referenced in the Draft EIS 1s now referred to as the Rocky Mountain Regional
Guide. The Regional Guilde and Final EIS were filed with the Environmental
Protection Agency on June 1, 1983,

Content has been revised 21n this Final EIS to reflect new data, revised
management direction and implementing schedules, public comments and goal
clarification., Some commentors disagreed with data or analysis displayed in
the Draft EIS. These are considered opposing views under the NEPA
regulations. Opposing views have been appropriately incorporated throughout
the Final EIS. The responsible official will consider these opposing views
when making his final decision. Opposing views that have been added to the
Final RIS include:

--Constraints on Benchmark analysis give inaccurate results and make them in-
appropriate for comparison;

--Disagree with data analysis and display for Fossil Ridge Wildermess Study
Area and/or Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area.

-~The management indicator species list 1s too limited;

--~The criteria for determining capable timber land 15 too low;

-~Timber harvest levels are too high;

--Timber harvest levels are too low;

--Clearcutting to increase water yleld will cause erosion and turbidity im-—
pacts;

-~Harvesting timber to i1ncrease water yield is shortsited and i1s being used to
rationalize timber harvest levels;

--The fifty year proposed water projections are too high;

--The Proposed Plan will destroy the tourast industry for Gunnison County;

--Downh1ll skiing demand projections are too high;

—-=Timber should be managed for unevenaged stands;

--Mineral leasing should not be permitted on slopes over 40%;

--Utilaity corridors are not discussed in any of the alternataives;

--Discount rates used in the economic amalysis are too low; and

--The Proposed Plan will prevent econcmic development in the planning area.

The set of Management Prescriptions has been revised to respond to public
comments and management concerns. Prescriptions 6C and 6D have been deleted.



These prescriptions duplicated Management Direction in a number of other
prescriptions and the Forest Direction. Management Prescriptions 53 and 5B
were added to make winter range management more site specific. Public and
management alike were confused on the location of winter range direction in
the Plan. Prescription 7F has bheen combined with Prescription 7E. Riparian
area management 1s displayed in Prescription 94 in the Final EIS. It was
included in Forest Direction 1in the Draft EIS. Prescription 9B 1i1s now
displayed on alternative maps. Prescraiption 10E was added for the Fruita
Division Municipal Watershed. Maps have been revised to respond to public
comments on the Draft EIS and to management concerns.

In Chapter II, 21n the section 'Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from
Detalled Study', the Departure from Base Sale Schedule has been revised. The
Departure displayed in the Final EIS was developed to respond to a local
comment requesting the timber harvest schedule be accelerated.

The importance of vegetation on the Forest has been highlighted. Alternatives
in Chapter II have vegetation treatment goals. Chapter III displays current
vegetation conditions and what will happen to the vegetation with and without
treatment. Chapter IV displays how vegetation treatment and timber management
contribute to a healthy Forest. Timber management contributions to other
resources are displayed in Chapter IV. Some goals were reworded and new goals
added to clarify management direction.

The Draft EIS was designed to respond to 17 planning dquestions developed
during the Forest planning process. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
organized by these planning gquestions and displayed in Chapter IV, In
addition to the planning questions, comments on seven other topics are
displayed ain Chapter IV. These topics are:

Alternative Selection Monitoring
Benchmark/NEPA Process Prescriptions
Miscel laneous Research

Social, Economic, Net Public Benefits.

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

This chapter 1s the heart of the Final EIS. It describes and compares the
range of alternatives analyzed in the Forest planning process, including the
Proposed Action. The NFMA regqulations include criteria to guide alternataive
development. Nine alternatives, including the Proposed Action, are considered
in detail., Each alternative meets NFMA feasibility requirements. They are
economically, technically, budgetarily, and environmentally feasible and
reasonable. Each alternative addresses the set of planning questions differ-
ently. Each contains different goals and objectives, resource outputs, activ-
1ties, costs, and benefaits.

Two alternatives were eliminated from detailled study. These rnclude a mineral
leasing alternative and a departure from base sale schedule alternatave.

The Plan may be revised when conditions or demand in the planning area change
significantly or when change in RPA policy, goals or objectives would have a
significant effect on the Forest program. Revisions will not go into effect
unt1l considered and approved 1n accordance with the requirements for the

development and approval of a Forest Plan. {36 CFR 219.10(q})
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A descraption 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 wall be offered for sale during the
period 1984 through 1993. To respond to local interest in accelerating the
timber harvest schedule, 35 MMBF will be offered in 1984, and 55 MMBF will he
offered annually in 1985 through 1987, A review of the local demand situation
will be made prior to the end of 1987 to determine 1f local demand for timber
has significantly changed. If local demand for timber changes significantly,
the Plan will be reanalyzed as required by NFMA Regulation 36 CFR 219.10{c}.
If local demand has not saignificantly 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 volume 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 sultable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation
System. Demand for dispersed recreation opportunities outside wilderness will
be met. Trail management and reconstruction 1s emphasized. Trails, trail-
heads, and other improvements are constructed or reconstructed to help dis-
perse recreationlsts. Vegetation treatment i1s scheduled for approximately
16,100 acres per year during the first ten years.

ALTERNATIVE 2 - (CURRENT PRCGRAM - NO ACTION)

Alternative 2 projects current management modified by the minimum NFMA re-
cquirements and regional policy. This i1s the "no action" alternative required
by the NEPA regulations. It responds to present program levels and provides a
basis for compariscn of other alternatives. The increased demand above exist-
ing capacity for developed recreation opportunities i1s not met. Current
direction schedules dispersed recreation opportunities and wildlife habitat
improvement. No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area or Foss:il
Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion 1in the National
Wilderness Preservation System. Livestock grazing increases. Wood f£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 i1s 35 million board feet

per year.
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ALTERNATIVE 3 = (1580 RPA PROGRAW)

The RPR alternative (Altermative 3) emphasizes intensive management for market
output opportunities. The Feorest will provide outputs to meet 1ts share of
local, regional, and national demand for goods and services. The outputs are
reflected 1in the 1980 RPA goals and objectives assigned to the Forest. The
alternative will meet the 1increased demand for developed recreation over the
planning horizon. Demand for dispersed recreation outside wilderness 1s met.
Ne acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area or Fossil Ridge Wilderness
Study Area are suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation
System. Range, timber, and water exceed their current output levels.
Vegetation treatment would cccur on approximately 16,500 acres per year during
the alternative's first ten years.

ALTERNATIVE 4 - (NON-MARKET OPPORTUNITIES)

Alternative 4 cmphasizes non-market output opportunities. Market output
ievels are designed to complement non-market opportunities. The increased
demand for developed recreation is met over the 50-year planning horizon. The
demand for dispersed recreation opportunities outside wilderness areas 1s met.
Economics 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 objective function of maximizing present net
value. If prescraiptions were able to satisfy the constraints, FORPLAN would
select the most cost-efficient prescraiption.

frail management 1s emphasized. Trails, trailheads, and other improvements
are constructed or reconstructed to help disperse recreationists. In this
alternative 31,990 acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and 47,400
acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are sultable for inclusion in the
National Wilderness Preservation System. The alternative schedules wildlafe
habitat mmprovement., 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 - (MARKET OPPORTUNITIES)

Alternative 5 emphasizes intensive management for market output opportunities.
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. The increased demand
above existing capacity for developed recreation 1s not met. This allows the
private sector to mest part of the demand for developed recreation
opportunities. The alternative schedules dispersed recreation opportunlties
and wildlife habitat 1improvement. No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further
Planning Area or Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion
in the HNational Wilderness Preservation System. Permitted livestock grazing
1ncreases by 9%. Programmed timber sales offered increase to 35 mallion board
feet 1n the first ten years. Vegetation treatment would occur on
approxamately 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 will meet 79% of
the total developed recreation demand at the end of the 50-year planning
horizon. This allows the pravate sector to meet part of the demand for devel-
oped recreation opportunities. The demand for dispersed recreation opportun-
1ties outside wilderness 1s met. Trail management wi1ll be emphasaized.
Trails, trailheads, and other mprovements are constructed or reconstructed to
help disperse recreationists. In this alternative 13,599 acres of Cannibal
Plateau Further Planning Area and 34,300 acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness
Study BArea are sultable 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 duraing the
alternative's first ten years.

ALTERNATIVE 7

Alternative 7 emphasizes 1intensive 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 lievels. The increased demand above existing
capacity for developed recreation opportunities 1s not met. The alternative
schedules dispersed recreation cpportunities and wildlife habhitat improvement.
In thas alternative 31,990 acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and
47,400 acres of Possil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion
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 would occur on approximately
15,700 acres per year during the alternative's first ten years.

ALTERNATIVE 8

Altermative 8 1s designed to augment water yield. This alternative emphasizes
intensive management for market outputs. It emphasizes water production
through wvegetation treatment. Timber resources are managed intensively and
si1lvicultural 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 sultable
for ainclusion in the WNational 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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ALTERNATIVE 9 - (REDUCED 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 1s
reduced below 1981 levels., Increased demand for developed recreation 1s not
met. This allows the private sector to meet part of the demand for developed
recreation opportunities. The alternative mdintains dispersed recreation
opportunities. No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area or Fossill
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 detaal,

Figures 2 through 10 display selected ocutputs 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 1s used because 1t maximizes the present net value for all outputs
having a value assignhed in the 1980 RPA program.
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TABLE 3.

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 4
PQ  Planning Question to be Measured Unitg* Proposed Wo Action  RPA
1 HOW MUCH AND WHAT A. Developed Recre-

TYPE OF RECREATION ation Site Capacity. HRVD

OPPORTUNITIES (By Decade)

SHOULD THE FOREST 1980 - 1990 744 744 744 744 744 744 744 744 657

PROVIDE? 1991 ~ 2000 718 744 812 812 744 778 744 778 657
2001 - 2010 866 744 968 968 744 B66 744 866 657
2011 - 2020 924 744 1,124 1,124 744 924 744 924 657
2021 -~ 2030 1,012 744 1,280 1,280 744 1,012 744 1,012 657
B. beveloped Rec- Percent
reation Management FSM/RSM 45/55 45/5% 45/55 58/42 31/69 42/58 31/69 58/42 0/100
Level (Full Service-
Reduced Service).
C. Downhill skiing PAOT 35,200 35,200 35,200 35,200 35,200 35,200 35,200 35,200 35,200
capacity.

2 HOW MUCH ROADLESS A. Area allocated to Percent 16.6 14.5 15.9 13.9 14.8 14.1 14.1 14.2 16.4
NON~-WILDERNESS gsemi-primitive non- Acres 482,400 420,500 463,250 404,200 431,400 408,400 408,950 &12,350 477,900
RECREATION OPPOR- motorized recreation
TONITY SHOULD THE outside wilderness.

FOREST PROVIDE AND B. Demand for semi=- Pemand for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation will be met in all alternataves.
WHERE SHOULD IT BE primitive non-motorized Non~wildexness acr=sg currently suitable for dispersed non-motorized recreation will
LOCATED? recreation. in the future be roaded under some prescriptions. All single purpose, newly coun-
strxucted rocads will be closed. ‘Transportation System Management', Plan, Chapter 1II,
provides direction to assure semi-pramitive non-motorized recreation opportunities in
all alternatives. The Continental Divide National Seenic Trail Corridor will be managed
primarily for recreation use. See alternative maps for location.
C. Wild and Scenic The Taylor River and the East River were determined not to be eligible for a subsequent
Rivers. formal Wild and Scenic River Study. See Planning Question 12 for trail construction and
reconstruction plans by alternative.

3  WHAT TYPE OF WIL~ A. Management Area
DERNESS MANAGEMENT Pregcriptiont*

IS NEEDED TQ MAIN- {Wilderness) Acres

TAIN THE QUALITY High Density (8D) 0 12,09¢ 12,090 19,275 12,090 38,838 26,460 12,090 12,090
OF THE RECREATION Semi~Primitive (8C) 176,278 165, 700 165,700 87,286 165,700 106,086 116,013 170,296 165, 700
EXPERIENCE IN EX- Primitive (BB) 185,464 172,07¢ 172,076 220,085 172,076 256,459 200,907 179,356 172,076
ISTING AND PRO-~ Pristine (B3) 105,475 103,752 103,752 206,382 103,752 100,134 189,628 105,475 103,752
POSED WILDERNESS B. Wilderness Man- Percent

AREAS? agement Level {Full FEM /RSN 60/40 20/80 20/80 60/40 20/80 60/40 60/40 40/60 /100

Service/Reduced
Service}
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TABLE 3. {(Cont.)

Alternatives
Output or Effect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
PQ Planning Question to be Measured Unaits® Proposed Ho Action RPA
4 SHOULD CANNIBAL A. Portion of Can- Acres 13,599 0 0 31,990 o 13,599 31,990 13,599 0
PLATEAU FURTHER nibal Plateau suit- Percent 43 0 0 100 1] 43 100 43 ]
PLANNING AREA AND able for Wilderness.
FOSSIL RIDGE WIL~ B. Portion of Fossil Acres 0 0 4] 47,400 o] 34,300 47,400 ) 4]
DERNESS STUDY AREA Ridge suitable for Percent 0 o 4] 100 V] 72 100 o] 3]
BE RECOMMENDED Wilderness.
FOR WLILDERNESS C. Total Wilderness Acxes 515,376 501,777 501,777 581,167 501,777 549,676 581,167 515,376 501,777
DESIGRATION? Acreage . ¥*®
D. Oh-Be-Joyful. A Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Oh-Be-Joyful Wilderness Study Area was transmitted to
the Environmental Protection Agency on June 4, 1981l. The Forest Service's preferred alternative
is that the area 13 unsuitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System.
The administration i1s currently completing the Final EIS.
5 HOW MUCH HABITAT A. Area protected forx Acres 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104
{FORAGE/COVER/ Threatened and Endan-
WATER) SHOULD BE gered species.
AVAILABLE FOR B, Total Axea of Acres 590, 386 620,600 591,544 694,443 532,506 703,176 538,624 657,728 510, 383
WILDLIFE AND FISH? Wildlife Emphasis.
Forest Direction, Plan, Chapter III, provides direction for managing the habitat needs of indicator
species in all alternatives. hanagement area prescription 94 has been added in all alternatives.
The prescription emphasizes ripar:an area management. Resource use will be managed to protect and
maintain the riparian area in all alternatives.
6  WHERE AND HOW A. National Forest
MUCH FORAGE System winter range
SHOULD BE ALLO- carrying capacity. Anamals 87,600 87,800 88,500 86,400 88,100 86,700 86,600 87,700 86,200
CATED TO BIG GAME B. Wildlife Habitat
UsSE? Improvement .,
~=Structural Number 10 35 35 10 30 10 47 10 0
-=Non-Structural Acres 7,998 7,800 7,998 9,800 6,398 9,800 7,830 7,560 4,130
C.”Winter Range
Management Area
Prescription*#*
=-=Hon-Forest (SA} Acres 206,305 210,496 207,616 220,097 220,428 220,097 202,023 214,023 229,731
~~-Forest (5B) 36,389 32,198 35,078 22,597 22,266 22,597 40,671 28,671 12,963
The total big game winter range acreage (242,694) 1s the same for all alternatives. Alternatave
maps attached to the Pinal EIS display big game winter range.
7 WHERE AND HOW A. Livestock carry- AlIM 335,800 333,300 339,900 309,900 349,800 309,900 349,900 336,700 315,000

MUCH FORAGE
SHOULD BE ALLO-
CATED TO LIVE-
STOCK USE?

1ng capacity.

Grazing capacity 15 increased by increasing investments in structural and non-
structural range improvements {Alternatives 1,2,3,5,7,8). Approximately 95% of
the suitable rangelands are 1in satisfactory condition. Intensive management
implemented through individual Allotment Management Plans could bring all range-
lands to a satisfaccory condition by 1990 an all alternatives.
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TABLE 3. (Cont.)
hlternatives
Cutput or Effect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 L)
PQ Planning Queskion to be Measured Unitg* Proposed No Actaion RPA

8 HOW SHOULD FOR- A Forested area not Acres 848,337 848,337 848,337 848,337 848,337 848,337 843, 337 84b, 337 848,337
EST PRODUCTS BE capable of commercial
MANAGED TO SUP- timber production.

PLY COMMERCIAL B. Capable area not Acres 244,683 245,856 222,952 267,318 222,952 251,196 267,318 229,041 222,952
AND NON-COMMER- avallable for commer-
CIAL DEMANDS ON ci1al timber production
THE FOREST? C Available area not Acres 652,809 682,339 643,581 795,113 671,761 819,389 671,214 694,426 939,625
suited for comwercial
timber production,
D. Available area Acres 476,251 445,548 507,210 311,312 479,030 303,158 435,211 450,276 331,227
suited for commercial
timber productien.
E Forested area Acres 57,528 59,694 63,240 90,556 49,479 90,538 89,592 80,024 44, 30%
treated to 1mprove
wildlife habitat
F. Programmed Sales MMBF 35.0 28.0 44.2 13.5 35.0 13.5 30.0 15.0 22 0
Offered.
G. Acres Treated by
Harvest Method. aAcres
==Clearcut 747 270 1,388 209 748 207 523 574 389
~-Shelterwood 5,281 3,767 6,091 2,444 5,280 2,443 5,050 5,663 3,519
H. Long-Term Sus-
taned Yield Capacaity MMBF 104.9 i04 1 115 & 55 9 117.0 57.1 96.9 109.5 62.6
The current, approved taimber management plan on standard and special timberland is 35.0 MMBF.

9  WHAT SURFACE RESOURCE All alternatives manage surface resources to prevent degrading water quality below Iederal, State,
USES SHOULD BE and local water standards. Management area prescription 1l0E has been added ain all a’ternatives to
PERMITTED IN MUNICIPAL protect or improve the quality and guantity of municipal water supplies. The prescription 1s
WATERSIEDS? applied to the Fruita Davision (7,440 acres) in all alternatives,

10 HOW SHOULD THE A  Increased water Percent a4 0.3 04 02 04 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.2
FOREST RESPOND TO yreld (lst decade).
INCREASING DE- B. Increased water Pexcent 0.7 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.4
MANDS FOR WATER? yield (5th decade)
C. Estimate cumula- Ac Ft 823,835 585,600 887,300 608, 500 800, 300 596, 300 713,400 1,062,800 497, 260
tive water yield an-
crease (50 yr. period}.
D. Portion water yield Percent 29.0 21.1 28 7 20.9 28.1 20 5 25 0 37 2 ig 8
Lngrease potential**
achieved (50 years)
E Estimate cumulative ac Ft 75 54 80 56 73 54 1<) a8 46

sediment yield increase

from activities to in-
crease water yield (50
yr period).

Water yield increacz will be the veygetation treatment goal undertaken for timber, range,
and wildlife management purposes in watersheds 1dentified to have the potential for
producing more water without detrimental effects on stream channel stability and wator

quality

acres 1n all alternatives.

Management area prescription 9B emphasizes increased water yweld on 14,3580
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TABLE 3. (Cont.)
Alternatives
Output or Effect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
PQ  Planning Question to be Measured Units* Proposed o Actior RPA
11 HOW SHOULD THE A Area recommended
FOREST COORDI- avallable for leasing
NATE MINERAL AC- with surface occupancy.
TIVITY WITH OTHER -within wilderness. Acres 76,418 0 70,768 129,633 70,768 105,230 129,633 76,418 70,768
RESOURCE VALUES**? -~outside wilderness. 2,041,637 2,011,370 2,066,692 1,998,995 2,053,245 2,032,839 1,989,722 2,053,385 2,068,417
B. Area recommended
available for leasing
with no surface occu-
pancy.
=within wilderness, Acres 104,807 0 99,337 116,100 99,337 110,295 116,100 104,807 99,337
—-outside wilderness. 210,679 188,819 200,202 194,498 212,052 192,440 209,139 208,209 208,730
C Area recommended
unavailable for leasing.
-within wilderness. Acres 285,992 153,618 283,513 287,275 283,513 285,992 287,275 285,992 283,513
~outside wilderness. 185,494 251,220 184,515 178,526 186,112 178,231 173,158 176,216 174,262
D. Minerals Role. Public domarn land iz available for mineral exploraticn and development under all
applicable laws and regulation in all alternatives. For leasable minerals the BLM
leases tracts for development by the mining industry. Saleable minerals are the only
type of mineral commodity for which the Forest can directly affect the supply by selling
materrals to individuals and private industry. Management requirements for minerals in
the Plan are based on statutory and regulatory direction for locatable, leaseable, and
salable minerals. The management requirements provide surface resource protection and
restoration requiremants in all alternatives.
12 WHAT TYPE OF A. Increase 1in Forest Percent 7 6 7 2 8 2 6 6 5
TRANSPORTATION road mileage. {lst ten
SYSTEM IS NECES- years)
SarY TO MANAGE B. Construction/Re~
THE FOREST AND construction. (lst
ITS RESOURCES? ten years)
Arterials Miles 57 49 57 11 58 11 47 43 36
Collecteors 45 38 44 9 45 9 36 34 28
Locals 216 185 216 43 219 43 176 164 137
Bridges No. 15 9 1% 5 15 5 12 14 9
C. Increase in For- Percent 16 16 23 3 17 3 14 12 10
est road mileage. (50 Miles 693 660 962 144 705 144 579 504 437
year period)
p. Trail construction/ Miles 500 150 11¢ 1,000 150 500 150 150 0
reconstruction {1st
ten years)
E. Trall construction/ Miles 2,450 750 2,120 2,450 750 2,450 750 750 o]

reconstruction. (50
year period)

Forest Direction, Plan, provides travel management drrection in all alternatives.
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TABLE 3.

(Cont.}

Output or Effect

Alternatives
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

PR Planning Question to be Measured Units* Proposed Ne Action RPA

13 HOW SHOULD THE A. Land Exchange. Acres Priority for private land exchange is determined by management area prescription of the
FOREST HANDLE adjacent land in the alternative selected. The acres exchanged is more dependent on the
PROBLEMS CAUSED BY Forest's funding t¢ process exchanges than on the alternative selected.

PRIVATE LAND WITHIH B. Right-of-wWay Cases a8 8 8 7 8 7 7 8 7
AND ADJACENT TO Acquisition,
THE NATIONAL FOR- C. Occupancy Cases 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23
EST? Trespass,
. Landline Location. Hiles 20 20 25 15 20 20 20 20 15
E, Right-of-Way Cases 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 p
Grants.

14 WHERE SHOULD THE The designation of new utility corridors will be studied on a case-by-~case basis regard-
FOREST PROVIDE less of the alternative, but will be consistent with the plans and programs of other
UTILITY CORRIDORS agencies. The Rocky Mountain Regional Guide establishes standards and cuidelines to be
AND HOW SHOULD used by the Forest in activities related to util:ity corridors Expanding compatible uses
THEY BE MANAGED? in existing corridors is emphasized over new corridor development. The permitting and

NEPA processes to be followed when authorizing use and occupancy are located in Forest
Service Manuals. Hanagement areaz prescription ID prqvides for utility corridors in aill
alternatives. Management activities within these linear corridors strive to be compat-
ible with the goals of the management area through which the corridors pass.

15 CAN SERVICE TO THE A. Land Exchange Acres Land exchange Gpportunities exist between the Forect Service and BLM, and bet-

PUBLIC AND ADMINIS-
TRATION BE IMPROVED
WITH FOREST OR DIS-
TRICT BOUNDARY
CHANGES?

Opportunities

ween the Forest Service and National Park Service. A discussion of the axchange
program can be fourd in the appendices of the accompanying Plan.

Tha Forest has tentatively identified 354,800 acres for possible jurisdictional land
transfer between the Forest and the BIM. The Forest has tentatively ldentified

760 acres for possible transfer to the National Park Service.

There are no district boundary changes proposed in any alternative.
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TABLE 3. (Cont.)

Outpat or Effect

Alternatives
1 2 3 4 5 2] 7 a ]

PQ Planning Question to be Measured Unitag* Proposed  No Action  RPA
16 HOW SHOULD THE The Tabeguache Ponderosa Pine Area is recommended as proposed Regearch Hatural Area
FOREST MANAGE in Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9. Each alternative will protect all significant
SIGNIFICANT CUL~ cultural resources by avoidance and or study. Areas containing potential cultural
TURAL RESOURCES? resources will be surveyed prior to ground disturbing activities. The Gothic Research
{And other Special Natural Area will yetain its deslignation in all alternatives. ‘The Dry Mesa Dinosaur
Interest Areas) Quarry and the Slungullaon Earthflow National NHatural Landmark will continue to be
managed as special interest sites, All alternatives propose management of the following
as special managemeant areas-
The Alpine Tunnel Historic District.
The Ophir Needles National Natural Landmark.
Escalante Creek Research Natural Area.
Mount Emmons Iron Bog.
Management area prescriptions 10A and 10C provide for research natural areas and
special interest areas in all alternatives. Slumgullion Earthflow Naitonal Natural
Landmark retains its landmark designation in alternatives 4 and 7 and 1s also ident:ified
saitable for wilderness as part of Camnnibal Plateau Further Planning Area.
17 HOW SHOULD THE Forest Direction, Plan, applies the Visual Management System to all National Forest Sys-
FOREST MANAGE tem land in all alternatives. Visual Regource Management plang, designs, and locates
THE VISUAL RE- vegetation treatment in a scale which retains the color and texture of the characteristac
SOURCE? landscape. In addition, each management area prescripticn for the alternatives identa-
fies a series of Visual Quality Qbjectives.
* $ = Perxcent No. = Number RVD/¥r = Recreation Visitor Days per Year
FSM/RSM = Full Service Management/Reduced Service Management Ac Ft = Acre Feet POAT = Personz At One Time
AUM = Animal Unat Months MMBF = Milllon Board Feet No. An. = Number of Animals
L2

PQ 3 &

PQ 11 - Reflects 88,90) acres of wilderness being displayed by San Juan and White River National Forests and 40,742 acres of wilderness outside
the Forest being displayed by Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests,

PQ 4 -~ Thas total includes acres only on Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests for the Big Blue, Collegiate Peaks, La Garita,
Lizard Head, Maroon Bells-Snowmass, Mount Sneffels, Raggeds, and West Elk Wildernesses. Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal
Plateau Further Planning Area are included only when suitable for wilderness in that alternative.

PQ 10 - Water yield increase potential based on tentatively suitable timberland on slopes less than 40 percent.




FIGURE 2. FIGURE 3.
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FIGURE 6.
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FIGURE 10.

DEVELOPED RECREATION CAPACITY
(Thousand Recreation Visitor Days)
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This Final EIS chapter describes the physical, biological, social, and
economic environment affected by the alternatives. The reader 1s encouraged
to review the affected environment 1n detail in Chapter III of the Final EIS.

PHYSICAL, BIOLOGICAL, SOCIAL, AND ECONOMIC SETTING

The Forest planning area 1s located astride two physiographic provinces;
Colorado Plateau and Southern Rocky Mountains. The two provinces differ
greatly in landforms, rock types, and mineral deposits. 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
o1l, natural gas, o1l shale, coal, vanadium, and uranium. The other half of
the planning area 1s characterized by rugged mountains, igneous rocks, and
hardrock minerals including gold, silver, lead, zinc, copper, molybdenum, and
uvranium. Elevations range from about 6,000 feet to peaks over 14,000 feet,

The Forest i1s located within the Rocky Mountain Forest Eco-Region of the
Highland Province, and aincludes four major c¢limatic and vegetation =zones;
lower montane forest, upper montane forest, subalpine forest, and the alpine
tundra. Common vegetation types at the lower elevation include sagebrush,
panyon pine, Juniper, Gambel oak, and ponderosa pine. Higher elevation in-
cludes Engelmann spruce, subalpine fir, lodgepole pine, Douglas-fir, and gquak-
ing aspen. The major range types include the mountain meadow, mountain bunch
grass, alpine meadow, alpine tundra, and aspen-forb plant associations.

The Forest provides habatat for a variety of game and non-game wildlife spe-
cles. The more common species 1include mule deexr, elk, black bear, blue
grouse, ptarmigan, Gambel's quall, snowshoe hare, and cottontail rabbat.
Bighorn sheep inhabit several areas of the Forest. Favorable habitat for the
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bald eagle and peregrine falcon exists in the planning area. Pisheries in-
clude cutthroat, rainbow, brook, mackinaw, 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 become an important economic factor.
National Forest management can affect these resource uses.

RESOURCE AND SUPPORT ELEMENTS

National Forest system management 1s conducted on an integrated basis. Each
resource and support element can affect other elements. These interactions
are consldered in the following discussion.

Vegetation

Forest vegetation contributes to Forest character more than most landscape
features. Its form, color, and texture, 1s easily discernible to the human
eye. Soclety perceives 1t to have beauty and util:ity. 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 assoclated utility to soclety. Forest management 1s
linked to wvegetation treatment because vegetation influences other resource
elements. Vegetation 1s a dynamic resource. It will change over time. The
way it wall change 1s 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 time 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 consequences
associated with not managing the vegetation on the Forest. These consequences
are discussed in detail ain the Final EIS, Chapter IV under all resources.

Recreation

Developed recreation use 1s currently 578,000 recreation visitor days (RVD's)
annually. Capacity at existing sites 1s 744,000 RVD's. Estamates indicate
demand will exceed supply after 1990. The three downhill ski areas on the
Forest, Crested Butte, Powderhorn, and Telluride supported 222,000 RVD's
during the 1981 season. Potential capacity at these areas is 3.04 million
RVD's. This capacity 1S adequate to meet demand over the 50-year planning
horizon. Capacity for dispersed recreation i1s 10.2 million RVD's annually.
Current use is 1.2 million RVD's annually. As demand increases the importance
of wvisual gquality will also increase,

Wilderness

The Forest administers all or portions of eight wilderness areas totaling
501,777 acres. This 1s 17% of the Forest acres. »Access to the wilderness is
generally not restricted, but activites within the wilderness areas are
managed to protect wilderness resource values. Wilderness use 1n 1980 was
164,000 wilderness recreation visitor days.
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The Colorado Wildernmess 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 wildlafe 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 1s 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 1s only a small portion of the total big game winter range in the area.
The majority of the winter range 1s at lower elevations on BIM and private
land. The Forest 1s coordinating with the State and other Federal agencies to
agree upon manageable herd sizes 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 1s on the Federal list of endangered species and
may occur on the Forest. The Uncompahgre Fritillary Butterfly is undex
consideration for designation and occurs 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 1s capable of
supplying.

Timber

Approximately 1,089,208 acres have been 1dentified tentatively suitable for
timber production. The current annual harvest 1s 28.8 million board feet
(MMBF). The current, approved timber management plan on standard and special
land 1s 35 million board feet per year. Silvicultural activities help achieve
other resource objectives, Demand for free-use firewood 15 estimated at 9
MMBF per year and increasing 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 1s estimated at 2.87 million acre feet, Water vield f£rom
tentatavely 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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Minerals

Mining plays an important role in the planning area. Locatable minerals that
have been developed or could be developed include: gold, silver, zinc, lead,
copper, cadmium, uranium, vanadium and molybdenum. Leasable or energy
minerals being explored or developed 1include: oil, gas, coal, and geothermal
resources. Mineral exploration and development are expected to increase.

Human and Community Development

The Forest participates in programs which provide employment, skill training,
experience, and education for a wide range of age groups. These programs
include Youth Conservation Corp., Senior Community Service Employment,
Volunteers, Comprehensive Employment and Training Act, and college work study.

Protection

Fire statistics indicate the Forest does not have a serious wildfire problem.
Annually, an average of 51 fires burn a total of 291 acres. The fire manage-
ment objective 1s to provide a cost-effective program which responds to land
and resource management goals including fire protection, prevention, presup-
pression, and fuel treatment.

Dwarf mistletoe continues to he a problem in certain areas of lodgepole pine
and to a lesser degree 1in the ponderosa pine, Control efforts are
accomplished through vegetation treatment.

The most prevalent 1insect pests on the Forest are the Engelmann spruce bark
beetle, mountain pine bheetle, and the Western spruce budworm. There have heen
serious outbreaks in the past. Currently, mountain pine beetle 1s causing
resource loss on the Uncompahgre Plateau.

Brr cuality over the Forest 1s good. The main source of pollutants from
Forest activities 1s suspended particulates from wildfires and prescribed
burning.

Lands

Forest land use and occupancy involves over 850 special use permits that
authorrze uses such as pasture permits, utlities, drtches and reservoirs, and
roads. Highest praiority for acquisition has been given to praivate land
located within wllderness. Forest landownership adjustments are coordinated
with the plans and programs of other Federal agencies and State and local
governments. Opportunities for Jurisdictional land transfer have been
identified with the BLM and the National Park Service. Non—federal land
within and adjacent to the Forest has resulted in management problems that are
becoming more critical as demand on public land increases, Access to and
within the Forest 1s a major public issue.

Soils

The solls management objective i1s to match activities with so1l capability and
sultabiiity to insure long-term productivity.
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Facilitaes

The Forest has 3,874 miles of road. ©Of this, 1,240 miles are classified
arterial or collector roads and 2,634 miles are classified local roads. Eaght
forest highways, part of the State Highway System, access and cross the For-
est. The arterial and collector road system 1s essentially in place. Many
miles need improvement or reconstruction, but the corridors are well estab-
lished.

Administrative facilities on the Forest include office buildings, work cen-~
ters, and other service and storage facilities. The Forest owns 98 buirldings.
The Porest 1s responsible for 18 dams, 81 bridges, 63 water systems, and 2
waste water and treatment plants. The Forest administers by special use
permit 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 1t. Environmental effects can
be either beneficial or adverse, direct or indirect, or cumulative. Forest
managenent reguirements 1n the accompanylng Plan mitigate many environmental
effects for all alternatives.

This chapter examines short-term use and long-term productivity, lrreversible
or 1irretrievable resource commitments, energy requirements, historical and
cultural resources, and environmental effects that cannot bhe avoided. The
reader 1s encouraged to review the environmental consequences in detail in
Chapter IV of the Final EIS.

DIRECT AND INDIRECT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Environmental consequences vary for each alternative because different mixes
of management activities produce different levels of resource outputs. The
reader 1s encouraged to review the environmental conseguences in detaill im
Chapter IV of the Final EIS.

Table 4 summarizes resource output analysis by alternative over the planning
horizon.

Alternataves 2, 5, and 7 will have the same effect on developed recreation.
No new sites will be constructed. After 1990, demand for developed recreation
w1ll not be met. BAlternative 9 shortens use season and reduces capacity 12%.
Demand will not be met after 1986. Alternatives 1, 6, and 8 schedule an inc-
rease 1n developed recreation capacity to meet 50% of the increased demand
above existing capacity after 1990. Alternatives 1, 6, and 8 schedule suf-
ficient 1increase 1in capacity to meet 79% of demand in 2030. Alternatives 3
and 4 schedule developed site construction to meet demand over the planning
horizon. Projected demand for downhill skiing will be met by all alter-
natives. Demand for all dispersed recreation opportunities will be 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 Alternataives 2, 3, 5, and 9 no additional
acres are sultable for inclusion 1in 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 wilderness. 1In
Alternatives 1 and 8; 13,599 acres of Cannibal Plateau and no acres of Fossil
Radge are suitable for wilderness. In Alternative 6; 13,599 acres of Cannibal
Plateau and 34,300 acres of Fossil Ridge are suitable for wilderness.

Wildlife habitat mmprovement will be achieved through silvicultural activa-
ties, range revegetation, prescribed burning, and other vegetation treatment
activities. These activities are designed to improve habitat for certain man-—
agemgnt 1ndicator species in all alternatives. Alternative 7 schedules the
highest opportunities for significant long-term beneficial effects to manage-
ment 1indicator species and meets DOW goals for structural wildlife habatat
mmprovement. Other alternatives fall short of these goals with Alternative 9
the lowest. The lowest opportunity for sagnificant long-term beneficial
effects occurs in Alternative 9.
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TABLE 4.

RESOURCE OUTPUT ANALYSIS BY ALTERNATIVE

(Summary All Decades, Average Annual Output)

Unie of Current Rlternative
Measure**  Year I 2 E] 4 5 6 7 -] 9
Gutput fropesad  No Action RFA
RECREATION
Devalopad Recrzation
Cse (Inc VIS) MREVD 578 847 2 126 4 968 0 968 0 726 4 847 2 726 4 847 2 653 0
Downnaill Skiing Use MRVD 222 689 1 669 1 589 1 699 1 589 1 %69 1 689 1 689.1 GBS 1
Dispersed Rec Use
{Inc Wildlife & Fish) MRVD 1399 2239 2 2333 2 2339.2 2333 2 2333 2 2339 2 2339 2 233% 2 2239 2
0Off-foad Motorized Use MRVD 168 280 9 280.9 280 9 280.9 280.9 280 9 809 280.9 280 9
Trail Congtruction/
Raconstruction Miles 1] 49 0 150 42 4 490 50 4% 0 15 9 150 @
WILDERNESS
Wilderness Management 4 Acres  501.8 515 4 501.8 501 8 581 2 S0L B 549 7 s8l.2 515 4 s501 8
Wildernegs Use HRVD 164 277 0 271 0 170 217 0 27170 277 0 277 Q 277.0 217.0
FISH & WILDLIFE
Wildlife Habitat Improvemant
(Aspen and Burning) Acres 4,000 6,098 5,200 6,096 7,450 4,596 7,450 4,830 5,219 2,730
Threatened and/or Endan~
gered Speciss Habitat Hgt Acres 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104
Winter Ranga Carrying
Capacity Daer & Elk M Animals 82 7 87.1 87 5 88 0 86 2 B7 & 96 4 a6 2 87 2 859
Wildlife Structures Numbers 35 10 35 35 0 ki) 1o 44 4 10 0
SANCE
Grazing Use (Livestock} HAlM 320 0 334 2 3320 338 1 105 348 8 309 346 8 350 59
TIMBER
Programmad Sales Offered MMBF g8 369 1.9 44 8 15 6 W% 5 48 s 35.5 223
Raforegtation ¥ Acres 633 375 289 463 218 362 229 326 365 234
Timker Stand Imetovement M Actes 1.5 530 625 530 585 1.0 585 00 1.000 1 538
WATER
Avg Annual Yield M Ac fx 2,869 O 2,886 4 2,881 0 2,886 &  2,830.8 2,884 0 2.,881.2 2,884 3 2,890.0 2,879 3
MINERALS
4ineral Leasas and
Pemits # Op Plans 90 154 4 147 0 154.4 p+1: ] 147 o 128 0 147 0 147 9 500
SOILS
Soil & Werer Res Imp
(Imp Watershed Condition)} Acras 8o 66 0 84 0 66 0 520 104 0 52 0 570 104.0 1]
annual Soil Survey Acres 0 61,000 61,000 61,000 61,000 €1,000 61,000 &1,000 61,000 ]
FACILITIES
Road Congt/Reconst
Arterial Roads Miias a1 2 43 2 38 3.47 52 237 52 209 1.a2 157
Collaccor Roads Hiles 14 194 1.85 269 40 2 00 40 1 60 1.41 22
PROTECTION
Fuelbreaks & Treatment M Acres 15 17 .9 17 24 34 24 29 34 2
Insect & Dissass Survey M Acres pa 1] 41 41 41 78 11 78 47 41 o
LANDS
Land Purchase & Acquis Acras o ] 0 g ] Q ] 0 9 o
land Exchange Offar Acras 4490 3040 304 0 304 0 304 0 4 o N4 0 4 0 104.0 304 0
ROW Acquisiticon Canes 11l a5 as 85 73 85 73 692 a5 73
Ccoupancy Tresspass Cages S 141 141 141 219 14 1 219 141 141 21 9
Landline Location Hilex a1 205 20 0 FL] 15 5 05 00 209 05 15 §
FUMAN AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT *
Human Resourca Program Enrollas
Yaars 19 28 19.28 19 28 19 28 19 28 19 28 19 28 19 28 19 28 19.29
Jok Coros Enrollee
Years ) [+] 0 0 [+] 0 0 9 u [+]
e Enrollae
Years 0 o [} o [+ o 0 0 o L]

* Human Resource Programs are not included after 1985

**MRVD = Thousand Recreation Visiter Days

4 Acres = Thousand Acres

M Animals = Thoysand Animals
MAUM = Thousand Animal Unit Months
YCC = Youth Conservati.n Corp
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MMSF = Million Board Feat
H Ac Ft = Thousand Acre Faat

# Op Plang = Number of Oparazing Plans

VIS = Visitor Information Se
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All alternatives will :increase National Forest System winter range carrying
capacity for big game. Raiparian habitat will be protected or improved 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 detexmined by the alternative direction and timber harvest
volume objectives, Alternatives 4 and 6 with the lowest amount of suitable
land, schedule the lowest annual harvest, and have the lowest long-term sus-
tained vield capacity. Alternative 3, with the most suiltable land, has the
greatest annual harvest and long-term sustained yield capacity.

A1l alternataves 1increase surface water vield through vegetation treatment.
These treatments will be scheduled 1in watersheds capable of producling more
water without detrimental effects on stream channel stability. The magnitude
of the i1ncrease ranges from 0.4% {(Alternative 9) to 0.9% (Alternative 8) over
current levels during the fifth decade. Water quality wil} meet all applic-
able Federal and State standards.

Demand for mineral exploration and development 1s expected to increase signi-
ficantly. Development willl require increases 1in transportation facilities
which can cause conflicts with other PForest uses. Operating plans will
include provisions to minimize environmental impacts on surface resources.

Human Resource Programs are affected by other agency budget opportunities
rather than alternatives. There will be no significant 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 1n Forest visitor use.
Insect and disease control measures are determined by the infestation level in
all alternatives.

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

All alternatives will create some effects on the soil resource. Mitigation
measures 1n the accompanying Plan will prevent a permanent loss of soil
productavity in all alternatives. The greatest unavoidable soil productivity
loss will occur as a result of road construction.

All alternatives propose a net 1increase 1n 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 motorized wvehicle use to
enhance seml-primitive non-motorized recreation opportunities and wildlife
seclus:ion. Alternatives 1, 3, 4, and 6 schedule significant 1ncreases in
trail construction and reconstruction to enhance dispersed recreation oppor-
tunities.
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SCOCIAL AND ECONOMIC EFFECTS

Some significant social changes will take place in the 10 county planning area
regardless of alternative. These changes are related to energy, minerals, 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 mmpacts. ILifestyle; attitudes, beliefs,
and values; social organization; and population and land use will not be
significantly affected by National Forest Service management by any
alternative. Alternatives may generate some minor opportunities or problems;
however, change 1i1n outputs when compared to. current management 1s not great
enough to cause any significant problems within the planning area.

All alternatives were analyzed for cost-efficiency using Present Net Value
(PNV). The PNV i1s discounted henefits less discounted costs, including only
those outputs to which monetary values can be assigned. Figure 9 displays
incremental PNV for each alternative. Table 5 displays an incremental com=-
parison of alternatives considered in deta:l.

Non-monetary values must also be considered. Net publaic benefit (NPB) 1s the
criterion used to evaluate the overall effect of monetary and non-monetary
costs and benefits. Net public benefit 1s the overall value to the nation of
all benefits less all associated costs.

Table 6 summarizes the cost-efficiency analysis at 4% discount rate by alter-
native. Benchmarks 1 and 3 are presented for comparison. Benchmark 3 1is
designed to calculate the highest achievable PNV. Benchmark 1 estimates the
minimum management level needed to maintain 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 associated with management activities
under the different alternatives.

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

Excluding these costs effectively lowexrs PVC and raises PNV $28.2 million (4%

discount rate). All alternatives considered in detall are constrained by pol-
icy.
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TABLE 5,

INCREMENTAL ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON
(Summary All DPecades, Million 1978 Dollars, 4% Discount Rate)

ALTERNATIVES
HIGHEST PNV LOWEST PNV
9 2 7 5 6 8 4 1 3

Present Value Cost 99.4 140.5 145.5 149.4 133.8 153.2 141.8 157.0 172.4

Cost Dypfference* +41.1 +5.0 +3.9 -15.6 +19,4 -11.4 +15.2 +15.4
Present Value Benefat 283.2 294.6 298.1 302.0 286.1 304.2 290.2 302.8 313.3

Benefit Difference* +11.4 +3.5 +3.9 -15.9 +18,1 -14.0 +12.6 +10.5
Incremental Present

Net Value 183.8 154.1 152.6 152.6 152.3 151.0 148.4 145.8 140.9
Present Net Value*

Di1fference -29.7 -1.5 -0.0 ~0.3 -1.3 -2.6 -2.6 -4.9

* Indicates the difference in cost, benefit, and PNV between alternatives.
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TABLE 6.

COST EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS SUMMARY
(Mi1llion 1978 Dollars)
4% Discount Rate

Alternatives

BM1* BM3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Present Value Benefits, Incremental** 203.1 312.0 3p2.8 294.6 313.3 290.2 302.0 286.1 298.1 304.2 283.2

Assigned Values Less Receipts 191.0 295.9 286.9 279.0 296.8 275.3 286.1 271.0 282.4 288.2 268.3
Federal Receipts 12.1 16.1 15.9 15.6 16.5% 14.9 15.9 15.1 15.7 16.0 14.9
Present Value Costs, Incremental 11.4 108.4 157.0 140.5 172.4 141.8 149.4 133.8 145.5 153.2 99.4
Forest Service, Long Range
Fixed 7.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Investment 0.0 6.5 9.4 B.4 10.3 8.5 9.0 8.0 8.7 9.2 6.0
Operational 0.0 75.9 110.0 98.3 120.7 99.2 104.6 93.7 101L.9 107.2 69.6
General Administration 0.0 10.8 15.7 14.1 17.3 14.2 14.9 13.4 14.5 15.4 9.9

Non-Forest Service - Cooperator

Costs 4.1 15.2 21.9 19.7 24.1 19.9 20.9 18.7 20.4 21.4 13.9
Present Net Value, Incremental 19:,7 203.6 145.,8 154.1 140.9 148.4 152.6 152.3 152.6 151.0 183.8
Benefit Cost Ratio, Incremental 17.8 2.88 1.93 2.10 1.82 2.05 2.02 2.14 2.05 1.99 2.85

* The figures for BM1, Minimum lLevel, are not “incremental™. Figures for BM3 and the alternatives 1-9 are
"incremental™ to BML.

*%* 2)]1 demand curves are horizontal. Consumer surplus is zero and not shown.




ADVERSE ENVIRONMMENTAL EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED

Mitigation measures are included in the Management Reguarements for all
alternatives. They will limit the adverse effects that cannot be avoided.
However, the alternatives, including the Proposed Aaction, wi1ll have some
adverse, unavoldable effects including:

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

~~Vegetation eliminated for road and trall construction, structural range and
wildlife habitat improvements, developed recreation sites, and
administrative saites.

--Conflicts will increase between recreation and other Forest use activities.
~~Solitude loss due to increased management and use activities.

—~Temporary wildlife disturbance 1n some locations because of 1increased
management and use activities.

--An increase 1n energy requirements needed to manage the Forest.

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

Forest management 1s a long-term commtment. Forest management regulires
short-term resource use, conducted in a manner that ensures long-term produc-
tivaity.

The Proposed Action and alternatives meet the Multiple~Use Sustained-Yield
requirement to provide for the "achievement and maintenance in perpetuity of a
hagh level annual or periodic output of the various renewable resources of the
national forests without impairment of the productivity of the land." The
long=-term land productivity 1s maintained or improved 1in all altermataves
while producing outputs, goods, and services over the planning horizon.

CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS

This Final EIS 1s the latest in a series of efforts designed to involve the
public in the development of the Forest Plan. Comments on the Draft EIS
received during the review period were used i1n preparation of Final EXIS. The
public comment period closed February 19, 1983. The reader 1s 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 1n
Chapter VI,

The final decision regarding Plan approval will be documented 1n a Record Of
Decision issued at the time the Final EIS and Forest Plan are avalilable to the
public. The decisicn regarding the addition of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study
Area and Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area to the National Wilderness
Preservation System 1s reserved for Congress and will be made at a later date.
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CHAPTER I
PURPOSE AND NEED

VERVIEW

The purpose of a Forest Land and Resource Management Plan {the Plan) 1s 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; guldes development of multi
-year implementation programs for the Supervaisor's Office and Ranger
Districts; and provides direction to the Supervisor's Office and Ranger
Districts for identifying activities and expenditures to achieve on-the-ground
results, The Plan is needed to address the conflicting desires between forest
user groups. There 15 a need to resolve these conflicts, and to update and
display information in one Plan that integrates management direction for all
forest resources. The Flan provides a management program reflecting a mix of
management activities to achieve a healthy, vigorous forest environment. The
environment must be capable of supporting a wide range of natural processes
and human actaivities. Vegetation treatment 1s the major tool the Forest
utilizes to achieve this overall goal. The Plan wall also satisfy guiding
legislation.

The Proposed Action 1s described in the attached: Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre,
and Gunnison National Forests' Land and Resource Management Plan. For pur-
poses of disclosure, this Final EIS and Plan are treated as combined
documents.

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

--Defines management activities appropriate 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 directaion,
needs and conflicts expressed by the issues and concerns; and recognizing
the productive land potential and its sensitivity to the impacts of manage-
ment activities.

--Specirfies the resource production outputs assoclated with specific 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 project level decisions and for budget proposals.
--Integrates andividual resource planning activities.
~-Coordinates Forest Service planning activities with the efforts of State and

local governments and Indian tribes.
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-«Provides 1input for future PForest and Rangeland Renewable Resource Planning
Act (RPA) Programs and the Rocky Mountain Regional Guade.

This Final EIS 1s not a decision document. It 1s a decument disclosing the
environmental consequences of i1mplementing the Proposed Action and alterna=-
tives to that action which were considered in developing the Plan for the
Forest. The alternatives displayed in this Fainal EIS are applicable only to

National Forest System land.

The Plan guides management of the Forest for the next 50 years. It will be
reviewed and updated, if necessary, at least’ every five years; and completely
revised at least every ten to fifteen years. This 1s a requirement of the
National Forest Management Act of 1976 (NFMZA). The requirements assure the
Plan w1ll be dynamic and will respond to change.

2 glossary to aid in reading and interpreting this Fanal BIS and Plan 15 in-
cluded in Appendix A. Maps displaying the Management Area Direction for each
alternative considered in detall are attached to this Final EIS.

The Plan 1s 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 1ts
implementing regulations.

The planning process is outlined in the NFMA regulations. The process uses an
interdrscaiplinary approach to develop the Proposed Action and the alterna-
tives. The Planning Actions described in the regulations, and used in this
Forest planning process are:

-=Identification of Issues, Concerns, and Opportunities.

—-Development of Planning Craiteria.

—--Inventory Data and Information Collection.

—-Analysis of the Management Situation.

--Formulation of Alternataives.

~-=Estimated Effects of Alternatives.

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

-wSelection of the Preferred Alternatave (or Proposed Action).
--Implementation of the Forest Plan.

=-Monitoring and Evaluation of the Forest Plan.



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, Colorade 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 i1n 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 guidelines, addresses
regional 1ssues and concerns, and 1dentifies resource output targets for the
Forests within the Region. The guestion of meeting assigned targets and
addressing local issues and concerns 1s addressed in the Forest planning
process.

Each Plan 1n turn, validates or provides a basis for changing the production
levels assigned by the Regional Guide. Activities and projects 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
revising the Regiocnal Guide. Regional Guide implementation will recuire a
review of Forest Plans to determine 1f amendments are necessary.

The NFMA regulations requrre the Forest Service to coordinate 1its naticnal,
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 1n making the Forest
planning effort compatible with the goals, objectives, 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 Colerado Divi-
sion of Wildlife feels wilderness will benefit wildlife on Fossil Ridge.

The Colorado Wildernmess Act of 1980 (Public Law 96-560) designated Fossil
Radge (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 suiltability or unsuitabilaty of
Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal Plateau Purther Plannlng Area
for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System,.
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A legislative 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 Guanison, Colorado and January 12, 1983 1in Denver, Colorado. The Draft EIS
for the Plan was issued on Octcober 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
VI 1n this Final EIS documents the consultation and public comment on the
Draft EIS.

The legislative EIS for Fossil Ridge with the Regional Forester's
recommendation will receave 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 heen
held. The Administration 1s currently completing the Final EIS.

The Colorado Wilderness Act retained RARE II's designation for Cannibal
Plateau (RARE II Area A-2218). Cannibal Plateau 1s a further planning area
requiring further study before a recommendation can be made regarding
suitability or unsuitability for 1inclusion 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 recommendation to Congress bhecause this 1s within the context
of the Colorado Wilderness Act.

If, 1n the Record of Decision which approves the Forest Plan, a Further
Planning Area 1s recommended suitable for wilderness, a legislative
environmental impact statement (EIS) will be prepared. The legislative EIS
will be submitted +to the Washington Office of the Forest Service. The
legislative EIS for Cannibal Plateau with the Regional Forester's
recommendation will receive further review and possible medification ain 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 will transmit the  Administration's final
recommendation to Congress. The legislative EIS will be filed with the
Envirommental Protection Agency and distributed to the public. Final
decisions on wilderness designation have been reserved by Congress.



If the decision i1n the Forest Plan Record of Decision 1s that a Further
Planning Area 1s best suited for nonwilderness purposes, the Chairman of the
Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee and the Chairman of the House
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee will be notified by letter. A waiting
period of 90 days 1s necessary while Congress 1s 1n session before the portion
of the decision which directly affects the Further Planning Area can be
implemented. The 90-day waiting period begins on the date of EPA’s Notice of
Avallability published in the Federal Register.

In the 1980 National Materzials and Minerals Policy Research and Development
Act and the Energy Security Act of 1980, Congress directed the Forest Service
te encourage private investors in developing domestlc mineral resources and to
proceed in making recommendations to the Bureau of Land Management regarding
leasing proposals on National Forest System land. Minerals Management
direction 1s displayed in Chapter III, Management Requirements for the Forest
Plan.

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

This planning effort has been coordinated with the environmental analysis for
the proposed Mount Emmons mining project. The Notice of Availability for the
Mt. Emmons Mining Project Final EIS was published in the Federal Register,
October 29, 1982, The proponent has postponed the project indefinitely.
Therefore, no decision has been made by the Forest Service regarding approval
of the proposal.

A Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS for the Forest Plan was published i1n the
Federal Register on November 14, 1980. The Draft EIS for the Plan was 1ssued
on October 25, 1982 in draft form for public review and comment. The comment
period on the Proposed Plan and Draft EIS closed February 19, 1983. The
Notice of Availability was published in the Federal Register, November 11,
1982. Chapter IV 1in this Final EIS documents the consultation and public
comment on the Draft EIS. After the 90-day comment period closed, the
Proposed Plan was amended as necessary to adequately respond to public
comment, new or improved data, and additional analysis. The Regional Forestex
uses the Final EIS in making a decision under NFMA regarding Plan approval.
This decision 1s documented 1n a Record of Decision, and 1s attached to thas
Final EIS.

The "Record of Decision" for the Final EIS includes the management decisions
for the White River and Rio Grande National Forest portidns of the Raggeds ang
La Garita Wildernesses.

The planning effort included 12 scoping meetings, September 1981, conducted in
local communities and Denver. Open house meetings were conducted in November
1981 at the ranger district offices. These open houses were designed to give
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 is approved, the Forest Supervisor will
ensure that, subject to wvalid existing rights, all outstanding and future
permilts and other occupancy and use documents which affect National Forest
System lands are consistent with the Plan. The management directicon displayed
in the Plan 1s used in analyzing proposals by prospective Forest users. All
permats, 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 changes resulting
from a reduced budget will be considered an amendment to the Forest Plan.
These changes shall not be considered a significant amendment, and will not
require an EIS unless the changes significantly alter the long-term relation-
ship between levels of multiple-use goocds and services projected under planned
budget proposals as compared to those projected under actual appropriations.

Implementation of this management direction 15 the key to translating the
goals, objectives, and management requirements 1into on-the-ground results.
The Plan is implemented through the program development, budgeting, and annual
work planning processes. These processes supplement the Plan and make the
annual adjustments and changes 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, objectives, 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 implementation
programs form the basis for the Forest's annual program budget.

Upon approval of the £inal budget appropriation for the Forest, the annual
program of work i1s 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 resgponding to the direction of the Plan.
The activity files in the data base and the Program Accounting and Management
Attainment Reporting System provide information for monitoring the accomplish-
ment of the annual Forest pregram.

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 1n the environmental analyses for project level
decisions. Envirommental documents for specific projects implemiented under
this Plan direction will, therefore, be site specific only.

The management direction displayed in Chapter III, Plan, 1s composed of two
major parts: Forest Direction and Management Area Direction.



Forest Direction consists of goals, objectives, and management requirements
for the Forest. The goals and objectives provide broad overall direction
regarding the type and amount of goods and services the Forest will provide.
The management requirements contained in the Forest Direction set the minimum
standards that must be maintained while achieving these goals and objectives.
Management requirements establish the broad multiple-use management direction
and generally apply to all areas of the Forest.

Management Area Direction consists of individual management area prescriptions
applicable to specific management areas. The management area prescriptions
contain management requirements specifying which activities will be imple=-
mented to achieve goals and objectives. Management requirements are specific
to individual management area prescriptions within the Forest and are applied
in addition to the Forest Direction Management Requirements. The management
area map attached to this document indicates where the individual management
area prescriptions will be applied.

VICINITY OF THE FOREST -

The Forest 1s located in West-Central Coloradeo on the west slope of the Colo-
rado Rockies. The Forest includes portions of the following counties: Delta,
Garfield, Gunnison, Hinsdale, Mesa, Montrose, Curay, Saguache, San Juan, and
San Miguel. Figure I-1 1s a vicinity map displaying land administered by the
Forest.

There are 2,953,186 acres of Naticnal Forest System land comprilsing the Grand
Mesa (346,141 acres), Uncompahgre (944,241 acres), and Gunnison National
Forests (1,662,804 acres). Within the Forest boundary, there ,are 210,217
acres 1n private, State, or other Federal ownership. Table I-1 displays
National Forest System acres by county.

This Final EIS discloses alternative management direction for 2,905,027 acres
of National Forest System land. This acreage includes all of the La Garita
and Raggeds Wildernesses. This Final EIS does not disclose alternative
management direction for the Lizard Head, Collegiate Peaks, and Maroon Bells-
Snowmass Wildernesses. Table I~2 summarlzes the area covered by the Plan and
Final EIS.

Management directlon was established cooperatively between this Forest and the
San Juan, White Raver, and Rio Grande National Forests to ensure uniform
management within each wilderness area. Each Forest will continue to admin-
aster their respective portions of the wilderness areas.

The Final EIS discloses management alternatives and their potential impacts on
the five wilderness areas displayed in Table I-3.

The San Juan National Forest's Final EIS will disclose alternative management
direction for the entire Lizard Head Wilderness. Thas includes 20,342 acres
managed by this Forest. The White River National Forest will 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,



FIGURE I-1.
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TABLE I-1.

GRAND MESA, UNCOMPAHGRE, AND GUNNISON
NATIONAL FORESTS ACREAGE SUMMARY
(Within Forest Boundary)

County National Forest COther Total
Delta 191,649 4,672 196,321
Garfield 2,043 0 2,043
Gannison 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
San Miguel 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 National Forest System Land 2,953,186

Forest Wilderness Acres Disclosed 1in
Other Forest EIS's 88,901

Net Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and
Gunnison National Forest System Land
Pisclosed in This EIS 2,864,285

Other Forest Wilderness Acres Disclosed
in This EIS 40,742

Total National Forest System Land Disclosed
in This EIS 2,905,027




TABLE I-3.

WILDERNESS AREAS COVERED IN THIS FINAL EIS

{Acres)
Name Net N.F. Acres
Baig Blue Wildernmess 98,235
La Garita Wilderness 103,986

(includes 24,164 acres admin-
istered by the Rio Grande N.F.)

Mount Sneffels Wilderness 16,200
Raggeds Wilderness 59,105

{includes 16,578 acres admin-
istered by the White River N.F.)

West Elk Wilderness 176,092
GRAND TOTAL 453,618

SCOPE OF THE ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED

The Plan addresses public issues and management concerns. These i1ssues and
concerns were derived from comments solicited at public meetings, from written
responses to the Forest's Scoping Document, from the Forest staff, and from
comments received on the Draft EIS. Federal, State, and leocal governments
were contacted, and their issues i1dentified. These issues and concerns are
the topics the Plan will address.

The Draft EIS for the Plan was issued on QOctober 25, 1982 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
pubklic comment, new or improved data, opposing views, and additional analysis.
The reader 1s encouraged to review Chapter VI of the Final EIS. Chapter VI
documents consultation with the public; Pederal, State and local governments;
industry; organizations; and legislators. The section CHANGES BETWEEN DRAFT
AND FINAL EIS in 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 1n seventeen Forest planning guestions. A
detailed discussion of this process is contained in the Forest planning
records. How each planning question 1s addressed by an alternative also
determines the manner in which the issues and concerns are addressed. The
following identify and briefly describe the Forest planning questions and
provide a summary of the 1ssues and concerns.

PLANNING OQUESTION 1l: How much and what type of recreation opportunities
should the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests provide?

This plannlng dquestion deals with the quantity and location of developed
recreation facilities on National Forest System land. There 1s a need for
adequate up-to~date developed recreation facilities for winter and summer use.
Existing developed recreation capacity 1s 1inadeguate to meet 1ncreasing de-
mand. An i1ssue related to this planning question 1s the extent to which the
Forest should compete with the private sector 1n provading developed site
recreation opportunities. The Forest has a large resource of dispersed
recreation opportunities not available in the pravate sector. If management
was oriented more toward providing dispersed opportunities, part of the devel-
oped recreation demand could be met by the private sector.

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

The major parts of this planning question involve conflicts between the motor-
1zed and non-motorized recreation uses. Some individuals want additional
opportunities for non-motorized recreation activities such as hiking, cross-—
country skiang, hunting, and fishing. Some individuals consider too much of
the Forest roaded.

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

This planning question addresses the type of wilderness management needed to
maintain a guality wilderness recreation experience. The issues center arcund
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 in the National
Wilderness Preservation System?

This question addresses the suitability of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning
Area and Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area for inclusion 1in the National
Wilderness Preservation System. The Colorado Wilderness Act identified Fossil
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 wildlife and f£ish?

This planning question addresses the wildlife (excluding deer and elk) re-
source,

Public 1ssues and management concerns are related to questions concerning
mineral exploration and development, transportaticn, and municipal watersheds.
The 1ssues indicate a desire to protect and manage wildlife habitat, including
threatened and endangered species. Issues were ralsed on how fishery habitat
w2ll be managed.

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

This planning question addresses National Forest System wlnter range carrying
capacity for elk and deer, The scope of this planning question revolves
around providing the range resource compatible with big game habaitat.

Most public issues and management concerns related to conflicts between live-
stock grazing and big game. Craitical big game winter range 1s being lost
outside the Forest boundary caused by subdivision of private land. Big game
herd size 1s increasing and the habitat loss 1s causing conflicts with grazing
on the Forest.

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

This planning guestion addresses allocation of the range resource between
competing uses. Public issues indicated Forest users were concerned with how
much grazing will be permitted, and where i1t will occur in relation to other
resource uses. Public 1ssues opposed to domestic livestock grazing centered
around riparian zones, wilderness, and municipal watersheds.

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

This planning question addresses timber management on the Forest. Publaic
issues include increasing demand for firewood, clear cutting, the effect of
timber harvest on watershed conditions and the role of this Forest in
supplying timber for the nation.

Correspondence commenting on the Draft EIS and Proposed Plan indicated a group
of investors wish to construct a modern sawml)l and planer mill in Montrose,
Colerado. The investors indicated that the timber demand figures displayed in
the Draft EIS are based on past harvest volumes and have no allowance for
future 1industrial development. They reguested that the annual sales program
be rescheduled to reflect more total management of the timber resource. An
annual sale of 55 to 60 mmbf would help justify the large capital expenditures
required to establish a modern process facility.

Management concerns 1nclude usaing the timber management program to achieve
multiple use ohiectives.
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PLANNING QUESTION 9: What surface resource uses should be permitted in
municipal watersheds?

This planning question addresses the potential effects of recreation, range,
timber, and minerals (mining and exploration) uses on the quality and quantity

of municipal water supplies.

The planning question was formulated 1nitially ain response to potential
adverse effects of mining and exploration activity on the gquality of the
municipal water supplies. There 1s a concern that minerals, timber manage-
ment, and grazing activity 1s increasing and can degrade water quality.

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

The scope of the planning question includes publaic 1ssues and management
concerns for surface and groundwater management. Surface water on the Forest
15 a naticnal concern due to the Forest's location at the headwaters of the
Colorado River. Runoff from this area i1s critical to the water supply of the
southwest United States, where much of the water generated on the Forest 1s
used. There 1s an 1increasing demand for water on the western slope. New
industries also regquire additional water.

PLANNING QUESTION 11: How should the Forest coordinate mineral development
activity with other resource values?

This planning question addresses the potential effects of minerals development
on all the other resources, particularly wilderness, wildlife, water, and
visual, and how management of other resources may impact mineral development.

The planning question was formulated £rom 1ssues and concerns identified
during scoping and comments to the DEIS relating to 1increased mineral
exploration and development activaity throughout the Forest. Several
commentors to the Draft EIS and Proposed Plan felt there were no provisions
for conflict resolution where minerals are the highest and best multiple-use
actaivity. Response to this concern 1s included under Comment 7, Planning
Question 11, Chapter VI of this document.

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

This planning gquestion addresses the transportation requirements needed to
manage all resources. Public issues 1ndicate environmental damage is occur-
ring from indiscriminate motorized wvehicle use. This dispersed motorized
recreation use 1s also interfering with other resource uses.

PLANNING QUESTION 13: How should the Forest handle the problems caused by
private land within and adjacent to the National Forest?

Public 1ssues and management concerns relating to land adjustments either
express a desire for more access to the Forest or identify conflicts between
private land in or adjacent to the Forest. There are about 1,600 private
acres within existing wilderness areas on the Forest.
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PIANNING QUESTION 14: Where should the Forest provide utility corridors and
how should they be managed?

This planning question addresses Forest land used for rights-of-way for major
transmission lines. The primary concern 1S lmpacts on resources created by
these utility rights~of-way.

PIANNING QUESTION 15: Can service to the public and administration be improv-
ed with Forest or Distract boundary changes?

This planning question addresses the possib¥lity of recommending Dastrict or
Forest boundary changes; land exchange opportunities between the Forest Ser-
vice and Bureau of Land Management (BLM); and between the Forest Service and
National Park Service.

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

The planning question addresses cultural resource protection. The concern 1is
that damage to significant and unevaluated prehistoric and haistoric sites can
occur with management activitiles i1n an area.

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

This planning guestion addresses the adoption of visual quality objectives for
National Forest System land., The concern 1s that unless the wvisual resource
1s considered duraing planning and project activities, negative visual impacts
are likely to occur,

CHANGES BETWEEN DRAFT AND FINAL EIS

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

Members of the public 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 govermment resclutions were received. The comments
on the Draft EIS and Proposed Plan covered a variety of topics. Comments and
Forest Service response are displayed in this Final EIS Chapter VI.

The annual programed sales offered during the first decade has been revised.
Three hundred fifty million board feet of timber will be offered for sale
during the period 1984 through 1993. To respond to local interest ain
accelerating the timber harvest schedule, 35 MMBF will be offered 1in 1984, and
55 MMBF 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 1£f local
demand for timber has significantly changed. If local demand for taimber
changes significantly, the Plan will 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 1in 1988
through 1993 at a rate of 25 MMBF annually. Any of the volume offered but not
so0ld in the first 4 years will still be available for re-offer,

I-14



Another alternative was added for Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and
Camnmibal Plateau Further Planning Area. The alternative was added to provide
an 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 legislative EIS'
w1ll be submitted to the Washington Office of the Forest Service. The
Regional Forester's recommendation will receive further review and possible
modification 1n 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 Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area or Cannibal Plateau Further
Planning Area. The reader 1s encouraged to review Appendix K and L of this
Final EIS. Appendix K 1ndexes the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area.
Locations are displayed tc help the reader locate detailed information on
Fossil Ridge. Appendix L indexes Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area n a
similar manner.

Incremental alternative present net wvalue changed between the Draft and Fainal
EIS. The revised Region 2 benefit wvalue for range $10.48 per aum was
substituted for the receipt value of $1.97 used 1in 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 1n FORPLAN. The result 1s an increase
in the discounted benefits for range,

A second factor affecting the increase in present net value 1s 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 Final EIS are grouped into three categories:

~=Changes 1n the 1implementing regulations for the Naticnal Forest Management
Act;

-—Content changes in the documents;

-=Issues to be addressed in the Final EIS.

NFMA REGUIATION CHANGE

The Proposed Plan was prepared under the 18979 NFMA implementing regulations.
In November 1982 revised regulations became effective., The revised regula-

tions contain provisions for a transition period. The revised regulations (36
CFR 219.29(b)) state: " ...planning process steps already completed need not



be repeated." and "1f, prior to the effective date of an amendment to this
subpart, a forest plan either has been approved i1n final form or released in
draft form for public review, the plan need not be modified to incorporate
requirements of such amendment, until the next scheduled revision of the
forest plan;."

The Proposed Plan was filed prior to the 1982 regulations effective date.
When the Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests Plan 1s
scheduled to be revised 1t will be brought into conformance with the 1982
regqulations.

The Final EIS and Plan have been revised, where practicable, to meet the
intent of the 1982 regulations. The 1982 regulations changed the name of the
Regional Plan to Regional Guide. The proposed Rocky Mountain Regional Plan
referenced in the Draft EIS 1s now referred to as the Rocky Mountain Regional
Guide. The Regional Guide and Final EIS were filed with the Environmental
Protection Agency on June 1, 1983.

CONTENT CHANGES

Content has been revised in this Final EIS to reflect new data, revised
management direction and implementing schedules, public comments and goal
clarrfication.

Sane canmentors disagreed with data or analysis displayed in the Draft EIS.
These are considered opposing views under the NEPA regulations. Opposing
views have been 1incorporated throughout the Final EIS. The responsible
official will consider these opposing views when making his final decaisicn.
Opposing views that have been added to the Final EIS include:

—-Constraints on Benchmark analysis give 1naccurate results and make them
1nappropriate for comparison;

-=-Disagree with data, analysis, and display for Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study
Area or Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area;

==The management 1indicator species list 1s too limited;

-=The criteria for determining capable timberland 1s too low;

-=Timber harvest levels are too high;

==Timber harvest levels are too low;

~-Clearcutting to 1increase water yield will cause erosion and turbadaty
impacts;

—--Harvesting timber to 1ncrease water yield is shortsited and 1s being used to
rationalize timber harvest levels;

--The fifty year proposed water projecticns are too highj;

-~The Proposed Plan wall destroy the tourist industry for Gunnison County;

~=-PDownh1ll skiing demand projections are too high;

—=Tamber should be managed for unevenaged stands;

—-=Mineral leasing should not he permitted on slopes over 40%;

~=Ut1lity corridors are not discussed i1n any of the alternatives;

~--Discount rates used in the economic analysis are too low; and

-~-The Proposed Plan will prevent economic development in the planning area.
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The set of Management Prescriptions has been revised to respond to public
comments and management concerns. Prescriptions 6C and 6D have been deleted.
These prescriptions duplicated Management Direction in a number of other
prescriptions and the Forest Direction. Management Prescriptions 52 and 5B
were added to make winter range management more site specific. Public and
management alike were confused on the location of winter range direction in
the Plan. Prescription 7F has been combined with Prescraiption 7E. Raiparian
area management 1s displayed in Prescription 9A 1in the Final EIS. It was
included 1n Forest Direction 1in the Draft EIS, Prescription 9B 1s now
displayed on alternative maps. Prescription 10E was added for the Fruita
Division Municipal Watershed.

Some land use allocations have been adjusted, i1n some cases the adjustments
are 1in response to public comments. Cther changes were initiated to
facilitate plan implementation.

In Chapter II, in the section 'Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from
Detalled Study', the Departure from Base Sale Schedule has been revised. The
Departure dasplayed 1n the Final EIS was developed to respond to a local
comment requesting the timber harvest schedule be accelerated,

The 1mportance of vegetation and 1ts relationship to other resources on the
Forest has been highlighted. Alternatives 1in Chapter II have vegetation
treatment goals. Chapter III dasplays current vegetation conditions and what
will happen to the vegetation with and without treatment. Chapter IV displays
how vegetation treatment contributes to a healthy Forest. Vegetation
treatment contributions to other resources are displayed in Chapter IV. Some
goals were reworded and new goals added to clarify management direction,

ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED

The Draft EIS was designed to respond to 17 planning questions developed
during the Forest planning process. Public comments on the Draft EIS are
organized by these planning dquestions and displayed in Chapter VI. In
addition to the planning guestions, comments on seven other topics are
displayed in Chapter VI. These topics are:

-=-Alternative Selection; ~-Prescriptions;

—--Benchmark/NEPA Process; ~~Research;

--Miscel laneous; -=-Social, Economic, Net Public Benefits:
--Monitoring;

RESULTS OF CHANGES IN THE FINAL EIS

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

OVERVIEW

This chapter 1s the heart of the Final EIS. It describes and compares the
range of altermatives amnalyzed in the Forest planning process, including the
Proposed Action. The section, Criteria Used to Develop Alternatives, explains
the NEPA and NFMA regulations that govern alternative development. It dis-
cusses how alternatives were formulated, the range of alternatives, and the
set of management prescriptions in each alternative. The section also dis-~
cusses the role of economics in alternative formulation. The section, Bench-
mark Levels, describes the benchmark levels and their gquantitative analysais.
This is used to define the decisiron space used i1n formulating alternatives.
The section, Alternatives Considered and Eliminated £rom Detailed Study,
describes the mineral leasing alternative and the departure from Base Sale
Schedule alternative and reasons for eliminating them from detailed study.
The next section displays the nine alternatives considered in detail. Thas
includes the Proposed Action. The alternatives are summarized with emphasais,
goals, land use allocations, and the expected future condition of the Forest.
The chapter concludes by comparing the nine alternatives considered in detail.
This comparision includes planning questlons, land use allocations by manage-
ment prescription, average annual outputs of selected resources, and detailed
comparison of resources for a selected time period. The comparison also
displays social and economic effects of implementing the alternatives.

CRITERTA USED TO DEVELOP ALTERNATIVES

The NEPA regulations require rigorous exploration and objective evaluation of
all reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action including a "no action"
alternative. The regulations require the Forest to analyze alternatives not
within the agency's jurisdiction. The regulations also require identification
and discussion of alternatives eliminated from detailed study.

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

-=-Each alternative will be capable of being achieved.

--A "no action" alternative will be formulated that is the most likely condi-
tion expected to exist in the future, 1f current management direction con-
tinues unchanged.

~-Bach alternataive will provide for the orderly elimination of backlogs of
needed treatment for the restoration of renewable resources as necessary to

achieve the multiple-use cbjectives of the alternative.

--Each public i1ssue and management concern will be addressed in one or more
alternatives.

--Bach alternative will represent, to the extent practicable, the most cost-
efficient combination of management actavities that can meet the objectives
established in the alternative.
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The NFMA regulations also require that each alternative display:

==The condition and uses that will result from long-term application of the
alternative.

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

--Resource management standards and guidelines.
-=-The purposes of the management direction prpposed.

An alternative i1s a specific combination of management prescriptions and
associated cost and output schedule. Management prescriptions apply only to
National Forest System land. A variety of prescription combinations are

possible in formulating a reasonable range of alternatives.

Prescriptions are management activities selected for specific land areas to
attain multiple-use goals and objectives. Alternatives vary by changing acres
and prescription location. Prescriptions for the Management Areas are dis-
played in Chapter III, Management Direction, of the Plan. Appendix N displays

a prescription that was used in alternative formulation, but was not used 1in
the Proposed Action.

The prescriptions contain mitigation measures. Mitigation ensures long-term
land productivity 1s not impaired under any alternatave.

Federal agencies are regulired to include and discuss appropriate measures to
mitigate adverse environmental impacts (40 CFR 1502.,14 and 16.)

Mitigation includes:

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

~=-Minimizing mmpacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
umplementation.

~-Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the
affected environment.

-=Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action.

-=-Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources
or environments. (40 CFR 1508,20)

Chapter 11I, Management Direction, the Forest Plan, contains goals, cbjec=-

tives and management regquirements necessary to achieve these goals and
cbjectives, Management requirements are presented in two sections. The first
section contains Forest Direction which details overall management require-

ments that mast be maintained during Plan implementation. The second section

contains management prescriptions detailing the management requirements for
speclfic Forest land areas called management areas. The management require-

II-2



ments listed in Forest Direction are applied 1n addition to the management
requirements for individual management areas. Individual management areas are
1dentified 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.
Mitigation measures were 1incorporated into the management requirements. The
management requirements set the baseline that must be maintained throughout
the Forest 1n achieving the goals and objectives of the Forest Plan. They
establish the envirommental guality regquirements, natural and depletable
resource use standards, and mitigating measures that apply to all Forest
Areas. Each alternative 1is economically efficient 1n terms of present net
value (PNV) and hkenefit/cost ratio. Present net wvalue 1s total discounted
benefits minus total discounted costs assoclated 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 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.

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

Benchmark 3 will be used to compare present net value between the alterna-
tives, Thas Benchmark level 1s used because 1t maximizes present net value of
those outputs that were assigned a monetary value in the 1980 RPA program.
This benchmark includes wvalues for recreation, wilderness use, wildlafe and
fish, range, timber, and water. Appendix C displays the results of Benchmark
level analysas.

The haghest present net wvalue alternative does not necessarily ensure selec-
tion of that alternative as the Forest's Proposed Action. HNet public benefit
mast be considered. A detailed discussion of the economic analysis and ana-
lytical process used in the Forest planning process is included in the Forest
planning records and Appendix E.

Values are applied to outputs that are sold or could be sold 1f Forest Service
pelicy or legislation permitted sale. These include: recreation, wilderness
use, wildlife and fish, range, timber, and water. Appendix B displays the
valyes used in the analysais.

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

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

Step 1 Major public issues are 1dentified through public involvement and

coordination with other local, State and Federal agencies. Manages=
ment concerns were 1dentified through an internal analysis.
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Step 2 Public 1ssues and management concerns are consolidated into a set of
general planning questions to be addressed in the planning process.

Step 3 Multiple-use management prescriptions were developed. These pre-
scriptions represent sets of compatible management practices, de-
signed to address planning questions i1n an economically efficient

manner.

Step 4 Data was collected, assembled and stored in the Forest resource data
base.

Step 5 Potential locations for applying the management prescriptlions were
identified through saite-specific capability and suitability analy-
sis.

Step 6 Potential production levels were estimated for each resource through

benchmark analysis. Benchmark levels defined the range within which
alternatives could be developed.

Step 7 Demand and supply levels were estimated for the various resources.
The need to change current management direction was identified.

Step 8 A broad range of possible alternatives was developed. These alter-
natives address the needed changes in management direction. Each
alternative reflected a unique set of objectives for resocurce
management which responds to planning questions differently.

Step 9 The linear program model, FORPLAN, was used to estimate the goods
and services that could actually be produced by each alternative.
The model 1s a mathematical process that determines the most cost-

efficient prescraption mix which achieves a desired goal. The model
schedules outputs and costs over time.

Step 10 The land management allocations, output schedules, and effects were
validated. Unacceptable management conflicts were resolved.

Step 11 The land management allocations were mapped and re-analyzed to test
the original constraints and to insure maximum economic efficiency.

Step 12 Steps 9 through 11 were repeated to define the reasonable range of
alternatives +that assured the most cost effective method of
achieving alternatives objectives.

BENCHMARK LEVELS

Benchmarks can best be described as analytic or information packages from
which to develop implementable alternatives. Benchmarks are reference points
used for comparison with alternatives. For example, such reference points
will i1ndicate the highest amount of sustained capacity for dispersed recrea-
tion given a certain set of assumptions. Thlis same assessment will also
reveal the tradeoffs in other resources and effects resulting from this
amount. The level of outputs resulting from this analysis reflects the upper
limit of the decision space within which alternatives will be considered.

IT-4



Without the knowledge of certain management possibilities and subsequent
environmental effects, alternative development 1s extremely difficult to
accomplish with any degree of reliability that resolution of issues are being

fully addressed.

Benchmark information 1s also used 1in assessing costs associrated with certain
minimum management requirements such as maintenance of long-term productivity
of the land.

Key mplementation and assessment factors such as spatial feasibility of
management areas, environmental and social effects, program staffing and
budget implications, and transportation requirements are estimated, but they
are not analyzed in sufficient detail to determine the practicality of actual
1mplementation.

As such, benchmarks only approximate what could actually be accomplished on
the ground. They are technically, but not necessarily, operationally imple-
mentable. They, therefore, are approximately implementable.

Eleven benchmark levels were analyzed. Each benchmark level 15 subject to the
laws and regulations that govern National Forest System Management; however
benchmarks are not constrained by local, regional, or national policy. All
benchmarks are designed to maintain land productivity.

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 specific cbjective. This objective 1s reflected in the
objective function, constraints, and the assumptions made for that benchmark.
Benchmarks 1 through 7 are modeled in FORPLAN, Benchmarks 8 through 11 are not
modeled 2in FORPLAN. Appendix C, a benchmark comparison, presents economic
analysls and average annual output by resource.

MINIMUM LEVEL {(BENCHMARK #1)

This Benchmark level estimates a minimum level of management. It will comply
with applicable laws and regulations, including prevention of significant or
permanent impairment of long-term land productivity, and which would be needed
to maintain the Forest as part of the National Forest System and to manage
uncontrollable outputs and uses. Management activities that occur at this
level 1include fire suppression, 1nsect & disease control where needed to
protect values 1in adjacent land ownership, law enforcement, and special use
management. Incidental outputs include dispersed recreation, wildlife, and
water yield. This Benchmark 1s used to distinguish between non-induced and
induced outputs and effects.

The following conclusions can be drawn €from Benchmark 1. There 1s a net
decrease 1n water vield and potential National Forest System winter range
carrying capacity when vegetation management 1s halted. No outputs requiring
Forest Service funding will be produced. Dispersed recreation, wilderness
use, wildlafe, fish, and water will continue to be available on the Forest but
below current levels. Downhill ski areas will close and the industry will be
eliminated.
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Implementing minimum level management would result in lost opportunities to
treat wvegetation for 1mproved wildlife habitat, 1increased water yield,
amproved scenery, mproved range conditions and wood fiber, Forested areas
would become over-mature and would detericrate. 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 environment 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, guality, and amount of
recreation occurring on the Forest. Over 50% of the jobs 1n the local
economy, dependent on recreation opportunities on National Forest would be
lost.

Many grazing permittees are dependent on Naticnal Forest System grazing to
supplement their livestock operation. Some will 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 taimber,
Many operators will likely be forced out of business. Some operators may be
able to rely on private, State, or other Federal timber to remain in business.
The supply of timber 1s minimal from these sources.

New public issues will result from minimum level management. People will find
access to the Forest reduced and i1n some cases eliminated. Wildlife habitat
improvements will be eliminated. WNo developed recreation opportunities will
exist. If the Forest is to remain open other agencies at the State and local
level will have to assume road maintainence responsibilities.

MAXIMUM PRESENT NET VALUE BASED OH ESTABLISHED MARKET PRICES (BENCHMARK #2)

This Benchmark estimates the maximum present net value that would be attained
by wvaluing only those outputs having an established market praice. Dollar

values are based on actual market prices ("willingness to pay").

The following conclusions can be drawn from Benchmark 2. The first decade
timber harvest i1s 22 million board feet (MMBF) per year. This is the minimum
harvest level required for this Benchmark. The most economically efficient
level of range production 1is 405,700 animal unit months (AUM's} a year and
developed recreation capacity 1s 656,000 recreation visitor days (RVD's} a
vear.

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 recreatlon capacity increases by 40%.
The increases are a result of timber management activities., AS aspen 18
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. Timber management requires road
construction 1n areas which are not currently roaded. The additional roads
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increase capacity for motorized recreation. The capacity for non-motorized
recreation decreases, however the overall dispersed recreation capacity in-
creases. Present net value 1increases by 42% and the cost to produce the
outputs is 15 times greater than Benchmark 1 over the fairst 10 years.

In their comments on the Draft EIS The Colorade Open Space Council, The
National Audubon Society, and The Wilderness Society objected to imposing the
22 MMBF timber harvest floor constraint, decade 1, in this 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 million, present value benefits total
$306.0 mill:ion, incremental PNV totals $176.7 million with a 2.36 henefit cost
ratio.

Eliminating the harvest floor constraint in Benchmark 2 ralses the incremental
PNV $2.7 mill:ion.

All figures referencing Benchmark 2 in this document will retain the 22 MMBF
harvest level floor. This constraint 1s retained to ensure Benchmark 2 meets
the criteria of being approximately implementable.

MAXIMUM PRESENT NET VALUE INCLUDING ASSIGNED VALUES (BENCHMARK #3)

This Benchmark level estimates the mix, output, and cost schedule which will
maximize the present net value resulting from outputs that have an established
market price and market outputs that are assigned 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 i1s to provide a basis for
computing the opportunity costs (net benefits foregone) of the alternatives.
The difference between the PNV of this benchmark level and the PNV of each
alternative 1s the opportunity cost of that alternative. The PNV trade-off
analysis, along with the economic impact analysis and cost-efficiency summary
of the alterpatives, 1s displayed 1in the last section of this Chapter. Pre-
sent Net Value trade-off 1s also presented in Appendix E.

The following conclusions can be drawn from Benchmark 3. The first decade
timber harvest is 22 MMBF/yr. This i1s the minimum harvest level required for
thas Benchmark. Water yield increases are due to the acres clearcut in the
Benchmark. The most econcmically efficient range production level i1s 401,100
AUM's a vyear. Dispersed recreation capacity 1s economically efficient at
1,102,600 RVD's. The most efficient National Forest System winter range
carrying capacity is 89,500 animals for the first decade.

The groups commenting on the Draft EIS that objected to imposing the 22 MMBF
timber harvest floor constraint in Benchmark 2 raised the same objection for
Benchmark 3. To respond to these comments Benchmark 3 was reanalyzed with the
22 MMBF harvest constraint eliminated. The results of the reanalysis, with a
4% discount rate are: Present value costs total $95.0 million, present value
benefits total $303.6 million, incremental PNV totals $208.7 million with a
3.20 benefit cost ratio.

Eliminating the harvest floor constraint in Benchmark 3 raises the incremental
PNV $5.1 millaion.
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All figures referencing Benchmark 3 in this document will retain the 22 MMBF
harvest level floor. This constraint 1s retained to ensure Benchmark 3 meets
the criteria of being approximately implementable.

MAXTMUM TIMBER LEVEL (BENCHMARK #4)

This Benchmark level estimates the maximum timber output capabilities of the
Forest. Thnis will establish the biological potential without mpairing land
productivaity. The timber output schedule 1s the maximum that could be pro-
duced in the first decade, subject to a maximum 25% departure per decade. All
land classified capable, available, and tentatively suitable for timber pro-
duction was used 1in the analysis. Benchmark 4 1s designed to determine the

maxXimum timber volume that can be scheduled for harvest.

The following conclusions can be drawn from Benchmark 4. WNo altermative will
schedule more than 122.3 MMBF for harvest annually in the first 10 years.

Benchmark 4 considers taimber producing activities more efficient than non-
tamber preoducing actaivities. If the model has a choice between a timber
harvest and a non-timber harvest prescription, 1t will choose the timber
harvest prescraption. There 1s no change 1n the recreation or wilderness
outputs. Naticnal Forest System winter range carrying capacity of Benchmark 4
1s 56% less than Benchmark 3.

MAXTMUM RANGE LEVEL (BEMCHMARK #5)

This Benchmark level estimates the maximum range output capabilities of the
Forest. This will establish the upper limt for range production without
impalring land productivity. Timber harvest will be used to help achieve the
maximum range outputs. Timber harvest is subject to a maximum 25% departure
per decade.

All land classified capable, available, 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 1s designed to
determine to maximum livestock grazing output that can be produced.

The following conclusions can be drawn from Benchmark 5. No alternative will
schedule more than 497,200 AUM's of grazing annually in the first 10 years.
The benchmark considers lavestock producing activities more efficient than
activities that do not produce livestock grazing opportunities. If the model
has a choice between a grazing and a non~grazing prescription 1t will choose
the grazing prescription.

MAXIMUM DISPERSED RECREATION LEVEL (BENCHMARK #6)

This Benchmark level estimates the maximum dispersed recreation output capa-
bilities of the Forest. This will establish the upper level for dispersed
recreation capacity. This benchmark includes motorized and non-motorized use,
1t does not include wilderness use. Benchmark 6 1s 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. This benchmark
considers dispersed recreation producing activities more efficient than actav-
1ties that do not produce dispersed recreation opportunities. No alternative

will schedule more than 4,237,600 RVD's of dispersed recreation annually the
first 10 years.

MAXTMUM NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM WINTER RANGE CARRYING CAPACITY LEVEL (BENCHMARK
#7)

This Benchmark level estimates the maximum National Forest System Winter Range
Carrying Capacity output capabilities. This will establish the upper limit
for winter range carrylng capacity. Timber harvest will be used to help

achreve the maximum winter range carrying capacity. Taimber harvest will be
subject to a maximum 25% departure per decade. Benchmark 7 1s designed to
determine the maximum National Forest System winter range carrying capaclity

the Forest can provide.

The following conclusions can be drawn from Benchmark 7. No alternative will
provide winter range for more than 93,300 elk and deer annually, in the first
10 years. Timber harvest at his level enhances winter range carrying capa-
city, 72.3 MMBF are scheduled for harvest annually.

MAXIMUM DEVELOPED RECREATION LEVEL (BENCHMARK #8)

This benchmark level estimates the maximum developed recreation capacity
needed to meet demand. This will establish the upper limit for developed
recreation capacity. Cutputs will be produced at existing and proposed
National Forest System developed recreation sites. The sites will be managed
at the full service management level.

Benchmark 8 is designed to determine the maximum developed recreation capacity
of the Forest. The following conclusion can be drawn from Benchmark 8.
Existing site capacity is 744,000 RVD's annually. To 1increase above thas
total additional developed recreation sites will be required. Demand will be
1,280,000 RVD's annually by year 2030.

MAXIMUM WINTER SPORTS LEVEL (BENCHMARK #9)

This benchmark level estimates the maximum downhill skiing output capabilities
of the Forest., This will establish the upper limat for downhill skiing.
OQutputs will be produced at existing and proposed downhill skiing sites.

Benchmark 9 is designed to determine the maximum downhill skiing capacity on
the Forest, limited to existing and proposed sites. The followlng conclusion
can be drawn from Benchmark 9. Potential capacaty rs 315,500 RVD's or 35,200
skiers at one tiame. To increase above this level additional downhill ska

areas will be required.
MAXIMUM WILDERNESS LEVEL (BENCHMARK #10)
This benchmark level estimates the maximum capacity for existing wilderness,

Possil Ridge Wilderness Study Area, and Cannibal Plateau Further Planning
Area. This will establash the upper limit for wilderness capacity.
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Benchmark 10 1s desagned to determine the maximum wilderness capacity on the
Forest. The following conclusion can be drawn from Benchmark 10. Total
capacity 1ncluding Cannibal Platean Further Planning Area and Fossil Ridge
Wilderness Study Area is 417,619 RVD's annually. No alternative will reflect
a higher capacity.

MAXTIMUM WATER YIELD LEVEL (BENCHMARK #11)

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 limit for water yield. Timber harvest, vegetation treatment, snowpack
management, and structural improvements will be used to enhance water produc-
tion.

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~third 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 designed to minimize
water yield in sensitive watersheds.

Benchmark 11 15 designed to determine the maximum water yield increase the
Forest is capable of producing. The following conclusion can be drawn from
Benchmark 11, The maximum water yield increase potential from vegetation
treatment on both suitable forest land and non-forest land 1s an average
annual 1increase of 125,000 acre—-feet by the end of the 50-year planning
horizon. Table II-1 displays average annual i1ncreased water yield by decade.

The £i1fth 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 bhe about 2,994,000 acre-feet,

TABLE II-1.
INCREASED WATER YIELD
(Average Annual)
i Time Pericd
1981-1990 1991-200C 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
alternataves. Appendix C presents benchmark level analysis. Table II~2
displays the maximum and minimum resource output levels and budget require-
ments in the benchmark analysis.
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TABLE TI-2,

MAXIMUM AND MINIMUM OUTPUT LEVELS

DERIVED FROM BENCHMARK LEVEL ANALYSIS
(Summary All Decades, Average Annual)

Maximum Minimuam
Resource Output Units** Quantaity BM* Quantity BM*
Recreation
Developed MRVD 1,280.0 8 0 i
Dispersed MRVD 9,749.2 6 887.5 1
Winter Sports MRVD 3,872.0 9 0 1
Wildexrness
Management Thousand
Acres 581.2 10 501.8 1
Use MwvD 173.0 10 97.2 1
wWildlife
NFS** Winter
Range Carrying  Thousand
Capacity Animals 93.4 7 77.3 1
Range
Grazing Use MauM 499.9 5 0 i
Timber
Programimed MMBF 176.9 4 0 1
Sales Qffered
Water
Increased Yield MAF 73.6 il 0 1
Economic Analysis
Incremental PNV
(4%) MMS 219.2 3 NA NA
Budget Require-
ments M,1978§ NA NA 351.0 1

* Indicates benchmark level used to establish the ountput level,

i}

** MRVD
MWVD
MAUM
MMBF

[}

MAF = Thousand Acre Feet
MMS$ = Million Dollars
M,1978 $ + Thousand 1978 Dollars
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND ELIMINATED FRCOM DETAILED STUDY

A mineral Jleasing 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 das-
plays the acres recommended available for mineral leasing in this alternatave.

TABLE II-3.

MAXIMUM MINERAL LEASING ALTERNATIVE

Land Classification Acres
Unclassified Land 2,369,497
Wilderness 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 1solated areas would cause extensive surface i1mpacts 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
avallable 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 available for leasing.

This alternative is eliminated from detailed study. The alternative 1s 1n-

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 FRCM BASE SALE SCHEDULE ALTERNATIVE

Departure from Base Sale Schedule (BSS} 1s a timber harvest schedule which
deviates from the prainciple of nondeclining even flow by exhibiting a planned
decrease 1n the timber sale and harvest schedule at any taime in the future. A
departure can be characterized as a temporary 1increase, usually in the
beginning Qdecade(s} of the planning period, over the BSS that would otherwise
be established, without impairing the future attainment of the Forest's long-
term sustained yield capacaty. The purpose of analyzing departure is to eval-
uate the net public benefits produced through departure £rom 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 saignificantly reduced or pre-
vented.

--Tamber age or size class distribution can be improved. This wall facilitate
the attainment 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 1n which the
Naticnal Forest is located.

--0ther management concerns, public issues, and opportunities suggest a depar-
ture as a viable alternative.

Two conditions are known to exast 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 sultable 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 PForest has an over supply of old growth and an under supply of
seedling and sapling stands on suitable timber land. Balancing the age and
size class daistribution is amportant to tamber growth rate, resaistance to
mnsect and disease 1nfestation, 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 be known as Continental ILumber Company, wish to construct a
modern sawmill and planer mill in Montrose, Colorado. Continental indicated
that the timber demand figures displayed in the Draft EIS are based on past
harvest wvolumes 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. 2an annual sale of
55-60 mmbf saw logs would alleviate the constrictions of timber resource
supply and allow justification of the large capital expenditures required to
establish a modern process facility."
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The request to revise the timber 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 Commissloners.

Departure from BSS was analyzed. This departure had the same land use allo-
cations and long-term sustained yield capacity as the Proposed Action.

Figure II-1 displays departure management for 240 years. The figure displays
the taimber output schedule for the Proposed Action and Benchmark 3 as

reference points.

FIGURE II-1.

DEPARTURE FROM BASE SALE SCHEDULE
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This departure from base sale schedule has been eliminated from detailed
study. The anticipated demand for timber, local market conditions, existing
mill capacity, and the high roading requirements 1indicate a departure
alternative 1is not warranted.

Should Continental TIumber Company, or any timber processor, make actual
investment commitments at specific locations within the forest's market area
demand estimates will be revised. Commitments will include land and facilaity
purchase for a mill or processing unit.
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Should the market for timbher improve significantly in the Ffuture, an addi-
tional analysis will be conducted to determine the need for departure from the
base sale schedule,

Addrtional information regarding this departure 1s displayed in Appendix M.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL

The key element for achieving the goals of these alternatives 1s a healthy

forest. Vegetation treatment levels differ by alternative due to the
alternatives emphasis, Vegetation treatment 15 a management technique in
adminastering the multiple~use resources of the National Forest to attain the

overall goal of a healthy, vigorous forest. It 1s used to adjust existing
plant communities to best meet the vegetation needs and resource goals and
objectives. Vegetation treatment is accomplished without impairment of land

productivity and 1s guided by the Management Reguirements displayed in the
Plan. Through commercial and noncommercial treatment activities, vegetation
treatment 1s directed towards the following:

--Providing additional recreation opportunities;

~-Providing downhill ski areas;

-=Providing public service through utility corridors and electronic sites;
-—Increasing opportunities for significant cultural rescurce discovery;
--Improving visual guality;

-=Increasing blg game winter range;

--Increasing non-game wildlife habitat divers:ity by increasing edge;
--Improving range conditions;

--Providing wood fiber;

--Increasing tree growth and vigor;

~-Increasing water yield without impairing water quality;

-=-Increasing the forest's resistance to insect and disease infestations;
--Reducing unwanted fuel accumulations;

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

--Maintaining industries dependent on National Forest System land management.
This Final EIS discusses need and raticnale for using vegetation treatment.
Vegetation treatment 1s one of the most practical and efficient methods
available to achieve goals, Most aspen stands on the Forest were generated by

past fires., Most stands are over 80 years old. This coincides with the fire
prevention and control activities established by the Forest Service in 1905,
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Most aspen stands wirll not regenerate themselves. They will ke replaced by
pine or spruce unless cut, burned, or otherwise treated. Aspen 1s an
extremely wmportant species to wildlife and contributes to the visual quality
of mountain scenery. Without treatment most aspen stands will not regenerate.

The detailled consequences of not managing the Forest vegetation are presented
in Chapter IV. When wvast acreages of forest cover are uniformly mature,
wildlife diversity is limited to relatively few species dependent on mature
forests. Burning, cutting, or other vegetation treatment activities will
increase vegetation diversaity which will provide wildlife habitat diversity.
Treatment also reduces the amount of unwanted fuels. Mature and overmature
forests are more susceptible to epidemic 1nsect attack. The attack can spread
over large areas creating undesirable effects similar to large burns or
clearcuts. If age, size class, and species divers:ity 1s enhanced the risk of
widespread epidemic is reduced.

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

Costs associated with vegetation treatment and other activities necessary to
achieve the goals stated in these alternmatives are significant. It 1is often
difficult to Justify the vegetation treatment expense to achieve goals
associated with wvisual quality maintenance, cultural resource discovery,
willdlife habitat improvement, 1insect and disease prevention, water yleld
improvement, or commercial timber harvest. Doing so may maximize the use of
some resources but reduce the total outputs and the long-term potential of
other resource uses. Individually the costs are too great and the long-term
benefits toc small. By applying an 1integrated approach to management the
overall goals are cost-efficient. For example, timber harvest 1in aspen
enhances wildlife habitat diversity, visual quality and returns dollars to the
U.S5. Treasury. This approach has the added benefit of maintaining existing
employment in communities dependent on the timber industry. The fact that all
alternatives result in a positive PNV illustrates this point.

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 regquire rcad construction. Roads take land out of
production and 1mpact the soil and water resources. However, Management
Requirements in the Plan, Chapter III, ensure impacts are short-term 1in 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 1n determining how and where to
construct the road. These characteristics 1nclude slope, soil erodibility,
vegetation cover, wildlife and fisheries protection, stream proximity and
visual resource protection. Road use by people, rather than the actual road
1tself, 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 effiecient transportation system.
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Travel management directs use of exasting and future roads 1in all alterna-
tives. In some areas, no roads will be built. In others, roads will be built,
but their use will be restricted. In other 1instances, roads will be open to

public use.

As an example, road construction can open up a previously unroaded area. Road
use 1n this area can mpact wildlife seclusion and semi-pramitive 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 restriction can restore
wildlife seclusion, continue semi-primitive non-motorized recreatlon oppor-
tunities but with improved non-motorized access to the area, wmprove access
for other resource activities, prevent unacceptable rescurce damage and reduce
maintenance g¢osts. Public understanding of management area and travel
management goals 1s necessary for public acceptance of area and road closures
or restrictions. Additional discussion of travel management 1s displayed in
Chapter III under the "Facilities" section.

Nine alternatives are considered in detail. These alternatives, i1ncluding the
Proposed Action, are presented in this section. Each alternative meets NFMA
feasibility requirements. They are economically, technically, budgetarily,
and environmentally feasible and reasonable.

The NFMA regulations requlre alternatives to address public i1ssues and manage—
ment concerns. Each alternative addresses the set of planning questions
di fferently.

The alternatives represent a broad range of resource outputs and expenditure
levels. They address differently the public 1ssues, management concerns, and
resource opportunities; through a unique combination of management prescrip-
tions. See Plan, Chapter III for a complete display of the prescriptions.
Appendix N displays a prescription used 1in alternative formulation, but was
not used in the Proposed Action.

The linear pregram model FORPLAN was used to help select the combination of
prescriptions 1n each alternative to maximize present net value, gaven the
alternative goals and constraints. A detalled discussion of the linear
program model FORPLAN, 1s presented in Appendix B. Using FORPLAN meets NFMA
requirements that each alternative represent to the extent practicable the
most cost-efficient combination of management prescriptions. The prescription
cambination selected was the most cost-efficient combination in every alter—
native because the linear program was requlred to maximize present net value.

Unigque contraints were applied 1n the FORPLAN model for each alternative.
Through constraints 1t was possible to address the different emphasis and
goals 1incorporated in each alternative. This resulted in a unigque mx of
management prescriptions and outputs for each alternative. Constraints help
to achieve timber, range, wildlife, recreation, water, and budget goals; and

force the model to schedule certain actavities at different times 1in the

planning horizon. Resource outputs were projected for fifty years. Timber
harvest was examined for an additional 19 decades beyond 2030 to ensure the

tmmber 1s managed on a non-declining even flow basis., Constraints common to
all alternatives are displayed in Appendix D.
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Economics played an important role ain selecting the management prescraiption
mix for each alternatave. This was accomplished initially through the FORPLAN
model. It was run with the cbjective function of maximizing present net
value. If prescriptions were able to satisfy the constraints, FORPLAN would
select the most cost-efficient prescraiption.

Once FORPLAN produced tentative prescription allocations, the Forest manage-
ment team mapped the solution i1nto a manageable configuration. Once again,
economic efficiency was a criterion. It relates to access, transportation
system design, administrative costs, and prescription placement on the most

productive land to meet the prescription objectives. A detailed discussion of
the analytical process and economic efficiency 1s available in the Forest
planning records, and i1s summarized in Appendix E.

Although the alternatives considered in detail have different outputs, costs,
and effects; each alternative represents the most cost-efficient way of meet-

1ng the goals of that alternative. Each alternative has alsc been evaluated
for spatial and resource ocutput feasibility.

The linear program model also fulfilled NFMA regquirements for the coordination
of outdoor recreation, range, timber, water, wildlife and fish, and wilder-
ness. To achieve multiple-use coordination, each alternative must provide an
integrated mix of resource outputs.

There are additional outputs which are not included in the FORPLAN model.
They are included in the alternative economic efficiency analysis. A computer
program, MTVEST, was used to evaluate Forest investment opportunities. Thas
program incorporates all non-FORPLAN benefits and costs into the economic
efficiency analysis.

In addition to the following descriptions, one-guarter inch per mile maps are
attached to the back cover of this Final EIS. The maps display the spatial
distribution of mangement prescriptions that were selected for each alterna-
tive. The alternative maps display corridors for the proposed construction
and reconstruction of arterial and collector roads, and corridors for major
existing utility routes.

The following descriptions present goals, constraints, and a summary of
expected results for each alternative. Chapter IV further describes the
expected future condition and environmental consequences resulting from the
Proposed Action and Alternatives to 1t. Appendix J summarizes outputs and
activitaies, for each alternative. Appendix H displays goals and cobjectaves
common to each alternative,

The Plan may be revised when condit:ions or demand in the Planning Area change
significantly or when change in RPA Policy, goals, or objectives would have a
significant 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(qg))
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ALTERNATIVE 1 - (PROPOSED ACTION)

The Proposed Action emphasizes intensive management Ffor market output oppor-
tunities. Market outputs provide the opportunity toe 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 duraing the
period 1984 through 1993. To respond to local interest 1n accelerating the
timber harvest schedule, 35 MMBF will be offered in 1984, and 55 MMBF 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 1f local demand for timber
has significantly changed. If local demand for timber changes significantly,
the Plan will be reanalyzed as required by NFMA Regulation 36 CFR 219.10C(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 volume offered but not sold in the first 4 years
will still be avallable 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 18 emphasized. Trails,
trailheads, and other 1improvements are constructed or reconstructed to help
disperse recreationists. Vegetation treatment 1s scheduled for approximately
16,100 acres per vear during the first ten years.

The goals and objectives of this alternative are:

--Manage vegetation 1n an economically efficient manner to provide and main-
tain a healthy, wvigorous environment capable of producing a range of mul-
tiple-use outputs and conditions; 1.e., outdoor recreation, fish and wild-
life habatat, 1livestock grazing, visual qualaity, water, wood fiber,
research, cultural opportunities, and econcmic benefits to socciety.

--Meet 50% of 1increased demand above existing capacity for developed
recreation opportunities at the close of the 50 year planning horizon.

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

--Disperse recreationists by constructing or reconstructing trails, trail-
heads, and other improvements.

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

~-Thirteen thousand five hundred ninty-nine acres of Cannibal Plateau Further
Planning Area are sSuitable £for 1inclusion 1in the National Wilderness

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

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

-=Improve wildlife habitat diversity.

--Schedule a 5% i1ncrease 1n permitted livestock grazing.

-=Increase Ll1nvestments 1in structural and nen-structural range improvements.
—-Increase programmed timber sales offered.

-=Meet the demand for firewood.

--Increase water supply, while reducing soi1l erosion and stream turbidity.

Table II~4 displays the unigue constraints in this alternative.
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TABLE II-4.

CONSTRAINTS
(Alternative 1)

Type of Con-
Output Constralnt¥* straint Units** Decade
TIMBER
Total Volume GE 70.0 MMCF/Decade 1
35.0 MMBF/Yr
LE 90.0 MMCF/Decade 5
45,0 MMBF/Yr
Aspen Volume LE 7.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
3.5 MMBF/Yr
Sawtimber Volume GE 52.5 MMCF/Decade 1-2

26.2 MMBF/Decade 3=5
54.0 MMCF/Y¥r
27.0 MMBF/Yr
Spruce-Fir Volume LE 52.5 MMCF/Decade 1~-5
26.2 MMBF/Yr
Acres Clearcut
Spruce~Fir and

Ponderosa Pine LE 1,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Lodgepole Pine LE 3,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Total Clearcut LE 8,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Volume Allowed Full
Road Analysis Area LE 9.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
4.5 MMBF/Yr

Volume Allowed High
Road Analysis Area LE 13.5 MMCF/Decade 1-5
7

MMBF/Yr

RANGE
Livestock Grazing 3,330.0 MAUM/Decade 1-5

MAUM/Decade 1-5

B &
W
-
W
[+)]
o
.
o

WILDLIFE
Aspen Habitat LE 8,300.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Improvement GE 5,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Prescribed LE 55,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Burning GE 45,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
* LE = Less Than or Equal to

GE
EQ

Greater Than or Equal to
Egqual To

**MMCF/Decade = Million Cubic Feet/Decade
MMBF/Yr = Million Board Feet/Year
MAUM/Decade = Thousand Animal Unit Months/Decade
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Bach constraint was analyzed by the Forest management team and interdiscipli-
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-point of
the estimated demand projected for the 50 year planning horizon. This volume
provides industry the opportunity for economic growth. Total timber volume
includes all timber 7 inches in diameter and greater from suitable timber
land.

The 45 MMBF/year, less than constraint, 1s an implicit budget constraint.
Because the budget is not a scheduled output, the budget can be controlled by
applying a constraint on timber volume that will indirectly control spending.
The model was forced to apply range and wildlife prescriptions to Forest areas
to mmprove wildlife habatat and increase livestock grazing. The aspen con-
straint was based on demand for aspen products in the planning area. The
sawtimber volume greater than constraint was established to maintain local
industry. The spruce-fir wvolume upper limit was established so that the
linear program model would not cut entirely from spruce-fir sawtimber stands.
Appendix E discloses detailed information on economic efficiency.

Clearcut constraints were based on the volumes offered by clearcut harvest
methods from past cutting on the Forest. The less than constraint was estab-—
lished to ensure the proportionate clearcut acres to volume annually offered
1s not significantly increased on the Forest.

Less than 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 range objective was to schedule a 5% i1ncrease 1n laivestock grazing over
current levels. This established a upper limt constraint of 336,000 AUM's
per year for the planning horizon. The lower limit ensured that grazing would
be increased over present levels in the solution.

The constraints applied to the wirldlife resource reflect a long-term wildliife
habitat improvement program. Aspen 1s an ilmportant habitat for many wildl:ife
species. Aspen treatment for wildlife habitat improvement involves clear-
cutting to create diversity. This provides aspen with good spatial and age
class distribution. Clearcutting produces edge which benefits wildlife. Aspen
constraints were formulated to re-enter aspen stands at periodic intervals.
The edge contrast will 1increase and sustain the wildlife population. The
non-structural improvements (prescribed burning) constraints were formulated
in the same wmanner. By re-entering the prescribed burn areas at pericdic
intervals, the cakbrush growth associated with these areas will be controlled.
This will increase available forage for wildlife, particularly deer and elk.

Expected Future Condition.

Recreation - The demand for developed recreation opportunities will increase
from 617,000 RVD's in 1985 to 1,280,00 RVD's annually by the year 2030. The
Forest will reduce the percentage of total demand met over the 50-year
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planning horizon from 100% 1in decade 1 to 96, 89, 82, and 79% 1in decades 2
through 5. Total developed recreation capacaity will increase from 744,000
RVWD's annually in decade 1 to 1,012,000 RVD's annually in decade 5.

Approxaimately 45% of the sites will be operated at the full service management
level.

The Forest has a large resource of dispersed recreation opportunities not
avalilable 1n the private sector. Approximately 17% of the Forest 1s managed
for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation. Trail management will be empha-
sized, 30% of the existing Forest trail mileage will be reconstructed during
the first decade (1981-1920) . Fifty miles will be constructed or
reconstructed annually over the planning horizon.

Wilderness - Wilderness management will emphasize primitive wilderness set-
tings, Thirteen thousand five hundred ninty-nine acres of Cannibal Plateau
Further Planning Area are suitable for inclusion 1n the National Wilderness
Preservation System. This c¢ould 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 ainclusion 1in 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. Aspen
treatment will be maintained at 500 acres annually, over the planning horizon.
Prescribed burning 1s scheduled for 5,500 acres annually after 1985. The
alternative schedules 590,386 acres to be managed for wildlife habitat empha-
S1S.

Range - The alternative schedules the permitted livestock program to increase
by 5%, to 335,800 AUM's grazed annually over the planning horizon. Range
condition will ke good with a stable trend. Grazing capacity 1s increased by
increasing investments in structural and non-structural range improvements.

Timber -~ The programmed sales offered will be 350 MMBF for the 10-year period
1984 through 1993. This will provide the opportunity for aindustrial
development. In response to public comment requesting a higher level of
timber be offered, the annual volume offered will be increased to 55 MMBF for
1985 through 1987. See discussion 1in opening paragraph of this alternataive
for further explanation.

Water - The Proposed Action will 1increase water yields over the first ten
years by 10,898 acre feet per year over the current situwation. This will be
accomplished through vegetation treatment. By the fifth decade water yield
will aincrease by 19,410 acre feet per year or .7% over the current situation.

Minerals - Table II-5 summarizes land available for mineral leasing for Alter-
nataive 1. Sixty-two percent of the wilderness acreage 1s recommended not

avallable for leasing.

IT-23



TABLE II-5.

MINERAL, LEASING SUMMARY
{(Alternative 1)

Leasing
Availability
Area Recommendation Acres
Wilderness#* No Lease 285,992
Iease with
Surface Occupancy 76,418
Lease without
Surface Occupancy 104,807
Unclassified No Lease 185,494
Iease with
Surface Occupancy 2,041,637
Lease without
Surface Occupancy 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 2is directly affected by
management area direction. Construction or reconstructicon 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 projects current management modified by the minimum NFMA
requirements and regional policy. This as the "no action" alternative re-
quired by the NEPA 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 is not met.
Current direction schedules dispersed recreation opportunities and wildlife
habitat improvement. No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area or
Fossi1l Ridge Wilderness 5tudy Area are sultable for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System. ILavestock grazing increases. Wood £fiber
production and vegetation treatment are used to achieve other resource goals.
Programmed timber sales offered equals 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 s 35 million
board feet per year.

The goals and objectives of this alternative are:
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--Manage vegetation in an economically efficient manner to provide and main-
tain a healthy, wvigorous environment capable of producing a range of
multiple-use outputs and conditions; 1.e., outdoor recreation, fish and
wildlife habitat, livestock grazing, wvisual gquality, water, wood fiber,
research, cultural opportunities, and econcmic 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 recreationists by constructing or reconstructing trails,
trailheads, and other improvements.

--Manage 20% of wilderness acres at full service and B80% at reduced service
management level.

-=No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area are suitable for
inclusion 1n 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.

-=-Schedule a 4% 1increase 1n permitted livestock grazing.

--Maintain ainvestments 1n structural and non-structural range improvements.

~--Maintain programmed timber sales offered.

—--Meet the demand for firewocod.

-~Increase water supply, while reducing sci1l erosion and stream turbadaty.

--Recommend nc area avallable for mineral leasing in wllderness areas,
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area, and Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study

Brea.*

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

* Current management 1$ not recommending land for mineral leasing at this
timme. This alternative displays the envirommental consequences of recom-
mending no area avallable for mineral leasing in wilderness areas, Cannibal
Plateau Further Planning Area, and Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study
Area.

II-25



Table II-6.

CONSTRAINTS

(Alternataive 2)

Type of Con-

Output Constraint* straint  Unaits*?* Decade
TIMBER
Total Volume 56.0 MMCF/Decade 1
28.0 MMBF/Yr
Aspen Volume LE 4.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
2.0 MMBF/Yr
Sawtimber Volume GE 39.2 MMCF/Decade 1-5
19.6  MMBF/Yr
Spruce-Fir Volume 39.2 MMCF/Decade 1-5
19.6 MMBF/Yr
Acres Clearcut
Spruce-Fir EQ 0.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Ponderosa Pine EQ 0.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Lodgepole Pine LE 1,500.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Total Clearcut LE 4,500.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Volume Allowed Full
Road Analyslis Area LB 7.0 MMCF/Decade 1~-5
3.5 MMBF/Yr
Volume Allowed High
Road Analysis Area LE 10.5 MMCF/Decade 1-5
5.2 MMBF/Yr RANGE
Iivestock Grazing GE 3,700.0 MAUM/Decade 1-5
ILE 3,340.0 MAUM/Decade 1-5
WILDLIFE
Aspen Habaitat LE 8,300.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Improvement GE 5,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Prescribed LE 55,000.0 A&Acres/Decade 1-5
Burning GE 45,000.0" 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 Feeit/Year

MAUM/Decade
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Fach constraint was analyzed by the Forest management team and interdisci-
plinary team.

The total taimber 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 sawtimber volume and acres clearcut are proportional to the
current timber program. Total volume includes all timber 7 inches in diameter
and larger from suitable taimber land.

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

The greater than livestock grazing constraint reflects the 1981 level. The
less than constraint reflects a scheduled increase 1n grazing.

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

Expected Future Condition

Recreation - The Forest will not meet demand for increased developed recrea-
tion opportunities. Demand will not be met after 1990. Developed recreaton
capacity will remain at 1ts 1981 level, 744,000 RVD's annually. This provides
the private sector the opportunity to supply developed recreation opportuni-
ties to meet demand. Approximately 45% of the sites wirll he operated at the
full service management level. Forest recreationists will not have the quan-
tity and quality of develcoped recreation opportunities they are likely to
desire.

The Forest has a large resource of dispersed recreation opportunities not
avallable i1n the private sector. Approximately 14% of the Forest 1s managed
for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation. Dispersed recreation duality
could decrease. Trall management 1s not emphasized. Trails, trailheads, and
other 1mprovements will not be constructed or reconstructed to help disperse
recreationists. Fifteen miles of trail will be constructed or reconstructed
annually over the planning horizon.

Wilderness - Wilderness management will emphasize primitive wilderness set-
tings. None of Fosslil Ridge Wilderness Study Area or Cannibal Plateau Further
Planning Area are sultable 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 will
increase 6% over current levels in the first decade. This 1s due to the aspen
habitat management and increased prescribed burning programs. Annual aspen
treatment will be maintained at 500 acres owver the planning horizon. Pre-
scribed burning 1s scheduled for 5,500 acres annually after 1985. The alter-
native provides 620,600 acres to be managed for wildlife habitat emphasis.
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Range - The alternative schedules the permitted livestock program to 1increase
4%, to 333,300 AUM's grazed annually over the planning horizon. Range condi-
tion will be good with a stable trend. Grazing capacity 1s aincreased by
increasing investments in structural and non-structural range improvements.

Timber - The programmed sales offered will be maintained at 28 million board
feet annually during the first decade. Timber sales offered will increase to
33.92 million board feet annuvally over the planning horizon. The alternative
will meet demand for firewood through 1990 providing 9.0 million board feet
annual ly.

Water - This alternative will increase water yields through the first ten
vears by 7,710 acre feet per year over the current saituation. This will be
accomplished through vegetation treatment. By the fifth decade water yield
will increase by 14,832 acre feet per year or .5% over the current situation.

Minerals = Table II-7 summarlizes land available for mineral leasing for Alter-
native 2. One hundred percent of the wilderness acreage i1s recommended not
avallable for leasing.

TABLE II-7.

MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY
{Alternative 2)

Leasing
Availabilaty
Area Recommendation Acres

Wilderness No Lease 453,618
Lease with
Surface Occupancy 0
Lease without
Surface Occupancy 0

Unclassified No Lease 171,830
ILease with
Surface Occupancy 2,011,370
Lease without

Surface Occupancy 188,819
Cannibal Plateau
Further Plan- No Lease 31,990
ning Area
Fossil Ridge
Wilderness No Lease 47,400

Study Area

I1-28



Facilities - The Forest's transportation system is directly affected by
management area direction. Construction or reconstruction in the alternataive
will 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 RPA PROGRAM)

The RPA alternative emphasizes intensive management for market output oppor-
tunities. The Forest will provide outputs to meet 1ts share of local,
regional, and national demand for goods and services. The outputs are reflec-
ted in the 1980 RPA goals and objectives tentatively assigned to the Forest in
the Regional Guide. The alternative wi1ll meet the 1increased demand for
developed recreation over the planning horizon. Demand for dispersed recrea=-
tion outside the wilderness 1s met., No acres of Canmibal Plateau Further
Planning Area or Fossll Ridge Wilderness Study Area are sultable for inclusion
in the National Wilderness Preservation System. Range, timber, and water
exceed their current output levels, Vegetation treatment would occur on
approximately 16,500 acres per year during the alternative's first ten years.
Outputs for each alternative are compared 1in Chapter IV with the tentative
outputs and activities assigned to the Forest by the Regional Guide.

The goals and objectives 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
miltiple-use outputs and condaitions; 1.e., outdcoor recreation, fish and
wildlife habitat, lavestock grazing, wvasual guality, 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 horaizon.

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

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

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

~-No acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area are suitable for inclu~
sion i1n the National Wilderness Preservation System.

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

—==Increase wihter range carrying capacity for elk and deer.

--Improve wildlife habitat diversaty.
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—-=Schedule

-=Increase

-=-Increase

-=Meet the

-=Increase

Table II-8

a 6% 1ncrease in permitted livestock grazing.

investments in structural and non-structural range improvements.
programmed timber sales offered.

demand for firewood.

water supply, while reducing so1l erosion and stream turbadaty.

displays the unigque constraints in this alternative.
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TABLE II-S8.

CONSTRAINTS
{(Alternative 3)

Type of Con=-

Output Constraint* straint Units*#* Decade
TIMBER
Total Volume GE 8l.6 MMCF/Decade 1
40.8 MMB¥/Yr
GE 88.4 MMCF/Decade 2
44.2 MMBF/Yr
GE 90.0 MMCF/Decade 3
45,0 MMBF/Yr
Aspen Volume LE 10.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
5.0 MMBF/Yr
Sawtimber Volume GE 61.4 MMCF/Decade 1
30.7 MMBF/Yr
GE 66.3 MMCF/Decade 2
33.1 MMBF/Yr
GE 67.5 MMCF/Decade 3~5

33.7 MMBF/Yr

Spruce-Fir Volume LE 63.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
31.5 MMBF/Yr
Acres Clearcut
Spruce-Fir and
Ponderosa Pine LE 2,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Lodgepole Pine LE 5,500.0 Acres/Decade 1-2
LE 4,500.0 Acres/Decade 3-5
Total Clearcut LE 13,500.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Volume Allowed Full
Road Analysis Area LE 9.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
4.5 MMBF/Yr
Volume Allowed High
Road Analysis Area LE 13.5 MMCF/Decade 1-5
6.7 MMBF/Yr
RANGE
Lavestock Grazing GE 3,200.0 MAUM/Decade 1-2
GE 3,360.0 MAUM/Decade 3

GE 3,400.0 MAUM/Decade 4-5
LE 3,400.0 MAUM/Decade 1-3
LE 3,740.0 MaUM/Decade 4-5
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TABLE II-8. (Cont.)

Type of Con-

Output Constraint* straint  Units** Decade
WILDLIFE
Aspen Habitat LE 8,300.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Improvement GE 5,000.0" Acres/Decade 1-5
Prescribed LE 55,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Burning GE 45,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5

* LE = ILess Than or Equal To
GE = Greater Than or Egqual To
EQ Equal To

I

**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 interdisca-
plinary team.

The greater than constraint reflects the timber 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
current timber program. Clearcut acres are proportiocnal to the current timber
management program. Total timber wolume includes all tamber 7 inches in
diameter and greater from suitable timber land.

Upper laimit 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 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 projected
1982 level.

Expected Future Condition

Recreation - The Forest will meet 100% of the increased demand for developed
recreation over the planning horizon. Fifty camping units are constructed hy
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 Regicnal Guide, April 1983.
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Approximately 16% of the Forest 1s managed for semi-primitive non-motorized
recreation. Dispersed recreation quality could decrease. Trall mailntenance
1s not emphasized. Trails, trailheads, and other improvements will not be
constructed or reconstructed to help disperse recreationists. Eleven miles
will be constructed or reconstructed annually over the planning horizon,

Wilderness = Wilderness management will emphasize primitive wilderness set-
tings. MNone of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area or Cannibal Plateau Further
Planning Area are sultable for inclusion 1n the National Wilderness
Preservation System. The Forest's wilderness area will remain at 501,777
acres.

Fish and Wildlife - National Forest System winter range carrylng capacity will
increase by 7% over current levels in the first decade. This 1s 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 1is scheduled €for 5,500 acres annually after
1985. The alternative provides 591,544 acres to be managed for wildlife
habiltat emphasis.

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

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 hoard 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 wvegetatlon treatment. By the fifth decade water yieid wiil
increase by 19,238 acre feet per year or .7% over the current situation.

Minerals -~ Table TII-9 summarizes land available for mineral leasing for

Alternative 3. Sixty-two percent of the wilderness acreage 1s recommended not
available for leasing.
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TABLE ITI-9.

MINERAIL: LEASING SUMMARY
{Alternative 3}

Leasing
Availability
Area Recommendation Acres
Wilderness No lLease 283,513
Lease with
Surface Occupancy 70,768
Lease without
Surface Occupancy 99,337
Unclassified No Iease 184,515
Lease with
Surface Qccupancy 2,066,692
Lease without
Surface Occupancy 200,202

Facilities ~ The Forest's transportation system 15 directly affected by
management area direction. Construction or reconstruction i1n 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 outpuat
levels are designed to complement non-market opportunities. The increased
demand for developed recreation is met over the planning horizon., The demand
for dispersed recreation opportunities outside wilderness areas 1s met. Tra:il
management 1s 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 acres of
Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion 1n the National

Wilderness Preservation System. The alternative schedules wildlife habitat
improvement. Permitted livestock grazing and taimber 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.

The goals and objectives in this alternative are:
--Manage wvegetation in an eccnomlcally efficient manner to provide and main-

tain a healthy, vigorcus environment capable of producing a range of
multiple-use outputs and condrtrons; 1i1.e., outdoor recreation, £ish and
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wildlife habitat, livestock grazing, visual gquality, 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 50 year planning horizon,

-~Meet demand for motorized and non-motorized dispersed recreation
opportunities outside wilderness areas.

--D1spexrse recreationists by constructing or reconstructing trails, trail-
heads, and other improvements.

~~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 ainclusion ain the HNational Wilderness
Preservation System.

--Forty-seven thousand four hundred acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study
Area are sultable for inclusion 1n the National Wilderness Preservation
System.

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

--Improve wildlife habrtat diversity.

--Schedule a 3% decrease 1in permitted livestock grazing.

-=Maintain investments 1in structural and non-structural range improvements,

--Decrease programmed timber sales offered.

--Do not meet the demand for firewood.

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

Table II-10 displays the unique constraints in this alternative.
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TABLE II-10.

CONSTRAINTS
(Alternative 4)

Type of Con-

Outpat Constraint* straint  Units** Decade

TIMBER

Total Volume GE 27.0 MMCF/Decade 1
13.5 MMBF/Yr

LE 48.0 MMCF/Decade 5

24.0 MMBF/Yr

Aspen Volume LE 3.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
1.5 MMBF/Yr

Sawtimber Volume GE 20.2 MMCF/Decade 1-5
10.1 MMBF/Yr

Spruce-Fir Volume LE 16.2 MMCF/Decade 1-5
8.1 MMBF/Yr

Acres Clearcut

Spruce-Fir EQ 0.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Ponderosa Pine EQ 0.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
ILodgepole Pine LE 800.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Total Clearcut LB 3,200.0 Acres/Decade 1-5

Volume Allowed Full

Road Analysis Area LE 3.4 MMCF/Decade 1-5

1.7 MMBF/Yr

Volume Allowed Haigh

Road Analyslis Area LE 5. MMCF/Decade 1-5
2

1
.6 MMBF/Yr

RANGE
Livestock Grazing 2,200.0 MAUM/Decade 1-5
MAUM/Decade 1

R .
3,100.0 MAUM/Decade 2-5

BE S
(V3]
[
o
o
[e]

WI1LPLIFE
Aspen Habitat LE 20,300.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Improvement GE £,300.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Prescribed ILE 60,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Burning GE 50,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
* LE = Less Than or Equal To

GE
EQ
**MMCF/Decade = Million Cubic Feet/Decade

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

Greater Than or Equal To
Equal To
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Each constraint was analyzed by the Forest management team and interdiscipli-
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 sawtimber,
spruce~fir wvolume, and the clearcut constraint 1s proportional to current
management. The total timber volume constraint includes all timber 7 inches
in diameter and greater from suitable timber land.

Upper 1limit constraints were placed on the amount of volume that could be
harvested from fully and highly rcaded analysis areas. These constraints

reflect timber harvested through 1981.

The livestock grazing constraints reflect a 10% reduction over the current
program, This 1s an 1mplicit budget constraint dasigned to help make the
alternative feasible from a budget standpoint.

A goal of this alternatave is to increase National Forest System winter range

carrying capaclty and wildlife habitat. The constraints reflect a 60% in-
crease in habitat management, designed to enhance wildlife habitat.

Expected Future Condition

Recreation - The Forest will 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 58% of the
sites will be operated at the full service management level.

The Forest has a large resource of dispersed recreation opprtunities not
avallable in the private sector, Approximately 14% of the Forest 1is managed
for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation. Trall management will be empha-
sized, 30% of the existing Forest trail mileage will be reconstructed during
the first decade (1981-1990). Fifty miles will be constructed annually over
the planning horizon.

Wilderness - Wilderness management will emphasize pristine and pram:itive
wilderness settings. Thirty-one thousand nine hundred ninty 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. This c¢ould increase the total wilderness acres on the Forest to
581,167 acres or 20% of the total Forest.

Fish and Wildlife - National Forest System winter range carrying capacity will
increase by 4% over current levels i1n the first decade. This 1s due to the
aspen habiltat management and increased prescribed burning programs. Annual
gquantlity of aspen treatment will be increased from 830 to 2,030 acres by the
year 2000. Prescribed burning 1is scheduled for 6,000 acres annually after
1985. The alternative provides 694,443 acres to be managed for wildlife habi=-

tat emphasis.
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Range - The alternative schedules the permitted livestock program to decrease
by 3%, to 309,900 AUM's grazed annually over the planning horizon. Range
condition will bhe fair 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 will increase to
21.0 million board feet annually over the planning horizon. The alternative
will not meet the demand for firewood through 1990 providing 4.3 million board
feet annually.

Water = The alternative will increase water yields over the first ten years by
6,981 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 13,998 acre feet per year or .5% over the current situation.

Minerals - Table II-11 summarizes land available for mineral leasing for
Alternataive 4. Pifty-four percent of the wilderness acreage 1s recommended
not available for leasing.

TABLE II-11.

MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY
{Alternatave 4)

Leasing
Availability
Area Recommendation Acres
Wilderness* No Lease 287,275
Lease with
Surface Occupancy 129,633
Iease without
Jurface Qccupancy 116,110
Unclassified No Lease 178,526
Lease with
Surface Occupancy 1,998,995
Lease without
Surface Occupancy 194,498

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

Facilities - The Forest's transportation system 1s directly affected by
management area direction. Construction or reconstruction in the alternative
will occur on 1l miles of arterial roads, 9 wiles 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 OPPORTUNITIES)

This alternative emphasizes intensive management for market output opportuni-
ties. Market outputs provide the opportunity to maintain or enhance the
stability of industries needed to produce local and regional goods and ser-
vices. Range, timber, and water exceed their current output levels. The
increased demand above existing capacity for developed recreation 1s not met,
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. 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 increases by 9%. Programmed timber sales offered equals 35 millicon
board feet 1n the first ten years. Vegetation treatment would occur on
approximately 16,100 acres per year during the alternative's first ten years.

The goals and objectives of this alternative are:

~-Manage vegetation in an econcmically efficient manner to provide and main-
tain a healthy, vigorous environment capable of producing a range of
multiple-use outputs and conditions; 1.e., outdoor recreation, fish and
wildlife habitat, livestock grazing, visual qualaity, water, woocd fiber
research, cultural opportunities, and economic benefits to society.

--Maintain developed recreation capacity at current level.

-=-Meet demand for dispersed motorized and non-moteorized | recreation
opportunities outside wilderness areas.

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

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

~~No 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 1n
the National Wilderness Preservation System.

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

-=Improve wildlife habitat diversity.

--3chedule a 9% increase 1n permitted livestock grazing.

—--Increase 1investments in structural and non-structural range amprovements.
--Increase programmed timber sales offered.

--Meet the demand for firewood.

~=Increase water supply, while reducing soil erosion and stream turbadity.
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Table II-12 displays the unigque constraints in thais alternative.

TABLE II-12.

CONSTRAINTS
(Alternatave 5}

Type of Con-
Output Constraint* straint  Units** Decade
TIMBER
Total Volume GE 70.0 MMCF/Decade 1
35,0 MMBF/Yr
LE 90.0 MMCF/Decade 5
45.0 MMBF/Y¥r
Aspen Volume LE 7.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
3.5 MMBF/Yr
Sawtimber Volume GE 52.5 MMCF/Decade 1-5
26.3 MMBF/Yr
Spruce-Fir Volume LE 52.5 MMCF/Decade 1-5
26.3 MMBF/Yr
Acres Clearcut
Spruce-Fir and
Ponderosa Pine LE 1,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Lodgepole Pine LE 3,000,0 Acres/Pecade 1-2
Total Clearcut LE 8,000.0 Acres/Decade i-5
Volume Allowed Full
Road Analysis Area LE 9.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
4.5 MMBF/Yr
Volume Allowed High
Road Analyslis Area 1B 13.5 MMCF/Decade 1-5
6.8 MMBF/Yr
RANGE
Livestock Grazing GE 3,200.0 MAUM/Decade i
GE 3,340.0 MAUM/Decade 2=5
LE 3,500.0 MAUM/Decade 1-5
WILDLIFE
Aspen Habitat LE 8,300.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Improvement GE 5,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Prescribed LE 40,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Burning GE 30,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
* LE = Less Than or Equal To
GE = Greater Than or Egqual To
EQ = Equal To

**MMCF/Decade = Million Cubic Feet/Decade
MMBF/YR = Million Board Feet/Year
MAUM/Decade = Thousand Animal Unit Months/Decade
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Each constralnt was analyzed by the Forest management team and interdisci-
plinary team.

The greater than constraint reflects the current long-term sustained vield
calculation for the Forest. It 1s 1intended 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
will schedule other forest products to be harvested and will enhance age class
distraibution. The spruce-fir volume constraint will require other timber
speclies to be harvested. This assumes a continuation in the demand for these
other species. The clearcut acre constraint 1s proportional to the current
clearcut acres to timber volume ratio. The total volume includes all timber 7
inches 1n diameter and greater from suitable timber land.

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

The livestock grazing constraints reflect a 9% 1increase over the current
Program. This 1s an implicit budget constraint designed to help make the

alternative feasible from a budget standpoint.

A goal of thas alternative 1s to increase National Forest System winter range
carrying capacity and wildlife habitat in general. The constraints reflect a
30% 1increase 1in habitat management, designed to enhance wildlife habitat.

Expected Future Condition

Recreation - The Forest will not meet 1ncreased demand for developed recrea-
tion opportunities. Demand will 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 sites will be operated at the
full service management level.

The Forest has a large resource of dispersed recreation opportunities not
avatlable 1n the private sector. Approximately 15% of the Forest 1s managed
for semi~primitive non-motorized recreation. Dispersed recreation quality
could decrease. Trall management 1s not emphasized. Trails, trailheads, and
other i1mprovements will not be constructed or reconstructed to help disperse
recreationists. Fifteen miles of trail will be constructed or reconstructed
annual ly over the planning horizon.

Wilderness - Wilderness management will emphasize primitive wilderness set-~
tings. None of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area or Cannibal Plateau Further
Planning Area are sulitable for inclusion 1n 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 capacity
wi1ll increase by 6% over current levels in the first decade. This is due to
the aspen habitat management and 1increased prescribed burning programs.
Annual quantity of aspen treatment will be increased from 500 to 830 acres by
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the year 2000, Prescribed burning 1s scheduled for 4,000 acres annually after
1985. The alternative provides 532,506 acres to be managed for wildlife
habatat 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 1s increased by
increasing investments in structural and non-structural range improvements.

Timber - The programmed sales offered will increase to 35 million board feet
annually during the first decade. Programmed sales offered will ancrease to
40.1 million board feet annually over the planning horizon. The altermative
w1ll meet the demand for firewood through 1990 providing 11.2 million board
feet annually.

Water - The alternative will rncrease water yields over the first ten years by
10,794 acre feet per year over the current situation. This will be accomp-
lished through wvegetation treatment. By the fifth decade water yield will
increase by 18,847 acre feet pexr year or .7% over the current situation.

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

TAELE II-13.

MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY
(Alternative 5}

Leasing
Availability
Area 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 with
Surface Occupancy 2,053,245
Lease without
Surface Occupancy 212,052
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Facilities - The Forest's transportation system 1s directly affected by
management area direction. Construction or reconstruction in the alternative
will 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 emphasizes non-market outputs. Market output levels are
designed to complement non-market opportunities. The alternative will meet
79% of the total developed recreation demand at the end of the 50-year
planning horizon. Thais allows the private sector to meet part of the demand
for developed recreation opportunities. The demand for dispersed recreation
opportunities outside of wilderness areas 1s met. Trail management will be
emphasized. Trails, trailheads, and other improvements are constructed or
reconstructed to help disperse recreationists. In this alternative 13,599
acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and 34,300 acres of Fossil
Ridge Wilderness Study Area are suitable for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System. It schedules wildlife habitat improvement.
Permitted laivestock grazing and timber harvest outputs are decreased from
current levels. Vegetation treatment would occur on approxaimately 12,700
acres per year during the alternative's first ten years.

The goals and cbjectives of this alternative are:

~-Manage vegetation 1n an ecocnomically efficient manner to provide and main-
tain a healthy, vigorous environment capable of producing a range of multai-

ple~use outputs and conditions; 1i.e., outdoor recreation, fish and wildlife

habitat, livestock grazing, visual gquality, water, wood fiber, research,
cultural opportunities, and economic benefits to society.

--Meet 50% of 1increased demand above existing capacity for developed
recreation opportunities at the clese of the 50-year planning horizon.

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

--Daisperse recreationists by constructing or reconstructing trails, trail-
heads, and other improvements.

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

-=-Thirteen thousand five hundred ninty-nine acres of Cannibal Plateau Further
Planning Area are suitable for 1inclusion in the WNational Wilderness
Preservation System.

-=-Thirty-four thousand three hundred acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study
Area are suitable for :inclusion i1n the National Wilderness Preservation
System.

—--Increase winter range carrying capacity for elk and deer.
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~=Improve wildlife habitat diversity.

—--5chedule a 3% decrease 1in permitted livestock grazing.

--Maintain investments in structural and non-structural range improvements.
~-Decrease programmed timber sales offered.

--Do not meet the demand for firewood.

—-Increase water supply, while reduclng sopl erosion and stream turbidity.
Table 1II-14 displays the unigue constraints in this alternative.

TABLE IT-14.

CONSTRAINTS
{Alternative 6)

Type of Con-

Output Constraint* straint Units** Decade
TIMBER
Total Volume GE 27.0 MMCF/Decade 1
13.5 MMBF/¥Yr
LE 48.0 MMCF/Decade 5

24,0 MMBF/Yr

Aspen Volume LE 3.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
1.5 MMBF/¥r

Sawtimber Volume GE 20.2 MMCF/Decade 1-5
10.1 MMBF/Yr

Spruce~Fir Volume LE 16.2 MMCF/Decade 1-5
8.1 MMBF/¥r

Acres Clearcut

Spruce-Fir EQ 0.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Ponderosa Pine EQ 0.0 Acres/becade 1-5
lodgepole Pine LE 800.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Total Clearcut LE  3,200.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Volume Allowed Full
Road Analysis Area LE 3.4 MMCF/Decade 1-5
1.7 MMBF/Yr

Volume Allowed Haigh

Road Analysis Area LE 5.1 MMCF/Decade 1-5
2.5 MMBF/Yr
RANGE
Livestock Grazing GE 3,000.0 MAUM/Decade 1
LE 3,200.0 MAUM/Decade 1
LE 3,100.0 MAUM/Decade 2=5
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TABLE II-14. (Cont.)

Type of Con-

Output Constraint* straint Units** Decade
WILDLIFE
Aspen Habitat LE 20,300.0 Acres/Deeade 1-5
Improvement GE 8,300.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Prescraibed LE 60,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Burning GE 50,000.0 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 total volume constraint was established by the Forest manage-
ment team. It 1s an umplicit budget constraint designed to help make thais
alternative feasible from a budget standpoint. The less than constraint was
designed to reflect the goals of this alternative and to produce less timber
than current management. The aspen sawtimber, spruce-fir volume, and the
clearcut constraints are proportional to current management. Total timber
volume 1ncludes 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 timber harvested through 1981.

The livestock grazing constraints reflect a 10% reduct:ion over the current
program. This 1s an implicit budget constraint designed to help make the
alternative feasible from a budget standpoint.

A goal of this alternatlve 1s 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 habaitat.

Expected Future Condition

Recreation - The demand for developed recreation opportunities will increase
from 617,000 RVD's in 1985 to 1,280,000 RVD's annually by the year 2030Q. The
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Forest will reduce the percentage of total demand met over the 50-year plan-
ning 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
anngally in decade 1 to 1,012,000 RVD's annually in decade 5. Approximately
42% of the sites will be operated at the full service management level,

The Forest has a large resource of dispersed recreation opportunities not
available 1in the pravate sector. Approximately 14% of the Forest i1s managed
for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation. Trail management will be em-
phasized, 30% of the existing Forest trail mileage will be reconstructed
during the fairst decade. Fifty miles of trail will be constructed or recon-
structed annually over the planning horizon.

Wilderness = Wilderness management will emphasize primitive wilderness set-
tings. Thirteen thousand five hundred ninty-nine acres of Cannibal Platean
Further Planning Area and 34,300 acres of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area
are sultable for inclusion 1n 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 Wildlife - National Forest System winter range carrying capacity will
increase by 5% 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 2000. Prescribed burning is scheduled for 6,000 acres annually after
1985. The alternative provides 703,176 acres to be managed for wildlife
habitat emphasis.

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

Tamber - The programmed sales offered will decrease to 13.5 million board feet
annually during the first decade. Programmed sales offered will increase to
17.6 million board feet annually over the planning horizon. The alternatave
will not meet the demand for firewood through 1990 providing 4.3 million bhoard
feet annually.

Water - The alternative will increase water yields over the first ten years by
6,841 acre feet per year over the current s:ituation. This will be accomp-
lished through vegetation treatment, By the fifth decade water yield wll
wncrease by 13,718 acre feet per year or .5% over the current situation.

Minerals - Table II-15 summarizes land availlable for maneral Ileasing for

Alternative 6. Fifty-seven percent of the wilderness acreage 1s recommended
not available for leasing.
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TABLE II-15.

MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY
(Alternative 6)

Leasang
Availabaility
Area Recommendation Acres
Wilderness* No Lease 285,992
Iease with
Ssurface Occupancy 105,230
ILease without
Surface Occupancy 110,295
Unclassified No lease 178,231
Iease with
Surface Occupancy 2,032,839
ILease without
Surface Occupancy 192,440

* Includes the area identified suitable for inclusion
in the National Wilderness Preservation System for

Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and Fossi1l
Ridge Wilderness Study Area.

Facilities - The Forest's transportation system 1s directly affected by
management area direction. Construction or reconstruction in the alternatave
will occur on 11 miles 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 duraing the first ten years,

ALTERNATIVE 7

The alternative 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, tamber, and water
exceed their current output levels. The increased demand above existing
capaclty 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 suitable for inclusion in
the National Wilderness Preservation System., Permitted livestock grazing in-

creases by 9%. Programmed timber sales offered equals 30 million board feet

in the first ten years. Vegetation treatment would occur on approximately
15,700 acres per year during the alternative's first ten years.
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The goals and cbjectives of this alternative are:

--Manage wegetation 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; 1.e., outdoor recreation, fish and
wildlife habitat, 1livestock 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 recreationists by constructing or reconstructing trails,
trailheads, and other improvements.

—--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
Preservation System.

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

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

==Improve wildlife habitat diversaty.

~-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 displays the unigue constraints in this alternative.
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TABLE II-l16.

CONSTRAINTS
(Alternative 7}

Type of Con-
Output Constraint* straint Units** Decade
TIMBER
Total Volume GE 60.0 MMCF/Decade 1
30.0 MMBF/Yr
LE 70.0 MMCF/Decade 5
35.0 MMBF/Yr
Aspen Volume LE 6.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
3.0 MMBF/Yr
Sawtimber Volume GE 45.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
22,5 MMBF/Yr
Spruce~Fir Volume LE 39.0 MMCY¥/Decade 1-5
19.5 MMBF/Yr
Acres Clearcut
Spruce~Fir EQ 0.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Ponderosa Pine EQ 0.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Lodgepole Pine LE 2,400,0 Acres/Decade 1
LE 2,700.0 Acres/Decade 3=5
Total Clearcut LE 7,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Volume Allowed Full
Road Analysis Area LE 7.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
3.5 MMBF/Yr
Volume Allowed High
Road Analysis Area LE 10.5 MMCF/Decade 1-5
5.2 MMBF/Yr

RANGE
Livestock Grazing 3,200.0 MAUM/Decade 1
MAUM/Decade 2~5

3,500.0 MAUM/Decade 1-5

588
S

WILDLIFE
Aspen Habatat LE 20,300.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Improvement GE 8,300.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Prescraibed
Burning LE 40,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
* LE = Less Than or Egual To

GE
EQ
**MMCF/Decade = Million Cubic Feet/Decade

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

Greater Than or Equal To
Equal To
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Each constraint was analyzed by the Forest management team and interdiscipli-
nary team.

The ceonstraints reflect the current long-term sustained yield calculation for
the Forest. This alternative 15 designed to increase the timber output up to
that level. The less than timber constraints are mmplicit 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 constraint 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. Thas
assures a continuation in the demand for these other species. The clearcut
acre constraint 1s proportional to the current clearcut acres timber volume
ratio. Total veolume includes all timber 7 inches 1n diameter and greater for
suitable timber land.

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

The livestock grazing constraint reflects a maximum 9% 1ncrease over the
current program. This in an amplicit budget constraint designed to help make
the alternative feasible from a budget standpoint.

A goal of this alternative i1s te increase Wational Forest System winter range
carrying capacity and wildlife habitat in general. The constraints reflect a
60% 1ncrease in habitat management, designed to enhance wildlife hahitat.

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 i1ts 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. Approximately 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. 2Approximately 14% of the Forest 1s managed
for semi-primrtive non-motorized recreation. Dispersed recreation quality
could decrease. Trail management 1s not emphasized. Trails, trailheads, and
other improvements will not be constructed or reconstructed to help disperse
recreationists. Fifteen miles of trail will be constructed or reconstructed
annually over the planning horizon.

Wilderness <« Wilderness management will emphasize pristine and primitive
wilderness settaings. Thirty-one thousand nine hundred ninty 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. 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. This is due to the
aspen habitat management and 1increased prescribed burning programs. ZAnnual
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 habaitat
emphasis.

Range - The alternative schedules the permitted livestock program to increase
by 9%, to 349,900 AUM's grazed annually over the plapning horizon. Range
condition will ke good with a stable trend. Grazing 1s increased by increas-
ing 1nvestments in structural and non-structural range improvement.

Tiumber - 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 f£irewood through 1990 providing 9.6 million board
feet annually.

Water - The alternative will increase water yields over the first ten years by
9,893 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 16,732 acre feet per year or .6% over the current situation.

Minerals -~ Table II-17 summarizes land available for mineral leasing for
Alternative 7. Fifty-four percent of the wilderness acreage 1s recommended
not avalilable for leasing.

TABLE II-17.
MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY
{(Alternative 7)

Leasing
Availability
Area Recommendation Acres
Wilderness* No Lease 287,275
Iease with
Surface Occupancy 129,633
Iease without
Surface Occupancy 116,100
Unclassified No Lease 173,158
Lease with
Surface Occupancy 1,989,722
Iease without
Surface Occupancy 209,139

* Includes the area i1dentified suitable for inclusion
in the Wational Wilderness Preservation System for
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and Fossil
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 1s designed to augment water yield. Thas alternative empha-
sizes 1ntensive management for market outputs. It emphasizes water production
through wegetation treatment. Timber resources are managed 1intensively 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. 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. Trall management will not be emphasized.
In this alternative 13,599 acres of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area and
no acres of Fossll 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 objectives 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
maltiple-use outputs and conditions; i1.e., outdoor recreation, fish and
wildlife habaitat, livestock grazing, wvisual gquality, 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 motorized and non-motorized dispersed recreation oOppor-
tunities outside wilderness areas.

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

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

==Thirteen thousand five hundred ninty-nine acres of Cannibal Plateau Further
Planning Area are suitable for ainclusion in the WNational 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 habatat diversity.
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--Schedule a 5% increase in permitted livestock grazing.

-=Increase investments in structural and non-structural range 1improvements.
-=-Increase programmed timber sales offered.

--Meet the demand for firewood.

~-Increase water supply, while redu¢ing soill erosion and stream turbadity.
Table II-18 displays the unigue constraints in this alternative.

TABLE II1-18.

CONSTRAINTS
{(Alternative 8)

Type of Con~

Output Constraint* straint Units*#* Decade
TIMBER
Total Volume GE 70.0 MMCF/Decade I
35.0 MMBF/Yr
LE 75.0 MMCF/Decade 5
37.5 MMBF/Yr
Aspen Volume LE 4.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
2.0 MMBF/¥Yr
Sawtimber Volume GE 52.5 MMCF/Decade 1-5
26,2 MMBF/Yr
Spruce-Fir Volume LE 52.5 MMCF/Decade 1-5
26.2 MMBF/Yr

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

Volume Allowed Full

Road Analysis Area LE

1,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Acres/Decade 1-5
8,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5

BEE
&
Q
S
S
o

.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
5 MMBF/Yr
Volume Allowed High

Road Analysis Area LE 1 MMCF/Decade 1-5

3.5
6.8 MMBF/Yr

RANGE

Iavestock Grazing 3,200.0 MAUM/Decade 1

MAUM/Decade 2=5
3,370.0 MAUM/Decade 1-5

AT
%
S
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TABLE II-18. (Cont.)

CONSTRAINTS
(Alternative 8)

Type of Con-

Cutput Constraint* gtraint Unitst* Decade
WILDLIFE
Aspen Habitat LE 20,300.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Improvement GE 8,300.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Prescribed LE 60,000,0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Burning GE 50,000.0 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 Unait Months/Decade

[l

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

The greater than constraint reflects the current long-term sustained yield
calculation for the Forest. It 1s intended to increase the timber output up
to that level. The less than constraint was established by the Forest manage-
ment team., It 1s an amplicit 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 sawtimber volume
constraint will schedule other forest products to be harvested and will en-
hance age class distribution. The spruce-fir volume constraint will requare
other timber species to be harvested. This assumes a continuation in the
demand for these other species. The clearcut acre constraint 1s increased
over the current level. The goal of this alternative 1s water augmentation.
This w:ill be achieved i1in part by clearcut harvest. Total volume includes all
tumber 7 inches in diameter and greater for suitable timber land.

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

The livestock grazing constraints reflect a 5% 1increase over the current
program. This 1s an implicit budget constraint designed to help make the
alternative feasible from a budget standpoint.

A goal of this alternative 1s to increase National Forest System winter range
carrying capaclity and wildlife habitat in general. The constraints reflect a

60% increase 1n habitat management, designed to enhance wildlife habitat.
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Expected Future Condition

Recreation - The demand for developed recreation copportunities will increase
from 617,000 RVD's in 1985 to 1,280,000 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% 1in 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 1in decade 1 to 1,012,000 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
avallable in the private sector. BApproximately 14% of the Forest is managed
for semi-primitive non-motorized recreation. Trall management will not be
emphalszed. Fifteen miles of trail will be constructed or reconstructed
annually over the planning horizon.

Wilderness - Wilderness management will emphasize pramitive wilderness set-
tings. Thirteen thousand five hundred ninty-nine acres of Cannibal Plateau
Further Planning Area are suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness
Preservation System. Thais 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 1in the Naticonal
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 1is due to the
aspen habitat management and increased prescribed burning programs. Annual
quantity of aspen treatment will be 1increased from 830 to 2,030 acres by the
year 2010, Prescribed burning s 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 increase
by 5%, to 336,700 AUM's grazed annually over the planning horizon. Range
condition will be good with a stable trend. Grazing capacity 15 ilncreased by
increasing investments in structural and non-structural range 1improvements.

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 mallion board feet annually over the planning horizon. The alternative
will meet the demand for firewcod through 1990 providing 11.2 million board
feet annually.

Water - The altermative will 1increase water yields in the first ten years by
14,260 acre feet per vyear 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 mineral leasing for
Alternative 8. Sixty two percent of the wilderness acreage 1s recommended not
available for leasing.
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TABLE II-19.

MINERATL, LEASING
(Alternative 8)

Leasing
Availability
Area Recommendation Acres
Wilderness* No Lease 285,992
Lease with
Surface Qccupancy 76,418
Lease without
Surface Occupancy 104,807
Unclassified No Lease 176,216
Lease with
Surface Occupancy 2,053,385
Lease without
Surface Cccupancy 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 1s directly affected by
management area direction. Construction or reconstruction in the alternative
w1ll occur on 43 miles of arterial roads, 34 miles of collector roads, and 164
miles of local reoads during the first ten years. Fourteen bridges will be
constructed or reconstructed during the first ten years.

ALTERNATIVE 9 - (REDUCED BUDGET)

This alternative emphasizes 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
capaclty is reduced below 1981 levels. Increased demand for developed recrea-~
tion 1s not met. Thas allows the praivate 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 1inclusion 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 vear during the alternative's first ten years.

The goals and cbjectives of this alternative are;
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--Manage wvegetation in an econcmically efficient manner to provide a range of
multiple-use outputs and conditions; 1.e., outdoor recreation, fish and
wildlife habitat, livestock grazing, visual quality, water, wood £fiber,
research, cultural opportunities, and economic benefits to society.

--Reduce developed recreation opportunities below existing capacity.

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

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

-=Manage 100% of wilderness acres at reduced service management level.

--No acres of Cannibal Plateau Purther 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.

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

--Maintain wildlife habitat diversity.

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

--Maintain 1investments in structural and non-structural range improvements,
--Decrease programmed timber sales offered.

==Do not meet demand for firewocd.

--Increase water supply, while reducing soil erosion and stream turbadity.
--Reduce budget requirements by 25% from 1982 levels.

Table II-20 displays the unique constraints in this alternative.
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TABLE II-20.

CONSTRAINTS
{(Alternative 9)

Type of Con-
Output Constraint* straint Units** Decade
TIMBER
Total Volume GE 44.0 MMCF/Decade 1
22,0 MMBF/Yr
LE 62.0 MMCF/Decade 5

31.0 MMBF/Yr

Aspen Volume LE 4.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
2.0 MMBF/Yr
Sawtimber Volume GE 31.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
15.5 MMBF/¥r
Spruce~Fir Volume LE 33.6 MMCF/Decade 1-5
16.8 MMBF/Yr
Acres Clearcut
Spruce-Fir EQ 0.0 Acrea/Decade 1-5
Ponderosa Pine EQ 0.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Lodgepole Pine LE 1,500.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Total Clearcut LE 4,500.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Volume Allowed Full
Road Analysis Area LE 7.0 MMCF/Decade 1-5
3.5 MMBF/Yr
Volume Allowed High
Road Analysis Area LE 10.5 MMCF/Decade 1-5
5.2 MMBF/Yr
RANGE
Lavestock Grazing GE 3,150.0 MAUM/Decade 1-2
LE 3,250.0 MAUM/Decade 3
WILDLIFE
Aspen Habitat LE 5,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Improvement GE 4,000.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Prescribed LE 23,500.0 Acres/Decade 1-5
Burning GE 22,500.0 Acres/Decade 1-5

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

**MMCF/Decade = Million Cublic Feet/Decade
MMBF/YR = Million Beoard Feet/Year
MAUM/Decade = Thousand Animal Unit Month/Decade

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

This is a reduced budget alternative. The greater than total volume con-
straint reflects 80% of the fiscal year 1981 programmed sales offered. This
1s the harvest level floor used 1in the benchmark analysis. The less than
total volume constraint is an 1mplicit budget constraint. It 1s designed to
lower the overall timber costs of this alternative while still maintaining the
general mix of outputs produced in 1981. The aspen, spruce-fir, and sawtimber
volume and total clearcut constraints are proportional to current management.
Total volume includes all timber 7 inches in diameter 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 timber harvestd through 1981.

The livestock grazing constraints are designed to maintain or slightly reduce
range outputs. This 1s an implicit budget constraint.

The wildlife constraints are designed to reduce the investments for wildlife
habitat management. This 1s an implicit budget constraint.

Expected Future Condition

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

Approximately 16% of the Forest 1s managed for semi-primitive non-motorized
recreation., Dispersed recreation quality could decrease. Trall management
will not be emphasized. No Forest trails will be constructed or reconstructed
annually over the planning horizon.

Wilderness - Wilderness management will emphasize primitive wilderness set-
tings. None of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area or Cannibal Plateau Further
Planning Area are suitable for inclusion in the WNational Wilderness
Preservation System. The Forest's wilderness area will remain at 501,777
acres.

Fish and Wildlife - National Forest System winter range carrylng capacity will
1ncrease by 4% over current levels in the first decade. This 1s due to the
aspen habitat management and increased prescribed burning programs. Annual
quantity of aspen treatment will be maintained at 500 acres over the planning
horizon. Prescribed burning is scheduled for 2,250 acres annually after 1985.
The alternative provides 510,383 acres to bhe managed for wildlife habitat
emphasis.

Range - The alternative schedules the permitted livestock program to decrease
by 2%, to 315,000 AUM's grazed annually over the planning horizon. Range
condirtion will be fair to good with a stable trend.
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Timber - The programmed sales offered will decrease to 22 million board feet
annually during the first decade. Programmed sales offered will increase to
23.7 million board feet annually over the planning horizon. The alternative
will not meet the demand for firewood through 1990 providing 7.0 million board
feet annually.

Water -~ The alternative will increase water yields over the first ten years by
6,553 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 12,607 acre feet per year or .4% over the current situation.

Minerals - Table II-21 summarizes land available for mineral leasing for
Alternative 9. Sixty-two percent of the wilderness acreage 1s recommended not
avallable for leasing.

TABLE II-21.

MINERAL LEASING SUMMARY
(Alternatave 9)

Leasing
Availabilaty
Area Recommendation Acres
Wilderness No Lease 283,513
Lease with
Surface Occupancy 70,768
Lease without
Surface Occupancy 99,337
Unclassified No Lease 174,262
Lease with
Surface Qccupancy 2,068,417
Lease without
Surface Occupancy 208,730
Facilities - The Forest's transportation system 1s directly affected by

management area direction. Construction or reconstruction in the alternative
will occur on 36 miles of arterial rcoads, 28 miles of collector roads, and 137
miles of local roads during the first ten years. HNine bridges will be con-
structed or reconstructed during the first ten years.

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

Nine alternatives were consldered in detail in this Final EIS, Chapter II. 1In
each alternative PFossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal Platean
Further Planning Area were suiltable, partially suitable, or unsuitable for
inclusion 1n the National Wilderness Preservation System, The following is
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provided for the reviewers' convenience. It will summarize alternative forms
of management for Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal Plateau
Further Planning Area., The Affected Envircnment for Fossil Ridge and Cannibal
Plateau 15 described in Chapter III, Wilderness. Environmental consequences
for each alternative are disclosed in Chapter IV i1in the individual resource
sections. The §u1tab111ty analysis for each alternative 1s disclosed 2in
Chapter IV, Wilderness. Appendix K indexes the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study
Area. BAppendix L indexes the Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area.

FOSSIL RIDGE 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 inclusion 1n the Naticnal Wilderness Preservation

System (NWPS)., The following four alternatives are considered:

Alternatives Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area

Alternative A - Thais 1s the No Action alternative. The entire Fossil Ridge
Wilderness Study Area 1s unsuitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness
Preservation System. The Wilderness Study Area will be managed for non-market
output opportunities. Figure II-2 displays the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study
Area. This alternative 1s part of Final EIS Alternatives 2 and 9.

This alternative manages the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area with the fol-
lowing land management allocations: 21,687 acres 1n Prescription 22 with an
emphasis on semi-primitive motorlzed 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 1in the National Silderness Preservation System. In this alternative
approximately 13,100 acres of the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area are
unsuitable for inclusion 1n the National Wilderness Preservation System.
Figure II-3 displays this alternative. This alternative is part of Final EIS
Alternative 6.

This alternative manages the Fossll Ridge Wilderness Study Area with the
following land management allocations: non-wilderness -~ 8,900 acres in
Prescription 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 Prescription 83A with an emphasis on pristine
wilderness setting; 16,037 acres 1in Prescription 8B with an emphasis on
primitive wilderness setting; 8,476 acres in Prescraiptron 8C with an emphasis
on semi-primitive wlilderness setting; and 1,920 acres in Prescription 8D with
an emphasis on high~density wilderness setting.

Alternative C - In this alternative the entire Fossill Ridge Wilderness Study
Area 1s suitable for inclusion i1n the National Wilderness Preservation System.
Figure 1I-2 displays the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area. This alternative
18 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 Prescription 8B with an emphasis

on primitive wilderness setting; 13,327 acres in Prescription 8C with an

emphasis on semi-primitive wilderness setting; and 2,085 acres in Prescription
8D with an emphasis on high~density wilderness setting.

Alternative D — In thais alternative the entire Fossil Ridge WSA 1s unsuitable
for ainclusion 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 be managed for
market output opportunities. Pigure II-2” displays the Fossil Ridge WSA.
This alternative i1s part of Final EIS Alternatives 1, 3, 5 and 8.

This alternative manages the Fossil Ridge WSA wrth the following land manage-
ment allocations: 21,369 acres an Prescription 2A with an emphasis on semi-
pramitive motorized recreation opportunity; 1,315 acres in Prescription 2B
with an emphasis on roaded natural and rural recreation opportun:ty; 21,116
acres 1n Prescription 3A with an emphasis on semi-primitive non-motorized
recreation opportunity; 1,500 acres in Prescraption 6B with an emphasis on
livestock grazing; and 200 acres in Prescription 7a, 300 acres in Prescription
7C, and 1,600 acres in Prescription 78 with an emphasis on intensive timber
management.

t
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FIGURE II-2.

FOSSIL RIDGE WILDERNESS STUDY AREA
(Alternative A, C, and D:

47,400 Acres)
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FIGURE 1i-3.

FOSSIL RIDGE WILDERNESS STUDY AREA

{Alternative B, 34,300 Acres
Recommended Suitable For Inclusion

In The National Wilderness Preservation System)
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CANNIBAL PLATEAU FURTHER PIANNING AREA

The Colorado Wilderness Act of also directed the Forest Service to address the
suitabllity or unsuitability of the Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area for
inclusion i1n the National Wilderness Preservation System (NWPS) and the Act
provides that wilderness potential be maintained during the study period., The
following four alternatives are considered:

Alternatives Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area

Alternative A - This 1s the No Action alternative, The entire Cannibal
Plateau Further Planning Area 1s unsultable for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System. The Further Planning Area will be managed for
non-market output opportunities. Figure II-4 displays the Cannibal Plateau
Further Planning Area. This alternative 1s part of Fainal EIS Alternatives 2
and 9.

This alternative manages the Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area with the
following land management allocations: 30,203 acres in Prescription 22 wath an
emphasis on sSemi-primitive motorized recreation opportunity; 1,287 acres in
Prescription 5A with an emphasis on non-forestland big game winter range; and
300 acres in Prescription 10C with an emphasis on special interest areas -~
National Natural Landmarks.

Alternative B - Thirteen thousand five hundred npnety-nine acres are suitable
for 1nclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System. The boundary
has been modrfied in the Final EIS to reduce conflicts with the BIM's proposed
Powderhorn Wilderness. Iin thas alternative 18,391 acres of the Cannibal
Plateau Further Planning Area are unsultable for inclusion in the National
Wilderness Preservation System. The Further Planning Area will be managed for
non-market output opportunities, Figure II-5 displays thas boundary. This
alternative 1s 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 exaisting special
uses and contains high potential for snowmobiling. Figure II-5 displays
Alternataive B,

This alternative manages the Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area with the
following land management allocations: non-wilderness - 12,108 acres 1in
Prescription 2A with an emphasis on semi-primitive motorized recreation oppor-
tunity; 5,983 acres 1in Prescription 6B with an emphasis on livestock grazing;
wlilderness - 1,723 acres 1n Prescription 8A with an remphasis on pristine
wilderness setting; 728 acres 1in Prescription 8B with an emphasis on primitive
wilderness setting; 4,596 acres in Prescription 8C wrth an emphasis on seml-
primitive wilderness setting and 300 acres in Prescription 10C with an empha-
sS1s on special interest areas - National Natural Landmarks.

Alternative C - In this alternative the entire Cannibal Plateau Further
Planning Area is suitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preser-
vation System. Filgure 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 with the
following land management allocations: 1,619 acres in Prescraiption BA with an
emphasis on prastine wilderness setting; 13,464 acres in Prescription 8B with
an emphasis on primitive wilderness setting; 15,871 acres in Prescription 8C
with an emphasis on semi-primitive wilderness setting; and 1,036 acres in
Prescription 8D with an emphasis on high-density wilderness setting.

Alternative b - In +this alternative the entire Cannibal Plateau Further
Planning Area unsuitable for inclusion 1n the National Wilderness Preservation
System. Thas alternative was added to the Final EIS to provade an opportunity
to schedule outputs for the FPA because of 1its administrative status. The WSA
will be managed for market output opportunmities. Figure II-4 displays the
31,990 unsuitable acres for Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area.

This alternative manages the Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area with the
following land managemént allocations: 3,467 acres in Prescription 2A with an
emphaslis on semi-primitive motorized recreation opportunity: 489 acres 1in
Prescription 2B with an emphasis on roaded natural and rural recreation gppor-
tunity; 1,487 acres ain Prescraiption 5A with an emphasis on non-forested big
game winter range; 946 acres in Prescraiption 5B with an emphasis on forestland
big game winter range; 15,589 acres in Prescription 6B with an emphasis on
livestock grazing; 9,712 acres in Prescription 7E with an emphasis on inten-
sive timber management; and 300 acres in Prescription 10C with an emphasis on
special interest areas — Naticnal Natural Landmarks.
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FIGURE 1I-4.

CANNIBAL PLATEAU FURTHER PLANNING AREA
(Alternatives A, C, and D; 31,990 Acres)
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FIGURE II-5.

CEANNIBAL PLATEAU FURTHER PIANNING AREA
{Alternative B)
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COMPARISON (QF ALTERNATIVES AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This section displays the differences between the alternatives. The compari-
son tables and figures are based on detailed information presented in Chapters
III and IV. The items displayed were selected on the basis of their respon-
siveness to issues, concerns, and NEPA requirements.

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

Table II-23 compares the planning question resolution for each alternative.

Figures I1I-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 taimber schedule for 240 years for
Benchmark 3 and each alternative.
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TABLE II-22,

ACREAGE ALLOCATION BY MANAGEMENT AREA PRESCRIPTION FOR EACH ALTERNATIVE

(Acres)

Mgmt. Area
Prescription

Emphasis

1
Proposged

2

3

No Action RPA

Alternatives
5

1A

1B

1p

2B

3A

1B

4ic

4

National Forest System Developed Rec-
reation Sites.

Existing winter sports sites.

Utility corridors and electronic sites,

Semi~primitive motorized recreation
opportunities. Range management will
reduce conflicts between recreation
and livestock.

Roaded natural and rural recreation
opportunities. Major travel routes.
Maintained or improved wvisual guality.
Range management will reduce conflicts
between recreation and”livestock.
Timber haxtvest,

Semi-primitive non-motorized recreation
cpportunities. User density is
controlled by access.

Wildlife babitat management for one
or more management indicator species.
Livestock grazing will be compatible
with wildlife habitat management.

Wildlife habitat improvement.
Vegetation treatment in hardwood
and shrub dominated land, Livestock
grazing will be compatible with
wildlife habitat management.

Wildlife habitat management.
Livestock grazing will be
canpatible with wildlife habitat
management, Clearcut aspen only.
Slopes less 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

24,812

128,135

222,275

27,496

1,279

8,191
4,535

482,595

130,429

39,228

129,285

191,403

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

8,191
4,535

591,883

127,859

84,784

165,298

227,243

67,941

955

8,191
4,535

461,589

130,186

63,977

118,886

113,067

48,921

1,117

8,191
4,535

493,303

131,021

49,159

140,828

222,853

51,353

955

8,191
4,535

850,144

155,867

88,423

23,399
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TABLE II-22. (Cont.)

Mgmt. Area
Prescription

Emphasis

1
Proposed

2
No Action

3
RPA

Alternatives

4

SA

SB

6A

6B

TA

7c

7E

BA

Big game winter range in non-forest
areas. Travel management prevents
unacceptable stress, Livestock grazing
managed to favor wildlife habitat.

Big game winter range in forest areas.
Travel management prevents unacceptable
stress. Vegetation treatment will
enhance plant and animal diversity.
Livestock grazing managed to favor
waldlife habitat.

Livestock grazing. Improve forage
composition. Vegetation treatment

in mountain grass, meadow, and shrub;
oakbrush; and aspen types. BAll slopes.

Iivestock grazing. Maantain forage
composition., Vegetation treatment

in mountain grass, meadow, and ghrubj
oakbrush; and aspen types. All slopes,

Intensive timber management., Clearcut
harvest in aspen, spruce-fir, and
lodgepole pine types. Slopes less
than 40%.

Intengive timber management.
Clearcut harvest in lodgepole pine
type. Group Selection harvest in
spruce-fir type. Slopes greater
than 40%.

Intengive timber management.
Shelterwood harvest in spruce-fir

and ponderosa pine types. Clearcut
lodgepole pine. Slopes less than 40%.

pristine wilderness setting. Very
high levels of solitude. High oppor-
tunity for challerge, risk and self-
reliance. No trails present.

206,305

16,389

1,001

797,144

18,926

3,221

246,097

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

202,023

40,671

1,001

855,414

10,310

5,447

257,190

189,626

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
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TABLE II-22. (Cont.)

Mgmt. Area
Prescription

Emphasas

1
Proposed

2

Ko Action

3
RPA

Alternatives

4

BB

ac

8D

9a

9B

10n

10C

10B

Primitive wilderness setting. High
level of solitude. High opportunity
for challenge, risk, and self-reliance,

Semi~primitive wilderness setting.
Moderate level of solitude. Moderate
opportunity for challenge, risk,

and gelf-reliance.

High density wilderness setting.
Heavy day use. ILow level of
solitude, Low opportunity for
challenge, risk, and self-reliance.

Riparian area management. One hundred
feet of perennial stream edges. Does
not apply to wildernesses, special
interest areas, and research natural
areas.

Intensive water augmentation. Increase
water quantity on suitable timberland.
Snowpack management.

Research WNatural Areas.

Special Interest Areas. Cultural Areas.
Kational Natnral Landmarks.

Municipal Watersheds.

185,464

176,278

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

3g,838

25,622

14,580

i,461

1,061

7,440

200,907

116,013

26,460

25,414

14,580

1,461

761

7,440

179,356

170,296

12,090

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
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TABLE II-23.

COMPARISON, PLANNING QUESTION RESCLUTION BY ALTERNATIVE
(Average Annual Output For Year 1991-2000)

Alternatives
Output or Effect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
PQ Planning Question to be Measured Unatg* Proposed No Actijn RPA
1 HOW MUCH AND WHAT A. Developed Recre—

TYPE OF RECREATION ation Site Capacity. MRVD

OPPORTUNITIES (By Decade)

SHOULD THE FOREST 1980 - 1990 744 744 744 744 744 744 744 744 657

PROVIDE? 1991 ~ 2000 778 744 812 812 744 778 744 778 657
2001 - 2010 866 744 968 968 T44 860 744 866 657
2011 ~ 2020 924 744 1,124 1,124 744 “924 744 924 657
2021 - 2030 1,012 744 1,280 1,280 744 1,012 744 1,012 657
B. Developed Rec~ Percent
reation Management FSH/RSH 45/5% 45/55 45/55 58/42 31/69 42/58 31/69 58/42 0/100
Level (Full Service~
Reduced Service).
C. Downhill skiing FAOT 35,200 35,200 35,200 35,200 35,200 35,200 35,200 35,200 35,200
capaclity.

2  HOW MUCH ROADLESS A. Area allocated to Percent 16.6 14.5 15.9 13.9 14.8 14.1 14.1 14.2 16.4
NON-WILDERNESS semi-primitive non- Acres 482,400 420,500 463,250 404,200 411,400 408,400 408,950 412,350 477,900
RECREATION OPPOR- motorized recreation
TUNITY SHOULD THE outside wilderness.

FPOREST PROVIDE AND B. Demand for semi- Demand for semi-primitive non-motorazed recreation will be met in all alternatives.
WHERE SHOULD IT BE primitive non-motorized Non-wilderness acres currently suitable for dispersed non-motorized recreation will
LOCATED? recreation. in the future be roaded under some prescriptions. All single purpose, newly con-
structed roads will be closed. ‘'Transportaticon System Management', Plan, Chapter III,
provides direction to assure semi-primitive non-motorized recreation cpportunities in
all alternatives., The Continental Divide National Scenic Trail Corridor will be managed
primarily for recieation use. See alternative maps for location.
C. Wild and Scenic The Taylor River aad the East River were determined not to be eligible for a subsequent
Rivers. formal wild and Scenic River Study. See Planning Question 12 for trall construction and
reconstruction plans by alternative.
3  WHAT TYPE OF WIL~ A. Management Area

DERNESS MANAGEMENT
IS NEEDED TQ MAIN-
‘PAIN THE QUALITY
OF THE RECREATION
EXPERIENCE IN EX~
ISTING AND PRO-
POSED RILDERNESS
AREAS?

Prescription®#*
{Wilderness)

High Density (8D}
Semi-Primitive (80)
Primitive (BB)
Pristine (8a)

B. Wilderness Man-
agement Level {Fall
Service/Reduced
Service)

Acres

Percent
FSM/RSM

0 12,090 12,090 19,275 12,090 38,838 26,460 12,090 12,090
176,278 165,70C¢ 165,700 87,286 165,700 106,086 116,013 170,296 165,700
185,464 172,076 172,076 220,065 172,076 256,459 200,907 179,356 172,076
105,475 103,752 103,752 206,382 103,752 100,134 189,628 105,475 103,752

60/40 20/80 20/80 60/40 20/80 60/40 60/40 40/60 0/100
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TABLE II-23.

(Cont.)

Alternatives
Output or Effect 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9
PQ Planning Question to be Measured Units* Proposed No Action RPA
4 SHOULD CANNIBAL A. Portion of Can- Acres 13,599 0 4] 31,990 0 13,599 31,990 13,599 0
PLATEAU FURTHER nibal Plateau suit- Percent 43 0 0 100 0 43 100 43 0
PLANNING AREA AND able for Wildexness.
FOSSIL REDGE WIL~ B. Portion of Fossil Acres [0 0 0 47,400 0 34,300 47,400 4] 1}
DERNESS STUDY AREA Ridge suitable for Percent 0 0 0 100 0 72 100 0 0
BE RECOMMENDED Wilderness.
FOR WILDERNESS C. Total Wilderness Acres 515,376 501,777 501,777 5B1,167 501,777 549,676 581,167 515,376 501,777
DESIGNATION? Acreage,**
0. Oh-Be-Joyful. A Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Oh-Be-Joyful Wilderness Study Area was transmitted to
the Environmental Protection Agency on June 4, 198l1. The Forest Service's preferred alternative
is that the area is unsuitable for inclusion in the National Wilderness Preservation System.
The administration is currently completing the Final EIS.
5 HOW MUCH BABITAT A. Area protected for Acres 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104
{(FORAGE/COVER/ Threatened and Endan-
WATER) SHOULD BE gered species.
AVAILABLE FOR B. Total Area of Acres 590, 386 620,600 591,544 694,443 532,506 703,176 518,624 657,728 510,383
WILDLIFE AND FISH? Wildlife Emphasis.
Forest Direction, Plan, Chapter III, provides direction for managing the habitat needs of indicator
species in all alternatives. Management area prescription 9A hag been added in all alternatives.
The prescription emphasizes rigarian area management. Resource use will e managed Lo protect and
maintain the riparian area in all alternatives.
-] WHERE AND HOW A. Hational Forest
MUCH FORAGE System winter range
SHOULD BE ALLO- carrying capacity. Animals 87,600 87,800 88,500 86,400 88,100 B6,700 86,600 87,700 86,200
CATED TOQ BIG GAME B, Wildlife Habitat
USE? Improvement.
==Structural Numbe x 10 35 35 10 30 10 47 10 0
~=Non-Structural Acres 7,998 7,800 7,998 9,800 6,398 9,800 7,830 1,560 4,130
C. Winter Range
Management Area
Prescription**
=-=Non-Foreat (5SA) Acres 206,305 210,496 207,616 220,097 220,428 220,097 202,023 214,023 229,731
—Forest (SB) 36,389 32,198 35,078 22,597 22,266 22,597 40,671 28,671 12,963
The total big game winter range acreage (242,694) is the same for all alternatives. Alternative
maps attached to the Final EIS display big game winter range.
7 WHERE AND HOW A. Livestock carry- AUM 335,800 333,300 339,900 309,900 349,800 309,900 349,900 336,700 315,000

MUCH FORAGE
SHOULD BE ALLO-
CATED TO LIVE-
STOCK USE?

ing capacity.

Grazing capacity is increased by increasing investments in structural and non-
structural range improvements (Alternatives 1,2,3,5,7,8). Approximately 95% of
the suitable rangelands are in satisfactory condition. Intensive management
implemented through individual Allotment Management Plans could bring all range-
lands to a satisfactory condition by 1990 in all alternatives.
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TABLE II-23.

{Cont.)

Alternatives
Output or Effect 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
PQ Planning Question to be Measured Units* Proposed No Action  RPA

8 HOW SHOULD FOR- . Forested area not hcres 848,337 848,337 848,337 848,337 848,337 848,337 848,337 B4R,337 848,337
EST PRODUCTS BE capable of commercial
MANAGED TO SUP- tumber production.

PLY COMMERCIAL B, Capable area not Acres 244,683 245,856 222,952 267,318 222,952 251,19% 267,318 224,041 222,952
AND NON-COMMER-~ available for commer-
CIAL DEMANDS ON cial timber production.
THE FOREST? C. Available area not  Acres 652,809 682,339 643,581 795,113 671,761 819,389 671,214 694,426 939,625
suited for commercial
tamber production.
D. Available area acres 476,251 445,548 507,210 311,312 479,030 303,158 435,211 450,276 331,227
suirted for cowmmercial
timber producticn.
E. Forested area Acres 57,528 59,694 63,240 90,556 49,479 90,538 89,592 81,024 44,305
treated to improve
wildlife habitat.
F. Programmed Sales MMBF 35.0 28.0 44.2 13.5 35.9 131.5 30.0 5.0 22.0
Offered.
G. Acres Treated by
Harvest Method. Acres
-~Clearcut 747 270 1,388 209 7438 207 523 574 389
-—Shelterwood 5,281 3,767 6,091 2,444 5,280 2,443 5,050 5,663 3,519
H. Long-Term Sus-
tained Yield Capacity  MMBF 104.9 1041 115.6 55.9 117.0 57.1 _ 96.9 109.5 62.6
The current, approved timber management plan on standard and special timberland 1s 3%5.0 MMBF.

9  WHAT SURFACE RESOURCE All alternatives manage surface resources to prevent degrading water quality below Erderal, State,
USES SHOULD BE and local water standards. Management area prescription 1OE has been added 1n all alternatives to
PERMITTED IN MUNICIPAL protect or improve the quality and quantity of municipal water supplies. The prescription 1s
WATERSHEDS? appliied to the Fruita Davision (7,440 acres) in all alternatives

10 HOW SHOULD THE A. Increased water Percent 04 03 0.4 0.2 0.4 D2 0.3 05 0.2
FOREST RESPOND TO yireld {1st decade).

INCREASING DE- B. increased water Percent 07 05 0.7 0.5 o7 0.5 0.6 0.9 0.4
MANDS FOR WATER? yield (5th decade).
C. Estimate cumula- Ac Ft 823,835 585,600 887,300 608,500 800,300 596,300 713,400 1,062,800 497,260
tive water yield in-
crease (50 yr. period)
D. Portion water yield Percent 29.0 21,1 28.7 20.9 28.1 205 25.0 37.2 18 8
wcrease potential**
achieved {50 years}.
E Estimate cumulative Ac Ft 75 54 80 56 73 54 66 98 46

sediment yield increase

from activities to in-
crease water yield (50
yr. period).

Water yield increate will be the vegetation treatment goal undertaken for timber, range,
and wildlife maragement purposes in watersheds identified to have the potential for
producing wore vater without detrwmental effects on stream channel stabilaity and water

quality.

acres 1n all alterratives

Managemert area prescription 9B emphasizes lncreased water yield on 14,580
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TABLE II-23.

{Cont.}

PO

Planning Question

Output or Effect
to be Measured

Units*

Altexnatives
1 2 3 4 5 6
Proposed No Action RPA

13

14

15

HOW SHOULD THE
FOREST HANDLE
PROBLEMS CAUSED BY
PRIVATE LAND WITHIN
AND ADJACENT TO
THE HATIONAL FOR-
EST?

WHERE SHOULD THE
FOREST PROVIDE
UTILITY CORRIDORS
AND HOW SHOULD
THEY BE MANAGED?

CAN SERVICE TO THE
PUBLIC AND ADMINIS-
TRATION BE IMPROVED
WITH FOREST OR DIS-
TRICT BOUNDARY
CHANGES?

A. Land Exchange.

B. Right-of-Way
Acquigition.

C. Occupancy
Trespass.

D. Landline Location.
E. Right-of-Way
Grants.

A. Land Exchange
Opportunities

Acres

Cases

Cases

Miles
Cases

Acres

Priority for private land exchange is determined by management area prescription of the
adjacent land in the alternative selected. The acres exchanged is more dependent on the
Forest's funding tc process exchanges than on the alternative selected.

8 8 8 7 a8 7 7 8 7
23 23 23 23 23 23 23 23 21
20 20 25 15 20 20 20 20 15
30 30 30 30 30 10 30 £l 30

The designation of new utility corridors will be studied on a case-by-case basis regard-
less of the alternative, but will be consistent with the plans and programs of other
agencies. The Rochky Mountain Regional Guide establishes standards and guidelines to he
used by the Forest in activities related to utility corridors. Expanding compatible uses
in existing corridors is emphasized over new corridor development. The permitting and
NEFA processes to be followed when authorizing use and occupancy are located in Forest
Service Manuals. Management area prescription 1D provides for utility corridors in all
alternatives. Management activities within these linear corridors strive to be compat-
ible with the goale of the management area through which the corridors pass.

Land exchange opportunities exist between the Forest Service and BIM, and bet-

ween the Forest Service and National Park Service. A discussion of the exchange
program can be found in the appendices of the accompanying Plan.

The Forest has tentatively identified 354,800 acres for possible jurisdictional land
transfer between the Forest and the BIM. The Forest has tentatively identified

760 acres for poss:ble transfer to the National Park Service.

There are no district boundary changes proposed in any alternative.
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TABLE II-23.

(Cont.)

Output or Effect

Alternatives
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

PQ Planning Question to be Measured Units* Proposed No Action RPA
16 HOW SHOULD THE The Tabeguache Ponderosa Pine Area is recommended as proposed Research Natural Area
FOREST MANAGE in Alternatives 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, and 9. Each alternative will protect all significant
SIGNIPICANT CUL~ cultural resources by avoidance and or study. Areas containing potential cultural
TURAL RESOURCES? resources will be surveyed prior to ground disturbing activities. The Gothic Research
{(And other Special Natural Area will retain its designation in all alternatives. The Dry Mesa Dinosaur
Interest Areas) @unarry and the Slumgullion Earthflow National Natural Landmark will continue to be
managed as special interest sites. All alternatives propuse management of the following
as special management areas-
The Alpine Tunnel Historic Distract.
The Cphir Needles National Natural Landmark.
Escalante Creek Research datural Area.
Mount Emmons Iron Bog.
Management area prescriptions I0A and 10C provide for research natural areas and
special interest areas in all alternatives. Slumgullion Earthflow Naitonal Natural
Landmark retains its landmark designation in alternatives 4 and 7 and is also identified
suitable for wilderness as part of Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area.
17  HOW SHOULD THE Forest Direction, Plan, applies the Visaal Management System to all Hational Forest Sys-—~

FOREST MANAGE
THE VISUAL RE-
SOURCE?

tem land in all alternatives. Viswal Resource Management plans, designs, and locates
vegetation treatment in a scale which retains the color and texture of the characteristic
landscape. In addition, each management area prescription for the alternatives identi-
fies a series of Visual Quality Objectives.

i

% = Parcent

FSM/RSK = Full Service Management/Reduced Service Management

AUM = Animal Unit Months

g3 s

No. = Number
Ac Ft = Acre Feet
MMBF = Million Board Feet

RVD/Yr = Recreation Visitor Days par Year
POAT = Persons At One Time
No. An. = Number of Animals

PO 11 - Reflects BB,901 acres of wilderness being displayed by San Juan and White River National Forests and 40,742 acres of wilderness outside
the Forest being displayed by Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests.

PQ 4 - This total includes acres only on Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests for the Big Blue, Collegiate Peaks, I.a Garita,

Lizard Head, Maroon Eells-Snowmass, Mount Sneffels, Raggeds, and West Elk Wildernesses.

Fossil Ridge Wildernegs Study Area and Cannibal

Plateau Further Planning Area are included only when suitable for wilderness in that alternative.

PQ 10 - Water yield increase potential based on tentatively suitable timberlard on slopes less than 40 percent.




FIGURE II-6.

DEVELOPED RECREATION CAPACITY
(Thousand Recreation Visitor Days)
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FIGURE 1I-8.

WILDERNESS MANAGEMENT
{Thousand Acres)
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FIGURE II-7.

SEMI-PRIMITIVE NON-MOTORIZED
RECREATION
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FIGURE II-2,

NATIONAL FOREST SYSTEM
RANGE CARRYING CAPACITY
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FIGURE II-10.

LIVESTOCK GRAZING
(Thousand Animal Unit Months)
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FIGURE II-11.

PROGRAMMED TIMBER SALES OFFERED
(Million Board Feet)
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FIGURE II-12.

LONG-TERM SUSTAINED
TIMBER YIELD
(Million Board Feet)
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FIGURE II~13.
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FIGURE II-14.

INCREMENTAL PRESENT NET VALUE
(M11lion Dollars)
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FIGURE I1I-15,

COMPARISON BASE SALE SCHEDULE
(Alternatives 1, 2, 3; MMBF Per Decade)
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FIGURE II-16.

COMPARISON BASE SALE SCHEDULE
(Alternatives 4, 5, 6; MMBF Per Decade)
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FIGURE II-17.

COMPARISON BASE SALE SCHEDULE
{Alternatives 7,8,9; MMBF Per Decade)
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Some significant social changes will take place in the 10-county planning
area, regardless of alternative. These changes are related to energy, miner-
als, and downhill ski arxea development. These social changes are likely to
occur throughout the planning area and will have a greater i1mpact 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 WNational Forest system management in any
alternative. Alternatives may generate some minor opportunities or problems.
Change in outputs when compared to current management 1s not great enough to
cause any significant problems within the planning area.

Quantaitatave economic dirfferences 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 economic information.

Table II-24 compares budget expenditures and returns by alternative.

Table II-25 compares the cost-efficiency of Benchmark 1, Benchmark 3 and each
alternative using a 4% discount rate,

Table II-26 compares population, income, employment, workforce unemployment
rate, and payment to counties for each alternative.

Table II-27 summarizes resource output analysis by alternative over the plan-
ning horizon.

TABLE II-24.

EXPENDITURES AND RETURNS
{Summary All Decades, Average Annual,
Thousand 1978 Dollars)

Budget Returns to the
Alternatives  Expenditures 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

IT-83
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TABLE II-25,

COST EFFICIENCY ANALYSIS SUMMARY

{M1llion 1978 Dollars)

4% Discount Rate

Alternatives
BM1* BM3 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9
Present Value Benefits, Incremental** 203,1 312.90 302.8 294.6 313.3 290.2 302.0Q 286.1 298.1 304.2 283.2
Assigned Values Less Receipts 191.0 295.9 286.9 279.0 296.8 275.3 286.1 271.0 282.4 288,2 268.3
Federal Recelpts 12.1 16.1 15,9 15.6 16.5 14.9 15.9 15.1 15.7 16.0 14.9
Present Value Costs, Incremental 11.4 108.4 157.0 140.5 172.4 141.8 149.4 133.8 145.5 i53.2 99.4
Forest Service, Long Range
Fixed 7.3 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Investment 0.0 6.5 9.4 8.4 10.3 8.5 9.0 8.0 8.7 9.2 6.0
Operational 0.0 75.9 110.0 98.3 120.7 99.2 104.6 93.7 101.9 107.2 62.6
General Administration 0.0 10.8 15.7 14.1 17.3 14.2 14.9 13.4 14.5 15,4 9.9
Non-Forest Service - Cooperator
Costs 4.1 15.2 2.9 19.7 24.1 19,9 20.9 18.7 20.4 21.4 13.9
Present Net Value, Incremental 191.,7 203.6 145.8 154.1 140.9 148.4 152.6 152.3 152.6 151.0 183.8
Benefit Cost Ratio, Incremental 17.8 2.88 1.93 2.10 1.82 2,05 2.02 2.14 2.0% 1.99 2.8B5

* The figures for BM1, Minimum Ievel, are not "incremental®. Figures for BM3 and the alternatives 1-9 are

"incremental™ to BM1.

*% A1l demand curves are horizontal., Consumerx surplus is zero and not shown.



TABLE II-26

ECONOMIC IMPACT ANALYSIS
(EIA~214 and EIA~215)

Base Change From Base Year By Alternative
Year
Unit* 1977 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
FIRST DECADE {1961-1930}
Population
EIn-214 4 Parscns 113.0 3.02 2.34 3.18 2.43 3.04 2.43 2 20 3.02 2 67
EIn=-215 ¥ Persons 9.3 2.41 2,38 2.42 2.37 2,41 2.37 2,40 2.41 2.37
Income
EIA-214
Employee
Compensation MMS 363.1 4.3 3.9 4.7 3.0 4.3 3.0 4.0 4.3 3.5
Property Income HME 252.0 2.3 2.0 2.5 1.3 2.4 1.3 2.2 2.3 1.6
Total Income HM$ 615.1 6.6 5.9 7.2 4.3 6.7 4.3 6.2 6.6 5.1
EIA=-215
Employee
Compensation M3 28.6 3.2 3.2 3.2 1.1 3.2 31 3.2 3.2 3.1
Property Income MM3 21.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.9 2,0 1.9 2.0 2.0 2.0
Total Income MMF 49.6 5.2 5,2 5.2 5.¢ 5.2 5.0 5,2 5.2 5.1
Employment
EIA=-214
Agriculture M Jobs 1,424 016 .013 019 .004 .018 2004 015 .016 007
Mining M Jobs 2,901 .003 .003 .003 002 .003 002 003 003 .002
Manufacturing M Jobs 4.111 -049 049 .050 047 .050 047 .049 049 048
Lumber,/Wood
Products M Joba 2,220 056 .027 079 - 003 .054 =-.033 .035 056 002
Transportation M Jobs 2.450 011 010 012 .008 .01l 008 011 011 009
Wholesale/Retail M Jobs 8.662 .116 .113 118 111 117 W11l 115 .116 .113
Services ¥ Jobs 9.079 +345 -343 347 +338 +346 .338 .344 .345 341
Total 30.85 -596 .558 629 477 .599 477 572 586 .522
EIA=~215
Agriculture M Joks 056 012 012 .013 011 .013 .011 013 L0122 011
Mining M Jobs AT9 =002 .002 002 .001 .002 001 .002 .002 +0D1
Manufacturing M Jobg 2075 .030 .030 .030 .030 .030 .030 .030 .030 .030
Lumbexr/Wocd
Products ¥ Jobs .105 .004 003 005 =-.001 003 ~.001 .003 004 001
Transportation M Jobg 076 .009 .009 009 003 009 008 .009 .009 -00%
Wholesale/Retail M Jobs .659 109 - 108 109 .108 <109 .108 .109 109 .108
Sarvices M Jobs .965 .322 n .322 321 -322 321 322 322 321
Total 2.415 .488 .486 . 490 479 .488% 479 .488 .4Bg . 481
Workforce Unemploy=- M Jobs
mant Rate
Ela-214 ] 4.8 4.7 4.4 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.7 4,8
EIA-215 L] 3.9 20 2.4 2.0 2.4 2.0 2.4 2.0 2.0 2.4
Payments to Counties** M §
Delta 14.6 19.3 16.6 20.5 14.3 19.1 14.3 18.2 19.5 15.5
Garfield 2.4 3.2 2.8 3.4 2.4 3.2 2.4 3.0 3.3 2.6
Gunnison 97.4 128.4 110.9 136.8 95.3 127.3 95.3 121 0 130.0 103.0
Hinsdale 14.6 19,3 16.6 20.5 14.2 19.1 14.3 18 2 19.5 15.5
Mesa 36.5 48,2 41.6 £L.3 35.7 47 7 35.7 45 4 48 8 38.6
Montrose 24.3 32.6 27.7 34.2 23.8 31.8 23.8 30.3 3z.5 25.8
Curay 9.7 12 8 11,1 13.7 9.5 12.7 95 12.1 13.0 10.3
Sagquache 26.8 35.3 30.5 37.6 26.2 35.0 26,2 33.3 3s.8 28.3
San Juan 2.4 3.2 2.8 3.4 2.4 3.2 2.4 3.0 3.3 2.6
San Miguel 14.6 19.3 16.6 20.5 14,3 19.1 14.3 18 2 19.5 15.5
* EIA = Economic Impact Area % = Percentage
4 Persons = Thousand Parsons M§ = Thousand Dollars
MM$ = Million Dollars M Jobs = Thousand Jobs

** Zgotimated Total Payments to Counties
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TABLE 1I-27.

RESCURCE OUTPUT ANALYSIS BY ALTERWATIVE
(Summary All Decades, Average Annual Output)

Unit of Curtrent Alternatcive
Measure®*  Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 T -] 9
Qutpuat Propossd ¥o Action RPA
RECREATION
Developad Recreztion
Use [Inc VIS) MRVD 578 847 2 726 4 968 0 968.0 726 4 847 2 726 4 847.2 653 9
Bownnill Skiing Use HRD 22 589 1 83.1 689 1 £89.1 689.1 589 1 689,1 683 1 €89.1
Disparsed Rec Use
{Inc Wildlife & Fish) MRYVD 1399 2339 2 2339 2 2339 2 2339 2 2319 2 2339.2 2319 2 2339 2 2339.2
Off-Road Mororized Use MRVD le8 B0 9 280 9 280.9 280 9 2B0.9 280 9 2890 9 280.9 280 9
Trail Constyuction/
Regonatryction Miles <] 9 0 150 424 49.0 15 0 4“0 50 1s.0 [+]
HILDERHESS
Wilderness Management M hores  501.8 515 4 s01.8 S01 8 8L 2 S0l 8 49 7 581 2 515 4 s0l1.8
Wilderness Use HRVD 164 277.0 277 0 2770 277.0 277 ¢ 2717 0 2717 0 277.0 amr e
FISR & WILDLIFE
Wildlife Habltat Improvemant
(Aspen and Burning) Acres 4,000 6,088 5,900 5,098 7,450 4,598 7,450 4,830 5,310 2,730
Threstensd and/or Bndan-
gered Spscies Habitat Mgt Acres 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104 19,104
Winter Range Carrying
Capacity Deer & Elk M Animals 82.7 a7 1 87 5 88 0 86 2 81 & BE 4 BB.2 a7 2 85 9
Wildlife Structures Nunmbers s 10 a5 EL] 10 L] 10 44 4 10 ]
RANGE
Grazing Use (Livestock) HMNTH 3120.0 .2 1329 EEL Y k3 L) 48 9 30 2 346.8 135.0 315.0
TIMBER
Programmed Sales Offered MMBP 28 8 89 3.8 4.8 56 6.5 14.8 a6 5.5 22.3
faforestation H Aczas 638 .315 289 463 .218 362 29 326 365 234
Timbet Stand Improvemant M Acras 15 530 625 .530 a5 1.0 .585 900 1.000 1.528
HATER
Avg Annual Yield Mac fc 2,869 O 2,896,4 2,881.0 2,886.6 2,8608 2,888 0 2,381.2 2,384.4 2,890 0 2,879.8
MINERALS
Mineral Laases and
Pamits k¥ Op Plans 90 154 4 P 154 4 128 0 147 o 128.0 147 0 147.0 50.0
S01ls
Sail & Watar Res Imp
(Imp. Watershed Condition} Acres an 66.0 64 0 66.0 52.9 104 0 52.0 57 0 104.0 1]
Annual Soil Survey Acras & 61,000 61,000 61,000 61,000 61,000 41,000 &1,000 61,000 L
FACILITIES
Road Const/Reconst
hrtarial Roads Hilnx 31 ta T3 347 s2 2.37 52 .00 1.82 187
Collectyr Roads Miles 1.4 1,94 1.88% 2,69 40 290 40 1.60 14 122
PROTECTION
Puelbraaks & Treatment H Acres 15 17 2.9 17 24 4 2.4 29 3.4 2
insect & Oisease Survey Y hcres 1.0 41 41 4.1 78 L3 7.8 47 41 1]
LANDS
Land Putcaass & Acgula Aczes ] 0 Q o 0 ] Q 0 [+] a
Land Exchange Offer Acres 440 o4 0 N4 0 04 0 40 40 304.0 040 3040 o4.0
ROW Acquisition Cagas 1 85 8.5 8.5 7.3 85 73 69 as 72
Occupansy Tresspass Cages -] 141 14.1 141 21 9 14.1 219 14 1 141 219
landline Location Milas 31 208 20.0 L] 15.5 205 20,0 0o w05 155
EUMAN M0 COMMURITY
DEVELCPMENT *
Human Rescurce Program Enrnllas
Years 19 28 195 23 19 28 19 28 13 28 19 28 19_z8 19 28 19 28 19 28
Job Corpa Enrcllee
Yaary 1] [¢] o 0 0 i) a ] 0 1]
e Enrol lae
Yeacs 0 Q Q a Q a Q Q -] -

* Fuman Hasgurce Progcams are not Lncluded aftar 198%.

*sMRVD = Thousand Recreation Visitor Days

M Acres = Thousand Acres

M Animals = Thousand Animals
MAUY = Thousand Animal Unit Months
ICC = Youth Caaservation Corp

KMEP = Million Board Feet

M Ac Ft = Thousand Acre Fest

% Op Plang = Bumbar of Operating Plans
VIS = Visitor Information Service
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PRESENT NET VALUE TRADE-QFF ANALYSIS

This analysis summarizes the differences between alternatives considered 1in
detail and compares them to the maximum PNV Benchmark (Benchmark 3). Appendix
E presents additional data used 1n the PNV trade-off analysis. Table II-28
displays PNV, discounted benefit, and discounted cost differences between
alternatives. Table II-29 1s 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 preoducing activities., Excluding the activities
1dentified by these policies effectively lowers PVC and raises the PNV $28.2
million (at the 4% discount rate). To assure each 1s implementable, alterna-
tives considered in detail include the policy costs and display the effects in
their PNV calculation.

Benchmark 3 1s not subject to sustained yield timber production for the first
150 years. It regquires a 22.0 MMBF 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, wviable wildlife populations, soil and
water protection, and 25% timber departure.

The following policy constraints are not applied to Benchmark 3 but do apply
to all alternatives considered i1in detail: Recreation planning, cultural
resource management, visunal resource management, solls inventory, water
resource planning, and transportation planning.

Many of these constraints require activities that do not produce a measured

benefit. Appendix E, PNV trade-off analysis, discloses additional details
regarding activities that do not produce a measured benefit.
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TABLE II-29.

INCREMENTAL ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON
(Summary All Decades, Million 1978 Dollars, 4% Discount Rate)

ALTERNATIVES
HIGHEST PNV LOWEST PHV
9 2 7 5 G a8 4 1 3

Present Value Cost 99.4 140.5 145.5 149.4 133.8 153.2 141.8 157.0 172.4

Cost Drfference* +41.1 +5.0 +3.9 =-15.6 +19.4 ~11.4 +15.2 +15.4
Present Value Benefit 283.2 294.6 298.1 302.0 286.1 304.2 290.2 302.8 313.3

Benefit Difference* +11.4 +3.5 +3.9 ~15.9 +18.1 ~14.0 +12.6 +10.5
Incremental Present

Net Value 183.8 154.1 152.6 152.6 152.3 151.0 148.4 145.8 140.9
Present Net Value*

Difference =-29.7 -1.5 -0.0 -0.3 -1.3 -2.6 -2.6 -4.9

* Indicates the difference in cost, benefit, and PNV between alternatives.




Comparison, Benchmark 3 and Alternative 9

Alternative 9 1s the reduced budget alternative. It has the highest PNV,
$183.8 million, of the alternatives considered in detail. Discounted benefits
are $28.7 million less than Benchmark 3. Of this reduction, about two-thirds
1s due to decreased range benefits, and another 20% i1s due to reduced timber
harvest wvolume and the shift to a non-declining flow schedule. Wildlife
benefits are reduced slightly as is developed recreation. The decrease in
henefits 15 off-set somewhat by an increase in water bhenefits.

Discounted costs are reduced to between $9 million in Alternative 9. Addi-
tional costs are incurred for actaivities for which there are no priced bene-
fits. These added costs reduce 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 activities: trail con-
struction, developed recreation nmanadement level, cultural resource manage-
ment, wilderness management level, prescribed burning, fish structures, and
so1l and water resource lmprovement.

Comparison, Alternative 9 and Alternative 2

Alternative 2 is the No Action alternative. WNet discounted benefits are $11.4
million more 1n Alternative 2 than in Alternative 2. This results primarily
from an increased timber program in Alternative 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 wildlife benefits associated
with Alternative 2.

The net i1increase in discounted costs 1s $41.1 million. This 1s substantially
more than the net benefit increase. This includes costs for increased
developed recreation management and investment, additional trail construction
and reconstruction, more intensive wilderness management, fish structures,
sol1l and water improvement, and insect and disease surveys.

These changes reduce the PNV $29.7 million. The non-priced benefits asso-
cirated with that part of the increase i1n costs not related to higher recrea-
tion benefits, result from the following activities: trail, wilderness,
recreation, fisheries, soils and water, and insect and disease management.

Comparison, Alternative 2 and Alternative 7

Alternative 7 emphaslizes intensive management for market outputs. Discounted
benefits increase $3.5 million over Alternative 2. This 1s the result of a 4%
increase in range benefits. All other benefits are the same or nearly the
same for the two alternatives.

Total discounted costs are $5.0 million higher for Alternative 7 than for
Alternative 2. Trail construction and reconstruction, FA&QD construction and
reconstruction, and structural wildlife habitat improvements are higher for

Alternative 7. These costs are somewhat off-set by higher costs in Alterna-

tive 2 for developed recreation management, soi1l monitorang, arterial and
collector construction and reconstruction, and fuel management.

Ix¥-90



Present net value for Alternative 7 1s $1.5 million less than for Alternative
2. Non measured benefits include wilderness management and insect and disease
management.

Comparison, Altermative 7 and Alternative 5

Alternative 5 is the market opportunity alternative. Due to an increase in
timber benefits of $3.6 million i1n Alternative 5 above BAlternative 7, dis-
counted benefits increase by $3.9 million except for the increased timber
benefits and a slight increase 1in water benefits for Alternative 5, there are
no other differences in benefits between the two alternatives. .

Discounted costs also increase $3.9 million in Alternative 5. Most of the
$3.9 million aincrease in discounted costs above Alternative 7 can be attra-
buted to the increased timber outputs. Other costs are attributed to insect
and disease management and reduced fisheries ampact.

Overall, incremental PNV 1s reduced less than $.1 million from Alternative 7
to Alternative 5., Although the PNV 1s similar, costs for Alternatvie 7 stress
protection and so01l improvement while Alternative 5 costs stress wildlife
Programs.

Comparison, Alternative 5 and Alternative 6

Alternative 6 emphasized non-market outputs. Discounted benefits are $15.9
million less in Alternative 6 than in Alternative 5. Thas is the result of a
$12.1 million reduction in timber benefits, and slight reductions 1in water,
range and wildlife benefits, The above mentioned decrease 1in benefits are
offset somewhat by increased benefits in developed and dispersed recreation.

Discounted costs decrease from $149.4 million to $133.8 million for a net
reduction of $15.6 million., The cost reductions associated with Alternative 6
occur as a result of the reduced tamber and range programs. There are also
cost reductions resulting from the wildlife and water programs. Some of these
costs are offset by increased costs associated with that part of the increase
in costs not related to higher recreation programs result from the following
activities: +trail, wilderness, recreation, fisheries, and insect and disease
management.

Comparison, Alternative 6 and Alternative 8

Alternative 8 1s the water augmentation alternative. Discounted benefits are
$18.1 million greater in Alternatvie 8 than in Alternative 6. This is a
result of a $12.3 million increase in timber benefits, a $4.5 million 1ncrease
in range, a $2.1 million increase in wildlife benefits, and a $1.2 million
increase in water benefits. The benefits are slightly offset by reductions in
developed and dispersed recreation outputs.

The net 1ncrease in discounted costs is $19.4 for Alternative 8 above Alterna-
tive 6. There are slaght cost reductions 1n recreation programs; however,
costs associated with the timber, range, and wildlife programs heavily over-
shadow the reductions.

The reduction ain PNV is $1.3 million. Addaitional non-priced benefits
associated with the added costs for this alternative result from scoil and

water improvements,
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Comparison, Alternative 8 and Alternative 4

Alternative 4 1s the non-market output alternmative. Net discounted benefits
decrease $14.0 million from Alternative 8. This decrease 1s 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 reduc-
tions assoclated with Alternative 4 occur a% a result of reduced timber and
range programs. Some of these costs are offset by increased costs assoclated
with expanded developed recreation pregrams.

The combination of decreased benefits and increased costs results 1n a
decrease in the PNV of Alternatave 1 of $5.8 million when compared to Alter~
native 8.

Comparison, Alternative 4 and 1

Alternative 1 1s the Proposed Action alternative, Total discounted benefits
increase $12.6 million, from $290.2 million to $302.8 million above
Alternative 4. This 1s due to a $12.1 million increase in timber benefits,
$4.3 million in range, and smaller increases in wildlife and water. The

increases are offset somewhat by decreases in developed and dispersed
recreation benefits.

Discounted costs 1ncrease $15.2, from $141.8 million 1n Alternative 4 to

$157.0 million. Despite the cost reductions 1n recreatlion programs, Costs
assoclated 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 1s a difference of $57.8 million when compared to the maximum PNV bench-
mark alternative (BM3).

COMPARISON, ALTERNATIVE 1 AND ALTERNATIVE 3

Alternative 3 1s the RPA alternative. Total discounted benefits are $313.3
million, an 1ncrease of $10.5 million over Alternative 1. Timber benefits
increase $3.1 million while developed recreation benefits increase $6.1
million. Range and dispersed recreation benefits increase only slightly.

Discounted costs are $172.4 mllion compared to $157.0 million for
Alternative 1. This is due primarily to an effort to meet the RPA specified
outputs. The majority of the cost increases occur within the timber and
developed recreation programs,

Cverall, the incremental PNV 1s reduced $4.9 million 1n Alternative 3 when

compared to Alternatave 1 and $62.7 million when compared to the maximum PNV
Benchmark alternative (BM 3).
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CHAPTER TIII
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

OVERVIEW

This chapter describes the environment affected by the alternatives displayed
in Chapter II. This chapter describes the physical and biological setting;
the economic and social setting; and provides a summary of the current situa-
tion and demand trends for the Forest rescurce and protection elements. This
Chapter also describes 1in detail Foss:il Ridge Wilderness Study Area and
Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area.

FHYSICAL AND BIOLOGICAL SETTING

The Forest's east boundary follows the Continental Divide and the Elk Moun-
tains. The south bhoundary includes the northern slopes of the San Juan Moun-
tains and the crest of the Wilson Mountains. The west and north boundaries

are formed by the Uncompahgre Plateau and Battlement Mesa.

The Forest lies within the upper Colorade River drainage. Major raivers in-
clude the Gunnison, Uncompahgre, and San Miguel.

The planning area 1s located astride two physiographic provinces; Colorado
Plateau and Southern Rocky Mountains. The two provinces differ greatly in
landforms, rock types, and mineral deposits. Half of the planning area,
within the Colorado Plateau Province, 1s characterized by high flat top mesas
and rolling plateaus, sedimentary rocks, and mineral deposits including oil,
natural gas, o1l shale, coal, vanadium, and uranium. The other half of the
planning area 1s characterized by rugged mountains, igneous rocks, and
hardrock minerals including gold, silver, lead, zinc, copper, molybdenum, and
uranium. Elevations range from about 6,000 feet to peaks over 14,000 feet.

The Forest 1s located within the Rocky Mountain Forest Eco-Region of the High-
land Province, and includes four major climatic and wvegetation zones; lower
montane forest, upper montane forest, subalpine forest, and the alpine
vegetation. Common vegetation types at the lower elevations include sage-
brush, pinyon pine, Jjuniper, Gambel oak, and ponderosa pine. Higher
elevations include Engelmann spruce, subalpine fir, lodgepole pine,
Douglas—fir, and quaking aspen. The major range types include the mountain
meadow, mountain bunch grass, alpine meadow, and aspen-forb plant associ-
ations.

Much of the Forest 1s not in optimum growing condition. The lodgepole pine,
Englemann spruce-subalpine fir 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 communities.
Grassland areas occur along streams and are often interspersed with forested
areas. Sagebrush and oakbrush communities are common at elevations below the

forested area while alpine communities predominate above timberline.
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The various vegetation types provide habitat for a variety of game and non-
game wildlife species. The more common species include mule deer, elk, black
bear, blue grouse and ptarmigan, Gambel's quail, snowshoe hare, and cottontail
rabbit. Baighorn sheep inhabit several areas of the Forest. Favorable habitat
for the bald eagle and peregrine falcon exists in the planning area, Fisher-
ies aimnclude cutthroat, rainbow, brook, mackinaw, and brown trout; kokanee
salmon; northern pike; and white sucker.

VEGETATION

Forest wvegetation contributes to Forest character more than most landscape
features. Its form, color, and texture, 1s easily discernible to the human

eye. Society perceaves 1t 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 1s linked to wvegetation treatment because vegetation influences
other resource elements.

Vegetation 1s a dynamic resource. It will change over time. The way 1t will
change 1s based on factors that effect the vegetation and the site om which 1t
1s growing. The Forest Reserves were established prior to 1900. Since that
time 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 assoclated 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 1s displayed in the Wilderness section of thas

chapter.
The following discussions display current condition, management needs, and

expected forest condition without management. Figure ITI-1 displays elevat:ion
ranges for forest vegetation,
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Alpine

Alpine vegetation grows above native tree elevation limits. It 1s charac-
terized by grasses, grasslike forbs, low shrubs, and poorly formed trees.
Alpine provides a unigue opportunity for scenic viewing particularly during
the early summer when wildflowers are in bloom. The most important factor
controlling the distribution and growth of alpine plants is available soil
molsture. 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 wvegetation are infrequently applied. Due to a
short growing season and harsh climatic conditions, major 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 Porest and typically occurs at
lower elevations interspersed with grasslands, meadows, mountain brush, and
other forest types. Aspen stands on the PForest are typically mature to
overmature with high disease and mortality levels.

Aspen 1s important to recreation use. It 1s an important feature in the
landscape character subtypes in the southern Rocky Mountain Physiographic
rrovince. Variety classes A and B have the highest visual gquality 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 wvegetation, nonforest ‘areas, bare rock,

water and sky. The color change between seasons attracts many forest visats
year round.

Mountain grasslands and asscciated 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 1s important to Colorado wildlife. Deer and elk use aspen
under 6 feet in height for forage. They use taller aspen for thermal and

hidaing cover. BAspen sprouts above snowcover are critical to winter diet in
some areas. The grass, forb and shrub understory provide a summer food source
as more forage 1s present than in conifer stands.

Aspen forests are prime elk calving and deer fawning habitat. Thais is

especially true on south slopes within % mile of water between winter and
summer range.
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More songbirds are normally observed 1n 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
riparian 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 1n 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 majority of aspen c¢lones require a major
disturbance that results in the removal of most or all of the existing trees.
Wildfire has historically been the praimary disturbance 1nitiating 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 1f 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. 1In order to maintain the
aspen on the forest, 5,800 acres would have to be treated annually.

Douglas-fir

Douglas-fir occuptres about 2 percent of the- Forest. The Douglas-fir type is
more 1mportant than its relative area implies. It typically occurs on steep,
north-facing slopes at lower elevations and 1s freguently the only conifer
vegetation 1in a large area. On south-facing slopes, Douglas=-fir occurs
sparsely on rocky ridges, steep hillsides, and canyon slopes.

Douglas-fir 1s a long-lived species which 1s wvalued for wildlife habitat
diversity, scenic quality, and cover on big game winter range. Douglas-fir
alsc contributes to watershed protection and is a desired commercial tree
specles. The Douglas-fir type has not been treated in the past resulting in
mostly mature and overmature stands. Very 1little acreage of early
successional stages of Douglas-fir are known to exist on the Forest.

III=-5



Douglas~-fir is a climax species that reproduces from seed. Without treatment
stands mature and die but perpetuate the Douglas-fir type. Currently the
stands have a relatively uniform age structure. Natoral succession will

perpetuate the current uniform distribution.

Gambel Oak

The oak brush wvegetation type commonly occurs at lower elevations on the
Forest. At i1ts lower elevation range, 1t i1s frequently associated with pinyon-
juniper trees. At its upper 1limit 1t 1s often interspersed with aspen,
Douglas-fir, or ponderosa pine.

The Gambel oak type provides watershed protection, retards snowmelt, provides
browse for wildlife and domestic stock, and 1s a popular firewocod species.
Gambel oak 1s capable of reaching tree size on some sites. This savannah type
provides highly productive useable forage for wildlife and livestock. The
mature trees provide cavities for small mammal dens and non-game bird nests.
Food production for deer and turkey is highest on these sates. Gambel oak
stands are often thick and animal mobility is severely restricted and the more
palatable grasses and forbs are shaded out.

Currently, the majority of the Gambel cak type 1s estimated to be in an early

seral stage. B more balanced strudtural distribution would improve this type
for wildlife and domestic stock and increase the landscape's visual diversity.

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
supporting, numerous kinds of perennial grasses and forbs. Herbage production
on mountain grasslands occasionally exceeds 3,000 pounds per acre; however,
yvields 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 vegetation types 1s available for both wildlife and
domestic stock. The open nature of these vegetation types provides a great
deal of scenic variety. Management 1s typically directed at increasing forage
while maintaining visual quality.

Lodgepole pine

Lodgepole pine occurs on the Forest pramarily 1in even-aged stands of fare
origin. Lodgepole pine is typically a seral species which, in the long-term
absence of major disturbance, will be replaced by more shade-tolerant
species--generally Engelmann spruce and subalpine far. On some sites,
however, where site conditions or lack of a seed source prevent the estab-
lishment of more tolerant species, lodgepole may form a virtual climax. The
type occuples about 6 percent of the Forest and provides scenic beauty,

wildlife habitat, firewood and other wood products.
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Lodgepole pine 1s an aggressive pioneer into disturbed sites. Existing stands
w1ll deteriorate imn 200 to 300 years. As lodgepole pine matures and loses
vigor, it becomes highly susceptible to attack by the mountain pine beetle.
Under the raight stand conditions, individual beetle infestations multiply ainto
an epidemic. The long-term solution to control pine beetle epidemics 1is to
create a mosalc of age and size classes in lodgepole pine and to apply inter-
mediate cultural treatments which promote vigorous, disease free trees.
Mistletoe alsc heavily infects large amounts of lodgepole pine on the Forest.
All of the suitable 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 1s often so prolific that the
stand 18 overstocked and may become stagnated 1f 1t 18 not thinned.
(Stagnation 1s a condition where competition between individual trees for
light, water, and nutrients is so intense that growth ceases).

If lodgepole pine 1s not treated the even—aged stands will become overmature
and the mountain pine beetle infestation risk will increase. The large areas
of heetle killed trees will become 1increasingly 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 wvegetation type 15 dominated by one or more of the following species:
serviceberry, rabbitbrush, snowberry, and mountain-mahogany. It 1s located in
cambination with other brush types and some of the drier forest types. The
primary value of the type 1s for wildlife habatat and domestic sheep range.
It has particular importance when avallable for use as big game winter range.
There 1s a significant 1mbalance 1n the structural stages with most of the
type 1n intermediate and late stages on the Forest.

Prnyon/Juniper

This vegetation type 1s a scrub woodland composed of pinyon pine and juniper.
It 1s a wildespread type occurring below the elevation limit of Gambel cak and
generally occupies the lowest elevations on the Forest.

The pinyon-Jjuniper type occurs on the driest sites on the Forest and therefore
1s the least productive type. Vegetation 1s 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 15 wmportant cover on big game winter range, Most of the type is
estimated to be 1in the intermediate and late structural stages which reflects

the lack of recent natural disturbance.

Many sites are grazed. Thas 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 panyon-juniper type will replace itself. If it replaces
itself naturally the type will retain i1ts current structural imbalance.

Riparian

The riparian 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 zome. In addition, the riparian
includes willow, cottonwood and alder. These areas are typically located
adjacent 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 1s high, and under proper management these areas are an important
part of grazing allotments. The riparian type also provides visual diversity
and taimber management potential along most forest streams. Riparian 1s
important for recreation such as campgrounds and fishing. Ripar:ian is one of
the more productive sites on the forest. It also has the most uneven age
structure.

Sagebrush

This vegetation type occuples relatively dry sites on the Forest. It 1s

typically found at lower elevations and i1s haghly valued as big game winter
range. It also provides a scenic desert-like landscape and significant forage
for livestock. Most of the type is 1n intermediate and late structural
stages. Management techniques used in this type are fertrlization, prescribed
burning, and mechanical or chemical treatment.

Sagebrush 1s 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. This
type occurs at high elevations and represents the climax on the majority of
the sites 1t occupires. 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 is
also valued for wildlife habitat, watershed protection. and production, and
wood products.

There is currently a poor distribution of age classes or structural stages.
This poor distribution 1s caused by low levels of management actavity and by
fire control. Sixty percent of the type 1s overmature. As the spruce and fir
type matures, the trees become susceptible to insect and disease infestations.
Subalpine fir is infected fairst, followed by spruce. A better balancé 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 1932 to
1952, It effected the old growth spruce and fir stands on the Forest at that
time. Many of the dead trees are stil] standing.

The spruce/fir type reproduces by seed. It will reproduce itself naturally i1f
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 will 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 1in pure stands, but can be associated with aspen and oakbrush.
Ponderosa pine reproduces by seed. Natural regeneration requires the
comblnation 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 infreguently. Historically, low-
intensity wildfires burned through ponderosa pine stands at frequent
intervals. These faires 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 vegetatrion in check,
thus maintaining seedbed conditions favorable to ponderosa pilne. Fire

syuppression over the past several decades has resulted in a buildup of organic
latter, making seedbed conditions less favorable for ponderosa pine.
Currently the type 1s mature to overmature, open grown and poorly stocked.
There are some uneven aged stands. These are the result of past cutting
activity.

Ponderosa Pine 1s 1important for timber production, livestock grazing, and
wildlife habitat. Elk calving areas can be located ain this type at lower
elevations.

Ponderosa pine 1s considered a climax species on many of the sites on which it
occurs, particularly near the center of 1its elevational range. Major
disturbances, such as high-intensity faires, heavy logging, or widespread 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 1s 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 1dentified to define local economies 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 Rio 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 economic setting discussion of Possil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and

Cannibal Plateau Further Planning Area 1s displayed in the Wilderness section
of thas chapter.

FIGURE III-2.

ECONCMIC IMPACT AREAS
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POPULATION

The planning area is separated from Colorado's front range population centers
by the Continental Divide. Total population of the area is about 170,000
people. Population 1increased approximately 52,000 in the planning area be-
tween 1970 and 1980. This 1s a 43.63% increase and 1s higher than the state
average. The growth rate is expected to remain strong over the planning

horizon. Table III-1 displays the population projections for the planning
area.

Sane commentors felt the growth projections displayed in the Draft EIS were
too high. The growth rate displayed in Table III-1 has been revised to
reflect current census data.
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TABLE ITI-1.

POPULATION
(Percent Change and Thousand People)

Actual Population* Percent* Projections at Same Range of Change**

County 1970 1980 Change 1990 2000 2010 2020 2030
Delta 15.3 21.2 38.6 34.8 38.3 40.1 41.8 43.5
Garfield 14.8 22.5 52.0 36.0 40.5 44.5 46.5 48.5
Gunhison 7.6 10.7 40.8 19.1 22.3 23.9 25.5 27.1
Hinsdale .2 .4 100.0 .6 7 .8 -9 1.0
Mesa 4.4 81.5 49.8 94.9 110.6 128.3 148.9 172.7
Montrose 18.4 24.4 32.6 36.4 44.9 49.1 53.3 57.5
Ouray 1.5 '1.9 26.7 2,0 1.9 1.9 1.9 2.0
Saguache 3.8 3.9 2.6 4.0 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5
San Miguel 1.9 3.2 68.4 5.0 5.9 7.9 8.9 10.0
San Juan .8 .8 0 .8 .8 .8 -8 .8

TOTA; 118.7 170.5 233.6 271.1 301.6 332.9 367.6

Source; * 1980 Colorado Population Reports, Bureau of the Census and Planning Records.
** June 1982, strict ratlo method applying 1980 census material to 1979 projection.
State Demographer's Office, Department of Local Affairs. (Projection beyond
2000 were calculated using trend line analysis.)



EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME

The average per caplta income for the ten county area in 1977 was §$5,789. By
1979 1t 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 III-2.

EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME¥*

Unat Economic Impact Area
of
Measure** 214 215
Income
Employee MMS 363.1 28.5
Compensation
Property MMS 252.0 21.1
Total Income  MM$ 615.1 49.6
Employment M Jobs 30.85 2.24
Workforce Un-—
Employment Rate % 4.8 3.9

% MMS = Million Dollars
M Jobs = Thousand Jobs
% = Percent

Unemployment 1in 1980 was low in all countiles 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-
1ngs.

The total average monthly labor force in the ten county area for 1980 was
estimated 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. 2about 14% of this
employment (10,900 jobs) are directly, indirectly, or induced by activities on
the Forest. Table I1I-3 displays the 1980 direct employment influence of the
Forest.

Source: * IMPLAN, Rocky Mountain Region, Input/Output Model.
*%* Colorado Manpower Review - Vol. XVII, No. 7, July 1980.
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TABLE III-3.

EMPLOYMENT INFLUENCE OF THE FOREST 1980

{Jobs)
Activity Jobs
Recreation (Downhill Skiing Areas) 5,400
Recreation (Fishing & Hunting) 2,200
Agriculture (Livestock) 1,100

(-1
Logging/Sawmills/Wood Products

(Timber) 600
Recreation (Other) 1,600
TOTAL 10,900

EXPENDITURES AND RETURNS

Budget Expenditures ~ 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 III-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 dastribution to counties in which the forest is
located. In 1982, about $304,000 was paid to the 10 counties i1in the Forest
Planning Area from the National Forest Fund Receipts program, The following
canponents comprise the receipts that make up the "25% Fund":

-=Gross receipts from timber harvested
--Land use permits

~-Recreation permits

--Mineral 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 within the county's boundaries, reduced by the amount
of certain Federal payments that were received by the county in the preceding
fiscal year, or {B) 10 cents for each entitlement land acre within the county,
not reduced for Federal land payments received in the preceding fiscal year.
Both options are subject to a ceiling based on the population of the county.
This ceiling 1is based on a sliding scale, starting at $50 per capita for
populations up to 5,000 and rising to a maxamum of $1,000,000 ($20.00 per
capita for populations up to 50,000). Under the Optaon A, 1f 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 Porest paid a total of $273,000 to the countles im the Forest
Planning Area under the 1976 Payment in ILieu ¢f 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 is 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.

SOCIAL SETTING

SOCIAL RESQURCE UNITS

The Forest Service has sub-divided the Rocky Mountain Region 1into Social
Resource Unit's (SRU). Sociral Resource Unit's are a framework for assessing
social, cultural, and economic 1nteractions with the physical resources.
Social Resource Unit's are homogeneous in terms of settlement patterns and
natural barriers that separate the area from other areas in Colorado. The
Forest is entirely within Social Resource Unit H.*

Source: * Final Rocky Mountain Regional Guide
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This 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 from other
units to the west. To the north, the Battlement Mesa Divide and the

Mesa-Garfield county line separate SRU H from SRU G.

Millions of people use the Forest annually. Visual quality, a pleasant recre-
ation experience, camping, boating, the opportunity to view and hunt wildlife,
and to hike 1n wilderness all contribute to the Forest's attraction. The
attraction is based mostly on the natural environment. The effect of Forest
management 1s to support that natural enviromment. The major tool the Forest
Service has 1in providing and enhancing these types of experiences 1is vegeta-
tion management.

A social setting discussion of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal
Plateau Further Planning Area 1s displayed in the Wilderness section of this

chapter.
HUMAN RESOURCE UNITS

The Forest has delineated six smaller units within SRU H. These are called
Human Resource Units (HRU). Human Resource Units are used to design management
actions that respond to changing conditions at the Forest and Ranger Dastrict
level. An HRU 15 a geographic area characterized by particular lifestyles,
economic conditions, ainstitutional arrangements, and topography. HRU's wvary
in size but are typically larger than individual towns and communities, and
they may cross political jurasdictions. The Collbran, Crested Butte, Grand
Junction, Gunnison, North Fork, and Uncompahgre HRU's were identified to help

design management actions that would be responsive to local issues, condi-
tions, and needs.

The following discussion briefly describes each HRU. General location;
settlement; lifestyles; attitudes, beliefs, and values; social organization;
and population and land use are described. Figure III-3 displays the locataion

of the six HRU's.
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FIGURE III-3.
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Collbran Human Resource Unat

The Collbran HRU 1s located in the east part of Mesa County known as the
"plateau Valley". Its boundary on the north i1s the Battlement Mesa divide, on
the east Plateau Valley watershed divide with Divide Creek watershed, and on
the south Mesa County laine. The west boundaxry 1is 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 in the 1880's by farmers and ranchers. These land use

patterns still exist today. Some homesteads have been abandoned, others have
consolidated ownership. Ranching 1s still a basic aindustrxy in the area.

Some diversity 1s generated by the Vega State Recreation Area and Powderhorn
Ski Area. The downhill ski industry was established at Powderhorn in 1966.
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Lifestyles - Ranching 1s dependent on the National Porest System for livestock
grazing. The water resource has been extensively developed in the past for
irrigation use. Teourism i1s a significant employer. Tourists are attracted by
recreation opportunities including big game hunting, fishing, and downhill
skiing praimarily on National Forest System land. Downhill skiing 1s centered
around the day use Powderhorn Ski Area. 011 and gas exploration personnel
work 1n the HRU on a seasonal basas.

Attitudes, Beliefs, and Values - This unit 1s ranching oriented. Interest
and concern about land and resource management, especilally water and grazing,
1s high. Public 1ssues were ralsed opposed*to additional wilderness designa-
tion or additional road construction.

Social Organization - The Collbran HRU 1s 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
avallable. Most residences travel outside the unit, to Grand Junction, for
the majority of their purchases.

Population and Land Use - Agriculture continues to bhe a dominant land use.
Private land holdings within the Forest are used primarily for ranching and
grazing. There 1s local speculation that ©il 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 1n this HRU
regardless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to energy and
minerals development. Pramarily o1l and gas and 01l shale development.

Crested Butte Human Resource Unit

The Crested Butte HRU 15 located in the north central part of Gunnison 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
Spraing 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. 1In 1872
silver was discovered in the Elk Mountains. The area has a history of gold,
silver, and coal mining. The railroad arraved in 1881. 1In 1952 the last coal
mine closed and railrcad 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 1t brought new prosperity to Crested Butte.
The resort community of Mount Crested Butte has formed at the Crested Butte
Ski Area.

Mining could bhecome a significant element in this HRU. Exploration for the
proposed Mount Emmons mining project began 1in 1974, The company has
discovered a large molybdenum deposit in Mount Emmons.*

Source: *Mount Emmons Mining Project, Final EIS, COctober 1982.
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Lifestyles = Ranching and tourism are dependent on Natlonal Forest System
land. Summer recreation emphasized fishing, boating, picnicking, and camping.
Four-wheel drives are popular. Downhill skiing i1s centered at Crested Butte.

Cross-country skiing and snowmobiling occurs throughout the high country
surrounding Crested Butte. The water resource 1is wmportant 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 guality and big
game population.

Social Organization - The Crested Butte HRU 1s a rural unit centered around
the ski area. Limited fire, law enforcement, search and rescue, medical,
local news media, local planning, and commerclial trade services are avallable.
Education 1s available through high school. Most residents travel outside the
untt for major purchases.

Population and Land Use - Crested Butte 1s one of the most sparsely populated
HRU's surrounding the Forest. The population i1s located around Crested Butte
and Mount Crested Butte.

Continued rapid growth 1s expected 1f the proposed Mount Emmons Mining 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.

Sociral Change - Some significant social change may take place in this HRU
regardless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to minerals devel-
cpment.

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 Manti-LaSal National Forest). The west boundary follows the
State line to the Mesa-Garfield County line. The north houndary follows the
Mesa-Garfield County line. The east boundary is a line between the Grand
Valley and Plateau Valley. Considerable public interaction exists across thas
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 farming and ranching
industry. The railroad was extended from Denver and Salt Lake City to the
Grand Valley ain 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 more workers.

Lifestyles - Support services and light industry are the major employers in
the area. The population 1s in the middle to slightly younger age group. A
secondary employer is ranching and farming. The Forest's water resource 1is
important for irraigation 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 1s being urbanized. Public i1ssues
indicate concern for continued opportunity for camping, fishing, snowmobiling,
and cross-country skiing. Issues were also rarsed concernlng water and miner-
al development on grazaing and wildlafe. 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 1s available through hagh school.
Mesa College provides opportunity for higher eduction.

Population and Land Use - Grand Junction 1s an urban area rapidly engulfing
the surrounding communities. Growth patterns radiate out from the city center -
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
period 1970 to 1980. This 1s the most densely populated HRU in SRU "H" and
includes approximately one-half of 1ts 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 18 the Continental Divide, From a point near Lake City the boundary runs
north along the Uncompahgre HRU boundary through the Big Blue Wilderness to
the Gunnison River near Blue Mesa Dam. The boundary continues east through
the West Elk Wildermess 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 City began when gold and silver were discovered. In 1877,
1t was unrivaled in population and size on the Colorado West slope. Lake City
was a supply point for Animas Forks, Silverton, Ouray, Mineral Caty, Capitol
City, and other smaller San Juan mining camps. Gunnison was 1ncorporated in
1875. In 1881, the Denver and Rio Grande Rallroad reached Gunnison. Sar-
.gents, Doyleville, and Parlin located along the tracks.

Railroad spurs were bullt to Crested Butte in 1881 and Lake City 1n 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 majority of the work force is employed in retail trade, tour-
1st related business, agriculture, logging, and education (Western State
College). Water 1s aimportant for airrigation, beoating, and domestic use.
Hunting and fishing are major recreation activities. Recreation visitors
provide significant 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 1s high. The public has a wide spread concern over water use,
grazang, wildlife, and preservation of the area in its natural state. The
Lake City economy is seasonal and the public believes industrial growth ais
needed to enhance community growth and stability. Public issues were raised
opposed to and supporting additional wilderness designation.

Social Organization - The Gunnison HRU 1s a large mostly rural unit., Full
sexvice fire, law enforcement, search and rescue, medical, news media, plan-
ning and commercial trade services are availlable 1n Gunnison. Limited ser-
vices are available elsewhere in the unit. Elementary and secondary school
education 1is avallable 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 Emmons Mining Project begins, employment opportunities will
be available in the mining industry, and mining would become a significant
econcmic factor and land use. The 1980 census records a 41% growth rate for
Gunnison County for the period 1970 to 1280.

Social Change - Some significant social change may take place 1in this HRU
regarxdless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to minerals devel-
opment.

North Fork Human Resource Unit

The North Fork HRU includes Delta, Gunnison, and Montrose Counties. It in-
cludes the North Fork of the Gunnison River and part of the Gunnison Raver.
Its boundary on the west and north is the Mesa-Delta County line. On the east
it 15 the Raggeds and Ruby Mountain ranges and the Paonia-Taylor River 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. Rallroads linked the area with the east and west. The mining industry
developed the coal deposits in the North Fork Area.

The mining 1industry decline in the early 1900's forced residents from the
mountain communities to the Delta-Cedaredge area. Through the 1930's, agri-
culture continued to be the leading income source.

Lifestyles - Ranching, farming, f£ruit 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, grazing permits,
demand for farm land for other uses and property values. The ranching indus-
try depends heavily on Ndtional 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 1s processed at mills in the HRO.

A large percentage of the farmers and ranchers also hold jobs at the coal
mines. Most farms and ranches are too small to be 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 recreationists come from the Denver area. The major summer recreation
activities are water related. BAbout 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-~
opnments arcund many of the lakes on the Grand Mesa.

Attitudes, Belief, apnd Values - There are two resident groups in this HRU.
The first group are the ranchers, farmers, fruit growers, and miners. They

value the agricultural lifestyle and available open space. Public issues
indicate these residents do not want change. The second group are new minpers,

retired people, and businessmen that recently arrived in the area. They tend
to support arowth and daversity.

Social Organization - The North Fork HRU 1s rural. Full service fire, law
enforcement, search and rescue, medical, news media, planning, and commercial
trade services are avallable in Cedaredge, Crawford, Delta, Hotchkiss, and
Paonia. Education 1s 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 major 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-

ing and grazing. The 1980 census shows a 39% growth rate for Delta county for
the period 1970 to 1980.

The Cedaredge-Orchard City area 1s 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. Agri-
cultural land east and south of Delta i1s being developed for residential use.

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, primarily coal mining.

Uncompahgre Human Resource Unit

The Uncompahgre HRU includes the Uncompahgre and San Miguel River drainages.
The west boundary 1s 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 praivate and BLM land, along a
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divide to the Hinsdale-QOuray 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 communities included Ouray and Telluride. Many
other towns where developed near the mining areas, but were deserted when the
mineral resources were 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 stimulated interest in the old mining communities at
Curay and Telluride. Growth is steady and the demand for land continues to
increase real estate prices.

The Uranium Mine in Uravan revitalized the Norwood/Naturita area in the
1970's.

Iifesyles - The majority of the labor force i1s employed in retail and whole-
sale trade and government. Skilled trades and professional personnel make up
a large part of this group. Most employment 21s 1located near Montrose.
Although tamber 1s not a major andustry 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 Uncompahgre Nation-
al Porest near Telluride and OQuray; and the Black Canyon of the Gunnison
National Monument. Telluride is a major destination ski resort. OQuray bills
itgelf as the "Little Switzerland™ a major summer resort area. A Jjeep tour
business with national importance exists between Quray and Telluraide.

The HRU offers year round recreation opportunities. Summer recreation empha-
silzes 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 Gumnison National Monument. Three
wilderness areas are located in the unit. The area is highly accessible in
the summer months, especially to off-rcad vehicles. Heavy winter snow pro-
vides good downh1ll skiing at Telluraide.

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 recreationist. The retired public voices
a strong opinion concerning land use. Issues show concern for grazing, wild-
11fe, watershed, skiing, four-wheel draiving opportunities, and orderly devel-
oprent.

Social Organization - The Uncompahgre HRU 1s a mostly rural unit. Montrose is
the commercial center for the unit. Limited to £full fire, law enforcement,
search and rescue, medical, news media, planning, and commercial trade ser-
vices are available i1n Montrose, Norwood, Ouray, and Telluride. Education is
available through high school.
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Population and Land Use ~ The Uncompahgre HRU contains a number of smaller
communities, The Montrose-0Qlathe area 1s the regional center. It contains
the largest portion of the population. Initially the economy revolved around
agriculture. Now 1t 1s diversifying its economic base to include light indus-
try, tourism, and agriculture. There 1s a substantial population of retired
residents who have moved to the area because of 1ts stability and unpolluted
natural resources. The 1980 census shows 40% growth rate for the period 1970
to 1980.

The Norwood, Naturita, and Nucla area 1is 1solated from the populated area.
This area 1is primarily mining oriented. The depressed uranium market has
affected this area to the point that several mills have closed. The communi-

ties are anxious to strengthen and diversify their economy. The 1980 census
shows an 8% growth rate for the pericd 1970 to 1980.

The Telluride and Ouray area 1s alsoc isolated from the populated area. This
area 1s 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 saignificant social change may take place in the HRU
regardless of Forest Service action. These changes are due to energy and
minerals development. Pramarily 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 1s managed on an 1ntegrated basis. Management
decisions effect all resources. These effects are designed to achieve mal-
tiple resource objJectives.

Management actavities affect a wvariety of resources, and decisions are made
only after considering the entire set of ramifications involved. Samilarly,
single management activities are actually designed to serve a variety of
resource objectives. For example, treating lodgepele pine stands with small
clearcuts to increase water yield will provide additional wildlife habaitat and
a wood source for various purposes. Water developments are designed to serve
the needs of certain wildlife species as well as domestic livestock. Roads
are located to efficiently transport logs from a timber sale area to the maill,
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 mmprove successional vegetation stages can provide an
immediate timber benefit and will eventually improve wildlife habitat and
visunal quality. Improved daversity leads to a gradual increase in populations
of certain animal species, which ain turn 1ncreases recreation opportunities
for viewing, photographing, and hunting these animals. Thais series of events
may take several years to come to fruition, yet 1t may be entirely the result
of a single management activity.
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Resources are part of a very complex system with numerous interactions. They
are described aindividually only to emphasize important aspects of the current
situation 1n some type of organized framework. These elements must be
conceptually combined in order to understand the overall current situation on
the Forest,

RECREATTION

Recreation 1s a major Forest use. An estimated 2.2 million recreation visitor
days (RVD's) were recorded in 1980.

The 1981 Colorado Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) identified three recreation
activities that the Forest Service in the Region 10 Planning Area should
provide additicnal opportunities for. These are picnicking, four-wheeling and
downh1ll skiing.

A recreation discussion of Possil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal
Plateau Further Planning Area 1s displayed in the wWilderness section of this
chapter.

Developed Recreation

Current Use and Management - Existing developed recreation sites on the Forest
include: 5 observation sites, 67 family campgrounds, 11 family picnic
grounds, 2 group picnic grounds, 2 organization camps, 5 pr:ivately owned
resorts,; 3 concession sites, 2 information sites, and 12 recreation residence
sites. These developed recreation sites can support approximately 744,000
RVD's. There are a few private campgrounds near the Forest. BApproxamately
80% of the developed recreation use occurs at recreatlon 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 more popular and receive more
use than others. Currently developed recreation demand exceeds capacity on
the Grand Mesa and along Taylor River. Over the last ten years, developed use

has i1ncreased £rom 46% to 82% of capacity. Use 1n the private sector has
increased at a greater rate than the public sector.

Demand Trends - Demand is increasing for all types of developed recreation.
National Forest System developed recreation use 1s increasing at approxamately
2.7% per year. At this rate demand for National Forest System developed
recreation will exceed supply after 1990. Table III-5 displays average annual
developed recreation demand for the 50~year planning horizon.

There are more than enocugh potential development sites to meet demand through
2030, 1f enough budget were available to construct the necessary new sites and

1t was a goal of the Forest.
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TABLE III-5.

DEVELOPED RECREATION DEMAND
{Thousand RVD's Per Year Excluding Downhill Skiing)

Time Period

1981-1985 1986-1990 1991-2000 2001-2010 2011-2020 2021-2030

Developed
Recreation 617 695 812 968 1,124 1,280

Demand

Downhill Skiaing

Current Use and Management - The three downhill ski areas on the Forest sup-
ported 222,000 RVD's during the 1980 season. Capacity in 1980 on the three
sk1 areas was 737,592 RVD's. Table III-6 displays the existing and potential
capacities for the three ski areas and the possible Monarch Ski Area expansion
onto the Forest. The ski areas have a potential capacity of 3.04 million
RVD's. Crested Butte, Powderhorn, and Telluride have approved master plans.
The Crested Butte master plan includes expansion onto Snodgrass.

Demand Trends - Demand for downhill skiing has increased. With the projected
annual growth rate of 8.4%, downhill skiing use will account for 50% of the
Forest's developed recreation use by the year 2010. Downhill skiing use 1s
expected to reach 1,063,000 RVD's annually by year 2030. Crested Butte, the
Monarch expansion, Powderhorn, and Telluride have potential capacity to supply
downhi1ll skiing opportunities to meet projected demand through 2030, Table
III-7 dasplays the average annpnal demand for downhill skiing on the Forest.

In comments on the Draft EIS the High Country Citizens' Alliance stated, "The

Plan projects a gquadrupling of downhill skiing through the year 2030. There
are 1indications that for reasons of economics and demographics, downhill

skiing may be approaching its peak of popularity. Neather the Plan nor the
EIS offer any analysis or references to support this growth assumption.®

Demand projections were developed using trend line analysis. As additional
data becomes avallable demand projections may be revised.
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TABLE I1I-6.

DOWNHILL SKI AREA CAPACITY**

Existing Total Approved Potential
Capacity Master Plan Capaclty Capacity
Area PAQOT* 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

Tellurade 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 = Recreation visitor days.

** The existing Monarch Ski Area 1is on the San Isabel National Forest.
It could potentially expand onto the Forest. The figures repre-

sented here exclude the San Isabel capacity.

TABLE III-7.
DOWNHILL SKIING DEMAND
{(Thousand RVD's Per Year)
Time Period
1981-1985 1986~1990 1991-2000 2001-2010 2011-2020 2021-2030

Downhill
Skiing 269 362 502 689 876 1,062
Demand
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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 1s encouraged over new site
development. The Forest does not actively encourage new development, but
responds to proponent interest on an individual basis. Table III-8 displays
the potential ski sites using the four-level Pricrity System disclosed in the
Regronal Guide. This praority system facilitates land management allocation
decisions and guides development scheduling of allocated winter sport sites.

TABLE III-S.

POTENTIAL SKI SITES*

Area Regional Prioraity*

Mt. Axtell (Gibson Ridge) 1
Salt Creek 2
Wilson Ridge 2
Carbon Peak 3
Double Top 3
Ramboulllet - Slumguillon 3
Twin Peaks 4
Park Cone Mountain 4

Dispersed Recreation

Current Use and Management -~ The Forest provides opportunities for a wide
variety of dispersed recreation activities. Total dispersed recreation capa-
city 1s approximately 10.2 million RVD'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 motor:ized 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-
ning horizon. Some increase 1n capacity would be created with the addition of
access required for vegetation treatment during this time. However, this in-
crease 1s 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 1s expected to increase faster

than motorized use. The current use by ROS class is displayed in Table III-9.
Current acres by ROS class are displayed in Figure III-4.

Source: * Final Rocky Mountain Regional Guide.
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TABLE III-9.

1980 RECREATION USE SUMMARY

ROS* Class RVD's**

Urban, Rural and 696, 300

Roaded Natural

Semi-Pramitive Motorized 492,900

Semi-Primitive Non-motorized 45,500
TOTAL 1,234,700

**RVD's = Recreation Visitor Days.

FIGURE III-4.

CURRENT ROS* DISTRIBUTION

{Total National Forest System -~ 2,953,186 acres)

1

Semi-primitive
Motorized

Semi-primitive
Non-motorized

Primitive

Urban

Rural

Roaded Natural

Acres

1,265,186

816,792

217,930

1,066

33,021

619,184

*ROS = Recreation Opportunity Spectrum
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About 125 permits are issued annually for outfitters and guides on the Forest.
Outfitting for big game hunting 1s the predominant activity. This 1s consid-
ered a dependent industry with Forest use essential to 1ts survival. The
Forest manages these permits 1in accordance with the Forest Service Manual and
the Forest's Interim OCutfitter Guide Policy. New national policy 1s being
developed. When adopted the Forést policy will be modified to be 1in
conformance.

Current direction wrll 1increase 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
objectives. A discussion of travel management 1s displayed 1n the Facilaities
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 populaticn growth, leisure time, and energy
costs will affect dispersed recreation use. Dispersed recreation demand will
continue to 1increase faster than developed recreation. As travel expenses
increase, the amount of dispersed recreation on the Forest by local residents
will increase. The Forest can supply all of the demand for dispersed recrea-
tion opportunities.

There 1s more demand for winter dispersed recreation facilities (1.e. main-
tained trails, signing, sanltation facilities) than facilities provided.
Table III-10 displays the projected demand for dispersed recreation.

TABLE III-10.

DISPERSED RECREATION DEMAND
{Thousand RVD's Per Year)

Time Of £=-Road
Period Hunting Fishing Motorized Other Total

1581-1985% 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 National Scenic Trail

The National Parks and Recreation Act; November 10, 1978; established the
Continental Divide National Scenic Trail Corraidor. One hundred and tharty
miles of this trail corridor are on the Gunnison National Forest. Of the 130
miles, 83 or 64% cross land which offers primitive or semi-primitive non-
motorized recreation opportunities. Nineteen miles or 14% cross land which
offers semi-primitive motorized recreation opportunities, and 28 miles or 22%
cross land whaich offers roaded natural recreation opportunities.

The Forest has identified the trail on the Gunnison National Forest, Maps
displaying the trail 1location are attached to this Final EIS. Specific
descriptions of the trail location are contained in the Forest planning
records, The San Isabel National Forest is currently studying a corridor. for
the trail from Cottonwood Pass to Monarch Pass. The Gannison National Forest
has designated the trail from Cottonwood Pass to Tincup Pass. The trail has
not been designated from Tincup Pass to Monarch Pass. The San Isabel National
Forest will study further the Cottonwood Pass to Monarch Pass section of the
Continental Divide National Scenic Trail.

The Proposed Dominguez - Escalante National Historic Traaxl

The proposed trall crosses the Uncompahgre Plateau and the Grand Mesa. This
route was designated by Congress for study as a National Historic Trail. A
Draft EIS was prepared by the National Park Service. The Forest Service
response was to recommend "high potential segments" be i1dentified a National
Historic Trail and location craiteria be developed. A Final EIS has been
completed and submatted to the Envaironmental Protection Agency. The adminis-
traticon recommends that no Federal action be taken at this time due to the
general lack of public support for the trail and the present national bud-
getary constraints.*

National Recreation Trails

The Forest has three WNational Recreation Trails. The Crag Crest National
Recreation Trail 1s 11 miles long and follows the Grand Mesa ridge. The Crag
Crest National Recreation Trail for cross-country skiing is 7.5 miles long in
the Scales Lake Area. The Bear Creek National Recreation Trail 1s si1x miles
long in the rugged mining country near Quray.

W1ld and Scenic Rivers

The Forest planning process included two Wild and Scenic River Eligibility
Reports. Reports were prepared for the East River and the Taylor River. They
were listed as potential Wild and Scenic Rivers by the Heritage Conservation
and Recreation Services (now the National Park Service) in its nationwide
rivers inventory.

The eligibil:ty reports conclude that neither the East River nor the Tayloxr
River are eligible for further consideration for inclusion in the Wild and
Scenic River System. See Appendix G for the detailed studies of the two
rivers.

Source: * Dominguez — Escalante Final National Trail Study.
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Research Natural Areas

One Research WNatural 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 discussion of these areas 1s available in
the Forest planning records. A summary of the three research natural areas
follows:

~--The Gothlc Research Natural Area was designated 1n 1931, expanded 1n 1959,
It 1s a 1,050 acre ecological research and study area located 10 miles north
of Crested Butte.

~-=-The proposed Escalante Creek Research Natural Area 1s a 61 acre blue spruce
si1te. It 1s located in the upper Dry Fork of Escalante Creek.

--The proposed Tabeguache Research Natural Area 1s a 350 acre site containing
ponderosa pine. It 1s located nine miles northeast of Mucla.

Special Interest Areas; Cultural and Natural

There are cultural (prehistoric and historic) and natural resources on the
Forest. In most cases, the location 1s kept confidential to protect these
resources from vandalism and to preserve them for scientific and educational
purposes. The Forest's historic overview 1s complete 1n three volumes pre-
pared jointly by the BIM and Forest. Work 1s proceeding on a portion of the
prehistoric overview through a cooperative agreement. Until the prehistoric
overview 15 finished, data will be adapted from the completed BIM prehistoric
overview of the surrounding areas.

Approxamately 195,000 acres, 7% of the Forest, have been surveyed for cultural
resources. Cultural resource surveys take place before any vegetation
treatment activities., Vegetation treatment increases the opportunities for
significant cultural resource discovery.

Two natural special 1interest areas are managed on the Forest. The Forest
planning process examined the records on 15 other areas for management as
speclial interest areas. A detalled discussion of the areas 1s located in the
Forest planning records. A summary of the examination results of the 17
special interest areas follows.

Dry Mesa Dinosaur Quarry Paleontological Site - The quarry 1s a 40 acre site
located withain the Jurassic Morrison formation and contains fossils with a
geologic age of approximately 150,000,000 years. This quarry 1is located 26
miles southwest of Delta. Excavation activity has yielded remains of many
different kinds of extinct animals including partial skeletons of animals not
previously known to sclence.
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Slumgullion Earthflow Naticnal Natural Landmark - The earthflow 1s a natural
geologic process associated with the erosion of unstable geologic and soil
features. It includes approximately 9200 acres of BLM land, 300 acres of
National Forest System land, and 100 acres of private land. It 1s located two
miles south of Lake City. It 1s designated a National Natural Landmark and 1s
listed in the National Registry of Natural Landmarks. It 1s not a registered
landmark since all owners have not agreed to protect its wvalue. The Colorado
Natural Areas Program has also designated the earthflow as a Colorade Special
Interest Area.

Proposed Ophir Needles National Natural Landmark - The Ophir Needles 1s a
geclogic formation formed by alpine erocsion etching out spectacular topo-
graphic spires from highly pointed aintrusive rock. This aintrusave cuts

sharply across a varied sequence of sedimentary and volcanic rocks, and the
discordant contacts are exceptionally displayed over a vertical range of about
1,000 feet. This formation is 10 miles southwest of Telluride. Ophir Needles
1s being nomainated by the National Park Service for inclusion in the Naticonal
Registry of Natural Landmarks.

Natural Special Interest Areas Being Studied - Eleven potential National
Natural Landmarks are being studied by the National Park Service to determine
their eligibility. They include: Cochetopa Park Caldera, Elk Mountains,
Fossil Ridge, Lizard Head Pass, Mount Bellview, Mt. Sneffels, Potosi Peak, The
Castles, Tomichi Dome, and Waunita Hot Spraings. Gothic Research Natural Area
is also being studied for dual designation as a National Natural Landmark by
the National Park Service.

The Mt. Emmons Iron Bog will be protected from activities detrimental to its
maintaining the habatat of Drosera rotundifolia L. This 1s a small
carnivorous round-leaf sundew plant located in peaty or wet, acidic soils.
Projected mining activities on adjacent pravate land may affect the bog.
Close coordination will be necessary with the projected mining project.

Natural Special Interest Areas Rejected - Three areas have been studied by the
National Park Service and determined to be ineligible to the National Natural
Landmark's registry. These include: Black Face; Lizard Head; and San Juan,
Silverton and Lake City Caldera Complex.

Propogsed Alpine Tunnel Hisgtoric District - The district 1s approximately 60
acres of HNational Forest System land. It consists of three non-contiguous
parcels of railroad that were built as part of the Denver, South Park, and
Pacific Railroad. With the tracks reaching 11,523 foot elevation, the Alpine
Tunnel became the highest section of adhesion railroad in the world. The
Palisades parcel 1s known for its use of cribbing to stabilize the narrow
points of the railroad route. The district 1s located approximately 40 miles
east of Gunnison. The Alpine Tunnel has been nominated to the National Regis-
ter of Historic Places.

Proposed Englehart Park Archeological District - The district 1s 664 acres of
National Forest System land. It contains nine prehistoric sites and twenty-
six prehistoric isclated finds. Englehart Park Archeological District has
been nominated to the National Register of Historic Places. The Forest's
recommendation 1s that it be protected by avoidance until agreements are made
to i1nterpret or study the area.
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Visual Resource

The Rocky Mountain Region has been divided into three geographic areas for
visual resource planning. These areas are: The Southern Rocky Mountalins,
Central Rocky Mountains, and Great Plains. Each province is divided into
ecological land units that have similar landform, vegetation and soil charac-
teristics. These unmits 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 1s in the Southern Rocky Mountain physiographic 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 retain-
ing 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 wvisual impact on landscape character and variety 1s c¢ritical.

The majority of land on the Forest is visible in middleground and background
views from the mountain valleys. Vegetation treatment 1increases ecological

diveristy. This usually enhances scenic beauty as long as the treatments
emilate natural growth patterns and shapes 1in the surrounding Jlandscape.

WILDERNESS

The Forest administers all or portions of eight wilderness areas. These areas
are displayed in Table III-11.

TABLE III-11.

DESIGNATED WILDERNESS
(Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison Acres Only}

National Forest

Wilderness System Acres
Big Blue Wilderness 98,235
Collegirate Peaks Wilderness 48,961
LaGarita Wilderness 79,822
Lizard Head Wilderness 20,342
Maroon Bells~Snowmass Wilderness 19,598
Mount Sneffels Wilderness 16,200
Raggeds Wilderness 42,527
West Elk Wilderness 176,092
TOTAL 501,777
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RKannah Creek, Roubideau, and Tabeguache were listed suitable for inclusion in
the National Wilderness Preservation System in the RARE I1I Fanal EIS. Section
107(b) (2} of the Colorado Wilderness Act released these areas from further
wilderness consideration 1n this planning period. These areas will not be
analyzed for wrlderness in this Final EIS,

Recreation settings within wilderness are categorized praistine, primitive,
semi~praimitive, and high density day use. The settings consider area size,
trail use, the influence of human activity within and outside the wilderness,
oppertunity for solitude, and potential for encountering other users.

Pristine wilderness recreation settings offer very high levels of solitude,
very high opportunities for challenge, risk, and self-reliance. Trail and
camp encounters will generally be very low, 0 to 2 other parties per day.
Pramitive wilderness recreation settings offer high levels of solitude, high
opportunities for challenge, risk, and self-reliance. Trail encounters will
generally be low, less than five other parties per day. Semi-pramitive
wilderness recreation settings offer moderate levels of solitude, moderate
opportunities for challenge, risk, and self-reliance. Trail encounters will
generally be moderate to high, 5 to 20 other parties per day. High density
recreation settings offer low 1levels of solitude, low opportunity for
challenge, risk, and self-reliance. Trall encounters will generally be high,
greater than 20 other parties per day.

Oh=Be Joyful Wilderness Study Rrea

The RARE ITI 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 1s unsuirtable for inclusion i1n the National Wilderness
Preservation System. The administration 1s currently completing the Final
EIS. If Congress does not act within two years from the date of submission of
the President's recommendation to Congress, the Oh-Be-Joyful area will be
managed non-wllderness.

Unt1l Congress acts or until two years pass from date of the President's
recommendation on the Ch-Be-Joyful Wilderness Study Area, the area will be
managed to maintain 1ts existing wilderness character. Existing uses will
continue. Livestock grazing will continue and range structural improvements
can be maintained and constructed.

Existing Wilderness

About 17% of the PForest, 501,777 acres, 1s designated wilderness. Of this

total; 416,043 acres were designated wllderness by the Coloradc Wilderness
Act.

Current Use and Management - This Final EIS will disclose alternative manage-
ment direction for the five wildernesses displayed in Chapter I. Table III-12
displays current wilderness use Ior 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 III-12.

1980 WILDERNESS USE

Wilderness/Forest MRVD's¥ Trail Miles MAUM's*
BIG BLUE

Unccompahgre 52.4 »290.0 5.6
LA GARITA

Gunnison 9.2 120.0 2.3

Rio Grande 22.4 47.0 1.1

MOUNT SNEFFELS

Uncompahgre 10.9 60.0 .7
RAGGEDS

Gunnison 12.3 80.0 1.8

White River 1.2 14.5 .6
WEST ELK

Gunnison 56.0 220.0 9.0

TOTAL 164.4 791.5 21.1
* MAUM's = Thousand Animal Unit Months.

MRVD's

il

Thousand Recreation Visitor Days projected back to
1980 use for each wilderness (Recreation Base Year 1s 1980)

Demand Trends - Future wilderness use can be expected to rise during the next
decade at nearly the haistoric rate of increase. Changes i1n this rate beyond
the next few years will depend om factors such as travel costs and leisure
time. Grazing use 15 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 based .on public comment and addational
data.

TABLE III-13.

WILDERNESS DEMAND
(Thousand RVD's Per Year)

Time 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 eligible for wilderness suitability analysis on the For-
est. Figure III-5 displays the general vicinity and major population centers
within a 100 mile radius of Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area and Cannibal
Plateau Further Planning Area.

FIGURE III-5,

FOSSIL RIDGE WILDERNESS STUDY AREA AND
CANNIBAL PLATEAU FURTHER PLANNING AREA
VICINITY MAP
{The circles display communities within 100 miles
of the Study Areas.)
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(] wilderness Study Area and Further Planning Area

Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National
Porest System Land

The Fossil Ridge Wilderness
Colorado,

Study Area 1s located in Gunnison County,
Denver.

about 8 miles northeast of Gunnison and 125 air miles southwest of

It 1s 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 1s 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 adjacent to the BLM's Pow-

derhorn Primitlve Area. The Praimitive Area, containing 40,480 acres, was

formally designated by the Secretary of the Interior in August, 1973. 1In the
BIM Wilderness Study, Powderhorn Primirtive Area was 1identified an Instant
Study Area. A Draft EIS, which identified Powderhorn Pramitive Area plus an
addational 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 Wilderness Study Area - The RARE II Final EIS listed Fossil Ridge
unsultable 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
tiame to act on the administration's recommendation of suitability or unsuita-
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 PFossil 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 1ssued 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 comment 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 designation have been reserved by Congress.

Until Congress acts, the Fossil Ridge Wilderness Study Area will be managed to
maintain 1ts existing wilderness character while still permaitting existing
uses. Livestock grazing and dispersed motorized recreation will continue and

range structural improvements can be maintained or constructed.

Suitability or unsuitability for inclusion 1in the National Wilderness Preser-
vation System 1s 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 pane. 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 tamberline, rocklands
and rock outcrops commonly preclude any vegetation. The higher peaks have a
considerable amount of reock. Soils, are shallow. Alpine vegetation 1s in
good condition, forested areas are generally mature and are progressing
through wvarious stages of ecological change. Open parks and riparian areas
are in good condition.

There are no known threatened or endangered plants in the Wilderness Study
Area. There 1s a possibility of finding the plant Braya humilis ssp.
ventosa (belongs in the mustard family - no common 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 1s no official classification of thais sub-
species at this time, but 1t 1s considered a special management subspecies
by the Forest Service. Scouler's willow does cccur in the WSA, but it 1s
not considered rare or endangered.

—-Landform, Fossil Ridge - Glacial features ainclude cirque basins and head-
walls, serrated ridges, and sharp peaks and cliffs. Cirgues are abundant at
higher elevations. South Lottis Creek 1s an outstanding example. Deposi-
tional features caused by glacial action are not important to the landscape.
Erosion has modified other drainages into more of a V-shaped cross-section.
Post=glacial ponding behind low moraines has produced flat meadows in some
areas, such as along Lottis Creek above Union Park.

—--Geology, Fossil Ridge - The Wilderness Study Area 1s underlain by a mixture
of sedimentary, 1igneous, 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,
gnelss, and schist over 1 billion years old. Structural deformmation 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 be reverse
faults. Minor intrusive rocks were emplaced during this period., They
include dikes, sills, and irregularly-shaped masses.
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